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Assembly History, Fifty-ninth Session 

Feb. 2-From printer. To committee. 
Feb. 7-From committee: Amend, and do pass as amended. 
Feb. 8-Read second time. AmendeJ. To print.er. 
Feb. 9-From printer. To engrossment. Engrossed. First reprint. 
Feb. 10-Read third time. Passed, as amended. Title approved. To 

Senate. 
Feb. I I-In Senate. Read first time. Referred to Committee on Finance. 

To committee. 
Feb. J 8-From committee: Do pass. 
Feb. 21-Read second time. 
Feb. 22-Read third time. Passed. Title approved. To Assembly. 
Feb. 23-In Assembly. To enrollment. 
Feb. 24---Enrolled and delivered to Governor. 
Feb. 25-Approved by the Governor. Chapter 22. 
Effective July 1, 1977. 

A. B. 251-Barengo, Hayes and Ross, Feb. l. 
Summary-Creates Hearing Division in Department of Administration. 

( BDR 18-473) Fiscal Note: Local Government Impact: No. State 
or Industrial Insurance Impact; Yes. 

Feb. 1-Read first time. Referred to Committee on Judiciary, To printer. 
Feb. 2-From printer. To committee, 

A. B. 252-Barengo and Hayes, Feb. 1. 
Summary-Makes appropriation to Board of Regents for purpose of 

paying share of University of Nevada, Reno, in costs for improve­
ments to various streets adjacent to the university. (BDR S-348) 
Fiscal Note: Local Government Impact: No. State or Industrial 
Insurance Impact: Contains Appropriation. 

Feb, I-Rc8.d first time. Referred to Committee on Ways and Means, 
To printer. 

Feb. 2-From printer. To committee. 
Mar. 30-From committee: Do pass. 
Mar. 31-Read second time. To engrossment. Engrossed, 
Apr. 1-Rca<l third time. Pa%cd. Titk approved. To Senate. 
Apr. 4-ln Senate. Read first time. Referred to Committee on Finance. 

To committee. 
Apr. 6-Frorn committee: Do pass. 
Apr. 7-RcaJ second time. 
1\pr. 11-RcaJ third time. Passed. Title approved. To Assembly. 
Apr. 12-In Assembly. To enrollment. 
Apr. 13-Enrolled and delivered to Governor. 
Apr. l 4-Approved by the Governor. Chapter 178. 
Effective April 14, 1977. 

A. B. 253-Kosinski, Feb. 1. 
Summary-Reduces penalty for possession of specified small amount of 

marihuf\na. (BDR 40-725) Fiscal Note: Local Government Impact: 
No. S1a,e or Industrial Insurance Impact: No. 

Feb. I-Read first time. Referred to Ca~ttec JI I1~cjary To prin(er. 
Feb. 2-From printer. To committee. 1. , 1 _ '}! ,,_,_ 

A. B. 254-Wagner, Murphy, Gomes, Kosinski and Coulter, Feb. 1. 
Summary-Lowers threshold for reporting campaign contributions. !BDR 

24-562) Fiscal Note: Loe,,! Government Impact: No. State or 
Industrial Insurance Irnpact: No. 

Feb. 1-Read first time. Referred to Committee on Elections. To printer. 
Feb. 2-Frorn printer. To committee. 
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A. B. 253 

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 253-ASSEMBLYMAN KOSINSKI 

FEBRUARY 1, 1977 

Referred to Committee on Judiciary 

SUMMARY-Reduces penalty for possession of specified small 
· amount of marihuana. (BDR 40-725) 

FISCAL NOTE: Local Government Impact: No. 
State or Industrial Insurance Impact; No. 

EXPLANATION-Matter in Italics is new; matter in brackets [ ) Is material to be omllted. 

AN ACT relating to controlled substances; reducing the penalty for persons guilty 
of possessing specified small amounts of marihuana; requiring peace officers to 
issue citations to such persons instead of making arrests, except in certain situa­
tions; and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly, 
do enact as follows: 

1 SECTION 1. Chapter 453 of NRS is hereby amended by adding 
2 thereto a new section which shall read as follows: 
3 If a peace officer finds that a person unlawfully possesses I ounce or 
4 less of marihuana, the officer shall issue a citation to the person and shall 
5 not take the person into custody for that offense unless he: 
6 1. Fails to furnish satisfactory evidence of his identity; or 
7 2. Refuses to give his written promise to appear in court. 
8 SEC. 2. NRS 453.016 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
9 453.016 When used in NRS 453.011 to 453.551, inclusive, and sec-

IO tion I of this act, the words and terms in NRS 453.011 to 453.141, inclu-
11 sive, [shall, for the purposes of NRS 453.011 to 453.551, inclusive.] have 
12 the meanings ascribed to them in [NRS 453.011 to 453.141, inclusive,] 
13 those sections, except in [those] instances where the context clearly indi-
14 cates a different meaning. 
15 SEC. 3. NRS 453.336 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
16 453.336 1. It is unlawful for any person knowingly or intentionally 
17 to possess a controlled substance unless the substance was obt,1inccl 
18 directly from, or pursuant to, a valid prescription or order of ::1 prncti-
19 tioner while acting in the course of his professional prncticc, or except as · 
~~ f~~l~;i"~~~ authorized by the provisions of NRS 453.011 to 453.55 I, ¾I~'i. 
22 2. Except as provided in subsections 3 and 4, any person who vio-
23 !ates this section shall be punished: 

,· 
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(a) For the first offense, if the controlled substance is listed in NRS 
453.161, 453.171, 453.181 or 453,191, by imprisonment in the state 
prison for not less than 1 year nor more than 6 years, and may be for­
ther punished by a fine of not more than $2,000. 

(b) For a second offense, if the controlled substance is listed in NRS 
453.161, 453.171, 453.181 or 453.191, or if, in case of a first conviction 
of violation of this section, the offender has previously been convic,ed of 
any violation of the laws of the United States or of any state, tcrriwry or 
district relating to a controlled substance, the offender shall be punished 
by imprisonment in the state prison for not less than l year nor more than 
10 years and may be further punished by a fine of not more than S2,000. 

(c) For a third or subsequent offense, if the controlled substance is 
listed in NRS 453.161, 453.171, 453.181 or 453,191, or if the offender 
has previously been convicted two or more times in the aggregate of any 
violation of the law of the United States or of any state, territory or dis­
trict relating to a controlled substance, the offender shall be punished by 
imprisonment in the state prison for not less than 1 year nor more than 20 
years and may be further punished by a fine of not more than $5,0DO. 

(d) For the first offense, if the controlled substance is listed in NRS 
453.201, by imprisonment in the county jail for not more than I year, and 
may be further punished by a fine of not more than $1,000. 

(e) For a second or subsequent offense, if the controlled substance is 
listed in NRS 453.201, by imprisonment in the state prison for not less 
than 1 year nor more than 6 years, and may be further punished by a 
fine of not more than $2,000. 

3. Any person who [is under 21 years of age and] is convicted of 
the possessioil of [less than] 1 ounce or less of marihuana [: 

(a) For the first offense: 
(I) Shall be punished by imprisonment in the state prison for not 

less than 1 year nor more than 6 years, and may be further] is guilty of 
a misdemeanor, but for the first or second offense shall be pun ishcd by 
a fine of not more than [$2,000; or 

(2) Shall be punished by imprisonment in the cou:ity jail for not 
more than l year, and may be further punished by a fine of not more 
than S 1,000, and may have his driver's license suspended for not more 
than 6 months. 

(b) For the second offense shall be punished in the manner prescribed 
by subsection 2 for a first offense. 

(c) For a third or subsequent offense, shall be punished in the manner 
prescribed by subsection 2 for a second offense.] $100. 

4. Before sentencing under the provisions of subsection 3, the court 
[shall] may require the parole and probation officer to submit a presen­
tencing report on the person convicted in accordance with the provisions 
of NRS 176.195. [After the report is received but before sentence is pro­
nounced the court ~hall do the following: 

(a) Interview the person convicted and make a determination as to the 
rehabilitation potential of the individual; and 

(b) Conduct a hearing at which evidence may be presented as lO t:he 
rehabilitation potential and any other relevant information received as to 
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whether the person convicted of the offense shall be adjudged to have 
committed a felony or to have committed a gross misdemeanor.] 

5. Three years atfer the person has been convicted and sentenced 
under the provisions of subsection 3, the court may order scaled all rec­
ords, papers and exhibits in such person's record, minute book entries and 
entries on dockets, and other records relating to the case in the custody of 
such other agencies and officials as are named in the court's order, if: 

(a) The person fulfilled all the terms and conditions imposed by the 
court and by the parole and probation officer; and 

(b) The (OUrt, after hearing, is satisfied that the [rehabilitation] per­
son has been [attained.] re!wbi/iwted. 

6. Whenever any person who has not previously been convioccl of 
any offense under the provisions of NRS 453.01 I to 453.55 I, inclusive:. 
or under any statute of the United States or of any state relating tc 
narcotic drugs, marihauna or stimulant, depressant or hallucinogenic 
drugs pleads guilty to or is found guilty of possession of a controlled sub­
stance under this section, the court, without entering a judgment of guilt 
and with the consent of the accused, may defer further proceedings :ind 
place him on probation upon terms and conditions. 

7. Upon violation of a term or condition, the court may enter :m 
adjudication of guilt and proceed as otherwise provided. Upon fulfillment 
of the terms and conditions, the court shall discharge the person and dis­
miss the proceedings against him. 

8. Discharge and dismissal under this section shall be without adjudi­
cation of guilt and is not a conviction for purposes of this section er for 
purposes of disqualifications or disabilities imposed by law upon convic­
tion of a crime, including the additional penalties imposed for J second llr 

subsequent convictions under the provisions of NRS 453.011 to 453.551, 
inclusive. 

9. There may be only one discharge and dismissal under this section 
with respect to any person. 
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ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
March 7, 1977 

MINUTES 

Members Present: Chairman Barengo 
Assemblyman Hayes 
Assemblyman Banner 
Assemblyman Coulter 
Assemblyman Polish 
.Assemblyman Price 
A:ssemblyman Ross 
Ausemblyman Sena 
Assemblyman Wagner 

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 a.m. by Chairman Barengo 
to hear testimony on AB 253 and AB 280. Both of these bills being 
concerned with the marijuana issue. 

Assemblyman Dale Goodman was first to speak as the .i.ntrodu,.::er of 
AB 280. His written statement is attached and marked Exhibit A. 
He also gave to the commitb~e a copy of the December 1976 issue 
of Psychology Tod,3.y which hr~ asked the commit.tee to read. This 
article is attached and marked Exhibit B. 

James Slattery was next to speak. He told the committee that he 
was appearing before them on behalf of his wife,who has glaucoma 
and is losing her eyesight. He stated her eyes had been tested in 
the east and he and his wife were told that marijuana has been 
very effective in the control of pressure in the eye which causes 
glaucoma. He said the doctors in Reno said they would like to use 
marij1.1ana in treatment. However, the doctors are afraid that they 
might get caught. He said his wife has asked for the last two 
years for him to buy some marijuana so that she could use it in 
cooking. But, they were afraid of prosecution for possession in 
Reno. He explained that he had heard of one fellow who went to 
the federal courts and got permission from the federal government 
to use marijuana for his glaucoma. Mr. Slattery stated he felt 
there are many, many people in the land who have glaucoma and, he 
thought, it would be a very good and wise thing if marijuana were 
decriminalized so that these people could get relief. 

In answer to a question from the committee, Mr. Slattery said that 
he did not feel that most people who smoke marijuana have glaucoma. 
However, he further pointed out that his wife is probably the onl~• 
person in Nevada who has had an operation for glaucoma. He said 
her doctor had recently told her that he might have to freeze he~ 
eye because it had developed a wrinkle in it. The doctor also 
told them that one option would be the use of marijuanR, which 
would relieve the water pressure in the eye and probably her sight 
would be saved for a lot longer time. 

&JO 
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Mr. Harold Albright, attorey in Reno, who practices criminal law, 
was the next to testify and stated as follows: 

The:e's a wind blowing across this country and it's a wind gener­
ated by people who demand that laws be responsible and applicable 
and meaningful, rather that arbitrary and capricious. It's a wind 
that has stripped bad laws from the statute books. It has stripped 
away discriminatory laws, unconstitutional laws and meaningless 
laws. I come here today,as an attorney who practices quite a bit 
of criminal law in the state of Nevada. I hear the wind from the 
grass roots, so to speak. I talk to my clients and I experience 
their frustration and their confusjon. And, their disbelief when 
this law is applied to them. I must say that I really do not like 
what I hear. My clients ask me, "What did I do wrong? I was sit­
ting in my home, I wasn't doing anything, I wasn't offending any­
body, I wasn't performing any illegal act, other than, I simply pos·­
sessed marijuana." Virtually every meaningful law that we have 
on our books today, protects people from the effects of asocial 
behavior, murder, rape, robbery, assault and battery, trespass, 
obscenity laws, things of this nature. All of them attempt to pro­
tect us from the conduct of other people, and, to punish other 
people for conduct which effects us. Notso much with the current 
marijuana .laws. They punish people who merely possess a drug, 
whether they're using it at the time or not. And, they punish a 
person, regardless of the responsibility with which he uses the 
particular drug. Clearly, they cannot be punished for committing 
one asocial conduct or one asocial act and they can be sentenced 
to prison for six years. I do not think that a marijuana law, 
or possession law, such as we have now, is necessary. Pursuant to 
the guidelines of NRS 453.146, you are provided with the tools to 
determine whether a material should be a controlled substance. 
Utilizing these guidelines, I have come to the conclusion that we 
do not need a possession law as such. Marijuana is not physically 
addicting, like heroin. Productive people still remain productive 
even though they utilize mar1Juana. States, like California and 
Oregon, have actually experie11ced a decline in the use of marijuana 
once it's been legalized. And, I believe the articles provided to 
you would substantiate the proposition that there has been no 
demonstrable proof of danger to the public health through the use 
of marijuana. 

In other words, NRS 453.146, provides you with the ability to chanqe 
this law to conform to the winds that now blow and conform to the 
way that the wind is blowing, due to better knowledge and betteL 
information being provided to us. Information now seems to show 
that whether or not an individual uses or possesses marijuana is 
unimportant, as it has no effect on other people. 

I am here as a proponent of AB 280. AB 280 recognizes the concepts 
of which I speak and totally decriminalizes possession and relies 
on other laws to protect the people from the ~social effects of 
those who are abusing the rights to smoke marijuana. There is now 
a means available to detect the presence of marijuana in the blood, 
breath or urine of an individual. This would protect us £ram a 



' 

I 

t 

ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
March 7, 1977 
Page Three 

person driving under the influence of marijuana. Also, we can be 
protected by laws such as the assault and battery laws, obscenity 
laws, trespass laws and other laws which are directed at asocial 
conduct of the person who is under the influence of marijuana. 
These laws are currently utilized to protect citizens from asocial 
effect of a person under the influence of alcohol. They can admir­
ably be applied to our particular situation with marijuana. I 
especially like AB 280 becuase it places stringent controls on 
smoking marijuana in a public place. We are all aware of the con­
troversy concerning smoking and the fact that smoking can effect 
people in an entire room. I think that the controls in AB 280 are 
adequate and I think that they are important. The second reason I 
favor AB 280 is that it frees the police from any time expenditure 
applicable to a marijuana arrest. One of the larger arguments 
that is generally put forth concerning marijuana, is the fact that 
the police would not be forced to spend a great amount of time if 
the law was not enforced. I think that even a misdemeanor convic­
tion takes a tremendous amount of time. A citation is written up, 
the people are arrested, booked, the criminal process is still put 
into sffect, they're subjected to a trial then the right to appeal 
to the district court. We still have a tremendous expenditure of 
time and money. This law would allow for people, responsible peo­
ple, to use marijuana and then would punish them for asocial effects. 
And, thirdly, I especially like AB 280 becuase it places an age 
limit on those who can legally possess marijuana. I think that 
this bill, coupled with the existing laws, will adequately protect 
people from what I would consider the important part of any meaning­
ful criminal system, that is, the effect of asocial conduct. 

I sincerely and earnestly urge you to hear the wind as it now blows 
and allow it to blow this last vestige of meaningless law from our 
statutes. Thank you very much. 

Next to speak was James Brown, Esq., private attorney in Reno prac­
ticing criminal law. He testified as follows: 

I am appearing under the auspices of the American Civil Liberties 
Union. I am not going to spout a lot of statistics today. There's 
more statistics on marijuana, mor2 studies on marijuana, than 
virtually any other subject in criminal law. What I would like to 
get across today are a couple of basic points. I'd also like to 
get across some of the practical inhuman nspects of the marijuana 
laws, as they stand in this state, which have come to my attention 
during my practice. 

I'd like to make three main points today. The points are: First, 
marijuana doesn't seem to be physically or socially ha~mful, by the 
state of the knowledge as we have it now. Second, is the virtually 
indisputable fact that if marijuana laws are meant as a deterrent 
to marijuana use, then those laws simply_ don't work. The third 
point is, that in my view, the harmful effect of the laws, as they 
now stand, are much greate~ than any potential effect of the mari­
juana itself. 

L "}') 
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I would like to address my first point which is, according to 
current of the knowledge, marijuana is not harmful. The history 
of marijuana use is at least as long in the human race as the 
history of alcohol use. Hemp remains have been found in Meso­
potamian ruins which have been dated at approximately 5000 BC. 
Packets of marijuana seeds, pipes that were used for marijuana 
smoking have been found in Siberian archaeological diggings 
which have been dated at approximately 500 BC. So, if marijuana 
causes genetic damage, if marijuana causes further physical harm, 
I would think that the effects have been already incorporated 
into our physical status at the present time. Now, during the 
past 100 years, numerous reports have been done starting with 
the Royal British Report in India in the 1870's, a Laguardia 
report was done among the many Laguardia reports in New York City 
in the 1930's. But, I think that the most definitive report on 
the physical effects of marijuana was recently done by the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. The Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare in a report, which I don't have 
with me today, but which is available through the federal govern­
ment printing office, performed a study on Jamaican field hands 
who had smoked marijuana on a daily basis over a fifteen year 
period. Substantial psychological testing was done on these 
field hands, using a test group of workernwho did not smoke mari­
juana, and no detectable harmful effect was found, either psy­
chologically or physically. As a matter of fact, the only re­
sult that marijuana use had on field hands doing stoop labor 
was that, the workers who used marijuana were somewhat more pro­
ductive than those who did not. So, while there is a body of 
people, in addressing marijuana laws, who say lhe time is not 
now, we need more studies. I say, we have had a hundred years of 
studies, 5000 years, at least, of use. Physical effects have not 
surfaced yet, and I, in my own opinion, can't see waiting an­
other three years for them to come forward. 

The second point I would like to make is that the laws against 
marijuana simply don't work. I think it's common knowledge that 
use has increased substantially over the past ten years. How­
ever, according to a study performed by the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, this last year,approximatley 45% of the graduat­
ing high school seniors in the United States had a least tried 
mariJuana. Approximately 20% were continuous users. The statis­
tics vary, but, I think that it is quite obvious that marijuana 
use among unviersity students and young adults is probably greater. 
than that among high school students. I think that the reason 
that marijuana laws don't work is very simple. Marijuana is so 
easily available, marijuana grows wild as a weed on all five 
continents and most of the islands in the world, requires little 
care (a seed in the ground, it pops up in four months, ready far 
harvest). And, because of that, it lends itself ideally to the. 
small, individual entrepreneur who wants to get involved in 
illegal activities. No chemical processing is needed, no special 
training in chemistry is needed to make marijuana and, therefore, 
there is no organized crime connection that is necessary to go 

t,JJ 



,. 
-

ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
March 7, 1977 
Page Five 

into marijuana smuggling. A patch of ground in Mexico or in the 
United States is all that is needed. As a matter of fact, mari­
juana was grown for hemp in the United States prior to World War I 
and World War II. It was disseminated so widely throughout the 
midwest that it grows wild along virtually every roadside in In­
diana and Ohio. Making a substance illegal which grows by the road­
side is a futile effort. And, I think that the futility of the 
effort is brought clearly forward by the increased use and by the 
fact that the laws just don't work. 

Finally, and most importantly, from my point of view as a prac­
ticing attorney, it seems to me that the laws on marijuana are 
much worse than potential effects of marijuana. To date, the only 
scientifically proven harmful side effect of marijuana is jail. 
I think that the marijuana laws foster disrespect for law enforce­
ment and the authority of the police. I see young, educated, 
middle class clients who have been arrested, mugged, finger printed, 
they have appeared in court several times, sometimes handcuffed, 
and not to mention sizeable attorney fees, and this is for an 
offense which results in the equivalent of a traffic ticket a lit­
tle less than twenty miles to the west of here. 

I think the most important effect of the marijuana laws is their 
disruptive effect of the laws of criminal procedure. Since mari­
juana smoking has become more common, marijuana arrests have in­
creased substantially. Lawyers have gone into court more often 
to argue on behalf of their clients, and the law of search and 
seizure has blossomed. What we have now is essentiallya two-tier 
system of search and seizure laws; one for drug related crimes 
and one for crimes involving crimes against property. In 1974, 
the West Key Number System, a legal encyclopedia, contained a sec­
tion on search and seizure about this thick (indicating a section 
about one-half inch in thickness). At fue end of 1974, the West 
System, realizing that search and seizure laws,aswe had known them 
up to then, really didn't have anything to do with what was going 
on in the courts, came out with a whole new index. It is called 
Drugs and Narcotics. This is the search and seizure laws on drugs 
and narcotics (indicating a full volume of about one and one-half 
inches in thickness). The effect of this is, as I said, a two­
tier system of criminal procedure; one where the search and seizure 
laws violate crimes, crimes against property and one involving the 
search and seizure laws involving drugs and narcotics, particular­
ly marijuana. 

Judges often realize the injustice of the situation, small amounts 
of marijuana leading, potentially, to six years in this state, 
in the state penitentiary. And, they attempt, in my experience, to 
inject a little humanity into that unjust law by grabbing for loop­
holes. As a criminal defense attorney, my job is to give them the 
loopholes and often they grab them. The problem is that those 
loopholes get built into the laws of search and seizure and then 
they are applied to all crimes. When people complain about the 
fact that criminals are being let loose on a technicality, partic­
ularly violent criminals, murders, it's laws like this which lead 
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to those technicalities getting fed into the search and seizure 
laws. I would like to see laws, victimless crimes in general, 
done away with, particularly the marijuana law which, I f~el,. 
is the worst abuse. I feel that AB 280, total decriminalization, 
is what the law should be and I also favor AB 253, which I con­
sider to be a reasonable compromise. Are there any questions 
ladies and gentlemen. 

Mrs. Wagner asked if he knew if there were any other states that 
nddress marijuana in the way that AB 280 does. Mr. arown stnted 
not to his knowledge, 

Gordon S. Brovne11 spoke next on this issue. His re~arks are 
attached and marked Exhibit C. He read directly from his state­
ment. 

Chairman Barengo asked Mr. Brownell if his testimony was in favor 
of AB 253 or AB 280. Mr. Brownell stated his group would support 
both bills. Certainly, NORML's goal is the removal of criminal 
penalties for the private use of, and possession of, marijuana 
and they would favor going beyond the California and Oregon laws 
which maintain civil fines, so they would be in support of both 
bills. He stated he thought Assemblyman Kosinski's bill, since 
eight other states have adopted similar laws, has a framework 
of reference by which one could gauge its effectiveness as it is 
likely to be in Nevada. The maintenance of a civil fine stands 
as a sign of society's disapproval of use, without the harm that 
results from giving someone a permanent criminal record or arrest­
ing and jailing them. So, for those people who are concerned that 
decriminalizing marijuana is going to be interpreted that the 
legislature says it is all right to use marijuana, the mainten­
ance of the fine and the civil sanctions demonstrate that this 
is not the case and that the conduct is still being discouraged 
by the legislature. 

In conclusion, Mr. Brownell stated that for the last two sessions, 
Oregon style bills have cleared the Arizona state Senate. How­
ever the bill has died in their House. 

Mr. Bruce Blackdar, assistant professor of mathematices at UNR, 
representing the ACLU of Nevada, testified next. He read from 
a four page summary of position which is attached and marked 
Exhibit D. 

Dr. Joel Ford, author of 'Pot: A Rational Approach" (which is 
attached and marked Exhibit E) was next to speak. Much of his 
testimony was taken from the text of that booklet. His remarks, 
not included in that booklet, follow. 

I would like to recommend to you as, a basic refe:::.-ence, the exten­
sive reports of the National Commission on Marijuana and Drug 
Abuse, and the Canadian Commission Report, a special volume on 
"canabus". That makes it more objective, so to speak, rather than 
relying on any one person. However, I am attempting to speak to 
you, not as an adversary but, as an independent expert. I am not 
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a member of NORML, and, I don't represent a position, certainly, 
for drugs, as will become clear. I, personally, am a non-user 
of alcohol, tobacco or marijuana. 

The public policy question I would urge upon you is to think in 
terms of what to do with fellow human beings; children, husbands, 
wives, who do something that you may disapprove of and may not 
choose to do yourself. What do you do to, and with, such people 
that is likely to be effective in moving them in a better or 
more constructive direction, as you see it. And, what do you do 
to and with them, that will avoid being more harmful than the 
alleged evil that you are seeking to combat. In other words, a 
consideration,or a balancing of the punishment versus the crime, 
or the treatment versus the disease, where you do not want the 
treatment to kill the person in your legitimate effort to try to 
prevent what you consider a problem. 

Another part of the public policy issue is how do we help move 
individuals and the society beyond drugs, which has been one of 
my long-term goals. How do you get people to accept and to 
utilize other kinds of alternatives, and how do you present these 
to people in a way that will be as attractive to them. 

I very much admire the attendance that your committee has and your 
alertness and attentiveness, which is in marked contrast to some 
of the experiences that I have had in the California Legislature, 
and with some other bodies. And, I also appreciate the no smoking 
policy in here. 

Now, legalization versus criminalization versus decriminalization 
is very much misunderstood, and I felt it was in some of the test­
imony that has been presented to you today. For example, I think 
that bill AB 280 is not at all a decriminalization bill, although 
it is labeled that. It is a legalization bill. And, therefore, 
it will contribute to confusion, I think, in yc)ur decision making 
if I don't try to differentiate those. Legalization is what we 
do, and have done, over the past forty some years with alcohol 
and tobacco. In effect, it means commericialization. It means 
widespread, totally legal production, advertising, massive dist­
ribution, massive encouragement of the use and abuse of alcohol 
and tobacco to the extent that if marijuana were legalized, in 
that way, I think, one would expect the same thing. It is my per­
sonal view that what we have done with alcohol and tobacco should 
not be a model for anything else, and, in fact, the~e is great 
evidence that we should do something, not to bring back prohibi­
tion, which obviously is undesirable, but, to take selective and 
descriminating measures to reduce the power of alcohol and tobac­
co in our society. Including, such good anti-smoking laws, as 
you have attempted here and other states have and other cornmuniti€s 
have, but, also, a ban on all advertising, I think, would be very 
desirable. The advertising that stresses to people that if you 
want to be eternally youthful, have sexual pleasure and general 
happiness, you will do that, if you use the right drug, particu­
larly alcohol or tobacco. There is a lot of hypocrisy in that_, 
and a lot of antisocial behavior that we should be correcting. c; ~Jti 
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So that's legalization, in other words, commercialization. 
Criminalization is essentially the policy of prohibition, that 
historically we used with alcohol before 1933, and continue to 
use with marijuana and with certain other drugs. 

Decriminalization I see, not as a middle ground, but, as a very 
independent, more selective, more thoughtful position. And, it 
means that you stop making criminals out of the individual user 
in this instance. But, you maintain penalties against the sale 
of substances that you disapprove of ·and as representatives of 
society seek to control in some way. Dec~iminalization is an 
effort focused on user-posses3ors. And among its many advan­
tages are, of course, to stop destroying people in the name of 
saving them, stop sending them to prisons where they are not re­
habilitated, but, rather are given post-graduate courses in crim­
inality and aggressive introduction to homosexuality, and are so 
generally embittered that when they leave they cire m:..ich more 
likely to be criminal than they ever were before. 

Decriminalization would select out the user and attempt to deal 
with that in other ways that I will recommend in my closing com­
ments. I do want to stress the medical uses that one of the wit­
nessess brought before you today. Certainly, if you did nothing 
else, I hope you will do much more than this, you should certain­
ly include making it possible for people to use it medically. 
Not only glaucoma, which affects about a million people in the 
country and can result in blindness, but headache, depression, 
hypertension, a variety of medical illnesses, ~re not to be cured, 
that isn't the point, cannot he complete1y cured, that isn't the 
point, but, like many other drugs and medicines, some symptoms 
can be alleviated and sometimes there is no other specific remedy 
for it, glaucoma being an example, where other things don't work 
very well at all. 

Now, as to solutions, finally. I have alluded to my desire that 
you be soft on people and hard on drugs in your social policy. 
By which I mean that you give four first priority, in criminal 
law, to violenc,~ and, insofar as drugs ave involved in that, th:i t 
would be alcoh0l; that you give your second priority, as far as 
the drug question goes, to major traffickers in drugs that the 
society condemns and has signigicant evidence are bad. As an ex­
ample, the major traffickers in heroin are well known to be in 
organized crime and in government in Thailand, in Mexico and Tur­
key. And, obviously, I am not suggesting that you have the re­
sources to deal with those foreign governments, but you da liavc 
some power to try to get federal officials to do much more of that 
instead of perpetuating the hypocrisy that, when a street corner 
drug abuser of heroin, or some other drug, is arrested and im­
prisoned, that that is stopping the traffic in dangerous drugs or 
narcotics. 

I recommend a ban on advertising alcohol, tobacco and pills to 
the extent that you are able to do that, and I reconm,end good 
drug education, beginning in elementary school, that dAmythologizes 
drugs, that tries to present positive alternatives that will help 
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to prevent drug taking behavior, that deals with aJl drugs in 
context, including alcohol, tobacco and marijuana. 

I certainly recommend comprehensive treatment of those who are . 
drug abusers. Not a one dimensional approach that everything will 
be solved by self help groups or by methadone maintenance, or any 
other thing, but, try to make available a wide range of treatment 
approaches for those who have drug abuse problems, anci that, by 
the way, does not include marijuana, which racely requires any 
kind of outside intervention and is relatively innocuous in its 
effects. 

Overall, we need to try to reduce the social and psychologicul 
cause of drug taking. The peer group pressure, the growing aU cn­
ation in the society, a wide range of things, but part of what we 
need to do, I think, is to stop depending on the criminal :<1w as 
a garbage can, and to start rebuilding the institutions that tra­
ditionally communicated ethical behavior and socially constn.,c­
tive behavior, such R9 family, church, school, and personal ex­
ample in influencin<; ;·•·"-ople, th.:t is, through what we actually do 
rather than what we JJSt claim to believe in. Those things, I 
think, should be relied upon much more than we have been i11 recent 
years. Particularly in influencing people's behavior about drug 
taking, rather than turning everything over to the police and 
courts that are already overburdened and should be giving higher 
priority to these other things I have talked about. 

When you are concerned about a drug, like marijuana, tobacco, or 
alcohol, concentrate on public anti-social behavior, such as drunk 
driving versus the use of alcohol in people's own living rooms. 
Such as public smoking of tobacco or marijuana versus the private 
use. 

Finally, I want to emphasize that our long-term goal wit!, both 
mar1Juana and other drugs, such as alcohol and tobac=o, should be 
to try to move our society beyond drugs. 

Mr. Polish· asked Mr. Ford if he felt there should be a limit 
placed upon the quantity of marijuana for which a person would be 
prosecuted for posses~ion. 

Mr. Ford~ Yes. First of all, if somebody commits a crime, let's 
say burglary or assault on some one, certainly that crime sl1ould 
continue to be a criminal offense and our enforcemer,t efforts 
agaim,t that type of thing and our efforts c.o prevent it sho~ild 
be, I thin~ even better than they are today. So, the clrug tak.i ng, 
in my j udgernent, most commonly again, alcohol, but. th12 pet·son 
could be a user of marijuana, they could be a user of various 
pills, that should not eliminate them, or excuse them, from proi:.,e­
cution for a crime agaist property or a crime against a person. 
On the question of amount, certainly, t~ere are gray areas. Now, 
somebody is found with a ton of marijuana, as some people are, it 
would be ludicrous for them to claim that that was entirely for 
their personal use. If somebody is found, prob.J.l:-.L r with five 
pounds, that's probably not even in the gray area. In other words, 
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that still cound be, and I think it would be reasonable to call 
it presumptive evidence, that that was more than for their own 
use, presumably for sale to other people for personal profit. An 
ounce seems to be a generally good dividing line. Now, I think 
it would be fair to say that sometimes people who would be caught 
with an ounce or less would have other motives than their ~erson­
al use. You can't pas3 any kind of amount that would apply to 
everybody. But in general, an ounce or less I think should be, 
there is good reason for presuming that would be most likely for 
the individual's personal use. 

Mr. Polish asked Mr. Ford to explain the difference between some­
one who smoke marijuana and hashish. 

Mr. Ford: Well, that, to, is a good question. It's something 
that has concerned a lot of people. I fe~l the way to think that 
through is by making a beer vs. vodka analogy. In other words, 
it is quite true that if somebody were to drink twelve ounces of 
vodka in the same way they dri.nk twelve ounces of beer, they are 
going to have far more serious effects. Far mor€ toxic effects. 
But, what happens, instea~ is the person takes one ounce of vodka, 
which is physiologically equivalent to the twelve ounces of beer. 
That gives approximately the same blood alcohol content. So the 
same thing would apply, by analogy, to the diotinction between 
hashish and regular marijuana. The hashish user ordinarily takes 
a small amount of hashish to get the same effect that a larger 
amount of marijuana would give to them. However, if your question 
was, if they had an ounce of hashish, could that stretch out over 
a longer period, be used for more doses, I think that would be 
true. 

Mr. Price asked Mr. Ford what methods can be used for determining 
the blood content of marijuana. Is the method developed at this 
time? 

Mr. Ford: No. The police are generally correct in that statement 
that there has been progress in the last few years in simplifying 
and maki~g lesz expensive detection techniques. The overall a11-

swer to your question is marijuana can be dRtected in the blood 
or urine, but, as you point out, it has been laborious. The equip­
ment needed cannot be carried around. But, that really doesn't 
seem relevant to me for this reason, that insofar as it can be 
detected at all, and that technology does exist, and there have 
been many articles written about measuring it in the body, you 
can have one central or two centralized laboratories and samples 
of blood or urine can be taken, which is done with alcohol. Not 
all police officers in America or other countriC's carry apparatus 
with them. In fact, some laws require that a blood alcohol be drawn 
by a licensed facility by a physician or whatPver. So you could, 
in terms of detectinG intoxicated driving, take a sample nna make 
an analogy with the way blood alcohol levels are determ~ned. And, 
I certainry am strongly in favor of restricting people from driv­
ing under the influence of any potent subst~nce, rloinq much more 
about drunk driving from alcohol and certai11ly trying to preve~t 
driving while intoxicated with amphetamines, barbiturates, mari-
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juana, or any other substance, so the technology exists. It is 
not as portable, it is not as inexpe~sive, but it can be done and 
centralized laboratories could have it. 

Mr. Ross asked Mr. Ford to comment on the law, as it is Nevada, 
that a gift can also be considered as a sale. 

Mr. Ford: I have never liked that definition. Most states have 
that. That the giving away of a substance is called a sale. And, 
I appreciate your bringing it up. I would like to see that 
changed. Many husbands and wives are now criminals under that 
law becuse, at lease in most states, if you have, ... taking you as 
an exampl.e ... a prescription from a physician, and have it filled 
for yourself and you gave that substance to you wife or another 
member of your family, that, technically, is the illegal sale of 
a drug, under these statutes. I think that's an absurdity. Par­
ticularly if it's something where the effects are known and where 
it's something that the person you are giving it to would have 
prescribed for them anyway. What you are doing is saving them an 
often expensive visit to a physician or to a clinic facility and 
an expensive purchase at the pharmacy. I don't think the gift 
of a pill or of marijuana should be lumped together with somebody 
who makes a business out of it for personal profit. Thank you. 

l1r. Dick Iglehart, Deputy District Attorney, Alameda County, Calif­
ornia spoke next. He said: I ageed to come today, at the invi­
tation of Mr. Browenell, to share with you some of our e>:periences 
with the present California drug law relating to marijuana. Per­
haps I can just give you some general input from law enforcement 
in California as to its attitudes and reactions to the marijuana 
laws. I would like to just speak briefly and then answer any 
questions you have. What happened was this: For many years Calif­
ornia law enforcement agencies opposed bills thi.it led to either 
bills proposing total decriminalization or bills that proµosed 
lesser penalties. I think we were one of the main groups that 
kept the changes from occurring. Certain chanqes occurred between 
the 1974 and 1976 period. During that time, we found there was 
a massive amount of resources being used in the area of policing 
marijuana offenders. We were in a situation, perhaps one that you 
are not in, where we had very limited resources for law enforce­
ment and we found that we were goint to have to treat mariJuana 
differently, if in fact it was as mild a drug as some of the ex­
perts were saying. 

I think one of the main jobs you probably have l1ere is determin­
ing, in your own minds, how harmful marijuana is, and perhaps some 
of the experts here can help on that. You may want ~ther experts 
on that. What actually happened was that we had several law 
enforcement meetings and, finally, I represented both the district 
attorneys and the Peace Officers Association, as well as other 
law enforcement organizations, before the California Legislature. 
In our own meetings, the pol ice said they felt they 1v12re taking 
the brunt of the problem. 
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They said they felt this was because the District Attorneys deal 
out the cases, the judges give them probation, the other people 
get to ease off on this. Yet, the police are still arresting peo­
ple, booking them, transporting them, still locking up the cars 
and towing them. We found it to be a very major problem of cred­
ibility, too, with the people who we were trying to get to obey 
the law. So, we agreed to at least sit down and talk with the 
people who were trying to change the law in California. We did 
so and ended up cautiously endorsing the bill that was passed in 
California, which is similar to that which has been talked about 
here. Before then, their laws of the time were that possession 
was a misdemeanor, a straight misdemeanor. These had been changed 
a few years before from being a felong to a felony misdemeanor 
and then to a straight misdemeanor. 

The California Legislature changed the law, making a distinction 
on the amount, so that possession of one ounce or less was made 
a citable offense. It is still a misdemeanor, and those people 
who spoke here and said it was decriminalized were wrong. It 
wasn't decriminalized. It is still a misdemeanor in California to 
possess marijuana. It is a misdemeanor with less drastic results. 
But, it is a mandatory citation. The police, for an ounce or less, 
don't have to, and cannot, arrest the person. They give them a 
citation sLJilar to a traffic offense. The person is required to 
obey the citation as in a traffic offense. He is required to be 
present and then it goes from there. What's happened under the 
new law, is that about 93 or 94% pay a fine and that's it. They 
don't get a lawyer, they don't get a public defender, they don't 
get involved in the criminal justice system. A few have court 
hearings and a few have trials, but very few. In Alameda County, 
we have a population of over a million. We had six trials last 
year for possession of marijuana, one ounce or less. The vast ma­
jority of the stops are for possession of one ounce or less. 

I think there is some validity to changing how you approach mari­
juana. And, changing you focus on the trafficking of drugs versu.3 
the possession and the possession of small amounts of drugs. One 
thing we found was that we were able to devote more of our limited 
resources to the frafficking of marijuana and other drugs, rather 
than toward simple possession. 

A couple other comments I thought of, as I sat here, is, I think, 
that the citation system is one which we supported mainly to al­
low the police to do the least possible and still bring some ef­
fect to possessors of small amounts of marijuana. There have been 
cost estimates, I think Mr. Brownell referred to some of them, and 
we fingure that our cost, in terms of processing possession cases 
of less than an ounce, have been reduced dramatically. It's been 
estimated in the first half of the year that the cost for proces­
sing those cases have gone down approximately 80%. And, again, in 
the area of limited resources, tha't money we need to devote to 
other criminal conduct. I think if you do choose to decreuse pen­
alties for possession of a small amount of marijuana, you can still 
keep active your laws which make criminal abuse of n1arijuana, as 
well as other drugs, such as driving under the influence, or any 
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other laws of abuse. 

While it is difficult to detect, and I think you comments were 
correct that it is very difficult to detect, we can prove it, 
either through a statement of an individual or by circumstantial 
evidence, such as seeing that a person appears to be intoxicated 
, yet, he does not test high on an alcohol test, and there is 
marijuana in the car, or something like that. I might say, that 
my experience is, the incidence of driving under the influence of 
marijuana is very low. It may be that they are not detected, or 
it may be that it occurs less in the situation where you need to 
crive, either you are smoking marijuana.in you car or using your 
car to go from the place where you smoked it to another place. 
In other words, I tend to think that it occurs more at home or 
in other areas where it occurs and you don't see the effect of it 
in driving to and from. 

I have had an occasion, since the law passed in California, (it's 
only been in effect for a year and a couple of months) to do a 
couple of other things. We had a record sealing provision of the 
law so, that after two years, you record would be automatically 
destroyed. The Attorney General's office testified that they could 
program their compute so that it would not show up after two years. 
You simply date the input, and in two years it. goes off your rap 
sheet. They could do that, but there was a problem as to what 
happens to people who had prior arrest records. So, a discretion­
ary law was put in so you could appeal to the court, the c0urt 
could give you a hearing and decide whether or not to seal your 
prior record after a two year period. 

I have had accasion to investigate some of the cases of people 
who wanted to get their records sealed. I have been astonished at 
the number of very decent people who have a marijuana record and 
nothing else. Generally, we in law enforcement and district at­
torneys, tend to be fairly callous toward law breakers. My atti­
tude toward marijuana possessors in the past might have been dif­
ferent because I saw them, perhaps, at a different stage in their 
lives, or I just saw some of the worst offenders, or whatever. 
But, I have ha6 accasion to check into their backgrounds because 
the court wanted to know the background of people trying to get 
their records sealed. A number of people, as I say, were very 
decent people, and their only offense was that they were stopped 
in a traffic situation and they had 3ome marijuana, that was it. 
They felt very uncomfortable having that on their record. So 
that's, in most cases, why the courts have allowed them to St:'!ctl 
that record. 

Th~t•s about all I have to say. I will be glad to ~espond to any 
questions that you have, and I appreciate your connidering this. 
I also would comment, I was a lobbyist for three and one half 
years before the California Legislature, and rarely coulct ~e ever 
find a committee session where everyor attended. And. again 
I want to compliment you on all being 2re. 

I, 
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Chairman Barengo thanked Mr. Iglehart for expressing his thoughts 
and asked him if he thought it was a fair statement to say that a 
substantial percentage of people that have marijuana arrest rec­
ords are people who work regularly and pay fines and would not, 
normally, be involved in other law breaking activities. 

Mr. Iglehart stated he felt that was correct. He stated that he 
had seen people who were serious vilators of the law who had h~d 
prior arrest records somewhere along the line dealing with mari­
juana. Howeve~ he had also seen a substantial number of peo~~e 
where the only thing that they had ever done was possess mariJuana. 
Therefor~ he.did not think that it necessarily lead to other types 
of criminal activities. He felt there was an incredible number of 
people whose only criminal record was one of possession. 

In answer to a question from Mr. Price concerning time spent 
writing tickets, Mr. Inglehart answered that his answer would be 
categorically no. Because under the old law to go through what 
an officer had to go through was similar to a typical situation 
as a traffic stop this officer might observe marijuana on the 
seat of the car or somewhere in the car perhaps a smell of mari­
juana and then you went further. Then what happened was the 
sealing of the car, the arrest, handcuffing, transportation of the 
individual, towing of the car in California. Then they have to 
book them. We estimate, that depending on where you are from the 
booking facility, it can take up to four hours to process a 
marijuana arrest, and now that's in an occasion where you have to 
go pretty far. And then, once the individual bails out or gets 
out, he still has to bail his car out, which is sometimes oreof 
the greatest penalties we can put on him. Under the citation law, 
you write out a citation just the same way you write out a cita­
tion for speeding and they have to appear. Something interesting 
is that our percentage of skips on traffic offenses citations is 
about 18%. About 18% of the people don't pay attention to their 
traffic tickets and they have to go to warrant and be processed 
along that way. Our skips on the marijuana citation are 3% and 
that is similar or lower to skips on other criminal type offenses. 
But that may be just the newness of the law. I don't know for 
sure what it is. But, the skips are down tremendously, so people 
are obeying the law for the first time in that they are going in 
and paying their fine. And, by the way, the counties can use the 
money. They are getting more now out of fine money than they were 
out of individuals who were eventually convicted, if they ever 
were, and then being fined, In most cases, judges would never 
fine them because they had already gone through the system, and 
~hey were paying a lawyer or whatever. Now, they're picking up 
fine money and though I don't want to promote it as 3 revenue 
source, maybe it is. 

You know it's interesting to me to see the number of defense 
attorneys who get involved in this. I've se~n a couple of them 
here today and they're probably going to lose some clients. As 
D.A. 's, we can afford to be very ethical. Sometimes, I accuse 
my defense attorney friends of being the other way. But, I am 
glad to see that in most cases, at least with marijuana, they 
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tend to try and promote some more reasonable, legal approaches 
or criminal approaches to marijuana, and probably to the detri­
ment of their own fees. Thank you. 

Dr. Richard Siegel stated, I'm a political scientist. I teach at 
the University of Nevada and I'm a member of the National Board 
of Directors of the American Civil Liberties Union. Gordon 
Brownell and myself have attempted to bring you the best possible 
testimony that could be brought to this issue. I feel very 
positive, myself, in terms of the breadth of the testimony that has 
been given to you so ~ar. I wish to say to you, first of all, that 
if you do not choose to decriminalize marijuana or do as the 
California system has done, it should be because you have testi-
mony that is comparable to what you have heard so far this morning. 
Testimony that would say the opposite in a comparably experienced 
and complete and detailed manner. OthE:rwise, I think there is 
really only one alternative in this issue. Dr. Ford mentioned 
the issue of the key question, at least one of the two key ques­
tions, the actual effects of marijuana. I am going to leave you 
with three studies which I think are good. I have in no sense 
chosen over others. I have never seen a study, I have never re­
ceived a study, that I would not put before your hands. The 
New York Times has a summary article on recent research on 
marijuana, attached .and marked Exhibit F. New marijuana studies 
show no adverse affect. I'll read the first paragraph: "Several 
recent studies of chronic marijuana users, conducted independently 
in half a dozen counti:-ies, indicate that the drug hns no apparent 
significant adverse affect on the human body or brain or on their 
functions." It goes en from there. The second study from the 
American Academy of Pediatrics is attached and marked Exhibit G. 
The first p;1ragraph of their conclusions: "Various adverse 
affects have been attri.buted to marijuana and other preparations. 
Most of these claims cannot be well-substantiated because they 
are based on uncontrolled observations, improperly controlled 
studies, studies with small sample sizes and retrospectiw~ analyses." 
They precede to call for the decriminalization of marijuana. And 
finally, the Consumer's Report which is attached and marked 
Exhibit H follows almost precisely the lines of the Pediatric 
study and concludes very strongly. It destroys, in effect, every 
study that has claimed significant adverse study. It has riddled 
them to pieces, from a scientific point of view, and conclud~s in 
the same way as the pediatric study. If there are comparabl~ 
studies that are available that show this drug is in a need o~ a 
great degree of penalties, I would want to see them. And, I 
would want you to see them. But, if they are not brought to your 
attention or if they are not available, I don't see what ether 
alternative we have. 

secondly, I want to call to your attention to just two other 
point£,; one is, I think I'm in a position to judge the attitude!:.: 
of youth in Nevada through my experience at the University and 
elswhere, We have a peak of alienation which I regret to say, 
whichever side were on, on the ERA issue, has been compounded 
to a significant extent, The political process we all know has 
received a jolt, the greatest jolt from the point of view of 
fragmentation in our state in 12 years, in the 12 years tha1: I've 
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Mr. Price asked if Mr. Siegel was talking about people in prison 
on a prirnarv charge of marijuana., not necessarily prison terms 
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Statutory rape oft' times is merely a sour grape; 
Lester Hoak decidedly spoke, 
He'd like to get high and sail. 
So he joked with his bloke, 
And they took a toke, 
And the law nailed the:m tightly in jail. 

Does the punishment fit the crime, 
And is the sentence fair? 

A wheeler-dealer lawyer 
Will deal this dealer out of his care. 
Jolly Joe sailed to Mexico, 
He travelled and bought and learned 
To pay for his voyage tock ultimate courage, 
But Joe and his scheme soon were burned. 

Does the punishment fit the crime, 
And is the sentence fair? 

And, was that cargo such a shame, 
That Joe and his name now are maimed? 
When criminals are on the streets, 
Rape, robbing, intending to kill. 
The cops on the beats miss these dastardly feats, 
To piddle with victimless drill. 

Do the punishments fit the crimes, 
And are the sentences fair? 

The potentates should investigate hard crimes, 
While it's not too late. 
Policemen just try their best to get by, 
And needed it seems that they are. 
nut, root, hoot and persecute harmless pursuits 
For me I can't understand why. 

Does the punishment fit the crime, 
And is the sentence fair? 

I think it's wise to realize 
That other folk's business is theirs. 
Lawyers are men who make the law, 
And leadership roles they assume 
As judge, jury, jailer and all 
To speak for all men they presume. 
Well, have we the right to govern ourselves 
In life, liberty and pursuit, 
Or to be oppressed by the dictated madness 
Of those who think they know what's best. 
I wish you could see the men like· you 
Just like me with their crowded and calloused and cruel, 
And life's daily battles a survival duel, 
While they're waiting their time to be free. 

Does the punishment fit the crime, 
And is the sentence fair? 
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Where loneliness, bondage or prices to pay, 
Social debt that's not even there 
Many folks here are doing work there 
By spreading compassion and love. 
Art, science, spirit, song, 
Their conscienceness to move. 
Yes, and eye for an eye 
Is a vengeful cry, 
And a tooth.for a tooth 
Be the sooth. 
But, to nourish, replenish and help the man, 
Is to nip the bud at the root. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Don Webber, making his third appear,~nce before the committee 
since 1971 said, I hope this will be ,1\:· last appearance. I'd 
like to start out with a few comment:::; about :,:ome of the things 
that I've heard today. First of all, I am speaking in bGha.lf of 
bill 280. Now it's been called the decriminalization bill, it's 
been called a legalization bill, but I like 1::he word repeal. 
Now repeal has a connotation that I think fits in this particular 
circumstance. However, I want to m:3.ke it clear that I am not 
standing here and advocating repeal of the p1:·esent policy. My 
purpose in speaking in behalf of bill 280 is to insure that we 
get fair hearings. Now, I reluctantly pnt this forward; but 
since I have had experience with this before this committee since 
1971, I reluctantly have to say that we have not had fair hearings 
up until this point. And, I think, the reason for this is there 
has been an assumption of harm in the discussion of marijuana. 
By assumption of harm, I mean the arguments that have been brought 
forth in the testimony against marijuana have been given more 
weight than the testimony concerned with scientific evidence. 
I'd like to suggest one particular change in the bill as it is 
written now. My recollection is that in the top in the summary 
it says that marijuana will be changed to be the same as tobacco. 
And, rather than use the word "same", I would suggest using the 
word "similar." The reason for that being th,:\t I, and others, 
oppose the taxation of marijuana for various reasons that need not 
be mentioned right now, unless you want to he11r them. But, going 
back to the assumption of harm, I think whatever testimony you 
do receive against marijuana, if no harm is assumed, then we 
have to look at verifiable scientific evidence and that particu­
lar word, "verifiablA evidence" has been used in past years. I 
would like to point out some other overviews that the co:nrni ttee 
could take into consideration when considering the marijuana 
question from all the different viewpoints that are going to be 
expressed today. 

First, I would suggest, I would urge that comm.i_ t tee members re­
view the purposes and effects of the present policy. I think 
the question of purpose of the present policy 1s an important 
one. What is the purpose of the present polic) 1 ? The only purpose 
I can see is that it's meant to discourage marijuana use. Throw 
people in jail and cause various disruptions ir, their lives that 
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aren't very nice to talk about; but the purpose, clearly, is to 
discourage marijuana use. Now, rhetorically, I wouid like to 
ask the question, "Why does tha State of Nevada want to discour­
age marijuana use?" That may seem like an off-the-wall question, 
but I have been asking this question for 5 or 6 years and I have 
never received a satisfactory answer. I think it's a question 
that needs to be thought about by members of this committee. 
What is the purpose of the policy and why is marijuana use to 
be discouraged by the State of Nevada? As far as the effects of 
the present policy are concerned, I think the effects are a lot 
more well known than the purposes. The effects have been dis­
ruptive and costly. They have been spoken of before, and I won't 
repeat what has already been said about them in the past years. 

The next overview I would ask the con~ittee to consider is the 
obtaining of the costs and statistics of continuinCJ tlle present 
marijuana policy. Now I have tried to find out how many felony 
arrests occurred in 1975 and 1976 in Nevada, and I was unable to 
find this. I don't understand why this information is not 
readily available. The arrests for marijuana were available, 
and the reason I wanted the number of felony arrests wns to show 
what percentage of felony arrests are marijuana reldtcd. I think 
that would be an interesting statistic for the members of this 
committee to know. 

Next, till now, there has been no testimony against mar1Juan~, 
and once again, I have no idea what's coming down because every 
two years it changes. There's something new each time; I've 
noticed this. So, I would ask the committee again to use the 
article that was .submitted to you by Assemblyman Goodman, the 
article by Norman Zinherg, in Psychology Todaf1 entitled "'l'he 
War Over Marijuana." ~his article is one of t1e best, concise 
summaries of the marijuana question that I have seen in the past 
6 years. On the second page there is a chart that lists the 
various reports on both sides of the question. On the left hand 
side there are the reports that are against marijuana and on the 
right hand side are the reports that are more favorable to it. 
I would point out that along the edge of the chart some of the 
more common arguments against marijuana are listed, motivc.1Lional 
syndrom (this has been used before), chr~mosone damage and birth 
defects (this was used in Nevada), brain damage, psychosis, step­
ping stone to heroin, immune response, sex impairment, crime 
and the health hazzards. Dr. Zinbe rg has, in very brief articles, 
taken each one of these topics and, in my opinion, overwhelmingly 
discredited these particular arguments as justification for 
continued punishment of marijuana related vjolations of the law. 
I would suggest that in any testimony that is heard against 
marijuana, that the testimony be heard, compared with this 
article, and then, if a new argument comes up, those who favor 
a change in the marijuana policy b8 given an opportunity co 
respond to it after researching if for perhaps a week. 

Goi.ng on, another overview that I would ask the committee to 
take is to consider the new policy, whatever policy does evolve 
out of this committee and out of the Legislature, in :.he light 
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of the judicial rules of evidence. In the past, the testimony 
against marijuana has not had evidence that would stand up in 
court. This is my opinioni this is the opinion of others. 

I would like to go back to some other things that were said 
earlier in the hearings. First, I'd like to go back to the 
decriminalization, legalization, re~eal idea. These are just 
words; there's been a lot of words used in the marijuana debate. 
Some people ~ay "marijuana abuser", others say "marijuana user'', 
some would say "marijuana consumer." But, these are all words 
in the various sides of the questions, rather than consider the 
words. One example would be "victimless crimes." We've spoken 
here of marijuana being considered a victimless crime. My 
contention is, and the contention-of others is, that if there 
is no crime, there is no victim. If there 1~ no victim, there 
is not crime, and in the case of marijuana no one has bean able 
to, at this point, show that anyone has ever been harmed by 
marijuana use. The debate of whether marijuana is harmful or 
not is effectively over. It has been a long time in coming. 
There nas been a lot of serious conflict bet~ecn rlifferent ki.nds 
of people and different stations of life, but the debate, if 
you review the Zinberg article, I think it is easy and reasonable 
to say that the debate is over. Marijuana has not been proven 
harmful. 

And going on, state funds are now appropriated to subject mari­
juana users to arrest, detention, interogation, booking, in­
carceration, expense of bail, arraignment and costly attorney 
tees. A person charged with marijuana is severely punishe(i long 
before trial. The use of severe police and judiciol authority 
should be justified by evidence of harm. In <:he case of mari·· 
juana such evidence is non-existant. Expensive and lengthy 
government investigations in Britain, Canada and the United States 
have resulted in no established case against milrijuana use. 
Public opinion has been primarily influenc0d by misinformatior 
a~out the effects of marijuana use. The forty year pattern of 
discredited claims suggests the testimony was without evid(mce. 
Testimony without evidence can no longer justify subjcctin\J 
rnarijuana users to stlvere police and judicial authority. :;uch 
punishmen i... is colored with oppression. Mari j uanu. prohibi t.:Lon 
has lasted over twic<~ as long as alchohol prohibition, al though 
marijuana was prohibited without a constitutional amendmen1:. 
There is no reasonable causa to believe that marijunna use wiJ.l 
be proven harmful in the future, ,ind punishing mar i j uanu u!;c rs 
with promises of future evidence is e~ual to the idea guilty 
until proven guilty. Once agoin t:he assumption of harm ha:;; 
colored the deliberations on marijuana in the past. 

I feel the way public opinion in the State of Nevac~3, aB w,:! 11 as 
in the rest of the country, has been changing over the past 
half dozen years. I don't think :i. t is unreasonable to ass ,m.c.' 
that there is going to be some kind of change this legj_slative 
session. I don't think this is an unreasonable assumption. The 
question is what kind of change is going to happen. Now I have 
been backing AB 280 which calls for decriminalization in the 
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wording where it calls for equating the use of mar1Juana by 
minors equivalent to the law that covers tobacco. In other 
words, the law that covers tobacco use by minors would also 
apply to marijuana and the last provision is that marijuana 
use could be restricted in public accomodation areas by the 
owners of those particular areas. Some Feople have said that: 
Nevada is too conservative to mak~ that kind of step right 
now. I have he~rd this particular argument a number of times. 
Nevada is too c,:,!'lservative to make this kind of a move. 
However, as others have already said, this is not an issue of 
conservatism or liberalism, _This is a question of truth and 
justice, As far as Nevada being too conservative to make this 
more, I think that the bill itself is the moat reasonnble ap­
proach to a change of policy, primarily, bEcausc it is the 
easiest to amend, Another bill that calls for n reduction of 
penal ties implicitly expresses the assumpticm of h,'\rm. If 
people are cited with a misdemeanor, whether they are arrested 
or not, if they are giv'irn a citation, their time is tc1ken. 
They are punished, and I think th~ question is: Can thG slate 
reasonably p1miah people without expla.inir:g why-:> Again, I say 
I have asked why for a half a dozen years now, and I hnve not 
been given an answer that satidfics ma and a lot of other 
peopll'l. 

Marijuana prohibitioners have failed to discharge their burden 
of proof. The burden of proof is one of five legal arguments 
that I sec that applies in this particular case. The first 
legal argument I see, is the original justification argument. 
I rlon't know the technicalities behind it, but there has bee11 
a Supreme Court ruling that if the original reasons thot jus­
tified a particular law are found to be in error, then the law 
does not stand. Now to the best of my knowledge this hasn't 
been tested extensively yet, but it has l:-oen t.es tcd in other 
parts of the country. And, in this particular case, the 
original reasons for marijuana prohibition back in 1937 were 
crime, violence, rupe and sanity and death. Since tha~ time, 
we have had a long line of arguments and claims ngainst mari­
juana. They have never been supported with verifiable 
scientific evidence. That is the first legal argument that 
I wanted to mention, the original justification. 

The second legal nrgument i& the doctrine of neutrality. The 
government is supposed to be neutral in all areas. Realis­
tically we know that this does not happen. I personally know 
that it doesn't happen, but there is this doctrine of neutrality. 
Again, I would say, in past delib~rations before the Nevada 
state Legislature, there has been something less thnn neutrality. 
ram not condemning it. I feel that I understand it in some 
ways, but there has boen less than neutrality ir1 deliberations 
concerned with marijuana. 

I' 11 combine the third and the f0urth legal ar<Juments. T;,cy 
would be the due proi.:ess clause in thP. constitution and the 
equal protecticm clause. I feel when people are p1.mished 
without explanation, whether it is just taking up their time 
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by issuing them a citation or whether they are sent to prison 
or whether they have to go to court, this seems to me to violate 
the due process clause and equal protection clause. 

•rhe last legal argument I would like to talk about would be the 
burden of proof which is the first one I mentioned .. On the bur­
den of proof, I'd like to sny that marijuana prohibitionists 
have failed to discharge their burden of proof. I have asked 
for this since 1971. The/ have produced no varifiable evidence 
of harmful effects, they have cited no varifiable scientific 
sources in support of their newest clain1s, they have produced 
no evidence that the present marijuana policy has helped to re­
duce or contain the use of dangerous drugs. They have produ8ed 
no evidence that severe and costly punishment of marijuana 
users is serving the best interest of the people of Nevada. 
This burden of proof has not been discharged. The sincerity of 
marijuana prohibitionists need not be questioned, but sincerity 
alone can no longer justify punishment without proven harm. The 
Nevada State Legislature has been nothing less than cautious in 
its past examination of the official marijuana policy. 

Now, I have a list that I am going to read, but now, given the 
results of lengthy and expensive government investigations, 
given the historical pattern of discredited claims, given the 
absence of evidence against marijuana use in the official 
Nevada record, given the varifiable trend of opinion of the 
people of Nevada, given the legal arguments against the present 
policy, given the harmful effects of the present policy, given 
the significant social and financial costs of the present policy, 
and given the absence of justification for the official marijuana 
policy, the 59th Session of the Nevada State Le0islature would 
serve the public interests by changing of policy that was 
developed without any scientific j usti f ica tion. ·rhc Nev,~da 
marijuana policy should be altered to reflect varifiable scien­
tific evidence. If no evidence of harm is uncovered, the Nevada 
marijuana policy should be repealed. This is the end of my 
statement. 

Mr. Tom Mack, legal counsel for the Nevada Peace Officers Assoc. 
stated, before we begin, I think I have the inside information 
as to why the Senate didn't want to meet with you was because 
they didn't want a hearing on marijuana referred t8 as a joint 
session. Actually, as you are probably aware, because of prior 
communic~tion with members of this committee and all other 
members of the Legislature, the Nevada Peace Officers Association 
does support a reduction in the marijunna penalty. In some re­
spects then we agree with the conceptual principles in AB 253. 
However, we do not agree with AB 280. AB 253, in the NPOA's 
position, does not go far enough; however, I just will distri­
bute to you again, perhaps to the Chariman, proposed penalty 
for possession of two ounces which is attached and marked 
Exhibit I. These are certainly not engraved in stone and we've 
had some discussions with the District Attorneys Association 
on them. There may be some problems with imprisonment. They 
are referring to it as a gross misdemeanor because of the 
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criminal justice sy3tem would require just as much time as a 
felony. But, essentially, the peace officers do support a re­
duction, not a decriminalization, but a reduction in the penalty 
for the possession of marijuana. This may be a step that can 
be supported by essentially every person, or the vast major·ity 
of people within the state rather than going all the way to 
treating it on the same basis as tobacco,.as AB 280 treats it. 
we hav~ asked the bill drafters, and there is a bill in the 
drafting stage that has a reduction of ~he marijuana penalty, 
as set forth in the handout that I gave to the Chairman and 
the secretary. We would ask your consideration, in the interest 
of economics, that if you feel AB 253 is the better of the two 
proposals, we would suggest that you could incorporate into that 
bill, after line 31 on page 2, as an amendment, the use of a fine 
and some mandatory jail time. Perhaps this would be more ac­
ceptable to your constituency and the public welfare. We would 
propose that as possibly an amendment to AB 253. And, as I say, 
we conceptually support Mr. Kosinski's bill. That may be like 
saying, "Mrs. Lincoln, how did you like the play?" But, I think 
that it does represent at least a conceptual approval or agree­
ment that there should be some change in the penalty for pos­
session of marijuana when it is of a small amount.. And, I would 
be happy to try and answer some questions. 

He then introduced Mr. Crump, President of the Nevada Peace 
Officers Association. 

Mr. Cha~les Crump stated, I'm not very used to this kind of 
thing. I'm not an attorney and I'm not an expert of any kindi 
I'm a peace officer. I have been since 1949, and I am Presi­
dent of the Association statewide, which constitutes about 
2,000 members. We feel, as cops, that marijuana possession, 
use, what have you, should remain a crime. I've sat here today 
and listened to the things said about marijuana, and I am won­
dering if this is the same kind of stuff that I've seen bring 
people to the point that they couldn't tell a monkey from a 
monkey wrench only by virtue of the fact that one climbed a 
tree, but they weren't sure which. Marijuana does make people 
do screwy things. You do get drunk on it. Its abuse is, I 
think, beyond question, significant in crime in the. United States 
today. I can't stand here as an expert with statistics, but I 
can tell you from experience in my work of over 20 years that 
it has used up a very substantial amount of my ti.me, and of the 
time of my peers. And, I will get off of that right now. The 
only thing that I want to ask is that yon consider that it re­
main a crime, and I think chiefly because there is no practical 
way at this time that we can discover the effects of the abuse 
of the substance. If we were able today to subject a man to a 
breathalizer, the way we do alcohol, it would certainly be 
reasonable to consider even decriminalizaLion. But, I am asking 
you to consider the fact that a person can be bombed out of his 
head on marijuana, and it does intoxicate you, cause fatalities 
in traffic or otherwise, and, there is no practical way at this 
time, to identify what caused that persor.. to be derangt:.d. J. am 
saying we can't give a freP rein to this substance. I've heard 
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testimony today that technology exists for such tests, but I've 
also read many studies on it and I've come to the conclusion that 
that position is decisively ambivalent. There is just no prac·­
tical way, beyond some sophisticated saliva tests, today that 
an officer on the beat could dete.rmine whether or not a person 
had a significant amount of marijuana in his system so that he 
could become criminally liable for abuse of the substance. And 
that's the position that we'.-have today and that's the reason 
we're asking you to please consider our position that we feel 
that marijuana should remain a crime, but a crime that can be 
enforced. Obviously, you've all seen, as we've seen statewide, 
judges are not sending people to prison for six years as the 
present law calls for for smoking a joint of grass. They are just 
not doing it. As a consequence, the law, as it stands is being 
subverted. It's being met with a lot of cynical amusement by 
the young people tbday who are slapped on the wrist and returned 
to the court system repeatedly under deferred judgment, proba­
tion, probation violations and no real time. Some small dis­
arrangement of their life, but not that much. And I feel, and 
the police officers of this state, whom I represent feel, that 
the law and respect for the law, as it stands todny, is being 
totally subverted. We're asking for a reasonable law that can 
and will be enforced. Thank you ladies and gentlemen. 

In response to a question from the panel concerning regarding 
possession, Mr. Crump stated the enforcement aspect would be 
different. They are sworn to uphold the law as it stands. 

In answer to a question regarding his opinion of reducing 
penalties, Mr. Crump said he was certain that they would be re­
commending reduction in penalty. I think, of course, this is 
a really wildly academic question. He stated he didn't know, 
but the peace officers that he had talked to who were deeply 
concerned about this feel that the penalty for marijuana, as 
it stands today, is far too harsh. 

Mr. Vern Calhoun, Chief of the Division of Investigations in 
Narcotics for the State of Nevada stated, I didn't realize 
that we were getting on a list in order to speak here, other­
wise I would have come in much earlier. I do request your 
listening to a different viewpoint because I arn here to ask that 
the first bill, to take away any penalties for the use of mari­
juana, suggested is against a Narcotics Convention Treaty with 
the United States. As a member of that, we are required by that 
treaty to keep a penalty and make marijuana illegal in the 
United States. I would not l.::..ke to address the issue of what, 
I think, should or should not be a penalty. I would like to 
give you some information. Because as Chief of the Division of 
Investigations in Narcotics, I have been involved in looking at 
this issue for quite a few years. I felt that the Legislature 
would be considering this question next time. I did try to do 
some homework and give you some specific answers to some ques­
tions. 

I am, also, a peace officer and there are many disagreements 
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among peace officers on what should be done. I have heard re­
ference to many.studies. I have heard reference tu many 
individuals •. ~~- have.heard reference to many solutions to this. 
It has alway_s ,amazed.me ,that a single._bit of information can get 
so turned around and get\so misconstrued, both by an individual 
and by the .public mind. .I refer to. the statement made about 
Chief Davis down in L.A. I was curious to know what would happen 
in California if the penalty for marijuana would be reduced. I 
would like to quote an article by Chief Davis, February of 1977, 
a little over 13 months after California went to the decrimi­
nalized system. He says, "The governor and legislators were 
warne6 that a liberalization of existing sanctions would result 
in an increase in narcotic overdose deaths because of the in­
fluence marijuana has as a potential introductory drug to the 
poly-drug culture. The same political representatives were told 
that the new law would stimulate the illicit market and increase 
the number of users. Unfortunately, all of this has happened. 
Buring the first quarter of 1976, marijuana seizures in the City 
of Los Angeles increased more than 500% when compared to the 
same period in 1975. Opiate overdose deaths in Los Angeles 
county will approach 500 in 1976." 

I checked with the Oregon State Police to ask them if they could 
give us some advice and information as to what has happened in 
Oregon. I would like to again quote. "It was the legislators 
intent that by decriminalizing possession of small amounts of 
marijuana the police officer would have more time to devote to 
enforcement of the drug laws in relation to stronger drugs. 
However, we have found this has not been so as we are spending 
more time enforcing drug laws than we were prior to the liberali­
zation law, as born out by the percentages of increase each year 
of those individuals possessing less than one ounce of marijua;1a." 
He says, ''Our records do reflect thet our members are seeing more 
marijuana and encountering more individuals using this toxic 
substance than in previous years." The number of arrests in 
Oregon for marijuana for the total state account for about 78% 
of the drug arrests in that state. In Nevada it is about 75% 
of the arrests. In Oregon since this law has been effect, the 
difference between 1975 and 1976 shows a 35% increase in the 
number of arrests for marijuana and for all drug violatio11s they 
show a 21% increase. That's not quite as startling as what Chief 
Davis says, but it does go up. Last year between 1975 and 1976, 
the number of drug arrests for marijuana in the State of Nevada 
went down by approximately 13%. 

There are many things I realize that you should consider. I have 
brought along the chemist from the State Laboratory who sees, 
in one way or another, just about every case where a violation 
of the law involving drugs within the northern part of the state 
and most of the small counties. He has some information which I 
believe will be of value to you when you consider this matter 
here. As a state agency, we do get requests from a lot of people 
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to do something about the drug problem. In our way of working, 
we very seldom get involved with doing cases against the so-called 
marijuana user or possessor of small amounts of marijuana. The 
local police departments, both in Nevada and all over the country, 
account for most of the arrests for small amounts of marijuana. 
The uniformed officer on the local police departments account for 
most of those arrests. And, I have a feeling from my discussions 
with these people that they would like to see something done 
about that particular item. 

I would like to clear one more area which is a tremendously com­
plicated matter. It is true there have been eight states who have 
decriminalized or changed the penalties for marijuana. It is net 
true that Nevada has only a felony penalty. As each of you who 
passed the laws know, the penalty for marijuana in this state does 
have a consideration for those under 18, that their records can be 
sealed and th~re.can.be other ways to deal with young persons ~ho 
have small amounts. I have personally been involved with cases 
where we have juveniles that have been handled like that who are 
25 years old. It may not be right, but it has happened. So our 
penalties are not the strongest in the nation, nor are they the 
only ones. During the last year there were five other states 
that considered the marijuana question and every one of them turned 
it down when they heard from all of the different sources of infor­
mation. The tide on this question may or may not be changing. 
However, those states, New York, Connecticut, Iowa and others, 
have considered this. New York had hearings over a year long. 
They had some experts from all over the world, and they turned it 
down. What that means, 1 do not know, as I said I am not a par­
ticularly vindictive or hard nosed person, so I do not know what 
the penalty should be. I do know that it should be controlled, 
however. Do you have any questions, gentlemen? I would be glad 
to attempt to give them an answer. 

In answer to a question regarding juvenile records, Mr. Calhoun 
said the law spelled out very clearly the procedure regardinq 
juveniles and depending upon the judge and the district attorney, 
they can be sealed. There is absolutely no record left as long 
as the person does not get involved again. 

In answer to a question regarding his personal feelings in this 
matter, Mr. Calhoun stated it was his position that the law should 
be kept at least as it is. He said the legislature will be re­
ceiving requests to strengthen other drug laws. He felt that, 
in looking at this whole situation, marijuana is not an innocent 
little drug which does not do any harm or anything like that. 
He thinks that it is a dangerous drug and that our penalties should 
remain at least the same. 

In answer to a question asking why the percentage of arrests had 
gone down 13% in Nevada, M1~. Calhoun stated: I could just give 
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you an opinion. The district attorneys are trying to avoid that 
kind of thing and generally I think that's what's happening. 

In answer to a question regarding what happened t.o make it go up 
in Oregon, Mr. Calhoun said: I have heard a variety of different 
reasons as to why that is happening, and again it is just an o;::>inion 
I have been told by people who work drug cases where they get in­
volved with this, they say that yes they do have more people come 
in the area. The attitude by a lot of people is more liberal, 
therefore, it increases the usage. About the only deterrent you 
have to drug use in the United States here is a non-sanction by 
the system. And every time the system says that well it's not 
quite so bad, th~n more people are drawn into that. 

If you legalize it completely, I am quite sure and convinced that 
the problem would be similar to alcohol as far as medical and 
physical dangers. I am sure there would be an increase in the 
insurance rates because of increased accidents, and we could go 
on and on and on. 

In answer to a question regarding having it prescribed by doctors 
for certain medical proglems, Mr. Calhoun said: Again, I can only 
gri by what I have observed. It still seems to be the consensus 
of most of the doctors that they do not feel that it's got a medical 
use. I don't know. I'm not a doctor. However, what controls 
were ther~!, we could certainly live with any controls that are set 
up. As a matter of fact, we did a contract with someone to train 
dogs where they had to obtain marijuana and we did that. Certainly 
as long as controls are there they can be handled. 

Mr. Calhoun was asked his opinion on the amendment submitted by 
the Nevada Peace Officers Association. He stated: Sir1ce we 
have about 2000 peace officers in this state, and we have the 
representative from them back there, it is kind of hard to speak 
for every one of those persons. I am a peace officer myself and 
a member of that organization, and I do not particularly agree 
with this, and it is my opinion from talking with those people 
that what they are asking is that something be done when someone 
is caught with marijuana and not just turned loose and forgotten. 
And I believe that this is the end result of that feeling. Not 
that they want to reduce the penalty, but they just want something 
done because they are concerned about the problem. He added he 
thought the current system was certainly not the most satisfactory 
system. 

In summation regarding the arguments presented, Mr. Calhoun said: 
I believe you can probably take all these arguments and apply them 
to any crime we have. So, therefore, it is not just marijuana. 
However, if there is a law on the books and it is never enforced, 
obviously there will be those who tend to disrespect it. But I 
would point out that, and this always ends up in some kind of an 
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argument kind of:.thing, anything you go into on this becomes an 
argument kind .of ~ituation. I pointed out trying to find out what 
has been happenf'ng'based o'n:our observation. I can tell you for 
a fact that wh-n~we are doin~ undercover work and talking with 
people who are· in, the- drug scene,-- they tell us they do not want to 
come to Nevada because they are afraid of the penalties. So I 
believe that has to be some deterrent to the use of marijuana and 
other drugs in the State of Nevada. This is not speculaticn, this 
is happening when.we work in cases involving narcotics and the use 
of drugs. The second thing, we do not find anybody in investigation 
that use3 just marijuana. I certainly believe the,re c1.re people 
like that, however, when you are talking to the criminal element 
and all this kind of thing, when you use marijuana ther.e is other 
drugs around. I can't go out and say if you take three marijuana 
cigarettes it is going to kill you, nor can you say you can take 
three valium tablets and they will kill you. The danger drugs ar9 
all varied and quite different with the kind of drug it is. There 
are some extremely critical drug problems in this state, not just 
with marijuana. That just happens tc be there. If we talk about 
physical danger I think our most serious proble1n in this state 
is with pharmaceutical products. Definitely not with marijuana. 
But again that is the physical danger when we talk about people 
dying from the use of drugs. We don't know how many people mari­
juana would kill because we can't tell. If it's in a car accident 
there is no way you can test for it. If there is a test where 
somebody can show us, I would certainly be glad to show it that 
you can tell what if someone has been smoking and using marijuana 
or and what partic~ldr degree of influence they have. 

In answer to a question asking if he would agree with the premise 
that the penalties should probably be more severe for dealers in 
drugs, Mr. Calhoun said: I think that since they are part of our 
system, definitely I think the seller or the trafficker or the 
people who are preying on the people who use drugs, certainly, they 
should receive more attention. Drugs, and I do not mean to preach 
on it, but when you get into drugs you don't have that choice. 
And people who take advantage of that I believe should be dealt 
with very severely. 

Lloyd Whalen stated: I have been in the back and I have listened. 
And, you definitely have a problem. That is the first of my ob~ 
servations. President Nixon felt that he had this same problem 
at one particular time during his administration and he appointed 
so~e kind of a subcommittee or task force, whatever you want to 
call it, to study the problem, and he gave then all kinds of.money 
and a couple of years, and they came back and I'm sure all of you 
read in the national headlines that this task force said that 
marijuana should be liberalized, if not out and out legalized. And 
Nixon, in his own inimitable style, said, ''You can take your result 
of these many dollars and many years an<l stick it, because I'm 
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not going to recommend it." Okay, now one of the few things that 
he did that made any sense to me during his administration was 
that particular comment right there. He had a few good scientific 
advisors, and they said this task force ran around and studied 
mariJuana. This is true, that's exactly what they did. You have 
heard people testifying here on marijuana this morning. Well, 
in my opinion, there is marijuana and there is marijuana. The 
ordinary street type marijuana that we're talking about in here 
tl1is morning, and that task force studis0 for a couple of years, 
had a concentration of the active ingredient which is tetrahydro­
cannabinol at approximately 0.5 to 1% active ingredient in the 
marijuana that they studied. This is the normal street type 
marijuana that we are talking about. They said in their report 
that one marijuana cigarette of this 0.5 to 1% THC is approximately 
equivalent to one ounce of alcohol. Everybody in here has been 
equating alcohol and marijuana. All right, this task force came 
right out and said one marijuana cigarette is not worse than having 
a drink before dinner, and I agree with this, I really do. on that 
basis, if you can say there is a use for alcohol you must then say 
there is definitely a use ·for marijuana. 

However, lets stop and consider that active ingredient in marijuana 
that we are saying there is a use for. If I were used to smoking 
the run-of-the-mill street type variety at 1%, and somebody gives 
me a ''thai stick" from Thailand, this is a little bamboo stick 
upon which they actually, meticulously, tied some marijuana flower­
ing tips. Now this ''thai stick" will run approximately 6% THC. 
Okay. Now, if I am used to smoking my little 0.5 marijuana and 
getting up and walking over to the dinner table, I have no problem. 
Or if I am used to having my highball before dinner I ca11 drink 
that and walk over to the dinner table and I have no problem. But 
if somebody slips me one of these 6% THC content cigarettes and I 
smoke that one same little joint before dinner, it's going to be 
equivalent to six to twelve of those normal cigarettes that I have 
been smoking and I may have trouble getting out of my chair, let 
alone getting to the dinner table. Now this is a point that I 
think is very, very valid. The quality of the marijuana in Northern 
Nevada during the last just six months has increased tremendously. 
We are seeing some stuff that's coming in from Hawaii that's 
routinely running 6 and 7% THC. You have heard this morning the 
talk of use and abuse. Well, my opinion is that this higher Tl!C 
content is there for one reason and one reason only, and that is 
abuse. We have a problem in our law right now whereby we equate 
the concentrated extracts from that plant genus cannibis as being 
mar1Juana. We say hashish, which should run in tt1e neighborhood 
of 12 to 15% THC is marijuana. We say that hash oil, which is an 
extract from marijuana and has a THC content of up to 90% is still 
just marijuana. I think you have a definite p~oblem: In viewing 
marijuana as marijuana streeL type variety, As marijuana the good 
stuff from either Vietnam or Thailand or Hawaii, As viewing marijuana 
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as the concentrated e>;tracts which are there for one reason, abuse. 
And that~s my opinion right there. You have heard talk this morn­
ing that marijuan~ has a medical use. Well, if we are going to talk 
about marijuana having a medical use, why does it? Because it has 
that active ingredient, THC, in it. Why can we not allow the use 
of that active ingredient, which, incidentally, is classified 
legitimately as an hallucinogenic drug. If you administer that 
in any doseage units in excess; you are going to have hallucination 
as a side effect if you are treating glaucoma. Consequently, were 
I in your shoes, and had to make some type of a recommendation, I 
think I would not go for any type of leglaization of marijuana. I 
think I might go for some type of a liberalization of those exist­
ing marijuana laws, if they pertained to that marijuana that is a 
street type variety. That stuff that I said there was a use for, 
if you can assume there is a use for alcohol. I don't know how 
you're going to put that in there because, in my opinion right 
now, there is no reasonable determination that can be used to 
detect whether or not an individual is indeed under the influence 
of marijuana. Even if you can say the THC can be seen in his system, 
where is that legal-illegal limit? It certainly isn't in our 
statutes. Is he under the influence of it simply because you can 
detect it, well, we say on alcohol no, he has got a limit where 
he is not intoxicated and then a limit where it is either way and 
then above that particular limit he is legally under the influence. 
We do not that type of situation on THC. we do not have the 
facilities to make a qua11titative determination of physiological 
fluids, and even if we did have, we don't have any interpretation 
of those results back to whether or not this man is 11nder the in­
fluence of marijuana and if he is, how far. I guess that's about 
all I wanted to say. Are there any questions? 

A member of the panel asked if he meant that there is available 
to doctors the same properties, or chemicals or something in lieu 
of marijuana that can be used for a glaucoma problem. Mr. Whalen 
Si1id: Absolutely. They can either use a purified extract from 
the marijuana plant it.snlf or they can use a synthesized 'l'HC, sinc0 
that particular drug haii been synthesized. It's not commercially 
synthesized right now. But, if that medical use does indeed exist, 
why hand somebody a whole cow to consume when all you want is just 
a little bit of its cre,9.m. Why give them the whole marijuani.l plant 
when all you want to do is dose them with the cannabinoid consti­
tuents. I think that if legality is there, it should apply to the 
active ingredient rather than to the marijuana plant. 

Mr. Price: I want to apologize if I missed this. Can you tell me 
j_n plain, ordinary language the bottom line of exactly why or 
~,here marijuana is any more dange1·ous to the State of Nevada as a 
controlled substance than, for example, alcohol which we have been 
relating it to? 

Gl~U 
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Mr. Whalen: As I said, in that ordinary, run of the mill streei~ 
type variety of mariJuana, we can equate it with alcohol entirely, 
and if you assume a use of one you must assume a use of the other. 

t-.'r. Price: So .what you are really saying on the bot ton line is, 
i.': we keep on'that same comparison, which I don't know why we do, 
except it seems ,to me-that both can be as dangerous or both can 
be lack of dangerous, you know, depending on which side you ha~pen 
to be. We get alcohol in all different degrees, for example, if . 
you were having a·glass of wine on this particular evening and 1iec1d• 
to have som~ o~ange juice with 180 proof or 190 proof grain alc<Jhol, 
you would be hit with the same thing. So what you have been saying 
is if we, if the Legislature, should decide to address this by 
reducing penalties or making it legal or whstever, it may be tn,3t 
you should somehow add into that some measure of what you are talking 
about, that 6% or 2% or nothing, if that is possible. 

In answer to Mr. Price, Mr. Whalen said that He didn't know how 
one could logically do that, stating that the abuse of alcohol is 
predictable. When you reach a particular blood alcohol level, till 
you reject, pass out and you don't bother anybody except who cleans 
up the mess the next day. On buse of rnarijuanR you can pass 
out on the floor just like wit ... cohol, but then again, ycu may 
not. That degree of predictability is not thare with the tetra­
hydrocannabinol as it exists with marijuana. You have readily 
available in almost any municipality instrumentation to detect the 
level under which you are in the influence of without alcohol. 
You do not have that level available nor do you have that instru­
mentation to detect it even if you did have that level with the 
THC. 

Mr. Price then asked, is the statement that Dr. Pord had made 
earlier then that conceivably within a community you could have 
a centralized place where if it were necessary to determine, 
would you say that is an inaccurate statement? 

Mr. Whalen answered, I'm saying that I don't agree with it. I'm 
saying that technically yes, you can detect it. You can tech­
nically make an atomic bomb in my laboratory, but that doesn't 
mean I have the instrumentation or the capability to do it. I 
know of no laboratory in the State of Nevada right now that can 
detect THC in the blood specimen drawn from someone who is under 
the influence of marijuana. 

Chairman Barengo then said, I think what Bob's trying to get at 
is, are you trying to say that possession of certain amounts of 
THC concentrates should be made a different class of crime. 

Mr. Whalen answering, said, if I were going to do this thing, 
Mr. Barengo, I would leave those extracts from that plant genus 
cannabis as a felony. If somebody wants to use marijuana, let 
them use marijuana; not the extract therefrom because of the 
abuse factor that goes with it. 
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If they want to use the marijuana and you want to make it some 
kind of legal for them, I think your misdemeanor situation with a 
quantity for individual use may he the best shot. Were I going to 
do that, I would say misden~anor on the first offense, gross mis­
demeanor on the second off~nse, and a felony on the third offense, 
because if these guys ar~ abusing this stuff, I feel they arc 
jeopardizing my rights straight away. I have kids running around 
and I hope that those kids would be clever enough or intelligent 
enough or curious enough to want to try this to see what it is 
all about. I would hope they would have that type of curiosity. 
But, at the same time, I would hope that I would have instilled 
in them that if they do this thing it's going to bC:.' out of 
curiosity on a one-shot ba~is. If they get caught, I'm sorry kids, 
that's tough. Go pay your fine and you pay it yourself. If you 
use the stuff, if you get caught the second time, I think it 
should be some type of stiffer penalty. If you are caught the 
third time you are using and probably abusing thio stuff, consA­
quently, if you are driving under the infulencc and you run over 
one of my kids, I think my rights are definitely jeopardized. 
Were I going to do it, that's how I would handle it. 

Larry Hicks, Washoe County District Attorney and Pre9ident of the 
Nevada State District Attorneys' Association testified next 
stating: Let me say first, that I think that many of my comments 
are going to echo, to some extent, the commentR which were just 
made by Mr. W)'t:'llen. I would indicate that I endorse those, generally. 
I would like to comment first of all on what is happening in Nevada 
today in cases in which a possession of marijuana offense is com­
mitted and prosecuted. It seems to me that there han been some 
over-generalizations and and exagorotions in terms of what J)osses­
~;i.on of marijuana offenders facf\ today. l\lthough there is C\ 

felony defense on the books which allows a penalty up to 6 years 
in the Nevada State Prison, actually, our penalties in Nevada 
stretch all the way from a felony offense which I just mentioned 
down to no conviction of any kind. I will tell you now that in 
my opinion, and I can certainly speak to the experience of my of-
fice in Washoe County, that over 90% of all possession of marijuana 
cases result in no conviction at all, and those cases ore all 
prosecuted. The reason for that. is bt:cause of what we call the 
deferred sentencing procedure which al\ows for a person to go into 
court and be either convicted or plead guilty to possession of 
mariJuana. I'm talking about a case of a small quantity, typically, 
ult.hough the quantity isn't really limited as I recall from the 
deferred sentencing procedure. If that be the caso, what typically 
happens is the person enters his plea of guilty, he goes in~o court 
and he is sentenced and what the court does is refuse to accept 
the guilty pleas or refuse to find the defcndent guilty and give 
him the deferred sentence. With the deferred sentence goes a period 
of probation, typically that would be anywhere from a year to 2 
years. During that one to two year period, if the person stays 
out of trouble and even in some cases where they have been in 
tro~ble, the individual who has entered his plea of g11ilty for 
possession or been convicted of possession has remained out of 
trouble, has not violated generally speaking the terms and condi­
tions of his probation, the court refuses to find him guilty or 
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refuses to accept the guilty plea and the charge is dismissed. 
The effect then is that there is never a conviction of .c1.n:; kind 
for possession of marijuana. 

I think that this iEI interesting not only because there is such 
a large percentage of cases within the state which are resolved 
this way, but that in, Washoe County, certainly a~ I indicatecl, 
this approaches 90\. Also, that this ia the procedure which is 
normally used even though we have alre~dy a misdemeanor provision 
on our books. Unde~ our existing law today, there is a provision 
which allows possession of less than one ounce of marijuana by 
a person under the ago of 21 years old to be found guilty of a 
gross misdemeanor offense. Not to be found guilty of the felony. 
Well, I'm not aware of that over happening in Washoe county. The 
point being that these people who are possessing majijuana and 
being convicted of it are going the deferred sentence route over 
the misdemeannr treatment that already exists, In other wordi;, 
we do have available a very liberal treatment for posnession <)f 
marijuana and this is what is being used almost all of the time. 

I am sure that there are people in the Nevada State Prison who 
have been convictod of possession of marijuana on a felony level. 
Obviously, if they are in the state prison, it's been treated 11s 
a felony, but I will also state that I have never seen a case yet 
where that would happen or where that has happened where a penrnn 
was not involved in a large amount.of other narcotics related 
activity or an extremely lengthy criminal record, or perhaps 1,orne 
other type of conduct that is particularly inflarnatory to the 
criminal justice system. It would not be doing justice to the 
State of Nevada or to our criminal justice system to say, while 
people are in the Nevada State Prison because they possess mari­
jGana and that's a terrible thing. 

I think Mr. Campos is hare and migh::. be ,1ble to comment on it 
further. Those cases where people go to prison for possession of 
marijuana are not the kind of cases wa h.:ive commonly heard re­
ferred to here today. The situation where a member of the citi­
zenry is in possession of marijuana cigarettes or a small amount 
of marijuana. That's not the kind of case that ever goes to 
prison, and I'm sure that any statistical analysis will reflect 
that. 

Let me comment in regard to juveniles bncause there was a question 
in regard to juveniles. Juveniles under the age of 18 years old 
today are prosecuted within the juvenile system, at least in 
Washo~ County, for the delinquent act which happens to be ma~ijuana 
in that type of case. Those people, I'm not aware of any of the1T1 
being sent away to reformatories and they are very loosely treated, 
I think, within the juvenile probation system. And, at the con­
clusion of the whole thing, because they've been in the juvenile 
system there's never a conviction, there is never a record, there 
is never anything public about what happened to those juveniles. 
There also are a large number of marijuana offenders between the 
ages of 18 and 21 years of age who are certified as juveniles and 
preceded against. I'm speaking largely of Washoe County because 
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that's where my experience lies. As you may be aware, we 
have a provision in our Nevada law that allows a person between the 
ages of 18 and 21, who would otherwise be an adult and be treat2d 
as an adult, to petition the court and request that he be treated 
as a juvenile. We run into that and in marijuana cases, too, and 
there are many, although I don't have the number for you, who wind 
up being certified as juveniles. And, again once certified as 
juveniles, the treatment of them is very much the same as the other 
category of juvenile I mentioned to you, and that is that there is 
no conviction, there is no record, all records are sealed and 
there is nothing that goes on this person's record. 

Let's talk about the other case where a person is convicted 01 felony 
possession of marijuana, for one reason or another. I would say 
that in my experiences this may result in the following manner: 
Either the facts were aggravated, the individual was involved with 
something that was particularly aggravating or perhaps he was 0:1 

the deferred sentence. In other words, the court set a period of 
probation giving 2 years deferred sentence and somewhere along the 
probation he got into trouble again. Well, at that junctuie, the 
court may bring him back in and take him off the deferred status, 
find him now guilty of the felony of possession of marijuana, but 
impose probation, and this is what I believe has happened in most 
cases. So again, even though this person who now has the benefit 
of the doubt once, who violated that benefit to some extent in the 
same instance is not sent to prison. He is merely taken off the 
deferred status and put on probation. At this point he does stand 
convicted of a felony; but, I think it's worth noting to remember 
that when any person serves probation on a felony offense and 
serves that probation satisfactorily, at the end of the period of 
probation he receives an honorable discharge of probation. An 
honorable discharge from probation results in a dismissal of the 
conviction. So again, even in the more aggravated situ~~ion, you 
a.re talking about someone who although once convicteci o.f a felony 
then has that conviction dismissed at the end of this period of 
probation. Only until you got to the further category of frison 
would there be more aggravated results. So I think the thing most 
worth mentioning here is that, if your view is that Nevada's 
law in regard to the possession of marijuana needs to be corrected 
because the penalties are too strict and it's terrible thctt it's 
a felony offense, I would question the validity of that premise. 
I don't think that upon examination of the convictions in the 
state of Nevada you will find felony convictions, that you will 
find very many people who are ever convicted of the felony. And, 
certainly, a miniscule percentage ever go to prison or jail 
because of it. 

Referring specifically to the bills which are involved here, I 
agree very much with Mr. Whalen, and that is in the sense of 
concentrated forms of marijuana, commonly referred to as Hashish 
or the concentrate THC. Those are extracts from ~arijuana, and 
in my opinion they are very dangerous. They are very dangerous 
within the drug culture, more so than many of the scare drugs, 
and I'm not going to go through the list of them all, but I can 
tell you that, in my opinion, the concentrat2d forms of marijuana 
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which Mr. Whalen was talking about are very dangerous. And, they 
should be treated as felony offenses. Now, if either one of these 
bills were enacted as then have been drafted, we would no longer 
have felony offenses available for possession of those extract 
substances. 

I think that my strong recommendation and strong feeling is that 
certainly for extracted substances from marijuana that the felony 
provisions, or at least, the availability for felony prosecution 
should remain. We should have this feature in those types of 
cases. And, we are running into, I believe Mr. Whalen indicated 
it in his testimony, hashish cases. My office has recently been 
to trial on a number of cases in regard to hashish and hash oil. 
Hashish is the dry concentrate and hash oil is reduced to a liquid 
substance. And, we are seeing that in Washoe County now. We're 
seeing it for the first time. I think it is a reflection of the 
liberalization in the states of California and Oregon of some of 
the liberalized marijuana laws. Insofar as position is concerned, 
I would state this: On behalf of the State District Attorney's 
Office, State District Attorneys' Association, it is the concensus, 
although not unanimous, that there is no objection to the reduction 
to basic possession of marijuana to a misdemeanor offense. We are 
not recommending it, but we are not opposing it. In that sense, 
I would say that there are analogies to our position in the State 
Peace Officers' position. Let me comment a little bit on the bills 
which are involved and also directing my attention to the proposal 
by the Peace Officers Association. AB 280 .in regard to legaliz-
ing marijuana, as I've indicated, I would find it objectionable 
on behalf of my office and also on behalf of the State District 
Attorney's Association. And, that would be a total. In regard 
to AB 253, the concept of citable possession, citation for pos­
session for less than one ounce of marijuana, I believe that that 
would be alright in the sense that I would agree that the posses­
sion of marijuana in the simple possession type of case where you 
have less than one ounce and the absense of other aggravating 
factors. That a citation may be appropriate, but more appropriately 
the offense be reduced to a misdemeanor. This is in agreement with 
the State Peace Officers' Association. I don't personally believe 
that there should be a limit on the amount of the fine. I think 
this should be treated as a misdemeanor, like any other misdemeanor. 
Leave it to the court to decide -- 21,where from 1 to 6 months in 
the county jail and a fine of up to ¥-10. That's what is available 
if you run a stop sign today. I can't see why possession of 
marijuana should be treated any differently. We all know that, as 
a practical matter, the justices of· the peace within the state 
take all the facts of the case into consideration. And, in all 
probability, for possession of marijuana offense, I would imagine 
that there would be a fine anywhere from $50 to $400. I think 
it would probably be an exceptional case where a jail sentence 
would be imposed. I don't see anything wrong with that. A J.P. 
should have the flexibility to treat this misdemeanor offense the 
same as he would any other misdemeanor offense. I'm not aware of 
any abuses within our JP system which would indicate othGrwise. 
I don't have any objection (I'm speaking personally, on my own 
behalf rather than on behalf of the state D.A. 'sf to a minimum 
jail time in regard to possession of marijuana. 
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Thirty days as they propose may be excessive, r·cton't think that 
our jails could carry the load. But, I think that something more 
than a slap on the hand is in order and a short mandatory jail 
time of maybe a few days to a week might do a lot to make these 
people think about what they've done and head them back in the 
other direction •. I do think that the Peace Officers' proposal 
might be more effective if it was limited to a maximum of 6 months 
in the county jail, which would, therefore, make it a misdemeanor. 
The way they have it proposed right not, it would be a gross mis­
demeanor, and r question the validity of that because it would 
require us to then go through all the criminal procedure that we 
go through with felony offenses. That is, complaint, preliminary 
hearing, transfer to the district court and then arraignment and 
trial in the district court before a jury of twelve. I don't 
think that that is a good proposal. And, I feel that the law would 
be better served if it was just limited to a maximum of 6 months 
in the county jail. Going along with what Mr. Whalen said, I 
think that there should be aggravated offenses for second offenses 
for possesssion of marijuana. I agree with Mr. Whalen personally, 
that the second offense should be a gross misdemeanor and subse­
quent offenses should be felonies. Although I also would say that 
we should continue to have our deferred sentencing procedures on 
our books. I think that they work well. They do resolve the 
congestion in our courts somewhat and probation departments some­
what. But, I still think, in the long run, they still work well. 
I would say that anything bearing upon the sale of marijuana should 
continue to be a felony, anything bearing upon the possession of 
substantial quantity or possession of a concentrate should continue 
to be a felony and I think that an officer should have the capabilit. 
of doing more than issuing a citation in the misdemeanor case. If 
he has probable cause to believe that there may be more than an 
ounce involved or that there may be more than the simple citable 
offense involved, I think he should feel free to arrest this in­
dividual. I don't think that he should be limited to a citation. 
That is one of the problems with AB 253. I think that the citation 
avenue should be available to him because there's certainly going 
to be cases where citation and the consequent saving of the officer' 
time and the cost of the criminal justice system would indicate 
that a citation would be a very good way to go. But, to require 
that in every situation seems to me to be very unrealistic and 
not in the best interest of the state's criminal justice system. 
Essentially that's my poistion in regard to this and the position 
of the State District Attorney's as I've indicated. 

Mr. Barengo: Any questions? 

Mrs. Wagner: I have about three, Larry. The first one being: 
You have addressed yourself to the situation in Washoe County 
primarily. Would you agree that possibly the judgments handed 
out in the state certainly would depend upon where one lived? 
This was testimony given before. Would you agree with that premise? 
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Mr. Hicks: I would agree with the premise, but I would say that 
this exists in every criminal offense that we deal with in the 
state. There are different values within each community, and 
I'm not so sure that different communities should not be entitled 
to pass on their values and so forth within their communities 
in terms of their judgments. And, this is true where there's 
burglary, robbery or possession of marijuana or rolling a stop sign 

Mrs. Wagner: The other question I have is in regard to the Nevada 
Peace Officers recommendation. Part of it would make it manda­
tory that any. person convicted shall.be imprisoned no less than 
thirty days. You have told us that in many instances, at least 
in Washoe County, that probation is given on d~ferred sentence, 
whatever. Would you suggest that possibly this current proposal 
might be in some instances harsher than what is being handed out 
at this point? In other words, it is mandating that these go more 
than thirty days, or at least thirty days. 

Mr. Hicks: In terms of the everyday, run of the mill possession 
of a quarter of a lid or three or four cigarettes, this penalty 
certainly would be much harsher than what the State of Nevada has 
experienced at any time over the past five years. 

Mrs. Wagner: And do you have any idea--because I have talked to 
some of them--how the district court judges in Washoe County feel 
about the current laws involving marijuana? 

Mr. Hicks: This is.entirely speculation on my part because I 
haven't taken a poll of any kind, but over the years, of course, 
we get to know the judges pretty well, I would hazzard a guess, 
and believe me, that's what it is, that their position would 
probably be somewhat along the line of the State District Attor­
ney's. In other words, the ordinary type of possession should be 
treatable as a misdemeanor offense and something involving con­
centrated forms of marijuana or something indicating possession 
for use or possession of a larger quantity should be treatable on 
a felony level. But again, I'm just guessing at that, but I have 
heard some comments which I think would be consistent with that. 

Mrs. Wagner: Thank you. 

Mr. Hicks: Thank you very much. 

Bud Campos, Director of Parole and Probation, State of Nevada, 
stated: I'd like first of all to very briefly call your attention 
to Page 1 of the handout I've given you which gives you an accurate 
description of the convictions for possession of marijuana cases 
in calendar year 1976. (This is attached and marked Exhibit J.) 
As you can see, out of 151 convictions, 9 individuals were sen­
tenced to prison, 142, or 93 percent were granted probation and 
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then the others were handled by fine. Of the convictions, 99 
persons were convicted of possession of a quantity of one ounce 
or less. Now this is not specified according to current law, 
we just went through the cases and saw how much marijuana was 
involved in any particular case. By county, all persons convicted 
of possession of marijuana in Clark County were granted probation, 
3 cases were sentenced to prison from Washoe County, 5 from the 
balance of the counties. I guess I have Elko in a separate 
category of one case because I was not able to identify the amount 
of marijuana involved in the Elko case. We had one probation re­
voked last year where our only charge against the probationer 
was possession of marijuana, and that was in Washoe County. Of 
all the persons we have on probation, which is right around 1800, 
only one revocation occurred as a result of our finding additional 
marijuana on the individual. This would be all cases of probation, 
not just those cases where they were on probation for marijuana 
originally. Now, on Page 2 of this brief report, it gives an 
account of those 9 people that were sentenced to prison. And, as 
you can see, in all cases those were people who had other counts 
dismissed against them, sales, burglaries, what have you, all 
with the exception, again, of Elko County, where we are not able 
to specifically identify that particular case. One case down 
here on the bottom where the amount of marijuana involved was 
300 pounds, etc. This is the situation that we have in Nevada. 

This report is not significantly different from surveys we've 
done in the past. I think it points out,as far as I'm concerned, 
some very real problems to us, although you'll get disagreement 
on it, and to most people who carry badges, because regardless 
of how possession of marijuana can be treated, it is,nonetheless, 
a felony on the books. We try to explain to people, particularly 
young people, what a felony is and we start off by indicating that 
felony is a very serious crime against the people, etc. etc. etc. 
Well, obviously, it's not treated that way. We arrested probably 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 100 people last year for posses­
sion of marijuana and we only got one revocation. The rest of 
them came away laughing at us. It puts people, I think, that carry 
badges in a position where they are not respected, where the laws 
themselves are not enforced by the other entities of the criminal 
justice system because of priorities and various other things. 
It does put us in the position of being the bad guy, so to speak, 
and you know, carrying a badge goes along with being a bad guy 
a little bit, but not to this extent. All these things are a 
matter of degree more than anything else. Most district attor­
neys are not in a position to pursue these laws. 

In 1975, there were 2491 arrests made in the State of Nevada for 
marijuana offenses and 151 convictions in 1976; two different 
years, probably pretty comparable. Those marijuana cases do 
include sales, they're not broken down. The Crime Commissioner 
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currently wasn't abla to provid~ ris with that data. But most of 
them, of course, would be possession cases; 2491 arrests for 
mariJuana. The cases are not being vigorously prosecuted. In 
fact, they are hardly being prosecuted at all, unless there are 
other circumstances involved. Soj I guess if a person wants to 
use marijuana and avoid prosecution, they can check with the 
current workload of the D.A. and if they find he's got 4000 felony 
cases pending, it's probably pretty safe to use marijuana. One 
of the things that we found in this current study, contrary to 
popular belief, was a very high proportion (about ~O percent of 
the convictions for possession of marijuana in Nevada last year) 
of persons over 30 years old. So, it's no longer just a crime 
committed by teenagers. Now our data does not include people under 
18. But, in comparing over 30 with ages 18 to 30, about 40 percent 
of all convictions were people over 30 years old. We had a super­
visors' meeting of my people statewide about two months ago, and 
I asked them very candidly for their opinion on a reduction to a 
misdemeanor status and they were behind it 100 percent. 

I have some mixed feelings about the whole thing myself. I resent 
very much being placed in a position where I have to enforce a law 
that no one else is enforcing. I feel like the Legislature is not 
dealing me right when they do that to me. As a peace officer, if 
you see a felony, you have to take action, and then nobody else 
does anything about it, so you're the whatever--whatever the 
current name is. I frankly would either like to see it reduced 
to a misdemeanor, in other words, citable, and punishable as mis­
demeanors are punished. I think if down the road this is too 
severe, we can take another look at it. Certainly the experiences 
in Oregon or California haven't convinced me that we ought to turn 
our backs on it, and assume everything will be all right. The 
data from those states is just not reliable at this point. 

I would say, if we don't do that, if we don't reduce j_t down to 
probably where it should be, then I would like to see a Joint 
Resolution coming out of both houses to the criminal justice system 
throughout the state to enforce the laws as they stand on the books. 
Or allow police officers to ignore them. Pat Murphy, who was 
Commissioner of New York Police a few years ago, came out with a 
statement that his 32,000 uniformed staff was no longer going to 
enforce the bookmaking laws because all they did was cause cor­
ruption on the force. Half his people were on the pad and the 
other half were disgusted because nothing happened to bookmakers 
when you arrested them. I can't compare the marijuana laws with 
that, but nonetheless it is the position we are put in when we are 
asked to enforce laws that nobody else is really that interested in. 

In answer to a question regarding his feeling about a gross mis­
demeanor, Mr. Compos stated: I think if you have an ounce or less 
of marijuana, if you can be punished by up to six months in jail, 
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that's probably punishment enough. I don't think that up to a 
year is going to make a difference to somebody that doesn't care 
if they are in jail for a year or for six months. 

The suggestion in A.B. 253 that the Department of Parole and 
Probation be involved in the process is not only probably unreason­
able, but probably very costly, because we have a very, very low 
percent.age of convictions right now because people don't want to 
prosecute and don't want to punish people to the extent that they 
can be punished under current laws. I think if we got it down to 
a misdemeanor, the incidence of conviction would increase. It's 
like a lot of other laws. If you get your law too severe, your 
convictions are going to go down. One thing that hasn't been dis­
cussed today, is what happens when you go with a lot of marijuana 
cases to a jury. Half of the jurors have experimented with mari­
juana, they aren't going to convict this guy for a marijuana 
cigarette if the possible punishment is six years in Nevada State 
Prison. But, if it's a misdemeanor they might just do it. 

Bart Jacka, Assistant Sheriff, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police 
Department, stated: I'd like to comment that I haven't had the 
opportunity to hear many of the remarks this morning. I was 
present since 7:30 this morning in Assembly Government Affairs 
on something very vital to our department and just arrived. 

First of all, in reference to A.B. 280, decriminalization. Our 
department is unalterably opposed to that particular statute. My 
remarks as far as A.B. 253 will be brief, and, I am sure that many 
of the points have been covered. As many of you know, last session 
of the Legislature I was here and I took direct opposition to the 
reduction of penalties for an ounce or less. I commented to you 
that, even though Oregon had had the statute in effect the history 
wasn't sufficient. In California, even though they passed it 
(after the 1975 session of the Legislature in Nevada) their history 
hasn't been that great. I've had personal conversations with the 
Sheriff in Sacramento County, in San Diego, in Los Angeles County 
and the Los Angeles Police Department. In essence, the same in­
formation was given to me as to Mr. Calhoun from the State Narcotic 
Unit. It's been said in the past, and perhaps today, that one of 
the reasons for reducing the penalties is that it will help the 
field policeman, (that's the person that I represent, having been 
a policeman for 20 years). It will not divert his attention so 
that he can go on to more important things. I think that my con­
versations with the agencies in California have shown that there 
has been a diversion of the police activity from the narcotic unit, 
per se, working the cases, to the field patrol officer. 

I preface this by likening the field patrolman to the infantry 
soldier in the army. He's the first line of defense that you have. 
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In the instances in all of those cities in Californi.a that I've 
cited, their time has been considerably increased on activities 
involved with individuals under the influence of narcotics, pri­
marily associated from the marijuana reduction legislation in 
that state. Their arrests have picked up, insofar as the handling 
is concerned, and their total time has been diverted. So, in 
essence, you don't have what you think you gain. You are simply 
diverting your problem to the guy that is supposed to be out there 
preventing crime in the form of the burglary, the rape, the robbery, 
etc. District Attorney Hicks from Washoe County mentioned that he 
has really no problem with the reduction of penalties along certain 
guidelines. One of the key things that's left to the law enforce­
ment officer in this state is officer discretion. Even when the 
Legislature in 1973 passed the misdemeanor citation capability 
for larceny type offenses, it still left the police officer with 
a little bit of discretion. There was a cloud in 1973, and the 
cloud was cleared up in 1975. That's the man that you hire and 
that you train as a professional person, and you ought to take 
advantage of his discretion and value judgments. A.B. 253 doesn't 
give him any of that discretion, and he has to have some of those 
value judgments. Now I am sure that you realize by this poirt that 
I, as a representative, and I personally oppose any reduction in the 
penalties, but I'll talk about the things that might happen if you 
were so inclined to do that. Definitely, I do~•t think the citation 
should be the only alternative, as Larry mentioned. That discre­
tion ought to be provided to the officer. I think you have another 
proble~, and as a side thought, an officer who writes a traffic 
citation writes it on the basis of a speedometer calculation in 
his patrol car of his motorcycle. Now there are those agencies 
that do utilize vascar and radar so that they have a little bit 
more accuracy, but the speedometers in the vehicles that I cited 
are calibrated and/or certified. We have to go through periodic 
inspections for certification of those speedometers three or four 
times a year by the order of the courts, to see that they are 
properly calibrated and certified. Can you imagine the problem of 
the officer in the field who has to carry the scale and he has a 
~inute of marijuana and it isn't sufficient for him to determine 
whether there is an ounce or less so he has to weigh it. And I 
can see the first problem that comes up in court is how were the 
scales accurately examined, and then you get the State Department 
of Weights and Measures involved and it's just another gobble­
digook involved in government. I would propose that, j_f you are 
so inclined, you leave that officer the discretion so he could 
take that person to the jail or to the detention facility, whichever 
is appropriate according to age, and that the scales then be main­
tained at that location where they are in a better environment and 
properly checked and calibrated, etc., and that he weigh them and 
at that point then he be given the opportunity whether he is ;oing 
to cite or to arrest. Bud mentioned that in his survey of the 
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officers who work for him that they were generally in favor of the 
reduction and that he felt that, if I interpreted his remarks 
correctly, he got awfully tired of being the only bad guy. Well 
I guarantee you that I'm a bad guy, and that our people continue 
to enforce that law. We have no control over some parts of the cri­
minal justice system as they exist and what they do, but we en­
force the law. That was what I was hired to do, and that's what 
we hire people to do, enforce the law. I think that it's a cop-
out on the part of some agencies who just look the other way and 
don't do what they're supposed to do. I'm sure you all recall 
that during the last presidential campaign both advisors for 
President Ford and now President Carter recommended decriminaliza­
tion and/or a lessening of penalties on heroin and cocaine and that 
made headlines throughout the country, if you recall that. That's 
the thing that concerns me. If you decriminalize, if you lessen 
the penalty on these things, supposedly the problem goes away, 
then why don't we lessen the penalty, why don't we decriminalize 
homicide, rape, robbery. Thank you. 

Assemblyman Coulter stated: If you decriminalize homicide, rape, 
robbery, the ill effects are obvious. I don't know that that's 
the situation with marijuana. We have not heard any substantial 
testimony in this hearing, in my opinion, to indicate there's any 
harm in smoking marijuana. 

Mr. Jacka stated: Well, there are examples to the contrary, Mr. 
Coulter. 

Mr. Coulter said: It was your testimony that extracts of marijuana 
were the problem, not marijuana. 

Mr. Jacka said: When I mentioned why not decriminalize the rest, 
the basic concept, as originally conceived in lessening the 
penalties and decriminalization and so on, was to divert the atten­
tion of policemen elsewhere. In other words, put the problem in 
the hole in the corner and that's why I made the comment. I 
personally think that there are problems with marijuana and the 
diverse effects, you know, I'm not an expert i~ the field of what 
it does to one's physical being. All I know is what I've read and 
my personal feelings. 

Dean Reese, attorney in Las VE!gas, and ·a state ccordinator for 
NORML, stated: As you've probably heard from Mr. Brownell, :'10RML 
is the National Organization for the Reform of Marijuana Laws. 
By now, I think you have just about heard it all. I would like 
to comment briefly on some of the things that came up since the 
last pro reform speakers were heard. First, there's a lot made 
of the lack of a chemical test for the degree of marijuana intoxi­
cation. For about 25 years after prohibition, people were regularly 
convicted of drunk driving without such tests. The observation o: 
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the police officer was sufficient. Somebody is staggering, his 
speech is slurred, you know, the lawyers here know the ritual 
testimony. "He's unsteady on his feet. He's acting funny. He 
smells of alcohol." So the policeman can reasonably conclude that 
he's drunk. I think, in fact this is still somewhat of a requisite 
in the notion of finding probably cause before the current implied 
consent of the current chemical test law comes into play. I think 
the same thing could be applied to mariJuana. If somebody is un­
steady on his feet, slow to react, he's acting funny, he smells of 
marijuana or he's got some on him, you can presume that he's under 
the influence of marijuana. If somebody has alcohol in his system 
and you can't tell it by his demeanor and behavior, it's generally 
conceded that it doesn't make any difference. I think it would 
be the same way. If you can't tell whether somebody is stoned, 
what difference.does it make, even if he has a few mclecules of 
THC in his system. 

I'd like to comment ::on. the police .officer's propo':,dJ.. Basically 
what the peace officei:},s ·. association is asking, is to maintain 
marijuana offen·ses as\a gross misdemeanor and a mandatory jail 
penalty~ This would defeat a great deal of the purpose of mari­
juana law reform. A gross misdemeanor is entitled to all the legal 
formalities of prosecution that a felony has. The only difference 
is the maximum exposure, a year in the county jail instead of six 
years in the state penitentiary. A mandatory jail sentence of 
30 days, as Mr. Gray of the Washoe County District Attorney's 
office suggested, is something that the jails probably couldn't 
handle. I would just ask anyone from either Clark or Washoe 
Counties to imagine what the situation would be, especiall.y in 
Clark County, if as many as one-fifth of the marijuana using popu­
lation were actually apprehended and jailed. You'd probably need 
Las Vegas Stadium or one of the larger reso~t hotels to contain 
them. Some of the other things that were brought up is that their 
laws are really not that severe and, if they are, they are not 
being very enthusiastically enforced and there are a lot of loop­
holes and ways around. I don't think this is any way to run a 
criminal justice system. It makes a mockery of the law. I deal 
with marijuana cases all the time, but I don't admire the way the 
system works. I think it ought to be one way or the other; reduce 
the penalty to something that can be realistically enforced or 
don't have a law at all. There is no rational justification, 
we've heard testimony by an eminent authority to this effect, fer 
the criminalization of marijuana at all. It is not politically 
feasible to ask the Legislature to go so far as to enact A.B. 280. 
The law I would favor under these circumstances is A.B. 253, 
pretty much the way it's written except for removal of the involve­
ment of the probation and parole department and any provisions 
that it be made a recidivous defense. I~ shouldn't cost any more 
to do it the second or third time than the first time. Just the 
annoyance of being arrested and having to come to court or pay a 
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fine should be sufficient punishment for the gravity of the offense 

Several of the eight·.states that have passed partial dec~iminaliza­
tion laws have specified correspondingly smaller amounts of hashish 
or hash oil, the chemical equivalents of an ounce rr two ounces 
of marijuana. Also, I don't know whether you've received it, but 
the best reference I can give you to sum the whole thing up is a 
copy of the legislative study that was made for the New Mexico 
Legislature recently, which seems to me to be the most comprehen­
sive document that has come to my attention of recent publication. 

Also entered into the record is a drug chart, which is marked 
Exhibit K. 

Mrs. Leslie Levy stated: I just want to say one thing additionally 
and that is that I have worked at the Health House here in Reno 
for over a year and I've taught classes at the Y and consider my­
self to be fairly in tune with my body. The effects of mariiuana 
are that the. THC stimulates the depletion of blood sugar level to 
the brain. Your brain is starved for blood sugar, so you exper­
ience a "stone". With alcohol, your stomach lining, your pancreas 
is forced to convert the alkaline content into blood sugar and the 
excess levels of glucose in your system tips your liver, tips your 
pancreas, your adrenal glands, you feel drunk. It's almost the 
opposite, that's why when the drugs are mixed, marijuana and alcoho 
are mixed, the effects are even more harmful. I don't think 
marijuana dulls the senses or the glands or the glandular systems 
nearly as intensely as alcohol does. So, a pe~son driving under 
the influence of ma=ijuana would not be potentially as dangerous 
as a person driving under the influence of alcohol, theoretically. 
Maybe a person on hashish and/or hash oil might be out of his con­
sciousness~ But to iddress the genti2man with the crutches who 
talked about THC, being a herbalist I would take marijuana but I 
would not take chemical extracts of THC. I would take ginsenge 
that was grown on the,mountain tops of Provo, Utah, in a powdered 
root form, but I would never take amphetamines. I would have a 
homeopathic doseage of lobelia tea at ~ight before I slept, but 
I would never take a qualude or a valium or a darvon, and I just 
think there are intrinsic differences in wh~t can be considered a 
qualitative naturalpathic (that could be considered a quality 
treatment or remedy for a disease) and what could not be considered 
that because the body cannot assimilate it. Because it is, indeed, 
a drug. 

Chai·~nan Barengo concluded the hearing and the meeting was adjourne· 
at U.:51 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ad4«~ 
Linda Chandler, Secretary 
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TESTIMONY CONCERNING A.B. 280 

Millions of dollars worth of government research has failed to uncover 

any verifiable, scientific evidence that marijuana use results in any measur-

able harm to the individual user or society. 

"Then why," you might ask, "do some people still believe it is harmful?" 

The answer is rooted._in the fact that forty years ago lawmakers made an 

error; the answer is rooted in the fact that the general public originally 

had no reason to doubt the alarming claims against marijuana that appeared in 

the press; and the answer is rooted in the fact that many people have no reason 

to doubt the alarming claims against marijuana use which they were exposed to 

in schools. 

The sincerity of those wh~se oppose marijuana need not be questioned; but 

sincerity alone can no longer_justi:fy.'·subjecting marijuana consumers to police 

or judicial authority. 

If testimony reveals that marijuana is in fact harmful, then I would sug­

gest to this committee that the penalties for marijuana use and possession be 

kept at strict levels. However, if no verifi~ble evidence to the assumption 

that marijuana is harmful is presented to the committee, I would hope for 

sincere consideration of A.B. 280. 
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TESTIMONY CONCERNING A. B. 280 
(continued) 

Nevada would save vast amounts of money that is now spent in investigntion, 

arrests, incarceration and court costs. Approximately $600 million is spent 

annually nationwide to enforce marijuana laws. A legislative study in Califor­

nia showed that each marijuana arrest cost an average of $1630.00 in 1968 

(probably much more in 1976), and each prisoner c~sts the state approximately 

$10,000.00 ~er year. In these times of economic crisis, these funds could be 

better used for other purposes. 

Nevada has a tremendous drug traffic problem. Law enforcement 2ffort anG 

_money are oriented toward combating this problem. If marijuana was placed on 

the same basis as tobacco, illegal shipments would cease because there would 

be no profit. Efforts of law enforcement personnel could be shifted to fiehting 

hard drugs, where the real danger to society exists. Money generated from tax 

revenues could be used for drug enforcement and drug treatment. Nevada, with 

tl1e funding this could provide, would change from being a drug traffic pushover, 

to one of the hardest states in the union in combating drug traffic. 

If no verifiable, scientific evidence that marijuana use results in measur­

able harm to the user or society is presented to this committee, then I might 

also suggest that reducing the penalties is a copout. If marijuana use does 

not result in measurable harm, then the present marijuana policy should be re-

pealed. I hope you give careful consideration to A.B. 280. 
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IN THE EICIIT YEARS that have passed 
since the first controlled experiments 
on marijuana, hundreds of human sub­
jects and countless laboratory animals 
have been given enormous amounts of 
the drug, day in and day out. The results 
have been recorded in thousands of arti­
cles in scientific journals alone, and 
coverage by the mass media is impossi• 
blc to measure. Not one of the findings 
tha! demonstrates madjuana's poten­
tial for harm has been consistently rep• 
licated by other research or could be 
regarded as proved. few of the oldest, 
most publicized findings--those con­
c(:rned .. with the areas of brain damage, 
la.ck of motivation, psychosis, and the 
steppingstone-to-heroin theory - are 
nuw supported by any member of the 
scientific community, regardless of 
where he stands on marijuanJ. The re­
markable thing is that these srudies got 
as much attention as they did, a fact 
that can only be ascribed to the fears 
rampant at the time. The articles con­
tinue, despite comments like this one 
by Michael Baden, made back in 1972: 
"We know more about marijuana than 
we do about penicillin." 

In summarizing the major findings on 
marijuana, I will consider the above 
possible effects of use, as well as chro­
mosome damage (birth defects), a reduc­
tion in immune response, an 
incitement to crime, a health hazard, 
and impairment of sexual activity. 

If I have overlooked an article here or 
there, it is not because it repre~cntcd a 

point of view contrary to my own. At 
tbc same time, I am aware that objec­
tivity in marijuana research is difficult; 
a study of the literature indicates that 
scientists on both sides uf the marijuana 
question h:wc hcen influenced by their 
prcjud ices. 

The accompanying chart character-

izcs the views expressed in the writings 
on marijuana use and its effect in the 
seven most important are-1s of contcn• 
tion. The charges that marijuana leads 
to crime and is a general health hazard 
arc not included on the chart because 
they lack continuity and support. 

In addition to itemizing the results of 
actual research, the chart also lists key 
public reports, investigations, and im­
portant media responses. Kry reports 
and investigations had to be included 
because thc:y often generated d:ita or 
summed up existing data. I included 
media responses because one of my 
basic conclusions-perhaps the most 
essential one-is th;tt scientific data do 
not determine society's responses to the 
marijuana question. Instead, these re­
sponses reflect the complex of emotions 
expressed through the media. Hence, 
former President Nixon's rejection of 
the report of his own National Commis­
sion on Marijuana and Drug Abuse 
(Shafer Commission) belongs on the 
chart, as docs Ann Landers' column 
containing her pronouncement on ma­
rijuana use. In one sense, the entire 
chart reflects media responses, for none 
of the articles from scientific journals 
would have excited interest unless they 
had received coverage. 

Amotivational SY-n-
drome. The term "amotivational 
syndrome" was used by Louis J. West, 
Chairman of the Department of Psychi­
atry at UCLA. in 1971 r.o describe the be· 
lief that manjuana use reduces the 
capacity to think straight, and produces 
a loss of will In 1970 the National 
Clearing House for Drug Information 
had reported th.at mariiu;ina users ap­
peared to do about as v,•ell ac.idcni·•,illy 
as nonusers. W1th1n the month, the 

Federal 8urtau of Narrntics :ind Dan­
gerous Drugs issued a report claiming 
th C Opp() sit C. I 11 I 9 7 I t w O r C

0

p Orts 
claimed that marijuana caused physicJl 
dependence (addiction). ln 1972 the sec­
ond armunl HEW report on Marijuan;i 
and Heal th summed up a number of st u­
dies in colleges and high schools that 
showed no difference bctwe,:n users and 
non users. A bout the same time .in i nttr­
view with West apr,earcd in the Los An· 

gclcs Times, and within a month a,1 

article was puhlishcd th:1t showed that 
countries (usu:illy described ,1s "primi­
tive''! where m:iriiunna use was not gen· 
crally punished h,td al ·.vays accnm· 
plishcd less than other countries. 

Throughout 1972, rhc notion that ma­
rijuana sapped the will received enor­
mous media coverage and almost cc-r­
tain l y became the CCJnvcntional 
wisdom. Yet that year also witncsscd 
the appearnnce of several reports la vor;i­

blc to mariju;rna use. f'trst, there w3s 
the release oi the Shafer CGJTimission's 
first report, which denied the existence 
of an amotivational syndrome, followed 
by the initi:il release of data frnm the b· 
maica study authorized by the Com­
mission. The ~1maica report compared 
chronic users physiologically and rsy­
chologically with a control gruup nf 
nonusers. The users had smoked seven 
to 25 cigarettes of strong 41m.1icm m;iri­
juana a day, averaging ahout three per• 
cent TIIC, the active ingredient in 
marijuana, for between 10 and 2S years. 
Th is reporr of long-tnm use revc,1 led rrn 
differences in rnorivat1on hciwcc-n 
users and nonusers, .ilthough 1t did hint 
rhat the users were hettcr m"t1v:1tl'll 

in 1973, the American )uurnnl of l'sy­
chi;itry published ;i s1udy hy /ocl Hoch­
rn a 11 ,1 n d N o r m a n ll r 1 \ I . T h c y h ~ d 
studied n r:indc'm snnirle of IMJ IJCL."­

'.dud,:nt~:llld found no 11rnt1v;;11,ln,1l dii-

The volley of charges against pot and the clain1s for it have rnade it our n1ost 
researched drug. Here, a respected psychiatrist details what we know--and 
what we don't-about a drug millions use daily. by Non11an E. Zinberg 
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fcrcnce !:>etween Users and nonusers, 
even with heavy use. The Hochman and 
Brill study was rebutted by a Depart• 
ment of the Army claim that, among 
soldiers, users were more poorly moti• 
vatcd than nonusers, but this report did 
not describe how the subjects had been 
selected. 

ln 1974 the Camdian Le Dain Com• 
mission report echoed the findings of 
the Shafer Commission, and for a time 
nothing more was heard of the amotiva• 
tional syndrome. Then Senator James 0. 
Eastland of Mississippi launched a se• 
rics of hearings, which he introduced by 
statin 6 that the proponents of mari· 
juana had been commandeering the 
headlines and he now wished to give the 
opponents their day in the sun. He was 
successful, for the hearings revived 
much of the belief about the harmful­
ness of marijuana, including the 
amotivational syndrome. 

ln 1975, however, the tide broke in the 
other direction. The Drug Abuse Coun· . 
cil reported that one year after the State 
of Oregon had decriminalized mari• 
juana, there had been no appreciable in· 
crease in use or problems from use. 

AMMUNrTION IN THE GRASS WAR 

When Consumer Reports issued one of 
its summaries of the evidence on mari­
juana and health, it backed the Jamaica 
study as the most definitive rcsc..arch to 
date. Nevertheless, in July 1975, R11:ese 
T. Jones, of Langley Porter Neuropsy­
chiatric Institute, gave the final word 
for the year when he reported that 42 
volunteers showed tolerance and de­
pendence after using marijuana !or a 
month in a clinic ward. Since a study 
contradicting Jones has not had time to 

emerge, I should point out that each of 
his subjects received at least 210 milli­
grams of THC per day; that approxi­
mates 50 to 100 cigarettes a day. 1f that 
much grass cannot produce some change 
in one's way of life, a lot of people in 
this country are wasting their time. 

Chromosome damage 
(birth defects). Thefirstimpor·· 
tant article in the 1970-1975 period to 

discuss the effect of marijuana on chro­
mosomes or birth defects· was one by 
David Dorrance and his associates in · 
1970, who included marijuana in their 
study of hallucinogens, along with LSD 

and mescaline. Considering marijuana 
a hallucinogen was a misconception 
that had just about stopped by 1968, but 
Dorrance's Jdinitive work, which re­
futed previous charges that LSD c;wscd 
chromosome d:imagc, was written be­
fore t.hc mariju.'.I na ch romo:rnmc scare 
arose. 

In 1970, the Federal Bureau of N:ucot· 
ics and Dangerous Drugs report already 
referred to appeared. It damned nuri· 
juana in every wny. It was countered in 
the following year by the HEW report, 
and in 1972 by the Shafer Cornmi~sion's 
first report, which found no binh de­
fects associated with marijt1ana use. 

The seesaw between opposing views 
of m::irijuana use also symbolizes the 
path of a media adventure involving 
Wesley Hall, then President-elect of the 
American Medical Association. On 
March 6, 1971, he said at a Las Yeg;is 
news conference that a continuing 
American Medical Association study 
on marijuana showed that it caused 
·sterility and birth ddects. On March 15, 
1971, after being taken roundly to task 
by the National Institute of.Mental 
Health and the chairman of his own 

WARNING REPORTS CALMING REPORTS 

Amotlv11uonal 
Syndrome 

Chromoaome 
Oam11geend 
Birth Detects 

Brain 
Damage 

Psychosis 

Stepping­
Stoneto 
Heroin 

1970: Bureau of Narcotics & Dangerous Drugs 
1972: L. J. West 
1973: U.S. Army; Nixon 
197 4: Eastland Committee hearings 
1975: Reese T . ..bnes 

1970: Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs 
1971: Hall, At.AA Pres. 
'i973: Stenchever; Curtis; Landers: Nixon 
1974: Eastland hearings: Morishima 

1970: BNOD Report 
1971: ,u,.G. Campbell: Rat experiments 
1973: Prevention article; Nixon 
197 4: Eastland hearings; Heath 

1971 : Kolansky & Moore 
197'.3: Nixon 
1974: Eastland hearings 
1975: Reese Jones 
1971. Coleman 
1973: Landers: Nixon 
, 97 4: Eastland hearings: Paton 

1970: National Clearing House 
1972: 2nd Annual HEW report on 

Marijuana & Health: 
Shafer Commission reporl 

1973: Hochman & Brill in 
American Journal of Psychiatry 

197 4: Le Dain Commis:;;ion 
1975: Dn;g Abuse Council; Consumer 

Reports: Jamaica Study --------
1970: David Dorrance 
1971: HEw;Half,AMAPres. 
1972: ShaferCommission 
1973; N0AML 
1974: Le Dain; Nichols: Thorburn: Pace; Ne•J 
1975: Consumer Reports: Jamaica Study 

1971: HEW 

1972: Shafer Commission: Grinspoon 
1973: S:unkard · 
1974: Le Dain Commission: Axe!rcx1 
1975: Jamaica Study 

1972: Shafer Commission 
1974. Le Dain 
1975: Jamaica Study 

1971: Car,in& Po~:: Cameron 
1972: Shafer Commission 
197 4 · Le Dain: Dav:d Duncan 
1975· .Jam11ica Study 

-----

----------------------------------lmmun11 
Response 

S<1x 
lrnpalrment 

1973: Study by Nahas 
197 4: Nanas: Gupta: Eastland hearings 

1972: New England Journal of Mec1cine 
1974: Kolodny(NEJt.A) 

1975: White. Silverstein & Lessin. J2rna1ca Study 

1974 Mendelson 
1975: Brecher 
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AMA Cornmittee on Drug Dependence, 
he said that there was no evidence link­
ing marijuana with loss of sex drive or 
birth defects, but he added gratuitously, 
"I still care about morality and decency 
and I'm tired of phrases like 'credibility 
gap."' 

The big blast on chromosome breaks 
came with the publication of an article 
by Morton A. Stcnchever in the Amer• 
ican Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecol­
ogy. He found that 20 women and 29 
men who had used mnijuana showed 
al:nost tnrec times more breakage in 
chromosomes than a control group of 20 
nonusers. One of the most damning 
findings, quoted and requoted since, 
was that of the users, 22 used marijuana 
only once a week or less. It seemed to 
make no difference whether use was 
light or heavy. At a lecture in Cleveland 
in April 1973, Stenchever began by say­
ing, ''We're concerned that marijuana 
may be legalized and that it may be a 
much more dangerous drug than we re­
alized." That phrase and his findings 
received enormous press coverage, 
which publicized the idea that .::·"lrorno­
som-.c breaks resulting from marijuana 
use might result in birth defects. 

In a country already terrorizeci by the 
thalidomide scandal, this threat packed 
a real punch. There were a few at­
tempts, notably one by R. Keith Stroup, 
head of the National Organization for 
the Reform of Marijuana Laws, to ex­
;--lain that even if marijuana did cause 
chromosome breaks, we don't really 
know what the breaks mtan and have 
no evidence that they result in birth 
defects. Many common substances, 
such as aspirin or caffeine, cause chro­
mosome breaks. Most important of all, 
as Stroup pointed uut, the Stenchever 
study had obtained no information 
about the condition of the subjects be­
fore they used mari ju.ina. Thus, the pos· 
sibility that they had previously used 
other substances v.•as not ruled ou_t. 

Despite the attempts to minimize the 
effect of Stenchever's findings, the 
media responses continued for months. 
Two are included on the chart: one 
by the medical columnist Lindsay B. 
Cunis and the other by Ann Landers. 
These columnists stated the case as if 
proved-Ann Landers' headline read, 
"It's Medically Proven: Grass Can Harm 
Flabies"-and their columns were 
picked up and reported on by wire- ser· 
vices in the news sectiom of the daily 
p2pcrs. 

The Canadian Lr: Dain Commission 
report uf 1974 minimized Sten· 

Each of his subjects 
received at least 210 milli­
grams of THC per day. That 
would produce 50 to 100 
cigarettes a day. If that 
much grass can't prcxiuce 
change, a lot of people 
are wasting their time. 

chever's findings, but it received little 
publicity in the United States. In July 
1974 WW. Nichols and his co-workers 
published in Mutation Research a re· 
port showing that the 24 people they 
studied experienced no chromosome 
breaks. Nichols had checked the condi­
tion of his subjects' chromosomes be· 
fore giving them marijuana and rigidly 
excluded, for the study period, the use of 
any substance that might cause chro­
mosome damage. Scientifically, Nich­
ols' work is definitive. It has not been 
seriously challenged, and in fact has 
been supported by the Jamaica study 
and by studies at the University of Mis­
sissippi and the Upstate Medical Center 
of suN·i. Yet there were no Landers col· 
umns about W.W. Nichols, an<l while 
the name Stenchever is well known in 
circles interested in drug use and abuse, 
I venture to say that Nichols is virtually 
unknown. 

W.W. Nichols, M.J_ Thorburn of the 
University of West Indies (a director of 
the Jamaica study), H.B. Pace of the Uni· 
versity of Mississippi, and Richard L. 
Neu of the State University of New 
York were not mentioned at the East· 
land Commission hearings. An Akira 
Morishima came to prominence, 
however. Morishima testified that his 
research on lymphocytes showed that 
the lymphocytes of marijuana smokers 
contained one third fewer chomosomes 
than did a control group of nonsmokers 
and that his work supported Sten· 
chever. It took the ever-vigilant Con· 
sumer Reports to inform even careful 
readers that Morishim2 had studied 
only three people. To my knowledge, 
this fact was not mentioned during the 
extremely well-publicized hearings. 

Brain damage_, The belief that 
marijuana causes irreversible br:iin 
damage goes back to the 1930s and the 

original scare stories about marijuan.i .. 
This view came up in the 1970 report of 
the Federal Bureau of Nucotio and 
Dangerous Drugs1 the next year it was 
coun~cred by the HEW report. In early 
1971, an expcrim(':nt on rats cLiimed 
that marijuana damaged the brain. The 
report got a flmry of attention, but the 
re.al bomb was dropped later, in Decem· 
ber 1971. A.M.G. Campbell and his asso· 
dates reported in The Lancet, a highly 
respe.:tcd British medical journal., that 
X-ray studies of the brains of 10 heavy 
marijuana smokers showed "evidence 
of cerebral atrophy." That is, these 
smokers showed an actual diminution 
of brain tissue when they were sub• 
jected to a rather hazardous procedure 
called an air encephalogram. D11e to the 
nature of this procedure, no one has re· 
peated the enormously publicized 
Campbell proiect. But it has been ch.d" 
lenged, first, by the Shafer Commission 
report that President Nixon rejected, 
and again in 1972 in a critique by Lester 
Grinspoon published in Contemporary 
Drug Problems. Grinspoon pointed out 
that Campbell referred to his 10 subjects 
as addicts, a term not usually applied to 

marijuana users. Not only had all JO al­
ready used LSD, but eight had used 
amphetamines, four had sufh:rcd sig· 
nificant head injuries, and a number had 
used sedatives, barbiturates, heroin, or 
morphine. All had used alcohol, a drug 
for which there is proof of eventual 
brain damage. Therdore, Campbell's as­
sociation of marijuana use with cerebral 
atrophy followed no principle of science 
or logic. 

In the spring of 1973, a flurry of mari­
juana br.ain-damage articles appc:;n:d. 
One long piece in Prevention stated that 
Campbell had found "marijuana 
smokers' brains to have actually 
shriveled." In April 1973 the fournal of 
Nervous and Mrnt.al Disease published 
a study by A. J_ Stunkard anc his associ• 
ates, which corn pared a group of 29 stu­
dents using marijuana reguiady over a 

period of at least three ye.irs with a :rnn• 
using control group. On the basi:; of ;1 

wide range of neurological and neu~o­
psychological tests, Stunkard found no 
differences between the two groups. 

In the light of Stunkard's study, ;is well 
as the Le Dain Commission re.-,on. tht 
belief that :n2r1j1;Jna ous,·d brain 
damage should h;;.vc been ~ct 1.0 rest But 
no. Robert G. Heath emerged h,rn the 
Eastland Committee htarings w report 
that six rhesus monkeys with dectro<lcs 
planted in thdr br:iim ~howcd persistent 
changes in brain-w:ive patttrns after re· 

ti8U '~ ,~'!'t;:'"1(:-._o:,T TOD,._.,. Ocu~n·>ve: ,9:-t, ~•., 
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AMA Committee on Drug Dependence, 
he: said that there was no evidence link­
ing marijuana with loss of sex drive or 
birth defects, but he added gratuitously, 
"I still care about morality and decency 
and I'm tired of phrases like 'credibility 
gap."' 

The big blast on chromosome breaks 
came with the publication of an article 
by Morton A. Stenchevcr in the Amer· 
ican Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecol• 
ogy. He found that 20 women and 29 
men who had used marijuana showed 
almost three times more breakage in 
chromosomes than a control group of 20 
nonusers. One of the most damning 
findings, quoted and requoted sine~, 
was that of the users, 22 used marijuana 
only once a week or less. It seemed to 
make no difference whether use was 
light or heavy. At a lecture in Cleveland 
in April 1973, StencheYer began by say­
ing, "We're concerned that marijuana 
may be legalized and that it may be a 
much more dangerous drug than we re­
alized." That phrase and his findings 
received enormous press coverage, 
which publicized the idea that chromo­
some bre.aks resulting from marijuana 
use might result in birth defects. 

In a country already terrorized by the 
thalidc)midc scandal, this threat packed 
a real punch. There were a few at­
tempts, notably one by R. Keith Stroup, 
head of the National Organization for 
the Reform of Marijuana Laws, to ex-­
plain that even if marijuana did cause 
chromosome breaks, we don't really 
know what the breaks mean and have 
no evidence that they result in birth 
defects. Many common substances, 
such as aspirin or caffeine, cause chro­
mosome breaks. Most important of all, 
as Stroup pointed out, the Stenchever 
stLtdy had obtained no information 
.i.bout the condition of the subjects be­
fore they used marijuana. Thus, the pos­
sibility that they had previously used 
other substances was not ruled ou,t. 

Despite the attempts to minimi:ze the 
effect of Stenchcver's findings, the 
mcdi.1 responses continued for months. 
Tw,J :ire inc) .idcd on th c chart: one 
by the medical columnist Lindsay Fl. 
Cums and the other by Ann Landers. 
These columnists stated the case as if 
provcd-Ar.n Landers' headline read, 
''It's Medically Proven: Grass Can Harm 
Babie:,,"-and their columns were 
picked up and reported on by wire- ser­
vices in the news sections of the daily 
papers. 

The Canadian Le Dain Commission 
report of 1974 minimized Sten-

Each of his subjects 
recei\ed at least. 210 milli­
grams of THC per day. That 
would prcxluce 50 to 100 
cigarettes a day. If that 
much grass can't produce 
change, a lot of people 
are wasting their time. 

chever's findings, but it received little 
publicity in the United States. In July 
1974 WW Nichols and his co-workers 
published in Mutation Research a re• 
port showing that the 24 people they 
studied experienced no chromosome 
breaks. Nichols had checked the condi­
tion of his subjects' chromosomes be­
fore giving them marijuana and rigidly 
excluded, for the study period, the use of 
any substance that might cause chro­
mosome damagt. Scientifically, Nich­
ols' work is definitive. It has not been 
seriously challenged, and in fact has 
been supported by the Jamaica study 
and by studies at the University of Mis­
sissippi and the Upstate Medical Center 
of sUNY. Yet there were no Landers col­
umns about WW Nichols, and while 
the name Stenchever is well known in 
circles interested in drug use and abuse, 
I venture to say that Nichols is virtually 
unknown. 

W.W. Nichols, M.J. Thorburn of the 
vniversity of We5t Indies (a director of 
the Jamaica study), H.B. Pace of the Uni­
versity of Mississippi, and Richard L. 
Neu of the State University of New 
York were not mentioned .:1t the East­
land Commission hearings. An Akira 
Morishima came to prominence, 
however. Morishima testified that his 
research on lymphocytes showed that 
the lymphocytes of marijuana smokers 
contained one third fewer chomoson. _5 

than did a control group of nonsmoke:.s 
and that his work supponed Sten­
chever. It took the ever-vigilant Con­
sumer Reports to inform even careful 
readers that Morishima had studied 
only three people. To my knowledge, 
this fact was not mentioned during the 
extremely well-publicized hearings. 

Brain damage. The belief that 
marijuana causes irreversible br~.in 
damage goes back to the 1930s and the 

original sc.are stories :.bout marijuana. 
This view came up in the 1970 report of 
the Federal Bureau of Narcotic~ and 
Dangerous Drugs, the next yeu it was 
countered by the HEW report. In ('.,nly 
1971, an experiment on rats claimed 
that marijuan:1 damaged the brain. The 
report got a flurry of attention, but the 
real bomb was dropped later, in Decem­
ber 1971. A.M.G. Campbell and his asso­
ciates reported in The Lancet, ;i highly 
respected British medical journal, that 
X-ray studies of the brains of IO heavy 
marijuana smokers showed "evidence 
of cerebral atrophy." That is, these 
smokers showed an actual diminution 
of brain tissue when they were sub­
jected to a rather hazardous procedure 
called an air encephalogram. Due to the 
nature of this procedure, no one has re· 
peated the enormously publicized 
Campbell project. But it has been chal­
lenged, first, by the Shafer Commission 
report that President Nixon rejected, 
and again in 1972 in a critique by Lester 
Grinspoon published in Contemporary 
Drug Problems. Grinspoon pointed out 
that Campbell referred to his IO subjects 
as addicts, a term not usually applied to 
marijuana users. Not only had all 10 al­
ready used LSD, but eight had used 
amphetamines, four had suffered sig­
nificant head injuries, .md a number had 
used sedatives, barbitur:,tes, heroin, or 
morphine. All had used alcohol, a drug 
for which there is proof of evcntuJl 
brain damage. Therefore, Campbell's as­
sociation of marijuana t1se with cerebral 
atrophy followed no principle of science 
or logic. 

In the spring of 1973, a flurry of mari­
juana brain-damage articles appcarcd. 
One long pit:ce in Prevention statt.:d that 
Campbell had found "m;.iriiu:in2 
smokers' brains to have actually 
shriveled." [n April 1973 the Journal of 
Nervous and ,\1ental Disease p.ihlishcd 
a study by A./. Stunbrd ,rnd his ;issoci· 
ate:;, which compared a group of 29 Stu· 
dents using marijuana reguLi.rly over a 

per:od of at least three years with a non­
using ccnuol group. On the basis of a 
wide' range of neurological and ncuro­
psy•;hological tests, Stunkard found no 
difh:rences between the two groups. 

In rhc light of Stunkard'., study, as well 
as the Le D.iin Commission report, the 
belief that m:uijuana cau<:,cd lHain 
damage should have been set to rest But 
no. Robert G. Heath crncrgeri frnm the 
Eastland Committee hcarinKs to report 
th,1t six rhesus monkeys with electrodes 
planted in their brains shmvcd pcrs1stcr,t 
changes in brain-wave patterns after re-

li80 
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cciving heavy doses of m:1rijuana over a 
period of sever:11 months. At this point, 
no less an authority than Julius Axelrod, 
1970 Nohel Prii:e winner for his studies 
of the effects of -tlrugs on the hrain, and 
himsell .m Eastland Committee witness 
on the dnngers of marijuana, took up the 
cudgels. He noted that Heath had vio­
lated the cardinal principles of phar­
macological research. By forcing the 
monkeys to rnke doses equivalent to 
over 100 marijuana cigarettes a day, he 
had paid no attention to dose-response 
curv,:-s. All he might have done, said Ax­
clnxl, wa~ discover a toxic dose. 

PSY.Chosis. Except for a few re­
ports in the late 1920s, little attention 
was paid to the question of whether ma• 
rijuana causes psychosis until April 1971. 
The explanation by Howard Becker, a 
professor at the Department of Sociology 
at Northwestern, that the early cases 
were probably the result of the smokers' 
secondary anxiety at their inability to 
accept the strange drug eifeets, rather 
than direct drug response, was generally 
;icceptcd. in April 1971, however, the 
Journal of the American Medical Asso­
cia t 1on published a report by Harold 
Kolansky and William /\1oore concern­
i1~g 38 patients whom they had seen in 
their psychiatric practice. Ei.i:ht had be­
c(,mc psychotic, four had attempted sui­
cide, .ind the others had shown varying 
degrees of promiscuity and breakdown 
in their lives after smoking mariiuan.i. 
The publicity was enormous_ Kolansky 
and Moore tcstifkd hdore the Shafer 
Commission that marijuana, and mari­
ju;ina aJonc, was the villain in these 
bii:.ure cases. Many eminent authorities 
questioned this insistence by Kolansky 
and Moore on a direct association be­
rwecn m.irijuana use and the problems 
described in their report. For example, 
they cited the case of a 17-ycar-old boy 
seduced by a homosexual who also gave 
him marijuana; the yO\Hh became psy­
chmic. But the insistence of these re­
scar ch e rs that it was c!t"arly the 
marijuana that was responsible for the 
psychosis hardly convinced other 
psychiatnsts. 

The reports of the Shafer Commission 
and tl1e Le Dain Commission, the J.1-
rnaic.1 study, and a variety of other me­
dium- ;rnJ l"ng-tc.:rm studies h;1v1: in no 
way suhstan11,J1cJ i<.o!Jnsky and Moore's 
findir~gs. Funiicr, thi.: lack of ;my con­
f1rmnl cl1n1..:Ji accounts of a psychotic 
rcSJl(>1l~L' iull"wing acute or chronic ma­
r11u.1n,1 u~•~ 1~ u111v1n:.:1ng, p:irncularly 

Nevertheless, the rat-tat-tat 
of the claims that marijuana 
causes brain damage and 
lack of will, no matter how 
little substantiated, has 
contributed to the public's 
general uneasiness about 
the use of the drug. 

since about 20 million people now use 
the drug with some regularity. Neverthe­
less, the rat-tat-tat of the claims that ma­
rijuana causes brain damage and lack of 
will, no matter how little substantiated, 
has contributed to the public's general 
uneasiness about the use of the drug. 

StepRingstone to heroin. 
The belief that young people begin on 
marijuana and proceed step by step 
through harder drugs to heroin addiction 
is hoary with age. The 196.1 Kennedy 
Commis!'.ion on Drug Abuse in the 
United States defini tivcly dismissed that 
notion, and a score of later reports, in­
cluding those of the Sh;1fer and Le Dain 
Commissions, have called it nonsense. 
Nevertheless, the suggestion reappenrs 
with regularity and continues to receive 
considerable media attention. In May 
1971, Lc-stcr Coleman, a syndicated med­
ical-advice columnist, wrote a strung 
column supporting the marijuana-to­
hcroin theory, which frightened many 
readers. In November, the Journal of the 
American Medical Association pub­
lished the research of Alhert Carlin and 
Robert Post. Their study of more than 
JOO marijuana users specifically dis­
counted the notion that such users de­
velop an interest in other drugs, par­
ticularly opiates. And a few days later, 
Dale Cameron, head of the World Heal th 
Organization's Drug Dependence Unit, 
fl'ported the same findinhs on the inter­
national front. 

Neither the reports of the three com­
missions nor the priv,l!e research st udil·s 
deterred Ann Landers from publishing ;1 
passio!1ate column in c:irly 1973. It re· 
stated the stcpprngstone warning. And 
in 1974 the Eastland Committee pushed 
the same notion hard, going sn far a~ l\l 

import WD M. !~nun, l'rokssur of Phar­
macology :It Oxford .ind pr[)h:ibly the 
lc,1dmrrxpnncnt nf the 1hc1iry th:11 rn:11 i· 

juana leads to heroin, to give tcstirnony. 
He said his piece .;nJ was duly rcport<·d. 

Since th:H time, one definitive study 
on ·lie qucstinn has appeared. Writ.ten hy 
David F. Duncan of tin· University of 
Texas Health Sciences Center at 
Houston, it explores the initi:ition of 
drug use by heroin addicts and correctly 
criticizes all other studies for nm noting 
in sequcr.ce the different drugs used for 
intoxication. Experimenting with two 
gnups nf heroin addicts, one drawn from 
a prison and the other from a 111cth,1donc 
clinic, Duncan :1nalyi:cd the suhiects' 
drug use: step by sr cp. 1-k /nu 11d I hat alco­
h,,l was the fi1st inwxiont rc·gularly 
used by 7.1 pc:ccnt of these addicts, 
whereas m.1riiuan,1 wa~ used :is the first 
intoxicant by only a sm,111 pcrcenrngc of 
both groups. Marijuan,1 rnrr.:ly fi~urcd 
prominently :is the prdc:rrc.:d Jn1g. 

"Specd"-that is, snrne form of stirn· 
ulant arnphr•tamine-camc second 161 
percent) to al:,.',ol as the first intoxicant 
of the heroin addi. ts in prison. Since her· 
oin is a depressant, the role of a stim­
ulant as a drug nf choice for the same 

group of users is h;ird to explain, 
Duncan's study shows--it docs 1101 

simply ind1cJtC--that rn,1riju,111;1 use 
docs not lead to heroin USl'. I-le hc:licvcs 
that there ,He no distinct stcpp1r1gstclrl<.:S 
from one drug to.another. The ini11~1 use 
of alcohol by a lJri;e p<.:rccnr.1.~c: of l11s 
sample only follows the:: cultur:il norm 
and docs not mean 1h:it :-,lcohol nr 

:imphct;1mincs or any otlH.:r drug k,,Js to 
heroin addiction. 

Inunune response. The nc.:xt 
big m:irijuana sc.:are broke in May 197J 
when The New York Times published a 
long letter to the editor frorn Gabriel C. 
Nahas and his ,1s~<iciatL'S. They dcciarcJ 
th:it marijuan;i was gr:ncrally d:1n1-;crow. 
and that the drug rntc:rkrc.:s w11h thL· c,1-
pacity of the body's white blood cells t,, 
fight disease. Such a claim was serious 
indeed because the immunological de­
fense provided by T-lymph"'.:ytcs npcr­
;ites against infcu.i,,us di~c.-,scs, f"rc1p1 
protein suhs1ances, and po~sihly even 

ap1inst solllc t)']'l'.S of canu:r. N;ih:1s re:· 
ported th:11 the T-lyrnpl1<1cytL·s of ,11,m­
iuana smokers rcse111hl•:d th,,se nf 
patients ½'1th onc.:cr and kidrll"v d1s,.1sc. 
rniducing .1() percent kss 1,1,rcr1t1al im• 
rnunc IL'SP[)!lse. 

N;ihas' work w,1s quic.:k,y disc"unted 
tn some circh:s ht.·uusc he- w:is kn,,wn 
tfl l1L" srronglv ,1pp\ls,:d 1,111nr:1u,1nJ 1;sc 
llut in ()cl()hcr \lf the l"ll<1w111)', vcM 
S11dh1r (;Lq11:1 :ind his :1ss11u:11c, :,:.Jp-

6b1 1•:-•·. •- ., r~·,• •. ·,,, .• [)(~(",_•f1",1,," !~• ,~; c~ '. 
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ported the Nahas position by stating in 
the New England Journal of Medicine 
that the n:action of marijuana smokers' 
T-lymphocytes to sheep red blood cells 
in laboratory cultures was weaker than 
that uf nonsmokers. Further, a bewilder· 
ing variety of reports from laboratory in· 
vestigators in places as various as East 
Trnncssee State University, the Univer• 
sity of Laval in Quebec, the Medical 
College of Virginia, the University of 
Toronto, the Mason Research Institute, 
and the Pasteur Institute stated a weak• 
ened immune response in cultured cells 
after exposure to very potent solutions 
of marijuana. All of these findings got a 
thorough review at the Eastland Com• 
mittee hearings. 

As usual, there are contradictory find• 
ings. Unkrtunately, these more favor· 
able findings cannot be exactly matched 
t0 the unfavorable findings and there• 
fore cannot be taken as discounting 
them absolutely. For example, the study 
of S. C. White and his associates, re· 
ported in Science in April 1975,found 
no significant differences in microcul• 
tures of blood lymphocytes between 12 
long-term marijuana smokers and a 
control group. But this group of 
smokers, like thr: group reported on by 
Melvin f Silverstein and Phyllis J. 
Lessin of UCLA, smoked an average of 
three or four times a week, which may 
not constitute sufficiently heavy use. 
The UCLA study is of particular inter­
tst, however, because it investigated 
the immune response in individuals 
and not in tissue culture_ Silverstein 
and Lessin's 22 marijuana smokers 
showed intact skin immune responses 
when compared tu a control group with 
impaired responses. These unimpaired 
responses were confirmed by trying 
other foreign substances on the subjc<.:ts 
that led to identical results with users 
and nonusers_ 

Even more effective in contradicting 
the i mrai red-i mm une-rcaction theory 
is the jamaica study. The 30 long-term 
users had no £.reater history of infection 
than the control group, and an ex­
tremely thorou~h physical examination 
failed to reveal ,my evidence of phys-
10log1cal impairrr:cnt- It could be ar· 
gut:d. howtvcr, that other ht:avy ustrs 
whose immune reactions haJ been af­
fected h,1d JroppeJ by the wayside. 

In the long run, ep1dcmiological 
studies will settle the issue. So far the 
rerons emerging from college health 
services, frt:e clinics, or other health fa­
cilities frequented by marijuana users 
h;ive not indicated the higher incidence 

The claim that marijuana 
causes sexual impainnent 
is all the more frightening 
because it is unexpected. 
The word from users 
has been that sex and 
marijuana go together 
like bacon and eggs. 

of infection that would be expected if 
the immunr r\.!action had been 
damaged. This fact demonstrates that 
moderate marijuana use, as shown by 
the White and Silverstein studies, sim· 
ply leaves the immune reaction un· 
touched. Certainly, the number of 
extremely heavy users in this country is 
too small to affect the national disease 
rates appreciably. 

Incitement to crime. The 
claim that marijuana use is associated 
with crime and violence dates back to 
the 1930s. Only politicians have leveled 
such charges during the period covered 
by this summary. In May 197!, for exam­
ple, Representative John Murphy (Dcm­
ocrat·N. Y.) made the headlines hy 
asserting the U.S. soldiers in Vietnam 
committed "bizarre acts of murder, 
rape, and aggravated assault" as a result 
of marijuana use_ Similar but more !;c­

datcly worded comments emerged dur· 
ing the Eastland Committee hearings. 
Today this marijuana myth has been 
dropped, perhaps because of the 
painstaking 1930s study of 17,000 offen­
ders by Walter Bromberg and, more re­
cer:tly, a study by Jared Tinklenberg of 
Stanford, which show no rel:itionship 
between marijuana use and crime. 

General heal th hazard. 
The claim that m;irijuana is a health 
hnard has appeared, vanished, and re· 
appeared over the b~t six years_ It ha~ 
been assr:rted, for example, that m,iri­
juana causes skin cancer or a profound 
met.ibolic changc in varinus kinds of 
animals, usually mice or 1,1ts. So far 
none of thest.: 11.:rorts has bl·t:n substan­
tiated. lntncstingly, not all uf the un• 
sustained, extravag;int research studies 
have found marijuana h.1rmful. One re· 
searcher reported th.1t marijuana stop­
ped three kinds of cancer in mice; 
another noted that mice gained in 

creativity but scored low•.:r in ;iu­
thoritarianism. The cbirn that :11;1ri· 
juana advcrscly affects cltctrocar­
diograms, which appeared 111 the July 
1973 issue of the Journal of the Ameri­
can Medical A!'.sociatinn, acquired 
weight through the public.Hion of ::m 
cditorinl in the same issue supporting 
those findings, In Noven:ber 1973 the 
Journal printed a short letter that per­
suasively discredited the original 
study, but thts was done without edito­
rial fanfare. Lung dam:1gc due to mari­
juana smoking is mentioned now and 
again, but this particular fear, which is 
probably realistic, has been ranially 
negated by the fact that marijuana, un­
like nicotine, causes vasodil.itation and 
expansion of lung bronchioles. 

Sex impairn1ent. In recent 
years, the biggest fear has resulted from 
the claim that marijuana causes sexual 
impairment, at least in men_ The cl:iim 
is all the more frightening because of its 
unexpectedness. The word from users 
ha:, been that sex and m;,irijua;ia went 
together like bacon and eggs. 

Consequently, when a letter in the 
November 1972 i.ssue of the New Eng­
land Journal of Medicine said cxplicitl-y 
that marijuana contains a frminizing 
ingredient and claimed that it cause~ 
gynecom;istia (breast enlargement and a 

milky discharge from r.hc nipples) in 
men, there was general disbt:licf. 
Cynccomastia in :idolcscence is not un­
known, and the author of that letter ap­
pa1tntly made no effort to find a wm­
parable control group.Sophisticated us· 
crs argued among thcrnsf.'!vts. Pcrhaps, 
they said, the increased empathy t0ward 
one's partner during sexual experience 
could represent a feminization of the 
man; on the other hand, since a simi­
lar thing happened to women, th~t 
would speak against;; general incr,;asc 
in the feminine hormone. Thus this 
finding w;is genera!l11 J1scountcd. 

In April 1974, howcv<.:r, the New Eng­
land JnurnJl of Ml·d1cinc raised a storm 
by publishing the findings of Rob<.:rt 
KoloJny and his ,issociat<.:s ,n the Rc­
pruJuctivt.: B1ulugy Fesearch Fot1nda­
tion in St. Louis. Thi~ qudy comp;ircd 
the tl'Stosterunc [malt: stx fwrrnonc! 
blood level:; of 2() m:n11uana .',moktrs 
with those of 20 ntJnsmnkc1s s:;c\ 
showed the smol·.crs' levels rr: t,c iown. 

Although tcstostt.:rone levt.:ls for ,di the 
subjects were ·.vi thin normal limits, 
smokers ·.vho smoked 10 or more juints 

L"U') 
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M•rlJu1tne (Continued from par;ie 52 .) 

a week had !-.,wer levels than those who 
~moked lc:s!i or not at all. In addition, six 
smokers had low sperm counts, and two 
complained of impotence. One of these 
was cured when he stopped smoking 
marijuana. There were the usual com• 
plaints about this study. First, there had 
been no determination of the men's tcs· 
tostcronc levels before they used mar· 
ijuana. The marijuana was also of 
unknown potency. 

What did not appear in the exchange 
of letters in the New England Journal, or 
anywhere else, was a clear statement 
explaining testostcrone•level varia• 
tions. For this we arc indebted to Ed· 
ward M. Brecher, the principal author of 
Licit and Illicit Drugs. Brech er describes 
the enormous variations in testosterone 
level from month to month, from day to 

day, and even from hour to hour, with no 
known cause and no visible effect. From 
his report, we can conclude that few 
human parnmeters show as much in her· 
ent variability as testosterone levels. 
Thus it is highly questionable if any 
testosterone research could pass the "so 
what?" test. Nevertheless, this area 
touched off another seesaw saga. In 
November 1974, the New Engl.:md Jour· 
nal of Medicine, in whose pages the ma· 
rijuana sex•impairment battle is 
apparently being fought, published a 
study by jack H. Mendelson of Harvard. 
Twenty-seven volunteers were locked 
up in a hospital ward and tested thor-
01•ghly for five days; then for 21 days, 
trey were given all the marijuana they 
"'anced and were tested for another five 
,, ays. The 12 subjects who were occa-

i ona l users before the study began 
1veraged from one to five joints daily; 
the 15 heavy users averaged from one to 
eight joints per day. Mendelson estab­
lished the men's serum-testosterone 
levels before administering marijuana, 
and he knew exactly how much of what 
type of marijuana was used. He found 
th,ll the "values are in the upper range 
of norm.:il adult levels and are not sig­
nificantly different from each other. 
Hi);h dos:ige marijuana intake was nor 
associated with suppression of tes• 
tosteronc levels." 

The Mendelson study .sent Kolodny 
back to the locked hospital ward. He 
recruited 13 more marijuana smokers. 
They first refrained from smoking for 
two weeks, then were locked in for 
three months. For 11 days they received 
no marijuana and then were given sev­
crnl joints of known potency daily. 
Scrum-testosterone levels held up until 

''No intoxicant or, for that 
matter, no drug is totally 
safe. In a sense, no 
human activity is totally 
hannless. However, it is 
my opinion that marijuana 
involves only a minimal 
risk of hann to the user.' ' 

the fourth week, when they began to fall 
and continued to do so. Kolodny con­
cluded that he not only had been right 
about marijuana and serum testos­
terone in the first place but that Men• 
delson had simply stopped too soon. 

One of the things we know about 
f.Crum testosterone is that in humans, 
sexual excitement raises the levels. 
Locking up male animals together in 
close confinement lowers the level. 
!Nobody has studied the effect of lock­
ing up heterosexual males together in a 
hospital ward for three months.) If 
Kolodny had included controls in his 
experiment-if, for example, he had 
given only half of the group marijuana­
he could have determined the effects of 
marijuana as well as the effects of in car· 
centtion. As of now, there is no wiiy of 
knowing the effects of incarceration on 
this study or, for that matter, on Men­
delson's. If there had been two groups 
and if the levels had dropped in bmh, we 
would at least have learned something 
about the effects of incarceration. In my 
opinion, all this puffing has left us with­
out much knowledge about the effect of 
marijuana on testosterone levels. 

Where we stand. This review 
of the re.search, with all the disagree­
ments involved, does not mean that we 
know little about marijuana. I am not 
enough of a pharmacologist to be able to 
specify the extent of research done on 
other much-used drugs, such as digi ta! is 
or cortisone, but I believe that we know 
as much ahout marijuana as about any 
drug. We know, for example, that it is an 
active intoxicant. And, Hl quote J. 
Thomas Ungerleider, presidential ap­
pointee to the Shafer Commission, "No 
intoxicant or, for that matter, no drug is 
totally safe or harmless. In a sense there 
is no human activity which is totally 
harmless. However, it is my opinion 

that marijuana involves only a minimal 
risk of harm to the user." Thus, dcspitc 
marijuana's clearly demonstrated intox­
icating properties, little clear evidence 
exists that it is harmful. In fact, the 
member~ of the Shafer Commission, 
whom I criticized initially as having 
been selected for their antimariju:111a 
bias, have stated: "A cardul search of 
literature and testirnony by health ol!i· 
cials has not rcvc:.lcd a sinf.lc human 
faulity in the U.S. proven to have re­
sulted solely from use uf marijuana." 

The research, both pro and con, in the 
three areas of chromosomes, immune 
reactions, and tesiosterone ]evds suf­
fers from our lack of knowledge of wh,H 
the changes in these factors mean, par­
ticularly when they have been tested 
only in the laboratory. Because we know 
so little about these areas and because 
the findings are so v:.1gue, I suspect that 
the claims and counterclaim~ .:ibout the 
effect of mariiuan:i use will :.:ontinuc to 

reverberate through the ne"¥'S con­
ferences and journ;;ls. 

Mariju.1na epitomizes ,he new direc­
tion of social change. It came to 
popularity as part of a wave of assault on 
established social institutions in the 
late 1960s. Reside~ being linked with 
the actually de5tructive aspects of this 
assault, marijuana was associ;1ted with 
radicalism, pcimissivencs~, lack of re­
spect for authority, unconventional life­
style, and interests, ranging from Zen 
and hard rock to astrology, th:it were: 
considered kooky if not irrational. 
The inference was dr:1wn that odd ,i;1d 
possibly des true ti ve f orccs wc1 eat work 
among the yo1.:ng, and pe(1ple set abour. 
trying to pin the blame on marijuana. 

Only in such an atmo~p'iere of an,:­
iety and social concern c:oui · a re.spect>1· 
b lc journal such as The Lan~ct have 
published the report of Ca, ·,iiLcll's un­
controlled rcsc.:irch on brain d~magc. In 
the U.S., too, the recent discovcric~ th~t 
show "rnarijuan.1 not to be as t',rmless 
as previously su~postd" lack guod sc1-
cncific poundir.6. 

My conclusion, thcrdorc, c.in on!,· he 
tl..it marijuana is a remarkably 111-

nocuous subst.in-c. There is no reason 
not to agree. with D.in.t h,rnsworth, Vice 
Chairm:in of the Shafer Commission, 
who h;;s s;iid: "Since publication oi the 
CommissiDn's report in 1972 numcn,us 
new studirs have becc1 reported. This 
work of th~ last three y~:ns h:1s nut fun­
damentally changeJ the data base on 
which recommendations were made.'' 

Only long-t1:nn cpidemiolor,ical sur­
veys can show definitively whether 
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there is truth to the claims of impair­
ment in sexual drive, hck of resistance 
to disease, and birth cidects. In the 
me;1ntime, the counterclaims, the argu­
ments agalnst the harmfulness of mari• 
juana use, appear to be stronger. And we 
cannot proceed as if long-term data did 
not exist. 

As a n:iatter of fact, this country has 
:ilrcady begun to gcnerate its own long• 
term cpidcmi,Jlogical data. When we 
examine marijuana smoking in the 
United States, we arc no longer looking 
at a few youngsters with a 11ew fad. A 
1972 forecast made by the h:dcral Bu• 
reau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs 
predicted that by 1976, SO million 
Americans w'ould have tried marijuana. 
That figure may be low, ;ind we arc nu 
talking :-.bout using the drug only once 
or twice. in 1972 the Shafer Commis­
sion surveys (ound that over 13 million 
people regarded themselves as regular 
users of marijuana, a finding th:1t 
prompted the Commission to declare: 
"What this shows is that there arc three 
recrcation;il drugs in this country: alco­
hol, tobacco, and mariju,ma.'· 

The data show further t\1t it is no 
longer simply the young whc use mari­
juana. Previously, some autl-.orities be­
lieved that high-school and rnl!cge use 
was a passing fancy that was abandoned 
in serious adult life. The arrest rates 
now indicate that marijuana use con­
tinues into the late 20s and 30s. One re· 
cent scnvcy revealed that 14 percent of 
users were in professional occupations, 
and another 11 percent in trades that 
netted incomes of over $15,000. The ev­
idence accumulates that we have a siu• 
ble body of citizenry who are long-term, 
rer,ula1 usns. 

I have mentioned the Jamaic.1 study 
again and apin, and it may seem that, 
like those I have criticized, I am build­
ing a large edifice of my preferences on a 
tiny base of actual data. But the Jamaica 
study was not iust a carefully controlled 
cx,rn,in:Jtion of 60 subjects, 30 chronic 
users and 30 nonusers. It was also a 
splendid r,iece of anthropologicai rc­
se,Hch. The tc;im spent 18 months in 
carefully selected rur,11 ,nd t.:rban areas 
gathering convincing natural data about 
marijuana use and its c/fects. Not only 
did they find its use extremely wide­
spread-in some areas inv,)lving over 
60 percent of the population-and 
heavy but they found that it was being 
used in various ways: smoked, brewed, 
rubbed o;i, and mixed with other things. 
They discovr:rcd many legends about 
the medicinal, herbal, and enh11ncinb 

effects of the drng, but no legend, in­
dicating that users were more prone to 
illness, sexual difficulties, stcriiity, or 
that it caused birth defects. That sort of 
natural data, also found in Greece, is ac­
cumulating in this country. It m.2kcs 
the :argument that we must wait and 
wait for long-term epiderniologi<:31 data 
seem more of a cover-up for an ideologi• 
cal or political position than a firm 
stance on the evaluation 0f evidence. 

Obviously there are are.is of concern. 
Drawing any hot subst;rnce into the 
lungs cannot be good for anyone, but we 
should remember that no marijuana 
smoker in this country uses as :nany 
cigarettes a day as tobacco smokers do. 
Also, marijuana is an intoxicant; and 
despite the research showing that some­
one high or: marijuan.2 docs better on 1 

driving simulator than someone high 
on alcohol, driving under the influence 
of 11ny intoxicant must be considered a 
real danger. Finally, it is my absolute 
conviction that adolescents below the 
age of 18 should not use intoxicants of 
any kind, whether nicotine, alcohol, or 
marijuana. The 14-, 15-, or 16-ycar-old 
struggling to develop in this complex 
society needs as clear a he:1d as po-;sible. 
One argument made some years ago for 
the legalization of illicit substances w;is 
based on the possibility that parents and 
other authorities could mere readily 
control above-ground use of licit sub· 
stances than they could control the un­
derground use of illicit substances. 

While searching through the 
thousands of pages I read for this report, 
I reached one other conclusion that 
again places me in opposition to Senator 
Eastland. Eastland stated that the rea• 
son he needed to give the opponents of 
marijuana a chance to be he111d was that 
the mass media overwhelmingly 
favored marijL1ana proponents. 1 plan· 
ncd to quantify the number of words in 
selected periodicals on both sides of the 
question, but I lost patience and have 
had t• 1 leave that rcsc:nch to others. It is 
my ,ipess, however, that space has been 
given to opponents as again~t propo· 
ncnts at a r.itio of five or six to one. 

In my review of the writings on mari· 
juana use, I found th;it certain 
"straight" world perio<lic.ils tilted as 
consistently away from mJrijuan1 as 
counterculture publications tilted to· 
ward it. The difference was that the 
straight magazines and pap(:rs always 
presented themselves as rr.porters, 
while the counterculture publications 
had the grace to admit they were giving 
opinions. Those re:1ding only Good 

Housckl"cping would have w bclic·,c 
th:H marijuana is considerably more 
dangl'.rOus than the hbck plague. Until 
very recently The New Yr.rk Times also 
showed a distinct bias, as rv\denced by 
the space devoted tn scare stories and 
the general antirr.arijuar.a tone of other 
sto~ies. Worst of all, Scknce, the official 
organ c,I the Arneric:1n As:,oci:ition for 
the Advancemen·t of Scitncc, h.1s not 
fulfilled its position as the rcprcscnta· 
tive of objective science. This h;is been 
evident in irn editorial reports on mari­
juana. How 1•lse cotild one account for 
the fact that in one :1niclc nf ;1 ~cries on 
n1 ar i ju an a, p u bl is he d on A 11 gust 2 .3, 
1974, the retrospective Stc 0 ,che.,,er ~x­
perirncnt rat(:d a carcfu: discussior, 
while the prnspectivc Nichols report 
was casually lumped in with other re­
scarchl One important record must he 
righted. Ann Landers relented. She 
signed a National Orpni-.:.ation for the 
Rcf 01 rn of Mariju:ina L.nvs pl"t it ion c:il l­
ing for dccrimin,1liz:ation of marijuana, 
ddending her chan1se of heart in her co!­
u~rn of November 14, 1974. 

!n ,he end, after all this work and all 
these words, I still find myself echoing 
the rem,irk made h) D;inicl X. Frccd­
m:1n of the University of Chic,1go, after 
a Drug Abuse Council confcrl·ncc on 
marijuana. "Nobody c.in tcll )'Ou it's 
harmless. Each person must J,;cidc· f()r 
himself what he wants to do." \Vith 
each passing day, however, more pr:opk 
agrcr. with Andrew T. Wei l's rem.irk 
th;it m.irijuana is "among the least toxic 
drugs known to modnn medicine." n 
Norman E. Zinberg is one of the co\mlry·s lore­
most authoriries on fhe use and ell'.!Cls cf marr­
juana and Oth,:,r consc,ousne~,s-allerinq 

cJrugs. He 1·,as wrr11e;, 
dozen,~ ol <111,c:les arid 
b00,2 on 11,e s'ilJJ('CI. ancj 
se,ves as consulfan110 
numerous dru~J nrc19r ;:irns 

8rld research uroJC.!Cts_ 1n 
,~ucJ1r1g lt'.e Drup /11·,u,.t' 
Council. S1r1cc rcc:e1v1 1io 
his E1 r,, :,nrJ f.-1 D er:; 
~FCe~i lron1 0-VJ Un1ver51(y 

ol lv1ury',,nd, 7.1nl1cr("1 llilS l,n19hl ,,syc>1,;i\ry ;-.' 
Tuite.. Clark. ancJ B(,slon un,ver e,11,r,s. a~.:1 ,~ 
now pro1et1s1): ol psyc111:'.:lt1 ya! H~-1rv01c1 i\·1e~j1-
cc1I School H,~ also SOIV\15 as slat! psyct11<1IC1S: 
::ii several 10:1c~11rig t1t:,sp1tals 1n Ilic Bri~.:on 
area. 

For mo:e 1nlormaI1on. rcild· 

1~71 $15 00 

l.~i!lf-1 l_:;:,,r~n L ':"/J M,11111.Jjll~(I f:ll!•Cl~ 0r, Hu11\,11,., Or:1,1\tC\r 
l'..r:aaC"rnrc:. 19~4 S.;'9 00 

i1rH•.lf'r,t1erg, J.-,,rec1 R V.a11ru~,.,~ :~:1(1 t-'!c1,rtt1 H,1n:itcic; ,\:::.,­

(lem1c_ 19!5 .S...'! ~o 
Z1nber9 Nc,1m,11i E ~l"lt1 J."Jhri A. f:l.•.XH-•1!~or1 l."ul)~ ,,n~ thi~ 
Pl.101,c • .$1l"non ;;1rx1 Scnvs1e1, 1972 S{1 r!.i · 

For reprints r.l this article. se,} Clilss1l1ed 
Ac1vert,s,ng. 

I . • ' ' 1 t),.J• ¾ 
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TESTIMONY OF GORDON S. BROWNELL, WEST COAST COORDINATOR FOR THE NATIONAL ORGANIZATION 
FOR THE REFORM OF NARIJUANA LAWS (N0&.'1L) ~ BEFORE THE SE .. '.~ATE AND ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY 
COMMITTEES OF THE NEVADA. LEGISLATURE, MONDAY, MARCH 7, 1977 (8:30 a.m.) 

It is both a pleasure and a privilege to appear before you today on behal: 

of the National Organization for the Reform of Marijuana Laws (NORML), a non-profit, 

citizens lobby working for the removal of criminal penalties for the private adult 

usf:: of marijuana. NORML does not a.:!vocate or encourage the use of marijuana, and 

in fact supports a public policy of discouragement of all recreational drug use, 

including alcohol, cobacco and marijuana. We contend, however, that the applic.r1.tion 

of the criminal law to prohibit marijuana use has not only failed miserably in 

its purpose, buc has been councer-prnductive and exceHsively coHtly to both the 

tndividual and society. 

As you are aware, eight states have now decriminalized the use and possession 

of small amounts of marijuana. Beginning with Oregon four years ago, and followed 

by Alaska, Maine, Colorado, California, Ohio, Mlnnesoi:a and South Dakota, ti1ese 

new laws have been overwhelmingly successful. 

In Alaska, the legislatively enacted decriminalization law has been supplemented 

by a 1975 Alaska Supreme Court decision which held that adults had a co~stitutional 

Right to Privacy which proteccs their possession and use of marijuana in the home, 

making Alaska the first state in the nation co permit the legal possession and 

cultivation of marijuana in private for personal use. 

Because of the success of the Oregon approach, similar bills are now pending 

in more than thirty-five state legislatures across the country anti in tlte United 

States Congress. On Lhe federal level, the prospacts for favorable actio11 have 

improved considerably with the election of President Carter, who supports decriminali~a 

cion and is on record as urgiug other states to f::nact laws similar to Oregon's. 

I would like co briefly review the record of decrimioalizai:ion la~s which 

have been ena ... :l:<i!d c,.i.s~wnere, as tht:: experience iri these eight stat~s is su..:h as to 

warrant both serious consideration and enactmenr of simi~ar legislation in Nevaria. 
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'Ille bill introduced this session by Assem.blyman Kosinski, AB 253, compares favorably 

to decriminalization laws elsewhere and would be a major step towards a more effective 

public policy approach to marijuana use in -l~~ 

wbile the provisions of the laws in the eight states which have decriminalized 

marijuana differ in some respects, the laws contain three common elements: 1) minor 

marijuana violations are punished by a fine only, without imposition of a jail 

sentence; 2) a traffic-like citation is issued the alleged offender in lieu of 

a custodial arrest; and 3) there is no pennanent criminal ret:ord of the offense. 

In essence, these laws se~k to alleviate the harm which is caused by treating 

marijuana users as criminals. 

This approach has been strongly endorsed by Dr. Robert DuPcnt, director 0£ 

the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) who has stated on numerous oc::.aslons 

his support for ''the concept of the use of a civil fine, a noncriminal flne of a 

modest kind, something in the range of $25.00, to convey the messnge that marijuana 

use is prohibited behavior, but also not to threaten the young people with a criminal 

record or incarceration." Dr. DuPont supports decriminalizing not only possession 

of small amounts, but also cultivation of small amounts fo~ personal use, to provide 

a noncommercial alternative to the current illicit market as a source of supply. 

Today, marijuana possession is a misdemeanor or civil offense in all states 

but two. In Arizona, possession of any amount of marijuana can still be prosecuted 

as either a felony or a misdemeanor. Nevada is the last remaining state where 

possession of any amount of marijuana by an adult is a felony. Clearly, such 
in 

a punitive approach is1need of revision in light of what is currently known aDout 

marijuana and the progress other states have made on che issue. 

In October, 1973, Oregon became the first state to make possession of up to 

one ounce of marijuana a c~vil violation, with enforcement limited to citations 

and fines. In surveys taken the last three years by the independent Drug Abuse 

Council in washington., D.C., there has been :io significan::. increase noteci iri 
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I marijuana use since the adoption of the new law. The elimination of the threat of 

arrest and jail has not led to the great increase in users and off~nses which some 

I 

I 

had feared. 

Likewise, the experience in California has been most favorable. In 1974, 

the California Legislature established a Senate Select Cowmittee on the Contro.l of 

Marijuana to study and review the· status and effect·iveness of the state's marijuana 

laws and recommend proposed revisions, if necessary. Particular emphasis was given 

to the fiscal costs of enforcing California's marijuana laws, which were innnense, 

due to the annual increase of bet~een 80,000 and 100,000 persons on m.ari.juana charges, 

principally possession of small amounts for personal use. 

Among the find:Lngs of the Select Committee were that more than $100 million 

dollars were being spent annually enforcing California's marijuana laws. In light 

of growing public concern over the rise of serious cr::.me :Ln the state, especially 

violent crime, the Select Committee recommended a re-di=ecting of law enforcement 

resources and called for the removal of laws prohibiting the private use and possession 

of marijuana by adults. 

In 1975, Senate Democratic Leader George R. Moscone, who had chaired the 

Select Commi.ttee and is now the Mayor of San Francisco, introduced legislation 

modeled after the Oregon law, making possession of not more than one ounce of 

marijuana a mandatory citable offense, punishable by a maximum fine of $100. 

Though technically labeled a misdemeanor, all records of such oftenses are 
~hen 

automatically destroyed after two years and1cannot be used against a person, 

thus ~aki~g the offense the least serious misdemeanor in the California code. 

Possession of more than one ounce of marijuana b~came a misdemeanor, subject to 

a fine of not more than $500 and/or six months in jail. 

Many critics of the Moscone law, most notably Los Angeles Police Chief Ed 

Davis, made all kinds of dire forecasts about the massive increase in marijuana 
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I use and marijuana offenses which they claimed would occ~r under the new law. An 

I 

I 

"epidemic" of pot smoking was forecast and opponents of the law warned of :i.ncreasing 

law enforcement costs to handle· the expected surge in marijuana violations. 

In fact, just the opposite happened. Last month, the State Office of Narcotics 

and Drug Abuse (SONDA) released the• findings of a $10,000 federally-funded scudy 

into the impact of Calj,fornia's new mariju,1na la;,;. I am sure that c:opies of this 

report would be made available to any memb,er of the Nevada Legislature who would 

like one, and I am sure the findings would be most r~assuring to persons who are 

concerned about the effects of decriminalization. 

Among the important findings of the !;QNDA study, based on arrest figures and 

other data compiled the first six months of 1976, were that adult marijuana possession 

arrests decreased 47i; under the new law; juvenile marijuana possession arrests 

decreased 15%; and marijuana seizures, co:.1fiscated by local, state and federal 

authorities, also decreased 10%. California clearly has not become over-run by 

dope-crazed marijuana users as opponents of the law had predicted. 

What happened instead was a re-prioritization of limited law enforc:ement 

resources cowards more serious crimes. ln the drug area, arrests went up for 

heroin offenses, as enforcement efforts nhifted away from marijuana. Like'-'rise, 

there was a tremendous decrease of marijuana offenders in publicly-funded drug 

education anci treatment programs, with more resources allocated to persons witn 

more serious drug problems. 

Altog•ither, the SONDA study reported that it "conservatively estimated" that 

local criminal justice agencies and courts will at save at least $25 million dollars 

in workload costs in 1976, due to reduced arrests and citatiuns, and a substa11tial 

reduction in law enforcement and judicial system effort in handling cited cases. 

The;:e have also been savings noted in the State Department of Justice as •.,ell as 

an increase in state and local revenues from fines collected by the courts, 

The SO~---OA study also included a ::; talewide. survey of marijuana usa~2 pat ten1r5, 
boo 
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and attitudes, conducted laat November by the Field Research Corporation. This 

survey reported that more than two million California adults regularly use marijuana, 

but that less than 3;; of the people surveyed tried marijuana for the first time within 

the past year, since the new law took effect, and less than half this number--three 

persons oqt of one thousand statistically--indicated that they were more willing to 

try marijuana because of the penalty reduction. Lack of interest, not the law, 

was the major reason for not using marijuana. The survey found chat the frequency 

of ~arijuana use decreased from earlier surveys, and that a majorj_ty of users <lo so 

once a week or less. 

In terms of publlc attitudes, i:.he statewide survey reported toe overwhelm.ing 

approval of the new law throughout California. 61% of all Californlan:. eiLher approve 

of the neY law or prefer that marijuana be legalized completely. These lenient 

approaches are favored by a majority of adults in all regions of the state and in 

every age group excepc those over 60 years of age. Even those who have never tried 

marijuana prefer the new law or legalization instead of a return to stiffer penalties. 

California's Secretary of Health and Welfare, Mario Obledo, summarized the 

findings of SONDA and the statewide survey: 

"T'ne statt::: 1 s new marijuand. law evidently has the approval of a majority of 
Californians. It has reduced coses substantially, and ~ithough there has 
been some reported increase in current users, frequency of use has declined, 
and people do not attribute their decision to us~ marijuana on the reduction 
of penalties .... Based on the information we have, I would have to conclude 
that enactment of SB 95 (the neY marijuana la~) was the right decision on the 
part of the Legislature and tile Governor." 

In light of the success of the laws in Oregon, California and the other six 

states, NOru1L ::.trongly urges enactment of similar legislation in Nevada. Just as 

California abandoned felony penalties for simple possess ion in 197 5, with rn.aj or 

savir:.gs as a result, the people of the State of Nevada would ber:efit from such a 

change in 1977. Thank you very much for your consideration of this important issue. 

* * * * 
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TO: 

FROM: 

December 15, 1976 

Nevada State Legislature 
Governor i1ike O 'Callaghan 
Lt. Governor Robert Rose 
Attorney General Robert List 
AreR Media 

State Board of Directors, 
American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada 
ENDORS~D .BY: United Students, Univ£~rsity 

of Nevada Sys tern (USUNS) 

SUBJECT: Marijuana Possession 

The American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada would again like 
to call your attention to tl~e rapidly changing ;,.1ttit11des of the 
public and other legislative bodies concerning the possession 
of marijuana. 1,Te believe the time has come for Nevada to reduce 
its penalties, now the most severe in the nation, to bring them 
into line with the realities of our society, 

W1-,ile the ACUJN opposes all penalties for personal possession 
and use of marijuana as a matt,~r of principle, we feel that a 
reasonable approach at the present time would be passage of an 
Oregon-type bill reducing the penalty for possession and non­
remunerative exchange of marijuana to a civil fine not to exceed 
$100. 00. 

I. THE SITUATION IN NEVArA 

At the present time, the basic penalty in Nevada for possession 
of any amount of marijuana is a felony sentence of one to six 
vears for first offense. Nevada is the onlv state in which possession , ---'-

is a mandatory felony. 

There is considerable variation in enforcement procedures in 
various parts of the state. Prosecutors in T}ashoe 2nd Clark 
CCH..i,-,t.:lcs 1 reflecting libera li;;:ed public opinion in these areas, 
gcneral~v recommend probation for first offenders, while in some 
ru·ral areas felony prosecutions are conducted vigorauslv. As 
a result, possession of marijuuna nas alreadv been largely 
decriminalized (de facto) in the most populous areas of the state. 
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II. SHIFTING PUBLIC OPINION IN NEVADA 

A poll conducted in September of 1976 by Senators Raggio and 
Young shows a dramatic shift in public opinion in Washoe County: 

Yes No 

Should possession of less 64.0% 
than an ounce of marijuana 
be reduced to the misdemeanor 
class of crime? 

30. 7% 4.3% 1.0% 

Sh6uld the Legislature create 54.3% 
~ new class of offense for the 
(marijuana) drug area known 

21.7% 20.7% 3.3% 

as a Violation (similnr to 
provisions in Oregon and 
California)? 

It is reasonable to assume that a statewide survey would show 
at least as large a sentiment for reduction of penalties. These 
results should be compared to the strong support for harsh 
penalties only a few years ago. 

III O THE NATI0N1JinE TRSNn 

Opinion polls throughout the country have reflected changes in 
attitudes on marijuana possession similar tn those in Washoe 
County. f'ecriminalization has been endorsed by many responsible 
and influential organizations, such as the American Bar Association, 
American ~~dical Association~ American Public Health Association, 
National Education Association, and National Council of Churches, 
and such conservative columnists as William F. Buckley, Jr., 
James J . }< i 1 pa trick , a 11 d Ann T_,a n de rs . 

Eight state~ (Oregon, California, Colorado, Alaska, Ohio, Minnesota, 
South D~kota, and ~~ine) and the District cf Columbia have voted 
to reduce the pennlty for possession to a fine cf S100.00 or less. 
The Oregon l.:1w, in effect since 1973, has led to no increase in 
m8rijuana use, and has been considered successful bv most 
prosC>cutors, law enforcement organizations, and jl:clges iri the 
stntc. Oregon-type bills have a strong chance of pJssage in at 
le21st eleven more states in 197 7 , including ;\rizon,:1 and 1\rashington. 
Some of these bills undoubtedly would have passed in 1976 but 
for the pressures of an election year. Decriminalization bills 

h;Jl 
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have been approved by legislative cormnittees in several other 
states, and in some cases, have passed one house of the legislature. 

Even among the states which have not moved toward elimination of 
jail terms, all except Nevada have reduced minimum penalties to 
a misdemeanor. At one time, virtually every state considered 
possession a felony, and some carried life imprisonment penalties. 
These legislatures have determined that the public interest is 
no longer served by felony penalties. 

IV. REASONS FOR TBE CHANGES 

Here are some of the most commonly expressed reasons for the 
shifts in popular attitudes toward reduced penalties: 

1. 

2 • 

3 . 

4. 

Scientific Evidence: While'the-evidence ls inconclusive 
as to whether marijuana is harmless, it is clear that it 
is no more (and probably less) harmful than alcohol or 
tobacco. The original sensational arguments for a felony 
penalty have been thoroughly discredited. 

Cost: Approximately $600 million is spent 'annually nation­
wide to enforce marijuana laws. A legislative study in 
California sho·wed that each marijuana arrest cost an average 
of $1630.00 in 1968 (probably much more in 1976), &nd each 
prisoner costs the state approximately $10,000.00 per year. 
In these times of economic crisis, these funds could be much 
better used for other purposes. 

Burdens on Legal System: The costs of marijuana laws are 
measured in more than money. Much of the attention and 
efforts of law enforcement agencies is diverted away from 
problems of serious crime, and the flood of marijuana cases 
(20'\-30% of all criminal cases) is a sig1tificant contribution 
to the overlo3ding of our court system. 

Failure of Deterrence: The present la,0s have not prevented 
a tremendous increase in the use of marijuana. Approximately 
25-30 million Americans have tried marijuana; estimates run 
55%-60~~, among college students. The situation is stronr;ly 
reminiscent of the Prohibition Era. 

Inc.onsistencv of Law Enforcement: Only a verv small percentage 
of .::ill people who possess mari_iuann are orrcste<.l, and violations 
are usually discovered accidentally. Like other victimless 
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5. continued: crimes, these laws encourage questionable tactics 
by overzealous law enforcement agencies. In addition, 
prosecutors treat cases differently in various parts of the 
state, as described earlier. Such inconsistencies can only 
create disrespect for the law. 

6. Disrespect for the T~w: It is difficult to promote respect 
for the lnw, particularly among young persons, when so many 
people feel that such highly visible laws as tho~e concerning 
marijuana are unjust. The President's Corrnnission found that 
53% of all young people 16-17 years of age know someone who 
has been arrested for possession of marijuana. 

7. Difficulty of Drug Education: Until the fundamental 
distinction betwe~n marijuana and hard drugs is reflected 
in the legal penalties, it will be much more difficult to 
educate the public (especially youths) a1iout the problems 
and dangers of hard drugs. 

V. CONCtUSION 

We call on every Nevada· legislator to initiate, sponsor, and 
support legislation that would: 

1. Set a maximum fine of $100. 00 or less for the possessio11 
· or non-remunerative exchange of small amounts of marijuana. 

2. Retroactively reduce, on request, all previous mis­
demeanor and felony sentences for possession or 
exchange of small amounts of marijuana. Such steps have 
been taken in several states. 

For further information and replies contact: 

Ms. Stephanie Barrett 
401 East Fremont 
Las Vegas, NV 

BB:plm 

Richard Siegel, Ph.D 
1230 Rowland Circle 
Reno, NV 89509 
322-1918 
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opinion By .JOEL FORT, l\11.D. 
rH>:Rr, AJ<f. an t'511n1areci 10.000.000 .-\mcrican, ...,ho 
smo<.e marijuana ,either r~ularlv or occa,ion;,lh·. 
and rhn have "er~ ob,·1011, reasons for ...,i,hin11: rhac 

[>OI w~re created nion:: <.ensihl~ hv rhe hw. A, or,e nf 
:lie \91J,Oo<,.OOO who ha",.- never smoked marijuana. 
l al1<, fa,·or ,be removal of l;"fas.5 irom the crimin;,I 
1 . .., •. ,, t,.,, f0r less rx:r,sonal re;isons.. lt is my con­
<i<iercd 0pin1,rn .. ,(cer stud"inl!; dn111, t1.<1e .ind dn,~: 
I"<'-'' 111 ~() n;,tions and rle;,lir111, •,.iirh dru,:-c,buv 
prob km, prnfe:ssion:dlv for IS vP:is,. 1h:1r ,h{' prrs. 
,.:nr rn::iriju.,r1J sLHutt'5 Jl"I. . ..\me-rlc~ n<J[ oril" .ire b.1d 

h...-, fur ci1e ,irknding minorirv hur are had for rhc 

\'~Sl ma.joricv 1Jf us who nevt>r h.1ve !it 1 m:1n1u;1n.1 

riisarrrt~ and rlt'YCT wi ii. 
Tl1.11 ,ome e,l,an1<e:s ,n the,,: \;,w, are coming in 

rile near fucure ,, v1n11;,llv cenain. buc ic "not .11 

.,II "in: th~1 the chan~e,s will l)e impro,·ements. 
C)n \l.w 19. i'.l1i9. the l.!. S. Supr~rne Court. ,n 

.111 il---11 ,·oce. decbred ch~t the \l:1riju~n~ Tax .-\n of 
I ~1:i, was u11wn~tiunional. This decision delighted che 

POTARATIO 
a leadin,g authority on p .. ~vclwph, 
prohibitions and Jnmislzrnn1ts 

dtfcnd.anr., "Tirno,h\· [..r:ar~·. :lnd ·~·3_~ n('> \\1rpr1<:.-:: .,~ 

all w lawvcrs who ,lf><'f.i,1li1r. in u,~ fine [.»in1, ,;r 
o.Jn,riltHion:i.l l.:-!.w, {1 h:td kin~ !).t:en n·tc'l\~tliu:r~ 

thar the ;'\lari1u,1rp T,,x :\ct was ",·ulnnah\,; .. --., 
pali1c term mca1111111, 1ha1 ,he L,w had her·n h:i"1iv 
drawn. rash!~· (OtL-i1dc1r~d :ind r;n)ro.1<!t"'fl :hrfJ~t";h 

ConKH . .S.'i in ;1. moc,d ul 1Jld,rn,11di.\h tt'.'rnn 1hat ~}Knt 

110 time an clie nice1i,·, of 1hr: Bii! ,,f Ki~h1s. «.icri 

1if1c fart rJr cr>11irno11 ,wn«c. 
Celebra11011:i; !_1y 1n:lr11uan;1f)h1kt, .1r1d !.":irnrn1:l• 

rion:- by rn,1r1juap;1pl1oh<""'i. however. ',Irr- t,,.-Hh pr1· 
m;Hure. The Coun. , •. :hii 1: thn)·.-.·1rH~ niir r/i1.o; '_inc 

incp1 _pie,:c of !cg1~LPiPri. "P·e(iii<.:dh1 d{YJ;1.r 1."'.~ :h;-1: 
Congr~, tu, rhe ri,:l11 10 l·"g' 1.-,w, ~,wernin,: 1~~ 

u~. "'i...;.lc .1nd pn!'l.\("';i.,'uon ()( :his dn1~ (prn\'1drd :!~e"'<~ 

);1ws ... r:l\, ""·irhJT1 !hi"' rwr1rT11·u·r •·if llw C.nr1:-.1i1ut1('\nl. 

.·\l~ti. rJi ro11r'-f", -..r:\[t~ L1w\ ;1~_1,nq pql, whir_!; ,1,re 

of1e11 !;tr h;n11,l1t·r rl1an {he Fedt~r;-ii l:nv. 111il rcrr,:1in 

1n et-kr.r. 
Thtre ,vnc rwo rldt((S r,Hrnd lw rh( .'iur,r(·me C:nun 

the F•:denl ,,n1i-m~rij"an3 

LAPPROACH 
.cology calls .fJr a lUting ~( legal 

to man:1·uana--and exbla£ns wlzv 
J l ~ 
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I;,,,·--;, se,1i,,r1 111.11 rtcq11ire, the ,u~pect 

to I'·" ,t t,ix "" lite dn,~. thus incrir11i• 
11a1i11~ liim,el[. in ,·iol:nion of the Filtll 
,\ll1e11drne111: a11d :, -.cn1011 that assumes 
(r:ttlt,:r tli:111 rc1p,iri11i; proof) than a 
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I'""""' will, lorci~n-~rown mariju:rna in 
his l""~s~ion l.:now~ it is Jmugi;!ed. ll1ese 
pro1"1sio11, were pen cr,ions ol traditional 
.-\nicric:011 j11ri,prrnk·rue, no le.s than th(' 
H:111;1i11ing p:iru ol the law that are 
l>o1111d t<l rail when thallengcd l>efore the 
Supr<crnc ( :ou, t Tlte•,c forthcoming cle• 
,i,ior11 will. i11e,i1:,1Jly. affca the anti• 
rn:11ij1i;tna law, ol 1hc indi1·idu,d states as 
well. Howe,·<"r. th<:: s1riling down of the 
old l;,ws docs not gu;1ramee th;,t the new 
011<::s wiil oc more enlightened; it merely 
in1·i1cs more c.1rdultv drawn stattues that 
:,re Jes, \'Ulneral>le t~ judicial review. In 
l:1ct. in a meM:ige 10 C,mgres.,, President 
Nixon spccific:.illy dem~nded harsher pen• 
allies for marijuana convictions. But every 
Qne amt fair-minded per50n must be 
seriously concerned that the new laws are 
more just and mor(' in harmony with 
l.:nown fact than th(' old ones. In my 
opinion, such new laws must treat mari• 
juana no more har~hly than alcohol is 
presently treated. 

It i.~ ironic that our present pot laws 
~re uph('ld chiefly by the older genera• 
tion, and flouted and condemned by the 
young: for it is 1he 5enior generation that 
,hould undersund the issue most dearly, 
ha"ing lived through the era o[ alcohol 
prohibition. They saw with their own 
eyes that the entire nation-nor just the 
drinkers and the st:llen of li9uor--su[­
[ere,;\ violent moral and mental harm 
from that panic:tdar outbreak. of armed 
and rampant puritanism. They i.hou!d 
cenainly remember that attempts to leg­
islate morality result only in widei;prcad 
cti,resr>ect for law, new m:irkets a:id new 
orofit!o for gangsters. increased violence 
~nd rnch wholes.ale bri~ry and corrup­
tion that die Government it~l[ becomes 
a greater ob3ecr of cornl."mpt than the 
criminal class. Above all. t.hey should 
be able to ,;,ee the parallel between the 
lawless Twemies and the ~narchic Sill• 
ties and realiie that both were produced 
by bad l:iws-law, that had no right to 
exi,t in the first place. 

"B;,d law ... it "'" been said. "is the 
w<>r,t form o[ tyranny." An 01>en tyran­
nv !,reeds open rebellion. ~nd the issues 
;ere dear-cut: bad ;aw, in an ocherwise 
der.1ocr:11ic nation, provolc, a kind of 
cultural 11il1di,m i11 which goo<l and evil 
i>t'come hopcl=ly wn[u,cu and the relJ. 
cl. im1c:1J o[ formt1lating l. single pre• 

I 
ci,e program, 1al.:e, a perverse delight in 
J11y1hi11i~ :111d e,erything that will $hod.. 
'1.irt k. pcrplc><. ~nj.;et, t:,.,.ffie and offend 
tl1e e,tJbli~ltment. Thus it was during 
alcohol prohibition .ind thus it is und('t 

m:1rijt1:n1.1 prohibition. The parallel is 
not oh\'iou~ only becat1~ there W('f(' 

alrt:;,Jv miliioru of whisley drinkers when 

rhe Vobce:1d An became law in I~ 19, 
leadint.: to imml~liate flouting of ");,w and 
order' hy vast honle,,__whcrc:is the 11.,e 
of m;iriju:111a did not become c,:ien,in: 
until the carh· l!l:,o,, more rh;,n 1:1 vcar, 
after the G~,·emme111 h,rnncd p,;t in 
l!137. H111 the re,11h,, de,pite the delay, 
arc the 5;m1e: \\'c h:11-e bred :i genera,• 
rion ol p,yc:hologic.t rebel-. 

Banning marijuana IICJt only pcrpcu,­
au:s the rebelliousncS& ol th<:: young IH11 

it al50 cst;1blish<::, a frigl11cnini; pre(cd<:111, 
under which pl>ritanic.d hi:,s is more im­
port;mt 10 our kgi,l.1tors rh;rn cxpcrin1t:11-
tally determined f:1c1~r.,merhi11g c1·t:ry 
sc:ientht must dread. Dr. Philip Hamlkr, 
l>0ard chairma,1 ol the N a1io11;1i Science 
Foundadon, bluntly told a Hou5e sub­
committee im·estiRating druR law,. ··It 
i~ our puritan ethia ... rather than 
science" that say we should not smole 
marijuana. 

Consider the most rec('nt studv o{ the 
('ffecu of marijuana, conducted under 
careful laborat01-y conditions and report,:,,;! 
in Science. This is the r~ard1 ()"rlormed 
by Ors. Norman E. Zinlx-TR and Andrew 
T. Weil at Boston University in 1968. 
This scuclv was "'doubl('-blind"; th:n i,, 
neither t1ie subjecu nor th" re5earchers 
knew. during a gh·en !OSion, whether the 
product being smoked wa.s real marijuana 
(from the female Cannabis pl:mt) or an 
inactive pl.1cel>0 (from th" male Cannabis 
plctnt). Thus. horh sui;:gestibility by the 
subjects and bias by 1he experimenters 
were lept to the scientific minimum. The 
results were: 

I. ~farijuana causo a m0<ler;1te in­
crease in heartbeat rare. ,e,ome redne,~ ol 
the eyes a11d vinually 110 other ph y\ical 
eflect,. Contr;iry to the l>elid o[ both 
users and policemen, pot does not dilate 
the pupils-----thi\ myth apparently de­
rives from the tradition of ~moking Can• 
nabis in a darker1ed room: it is the 
darlne,5 that dilate, the pupil,. 

2. Pot does nor :iffect th<" hlood-mgar 
Jeyel, .1s a;,ohol doei, nor cau'IC abnor· 
mal reactions o[ the involuntary mm.­
des, as LSD often don, nor produce any 
etfecu lilely to be )Om,11ically dama11;ing. 
In the \o'Orch o( Zinl>erg and Weil. ··The 
significance o[ this near absenc~ of pll ~,­
ical effect, i, twofold. First. it demon­
strates once a~ain the uni,p1ene~s of 
l,emp among psvchoactive drugs. most ,.if 
which ,..strnnglv affect the body as well a, 
the mind .... Second. i1 mal<es it un­
lil<.dy that marijuana ha, any seriously 
detrimemal physical effects rn tilher 
,hon-term or long-term usage.·· 

3. As sociologi:u Howard Becker puint• 
,:cl out long a~. on the b:uis o[ 11Her­
,·iews with· u,ien, the marijuana "hi~il .. 

iJ a learned ellpericnce. Subjecu who h;,d 

never had Cannabis lxfore simply did not 
get a "bun" and re1xined ,·en minirn:11 
mhjeui,·e reaction,. C\·en while pln~ictllv 

"!o,t<bl" wi1i, q·" lii1;h cl,,-,..;. 1,·l11k c, 
pericnccd 11S(:r, 'xc.:n: c:1:sily 1ul111.:d 1111. 

4. Thtc ";'1~"'":\iS ;,l,0111 .. ,.,., ·'"" --<·t 

tin~·· Slror1gly ir1ll 1 1<:rH i11g 1lrt1~ ri.'.H 1111ti" 

¼·:ts tunflrn1ed. ·1·1,e 1,l;;1rr11:1tnl,,t..:1(.1I 1:11111 

cnics ol a p~~'<ho:1(.{l\t' ,iilll! .in· onl\ (11H· 

L,uor in a rni>je,r, "''!"""'': ,·q11.cll, 
irnpor1:1nr-1~rh;1 ps 11101 t· i ,npnrLirll T-.1 r (' 
1lu: i,(.•t (l1i~ t"'.\fl'("(.!:111n11, .1,~d !H'\-,nr1:d11\ 

tvpe) :u1d tlu~ w11ing (11,c.· ror.d 1·11H111,n1.t! 

11100d or tlH; ('.tl\ ltf!lllllt'lll .ind !'~'l",,l:lrl" 

in it). 
:,. Both im·\peri<'nrcd 1td,11:r11 .11111 

lon;,;timc· u:;er~ did cq11,1lly well 011 ""'": 
ttsts for coni:entr.11ion a11d n1<:n1al "" 
lJiliry, even while rlit"\ were (HJ ·~,en· 
h_i!;h do~·s. ()n 1,:'11 req1Jir111g :1 h1lsl1n 
:i.bility to focus a,u:111.ion. tlte i11exper1 
enced users diJ ,how 1<.>mr: 11:mp.nary 
mcnnd lmpa.irrrH."nl. bu( lhe vc11:ran.'i 

s~iled righ1 011. a, ii lhev w,:r,· rwt 1111,'.i• 

:u all. In short. (·xpericn,cd pn1he:«1' du 
not hJ\+C evc11 a (,'n1/H1rnry luwrri11~ (,! 
the inrr.lliµ;cnce wr-ik thq ar,· h,gh, 
much !es~ a pnrnanen1 trn:ntal i'ltpa,r, 
ment. 

ti. On s,.u11c tesrs. 1hc <.:XJKri,·11,ecl 
u5ers scored eve11 higher while \rc>rt<.:d 
1.han they did wl,en re~1cd wi1hou1 any 
drug. 

7. Not only akohol but l''<'ll wh:u(o 
has more adver~e elftc,H 011 the hod\ 
than marijt1:in:1 doe~. 

.-\s Zinberg and \Veil not(•d ~ardont­
cally in a l:1ter article in 7'/,,. .V,·u· )'nrh 

Tiin,·.< ,\tnirrcin,·, 1lterc i, :t 1·icio11, tirclc 
operating in rel:,1ion to 111;1rij11:111:i: ".\.I, 
mini:Hr;UOr\ al :,.<.:ie1l(ihc a11tl (~1J\·er11-

ment in,til11tio11, leel tlt:11 ni:irij11:111:i i., 
dangerous. l\eca,"t: it i, d:t1ty,cro11,, 11,cv 

:ire reluna11t 10 :illow [re:.e:irdt] to l>e 
<1011,: 011 it. lkc,u,e 110 work i, do11,:. 

people (0111i11ue 1n tlti;:k of i1 "' ,L111.~,;r-
011,. \\'e hOJ><: that our ow11 ,1111h· li:i, 
siy,11ir1cantlv weah·ued tlti, tre11d." 

011e ,light ,i~n thal tile trend ""'~ 
have been we:1kenl'.cl "''" tit(: "l'\"-":ir:1111 ,. 
la~t June o[ a ,111<1~- l,v 1ltc ll11r.-:111 ol 
\lo1or Velticlc, i11 rite S1:11e nl \\':"l,i11"'.­
ton co11r:err1ini; tlte ellec" o( ( ::11111:il," 
on driving ability. ll,ing dri1 inl(•WillH 
simulators. not only did the ,111,ly find 
that rnariju:111a ha, In, Jdverse eHen nn 
<lri,·ing :iliiliry than alrnhol--,,,1,irh """" 
invcstigaton h:1,c long ,l1~1l~C:tt'd-i1t11 

~ho, ~, in rl11, Bo,1011 ,111dy, 111<· ,., , 

dt·r:u;' indict(Cd 11t:o1 rite otdv dnrir11,·n1.il 
tilect is on i nex peri('nced 11,t·rs_ \'r:11·, ., , , 

pothead, beh;"-., 1,thincl 11,e .,,.lwt.:I :i, ti 
tlte~ wne nor ,ln,~e,:I :11 ;ill_ 

111 ~!tori. we ,eem 10 lt;l\·t ., clritM 111·,c· 

that nukes n1an, u,cn "'"' ntpllo11c. .11111 
h;1ppy~high-witl1n11t 11,>ing ;1n~· ol [he 

d;imctfi<: done hv .1kohol. t1.truJtt<"'. 1,.,t­

bitur:l(M. i1mphet:,rn1rH~' ot eq:rl rnb:1(t'' 
f\ur vwe didr1'r 11:n-c 10 ....,:,ir l1111il l'.HiH 

rn k:1r11 tl1;ll p<H i, n'."Lll1H:l~- \1,11'111·1~·..,,, 

Som,· re>earch "•" he~·n don1· tn il1<· i""'­
in spite of the virio11s r.i1 ck mtnl iot1l"cl 
i,y Zinl,crg: .1nd \\'<.:ii. :\, l:tr Ii;"~ :,; 
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I !l•J'.!. ii,,: r11.1~or rJf :-.:c:w York C:i1y, Fio. 
rcllo L:r C11:irdi;1, :ila1111l·d l,v ,,:11~a1ion:d 
f"<:." ,,nric, ;il,nn1 ··,111.· killc; drug, mari• 
ju;r11:1·· 111:11 w:,s :dlcgcdly dri, ing people 
10 r:ipc and rn11rc.ler, appoi111ed a com• 
111is,io11 to ii1'cs1iga1e 1111.: pot problem in 
his ti1y, Tile rnmrnission w:,s made up of 
:JI cminr.:nt physidans, p~ychia1rim, psy• 
cl,oln;(ists. c:tc .. :incl six olfitcrs from the 
,it{, 11:irullits hnre:ru. I[ 1hcre was any 
hi:1.~ in 1ha1 s11ulv, ir must ha\'e been di-
1Tued ;,~:rimt m,;ri ju:ma, considering the 
1ircscnu:: of 1ile narcotics olficen. not to 
ll1er1tion psychi:,trists :ind :\I. O.s, who 
were then, :rs now, rather con5<'rv:itive 
groups. Nevcrrheless. :,fter two years of 
li:ird stmly, including psychological am.l 
mcdic:il cx:iminations ol u~er\, eh:ctroen­
ceph,dogr.rm~ to e>1amine for brain dam­
age. sociolugic:11 digging int-a the behavior 
p:11terns_ :"o;ociatecl with marijuana use 
:ind intelligence tesu on confirmed pot-
1,eads. d1t: wmmission concluc.led: 

Those who have been smoking 
m:rri juana for a period of vears 
,i,,,.,,._·cd 110 :llent:il or phvsic:rl deteri­
o, _.oil whid1 m:ry be :rurihuted to 
tl1e dn,g .... \l:rriju:111a is not a 
, Ii ug of . ~c.ldicr ion, comparable to 
morphine .... \L1riju:111a does not 
le:,d to morphine or heroin or co• 
cline addiction .... :\Lrrijuana is 
1101 the dl:termining factor in the 
w111r.ii,.1ion of m:1jor crimes ..•. 
Tl11: pnl,lirity C<'lllcrni11~ 1he c.11a­
~Jrophic l'llnts of mariju,11w smoking 
in :-.:cw York City is unfounded. 

E,·en e:11 lier, a study of m;irij11;rna 11w 
in t11c Panam:1 Can:d Zone w:r, 1111der­
t:1ke11 h~· :i noi:ihly co,1,cn.,rivc bod,, 
rl,e t:11i1ed \1:11c, .·\rm1. l'11hli,hcd in 
l'l'.:5, 111,: """'" collcl1ukrl. ···1 lrcre i, "" 
e1idc11,e til:rr lll:1rij11a11:r '" gro,--n here 
is a h:ibi1-lorrni11g drug·· :111d th,u ··1Jc . 
linq11e11cies tl,;e to m"rij11,11,:1 ,moki11g 
,d,id, n.:11111 in tri:11 by 111ilir:rry co,irt 
tcrc nc.:gligih!e in 1111n1hcr wlit.·n cnrn­
parcd wirh deli11'111entie, re,11lting lrn,n 
the me ol ;ilcoholk drink, wiliclr :d,o 
may be cl,",ed a, ,timubnt, or itltrl:Si• 
cants 

\\'hat may be the cl:l\,ic ,t11dy in 1lie 
wilole ficlrl got', b:i,k 111,rlicr: to rile 
I R'l:l-18!1·1 T<.:Jl<>r r of die ,,:, e11-llln11I w, 
l11d':111 f·!t-rn1> Dr11g- Co1t1111i"io11 rlr:,r 
rt·ci:i, ed t·, :den le lro,,i 11 !1:l wime,.,,-, 
from :di rei:ions of rlre co11nrry (11,en 
incl11rli11g 1\111111:i ;ind 1':,ki,t:111_). l'rolc,­
,ion:rls :ind layme11, I11diarn and Briri,h, 
mosr o[ whom were required to amwcr 
in writing ,e,·en comprel1ensi,·e q11e,. 
1 k,n, covering mo.st a.spects of the s11b­
jcu. The commi"ion found rhat there 
w:rs no connnrion between the use of 

n1;irij11:rn;, ,1r1d ··1oci:.d .ind moral c,·il," 
,.,cl1 :i, crime. violence or b:id cli:,r:rc1er. 

Ir :d,o <011, lrulc,I 11,;11 1Jll:l\i1111:,J :11111 
nwiler:11c 11,e may he be11,:f,ci;,I; rlr:,t 
1~od,:r:11e _11M• i, :rttemlecl liy 110 "'}"· 
nou.s plr)'Src;,J. mental or 01hcr cllc:cts: 
and that moderate use is the rule: ··Jt 
has been the most srriking f,::rt11rc of 
this inquiry to find how little tl1c effects 
of l,emp drr,g, ha\'e intruded them,eh·e, 
on ohscrva1ior1. TI1e large numbers of 
\vit11csses ol all d:is,es who profess nev. 
er to have ~een them, the vcrv few 
wit nes.ses who could ,,:i rec;,JJ a c;"c to 
gi1e any de/i11ite ..recount of it :11111 tire 
ma II ner in wli ich a large proporr ion of 
the.,e cases broke down on the fint at­
lt·mpt to examine them :,re facts which 
combine to ,how mo,t clearly l,ow Jirtle 
injury wciety has hitherto ,u,tai11cd 
frn111 hemp rlrng-o;." Tl1is conclusion is 
all rl1e more remarkable when one re;,I. 
i,c~ that tire Jl;Iltcrn of use i11 l 11di..r 
i11cl11ded f:rr more potent form, "'"' 
do,e, of C1nllabh tl1:1n ;,re pre,c111Jy 
11,cd in the U II irec.l States. The lommi; 
,ion, in irs ro11clu.,io11, srated: 

Tot:,! prohibirion of the hemp 
drug~ is neither 11ecess..rry nor e:s1wdi• 
em in wn,ider:itio11 o[ th<:"ir ·"cer­
wi11t:d 1.:lln1s. o[ the pre\':dence ol ;lie 
h:iuit ol u,ing them. of the MXi:d or 
rt'ligio11s it:cling,, on the subjni :111d 
of the pu»il,ility of its <lri, i11g the 
t1111,1m1crs to h:I\ c rccourl!C to other 
,tilllulants [altohol] or 11:rrcotic.s 
which m-1y be more 1..h:lcterim1s. 

Ger ,incc tlrere h:rve heen :ittempts 
to ,111dy m:rrij11a11:r scientificallv, l·,·erv 
m:i_jor inn:,1 ig:rt ion ha, arrh·cd ·:11, ,111;. 
,1:i11ti:rlil, rlrt• s;11ne 1:011cl11,io11,, and 
tlrr:,e di;<:<1I\ to111r:rdict rl,e m~1holoi.;y 
"I rl,e h·ilu.,I llu,e:111 ol :-,;,,1<01i"- 111 
,.,111ra,t \\'i1l1 tla- :rlJU1(· l:1(1,. wn,idn riJ(' 

lollo\\'i11g ,11hcni,e111e111, circ11l:11nl l,1;. 
l111e rl,c !'"":rge ul the l'.J~,i h·dn,il 
• 1111 t·111.1rij11.111;1 J;1w: 

/l,·11•11rr·! Yo1111J.( :ind Oid-l'rnplt 
i11 ,-',,JI \\°,db ol I .ilc! Tlris iJliU11re 
ol :1 111~1riju.,n;1 llg~1r1:ltl.:'] in.1y be 
li.,11,k·d "'" Ill 1111; /rier11//v .,,,.,,,,. 

.~1•1_ Jr ·w,n:ri;is the Killt;r Uru~ 
··_\l:,rij11a11:1··_:, pow,:rlul n:rrco1i< in 
wl1id1 l11rL, ,\/11,,/n! /ns,11111y! JJ,•1111,.' 

.'>11, i, l''""l'"g:,nd;, was widelv di"e,ni• 
11;i1ql i11 1lw 111irl,l!l:lUs .. n11I i1 __:," rt''l''"I· 
,il,le lor >1:i1t1p(·din>; Congrr:,1 into 1lii: 
Jl:i":rgc (1( :r law uni(111e in ,di .-\mcric,11 
hi,1ory in tht· extent to which i1 is b:"erJ 
on ,hcer ignornnce a11<l miiinformatiun. 

Few people re.ilize how recent 
:inti•m:irijuana legblation is. Pot "·:rs 
wirlely 11\ed as a folk medicine in the 
11lrh Century. Its recreatio11:rl use in ,Iris 
rnunrr" bq,:in in rhr: earh· J<)tl(Js wid1 
\i(·xic:;n l:rb,Jrcrs in rhe South"·e~t .. 1pre:rd 
10 .\ie:sic;,n .·\mericans and :-.:es..;rocs in rile 

-"OLil/i ;111d il,c.·11 1/ic ·"'11rrl1, ,11HI llwr1 

r11on·rl l10111 1111:,J ro 1111,.111 :,n·,"- 111 
l~Tms ol p,il,lir rt';ll rion :,nil v,ci:ti 1,nlirv. 
l11_tle :i11c111i,m "'"·' p:iirl 10 l'CJI 11111il rlw 
r111d.i'l~ll.1 (:ilrlro11_i.;li <om<: ge11n:illv ""'-""· 
forred '1atc l:iw, cx:,1c,i !,don: rl1t:111. 
:\t tl,,H time," group ul foi-rner .tl,.11!1<.t­
prohihi1ion age111., h,::rdnl I"' H:rrrv f. 
.\n,li11ger. who hcc:,mc l,c:id or 11•<: i:c,1-
er:d 8t1rc-:1u ol ~:1rcnliL,, l1cg:111 i,,11i11~ 
sr;itcmr:111, 10 the i'"l,lic (1 i:, :, 11">01,cr:o­
ri\'e pre") cl:iimi11g 1!1;11 m:1rij11:i11a c:11,wrl 
crime, violc11c.e. a,..;·,,-.,in:,,io,,~ l11,,111if\, 

1elca.S(' o( :rnti•-nci:d i1rl1il,;1io11,. rnc111:rl 
dcLerior;1tio1, ;1111! 111ir11errH1-.. otlll'l" IH)t,'I • 

0115 :l(lil'iti,:s. 

In wh;i1 l1n:litw :, lllr><kl fnr 1111111·,· 
fcder,rl and ,1,11e kgi:,la1i1·c :«1io11 011 
rn;1rijuuna, Cong·rr.:'.\,io11;1I l1~:1ri11.¼"" \•,:~re 

held in 19.'5i 011 tire ,\J:irij11:111.1 ·1 ·" .\er. 
~o medicrl, ,;ciemific or ,o,.iologicd evi. 
•knee was .o;,JUght or he:rrd: 110 :ilrcrn:i­
ti,·e~ ro crirni11alizi11p; "":r, :111.I ,ellcrs 
were co11,idcrcd; J11<I rlt,; major :,11<:11-
1:011 w;1s gil'<:11 rn th~ oibecd. i,inl.sc.:cd 
:ind p:iint indus1ric!: ncc,J for 1111,.,., 

.11r;1ined :icccss ro tlit hemp pl:rrrt lrom 
which marijuana come.,. ,-\ U.S. Tre:1.1-

11ry Dcparrmenr wirncss hcg:111 !ii.s ,t .. ,11. 

mony by ~t,11ing flat!~ th:it "~l:irij11crn;, 
is being u,ed c:ste11,i,ely l,y l1igl1 ".l,ool 
u1ildren i11 cigarettes 1,·irl• ,l,•;11llv dkn." 
and went on to ir,1•·,· ,1.1· furtli<cr 
"eddence" an cdimri:d _ .. n :r \\':r.111-
ington ne";p:,per s11p1io,c,!ly •11101i11g rl,c 
\n1nican ,\icdic,! :-\,-.,1,i:11 in11 as 11:11 i11g 

,t:rred in its journal 1h:i1 111:iriju,111:1 115t' 
was one of rlrt l'rol,l,:111, 11I ,IUl':itcs\ 
,ncn:rce in rhc U11i1cd .S1:111:s. Fnr11111:irch 
lnr lrisroric:d :rn:dysis. a Dr. \\·oodw:11d. 
,,·~1-illl( as kgi,l:1ti1e (011nscl for 11,c A111er­
ic:111 \f<:dic:,J A,.«><i:i1in11. ,,·:,_, 111·(·,c111 "' 
1>oi11t 01ir 1!i:11 the :il;1tt'nH•11t i11 l)il('"ll<it1 

w:1s l)y .-\11..,lin1..:~·r .11id li;1d nnh· ~wt•1i rr 
J><Jrt<:d i11 lire _\ ,\I,.\, jn"rn:il. 

l)r, \\"001h\·;1HI ,IestT\ l'" :1 1,o ... rl111111n11.,,, 

.,ccul:11lc l11r lri, si111slch:1111kd h;·"'" ,·Jin," 
I\) innoci11cc n::1:,.on ;ind ~.111i1, 1n IIH 

lie;1ri11:-4 .. \lt1S[ irn1)(.1rf;1111I~-. 1/1e 1!nntn 

('"-':10 w:1-., ,1l.\o J. l:1\\'\•cr) cri: i.t..:i1cd rl1t.: 

Co11grcs,r11,:11 lor proi",o,i11g :1 l.,w 111:,t 
would inrtrler<.' wi1lr 1111111<· n1<·di1_:,J 11,c.1 
11f C:11111:r:,i, :11ul JK>inft•d 0111 1h:11 110 
""c from 1l1t' B11rt::ru ol l'ri,oll, li::,1 
l>t't11 prodtH .. ed t1J -..i1ow !lie 11111111,cr o/ 

pri"-..)tlt.'l"S ";1dda:1cti" to 1n;1rijtr;111;1, 11q 

nnc lrorn rhc C:l11lrlre11·, H11tt·:111 r.r 
Olfice of Ed11c:r1io11 10 ,l,,.Jw 1ile •1:1111,e 
.,11d cxrem of 11,e ··11:,l,i,·· ,1rn,111g tl1iJ. 
drcn aml no Oil<: lrom ti,(· lli,i,io,, oJ 
.\lent~! Hygiene or· tile l)i1·i,io11 111 l'l,:tr­
tnJcology of rite Public Ht':,lr!, \~·nice 
to gil't.: "direct and prirTl:l~I' C'l'ide!l(C 
rather than i:,direu :inrl i .. ::rr:,:t\ -c,·,. 
dente_·· s~yin~ 111:11 ht.: ""'"nc,l i, "-.,, 
rrue:: th:11 ;1 u:rr:rin :rmot1111 of ··11:rrcoti( 
:1ddicrio11·· cxi,1ed, \;occ · 1lic nt.:,np:1-
l'ers i;a,·t ulkd 01tc11t1011 ru ir ,o 11,11mi, 



11e11liy 111:11 there m11,1 l,c -.ome 1,;ro11111l, 
lur tl,eir 1t:11::me1115_ .. lte rnncl11<k,I 1hat 

I 
the pa_nic11L1r l\')'(' ol "al11lc under con. 
~•dl'rat,011 wa, lll'1ther 11cu:u;1ry nor 
de5ir:il,lc. Tl1<: C:011gres,men w1ally ig-
11<m:d 1lie <0111c111 of Dr. \V0<.xlwanl's 
1e,1im1111,· :111<1 :111:,lkcd !ti, cl1arac1er, 
'1":tlif,ca1io11,. t'xpnicnte and relation• 
,1111• 10 the .-\111eri,·:111 :\lcdi,al A,-.ocia• 
1,,,11. :ill nl wlti,li were im1~c;1hle. He 
w:1., il1t·11 lonl'd 10 :idmit th:11 he could 
11n1 ,:iv wiih ,nc,i,11v that no prol1-
k111 cxi,1cd. Fi11:,II\', l;i\ 1e,1imo11y w:,\ 
l11011gl11 10 :, li:dt with the warni11g, 
--y.,,, ;in: 1101 i:,.-,per:iri,e in 1hi,. If you 
w;u1t ro :111\ i,c..· 11, on lc~i.\lation, you 

,_,.,gl11 to <11111e here witlt ,ome co11,1r11c-
1i,~• 1•rnpo,.,I, r:111,er 1ha11 nitichm, 
r:i1l1er th:,11 1ryi11g 10 1ltrow 01J,1acle,. in 
rh.~· w:,~- ol ,ome1hi111; that the Fcdu"I 
(;,,, er11me11t i, 1ryi11);' to do,'' 

.\ ,imil:ir h11t shorter hearing w:u helc.l 
i11 1hc Senate. whea· Anslinger presented 
:111ccdo1al '"e,·idc11ce" th:11 marijuana 
1:111,cd murder, rape and in..;1nity. 

Tlt11,, the ;\farijuana Tax Act of 1937 
"'"s p:isscd-a11d 011t or it grew :i welter 
of ,1atc laws that we1·e, in many Ca!ICs, 
e,e11 rnon: ha.,1ilv ill co11ceh·ed, 

Tlie pre,ent 'Federal laws impose a 
IWO•IO-tt'n•yl'.tr senw11ce for a first con­
\ ictio11 lor po"-sc,sing even a small 

I :imo1111t of marij11;1n:i, five 10 1wenty 
yc:ir, for a .,el·o11d tonviction :ind ten to 
i'nrty for a 1ltird. If Congress is not 

- forced 10 rcrngni,e 1cie1nific fact and 
1,:i,ic ci, ii lil,ertie,. 1hc:3e penalties will 
lie n!tai11ed wlte11 tlte new Federal law i, 

I 

written wi1ho111 the .ectioth ded:ired 
ill\·:did in the Learv case. The tu11al 
di,nctinn that j11dµ;c,· arc gh·rn 10 g,dnt 
1•rnh:i1 inn or s11,pe11ded -cntences !or 
1r-:,I ll'imcs is t:ikcn lrom them by this (and 
,1:11e) law :i, is the opportunity (or parole. 
Fo, s:,lc or •"'dis.scmination." no matter 
l•ow small the quantity of mariju~na in-
1<1hcd. :ind ('\'en if the dissemim11ion is a 
1,:ift lietwccn friends, the Federal penally 
101 fit>t--o'.kn,c ,on,·iuion i, fi"e lo twenty 
'l':irs: lor a selotHI otfc:nsc. i(s ten lo 
lorr ~-. 

1·1,e ,i:11t.: law,, '" I ,tated, :ire C\'en 
l1,1iri('.r. Herc are 1wo real. and n.•ce,H, 
c:"e" I II Te,c:i,. Richard Dor.e,·. a sltoe­
,lt i11e-,1and operator in a bowling alley, 
,old a matchbo-. 11111 of marij11a11a (con, 
,i,ltr:ihlv le,, th:111 :111 ounce) w ;1 Dallas 
11111krn,·, er 1•oliceman. for h1·e dollars. 
Hi,, ,e111e11ce: 511 Yl':irs. 

111 \lkitig:111, for ,i-lling five doll.1r,· 
wnnlt nf gr'"·' to a11otl1er police .tgcnt. 
: .. ,rrv llcldH:r was ,cntl'nced to :!O lo 30 
,c:ir~ i11 pri,011. Thi, c;;1sc is wonh 1101-
inJ.: "' ,111 '-'xample of how the mariju~na 
l:iw, :inually f1111ctio11 i11 many 111-

,1,111<c,. Belcher i, tlii:- only indi"idual in 
C:r:i11d Tr,"·e~s(' (.011111v to receive thi3 
St:111Cll(e in tile p:t~t lWO ye:in: 25 01her 
:n:1rij11.·1::i arrc,1ee, were :di placed on 
l'lnl,:1111•'1 "·i1l1i11 il1a1 1imc. Rdcher. i: 
''l'l'e"r,. "''" tlit· :,,_,tlwr of a column 
c.tlkd '"l)"l"-'-O-S,01w'" i11 ;i local under-

ground m:w,papcr ;,ml had presented 
there .-.ome of tlte ,ame ,( ic1nilic; fan, 
incorpor:ited i1110 tlti, :inicle. h·oplc 
wlto publicly oppose the mari j11:111a law5 
and marijuana mytltology of our nar­
cotio poliu: h:11c :111 unmu:tlly ltigh arrl'5l 
record. 

There is 110 rnn,i,1c11n· i11 the,e law, 
from nate rn state. U1,;il l!HiK. So111lt 
Dakota h:111 11te na1io11·, lnwc,1 pe11:il.l:, 
for fir,1•nlk11,e po"e"io11~-•10 d:iy., (it 
ha~ si11c;e ltci:11 rai,ed 10 two lo lin: ye:,r,): 
ltowe\'Cf, if yc,11 lrO"C" 1l,c ,1:11c li11,: 10 
No1th Dako1a, 1hc pictt1rl' l11:111g1:d ail• 
ruptly. Noni, D:ikota !tad (a11d ,till 
lta,) the n:nirn1', lti!,:lic,t pt:11:ilty for 
fi1st-olknsc po>.1e .... ion-1J11 yr·11n 111 l1111,/ 
/11/J,Jr, In New York ,talc, i11 ,pile of lite 
revdatory work of tlic L, (;11:ird,:i rnm­
miMion, the penalties ha,e inuca,ed iinu: 
the Forties. Tod:iy, in that ,tale, 5(:llinµ; 
or tramferring mariju:111a to a11yone 111111<:r 
21 carrie~ a pen a It y or 011e 10 25 ye;, r,. 
C\'Cn H the tnimfer is hy somclxxly who 
Is also under :! I and is a i;il I to a I ricml. 
(The state kgislawrc recently tried to 
r:ii!le thi, pennlty to 15 years to life, ht1t 
Go\'ernor Rod.dellcr ,·etoetl the hill.) 111 
Louisiana, :i minor selling to a minor is 
subject to fi,·e to fifteen years' imprison­
ment, while a11 ad11lt ,clli11;; to a mi11or 
may receive tlte death penally. Fin:illy. 
in Gcorgi:i, 1he pe11alty f,,r a fir.t ,011-
\'iction for '>dli11K to a minor b life im­
pri~nment. I( the otlcmh::r i, paroled <lr 
his scnte11<·e ""JlCtHled, a111I he i, cn11-
\'icted ag:iin, he c:n, he -ctHcnccd to 
de:ith. 

The barbarity of ,11cl1 pi-naltic, in 
relation to pot\ n:latil·c harmlcunc" i, 
nen bcginnini! lo Ix: rern;;ni,cd in W:i,h­
ington. de,pite in~cssant ;i11d •1uite 1111, 
x:ien1ific cttoru 10 m:iintain the old 
mytholo~•. err.:111.11ing lrom the Fe<.kr:d 
Bureau of :--.:arcotio. In l!llij, Presid~·111 
Kcnnedv's .-\,II i,orl' Commi>.,io~1 on ;-_:,,-. 
cotic Jn;t Drug :\b;uc calll,I i1uo q11cs1io11 
!IOme of the prnailing hdicb atx1111 m:iri• 
juan:1 and recommc11d,:d lii!iller .-.e11tcnC<" 
for pMS<'SSion. 111 l!llii, l're!itlrnt fnl111• 
son·~ Commi"ion 011 I.a,~ E11forcemi-11t 
and 1he Admi11i,1ratio11 ol .)11,ticc took a 
similar \'iew, relomn11:11di111; 111ore llcxi• 
ble pi-naltie,: more ,ig11ilit;,111ly, it stat­
ed 1hat marijuana ha, ,irrn:-dly 11othing 
in common with true narwtics or opi::tc, 
-the firsr. 1ime that l:iu was p11hlilly 
admitted by :i l.l. S. Go,cr11mc11l age11-
C)"· And in 19!ii, Dr. Jame, Godd:inl. 
while commi"in11cr ol 1lit: LI. S. F,,od 
and Drug .-\dmini,tratio11. "'"' ,1uo1ed a, 
saying that it woul,l di.,111rh him "'" il 
his teenage daughter smoked 011c m:iri• 
ju.ma cigareue than ii ~he dra11k :t11 
alcoholic ue"er.ige. (Faled with a prl1lict:t· 
bk omcry [,um ..:011~n-:i1i"r' il' -:.:Oni;rei,s, 
Goddard s.1id lte had l:,,:en mi!«111ot1'<-l­
hut quite honc,;th· :.dd,.'d 1h:11 the known 
fac1s did 1101 ,11ppnri thl' opinio11 1i1:it 
marijuana i! more d:on~~rous 1h:111 
alcohol.) 

N'ot 0nly is marijuana ,ompar:itiHly 

h:irmlc" on tlie f:ire of :di 1h(' c1·i,k11ce 
but tht're :ire C\'t:11 re:i,011, to hcli,, c it 
m:iy be liendici:tl i11 V>rn,: u,c,. I 11 """"­
counrric~. C;innal,i, Ii:,~ hccn ,,,._.d mnli, 

inally for :is long :is 5111111 """" .1111I ,, 
rc·g:1rdcd a~ :, ,ovl'rl'i~11 rc11H:d\ l(!r .1 

\'aril'l)' o[ i!ls. Tl1c1T :ire J"l'lt.:rt:111 c, 111 

mtdid11:,I 11,,c, nf rn:irij11:i11:, i11 \111ni, .,11 
m1·dicd journ:ih (1110·,,h nl 111<· l!lil, ( .,·11-
111ry) where do{lr,rs 1-e1•or1,·d ir ·" ""·l11I 
:u ;1n :in;i/~t'.:sit. ;qq11:ti1<.' ..,,i,nul.1111 .. 11111 

,pa~nlcHlk, ;111ti-dt·1ne,,:,111. 1r:rr1e111ili1('r. 

;1111i•:1 11tlnn:11it, topi(:d :111~,1l1ttii. t liilil­

hirth i•nal~c~ic :111d :1ntihiotic.·_ .\ly iJ\\ll 

in,·t"!,lig:11ions in :1rt;1.1i o! tlu.· writlcl w~w,t· 

1hi~ lolk 1nediti11<' \!ill t\011ri,h1·., :11111 "" 
•,tudy of '.:fltil C:<·11111ry scic,11ili( li1n:11111c 
l<.::id rn,: 10 lx:li.:,·e 1li:11 m,trij11;111:i "·r>ttld 
be mr:ful lor treating dcpro.1ion. Im, ol 

:ippetill', hi!,lh hlood pn-,,,11rc. :111xie1y """ 
l!ligrainl'. 

An English ps~chiatri>t ,-1,0 '-''"l"")"<.'tl 
in:irijuana i11 tlie tl,er;ipy o[ dt:prc,.,i,·c 
patients, Dr. Ccorr<: T. Stocking,. rnn• 
, hided that it "might he \11orc dkuiH· 

than any tranquili1r:r now in u\c." Dr. 
Rob!'rt Walton of tl:e Uni"cnity of 
;\[is!issippi h,n ,dl<J rni:_~estcd 11, 11,c 
for c-crtain K)'nccoloJ,?it;,I :111d mcm1r11:i: 
problems and in c:i,ing cl1ildbinl1. \\'c 
,hould not let lingering p11rit:111ical prej­
udices pre,·r:111 u, lrorn i111-c,tiK:1ti11g 
thc5e ;1re:i, lunl,n. \5 Dr. Te><I \likuriy:i, 
a p,ychiat ri!t lorm·~rly :i~\oci:1ted ,,-; 1 Ii I hl' 
National l11Hitu•.c of \lcnt:,I t·k:iltlt, 
11ote,, "Tltc f:ict tli:,t ., dr111; "'" :, 1-eu-c­
a1ion:d hi~ton· .;l10uld 1101 l,lind 1" 1n i,, 
po,,ihlc othe; ""-"· .\lonon wa., the lir,t 
lO 11,e ether publiclv for :111e,tl1c,ia altn 
ol"en·ing medic,! ,1wle111, :1t 'cihlT 
frolics· i11 lf,·lr;_ .. \\'l,ik ,11d1 ,pcuilatiori-. 
:,h"ut the hc11,:li1, of pot 111\1\l :iw:iit 
further rc·«::;1rd1 helorc :: f111al :in,wcr 
i, gi,·en. tlinc c;111 i>e 110 do11i>t tl1a1 :, 
gr,11·c iuj1micc ha, been rnlkred by :ho,e 
currcnth· in prison btr.:iui.e' of law, 
l""'e<i wi1-:11 the drug was ht:lie\'('.d to 
i11citc r.rimc :111d 111:"lnc". 

E,c11 the Fl'<lc-r:,I Bureau of :\':ircotio 
a11d it, propaKandi,t, il:11·c largeh· gi,-cn 
"!' the .. ,,q,pi11g,1om· 1heon-'" (th.it m:iri• 

juana ,making le;id$ 10 11~ of :1ddicti"e 
drugs) and 1hc "degen-'.r.1<":y thcnry'" (that 
it lead~ lo crime or "bad character''). 
Tltcv lian· rcce111lv r,dlied around tile 
oldc;,, .ind mo,t ,i'iscrcdiicd, c11u~d of 
,iil-tl1e lt:ge11d that 111ariju:1n.1 Clusc, i11-
,ani1v. To ,ltotc up this crurn!Jli11g nnth, 
ti,ev ciic rec<"nt res.:arcli at tile .\ddioion 
R.cscarch Cc111cr in Ln,ingrnn, Kr,11111ckv 
wh.,re .'lll _former npi:1t~ :iddiu, we;,; 
gi,cu lii_~I, dose, of synthetic THC (the 
;1cti\·e..· ingn:dit:rlt in 1n;1rii11;1na) or con­
cc111r:11cd C:;11111.,bi, cxtr;,i1. \lost ol tlte 
"'bjcct, ,ho"·l·d marked p~rccp[!Jal 
d1:i11ge,. wliid, the 1•xperime11tcr chose!(') 
de.,,ril,~· '" --1i;i11.,ci11:i1ion.s· :,nd l"Y· 
cl101ic 1·e:iui1J11s." This. uf ('011rse, rnerclv 
,,.,ntirm, :i l>:"ic ;1xinm of pl,~nnarnlog,.-: 
i.r .. w11l1 i•1crc:"inl( dmc, nf :inv dr:i~-­
dirfrrent :i11d 111on_- d.1111.,r:ro11s n::.,><;11,~-, 
will ou..:u~-: ~-1111 <.ould oin;1i\l ·.on1~ 'Jlt·r. 
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1:ict1l.1rlv .11l,crs,: re;ictioo, with !,ors,: 
doctor,· dox·, of a,pirin. coHcc or cvc11 
,1r;1111(e p1i1 c. (Wi1h ordi11arv do-c, of 
THC or 111arij,1a11;i_ the ,uhj~u, e-.p<:ri­
(·oe,e,.! lhe ,a~ ·1,it, .. found ,.iu nornw .. 
,c,<..,,1,i' ,m;,,.;;111\.,, . .., ,m~ll-iWg:)' 

.-\ more -<:>riom defect in 1h i~ rc~arch 
lie, i11 the loaded 11::rmi11olo1,y with 
whid1 the -:xperimen1er, Dr. Harris hbcll, 
n:poncd his remits. Psychi:urist Thomas 
.'i,as,, :i crusader for n:form in the mental­
lu:;dth field. 1xiin1s 0111 that a "psycho1ic 
rc:,uion" i, 1101 something in an i'ldi­
' idu:il. ;\Ir_ A. like cancer; r:nher. it i~ a 
Lil>t·I rh:11 :, 5'!.-cond individual. :\fr. B 
(more often. Dr. B), pim on :\Ir. A. ll1c 
fn,-r is 1hat the mbjecu experienced per­
ceptu:d cltan1,cs: it is not a f.ict but merely 
:,n opininr1 whether one wants LO c:111 
th~e ch.in~es "consciousness expansion" 
:tnd ··1ransccndcnce of the ego" (with 
Timothy Le.1ry) or "hallucinations" and 
"1)syc!101ic reaction,· (with Dr. Isbell). 

Sociologi>t Howan.1 Becker-the ob­
,erver who first noted the effect of 
"learning" 011 the marijuana experience 
-has researched medical literature £:om 
the C'arly 19:I0s to the present in seard, 
of reported cases of "marijuana psycho­
.,is."' He found none after 1910, a remark• 
:ilile fact, considering the pyramiding 
;icceleration of marijuana me during the 
Fonies, Fifties and Sixties. Becker con­
duckd that persons who were diagnosed as 
·"marijuana P5yd1otia" in the Thirties 
were simply anxious and disoriented bc­
Laul!C they hadn't learned yet how to use 
the drug. Dr. Jsbell's subjecu. almost cer­
tainly, were not advised about the effects 
of the drug: and his experiment is-really 
just another proof of the effect of "5et 
and settini:( as well as high doses on drug 
experience. 

A 1946 study examined 310 penons 
who had been using marijuana for an 
average of ,icvcn yean each. There was 
no record of mental-hospital commitment 
among any of them. 

Th!' marijuan~phobcs also cite studic, 
from the N!'ar East to prove that ma•1-
juana is aMOCi.1ted with psychosis. In lhc 
first place. many of the people i:, ,hoc 
studies smoked hashish, not mJ1·ij1..:<na: 
and whik hashish is derived ft,_,m the 
same plant. Cannabis saliva, it is ,h1·,er­
wisc a comider.ibly stronger form of the 
drug. One might compare the two Canna• 
bis drugs with two alcohol drugs as follows: 
Smok.ing a pipe of hashish is equivalent 
to drinkini;; a fifth of vodka: m1oking the 
,amc pipe of marijuana is about like 
drinking a bottle of bCt"r. However. the 
<tudi~s them,i.elvcs do not deserve rnch. 
c:in:ful rebunal: they arc scientifically 
"-'Orthles,. Th~y prove onlv that. in coun­
trie, where most of the population r~u• 
larly use Cannabis. many of the patients 

in mcnt:il l~pit;ib ;,ho h:ne :i hi,1or~ :-,( 
Cannabis U'C. l1rn:iliy du:: proponion of 

ll!ll:TS in rile imti1111inn is ll'!.1 than 1'1a1 i11 

the ge11cr,d pop11l;1cion, le:i<lin~ to" J/9<· 
IOIVk o:mdur.i9n tJ,;tt j1 ,;> ,l,,_.,.j,?lr.>J;ir:..,JJ, 
J\t'nl!it<fa-f.- ftr fa<r, fr6'We"e1", rl'itte orte 
no scientifically valid ,rati,tics or record., 
kept at the~ facilities. TIie testimony 
1 urns out, on examination. LO be im. 
pres,ionhtic ;ind :111ecdotal rather than 
'.ICiemific and precise. The cliagnmis of 
p,ychosis and it1 attribution to Cannabis 
is often made by a ward attendant. In 
,hort, we arc £;,eccl with the kind of 
"evidence" that the Indian Hemp Dr11i; 
Commis.,ion diK,trdect in 1893. I have 
,-i,ited the mental hmpitab of several 
of the countries involved in the "Can­
nabis psychosis" and none of the record 
keeping involved meets the minimum 
requirements demanded of fre,hman 
M"ientific reports in American colleges. 

Perhaps the l:1n bastion of marijuana­
phobia is the argument hy uncertain!)'· 
"Who knowsi'' this line goc5. "~laybe, in 
the futun•, marijuana might be discovered, 
by further TC!-Carch, to have dangerous 
side effects that haven't been noted yet." 
This argument, of course, is unan5Wer­
ablc; but it applies equally well 10 mch 
diverse objects as diet pills and bubble 
gum. One tannot prove that the future 
will no1 discover new things; but does such 
a fact-icncc's lac:k of clairvoyance­
justify our prcscnt m:1rijuana laws? It 
clearly U(J(!S not. No drug. including ma·i­
juana, will e,·er be found to be totalh 
harmless; and no drug. panic:ularly mari­
juan::, will ever be found to be as danger­
ous ,,s the hydrogen bomb (once claimed 
by .-1nslinget). Social policy should not be 
detcrmined by this anyway. T11c passibk 
rho should be dealt with by educ.,tion. 
\"-"hat is unacceptable is locking a man up 
hr 99 yean for possessing something of 
!ar less proven danger than tobacco, ako• 
hol, auto1Uobiles and g\ms. 

Instead of decreasing marijuana usage. 
our present laws ha"c created the con­
tempt for Go\'ernrnent about which I 
spoke earlier. In addition 10 continuini;; 
10 disobey the law, horde! of young 
people have b<'gun to flout it publicly. 
There have been smoke-im.----ma$Sc, who 
gather in a public park. where those in 
the inner core of the group light up. 
while the outer pi::rimeter obstrnct rnct 
slow down the poli~e until the C\'idencc is 
consumed-at Berkeley. in Boston cind 
elsewhere. Planting marijuana in con­
ipicuou, places ha, becom!' a fad: amon;; 
the notable sccdinp k1ve been the cC'n­
ter strip of Park .-\\'enue in ~cw York 
City. the bwn in front of :, polite station 

in ultrar~,pcctable \\'e~tchcstn Coum_y, 
the UN Building and (twice recenth-) in 

front of the state capi:ol in .-\lutin, Tex:is. 

Bur th~ Americu1 m:1riiu;111:1 Tr.t:,:,:,! ... , .... 

even wor,;e 11\:111 1 h.11t· i11dic,1c,I. 1.i'.c 

utlln cri1t1cs-wi1hnu1-1icri1m. I'"' \11Jnli11~ 
is. J pri\·;1{(" ;1cri\·i1y ;111d in,fJl"_•'I,. ,1.,, iurn: 

,,, iUl')'?Ot' t"Jv.-. _R,:-rrr1:n1!,;:-- Jl '~ :rii ;r_.i• ,_;,: 

t,()( /\-a,;e (0 CIYl{:>JlC ,n (/f>:, k-;, 11d-rl .,~::;-rr 
:ictivitic, 10 li11d out if rl,crc /i:,w· l,ce11 

:o.ny banb or grocery itnrcs 1olilwrl h1t:I" 
---the bank.en :ind 1:ort· "w11cr1 /IIH; 

victims) c;,ll them imrn,:di:i1.l'iv. But 
$incc there is 110 vic1im in lhc .. , rirnc:" ol 
smoking m,irijua11a, 11n!Jody i, g,1i11g lo 

call the police to rq>ort it---exrq>t. very 
rarely. a 11eir,hlx,r who ri,111, 1hc C\'i­
dencc. Hence, the entir,: :1pp:ir:it11., o( 

the polirr: ,1,llc comes into exi.sre11('c a, 
s:>on as we auernpt 10 c11forr.T .u11i-gra" 
lc,:i,lation: a11cl hv the nature of "" ii 
lcg-islation. 1ot;!lit:1'ri;m results rnusr c11-
.,ue. \Ve ca1111ot police the pri,·a(e li1·e, 
of the citizenry without i11\'ading their 
privacy; this is an :,xiom. 

That :i m~n·s hnme i, hi., <:;Lstle h,,­
long been a basir principle of Anglo­
American juri,prude11cc. and som,: of 11, 
can still recall 1hc nc;ir poe11·y nf th<? 
great oratir:in l,y William Pitt in "·bicl, 
he s,1ys. "'The poorc,r man may in hi, 
rntt.ige bid defianlc w the force of tile 
Crown. It rnav be frail. it.< roof m:1, 
,hake: th,: wir;d may blow through ii: 
the storms may enter: the rairi ma, en• 
ter: but tl1e King of Erigbnd cannot 
enter---;1]1 Iii, forct>s d:,rc 1101 crms t.l,c 
threshold of the rnincd te11cmc11t'" Thi., 
principle goes back 10 the :Sfagna Cli:.n:i 
;ind is firmly entrenched in 11,c Fo11nh 
.-\mendrncnt LO our own Co11>Litutio11, 
guaranteeing tile 1>coplc: "the riglit 
to be secure in their per.,011s. lrnuse,, 
papers and ellects, again,t 1111rcas0nable 
searches ,111d seiiures." 

This libertarian (radi1ion is :i great 
hindrance to the police when they :11-

rcmpt to enforce wmptu.iry laws--laws 
concerning the priva(c morals of' rile 
citizens . .-\nd. in lact. the enfcircement of 
the marijuana law requires pernic,0u, 
police beha"ior. 

For i:-1s1ancc. the Cltirngo S1m-T11r11·, 

told, in 1967. how the police of that city 
obt;iin search warr.1111s for UM'. in kR:il­
i2ing raids that od1erwise would be mnc 
"li1!-.in.~ cxpl'di1io11~"-intolcr:11Jlc to ,711\' 

:\merican court. In dealing with :he 
oq;anized-crime c,ncl mu,dly calkd "Lile 

Syndicate," tit<: police: h.we obtained 
from the courts the rigl11 to use 1,h:it are 
called "blank WJtT:ints·'-warrarns in 
,,·hich the witncs.~ who alleges lie hai. 
seen the c1ime is permitted 10 sign a 
fal~e name. This is rnpposedly 11er.css.i1-y 
w pro1r.ct ;nformen against th~ wr:ith of 
the reputtt!lv ,tll-1c,:ing :ind :ill-f:><J'-'crf11i 
Svndicate. Once this dangerous prrce• 
d~nt was ~el. the police b~gan app!yin:.: 
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it 10 m:1rij11:in,1 u.\cn :u well. As the 
S,111-Ti,11n 11ou·d: 

Tl,ose mcrhod, an: d11hin11.~ .... 
\\'c refer to the method of olnaining 
~:irch w,trranu. Tl,c informer •ii;ns 
a s~;irch-warrant con,plainl. with an 
:1,.,umcd name. alleging perhaps that 
he hoi:c.ln illicit dnig5 from a certain 
prrson. at a cr:nain place. TI1e police 
do not h,11•e to disclose the n.tmc of 
rl,e informer or the time when the 
dr11gs were l.1011gh1. There is abo a 
de, ice known :,s comtructi,·e po.ucs­
oion: The police can ;,rn:st anybody 
fo1111d in 1hr: vicinity of prohibited 
drugs, whether he', an innocent vis­
itor or the real culprit. The frame­
up i, e;r.o;y. Plant the clnigs, get the 
search warrant, grab everybody in 
sight. It could h:ippen to you and 
you'd never :,:ive the right to face 
your acc11ser. 

William Braden, a Si,n-Time:s report­
er. also uncovered one informer, a hero­
in addict, who admined signing doicns 
of such warrants without the names of 
the accused on them. The narcotics 
squad could then type in tile name of 
any individual whose apartment they 
wanted to r.iid and it would be perfectly 
"legal" in fonn-but a terrifying dis­
tance in spirit from the actual meaning 
of the Constitution. Such raids, of coune, 
violate the Sixth Amendment~aran• 
teeing the righ: "to be confronted with 
the witnC$ses" against you-as well as the 
Founh (no "unreasonable searches"): and 
they occur cnrywherc in the nation. 

Most of us never hear of such things, 
becau5e reporters routinely print the po­
lice vcnion of the raid, without imcr• 
viewing 1hr: arrcsred "dope fiends." It is 
also uandard pr.1ctice for the police to 
rnultiply the quanti1y of drugs seiied in 
such a raid by a factor of two (and the 
price by a factor of ten) when gi,·ing the 
news 1.0 the preu. This makes for impre$­
sive headlines: it also contribuic:s to the 
growing tendency toward "trial by news­
paper." which worriC!. civil libertariam. 

Some cypes of entrapment arc regard• 
ed as !~al in America today-although 
some still arc not. !n my own opinion. 
all forms of entrapment arc profoundly 
immoral. whether technically leg.ii or il• 
l~al: but my opinion is, perhaps, im­
material. The results of this practice. 
however, are tru;y deplorable from the 
point of view of anyone who hai any 
Ii ngeri ng a ffcction for the spiri 1 ,_. i the 
Bill of Rights. 

Here h a specific case: John Sinclair, a 
poet, leader of the Ann Arbor hippie 
community and man;igcr of a rock group 
called :\IC-5. beG,me· friendly, around 
October 1966, wi'.11 Valian Kapa~an and 
Jane \I umford, who presented them• 
~d"es to him as members of the hippie­
;,nis1-111ys1ic subculture that exius in all 
of our large cities. Over a period of two 

months, they work eel to !1<.'Cl!re hi~ con­
liclencc and frienchhip and .sc,·eral times 
.isked him to get them some marij11;1na. 
Finally, on Occemher 22, Sinclair, appar· 
cntly Cccli11g that he could now trllSt 
them, ga,·e two marijuana cigareues to 

l\liu l\lumfonl--one for her and one for 
Kapagian. He was immediately arre,ted: 
his "friemls" were police undcrco,·cr 
;,gents. 

Sinclair has been convicted of both 
"po'lst:'l'ling" and "di~pen,ing" m:1rij11ana 
and face~ a minimum of 20 years under 
each Slillllte, and a maximum of life for 
the s.alc. If his appeal is not upheld. the 
very smallest sentence he could receive 
is 40 yenrs. As his lawyers pointed out 
in his appeal, ''The minimum sentence 
to whid1 (Sinclair] is subject to im­
prbonmcnt is 20 times greater than the 
minimum to whid1 a penon may be im• 
prisoned [in Mid1igan] for such crimes 
as rape, robbery, arson, kidnaping or 
second-degret: murder. It is more than 
20 times greater than the minimum 
sentence of impri:!onmcnt for any other 
offense in Micl1igan Jaw, except first­
degree murder." 

That illegal wire tapping has abo 
been widely used by the narcotic, police 
was an open secret for yean; now it is no 
secret at all-and not illegal. either. The 
1968 Omnibus Crime Bill authoriies 
such wire upping for smpectcd mari­
juana users. Since this usage has spread 
to all classes and all educational levch, 
such suspicion can be directed at virtual­
ly anyone (aftr:r all, the nephew and the 
hrothcr 0£ one 0£ PrC5ident Nixon's 
clo5C!t friends were recently busted on 
pot d1argcs); thus, almost any American 
can now have his phone tapped legally. 
Considering the elastic interpretation 
police mually give to sucl1 Congressional 
authorization, an anonymous tip by any 
crank in your neighborhood would prob­
ably be enough to get a tap on your 
phone by tomorrow morning. \Vhy not? 
As Chicago Daily News columnist i\lik.c 
Royk.o recently wrotc. "There is a demo­
cratic principle in injustice. If enough 
people support it, they'll all get it." 

\\Tith the doctrine of "constructive ~ 
SCS\ion," anyone who has a pot-1mok.ing 
friend is subject 10 rmrijuana laws if he 
walk..! into the friend's house at the 
wrong time. In California two years ago, 
a woman was sentenced to sterilization 
for being in the same room with a man 
who was smoking gras.s. The fact that a 
higher court overturned this sentence does 
not lessen its frightening impliratiom. 

And a new wrinkle has been added. 
According to a story in the San Fmnci<co 
Chronicle last Junt 20. the Government 
is planning "an unpleasant surprise for 
marijuana smoker:1----'sick pot.' " The ar­
ticle goes on to explain how an un­
specified chemical (_;in be spra ved on 
i\lexican marij11ana fields from ,1 helicop­
ter, whereupon "just a puff or n,.-o pro­
duce.s uncontrollable l'omiting th;i1 not 

e,·en the most clcdic,wd 5mokcr (Ould 
ii;11ore." 

This. I s11limi1, could lt:i,·c romc rrorn 
the morbid f:int;1w of K:ifk:1. B11rro11gl1s 
or Orwell. Tl": r,;,1'<:t1tmc11r. i·1 ii., holy 
war :1~;iimt ;1 rcl:,till:ly l1;ir111lcs.1 dr11~. is 
clclilx:r:11ely crc:11in~:, ,cry li:1rmr11I dr11g. 
Nor is the <:hm11id,· stnrv s.:l111c1ili11g 
dreamed up hy:, 1c11"qio11-n;o11~cri11.c: re­
JXirter. A c;dl tO tlti: J11,1ice lkp:irtrnl'III 
in \Vashini;ton Ii~.< rn11rirn1l'd rh:it 1hi., 
plan h.,s been disn".,ed :,111/ rn~y ;;o into 
oper~tion in the near f11111rc. 

Consider. now. rhc e1ct11:il .so<:i:il h:irk.­
ground in which 1his u-..i.,ade ag;iiml 
Can11alii.1 is hei11~ w:igcd. :\mcrica i., 11nt 
the Victorian i-;-:irden ir pr~tc11ds to be: 
we ;i,rc, in faCI. a dr11i;;-;1ronc n:11ion. 
Parent, and other adults :i(1cr wl,om 
cl1ildrcn m0<ld tl,cir own behavior te:1ch 
them that every time one rr:1,ac,; 10 other 
human beings. whether at a wedding or lt 
a funeral, and every time one has a p;iin. 
problem or troub!r:. it is ncct~~ary or 
dC$irablc to pep a pill. drink a cocktail 
or smoke a cigare:te. The alcohol. 1on,1c­
co and over•thc-counter p,eudo-"scch­
tive" industrie1 jointly .,pend nn1re than 
S2.000.000 a day in the United Si~tes 
alone to promote as much drug use as 
possible. 

The average "straight" adult consume.\ 
three to five mind-altering drug-, a day. 
beginning with the stimubnt caffeine in 
coffee. tea or Coca-Cola, going on to in­
clude alcohol and nicotine, often a tran­
quiliicr, nm uncommonly a sleeping pill 
at night and 50metimes an am phctamine 
the next morning 10 overcome the cfkcts 
of the ~ative taken the evening before, 

\Ve have 80,000.000 u.sen of alcohol in 
thir country, including 6,000.000 alco­
holiC5; 50,000,000 users of tobacco ciga­
rc1m: 25,000,000 10 :10.000,000 mcrs of 
seda1ive1, stimulants and tranquilii:cn: 
and hundreds of thousand.~ of u5ers of 
con5.Ciomnes.s alicren that range from 
heroin and L<;O to cough syrup, glue, nut• 
mcg and catnip---all in addi 1ion to mari­
juana use, 

Drs. M;:.nhcimer and Mellin;.;cr, sur• 
veying California adults over 2 l. found 
that 51 percent had at some time used 
sedatives, Himulanr, or tranquilizers (17 
percent h~.d taken these drugs fn,quent­
ly) and 13 percent had at some time 
used marijuana. 

Further underlining the extent of use 
of the prcsc:ription drugs is the estin,atc­
from the 1".ational Pre~ription Audit 
t!ut I iS .000.000 preKri pt ions for sed,­
ti,·es. stimulants and 1r.1nq11ili1crs were 
fiJ!ed in 1968. Al~ enough barbiturates 
(Nembutal, Seconal. phcnobarbiul) alone 
arc manufactured 10 provide 25 to 30 
average doses per year for :'.\'Ct)' man, 
woman and d1ild in this country. 

In 1he light of this 101.11 drug pk1urc. 
the persec-Jtion of pod1e;ids scenH 10 be 
a species 0f wh:it at1thmpol,J~is1.1 ,::di 
"sc.1pe;:;oatism"--1hc S(kction o[ one mi­
nority group to be pu11isltcu for tit~ sins 
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nf 1hc whole pnpula1ion. who'IC 11:uilt is 
1·ic1rio11,h l'xtirpail'd in the punishment 
of the wmholic 5acri:.ci;il I iuirm. 

~rcanwhilc. mv rritici,m.,__;,ncl thmc 
nf innea,ini.; n11~1hn~ of writer,. scicn-
1 ific and pop11lar--ronti11uc 10 ho1111ce 
off 1hc iron walh or prejudfrc that ~em 
10 mrround Cong-res, and 5latc lq:isln-
1urc~. Ir is quite po:o;sible that our new, 
poq,Lcary poi ,;,ws will hr as had as the 
nld one,. If there i, :111y impro,ement. it 
is likelv to come. once Jgain, from the 
nn1ru,. 

Several l<:i;:,d challenii;es to our anti-pot 
mania are. in f:icL working their way 
11pward tow:1rd the Supreme Court, ;ind 
the is,ucs they raise are potentially e"en 
more sig-nifiont than thole inrnlve,J in 
t.he Lc.,ry case. 

Fim is the challen,ze raised hv a11or. 
ney .Jo,eph O1eri in his dden5e 'or two 
Roston Unil'er,itv .students. Oreri's c.1st> 
cites the Ct]',;il-p~otection cbm,c of the 
C:ons1itu1ion~gra,s is less harmhd than 
boo1.e, so vou can't outlaw one without 
the other. ·He also argues that the mari• 
juana stat11te is irrational and arbitrary 
and ;,n invalid exercise of police power 

hec:iuse pot is harmle'IS and wrongly 
defined as a narcotic, when it is, tech-
11 ically, not a narcotic. Thi, is not mere 
hairsplitting. It is impos~ible, under 
law, to hang a man for murder if his 
Jctual crime was stealing hubcaps: it 
should be equally impossible to convict 
him of "pos-;e'ISion of a narcotic" if he 
was not in pos,;ession of a n:ircotic but 
of a drug belonging to an entirely dif­
ferent chemical familv. 

And mariju:ina, decidedly, is not :i nar• 
colic-although j:.i5t what it should be 
called is something of a mystery. The 
tendf;'ncv the-;e clan is to call it a "mild 
p;yched~lic." with' the emphasis on mild; 
this is encouraged both by the Tim 
Leary crowd-to whom psychedC'lic is a 
good word, denoting peace. entasy. non. 
violent revolution. union with God and 
the end of all neurotic hang.ups of 
\Vestern man-and by those to • .. horn 
psychedelic is a monster word denoting 
hallucinations, insanity, suicide and 
chaos. I doubt the psydie<lelie label very 
much and think it is :u off b:i-;e as nar• 
cotic. Since marijuana has \'Cry little in 
common with LSD and the true psyche• 
delics, but much in common with alcohol 
and other sedatives. and a certain simi­
larity also 10 amphet:imine and other 
stimulants, I prefer to call it a sedative­
stimulant as it is dassified b)· Dr. 
Frederick ~!eyers, who also notes its re­
sembhnce 10 laughing g:is (nitrous ox­
ide). Dr. Leo Hollister finds enough 
resemblance to LSD to call it a -;edative­
liypnotic-rnychedelic. Goodman llnrl Gil­
man, the orthodox ph:,nnacological 
reference. dodges the issue entirely by 

listing marijuana a, a "miscellaneous" sho11ld be lircn.<nl. :ind 11,cv ,lir,11ld be 
clrui.;. In am· c:,,e. it i5 not a narcotic. and proliilii1ed frnm f.elling ,0 mi,.1nr.1. II :!JC"rc 
;inyone arrcsrcd for having a narcotic in ;,re infraction, of 1lie,r 1:,w,. rhc pcn:d1 in 
his pos,ession when he ac111ally has m;1ri- ,hould lie clitt·ucd ,11 1lw 1elkr, nnr 1h,: 
j11ana d<'finitell· is hei11i.: rh:rr,~ed with :1 111cr. I wn11ld :il,o .,11,111.~ly n·cn1n111,·11cl 
crime he ham't rnmmilt(·,I. 1h;i1 ;,ll :1<ker1i1i11g :i11d pr<H111Hio11 of 

A sernnd rhallcng,:. rai,cd hy Oteri m:irij11:in;i h(' prnhiliited. ,11,,1 1l1:i1 I''""· 
and ;ilso heini.; !>re,~ed hi' two ~licl1ig;111 :igc, ol 11,c drug c:,rrv 1111; w:irning: 
:1tton1e,·1, is ha<ed on the prohibition of ,·A11T11>.,: ''""-' IL'-'·"" .,1.1y 11F 11AU\1FC1. 
"cruel and un11,11;d punishments" in tht Tn ,·01 ,

11 
r11,:,,t.TII. 

Eighth Amendment. The courts have If mariju: 111 :, 1,-en· 1n I": il''.!:ilin·d. wl,:,1 
held, in the p~,t. th:11 a I:,w c:m be stnl(:k "'llnld ""Pl'L'"; ,\ctnrdi11~ 1" ,1,c 111:,r;. 
down if the p1111ishment~ it rcquin:, ;ire j11:in:ipl1olws, the weed will .,

1
,rr;:id i111n 

cruel and tHH1s11:il in compari,;on with ,·,cry .-\mcric1n 11rnnc: J!l'"pk 1>·ill lie• 
the penalries in :he same st:ne for sim- ,n11H; l:11.y ,11 11I sl11t!_~i.,h. 1i1 :im1111d :di d:iv 
ilar or related crimes. For instanc,:, the in :, dn,ggt"d 11111 ><,r arHI 1alk pl1ilo."1pliy 
statme against chicken ~te:di11g was made 1d1c11 1hey 1:dk :,1 ;di: "'<' will sink i111n 
quite harsh in the e:,rly dar of Okla. 11tc "li:,tkw,ml" ,t:itc of the N::;,.r E,•sicrn 
homa, apparently hec;1u.,e the orTe11,c and :\sian n:i1ions. 

was common :rnd provoked great public There :,re good, hard ,cie111/fic re:"""' 
indignation. ,.\s a result. " man named for dn11lning this gloomy prognosiic11io11. 
Skinner w;u threatened with the punish- ]. ~lost Amcric;ins ha\'e ;ilre:idv found 
mem of sterilization under one section or their drug of cl1oice-:1lcol10l-:111'd there 
this law. He appealed to the S 11 prcmc is more conditioning im·olvecl iri rnch 
Court. "-'hich strn,k. down the Oklahoma prderenres than most people rcali,f:'. 
st:itute because similariy har$h penalties The :t\'l'ragc American he.ids .1tr:,iish1 for 
were not pro\'ided for other forms of the har when he feels the· irnp;,1.,e tn 
theft. Qb\'io11slv, in the 1t,1tes where the relax; a chanJ;"e in the hws will not 
pen:dt}' for pa'ssession of marijuana is clranJ;"e this conditioned n:fkx. \\'hen 1ii1.: 
higher than the penaltv for armed rob- Catholic Church allowed it, mcml,n, In 
ber, rape, second-degree munln, etc., cat meat on Frid:iy. the m~joritv wc111 
the law is vulner:,ble to legal :ittack as right on following- the co:iditione,! cl1:,11. 
cruel and 1111 us":i I. I I J F 

ne that tot them. " ri<!Jy is !,sh d:iy." 
There is aho the ",one of privacy" '.!. 01 the small minority tint will 1ry 

argument, originally 5i:ned in tlie Con- pot (after it is icg-;\li1.cd) in scarc.h or a 
necticut binh-control decision .111d more 

new kick. most will he l'Jstly dis;ippoint• 
recently inrnked by the Kentucky .•.upreme ed, since (a) it doesn't li"e up 10 i1.1 
coun. in SlrikinJ;" down a loc;,I (Il;ir .. sensational publicity. largcl)· J;"il't'n to it 
boun·ille. Kenrucky) o.-clin;mce m~king it b,· rhe Federal Narcotics B11reau; and 
a cr:me to smoke tobnrco cigareues. The (I;) the "high" depends. as we have 
court rukd th:it "The city · · · m;iy not i11dicated. nm onlv on set and SC{{inl;' 
unreawnahlv interfere with the right or but. llnlike :.lcohol. 

011 
learning. 

the citi,en t~ d('rermine for himiclr such 
This in\'Oll'es condi1ioning- and the 

per,onal matters." The zone of pril'acv rebtionship of the actual cilemistrv o( 
was also cited bv the U • S. Suprcrne Coun ilic two drug< to the total Ge.</a/1 or our 
in inl'alidating. tltc Georgia law ag-ainSi culu,re. \Vhat pot actually docs--out.\ide 
pos,e,~ion (not s:de) of pornography. 111 ~·tliology-i.1 produce a state midw;1y 

The drug police and their Iegisl.1tin: lietwccn c11phoria ;ind drowc.ine,,. like 
allies have been experimenting with our a mild alcohol high; accelerate and 
liberties for a long time now. The Leary sharpen the thoughr.s (at least i11 the 
deci!ion, howe"er. ~ows that it is not loo .1Ubjecti1·e irnpr~ssion of tlie user). like 
late to reverse the trend, and the i~sue5 ;in amphetamine: and intensify s,;iund 
rni5Cd by the constitutional questions dis- and color perception. althouJ;"h 1101. near­
cussed abo,·e show how the erosion of our Iv as much as a true ps,·chedclic. i I c,11 

libenies can, indeed, be reversed. .11'0 enhance sexual experience. but not 
A compelling medical. sociological and cre;ite it-rnntr;iry tu :.ir .. ·\nslingcr. r,01 

philosophical case e"is1s for rhe full lq~ali- is not an aphrodi~iac. 11 is. in short. 1iie 
zation of marijuana. panicularlv if Jc. drug or preference (or crcati,·e arid crrn­
galization is the only alternative to th,. 1ernpla1in: typcs--or. at !e,1s1. people 
present criminalization of users. But an wid1 a n:nai11 streak c,f 1h;it l('nrlcncv i11 
even more substantial case exists for end- their ')ersonalitv .. .\lcohol, on the od1er 
ing all criminal pen~-lties for possession or li;i11d, 'depresses'tl'e fnrehr.1in, relaxc~ in­
use of the drug, while still exercising some hibitinns. prndu(cs ~11 ph<1ri;i a 11d dr, "'':,i­
caution. l would recommend. for example. ness J.nd, whil~ tkpleting sonic fu11,ti<1ns, 
that to pre"ent 1.he sale of dangerously Sllch as ipei:cl, "1"1 ,,alking. docs not 
adulterated forms of the drug, mariju;rna dr,iw one into the mixt11re of scns11ali1y 
be produr.ed under Federal supervision, as and intro,p•:ctio11 crcaled bv pot. It is 
alcohol is. Fur1hem1orc, sellcn of the dru1-: the drug- 0 [ prekrence for a1<gres,in· :ind 
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txrron:ned r,pes. Thncfon:, the picture 
nf pot spree1di11g everywhere Hlll ch~n)'.t"­
i11g our rnlture i, sociologically putting 
the c:in bdorc the hone: our society 
would fir,, havc ro change h;rsically be­
fore poi could spread e"erywlrerc. 

3. Even if. agaimt all likelihood, mari­
j11ana were 10 sweep tire country, thi5 
would nor h:t\'e dirt" consequences. :\l:rri• 
ju01na h:,s no specifically anti•machine 
propeny in it: it would not make our 
1cchnology go away. like :i wave of an evil 
mrccrcr's wartd, ;,.;or docs it dull the 
rncntal f;rcultics, ;u wr. ha,·e seen in re­
, icwing rhe .<cicntir,c e1·idence. (I mi~ht 
:,dd, here, that the highest honor students 
,,c cerrain Ivy Le:,gue colleii;cs are fre­
<111cndv poi users, ;ind one study at Yale 
found more m;rrij11:ina smokers ,rt the top 
of rhe cl;iss d1;,n ;it rhr hottom __ ) 

-1. Finally, the whole specter of .-\meri­
c,;1 sinking into h:ickwardness due to pot 
is h;'l.sed upon tot:ill\' f;dse :1ntl1ropnlo'.!;i­
c:rl concept-~- Tlie :\'ear E:,st is not trib:,(. 
1•reindusrrL1I. super,titious, and •o forth, 
merelv because :\lohammed banned al. 
lol,ol 'in tire Koran but forgot IO exclude 
Cannabis dnrg-s ;:iJ50; a whole complex of 
historical and cultural factors is in. 
\'Olvecl, not the least of which is the 
continuous intervention of \Vcsten1 im­
periafom from th~ Crusades onward. 
Other factors are the rigid strucrnre of 
the Islamic religion ;ind the lack of a 
scientific minority that ca11 effectively 
challenge these doKm;is: the \\'estern 
world wa, equally backw:,rd-please note 
-when tlie Christian relig;on was not 
open 10 scientific dis~ent .rnd criticism. 
lbckwarclness is a relative concept, and, 
:ilthough pot has been used in the .-\ra­
liic countries for millenniums, they have 
se\'er:il times been aJ1ead of the \Vest in 
li:nic science (the mo,1 famous example 
being their invention of algebra). The 
populatio:is of tlres.e n;nions are not 
"lazy" due to marijuana nor to any 
or.her cause: they are merely underem­
pioyed by a fe11dalistic ec1J11omic sym,•m. 
The ones lucky enough lO find work 
usually toil for longer hours. in a houer 
sun. than most Americans would find 
he:ira hie. 

Thus, ne:11ing marijuana in a sane 
.111d r:Hion;il way pre.1ents no threat ro nu1 
,ocietY, whcre:is <ontinuing the pre•;c•nt 
l1,-51eria 1,·ill alienate increasing ntimbers 
"i 1lie voun1.; while accdera1ing the drift 
:o"·ard :, polio:- st:tte. I take no plt-:rsure 
in :lie ,pr~·:1<l of ,:\'en so mild a druJI: a5 
mariju;ir;a, :rnd f :im sure (penonally, 
not scit.:n1ific1lly) 1hat in a truly open, 
libenarian and decent society, nobody 
would be inclinerl 10 any kind of drug 
u.1e. \\'hile I a,:;-ree with the psychedelic 
generation aoout the absurdity and in­
fustice of our criminal laws relating to 

drugs, I am not an apostle of the "turn 
on. tune in. drop om" my11ique. I recog. 
ni,c that dru~s c:,n be an evadon of re. 
~1>0nsibility, :,nd that there is no ~imple 
chemic;-d solution 10 ;di the psydiic. social 
:ind political Problems of our time. Mv 
own program ·would be: Turn on to th~ 
life amund you, tune in 10 knowledge 
and reeling, and drop in to changing rhe 
world for the better. If that cour'<' could 
prevail. the adventurou$ young. no Ion.~et 
haunted by the anxiety and nnomit: of the 
present $y$rem, would probably discover 
rhat love, comrade,hip, music, the aru, sex, 
meaningful work, alenneu, seJC.di5Cipline. 
real educ.1tion (whic!i is a lifelong task) 
and pla;n h:,rd thought are bigger, better 
and more perma7ent highs than ~ny 
d1emical can produce. 

But, me:inwldle, I mu-1t protest-I will 
continue to pro1e.r-ap;ains1 the bureau­
crat who s!.inrls with cocktail in one 
hand and cigarette in the other and cries 
out •hat the innocent recreation of pot 
smoku,g is 1he major prohkm facing- our 
.society, one that c:in he 50Jvrd only bv 
raising 1he penalty to ca~tration for the 
first offense and death for the second, He 
would he doing the young people-and 
::;II the rest or us---a true favor if he 
forgot about marijuana for a while and 
thought. a few minute5 :i rlay, about such 
real problems as racim1. poveny. starva­
tion. air pollution and our stumbling 
progr-e1s 1award \\'arid \Var Three and 
the end of life on e:inh. 

It is an irony of our time that our 
beloved George \Vashington would be a 
criminal today, for he grew hemp at 
:'>fount Vernon, and his diarv entries, 
dealing specifically with separ~ting the 
female plants from the male before polli­
nation. show that he w;1s not han,e,ting 
it for rope. The srweii:ation of the plants 
by sex is only nece1,5ary if you intend 10 
extract "the killer·drug, marijuana" Crom 
the female plant. 

Of course, we have no absolute evi• 
dence that George turnerl on . .\fore like­
ly, he was using marijuana as m::iny 
Americans in that age used it: as a 
me~icine for bronchitis, chest colds and 
other re,spiratory ailments. (Pot's euphor­
ic qualities were not well known out­
side the E~.1t in those d:iys.) But can 
you im:u;ine Ge11era/ \\':i,hington trYing 
ro explain to .,n agent nf tlic F~dcDI 
:\'arcotic, Burc:1u, .. , w:i.1 onll' smokin_.; 
it to ckar up mv luml,;1go"? It would 
llt:\'er work: lie would bnrl in prison. 
perh:ip~ for :i, long :rs 40 years. He would 
he sharing tlic same cruel f:ite :is several 
tlious:i11d other h;1rmlc1s .-\rnerican5 to• 

day. As it _,ays i11 tlie book of Jab, "from 
the du~t the rlying gy-o:in. and t.he souh 
of the "·ounded cry out." 

l1 
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New Marijuana Studies 
Sho-w No Adverse Bf f ect 

Several recent •tudie1 of 
• hronic marijuan• u~erz, oon• 
duotl!!CI !;:dependently In halfl 
a dozen countries, indicate I 
thatthe drug ha5 no appar~t 1 

l'lignifica.nt adverse erfect oni 
the human body or brain or 
on their function!. 

The reseerch ~entlally cor­
robonus a.nd e:x:pan& on the 
result! or a.n eal"lier 1tudy of 
marijuana use in Ja.maica that 
found 110 significant correlation 
between heavy use of the d:-ug 
and impaired physical, intellec­
tual, ~oc,ai and cuiruraJ activi­
ties. 

The findings were reported 
here yesterday in research pa­
per~ delivered at a New Yor, 
Academy of Sciences Confer­
ence on Chronic Cannabis Use 
that attracted more than 100: 
re~ea re hers from 10 countries. i 

A panel of experts, summing 
up the t.hree-d.ay conference 
at tht> Roosevelt Hotel, which 
was at it~ midpoint yesterday, 
pointed out that the findings [ 
,;hould not be used as a black-: 
or-white reason for legaJlz.l 
ing the ui.e of mari_iua.na, but' 
should be noted in the conte:n 
of social pressures that !i,ad 
to laws makini,: it either legal 
or criminal to smoke or possess 
marijuana. 

Need for further Study 

The pan~I also noted that 
the rece :it studies. reported in 
morr thnn 30 sciQntific papers. 
sh01~ld not be regarded as the 
definitive word on the effecrs 
of cannabis (that pan of the 
mariju?m. plant used as the 
drug) bu'. should be the spur 
that would lead to more com­
prehensive studies. 

One panel member, Dr. Jared 
Tinklenber?. of Stanford l!niver. 
sit::. said that the studies dis­
clo,iig a tack of evidence of 
dangers from chronic marijuana 
use had bee'n conducted pri­
marily 11,nnni: relatively young 
-1:, to 30 vears old-popula•­
tinns that had u,ed marij:.iana 
for from 10 to i.'i vears_ 

··The nee-cl nn~•." he said 
In an interview, "is fol' more 
rrsearc:h t.hal will investigate 
the possible harmful effects of 
lnnger-tenn use - 30 to 40 
years 8n10ng order populations. 

By BAY ARD WEBSTER 

"It's hard to find the effects, 
of cigarette smokinii on peopl,), 
In their 30's or 40's," he said.! 
"But vou begin to find the! 
harmful effects when they'ri! ! 
in their SO's und 60's. i 

Other memben of the sevrn-i 
person oanel agreed that the[ 
recent studies, using mQre so- i 
phisticate<l techniques than pre- : 
vious research. showed that th~: 
effects of cannabis were mllch, 
Jes~ harmful than had been l 
thought a decade or two ago I 
when marijuana was often re-: 
ferred to as the "killer drug": 
and wa!; sometimes thought io l 
lead to insanitv. - i 

Dr. Mai Fink of the Health I 
Sciences Center. Department ofl 
Psychiatry at the State Univer-1 
sity of New York at Stonyj 
Brook and a co-chairman of! 
the conference, related· that: 
when he started his research 1 
on canMhis in 19GR i1e was· 
certain the drug had the same 
toxicity as o;iillm or heroin. 

"But r became convinced over 
the years that c ,nnah:s w~.s 
V'lry different from the 
opium-dcri,·rd dru;:s." he .said. 
-You look at the repori.s today 
which show nn evidence of 
brain damage or cause for lack 
of motivation or lower,ng of 
testosterone levels ;rnd you rea- · 
lize that. so f;1r, :i1r findings 
on cannabis are trivial." · 

Du,ing yesterday m0r:iing's. 
conference session, Dr. Gl~n. 
D. Mellinger of the Institute 
for Research in Social Behavior. 
Berkelev. CaiiL, reporte<l on, 
a stud:,; of !ack of motivation 
among college ~tudents who· 
were chronic marijuana usr.rs. 

The topic. known to p5ychn­
logist~ as :he a motivational. 
syndrome. refers to general! 
apathy. mera:11 c-nr.f11sion _ancl' 
lack of goa.is ar:10ng c-n11,·ge 
studcr.t'S ,ha: nften !rd 10 1hr 
,'.udcnt's drnpp:n_!! 0111. lt. hJr. 
long b~cn I hough: h,- some 
observers that mariiu:rna w::., 
a ma1or · factor in - n1any of 
thrse dr,,r•a,its. 

But in a ~ur,·,·v of 8:H <:nllcgr 
~:udents at the· L1n1ve~:-11v ·nr 
California at Br,rkelcv ·,vhn, 
wrre examine-cl and quest:on~d 
in their freshman vear and 
again two and a 1i'atf year.-:. 
la,cr. Or. Mrllinger fr,uncl 1:ttl," 
s1gn1ficant rl1ffurnce in <lrnp-: 
out rates amnni: chronic mari- · 
ju,,na u_;~rs ind r.o;i-drug u,c·rs. · 

Influences on Drop-Out!, 

. He also founrl li!tl(' disp;irity' 
1in clarity of occupational gna!s 
nr grnde r,0in1 a\·rra;:,,e iri the 

. two groups. But he fnuncl other. 
;factors ti.al setn1C•tl to correlatr 
lmore clorclv with the drop-out 
1
1

ra,~ Th,'St' · included indi, idu,, l 
pers.onality diffcren::c,, m'cn: 
with low academic rno1 il'~l inn 
before thev started ,i use mari­
juana. 2nct olher family history 
prnblem~. , 

jn anoi:hcr study cnmparing' 
measurement. of mariiuana with 
aicohol involv,:,ment in criminal 
or assaultiv,~ behavior ;imon1.: 
young men, Dr. Tir.klcnherg. 
took a survey of 248 inniates 
of a Californ·i« prison fn.:ility. 
Approximatelv half of them 
bad been hea"vv drinker before 
incarceration and the other h~lf 
had been he,avy marijuana 
users. 

He found that alcohol-i11-
volvcd assaults or ,·iolcnce oc-" 

I curred approximately 1.5 times 
1more frequently than cannabis-. 

I 
involved incidents. Hi<. ,t11dies' 

. also showed that. in c01,1pari-, 
.,on with alcohc1I. cannabis w;is 
far less frcquentl.v in,·nln'.:d in 
f_ights, difficulties with lhe JYJ·; 
lice, family or social trouble,; 
a:id automobile accidcnt.5_ : 

Other research findings pre-: 
sented a-t th~ -:::onferr,nc"' inc Jud-: 
ed studies of Ep.yct.iiln, Costa• 
Rican, GreC'k, .18-rn~ir:in, Mexi- -
r:an ar,d United States marijua­
na users. Almost ali the rr,µorts: 
said ther~ had been :10 dcmc,n­
strate<l ~ignifi(~nt natistinl 
e1·idenc(' of im;:i,:,ircd health, 
physical an(! mental functi,,:~. 
and social and ct.:ltural activi:v. 

One study, conducted by :f1e · 
Drug .A.bu.sc Council Inc, nf 
Washington. the natiqn·c. l:irg­
est private drui;: research o,-gii-, 
nization. dcter'11i'1C'r_t th,1t wl,en 
Orrgon e;i:,crl :Is rnariill,in:1. 
!aw~·- lo p1•rn1i! /J(~~:c;;,..,i.:_c:i~-:n nf 
,.-,nf' nunc:e nr les.s c;f r:1:ir!i11; 1 ri2_ 
th:"" numh,~r of .1.--.:lr1.. d)(J nri: 
·r,r:ca.sc slgnific:·.nt!_,._ 

The cnnfcrtnce, \vhici1 cor1-
cludes tod;i-,,. is hci,1r h,,ld ,rn­
dcr 1he spr,i:~nrship ,;f U,c '\ew 
Yr,rk At:~(krnv nf <;cie•11·rs. :h,­
Deoa nmPn I ~( P-:\',::'.,ia t rv 0: 
!\i•W Ytirk Vlcirl:r·,-1! ·co:lccc.:. thr 
Nr11ional lnqii\Hr• nn · Drt1g 
.a\hu,(•. and the D;·_:g ,\bw·r 
Counc;I. 
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Stud-ies SeeN oHealfh Effect 
of Pot Smoking,ResearchersSay 

..., 

Marijuana 
Hazards 
Discounted 

fl_1 St11Hrl Auerhach 
:, ~· ' (· ; ' r· - .•. ,. '. : . •• ,,r 

\'r:w '\'(IRK. ,Jan. 27 
FPr.Pr,,llv 1unrlpd sludies of 
lonf!.·ln.:n users of high­
pctl'nv'-· :71;;r11u..;na in three 
fop··ign c11un!~i('S showed no 
difierencP hC'l11·r·en the health, 
abili11· lo work. and brain 
function•· of users and 
nonu,Pr,. a number of 
rP~•::Hch,•rs sa1rl here loday. 

"Thr.•rp ;ire reallv no dif­
fPn'n(·rs " a,serted ·or. Rhea 
L. i.lornhu~h of the depart­
mf'nt nf p~~Th1a•ry of l\ew 
York :>1t-r1it:al College. a co­
chairman of a conferl•nce on 
long-term marijuana use 
~ponsor,•d by the medic:;,J 
school. ! hf' :\al ional Institute 
on ))rug Abuse and the New 
York Au,dPmv of Science. 

"A~ far as we can see," she 
continued 1r, an intervit'w, 
•·with all the methods we used 
- with different population,~. 
diffC'rent investii;:;i tors, dif­
ferent !('(:hniques - it's all 
(·oming out the same." 

A:1other conference co­
chairman. Dr. Max Fink of the 
cfrpartrnenl of psyehiatry of 
thf' Sl.l[(' L'.n1\·ers1tv of ~,ew 
Yo,·k ;I( .',ton.1· Hr,xik, called 
"p1·1<il'nc<' trom the meeting 
fa1ri·, ,l,•;ir !h,11 chronic 
car.~i1l11, , m~riJc1ana1 use 1s 
nn1_ ,H'enmpil r.icrl h1· so many 

~e .\lARIJL'A.'-A. Al6, Col. 1 

MARIJUANA, From Al 
or the consequences which 
have been written in the 
literature in the 1930s and the 
19405." 
· The thrust of the 32 scien­
tific studies being presented at 
Ille thre~day meeting, which 
1t'arted htre Monday, con­
tradicts t.arlier findings of 
possibli damage to the brain, 
to the bodv's immunological 
defense m·echa'nism, to the 
abiiity to be motivated to work 
hard and of chromosome 
damage, 

Fink and the third c(,• 
chairman, Dr. Alfred M. 

· Freedman, insisted ail the 
results cle.11rly shl'lwed that 

thtre is no brain damage from 
Jong-term marijuana 
smoking, Freedman, head of 
tr.e department of r,sychiatry 
at New York Medical C01lege, 
is former president of the 
American Psychiatric 
Association. 

Dr. Sidney Cohen of the 
U:iiversity of California at Los 
AngE>les, former head of drug 
research at the National 
lnst1tute of ~.~ental Health, 
added that studies of 
marijuana users at UCLA and 
I.he UnivE>rsitv of California at 
Berkeley disputed the notion 
that smoking pot killed a 
student's motivation lo work. 

Eariy studies had pointed to 
an "anti-motivational factor" 
that led to dropping out or 
college and work as a leading 
bad effect of marijuana 
~moking. 

But Dr. Glen D. Mellinger, 
in his studies of Berkeley 
students, concluded that the 
dropouts were poorlv 
motivated even before the~ 
began using marijuana -and 
the poor motivation mav have 
led to drug use instead° of the 
other way around. 

Tiie studies failed. hnwever, 
to ~ettle a rci:ent cr.1ntro1·ersv 
,i1·er whelher mariiuar1; 
smok1r,g reduces the a~1our1l 
of the male sex hormone 
ll'sto,lerone. as ar1g1nally 

reported by Dr. Robert C. 
Koloony of the Reproductive 
Biology Research f'oundation 
in St. Louis. 

A -comparison of 84 Costa 
Rican marijuana u.~ers with 
156 nonusers bv a team of 
doctors heildert bv W. J. 
Coggins of the University of 
Florida turned up no dir­
ferences in testosterone 
levels. But Cohen's studies at 
UCLA backed Kolodnv's 
findings. · 

Studi""S of loni;:•1 E.'nn u~.ers 
·concenti'atcd on Cosui Rica, 
Greece and ,Jamaica becallse 
there are no groups in the 
United States who have used 
mari}Uana - ,md no other 
tlrug - as consistently over 
long periods of time. 
Marijuana use in this c0untry 
is widespread and growing: 
Dr. Thomas Brvant of the 
0;-ug Abuse Council eslima led 
the number of users at 29 
million. and 12 million smoke 
it regularly. 

!n many foreign countries -
especially .Jamaica - the 
marijuana used 1s as much as 

' lll timE.'s more p<1w!'rful than 
that a,·ail;ibJ,:, here. l\'lany of 
!he foreign users ~.moke as 
manv as 2:i mariju1,•1a 
cigaretles ~ rlay ·- fa,.- more 
!h,~n regular users 1n ,\meric:i 
consume. , 

Nont>theless. studir-s showed 
little if any harm from the 
marijuana smoking. fink 
called the poisonous effects o( 
marijuana. as shown in the 
studies.· trivial al be:;t_" 

The results of the crin­
ference studie, were nnt 
unil·ersaJI:, acceplPd. Dr. 
Gabriel G. :•iahas of Cot11mbia 
L·niversit~··s Col!Pge of 
Physicians and S1:rgeon,,, a 
s11·ong npp'menl r;f marijuana 
use. challenge~i many rif the 
1ir.rlings as 1r.,onclus:1e. 

fn 1·,,_,1;1 R1c.1. thR 
1·ni•:er~;1\' 0f l-'lor,da learn 
hPJ; d h~- 1 ·o!'g1n., conclurlf;rl 
i1 fl !."'i' ('nrn ple lr. rhys1 CJ) 

r•Xcrn1ina11ons l)f K4 usus and 
l~o nrmu~ers I hat therP. was no 

difference in the heallh of I.he 
two groups. Ano1hcr team --­
!)rs. Paul Sal.l anrl ,Jack M 
f'lctcher of the l_'niversitv of 
rlorida and Loui~ W_ S11tkcr of 
!he l,:niversily of \'i<'torill · -­
found ilfter gi\·ing 17 
psychological and tirain 
function tests l•l 41 users lh;,i 
"chronic mariju,in;, use is nill 
a%11ciated with permanent or 
irrnersible impairment in 
higl1e, brain f1inc:inns or 
ir.telligence ... 

Despite the exlrf'rncly hii1t1 
potency of the rr.ari,iuana anrJ 
has:hish, Dornl:',u~h found 1.bt 
Greek user~ suffered some 
impairment when ,1skec! to 
perform complex task& while 
smoking. But lhev could do 
simple fobs without trouble. 

-A te,1m of Gre<'k doctor.;, 
giving i;hysicals to 60 
marijuana u~ers comparer 
with 64 nonu~ers, also found no 
differPnce in the heallh ,>f tha 
two!:roups. 

In studying the health or 
American user~. Cohen kP,jl 
28 men who lL~ed rnarijuar,;i in 
the UCLA hospit.al and ~,udied 
their reactions. He f,·,unri !he 
lowered t(,slnsl('rnriPa levels 
anrl Dr. Don;ild P Tashkin. ;in 

associate, repo:kd"a rnild but 
significant" ::arrnw1::g of the 
passages t,-, !he iung probably 
due to initat ion from smoking 
mariji:,1n;i, 



I 

I 

I 

- ,..i', _;,,,f"' 
: _:. ·~· ,I 

•,,.,'.' 

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS 

Committee on Drugs 

Effects of Marihuana on Man 

The Committee on Drugs has reviewed the 
pharmacology of marihuana with special empha­
sis on effects in man because of the enormous im­
pact of this drug on society. Much of modern day 
society's reaction to and attitudes about this psy­
choactive agent does not reflect its pharmacol­
'J!,,')', and it is only recently that pertinent bio­
logic facts about marihuana have become known. 
The Committee reports these facts here, in part, 
to inform the Academy membership of these 
facts and, in part, to provide a perspective with 
which to consider the various societal controls 
(Lr., laws) on the use of marihnana. 

COMPOSITION 

l\farihuana is a mixh1re of leaves and flowering · 
tops of the plant Cannabis sativa L. It contains 
approximately I% 6-9-tetrahydrocannabinol 
(THC), the principal psychoactive substance in 
marihuana. Street preparations tend to vary in 6-
9-TI-IC content: the range is 0% to 5%. An aver­
age marihuana cigarette contains 500 mg of 
marihuana and, therefore, about 5 mg of 6-9-
THC. Hashish, usually u.sed in Eastern (Asiatic) 
countries and in North Africa, is the resinous sub­
stance of the flowers and leaves of Cannabi.~ sa­
ti,:,u L in which 6-9-THC is found. Hashish con­
tains .5% to 15% ,;,\-9-THC and is usually smoked 
a.s a mixture of the resin and tobacco. Generally, 
marihuana cigarettes do not contain tobacco, al­
though some street preparations do. 

USERS 

In considering adverse effects of marihuana, it 
is important to appreciate some pertinent epide­
rniologic facts. It is estimated that 24,000,000 
Americans have tried marihuana at least once 

and that there are 8,300,0(X) current users in this 
country.' Approximately '/0% of adults and youth 
(12 through 17 years) who were found ,by the 
Nationai Commission on i\1arihuana and Drug 
Abuse 1 to use marihuana u.secl it so infrequently 
as to be considered experimental users. Individ­
uals in this category have used marihuana at least 
once (most of them) but no more than once a 
month. Almost 20% of adult and youthful users 
take marihuana more than ~nee p~r month; but 
no more than ten times a month (intermittent 
users). About i% of the adults and youths sur­
veyed indicated that they use maribuana rnon· 
than ten times per month but less often than once 
daily (moderate users). Finally, about 4% of 
adults and youths who ever used marihuana use it 
more than once per clay and are considered 
heavy users. A small fraction of these are ex­
tremely heavy users, and arc almost continually 
intoxicated from smoking marilniana with a rela­
tively high 6-9-TI-IC content rn:1ny tirn,::s a day. 

BASIC PHARMACOLOGICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS 

The main psychoactive ingredient of rnari­
huana is !-..-9-THC. The isolation and reco1-,'Tlition 
of this substance, the ability to assay for it quanti­
tatively in natural materiab, and its synthesis 
have allowed more precise psychopharrnacologic 
studies of marihuana. Oclta-9-THC is rarelv 
available for w;e outside of a research setting 
Delta-8-THC is another psycho<1ctive substancE: 
in cannabis but usually occurs in negligible con­
centrations. Other neutral and acidic cannabi­
noids are found in cannabis, hut they probably 
exert lit~le biologic effect. However, they may 
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mc,dify the effects of il-9-THC and thus confound 
the comparison of the actions.of purified prepara­
tions of thi!i compound with those of cannabis. 

Smoking marihuana is a most effective route of. 
administration, although the amount of A-9-THC. 
absorbed into the bloodstream from the lungs 
varies considerably among smokers. Psychoactive 
and physiologic effects appear in two to three 
minutes, sometimes less, after smoking. The peak 
effect occurs in 10 to 20 minutes, and the dura­
tion is about ~X) to 120 minutes after smoking a 
single cigarette /approximately 5 mg of il-·9-
TIIC). The pharrnacologic effects of il-9-THC 
are delayed when administration is oral. Onset is 
11sually :]() to 60 minutes after ingestion; peak ef­
fects occur in two to three hours, and the effects 
last for three to five honrs. It requires approxi­
mately three times more marihuana or .1-9-THC 
when administration is oral to obtain effects 
equivalent to those from smoking. 

Studies with u-9-THC tagged with carbon 14 
have provided information on its pharmacokinet­
ics and metabolism in man. For instanee, it has 
heen found that THC is almost completely me­
tabolizec.F; less than 1% is recovered unchanged 
in urine or feces, regardless of the route of ad­
ministration. Animal and in vitro studies indicate 
that nonspecific hepatic microsomal oxidases 
rapidly transform ~-9-THC into 11-hydroxy­
THC ( l l-OH-THC):1 This metabolite is psy­
choactive, being as potent as il-9-THC. 11-01-1-
THC is f-i.1rther rapidly metabolized to the inac­
tive A. 11-dihydroxy-THC. A good correlation ex­
ists between the time course of pharmacologic 
effects and plasma levels of t.-9-THC and its im­
mediate metabolites. Peak effects and blood lev­
els were noted IO to 30 minutes after smoking 
and about three hours after oral administration. 
It is not clear whether the parent compound or 
pwchoar:tivc mctaholities were most psycho,1cti­
vi.:lv effective because the blood levels were de­
tennined bv measuring radioactivity (reflectin~ 
unch,•ne:ed j-9-THC and metaholities), adminis­
tered iuitially as cubon 14 tagg;1~d tl-9-THC. 

Once ~\-9-THC is absorbed. there is an initial 
rapid decline of plasma Ll-9-THC concentration 
in about two hours.' Delta-9-THC is transported 
in the lipoprotcin fraction of plasma while the 
more polar 11-OH-THC is bound to albumin. Af­
ter the initial two hours, ..\-9-THC disappears 
frorn the plasma at a slower rate for several days. 
The different rates of disappearance of il-9-THC 
from the plasma suggest rapid uptake and slov,: 
release !iv certain tissues. ln the rat, .1-9-THC is 
,_tcct1111til,~teci in fat much more than in any other 
t i.,s,1c and persists for two weeh. 

The initial distribution of t-9-TI-IC is probably 
a function of vascularity and lipid content of the 
various organs. Thus, in rats, lung, salivary 
glands, jejunum, kidney, adrenals, muscle, liver, 
and testis (in decreasing order of concentrations 
of il-9-THC and metabolites) are the most promi­
nent tissues for the early distribution.~ Brain lev­
els of Ll-9-THC (and metabolites) persist for ,1.s 
long as seven days, and at that time c:onccntra• 
tions are as high or higher than for other organs. 
Studies on the distribution in rnonkcv hrain incli­
cate that there is an early concentration of radio• 
activity in gray matter, especially of the visual 
and frontal cortex." This radioactivity may re­
flect the more polar metabolites of TI0iC. A later 
phase of organ distribution probably reflects ex­
cretion of the cannabinoids: some GO minutes af­
ter administration of .:l-9-THC, relatively high 
concentrations ( of radioactivity) are found in 
liver, bile, the gastrointestinal tract, kidneys, and 
bladder. 3 Of interest is the fact that there is en­
terohepatic cycling of the metabolic products of 
il-9-THC. Delta-9-THC crosses the placental 
barrier in pregnant animals, and sizeable concen­
trations are found in the fetus.' Effects on via­
bility of the fetus are under investigation. 

Delta-9-THC metabolites are principally ex­
creted in the urine and feces. Radioactive me­
tabolites persist in urine and feces for days after 
administration of a single large dose. The use .)f 
cannabis appears to be detectable for a longer 
period than that of alcohol. 

11-ie physiologic responses to the adrnini:-.tration 
of f1-9-THC or marihuana include a dose-depen­
dent increase in heart r.ate:• Pretreatment with 
propranolol (a ,8-adrenergic blocking agent) has 
been reported to inhibit the effect of 21-9-Tl!C on 
heart rate." Another response to Ll-9-TI-IC is con­
junctiva) reddening, irrespective of route of ad­
ministration (smoking or ingestion). lt has been 
noted that 11-9-THC may effect a decrease in in• 
traocular pressure. Ther~ arc no evide11t changes 
in body temperature, respiratory rate, or deep 
tendon reflexes after administration of marihuana 
or Ll-9-THC. Pupillary size is affected almost irn· 
perceptibly; a decrease can be recorded hy care­
ful measurement."' Delta-9-THC does not usua!lv 
affect fasting blood sugar levels or plasma leveis 
of free fatty acids. 

Physiological and biochemical measurements 
arc being used to document the neurologic ef­
fects of cannabis in man and animals. Electroen­
cephalographic changes, detected hy computer 
rather than visual analysis, have heen reported i;1 
volunteers who smoked marihuana in hi,l!;h or lmv 
closes and placebo cigarettes. The JJrincipa! 
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changes noted were an increase in the percent 
of alpha time with decreased theta and beta 
hands.'' Young chronic users of marihuana, when 
acutely intoxicated, showed a decreased audi­
tory-evoked EEC response. 11 Studies on biogenic 
amines and neurotransmitter substances in the 
brain of experimental animals administered A-9-
T HC seem most promising in understanding the 
11wc:hanism of action of cannabis. Effects on sero­
trmin and catecholamine concentration in local­
izeci hrain areas arc being studied. The technique 
of autoradiography has been used to detect acc11-
m11bt ions of radioactive tl-9-THC or metabolites 
in specific hrain areas at the time of maximal be­
havioral activity in the mvnkey. 0 The lateral gen­
iculate nuclei, the amygdala, the hippocampus, 
and the inferior and superior colliculi accumu­
lated the labeled compounds at the peak of be­
havioral activity. Relatively large concentrations 
were also found in the cerebellum. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS 
The subjective effects of marihuana have been 

reported by many sources. Common and charac­
teristic st:bjective effects in nonlaboratory set­
tings have repeatedly indicated that the percep­
tion of the external environment is changed in all 
sensory modalities. Visual imagery is more vivid 
than usual; the subject sees forms and meaningful 
patterns in ambiguous visual material. There is 
an awareness of suhtle ciualities of sound 
rhythms, purity, anti distinctness. Touch, taste, 
and smell are subjectively enhanced. Time per­
ception seems changed; subjects report slowing 
dO\vn or stopping of time. ~f arihuana seems to 
potentiate social interaction; however, high doses 
tend to remove the tL~er from the group, perhaps 
because of the enhanced psychoactive effects. 
Other typical components of the marihuana high 
;ire a feeling of lightnes:; of the limbs, 1111con­
trollable laughter without provocation, and dif­
ficulties in n·memhering from moment to moment 
the thread of what is heing said in a conversation. 

_-\l111ost invariably users report a pleasant, posi­
fr:c, em;)tional state. The temporari!y over­
whelming negativ~ emotional state, known ,ls 
"freakn11t," occurs infrequently in about 2()% of 
experienced marihuana users.'" Almost always 
this statC' can i)e handled by reassurance and sup­
port. "Freakouts'' may occur more frequently in 
new users, especially with potent pi·eparatiom. 

The attitude an<l expectations of the subject 
determine the subjective response of ming rnuri­
h11a11a. Even with experienci'.d user~." a placebo 
l·lfcct is common. especially in douhle-hlind 
q11die.s. App:uently, this reflects a learned set of 
c.xpcc-Ldions in the user. The interpersonal situ-
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ation also is a detern1inant of the subjective re• 
sponse to marihuana. There is a greater variety of 
subjective symptoms when rnarih11a11a is snrnkcd 
in a group setting. Sedative cffocts •:c:ern to pre• 
dominate when the same subject smokes alcme. 

Marihuana and ~-9-THC affect motor and 
mental performance in a do.sc-clcp,mde11I. rnan­
ner, especially when dosage is cu.ref11lly con­
trolled. Motor performance (011 v:u-irn1s ,! :uHhnl-­
ized tests) dc'.eriorat,:s with t.hc dnsc of 
marihuana administered hy srnokin1::, Testing of 
mental performance has shown dos•·•n·latcd im­
pairment of verbal output, cmrntin1~. and color 
discrimination.'~ Short-term memory seems tn he 
the mental faculty most significant!)' affected hy 
rnarihuana. Moderate amounts of rnaril111ana 
seem not to interfere with the infcrrnation re­
trieval component of this mental faculty but 
more likely with initial learning. thus ,dfecting 
the acquisition process involved in the storage of 
information. •R 

Comparative studies of the effei:-ts of· rnari­
huana, alcohol, and other drugs on mental and 
motor performance are especially interesting. 
Delta-9-THC in doses of 2..5 to 5 mg I the content 
of one half to one marihuana cigarette) proviclccl 
the same performance clecreme·n ts ,;_, three bot­
tles of beer or 3 oz of 100-proof whiske:: taken 
one half hour before testing (eq11i•1;i.lcnt to a 
blood alcohol level of ().05%). When alcohol 
(first) ,md marihu,ma (second) WE'.re cnnsmnecl to­
gether, an additive decrement on :rnenta: and 
motor performance was noted.'' 

There is a si 6111ificant effect of ~moking experi­
ence on mental and motor test performance. In 
general, individuals with more experience seem 
to score better than those with little nr no smok­
ing experience after administration nf standard­
izcd doses of marihuana.'" 

Of particular i1nportancc i.s the effect of mari­
huana on driver performance. A signi fica11t dDse­
relatecl increase in brake time has lie,:n found af­
ter ingestion of marihuana. 1

·-• :\11 incrcasNI 
amount of time is required for rcc,:1vcry frorn 
glare when driving at night.~" This effect lasted 
for several hours after smoking marillllana. It was 
not related to pupillary size. Sedation and cffc•cts 

of marihuana which increase cornpln visual re­
action ti,:w and variability in pcrfmmanct' he•• 
cause nf occasional l.qises of attention wnuld he 
expected In i111pair dri\'lll,L'. pcrfcnm,u1c-c. 

TOLERANCE 

His 110w gcrwrally ai_'.rL-cd that ph:,·si·~:,d depe11-
de11ce on cann;~his ccwqrnral1lc Li that for the 
opiates, alcolwl, and harhit.ur~ites dew; not exi:;t 
(i.e., withdrawal i'rorn the drug is not f, ,!lowed In· 



a characteristic abstinence syndrome). On the 
other hand, tolerance to cannabis has heen con­
clt;sivclv demonstrated in several species of 
aniinals' and probably develops in man with pro­
longed use of potent preparations. \Vhen increas­
ing drug doses arc required to obtain the same 
deh1Tee of effect in an individual, tolerance has 
developed. The concept of tolerance should be 
restricted to a specific action of a drug rather 
than to all the effects of the drug. Dispositional 
tolerance refers to changes in absorption, distri­
bution, metabolism, and excretion which result 
in a d(\creased intensity and duration of contact 
between the clrng and its target tissue. Any 
change in the target tissue which makes it less 
sensitive to the same dose of the cln.1g results in 
fum:tional tolerance. 

Tolerance, probably dispositional tolerance, to 
various pharmacologic and behavioral actions of 
marihuana and A-9-THC occurs in a number of 
animal species (pigeons, rats, dogs, mice, mon­
keys, and chimpanzees).21 This tolerance <level• 
ops rapidly and is long-lasting. Hundredfold in• 
creases over the initially effective dose produce 
little effect in tolerant animals of some species. 
Cross tolerance for various effects has been dem­
onstrated between ~-9-THC and il-8·THC, but 
not LSD, morphine, and mescaline. Tolerance to 
the behavioral actions of THC may result from 
the animal learning to adapt to effects of the 
drug (a type of functional tolerance). However, 
there is clear evidence for metabolic tolerance as 

shown by an increase in the lethal close during 
the course of tolerance development. SKF-525-A, 
an inhibitor of hepatic microsomal enzymes 
which interferes with THC metabolism, has been 
shown to possess a blocking action on tolerance 
in laboratory animals!' Animals develop toler­
a11ce to some effects of THC but not others. 
Thus, (liffercntial tolerance is an importallt con­
sideration for interpreting the results of various 
studies (k:lling with the development of toler­
ance. 

:\ number of reports from Asian a11d ~fiddle 
Eastern populations d~·~crihc the daily use of 
enormous amounts of cann..,,!,is bv chronic ust:rs. ~, 
That tolerance has develope(i for ps:vchoadive 
cf1ects is su~gcsted by the fact that ,~e quantitic.0 

ct)nsu1ned produce dysphoria in le~·s exi-,;:-rie:,ced 
users hut do not interfere with the r,sual dai1, ·1c-­
tivitir:s of some chronic. hcavv use1s. Smokers in 
thcsl' E,•stcrn g-roup,; hav1! i1~ercas,:d the initial 
dail:,: cnnswnption some five to six times over a 
20- to :30-ycar period to achieve the ~arne degree 
of psycholog-ic effect. 

Tlw development of toh;rancc has been st11cl­
ied and compared in long-te,m. intenrnttcnt. and 

moderate marihuana users given free access to 
the drng over a 21-<lay period.~" The investigators 
concluded that tolerance developed for the de­
pressant and :,ome physiological (pulse rate) and 
psychological effects (impaired recent memory, 
time estimation, and psychomo! Jr coordination) 
of cannabis and that the duration of the desired 
high shortened with continuing exposure to the 
dmg. Other more recent studies have tended to 
confirm one or more of these observations. 

Of special interest have been reports suggest­
ing "reverse tolerance" for marihuana. The basic 
observation has been that of a novice smoker re­
quiring more marihuana iniliaily to achieve psy­
chological effects than after his first fev.· trials 
with the drug. It is as if an individual ha., to ac­
quire the ability to perceive the desired effects of 
the intoxicated state. Supporting tlli!; phenom­
enon are observations of experienced users be­
coming high after receiving the same atfa1tmt of 
.:.\-9-THC or marihuana which was psychologi­
cally ineffective for naive subjects. Behavioral 
factors seem to account for such increased sensi­
tivity. 

ADVERSE PHYSICAL EFFECTS 

Interest in an<l debate over the adverse effects 
of marihuana have stemmed from legal prohibi­
tions and have raised q1wstions concerning the 
appropriate stance of society and, in turn, the 
law with regard to this drug. Any consideration 
of the pharmacology of cannabis should include 
information concerning acute and chronic physi­
cal toxicity and psychiatric illness. In general, 
manifestations of acute physical toxicity are min­
imal, even with administration of large doses. 
Death from overdose has rarely been reported, 
and critical analysis of reports of fatality make it 
possible to conclude that definite incrimination 
of rnarihuana is lacking in most instances. For in­
stance, although a cannabis metabolite was found 
in the urine of one victim recently reported to 
have succumbed from an overdose of rr :uil:uana. 
no cannabis was found in hody tissues.,_, Largt' 
amounts of cannabis were found in the room of 
the victim, and no other cause of death was ap­
p,1rent. Acute toxicity studies in animab ,llld l111-
man case reports all i1,dicatc a high ratio ,,f le­
thal to effective clusc for marihuana: this ntio is 
more favorable than for alcohol and barbiturates. 

Uneventful recovcrv from coma following 
overdose with i:".lshish (nine to ten hi rµ;e pipcfui's 
1,-,,"•rc smoked) has hcen reported.-"· The 1!10,t 

comn":•1iv reported physical renctions to rna,i­
huana are 1,-:•1~(';1, vornit.ing, and dizzine:;s. Th~se 
manifestations t..:·,d to ~ccur mo~t often in 
inexperienced smoke1,; or with oral adrninis-­
tration. 
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The intravenous administration of street prep­
arations of marihuana has resulted in severe tox­
i<.:ity.~" Hypotension, chills, fever, leukocytosis, 
hepalosplenomegaly, and anurfa have been re­
ported following intravenous. administration, 
which results in injection of insoluble particles 
and perhaps bacteria into the bloodstream. 

Reports of c:hronie, physical effects of mari­
huana must be judged from the perspective of 
the pop11latio11 group . under scrutiny. Heavy, 
long-term patterns of marihuana me in Eastern 
(:\siutic) populations have not yet been matched 
in We:;tcrn groups where only small numbtns of 
chrr,nic 11sers have been obsen1ed. Popu.lalions 
associa.t.e<l with heavv, chronic use of cannabis 
differ from \Vcstern 'groups in such important 
\·ariahlcs as 1111tritional status. patterns of disease, 
and perhaps in the potency of the cannahis prep­
aration (e.g .. hashish in the East, marihuana in 
the West). 

In view of the us11al route of administration of 
cannabis pr1.:parations, it is not surprising to en­
counter a relatively large number of reports deal­
ing with the respiratory tr.-.:::tc; of chronic users. 
High frequencies of <.'hronic bronchitis have been 
encountered in heavy, long-term users from East­
l'J'll populations.'" Because mixtures of eannabis 
and tobacco arc smoked in these populations, dis­
entangling the respiratory effects of each of these 
agents poses a difficult problem. A group of 22 
Arneriean soldiers in \Vest Germany who sm1>ke,j 
huge quantities of hashi,;h (100 grn or more 
monthly) for o to 15 months exhibited a high fre­
cp1ency of 11ppcr and lower respiratory com­
plaints: bronchitis, sinusitis, asthma, and naso­
pharyngitis. Twenty-one of the 22 soldiers also 
!:rnoked tnlmcco.'' Five of nine patients with 
lironchitis wen· sl11dil'd for p11lmonary function 
and showed mild olistrudivc changes which im .. 
proved on diininishcd hashi~h exposure, irrespec­
tive of loliaccn s1nokini.;:. It is difRc11ll to re­
late these findings to tlic· 1lS11al chronic IISCI' of 
lllarihua11a in the United States heca11se enor-
1nm1s arno1mts of a pn,:paration containing about 
five ti11H's as much THC as in marihuana were 
smoked !iv soldier~.. The clinical observations 
seemed to· implicate hashish: hut, it is not clear 
w!tat level. if any. of marihuana exposure can af­
fect pulmonary physiology. An attP.mpt to define 
a pathrilogic effect rm the lnngs of m&.rihuana 
smokers ,v.1s \lndertakcn hv /\lann et al. ~1

• who 
studied structure and ftmdi.on of alveolar macro­
phat.:cs ohtai:ied liy pulmonary lavage from heavy 
11sv1·, i:1 !1) :J) cie;ardtes per day for at lca~.t ·,me 
\'•.':ir\. Tht:sc i11vestigators demomtrated no differ­
~·11<·es i11 \>ha1~oc:,·tic capal'it\· (for Candida ,,;;,1-
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cans) of macroph,1ges from marihuana or tobacco 
smokers and nonsmokers. Twenty-five perce:·1t 
fewer macrophages were recovered from the 
lungs of marihuana smokers as compared to re­
covery from nonsmokers ( other studies h,1 ve 
shown recovery of increased 111Jinhcrs of pulmo­
r.ary macrophages from tobacco smoke,\ than 
from nonsmokers). The inve;;tigators conclnded 
that macrophages, a primary p1tlmonary defense 
against inhaled organisms and particles, were ap­
parently replaced hy other cell types. Thus. this 
finding may he reflected in the clinical respira­
tory picture described here for cli:·nnic a11d 
heavy exposure to cannabis preparations. Al­
though there is little information on the n•:,pir;,_ 
tory status of intermittent .:nd rnockratc 11!':ers, 
the respiratory tract rna.v l,c a potcnlial targc! 
for adverse erf ects nf lo11g-term ca1rnahis 11sc. 
The information on pulmonary effects m11st he 
weighed, and tar from rnarihuana ci1(arctte 
srn~ke has a carcinogenic effect on mou:~e skin 
similar to cigc1rct'i1\ tobacco tar.-111 

A high frequrncy of oliliterative artcritis in­
volving the lower extremities has hccn reported 
for young Morrucan males who are heavy can­
nabis users. t;nfortunatdv, this is a clinical re­
port and thei:e arc no cor;trol data." There is no 
definite cvirlencc that long-term 11se of cannabis 
causes liver clvsfunction. 

Of no'.c is tl1c claim b_v British ph\·sici:rns that 
regula1· i,.se of cannabis produces cerebral at­
rophy in young adults.'" These ph_1·sicians re­
ported evidence nf ventric1tlar dilatation hy air 
enccpl.talography in kn young adult rnal1~s who 
used rnarih11ana comistent\\· for :3 lo .11 \'ear:-:: 
other drugs (amphet,,mincs, ·1 ,SD) were ah; 11secL 
h11t. reported!\· less frequently. Normal vahws tor 
ve11tricular n1easurcme:1ts were nli1<1i11cd from 
agt\-lllatched p:!lknts with rHJrlllal .1ir encepha­
lographic examinations and folhJ\' 1-up c•~:,11r, .. ,:,• 
tion of a llt'urologic,:ll:, norlllal state. Ti .ere was 
no attempt to control for exposun• t,) rnarillll,ttrn 
and otht:r psychoactive a~(cnts. This clinil'n! ()li­
servation is not c1J<1u,1~h ti, prove tiint lon.~-tcnn 
use of marihuan.a predisposes to or results i:1 
cerebral atrophy. There are variables other th,tn 
marihUH!la which also must he controlled (e.g .. 
the role of the other psychoactive drn_gs). The re•• 
liabilitv of the histo,·ie, of drnQ ,dius~: r;iven hv 
the sul>jects of this stud:' is q1i'estionahic. Can~­
fullv controlled studies are needed tn :-uhstan­
ti1ie this clinical report. 

The effects of lon.l'.-tL·nn tise ban· l)('cn studied 
in a small s:unole ot' ,·at1;1d1is 1t~crs in J:nnaica:" 
Thirt:,· lo11g-kr:1n smokns of ganja (:3'1;; TlIC:. on 
averag,.:, usu:tlly s111okcd with tnliacco) ,tnd :3() 



lllatched 11rm11sers were se!P-ctr!d for intensive 
hmpiL:I investigation. The ganja smokers in this 
sl11dv had 11scd the drug for a mean duration nf 
17.:S vcars. No sivnificant diffenmces were found 
I lei w·ccn 11-crs a·1~d controls for neurologic and 
EEC abnormalities, liver function tests, abnor-
111al chest x-ravs. and chromosomal aberrations. 
c:,u1ja s1nokc,.;, DO% of whom also smoked to­
l1a,T11, showed significantly Ingber hemoglobin 
1·nt)1T1llral.iu11s and hematocr:ts than did non­
' L,crs ( l\l of .'30 nonusers smoked tobacco). These 
dift,·rcncc., may rc'.lect the effects of chronic 
.~anja a11r'1.''lr tobacco smokini~ on the lungs of 
11sc,·s; the: l1c111 .. tnl.igical ch1111gcs may be related 
to f11nctinnal hypoxia. However, the results of 
piilmnnary f11n~tion tests did not differ between 
ganja smokers and nonusers. 

New findings concerning the possible adverse 
dfoc:ts of chronic intensive marihuana use (at 
lea~t four days a week for a minimum of six 
months) on the endocrine syslt!m have recently 
liecn reported." Plasma testosterone levels were 
fo11ncl to lw sii!niticantl~· depn•ssecl in 20 mari­
l11ia11a s11u1k(•rs. \lqre significantly, a suggcsdon 
nf a dose-related response was nf)tecl in that there 
was an i11vl'rse -::lationship lwtween amount of 
rnarih11ana 11w,: .1ml plasma testosterone concl:n­
t r;lt ion. Tlil' dcpressc~d plasma hormone leveis 
,,'t'r<' raised to normal concentrations on cessa­
tion •.·,f 111arihua11a smuking or Iv,, admini~tration 
nf hu,,,.111 clmrionic go11adotropi11. these ob:>ervu­
tion., s11,l!;l'.est central suppression of testi<-•dar se­
n<" ion ilf andro_gcn. Oligospern;i:1 was noted in 
approxirnately one third of ~he nrnrihuana users. 
The ;n1thors l'01''.'l11ded that their fludirigs raise im 
;trca of serious cnnccrn. hilt still do riot answer 
,p<'t·ificall_v the question of safety in !he 11se of 
maril111a11,t. 

MUTAGENESIS AND TERATOGENESIS 
Ht·,1dts 1d stlldies s1.,eki11(! evide11;::e of chro1110-

s:J1llal ali11nnn:tlities in pt'r,iphcral hloocl lyrnpho­
l'Vtt·s (lr :11;1rihua11a sniokers arc inconclusive. 
Tw1> '111dit·~ l1avc Sll~t!;"•'lc'd that ahnorrnalitit!~ do 
11<ll 11l·c·ur. al kast for "light" marihuana users 
1111l<' to two l'i.t.;arettes per ;nrmth or less)·•:, and a 
slll:•!l group of smokns including both li~hl and 
1lL•;1,Y 11Scr:-. "; :'.either .~t,idv would detect a low 
t'rt•qt.H:11c\' of chronrn~on;al alnu1rmalitics in 
IH·an· 111arilrna11a ust•rs. :\ 111or,- recent ··t11dv has 
:,h:)w11 i1wn:;1scd chronJr)Some breakav;c in ;nari-
1·, I 1:111'1 l l.''l':·•;. ,: 

.\11cil lwr ;1.,pcd ()t this n·t·1•nt st11dy, dealing 
\\'illi :lu- l'ift•t·t 1)f t·lirnnil' 111arihlla11,t smoking on 
1Tli-11ll'iliatl'd i1,i111\111it_,·. cv·111plifit'S tLc a11pli­
' .11 i1l11 111" tH'\l't'r k1H1wlcdge and tech11iq11es tn 

learning abot1t th2 effects of this dn1g in man."' 
~.1ixed lymphocyte culture (MLC) and phytohc­
magglulinin (PHA) rcsponsivencs.~ of the lympho­
cytes of 51 uclivicl11als who smoked tnarih11ana at 
least once U week for at least one year W,L'.. i11v1'.S· 
tigated; no other dnigs were 11.se(I hy these suh­
jcct.<, MLC and PHA respnnsivenc:,s reflects th: 
status of cell-mediated irnmunity in 11wn. Eighty­
one healthy volunteers were w,,,d as crml.rols, ,ind 
the results of these tests wen: also compan:d to 
data from i;roups of patient., with impaired ccllt1-
lar immunity (e.g .. p,ltient.s with memia or 1na­
lignancy and those receiving imm11110.s11ppn:ssivP 
therapy). The results of this study indicated tha, 
the mean response of the lymphocytes of rnari­
huana smokers to allogenic cells (1\1 LC) or PE r\ 
was significanll;' less than that of the control 
group and about the same as for the paticnts ex­
hibiting impaired cellular immunity. 

The basis for the depressed t\1LC and PHA re­
sporn;es of the marihuana smokers' lymphocytes 
is unknown. The investi).?;ators sug_L!;c$l that Dl\:\ 
syntlwsis is impaired, hut their ow11 s111n111:i­
rizcd evidence for this hypolhcsis-chro111nso11H: 
breaks, micron11clci, a11d a decre:L~ed number of 
cells synthesizing DNA in studit:s on four mari­
huana smokers-was 1~'.>l presented in a form pcr-
111itti11h analysis. The data on chromosome breaks 
are co11trovcrsial beca11Se, as indicated here. 
other groups have failed to find an increased frr:­
qucncy of chro111osnmc damage a111011g maril111an:, 
users. Unless this finding b consistent ,1111ong dif­
ferent laliorntories. cxt;apolation to n111tag~!nesis 
,ind t.eratngcncsis is extrcmelv tenuous. 

The design of this illvcstigation suffers from 
flaws comml)n tu manv r1ther studies on adverse 
effects of marihuana. i'h\! assumption that rnari• 
i111ana is the onlv l'ariahle differentiating the c011• 

trol and study groups r:annot lie acet'.p,lcd. Vari­
aliks '~orrelated with 111ariil11a11a s111oki11!.! arc 
11nc:xa111incd i,1 this (and other) stlldies. · c\·t•11 

though one or lllnrc of these lllay he depressing 
the \!LC and I'll:\ respnmcs. E,·idencc of a 
"close-rcspo11s1·" ·dationship which clcmnnstrn!f's 
::;~-r,~asing fre(1 .. .._.ic_v of chrcmwsoP1,d al.ierratio1!:; 
and increasing iinpaired ~ILC und P!L\ r,:­
sponses with increasil'l'; 111arilllla11a exposure 
should he sought. ;\\though this t)-pe of cvidei1c-c 
wn1dd not compktelv rnk 1n1l the etiologic :-i_l!;-
11ifival\L'C or otlw;· ('lllTl'i.•tt·d vari·.~lil1•s, ii. \\'Ollid 
tend to su~[!1•sl a l·,111.,al rnle of marih,1a11a. 

The C\·idl'11ce is 111i,1i111al !'or i11ni111i11ati11g 
n1;1:-ilrna11a ,t~ ;1 lcr.1l1l1c_l"11 in 111.,n. Tlw th;·ee di11-
ical case reports nf l'hildn'il l1orn willi !,irth dc­
l'<TI.\ !ci mn,hcrs whu 11S('d 111arih11<11L•,'·'·'" can 
h,1nlly lit· used as such cvidl'nce; 1111dti;ik dru1..;s 
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were used by the mothers and there is relatively 
hi.~h frequency of birth defects in the general 
pop1ilntion. If marihuana were a human terato­
gen, we might expect more than three· clinical • 
case reports of association because of the large 
n11mhcr of users in this country. However, it is 
cxtrcmelv difficult to demonstrate cause-and-ef­
fect relationships for mutagens an<l teratogcns in 
111an so animal studies can provide useful infor-
11:atinn. Indeed, reports of cogcnital malforrna­
tio11s in offspring and decreased litter .~ize in vari­
ous experimental animals exposed to (usually 
extre111ely large closes of) cannabis, certainly indi­
cate that avoidance of exposure to rnarihuana 
duri11g pre,1.~nancy wn1t!cl he wise. 

ADVERSE PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS 

Perlnps one of society's greatest concerns with 
marih11ana has heen its possible relationship to 
mental illness. Clinical ohservarions provide 
most of the information on this relationship; 
tinfortunatclv, criticallv devised and analvtic 
epidemioln~£ic studies ·utilizing control gn;ups 
and well-founclt:d frequency data are lacking. In 
addition to the phannacologic properties and 
dose received of a psychoactive drug, the psycho­
logic stale of the individual anrl the settinl( in 
which the drug is taken arc l\vo important vari­
ables which determine effect. Adverse ps:vcho­
logic effects Illa:, lie dependent on these two vari .. 
ahlcs and make it dillic11lt to isolall' the role of 
the psychoactive agent. Much of the information 
on cannahis-related mental illness originates in 
developing nation.~ \\'here the relatively-low stan­
dards of 111(:dical care h:ive resulted in low prior­
iti,:, fnr dealing ,vith 1nental illness, few well­
tr.ii11ed psychiatrists, and poor facilities for 
ck,ilint.; ,\·ith p:-;:v,.:liiatric disorders. Careful diag­
nosis and ~•v,ilualion of the nwntall~• ill patient is 
prolialily lavki11g. Chronic illrwss in these 1·rn1n­
tries. especially inkctio11s diseases and malnu­
trition. t11:1v affect mental h111dion. Data from 
'.'ws,: t·m111t'rics 011 the frequcnc:,' of inc11tal illness 

n1nrJ11g users and nonusers of rnarihnana art: tlll­

a,·.iiL;hk. Th11s. there arc rvasons for nsin,l( ca11-
tion i11 relating much of the seemingly relevant 
i11formatio11 to \Vcstcrn populations.· 

If" lal·k of critical information hampers delin­
eation of a ca11sc-and-c!fect relationship between 
1narihnana and menial illness, the nonspec.:ific.:ity 
of the adverse psycholngie reaction(s) attributed 
tn cannabis does ,wt improve the chances for 
t·rit ical a1,,t!vsis. For instance. therl' are no spe­
cifil- 111:111ik~L:lirn1~ which disli11(!11ish helwccri 
l',t1111,1liis ps:Thosis. an al'l1tt· toxic ~late which oc­
t·11r,, ;1ft(·r lwav~• 11~e. ,111d otlil.'r t_vpes of toxic ps:·· 
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choses. There is an acute onset of confusion. vi­

sual and/or auditorv hallucinatirn!s, paranoid 
ideas and excitation ~r aggressive heh::tvior; this 
state is self-limited (clays to a few week!>). The 
diagnosis has given important weighting to a his­
tory of heavy cannabis intake, a situation which 
could lead to a biased inflation of the frequency 
of cannahis-ind11cecl psychosis. The similarity 
among cases reported from E,L~tern population,; 
as cannabis psychosis may suw~est tint this is a 
diagnostic entity: howc•:er, tr.is s;i~:s 11othing 
aho11t the ro\e of the psychoactive: a12;(:11t.. 

:\dminist.ratior: of rclativelv lar(!c doses c,f c'l-q­
Tl-IC isolated from cannabis· cnn prc:ducc ,w11tc 
toxic psychosis and hallucination., in ;_1 controll,·d 
setting." Thus. it is not surprising tr fine! vario11s 
reports of toxic.· psychologic rc;wt inns fol\nwing 
use of marihuana in \Vestcrn populations. Slllith 
and },khl of the Haight-Ashhury Clinic (San Fran­
cisco)<' believe that the ingestion of large 
amounts of clrngs, incxpt:rience (lf the user, and 
personality factors predispose to such rcactinns 
which are manifested hy panic, fear. depersomili­
zation, confosion. disorientation. depression. and 
paranoid ideas." Among case reports associating 
panic reactions and psychotic states with 11sc nf 
rnarihuana, other factors (possibly) preclispo.~ing 
to the mental disturbance can often I w fo1111d-a 
severe degree nf stress, schizophrenia in the pa­
tient or his family. and preexisting ps:·chopa­
tlwlogy." :\gain, the host and the setting in 
which cannabis is taken arc significant in under­
standing; the ctiolo)!;y of these adverse r~:actions. 
The use of rnarihuana, cspcciall:,• heavv tisc. ;,p­
parently can precipitate adverse psych<,logic cf. 
feds. frnrn mild reactions to psychotic episodes. 
I-lost and sitnati(111al factors appear to contrih11ll' 
to rnanv of these ach·l'rsL' ,·ffccts, Fort1uwtelv. the 
11~~:chotic episodl's 11:nd lo lie self-limited and of 
sh()rt d11rat ion if 1rrari11t1;\lia 11sc is tcrrninatnl. 

:\ cnnsid ... ·ration of the frcq11cncy ()f toxic psy­
clmlogic reactions a:;sociated with maril111:ma use 
S()lln indicates the po()r (Jll,tlit.\' rJf the cbt;1 rJ11 
which sm·h csti111:11E's arc liascd. cVt'll in \Vcstc·rn 
pop11lalio11s. The report:; of ,,·ides1)1'ca,I c.irn1,tl1is 

use in :\merican soldiers in Viet N:1111 s11_lc,,l.',l'.stcd 
that a useful source of data was availalile."' This 
source provided a11 estimate of five cases per 
-t.'5.000 troops per month nf (acute unset) ps:,'clrn­
sis associated ,,·ith a history of marih11ana use. 
(The authors reporting; thi~ estirnatc indicated 
the presence of predisposing pcr.sonalit~· fac\nrs.\ 
Of cm1rse. such ,1:1 esli111alc provides 111i imlir:a­
tion of the ri~k to a lll,Lrih11a11,1 user of tlt-vvlopi11g 
a ps:,•clwsb liecaust' th1~ actual 11111nlicr of sncli 
users anHrng .\111nica11 troops in \'il!I Na111 ,,·;1s 
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not reported; the estimate was based on the total 
American military pop11lation. Other similar esti­
mates. frpm the student health service at Yale (11 
caSl)S per 8,.5(X) '.,tudenl.s for the H}68-1969 aca­
demic year)"' ar,d from Los Angeles County Hos­
pital (nine admission.s re.suiting from the use of 
marilrnana out of 700,(X)0 admissions during the 
period from 1061 to H)69-most of these patients 
were admitted after intravenous injection (Jf 
rnarih11ana).~' are again uninformative. 

Thi~ recurrence of psychoactive effects when 
nut under the infl11cnce of marihuana has been 
described hy the term "Aashback."•ij E11phoria, 
anxiety. or hallucinations may be features of the 
flashback, often depending on the psychologic 
manifestations of previous (especially recent) in­
toxications. These recurrences are intermittent, 
usually occur within days ~o a few weeks after 
using marihuana, and tend to disappear with 
time. Although Hashhack.s have been reported in 
individuals v,·ho have used only marihuana, these 
phenomena seem to occur more frequently in in­
dividuals who have used hallucinogenic dmgs 
previously. The repetit!.011 during rnarihuana in­
toxication of hallucinations previously experi­
enced with our psychoactive dmgs is another 
phcnomeno11. perhaps related psychopharmaco­
logically to Rashhacks, which has been reported. 
The hasis for these types of recurrent phenomena 
are p0orly understood. 

The arnotivational syndrome refers to the loss 
of conventional motivation and lo preoccupation 
with drug-taking and its subculture .. The regular 
long-term use of marihuana may produce this 
syndrome (the marihuana hypothesis).n Individ­
uals who are constantly and chronically intoxi­
ca tee! cannot be expected to show conventional 
levels of motivation, although their desire to re­
main in the intoxicated state will motivate them 
to olitai11 sufficient amounts of the drug. Such in .. 
di\'iduals have heen the subjects of reports from 
countries where the most putcnt preparations of 
t·,urnaliis arc used. A less severe form of this svn­
drnmc 1nay he manifest in this country in youths 
who arc dropping out of ,chool and refusing to 
prepare themselves for traditional adult roles and 
in yo1111g adults who, after a number of years of 
rcL1:uLir marihuaua use. show subtle personality 
t·lia11L1:cs as i1Hlic,1tcd li:,- diminished drive. less­
('I1t_•d ;1111\iiti,,n. lms of dfectiveness, apathy. and 
i111 ni,·(·rsi1i11." :\11 i1nporta11t iss11e appears to lie 
Ilic roll' of 1naril111an,t in the dioloi-,'Y of the 
:1111oti,·at;o11,il svndrrnnc. 

T!icrc is no ;1hjective evidence for or against 
t lw h·,pnthcsis that the arnolivational syndrome 
n·sults frnrn organic brain chanl.(eS brought about 

by chronic nse of large amounts of c.rnnahi.s. Pre­
existing personality traits of heavy rnarihuana 
users which attract them to the drug mmt he 
considered in the etiology and pathogenesis of 
the behavior complex known as the amotivation­
al syndrome. The emphasis in om present <lay so­
ciety o:·, reexarnini11g traditional values and roles, 
which correlates with vouthful rebellion and in­
tcrt.'.',t in "<lroppin:-,;-0;1t," indicates that inter­
action of the drug and social variables must also· 
be considered in any exarmnation of the amoti­
vational syndrome. In the absence of data which 
provide insight into this possible adverse effec:t, 
an hypothesis equally suitable to the rnarihuana 
hypothesis is that psychosocial variables bring in­
divirluals into the counterculture, one of whose 
characteristics is use of ca111rnhis. 

CONCLUSIONS -
( Various adverse effects have been attributed to 

rnarihuana and other cannabis prcpar,ttions. 
Most of these claims cannot be weli .substantiated 
he::ause they are hasecl on uncontrolled observa­
tions, improperly controlled studies, studies with 
small sample sizes, and retrospective analyse~ 
Comparative st11clie:, of users and nonusers pm­
porting to demonstrate physiologic or psycholog-
ical adverse reactions usuallv fail to differentiate 
between a marihuana effect' and effects of other 
variables correlatccl with the use of this drng. 
Demonstration of a specific adverse effect of 
marihuana (by studying users before and after ab­
staining from the clnig) and of a close-response re­
lationship may tend to overcome this flaw in 
comparative .studies. 

Repeated clinical observations, properly exe­
cuted investigations, and controlled animal stud­
ies arc now documenting cert':lin adverse effects 
of marihuaria. Present k;10wledge indicates that, 
except for the effects t'f long-term smoking of po­
tent cannabis preparations on the upper and 
lower respiratory tract, acute and chronic ph>1si­
cal toxicity is rather low in nw11. The clinical sig­
nificance of altered ~-!LC and PHA responses and 
depressed pbsma testosterone levels of mari­
huana users remains to he dcrnomtrated. Animal 
st11clics indicating a teratogenic potential for can­
nahis ,ire s11fficic11t to recom1nencl avoidance of 
exp11);11rc to in:1rihuana Ii:' women who arc or 
nia:· heco1!1e pre:.:;nant. 

Observations tJ11 ps:'dwlogic and ph:,·siolo1.;ic 
L'lkcts of 111arili11a1ia i11dic,1lcd that. as \\"ith alco­
hol and other psychoactive drugs. i11divid11als 
who arc "high" sho11\d not drive. Use of rnari­
h11ana. espvc:ially h,iav:,' 11:--c. can prcC"ipitatc ad-­
verse psycholoL'.ic reactions. I lost and situational 
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factors appear to contribute to many of these ad­
verse cff ccts. 

Tolerance to cannabis develops with pro­
longed use of potent preparations. A relationship 
between marihuana tolerance and adverse effects 
'" not evident. 

The biomedical aspects of the use of mari­
huana are being monitored, and we can expect 
more information on its adverse effects. As more 
information becomes available, the Committee 
on Drugs will bring it to the attention of the 
Aeademy membership. 

The Committee on Drugs continues to adhere 
to its conclusion stated in 1971.•• Namely, that 
there should he no criminal penalties for simple 
possession and use of marihuana. \Vhen adequate 
met.hod~ for detecting concentrations of cannabis 
in the body (blood, urine, etc.) become available, 
the Committee would favor appropriate legal pe­
nalties for driving while intoxicated by mari­
huana. 
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RIJUANA: 
THE H_ LTH 
QUESTIONS 

Is marijuana as damaging as 
recent reports make it appear? 

By Edward M. Brech er and the Editors of C 0r,sumer Reports 

Over the ra~I yc3r the new.s media have carried many stories 

warning that smoking marijuana produces sc:verc:ly damag• 

ing effects on the human body. CU has followed these news 

accounts with great interest. In our special public;ition, "Licit 

and I I licit Drugs," published in I 972, we presented an ex­

haustive study of the s,ientitie, social, and legal evidence 

thr,High the end of 1971. Based on the evidence then avail­

ahlc. we recommended that marijuana should be regulated 

rather than prnh;hited. that all persons currtntly imprisoned 

for mari111ana possession or for sharing marijuana with 

friend~ should h: released. and that past offenses of these 

kinds ~hn11IJ be erased from the legal records. The time has 

come 10 talu;;. fresh looi<. a1 the alleged dangers of marijuana. 

THE SCIENTIFIC CASE AGAINST MARIJUANA 

.\Lrnv .,f the r,·ccnl allq:a1ions concerning the ctTcc::; of 

n1;ii1Jl1ana on health have appeared in rcputal;,le :.cicntific 

1,",rri;:h. Herc. in ~ummary, i1 the case a!':ainst marijuana 

rt:t:tnt!y p,-:1<.:!ltcd to the public. 

----···---.. -----------------------~ 
fd.,ard :\I. Hrtchcr, an award,v.·inninR Kirncc writer and in• 
vcst1~a1,ve rep<Httr, ha~ been a frequent contrihutor to CO~· 

s1;~11 ~ ~f:rmns ,in,.,, ,938. He wa, a principal collaborator on 
···1 he ComulT'tr~ Union Report on Smokinlf and !he Publi~ 
Jntcrc,t" ( I 9fd). v.·hich forc,haJowcd the U.S. Surgc0n Gen­
n al"\ rcrort of l'ili4; and he v.·a, tt:c 'ltnior author of "Licit 11nd 
111,,,1 Drur,1." the CU rcr,ort cited hy the American Library As• 
1(x.:,11ion a1 one of 4_1 tx>ob "of out,1andin11 merit" in 1972. 

CONSUM[R HPORTS 

1. Smoking rnarljuan11 damai;:es the brain irn,·1·rsihl_·1 "nrl 

ai;:rs II prcmatunl)'. 
In December 1971, the l;11c Dr . .A. M. C. C:imphc·II :1nJ 

his associates reported in a leading Brimh mcdic,d j,1urnal. 

The Lancet, on X-ray studies of the hrains of I IJ chron,.; 

marijuana smokers. Compared to a group of non,innkcrs 

of the same age, the marij\1ar1a group reportedly shnw,·d 

"evidence of ccrchral a1rophy"-.1ha1 is. a waiting away ,if 

brain tissue. 

Such X-ray stuc..iics. called air cncL·phalograrm, ,ari he 

painful and haz:ardous. and no other research i;:ro11r ha, vet 

ventured lo repeal the Can1rhcll s111dy. Scvcr:il \i.;d1,·, 111• 

volving other tcchn1yues. however. arc of11;r, cited i11 "1rr,,n1 

o( Dr. Campbell'~ findings. ,\1 the T11lanc U11ivcr\11y 'ichC111i 

of Medicine. for namplc. Dr. Kohot C. fil':11h in1pl:rn:ci! 

electrodes deep in the hr;iirn of 1ix rhcs11s rnnnkcy, arid re­

corded the monkeys· brain waves hcfnrc, d11ri11f!, and .1f1cr 

hcaYy cxpo~urc to marijuana •,ninkc. In mnn~l'y,. :i, 111 h11 

mans, temporary changes in brain-wave pattern, :,r,: 11,,rrn;il 

with almost any change in the hn,!y or it, cn\'1rnnr:1cn1. H111 

persistent changes arc cam, for concern. Dr. !-lea th rcr,Htcd 

that after his monkey~ were ,uhjcctcd to mari;i1,1na """'' "' 
large doses daily for mon1hs. the chango became r,cr\l','Cill. 

they could be otncrvcJ as Ion~ a~ five day, ;iltn marip1.1:1.1 

cxpornre was discontinue(!. Further, an a11t,,p,y rl'rn.-1 ,m 
two of Dr. Heath's rnonkcp i11dicatcd "~tr:ict11ral al1n:1t11111 

of cells in thr. septa! region of the brain." The al1cr01lu1n1 
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were said to be "minimal." visible only under a microscope. 

"Our previous experience with similar conditions," Dr. Heath 

stated, "would lead us to assume that this chronic smoking 

of marijuana has probably produced irreversible changes in 
brain function." 

Dr. Campbell's IO patient~ and Dr. Heath's two monkeys 

provide the only direct evidence of possible brain damage 
to date. Indirect evidence, however, comes from Ors. Har,,Jd 

Kolansky and William Moore, psychiatrists at the Univer~i: / 
of Pennsylvania School of Medicine and the Institute of the 

Philadelphia Association for Psychoanalysis. Ors. Kolansky 
and Moore arc convinced, on the basis of their obscn·::.tions 

of marijuana-smoking patients, that chronic smoking pro• 
duccs "a specific and separate clinical syndrome," or pzttern 
of behavior, which has been called "the amotivational syn· 
dromc." The hallmarks of 1his syndrome are said to be "dis­

turbed awarenes5 of the self, apathy, confusion. and poor 
rcali1y 1es1ing." O1her signs arc sleep disturbances, memory 

ucfcc1s, and impairment of lhe time sense. 
··Many of tho~c we examined," Dr. Kolansky said, "were 

physically 1hin and often appeared so tired that they simu­

lated 1hc weariness and resignation of some of the aged. All 

appeared older 1han their chronological age ... ," These oh­

scrvations. 1hc Philadelphia psychia1ris1s conclt1dcd. "seemed 

10 imply some form of organic change" in the brains of 

chronic mariJuana smokers. 

2. Smokinit marijuana Jowers lhe body's resistance to Infec­
tious disrnscs and cancer. 

·1 he human body has several defenses against infcctiou~ 
disea,c$. foreign prolein suhsta11ccs, and possibly even 
againsl Sllmc 1ypcs of c:inccr. One of 1hcse immunologi,:-al 
ddc:nse, is provided hy lhe ··T-lymphocytcs .. -cerlain white 

blood cc:lls dr~rivcd from 1he 1hymus gland. When viruses or 

"'nle 01hcr fordgn suh\lanccs invade the body, lhe T­
lvmrhocylrs multiply very rapidly and .illack the invaders. 

Thi, is .in i1nportant ;1Spec1 ol the "immune response." 

Dr. Gabriel G. N.ihas and his ass0cia1es at Columbia Uni­
v,-r,ity's College of Phy,icians and Surgeons reported i:i 
Sci,-ncc in Fehr1_1ary 197-1 thal •he immune response of mari­

i11:1na ,nwkcrs i~ irnpa,rl·d. The NJhas group hased its con­
cli1,inn (111 a compk., ,eries of l.1hl,ralory procedures. They 
r,;11w,·l·d ,,1111c T-l\'lnphocyle\ frnm the hloml nf 34 niari­
J1i.111a sm<1kc·r\. allllwcd the cell\ In nt11ltiply in l:ihora!ory 
c·11l111rc:, f,1r 72 li, 1 11r,. ;ind 1h,n c•;poscd them In pc,nkd 

d,,nor lymphnc·:,10 or 1,1 a ,pc-:ilic chc111ical-eithc·r of which 
111,rin:illv c·\(>~,·, lhe i,~1111:in,: re,pon,c in 1ho,c cells. 

L11,kr 1hc·,e circ11m,1anccs. the: T-ly111pl10cyles of th~ 

11i;1r1111:in;1 ,nwkcr, a,"milated le" thyrnidinc ( :in i111pnrtant 
cell b11ild11,t: block I frnm 1he cul111re solution lh;.in Jill 1hos~ 

"r 1he "'"''"'"ker,. 1 his r..:,ult ,ui;t:c,ted 1ha1 the cells from 
the· ,m"ker, "l'rc nnt multiplying normally. 

Dr. Naha, interprets 1hi, finding to mean lhal lhc immune 

, c·.p,rnH' of the T-lymphnc.:ytes of marijuana smokers is im­

p:1i n:J. In this re~pect. he ~tat cs. they resemble the T •lympho­
cytc, nf snmc pa1ients v:ith cancer or kidney disease. lie 
cnnclmlcs 1hat marijuan:i smokers lack an essential means 

of defense again~! infL'Ctious lfoca,cs and cancer. 

In Oc1nhcr 1974. Dr. Sudhir Gupta and his associates at 

R.on,cv.:11 ,ind St. L11kc\ l lo,pi1als in New Ynrk City re-

144 

ported related findings in The New England Jo\1rr,JI d 

Medicine. Using a procedure thal lcsls the rcspo:·,sc of 

T-lymphocytcs 10 sheep red blood cells, 1hcy observed th;,t 

the reaction of T-lymphocytcs from marijuana smokers was 

weaker than 1he reaction of T-lymphocy1cs from non­

smokers. They concluded that marijuana might ind,icc a re­

duction of T-lymphocyte function in man. 

· 3. Smoking marljuann increases the likelihood of birlh dc­

fecl!i 1md of hereditary diseases. 
Most normal human cells have 46 chromosomes. E.,ch 

chromosome carries numerous g~nes, or units of DNA 
(deoxyribonucleic acid), which govern !he manufacti..1rc of 

proteins within the cell and regulate many of 1hc cell's oth<.'r 
functions. Sperm cells and ova each con1:ii;1 only 23 chrl,mo­
somcs; these arc of particular importance, for 1hcy c~rry !he 

DNA "genetic code·· frum parents to olfsprin!'-
Back in 1967, reports began to ;1ppear alleging :ha: the 

tlrug LSD damages chronwsonil·s. Subscqt1cnt c:,rdt:I 

studies faikd to confirm this alleption, and the cnrlicr re­

ports arc now generally discredited. 
Among those who reported that L~D docs not da111a~:c 

chromosomes was Dr. ~'1orton Stcn,hevcr of th<.' University 

of Utah Co,lcgc of Medicine. In January 197-1. however. Dr. 

S1cnchevcr and his associates reported in the American 

Journal of Obstclrics and Gynecology that they had fou11c! 
a somewhat elevated proportion of damaged chromc,surno 

in the lymphocy1cs of 49 marijuana smoJ.:crs. ir1<:luding som~ 
who smoked marijuana only 1wicc a week or lc~s. 

Anolhcr chromosome study. not r\lhli,hcd at 1hh wri1i:ir,. 
was described at hearings of the U.S. Sen,11c S\lhcommittcc 
on Internal Security last May. Dr. Akira Mnrishima. an as­
sociale of Dr. Nahas, lold the st1hcon1mittcc !hat he h:ll! 
compared 95(, lymphocytes from marii11a11a snw~crs wi1h 
954 from nonsmokl:rs. :',.Inn: than :10 per ccnl of 1h~ ly111pl111-

cytcs from smokers con1aincd fc·wcr 1h-1n .11 chr,1m"''"r:1·,_, 
instead nf the usual 46. 1\mnng iymphncy1,·, fro111 11<011-
smokcrs, only about IO per cc111 co111ai11nl ,(1 fl'w chrp111C1-

somcs. 
"Since lyrnrhocytes cu11,1i11111; :.11 l',sc·111i,1I <.:c>mpo11u11 lll 

"If the [marijuana] epi­

demic continues ... we 

may find ourselves 

I 
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cellular immunity and chromosomes arc basic units of in­

heritance at the cellular level," Dr. Morishima told the Sen­
ate subcommittee, "it seems logical to anticipate potential 

danger in [the] immune defense system, development of 
cancer ... , genetic mutation and birth defects." 

In the Nahas experiment. it will be recalled, T-lyrnpho­
cytcs failed to mulliply rapidly when challenged with foreign 
suh~tanccs. The reason they failed to multiply, Dr. Nahas 
declares, was that they could r.ot manufacture enough DNA. 
Dr. Morishima similarly attributes his finding of too few 
chromosomes to a defect in DNA manufacture. 

4. Smoking marijuana cauS('~ precancerous changes In the 
lung cdls and olhcr lung daniage. 

Damage to lung cells from marijuana smoke has been re­
ported by Ors. Cecile and Rudolph Leuchtcnberger of 
Switzerland and also by Dr. Forest S. Tennant, whose studies 
were performed while he was a medical oflker stationed 
with the U.S. Armed Forces in Europe. In addition, some 
clinical studies suggest that those who smoke large amounts 
of marijuana for long periods may be more likely to develop 
chronic bronchitis or other conditions indicating lung-cell 
damage than those who do not. 

Dr. Cecile Leuchtenbcrger·s work, however, goes far be­
yond lung-cell damage. She grew lung cells of human origin 
in her laboratory and suhjected them to repeated whiffs of 
rr.arijuana smoke. Under these conditions, she found damage 
to chromosomes, changes in the number of chromosomes, 
and chang~s i11 ON A manufacture-which she interpreted as 
suggesting precancerous changes. She also reported abnor­
mal sperm cells in mice exposed to marijuana. Thus, Dr. 
Leuchtenberger alleges five different kinds of. marijuana 
damage-more than any other scientist to date. 

5. Smokin1: marijuana may lead to sterility, Impotence, or 
bolh, amoni: men. 

Testo~tcrone is lhc most potent male sex hormone. The 
concentration of tcstc,steronc in the blood of a human male 
can he rcndily measured. In A?ril 1974. Dr. Robert C. 
Koloclny ancl his a~~ociates al the Reproductive Biology Rc­
~carch Foundation in St. Louis (the Masters-Johnson sc,c re­
~carch center) reported in The New England Journal of 
Medicine that they had studied testosterone blood levels of 
20 fre<1ucnt marijuana smokers and 20 nonsmoker,. The 
levels in the marijuana smokers. though within normal limits, 
were lower than the levels in the nonsmokers. And the levels 
in suhjccts whr, smoked IO or more marijuana cigarctles 
per week were lower than the levels c-f those who smoked 
only five to nine p.:r week. • 

Si.x marijuana smokers had relatively low sperm counrs 
and two complained of i.11polcncc: such effect~ might (or 
might not l he related to low testosterone levels. \\,'hen one of 
rhc nicn who compla;ned of impotence stopped smoking 
marijuana. he reported his potency had been restored. 

SENATOR EASTLAND'S CONCLUSIONS 

i'-.1:iny of the findings reviewed above were nationally 
ruhlic,:ed last ~pring at hearin!!s of the Senate Internal Se­

curity Subcommittee. chaired hy Srnaior James 0. Eastland 
or Mi~~i\~ippi. Senator Ea~tland Jrcw these personal con­
cl1,~i<>ns from the tesrimony: 

CONSUMER REPORTS 

" (I) If the cnnnabis [mnriju;:ina] cpiJcmic continues to 

spread .•. we may find our~:-lvcs saddled with a large 
populatic,n of semi-zombies-of young people acutely af­

flicted by the amotivational syndrome .... 
"(2) We may also find ourselves saJdicd with a partial 

generation of young pcoplc--pcoplc in their tctns and early 
twcnties~sufkring from irreversible brain damage .... 

"(3) The millions of junior high school and grade school 
children who arc today using marijua~a may produce an­
other partial generation of teen-agers who have never ma­
tured, either intellectually or physically, because of hor­
monal deficiency and a dcfici-;ncy in cell•production during 
the critical period o( pubcr_ty .... We may witness the 
phenomenon of a gcnerntion of young people who have 
begun to grow oid before they have even matur~d. 

"(4) ... There is the possibility ... that we may de­
velop a large population of youthful respiratory cripples. 
And there is the possibility-which cnn only be con11rmcd 
by epidemiological studies-that marijuana smokers arc 
producing far more than th~ir quota. of malformed and 
genetically damaged children ...... 

If the scientific reports of adverse m:irijuana effects arc 
well-founded, there can of course be no possible objection 
to their then being· widely publiciz:cd through Congressional 
hearings, news accounts, or other means. The truth about 
marijuana should be known. But if the reports arc poorly 
founded, that fact needs to be reported, too. For such misin­
formation serves only to frighten the public unnecessarily, 
especially the millions of marijuana smokers, former sn1ok­
ers, and their families-many o( whom rnay now be waiting 
in dread for brain damage, cancer, and other predicted dis­
asters to strike themselves or their loved ones. Accordingly, 
it may prove useful for CU to review recent medical evi­
dence overlooked-or ignored-by the Eastland subcommit­
tee and by the press that covered the hearings. 

THE JAMAICA STUDY 
Back in 1970. when CU"s ·•Licit and Illicit Drug~·· was 

~till in the research stage, a different b11t almost equally 
horrifying colkction of marijuana hazarcls was being puh­
licizcd. Yet many mariiuana smokers arreared to rcn1ain 
in good health and in good spirits, just ~s they do today. 
Perhaps, we reasoned, it is too early to g,wgc the lrue cf. 
feels of marijuana smoking in the U:1iti.:d States or Can:-da. 

But what of other countries where marijuana has been 
a daily custom for generations? If dire adverse crTccrs 
existed, they would surely be readily vi,ihk rhcrc. ohserv­
ablc without air encephalograms. implanted electrodes, or 
other ~ophisticated lahor.ttory procedures. S,icnrisrs dis­
patched to such countries would not have to prr-tficr the 
long-term consequences of mMijuana use: they could re,Hlily 
sec and measure those effects. 

The same idea. of course. occ:,rred to others, including 
admini~trators at the Na1i0nal l11,1i1u1e ,,r Mcnr~I HCJ:th. 
They commissinncd the Research lnstilutc for 1hc :;tudy 
of Man 10 study marijuana dfccl~ nn th~· island 0( Jamaica. 
For decades, Jamaicans have smoked mMijuana nlltch 
stronger than that smok,;d in the Unitrd Stares. 

Although lhc Jamaica report wa\ co,npklcd nearly lhrcc 
years ago. it h;is ~till ncit hccn f)uhii~hcJ in the United 
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States. I ndced, CU was unahlc to obtain a copy from the 

Government :igencics concerned. An edition in English was 

finally scheduled to be published last month (February) by 
Mouton, a Dutch firm in The Hague. The report, titled 
"Ganja in Jamaica," is by Ors. Vera Rubin and Lambros· 
Comitas, director and associate director, respectively, of the · 
Research Institute for the Study of Man; - . . .- .-

In Jamaica, the report explains,. marijuana is called· 
"ganja" and is used in many ways. It is smoked, brewed 
as a tea, chewed, and used in cook:ng. In rural areas es­
pecially, it is an important clement of folk medicine and 
superstition. "Children arc inrrodu..::ed to g:rnja quite early," 
rhe Jamaica report notes, "first as a medicament in 'bush 
tea· or in a crude method of vaporizing, where adults blow 
srnoke at an infant with respiratory congestion." Increas­
ing do~es of marijuana tea throughout infancy arc recom­
mended as a prophylaxis against disease. Schoolboys arc 
urged to smoke marijuana to "help them study," to "im­
prove memory," and to "help pass examinations." This 
widespread use of marijuana is found both among farmers 
and villagers and among residents of the slums of Ki!'lgston, 
Jarnaic;1·s capital. 

The J ;1maica swdy was launched in June l 970. when 
six anthrcipologisrs were sent into the field-five into rural 
districts and the sixth into an t,rhan slum neighborhood. 
They found heavy ganja smoking common among the poor, 
despite s:::ver~ legal penalties ( not less than 18 months' im­
prisonment with hard labor for a first o!Tensc). 

One of the anthropologists. Dr. Joseph H. Sch3efTer, stud­
icJ the c!Tccts of ma~ijuana on ability and willingness to 
work. He recorded in detail how much work both smokers 
and nonsmokers did in a sample week and how much 
mctahnlic energy they expended while at work. In general, 
Dr. Schaclfrr found that ficlJ laborers actually performed 
rnnre motions and expendl'd more energy after smoking 
marijuana than hdorl.'. But they appeared to accomplish 
ks, when on marijuana-weeding a smaller ~atch of crops 
in ;in hour, for example. Dr. SchaefTer also reported, how­
ever. that mariJuana use in group l:lbor situations terded to 
incrc·ase the social cohesiveness of the workers. \Vhilc it 
may h:1n: Jccrc;1scJ overall eflkicncy, it appeared to make 
the prospect of long hours in the field more palatable and 
increase th.: lah,,rcrs' willingness to work. 

The Jamaica report call\ this the "motivational syn­
dr0nH:"-as di,tinguishcJ from the "amotivational syn­
dn,mc" dcscrihcd hy other p~ychiatrists. 

l"'ollnwing rhis and orhcr field sruJies. rhe Jamaica re­
sc..irch team hrought JO male n1:irijuana smokers and JO 
nnn,r11nkcr~ to Univi:r~ity 11,,spital at the University of the 
\Ve~t l11dics Cur six Jays of intensive medical examinatio11s. 
The 60 suhiccts ranged i11 age from 23 to 53; the average 
ag,· wa~ .'\-1. t\11 h11t one of the marijuana smokers had first 
rnwkcJ hcforc the age of 21); they had been smoking mari• 
juana ror 17.5 yl:ars, on the average (the range was from 
7 to 3 7 years). They did not smoke marijuana while in 
the hospital. 

But it •,•,as the frequency with which they smoked that 
,.,,,;11 s1artlc .'\mcrican renders. To qualify as a "heavy" 
~mnkl'r in tbc Jamnira study, one had to smoke at least 
eight "splitf;;" ( g;1nja cigarettes) a day. In the U.S., a 

·, 46 

"heavy" smoker is often defined as one who smokes more 
than seven marijuana cigarettes a , .. eek. And the typirnl 

Jamaican splilT is more potent tha11 the typic:'11 Norlh 
American marijuana "joint." Thus, Jamaicans smoke con­
siderably heavier doses than .their American counterparts, 
even though the latter tend to inh,dc more deeply than 

-Jamaicans. 
)-::The. 30 control subjects were matched with the ganja 
smokers for age and socio-economic status. It was, however, 
impossible to enlist enough working cla.5s males in the right 
age bracket who had never once used marijuana. /\ccord­
ingly, the control group was cr,mposetl of 12 mc11 wh,, h,1d 

never smoked ganja plus 18 confirmed nonsmokers who had 
smoked only occasionally in the past. All but three of the 
ganja smokers and all but 11 of the controls also smoked 
tobacco cigarettes. (Tobacco is also sometimes rnixcd v.,ilh 
ganja in splifTs to make a "better smoke.") 

Summarizing the examination findings, the Jarn:iic:i re­
port notes "no significant physical abnormali1y .. in any of 
the controls or in 28 of the 30 ganja smokers. One ganja 
smoker had a long history of asthma; ano1her had a litllc­
understood nervous condirio1·, known as "famaican ncu,o­

pathy," suspected of being an atypical form of ncuro­
syphilis. "There is nothing to suggest that these disabilities 
were in any way related to the use of cannabis," the repo,t 
states. 

The marijuana smokers and con1rols were well matched 
in height as well as .igc. but the snwkcrs wci,i;hed seven 
pounds less on the average-a ditTercnce, the rcp0rt noted, 
that "might indicate that the chronic '.1sc of cannabis causes 
some suppression of appetite," 

X-rays of the lungs were normal in both groups except 
for some scarring of the lungs in one of the subjects wh0 
did not smoke marijuana. Since smoking tob:icco cigarettes 
impairs lung f11nction, it WC\S also necessary to discount that 
efTect when gauging the efTccts of marijuana. At wc,rsl, the 
Jamaica findings suggest, impaired lung function is pro­
ducec! by inhaling smoke, whether tobacco or mariju;:ina. 

Since the marijuana smokers in the Jamaica st11rJ)' wcce 
aim in m:iny cases rhe children :wd grc,ndchildrcn of per­
sons who smokeJ marijuana, and since many of them were 
probably exposed to marijuana before birth as well as dw­
ing infancy, childho,1d, adolescence, and adult life. 1lic 
stt:dy of rhe:r chromosomes by Dr. Ma;·igold J_ ThNhurn 
of the Uni·,,crsity of the West Indies is of no ,m~ll interest. 
13ricfly, the chro.nos,,mts nf the marijltanJ smokers w,:,c in 
gooJ condirinn. In fa,t, they ~huwcd si,ghrly kwcr abnor­
malities than were found in the c0ntr,JI group, !hough the 
Ji/Terence was not statistically signific,1nt. 

In addition to 1hesc and olhcr studies of phy~:,cal health, 
both ganja smokers and c:ontrols were given thoro:1gh p,y­
chiatric examinations by Drs. Michael H. Bc;iubnlll and 
Frank Knight, hath psychiatrists. Only one pnja smoker 
and one control ,eported a history of past mental illness. 
Four ganja smokers and three controls had had alcoh0l 

problems sufficiently acute to interfere wi,h work or social 
functioning. Two ganja smokers, howcv(:r. "reported th:11 
they had hccn able to reduce their alcohol intake, and 
seemed to relate this to gnnja use." 

On lhc Eysenck pcrsonaliry tc~r. !he "cxtrcvcr:.ion 
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scores" were identical for ganja smokers and controls. The 

only man suffering from depression, as gauged by the Ham­

ilton Ratings Scale for Depression, was not a marijuana 

smoker. Not a single smoker or control appeared to be 

schizophrenic on either of ·two rating scales. 

The brain-wave recordings of both ganja \makers and 

controls were also compared. Significant difkren~es were 

not found. 

A battery of 19 psychological tests, designed to com­

pare r,anja smokers and nonsmokers on 47 measures, in­

cluding I I measures of inlclligcnce, was administered in 

lhc Jamaica ,tuJy. Smokers had not smoked marijuana 

fnr two days hdore the rests and JiJ not smoke on the test 

day. The marijuana smoker\ scored better on 29 of the 47 
mca,urcs-a ~talistically insir,niticanl finding. 

Ors. lkn11hrun and Knight summed up as follows: "The 

data ckarly indicate that the long-term marijuana use by 

these men diJ not produce dcmomtrablc intellectual or 
ahility deficits when they were without the drug for three 

<.bys. There is no evidence in the results to suggest brain 

damage." 

The psychiatrists also asked about regularity and con­

tinuity of employment and frequency and nature of job 

changes. No significant difTerences were found between 

marijlnna smokers and controls. Thus, careful psychiatric 

cxamin;11ion showed no evidence that these Jamaicans were 

"semi-zombies" aft~r having smoked very large quantities 

of very strong marijuana for an average of 17.5 years. 

CONFLICT OF EVIDENCE 

By far the greatest cLmnict of evidence on marijuana 

cxi,ts helwccn the JamniL·a ,tuJy anJ th~ studies cited 

earlier. But there arc also notahlc connicts among the L:ittcr 

studies themselves. Herc arc some examples. 

I. Brain damai:c. The Campbell report, it wilt be rccallcJ. 

fo\inJ evidence of brnin damage ir~ a group of marijuana 

snwl--crs. Bui was the Jarnage present before the patients 

started lo smoke marijuana~ If not, was it caused by mari­

j11ana. by sonic other Jrui:. or hy some nondrug factor, such 

,1s a blow on the hcaJJ Herc is what Dr. Kolouny-the scicn­

tl\l who bcliL·vcs marijuana sm<'king lowers tesloslcrone 

levels-Ins 10 s~y about the Campbell report: 

Rc,l'arch in cannnhi•, elTccts on human~ ha• not always been 
r,c:rfnrm,d or presented wiih objectivity. Many studies have 
riccn scverelv limited by indiscriminately including multiple 
drllJ: U'-Crs. •hu, frequently rai,ing more questions than pro­
,·id,n~ U<.('(ul information_ As an c,amr,lc of such rc~earch, 
I v.nulJ like to commrnt brieny on the [Camrhell] ,tudy en-
1i1lcd "Cerch1;il Atrophy in Youn~ Cannabis Smokers ... _ .. 
In the 10 cases reported. all 10 men ha<l used LSD-many o( 
them over 20 times--a, well a, cannabis. and 8 of the 10 had 
u,cd amphctamines. One subject had a previous history of con­
vulsions. four had significant head injuries, and a number had 
u,cd sedative~. barbiturates. heroin, or morphine. On the basis 
or thes: facts. ,peC"ulativc connection bet-..'ecn cannabis use and 
brain darr.ai:e is hi~hly suspect. Unfortunately, this type of 
report is typical of much of the research done in this field. 

Next, comiucr this comment on the work of Dr. Heath, 

--·ho rcportcJ brain.wave changes in rhesus monkey~ cx­

ro~ed to marijuana smoke, by Dr. Juli11s Axelrod, who won a 

1970 Nohel Prize for two studies, one of them concerned 

CONSUMER REPORTS 

with the cfTccts of dnigs on the hrnin. Dr. :\xL·lroJ apfKMCd 

as a witness before the En~tl;rnd ~ubcnmrnitlcc 10 w.irn 

against marijuana. Asked al the subcommittee hc,1rinp 

about Dr. Hcath"s experiments. Dr. ,he I rod rcrlicJ: 

. .. One of the fundamental princirlcs in pharm;i,:olo~y i~ 
the amount of a compound or dn:g 111at -enters the hri.J,. 
You could lake the most poisonou~ con1rL•"ml, and if you 
ta\..e loo lillle, there is no dT:ct. One rn;iy take a very Sllfl­

roscdly safe compound, and if you i;ivc enough <'f i:, i( will 
cause toxic dTc(ts. This, I think, all phar mncok1~i~ts rcco,nize. 
l respect Dr. Heath; he is a tine ncurolobist; but the dose, 
he has given fer the acute dfcct. for cnmplc. "ou!d h,; eq1ii­
vaknt to smoking 100 marijuana cii::arcllc<. a very heavy do,l' 
of marijuana. And the amount he has i:ivcn for the chronic 
effect rer,resents smokini: ~O marijuana cig:1r,·11cs three 1im,:, 
a day for :1 period of six months. !Even the heavy ~anja ,mo~­
crs in the Jar:,rnic,1 study sm,,l:.nJ only a fr:.iction ,,f 1hi•,.J The 
results indica:e that marijuana c:i11ses an irrcvcnihlc dam.1.c:r 
to the brain. But the 11m1111nt< used :ire so lar1:c 1ha1 one 
wondas whether it's due to 1he lari:c to~ic amounts Dr. Heath 
has given. I think it would be a bctler npcrimcnt if he had 
done what is don~ in rharmacoloH. a d0,c-rcsronsc [cur,·c I· 
smaller amounts equivalent to that uscJ hy an oc<.:asional m,11 i­
juana smoker and larger amounts u~cd by a chronic smoker 
[would be given] to see \\hat levels would produce these irre­
versible effects. I hope that thi\ "ill he done. 

"Long-term morquono use 

did not produce 

demons!roble 

intellec!uol or 
,,1(~-j"' / 

l1;!?;7" ability det1cits. u ,., ., 
~~-!/ 
'1'.:.. J Th, Jomaico Study , ..-- , ,, ' 

/!_:L~~ 
/1,,:;:/; 

/,),'-r" 

'!-·-:.~1 

Dr. Lester Grimponn or \he lbrv:ird fo.lnlic:il S,h,,"i 

,imilnrly points 011t that the monkeys in the He.1th s1;1d,· li:cl 
not smoke marijuana voluntarily but had the hc,1vy dn,,c, 

forced into their lungs. Since thJ.' nwnkc·y liir,,: ,, .1hn,11 

I/ 15th thc: size of a human lung. the conc,11tr;11ion uf rn,iri­

juana in the monkey lung may have hecn 15 time,, a, high 

as that of a comparable ,h"e in the lwinan liini-:. All,,-vin,: 

for this and other dosage disparitiJ.'S. Dr. Crins111H 1 n 1w1c:,. 

it is possible that Dr. l-lcaih's nH1nkey,; were: n;:,n,~d tn 

rn:i.rijuana conc~ntralions va,tly greakr than those op,:ri· 

cnccd by the usual human srn1.1kn. 

Nor have the brain-dam.ige alk;;,1tion, of Dr~. K1Jl,1nsky 

and Moore gone unchalkngcd. Al the Univer~ity of l'cnn~,1-

vania (with which Drs. Knlamky and Moore ar<.: a.\snci­

alcd), another team of rcscarchn, headed hy Dr. lgnr Cir;in1 

?1~ 
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... tests could 

demonstrate 

essentially no 

between 

and nonusers .. 
II 

Or. Igor Gron! 

----~ 
~dmini,tcrcd a nc·11rnlngii.'al oaminati0n tn 111 n1nrij11ana 

"nokcrs and 19 non,nmkin 1: control,. all of them medical 
,111ckn1,. In addition tn the neurological functions usually 
l<'\lcd. ,i, rnca,11res specifically de~igncd to reveal hrain 
d:,m:tf!l.' were u,c•d. The examiners did not know which 
t:xamince, '-''Cre marijuana :,makers and which were non­
,nwkcr,. Nn dilkrcnce wa, found hetwccn the two groups. 

In addition. the C.rant kam admini,tcrcd a haflery of 

nc11rop,~·chol,1gical tc,1, dc,ignctl to reveal hrain damage. 
"\Ve found no dilTcrencc hdwl.'cn marij11ana smokers and 
1w11,m,1kcr, on sever. out of ,eight measure,." Dr. Grant and 
hi, a\Snt:iatc~ reported. "Marijuana smoker~ did not perform 
q11itc a, well ;i, nnn,nwkcr, ... on one of the three rnhtc~b 

of the Tactual Performance Test." The team added. how 
evo:r, that "the ahsencc of confirmatory fim.lini:s in the other 
ti:,b has led \IS to i:oncludc that this one findini: did not indi­
cate a neurop~ychnlogical l1cf1eit amnnJ! marijuana snwk­
cr,." They summed up their findings in these lerrm· 

A h;,11cry of 1he mn,1 '<·n,itivc nc,,rop,y.:holoi;:i,·al tc\ls now 
a,·ailahle coulJ dcn1on,tra1e e"cntially nc, difTcrcncc brtw,:cn 
moderate u,,crs and non,.1,er-. of marijuana. These rcs111l, ~grcc 
"ith lho,c· pf ~tcndcl,on and l\.kycr who cmrh•>•cJ ,in1:lar 
tc,h with IO ca,ual a11J I 11 hca,·y ll'Crs. 

Finally. the allq:.11i,1n, 111· an ".imo1iv:1ti<>nal ,yndro111c" 
:111d of hr;iin damage ;1,e ,h;illt:ngnl by lhc lindinp nf Dr. 
N.irman (). Brill and hi, a\S(iciatcs at the University of Cali-
1,,rnia at l.,,s t\nf,ll's Sc·ho<.,I or Medicine. This gr11up 
,·hcckcd the cnllq:c _;ra,k, of I .,so UCL-\ undc·rgraJuat.:.s in 
1'1711, t!ll'n foll,,\lc·, 11p 011 the ,amc ,ample in !')71 (i 1.1.1 
,111<k111, I and I 'J71 1 91)1 ,111dc·n1,) _ Many of th()sc who Id! 

,nlkg.: '" w.:11 a, thr,,c v..tin ,t;iycd on w,:rc fc,llnwcd up. 
Si~ gn111p, of ,tu.!cnt\ cn1ild be lfoniminall'd during 1hii 

,111dy. th<l\c' wh,, had never ,,.,nk,·d marijuana; those whc, 

b,:g;1n """king d11r1nl,'. the ,111dv: thn": u,h11 in,:re;i,ed 1ise 
,i<irini.: th,: ,rlldy; th,l\c 1, hn,c· \ISil!'.:C remained ,table 

1hrn11.d1,111t the ,1,ul>"· thn.,c "h,, ,lcc:rc.t\Cd use·: :111d tho,e 

"h,, q11it mar1p1;i11:1 altot:e1her. 

All si\ frc111ps ~hnwcd ,1 ,1,;i,ly i;11pr,wc111c111 ,n c,,!!q,<' 

grndo fro111 ycu 10 ycJr. Thi: n,.,,,,rn"kcr, h;,cl th,: high,·,: 

grndcs as freshmen but the lowc,;1 ,l'.radcs :1, ,;cniors and 

grnduatc ~tudcnts: the ddf,:rcnces were not st;111stically sig­

nificant. Neither collq!c grade~ nor other f:1c1nrs chcckc·d 

hy the UCLA scientbh supplied any C\'idencc 0/ hrain dam­

age or of an ;irn,.itivation;il sj·ntlrf1mc. "So fJr as we have 

hecn able to determine by this lonr,it11din;il ~t11tly," the flrill 

group concluded, "the dire eon,cq11cnccs 1ha1 were pre• 

dieted ha.·c: no! matcrialilcd." 

2. Lowered rl'sislance to di.<r:i~e. Dr. l',;;ih,ts. it will hc- re­

c.illed. grew T-lymphncytcs from mar1jua1ia ,mnkcrs in 

lahoratory cultures and then ch:ilknµl'd them with fo,cign 

substances. He intcrprctnl his rc\ults as indicating an impair­

ment of the immune rc,pon.,e nn1(lng mari111ana :.mnkn,­

an impairment similnr to that follnd in ,on1c c;111ccr raticn1,. 

Among those alarmed hy the :'-hha, findings were Dr. 
Mcfvin J. Silvcrs1c-in and hi, assnci:ilc, \h Phvlli, J !.,;, .. ,;,,, 
al the Univl•rsity of California ;it 1.ns 1\11i:clcs. P:11icr.ts with 

this kind of defect in irnm11nit)', th(·y noted in a recent issue 
of Science, "develop cancer at rates at lea.\! 1-sll tin1cs that 
of the i:encral pnp11lati(1n." f111r w;is Dr. Nah,1, ri!;hl ·,r, ir1tn­

prcting his r('slllts to mean a In" ,,f J111r1111nc rc•,r,onsc' 

To check on the Nahas claim. Dr. Sil"crstein ;,nd l>h. 
Lessin took an approach that dc1c-rmincs the in,nrnncc re• 
sponsc in the human hndy itself in\lcad 0( i11 a IC\! tt1hc. 
They challenged chronic marijuana ,mn~crs w11h a fnrcig11 
substance called DNC!l ( 2.-t-dinitr0chlorohcnzcnc). A small 
amount of DNCfl l\'a, firs! n,hhcd ,,n the ,kin to scmit11.c it: 

two weeks l:llcr. small do~cs of DNCB were inJ<'.CtcJ into th(' 
~kin. Under these circumstances, 96 per cent of all adults 
develop an immune rc;,ction-a reddening of the sh:in arr1 t1ncl 
the test area and sometimes more sn·crc sJ..in chani;c,. These· 
changes C::tll he graded from l-pli1s ( a 111inirn11rn reaction I 
to 4-plus ( a vny severe rc;1<::1i,,11. inc·11,d1ne /-,fi,rcring 1. 

\Yhen this test W;;t\ run on 22 mariJ11:1na sm,1kcrs. the re­
sults clearly indicated that their imn111nc rop,111\cs wuc 
intact .ind vii;:owltS. All 22 showed a respon,c 10 ,:\'rn a 
small ( 50-micrni:r,im) dose l'f DNCll. and in :'. I nf I hl' ~ 2 
the respor.s~ was severe ( J-plus r,r ,l-pltis). Ev\'n wi1h c,e1ly :\ 

2.5-micror,ram dose. 21 (1( the 22 showed an immune rc·a,­
tion, and 14 of the rcac1i<1ns wn,· J-pl11\ Pr •1-rlt" i°',1 re·• 

scmhlilncc was found to the im11Htnl' rl'ac,""'' of a c(,i1111.,1 
group of cancer p;iticnt,_ T,·,h with 111hn [c,rc·if!ll '11b,::ll1c,·, 
confirmed thi~ frndini: 11{ a n,,rn1al i1nrnl1ne r(·,ronsc in 

rnarijt!ana rn1okcr~. 
", .. There· is no c·li111L·al Pr q1i,k111i111,,1:i, c,·idc1H:c· tc, "'!> 

gcsl that chr,,nic marij11a11~ llscr, rni.~hl l,c nwrc pn1nc 111 
the dcvcl('pmcnt <1[ "<'"J'l:1.,11, 1,·,111cn<111,J nr infec!;t1l:\ 

processes," Dr. S:J,·,·rstc·i11 :llld t\ts. l.c·"'" :,,,t,·d. "S111,,: 
r~spon\cS \\'1.:re nurr11;d 111 the- c!Hl1fltc rn:1r1jt1;1r~;1 1:\l·r-... \i..·\: 

tc:-itcd. it wnuld il!'J'e:\r !h:11 L·hnH11l· n1:1:1111~111;1 -...:n1 1k,:~.1~ l]r,l...' 1, 

nn·_ prl)dt;l·1~ :1 !~r~i:-.:-. i:i..:ll11l:1r 1r1Hl'lurh.' dt.:iL·l·l rh;1\ c.:r1 [,c ,__;L'· 

tcctcd 1,y ,ki;1 lcS!ing." 

J. Birlh dcfN·ts 11111! hnrdit;;_, di.,ca"'· Tl1,• St,·11,·hn·cr r,•. 
port that 111,iri111ana d:1111:ii:o chr,H111,s,H110. lih· c,11'11r, 

rlainH th;,t l..S[) d;1n,:1.L:1.·, rh,1,rn11-...t1111t:,. ,..., ht.·1r1,t.:: }~c.,,._:1\ 

chalkngrd by cnn1r:1d1e·1<,1v ,., icil'11c.:. 

At the lmtitu1c l11r 1'1edi,·al Rnc·:irch in C:n11drn. ;..; J 

MARCH 1975 
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ror example, Dr. Warren W. Nichols and his associates per­
formed a well-controlled stt1dy of marijuana effects on 
chromosomes. They first cherked the chromo~omes of 24 
occasional marijuana smokc~s and found them to be in 
good condition. They then gave their 24 subjects measured 
doses of marijuana daily for five or 12 days and checked 
their chromosomes again. No damage was dctcc• . .?d. 

Other investigators who have failed to finJ marijuana 
damage lo chrornosl1mcs include Dr. Thorburn of the Uni­
versity of the West Indies (in the Jamaica study). Dr. Henry 
B. Pace and his associates at the University of Mississippi, 
and Dr. Richard L. Neu of the Upstate Medical Center, State 
University of New York. Animal studies have also failed to 
provide cviJence of chromosome damage. 

As for the Morishima report that the lymphocytes of mari­
juana smokers have fewer than the normal number of chro­
mosomes, two difficulties shoulJ be noted. 

first. all of the lymphocytes studied by Dr. Morishima 
aml reported hy him lo the Eastland subcommillce came 
from just three marijuana smokers and three nonsmokers; 
this is an e:1.lrcmely modest base from which to anticipate, 
in Dr. Morishima's worJs, "potential danger in [the] im• 
mun" dcfi:-nsc system, development of cancer ... genetic 
mu1;i1ion ;inJ hirth defects." 

The second difficuily: if more than 30 per cent of the 
lymphocytes of chronic marijuana smokers contain fewer 
than 31 chromosomes instead of the normal 46, how could 
this gross lack of chromosomes have escaped the attention 
of Ors_ Nichols, Stcnchcvcr, Thorburn, Pace, Neu, and 
others who have hecn intensively examining lymphocytes for 
chromosome breaks and other minor abnormalities? 

4. I.uni: damai:e, Though the evidence lo date is far from 
decisive. there is no reason to doubt that marijuana smoke, 
like tohacco smoke and other kinds of smoke, may damage 
h11nian l11ng cells. lfnw 1111,clr damage remains an unan­
s•.vcrcd 411c~lion. But the extent of damage is probably more 
closely rcl:11cd to the amount of smoke inhaled than lo the 
type of smoke. Thus. it is hardly plausible at this stage of 
scicn1inc knowledge lo worry 1ha1 someone who is smok­
ing a pack of tohacc<, cigarettes a day-140 a week-may 
experience further lung damage by adding two or three 
mariji,;1na cigarclles a week. 

f'pr vny heavy users who s;11okc many marijuana ciga­
rc11cs a week. of cnursc. the risk d lung damage may he 
serious. Dr. DaviJ E. Smi1h of the University of California 
:11 S;111 Francisc,1 Medical School, who is also medical di­
r(Ctor ,if lhe Haight-Ashhury Free Clinic, h::is accordingly 
suggcs1cd that s11ch u~crs switch from marijuana smoking to 
n1t·a forms of marijuana consumption-such as drinking 
,n.i~iju:ina lea-to protect their lungs from smoke. 

5. StrrililJ' nnd impotence. Back in 1971. Dr, Kolo<lny and 
his :-issociales at the Masters-Johnson tex research center in 
St. Louis reported that male homnsc:lluals have lower testos­
:cronc levels than male hetero~ellltals. That report, like the 
Kolodny rcrort on low lcstoslcronc levels in marijuana 
qnnkcrs. was widely circulatcJ hy the n,ass media. \Vi1hin 
lwn nr three years. hnwcvcr. lhr,•c: efforls to rcplicalc the 
Kolndny linding failed. anJ ii i5 now generally ogrecJ thal 
no ,ip1ificanl dilkrcncc exists hetwcen homosexual and 

cm~SUMER REPORTS 

• -~ l.•1,, ''"' ... _,,;i•.; 0,..,-1,..,....._~.;.-1 • ..'.: ..... ·,a •• ,,~1,,.: ; I .. ' ~•,..•.,•~.t,·_· 

heterosexual testosterone levels. The Kolodny report on 
testosterone levels and marijuana is now experiencing a simi­
!ar challenge. 

in November 1974, Dr. Jack H. Mendelson and his :,s­
sociates at the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Rc,carch Ccnt,:r. 
Harvard Medical School-McLean Hospital. rrpor1cd a c.ire­
fully controlled study of marijuana dlccts on testosterone. 
Like the Kolodny study, the Mendelson stuJy was published 
in The New England Jm1rnal of Medicine. 

The Mendelson group sc!cc1e,I fer i1s study 27 young male 
marijuana sn1okcrs, some of them c,L\trnl smokers and c1hr.:rs 
heavy smokers who had consumed rnnre 1h;o1 one n1urijua11a 
cigarette a day for the past year and who had been smoking 
marijuana for an average or 5.6 years ( ran[;c, three I•) nine 
years). All subjects were requested 10 rcfr~in from mari­
juan.1 smoking for 1wo weeks and ,Hre then adn1ittcd for a 
31-day stay in a locked hospital w:-in.l, where access 10 m.iri­
juana and other drugs •.i.•as rigorously c0nr10Ilcd. 

During the first ~ix days of the experiment, no rnarijua11:1 
was perm111cd. Testosterone levels were mcasu red each 
morning. The average levels were in "the upper range of 
normal adult male ]el'clr-." The hc:ivy smokers had sorn,:­
what higher levels than th..: c:isual smokers, hut the difference 
was not statistically sicnificant. 

During the next 21 days. :he suhjccts were allowed to 
"earn" marijuana by pcrfom1ing a simple manual rnsk. They 
were. required to smoke this marij11a11.1 under ,1liscrva1inn lo 
mak.c sure ii was really consumed. As the days r(,llcd by, 
both the casual and the heavy m.irijuana smokers gradually 
increased thdr consumpti•~n. some or them lo very high 
levels. Their tcsto~tcronc levels did not fall. Under these 
carefully eontrollrd conditions, the llkndels0n group co11-
cludcd, "high-dosage marijuana intake was not .issoci.ilcJ 
with suppn:ssion of tes10~1eronc levels ... ," 

THE PATTERN OF EVIDENCE 

Out of all nf these rn:u,y ~lt:dic~ (and olhc'rs ,w1 rc\'icwcd 
here), r i::cncral p:1lkrn is bq:inning 1n l'JlH·r·sc. \\'hrn a re­
search finding can \-,c readilv chcdcd-,-i1hn 1:v rc'['c'atin;: 
the cxpnimenl or by dc·vising a :,,•l',n l'llc-:111 ;ili.:!:":i,,n ,,1· 
adverse marijuana elkc·ls is rclalivcly short-livi.:,,!. Nl, Jam­
age is found-and :-if:cr a ,i,,1c lhe a\lq::i1inn is d~nppnl (of­
ten to be rcpl:-iccd by allcgatic-11, of wmc other kinJ ,,f lbm­
agc due to nrnriju:111;i). 

If lhc test procedure is dillirnll•-likc lhc :iir rnccph:tlo­
grams that Dr. Campbell cmrloycd. or like !)r. Jk:i1h's work 
with clcctroJcs implanlcd ,ker in 1hc hr:1i11-i11,k;,i:1dcn1 
repeal studies arc nol rt111 i11 l,th,r l.1hnr:i1orics. S<1 the'.,~ al­
lq;ations or damage continue to '1c ci1,:d in the :,ckn:i11c 
li1erature anJ in lhc lay press. Thrn 1hcv. lol\. :-re ,-,·,111u­
ally replaced by frc~h alkga1ions ,,f m:1riju:1na d.1m:1i,'.c'-

Aftcr reviewing the voluminous evidence avail:ihk up :n 
January 1972, CU did nol conclude in "l.icil and 111,cit 
Drugs" that marijuana w;i~ "h;irmlcss." On 1hc c,,nlr;ny, we 
then pointed out, "Ill' drug is s:ifc or h1r~~lcss 1n ,ill pc,,r,c: 
at all dosage levels or undn :ill n'r11Ii1i,,11~ 0[ u,c." \\'c i.cc 
no need 10 withdra·.,, or nwd,fl' :h:il c,:ncli1,i,H1. 

\Ve do. h,,wC\'l'r. sec a n,·cd 10 cn111mc111 nn the ,lll-.-cr,~ 
kgal and ~oci:il consequcnc,:s of misinf,1rm~1i,1n ;1l1<1.il the 
h~allh dkc1s ,,f marijuana. \Ve sl:;tll Jo so 1101 nic1n1h. 
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MARIJUANA PENALTY REDUCTION 

1. Except as authorized by law, every person who 
possesses not more than two avoirdupois ounces of cannabis 
shall be punished by imprisonment in the county jail for a 
period of not more than one year or by a fine 0£ not more 
than five hundred ($500.00) dollars, or by both such fine and 
imprisonment. Any person so convicted shall be imprisoned 
for no less ~h~n 30 days in the county jail and no judge or 
justice o~ the peace may suspend, or defer or set aside, the 
imposition of such sentence. 

•·11 • f "_,_) 



I 

I 
_:is 

I 

.EXl-t'/8 IT .T 

T ~1 e pro cc c d i n q gr ll p h r c: f 1 cc t s on 1 y :JG s s cs s ion c, f n1 c, r i J u a :·: ,, c .-: :_,: ,-_. ", 

=alcndar yea~ 1976. 

Total number of cases: 151 

Breakdown: 

Prison scntenceC:: 9 or 

Probation sentenced; 1. 4 2 or 

Quantity 1 ounce or less: 99 or 

Quantity Greater thun l ounce: 43 or 

Disposition Profile by Ccunty 

CLARK: 45 cases total ,1 4 cases received 

•• 1 case received 1 day prob.::ition 

1 case 

WASHOE: 61 cases 

All oth~r Counties: 

Prison1 
Probation: 

fined only 

to ta 1 

S ·cases 
40 cases 

Revocation Information 

58 cases received 

6. 7 i 
9 3 . 3 '!. 
6 c-, ,-, 

J , 

3 11, 

probc,tions 

pr,:,bati.0n 

( 1 ) Re v o c a t i o n o f p r ob a t i o n o c c u r r c d s t a t c w i c1 c i n ! ·:• 7 C, . ,,_. i. t :, 

reason being "new narcotic ch.lnge" (approximateiy o:ce 
ounce of marijuana), t~is was Washoe County ca~o-

fl, _JJ -

'?16 
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DETAILS OF 

( ·.:HE RE ()TI! SF. COUNTS O R CE;\ n G :C: S , .. : ~: ;. E D I S :.: I S S SD ) 

11011 C l a 1~ k C o u n t y 

3 or approximately 33\ Washo12 County 

Details of these three (3) cas.::s: 

l. 

2. 

3. 

One (1) count: Sa le o f ,~arc o tic and t. \,· o ( 1 l Cot, n t s 
Possession Dis:-:iis;,cd 

o n e ( 1 ) C o \l n t , S a l e o f l, a r c o t i c Disrniss.e(~ 

One (1) Count: Possession of :!eroin, -Jne (1) Count 
P o s s e s s i o n o f M ,:i t h a d o n e a n cl O n •:c ( 1 ) C o u n t l' o s s 0 s :s i o :, 

of Hashish Dismissed due to P:ca Bargaining 

3 or approximately 33i Nye County 

Details of the three (3) cases 

1. One (l) Count Assault ~ith Deadly Weapon J.isrnJ_ss1...:(~. 

2 • One ( 1 ) Count : ,1 t t 1'-.! mp t t. o Se ~ '- ~lo. r i j u an ,3. ·: o c, :;:· e ;." f'. o:. 

1.1 n d e r a 9 e o f 2 l :1 i s IT\ i s s ,~ d 

3 . A 1 a r g e c, u a :, t i ::. '/ n " Narc o t i c ·,.,· _, ::: i n v o ~ ·•· s- d :;_ ,, ,: :-. ,2 •- '· --- ,-. 

(3rd) ca.c,e 

2 or approximately 22~ 2sr.1<2ralc.,, County 

De t a i 1 s o f t h e s e t 1, o ( :, ) c a s e s : 

1. One (1) count: I :1 t. ,2 rs ~at~ 11 r a:: s po:- t. a·;...: f c ~L ;1 i'i d 

o n e ( l ) C o u n t : C o o! t. r t b u t i n g t. 0 t !'l e D (-l l i :, -:- u e :-,_ c y o ~ 
Minor Dismissed 

2. A 1 <.1. r g e C) E q u.). !"1 ti ~ ~-· C, f ~ c:. !.' CO t. :_ C' 3 
{ ) r"' ,., 
·, ~' ..... 

v o l v e d i J7. 1: h c s 1~ .;: o :-; (~ :: :_- n d ) c 2 s e . 

l or approxi~ately 11, 
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Chairman Barengo said that he had several proposed bills which 
had been given to him for committee introduction. After a brief 
explanation of content, Mr. Price moved for committee introduc-­
t.ion of these. 

Mr. Price also passed out,to the cornmittee,some additional infor­
mation on the marijuana issue. It is attached and marked Exhi­
bits C and D. 

Also submit~ed to the committee, fo!:' the record,was a letter from 
Kenneth J. Sharigian of the Division of Mental Hygie11e and Men­
tal Retardation which is attached and marked Exhibit E, refer-
encing AB 240. · 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:0G a.m. so that the members could 
attend session. · ' 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~a¼t/ 
Linda Chandler, Secretary 



Al'l'ENDIX l EXHIBIT C 

CALIFORNIA'S NEW MARIJUANA LAW 

SB 95, CHAPTER 248, STATUTES OF 1975 

lcord destruction 
of 1976) 

provisions modified by AB 3050, Chapter 952, Statutes 

L Posses:,j_on of one ounce or less of marijuana is a misdemennor. 

I 

A, ... _J~.(!.\~:<:.S!.--"-•111 ... issue.. . ..a..-citat-ion..:.£~~;A:I1.'.':.:i1..U.~~-e5'.:::_ of-f«;i;t.d$J;..SfL?.PP.£~!E.J.t1 __ . 
,, __ cour_t_. ___ , .. lL .. thc~il.1di.vltf.oiir:~ilf!71s· . .:.:.t.ha-:pr.oJ11i,sG-to-..appe.~:t~ .. and. properly 

idci1-1;.~t~.!,;!§_...,~4,~,¢._~~~.;,iii~~~~h~~~1rige::print~d:.,:eor ... p_h9to·graphed. -
.ind·t.Jill:~nb't b~-·'bik~n Tnto·0 custody. ·---•--- ... ----- --··----···· 

B. Procedurally there are options left to the local magistrate, and 
hence, to the allf>ged offender. 

(;, 

D, 

E. 

1) If the magistrate sets bail for alleged offenders, those who 
have no prior convictions for possession of marijuana may choose 
to forfeit bail and avoid any further proceedings. An alleged 
offender with such a prior conviction may forfeit bail only if 
the magistrate determines that requiring a court appearance will 
cause him undue hardship. 

2) Tf the magistrate decides not to set bail and authorize the 
above proceril.'r:es, an allei;ed offe~1der will uppear in co•Jrt c111cl 
be apprised of his r~ght to an attorney, his right to test the 
evidence against him and his right to a speedy trial. He may 
also be elisible to participatR in the Drug Offender Diversion 
Program (P.C. 1000). 

The maximum fine for conviction i~ $100.00. 
~ - -·· ·-- ----~~ ~ -

Aft er-thre-e-or-tmrrt!· ·c:onv:tcri6b"§-· for -t.his-]ifilriSJi_w.llhin_a_t,ws.=_ 
year period, t_l~_~_J_qy.f,½11-_-s:,o.~v~il:,.i;_equit:~!:~h~."~§:ffinder~~·~to:::.cnt~-~ 
the ·-½-)r,u~.-0£..LendeT.'-·Dive~-py-og 5 a:mJ..-:rr.:.:!£,Y. r?j~ r -:1::._,.:L~} 1-.. ~~-~.<:P..S: . .J: :t:m . 

. ,. -~···-~---·--------..... -..... ~ -· 

2. Simple posscss:lnn CJf !12.<]rr, thnn 01~.£_ ounce of nwrJ._7uana i.s a m:!.sdcmcnnor. 
(Posscst1ion of ntariju,Hw for s.:lc ·Ls a felony.) 

t 

A. Po_l,icc.hav~ an··option-•to 00arr,eet or- to cite un--alleged offender. 
, r~-- • ,. ·•· _.,_ r,,.,,._ -~•" ··,, •··~.•-'.l""•""'l·;'.•_"'lll',1,",,.....V .., .... \.',Ii ... ~,.,:; -~~~ ~~ tr" ,t;'-',< \....,, H,:••..,..,~•- • t•,,,;-•.;' ~-• .... ••a•-"(• ·.,-;, ~'~, .: , •• ,-.. ••'•• V,- '"•Y ..,.,·,-.,< •, ·•· · 1 ' · · •·•.,' · · 

R. 1\~, in current procedure's, an uJleged offender ls arr.iir,nc:d on the 
cli.:1rges ;inll is npprised of Iii!: ;ight to nn attorney, his right to 
test the evidence :i.gainst hJm nnd his r1r,11t to .i !;pecdy trial. He 
may also be eligJ.ble to participate in the Drug Offender Divers-ton 
l'ror,r;im. 

l-1 
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C, The maximum penalty is six months in county _j;:iil ;;11d/or $'.iOOJJ(: 
fine. 

D. The same r8cords <lest.ruction procedures npply ns above, inc: l 11d i :,g 
the destruction or permanent oblt:erntion of stntc "Ff,P" sheet:,; 
in the Department of Justice, 

3. Simple possession of any amount of .!'.conG,eritJ;:i:te.d· .caimabi.s'ii' may be 
prosecuted as either a felony or a misdemeanor. Concc~11trntul cannnb·i :; 
is defined as "the Repar.::1te.d resJn, whet)ier ... crl!de ur r,uri_f.-5.cd, obt::1:;11::: 
from m,ir.ijuana". (tifr:fudes' .. hasfrfih":i1nc1·1,~sh oil.) 

A. Police will arrest c1n alleged offender and take •. him ii1to costoclyt 
- •':: -,,. '., 

B. The district attorney or the court will determine whether the cnse 
will be handled as a misdemeanor or a felony. 

C. The same rights and court procedures apply as in ~.R. above. 

D. The !naximum penn1ty fa one year in county jail Hnd/or $500.00 fine, 
or state prison fnr one to five years. 

E. Records deRtructlon provisions d-o .. not--apply-. 

4, Transporting or gi'.ring away one ounce or less of marijunna is trcnLcd 
the same c1s possessing one ounce or less, except tlwt the rLivc!t:c;ion 
provision (1.n. ahove) is not mentioned. 

5. I ts··w.i-l.·l--:n~-":'.:±-nng~~lre-ID.'fl"ifwfi'ir'topo"T,"se"::ss-·,m1rf.YJ1-Tiffi~i- -•rfrrfrlKf n'K"PXI"~'Pl'1'!!rnn 1 'i :·1 , 

noi;::,wiii,~:it.,c:be; fl--Vio.Lit. io1rto-·v1sIE''a"• rrac:·e·-. whi':!r'e ·marij IH.i na .. is'. belni; u§''ecr/:~·~---:::-: ,, __ "·' · · · - -

6. While marijuana intoxlc3.tion i.n publ:lc wUl still n::,w[n ,1 v·.ioL1tin11, 

be:1.nr, under the influence {)f marijuana will no longer_· hen l!c;iltll n:;d 
Safety Code violation 1,:lth a mnnclatory minimum n'lnct.y--dny _jnll Sl:t,lc:nc•_•. 

7. Any-pc·fs0n-1A10 .. wi'.l~"::irreHte<l .. .and/or convict eel of n ri'.ar ij LI.'.ln;J por;.scs :; [ nI1 
or Bpcc:iflcd misdemeanor 11wt:iju11n;1 offcnsc-:"'r'ri';,{."t'~ Jnn1i:n.:). l, 197(,, 
C...in--lv,vc"CC!:'tr1T1'i"-ii'i;-i-c:s'C,""c':Tl'ri t 'I 6i1 rind" '6ii.1i'L: i·r~co-r:-1 S cl C·stroycd or 
perm11ni:>'nllj'cirinr·t1rrrt·r.t1·:·~·· - ..... - .. - .. --·--·~ -- · .... ··- --

A. The procedure begin:, wi.th nn applicat.ion Lo t'IH• Cnlifor11L1 r,cp:11·t--­
mcnt of Justice. 

B. The Department, upon verifying ti'1e applicant's idcnt:i.ty ;ind offer:,-;,:, 
and upon the ~npp'._icnnt' s payment of not more t hnn •SJ7_.,.,5(),, slw l l 
notify the Fede1al nur('nu of Iclr!nt:Ificntion of the clC'i;Lruct-Lr-1;·: r,f­
thc records, nnd shall clf'stroy its own rc.:ords nnd rcq1.1•~~;L tk1t. Ll:1· 
.::ippr.opri:1tc lnw enforccn,cnt ,1gcncy, pr,~h;1ticrn cl1.'p;1rt111c0.•nt ;incl 

Department of Mnl:or V(:hiclf's destroy their rr·conlr;, The Pl't::i:.. in;, 
,1nd order i.U;clf wi.11 also he~ cler;troyecl. 

'·" -- ·~. ~-.,.--,---·~,---·,---~ ... ~------~-- .. , ..... , .. ·,·---·--~,,,-~ .. ,~ .. -- - .. 

1 -~•_:>.~ 
_l'vJ/lw' . .t 
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occu1:rcnce. 

Diversion under Penal Code Section 1000 et. seq. remains c>.n opt ior, for 
qualified offenders charged with any of the three marijuana sections 
(1, 2 or 3 above). 
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EXHIBIT D 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS IN SUBSTANCE TO A.13. 253 

Simple possession of· one ounce of less: 

First offense - misdemeanor 

Second offense - misdemeanor 

Third offense and thereafter - gross misdemeDnor 

Use of any extracts (hash oil, etc.) be a felony. 

ShouJ.d be a citable offense, ·1eaving the officer discretion 

to arrest. 

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT TO LINE 3: 

If a peace officer finds that a person unlawfully 

possesses one ounce or less of mar i j ucnw, h0 mciy i !:-, ~. u12 

a citation or take thG person into custody. 
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AB 342: Mr. 
seconded the 

... :.;;r(>c\i;!\:> · 
Ross>niov·ed fOria• Do Pa.ss as··Amended. 
rnoti6n and it carrie~ unanimously. 

Mrs. Wagner 

AB 253: Mr. Price moved for a Do Pass as Amended Without Recorn­
rnendation. Mr •. Coulter seconded the mot.ion and the following 
members voted in favor: Mr. Price, Mr. Coul t:er, Mrs. Wagner, 
Chairman Barengo, and Mr. Polish. The following members voted 
against: Mr. Sena, Mrs. Hayes, Mr. Ross, and Mr. Banner. 

AB 280: Mr. Ross moved for an Indefinite Postponement. Mr. Sena 
seconded the motion and it carried unanimously. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 
12:00 noon. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Linda Chandler, Secretary. 

l , .~3·) 
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