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PROBLEIUS RELATING TO THE CONTROL OF 
MARIHUANA 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 1967 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
INTERGOVERNl\mNTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

OF THE COM]lfi1"l'EE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
"Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :05 a.m., in room 
2203, Rayburn HOl,se Office Building, Hon. .J. Edward Roush 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives J. Edward Roush, Benjamin S. Rosenthal, 
Florence P. Dwyer, and Robert Dole. 

Professional staff present: James R. NauO'hton, 1V". Donald Gray, 
and Del phis C. Goldberg, Inter,governmentalRelations Subcommittee, 
and WilliamH. Copenhaver, minority staff, Committee on Government 
Operations. 

Mr. ROUSH. The committee will be in order. Let the record show 
that a quorum is present. 

Mr. Fountain, the chairman of the subcommittee, is a delegate to the 
United Nations and the business of the United Nations has prevented 
him from being present today. I am J. Edward Roush, a member of 
the subcommittee, and I will be presiding today. 

I also call your attention to the fact that we have less than an hour. 
The House goes into session at 11 today, unfortunately. 

'The purpose of the subcommittee,'s hearings today and tomorrow js 
to discuss problems relating to t.he control of marihuana. These hear
ings were called at the request of several subcommittee members who 
were disturbed by recent press accounts of statement.s on this subject 
attributed to the Commissioner of Food and Drugs, Dr. James IJ. 
Goddard, who is our witness this morning. 

After this hearing had been scheduled, Dr. Goddard appeared be
fore t.wo other committees to discuss the same subject. Although these 
hearings appear to have clarified Dr. Goddard's position somewhat, a 
number of questions remain unanswered, and in fact, some new ques
tions have been suggested. Moreover, since control of marihuana is 
not the responsibility of FDA but of the Narcotics Bureau, it seem eel 
advisable to hear from that agency also. Consequently, we have sched
uled Commissioner of Narcotics, Henry L. Giordano, as our witness 
tomorrow. 

Dr. Goddard, since the subcommittee members have received an 
advance copy of your statement and since it is virtually identical to 
the one you made before the other committees, I think it would save 
time to incorporate it in the record and if there is no objection, we will 
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do that. However, it would be helpful if you would take approximately 
5 minutes to summarize your statement before we begin our question
ing. I suggest that you begin by introducing your associates. 
If you will hold just a moment. 
Mrs.Dwyer~ 
Mrs. DwYER. M',:. Chairman, I have a statement. 

STATEMENT 'OF lION. FLORENCE P. DWYER, A REPRESENTATIVE ' 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE S~~ATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Mrs. DWYER. As one of those who urged the subcommittee to sched
ule the present hearings, I want Ito express my appreciation to the 
chairman for his decision to do so, and I should like to outline, very 
briefly, what I conceive to be the nature and pUl1pose of these hearings. 

Let me emphasize, at the outset, that I do not view these hearings 
as an occasion to undertake a vendetta against Dr. Goddard, thou~h 
I disagree very strongly wit.h what I understand to have been 1/"11e 
general tenor of his conunents on marihuana-that is, tha:t marihuana 
IS no more dangerous than alcohol and that the penalties for posses
sion and use of marihuana should be eliminated. 

Instead, I 'believe that the alleged views of Dr. Goddard on muri
lmana provide an important opportunity for this subcommittee to 
review, in some depth, the scope and adequacy of Federallruws cleal
ing with the control of dangerous drugs and narcotics. The growing 
incidence of 'drug abuse, the increasing tendency of the biggest seg
ment of our population-the under-25 age group-to experiment with 
drugs and narcotics, and the destructive impact of drug abuse on the 
character of our society combine to make this subj ect a manter of the 
utmost concern to the Congress. Dr. Goddal;d's views on mal'ilnutna 
and his leadership position in tho fight against drug abuse offer an 
appropria:te starting point for such an mquiry . 
. Whatever Dr. Goddard's real and precise views on marilnuma may 
be, the unfortunate fact is that his comments were sufficiently ambig
uous to be understood as minimizing the dangers of marihuana. Many 
of our colleagues, for instance, have reported that young people known 
to them have l'eferrecl to Dr. Goddard's reported views as an excuse 
for indulging in this narcotiC'. The Union COlUlty, N.J., Medical 
Society, among other authorities, has contended that the Oommis
sioner's views are unsound, and threaten the enforcement of drug and 
narcotic control laws. Dr. Roscoe Kunelle, New Jersey's commissioner 
of health, was sufficiently a;]armed to state that, and I quote, "Let's 
make no mista,ke aJboUlt the seriousness of marihuana usage. It is a 
dangerous and illegal weed, and we view the use of it as well as the 
use of pep pills by young people in our schools as a matter of critical 
concern." And Dr. Goddard's opposite number, the Commissioner of 
Narcotics, from whom we shall hen,r tomorrow, has warned that the 
public must be made to realize that marihuana, and I quote again, 
"is not, as some people say, less dangerous than alcohol or less than 
smolcing tobacco." 

Theil' fears woulcl appear to be jnstified. 'The New York 'Times of 
November 4 carried an ac1vertisenient for (~ book entitled "Pot-A 
Handbook of Marihuana." The ad stated that,ancl I quote, Z'Legaliza-
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tion of marihuana. is now called for not 'only by pot users but by 
medical authorities and Government officials weary of the pointless 
prosecutions." The ad spE:.cifically quoted newspaper reports that "Dr. 
Ja~nes L. Goddard, Commissioner of the Food and Drug Admin
istration, 'flwored removing all penalties for the possession of mari
huana' leaving penalties only for its sale or distribution.' " 

I wonld hope, therefore, that Dr. Goddn,rd will not only use this 
opporhmity to clarify his own views Oil marihuana but will make it 
crystal clear that, in the light of current knowledge, the use of 
marihuana must be considered highly dangerous as well as illegal. 

The problem, howeve:r, is much broader. I am hopeful that our 
subcommittee hearings, now and in the future, can enlighten the Con
,51.'ess on the :following questions, among others: 

Do we have a clear :md consistent Federal policy relating to the 
control of druz and nareotic abuse ~ 

Is that polley understood and administered in a consistent and 
coordinated way by the responsible Federal agenoies, including the 
Bureau of Drug Abuse, Control and the Bureau of N arcotics ~ 

Does this divided authority atthe Federal level impair or strengthen 
Federal control of dangerous drugs and narcotics ~ Can we improve 
the existing system ~ 

In the enforcement of FederalliLws in this area, are we establishing 
adequate priorities and using, effectively, the limited resources that 
are presently availahle~ Or is the threat surpassing our ability to 
deal with it ?-

Does the present state of scientific research provide a sound basis 
for our drug abuse and narcotic controlln. wsancl enforcement policies ~ 

What don't we know-and shoulc1 know-about the nature and 
effects 'of individual, drugs and narcotics in terms of tlleir threat to 
the public safety, and is Oilr present research program llJdequate to 
fill these gaps in our Imowledge as soon as possible~ 

I hope, 1\£1'. Chairman, that Dr. Goddard and succeeding ,yitnesses 
will help us to answer these questions. Thank you very much. 

1\£1'. ROUSH. Thank you, 1\£rs. Dwyer. 
Dr. Goddard, you may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES L. GODDARD, M.D., COMMISSIONER OF 
FOOD AND DRUGS, U.S. DEPARTMENT 'OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARJ~; ACCOMPAl'UED BY WILLIAM W. GOODRICH, 
ASSISTANT GE,NERALCOUNSEL, FOOD AND DRUG DIVISION, 
nEW; AND JOHN FINLATOR, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF DRUG 
ABUSE CONTROL, FDA 

Dr. GODDARD. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to ap
pear before you today. Hopefully, I cal! clear the atmosphere with 
respect to marihuana. As evidenced by the attention given by the 
Congress und others and the press, it is plain that the increasing use 
of lIJ.al'ilmana i~, a matter of national concerll. The shocking growth 
in use of the drug has been so rapid that none of us-in Government, 
in medicine, or in the legal profession-has been able to counter it 
effectively. 
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The use in this country and the rest of the world, of course, has a 
long history. In this country, marihuana, of course, refers to any part 
of the plant or extract, such as the resin, which induces changes in 
physical perception or psychological reaction. The mental and physi
cal effects will vary depending upon the circumstances under which 
the drug is used and the amount used by the individual. It is usually 
consumed by smoking. The personality of the user is a variable and 
involves the user's previous experience with marihuana. 

Most commonly, what happens is the individual is affected so that 
his ideas become discollnected, uncontrolled, and free flowing. Percep
tion is disturbed. Minutes soom to be hours and seconds may soom to 
be minutes. Space may be broadened and near objects seem far away 
and vice versa. vVhenlarge dosages are used, 'Closes generally heavier 
than those normally used in this cOlUltry, extremeJy vivid hallucina
tions may occur. This is usually related to the use of the resin or ·what 
is called hashish in the rest of the world. 

I should make it clear, however, that llobody in the medical com
munity today is satisfied with our level of knowledge about this drug 
or in fact, mn,ny of the similar drugs. There is stIll a great deal of 
research to be done to understand the effects of the drug n,nd what its 
long-term implications are. I have alwn,ys made that statement and 
tried to make it clear thn,t I do not think anyone should use tIllS drug 
in our society until we know the long-term effects, and perhaps not 
even then. They may turn out to be very dangerous. 

I know that the statements that have been attributed to me have 
been ones that I did not make. These have caused great concern. I 
would like to clarify the record, say again what I said before. 

I d~d not say I would not object to my daughter smoking marihuana. 
I did not and do not condone the USe of marihuana. I did not and do not 
advocate abolition of cont.rols over marihuana. I did not and do 
not advocate legalizing the drug. 

"With your permission, Mr. Ohairman, I would like to call to yoUl' 
attention one thing that came about as a result of an erroneous news 
dispatch from Minneapolis on October 11. It was reported that I said 
I would rather my daughter smoke pot than drink n, cocktail. This 
news dispatch was not correct and Mr. Julius Frandsen, vice president 
and \V"ashington manager of United Press International, has acknowl
edged its incorrectness and I have provided the members of the com
mittee and you, Mr. Ohairman, with copies of this letter. I think one 
could quibble about the clarity of the letter itself, but it seems obvious 
to me tlU1t it says, on the second page, and I woulcllike to quote: "So it 
has become clear to me that UP! erred in attributing to you un
qualified statements which in fact were considerably qualified. I am 
sorry if UPI has compounded your problems. \1reare prepared to 
carry a dispatch aclmowledging our error." 

Mr. RosENTHAT~. Could we ha.ve this inserted in the record ~ . 
Mr. ROUSH. Unless there is objection, the letter referred to, elated 

NO\Tembel' 2, 1961, from Mr. Julius Frandsen, vice president and 
Washington manager of UPI, will be inserted in bhe record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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Dr. JAMES L. GODDARD, 

UNITED PRESS INTERNATIONAL, 
New Yor7;;, N.Y., November 2,196"/. 

Ootnlll:issioner, Fooa ana Drug Administration, 
Washi1vgton, D.O. 

DEAR DR. GODDARD: Following my return from a trip, I have been belatedly 
looking into the circums'tances ·of our dispatches from l\finneapolis on October 
17 and IS. I find we owe YOll'an apology. 

I refer to the UPI dispatch which began, without qualification: 
"Food and Drug Administration Commissioner Di'. James Goddard says he 

would not object to his daughter smoking marihuana any more than if she drank 
a cocktail." 

Unfortunately, no COml}lete tape exists of your exchanges with reporters. The 
questioning began in an informal session in the front of the auditorium after your 
speech and no recording equipment was there. Equipment was set up in another 
room and only the ensuing proceedings at that place were taped. 

UPI was represented by Miss Judy Vick of the University of l\'Iinnesota News 
SelTice. She says her notes show that in the que:;.tions and answers with re
porters in the auditorium Victor Cohn of the l\'Iinneapolis Tribune asked whether 
marihuana is more dangerous than alcohol. And that you replied "'Yhether or 
not marihuana is more dangerous than alcohol is debat!llble. I don't 'happen to 
think it is." 

Miss Vicle says that Mr. Cohn then asl,e<l whether you would mind if your 
daughter smoked marihuana any more than if she drank a cocktail, and that 
you replied "No, except in the context of the present law." I take that to .J)C a 
reference to the fact th'ut marihuana is illegal and alcohol is legal. 

Mr. Cohn's recollection is that his question was to the effect "Would you 
mind if your daughter took marihuana?" His notes have you responding: "We 
have talked about it at home. I would (that is, would object) in terms of the 
law today" and "we really don't know what the long-term effects (of mari
huana) are." Followed by some comments about distortion of perception follow
ing use of marihuana. 

So it has become clear to me that UPI erred in attributing to you unqualified 
statements which in fact were considerably qualified. 

I am sorry if UPI has compounded your problems. We are prepared to carry 
a dispatch acknowledging our error. 

In view of the public uncertainty that now exists as to what you do and do 
not believe, I hope you will sit down with our 1)Ollis Cassels so that he can pre· 
pare a definitive dispatch. I believe YOll know l\:Ir. Cassels and his outstanding 
record for accuracy and fairness. Please let me know. 

Several members of Congress have inquired about our .original story, and I am 
taking the liberty of sending them copies of this letter. 

Sincerely, 
JULIUS FRANDSEN, 

V'iee Pre8ident ana Washington Manage1·. 

Dr. GODDARD. Mr. Chairman, to move on very briefly to the more 
important area, you know we are l'esponsible for carrying out the 
Drug Abuse Control Amendments of 1965. The members of this com
mittee were active in helping get those amendments through Congress 
and are very interested in them. The drugs under our control that we 
are responsIble for are the hallucinogens, the stimulants, the depres
sants. These include drugs that are manufactured for legal purposes 
as well as a group of drugs, largely the hallucinogens, that have no 
recognized medical purpose at this time. Since the establishment of 
our Bureau of Drug Abuse Control in February of 1966, we have 
conducted over 2,000 criminal investigations. A third of these have 
involved the hallucinogens, meaning LSD, peyote, mescaline, psilocy
bin. But I want to make the point that in nine out of 10 of these inves
tigations, we have encountered marihuana. It is actively being sold 

00-720-68--2 
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along with the drugs that come under our direct jurisdiction. So it is 
a day-by-day problem we have to live with. 

We work very closely with the Bureau of Narcotics and we do refer 
cases to the Bureau of Narcotics and we can provide information on 
those cases. ,Ve particularly hand over to the Bureau those cases 
where there are large quantities of marihuuna or opiutes involved 
or where the investigations that are going to have. to be curried out 
are beyond the scope of State and local officials, with whom we also 
work very closely. 

Now, our normal procedure if we encounter marihuanu in one of 
these investigations is to turn the case over to the State and local 
officials. We not only work very closely with them, by the way, but 
we also provide a great deal of training to them in the handlmg of 
cases involving abused drugs. 

}Tow, we do have a working ugreement with the Bureau of Nar
cotics and I have a copy of that and would like your permission to 
offer it for insertion in the record. 

Mr. ROUSH. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 
(The material referred to follows:) 

OCTOBER 10, 1966. 
lIEMORAXDUM 

To: Districll supervisoT:s, Bureau of Xarcotics; and Field Office Directors, 
Bureau of Drug Abuse Control. 

From: Henry IJ. Giordano, Commissioner of Narcotics; and John Filliator, 
Director, Bureau of Drug Abuse Control. 

Subject: "Interagency Cooperation;" Bureau of Narcotics and Bureau of Drug 
Abuse Control. 

During the short time that the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control has been ill 
operation, many situations have developed of common concern to the Bureau 
of Narcotics and the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control. It appears that some traf
ficl,ers in narcotics and marihuana also deal in LSD, 'barbiturates, or ampheta
mines. Some narcotic addicts may also abt!sively use 'any of the controlled drugI'. 

There has been an increasing liaison between the various office:; of the Bureau 
of Nareotics and the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control. It is our intent here to 
reiterate the need for continuing elo~e cooperation between our respeetive 
Bureaus. Bureau of Narcotics alld Bureau of Drug AbUSe Control field persOllnel 
should freely exchange informatioll of common tllterest and should cooperate to 
the fullest in ,investigations which involye violations of the laws wi,thin the 
jurisdiction of -both. ·agencies. As field managers, you should set the examDle for 
your people. 

While our two agencies have separate and distinct enforcement resDonsibilitieR, 
a close spirit of cooperation between us call only serve to enhance each agency's 
<:!nforcemenrj; capability and thus benefit the public. 

1Ye have 'already 'achieved a mutually beneficial working relatIonship of 
Washington staffs beginning with the two of us. Each of you is expected to 
make a specific effort to match ours. 

HENRY L. GIORDANO, 
Oommu88ioncr of Na1·cotic8. 

JOHN FINLATOR, 
Direct01', BtI1'ea1~ Of Dr1~U A.7JUSC OMltrol. 

Dr. GODDARD. One final point. 
The Department of Health, Education, and ·Welfare has a broad 

conCel'll with the use of marihuana in our society. Specificully, the 
National Institutes of Health are charged with providing services to 
individuuls who are addicts as defined under the Narcotics Addicts 
Rehabilitation Act. The National Institute of Mental Health is 
charged with the conduct of research on marihuana. The Department " 



of Health~ Education, and Welfare is specifically charged with carry
ing out the education and information programs on narcotics, in
,clndinO' marihuana. The Food and Drug Administration is specifi
cally cllarged with maintaining control over what is called synthetic 
marihuana through the IND provisions of the Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act. ' 

We have a i 7ery broad concern in the Department of Health, Edu
cation~ and 'Welfare, with respect to the problems of juveni1e delin
quency. It. is on this point that I think we need to examine careflll1y 
what we are currently doing in our society. 

I n~ade the comment ~l other hearings th,at 'we are really ask~ng t.he 
questIOn, are the penaltIes for possessIOn for use-not possessIOn for 
sale-are these really serving the best interests of societ:'7 in terms of 
helping reduce the problem~ and~ two, in terms of the individuals 
who are arrested and convicted under those penalties? We have the 
situation where in one State alone, last year~ we had a 140-percent 
increase in the arrest of juveniles for possession of marihuana. Sixty 
percent of those juveniles were ages 1'7 and 18. Now, our concern, 
stated very simply, is this: Are we making these people opt for a 
liie of crime rathel.· than l'ehabilitating them? Is this the. desire of 
our. country? 9an't we look and find better ways of hali.tJling ju
vemles? That III essence is a summary of what I wltnted to ,say. I 
think Mrs. Dwyer is quite right, we need to use this as an occasion 
for review in toto of all our activities relating to drug abuse, what
ever the nature of the drug abuse may be. 

Thank you. 
(The complete text of Dr. Goddard's prepared statement follows:) 

PREPARED STATE~rENT OF .TA].rES L. GODDARD, :\i.D., Co~nrrssloNER Oli' FOOD AND 
DnuGs, U.S, DEPAU'l''\IENT OF HEAL'£H, EDUCATION, AND 'VELFARE 

:Hr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to 
clear the atmosphere about our position with respect to marihuana. 

As eviclencecl by the attention given by representatives of Government, the 
press, and the profl'ssions, it is plain that the increasing use of marihuana is a 
matter of national concern. The shocking growth in use of marihuana has been 
so rapid that none of us in government, in medicine, or the legal profession has 
been able to counter it effectively. For example, the Department of Justice·of 
the State of California has reported a total of 28,319 'adult drug arrests for 
1966, the highest figure to date, fully 32.1 percent above the 1965 figure. Some 
of this increase comes from the enforcement last year, for the first time, of the 
drng abuse control amendments, which became effective on February 1, 1966. 
However, to quote from the California report, "Marihuana offenses accounted 
for approximately one-half of the 1966 arrests and showed a 71-percent increase 
over those reported during 1965." Arrests for "heroin and other narcotics" rose 
by about 11 percent. "Dangerous drug arrests showed a 4-percent gain," the 
report also adds. California'S adult marihuana arrests in 1966 were triple that 
for 1960. Among juveniles, the rise was even more dramatic; drug arrests in 
general increased 87 percent between 190fi and 1966, but juvenile 'marihuana 
arrests increased 14{) percent, from 1,623 to 3,869. The marihuana arrests, plus 
the 898 dangerous drug arrests, accounted for 95 percent of the juvenile drug 
arrests in California during 1960. 

We ('ould pursne this further, Mr. Chairman, but I hope this illustration will 
show that, as we have talked about the problem in professional circles and have 
clone our stUdies and exchanged our memoranda, the agencies of law enforce
ment have encountered 'a grim situation that is developing with great motnen
tbm-with a momentum that seems to exceell, our own ability thus far to explore 
the problem and come up with sound sol'utions that a·re in the public interest 
and that can be quickly put into ('ffeet. ' 
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The use of marihuana in this country and the rest of the world, has a long 
'history, of course. In the United States, "marihuana" refers to any part of the 
plant, or 'an extract such as the resin, which induces changes in physical percep
tion and in psychological reactions. These physical and mental effects will Yill'Y 
in the individual marihuana smoker, depending on four major factors: 

The circtunstances in which tIle drug is used; 
Tile amount consumeeI, usually by smokillg; 
The personality of the user jand 
The uiler's previous experience with marilmana. 

The most commOn reaction to marihuana is development of a state of millel 
in which ideas seem discollnected, uncontrolled, and freely flowing. Perception is 
disturbed, millutps 8eem to be hours, and seconds seem to, be minutes. Space 
may be broadened, alld neal' objects may appeal' fill' away. 'Vhen large doses are 
used-doses generally heavier than normally USE'd in this country-extremely 
vivid hallucinations may occur. With such large doses, paniC and a fear of death 
may make the experience highly unpleasant. 

Gentlemen, WiHlt I have just told you about marihuana is a resume from Olle 
of the most respected textbooks on drugs in this cOllntry. It is tile third edition 
of the "PhtlJ:'Ilk'Lcological Basis of '1'hentpeutics" 'b~' Louis R Goodman and Alfred 
Gilman. I refer you to pages 299 and 300 of this volume. 

It should be made clear, however, that no one in the scientific or medical com
munities is satisfied with the level of lmowledge we have concerning marihuana 
and similar drugs. A,s I have stated on ,.,eyeral occasions, there is still much 
research to be done. 

lJ'or example, the chemic:al composition of 1llarilmana has not been fully deter
mined, although what seems to be the plant's most active ingredients have been 
isolated and 'Synthesized. Scientifically controlled marihuana studies of y!U'ying 
lengths have not been conducted on animals or humans to determine effects 
on body tissue and metabolism, or neuromuscular response, and on psychological, 
and cultural reasons for marihuana nse, especially nmong {Jur young people. 
'1'he number a!l(l characteristics of marihuana users in the United States are 
virtually unlmown, and paths to such use are unexplored. 

I am aware, Mr. Chairman, that statements attributed to me, but which I 
did not make, have caused additional com'ern. Let me clarify tlle record in this 
regard. 

I did not say that I would not object to my daughter sllloking marihuana. 
I did not, and I do not, condone the use of marihuana. 
I did not, and I do not, advocate the abolition of controls over marihuana. 
I did not, and I do not, propose "legalizing" the drug . 
.... "\"ith your permission, 1\11'. Chairman, I woulcl like to call your attention 

to one point which arose as the result of an erroneous news dispatch from 
Minneapolis on Oct<;>l.Jer 17. I was reported to have stated that I would not ob
ject any more to my daughter smoldng marihuana than if she drank a cocl;:tnil. 

The news dispatch was not correct and JuliUS Frandsen, vice president and 
Washington manager of United Press International, bas written me a letter 
on the subject. With your permission, I would like to insert a copy for the record 
and quote just this brief portion: 

"So it has become clear to me that UPI erred in attributing to you unquali
fied statements which in fact were considerably qualified. 

I am sorry if UPI has compounded your problems. We are prepared to carry 
a dispatch acknowledging our error." 

Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Frandsen-and other members of the press
recognize the complexities of tlle issue of marihuana amI wish to serye the 
public in the best possible manner. I think the press does sense the importance 
of the problem and makes every effort to provide the Nation with the best in
formation available. 

My remarks at Minneapolis and elsewhere concerning marihunna have al
ways been in response to questions from tho press. In every instance, I have 
made it abundantly cloar that marihuana has been and still remains under 
the jurisdiction of the Burean of Narcoticr> of the U.S. Department of the 
Treasury. It is often orroneously assumed that the Food and Drug Administra
tion, which administers the drug abuse control amendments, has jUrisdiction 
over not only the controlled drugs-the amphetamines, barbiturates, amI hal
lucinogens-but marihuana as well. Our agency has made every effort to clarify 
the differences wherever possible. 
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As you know, Mr. Ohairman, the drug abuse control amendments, which we 
carry out, include a class of drugs called the hallucinogens. Among these drugs 
are lysergic acid diethylrumide--or DSD-peyote, mescaline, psilocybin, and 
others, such as Dl\IT and STP, which have recentIy come upon the scene. Since 
the establishment of our Bureau of Drug Abuse Control, in February of 1966, 
we have conducted over 2,000 criminal investigations. A third of these have 
involved the hallucinogens. Marihuana has been offered for sale or seized in 
nine out of every 10 investigations by our BDAC men following the hallucinogen 
leads. 

Our agents, Mr. Chairman, have moved in on these cases swiftly but with 
a good sense of who has jurisdiction. BDAC agents ill Dallas recently seized 
1,000 doses of LSD. At the same time they seized apprm..imately 100 pounds 
of marihuana, which they turned over to Bureau of Narcotics agents. At New 
YOrk's Kennedy International Airport, BDAC agents, again working on an 
LSD case, seized not only a quantity of that drug but about 230 pounds of 
marihuana as well, which was turned over to local pOlice and agents of the 
U.S. Customs Service. There are countless ins~ances of marihuana appearing 
together with the hallucinogens under our jurisdiction. Our agents, worldng 
in close cooperation with other Federal agencies and with the excellent coopera
tion of State and local law enforcement agencies, can account for 931 arrests 
to date. Six:t~' percent of these arl'!:'sts involved the hallucinogens. And, as 
I have indicated-in both the investigational as well as the arrest stages
marihuana is Mually present. 

1'he Food and Drug Administration and the Treasury Department's Bureau 
of Narcotics have been cooperating in dealing with thiR problem. Tllere is 
a formal working agreement between the Bureau of Narcotics and our Bureau 
of Drug Abuse Control which provides for a close working relationship between 
our agents in tIle field as well as our staffs in ·Washillgton. 

1\11'. Chairman, there are a number of stuclies that are being conducted under 
the auspices of the National Im;titute of 1\I!:'lltal Health. I would like to deposit 
with the committee at this time a recent listing by the NIMH of their mari
lmana research amI related grant activities. You will notice that underway 
are several projects on the sociology of marihuana usage, the metabolism of 
marilmanu in mun and animals, nnd patterns of ncquisition of the drug. Grad
ull!lly, we will be able to construct a clearer picture--based upon hard, scien
tific facts--of this drug, its short- and long-term effects, its full identity, and 
the ways it can and cannot be used by mall. 

Clearly, while the answers to these questions are being formulated by the 
scientific community, by the work of muny hundreds of physic'ians and re
searchers, our enforcement efforts in the Food and Drug Administration as 
well as in the Bureau of Narcotics must continue. I all! reminded, Mr. Chair
man, of the experience the FDA. went through when it first became involved 
in the control of abused drugs. The agency discovered, for example, that us 
many as 25,000 barbiturate dosages could be purchased at a trucl, stop. The 
enforcement strategy for an agency with limited manpower seemed to be clear 
enongh: Concentrate on those who engage in the illicit manufacture, distribu
tion, and sale of large quantities of those drugs which are abused by some 
lIlembers of our society. 1'11is was the I>osjtion advocated by the Department 
of Health, Education, Hnd Welfare during the hearings held on the Drug Abuse 
Control Amendments of 1965. This was the position adopted by the Congress. 

After the amendments were passed by a unanimous vote of the Congress, 
this strategy of enforcement continued to be FDA's approach. In my opinion, 
it has worked well. In fact, lust year, when we were questioned by three 
congressional committees as to the need for more stringent penalties-particu
larly penalties for personal possession and use of the amphetamines, barbi
turates, amI llllllucinogens-I responded that we saw no need for a change. 
in the law. We believed then Ilnd still believe today that no useful purpose 
would be served by making n felon of the indivic1ual who abuses these drugs. 
I diel state, however, thnt we wouW evaluate the effectiveness of the misde
meanor penalties for the illicit manufacture, sale, and distribution of the con
trolled drugs. If we fill(l these pennlties to be ineffective, I promised to com!:' 
bark to the Congress and seek n tougher set of pennI ties in that area. I repeat 
that promise now. 

From this brief history, you can see how the FDA, while administering the 
drug abuse control amendments and coming UPOIl both LSD and marihuana in 
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tho course of our enforcement work, finds that there is a rather Significant 
uriomaly in the penaltieR with respect .to these two hallucinogens. During the 
past year and a half I have become personally aware of the problem, as the 
Agency's Commissioner. For example, our agents may find two individuals in 
the salIle room, one possessing LSD-an extremely dangerous drug-and the 
other possessing marihuana. Our BDAC agents would seize the LSD under 
the executive seizure provisions of the drug abuse control amendments, but 
the person possessing the drug would not be subject to prosecution under the 
Federal statute. His companion, however, would be taken into custody ancl be lia
ble to a felony conviction under the laws governing the possession 0'£ marihuana, 
a drug which is less potent than LSD. This is why I consider the penalties to be in
consistent and why I believe that this inconsistency prevents full and effective 
protection of the public interest in the matter of abused drugs of any kind. 

I would like to summarize for you some of the tasks we are performing and 
the goals toward which we are striving in dealing with the problem of drug abuse 
in a comprehensive manner. Among these, I would include: 

(1) A continuing concentration of enforcement activities against the illicit 
manufacturers and distributors of dangerous drugs. 

(2) An increased exchange of information with State and local police and 
health agencies, as well as with similar international agencies, to strengthen 
enforcement programs and to broaden the total understanding of the scientific 
and social data upon which these programs must be based. 

(3) 1.'he continuation and expansion of the research effort to fill the gaps 
in our knowledge that I noted a moment ago. 

('1) Effective assistance to educators and journalists to support their effort 
to bring factual drug knowledge to the public, who utimately must determine 
the nature and direction of our control programs. 

'.rho cooperation of muny agencies, at all levels of government, is required 
in carrying out these broad assignments. The Food and Drug Administration 
will give its best efforts in this cause, I assure you. 

In clOSing, I again emphasize that I have never advocated the legalization 
of marihuana. Rather, I have rahwd the question of the severity of the penalties 
attached to possession of marihuana und I suggest that the Congress might also 
wish to review these penalties in the light of enforcement experience throughout 
local, State, and Federal go,'ernment and as the results of drug research may 
dictate. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this oP110rtunity to appeal' before you today 
to clarify our position with resIlect to marihuana. I will be happy to answer 
any questions you or your colleagues may have. 

~[r. Homm. Thank you, Dr. Goddard. 
I IUL'"e a few questions to ask and then I will call upon other mem

bers of the subcommittee to ask those questions they might wish to 
ask. 

Concerning the reported statement 'which you made in Minneapolis, 
it is my Hnderstandlllg that- for various reasons, there is no complete 
transcript of yonI' remll,rks at that press conference. Is thnt correct ~ 

Ik GODDl\RD. Correct. 
However, I do have a letter from the dean at t-he university, which 

indicates as ,-iel! that I did not make the comments that arc ahi-ibutecl 
to me~ 'in addition to-the dea~l was present with me throughout the 
so-calJed pl'ess conJerence. There was confusion, as I indicated in the 
hen,ring the other clay, becnuse 11, fuse blew about 3 minutes nJter the 
press conference started, I ,,'as told at the time that the tape l'ecol'd
ino' would be complete, but ullJortunnJ.ely, it, was not. 

~Ir. HOUSH. Do yon have a copy of the letter from the dean? 
Dr. GODDARD. Yes, we I1re, looking for it now. 
lVIr. ROUSH. IE there is no objection, I think this letter shoulcl be 

inclucled jn the record. 
(The material re.fel'l'ec1 to follows:) 
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. UNIVERSITY OF l\II~NESOT,\, 
, ]Ihmeapolis, M'inn., Ootobe/' 24, 19G"/. 

DEAR DR. GODDARD: This is to expressonr appreciation for your presentation 
of the third annual Alan K. Ruvelson lectureship on the relati'onship~ of gov
ernment mId business sponsored by the school of business administration, the 
college of medical sciences, and the law school. 

Your thoughtful lecture and subsequent diulog with the audience met fully our 
expectations of academic quality. In order to optimize the educational value of 
your address, we plan to publish the full text and make it available to a wider 
audience. 

I iUll concerned, however, that the press conference which followed may have 
led to some misinterpretation of your remarks concerning marihuana. 'With ref
erence to the la tter, I understood you to say: 

(1) Marihuana, lilce ulcohol, can be dangerous. 
(2) The present law regarding marihuana should be modified to give emphasis 

to the sellers and purveyors rather tllan the users. 
(3) You would counsel your chlldren and others not to use marihuana in 

view of present law and the lmcertainties regarding its possible long-term effects. 
(4) Research .,should be, and is being, undertaken regarding the effects of 

marihuana. 
In view of the foregoing, I do not understand some of the comments attributed 

to persons not present. And, what puzzles me even more, is why reliance is placed 
npon secondhancl and even thirdhand sources when you can be asl;:ed directly to 
state yom' views. The motives of the commentators, uncler these cirClUllstances, 
leave me baffled. 

Again, please accept our thanks for your participation on our campus. 'We hope 
the occasion will present itself for another visit before too long. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE SEL'l'ZER, 

AS80ciate Dean for Acallemio AjJeti1'8. 

Dr, GODDARD. And I think the presence of a science writer, Mr. Vic
tor Cohn, his understanding, and he was present throughout the 
entire thing, was reported in the Pink Sheet, nnd clearly indicates I 
never made such an unqualified statement. 

Mr. ROUSH. Could we see this~ 
Dr. GODDARD. Yes, certainly. 
(The material referred to follows:) 

FDO REPORTS 
OaronER,23, :1967. 

GODDARD MISQUOTED IN STORIES SArmG HE 'WOULD No MORE ODJEOT TO HIS 
DAUGH1'ER SlI.{QKINO' MAlIIlIUANA THAN TO HER DmNKING 'CoowrAILs, ·Top 
SmENOE WmTER SAr8 

FDA Commissioner Goddard was misquoted in news stories reporting that he 
said he would not object any mOl'e to his college daughter smoking marihuana 
than he would to her drinlting a cocktail, one df the Nation's lea cling science 
writers said October 20. 

Minneapolis Tri'bune Reporter Victor Cohn said "most of the stories rYe seen 
misrepresented his-Goddard's-statements" at the University of Minnesota 
October 17. Both Oollll-a former presiclent of the National Association of Science 
Writers-and the FDA ehief flatly told "The Pink Sheet" that Goddard had not 
made the statement about his daughter. 

Congressional demnncls for Goddard's resignation were touched ore by the al
legecl statement about his daughter, and by statements he did make nfter tl AllC'ech 
nt the University of Minuesota on the relationships between business and gov
erlllnellt. The oflice of Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary Gardner was 
studying a transcript of some of Goddard's remarl;:s at Minneapolis. 
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Goddard conceded, however, the basic ,accuracy of an October 19 front page 
story in the New York Times which quoted him as saying "whether or not 
marihuana is a more dangerous drug than alcohol is debatable-I don't happen 
to think it is." 

With regard to his children, the Times said Goddard was asked if he would 
object to his son or daughter using marihuana. Reported the Times: "We',-e 
discussed this at home," he said, adding, "I would object in ,terms of the law 
today and any possible long-term effects." 

The October 18 Minneapolis Tribune, in a story carrying Cohn's byHIl(" at
tdbuted to Goddard the same quotes as the Times piece the following day on 
his children using marihuana and whether it is more dangerous than alcohol. 

UPI STORY UNDERSTOOD To HAVE COME Fuo~[ STUDEN'l' PUBLICI'l'Y S'l'AFFElt 

Goddard "stated two reservations," the Tribune story added. 'l'he first was that 
"Vi'e don't know what its (marihuana's) long-t('rm ('ffects are. For exnllllll(', w(' 
don't know whether or not it may alter the chromosomes, as TJSD nlllY do. I 
wouldn't want young women who haven't b('en married and hael children y('t 
to be affected." Goddard's seconcl reservation, the ~'ribune continued, was that 
marihuana "distorts your perception of r('ality so it's dangerous if you're driving 
a v('hide or operating heavy equipment." 

The Tribune story added that Goddard is not in favor of "legalizing" marihuana 
completely. He was quoteel as saying: ",Ve need more research on chronic use, 
and I thinl;: this research will stal't now." ~'he same quotes appeared in the Times 
story which was bylilled as a "special" to the New York paper. It was based &11 
Cohn's story, and written by his ~Iinneapolis colleague, Lewis 'Cope. This is a 
customary journalistic practice when a newspaper wants a report on a distant 
story. 

United Press IIrternational (UPI) launched the nationwide furor over God
llard's remarks when it carried a story from Minneapolis on the morning of 
October 17. It did not quote Goddard directly, but reputed that Goddard said 
lllurihuana is no more dangerous than alcohol. '1'he story also said: "He-God
dard-said he would not object any more to his college daughter smoking pot 
than he woulel to her drinking a cocktail." The UPI story was understood to have 
been based on a phone report from a University of :\Iinnesota student Imblicity 
staffer. 

~'l1e UPI story was obviously part of 'the basis for an October 18 story iu the 
'Vn:shington Post, which the paper said was taken "from news cUspatches." '1'h(\ 
Post story 'said: "The physician, who was appointed to the l!'DA in January 1960, 
said he would not object any more to his college-age daughter smoking marihuana 
than he would to her drinking a cocl;:tail." 

Goddard, in a ,three-paragraph sta'tement issued October W, said: "The state
ment that marihuana llIay not be more hazardous than alcohol can be misleading 
to those who are not familiar with the 'hazards of alcohol." The l!"'DA 'Commis
sioner noted that there are an estimated 11,000 deaths annually from alcohol
"and most experts regard that as a conservative figure." 

"No month goes by in which the FDA is not ruling adversely on drugs which 
are less hazardous thelll alcohol," the Goddard statement continued. "The re
search on marihuana and its effects is still extremely deficient and we must know 
a great deal more about its effect upon 'the individual." The Washington Post 
reported the Goddard statement the following day uuder the headline, "Goddard 
Defends 'Pot' Views." 

In an October 20 follow up dispatch, UPI 'saiel that "Goddard, under congres
sionalfire for equating the dangers of marihuana with Ithose of alcohol, says the 
statement was intended to point up the hazards of the drug, not minimize them." 
Reporting Goddard's October 19 statement, bhe news service repellited its earlier 
report that Goddard had said he would not object any more if his l8-year-old 
daughter smol(ed marihuana than if she drank a cocldail. Statements critical of 
Gocldard qnicldy appeared in the 'Collgressional Re'onl, all inserted by Republi
cans. 

Representative Kuykendall, ,of Tennessee, callNl the statement "one 'of the 
most shoc];:ing statements I have ever seen R'ttributecl toa high Government 
official." He added: "Such It statement by tIle heael of an important Federal 
del1artmcnt is coml1letcly irresponsible and, ill my 011 inion, makes Dr. Goddard 
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unfit to head a division which has control over the food and drug laws of the 
Nation." Kuykendall cited the UPIstory and referred specifically ,to Goddard's 
alleged statement about his college-age daughter. 

GOP TASK FORCE ON CRIME SAYS "CONCERNED PARENT" L. B. J. WILL DISAVOW 
GODDARD S'l'A'l'E11ENT 

Representative Conable, of New York, said, "It is appalling to me to hear the 
head of our FDA apparently condoning the increasing promiscuousness with 
which society is viewing marihuana." ,Conable based his sta:tement on the Times' 
article. 

Representative Hall, of Missouri, a physician, said he was "shocked" that 
Goddard would make such a statement, adding "I can only regard it as a sheer' 
act of momentary stupidity by a person who temporarily forgot his position and 
public trust." Hall drew from the UPI story. 

Representative Brown, of Ohio, sent Goddard a letter in which he said he Was 
asking the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee to call the FDA 
Commissi.oner for a hearing "to explore the studies FDA has made on drug use, 
abuse and dangers so that public information media or indivdduals will J]ot 
interpret your remarks about marihuana improperly or as applicable to all 
nRrcotic 01' hallucinogenics'." 

Representative Brotzman, of Colorado, said Goddard "should set the record 
straight if he does not advocate the removal of penalties for possession of mari
huana-or otherwise resign." 

RepresentatIve Lukens, of Ohio, said, "In my opinion, Goddard is unfit to head 
any division of Government at any level, but particula,ry one which 'has admin
istrative control of the food and drug laws of this Nation." 

'l'he Republican Task Force on Crime issued a three-paragraph statement, 
ending: "We believe the President, as a concerned parent himself, will disavow 
the Goddard statement." Dr. Robert Baird, director of Harlem's Haven Narcotics 
Clinic, toW newsmen at the opening of a narcotics symposium in New Yorl, City, 
October 19, that Goddard's remarks were "appalling" and showed "a notorious 
POOt' knowledge of narcotics." He continued: "I call for his resignation unequiv
ocally. He has done irreparflble damage across the Nation, Oil college campuses 
as well as in high schools." Meanwhile, office wags at FDA were circulating 
this limerick: 

A well-known phYSician named Jim, 
Has really gone out on a limb. 
Belieye it or not 
He's decided that pot 
Is better than drinldng straight gin. 

:Jlr. ROUSH. vVhile the members are looking at this, the New York 
Times also carried a story on this same press conference, which was 
somewhat different from the UPI story. Now, have yon examined the 
New York Times story ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROUSH. Is it essentially correct ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. I would say basically correct. I could quarrel with 

some of the words and the interpretation. 
Mr. ROUSH. According to that story, you were asked if you would 

object to yom' son 01' daughter usinO' marihuana. You answered "I 
would object in terms of the law to~ay and any possible long-term 
effects. " 

Is that an accurate quote ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. I also 'had another reservation, which you will note 

in the story by Mr. Cohn. I said in addition, the problems of its usage 
in terms of the distortion of reality, one's time perception is changed, 
it is dangerous with l'elation to operation of an automobile-there are 
three reservations. 

00-720-08--3 
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Mr. ROUSH. My question was is that an accurate quote? 
Dr. GODDARD. Yes, only to the extent of ,the two points they quoted. 

There was one they left out. 
]\£1'. RousH. Do you think it is possible that other reporters present 

might have interpreted your remarks to mean that you would only 
object because it is at present against the law to possess marihuana~ 

Dr. GODDARD. I can't predict what others would project from that 
statement. I think it clearly said that there are three reasons why I 
would not want my child or anybody else's child to use it: the law, 
the possible long-term effects, and the distortions of one's perceptions. 
I said those clearly. 

Mr. ROUSH. Now, it seems to me the more important tlung here is 
to establish you own position with respect to this drug. As I under
stand it, your ~osition is that this is la dangerous drug in terms of what 
it does to one s perception; that at the present timet it has no ImOWll 
medical usefumess; that its possible long-term sic e effects -are un
known; and that it is capa:hle of producing psychic dependence but 
not physical addiction. Is this reasonably accurate? 

Dr. GODDARD. That is correct, yes, sir. 
Mr. ROUSH. It is often said that while marihuana is not in itself 

physically addicting, the psychic dependence which it can cause may 
lead to experimentation with and physical addiction to other ch'ugs, 
such as the hard narcotics. Do lOU think this is true? 

Dr. GODDARD. It is a possibIlity, Mr. Chairman, It is not the total 
story, though, because there are people who seek out drugs to abuse 
because of their personalities. Now, we cannot attribute to marihuan:1 
the fact that it leads to other hard narcotics-it is only one of many 
agents that are involved in this subculture of drug abuses in our so
ciety. It is one that is most frequently involved as a precursor to the 
use of heroin in those areas where heroin is the common hard narcotic 
used by the drug subculture. And that is in 16 States, Puerto Rico, 
and the District of Columbia, largely the most populous States. But 
in contrast, in 12 Southel'll States where we alRo have the problem of 
addiction, you never see the use of marihuana. I jURt interjected thai; 
note of caution. It is not as clear cut as some would have you believe. 

But yes, to answer your question, the possibilitv does exist that 
psychological dependence on this or other drugs sUbject to abuse can 
lead to experimentation with hard narcotics. 

Mr. ROUSH. I believe you stated publicly :38veral timeR, and yon in
ferred this morning, if you did not actually say it, that you 'believe 
the preRent penalties for personal possession of marihuana are too 
severe and should be lessened. Is that correct? 

Dr. GODDARD. Yes, I said they :1re too severe. Perhaps Romething 
more comp:1rable to those fnr the clrug~abuse drugs 'would be more 
satisfactory, but that we needecl to reevaluate this. 

Mr. RODRR. Are you arlvocnting that aU penalHeR be removed? 
Dr. GODDARD. No, Rir. 
Mr. ROUSH. I would comment thllt this is conslRtent with the task 

force l'eport on narcotic and drug (l,buse of the President's Com mis-
810n on Law EnJol'cement anc1 Administration of Justice, in which 
thel'eis a tentl1.tive recommenclat.ioll to revise present penal cocles so 
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that marihuana acquisition and possession become a misdemeanor 
rather thana felony. 

'Vhatare the present penalties for simple possession of marihuana ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. As I understand it, and I do not wish to split hairs, 

but I have been called on this, really there is no penalty for the simple 
possession of marihuana itself, no Federal penalty. !{ather, it is the 
absence of proof that one has paid a tax that is the act that is subject 
to penalty. That may seem like hairsplitting, but I am tolcl by the 
legal counsel that this is correct. In effect, possession without the proof 
of having paid tax is subject to 2. to 10 for the first offense. It is within 
the judge's discretion to place the individual on probation after 
sentencing, but he still has carried the felony conviction, or the judge 
may place the individual entirely without any penalty, remand him 
to the narrow probation situation. 

Mr. !{OUSII. '~That is the present penalty for possessing a drug such 
asLSD~ 

Dr. GODDARD. On possession not for sale, there is no penalty, but the 
drug is subj ect to executive seizure. 

Mr. ROUSH. ~Thich of the two, marihuana or LSD, do you consider 
to be more dangerous ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. 'Without question, LSD is far more dangerous than 
marihuana. 

Mr. ROUSH. The Now York Times article, which I quoted previously, 
says that you did not favor legalizing marihuana completely, but 
favored the removal of all penalties for simple possession. 

Now, I understand this is not your position. Is that correct? 
Dr. GODDARD. 'Vell, it is not. what I said, Mr. Chairman. The tran

script clearly shows that I said I believe the penalties are too severe 
and the penalties should be more like those for LSD. And the record 
clearly shows that. 

Now, I do not say that that. kind of translation-I can understand 
how that kind of translatioll wus made by a reporter. 

Mr. ROUSH. ~Vel1, you are pot Raying that it should be the same, then, 
as the penalty for the posseS~'llon 0-[ LSD, are you ~ 

Because, as I understand your statement, all we have in that instance 
is executive seizure. 

Dr. GODDARD. 'Vhat I have said on several occasions is that perhaps 
it should be comparable to LSD, but this needs to be reviewed. I am 
not suggesting what the penalty should 01' should not be, Mr. 
Chairman. 

:Mr. ROUSII. But a moment ago, you expressed approval of the task 
force recommendation that possession be made a misdemeanor' instead 
ofafelony. 

Dr. GODDARD. That is certainly one of the things, Mr. Chairman, 
that I think could be considered. I am not going to aclvocate the specific 
penalty. I simply said the matter needs to be reviewed. On seveml oc
casions I have raised the question and specifically said that it would be 
helpful if Congress carried out such a review. 

:Mr. ROUSH. 'Vould you be in favor of lessening the penalty for shn-
pIe possession of hard narcotics such as heroin ~ . 

Dr. GODDARD. I would have to study that as I have studied the prob
lem of marihuana before I would comment on it. 
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Mr. ROUSH. It seems to me that there is no question but that the two 
penalties-that is, for possession of marihuana and for possession of 
LSD, are inconsistent. However, I suppose it is a matter of personal 
opinion as to whether the penalty for possession of marihuana is too 
heavy and the one for LSD is too light, since in fact, there is not a 
penalty at all in that instance. 

I believe the members and staff of the subcommittee questioned you 
at some length last year as to whether the lack of any penalty for per
sonal possession under the Drug Abuse Control Act would be a serious 
hindrance in enforcing the act. I believe you stated that you did not 
think so. 

Dr. GODDARD. That is correct. . 
Mr. ROUSH. On the basis of your experience since that time, have 

you found this to be a problem ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. No, Mr. Chairman, we have not. TiTe have concentrated 

our efforts, and I think successfully so, in terms of the number of cases 
we make on those who sell, produce, and distribute the hallucinogens, 
amphetamines, and barbiturates. ,Ve would like to offer for you a 
record of our accomplishments in our Bureau of Drug Abuse Control, 
comparing them to our position last September, the number of cases, 
the number of agents in the field, the number of million of dosage units 
seized, and so forth. 

Mr. ROUSH. Is this a report you have previously compiled or is this a 
statement you are making to present to the commIttee ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. A report we compiled for hearings before this commit
tee last September. "Ve have updated it today, showing in the com
parison between last September and this year where we have reached 
what accomplishments we have made in the drug abuse control field. 

But to answer your question specifically, we do not think it has been a 
handicap to not have a criminal penalty for personal possession. 

Mr. ROUSH. The committee would like to receive that report, Dr. 
Goddard. 

(The materiul referred to follows:) 
CUMULATIVE SUMMARY OF BOAC ACCOMPLISHMENTS SINCE SEPTEMBER 1966 

TRAINING 

Soptember 1966 Present 

Number agents trained, basic ...................................... . 
Number agents trained, advanced .................................. . 
Number agents trained, specialized ................................ .. 
Number of State and local classes and participants (7) ............... .. 
Number of fiold office seminars and participants (157) ............... .. 

I University of California. 
RESEARCH 

1147 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Septembor 1966 

Contracts ($300,000). (See examples.) ..... __ .................. .. 
Cemblnation drugs reviewed ................................... . 
CombinaFon controlled................................... ..... 0 
Total drugs controlled ............................................................. .. 

See footnotes nt end of tnble. 

261 
122 
30 

301 
11,956 

Present 

III 
5,000 

750 
1,600 
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CUMULATIVE SUMMARY OF BDAC ACCOMPLISHMENTS SINCE SEPTEMBER 196G-Continued 

EDUCATION 

Num~~~r~~I;~~~~::::=::======:===:::::=::=::==:::=::=:======= Number .Dear pharmacists (55~000) _____________________________ _ 
Hospital administrators (~,OOO) ____________________________ _ 
Chemical sUppliers (1,100) ________________________________ _ 
Wholesalers, manufacturers (2,000) _________________________ _ 

National meetings (pharm~cy leaders) ______________ . ___________ _ 
Pharmacy wholesalers ____________________________________ _ 
Pharmacy manufacturers __________________________________ _ 

Fact sheets ________________________________________________ • __ 
Distribution _________________________________________________ _ 
Bulletin (16,000) _____________________________________________ _ 
Major cogp.erative efforts (NARD, APHA) ________________________ _ 

~~ilii~~~~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Major publications dlstributed _________________________________ _ 

1$300,000. 
SA month. 

20 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
7 

50, OO~ 

o 
2100 

1 
o 

781 
52 
6 
1 
1 
2 
4 
2 
2 

10 
230,000 

6 
2 

~ 300 
4 

22 

Note: National Committee on Discussion and Debate: EUgene'r0reg. This national organization prepared discussion 
and debate topics for high schools throughout the United States. his academic year one of the topics Is the drug abuse 
problem BDAC prepared over 12,000 debate kits that contallled Information on drug abuse that will be used by high schools 
debating teams. 

ENFORCEMENT 

September 1966 

Number of criminal cases__________________________________________ 784 
Number of accountability cases_____________________________________ 57 

Number of drug Injury cases_______________________________________ a Number of arrests_ _ __ _ _ ___________________ ___________ _______ _____ 46 
Numberof arrests armed__________________________________________ 7 Number of arrests involving hallucinogens ______________________________________________ • 
Number of arrests with prior criminal record _______________ • __ .______ 18 Prosecutlons _____ • _________ • ____ _______ _ __ __ __________________ __ _ 117 
Total accountability seizure actions__________________________________ 0 Total accountability hearlngs_ __ _____ ____ ____ __ _ ______ _______ _______ a 
Total accountability seizure volume__________________________________ 3, 000, 000 
Total criminal seizure volume_______________________________________ 500, 000 International meetlngs___ _________ __________ ________________ ____ ___ 1 
States participating in pilot program_________________________________ 6 
Memorandums of agreement In existence____________________________ 2 
Organized crime program__________________________________________ (I) 
Analysis of evidence from agencies (State and local)___________________ 0 

1 .opened. 
2 Closed. 
8 16 percent • 
• 60 percenl 
I 43 percent. 
I Nonexistent. 
1 Fully documented and operational. 
I Since Feb. I, 1967. 

Present 

2,216 
11,011 

2634 
84 

931 
3149 
! 562 
1401 

269 
77 
47 

500, 000, 000 
13, 000, OO~ 

22 
9 

(7) 
8J50 

Note: In' addition, implementation of communication system for notifying local laboratories of neVi developments
Microgram. 

BUREAU MANAGEMENT 

Number of field offices _________________________________________________ ------
Number of resldont offices ____________ .. ____________________ •• __________ •• __ • 
Personnel on board ••• _______ •• _____________________________________________ _ 
Field office agents on board __ • ___ •••• _ •••• _ •• ___________________ • _____ • _____ _ 

September 1966 

9 
o 

278 
200 

Present 

9 
24 

461 
300 

Note: Drug abuse control information system (DACIS).-The Bureau's Initial phases of the system have been opera
tional since March 1967 and the followup phases are continuing to be implemented. This system was designed for the 
IBM 360 computer and was Immediately transferred to FDA's new computer when it became operational In July 1967. 

Inspectlons.-AII of tile field ortlces have undergone a thorough inspection and a second cycie has been started 
stressing a management arPraisal technique. 

Funds budgeled.-Fisca year 1966, $2,700,000' fiscal year 1967, $5,100,000; fiscal year 1968, $7,200,000. 
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Mr. ROUSH. In your statement, you indicated that you have con
ducted over 2,000 criminal investigations lUlder the act and you have 
made 931 arrests. I used to be a prosecuting attorney. Usually the 
proof of the pudding is in how many convictions you obtain. 

Oould you tell us how many of these 931 arrests resulted in con
victions ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. No; I cannot. I would like to ask permission of the 
Ohair to supply that for the record. How many of these cases are 
pending in U.S. attorneys' offices at the present time. If I may, I would 
be happy to dig up those data. 

Mr. ROUSH. For those which have come into the courtroom, I think 
the committee should have the facts as to how many comrictions you 
did obtain. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
Since beginning operations BD.AC has initiated prosecutive action against 1,092 

inclivic1uals. This figure is 161 above the arrests figure, but is explained by the 
fact that some cases were inherited from the previous FDA actions. 
Convictions _________________________________________________________ 389 
State arrests _________________________________________________________ 1351 
Pending cases________________________________________________________ 352 

Total individual defendants _____________________________________ 1, 092 

1 These were nrrests made by State officials with our cooperation . 

.All of the above Federal prosecutioml have resulted in successful terminations. 

Mr. ROUSH. In your testmony last yeRr, you indicated that you would 
rely rather heavlly on the auditing records of clruf! manufacturers, 
wholesalers and retailers in order to detect, diVf~rsion to illicit chan
nels. How many cases have you brought to court as a result of this 
type of activity? 

Dr. GODDARD. Again, sir, may I provide for the record the number of 
cases that have gone to court. Bnt I can tell you we have carried out 
907 accoul1'tabHit,y investigations to date which have resulted in the 
seizure of 570 mil1ion dosage unit·s of drugs under this Jaw. 

Now, in some instances, -those cases never a:o to court, because we 
are able to work with the company and get them to agree to proper 
recordkeeping procedures, ancl it is obvious that there was a lack of 
understanding on their part. Under those ci.rcumstances, they ean 
repossess the drug and process it agajn with proper procedures. bo not 
all these ,vould represent cases that have been prosecuted. '1'e would 
be happy to provjele the number that do. 

Mr. ROUSH. ,Ve would be happy to recC'ive that. 
(The material referred to follows:) 

Accolmtability Investigations Throngh October 31, 196''( 

.Accountability investigations C'ompleted 01' underway_____________ 1,011 
Seizures accomplished _____________________________________ ,____ 95 
Total controller drugs seizecl (in dosage equivalents) (in units) __ 1598,479,621 
Prosecutions (2 more pencling) _________________________________ 6 

;1 Most drugs seized through the nccOllntablUty program nre returned to the firm upon 
Sufficient evl!ll'nce that the records nrc brought into compliance with the drug abuse control 
nmendments. BDAC's maln goal through these seizure actions is to upgrade a firm's records 
to fnrther prevent pos,qibiJities for diversion. 
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Mr. ROUSH. Do I lmderstand that you do not belieye that a criminal 
penalty for the personal possession of an illicit drug is a deterrent to 
the trade in such dmgs. Is this your position ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. Yes, sir; it is basically my position, because the usage 
of marihuana has increased greatly. If such a deterrent were a penalty, 
then one would wonder why the increase is occurring. 

~Ir. ROUSH. vVoulcl not the very face of the penalties reduce the 
demand ancl thus affect the market ~ It seems to me that if I knew 
that I was going to be subjected to a penalty for the possession of 
a drug, I would not be as likely to buy it and I would not be as likely 
to promote a market for it. 

Dr. GODDARD. A mu.rket for it, we t.hink that is where the emphasis 
should go and that is where we are using our resources, on those who 
promote the usage of these drugs or offer for sale or manufacture 
or distribute them. We think that with t.he limited resources at our 
level, 'this is where our maj or effort should be concentrated and that 
is what we haye done. But when we have hundreds of thousands of 
people, and the estimates range-for example, on marihuana alone, 
between 400,000 and 3 million persons using the drug in our society. 
We have to raise the question, ,Vould making criminals or felons out 
of these people accomplish the purpose~ Could y'on even 'accomplish 
that objectiye if that were your desire~ Rather? should we not make 
every effort to control these chugs that 'are bemg abused by trying 
to decrease the amount available for usage and cnt off the sources of 
supply ~ That is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. ROUSH. I think yo Ll shou 1 cl be commended for trying to get at the 
source of supply. But it does seem to me, and I am just expressing a 
personal opinion, that making possession an offence also makes its 
contribution in setting up a deterrent for the use of these drugs. This 
is, of course, just it personal opinion. 

Just a coui)le more questions and then I will call upon Mrs. Dwyer. 
An article published in the Minneapolis Triblme of October 15, 

,yhich I believe was three days beIore you made your "famous" 
statement--

Dr. GODD~\HD. Is that infamous ~ 
Mr. ROUSH. Infamous 'would be better, perhaps. 
It stated that the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

had been condncting a broad-scale investigation of marihuana for 
several months bnt had not reached any consensus for recommending a 
change in the Federal policy toward the drug. According to the article, 
the ilivcstigation was being conducted by staff from the Fooel and Drug 
Administration, the Public Health Ser,;ice, and 'the legal office, and was 
aimed at determining whether the present restrictions on use of mari
huana and the accompanying criminal penalties should be revised. 

Is that an accnrate story? 
Dr. GODDAHD. I do not believe it is; no~ sir. 
JUl'. ROUSH. ",Yell, what is the story ~ 
Dr. GODDAno. There has been a sta-ff study carried onto I cannot speak 

for the Department as to all the objectives, but mainly the interest has 
been on the research program. I tded to outline the broad interest of 
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the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in the subject of 
marihuana. 

l\1:r. RousH. I have in mind a release or a pamphlet from the U.S. 
Department of Health, Education, and ,Velfare Office of Public 1n
formation, and also a copy of this story, which is headlined "HEW 
Agencies Oonducting Probe of :Marihuana." It is from tIlls story that 
my question has its source. 

(The material referred to and a related story :£rom the Associated 
Press follows:) 

[From the i.\Iinneapolis Tribune, Oct. 15, 1967] 

HEW AGENCIES CONDUC'.rING PROBE ON M.AllIHUANA 

WASHINGTON, D.C.-The Department of Heath, Education, and Welfare 
(HEW) is conducting a broad-scale investigation of marihuana, a Government 
spokesman said Saturday. 

The inquiry began several months ago, and has not produced any consensus for 
recommending a change in Federal policy toward the drug, he said. 

So far, the investigation has been conducted at a staff level among various 
agencies in the department-the Food and Drug Administration, the Public 
Health Service, and the legal office. 

The ,studies are aimed at determining whether the present stringent restric
tions on use ,of the weed and accompanying criminal penalties should be revised. 
Involved are medical, psycholOgical, social, and pharmacological considerations, 
thaspokesman said. 

"There have been a number of viewpoints eJ.."pressed in a number of memos 
circulating within the department," the spokesman said. "But there has been 
no deciSion 01' department position taken." 

Although the studies have 'been going on for several months, they have not 
been refined enough for presentation to Secretary John W. Gardner, the spokes
man said. 

[From the Associatec1 PreRS, Oct. 14, 1967] 

HEW PLANS REGROUPING, OF MARIHUANA 

SAN FRANOISco.-'.rhe Federal Government is conSidering proposals to change 
its classification of marihuana from narcotic to "dangerous drug," according 
to the San Francisco Chronicle. 

The neWflpaper said in today's editions such con::;ic1eration is going on "at the 
highest Cabinet level" and would remove possession and use ~f marihuana from 
the felony category. 

The Chronicle said u a confidential position paper" circulated within the U.S. 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare calls marihuana "clearly a 
recreational drug." 

In Washington, a spol{esman for the Department of Health, Eclucation, and 
Welfare said the question of marihuana is under review, but "there is no 
departmental position paper." 

Dr. GODDARD. I understand, but the fart that the HEW news office 
reprjnted the story does not lend any credence to it, as you well ap
preciate. That is simply to keep the Secretary and the princi.pal staff 
advised of what stories are being carried in the newspaper. 

Mr. GRAY. This is headed "Selected News Items From the Regional 
Offices." ,Vhat does that mean ~ Does that mean regional officers put 

. out this story ~ 
Dr. GODDA1W. They contributed these and send them in and they 

are publii3hed in both the headquarters and the regions. 
Mr. Gl{AY. The lead of it says, "The Department of HE,V is con

ducting an investigation of marihuana, a Government spokesman 
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said Saturday." Is it likely that the UPl, which also originated this 
story; manufactured this spokesman ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. Mr. Gray, I do not know ,vho the spokesman was. I 
cannot speak for the De'partment on this. I can only tell you as the 
head of one agency, the mformation ,,-e have provided is on what re
search is being carried. out, what lND studies are now being carried 
out, what we are finding in respect to marihuana in our BDAC ac
tivities. Beyond that, I cannot vouch for the accuracy of the 
spokesman. 

nil'. ROUSH. 1Yho represents FDA in this study ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. I do in providing information that the Department 

required. 
Mr. ROUSH. You have not designated a particular individual or in

dividuals to participate in the fiscal study itself, then ~ That is, in 
actively participating in the study? 

Dr. GODDARD. No; I have not designated anyone. All that has oc
curred is we have !been asked to provide certain information as a 
significant situation. We transmitted that information and to my 
knowledge, that is all that has happened. 

(Subsequent to the hearings there was further correspondence 
with respect to this matter. The correspondence and other relevant doc
uments follow:) 

DEOEhIBER 1, 1967. 
Dr. JAMES L. GODDARD, 
Oommissioner, Food, and, Dr1~U Administ1'ation, U.S, Department of HeaZth, Ed1t

cation, and, Welfm'e, WaShington, D.O. 
DEAR COMMISSIONER GODDARD: When you testified before the subcommittee 

on November 14 'on the subject of marihuana controls, Mr. Roush, who was pre
siding in my absence, asked you about a UPI news story which appeared in the 
October 15 1\finneapolis Tribune. This story, which appeared 3 days before the 
one in which you were allegedly misquoted, stated that for several months staff 
members from FDA, PHS, ancl the legal office of HEW had been conducting a 
study of marihuana aimed at determining whether the present stringent restric
tions and criminal penalties for its use should be revised. 

When Mr. Roush questionecl you about this story, you said that YOU did not 
believe it was accurate. You acknowledged that a marihuana study had been 
carried out in the Department and that you personally represented FDA, but 
you maintained that the study was primarily oriented toward research on mari
huana ancI that FDA's role was limited to providing information on research 
being carried out under IND's and on findings with respect to marihuana under 
BDAC activities. 

A rpview of FDA files by the subcommlittee staff subsequent to the hearings 
indicates that the HEW study was far broader [mel that FDA was far more 
deeply involved than your testimony indlcated, The files show that at a meeting 
on .June 28, 1967, representatives from NIMH, FDA, and OE were asked to sub
mit views on marihuana to 1\11'. Joseph Murphy, special assistant to Secretary 
Gardner. 

FDA's suggested departmental position on marihuana is contained in a July 
21, Hl67, memorandum from you to Dr. Milton Silverman, another speCial assist
ant to the Secretary. That memorandUm outlines iour alternative positiilns and 
lists the advantages 'and clisadvantages of each. However, the alternative which 
you recommended be adopted called for control of marihuana as an hallucinogen 
under the Drug Abuse Control Act. Your specific recommendations for imple
mentation of this policy were as follows: 

1. Adequate resourcps for enforcement, education, training, and research be 
made available to Hew. 

2. Repeal the current Marihuana Tax Act. 
3. Place marihuana under DAOA as an hallucinogen. 

90-720-68--4 
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4. Eliminate penarty for possession of marihuana for one's personal use but 
retain executive seizure authority provided under DAOA. 

5. Increase [lenalty for illegal sale, manufacture, distribution, anci propagation 
of all controlled drugs from the misdemeanor to the felony level without a manda
tory sentencing provision. 

6. Eliminate mandatory sentencing for all violations involving marihuana. 
7. Require licensing of all marihuana growers, dealers, and handlers where 

sale, distribution, and propagation is intended. 
The records also show that a draft departmental position paper, the recom

mendations of which were substantially the same as those in your original memo, 
was circulated by the ASSistant Secretary for Health, Dr. Lee, on August 14, 1967. 
This draft, with the reinsertion of some language from your original memo, was 
endorsed by Deputy Commissioner Rankin, with your concurrence, on August 16, 
1967. 

A revised position paper, incorporating these suggested changes, was circulated 
by Dr. Silverman on September 5, 1967, and was endorsed by Mr. Rankin on 
September 8, 1967. 

It seems to me that the subcommitt~ deserves an explanation of the obvious 
discrepancy between the facts as shown in the documents cited above and your 
testimony on Noyember 14. 

An early response to ,this le\:ter will be appreCiated. 
Sincerely, 

L. H. FOUNTAIN, 
Ohairman, Intergo'IJernmental Relat·ions S1lbcormnittec. 

:l\rE11ORANDUU 
JULY 12, 1967. 

To : James L. Goddard, Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 
Thru: Director, Bureau of Drug Abuse Control, Acting Directol', Division of Drug 

Studies and Sitatistics. 
Subject: Discussion of preliminary approaches to the marihuana problem. 

INTRODUO'I'ION 

On Wednesday, June 28, a small group of persons from NIMH, FDA, Office of 
Education, and HEW, discussed informally some of the problems and issues of 
marihuana. At the end of the discussion, it was agreed that each pc'rson would 
write up a couple of pages of discussion representing his current thoughts on 
marihuana. Subject to the review and approval of persons listed above, the dis
cussion material will be sent ,to Mr. Joseph Murphy, special assistant to the assist
ant secretary for program coordination, HEW. 

DISOUSSION 

The marihuana problem that exists today should be lookecl at from many 
viewpoints at the same time to malre sense of it. The gronps whose views are most 
important are: young people as an age group; yonng people with high drug 
interest; parents; regulatory enforcement agencies; public health personnel; 
and so on. 

For both young people as a general gronp and young people interested in ex
perimenting with drugs, there are few real issues involved with marihuana 
other than legal controls that exist on it, societies' "inconsistent" attitudes 
about drugs, and their personal freedom to ingest 'anything as they now see fit. 
For the group of scientists and administmtors concerned with the drug, the 
issues ilnd problems are more complex 'and difficult. Some of these persons think 
we know enough about the drug to assess the proper level of social controls oyer 
it while others think this performance is not now a.yailable. 'l'he fact that those 
who shoulclli:now abont the drug disagree so much points to the conclusion that 
we do not hnve a com'incing core of information. 

Just ItS illlIlortant as "the facts" is our current inability to say what an educa
tional program ~llOUld look like if the facts were available. That is, there is a 
big cliff('rence between having information all pharmacology, toxicit~r and threatfl 
to llealth that a drug poses and our ability to get this information ael'OSS to the 
mecliuill 'and high risk groups in such a way as to change tlJeir belJavior. The 
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information about the psychopharmacology of LSD did not initially deter abuse 
of the substance and it was not until humans began entering hospitals with very 
serious reactions that the public and some of the high risk groups began to take 
the problem seriously. Use of alcohol and cigarette smoking are comparable 
problems, showing the lack of an effective educational program. 

The previous studies that have been done on marihuana do not, I feel, give 
us a scientific basis for saying what the proper type and level of sanctions on 
marihuana should be. The claims made by emorct:'ment persons were made in 
the case of marihuana on the basis of cases they had seen in the enforcement 
setting but the possibility that other causes besides the drug lead to the cUre 
effects was not adequately considered. The subjective impressions of persons 
close to the marihuana scene mayor may not have been correct but as a basis 
of proceeding now, subjective impression or "enforcement experience" is inade
quate. 

The nature of usage of marihuana has expanded significantly from those who 
used it as an early substitute for heroin and other narcotics to include those 
who now use the drug to seek enjoyment and respite from the stresses amI 
strains of living. Unless more than "impressionistic" clata gathering facilities 
exist or are created, one cannot 'detect such shifts in the type of user as apparently 
has happened in the recent past, except on a qualitative basis. Since the whole 
issue is charged by the social context and the proximity to dangerous drugs, 
attitudes have become polarized, thus distorting a neutral and objective interpre
tation of whatever skimpy data we do have available. 

What we need now is an intensive effort to identify our areas of scientific 
knowledge and the gaps that exist in it with immediate research ,to fill these 
in and, secondly, 'at the same time to begin to study ways of utilizing this 
information in an effective manner, ra,ther than assuming our current education 
techniques will do the job. 

At the same time that scientific and educational work is done, we must begin 
to develop a conceptual framework in which to integrate the pharmacology 
and the psychology of use of the drug. ]j'or example, some type of integrated 
view that takes a balancing or compromiSing position among- the t:'xtremes would 
lead us to some estimate of the type and level of social controls that are needed 
on the drug. We need to look at ,the potential for abuse and the hazard to health 
possibly in terms of 'a continuum in which the maxil1lum danger point is the 
worst that the drug could do under extreme conditions in a small group of 
unstable people. At the other hand, looking 'at the mininmm potential for abm'e, 
one needs to ask the question of what the least effects of the clrug are ancI what 
the drug IDay do under the best usage conditions in a group of well adjusted 
stable persons using low dosage levels. Information on prevalence of usage 
by various types of persons would then be one factor to be consic1erecl in making 
an initial judgment about (lOll'trols. Other factors to be considel'edalong with 
this ,one 'arc the "association complex" (what other drugs <ty.pically travel with 
marihuana) and what is the capacity of the drug to' change the perceptions the 
user has of ,other drugs. Some type of conceptual framework such as thil5 would 
be helpful in ,guiding the identification of the most important scientific anrl cauca
tional research efforts on which a recommendation and decision about social 
con troIs migll t ,be mac Ie. 

JEAN PATJI, S)fl1'H. Ph. D. 

JULY 21, 1007. 
Dr. MILTON SILVERMAN, 
SpeoiaZ Assistant to the Assistant Secl'etm'Y fol' Health a.na Scient'ijic Afjail's, 
JAMES L. GODDARD, M.D., . 
Comnl'lssionm' of Foo(Z ana D1·ttg8. 

HEW Posrl'wN ON l\IAIUT-LUA:\'A 

There are at least four alternatives to the marihuana problem frol11 the Feueral 
standpoint. ~his paper will ,touch on the advantages and clisac1vantages of four 
major categories and will recommend the position IIEW shoulcl take. The cate
gories are (1) leave the current status of marihuana law as it is without legal 
01' administrutiye changes, (2) completely legalize marihuana use, sale, pos
session 'and clistrrbution, (3) leave marihuana contr,ol with the Federal Bureau 
of Narcotics (FEN) but with reductions in tlle criminal penailities for sule and 
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possession, and (4) control marihuana as a hallucinogen under the Drug Abuse 
Control Amendments to the Food, Drug and Oosmetic Act. 

The advantages and disadvantages discussed below mayor may not be valid. 
But they are the moS]; commonly mentioned consiclerations among scientists, in 
law enforcement circles and among the members of the public WllO show an 
interest in the problem. 

I. LEA VB AS IS 

Allvantages 

1. The Narcotics Bureau has had 30 years of experience in policing the drug. 
2. Many State criminal laws define "narcotics" to include marihuana and 

a change in Federal definition or reclassification would introduce an 'area of 
confusion over ,the status of these laws. 

3. Narcotics users reportedly convert to marihuana use when heroin or mor
llhineare scarce or high priced. 

Di8allvantage8 

1. The punishment under the cnrrent law does not fit the crime. I>t is much 
too severe and lumps marihuana violations with those of hard narcotics. 

2. Educati:on of the public may not be acceptable to FBN since its philosophy 
has been and still is "don't 1t8e it-it leads to violence, crime and heroin 
addiction." 

3. The general public does not believe the ,statements FBN makes about 
marihuana. 

4. Pharmacologically, marihuana is an hallucinogen but Federal law now 
treats it as a na:rcotic in terms of criminal penalties. 

5. It is controlled under a taxing measure when its abuse is really a public 
health problem. 

6. The experience gained under the National Prohibition Act dictates that total 
outlawing or harsh penalties don't eliminwte a social vice. 

7. Marihuana traffickers are more often found in LSD abuser circles than in 
hard narcotics circles. 

II. aOIlIPLETELY LEGALIZE 

All'vantaoe8 

1. Oonsistent with society's views on alcohol. 
2. Marihuana is a social lubricant and tension reducer. 
3. Use of marihuana is a matter of private lllorality not public law. 
4. It is a mild nonaddicting drug with no proven immediate or long range 

ill effects on the central nervous ,system or other body organs. 
5. There is no proof that it causes any more misbehavior than alcohol. 
6. Psychological dependence to the drug is limited to high risk groups who 

seem to be susceptible to drug use. 
7. Marihuana costs considerably less than alcohol. 
8. It can be grown anywhere and control of its supply would therefore be 

difficult. 
9. There are apparently no after effects, i.e., hangovers, addiction or physical 

destruction of body 'tissue from marihuarra as compared w~th alcohol. 
10. Our experience with current controls has been wholly unsuccessful ,since 

usage has increased largely in the past few years. 

Di8advantage8 

1. Legalization would m!:lrely 'add one more drug to the list of abused drugs. 
2. PhYSiological and pharmacological effects of the drug are not scientifically 

~stablished so Ithat the actual risks involved are unknown. 
3. Most civilized countries in the world now have some controls over marihuana 

usage. 
4. Legnlization would impair our relations with .the other countries who are 

also signntories to the United NatioIlFJ Single Convention of 1961. 
5. It may lead to the use of more concentrated cannabinols. 
6. Only a vocal minority supports complete legalization. 
7. It would aggravate FederabStute relations with States that do not legalize 

the drug. 
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8. Funds used to determine physical and psychological effects could be better 
spent for research on more promising therapeutic remedies~ 

9. Perceptions 'and attitudes toward other more powerful drugs might be altered 
for the worse. 

10. Legalization may attract many youths who might otherwise not use the 
drug or bring them in contact with deviant subcultures. 

11. It may well add to the toll of home and highway accidentS'. 
12. Legalization would be contrary to our position on other hallucinogenic 

drugs. 
13. Persons of borderline or wlstable adj:lstment might become social liabilities 

if marihuana were freely available. 

III. REDUOE FEN ALTIES BUT LEAVE Wr.rH FBN 

A.dvaJI.tages 

1. Eliminates any administrative interruption in enforcement. 
2. Eliminates any confusion as to the Fedel'al agency which has had jurisdic

tion over marihuana for many years. 
3. Eliminates the immediate need for the training of new personnel for 

enforcement. 
Disa(lvantages 

1. FBN would be handling drugs with differing penalties. 
2. Educational and research efforts would not be undertaimll to the degree that 

a socially and public health inclined agency such as HEW might. 
3. FBN would have to change its position of some 30 years on the social con

sequences of marihu!lIla use which would require an admission of misjudgment. 
4. FBN may be embarrassed bec!luse it !lsl,ed for stronger penalties a few years 

ago (mandatory sentencing) and yet the traffic has flourished. 
5. Ifrfajor traffickers in marihuana are more closely allied with LSD and other 

hallucinogen trafficl,ers than narcotics trafficlwrs. 
6. Except for asldng for more stringent criminal 'penalties, :t!"'BN has not 

undertaken a vigorous enforcement policy toward marihuana. 

IV. CON'moL AS AN HALLUCINOGEN UNDER DACA 

A.clvantages 

1. Uniform handling and classification of all hallucinogens. 
2. Consistency in the treatment of offenders. 
3. There is a growing sentiment for placing control of m!lrihuana,ulong with 

other hallucinogens, under DACA. 
4. Philosophy of control of abusers by HEW {und BDAC) is consistent with 

the latest scientific thinldng in that the abuser must be educated and treated, 
but the trafficker should be punished. 

5. A new organization with a fresh approach may do more to control the 
problem than the status quo methods which are not working. 

6. 'The methods and philosophy of HEW and its Bm'eau of Drug Abuse Control 
would be supported by scientific !lnd public health groups. 

7. Marihuana and LSD trafficking are interrelated. BDAO flelcl offices report 
that in the vast majority of their LSD arrests, marihuana is ~oun(l on the person 
arrested or in his residence. 

S. Transfer would minimize overlapping of investigations and prosecutions 
by BDAO and FBN. 

9. l\fore research would be possible under BDAC-NIMH auspices than under 
FBN because BDAC-NIMFI are under the same administrative leadership. 

D'isadvantages 

1. A segment 'of the public lllay !lot unclerstancl anel adversely react to a lessen
ing of controls and penalties. 

2. Transfer of jurisdiction may ,adversely nffect morale in FBN. 
3. Current budgetary limitations in HEW's BDAO do not provide for handling 

a problem drug such as marihuana and financial relief is unlikely because of the 
Vietnamese situation. 

4. youth may feel L~,D is not dangerous if marihuana is classifIed with it. 
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5. Such a change may be playing into the hands of a vocal minority. 
6. Marihuana usage may increase if penalties are decreased. 
7. HEW does not have (at present time) adequate eclucational strategies 

to curb drug abuse. 
8. There is ·some question that HEW is presently prepared to hancUe the en

forcement of a problem as large and complex as marihuana abuse. 

REOO}'LMENDA1'IONS 

After due con~ideration of all the above factors, I recommend that category 
No.4 (control marihuana as an hallucinogen under the DAOA) be the HEW 
position on marihuana. As a part of this recommendation, it is absoltltely essen
ti:al that the following conditions be met: 

1. Adequate reSOllrces for enforcement, education, training and research be 
made available to HEW. 

2. Repeal the current Marihuana Tax Act. 
3. Place marihuana llllder DAC.A as an hallucinogen. 
4. Eliminate penalty for possessioT, of marihuana for one's personal use but 

retain executive seizure authority pro, i.ded under DACA. 
5. Increase penalty for illegal sale, mauufacture, distribution, and propagation 

of all controlled drugs from the mbldeme'l.llor to the felony level without a man
datory sentencing provision. 

6. Eliminate mandr.tory sentencing for all violations involving marihuana . 
.7. Require licensing of all marihuana growers, dealers, and handlers where 

sale, distribution or propagation is intended. 

U.S. GOVERNMENT, DEl'ARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUOATION, AND WELFARE--OFFIOE 
OF THE SEORETARY 

AUGUST 14, 1967. 
To: See below. 
From: Philip R. Lee, M.D., Assistant Secreuary for Health and Scientific Affairs. 
Subject: Marihuana-HEW position. 

Attached is ,the draft form ofa recommendation on the position of the Depart
ment on marihuana control. It was ,developed in cooperation with Dr. Goddard, 
Dr. Yolles and others, forpresenuation to the Secretary. 

We would appreciate your comments no later than close of business, Friday, 
August 18. 

PROl'OSED REOOMMENDATIONS ON MARIHUANA CONTROL 

~'he Department of Health, Education, and Welfare believes that control of 
marihuana can best be accomplished by Execulive and congressional adoption 
of the following recommendations: 

1. Repeal the current Marihuana Tax Act. 
2. Place marihuana under the drug abuse control amendments to the Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 
3. Increase penalties to the felony level for illegal sale, manufacture, distribu

tion, find propagation of marihuana, but without a mandatory sentencing 
pl'oyif:ion . 

• 1. Eliminate penalty for possession of marihuana for personal use ·but retain 
executive authority to seize illicit stocl,s, as provided in ,the drug abuse control 
amendments. 

5. Provide the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare with adequate 
resources for necessary enforcement, training, and research. 

RATIONALE 

Arguments for these recommendations include: 
1. Legally 'and medically, 1;lIis .approach would be consistent with Federal 

policies adopted for LSD ancl other hallucinogens. 
2. A. rehabilitation and education, rather than .a punltive, .approach would gain 

the approval of the scientific community and l!lJrge.sector,~ of .tIle public. 
3. Critically ~eeded research-chemical, pharmacological, clinical, and epi

demiological-would ,be advanced under the Food ancl Drug Administration 'and 
other HEW agencies. 
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4. l\larihuana users who neec1 professional assistance woulc1 be more willing 
to ,accept treatment offered ,by health-oriented official agencies. 

5, Transfer ·of enforcement functi011s to the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control 
would allow the Federal Bureau of Narcotics to intensify its addictive drug 
control efforts. 

Arguments against these recommendlLtions include: 
1. The administration and Congress lllay receive critical responses from local 

law enforcement ,and legislative bodies wllo have long associated marihuana 
use with delinquency 'and crime. 

2. Temporary increase in marihuana use may .occur among young people who 
uclvocate abandoning or relaxing legal controls. 

3. Additional trained BDAC agents would be needed to police importation and 
distribution of marihuana, and to assist users who request meclical care. 

4. Repeal of the Marihuana Tax Act .of 1937 anc1 subsequent State legislation 
modeled on the act may encounter widespread official resistance. 

5. Additional funds would be required to carry out necessary education, train
ing, and research. 

DISOUSSION 

1. The first wave of official and popular reaction to these recommendations may 
be critical. A firm and united stand by the FDA anc1 the Public Health Service, 
couplec1 with un intensive effort to gain active support of the scientific community, 
woull1 do much to counter negative reaction. 

2. An educational campaign should be mounted to encourage acceptance of the 
concept successfully pr.omotecl in the case of LSD and other hallucinogens: the 
trafficker in dangerous c1rugs is a menace to society anc1 should be punished; 
the user of dangerous drugs shoulcl be educated to volun'tarily give up the habit, 
and should be treatecl when his physical 01' Dsychologicul condition requires it. 

3. Repeal of the Marihuana Tax Act and transfer of enforcement Jurisdiction 
to the FDA would require a major legislative effort by the aclminis'tration, with 
the possibility that a compromise between the FDA and FBN positions would 
be necessary. That is, it may not be feasible to pliminate all legal sanctions 
against the personal use of marihuana. 

4. Adminis'tratively, an equally strong effort would be required to effect a 
smooth adjustment from the strictly punitive to a public health approach to 
enforcement of marihuana laws. 

5. The Department of Health, Ec1ucation, and Welfare, the Attorney General, 
und the Treasury Department would have to reach agreement at the Oabinet level 
on needed changes in the law, budget modifications, and the possi,ble transfer of 
trained enforcement personnel from the Bureau of Narcotics to the Bureau of 
Drug Abuse Control. 

6. Oonsideration of the neecl for concurrent educational and research programs 
related to marihuana control also would be required. 

PHILIP R. LEE, M.D., 
A8sistan,t Searetm'Y tor HeaUh ana Soientijlo Afjai1·s. 
W. B. RANKIN, 
Depllty Oommissioner, Food,. ana Drug Aamin'istrat-ion. 

AUGUST 16, llJ67. 

:r.rAmHU.A.NA-HEW POSITION: YOUR MEMO OF AUGUST 14, 1007 

Recommendation No.3 on page 1 is not conSistent with argument No.1 for the 
recommendations on page 2 because a felony pennlty for marihuana violations is 
inconsistent with the misdemeanor provisions of the Food, Drug and Cosmetic 
Act. (Medically, the recommended a,pproach is conSistent.) We suggest that the 
in.consistency be eliminated by changing recommendation No.3 on page 1 to read: 

"Increase penalty to the felony level for illegal sale, manufacture, cUstribution 
and propagation of marihuana and 'all drugs controlled under the Drug Abuse 
Control Amendments, but without a mandatory sentencing provision." 

Presnma.bly, item 3 at the bottom of page 3, last sentence, refers to the likeli
hood that we will not be able to get all the States to eliminate sanction against the 
personal use of marihuana. We hope that it does not become necessary to retain 
sanctions in the Federal law against the personal use of marihuana. 
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With regard to the proposed Cabinet level discussions, item 5, page 4, we believe 
that the Bureau of Narcotics sees a need for all of the men that it presently has 
to deal with traffic in hard narcotics. We have no reason to challenge that position 
and thus do not see the feasibility of any Significant transfer of enforcement per
sonnel from BON to BDAO. Therefore we suggest that the end of the sentence be 
rewritten to read: 

"* '" >I< and the methods of supplying an adequate num,ber of well-trained en
forcement personnel to meet the needs of the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control." 

We think the position. paper is excelle;nt and endorse it with the changes sug
gested. We have read it by telephone to Dr. Goddard, who COncurs. 

SEPTEMBER 5, 1967. 
MEMORANDUM 

To: See below. 
From: Milton Silverman, Ph. D., Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for 

Health and Scientific Affairs. 
Subje.ct: nfarihuana-revised statement of HEW position. 

Attached is the draft form of a revised recommendation on the position of the 
Department on marihuana. The revisions were developed from the August 14 
version on the basis of suggestions from NIMH, FDA and others. 

I'll appreciate it if you can return this to me with either your approval or any 
additional changes which seem needed. Your comments should be in our hanc1s no 
later than September 11. 

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS ON MAillnUANA CONTROL 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare believes that control of 
marihuana can best be 'Uccomplished by executive and congressional adoption of 
the following recommendations: 

1. Repeal the current Marihuana Tax Act. 
2. Place marihuana under the drug abuse control amendments to t.he Food, 

Drl,lg, and CosmetiC Act. 
3, Increase the penalty to the felony level for illegal sale, manufacture, dis

tribution, and propagation of marihuana and all drugs controlled under the 
drug 'abuse control 'amendments, but without a mandatory sentencing prOVision. 

4. Eliminate rthe penalty for posseSSion of marihuana for personal use but 
retain executive authority to seize illicit 'stocks,as provided in the drug abuse 
control amendments. 

5.· Provide the Food 'and Drug Administration with adequate resources to 
carry out necessary enforcementfunciions. 

G. Provide the National Institute of ~Iental Health and the Food and Drng 
Aclministration with adequate resources to carry out resea,rch, including Htudies 
of phystological and psychological e.fJ;ects, patterns und extent of usage, relation 
of ll}Q,l1ihuana \1$e to the use of other substances affecting the central ner\'011S 
system, and acute and chronic toxicity. 

7. Encourage the States to change their laws on marihuana to conform "'ith 
Federal litw and where appropriate, to place control of marihuana under StatE~ 
food and drug laws. 

RATIONALE 

Arguments for these recommendations include: 
1. Legally and meclically, this approach would be consistent with Federal 

pollcies adopted for LSD lanclother hallucinogellfJ. 
2. A rehabilitation and education, rather than a punitive, appronch would 

gain the approval of the scientifiC community und large sectors of the public. 
3. Critically needed research-chemical, pharmacological, clinical, and epide

miological-wovld be a(lvanced under the 1!'ood and Drng Adminisbl'lltioll anel 
especially in the National Institute of Mental Health. 

'.I:. '.rhose people whose excessive u"e of marilll1una may be rolar"ed to exi"ting 
personal and family problems would lJe more willing to accept counseling 
offereel by health-oriented agencies. 
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5. Transfer of enforcement functions to the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control 
would allow ,the Federal Bureau of Narcotics to intensify its control efforts 
against morphine, heroin, ·and other addictive drugs. 

Alrguments against these recommendations include: 
1. The Administration and Congress may ·receive critical responses from local 

law enforcement and legislative ·bodies who have long associated marihuana use 
with delinquency and crime. 

2. Temporary increase in marihuana use may occur among young people who 
advocate 'abandoning 01' relaxing legal controls. 

3. Additional trained BDAC agents would 'be needed to police importation and 
distribution of marihuana, and to investigate the extent of marihuana use among 
various economic groups. 

4. Repeal of ,the Marihuana Tax A.ct of 1937 and subsequent state legislation 
modeled on the act may encounter widespread official resistance. 

5. Additional funds would be required by the National Institute of Mental 
Health to carry 'Out necessary physiological, psychological, and sociological l'e
search on marihuana use and the characteristics of users. 

DISOUSSION 

1. The first wave of official and popular reaction to these recommendations 
may be critical. A firm and united stand by the FDA. and the PHS, coupled with 
an intensive effort to gain active support of the scientific community, would do 
much to counter negative reaction. 

2 . .An educational campaign should be mounted to encourage acceptance of the 
concept ,successfuly promoted in the case of LSD 'and other hallucinogens: the 
trafficker in dangerous drugs is a menace to society and should be punished j the 
user of dangerous drugs should be educated to voluntarily give up the habit, and 
should be e:o..-posed to treatment or counseling opportunities when his physical 01' 
psychological condition requires it. 

3. RepeaJ. of rfue M·arihuana Tn.."" Act 'Und transfer of enforcement jurisdiction 
to the FDA would require ·a major legislative effort by the Administration, with 
the possibility that a compromise between the FDA and FBN positions would be 
necessary. That is, it may not be feasible to eliminate all legal sanctions against 
the personal use of marihuana. 

4. Administratively, an equally strong effort woulcl be required to 'effect a 
smooth adjustment from the strictly punitive to 'a public health approach to 
enforcement of marihuana laws. 

5. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Attorney General, 
and the Treasury Deparbment would llave to reach agreement at the Cabinet level 
on needed changes in the law, budget modifications, and the methods of supplying 
an adequate number of well-trained enforcement personnel to meet the needs 
of the Bureau of Drug .&buse Control. 

:1IfILToN SILVERMAN, Ph. D., 
SpeciaZ assistant to the ASsistant SeC1'eta1'V for Health 
W. B. RANKIN, 
Depu,tv Oomm'i8sioner. 

SEPTEMBER 8,1967. 

and. Scientific AjJait8. 

MARIHUANA-REVISED STATEMENT OF HEW POSITION: YOUR MEMO OF 
SEPTEAIllER 5, 1067 

The Food and Dnlg Administration concurs with the "Proposecl Recommencla-
tions on Marihuana Control" dated September 5. . 

We call attention to ,the fact 'that elimination of the penal:ty for possession 
of marihuana fOr personal use (No.4) will present some difficulty because the 
U.N. Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs requires ·signatories to establish 
criluinalsanctions for possession of Cannabis as that term is defined ill 'the single 
convention. The United States has signed the convention (the attached memo 
from Mr. Finlator to me gives further details on this point) . 

00-720-08--5 
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DEPART1.IEN1' aI!' HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

Hon. L. H. FOUNTAIN, 

FOOD AND DRUG AD1fINISTRA1'ION, 
lVa8h-ington, D.O., Deeember 15, 1967. 

Ohai1'man, Sttbeommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Oomnz:ittee on Government Operation8, 
Ho!t8e of Repre8entatives, Wa8hington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. FOUNTAIN: This replies to your letter of December 1, 1967, requesting 
clarification of certain statements made befor2 your subcommittee on Novem
ber 14, 1967. 

Mr. Roushasl;:ed about an al'ticle published in the l\Iinneapolis ~'ribune to the 
effect that the Department had been conducting a bl'oad scale investigation of 
mal'ihuana aimed at determining whether present restrictions on the use of this 
drug and the accompanying criminal penalties should be revised. I said I knew 
of no news release from the Depal'tment to that effect, pointing out that the green 
sheet from which he apparently was quoting was a reprinting of various news 
stories about departmental activities. The news story quoted a departmental 
spol;:esman. I said I did not know who the spokesman was, and could not comment 
on the accuracy of the quote. I said I diel not believe the story was accurate, 
because I did not consider what had been done to be a broad-scale investigation. 

I did confirm the fact that there had been a staff study in which I had 
participated, but said I could not speak for the Department as to all of the 
objectives of the stucly. Certainly one of the essential objectives was to explore 
existing knowledge about the drug, patterns of ~ts use, and the needs for furthel' 
research. The problem of inconsistent penalties for possession of this hallucinogen 
and for the possession of LSD was a part of this. 

Our poigts of view were very fluid as evidenced by the fact that in July we took 
the tentative position that the transfer of marihuana control to HEW might 
be desirable, but in October, after a discussion with representatives of the 
Treasury and Justice Departments, concluded that no recommendations along 
these lines would be made and that we would await the Treasury Department's 
proposals for legiSlation to place synthetic marihuana under the l\Iarihunna 
Tax Act. 

I did not consider our July meeting with Dr. Yolles, on a professional basiR for 
determining research needs, to be a meeting with other departments llncl agencies, 
in the context of the question asl;:ed. 

~'here was a meeting in October with the Treasury and Justice people, in which 
IIII'. Rankin represented FDA. This was precipitated by a need to consicler the 
regulatory status of synllietic tetra-hydrocallnabina Is. Being synthetic, It does 
not come under the marihuana tax laws. However, since it is a hallucinogen, it 
could be placed under controls of the drug abuse control amendments. This 
height~ned .the anomaly of 'llie disparate penalties. We concludecl that existing 
investigational new drug controls woulc1 be adequate should the c1rug be intro
duced into the United States from Israel, where it has been synthesized. Treasury 
and .rustice were agreeable to plaCing it also under the drug abuse control amend
ments, but Treasury indicated an intent to propose legislation to bring the drug 
under the Marihuana Tax Act. It was decided to await that proposal and its 
consideration within the executive branch before maldng any recommendation to 
the Oongress, and it was decided not to place this synthetic drug under the drug 
abuse control ,amendments because that might give credence to the belief that our 
Department had decided .to seek a change in the legal controls over marihuana. 

The Department's main interest has centered on research and eclucational 
efforts applicable to marihuana. We have not made a broad-scale investigation 
of the penalties for possession of marihuana, though we have been concerned 
about the existing ·anomaly between those penalties and the LSD penalties, and 
about the effect any subsbantial enforcement of the penalties would huve on a 
great many young people just enitering aqt,lthood. 

~'he draft position paper that you have :;,ecn was nothing more than an iuternal 
discussion draft. It was not adoptecl as departmental IJollcy, for the reasons we 
ha ye stated. 
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When I testified on November 14, the Department was not conclucting n broa(l
scale investigation of the marihuana penalties. 

We trust thenbove information will help clarify this matter. 
Sincerely yOtH~S, 

JAMES L. GODDARD, M.D., 
Oommissioner of Fooa ana D1'lI.gs. 

Mr. RousR. Have you sat dO'Y11 with representatives of these other 
departments and agencies at all, at anytime? 

Dr. GODDARD. I have not. I would have to check to find out whether 
Mr. Rankin has or 110t. 

:Mr. ROUSH. I will permit my colleagues to purstle this from now 
on. 

The gentlelady from N ew Jersey, Mrs. Dwyer. 
].iII'S. DWXER. In view of the increase of use of marihuana, do you not 

think your statement was unwise? 
Dr. GODDARD. I think the statement that was attrIbuted to me, the 

errol' was unfortlmate. 
Mrs. DWYER. But do you not think that in view of the increased use 

of marihuana, your advocating a review of the laws concerning mari
huana as far as the users are concerned is detrimental at this time~' 

Dr. GODDARD. No; I think-Mrs. Dwyer, I f,eel strongly that we do 
need to review our policies on all drugs being used. 

Mrs. DWYER. But at this time, with this social upheaval, psychologi
cany, was this not a very unwise statement? 

I say this because in my State, there is great turmoil over the state
ment you were reported to have made. Young people using marihuana 
in my State ure now saying, well, you see that Dr. Goddard in ·Wash
ington said it is not harmful and the law should he changed. They 
are misquoting you, of course, but this is going on. I have had people 
who are working with youth today, priests and other people, who are 
just nonplussed and frustrated because these young people are saying, 
don't 'tell us not to use marihuana; Dr. Goddard says it's all right. 

Now, this is not what you said. 
Dr. GODDARD. That is right. 
].iII'S. DWYER. But with what you are now saying, that the law should 

be reviewed, and I do not question this as it compares with the lack 
of law on LSD, but I do say that, without any agreement among medi
cal people today, no statement. should be made until there is some 
meeting of the minds among scientific, medical-1 and enforcement peo
ple as to whether the law on marihuana shoulct be changed. 

Now, you have disagreement with the medical profession in my 
State, including Dr. Kandle, New Jersey's commissioner of health. 
R is in contradiction to our own State law. 

I would say at this time that your statement was very unwise in 
view of the increased use of marihuana. You must recognize, Doctor, 
that it cert::Linly is a social problem today. 

That is all for now. 
Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Rosenthal. 
Mr. ROSEN'l'HAJJ' Doctor, the chairman said that he felt what was im

pOl'tant is your position on the use of the drug and the other in-
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vestigations t,hat you have suggested. I -agree with him. I think that 
is important. 

But I will tell you frankly that I think the newspaper credibility 
gap to which you fell victim is just as important. It really disturbs me. 

Mr. Frandsen, the vice l?resident of UPI, saicl in his letter to you of 
November 2, "I am sorry l:f UPI has compounded your problems. We 
are prepared to carry a dispatch acknowledging our error." 

Did they ever carry that dispatch ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. No; I never required them to carry it, because I knew 

we were going before Congress and there would be opportunity for 
this to be aired. I called Mr. Frandsen and said would you object to 
this if I testified before Con~ress ~ He said no. I felt we could do a 
better job of clarification through the testimony before the con
gressional committee. 

Mr. ROSEN'l'HAL. The FDC report, this pink sheet which you have 
given to us, what is that? 

Dr. GODDARD. This isa trade publication that comes out every week. 
The publisher is Wa,Ilace Werble here in Washington, D.C., in the 
National Press Building. 

Mr. ROSENTHAh In this he said: "Mnmeapolis TriblUle and Victor 
Cohn said, most <:>f the stories I've seen misrepresented his (Goddard's) 
statements at the University of Minnesota, October 17." 

Then he goes on to say that the UPI story was understood to have 
come from a student publicity staffer. 

In other words, the young lady who gave the story to UPI was an 
undergraduate, maybe a student in journalism? 

Dr. GODDARD. A stringer; yes, sir. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. And UPI carried that story nationally, a story 

of great import, without ever checking its authenticity with either 
the lVIinneapolis Tribune or with any other newspaper reporter that 
was present? 

Dr. GODDARD. Or with the source. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. As a result, the task force on crime quoted you 

and said a lot of thnlgs and a number of my colleagues made state
ments, all based on the UPI story. 

N ow, I do not fault them for making these statements if they thought 
they were true, and I do not fault the students in Mrs. Dwyer's State 
for feeling free to rely on your statement if you said it. But I seriously 
'fault UPI. You know, they charge us in Govel'llment with the cred
ibility gap. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the vice president of UPI ought; to 
come here with this young lady and see if he cannot at least get them 
to live up to a level of commitment for speaking openly and accurately 
that they can and should expect from Members of Congress and of 
the executive branch. 

It is distressing that only members of one party-six members of 
the opposite party-saw fi.t to make statements. 

Did any Democrats criticize you ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. Not to my knowledo'e, sir. 
Mr. ROSEN'l'HAL. Are you a politicaYappointee ~ 
Dr. GODDARD. No, sir; I am a career officer in the Public Health 

Service with the rating of ..8:ssistant Surgeon General. I am not a 

-I 
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congressional appointee nor a Presidential appointee. I am appointed 
by the Secretary of HEW. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Do you think your position or your effectiveness 
in the professional community or before Oongress was undermined as 
a result of tIllS UPI story ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. I do not believe my effectiveness in the professional 
community has been affected. I have had many letters from my col
leagues who understand what has happened. On the first one, the 
answer is "No." 

I call1lot speak as to my effectiveness before Oongress. That remains 
yet to be deternlined. But the comnlittees I have met with so fu.r seem 
to have understood what the situation was after the proper docu
ll}entation was placed in the record 'and we had exchanged points of 
VIew. 

This does not mean that we are in agreement on every point, 
however. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Did you ever get a letter of apology from this kid 
at Millll6<'Lpolis ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. No, sir. 
Mr. ROUSH. VVhat was your answed 
Dr. GODDARD. No, sir. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. I am sensitive to this, because this could happen to 

any of us, and frequently does. However, the news people that they 
have in Washington, both UPI and others, are responsible and reliable. 
National orgamzations could base a syndicated dispatch on them. 
But I think it is very distressing that UPI carried a story of this 
import to the Nation, from the head of the Food and Drug l\.cuninis
tration, without checking its background. It was the juvenile reporting 
of a juvenile. 

I think that they owe you more than a public apology; they owe a 
responsibility. 

Dr. GODDARD. I understand. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. I think the whole subject of marihuana, as Mrs. 

Dwyer has !ightly said, is a matter of deep concern to ~ll of us and 
to our constItuents. We do not want to see statements attrIbuted to you 
that you never made. 

I only hope that this hearing today clarifies this, but I do think 
that UPI in the future should tighteli their proceclures to make sure 
that youngsters do not send stories out on the wire services on matters 
of importance such as this. 

Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Dole. 
Mr. DOLE. Thank you. 
First of all, Dr. Goddard, I would like to welcome you to the club. 

,Ve have all had these problems on both sides of the aisle bere, and 
I think perhaps we underst[md, to some extent, what happens. I cer
tainly trust that there are not any partisan tones in what we have 
done on the minority side. In fact, I think we have provided a plat
form for you to express your views. The letter addressed to Mr. 
Fountain, by myself and Congressman Brown and the ranking Re
publican, Mrs. Dwyer, was not motivated by politics but by an effort 
to find out what you did say and did not say and, therefore, clear the 
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record and, if we could, to inform the public and repair the damage 
which mayor may not have been done. 

I certainly recognize what happens at news conferences, particularly 
.the one you were involved in-it must have been on the rtUl, apparently. 

Dr. GODDARD. It was. 
Mr. DOLE. I can understand that statement might have been mis

interpreted. 
Mr. Ohairman, I woulcllike to include my statement in the record at 

this point. 
Mr. ROUSH. lVithout objection, it will be included. 
{The sta;tement follows:) 

STATEl\[ENT OF HON. ROBERT DOLE, A REPRESEN1'ATIVE IN CONGUESS FROU THE 
STATE Ol!' KANSAS 

1\1r. Chairman, I joined with Congres&woman Dwyer and Congressman Brown 
of Ohio in calling for the present hearings because of my great distress over the 
statements made by Dr. Goddard conceJ:lling the use of marihuana. I believe 
that these hearings will serve a useful purpose if we can find out what Dr. God
dard said, why he said it, and whether his statements are supportable in fact. 
The extent to which we can get the word out to the publiC, preferably through 
the words of Dr. Goddard himself, that marihuana is [l dangerous drug and 
should be left alone, the better off our country will be. Unfortunately this luts not 
yet been accomplished although Dr. Gocldard has twice appeared before other 
committee::; of Oongress after our hearings were announcecl. 

1\11'. Ohairman, I have the highest regarcl for the qualifications and technical 
competence of Dr. Goddard. 

Dr. Goddard admits that marihuana is a dangerous drug. Dr. Goddard states 
that lle does not aclvocate its use or legalization. Dr. Goclc1ard acknowledges, I 
believe, that users of marihuana may develop a psychological dependency for 
the drug which, at least in some persons and under some conditions, could well 
lead to a serious psychotic state and, perhaps, phySical damage. Dr. Goddard 
may also concede that the use of marihuana could lead to the use of heroin or 
other dangerous drugs such as LSD, amphetamines, and barbiturates. Dr. God
darc1's statements about marihuana and his equating this drug with alcohol un
doubtedly have the effect of sanctioning its use. 

rt is certainly aclmirable and, undoubtedly, essential to advocate change wIlen 
one has concluc1ecl, basecl upon facts and reasoned juclgment, that oW. ways and 
old belief~ are no longer tenable. It is neither wise nor sound, however, to aclvocate 
change when such is based only on conjecture, guess, and assumption. This js 
particularly so when one is clealing with so clangerous a substance as addicting or 
habituating drugs and Witll ;;0 impressionable an audience as young people. 

The drug problem in the Nation is on the rise--undoubtedly associatecl with 
the increase in social instability and unrest in the country. Each of us should 
do all we can to arrest this rise. Education should, of course, help. So should 
enforcement of criminal penalties against illegal manufacture, distribution ancl 
E'ale. But, it seems to me that l1enalties against use find possession shoulcl also 
1>e continued as a deterrent to experimentation. 

Admitteclly, existing penalties against use and possession of marihuana have 
not totally prevented illicit use. Neither lULve they in.the case of heroin. But, can 
it be reasonably 'al'gued that such penalties have not hac1 some beneficial effect? 
Hnve they not aided many parents in discouraging their children from taking 
the;>e drugs? And, perhaps of equal importance, can Dr. GOddard establish that 
rC'moval of the l1enalties woulcl not inCl'eaHe tlIe nse of marihuana and, thereby, 
graduation to even more dangerous drugs? The duty is clearly on Dr. Godc1ard 
to flUstain this burden Rinee he is the one uc1vocating the change anel, if 11e 
should prove to be wrong, it would not be he who would primarily suffer. 

Admitteclly, there is no clear scientific proof that a causal relationship exists 
between -the Ufie of marihuana and that oj: heroin or other dangerous drugs. But, 
many eminent medical authorities attest to Such a relationslJip . .t\gain, Dr. God
dard would seem to have the 'burden of proving that the causal factor does 110t 
exist. Because, 'if he should prove to be wrong, the effect of his statements coulc1 
result in increased use-to the detriment of many more- persons than he alone. 
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Admittedly, marihuana may be no more dangerous than alcohol. Yet, insuffi
cient research hus been done on marihuana to substantiate this conclusion. For 
all we know, marihuana, unc1 especially its synthetic offspring, may be far more 
c1angerous than LSD or thalidomide. If that be so, then Dr. Goddard's state
ments equating marihuana with alcohol in our present social climate coulc1 lead 
many persons down a far more dismal roac1 than the one Dr. Goc1darc1 would 
follow. 

For these reasons, then, I call upon Dr. Goddurd to carefully review his 
statements 01' those attributed to him, and the consequences that they may have 
upon the youths of our Nation. He certainly recognizes the potential dangers 
contained in such statements and therefore shoulc1 repudiate them for the welfare 
of the country. 

Mr. DOLE. In your statement, you indicated what you did not say. 
I wonder if you might indicate what you did say ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. Mr. Ohairman, may I just in my own words say, the 
question came up, Doctor, is marihuana more or less dangerous than 
alcohol ~ That is my recollection of the question. 

I said it is dangerous to cOlnpare the two eh'ugs, and I started giv
ing a comparison. Then the fuse blew, and when they asked the ques
tion again, they said, Doctor, ,yolud you rather your daughter smoked 
marihuana 01' drank t"\, cocktail? 

I said I 'would not ,-rant my daughter or anybody else's tlimghter 
to sm.oke pot, because we do not know what the long-term effects are; 
I would not in view of the current legal context, and certainly because 
it is too dangerous in that it alters one's perception of reality, or if 
you ell'ive a vehicle or operate heavy equipment, it is very dangerous. 
That is what I diel say that got mixed up in the story. 

Mrs. DwYBR. ,Vill the gentleman yield ~ 
Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mrs. DW1.'ER. It occurs to me that perhaps you might have said at 

the press conference in Minneapolis what you have said in your state
ment about marihuana, and I want to read this paragraph: 

The most common reaction to marihuana is development of a state of mind in 
which icleas seem clisconnected, uncontrolled, and freely flowing. Perception is 
disturbed, minutes seem to be hours and seconds seem to be minutes. Space may 
be broadened and near objects may -appeal' far away. When large doses are used, 
closes generally heavier than normally used in this country, extremely vivid 
hallucinations may occur. ,\Vith such large doses, panic and the fear of c1eath 
lllay make the experience highly unpleasant. 

,Yould it not have been wise for you to have told these young stu
dents some of the harmful effects of marihuana? 

Dr. GODDARD. Yes, I would have to say it would have been wise ill 
retrospect. At the time, I was asked, ho,,:ever, to compare alcohol and 
marihuana. I was trying to do so and be responsive to the question 
asked. 

Mrs. DWYER. With the increased use of marihuana, it does seem 
to me that a statement of this nature to young people wOlud have 
been very effective, especially eoming from a man as respected as you 
are in the medical community. 

Thank you, Mr. Dole. 
~{r. DOLE. In Mr. Frandsen's letter, he indicates that Mr. Oolm 

asked whether you would mind if your daughter smoked marihuana, 
and you replied, "No, except in the context of the present law." 

I am not certain what you meant by that, but under the present law) 
there are penalties for possession of marihuana and not penalties for 
possession of drugs under FDA's jurisdiction. 
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Dr. GODDARD. Yes, Mr. Dole. In fact, I have ah'eady added to the 
record an expansion of what Mr. Cohn did say as reported by the 
Pink Sheet after they called Mr. Cohn inl\Iinneapolis and said, what 
did Dr. Goddard say out there ~ 

Mr. Cohn said, well, he did qualify his remarks in answer to that 
question. It was not only not in the context of the present law, but 
also because we do not know the long-term effects and also, because 
it is d::tngerous to use if you are going to drive a vehicle or operate 
heavy equipment. . . 

That IS also l'>al't of the record, so :;\11'. Cohn did recoglllze that I 
made such a statement. 

Mr. DOLE. I know from reading the record before the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce COlIDnittee and from your testimony here, 
that you have already touched upon this matter. All we are trying to 
find out is what the facts are ard point out to the public that mari
lmana is dangerous and alcohol is, too, as far as that is concerned, 
and not choose up sides on which you prefer. 

But I think the record indicates that as far as you are concerned, 
criminal penalties for possession of marihuana have not been a deter
rent. Is that a fair statement ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. That is correct. 
Mr. DOLE. Therefore, rather than tightening penalties for other 

ell'ugs, you ~eel pe~haps we should eliminate or reduce penalties for 
marIhuana, IS that It ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. I am asking that they be reevaluated, re-reviewed in 
the context of "yhat is happening in our society. 

Mr. DOLE. I believe many of us belieye we are living in a pm'mis
sive society and this is in large part reSl?Onsible for the breakdown 
of law and order and respect and e,Terytlung else. I hope you are not 
suggesting that it become a matter of pernlissiveness, say take it or 
leave it--

Dr. GODDARD. Every effort should be made to control marihuana, 
Mr. Dole. I have made tIns point a number of times I am not saying 
we should legalize, but as a representative of the Department that is 
broaeUy concerned with juvenile delinquency, I cannot help but ex
press concern for the heavy penalties for use of this drug, the use of 
which is increasing. I cited statistics for one State to show what was 
happening in that particular State. If you read the record before the 
other committee, you will recall there was a l40-percent increase in 
areas of juveniles inl year. 

All I have to ask is 'what price are we attaching to this as far as 
the future cost to society by making felons of these people, by arrest
ing juveniles, whether they actually teclmically become felons or not? 
Do we not tend to cast them in the role of involvement with drugs for 
the rest of their lives, involvement with criminals ~ Now, are there not 
better ways of getting at this partjcular problem ~ Is this not what the 
Congress was recognizing in the Narcotics Addiction Rehabilitation 
Act when it passed it ~ This is a complicated and difficult problem. 
But make no mistake, we are not advocating the free use of marihuana 
or In.ck of control. 

Mr. DOLE. Do you have any estimate of the tot:al percentage of users 
of all these dmgs, LSD, Or barbiturates Or marihuana in America to-
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day ~ Hll.ye you made any surveys on what percent of the people use 
one type or dru~ or another? 

Do they go from marihuana to opium or marihuana to heroin? Do 
thl:).y all starb with marihuana? 

Dr. GODDARD. Let me answer your first question. Such studies as 
you are talking about are very difficult to do because the respondents 
are real'fal or indicating their involvement with something that is dis
approved by society. Estimates on marihuana usage alone indicate 
that 'as many 'as 20 million people in our society have used ,the dru~. 
Now, that is 10 percent. EstImates on college campuses vary, depencl
ing on the source and depending on the campus. U}? to 25 percent of 
the students on one campus were reported as hrwmg abused drugs, 
period. This is all kinds-LSD, marihuana, amphetamines, et cetera. 
Now, on other campuses, the estimates are lower and there is great 
variation. So we are hard pressed to have good detailed, precise knowl
edge. But we Imow it is a maj or problem. 

Just the number of dosage units seized last year by BDAO alone, 
over 570 million dosage umts were seized by our agents in the bar
biturates, amphetamines, hallucinogens classes of drugs. My predeces
sor estimated atone time that ha 1£ oJ the 1Ci-billion dosage muts manu
factured for legal purposes in stimulants and depressants were being 
diverted to the illicit trade. This alone would indicate a tremendous 
magnitude or the problem of drug 'abuse in our society. 

Now, as to whether or not individuals who are heroin addicts have 
all started on marihuana or not, the answer is "No," they have not all. 
There are clear differences. ,Ve tend to talk of the extremes, that mari
huana never leads to heroin addiction or that it always does. The 
answer is somewhere in between these extremes. Studies that have been 
carrierl out by the Lexington Center for Narcotics Addiction as oper~ 
ated by the Public Health Service on their total admissions for 1 year
I think it was a:pproximately 2,200. One study made where addiction is 
prevalent in 16 States and in the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico 
shows 80 percent of those individuals started on marihuana and they 
tended to start 01'. marihuana at roughly age 17; at 18.7 years mean 
age, they were arrested. At age 20.9, they startect on heroin for the 
first time. 

Now, in the 12 Southern States we ha,'e different pattel'.!ls of addic
tion, none of them started with marihuana. They started with opiates, 
mainly morphine, Dilaudid, these kinds of derivatives and they started 
at all older age. So there are different patterns. 

Mr. DOLE. It may be a question of availability. 
Dr. GODDARD. That is the point. This is what we are trying to get at, 

control, l'educe the availability. You see, but it is more than just 
availability that differentiates these patterns. It is the whole social 
structure in which drug n,buse occurs. There is not the drug subculture 
in the Southern cities of the nature that occurs in these major metro
politan centers where tl~ey tend to gather and congl'''gate as teenagers 
and become lllYolvec1 WIth drugs that can be abused. 

They ma\y start with airplane glue, you see, at a very young age 
in Rome of these neighborhoods, as you kll0'Y, Mrs. Dwyer. It is a 
problem. 

How do you get to them~ You haye to educate them. You have to 
carry out research to understand what the problem is, both sociological 
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and medical. You also have to carry out enforcement. This is lleces
Sf\'1'y. It is important tha,t the enforcement officials of our country 
have good programs and reduce the availability. 

But all of these things have to go on concommitantly. It is not one 
thing only that will solve the problem. In fact, in the long !"lUl, educa
tion may be the only meaningful answer to the problem. 

Mr. DOLE. With specific l'eference to California" you cited the 
figures on the increase in arrests. Do you know for a fact whether this 
shows increase in the use of drugs or better law enforcement? 

Dr. GODDARD. I have pointed out tlmt better law enforcement or 
more arrests may certainly be a factor, just a tighter approach to 
enforcement ma\y be involved. But I do not think ,there is any dis
agreement that there is a marked increase in usage all over the 
country. This is roflected in the stories that come in on the press 
every clay. In this morning's New York Times, 63 were arrestecl in 
a Connecticut to'wn, teenagers. 

Mr. DOLE. 'With reference to California, again, a total increase of 
28,000 adult arrests in California. Do you know how many were for 
use and possession as opposed to manufacture or possession with intent 
to sell? 

Dr. GODDA.RD. I would ha,-e to obtain that for you. In l11UJ.'ihuana, 
most of those are for possession. 

Mr. DOLE. The same with reference to juveniles in the State of 
California. 

Dr. GODDARD. Those were possession arrests, the vast majority of 
them. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

10GG DRUG ARRESTS IN OALIFORNIA 

A PRELIlIINARY SURVEY 

Data shown in this report are subject to modification by additional arrest 
information received prior to formal publication in the annual report Drug 
Arrests and Dispositions in Oalifornia. 

ADUL'I.' AlUmS'l'S 

~'lle 19GG total of 28,310 adult drug arrests is the highest annual arrest figure 
recorcled by the Bureau of Oriminal Statistics to date; this figure exceeds the 
year earlier total by 32.1 percent. l\farihuana offenses accounted for approxi
mately one·half of tile 10GG arrests find showed a 71-per,cent increase over those 
reported during 10G5. Arrests for "heroin and other narcotics" increasecl by 
about 11 percent while arrests for "narcotic addict or user" increased by 6 per
cent. Dangerous drug arl'ests showed a 4-percent gain. 

Neitller Los Angeles County nor the remainder of the State conformed too 
closely tq the stateWide averages. Arrests for "narcotic addict or user" increased 
by 18 percent in Los Angeles County but decreased by 23 percent in the rest 
of the State. ~'l1e converse was tl:ue for dangerous drug offenses which increasecl 
by 14 percent in Los Angeles County while exhibiting an increase of 33 percent in 
the other counties. 

In lOGG about 50 percent of the ac1l1lt arrests occurred in Los Angeles County, 
all compal'ecl with G2 percent recorded in 1065, and G8 percent in lOGO. 

~l'here were 113,820 adult arrests reported by TJos Angeles County in 10GG; San 
Diego Oounty reported 2,708; San ]'rancisco County 2,187; and Alameda Oounty 
1,4GO. ~'hese four counties alone accounted for 82 percent of the total Ill'l"ests. 

Cl'he total of 28,310 adult arrests involved 2'1,24'1 individuals. Of the arrests, 
lG,051 (57 percent) represented persons who were new to tile drug file. Relatively 
few of the new offenders were involved with heroin-about 10 percent. This wns 
in sharP contrast to marihuanu, Which accounted for over GO percent of the new 
subjects. Of the 14,203 adult murihuana arrests during the year, 9,819 involved 
persons new to the study. 
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About 38 percent of the 'subjects arrested wei'e under some form of probation 
01: parole supervision at the time of arrest, 6 percent (1,716) were on parole 
from the department of corrections and 1,751, roughly the same proportion, from 
the California youth Authority. Less than 3 percent were on parole from the 
California Rehabilitation Center. Approximately 20 percent were under adult 
probation supervision. 

Because these percentages are based on arrests, some of them multiple, they 
should be regardeci as indications rather than as exact determinations. 

~VENILE ARRESTS 

Juvenile arrests rose from 2,691 in 1965 to 5,034, an increase of 87 percent. 
Los Angeles County reported 3,189, or 63.3 percent of the total. In the other 
leading counties, Alameda County registered 295 such arrests; San Diego County 
253; Orange County 251; and San Francisco 167. San i.\Iateo anci Santa Clara 
counties reported 1'14 and 126, respectively. 

'l'he youth drug problem revolveci around marihuana (3,869 arrests) and 
dangerous drugs (898 arrests). Together, these two offense groups account for 
05 percent of juvenile arrests on drug charges. One hundr·ed and nine .lrrests 
ill 1966 compared ,vith 60 in 1965 inyolved the possession, sale or use of lll;)roin 
anci other narcotics. 

Age 17 appears to be the critical year for youths arrested for drug usage. Those 
born in 1949 (age 17) made up 40 percent of the total; combined with those bol'll 
in 1950, the two groups accounted for 63.8 percent of all juvenile arrestees. 

SU"LMARY 

Total adult drug ar))ests were 32 percent higher in 1966 than in 1965. Adult 
marihuana arrests increased by 71 percent over 1965 and were more than three 
times greater than the number reported in 1960. 

Juvenile drug arrests increased in number from 2,601 in 1965 to 5,034 in 1966-
an increase of about 87 percent. Juvenile marihuana arrests increased from 
1,623 to 3,869, 01' 140 percent. 

TABLE I.-ADULT DRUG ARRESTS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES JANUARY 1960 
THROUGH DECEMBER 1966 (PROVISIONAL) 

[By offense, area of State and year of arrest] 

Percent Percent 
Area and offense Year of arrest change change 

1966 over 1966 over 
1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1965 1960 

Statewide •••••••••••••••• 17,619 16,925 16,250 16,728 19,244 21,444 28,319 32.1 60.7 

Marihuana •••••••••••••••••••••• 4,098 3,305 3,291 4,677 6,055 8,349 14,293 71. 2 248.8 
Heroin and other narcoHcs ••••••• 2,244 1,971 1,971 2,206 2,601 2,362 2,610 10.5 16.3 
Narcotic addict or user I •..•...•• 6,401 5,801 3,532 3,226 4,073 3,473 3,695 6.4 -42.3 
Dangerous drugs 1_ •••• _ •• _ ••• _._ 3,305 4,322 5,578 4,415 4,595 5,916 6,093 3.0 84.4 
Other offenses ' •• _ ••••••••••• _ •• 1,571 1,526 1,878 2,204 1,920 1,344 1,628 21.1 3.6 

Los Angeles County ••••••• 11,959 11,604 10,200 10,042 11,671 13,394 16,820 25.6 40.6 

Marihuana •••••••••••••••• """ 2,653 2,316 2,256 3,161 3,964 5,327 8,600 61. 4 224.1 
Heroin and other narcotics ••••••• 1,544 1,302 1,187 1,355 1,470 1,254 1,416 12.9 -8.3 
Narcotic addict or user I •••.•.••• 4,771 4,193 2,204 2,014 2,830 2,501 2,942 17.6 -38.3 
Dangerous drugs I .•.........•... 2,~~~ 3'n5 3'm 2,645 2, ~~j 3'm 3,253 -13.9 45.4 
Other offenses , ••••••••••••••••• 867 609 14.3 -19.1 

State less Los Angeles 
County ••••••••••••• , •.• 5,660 5,321 6,050 6,686 7,573 8,050 11,499 42.8 103.2 

Marilluana •••••••••••••••••• , ••• 1,445 989 1,035 I'm 2,091 3,022 5,693 88.4 294.0 
Heroin and other narcotics ••••••• 700 669 784 1,131 1,108 I'm 7.8 70.6 
Narcotic addict or user 1 ••••• _ ••• 1,630 1,608 1,328 1,212 1,243 972 -22.5 53.8 
Dangerous drugs 1 •••••• _ •••• __ •• 1'~n 1,309 1,836 1,770 1,731 2'm 2,840 32.9 166.2 
Other offenses ' •••• _ •••••••••••• 746 1,067 1,337 1,377 1,019 25.6 24.6 

1 Includes driving under the Influence of narcotics or dangerous drugs. 
2 "Other offenses" Include prescription Violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, otc. Prior to 1965 driving 

offenses and all Federal violations were Included. Beginning with 1965, Federal violations are shown under the more 
descriptive offonse groups wherever appropriate. 

Note: Dala are subject to change as additional arrest Information Is received. 
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TABLE 2.-ADULT DRUG ARRESTS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, 1966 
(PROVISIONAL) 

(Area of State and cou nty, by offense] 

Heroin and Narcotic Dangerous Other 
County Total Marihuana other addict· drugs I offenses 2 

narcotics user I 

Statewide •••••••• 28,319 14,293 2,610 3,695 6,093 1,628 

Los Angeles. ••••••••••• 16,820 8,600 I, 347165 2,9
1
4
1
2
0 

3,253 609 
San Francisco........... 2,187 828 580 294 
Alameda............... 1,469 860 130 126 249 104 
Imperia!............... 174 63 45 12 28 26 
Kern.................. 91 34 6 •••••••.•••••• 41 10 
Orange................ 1,305 771 57 123 294 60 
Riverside............... 309 162 22 14 88 23 
San Bernardino......... 347 155 38 35 94 25 
San Diego.............. 2,7

3
°
9
8 1,202 232 74 981 219 

San Luis Obispo........ 28 1 •••••••••••••• 4 6 
Santa Barbara.......... 173 115 10 12 14 22 
Ventura................ 295 133 42 66 42 12 
Contra Costa........... 338 208 27 13 53 37 
Marin.................. 78 59 5 2 5 7 
San Mateo............. 258 142 13 21 56 26 
Santa Clara............ 420 252 34 32 67 35 
So/a no................. 31 26 2 •••••.•••••••• 2 1 

~~~~ma:::::::::::::::: 1~~ ~~ ~ i ········io············T··· 
Butte.................. 17 8 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 1 
Glen................... 4 1 •••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 3 •••••••.•.•••• 
Placer................. 14 6 2 1 5 
Sacramento............ 258 138 59 17 27 ········ir··· 
Shasta................. 7 3 •••••••••••••• 2 1 1 
Sutter................. 1 1 •••••••••.••••••••••••• i ............................... . 
mo:~::::::::::::::::: 2l ········-8············"5"··· ...................... "3" .••......•. "5" •.. 
~~e~~o::::::::::::::::: 22t 8~ ·······-45"···········23-··· 3~ ·······-37-··· 
Kings.................. 13 7 1 ••••••••• 1................... 5 
Madera................ 20 14 4 ••••.••••••••• 1 
Merced................ 30 24 • 4 2 San Joaquin............ 211 58 •.•••••• g ......... ·-36-··· 98 4 
Stanislaus.............. 47 23 3 6 8 7 
Tulare................. 35 20 •••••••••••••• 1 8 6 
Del Norte.............. 11 11 ..................................... 6 •....••..•... i ... . 
Humbolt............... 11 4 •••••• ·'-1'· .•••••••••.•••••••••••••...•••• 2 1 
MendocIno............. 11 7 
Amador................ 2 ••••• ' .•. "'.. 1 •••••••••••••• 1 •••••..•.••••• 
EI Dorado.............. 19 12 1 •••••••••••••• 2 4 

~~~aedr:;-:.·.::::::::::::: ~ ~ ::::::::::::::········T···:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Plumas................ 2 2 ••.•••...•..• ··'·······i······'······ f· .. ····· .. -..... . 
Siskiyou............... 6 2 ••••••••• 1..... • •••••••••.••• 

l~k~::::::::::::::::::: f ......... : .................. ::::: :::: :::: : ......... c:::::: ::::::: :::: 
Mariposa ....................................................................................... , ••••••••••• 
Mono.................. 19 15 1 •••••••••••••• 1 2 
Monterey.............. 101 66 9 11 6 9 
San Benito............. 4 4 ....................................................... . 
Santa Cruz............. 60 34 3 7 13 3 
Tuolumne.............. 2 2 ....................................................... . 

I Includes driving under the Influence of narcotics or dangerous drugs. 
2 "Other Offenses" include prescription violations, possession of narcotic pararhcrr.alia, etc. Prior to 1965 driving 

offenses and all Federal violations were InclUded. Beginning with 1965, Federa violations are shown under the more 
descriptive offense groups wherever appropriate. 

Not~: Data are subject to change as additional arrest information Is received. 
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TABLE3.-ADULT DRUG ARRESTS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, 1966 (PROVISIONAL) 

[Showing initial arrests and rearrests by offenseJ 

Area and offense Total Initial I 
1966 rearrests 

FirsP Subsequen!3 

Statewide •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 28,319 16,051 8,193 4,075 

Marihuana •••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.• 14,293 9,819 2,891 1,~~~ Heroin and other narcotics •••••••••••.••••••••••• 2,610 I, ~~~ 1,095 
Narcotic addict or user I •••..•..........•........ 3,695 2,176 874 
Dangerous drugs , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 6, 093 3,901 1,375 817 
Other offenses , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,628 677 656 295 

Los Angeles County •••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••.•• 16,820 8,627 5,588 2,605 

Marihuana ..................................... 8,600 5'm 2,019 l,g~§ Heroin and other narcotics ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,416 666 
Narcotic addict or user' ......................... 2,942 448 1,794 700 
Dangerous drugs ! ...•.••.•..............•••....• 3'~5~ I,m 857 470 
Other offenses , •••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 252 123 

State iess Los Angeles County •••••••••••••••••••••••• 11,499 7,424 2,605 1,470 

Marihuana •••••••• "'" •••••••••••••••••••••••• 5,693 4,~~~ 872 556 
Heroin and other narcotics ••••••••••••••••••••••• I'm 429 221 
Narcotic addict or user4 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 197 382 174 
Dangerous drugs , ••••••••••••••••••••••••• " ••• , 2,840 1,975 518 347 
other offenses •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,019 443 404 172 

I Individuals appearing for the first time since July I, 1959. 
~ First 1966 arrests of persons who had previously been arrested between July I, 1959, and December 31, 1965. 
3 Further arrests of persons who had been arrested at least once before in 1966. 
, Includes driving under the Innuence of narcotics or dangerous drugs. 
, "Other offenses" Include ~rescriptlon violations, possession of narcotic paraRhernalia, etc. Prior to 1965 driving 

offenses and all Federal violat ons were included. (Jeglnnlng with 1965, Federal violations are shown under the more 
descriptive offense groups wherever appropriate. 

Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest Information Is received. 

TABLE 4.-ADULT DRUG ARRESTS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENOIES,1966 (PROVISIONAL) 

JArea and offense by parole status] 

Parole status 
Area and offense Total 

None Department OYA Adult CRC Other I Unknown 
of Corrections probation 

Statewide •••••••••••••••••••• 28,319 '7 590 1,716 1,751 5,753 720 294 49 

Marihuana ••••••••••••••••• 14,293 9,883 343 1,039 2,599 117 91 221 
Heroin and other narcotics... 2,610 1,464 m 94 562 108 52 33 
N~rcotlc addict or user 2..... 3,695 1,428 728 194 849 403 73 20 
Dangerous drugs ~.......... 6,093 3,953 199 345 I,m 38 48 184 
Other offenses 3............. 1,628 864 149 79 54 30 37 

Los Angeles County ••••••••••• 16,820 10,223 1,183 1,146 3,316 546 186 220 

Marihuana ................. 8,600 5,916 190 694 I, ~~a 64- 61 94 
Heroin and other narcotics ••• 1,416 793 189 56 73 30 15 
Narcotic addict or user 2_ •••• 2,942 1,113 626 158 616 357 57 15 
Dangerous drugs 2 ••• _ ••••••• 3'~5~ 2, ~~~ 123 206 744 21 25 72 
Other offenses 3 •.....•...... 55 32 115 31 13 24 

State less Los Angeles County •• 11,499 7,367 533 605 2,437 174 108 275 

Marihuana •••••••••••• "'" 5,693 3'm 153 345 I, ~a~ 53 30 127 
Heroin and other narcotics •• _ 1,~~~ 108 38 35 22 18 
Narcotic addict or user l. __ •• 315 102 36 233 46 16 5 
Dangerous drugs 2 ••••••••••• 2,840 1,891 76 139 582 17 23 112 
Other offenses 3 ..•... _ .•..•• 1,019 523 94 47 302 23 17 13 

I "Other" Includes Federal parole or probation, out·of·State parole or probation and Juvenile court wardship, 
2 Includes driving under the influence of narcotics or dangerous drugs. 
B "Other Offenses 'Include prescription Violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. Prior to 1965 driving offenses 

and all Federal violations were included. Beginning With )965, Federal Violations are shown under the more descriptive 
offense groups Wherever appropriate. 

Nole: Data are subject to change as additional arrest information Is recelvld, 
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TABLE 5.-DRUG ARRESTS OF JUVENILES (UNDt:R 18 YEARS) REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, 1966 (PROVISIONAL) BY COUNTY AND OFFENSE 

County Tolal Marihuana 1 Heroin and Narcotic 
other narcotics addict-user 

Dangerous 
drugs 

Other 
offenses2 

Statewide________ 5,034 3,869 56 53 898 158 

Los Angeles____________ 3,189 2,5
9
°
7
1 33 29 573 53 

San Francisco___________ 167 5 3 49 13 
Alameda_______________ 295 253 1 3 28 10 
Imperial_______________ 14 8 3 2 1 _____________ _ 

~~~~ge::::======:::::: 2~~ d ------T-----------T----- l~ ------jz------
Riverside_______________ 30 22 1 1 5 1 
San Bernardlno_________ 35 26 ______________ 1 7 1 
San Dlego______________ 253 182 2 2 61 6 

~~~t~U~~~~i;f_o:::::::_: 6~ 5~ --------------------T----- ~ -------6------
Venlura________________ 66 47 -------j------ 5 8 3 

~~~l~~_:~~~a:_:::::::::: ~~ ~a ::::::::::::=:-------j------ ~ } 
San Maleo______________ 144 122 ____________________________ 16 6 
Santa Clara_____________ 126 96 1 __________________ 22 7 
Solano_________________ 2 __________________________________________ 2 _____________ _ 

~;g;ma:==::=:::::::::: 3~ --------2S-------------------------------- ~ ------T-----
Sacramento____________ 37 30 -------.r------------r----- 2 
Fresno_________________ 17 7 ______________ 2 7 -------r-----
Kings__________________ ~ ---------1'------------------------------- 1 2 
~e;1~~qujn:: ::: ::::::: 25 8 -- -- --T -----------T ----------- j 5" -----::::::: =::: ::: 
Stanlslaus______________ 24 22 ____________________________ 2 _____________ _ 
Tulare_________________ 8 7 ____________________________ 1 _____________ _ 
Monterey______________ 21 14 ____________________________ 4 3 Sa n Ben ito ________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Butte____ ___ ____ ____ ___ 1 1 __________________________ • ___________________________ __ 

~~~~k::=:=::::: ==: === f --- ------ ~ ----:::::::::::::::::: ::::: :::::-------j------:::::: :1::::::: 
Sutter_________________ 2 ---------7------ .-------------------------- 1 Madera _______________ • 8 ____________________________ 1 _____________ _ 
Humboldt._____________ 1 1 _______________________________________________________ _ 
Lake_ _ _ _ ___ ______ _____ 1 1 ______________________________________________________ __ 
Mendocino_ ____________ 3 3 ______________________________________________________ __ 
Inyo___________________ 2 2 
Santa Cruz_____________ 34 27 ::::::::::::: :::: :::::::: :::-------Ii -------------4------
Placer ______ -._________ 2 2 
Yolo___________________ 1 1 

I Includes use or under Influence of marihuana. 
2 "Other offenses" Include prescription violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia

h 
etc. Prior to 1965 driving offense: 

and ali Federal violations were included. Beginning with 1965, Federal violations are s own under the more descriptive
offense groups wherever appropriate. 

Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest Inlormatlon Is received. 
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FmST-HALF 1967 DRUG ARRESTS IN OALIFORNIA. 

4- PRELIMINARY SURVEY 

The data given in this report are provisional and will be augmented' by arrest 
information received later in the year. This will cause final figures to, exceed' 
those presel1ted in this report. 

.ADULT ARREs'rs 

Adult drug arrests reported to ehe Bureau of Oriminal StatistiCS in the first 
6 morrths of 1967 totaled 20,1l34. In 1966, the comparable figure was 12,787. The 
annual increase amounts to 57.5 percent. In relative terms, the greatest compo
nents of this rise were marihuana offenses, Ul 94.3 percent; and dangerous drug 
arrests, 30.6 percent higher. Arrests for nar,cotic addiction or use, though up. 
28.1 percent, are still below the 1961 level. Heroin and other narcotics arrests. 
increased by 14.9 percent over those reported during the same period in 1966. 

For the first time preliminary data on LSD offenses are available. Unfortu
nately it is not in pure fOl'IU because of the requirement that tbe gravest offense 
be given precedence in coding. Thus, marihuana, beroin, and some dangerous drug 
offenses would automatically assume tbe first posi:tion on the coding schedule 
while LSD would be shown as an element only. The cases in whicb LSD was 
apparently the sole grounds for alTest accounted for 1.1 percent of the total. The· 
data indicate I,hat LSD involvement, without regard to the drug offense for which, 
arrested, was reported in 3.4 percent of a(lult drug arrests. Tbe drug seems to 
be less available in Los Angeles Oounty than in tbe State. Only 1.4 percent of 
the Los Angeles Oounty arrests had LSD as an element, as compared with 5;7 
percent in other areas of the State. 

The first-half 1967 statistics indicate that Los Angeles Oounty's share of the· 
drug arrest total ,continues to decline. In the first half of 1966 Los Angeles 
accounted for 60.3 percent of statewide adult arrest; in the same period of 1967, 
for 52.8 percent. 

Oounties reporting 1,00001' more adult drug arrests were Los Angeles, 10,640 ; 
San Diego, 2,193; San FranCiSCO, 1,568; and Orange, 1,094. Alameda Oounty, with 
977 arrests was only Slightly less. 

Of the 20,134 'adult arrest::;, 12,203, or 60.6 percent, involved offenders who were 
previously unreported. In 11966, for comparison, there were 12,787 arrests involv
ing 6,980 (54.6 percent) new offenders. The greatest proportions of new sub
jects for first-half 1967 arrests entered the study files via maribuana (71.7 per
cent new) and dangerous drugs (64.8 percent new). 

The majority of the arrestees (approximately two-thirds) were not under any 
form of probation or parole supervision at the ltime of arrest. This was particu
larly true as regards marihuana (7'.1:.8 percent) and dangerous drug offenses 
(68.6 percent). In contrast, only 40 percent of addict-users were not on parole or 
probation. 

JUVENILE ARRESTS 

Juvenile drug arrests rose to 5,735 in Ithe January-June period of 1967 from 
2,146 in the like period of 1966. These totals represent an increase of 167.2 pel'
cent. Marihuana offenses were up 181.2 percent, and dangerous drugs 89.1 per
cent. Heroin and addict-user offenses bulked larger than in 1966 but were still 
of a minor order of magnitude, with an increase from 33 arrests to 113. 

For the first time in the bistory of the study, Los Angeles Oounty contributed 
less than half of the juvenile arrests-'18 percent. In 1966, this figure was 66.8 
percent. All metropolitan areas of the State sbow remarkable increases over 
1966-0rnnge Oounty from 87 to 452 (up 419.5 percent), Alameda County from 
158 to 437 (up 176.6 pel'('(.'llt), San Diego from 93 to 378 (up 306.5 percent), San 
Francisco from 44 to 220 (up 420.0 percent), Santa Olara from 71 to 275 (up 
287.3 percent), and Ventura from 23 to 230 (up 782.6 percent). Los Angeles rose 
from 1,456 to 2,750, or 88.9 percent, while the balance of the State taken as a unit 
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jumped from 712 to 2,9136, or 3113 percent. The bulk of the arrests in all these 
counties were for marihuana offenses. 

LSD-connected arrestR among juveniles were about twice the proportion 
among adults-6.1 versus 3.4 percent. The apparent LSD-only arrests amounted 
to 2.8 percent of the juvenile total. .tUso, as among adults, the drug appears 
to be more prevalent in the non-Los Angeles area of the State than in Los 
Angeles County· 

SUMMARY 

The preliminary 1967 statistics indicate a marl(Ccl rise in adult drug arrests 
and an even greater increase in juvenile. In both cases the major sources of 
the increase were marihuana and dangerous drug violations. 

A trend noted in 1966 toward a spread of drug activity (as defined by ar
rests) to 'areas of the State outside Los Angeles County is confirmed by first
half 1967 data which show a continued increase in the non-Los Angeles County 
proportion of arrests. 

The proportion of new offenders has increased substantially. The primary 
offenses in which novice arrestees were involved were marihuana and dan
gerous drugs. 

A preliminary study by the bureau indicates that 1 in 8 marihuana offenders 
first arrested in 1960 had become involved with heroin by the end of 1065. 
This relationship, not necessarily one of cause and effect, might help explain 
the fairly substantial increases noted in heroin-type offenses during the first 
half of 1967. 

TABLE l.-ARRESTS OF ADULTS FOR DRUG LAW VIOLATIONS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCI ES, 1960 THROUGH 1967 

[Offense by 1st half year arrest( 

1st half year arrest Percent Percent 
Offense change, change, 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1967 over 1967 over 
1966 1960 

Total. ___________ 8,536 8,573 8,599 8,211 9,423 11,146 12,787 20,134 57.5 135.9 
Marlhuana _____________ 2,194 1,627 1,651 2,194 2,920 4,266 5,962 11,587 94.3 428.1 
Heroin and other narcotics _____________ 1,085 1,067 958 1,026 1,355 1,219 1,280 1,471 14.9 35.6 
Narcotic addict or user ___ 3,033 3,143 2,303 1,540 1,945 1,881 1,818 2,3?8 28.1 -23.2 
Dangerous drugs ________ I'm 1,950 2,829 2,363 1,989 3'm 2'm 3,808 30.6 158.2 
Other offenses 1 _________ 786 858 1,088 1,214 940 15.8 25.5 

1 Other offenses Include prescription violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. Prior to 1965 driving offenses 
and all Federal violations were Included. Beginning with 1965, Federal violations are shown under the more descriptive 
offense groups whenever appropriate. 

Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest Information Is received. 

TABLE 2.-ARRESTS OF ADULTS FOR DRUG LAW VIOLATIONS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES, JAN. 1, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967 

(Offense by month of arrest( 

Offense Total 
Month of arrest 

January February March April 

Total. _________________________ 20,134 3,181 3,050 3,493 3,299 
Marlhuana __________ ...... ___________ 11,587 1,709 1,~~~ 1,~~~ 1,888 
Heroin and olher narcotics .. ___________ 1,471 273 281 Narcotic addict or user _______ 00 ________ 2,328 432 367 427 404 Dangerous drugs ______ .. _ .. ________ ... 3,809 630 601 657 582 Other orfenGes 1 _______________________ 940 137 164 194 144 

1 Other offenses Include prescription violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. 
Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest Information Is received. 

May June 

3,750 3,361 

2,254 
244 2'na 
375 323 
719 619 
158 143 
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TABLE a.-ARREST OF ADULTS FOR DRUG LAW VIOLATIONS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
. AGENCIES, JAN. 1, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30,1967 

[County, by offense) 

County Total Marihuana 
Heroin Narcotic Dangerous Other 

and other addict drugs offenses I 
narcotics user 

TotaL ________ • ___ • ___ •• ___ _ 20,134 11,587 1,471 2,328 3,808 940 
--------------------------------------Southern California: Los Angeles ___________________ _ 

1m perial ______ •• _ ••• _______ • __ _ 
Ora nge _______ • ______________ __ 
Riverside. _________________ • _._ 

10, r~~ 5,966 ., 884 1,81g 1,683 294 
8l 24 23 16 

1,094 747 42 86 177 4l 
315 226 9 10 60 10 

San Bernardino _____ .. ____ .... __ 338 205 18 26 61 28 San Diego ____________________ .. 
Santa Barbara _________________ _ 2,193 1,160 114 51 801 67 

157 105 12 10 14 16 Ventu ra ________ ..... ___ • _. ____ _ 364 224 12 75 41 12 
San Francisco Bay: 

San Francisco _________ .... __ .. _ 
Alameda ____________ • __ • ___ •• __ 1, ~~~ 768 145 37 432 ,186 

563 54 98 194 68 Contra Costa ____________ .. ____ _ 290 181 11 8 71 19 Ma ri n _____ • _____ • _____ • _. ____ _ 93 63 3 1 2 24 Napa _________ ..... ____ .... ___ _ 
San Mateo _________ .. _________ _ 28 16 3 2 5 2 

208 147 11 4 26 20 Santa Clara ________________ .. __ 473 324 36 27 45 41 Solano ___ • __ • _________________ _ 42 30 .. ______ .............. __ 7 5 Sonoma .. ____ • ____ .. _ .. ____ • __ _ 84 
73 ________________________ 

6 5 
San Joaquin Valley: Fresno __ • ________ •• _ .. _______ __ 128 70 21 10 13 14 Kern _____ .. __________________ _ 

81 50 6 4 14 7 KI ngs _________________________ _ 
Madera ____ --------- _. _______ ._ Merced _______________________ _ 

10 6 1 2 1 ______ .. ____ 
15 12 2 .. ________ .. ______ .. ____ 1 
29 21 1 1 4 2 San Joaquln ___________________ _ 

Sta nislaus ______________ • _____ __ 119 32 10 28 42 7 
76 56 _ .. _____ .... 5 9 6 Tulare ___________________ .. ___ _ 39 26 3 3 6 1 

Sacramento Valley: Butte _________________________ _ 7 4 _ •• ____ ••• __ .. ___ .. ___ .. 3 ______ .. __ __ 
Col usa ________________________ _ 1 ____________________________________ 1 __________ __ 
Glenn .. __ •• ________ .. ____ • ____ _ 1 1 _______ • _________ • __ ... _ .. __________________ .. __ 
Placer _________________ .. _ .. __ _ 33 24 .. __ .......... __ ... __ .. _ 1 8 
Sacramento ___________________ _ Z12 137 24 11 24 16 Shasta .. _____________________ __ 8 1 1 ____________ 5 1 
Sutter ________________________ _ 7 6 _________ • _______________________ .. _ 1 
Yolo __________________________ _ 34 25 5 ___ ...... ___ 3 1 Yuba _________________________ _ 1 1 .. _____________________________________________ _ 

Other counties: EI Dorado. ______________ .. _ .. __ 10 10 .. ___ ............... _ ...... __ ........... ___ ... __ 
HumboldL ___________ ._. ______ _ 
Lake _________________________ _ 34 19 ...... ____ .. 1 11 3 1 1 .. __________ ............ _ .. ____ .. : ________ .. __ __ 
Lassen._ .. __ .. __ ...... ____ .. .. 4 3 _____ ......... _ .. ___________________ 1 
Mendoclno ___ ... ______ ._ .. _ ... _ 16 11 1 __________ .. 4 __ .. _______ • 
Mono ___ .... ____________ .. __ .. . 5 5 _____ • __ • __ .. _________ .. _ .. _ .. ________ ........ __ 
Monterey ____ .... ______ .. ___ .. _ 
Nevada _______ .. ______________ _ 91 57 10 5 8 11 3 2 1 ..... ____ .... ________ ........ __ .. __ _ 
Plumas ______ • ____ .. __ .... ___ ._ 2 1 __________________ ._____ 1 ________ .. __ 
San Luis Oblspo __________ .... .. 
santa Cruz _______ .. ___________ _ 

39 34 3 1 1 ______ .. __ __ 
108 89 4 4 9 2 

Sisklyou ___ .. __ .... ___ ........ _ 
Trinity ___ .. ___________________ _ 

5 2 _____________ .. ______ ......... __ .... 3 
1 1 ........... __ .. ___ .. ___ .. ______ • _____________ .. _ 

I Other offenses include prescription violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. 

Note: Data are subject to change as additIonal arrest Information Is receIved. 
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TABLE 4.-ARRESTS OF AOULTS FOR DRUG LAW VIOLATIONS REPORTEO BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT." 
AGENCIES, JAN. I, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967 

(Showing initial arrests and rearres!s by offense) 

1967 rearrests 
Offense Total InitiaP 

Ist2 Subsequent 3 

TotaL _______________________________________ 
20,134 12,203 6,050 

Marlhuana ________________________________ -- _______ 11,587 8'm 2'i~~ Heroin and other narcotics ___________________________ 1,471 Narcotic addict or user _____ • ______________ • _______ ._. 2,328 437 1,555 

8rl~:;~~~Sn~!~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3,808 2,469 938 
940 419 418 

llndlviduals appearing for the 1st time since July I, 1959. 
21st 1967 arrests of persons who had been previously arrested between July I, 1959, and Dec. 31, 1966. 
B FUrther arrests of persons who had been arrested at least once before in 1967. 
{Other offenses Include prescription violatrons, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. 
Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest information is received. 

1,881 

847 
194 
336 
401 
103 

TABLE 5.-ARRESTS OF ADULTS FOR DRUG LAW VIOLATIONS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES, JAN. I, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30,1967 

(Area and offense by parole status} 

Parole status 

Area and offense Total None Depart· 
ment of CYA CRC Other' Unknown 
correc-
tions 

Total. ____ • _________ •• __ • _._. __ 20,134 13,663 888 1,112 417 3,816 238 
Marihuana ____________ • __ • ___ • __ .. ___ 11,587 8,~~~ 179 671 62 1,887 122 Heroin and other narcotics _____________ 1,471 136 70 57 308 9 Narcotic addict or user _______________ •• 2,328 940 421 142 260 555 10 Dangerous drugs ______________________ 

3, ~~~ 2,~~~ 90 185 16 830 75 Other offenses , ____ • ______________ • ___ 62 44 22 236 22 
Los Angeles County _________ . _________ 10,640 6,921 588 692 313 2,052 74 

Marihuana ___ •••••• ' _____ • __ .. ___ 
5,~~~ 4,~~~ 93 416 35 I, ~~~ 35 

Heroin and other narcotics ___ ••• __ • 77 47 39 1 
Narcotic addict or user ______ ..... _. 1,813 709 361 111 221 405 6 Dangerous drugs ______ • ____ •• _._._ I'm l'n~ 43 100 9 392 23 other offenses' __________ • ______ ._ iii 13 9 68 9 

state less Los Angeles County_. _______ • 9,494 6,742 300 420 104 1,764 164 
Marihuana. ____ • _._ ••• __ •• _______ 5,621 4,~~~ 86 255 27 882 87 
Heroin and other narcotics. _______ • 5a7 59 23 18 126 II 
Narcotic addict or user _____________ 515 231 60 31 39 150 4 
Dangerous drugs. __ • __ • __ • _____ • __ 2,125 1,496 47 85 7 438 52 
Other offenses , __ .... ___ • ____ • __ •• 646 37B 48 26 13 168 13 

'Othe( includes county probation, Federal parole or probation, out-of-State parole or probation, and juvenile court 
Wardship. 

s other offenses include prescription violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. 
Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest information is received. 
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TABLE 6.-ARRESTS OF ADULTS FOR DRUG LAW VIOLATIONS REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES, JAN. I, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967 

[LSD involvement by area of State] 

Total Los Angeles State less Los 
LSD involvement County Angeles County 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Sale _____________________________ •• 83 0.4 23 0.2 60 0.6 
,Possession •••••••• _ •• _ ••••••••••• _. 238 1.2 58 .5 180 1.9 
Use ••••••••••• _ ••••••• _ •••••• _ •• _. 201 1.0 39 .4 162 1.7 
,Sale and use._ ••••••••••••••••••••• 46 .2 12 .1 34 .4 
Posses3ion and use._ •••••• _ •••• _ •••• 87 .4 8 .1 79 .8 
Sale and possession ••••••••••••••••• 22 .1 10 .1 12 .1 
Sale, possession, and use ••• _ •••••••• 15 .1 4 ••• _ ••• __ •• _ 11 .1 

LSD subtotaL ____ ._. _________ 692 3.4 154 1.4 538 5.7 
:No LSD involvemenL _______________ 19,442 96.6 10,486 98.6 8,956 94.3 

Total. _______________________ 20,134 100.0 10,640 100.0 9,494 100.0 

Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest Information is received. 

TABLE 7.-DRUG ARRESTS OF JUVENILES (UNDER 18 YEARS) REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCI ES, 1960 THROUGH 1967 

IIOffense by 1st half-year arrest] 

Percent 
Offense 1st half·year arrest rhange, 

I'd67 over 
1960 1 19611 19621 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1966 

Total_ ••••• __ •••• __ •. __ 728 581 614 651 867 1,501 2,146 5,735 167.2 
:Marihuana __ • _______________ 290 115 106 228 422 889 1, 6~~ 4, 5~~ 181. 2 
'Heroin and other narcotics ___ 15 13 9 18 20 15 
Narcotic addict or user ___ • ___ 56 16 26 13 39 23 18 70 -"-an--'Dangerous drugs _______ • ____ 241 332 425 315 259 533 466 881 
Other offenses' __ • __________ 126 75 48 77 127 41 41 215 

1 Estimated from annual total. 
2 "Other offenses" include prescription violators, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. Prior to 1965, driving 

,offenses and ali Federal violations were included. Beginning with 1965, Federal violations are shown under tne more 
,descriptive offense groups whenever appropriate. 

Note: Percentages are not shown wherever subtotals are less than 50. 
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TABLE 8.-DRUG ARRESTS OF JUVENILES (UNDER 18 YEARS) REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES, JAN. 1, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967 

[County, by offense] 

County 
Heroin and Narcotic Dangerous Other 

Total Marihuana other addict or drugs offenses I 
narcotics user 

TotaL_______________________ 5,735 4,526 43 70 881 215 
Southern California: -------------------

Los Angeles ___________________ _ 
1m perial ______________________ _ 
Ora nge _______________________ _ 
Riverslde ______________________ _ 
San Bernardino ________________ _ 
San Dlego _____________________ _ 
Santa Barbara _________________ _ 
Ventu ra _____________ • _________ _ 

San Francisco Bay: San Francisco __________________ _ 
Alameda ______________________ _ 
Contra Costa __________________ _ 
Marin _________________________ _ 
Napa _________________________ _ 
San Mateo ____________________ _ 
Santa Clara ____________________ _ 
Solano ________________________ _ 
Sonoma _______________________ _ 

San Joaquin Valley: F resno ________________________ _ 
Kern _________________________ _ 
Kings _________________________ _ 
Maderac ______________________ _ 
Merced _______________________ _ 
San Joaquin ___________________ _ 
Sta nislaus _____________________ _ 
Tula re ________________________ _ 

Sacramento Valley: Butte _________________________ _ 
Col usa ________________________ _ 
Placer ________________________ _ 
Sacram ento ___________________ _ 
Sutter ________________________ _ 
Yolo __________________________ _ 
Yuba _________________________ _ 

Other counties: Del Norte _____________________ _ 
EIDorado _____________________ _ 
Hum bold!. _______________ • ____ _ 
Lake _________________________ _ 
Mendocina _________________ • __ _ 
Mo nterey _____________________ _ 
San Luis Obispo _______________ _ 
Santa Cruz ____________________ _ 

2,750 
26 

452 
92 
68 

378 
63 

203 

2,262 24 31 16 ____________ 1 
395 • ______________________ _ 
73 1 ___________ _ 

50 1 1 
272 3 1 
37 1 9 

129 2 12 

379 54 9 ___________ _ 

40 17 
11 7 
14 2 
9l 10 
9 7 

42 18 
229 158 1 ____________ 58 12 
437 353 6 4 50 24 108 89 1 ____________ 17 1 

58 36 ________________________ 16 6 
2 1 ________________________ 1 ___________ _ 

139 102 ____________ 4 22 11 
275 215 3 1 48 8 13 13 _______________________________________________ _ 

57 39 ____________ 2 4 12 

21 15 ________________________ 5 1 
19 14 ________________________ 5 ___________ _ 
4 4 _______________________________________________ _ 
9 3 ________________________ 2 4 
5 5 _______________________________________________ _ 

19 5 ____________ 1 13 ___________ _ 
38 35 ________________________ 2 1 
19 18 ________________________ 1 ___________ _ 

3 3 _______________________________________________ _ 
1 1 _______________________________________________ _ 
2 1 __ .. _______________________________ 1 

91 59 ____________ . 3 23 6 
13 10 ________________________ 2 1 
22 16 ____________________________________ 6 
2 . 2 _________ : _____________________________________ _ 

1 _______________________________________________ _ 
6 5 ____________________________________ 1 
1 ____________________________________ 1 ___________ _ 
1 1 _______________________________________________ _ 
5 4 ________________________ 1 ___________ _ 

48 42 ________________________ 3 3 
20 17 ________________________ 3 ___________ _ 
35 25 ________________________ 8 2 

I Other offenses include prescription Violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. 

Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest information is received. 
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TABLE 9.-DRUG ARRESTS OF JUVENILES (UNDER 18 YEARS) REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES, JAN. 1, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967 

[Offense, by year of birth} 

Offense Total 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 

TotaL _________________________ 5,735 1,850 2,019 1,164 
Marihuana ___________ • _______________ 

4, 5~~ 1, 4~~ 1,617 914 Heroin and other narcotlcs _____________ 16 5 
Narcotic addict or user _________________ 70 28 22 13 Dangerous drugs ______________________ 881 270 293 181 Other offenses , _______________________ 215 69 71 51 

1 Other offenses includc prescription violations, possession of narcotic paraphernalia, etc. 
Note: Data are subject to change as ad~ltional arrest Information Is received. 

516 152 34 

397 108 24 5 ____________________ 

5 1 1 
93 35 9 
16 

8 __________ 

TABLE 10.-DRUG ARRESTS OF JUVENILES (Ur-mER 18 YEARS) REPORTED BY CALIFORNIA LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES JAN. 1, 1967, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967 

[LSD Involvement by area of State} 

Total Los Angeles County 
LSD Involvement 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Sale ______________________________ _ 29 0.5 12 0.4 
Pos~ession ________________________ _ 49 .• 9 16 .6 Use ______________________________ _ 

210 3.7 48 1. 8 Sale and usc ______________________ _ 
19 .3 4 .2 Possession and use _________________ _ 39 .7 9 .3 Sale and possesslon ________________ _ 

Sale, possession, and use ___________ _ 
3 .1 1 ___________ _ 
1 ___________________________________ _ 

State less Los Angeles 
County 

Number Percent 

17 0.6 
33 1.1 

162 5.4 
15 .5 
30 1. 0 
2 .1 1 ___________ _ 

---------------------------------------------LSD subtotaL_______________ 350 6.1 90 3.3 260 8.7 
No LSD involvemenL_______________ 5,385 93.9 2,660 96.7 2,725 91.3 

---------------------------------------------TotaL______________________ 5,735 100.0 2,750 100.0 2,985 100.0 

Note: Data are subject to change as additional arrest Information Is received. 
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Mr. DOLE. How many al'l'ests do you think they might have had if 
we had 110 penalty for possession ~ 

Dr. GODDARD. I have no way of knowing that. I do not think anyone 
could ]mow that. 

Mr. DOLE. Or how many 1?eople may have used it. 
liV ell, I would say as I saId at the outset, certainly it is not my pur

pose or that of anyone I know 'Of to have a tri1al of Dr. Goddard. This 
IS not the intent. But as Mrs. Dwyer has pointed out and as the acting 
chairman has pointed out, the statements made or attributed to you 
have caused some widespread am .. -iety in Kansas and New Jersey and 
Indiana and all across the cOlliltry. I happened to have an opportunity 
to witness the "Today Show" and I heard your statement and I heard 
Dr. Baird indicate that those who did not understand some of the 
technical problems probably should110t be discussing the pros and cons 
of equating alcohol with marihuana. In other words, both are danger
ous. Both have different effects physiologically that we do not en
tirely understand. 

But I would say in conclusion that I do not condemn Miss Vick. I 
am not certain of her politics, but I would not condemn her in either 
case. I think perhaps if United Press International has made a mis
take, that is their problem. I do not condemn them either, because I 
would rather condemn someone else if I were to do that. 

Thank you. 
Dr. GODDARD. Thank you. 
Mr. ROUSH. Dr. Goddard, we are grateful for your appearance here 

this morning. However, the time has arrived when the House has to go 
into session and we are going to have ~o stop. There may be certam 
questions propounded by mail on the part of committee members and 
the staff members and we hope that you wouldresponcl. 

Dr. GODDARD. We would be happy to. 
Mr. ROUSH. The COllUllittee is recessed. 
("\Vhereupon, at 10 a.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to reconvene 

tomorrow, VVeclnesday, November 15, 1967,at 11 a.m.) 



PROBLEl\IS RELATING TO THE CONTROL OF 
MARIHUANA 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 15, 1967 

IIoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
INTERGOVERIDIENTAL RELATIONS SUBC01\nmTTEE 

OF TI:IE COlVCMITTEE ON GOVERN~IENT OPE~TIONS, 
Wash'mgton, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :05 a.m., in room 
2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. J. Edward Roush, pre
siding. 

Present: Representatives J. Edward Roush, Florence P. Dwyer, 
:and Robert Dole. 

Professional staff present : James R. Naughton, 'V. Donald Gray, 
n,nd Delphis C. Goldberg, Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee; 
and ,Villi am H. Copenhaver, minority staff, Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

Mr. ROUSH. The committee will be in order. Let the record show 
that a quorum is present. I am J. Ech,ard Ronsh, member of the sub
committee. The Ohairman, Mr. Fountain, is 11lHl:b]e to be here because 
of 11 is official duties as delegate to the United N atiolls; so I will be 
presiding this morning. 

I can your attention also to the fact that the Honse goes into session 
at 11. • 

Tlds morning the subcommittee will continue its hearings on prob
lems relating to the control of marihuana. Yesterday we heard the 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs, Dr. James L. Goddard. 

Our \vitness this morning is Mr. Henry L. Giordano, the Com
missioner of Narcotics, whose Bureau is responsible for enforcing the 
laws relating to marihuana. 

1\:[1'. Giordano, we are happy to have you with us this morning, and 
will you please introduce your ·associate. You may then proceed with 
your statement unless Mrs. Dwyer has a statement to make. 

Mr. GIORDANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Henry L. 
Giordano, Commissioner of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, and 
'On my rip:!lt is Mr. Donald E. Miller, the Chief Couns~l of the Bureau 
of K arcotlcs. I hlwe a prepared statement, Mr. Ohalrman, I would 
like to give at i'his ti.me. 

1\:[1'. ROUSH. Yon l11(LY proceed. 
(55) 
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STATEMENT OF HENRY L. GIORDANO, COMMISSIONER OF NAR
COTICS, BUREAU OF NARCOTICS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TREAS
URY; ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD E. MILLER, CHIEF COUNSEL, 
BUREAU OF NARCOTICS 

Mr. GIORDANO. Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the 
committee, I want to first thank you for giving me the opportunity of 
coming here today to discuss some of the aspects of the marihuana 
problem. 

We are all conc~rned over what appears to be a growing national 
problem of drug abuse, which is expressed every day in newspapers, 
magazines, scientific journals, public forums, and in t.he home. This is 
particularly true respecting marihuana and the other hallucinogenic 
drugs. 

In the past, most drug abusers in the United States were in the 
lower social and economIC levels of our society. This is still largely 
true with respect to the natural derivatives of opium, such as heroin 
and morphine, as well as cocaine. To some e~'iel1t, it is also t.rue con
cerning marihuana. 

Notwithstanding the statements of alarmists, I believe that only a 
small percentage of Americans-on an absolute basis-are currelitly 
abusing marihuana. It is the changing pattern of abuse that seems. 
to be causing so much concern. Marihuana is moving in the suburbs, 
and into the middle and upper strata of our society. 

At this point, I think it would be beneficial to explain what is in
cluded in the definition of "marihuana." The term embraces all of the 
technical and vernacular names, such as "cannabis," "hashish,'" 
"ganj a," "charas," "pot," "tea~" "weed," and the "tetrahydrocan
nabinols," the la.tter being designated as "THO." It is true that there· 
are varying degrees of marihuana potency, ranging from innocuous. 
effects of poorly harvested substances, to the severe effects of hashish,. 
and to the powerful properties of THO, which can cause psychotic 
reactions in almost any individual. 

As requested by your stltff, I shall furnish you a description of the 
Federal marihuana controls. The prevailing philosophy in the United 
States is based on the premise that it is better for persons to function 
without resorting to the use of a drug so dangerous as marihuana. 
Abuse of the drug has been considered to be a major social threat by 
legislators, who have enacted and have retained the Marihuana Tax 
Act of 1037 (the primary Federal control) . 

The Marihuana Tax Act requires all persons with legitimate neecl 
to handle marihuana to register each year with the appropriate Dis
trict Director of Internal Revenue and pay a graduated occupational 
tax depending on the activity; it requires that all marihuana transac
tions be recorded on official order forms provided for that purpose· 
by the Internal Revenue Service; it makes transfers to a registered: 
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person subj ect to a tax of $1 an ounce or fraction thereof, and makes 
transfers to an unregistered person subject to a prohibitive tax of $100 
an ounce or fraction thereof. 

In determining what persons may become registered and make pa,y
ment of the occupational tax, the regulatory scheme requires as a, con
clition pr,ecedent that the applicant be qualified to engage in the activ
ity aecording to the applimvble State provisions where he intends to 
carryon the activities. A typical street peddler could not, for example, 
become registered under the Marihuana Tax Act a.nd make payment 
of the special tax, since the responsible State licensing agencies would 
refuse to certify that such a person is authorized under State laws to 
engage in that activity. On the other hand, licensed physicia,ns, regis
tered pharmacists, or a bona fide scientific researcher can become reg
istered. Briefly, the Marihuana, Tax Act is designed to make extremely 
difficult the acquisition of marihuana, and to restrict its use to medical 
,and scientific purposes only. 

The penalties for marihuana violations have been reviewed by Con
gress three times. In 1951, the penalties were increased, and in 1956, 
Congress decided tha.t even more stringent sentences should be imposed 
on yiolators. Again in 1966, incident to enactment of the Narcotic 
Adclict Rehabilitation Act, Congress took another look at the penalties. 
The only change made by Congress at that time was to restore the 
provisions of parole to all marihuana violators, including those already 
under sentence. 

The penalties for violation of the Marihuana Tax Act in 26 U.S.C. 
7237 are as follows: 

Acquiring marihuana without having paid the transfer tax (com
monly Imown as "possession") is plUlishable for the first offense by a 
sentence of not less than 2 years, or more than 10 years, imprisonment; 
for a second offense the offender shall be sentenced to not less than 
.5 years, or more than 20 years, imprisonment; and for a third offense 
the offender shall be sentenced to not less than 10 years, or more than 
40 years' imprisonment. In addition, all offenders may be fined $20,000, 
,01' that is, any sum up to $20,000. 

Sale of marihuana without receiving a.n official order form is PlUl
ishrrble for the first ofrense by a sentence of not less than 5 years' or 
more than 20 years' imprisonment; for a second offense the offender 
shall be sentenced to not less than 10 years' or more than 40 years' im
prisonment. If the sale is to a person under the age of 18 years, even 
in the case of a first offense, the offender shall be sentenced to not less 
than 10 years OJ.' more than 40 years. In addition, all offenders may Ibe 
fined $20,000. All offenders, both for sale or for possession, are eligible 
for parole. 

I am not saying that the constmining measures will ever accomplish 
the desired result of preventing all marihuana abuse, but I hate to 
thinlc of what the problem might have been today if there had been 
no mn.l'ihuana controls. In today's ever-growing hedonistic society, it is 
,obvious 'I;he results would have been disastrous. 
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The penalties of the Marihuana Tax Act are frequently criticized. 
However, I find that most of the criticism is either by persons who are 
not fully informed, or by persons who WH,nt to legalize possession of 
marihuana. "'iVhen properly analyzed, the penalties for possession 
lmder the Marihuana Tax Act are not really a matter of significant 
concern, in view of the enforcement and prosecutive policies of the 
Federal Government and the other procedures available to persons 
who are prosecutedlmder the act. 

First, the Bureau of Narcotics endeavors to apply the act against 
traffickers only. Our practice is to gain evidence by making purchases 
of marihuana whenever possible. In 1966, we presented a total of 423 
marihuana violators to various U.S. attorneys for prosecution; 309' 
were for sales offenses, and 114 were for possession offenses. The typical 
violator was almost 29 years old; he either sold or possessed over a 
pound of marihuana; he was not a student; and he had a prior cl'im
mal record in 60 percent of the cases. 

Second, the Department of Justic.e has directed that charges carry
ing mandatory penalties may be filed only against persons having 
prIOr felony convictions, when the violation involves smuggling, or 
when the person is an important trafficker. 

Aside £i'om this, all persons under the age of 18 years are treated 
as juvenile delinquents, and not subjected to the regular marihuana 
penalties. Also, the provisions of the Federal Youth Corrections Act 
are available to al.l persons over 18 years but under 22 years old. Addi
tionally, many p',rsons over 22 years but under 26 years old are eligible· 
for special handling under the Federal Youth Corrections Act. Thus, 
the probability of a college student who possesses a marihuana ciga
rette being subjected to mandatory penalties of the act is absolutely 
nil. 

Why make possession a violation of law ~ The basic reason is that 
the plmislunent provisions deter use by countless reasonable and r('.
sponsiLle persons. TIllS, consequently, se'ts up a barrier to proselytizing. 
Concern for public safety, health, and welfare requires that there must 
be restrictions on persons to prevent them from having lmauthorized 
possession of marihuana. Otherwise, we would be condoning potential 
sources of supply and proselytizino', which would defeat the very 
purpose of our attempts to control abuse of marihuana. "Ve can make 
one generalization: Marihuana abuse spreads from person to person
the users who possess marihuana are the ones who breed new users. 
By restricting possession, we are better able to reduce the availability 
of marihuana to many persons who might otherwise come in contact 
with the ch'ug through a friend or acquamtance. If thete is no criminal 
sancti,on agaInst po?sessing marihuana, many people will regard this. 
as taclt approval of lts use. 
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Furthermore, on JUli.e 24,1967, the United States acceded to the 1961 
Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, a treaty which has been adoptec1 
by 59 other nations. Under the treaty, marihuana is subject to even more 
stringent controls than morphine. It is included in a category with 
heroin and two other e}..i;remely potent narcotic drugs, recommending 
special controls to prohibit its production, distribution, possession, and 
use except for research purposes. The treaty requires imposition of 
criminal penalties for possession. Failure to continue to provide such 
penalties for possession would be a violation of om treaty obligation. 

In my experience of 27 years enforcing the marihuana laws, and 
from reviewing the studies which have been concJ,ucted in this country, 
a,nd in countries having widespread chronic abuse of marihuana for 
centuries, I have concluded it is definitely a dangerous drug with 
potentials for far-reaching damage to individuals and to society. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If you have further questions, I shall be 
happy to answer them'as fully as possible. 

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Giordano, you said that you believed only a small 
percentage of Americans are currently abusing marihuana and that 
much of the present concern is caused by the cha).lO'ing pattern of the 
abuse which shows marihuana moving into the suburbs and into the 
middle and upper strata of our society. Do you have statistics or 
studies to document this statement? 

Mr. GIORDANO. Well, our investigations have shown the marihuana 
problem to be developing around the various colleges of the United 
States, and in this respect we are moving into a different type of an 
individual than we had involved before. However, even in this area 
usually the beatnik type or the hippie type or the dropout type is 
involved. 

Mr. ROUSH. The question was, Have you assembled statistics or 
studies which reflect this point of view or which tenc1 to verify the 
accuracy of your statement? 

Mr. GIORDANO. ,:Ve don't have the statistics as such. As I say, all we 
have are the reports furnished to us by our supervisors. 

Mr. ROUSH. Don't you assemble those reports into statistical reports 
of some sort or other? 

Mr. GIORDANO. 'Well, we have reports in the Bureau on this. I don't 
have them available, not in a numerical form; but we do have some 
statistics here, which will be furnished, which indicate occupations 
of the individual and so forth, which we w.ill furnish. 

Mr. ROUSH. We will be glad to receive that for the record Ulliess 
there is objection. 

(The material rerened to follows:) 
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.:Marin1tana V'iolat01'8 rep01·te(], to the U.s. attorneY8 7Jy the U.S. B1l1'ea,1b of 
Narootio8 during oalenda1' yea,r 1966 

Possession 'offenders: 
Total violatorS' repol1ted___________________________________________ 114 

Age: 
UnderJ~ ________________________________________________ _ 

18 yea-l',' old_____________________________________________ 4 
19 year~ old_____________________________________________ 3 
20 years old_____________________________________________ 7 
21 to 25 years old _________ -'______________________________ 35 
26 to 30 years old________________________________________ ~ 

Over 30 yea,rs 'old________________________________________ 37 
Average. age: 28.9 

Claimed occupation or avocation : Skilled ~orkers _________ M________________________________ 38 
Clerical-administrative __________________________ ________ 18 
UnsMlled laborers_______________________________________ 15 Salesman _______________________________________________ 11 

Job Corps________________________________________________ 6 
Entertainer _____________________________________________ 7 
Student ________________________________________________ 8 
~Iilitary ______________________________________ ~--------- 3 
Other (includes unknown) _______________________________ 8 

Quantity of marihuana involved per C!l'se: 
Over 1 IdlograIll_________________________________________ 25· 
~ to 1 kilograIll_________________________________________ 6 
1 gram to ~ l{ilog,ram____________________________________ 31 
Under 1 gram___________________________________________ 3 

l\1ed,ian ~eigl1t: kbout 1 pound 
Average ~eight: .AJbout 9 kilograms 

Erior cl'iminal record: 
~es (54.4 percent)_______________________________________ 62 
No _____________________________________________________ 52 

Prosecumonaction : Pending ________________________________________________ 42 

Dispositions: Dismissed __________________________ '________________ 28 
AcqU'i,ttec1 __________________________________________ 4 
COIl!victed __________________________________________ 40 

Sentenced urrder F~OA ' ______________________ M__ 9 
Received suspended 'sentence and/or probation____ 17 
Reduced from offense calling for mandatory penalty _ 14 

Sentence to be served in pdson________________________ 14 
90 days_________________________________________ 1 2 years ______ ~__________________________________ 4 

3 years__________________________________________ 2 
5 years_________________________________________ 6 
10 years________________________________________ 1 

Average sentence of imprisonment (46.5 months) 
'Federal Youth Corrections Act prescribes an indeterminate term. 

Profile of p088e880r.-28.9 years of age; Tesides in a large urban area; claims 
to be a skilled or !administrative ~orker; is not a student (only t~o students ~ere 
'sentenced to impl'isonment) ; receives a 'l)rison sentence of 47 months; has a 
64 percent chance of offense being reduced to one ,not cwlling for mandatory 
penalty; has 43 ,percent chance of :receiving a ,suspended sentence <und/or pro
bation; ha's a 65 percent chance of receivingsenteuce not requiring imprison
ment; has only a 15 percent chance of receiving a 5-year or more minimum 
mandatory sentence j and is eligible for release on parole. 
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Mm'lh'ualla, 'lJiolatc}/'8 reportecL to the U.S. attorneys by the U.S, Bll1'eevlt of 
Nn'rcotics d'urinu calendm' yem' 1966 

Sale offenders: 
Total violators reported___________________________________________ 300 

Age: trnderI8 ________________________________________________ _ 
18 yearsold______________________________________________ 3 
19 years old______________________________________________ 14 
20 years old______________________________________________ 20 
21 to 25 years old_________________________________________ 10:) 
26 to 30 years olcL________________________________________ ,,9 
Over 30 years old ________________________ ~________________ 102 

Average age (28.5) 
Claimed occupation or avocation: 

Skilled workers__________________________________________ 112 
Clerical-administrative ___________________________________ 37 
Unskilled lab'orel's________________________________________ GO 
Salesman ________________________________________________ :1.1 
Job Oorps_______________________________________________ 3 
Enteltainer ______________________________________________ Hi 
Student _________________________________________________ 18 
nfilitary_________________________________________________ 4 
Other (includes unknown) ________________________________ 30 

Quantity of marihuana involyeC1ller ('ase: 
Over 1 ldlogram__________________________________________ 01 
lh to 1 kilogl"am__________________________________________ 2" 
1 gram to % IdlogranL____________________________________ 71 
trnder 1 grallL_________ __________________________________ 1 

Median weight: almost 1 kilogram 
AYerage weight: almost 6 kilograms 

Prior criminal reeord : 
Yes (66 pereent)_________________________________________ 204 
}<o ______________________________________________________ 105 

Prosecution action: Pending _________________________________________________ 70 
Dispositdons: Dismissed ___________________________________________ 24 

Acquitted ___________________________________________ 3 
Convicted ___________________________________________ 212 

Sentenced under FYCA! __________________________ 22 
Received suspended sentence ancljor probatioll______ 71 
Reduced from .offense calling for mandatory penalty _ 7!l 

Sentence to be served in pl"ison________________________________ 119 
6 montlJls_________________________________________ 13 
1 year___________________________________________ 3 
2 years__________________________________________ 15 
3 years__________________________________________ 9 
4 years__________________________________________ 2 
5 years__________________________________________ 64. 
6 years__________________________________________ :I. 
7 years__________________________________________ 4 
71h years________________________________________ 1 
8 years__________________________________________ 1 
10 years_________________________________________ 5 
12 years_________________________________________ 1 

Average sentence of imprisonment (50.3 lllonths) 
1 Federnl youth Corrections Act prescribes nn indetermiullte term. 

Profile of s£'UcJ/'.-28.5 ypars of age; resides in large 1mb an area; 'claims to be a 
sldllecl or uilministratiYeworl{er j is not a stuclellt (only two students were sen
tencecl to imprisonment) ; receivecl a prison ,sentence ·of 50 months; ,has a fi3 per
cent chance of offense being reduced to ~Ile not calling for a mandatory l)enalty ; 
has a '3'ipercent chance of receiving a suspended sentence and/or probation; has 
a 44 percent chance of receiving a ·sentence not l'eqnil'ing 1mprisolllnent; has a 2f.) 
perrent cl1anee of receiving l\. 5 year 01' more minimum mamlatory spntence; and 
is eHgible fo'l" l'eleUfie onpar01e. 
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Mr. ROUSH. I notice you talk of Americans abusing marihuana. Is 
there a difference between abusing marihuana, and using marihuana ~ I 
can see a difference in the case of certain other drugs where the use of it 
may be necessary for medicilml purposes 01' the Eke, but in the case of 
marihl1anfL I am wondering, in my o,Yn mind, if there is fL difference 
betv;.-een abusing and using. 

nfr. GIORDANO. ,Yell, marihuana at one time was used in medicine. It 
was determined at the time the Marihuana Tax Act was passed that its 
use in medieine was practically negligible. It was not much benefit, so 
the medical profession has not been utilizing marihuana as such ill 
medicine. However, it is still being researched, so the use of marihuana 
ill this conte).."1:, for research woulcl be a bona fide use as opposed to peo
p 1 e using it or t'Lbusing it for their own pleasure. 

Mr. ROUSH. lOU gave us in your testimony a fairly detailed descrip
tion of the penalties applicable to the illegal sale and to the illegal 
possession of marihuana. As you know, certain people including our 
witness yesterday, Dr. Goddard, are of the position that the pe11[1.1ty 
-for simple possession of marihuana is too stringent because, they say, it 
makes felons out of many young people who are experimenting with the 
drug. 

1\7:ould I be correct in assull1in~' from your statement that you do not 
arrl'ee with this position? ' 
, Mr. GIORDANO. ,iVeIl, I don't agree with that position, and I think 

we are talking in the context here or the Federal law and the Federal 
('ffol't in this matter "'hich is aimed at the traffickers and at the 
distributors. 

I think some people are talking about what is a State or local problem 
relating to it person who has a cigarette ror the first time. Now, these 
penalties here were never aimed at that type 'of individual and to use 
that as an example to say, there'fore, on the Fec1erallevel we shouldn't 
ha ,'e strong penalties for possession just doesn't make sense to me. 

Mr. ROUSH. ,Yell, does the severity of the punishment-and it's ap
parent that the. punishment is very severe-in any way restrict prosecu
tion in some instances where the prosecutor himself may feel that the 
punishment is too severe and that he Cl1illlOt conscientiously promote 
[t prosecution against an inchddual realizing the consequences of what 
he is doing. 

Mr. GroRDANo. ,Vell, I think again we get to a distinction as to ·where 
the individua.l is heine; pl'osecuted and what the laws are. The In,ws 
in States are different m many cases from the Federalla w. Some cities 
have ordinances against the matter, and there is discretion on the part 
of the prosecutor, as you \yell know in cases as to how he handles it and 
how the individual is charged. But I am talking here about the Federal 
penalties which we operate uncler. This has proved to he a deterrent, 
nnd it has proved to be a deterrent in the narcotic. area particularly. 

Mr. ROUSH. ,'Ve agree. with yon that penalties do act as a deterrent 
and I also believe tlu-it the certainty of punishment acts as a c1etelTent. 
It does occur to me ill many instances on ,the. Fede.rallevel that a dis
trict attornl'Y may be hesitant to prosecute because of the severity of 
the punishment, and I am not condellliling that at ,this time. I am 
merely asking the question jf this might not be the caM with regard 
to the punishment dealing with this Marihuana Tax Act. . 
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Mr. GIORDANO. I have neyer had that brought to my attention at any 
time that this has in any way hindered prosecution of a case because 
('yen in the Marihuana Tax Act there is, for instance, the possession. 
While it c~,lls for a penalty of 2 to 10 years, imposition of sentence 
can be suspended 01' probation can be given. So, as I say, this has not 
been the case that it has caused any problem that I know of with the 
prosecutors. 

lUI'. ROLTs:n. ,VeIl, I ask that question because of my own e.xperience 
as a prosecuting 'attorney in a small county where I had to make de
cisions as to 'whether to prosecute or not-and maybe I was just being 
overly compassionate-but there were ,times when I felt that if I 
succeeded in a prosecution, the person would be punished too severely, 
ancl I showed some restraint ,,-hen perhaps as a good public servant I 
shouldn't have shown that same restraint. This is 'what prompted my 
question. 

Do you agree with the Task Force on Drugs which is part of the 
President's Commission on Crime, in its recommendation that we 
reduce the penalty for simple possession from a felony to a misde
meanor? 

lUI'. GIORDANO. That isn't what the task force said. Now, there was 
a report in there by one of the consultants of the task force that made 
this recommendation, but the Commission's recommendation was that 
the whole problem of marihuana and the dangers of marihuana should 
be subjected to a full stu<l~" 

Mr. ROUSH. I had that with me yesterday but I was under the im
pression this vms one of what they called tenta.tive recommendations of 
the task force. Tl1ey used the word tentative, but we will verify that 
latpl' . 

You said aU violators under 18 years of age are treated as juvenile 
delinquents and are not subjected to the regular penalties of the act. 
N" ow, to 'what penalties are they subj ecte~H . 

1Hr. GIORDANO. They are tried as juvemle delmquents and they are 
placed in the custody of the Attorney General, as I recall, usually to 
the age·of 21 and with no criminal record. 

Mr. ROLTsr-r. No criminalrecorcl was kept of this 01' at least a record 
,,-hich is subject to public scrutiny~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. That is right. 
Mr. ROUSH. Now, you also said that the provisio11s of the Youth 

COl'rect.ions Act are available to violators 18 to 22 years old and to many 
bebyeen the ages of 22 and 26. ,Yhat penalties are they subjected to 
under this act ~ ., . 

:Mr. GIORDANO. They are subject to a penalty of up to 6 years, 
indeterminate. 

~Ir. RousII. In this instance then they eould be subject to a felony 
pena,lty ? ' 

Mr. GIORDANO. They would be charged, 22 t() 26, with a felony, but 
the penalty would be an indeterminate sentence of up to 6 years. 

lvIr. ROUSH. It would still be a felony ~ 
JVIr. GIORDANO. Yes. 
Ur. ROUSH. From your statement and from your reiteration of yom 

statement, I take it you do feel the existence of a cl'iminal pena 1ty for 
simple possession is a det(:l'l'ent-----
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Mr. GIORDANO. Yes; definitely. 
:Mr. ROUSH (continuing). For potenti[ll users. 
Mr. GIORDANO. Yes. 
Mr. ROUSH. Do you ha,ve any studies wha,tsoever to show this to be 

true or to verify this? I am not questioning your judgment. I am 
merely trying to build a, record. 

Mr. GIORDANO. Let me sa,y, as to studies, the first study ,yhere ma
terial was furnished that. was very well covered was in the 1951 hear
ings that Congressman Boggs held here at this time which centered 
around the problem of narcotlcs and the pena,lties. In 1956 it. was 
Congressman Boggs who had a, subcommittee of the ,~Tays a,nd Means 
Committee, and former Senator Da,niels in a, Senate committee-both 
conunittees toured thecolUltry-during which time tlus quest.ion of 
were penalties a. deterrent and were they helpful was brought np. 

,Ve have a chart ,vhich I think may be available which will indicate 
the effect of penalties on the narcotic traffic as snch. I am separating 
that now fro111 the ma,rihuana traffic to show the containment of the 
na,rcotic traffic and adcliction; reducing the mtlo of 'addiction in the 
United States. 

(The chart referred to n,ppears on p. 65.) 
Mr. GIORDANO. Also we have e"ic1euce of the effect of pena,lties on 

the heroin that is available in the United 8tates. The purity of heroin 
tochy is down to about 3 to 5 percent when it's on the street; "whereas 
in the past they were able to get :30-, '1:0-, 50-percent heroin on the 
street ]e\'e1. The price of heroin has gone up. In 1\)56 unc11057 it was 
about between $8,000 and $12,000 a kilo. It's now up to $:30,000 .• \.ll 
of this is evidence of the results of the penalty. 

"Te also have learned in the course of our operations through 0111' 
undercover men, shortly after the 1956 Control Act, which was the 
one which increased the peualties the Just time, people engaged in 
the traffic were leaving the truffi-c because of the seYel'it.y of t.he penalt.y 
and moving into other types of crime, sayillg in effeet, this is too 
rough. ,Ve can 'earn [\, dishonest doJhll' a lot easier than being subject. 
to these pena,lties. Tlus waS also deyeloped during the course of' the 
McOlellan hea,rings on organized crime. In the testimony of .Toseph 
Valachi as to what the action of the :M:afitL was as a result of the 
penaIties, and the word went out, "get out of the nl1,rcotic tl'ufHc." 

'VeIl, I think this sort of summarizes what we feel points out the 
benefits of severe penalties. 

Another thing is, inasfar as the narcotic addiction is concerned, it's 
rare to find a narcotic addict when he is either hospitalized or arrested 
that suffers any type of severe withdrawa1. The hospita,l officials at 
Lexington say they haven't seen what they refer to as classic with
drawal symptoms for the last 5 or 6 years. "Te feel that is another in
dication of what the penalties have clone. 

,Ve are not saying that penalties a,]one cure the problem. This 
certablly is not enough. You ha,ve to have good enforcement. You 
have to have penalties. You have to have an educationa,l pl'ogram. 
You have to ha,ve treatment. 

Mr. ROUSH. Does the existence of a criminal penalty f01' possession 
make it easier for your a~ency to trace the drug back to the supplier ~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. TVell, tne existence of a crimina'! penalty makes it 
easier in that you can't always de,relop a sale case. The sule cuse is the 
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U.S. Bureau of Narcoflcs 
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most difficult t,ype of mtse to develop. ,Ve are seizing now 200 and 300 
pounds of marihuana in possession of persons. 1£ there is no penalty 
for this, that isn't going to do much to put a dent in the marihuana 
trallie. 

Mr. HOUSH. If the penalty for simple possession was lessened from 
a felony to a misdemeanor, do you think this would increase the usage 
or wOllld it seriously hamper the work of your agency? 

Mr. GroHDANO. In other words, possession would only be a mis
demeallor ~ 
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Mr. ROUSH. That's correct. 
Mr. GIORDANO. Dnder those circumstances, this would interfere 

'with the operation of our agency. In other words, it would make the 
enforcement much more difficult because, as I say, you would have 
an individual with 200 pounds of marihuana, and it's a misdemeanor. 
This Individual, I think it's obvious, is a trafficker. 

Now, if you can't make a sale against him, then you can't clutrge 
him with a sale; and, therefore, all you can charge him with is posses
sion and it's a misdemeanor. That certainly isn't in any way going 
to help control the traffic. 

Mr. ROUSH. Wouldn't the quantity which was in possession carry 
weight in court as to whether it was for sale or whether it was for 
personal use? 

1\:.[1'. GIORDANO. 'Well, to prove a sale you have to show a sale. The 
quantity would indicate to the comt it was for sale, but the charge 
must be either transferring or acquiring, and Y0U would have to charge 
the man with acquiring. If the acquiring were only a misdemeanor, 
that is all that he could be sentenced to. You couldn't charge him 
with transfer because there is no way you can prove it. You can 
assume it but you can't prove it. 

Mr. ROUSH. Let's go back one step furt.her, to executive seizure. Sup
posing ltH we had was authority for executive seizure with regard to 
marihuana. Now, what would this do to your operation? 

Mr. GIORDANO. It would make onr effort very difficult and l"\'oul(1 
increase the marihuana problem tenfold. 

Mr. ROUSH. Isn't this just exactly 'what we luwe in the case of 
LSD? 

:Mr. GIORDANO. Yes. 
lUI'. R.OUSH. And isn't it also true that most. people of medicine 

consicler LSD a mueh more powerful, potent, and dangerous drug 
than marihuana ~ 

";\ir. GIORDANO. Yes. 
:Mr. ROUSH. Then. ,ve must 11ave a gap here that should be filled by 

legislation so as to 1l1alce the sale of LSD at least equally subject, to 
penalty. possession, nnd sale, as ill the case of marihuana. 

Mr. GrolWANO. JYIr. Chairman, yon are so right. In fact, I think 
that is what 'we should have been talking about. Instead of talking 
about reducing marihuana penalties, ,ve should have been talking about 
just what you mentioned. 

Mr. ROUSH. I am. not advocating reducing the penalty. I ammercly 
trying' to develop these heal'ings so we can put this whole matter of 
drug possession and drug use and drug sale in the proper perspective 
in order that those you serve here can tackle the probJem and tackle 
it fairly and equitably. 

Mr .. G1L.<\Y. I think perhaps there is one thing that might be impor. 
tant to mention in couneetion 'with ";\£1.'. Ronsh's question about {-he 
quantity of drugs in ones possession. ",Ve raised the same question 
regarding T..JSD in prior hearings with the FDA .. Al?paren(}y one ~li'f". 
fpl'Cllc.e in the Drl~g Abuse Act, as I understand 1tt IS that It In:ovLcles 
penalties £01' holc1mg a ,drug fOL' sale. In other worclS, the qnantlty, ac
cording to the testimony we received from the FDA, would be an iln
pOl'tant; factor in any court case. If they could prove by the quanti~y 
that it waf~ held for sale, they could mnke a conviction. From whatyol'l. 
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have said to us, it appears this is not the case with respect to mari
huann,; that you call~t convict someone of holding it for sale. Since 
the violation is the illegal transfer, (wen.if someone is caught with a 
large quantity of marihuana in his possession without evidence of 
Iuvi'ing paid the transfer ta:x~ so you can't prosecute him for holding it 
for sale. Yon CH.n only prosecute him for possession. So if yon reduce 
the penalty for possession, although you feel hejntendecl to sell, some 
wOlild-be sellers may n.lso get off lighter. Does the distinction Ihaye 
described have some validity?: 

~:[r. GIORDANO. Yes; I am not fully acquainted ivith the Drug Abuse 
Control Act in this pn,rticular area, but what you luwe just said, I 
think, is exactly what I had hoped to get across. 

Mr. ROUSH. Yesterday we discussed a UPI story of October 15 of 
this year, which stated that for several months HE'tY had been con
clucting an investigation aimed at determining whether the present 
stringent restrictions on use of marihuana and the accompanying crim
inal penalties should be revised. "\Vere you aware of this investigation 
and has the NarcotiC'S Bureau participated in it?: 

}VIr. GIORDANO. An investigation by FDA?: 
Mr. ROUSH. That was lIE'tV. 
~fr. GIORDANO. HE"\V. 
Mr. ROUSH. The FDA would have been involved in the investiga

tion, I believe, together with the Public Health Service and the legal 
office of HE"W. 

Mr. GIORDANO. No; we were not involved. 
}Ir. ROUSH. If Such an investigation is bE'ing conducted, do you feel 

yon should have been involved?: 
Mr. GIORDANO. Certainly. 
1\£1'. ROUSH. The President's Advisory Commission on N areotics and 

Drug Abuse, in its lD63 report, recommendecl that the functions of 
the Bureau of Narcotics, relating to the narcotic drugs and marihuana, 
and FDA's responsibility for investigation of the-illicit traffic in dan
gerous drugs, both be transferred to the Department of Justice. Now, 
has yOUl' Bureau tn,ken any position with respect to this recommenda
tion which would affect your agency?: 

1\11'. GIORDANO. Yes, Mr. Ohairman, the Treasury Department op
posed that reconmiendation. Former Attorney Geneml Kennedy op
posed the reeommencItttion ns well as fOl'me1' Attorney General Katz
enbach. In fact, that point was developed during the course of the 
hearin O's on the Narcotics Rehabilitation Act . 
. Mr. l~ousH. Commissioner Goddard stnted yesterday that when 

the FDA's agents findmarihnana in the course of one of their investi
gations they refer the case either to the State or local narcotics agency 
or to your Bureau. 'Would you tell us how many cases have been re
ferred to your agency each year since the drug abuse law went into 
effecM 

Mr. GIORDANO. I woul'dn)t have that figure available. I could try to 
del:el"mi11e it, Mr. Ohairman, but it's very small. 

Mr. ROUSH. Very small ~ 
Mr. G:r;ORDANO. Yes; 
~fl'. ROUSl:t. W·01l1d you be able to supply that for the record? 
Mr. GroRDANo. Yes. . 
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1\11'. ROUSH. "Ve woulcllike for you to do that. 
:Mr. GIORDANO. Yes, sir. 
(The information referred to follows:) 

Since tIle effeC'tiYe date of the Drug Abuse Control Amenclments Act of 1965 
(February 15, 196~), Bureau of Drug Abuse Control personnel have referrecl 
t-welve (12) cases involving actual marihuana violation to the BlU'eau of Nar
cotics fordeterminatioll as to disposition. 

Mr. ROUSH. Now. aside from the investi2"tLtions which I referred to 
a moment ago, is the Narcotics Bureau coopel'ating with HE"V 01' 
other agencies or departments on investigations or studies, relating to 
the use'" of marihuana and its effects, and particularly in the area of 
juvenile delinquents. 

Mr. GIORDANO. ,Ve are cooperating, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. ROUSH. Can you specify particular programs in which you art; 

cooperatino- ~ 
Mr. Gro~DAXO. ,Ve are cooperating with the National Institute of 

Mentnl Health who are making research studies in this area. 
Mr. ROUSH. Is there any thins; in particulM' that you have done in 

this cooperat.ion that you consicLer significant? 
Mr. GIORDANO. Other than exchanging information, I don't think 

I could point to any specific item. 
Mr. HOUSH. Has HE,Y in turn in its efforts involving marihuana 

made a.ny contribution to your Bureau which has been helpful to 
you? 

Mr. GIORDANO. "VeIl, you mentioned earlier an investigation being 
made by them that I was not !nvare of. So ·we, of course, didn't. receive 
anything on that. I am aware, of course, of the work that NIMH is 
doing, and we hope that when that is completed that this will be very 
beneficial, not only to the work of our Bureau, but to sort of, you 
might say, set the record straight on this marihuana problem because 
one of the biggest problems we have is the misinformation about 
marihuana. I think this has been really why the problem. is going up, 
because there is so much misinformation about how dangerous mari
huana is or is not; people suggesting that maybe you ought to try 
it for yourself und experiment; und professors in the schools using 
it and encouraging their students to use marihuana. ,Ve do have a 
"ery serious prob]ein, and we hope that I-IE,V and NIMH can deyelop 
information that is going to be able to straighten this out. 

Mr. Rnmm. It seems to me Dr. Goddard qualified many of his 
st,atemeni"s because he said there was a, lack of knowledge concerning 
mn.rihuana and he was achTocating that a thorough study be nlade. 
,V c'lld you agree that this is needecf and necessary~ -

Mr. GIORDANO. There is no question tha,t. a t.horough study should 
be made. However, I might. Sfi,y this, Mr. Ohairman. There is consid
erable knowledge on marihuana. I think one of the reasons there is 
It ga.p in the knowledge that we have in the United States is that when 
the Mnrihuana Tax Act went, into effect, in 1937, the medical profession 
here. in the United States said it ,,'ns not of much benefit and therefore 
it wasn~t, used in medicine and the l'esen,rch which is genernlted when 
yon are using something stopped here; but there is research going on 
in Greece 'ft.nd Indin, and in other countries as to the dangerous prop
ertic\s. The "Vorld Health Organization at the time the Single Conven
ti.on was formed l'ecpmmended that this was a very 'dangerous drug. 
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The expert committee that was at the U.N. in New York rut the timer
and two of our top men were members: Dr. Eddy and Dr. Isbell
determined there ,vas enough information 'fit that time to determine 
how dangerous this substance was [md where it should be put in the 
Sino'le Convention. 

:Nfl'. ROUSH. Just one more question, Mrs. Dwyer, before I leave the 
witness. Isn't it true that it's only been within the last year and [1, half 
they have been ,able to safely experiment with mariluuma-and I can't 
give you the scientific reason, but it has to do with isolating certain 
properties so they can conduct controlled experiments, is that true ~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. Yes, this has been helpful. They ha,ve had tetrahy
drocannabinols from the natural subst.ance, but it takes a large amount 
of marihuana. It's been a. difficult situation extracting and getting 
sufficient quantity of tetrahydrocannabinols to be 'able to use them. 

Now, they ha,ve synthesized it, and it's 'a more stable product. 
Mr. ROUSH. Mrs. D·wyer. 
Mrs. DWYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I. am. sorry we don't op

erate lUlder a 5-minute rule because the mlllorlty members aren't 
going to have much time to ask questions. 

However, Mr. Commissioner, I want to be repetitious in this. I take 
it that you believe that the laws concerning possession of marihuana 
should not be less strin~ent and that we have an increase in the use 
of marihuana ill spite of existing legal penn.lties because of the brealr
ing down of other laws in this country today. Do you not believe that ~ 
If the laws on marihuana were less stringent, would we have less 
llsers~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. The situation would improve? No, it would not llll
prove. It would get worse. 

Mrs. DWYER. Thank you very much. Do you believe there is a dif
ferent relationship between the use of marihuana and the use of heroin 
or other dangerous drugs? In other words, have you fOlUlel that mari
huana is the first step and then on to heroin and do you have any 
statistics to show this is so ~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. I have, Mr. Chairman, seyeral charts here which 
I think you may want to inh~oduce and the staff can look them over, 
which list, addicts and 'also show the number of marihuana arrests. 
But let. me say ,of the 60,697 active addids, 90 per('ent of th:ose stttrted 
011 marihuana. 

Mrs. DW1.'1m. These are unuslwl staOstic.s, 'Will you repeat that, 
please? 

Mr. GroUDANO. Of the 60,697 ac1diicts that are currently heroin ad
dicts,.90 percent of those started on marihuana. I want. to be clear 
on this, It's a steppingstone. Now, this doesn't say that just beoause 
~omebo.dy smokes a marihuann. cigarette he is g~oing on t.o heroin, but 
IrS a >t!'Jgger. 

Mrs. DWYEH. Does the Bnreltu ,of Nal'co('ies luwe any figures whicl, 
show that an arrest of a youth for mere possession has ac1eterl'ent 
effect, that there were far fewer rearrests for use of marihmmn, 01' 
other drugs? 

Mr. GIORDANO. Mrs. Dwyer, we would not have those figures be
rause, 'as I say, 'our st,atistics are geared to the ,trafficker;:;; and as you 
see, they 'are either sellers or possessors who may use it but me i)l'i-
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marily traffickers. Just the smoker, I don't think we would have any 
statistics on that. We could possibly try to find them for you. 

Mrs. DWYER. 'Would a study of this be helpful bo show the dete1'l'ent 
effect? 

Mr. GIORDANO. I am SUl'e this is one of the things that NTMH is 
having studies made on, the marihuana user and the relationship ,of 
how they got, started and "'hy, and so forth. This most likely would 
develop in that. study and l' think the study is being made out in 
Califol'llia. California is really the prime area .of conce-rn in mari
huana. I think this is where we.lu\'ve most.;of the problem. 

Mrs. DWYER. V\Thich has increased more, ilJegal use of marihuana or 
illegn,l use of LSD and other drugs under the jlwisdictiono:f FDA? 

1\1:1'. GIORD.\NO. ,Yell, I would say that-and here, as Dr. Goddard 
spoke about CulifOl:nia, so I am going to go on!he basis 'of California
the upsurge has been just about the same: marIhuana, 1_8D, dangerous 
dl'ugs. 

:Mrs. DWYER. Do you feel then that the strutements made today by 
yn,rious people throughout the country that perhaps marihumut is 
not harmful are irresponsible statements in view of ,the fact there is 
talk about a review of the whole marihuana situabion and that this may 
actnallv encourage the use .ofmfrl'ihuana? 

Mr. GIORDANO~It's m.ost unfortunate tlulit stulements have been made 
and people have been quoted or misquoted. As I mentioned earlier, 
we can almost trace the rise in the marihuana problem to the period 
of time that. LE:J£AR was formed, which was a group to legalize 
marihuana. 1Ve were getting the reports that ma,rihuana wa'Sn't any 
more dangerous than n,lcohoL lYe were having people who should 
lenow better speaking-out, in this same vein. 'rhlS w.as about '1 years 
ago, and in California this clutrt shows in the middle. of 1065 mari
huana, arrests going up, otllE'l' drug' arrests @ioing up; and there is 
no qnes60n in my mind that this uNitude, this permissive atbitude, hns 
l'pally bronght about this increuse in the marihuana problem. 

Now, here ,Yo. g'et to where we say, ,Yell, under those cireu111stanees 
lC't's take a,yay the penalty. To me, 'those charts will go right through 
,'11p roof the moment you do that. 

Mrs. DWYRR. Two quick questions and then I will how to my col
lpague. Since there is no penalt.y for nse 01' possession of dang'erons 
(hugs under the jurisdiction o·(the FD.A, i.s th\l'e a h'ndency on the 
pn l't of 11£11'8011S to use thesC' drugs rath£1l' thn n marIhuana? 

Mr. GIClRD.\NO. I wouldn't. ha,'e any ill'rormation on that, }\frs. 
Dwver. 

Mr8. D"T'tF.R, Do vou 'work closely with the New ,Tpl'sC'y Sta"£1 Nal'-
rof'irR 00111m1R8ion?' • • 

},;[r. GIORDANO. Y£1S, we have -rOl' yean;. 
Mrs. DWYF.R. You would ngl'pe ifs a good comm.i8sion. Of <'OUl'se, 

OWl' o])posec1 wry "iolpuj'ly this 8faj'ement. 0'[ Dr. Goddard as yon 
pl'Ohahlv kno,,.. 

l\Ir. GroRD.\NO. A lot of ))('op1e haY('. 
:Ml's, Dwnm. I am talking ahout N('·w ,T(,l'sey nmy. Thunk 'von very 

nl11rh, :Ml'. Commissioner. ' . " 
lVII'. RorsIT. ,Vhich fltat('m('ut ar(' von ref<:'1'1'in o: "0 of Dr. Goddard's? 
Ml'fl. DWYER. The generall'cmor of 'what he said vestel'dav wonldlend 

one j·o heli(lve thn.t this marihuana qnefltion needed review becnuse per-
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haps it wasn:t as dangerQus as some supposed it was, although his 
statement certainly seemed to show that there ,vas danger in the use 
of 11'l.arihuana. 

Mr. ROUSH. I just wanted to make sure it was not the statement 
which he made on the lmivcrsity campus, which I think was dis
credited; that is, as reported in the newspapers yesterday. I am sure 
he didn't mean that. 

Mrs. DWYF..R. He admitted yest,erdlty on the ,Yitness stnud what he 
did say was vcry unwise. Do you recall that? 

Mr. ROUSH. I don't recall him using those ,Yards, but I am not here 
to argue. 

Mrs. DW1"'"ER. I asked him the question and he said, yes. 
Mr. ROUSH. I just wanted to xnake sure yon weren't referring to the 

statement which was improperly attributed to Dr. Goddard on the 
uni ,rersity campus and it was not that statement with which the N ar
coties Commission of New .Jersey 'YUS disagre,eing; and I could not 
agree with vou more in your attitude to,Yl1l'cl the llll"wiscness ancl the 
illl propriety--

Mrs. DW1."'"ER. Of what he actually did say. 
Mr. HOUSH, No; of a relaxed attitude toward marihuana. I ,yunted 

to keep the recorclclear. 
Mrs. DW1."'"ER. Is that all, Mr. Chairman ~ 
Mr. ROUSH. Ye.s. Mr. Dole. 
Mr. DOLE. Let me say, as far as I am concerned, the record can show 

that the statements attributed to Dr. Goddard have not been dis
credited in my view. Second, I don't want to involve the head of the 
Bureau of Narcotics in exchanges with. any other person, but you did 
touch upon a point that has been raised in other statements, whether 
01' not in your opinion you feel mariluUtua is more dangerous than 
alcohol. It has been bancHed about by some people that it is no more 
dangerous to smoke marihuana than it is to have a cocktail. 

,Vhat are your view.s in this area ~ . 
Mr. GIOIIDANO. I think my views are cIen.r. I think l11arihl.lmitt is 

a ycry, Yery dttngerous drug.·I think it has been proyen to be a clanger
ous drug, and I think it's yery UnfOl'tlUlate that they shoulcl assocwte 
it with ttllother substance which may be dangerous also-I think 
people agree it is dangerous-but they are two different things. 

Mr. DOLE, You mean. they ha\'e diil:'erent physiological reactions~ 
Mr. GroRDANo. Defimtely. 
Mr. DOLE. Then second, in your 'opinion is the so-called pure :[orm 

of marihuana as c1anO'erous 'Us LSD ~ 
Mr. GIORD.\NO. "",Pell, there are inclications that the tests that are 

being made by Dr. Isbell on the tetrahydrocannabinols show he is 
arriving at the conclusions that it is as dangerous. 

l\Ir. DOLE. Let me Stty, too, tha.t I cel'tttinly concur with the statement 
you made, not only in your pl'€'pal'ed statement, but in your l'e,sponse 
to questions that, l11steacl of discussing the abolition of controls over 
marihuana possesRion or lessPlling up the penalties, we ought to be 
talking about penalties in other areas. ,Ve should not be tttlking ahout 
I'educing penaltie.s. We ought to be talking about changing the Drug 
Abuse Conh'ol .Act and providing penalties for possession of LSD 
and other drugs covered under that act. I recognize thttt you are not 
charged ·with the jurisdiction or n.clministl'ati0n of the, Drug Abuse 
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Control Act, but, in your opinion, based on your 27 years' experience 
·within this general area, how do you feel about making amendments 
to that act which would provide penalties for posses.sion and which 
would increase penalties for the illegal manufacture,distriblltion, 
01' sale from misdemeanor to a felony? 

Mr. GroHDANO. vVell, as you say, that js not in my area; but speak
ing ns an enforcement officer on this, I think actunliy Food and Drug 
feels they should hnve stronger pennltie,s for sale, I think the only 
question is about. possession. ·We feel that ns enforcement officers, and 
knowing that when you want to control something, whnt you lUlYe 
to do is to provide penalties for possession. 

Mr. DOLE. There has been some talk, and I think I have read n. few 
newspaper clippings, about the development of synthetic marihuana. 
I am wondering who will have jurisdiction over this. l¥ill it be the 
Bureau of Narcotics? 

:Mr. GroHDANO. vVell, ,YO have, as I say, jurisdiction now over can
nabis and any of its derivatives and, of coui'se, the natural tetrahydro
cannabinols we have jurisdiction over. This new synthetic is not cov
ered uncleI' the :M:arihuana Tax Act: however, we in the Treasury 
Department will be submitting legislation to covel' it under the Mari
huana Tax Act. 

lYe had this problem develop in relation to narcotic drugs. The 
original Harrison Act did not provide for the synthetic ch·ugs. It just 
provided for the natural derivatives and Demerol came along which 
was a synthetic, and initially it ,yasn't supposed to be harmful. Doc
tors pointed out it was nonaddicting but it turned out to be very 
a.ddicting. So, Congress passed the "opiate" procedure part of the 
Harrison Act so any narcotic drugs that are made synthetically or 
any drugs made synthetically that had narcotic properties are covered 
immediately, and this we hope to provide under the Marihuana Tax 
Act Tor any synthetics that come out. 

Mr. DOLE. I think yesterday it was at least indicated that l)erhaps 
-the FDA wO\lld -have jurisdiction over synthetic mQ,rihuana; so you 
would haNe at lenst a conflict where under the natural derIvative there 
would be a penltlty and uncler the FDA Oll synthetic marihuana there 
would be no penalty for possession. 

Mr. GIORDANO. They would have jUl'iscliction over it as a ne\" drug 
to that degree. 

NIl'. DOLE. You don't see any problem as far as enforcement or pen
alties because it's a synthetic'marihuana?-

Mr. GIORDANO. No, we ,youldn't. have any problem there. Actually 
this substance is very, very difficult to make, and the problem OT it 
getting into illicit truffic at this time is quite remote; but we will have 
legislation to introduce to Congress to cover that. 

Mr. DOIJE. Do you feel that the fact that penalties are provided for 
possession or use of marihuana lUlYe been an aid to your Bureau in 
prosecuting illep:al distributors or sC'llel's by encouraging the users 
01' possessor to disclose their source of supply ~ Does the penalty have 
any benefit in that area ~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. vVell, I don't think that ·would necessarily be jnst; 
confined to the possession penalty. I think penalties, aclequate penalties 
at times will induce somebody to disclose their source of snpply in the 
hopes that the court would iil some way mitigate the sentence. 
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Ml.': DOLE. I think generally since the bell has rung, I will ask only 
a few more short questions. . 
C~rtainly you are not advomtting' any legalizing of poss~ssion of 

marlhuana ~ . 
Mr. GroRDANO. Absolutely not. 
Mr. DOLE. You are not ltdyocating this morning that we relax the 

conh'O]s or rec1nce the penalties for possession of marihuana? 
Mr. GIORDANO. No, sir. 
Mr. DOLE. Do you feel, as yon hn,Ye indicated, that the present law 

has been a deterrent? 
Mr. GWRDANO. Yes, it has. 
Mr. DOLE. Do you have any areas where yon feel perhaps the htw 

could be improved by either making the penalties more stringent or 
perhaps, as ~fr. Roush commented earlier from the prosecution stand
point, making some provision ,vhere you wouldn't tag the person 
with a felony. Do YOll have any suggestions in that area ~ 

~fr. GIORDANO. No, I don't have any suggestions. Of conrse, let me 
say that the penttlties of the law are always continually under review 
by the Bureau and by the Treasury Department, and in fact as I 
mentioned the law was modifled just last year to make parole avail
able to the marihuana trafficker as they felt maybe he would be more 
susceptible to rehabilita.tion than the man involved hl the heroin 
traffic. This is something that we will watch now to see what happens 
as a result of making parole available, will this be beneficial ~ So, as 
to the penalties and the law, we are 'always reviewing it and looking 
at it,as has Congress the past 15 years. 

Mr. DOLE. Thank you very much. 
Mr. ROUSH. Thank you. One question. Do you have reliable infor

mation on the extent of marihualUt use in tliis country as compared 
to its use in other countries where there are no penalties for its 
possession ~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. I don't think that we would be able to give any 
figures on that. One of the most difficult things-I may help the com
nuttee here-is to asse.':lS something like marihuana use. In other 
words, heroin use you can assess. You cun .tell when 'a man is using 
heroin or any narcotic drug. They go through withdrawal and the 
doctors can tell. There is us yet no medical test to determine whether 
or not someone has consumed marihU!tIla, smoked it, or otherwise. 
Incidentally, at the University of Indiana I believe the two doctors 
who developed the alcohol test are now working on trying to come, 
up with something to detel'mine if you can tell if somebody hus used 
marihuana. So the figures that you would give on marihuana use ure 
rather innocuous. You could count the number of people that said, 
"I smoked marihuana." There is no way to tell if somebody just let 
them take a vuff, did they smoke two cigarettes, ate they smoking it 
every day; so this is a problem in trying to ~ome up with figures 
becallsethe figures woulcln't really tell you anytlllng. 

]\{r. ROUSH. W1l'at quantity of marihuana is used in this country 
for research J?urposes such as you are descrrbillg and is there any 
evidence of thIS being diverted to illegal use ~ 

Mr. GIORDANO. We have the figures. It's usually 10 or 12 pounds thrlt 
we turn over to the various ones that are making the research. They 
have to report back to us what they use it for; they have to maintain 



74 

records on how it's handled and so forth. So I would doubt that we are 
getting any problem there with a diversion from thai used in researoh. 

But I did want to get into this a little bit. Just one of the things that 
we feel is a problem with marihuana, and it is difficult to prove, is the 
number of automobile accidents that are a result of someone using 
marihuana. We know whp.t happens when they smoke marihuana. I 
think it has been explained to the committee-time, depth perception
and this is one of the reasons that the two doctors at the University of 
Indiana are trying to develop this test. 

Mr. RoUSH. Is one of them Dr. Borkinstein? 
~£r. GIORDANO. I forget, but you lrnow they are working on this test 

which will be very helpful because if they can develop a medical test 
then you can get a little bit better idea of just what the numbers are. 

~rr. ROUSH. If he does as well in this area as they did there on the 
breathilizer, or whatever they call it, for the purpose of determining 
alcohol content in the blood, they will do very well. 

vVe are very grateful to you for coming here this morning, and I 
think all of us appreciate the tremendous job that your Bureau has 
done and the service you have rendered this country. vVe want you to 
know that there are people who do appreciate your efforts and, as I 
stated before, we were merely seeking information and facts here this 
mOl;ning, and I would hope that the questions, particularly those which 
I asked, would not indicate a lenient view on the use of narcotics. I con
sider it to be one of the Nation's great problems, and hopefully we 
might be able to solve it through the cooperation of people like your
selves and others working in this field. 

Thank you. 
Mr. GIORDANO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
(VVhereupon, at 11 :10 a.m. the subcommittee was adjourned.) 
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