CONSTRAINT, AUTOMONY, AND STATE POLICY:

Notes Toward a Theory of Controls on
Consciousness Alteration

Craig Reinarman*

Because there s no necessary relationship be-
tween the presence of drug problems and the
enactment of drug controls. and because there is a
relationship between controls and subsequent
problems, policy patterns are ¢ phenomena de-
serving study In their own right. The emergence
of a political perspective which attempts this is
reviewed and some of its theoretical difficulties

¢ roted, A framework is then sketched which em-
ploys theories of the capitalist state. The paper
suggests that patterns in drug control policies
cannot be understood apart from the general con-
tradictory contraints within which the stare must
work, nor apart from the autonomy required to do
50,

Iatroduction

istonical literature on the use and control of consciousness- altering
Hsunsunces demonstrates that state control policies® do not necessarily
foliow rrom drug-related problems, and. that such controls, because thev
influence settings and patterns of use. are integral features of a society's drug
probiems. Part 1 of this paper argues. therefore, that instances and patterns of
state control policies are important and problematic phenomena deserving
svstematic analysis in their own right.

Part Il briefly describes the emergence of a body of research on drug
control pohmes— drug politics theory"—which attempts to account for con-
trols by using a political-economic framework. Some problerns with this
research are discussed and refinements suggested, These suggestions sketch
a theoretical approach which situates drug controls in the context of state
policy in general. Drawing upon Neo-Marxian theories of the state, it
suggests that drug controls may be fruitfully understood as products of the
conflicting functions capitalist states are called upon to serve—functions
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mediated by the historically-specific constellations of clasa/cultural conflicts
and state crises.

I Why Study Controla?: Pharmacology va. Politics

The proliferation of drug use in the 1960s and early 1970s, coupled with
what may salely be cailed the Inckluster success of control and treatment
policies, engendered increnning public nlirm over and professionsd interest in
drug issues. The National Institute of Drug Abuse nnd the White House
Special Action Office on Drug Abuse Prevention were crented. Such state
agencies helped fund a multi-million dollar, multi-modal rescarch eflort.
Several new journals, including this one, commenced publication.

The reauniting growth of knowledge included many fOindings that con-
tradicted prevailing wisdom, eg., the adleged harmiul effecta of marijuana
use simply failed to materinlize among mont users (NIDA, 76). Moreover, the
rise of widenpread drug usce in the middle class counter-culture—n group
generally unapologetic about their drug-taking bahavior und more difficult 1o
stigmatize and silence—helped drag drug issues cul of the professional
province of medicine and law enforcement and into the politiend arena
{Goode, 1969; uce aluo Himmelstein, 1978, on thia “erogion of conacnaua™). In
this newly contesated terrain, the ironies and contrndictions of drug contro}
policies were hrought to the fore, e.g.. the ubiguitous, state-sunctioned uae of
legal but dangerous drugs like lobnees and alcehol, and the lawlul over
prescription of many of the most often nbused drugs like valivm, burbiturates,
and amphelamines (see Lennard, 1971).

It became increasingly clear thut distinctions between “geod™ and “had”
drugs were rooted in ideology na much as in evidence of inherent risk, and
that even the motivations for drug taking and the runge of consequences cal
acroas licit and illicit categorica. ‘Fhat s, clear patlerns of abuae and i
effecta, ns well o8 controlled use and ponitive effects, occurred in hoth. In
short, there was a growing belief that the presumed correspondence between
the inherent risks of ill effects for usern or aggregute harm for socicty nnd the
presence of repreaaive controls did not withstand empirieal scrutiny (nee, e,
Brecher, et al, 1972).

With new varietiea of drug use rining and contral orthodoxy no longer
certain, there wia renewed interest in naturadintic nnd cthnographic resenrch.
Such studies frequently showed how traditionnl etiological rescarch could
distort our understanding of both motivotion for and eflects of use (ep.,
Becker, 1963; Feldman, 19649; Waldorf and Reinnrman, 1975). The presup-
position of psycho- or sociopathology wan often found to be unwarranted
when drug use wna atudied in naturnlly occurring subcultural milicux.
Similarly, Hecker's (1967) study of 1.50-induced paychoses, for example,
showed how the development of “Tolk knowledge™ or “user resenrch™ on
appropriate dosage and acttings for une led to a stendy decline of reported il
effecta, after criminalization and medin hysteria nbout chromosome damage
had failed to do so (ace also, Becker, 19651, 19711).

This author has reported eisewhere (1979) the practices of cocaine uscrs
who take pains to learn and teach protective rituals which minimize ill effects
and maximize the utility of their drugs through raticnal self-controls. Recent
research by Waldorl and Biernacki (1979) han uncovered the existence of
heretofore hidden occasional heroin users ("chippers”™) who have mannged to
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be welf-regulating and addicts who have naturally terminaced use (see al
Robbine, 1977). In a parallel vein, Apsler, et al, (1979) have found the m
experienced users to be the most likely to abstain for health reasona, rat.
than the muost likely to encounter health problems?.

If, therefore, the mere use of illicit drugs does not automatically constit
their nbuse, und if the severity of state control policies is not neceasarily rela
to the objeetive dangerousness of drugs, then the conditions under wh
different forms of drug use become subject to state controls are problem:
and a topic worthy of investigation.

There is a second, correlative rationale for studying drug control polic
as independent phenomena: controls shape the nature of use and thus
factlors in a society’s drug-related problems. Drugs have been used to a
connciousness in virtually all cultures and periods of history, As Weil (19
and others have shown, whether such use will resall in positive or negal
pernonal and social effects depends at least 88 much on aubjective psyc
logical “set” of users and the cultural setting of use as it doea on object
pharmaculogical properties. The latter provide only the raw materials
conscivusness allerntion. Felt effects and behavioral conseguences
products of a complex of other fuctors, many related to a aocicty’s rulee
normus regarding drug use (sce, e.q., Szanz, 1975).

In their cross-cultural study of alcohol use, McAndrews and Edgar
{1969} found that behavioral effectsa varied according to differences
culturally-imparted norrs, variations which could not be explained by
physical effects of alcohol. Heroin use is another obvious example. Man)
the problema nasociated with addiction—crime and ill heaith for instanc
have been shown Lo be reluled to the historicnlly- and culturally-spec
circumalunces under which it is used. Inflated black market prices, impurit
from “cuts,” and unsterile injection techniques ure u function of use patte
ahaped by repressive controls (Lindesmith, 1965; Duster, 1970, Brecher, 19
“I'he life”" in which modern addicts find themselves imbedded is not al
their own making. Both the British system of hervin maintenance ¢
American experiencea with morphine maintenance in the 1920s show
nature of addiction to be quite different when supplies are legally availal
Neither eritme nor physical or mental degenerntion are reinted W addict
per ve (O, Juidson, 1973, Musto, 1973; Waldorf, ot al, 1974, and Juffe, iN

Just as Prohibition pushed nlcohol underground, encournging danger:
forms of home production, go, o, modern drug controls have unintend
conscquences. Policies designed to reduce the supplies of marijuana fr
Mexico and Colombia have encouraged the systematic production of m
potent domestic varieties like Sinsemilln, now California’s wp cash er
Rining Laxes on beer in ‘Thailund have similarly led to a marked increaase
whiskey consumption in recent years (Beech, 1980). The work of Bruun, &1
(1975) on the hintory of United Nations™ drug control treativs provides ma
analugoun examples of such ironic consequences ut the international lev

‘The same kind of problems appear in the sphere of drug consumpti
Early propaganda films like Reefer Madness are now not only ineffective, .
have become popular eatires among drug users. While this in itaelf may not
u problem, it docs serve Lo innoculate users against other forms of drug ab’
prevention and warnings sbout real dangers. Cocuine, for example, has b
mis-clussified ns an “addicling narcotic,” and its use treated asccordingly
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the state, since 1922 (Helms, et al, 1975). Yel once users are exposed to it they
quickly discover it ia neither physically nddicting nor narcotic. As oo renult,
they tend to “throw the baby out with the buthwater,” i.e., dismisy informu.
tion about the actual health hazards which can arise with repeated use,
thereby increasing the risk of ilf effects (Reinnrman, 1979). Conversely, the
ideclogical slant implicit in most drug policy tends to insulute researchery
from concrete “user knowledge™ about how drugy are used in ways that avoid
potential hazarda (sce, e.q., Zinbery and tlarding, 1979).

I do not wiah to suggest here that there are not rend dangers ansocinted
with drug use. Any substance, especially powerlul puychoaclive drugs, can be
harmful and even fatal if Luken improperly or in sufficient quantity. The
point ia that the nature of use as much as the drug itself shape the
consequences. And, historically, atate control policies have gignificantly
influenced the context and thus the nature of drug use. State contral policies
are, then, part and parcel of o society’s “drug problem,” and their origina,
variations, and persistence require explanution.

The Emergence of Drug Politica Theory

Over and above the two aforementivned analytical arguments for study-
ing the phenomena of drug controls, the growth of critical knowledge about
drug use and drug control policies occurred in a particular historical context.
First, as mentioned above, the rapid growth of drug use among relatively
privileged classes clearly altered the “politics of renlity™ nbout druga, both
culturally and politically. More brondly, during the Kennedy nnd Johnson
administrations, the civil rights movement, urban protests, and the student
movement engendered a libera) social policy typified by the War on Poverty
programs. But, by 1969 and 1970 the Nixonian interpretation of domestic
issues had removed the floodlights from poverty and inequality and placed

them instead on crime and civil order in the citiea (Piven and Cloward, 1971,

1977). Because drug use had for 80 long been linked to crime {and, one
suspects, o groups critical of Nixon's policies al home and ubroad), by 1471 it
had become “public enemy 41" according to the Preaident®. Fineal suppuort for
drug use prevention increased from $249 million in 1967 1o $777 million in 1974
(DuPont, 1978). One critical subcurrent of all the resulting research cume to
focus, intentionally or unintentionaily, on the history of drug control pelicies.
This helped to illuminate many of the ironies and contradictiona mentioned
above.

Duzring the same period, the discipline of souciology was undergoing
changes rclcvnn} Lo the study of social control, Labeling theory had ahifted
attention awny from devinnw und toward control agents. Social problem

theory similarly had demonstrated the need for ayutematic work on the aocinl

construction of “problems”’ (C.f.. Blumer, 1971; Rensong, 1974), streasing Lhe
distinction between behavioral phenemenn and their designntion as social
problems. While such approaches were criticized aa overly subjectiviat and for
ignoring the political, economic, and structuenl fctars velved in the power to
frame and define devinnee, other theoretical developments addressed Just
such factors (Gouldner, 1968; Linzos, W72 Taylor, et al, 1973). The rise of
conflict theory and neo Marxinn frumeworks re-duserted political power buck
into sociology and drove additional nails into the coffin of Parsonian
functionalism (Friedrichs, 1970; Flacks and Terkel, 1978). Recent work in the
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sociolagy of low by Berk, ez al, (1977) on the politics of penal code change, s
Black {1978) on the behavior of law over time and acroas cultures, ha
relined and extended these trends.

While not all research on drug control policica began with or resulted ir
political-economic interpretation, given the attentiun paid to drug issues
this climate, an increasing number did.” Hence, by the mid-1970°s & signi
cant body of historicnl materinls had been developed supporting wh
Himmelatein called “drug politics theory."” In his synthesis of theae devel(
ments, he offers o rough summary of the perapective:

The incidence and nature of drug controls have more to do with the
structure of cluss, status, and power—the “privilege structure”—of
society thun with the inherent charaeteriatics of the drug being con-
trolled. Repressive contrals both reflect and reinforce this privilege
structure: They are more likely to be placed on drugs associated with
sroups at the bollom of the privilege atructure than drugs associated
with groups at the middle o top. They are efforti—both symbolic and
substantive—to buttress the privilege struclure and thus reinforce the
pusition of those who are dominant (1978: 44).

The history of drug control laws indeed attests to such a pattern. Opiat.
were criminalized after they became nssociated with “eriminal elements™ ar
“coolies,” hut not before when they were used largely by middle class whi
woien (Terry nnd Pellena, 1924; Duster, 1970; Waldorf, et al, 1974). The ear
campaign (0 suppress cocaine use flagrantly played upon racism again
blacks, who were accused of becoming violent and raping white women whi
being “addicted” to a drug they rarely used (Musto, 1973, Phillips, 197
Grinspoon and Hakalar, 1976). Gusfield's (1963) study of the Temperan:
Movement demonstrates likewise that alcohol was prohibited in large pa
becnune its uae was linked to working class immigrunt groups who wes
perceived as a threat o the moral slutus, political power, and economi
interests of the nutive-born middle class, And, the first law against mar
juana, pussed during the Depression, waa supported by propaganda whic
made frequent reference to Mexican immigrants who then competed wit
whites for scurce jobs (Lindesmith, 1965; Kaplan, 1971; Helmer, 1975). Thi
law was brondened by further controla in the 1960's when burgeonin
counter-culture marijusna use was perceived by most of adult America as .
mennce o the work ethie, lnw and order, nnd all patristic, syatem-sustainin,
definitiona of renlity.

Abthough Himmelstein's synthesia is an excellent starting point, h
himuelf notes that there are a number of problems with drug politica theory a
its present stage of development. Considerable variation exiats in the pat
terna, targets, and styles of control, as well as in the quality and quantity o
ideological fervor which characterized different drug control campaigna. Hi
argucs, nstulely in my view, that although drug politics theory is o promising
frumework for understnnding why drugs are controlled as they are, there an
deviant cases which cannot be adequately explained. For exumple, the mora
entrepreneur role played by the Federal Bureau of Narcotica (FBN) ir
building support for the Marijuans Tax Act of 1937 had as much to do with
the Nuscal survival of that state aRgency us with the interesta of dominani
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classes (C.f., Becker, 1963: Dickson, 1968; Galliher und Walker, 1977). The
same kind of problem ariges in the cuse of the early competition between
physicians and the FBN over whether opinte addiction should be defined us
sicknesa or crime (Musto, 1973, Reasons, 1974, More generadly, ax 1 wiil
suggest, Lhe apecific muotivations of intereat greups and policy mukers can be
overshadowed by the aocial control functiona such policiea seem Lo serve
when viewed in broader historical sweep. Finally, drug politics theory in
comprised primarily of individual case studiea whose authors did not tnke
theory-building as their objective or politicnl-economy as their perspective.

Thus, despite its promine, drug politics theory dues not yel constitute
coherent generul theory of state drug control policies. The fullowing dis
cussion, then, altempty to identify the central prablems such w theory will
foce, and Lo offer suggentions which build on Himemelstein's (1978) review aud
work townrd such theoretical coherence. ltshould be noted that while much of
what follows will be critical of bouth the drug polities perspective and neo-
Marxian theories of the State, this mmeans only that I have found both to be
essential for any systematic analysis of drug control policies.

II. Toward a Political-Econonmic View of State Drug Conlrods

1. The Nature of Drug Use—Many forma of drug use are shinullancously
oppusilional and accommoduting vis-a-vis the dominunt order, and this
seriously comnplicates atate control policies. The Irish novelist and playwright
Brendan Behan once remarked:

As regarda drink, ! can anly say that in Dublin, during the depression
when | was growing up, drunkenness wan not regorded ne nsocial
disgraee. To gel enocugh o ent was regoarded nn nn achicvement. s get
drunk wna o victory (195H).

He went un to augpest that one can experience through drunhenness an
exhilarating moment of freedom frem the bonds of bath poverty and civility.
During the rise of industrial cupitalism in England such moments became
increasingly problematic insofar us they came into confllict with the nevds of
capital for a disciplined nnd hobitunted workforce (Hlarrison, 1971). Yet ad the
same time, alcohol provided a critical refease from the newly-imponed rhython
of the {actories. While the need Lo control nlcohol use was great from the poind
of view of the dominant classes.” the cuitural momentum of drinking as ritual
and the political power of the “drinking classes” were forces to be reckoned
with, and the drinking persisied within the normative bounduries of that
culture deapite n rash of new tempernnce laws,

In contemporary Americn a wide aasortment of trunnquilizers are uned in
ways which help users vdjust or accommodale themaclves to their life
circumstances. Yet the fact that billiona of such pills are ingested vnnuclly
constitutes, although implicitly, a “critique” of those users’ svcial ciccum-
gtances (see Lennard, 1971; and, more generally, Marcuse, 1964).

That is, if newly-invented drugs like valium immediately riae to the top of
the sales charts, one must ask ‘What ia it ubout these millions of Americans,
their Hven, their problems, which can nceount for such massive drug une?”
Such a question, I would argue. leads o an exnmination of the politicat,
economic, and socivlogical underpinnings of everyday life. To granp why
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huge chunks of our citizenry find it useful to be tranquilized, we must kn.
about the socinl etiology of “atreas.” We must, as Mills (1959) urged us to
rediscover the relationshipa between “private troubles and public iasuea

With respect to conlrol policies, there are scrious problems of abu
addiction, und widenprend over-prescription in and divergsion from “leg
male” phynicinn-patient channels. But the largely middle class character
the user populution along with the privatized, medically-supervised nature
uge mitigates ngainst harsh controls. Thus, under existing policies, {
implicit “critique” never becomes explicit (Bernstein and Lennard, 19
Nyswander, 1975).

Thia is nol true of marijunna use. Long associnled with marginal grou
and criminalized since the $epression, it is now obtained only through illi
channels and continues to be perceived an o law enforcement problem. Su
outlaw stulus should not, however, lead ua 1o oversimplify the nature
marijuana uge. Aronowitz, for example, reports that young auto workers, w
tend Lo dislike both corporate and union hierarchies, regularly stay atoned
marijuana (1973). This ia rather accommodating on one hand, in that su
druy use helpn them get through the day on the ossembly line with less ov.
resigtance. On the other hand, it constitutes a drug-induced form of relief fre
production induced monobiny. In this sense morijuano use is covertly opy
gitionul since it afforda users some “free space™ in the realm of consciousnt
which is otherwise unavailable in the realm of work.

Variations in control policy have lead some Leftist critics Lo suggest Ltk
the dominant clusses, through the state, allow a steady supply of dru
beenuse they nre accommuodating, while they adjust controls 8o as to ma
mize sacinl contral over troublessme uaers or forms of une which are oppo
tionul. They interpret heroin use, for exnmple, na a “ghetto aafety valv
which keeps thousandu of poor people “on the nod"—ceacaping their oppr
sion ruther than struggling aguinst it (sce, for example, Karmen, 1979). T
state here is seen ny complicitous in that small-time users and dealers ser
prison terms while major imporiers often remain untouched, thusleaving t
flow of heroin into urban neighborhoods undisturbed.

‘The problema with such a view are many. It nffords dominant clase
undue eredit and focunes too henvily on the accommodational features of u.
Mureover, the mnjority of non-usera do not overily struggle against th.
oppression either, so the absence of rebellion cannol be attributed easily
heroin, Secondly, addiets are not always “on the nod,” nor are they nec
surily adjusted to their plight by virtue of their use. While addiction dc
exuncl o heavy toll, such a view does an injustice Lo the enterprise (howes
illegul and socinlly injurious) and the ingenuity (however misdirected)
addicta, nnd to the delegitimaling consequences of their oullaw aubculte
{Feldman, 1971, Psebble and Coasey, 1969). Although heroin use often ¢
bilitates liven, eapecislly under current control policies, this does not me:
that it is not a means of opposition--only that it is a failed one. Nor does
follow thal because hervin addiction can function as a safety valve agair
politicnl unreat in ghettoa that the state functions so as to encourage su
addiction. Fhe congequences of addiction on public henlth, families, prive
property, neighborhoods, ete., could not be ignored even if the alate n
dominant claswes were sufficiently conspiratorial.

These examples were intended simply to suggest that the peculiar (a
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historicaily-specific) bulance hetween drug use as opposition nnd s weeom-
modation which is atruck by any set of users influcnces both the chamcter of
“drug problems” which come to be pereeived by the nlate ns requiring conleol,
and the character of thut control. If the gueal of drug politics theory is a
systematic framewaork for underatanding patterns of state control pulicies,
then it must be informed by a sensitivity Lo how the choices of drug users
themselves, however constrained by circomstances they did not choose,
complicate the state's social control colculus. Even if the astate were simply an
instrument of domination which manipulated drug contraols to maintain the
current “'privilege structure,” the contradictory nature of druy use would
make either a conspiracy of silence or one of repression difficull.

9. Drug Use as a Myriud Threat—As drug politica theory implies, whal-
ever other purposea they may have, drug lawa have indeed aerved an social
controls on subordinate groups and clanses. Al the turn of the century, upianle
addiction nmong the middle clian wis 2 nonissue —pitinble perhaps, but well
within the boundaries of medicnl problems. This of course wus not the enue o
few years later ns opiate use spread to the “dangerous clusses™ und was
criminalized.

It is important to note, however, that not all forms of drug use among such
groups are used by dominant clusses as pretexts for hroader social control
through drug laws. Nor do most members of nubordinate classen dinngree
with the manifest intent of such lnws. The anti-drug values implicit in control
policiea are widely shured among working cluss and minority groups’.
Moreover, many business clitea were touched by the long aem of Prohibition.
Bohemians and later hippies and other young people were aubjected to
manifold control policies surrounding marijuana use, vet such groups did not
generally pose grave threata to class power. Simitarly, the current wave of
cocaine use in affluent subculturen hag fostered the image of an easy,

hedoniatic lifeatyle which ia a moral affrant to the “hard-working, sober™

citizens in all classes who tend o aee such “decadence” as demeaning their
own sacrifices (C.f., Sennctt and Cobb, 1973). Thus, attention Lo perceived
threats which are not directly tied to cluss secms eapecially importint now
given a political climate in which new moral entrepreneurs have lnunched n
crusade to reinstate “traditional moral values™ as hegemonic (e g, the "Moral
Majority” and other New Right sects). Clearly, some national political clites
and corparate groupn support these effurts. But others are understandably
fearful of them. Like previous crunades, this one is lnrgely the work of midedle
class and religious organizativns who see threata to ieir values atemming us
much from the monapoly capitalist state and mass consamplion culture ns
from & volatile working clasa. ‘The form, therefore, if not the ullimate origin of
this crueade, is moral-cultural rather than political economic,

A more appropriate formulution of the thrent posed by drug une his been
offered by Blum:

It is & discriminating demonelegy which posits more evil per drogs in
some prepurationa than in others. . . . Such . . . discrimination is o bit
awkward on strictly pharmacological grounds, but if the charucteristicy
of users and seltings is considered, we sce that the attribution of
menace is linked closely to the degree to which the committed user of
each drug andvertirea his escape from the fold (14969 J32),
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The spred of youthlul drug use in the PNy, for exnmple, served for ma:
parents as an “outside agitutor,” o convenient scapegont for a variety of int
generational conflicts which threatened the traditional structure of authori
in the family. Jf Blum's broader conception of threat is employed, we o
recognize why low-status groups are more likely to suffer under controls a
give the preservation of the status quo an important role; but we can al
remain alive to the myriad ways in which drug use can be indirect
threatening Lo othér facets of the sovial order.

One theoreticnl requirement, then, for an adequate drug politice fran
work is a sensitivity both to the state’s need to uphold the moral status
groups which are important Lo its overall legitimacy, and to other facets of t
gocial order which, while not reducible to class, may be threatened by dr
UBE OF UBLTH".

G, The Uses of Mdeology—Wherens acience typically pretends that dr
controls natuenlly follow fromm drug problems and that political ideology h
noething w do with policy,.some writers in the drug politics trudition img
that ideology has everything to do with policy, i.¢., that drug controls are bo
an expression and a tool of hegemonic ideology, and have nothing to do wi
drug problems. We can see that historically drug controls have served as pe
of the ideological apparatus of the dominant. The arguments used to ens
controls have all focused on threatening groups, and have usually link
drugs to crime, immornlity, “dnngeroua clusses,” and the breakdown of l¢
and order, whether or not auch links anctually existed.

During the Progressive Fra, one frequently-cited popular article assert
thoat *. . . moust of the atlacka on white women of the South are the dir
result of a cocaine-crazed Negro brain® (Literary Digest, 1914). A decade lat
the conflicl, and the rhetoric, had shifted from blacks to Eurcpean imr
grants. The Prenident of the California State Law Enforcement League, in
less o publiention than the American Journal of Socivlugy, made clair
sbout the threst posed by immigrants which had great resonance f
Temperunce Movemenl leaders:

it is the law-breaking fureigners who we are talking about now.
Schovled in low standards of morality, they scek to impose their
European customs on their new-found Land of Liberty. . . . Foreigners
ure predeminant in all the big mavements of lawlessness and those
movements are aimed at anarchy (gquoted in Reasons, 1974: 390).

In short, whatever forcign or domeslic enemy of the status quo w
popular at the time—the “yellow peril,” Germans, Jupunese, “communists
ete.,—wan suid ta be congpiring o ensiave us with some form of dn
addiction, ruin our moral fiber, and end our “great freedoms” forever (C.
Musto, 1975 King, 197H),

That drag pelitica theory in on firm historical ground here cannot
denied. Drug controla almost universally have refllected and perpetuat
dominant ideolegy. Hut it seems important nonetheless to complicate the rc
of ideology in state control policies. First, drug users themselves are n
aimply the passive objects of ideological attacks. As was clear in the case
alcohol prohibition, popular culture is a political and ideological battlegrou:
on which drug users nre often valnerable, but rarely unarmed. Second, not.
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atrains of ideology are consonant with ruling class idealogy. Physicinas, for
example, fought againat the moral tramsformation of opinte and cocuine use
from a medicn] to a law enforcement problem on both humuaniatic and pell-
interest grounda. More recently, when many legisbntors have recognized the
fiscal burdens and delegitimating effects of draconinn marijunna luwa, the
relative autonomy of middle cinss mornl idealogy (Morgan, 1978) has made it
electorally risky to soften or repeal them. Thus, even when such laws go
largely unenfurced, they remain on the books as a erimninal juatice bargnining
chip or as symbolic rensaurance (see Dannceny, 1974; Edelman, 1964).

Finally, if deminant ideology is nut all of a piece, then hegemonice results
are sccial accomplishments that we must examine empirically. It is not
unimportant, for example, that moral reformers of the right aad the left were
influential in lobbying for the Pure Food and Drug Act and the Harrigon
Act—twao of the first federal drug control laws. To grasp the role of ideclogy, it
ia critical to distinguish between the Harrison Act as passed in 1914 (a mild
tax measure) and the uses to which it was subsequently put when FEN
circumvented the legislutive process by using the courts to render o haesher
interpretation of it. Although the technical fentures of the law remained the
anme, Lhe ideology surrvunding ity une wins radically different by the 190208
(Duster, 1970; Mugto, 197 Weanons, 1974).

If, then, the ideclogical content of policy outcomes is something more or
different than the ideological contents of the interests which shaped the
policy originally, if, that is, conservative, hegemonic results are ubluined
from & mix of ideological inputs, then we must study policy an practice. [f,
historically, drug controls have aerved the idealugicnd purpuses of the domi-
nant, it 18 not often because of an absence of o plurality of competing
ideologien, but rather in spite of such o plurality. Critics of the pluraliat inodel
of the state do not deny the interplay of different ideologies and interests.
They argue only that such a model is hopelessly incomplete without o
structural notion of class power. The advantage of neo-Marxian maodels lien in
their ability to show how policies infuscd with dominant ideslogy, nre the end
product rather than the raw materials of the atate policy process. Drug
politice theory, thus, would do well 0 conceive of the relution belween
ideclogy and the state as problemalic—neither al-important nor unimpor-
tant, both structural and processunl—and to situate ideological fuctors on a
continuum from relatively autonomous to relatively hegemonic.

4. Conflicting Interest Groups—Drug politics theory suggests that the
general historical pattern of state contruls has upheld the privilege structure
of society at Inrge. From the point of view of illicit users, the eatablished
institutiona from the atate nnd the police through the medical profession do
appear uniform in their opposition to drug use. Republicun and Democratic
presidents alike since at leust Kennedy have all trumpeled the aame warning
against drug use, and it is a rare stote- or locallevel politician who ever
guestions the dominant assumptiona of traditional drug control policies. And
gince such policies typically leave users criminalized and isclated as indi-
viduala before the criminal justice wystem, no cffective political power has
accrued to them as users. Those cunflicts over policy thal have ariven have
concerned only how or who W control, not whether to do su,

This monolithic appearance, however, should not blind us to the conflicts
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of interest that have arisen, since these have had significaat effects on -
nature of control policy from the very beginning. This waa most clear in

ense of aleohol prohibition when the Lquor trudes and “wet” legislat
battled the ‘Tempernnee Movement and “dey” legislators (Sinclnir, 1962).
the end, big producers and shippers rather than drinkera themeelves beca
the turgety of ‘Elliot Nesn,” the opposile of most state drug controls befor
since. In the yenra prior to the Harrison Act, Lthe State Department, mo
refurmers, and international trading companies all supported the drive

controls on opintes and cocaine (although lor separate reaaons). Even
formidable n coulition, hawever, made little hendway against the lobbyi
for the pharmacentical industry, retail druggists, nnd the medical professi
Even after the latler groups had succeeded in watering down the bi
provisions to suit their parochial interests, Southern Democrats continuec
resist on “states’ rights” grounds, eventually persuaded by racist appe
about black drug users (Musto, 1973). Again in the late 1950’ and early 19€
it ook the tircless efforts of Senator Kefauver and the shockwaves of

Thalidomide seandal to overcome the recalcitrance of a Congress divided
conflicting inlerest group preasurea and to ennct o modicum of controla o
an expanding pharmaceuticad induostry.

Muore_ recently that industry auccessfully altered proposed controls
amphetumines and barbiturales such that only the most obvious illicit *ap
freaks”™ who “mainlined” the drug were subject Lo criminal penalties (G
ham, 1972). The Comprchensive Drog Abuse Prevention and Control Acl
1970, in the form finally signed by President Nixon, turned 2 blind eye
documented abune of preseriptive powers and diversion from licit to il
chunnels. In that cane as in most of the others, the sinte's policy makera w
buffeted by luw enforcement interests and professional interests, and torn
the contradiction between their pro-husiness and anti-drug loyalties.

Finally, stale conlrola have been influenced by intra-atate® conflicts
interest. There has been a long-standing debate between law enforcem:
approaches stressing jail and the drug treatment industry advocating dis
gion from the criminal justice ayatem and social servicea, Moreover, given
150,000 professionads in the field of drug abuse prevention (DuPont, 1978),
have seen competition over “ownership of the problem™ (Gusfield, 1980), o
shares of federal, state, and local funding for programs, and between
abstinence and methadone factions.

Thus, given the wide range of conflicting interests which have influens
state drug controls, drug politics theory must avoid models of the state wh.
depict it simply ns an instroment of ruling cluss control. But, given 1
historical puttern of controls which averemphuasize the drug use of sub
dinate groups und underemphasize that of dominant groups, our theory m
depict the state as more or less a mechanism which amelgamates st
interests such that policies are generally harmonious with the overall str
ture of power in sociely. That is to say, drug controls are not just the prod:
of & plurality of interest groupa either. Our theory of the state, then, muat
seneitive to the play of conflicting interest groups while recognizing ti
sume inlerests get organized into the policy-making process and others |
orgnnized outl. This depends upon, for example, Lhe degree to which sy
groups share the dominant ideology on drug use, and the relative politi
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power they command. Thus, with druy controls, as with other policies, the
state cannot be understood apart from the web of powerful interests and
structural constraints and contradictions within which it uperates.

5. The Centrality of Political-Economic Context—As Himmelstein (1974)
and othera have shown, drug controls tend to be enacted in perinds of
political-economic crisis and often butiress the menns of socivl control used
by the dominant to ensure their privileges, statua or power. The early anti-
opium laws were enacled in o recesnionary era rife with anti-Chinese senti-
ment aroused by the labor market competition between “coolies™ nnd working
class whites (see, for example, Morgun, 1978a). In addition, the propngnnda
used in the campaign for the first federal narcotics law also made extenaive
use of racial prejudice againat blacke (Musto, 1973; Grinspoon and Bakalar,
1976). Preaumably this was thought to be effective because the migration of
blacke to northern cities, and, thus into competition over scarce jobs wilh
white workers during the recession of 190708, had heightened racial conflict
{see Helmer, 1975). And, as noted above, the influence of such political-
economic factors was also important in the eventuul success of the Tem-
perance Movement which had labured in vain for decades until class and
cultural conflict gave its efforts new meaning (Gusheld, 1963; Sinclair, 1962).

While it is clear that political-economic factors like labor market condi-
tions have influenced druyg contral policies, we must guard against economic
reductionism. Drug laws have been significant resources for aucinl control of
“dangerous classes,” but drug politics theory would risk a functionnlist
tautology if it depicted such cuntruls as part of a ruling clasa conapiracy. The
Marijuana Tax Act was passed during the Great Depression (as were nearly
thirty individual state drug laws) when the American working class was a
serious threat, and it did enhance the state's ability for social control. Yet, the
major moral entrepreneur behind the legislation, Anslinger's Federal Bureau
of Narcotica, had u variety of motivations aside from ruling class control. The
Bureau was in need of & new raison d'¢tre for continued funding (Dickuon.
1968). It was in competition with Huover's FBY for headlines (King, 1978).
Moreover, neither newspapers nor the Congressional Record show evidence
of a direct connection between class conflict nnd marijunna control, nnd the
smooth passage of the bill war usaured in part because it was o simple
symbaolic measure with which all agreed aad would require no additional
enforcement expenditure (Galliher and Walker, 1977},

That the class coaflict of the Deprension ern haed pluced Inw und order on
the elite agenda iy clear. And becauase the Maorijunna Tax Act was nsmadl part
of a federal push for uniform state laws, it is rensonable to situate it within
the broad, New Deal tendencies of the capitaiist state toward greuter central-
ized control as a response to political-cconomic crisis. Beyond this kind of
structural acnaibility, however, drug politica theory muat be attentive to the
concrete particulars, the phenomennl form, of policy-making.

On the other hand, the tangibly important role played by moral reformern
in the campaign for the Hurrison Act often has obscured the structurad,
political-economic context which mude their efforts efficacious. In response Lo
growing agitation from the have-not's near the end of the 19th century, the
systematic development of foreign trade was adopted as a solution by what
Wolfe (1977) has termed the “Expansionist State.” One of the most highly-
prized new markets in this strategy was China. Yet, because the opiwm habit
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wia felt to be ut the root of China’s “backwardness,” thus eroding i
commercial potentinl, there developed a strong affinity of interests betwes
U.5. business and moral reformers. Although moral issues remained high
visible and reformers nctive during this, the Progressive Era, even the
trends cannot be severed from the massive immigration and class ar
cultural conflict brought on by urban industria) development. And it w;
precisely the centrality of interantionnl trade as an economic solution to su
problems that pluced the State Deparbnent in the leading role- in
campuaign for the Hurrison Act, a low designed as a symbol of internation
Kuod will toward potentinl trading pariners (Taylor, 1969 Musto, 1973; Mar
1975; Watts, §1977),

But, the original intent of a law is one thing; subsequent vse of it
another. Tlere, too, the political-economic context waa critical, but in
different wny. As noled nbove, for seversl years after its enactment 1]
Harrison Act remained a rather innocuaus tux and regulatory measure whic
had little utility ns a menns of socinl control, Hlowever, in the post-war cria
of 1919—replete with general strikes, massive and militant unionizatio.
newspaper warnings that “Lenin and Trotsky are on their way” (J. Breche
1972), and a variety of threats to the dominant moral status of the native-bor
middle class—the spirit, if not the letter of the law, changed. Through a serii
of court decisions the Harrison Act was reinterpreted and became the leg
pretext for eriminalization of drug use and a significant widening of the net .
socinl control. Politicul ecconumic crisia, then, helped give an expressly instr
mentul character to what had been a symbolic law (sce Duster, 1970; Must.
197:3)0.

While Himmelatein's (1978) synthesis of Drug Politics Theory emphaaize
these broad political-economic factors, other discussions of control polici¢
have focuned predominantly on the narrow interplay of intereat groups an
moral entreprencurs without muking systematic attempts to integrate stru.
turnl variubles into their accounts. The historicully complex relationshi
between the particulurs of policy-making and the structural conatraint
which impinge upon and undergird them has not been ndequately conce
tunlized. To apell out the “how” of the relation between these two spheres |
important. By developing a madel of the state which svoids hoth the risk ¢
functionalist tnutology possible with a structuralist approuch, and the rigk ¢
structurul myopia posaible with o nnive pluralist approach, drug politic
theory cun make an important contribution to both the study of drug control
and to the literature on the capitalist state in general.,

6. The State: Relatively Autonomous and Structurally Constrgined-
Given the contradictory nature of drug use und of the various threats poses
by drug users, and given the complexity of the ideological, political-economic
and interest group pressures bearing upon the state, drug politics theorist
may be in an empirieal quagmire. Since the range, type, and efficacy o
political forces impinging on any given picee of drug control tegislation var:
at euch stage in the policy process, it would seem that there is no necessar:
relationship between inpuls and outputs, or even between outputs and th
nature of subsequent enforcement.

Recent theories of the capitalist state, however, could be most helpful it
this regurd.'’ These theories suggest that in order Lo do its work, the stal
historically has required “room to maneuver” {Macpherson, 1977), or “rela
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tive autonomy” from vested interests and dominant classea (C.f., 'ouluntzaa,
1973; and Magross, 19H2) The state'n dependenee upon the long-lerm in-
terests of enpital nnd the dominant clasnes requires that it be nttenlive to
structural or systemie nesds which are not always directly relevant Lo on
particular policy maltter such as drug controls, Nor, given these structural
constraints, can the stute always serve the short-lerm interests of the
dominant or the interests of fractions of dominant clusses (e.g., one industry).
This is all the more so to the extent that subordinate groups overtly or
covertly resist and oppose state policies. According Lo one strain of these
theories called the “political closs struggle” model of the state, powerlul
interests or dominant classcs "may manipulate the state, but they do not do
so just any way they please” (Epsing-Anderson, et al. 1976). ‘These theories,
then, afford us an analytic framework within which Lo view the state which
does justice to the complexities we have identified in drug politics. The
relation between dominant classes and the stute is often clear, bul it is
conceptualized in such a way as to provide {or the “continuous posaibility of
other outcomes” (Block, 1977), i.e., policien independent of direct control hy
dominant clnsses. In whort, theuries of Uie eapitnliat ptute can help us muke
order vut of what uppears to be chaos without pretending the chuos does not
exiat, or that the chaos is “really” only clusa conflict.

Let us take state policy on tuhacco s an illuatration. On the one hand. the
Department of Health and Human Services spends millions of dollars
warning cilizen-consumers nbout the health riska of smoking, and millions
more for reacnrch on lung eancer trentment. On the other hand, the Depart-
ment of Agricullure apenda millions aonbsidizing tobnevo growern so that o
major industry in the Southeast will function smosthly. By situnting ruch
oatensibly contradictory policies in the broud context of the capitulist stute as
& lotality, they are rendered more understandable. That is, the stute is obliged
to mitigate a devastating public health hazard, but it is obliged todosoin a
way which preserves the profits and jobs upon which one region of the nation
depends. One important inference for druy politics theory, then, is that we
muat not confine our nnalysis to cocrcive controls designed todincournge drug
use. As Brecher (1972), Bruun, of al (1970), and Himmelstein (I}WH} all note,
muny states have encouraged the production nnd consumption of dangeroun
drugs. (As will be discussed below, sume facets of LS, aleohol policy do this).

O'Connor's The Fiscal Crisis of the State (1971) provides perhaps the best
formulation for our purposes. In his theory the sinte in capilalist sociely has
two basic functions, accumulation and legitimation. First, the stute must see
to it that Lusineas can accumulnte the capitul which ia the source of joba,
products, and taxes. We might hypothesize, therefore, that if the production of
a drug contributed to accumulution it would tend to foll on the mild,
regulatory aide of the contrul continuum. Of course, faclors such as the degree
of threat posed by its users, the position of dominant ideology toward it, the
demands of powerful interests, ele., would mediate that tendency. Second, to
serve its legitimation function, the atate must enaet forms of social policy nnd
spending which reproduce the culture and the system of socinl relations
necessary for accumublntion nnd overadl nystem maintenance, Thas, we might
hypothesize that forms of drug use which affect users” perceptions of sociad
reality in ways which can subvert or delegitimate dominant definitions of
that reality, or which have behavioral consequences perceived by Lhe state to
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be dysfunctional for the saystem of social relations, would tend to be subject to
coercive controby. Such o wendency would be stronger te the extent that the
production of such a drug did not contribute to accumulution (eg., hallu-
cinogens). Conversely, other drugs which tend (o be used in ways which
reinforee, help reproduce, or legitimate that reality or those social relations,
especially if their production contributed to accumulation, would tend to be
subject to more mild, non-coercive controls, e.g., tranquilizers (see, Lennard,
1971; Bernstein and Lennard, 1973; and Becker, 1973).

But here, too, we must guard against theoretical elegance if it is gained at
the expense of a full, dialectical understanding of conscivusnesas alteration
and ity control by the state. As suggested carlier, most drugs are used both as
a means of resiating the strictures of the dominant order and simultaneously
as & means ol adapting to them (C.f., Willis, 1977; Morgan, 1981; Roem, 1980).
To the extent that such a senaibility about drug use is accursate, the state's
legitimation problems alone become guite complex. When its accumulation
function is added to the pulicy equalion, drug politics is further complicated.
Yel, when the bwo ore annlyzed in relation Lo ench other, what have appeared
te be contradiclory policies bhegin o look like a division of labor within the
ativle (eg., tubuceo).

‘Fhis is most clear in the case of alcohol policy. On one hand, there are laws
intended o provide social control of nlcohol users and public health policies
designed to discourage vee, miligate ill effects, and treat addiction. {Note that
accumulation problema are ulso involved here insofar as labor absenteeiam
und lost productivily nre related to use). On the oulier hand, the policiea of
Congreas, the Inwrnnl Revenue Service, nnd the Tax Courts have cen-
wintenly, nibeit tacitly, encournged use by allowing billions in tax deductions
fer “business related™ alcohiol vse. This amounts to an indirect subsidy to the
private sector in general, and support for accumulation in the alcohol and
reataurant indusiries in particular (Mottl, 1980). To judge from alcohol policy
as a whole, then, the atate seems committed to accumulation, even at the
cxpense, ironically, of its own flacal needa (lost tax revenuces) and legitimalion
intereats (public health and low enforcement costn for atlendant gocial
problems). However, such ironic policy oulcomes could be made more com-
prehensible and less schemaltic if we took inte account ideclogical factors like
the role of drinking in Americon popular culture and the power of relevant
interest groupa (see PParker, 1980),

Thus, because the state is buffeted within and without by industries,
professions, closses and cluss fractions, all with historically varying moral-
ideologicn] nnd materinl axes Lo grind, the state becomes o relatively autono-
mous “medintor” {(Morgan, 1950). Aa such, its policy outcomes are not
reducible to the interests of the dominant classes in profita (accemulation) or
in social control (legitimation). Yet vur theoretical grasp of the comblexities
und contradictions in the patlern of state drug controls depends upon a
theoretical model of the slate which incorporates the conflicta between its
accumulution und legitimution functions, The ways in which these conflicts
have been managed historically have, in turn, engendered a legacy of
conntruints —{iscol, burenveratic, ideological, and cultural. Because they
define the terrain on which ideologies and interests compete and policies are
hanmmered out, such structurel contrainta are a critical component of an
adequate theory of drug control politics.
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Summary
The elements of a drug politics theory which have emerged from recent

historical work on drug controls are both important and limited. They have
sensitized us to the salience of political, economic and ideologicul factors
which shape policies independent of any particular “drug problein.” Yet they
fall short of meeting the requirements of nn historically-grounded theory of
drug controls Lo the extent that they ore not integrated into o theory of the
state as a whole. | have tried to identify nome key problems with the drug
politics perspective, and to suggest wuys of dealing with them which move us
closer to a theory of state controls on consciousness alteration,

For drug users, such alteration is a means of resistance and a means of
accommodation to the social order as it impinges on their lives. That it is both
is a fact which affects not only the kinda of problems usera experience bul also
the kinds of controls that are enncted to address them.

That such policies have served aocinl control funcliuns which support the
status quo, however, doues not mean they are strictly a weapon of ruling clags
domination. Drug-induced cunsciousness alteration can threaten different
aspects of social order in different ways, and state policies must be autono-
mous enough to assuage such threats. Similarly. drug controls have been
born of and furm purt of an ideoilvgical apparatus which serves dininant
intereats. Yel if we are to do justice w the details of the policy process, thiy
must be seen as a contingent accomplishment of that process. Dominant
ideology is not monolithic, nor are dominant groups the unly ones who have
ideologies to which the slate must be free 1o respond.

The same logic must be used on the issue of conflicting interest groups.
Policy makers are often torn between inter- and intra-state law enforcement,
professional, and business interests, If the resulting control policies more or
less serve the overall interests of dominant groups, then our model of the state
must show how structural constraints have done this. That is, our theory
must account for the mechanisms which amalgmnate conflicting interests
such that the “privilege structure™ of sociely is preserved. (This would also
entail showing how, under different conditions, stute policy could fuil to do
this.}

All of these camplications suggest that certain conditions facilitate and
others impede the processes through which contrel policies come to nerve
dominant intereats. Hence the importanee of historical context. Socinl contral
becomes especially impartant, for example, during political-cconomic crines
because it is most problemuntic then. Yet it follows that there must be erisis
conditions under which social control breaks down and the ability of the atale
to shore it up is minimal. :

Finally, I have argued that a theory of stute contral policies must be built
upon a conception of the state in general which is capable of accounting for
such complications and the ways in which they bnpinge upon and are
mediated by the state. The contradictions in the pattern of control policies
become comprehensible only when they are scen as the products of a
capitalist state which is constrained to serve contradictory functions.

NOTES
V Because the bulk of stute-level and loenl leve) drug control palicies sre deriviad from
24 JOURNAL OF DRRUG ISSUES

and have been muwle unifurm with their federal counterparty, the lermn “stote” aw use
herein is intended 0 mean national government in the generie sense, “Controls” ¢
“control policies™ nre used to denate the broad mnge of lnws, policies, and educatio
and prevention progrums enuacted by state bodies. While bath seta of terms refer to th
United Staten, mune examples are drawn from, and the annlysis has some relevance f;
olher industrint capitalist democracies.

Hatereatd seadern nhauldd nee Volume 9, Nambier 2 (1979) of the Journal of Drug Issu
for a variety of recent reportn on self cantrolled drug une.

IC should be notad thut the 389608 were wdio o period of rapid growth in t
pharmnceotical industry. Hundreds of new drugs were marketed, nome of whic
engendered new forma of ahuse (see Lennard, 1971; Pekkoanen, 1973; and Silverman an
Lee, 1974). .

* Another relevunt example of neo-Marxian historical work in the sociology of la
which offers insightful materiuls on England is Hay, ot of, 1975,

*Sce, for example, the developing importance of political and economic factora i
Guabield, 1963; Gowde, 19697 Duster, 1970; Grabnm, 1972; Muato, 1973; Reasons, 197
Mark, 1975; and Morgan, 1478a.

*In order W avoid u contentious discussion on the modern applicability of terma lik
“bourgevisie,” “Proletariat,” and “ruling class,” [ have deli berutely chosen more vagu
terma like “dominant” and “subordinate” when referring to claases or groups. Not tha
the ruling claas does not exist {see Domhoff, 1974), but only that, as I hope to show
sucinl policy and the atute are not solely its instruments (ace Epving-Anderaon, ef o
1976; and Block, 1977), This should not be taken o mean that [ see the latter terms o
adequate concepls for describing closs relutionn, Bather, | have found clussica
Murxian lingunge both confusing to non-Marxists and of limited value for analyzin,
the current cultural and political issves surrounding the control of consciousnes
alteration. (Given the space and the chuztpah, I might be able to employ Murx' ow)
critique of the temporally-bound terms of classical political-economy in defense of thi
chuice.)

“The origin nnd trunsmingion of these values, of course, is another matter. But rathe
than employ the notion of cubturul or ideolugical hegemaony, 1 prefer to assume tha
denpite hegemonic processen, working cluss vid minority groupn create—within limita—
their awn relutively nutonomous culture, Moreover, dominant groups have no reputa
tion for ahstinence or relauad values,

*Unie need not slight Murx” theoretical insights on the centrality of class, clasa atruggle
und class domination of the state in order to, e.%.. uke advantage of Weber's deacripliv.
insights on the independent importance of status and legitimacy. Marx himeself offerec
similar descriplive work in his empiricnl studies of clans atruggles in mid-ninteent}
century Franee (uee, g, Marx, 1974).
*While | have mentioned anly inten state conflicta of intevest, it should be clear tha
iterstule conflicts ofien affict controls an well. In recent years, for example, inter
national relations bietween the 1.8, and the Middle East, Southeast Asia, and much o
Latin America have been complicnted by our desire to stop production of drug crops ir
thuge regions. See Bruun, #f al, 1975; and Munte, 1973,

i Heuders will not: that throughout this paper I have not addresned the ways in whick
political-cconumic erisen and the effects of the business cycle impact communities
living standurdn, and life experiencen. Obvioualy these factors are reloted o both the
availnbifity and the appenl of drags for the clinaes or groupn effected. However, the
complexities of wach relutivnships snd the voluminous likcrature on them render ever
an adequate mummary beyond the weope of this paper. This vmission should not be
taken to mean thud they are nut important for understanding fluctuations in both use
patterne and in wstate policies.

11 S¢e Gold, Lo, and Wright (1475) for & brief review of the varicties of Marxiut theorie:
of the capitalist stnte. While thewe theorics were developed to explain the behavior o
apecifienlly capitalist stnten, and, therefore, cannot be applied sutomatically Lo othe
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politicel formations. 1 suspect thut the generud funcions of necumulation and legitima-
tion (as well as fiacn] conatraints) alve mustbe Tuifilled in dicttorships, socinlial sinten,
ete. An importunt renson for ubilizing nuch theorien in thal, unlike the truditional
plurulist theories in politival sctenee, they do not ke the structure of the st (or
granted or focun on the interplay of intereals Marxist theonies not unly aller an
historical cunceptivn of the suinte un o whole, they contain conceptions of power which

are atructural in nature.
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ILL AND AGAINST THE LAW:.
THE SOCIAL AND MEDICAL CONTROL OF
HEROIN USERS

Dorie Klein®

This discussion focuses on the criminalization
and medicalization of hervin userg in the United
States [n two historical periods: the late teens to
early twentres, and the late sixties to early seven-
tirs. Comparative analvsia reveals that while dif-
ferent sovcial circumstances have stimulated
specific state responses, class and ethnic patterns
of drug use have played a leading role in shaping
overall policy. Continuous clashes and adjust
ments between licit and illicit markets have re-
flected deeper cconomic and ideslogical conflicts.
The essence of official policy, whether under a
public health ora criminal justice rubric, has been
the atterpt to effect a’real and symbolic order.
Claims to the conirary notwithstanding, the ad-
vocates of reform and of the medical approach to
addiction have accommodated more than they
have challenged law enforcement. Doctors’ pro-
fesstonal interests and the uses of medical rhe-
toric to justify state policy have changed, but the
control aspects within the medical model stand
e out sharply. This analysis of the limits of conflict
and structures of resolution between specific
herain policymuakers draws on an appreciation of i
more general political, economie, and social forces
tohich shape the interplay of “deviance” and the
official reaction to it. This theoretical vrientation
departs from the leading paradigms in the socio-
logy of drug control developed within labelling
and interest-group frameworks.
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Introduction )
n the L9608, when drug ubuse hecame a nutional issue, a sociology of dn

Icnntrul emerged with a eore of assuinplions nbout the history of drug a

patterns, origing of policy, and the prerequisites for formulating a reforr

minded responae.’
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