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    The goal of drug control laws and policies must be the health and well-being of humanity and a scientific, especially quantitative, approach must be used to evaluate current laws and policies.




    This collection of papers highlights some important topics and tools for the scientific evaluation of various aspects and consequences of drug laws and policies.




    In what follows, the term "drug" is used to denote what for a long time has been and still is largely defined as "illicit drugs", although new attitudes are emerging. Drug use and availability, public sentiment about drugs and drug use and some national legislations have changed radically over the past decades. There has been a distinct shift in the types of drugs used, with new and classical ones now co-circulating, which population groups use them, which drugs are deemed socially acceptable and in what circumstances, and how legal systems try to regulate drug use and drug supply.




    Research and debate about drugs have distinct facets, many considered in this book, among which:




    - The distinction between light and heavy drugs or, between light and heavy use of drugs and respective health aspects




    - The legalization of light drugs vs their potentially increased use and measures to reduce over-use,




    - Attitudes towards heavy, addictive drugs such as opioids and the balance between repression/treatment of users,




    - The estimation of the supply side and the size of the illicit drug market and ways to control it,




    - Assessing the impact of laws and policies regulating illicit drugs on health and society and their benefits and costs to society




    - The difficulties associated with defining, understanding and measuring poly-drug use and its consequences,




    - The problems in following the introduction and use of New Psychotropic Substances (NPS).




    - The problems in following the introduction and use of New Psychotropic Substances (NPS).




    This book contains a selection of essays about recent trends in analyses of the drug phenomenon and evaluation of laws and efficacy of policies, written by experts coming from different fields and different countries, representing a variety of views and cultures.




    It will help readers to keep abreast with developments in this important sector of social life.




    

      Rome, February 2022


      Gianpaolo Scalia Tomba


      University of Rome Tor Vergata, Rome, Italy
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    “This is a time for science and solidarity, as United Nations Secretary-General António Guterres has said, highlighting the importance of trust in science and of working together to respond to the global COVID-19 pandemic. The same holds true for our responses to the world drug problem. To be effective, balanced solutions to drug demand and supply must be rooted in evidence and shared responsibility….




    ….highlights the importance of scientific evidence to strengthen responses to the world drug problem and support the people who need us. It also speaks to the ultimate goal of drug control, namely the health and welfare of humankind.”




    The purpose of the book is well summarised in the Preface to the World Drug Report 2020 by the Executive Director of United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) Ghada Waly.




    Much research over the past 30 years has been devoted to evaluating illicit drug laws and policies on a scientific basis.




    Even the Global Commission on Drug Policy has specifically emphasized in its reports the need to base the evaluation of drug laws and policies on scientific evidence.




    This need is spreading all over the world, and many scientific projects have made the quantitative evaluation of policies using standard and novel indicators central to their objectives.




    From various projects and interactions of research groups comes this book that brings together many themes and many evaluations of drug laws and policies using both standard approaches and innovative methods.




    The themes of the chapters emerged from workshops in which the various authors participated over the years and from collaborations within international projects. The sequence of chapters also emerged from such collaborations.




    The first chapter discusses an innovative approach in the a priori quantitative evaluation of laws by specifically scoring repressive aspects. This is a new aspect of evaluating laws using quantitative approaches through specific "policy indices" and, for the first time, "a priori" quantitative evaluation of drug laws has been used through an approach never before used in the field of illicit drugs, the leximetric approach.




    The second chapter shows how another type of a priori evaluation can be carried out by modeling the expected consequences of a change in the law, such as the legalization of cannabis, using a mathematical approach that allows for the prediction and analysis of possible scenarios.




    The application examples, from which the quantitative methods are derived, are intended to make the quantitative methods more familiar and usable in the policy arena.




    Chapters three through six cover various aspects related to the use of the most harmful classic substance, heroin or opioids, dealing with health consequences with the example of using a large hospital dataset in Chapter 5 and the treatment of severe users. Special attention is given to the very important and effective HAT therapy, which is not applied in many countries for ideological reasons, whereas it should be applied for ethical reasons. Chapter 3 outlines the history of the therapy, reporting clinical trials and their efficacy results. Chapter 4 shows efficacy from an application perspective, reporting examples of recent application in Canada. In Chapter 6, efficacy is also mathematically evaluated through an appropriate model. These chapters are particularly useful for policy assessments of the new epidemic of heroin and opiate use observed in the last decade in Western countries.




    Subsequent chapters, from the seventh to the eleventh, explain the different aspects, related to demand and supply reduction policies, and the indicators used to assess the consequences of substance use. In particular, Chapter 7 presents poly-drug use and analyzes the correlation between ineffective prevention interventions and school dropout. In Chapter 8, treatment effectiveness is analyzed, reporting the results of various applications. This is a very interesting topic, as treatments are applied but are not always scientifically evaluated. In Chapter 9, supply reduction policies are analyzed by considering possible indicators and showing their use to evaluate their effectiveness. Chapter 10 considers the estimation of market size, analyzing various approaches, and Chapter 11 analyzes the judicial costs associated with enforcement interventions, comparing four countries. The last chapter shows, in summary, the link between the gains of criminal organizations and investment in corruption with further gains as forms of power.




    The key point of Chapter 12 is the quantitative approach to the study of the correlation between illicit drug trafficking profits and the level of corruption, thus assessing the socio-economic consequences of corruption, which, because of the correlation, are directly linked the illicit drug market profits, thus involving the entire world population in the consequences of the drug market.
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      Abstract




      The leximetric is a quantitative analysis method that can be applied to any law, with the aim of evaluating the policy objectives of the study and its effects. It is also used to compare policies adopted in the same state over the years or in different states and the different impacts they have on social factors.




      In the present work, we apply this methodology for the first time to the laws on the sale and consumption of psychotropic substances to quantitatively assess the a priori level of repression that they express.




      The subjects of this study are the three different ‘anti-drug’ laws in force in Italy in the period 1991-2018. We first choose the variable that can express in the abstract the degree of severity of these laws, then we elaborate a neutral scale in which we explain how we assign every score (on a decimal or binary system) and lastly, we evaluate the laws using the variable chosen.
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      INTRODUCTION




      In this work, our aim is to develop an effective analysis of the legislative policies to evaluate their capacity to carry out their scope and the effects generated on society, as well as social costs. From the criminal law point of view, Italian legislation against drugs generates moments of friction with various constitutional principles, especially the principle of offensiveness. Indeed, the protected legal value (bene giuridico tutelato) at the core of this regulation has been found in different categories public order; the security of society, the normal growth of new generations1 that cannot be considered respectful of the personalized and constitutional conception of the protected legal value, drifting to forms of protection typical of a paternalistic policy.




      This is especially the case in terms of the consumption or cultivation of ‘soft drugs’ (e.g. marijuana), banned by State laws on the basis of the idea that this conduct is not healthy, which therefore clearly interferes in the sphere of each citizen’s self-determination [1]. In addition, this interference realizes an irrational discrimination between the use of ‘soft drugs’ and the consumption of alcohol which is instead fully liberalized, even though the latter is much more dangerous for human health.




      In the present work, however, the aim is not to dwell solely on the multiple reasons that deny, in the abstract, any legitimation of the ‘war on drugs’ that the Italian Government has waged over the last century. Rather, we try to analyse the social costs of the above-mentioned policy. In this way, we want to understand whether there are practical arguments that support this legislative policy.




      For those reasons, in this paper, we choose to use a relatively new methodology of quantitative analysis leximetrics that has never been used before in the field of drug law. We aim, in this way, to evaluate the degree of severity of the regulation that, during the last 20 years, has criminalized the production, sale, purchase and consumption of drugs to make a comparison between this regulation and the changes that the enforcement of those laws brought about on some crucial social variables.




      ‘Leximetrics’ was first coined by La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes and Shleifer in their work from 1998 [2], in which they examined legal rules covering the protection of corporate shareholders and creditors. During the last year, this methodology has been mainly applied in the field of either corporate law [3] or labour law [4-6].


    




    

      



      HOW THE METHODOLOGY WORKS




      To carry out a quantitative analysis of the regulation, the first step is to identify some core variables through which we can observe the severity of every single law. Next, we have to assign a value to every variable using a binary or decimal system, or even combining them. In the end, considering all the variables, we can extrapolate the final value of each law and then compare them and their impact on the evolution of ‘social costs’. In this way, we mean to verify different hypotheses of the connection between law enforcement and other social factors.




      Interpreting the legal rules by numbers allows us to examine the evolution of drug regulation in Italy over time our work examines the changes since 1990 and, by applying the same methodology to other States as well, it would even be possible to create cross-country analysis.




      Obviously, this method also presents some critical issues. Firstly, it is an extremely complex task to translate a legal text into numbers, and it is thus impossible to annul all the risks of excessively simplifying the concepts analysed.




      Secondly, the analysis is mainly based on the ‘law in books’, while we lose the point of the ‘law in action’. Finally, the election of the variables, like the construction of the scale of values to assign them, is subjective.




      Despite the problems underlined, thanks to this methodology we can put together a perspective that has never been explored before in assessing the evolution of the degree of severity of drug regulation. In this way, we can immediately appreciate the impact of that regulation on the health of consumers, on the jurisdictional costs and on social outcomes. Also, this typology of comparison between the scores attributed to the ‘law in books’ and the ‘social costs’ variables enables us to partially appreciate the real impact of the law, giving an idea of how the ‘law in action’ works.




      Moreover, we tried to minimize the subjectivity of the analysis by first building a neutral scale to score the variables. Thus, we combine two different ways of scoring the variables: when we analyse the sanctions both criminal and administrative related to forbidden conduct, we use a scale out of ten, which allows us to better describe the complexity of the legislative solution adopted in each case. On the other hand, for the variables related to access to treatment for people with drug addictions (as seen infra), we prefer to score them using a binary system that naturally leaves much less space for the authors’ subjectivity.




      At any rate, it is easy to switch to different scales, as long as all the proposals are appropriate for representing the approaches of the different laws. Mathematically the leximetric scale, applied to various policies, is just a positive component vector. As a length, it can be modified to an infinity level, and it is only necessary to keep the ratios of the levels related to the different policies unchanged with respect to those identified above through scores with natural numbers, which are more easily understood by politicians.




      Having evaluated laws a priori by assigning leximetric scores, it is then important to verify, through appropriate indicators, the a posteriori results of the corresponding policies that should be consistent with the scores. It is also important to verify whether the conduct evaluated (e.g. the sale or the use of illegal substances) is altered by laws or by other causes, such as the policy of criminal organizations in drug trafficking.


    




    

      



      THE OBJECT OF THE STUDY




      The object of the study is the laws passed in Italy from 1990 to today that regulate the drug phenomenon. Before explaining how we choose the variables that reflect the degree of severity of each law, it is useful to present a quick overview of these laws. None of them has ever been characterized by a liberal approach to the production, sale, purchase, and the consumption of drugs, but there is nonetheless a difference in how, during the last few decades, these laws have punished the personal consumption of drugs and the behaviours related to ‘soft’ or ‘hard’ drugs.




      In this brief overview, we underline just some of the main articles and provisions through which it is possible to elaborate a general tendency of the policies.




      Law n. 162/1990 [7], which later became the T.U. n. 309/90, is the first law to be analysed. Art. 72 of this law was considered a kind of ‘manifesto’ for that period’s drug policy because it provided an absolute prohibition on the consumption of drugs, but the ban was not associated with any sanction. The aim was to remark upon the negative consideration that the legislator had towards the consumption of drugs.




      The main provision was (and still is) art 73 T.U., which pointed out all the conduct that led to a criminal sanction: “whoever purchases, offers, offers for sale, possession. In 1990, when the behaviours mentioned were related to ‘hard drugs’, the sanction provided were prison detentions of 8 to 20 years and a fine from about 25,000 to 250,000 euros. However, if they were related to ‘soft drugs’, the prison detention was of 2 to 6 years and the fine from about 5,000 to 25,000 euros. This provision also stated that the possession of psychoactive substances under a “daily average dose” (corresponding to the average quantity of drugs consumed by a drug user per day), as it was supposed to be for personal use, was considered an administrative offence and therefore subject to the administrative sanctions provided by art. 75 T.U.




      In 1993, an important change was brought about by the referendum. On that occasion, the citizens voted for the abolition of art. 72 T.U. (the ‘manifesto’ norm) and possession for personal consumption was decriminalized regardless of quantity; thus, the dividing line between criminal and administrative conduct lay on the purpose of the detention.




      The more permissive trend of the legal policy that came from the popular vote radically changed in 2006 with law n. 49, also known as law ‘Fini-Giovanardi’ from the name of its proponents. This law probably the most repressive in the Italian panorama of drug policy [8] introduced several changes. The most important innovation, which had a significant impact on consumers, was the modification of art. 73, par. 1 T.U. so that it no longer differentiated ‘hard drugs’ from ‘soft drugs’, and introduced for all criminally relevant conduct (e.g. cultivation, purchasing, production) just one sanction: detention of between 6 and 20 years and a fine of between 26,000 and 260,000 euros.




      Moreover, the criteria to determine whether the conduct was realized with the aim of personal consumption were much more restrictive. Art. 73, par. 1 bis T.U., introduced by this law, provided a list of conducts considered abstractly compatible with personal use and punishable only as administrative offences in case personal use was verified. If personal use was not the ‘exclusive’ reason that motivated the conduct, the punishment would instead have been the same established for par. 1 of the same article.




      Therefore, under the new law provided at art. 73, par. 1, some conduct was considered a criminal offence ex se regardless of the possibility that the conduct might have been realized just for personal use (for instance cultivation and transportation) that was already seen as incompatible with personal use in the abstract, even if it was, in practice, absolutely compatible with personal use.




      Some crucial changes also intervened on the side of the administrative offences: art. 75 T.U. provided administrative sanctions in case a person was caught with a determined quantity of drugs for personal use and art. 75 bis T.U., introduced by this law, provided heavy administrative sanctions to protect the security of the public (a tutela della sicurezza pubblica) from anyone who had already been condemned for any drugs-related crime, even if the conviction had not been defined yet. But even worse, this article established that if the person sanctioned did not respect the administrative sanctions imposed, these could be transformed into criminal sanctions (i.e. prison).




      This law remained in place for 8 years until a crucial change was brought from the Constitutional Court that, with the decision n. 32/2014 [9], declared law n. 49/2006 (which converted law decree n. 272/2005) partially unconstitutional. The Court stated that the Government did not respect the enabling act when it adopted the law decree mentioned above. The most relevant consequence was that it once again applied art. 73 as it was formulated in the previous legislation, so that it reintroduced the difference between the offences related to ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ drugs.




      After the Court decision, the legislator reorganized with law n. 79/2014, part of the provision regarding drug legislation: art. 73 T.U. provides the same penalties as the law introduced in 1990. Also, on the side of administrative offences, the wording of artt. 5 and 75 bis T.U. was changed, but the heavy (and criticized) administrative sanctions remained the same.




      During recent years, the most relevant changes to drug regulation have been the result of two judgements by the Constitutional and the Supreme Courts. The first, n. 40/2019 declared art. 73, par. 1, T.U. unconstitutional in the part where it provided a minimum penalty of 8 years of detention for the behaviours of “selling, importing, producing hard drugs. The Court observed that the spread between the maximum penalty for the conduct considered to be minor punished by art. 73, par. 5 (4 years of detention) and the minimum penalty of art. 73, par. 1 was too wide. For this reason, the Court considered that all cases in the grey area, between the application of the former and that of the latter article, could have been punished with an unjust sanction, in excess or in deficiency, also leading to a violation of the principles of articles 3 and 27 Const. For these reasons, they opted to reduce the minimum penalty for art. 73, par. 1 T.U. from 8 to 6 years of detention.




      The second important decision, in this case of the Supreme Court (Corte di Cassazione a sez. Un.), is n. 12348/20 [10] that reinterpreted art. 73, par. 1 T.U., excluding from the criminally relevant conduct the domestic cultivation of marijuana plants for personal use and delimiting the area of criminal relevance regarding the conduct of cultivation to those realized with agrotechnical means.




      These last changes to the regulation, however, are not considered in the present paper, because the relative ‘social costs’ data are still unavailable, and it is therefore impossible to evaluate their social impact.


    




    

      IDENTIFICATION OF THE VARIABLES AND ELABORATION OF A SCALE




      We decided to concentrate our analysis of the variables in two macro areas:





      

        	Conduct considered by law either as criminal or administrative offences;




        	Provisions that facilitate access to treatment paths for people with drug addictions who have committed crimes.


      




      Regarding the variables related to group a) (Table 1), the main behaviours considered criminal or administrative offences are included in articles 73 and 75 of Presidential Decree 309/90 (T.U. stup.). Therefore, in order to facilitate the understanding of the analysis, we decided to select just some of the behaviours specified in those articles: cultivation, consumption and selling.




      As we anticipated before, this group of variables will be evaluated with a scale out of ten, as reported in Table 1, while group b) will be evaluated using a binary system.




      

        Table 1 The scale of variables of group a).




        

          

            

              	Scores



              	Sanctions



              	Explanation

            


          



          

            

              	1



              	Withdrawal of any administrative licence (e.g. driving licence; gun licence).



              	In this case the sanction barely affects the primary rights of human beings.

            




            

              	2



              	Prohibition of expatriation (e.g. withdrawal of passport or of the tourist visa).



              	This sanction partially reduces the freedom of circulation.

            




            

              	3



              	Obligation to remain in a certain territory (e.g. obligation to present oneself to the police at determined hours during the week).



              	This sanction has an increasing impact on the freedom of circulation and movement.

            




            

              	4



              	Prohibition on leaving the city of residence or obligation to come back home at a certain hour and to remain there during a determined time.



              	This sanction has an increasing impact on the freedom of circulation and movement.

            




            

              	5



              	If it is established, some form of conversion into a custodial penalty.



              	In case the omitted observance of the administrative prescriptions leads to the possibility of prison detention, it moves closer administrative to criminal offences.

            




            

              	6



              	Until completion of 3 years of detention.



              	In this case the judge can apply ‘substitutive penalties’, like semi-detention; controlled liberty; monetary sanction, that engender a reduce limitation of the personal freedom.

            




            

              	7



              	Until completion of 5 years of detention.



              	Because it is one of the conditions for the application of art. 131-bis c.p. It enables the elimination of the crime if it is considered slight.

            




            

              	8



              	Until completion of 10 years of detention.



              	This sanction has an increasing impact on the restriction of personal freedom.

            




            

              	9



              	Until completion of 15 years of detention.



              	This sanction has an increasing impact on the restriction of personal freedom.

            




            

              	10



              	Until completion of 24 years of detention or life imprisonment.



              	This is the maximum custodial penalty, as established by art. 23 c.p. (Italian criminal code)

            


          

        




      




      For example, the acts of “selling, offering or offering for sale, giving, distributing, trading, transporting, procuring to others, sending, delivering for any purpose” have all been summarized in one word: “selling”, because all of them are subject to the same punishment.




      Cultivation, consumption and selling, corresponding to three variables of group a) are then observed in relation to both personal and non-personal use and in relation to ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ drugs as well.




      In this way, we aim to preserve a wide spectrum of analysis that, even using a quantitative methodology, can better reflect the legislative choices about how to regulate the circulation and consumption of drugs.




      The ‘neutral’ scale for group a) has been divided up as follows: scores from 1 to 5 are reserved for administrative offences, while criminal offences are represented by a score from 6 to 10.




      Conduct considered a criminal offence is scored on the basis of the associated sanction. It must be underlined that we are only taking into account the custodial penalties calculated on the maximum period of detention that can be applied, while we are not taking into consideration the monetary penalties that can be jointly applied with the former.




      In case the conduct considered to be an administrative offence is punished with different sanctions, we will score the variables considering only the most repressive sanction associated.




      Regarding the variables of group b), we selected them because we are persuaded that the degree of severity of a law is also expressed by the possibility for people with drug addictions, who have committed crimes, to access treatment paths, because this is a testimony to the relevance of drug consumers’ health in the policies.




      For this reason, we elaborated three ‘yes or no’ questions that were our variables: the answer ‘yes’ is associated with the score 0; while the answer ‘no’ is associated with the score 1


    




    

      COMPARISON BETWEEN LAWS OVER TIME: LEXIMETRICS SCORES




      While the sale of ‘hard’ drugs has, since 1990, always been punished with a maximum detention of 20 years, the sale of ‘soft’ drugs, from the establishment of law n. 49/2006 until 2014, has been assimilated to the former.




      Moreover, it is worth mentioning that due to the assimilation between the above-mentioned conduct, the minimum detention period for ‘hard’ drugs was reduced to 6 years, to give judges the chance to graduate the criminal penalties applied.




      The conduct of cultivation, even if it is logically fully compatible with personal use, has always been equated to the conduct of selling on the argument that through cultivation, the quantity of drugs in the market can potentially increase. Therefore, changes in the legislation, and in the associated penalties, sanctioning the conduct of selling were also extended to the conduct of cultivation.




      On the other hand, personal consumption has always been considered an administrative offence, even though the sanctions provided during the last 20 years have been very different in terms of how they reduce the personal freedom of consumers. While before 2006, the most severe sanction applicable was the withdrawal of passports or tourist visas, under law n. 49/2006, art. 75-bis was introduced, which still allows the application of much more severe sanctions. Those caught possessing drugs either ‘soft’ or ‘hard’ and who have already been condemned (even if the trial has not yet been defined) for any crime against people, property or other crimes related to drug laws, can be subject to a preventive measure with a much wider impact on freedom of movement and circulation. Moreover, in case the subject omits to observe the administrative prescriptions given, art. 75-bis, par. 6 established the conversion of the administrative sanctions into prison detention from 3 and 18 months.




      Regarding the provisions that facilitate access to treatment paths for people with drug addictions who have committed crimes, we focused our analysis on art. 75 (par. 9 until 2006 and par. 11 after the entrance in force of law n. 49/2006); art. 75-bis, par. 4; art. 90, which regulates the suspension of the sentence (sospensione della condanna) in case of enrolling in health treatment and art. 94, which regulates the suspension of the detention penalty for ‘probation’ (affidamento in prova).




      For the latter, even if the regulation of probation has changed slightly over the years, the possibility has always been granted for someone who is addicted to drugs and caught committing a crime to accede during or before the execution of the sentence to a therapeutic programme. On the contrary, from 2006 to the present, the possibility of suspending the criminal sentence as of avoiding administrative sanctions depend on the positive completion of the therapeutic programme. In other words, before 2006, administrative or criminal sanctions were suspended in the anticipation of the results of the therapeutic programme; currently, the sanctions are first applied and then lifted if the programme is positively completed. These changes in the treatment policy as we explain infra lead to an increase in incarcerations and a reduction in the number of programmes enrolled upon, because the eventuality of avoiding sanctions becomes remote. The leximetric scores are reported in Table 2 and shown in Fig. (1).
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Fig. (1))


      Leximetric scores for consumers and for sellers related to the law in action.



      Summing up all the values of the variables, we obtain a unified score that expresses the degree of severity of the laws. From 1990 to 2006, the final value of the regulation is 58. This is due to two main factors: the administrative sanctions associated with detention and consumption of drugs were less severe, and there were also more opportunities for people with drug addictions to avoid sanctions, either detention or administrative, by enrolling in anti-addiction programmes.




      On the contrary, the value associated with law n. 49/2006, which has been in force for the whole period up to 2014, is 72. This increased value, as we briefly mentioned before, is due to the equation imposed between the conduct of selling and cultivating ‘soft’ or ‘hard’ drugs, to the introduction of art. 75-bis T.U. stup. that establishes more pervasive administrative sanctions for drug consumers and, finally, to the more complex procedures involved with access to anti-addiction programmes.




      

        Table 2 Leximetrics scores corresponding to different aspects of laws in force for sellers and users of illegal drugs.




        

          

            

              	Variables



              	
D.P.R. n. 309/90


              (from 1990 to 2006)




              	
Law n. 49/2006


              (from 2006 to 2014)




              	
Law n. 79/2014


              (from 2014 to 2018)


            


          



          

            

              	How is the sale of ‘hard drugs’ punished?



              	10



              	10



              	10

            




            

              	How is the sale of ‘soft drugs’ punished?



              	8



              	10



              	8

            




            

              	How is the cultivation of ‘hard drugs’ punished?



              	10



              	10



              	10

            




            

              	How is the cultivation of ‘hard drugs’ for personal use punished?



              	10



              	10



              	10

            




            

              	How is the cultivation of ‘soft drugs’ punished?



              	8



              	10



              	8

            




            

              	How is the cultivation of ‘soft drugs’ for personal use punished?



              	8



              	10



              	8

            




            

              	How is the consumption (i.e. detention for personal use) of ‘hard drugs’ punished?



              	2



              	5



              	5

            




            

              	How is the consumption (i.e. detention for personal use) of ‘soft drugs’ punished?



              	2



              	5



              	5

            




            

              	Who, after being caught detaining drugs for personal use, can voluntarily start a therapeutic treatment, avoiding any administrative sanction?



              	0



              	1



              	1

            




            

              	If someone with a drug addiction has committed a crime can they benefit from a suspension of the sentence if they start a therapeutic programme?



              	0



              	1



              	1

            




            

              	If someone with a drug addiction has committed a crime, during or before the execution of the sentence, can they access a therapeutic programme outside of jail?



              	0



              	0



              	0

            




            

              	Total, degree of severity of the law



              	58



              	72



              	66

            


          

        




      




      The value associated with the most recent period, from 2014 and after the declaration of unconstitutionality of law n. 49/2006, decreased to 66. However, it does not reach the value we saw between 1990 and 2006. This depends on the fact that some of the articles introduced by law n. 49/2006 have not been implicated by the statement of the Constitutional Court. In particular, art. 75-bis T.U. stup. remained in force regarding the administrative sanctions for drug users and some restrictions to access to treatment programmes.
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Fig. (2))


      Level of repression.
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Fig. (3))


      Development of repression values for the use and supply of ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ substances.



      The trend of the individual leximetric values, depending on the laws in force during the period considered regarding the level of repression in Fig. (2).




      A graphic representation of the level of repression, which highlights the specific difference in the setting of law 49/2006 compared to the other two, is evident in Fig. (3).


    




    

      CONCLUDING REMARKS




      The leximetrics approach, as we tried to show, can be useful to make an effective cost-analysis of the law policies. Any law to be enforced produces costs for the society, then it becomes necessary to evaluate the results of it in terms of benefits for all the citizens to balance the supported costs. For the legislator, this methodology can be an extremely interesting tool also to make preventive comparisons of the laws. In fact, leximetric can produce enough accurate results, consenting then to apply social indicators to compare the effectiveness and the consequences of the laws in force.




      The choice of the scale was made to be able to use measures corresponding to natural numbers, easily understood by politicians, who can make decisions based on the results of the leximetric. It is hoped that the approach related to the prior evaluation of laws, and then of their enforcement, will be more applied, also to improve the effectiveness and reducing the social costs supported both by the consumers and the citizens - of drug policies.
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      Abstract




      Given that the legalization of marijuana is escalating in many parts of the world, the impact of Initiative-502 (I-502) in the state of Washington is appraised using the NERA model (N: Nonuser, E: Experimental user, R: Recreational user, A: Addict). Data available [12-15], on the prevalence of marijuana use, are used for analysis. To calibrate the model, genetic algorithm is performed for the periods prior to and post I-502. A rise in the peer pressure that recreational and experimental users exert on nonusers to try drugs in the post legalization period, is noted. The simulations show good agreement with the observed data, depicting the efficiency of NERA. Additional numerical investigations are conducted and the experiments show a growing tendency towards the population of marijuana users post I-502. The concept of targeted campaigns of prevention is explained and the effect of implementing such campaigns of prevention 1 year before I-502 on both the experimental and recreational users is examined. The numerical illustrations demonstrate a decline in the proportion of marijuana users when such campaigns of prevention are enacted 1 year prior to I-502. The present study provides a more feasible insight into the impact of I-502 and furnishes valuable perspectives to assist the health authorities in addressing the complex issue related to the rise of marijuana consumption. These findings can be useful to other states and countries considering changing the legality of marijuana use.
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