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INTRODUCTION

 In 1972, President Richard Nixon coined the phrase War on Drugs to give a sense of urgency and necessity to America’s battle against illicit drug use, especially among this country’s youth.  Using this metaphoric comparison of America’s drug problems to a war was a headline grabber then, and it has the same effect today.  In this country’s perspective, wars require a dedicated and relentless effort to win.  Winning is everything, losing is not an option.  This phrase served Nixon’s political needs in 1972, but it has since spawned endless debate and controversy.  Today, many in America feel that the war has gone on for too long without any tangible results.  Support is growing for new strategies and the battle lines are changing.1


After Nixon’s resignation in 1973, the war on drugs began to waiver without the strong advocacy of Richard Nixon.  Eleven states either removed penalties for possession of marijuana or reduced the sanction to the level of a traffic ticket.  In the 1976 presidential campaign, Jimmy Carter said incarcerating marijuana smokers was counterproductive.  


Once elected, President Carter appointed Stanford trained psychiatrist Peter Bourne as his drug policy advisor.  Dr. Bourne was the first national drug advisor who really knew about drug addiction.  He was one of the original founders of the Haight-Ashbury Free Clinic in San Francisco.  Bourne finally convinced Carter that marijuana should be decriminalized and Carter addressed congress on this issue on August 2, 1977.2   It appeared that the war on drugs was surrendering, until cocaine began to appear as a popular new drug in the mid 1970s. Bourne resigned amid rumors of drug use and Carter appeared politically vulnerable on drug issues. With the 1980 reelection campaign and Ronald Reagan looming ahead, the Carter administration restrained from further comments on the drug legalization issue.

Ronald Reagan saw an opportunity and he, like Nixon, deftly used drugs and crime issues against Carter in the 1980 campaign.3 He quickly reversed the treatment and decriminalization movement of Ford and Carter and moved to return retribution and revenge to government’s role in drug enforcement.  “We’re taking down the surrender flag that has flown over so many drug efforts.  We’re running up a battle flag.”4 The Omnibus Crime Act of 1984 gave the Reagan administration more and more weapons to deal with the incredible wealth and power that cocaine traffickers were amassing.  Federal prosecutors were given new laws with stiffer penalties.  Asset forfeiture laws were enacted to take away drug dealers ill-gotten wealth.  Drug profits or property used to facilitate drug-dealing efforts was subject to seizure without an underlying criminal conviction. 


In 1985, crack cocaine hit the streets of America.  This cheap, smokeable form of cocaine was now accessible to the poor. Inner-city America exploded with gang wars, homicides and crack babies. The media wasted no time in exploiting the dramatic scenes of another drug-related murder, drug cops making dramatic sweeps or raids on fortified crack houses.  Crack cocaine created a frighteningly real and vivid drug war, played out in the living rooms of America every night.  More had to be done, and soon the drug war spread.  America looked to stop cocaine at its source, in the coca plantations of Colombia and Peru. 


George Bush, when Vice President, was assigned by President Reagan to head a multi-agency strike force in South Florida in the mid-1980s.  Cocaine smuggling and distribution was out of control in South Florida.  Bush’s strategy worked. However, an unintended consequence led to the alliance of Colombian drug cartels with Mexican cartels and the shifting of smuggling to the Mexican border.   A much larger problem emerged as Mexico’s police, politicians and even the military fell prey to the corruptive influences of the Mexican cartels and the huge profits they were reaping. 


The Iran-Contra guns-for-drugs scandal revealed in Senate hearings that the CIA was aware of the Contra’s involvement in drug trafficking.  National Security Aide Ollie North brought this sordid affair directly into the White House. Panamanian dictator Manuel Noriega had been a CIA operative for many years and a photograph of Noriega and Bush together during this period added to Bush’s growing credibility problems.       


A CBS-New York Times poll taken just prior to the 1988 elections showed that half of the Americans polled saw drug trafficking as the number one international problem.5  When George Bush assumed the presidency, he knew from his CIA and drug war background that an international effort requiring all of America’s resources would be needed to fight the drug war and he knew that Americans supported it.


 George Bush’s one term in the White House marked a watershed period in America’s drug war.  The military’s involvement in supporting drug interdiction activities in South America and along our southern borders increased dramatically.  The FBI and DEA joined with state and local law enforcement to provide manpower and financial assistance to local task forces and drug units.  Asset forfeiture reached its zenith, with states passing laws mirroring federal asset seizure laws.

In the early 1990s, press reports were common with anecdotal stories about police scandals produced by the drug war.  Drug cops stealing drug money, drug cops raiding the wrong house, drug cops hurting or killing innocent people.  Real estate and property were being seized without due process or underlying criminal convictions.  America began to speak up and politicians began to listen.  

A child of the ‘60s, a saxophone player and an admitted marijuana smoker who did not inhale, William Jefferson Clinton entered the White House in 1992. Many opponents of the drug war saw an opportunity to turn things around.  Clinton included more drug treatment in his massive health care reform proposal; however, Congress succeeded in thwarting Clinton’s reform strategies on health care.


In1996, California passed into law Proposition 215, the medical marijuana or Compassionate Use Act. The confusion that this law created for California law enforcement and District Attorneys has yet to be settled.  But the same wealthy philanthropists that provided millions of dollars for the successful passage of Proposition 215 also spent millions to fund the successful passage of Proposition 36 in November 2000.  

Proposition 36 became law in July of 2001. This law provides probation and drug treatment programs, not incarceration, for conviction of possession, use, transportation for personal use or being under the influence of controlled substances and similar parole violations, not including sale or manufacture.6  The measure calls for the State to provide $120 million for drug treatment programs for California’s fifty-eight counties. 

But where will this trend toward treatment and decriminalization take us?     

Some noted libertarians, such as economist Milton Friedman, advocate that all drugs should be legalized.  This, according to Friedman, will take the economic incentive away from individuals and criminal groups who deal drugs.7  Drug demand would decrease and associated criminal activity would be minimal and manageable.


What if current trends continue and all drugs are legalized?  What will society be like?  Will there be less drug-related crime as Friedman espouses, or more drug related crime, as former drug czars Barry McCaffery and William Bennett have said?   How would law enforcement cope with a drug, such as methamphetamine, that is known to cause violence, paranoia, and psychotic behavior once it is legal to use and possess and presumably would become widely available if legalized?    


Pharmacologically, methamphetamine is a dangerous, sometimes lethal and unpredictable drug.  It is a central nervous stimulant and it can be ingested by smoking, snorting, injecting or taken orally.  The effects of the drug include temporary hyperactivity, euphoria, increased energy and tremors.  Chronic use or overdosing can produce irritability, nervousness and paranoia.  Chronic users suffer severe depression during withdrawal and psychosis similar to schizophrenia.  Chronic abusers pick at unseen insects on their skin.  They are self-absorbed and they suffer visual and auditory hallucinations. During these high-use binge cycles known as tweaking, the chronic user has not slept nor eaten for periods up to fifteen days.  It is during these tweaking episodes that chronic users have an intense craving for more methamphetamine, but no dosage at this point provides the sought after euphoric high.  The tweaker is very unpredictable and has a high potential for violence.

 
Methamphetamine is produced in such large quantities in California that the State is considered a source country by the DEA.8 In addition to the psychotic effects of the drug, physically it causes tooth decay, heart and kidney problems and destroys brain cells.  Methamphetamine has been attributed to unconscionable acts of violence throughout the state.

However, the wind of change in this country’s drug polices and strategies are starting to emerge. Many long-standing legalization/decriminalization organizations are aligning with local grass root efforts in California and throughout the country to bring these issues to the voters through the referendum process.  

This introduction has looked at a historical perspective of the War on Drugs in America beginning with the creation of the metaphor in 1972 by Richard Nixon.  The war has continued through six successive presidential administrations and recently elected President George W. Bush appears to be following in his father’s footsteps of a hard-line approach to war on drugs.  


 With America seeking changes in its war on drugs and California playing a pivotal role in that change, a study was conducted to determine what law enforcement could do in the future to resist or reverse legalization of methamphetamine.  

FUTURES STUDY

Law enforcement in California has great concern for the future of drug enforcement, especially as it relates to a drug that produces violence, methamphetamine.  Proposition 215, passed in 1996, has created confusion that has yet to be remedied.  Proposition 36 passed in November 2000, with implementation in July 2001.  It also has created an atmosphere of uncertainty.

These events and the general trend toward legalization of drugs necessitate futures oriented research.  This research is not intended to predict the future but rather to forecast possible future trends and events and to prepare now so that choices can be made to influence future outcomes.  For this study, the nominal group technique (NGT) was used as a tool to forecast the future of legalizing methamphetamine and how this would impact violent crime.

The NGT process brought together a diverse group of people having either professional or personal experience relating to drug enforcement, drug use, prosecution, criminal defense, probation, and treatment.  For this study, the NGT panel selected was given the study question, how will the legalization of methamphetamine impact violent crime in a mid-sized county by 2006? The panel was prepared for the actual session with selected informational material and applicable web sites reflecting on methamphetamine and other related topics. During a moderated session, the NGT panel identified five trends and events about the study issue.  These trends and events follow with brief explanations.

Trend 1- Change in family values and lack of parental involvement 

The panel recognized and studies support the mounting evidence that two parent homes with involved parents prevents a multitude of social problems as they relate to children.  This is not to say single parents cannot effectively raise children but the key is involvement and the teaching of values.  If methamphetamine were legalized, the panel felt that children in homes lacking structure, values and parental involvement would be disastrous in terms of addiction, crime and violence.  

The panel saw a small increase in this issue in the next five years, but no further growth in ten years. 

Trend 2- Change in the amount of Methamphetamine users

The panel felt that legalization of methamphetamine would change the number of first time users of methamphetamine.  This, in turn, would have a direct effect on violence.  

The panel saw this trend as having a rather significant impact on violence as a result of the legalization of methamphetamine in the next five years.  They saw an additional 50 percent increase from five to ten years. 

Trend 3- A change in the supply of methamphetamine could create greater demand  

With legalization, economic market forces could produce greater demand for methamphetamine.   This in turn would create more criminal enterprises to meet the demand and thus a return to gang wars over turf and customer bases.  This was likened to the cocaine wars in the late 1980s early 1990s. 

The panel saw an immediate and fairly significant impact of this trend on violence generated by the legalization of methamphetamine.  They saw the impact doubling ten years into the future. 

Trend 4- Public support of treatment programs

If treatment works, and addicts can be successfully treated, support will increase and drug enforcement will lose its standing in the war on drugs.  There would be  significant changes in drug related violence.  The discussion on this trend saw two futures, drug problems as a whole would decrease and so would drug related violence, but if treatment failed, violence would increase and law enforcement may not be prepared.  For the summary, the panel took the latter future, that treatment will fail.  For that reason, they saw an immediate impact in the next five years but they saw a leveling off and a return to today’s impact in ten years.   

Trend 5- Influence of the Internet

The popularity of drugs, legal or illegal, are quickly spread through the Internet, especially among the youth of this country.   Trendy, “cool,” things are put on the net and spread throughout the world.  If methamphetamine were legalized, new users would be quick to spread the word on the initial positive experiences and results gained from using the drug. These results include increased energy and alertness, weight loss and the benefit of self-medication for hyperactivity disorders.   

The panel saw this as an immediate and highly significant impact on the legalization of methamphetamine and its impact on violent crime in the next five years.  They also saw a doubling of the significance in the issue in ten years.  

Event 1- A Single traumatic criminal event where the suspect is under the influence of methamphetamine


The panel felt if a horrible singular event was to take place such as a mass murder, or a schoolyard massacre and it was determined that the responsible person was under the influence of methamphetamine, this would have a negative impact on the issue.  They reasoned that an event like this would lead to legalized methamphetamine being returned to a controlled status once again.  The panel felt that this would bring to light the true nature of this drug that it causes violence and it cannot be legalized because of the greater public safety issues.  

The panel felt that there was a strong probability of this event occurring in the next five years and a 100 percent chance of it occurring in the next ten years, if methamphetamine were legalized.

Event 2- Technology alternative to drug use such as virtual reality that provides same pleasure and euphoria as methamphetamine   

People of all races, ethnicity and cultures have, throughout history, sought ways to gain personal pleasure.  Drugs have been one of the methods to gain this pleasure.  The panel thought that if technology could produce, through simulation, the same pleasure, stimulation and euphoria that drugs provide, it could eliminate the demand for methamphetamine.  If demand for methamphetamine was reduced or eliminated, there would not be any violence attributed to methamphetamine use, there would not be any illicit labs, and criminal enterprises that manufacture and distribute meth would not exist. Surprisingly, the panel rated this event as having the greatest impact on the issue, a positive ten, and the highest of all ten events selected by the panel.  They saw this event as having a 15 percent chance of occurring in five years and 40 percent in ten years.

Event 3- Contamination of a major water source by an illicit methamphetamine lab


The panel saw the very real possibility of this occurring after viewing videotape depicting several documented cases of local contamination incidents.  The panel felt that if a large clandestine meth lab, known as a super lab, were to operate in a remote area undetected for a long period of time dumping toxic waste into a river or stream, then a major ecological disaster could occur.  In lieu of California’s delicate water supply system, this could easily spell disaster for a major metropolitan area that relies on a single source of water. 


The panel saw a strong probability of this occurring in the next five years increasing to a 78 percent chance of occurrence in ten years.  The panel saw this event producing an impact of negative six.  They viewed their negative rating on the issue in terms of reversing legalization.  The public outcry would silence the legalization argument of drugs, at least for methamphetamine.  Like events one and six, this event would shock the conscience of America, proving that this drug cannot be legalized because of its violence and also its ecologically damaging qualities.


Event 4- Medical discovery that blocks methamphetamine addiction or genetic engineering that prevents addiction 


With all the reports of the immense medical possibilities from the mapping of the human genome, the panel felt that these discoveries could be used to cure or suppress addiction.  If addiction can essentially be stopped before it even begins, then chronic use of methamphetamine and the violence associated with it would be eliminated.


The panel saw a 25 percent chance of this occurring in five years and a 60 percent by ten years.  The panel gave this a negative five impact.  Again believing that this would call into question the need for legalizing methamphetamine, since chronic use could be controlled and violence would no longer be an issue.     

Event 5- Published report indicating the success of legalization

The panel felt that if a report were published showing strong evidence that drug legalization reduces crime and violence, drug legalization would sweep the country.  The report would need strong supporting evidence, empirical and direct.  The direct evidence possibly coming from a respected foreign country that experimented with legalization. The panel felt that this event had a strong likelihood of happening within the next five years and an 80 percent chance of occurrence in the next ten years.   The panel felt that this event would have a significant impact on the issue, thus rating it at positive ten.  

The diversity of the panel was evident during discussion of this event.  Those in the criminal justice system said any evidence would not change their opinion, while other members felt that a valid, respected report might sway their opinion of drug legalization. 

Three future scenarios were created based upon the five trends and events the NGT panel developed.  One scenario was selected for future analysis of how would the legalization of methamphetamine impact violent crime in a mid-sized county by 2006? The scenario was developed from a local newspaper article in the fictional County of Columbia, California. 

An article from the Columbia Daily News, April 23, 2007

“California’s Failed Attempt at Methamphetamine Legalization To Face Emergency Legislation”

With the Roosevelt Elementary School serving as a backdrop, Sheriff Everett Baeman of Columbia County led a pro SB 182 rally, a bill that will repeal California’s meth legalization law, last night in Heavenswood. Sheriff Baeman, vowed after the school massacre at Roosevelt Elementary perpetrated by meth addict Marco Grimsley, that law enforcement must take a leadership role in the repeal of SB 11350, the meth legalization law passed in November of 2006.  Sheriff Baeman and other high-ranking law enforcement officials from throughout the state, as well as state and local politicians, spoke at the rally.  Mary Landers, the assistant principal of Roosevelt Elementary, gave a stirring account of the tragedy that methamphetamine and Marco Grimsley brought to this quiet neighborhood school. 

Fred and Betty Baxter, neighbors of the school and Marco Grimsley, also spoke of the tragedy and the trauma the incident brought to their lives.  They also spoke of their naive support of SB 11350 and how they were now involved with the Columbia County committee to repeal the meth legalization law.  

State Senator Barbara Flaxon, the author of SB 11350, took to the podium to a chorus of jeers.  She surprised everyone when she spoke of the biggest personal and political mistake of her life – this law and how it has affected her.  Sen. Flaxon indicated that she has thrown her support to Senator Robert Hamilton of Orange County, the author of SB 182.

Edward Ferndale of the Sierra Club also promised his organization’s support of the repeal legislation.  Several publicized reports of toxic contamination of sensitive wildlife and fishery habitats from clandestine meth labs had brought this unlikely ally into the anti-meth legalization camp.

Dr. Robert Dunn, Columbia County’s director of Health and Human Services, offered evidence of how funding and support for drug treatment had waned since the passage of SB 11350.  Dr. Dunn felt the public saw meth legalization as the cure for drug abuse and addiction and that funding for treatment programs should not come from tax dollars.  

Much of the success of getting SB 182 through the California legislature and on the ballot lies squarely in the hands of Sheriff Baeman.  Columbia County is not the heavyweight like Los Angeles and Orange counties in the south or Santa Clara and Alameda in North.  But Baeman saw how his mid-sized county was affected by meth before SB 11350 and how it got worse after it was passed.  Property crime shot up, especially near meth clubs that sprung up to dispense the now legal drug.   Illicit labs had moved from rural property along the coast to an almost complete infiltration of every neighborhood in the county.  Legal disbursement did not seem to meet the demands of addicts and ever-present criminal opportunists took advantage. Gang wars flourished as rivals sought to take and keep territory.  

Ironically, Columbia County, one of the most liberal in the state, would be the location where fifteen students and four teachers would have to die to prove a point.  Thus the impetus for reversing a law that many thought would end the war on drugs was resurrected on a battlefield, a playground, in Sheriff Baeman’s county.  He fought hard, he fought fair and he won.  Leadership sometimes emerges from the least likely people and Sheriff Baeman had spoken out early and often on the evils of legalizing meth.  Baeman was now viewed as an innovator in galvanizing law enforcement, citizens and diverse political interests.  Both parties are courting Baeman for greater political office.  

This scenario became the impetus for the formulation of a strategic plan for the Columbia County Sheriff, Everett Baeman, to analyze his organization and its readiness to formulate a plan to ensure the passage of legislation to overturn the meth legalization law.  External and internal strengths and weaknesses were identified, as were community stakeholders who could aid with implementation of the strategic plan.  Alternative strategies were developed to influence the occurrence of the selected scenario and an implementation plan was devised for the preferred strategy.  Cost of implementation was also explored and determined to be almost a cost free plan.

A transitional management plan is critical and therefore one was developed to implement the strategic plan designed for the fictional Columbia County Sheriff’s Office.

The plan’s purpose is to move the organization from the present state to the desired future state.  The Columbia County Sheriff’s Office needs to move and lead the county through a political process repealing the meth legalization legislation.  The department also needs to reinforce the public’s knowledge of the Roosevelt Elementary School incident into a long lasting negative opinion of drug legalization.  


Critical mass assessment identifies those key individuals who, without their support, meaningful change is difficult, if not impossible to accomplish.  These individuals provide the talent, respect, energy, charisma and inertia that provide the building blocks for change.  The critical mass individuals were selected from the stakeholders identified in the strategic plan.

Project Summary

When the title of this study was given to friends, peers and especially NGT panelists, the response was a moment of silence, a furrowed brow and a response indicating it would never happen, not with methamphetamine.  A question was posed to these naysayers.  Did you ever think that marijuana would be legalized for medicinal purposes or that possession of hard drugs would send the defendant to treatment rather than jail? The unanimous response was, no, they thought it would never go that far.  Further discussion of these and other trends caused the naysayers to reconsider their initial response that meth would never be legalized.  They saw the possibility and it frightened them. 

Some of the more significant trends and events were presented from environmental and literature scanning.  This provided a historical perspective for a foundation of how the study question could even be raised.  Through the futures study, the Nominal Group Technique provided future trends and events to consider and the impact of these trends and events on the issue was analyzed. The NGT provided ingredients for three scenarios; all of which looked at the impact the legalization of methamphetamine would have in the future.


Two of the future scenarios provided a backdrop of events surrounding the fictional Columbia County Sheriff’s Office and how its Sheriff organized and energized his community to support the repeal of the methamphetamine legalization law. 

Evaluation Activities


A simple evaluation of the issue would be the successful repeal of the methamphetamine legalization law and the consistent disapproval by voters of any future drug propositions or legislation.   The Columbia County Sheriff’s Office provided a model for a partnership between law enforcement and local stakeholders to work together to repeal a law.  Use of this model in other counties would validate the process.  


Additional measures would consist of environmental scanning for future trends and events that might be a predictor of efforts to place drug legalization initiatives on the ballot.  Implementation of strategies and rekindling of the stakeholder group could be done in anticipation of these events thwarting petition drives and preventing a drug legalization proposition from even qualifying for the ballot.  

Recommendations for the Future


Law enforcement’s role in drug enforcement is changing.  It must now share the stage with treatment and education.  In California, we have seen the legalization advocates use medical and treatment arguments as a subterfuge to effectively gain a foothold on the quest to legalize all drugs.   We must acknowledge and realize that since we are sharing the stage, that funding for enforcement could be cut. But rather than resist, we should seek partnerships that are real and effective.  We must not continue to hold onto the values that we, the drug warriors, are the only effective weapons against the war on drugs.  Our duty is to resist legalization as did Sheriff Baeman.

Implications for leadership

With the passage of Proposition 215 in 1996 and Proposition 36 in 2000, the need for strong effective leadership for drug enforcement in California has never been greater. The legalization camp is empowered by its success and millions of dollars are available for future attempts to chip away at legalization.  California’s bellwether position on this issue makes this state a fertile ground for many battles.  Law enforcement leaders cannot sit back and believe that poorly crafted propositions, that presumably no one would vote for, are good cause to do little or nothing to fight back against drug legalization.  Hopefully, a valuable lesson has been learned from the passage of Propositions 215 and 36. 

Conclusion

It is easy to say today that methamphetamine will not be legalized in five years.  It is a drug with a dangerous pharmacology.  It is known to provoke violence in abusers and addicts and the human suffering it causes is well documented.  So how could it be legalized?  Five years ago, in 1996, did we think that Proposition 215 had a chance of approval?  The voters approved this proposition and it laid the groundwork for Proposition 36.  Has Proposition 36 laid the foundation for a law legalizing methamphetamine?  

If methamphetamine is legalized or any other dangerous drug, law enforcement must be prepared to confront these potential future issues with foresight and planning. The impact of legalized methamphetamine on violent crime in California would be significant and potentially catastrophic comprehension.   The fictitious future scenario summarized in the article from the Columbia Daily News, provides a vivid account of one such catastrophic event related to the legalization of methamphetamine.  Columbia County, like the rest of California, had supported the legalization of methamphetamine to reduce abuse and related crime.  Instead, the legalization of methamphetamine was a colossal mistake.  

Methamphetamine should never be legalized.  Law enforcement should be aware, though, that in the future an initiative could be brought before the voters of California seeking legalization.  With Propositions 215 and 36 signaling a trend that the legalization of hard drugs is the goal of many people in this state, we in law enforcement must be prepared to prevent legalization and to fight back as Columbia County Sheriff Everett Baeman did.

As Edmund Burke said over two hundred years ago, “The only thing necessary for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing.”9
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