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Preface


THIS BOOK WAS INSPIRED by the contributions to an interdisciplinary conference on illicit drugs sponsored by the Centre for Democracy at the University of Queensland in December 1998, and supported by the Department of Government. A major concern was to shift the terms of policy debate on illicit drugs away from a focus upon the dogma of ‘zero tolerance’. On reviewing the contributions to the conference, it became obvious that most studies of the issue of illicit drugs in Australia (and elsewhere) have approached the problem from either a purely law enforcement or a purely health perspective. In searching for new directions to tackle the problem, we were encouraged to think that a broader outlook, drawing upon more enlightened political, legal and social strategies, would be fruitful. A particular strength of this book therefore is that it examines the implications of the issue of illicit drugs for the country’s liberal democratic institutions and criminal justice tradition. In this vein, the problem of illicit drugs becomes multi-faceted, having relevance for issues of international security and political rights as well as law, policing and health. The chapters are written by national experts and practitioners within various fields, and offer innovative options for future policy and its formulation. We are pleased to have the opportunity of bringing together these views on a major, contemporary problem of Australian public policy. We are especially grateful to Dr Alex Wodak for his valuable comments on the manuscript.


Geoffrey Stokes


Peter Chalk


Karen Gillen
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	Association of South-East Asian National Police.






	AUSTRAC
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	Bank of Credit and Commerce International.
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	CGSB


	Simon Bolivar Guerrilla Coordination. This is an ultra-leftist umbrella guerrilla group which uses profits from the drug trade to finance rural insurgency in Colombia.






	CMO


	Comprehensive Multi-Disciplinary Outline. The CMO, adopted in 1987, elaborates the UN’s international drug strategy framework. It serves as a basis on which national authorities can formulate their plans to combat the spread of illicit drugs, and comprises recommendations covering prevention and reduction of illicit demand; control of supply; action against illicit traffic; and treatment and rehabilitation.






	CND


	United Nations Commission on Narcotic Drugs. The CND is the central policy making body within the United Nations system for dealing with all questions related to drug control.
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	Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia–Pacific.






	DATs


	Drug Action Teams. As part of the National Community-Based Approaches to Drug Law Enforcement (NCBADLE) project in Australia, these teams work at the ‘grassroots’ level bringing together operational police and other local service providers in the drug and alcohol related areas to apply harm reduction strategies to areas of identified concern.
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	USA Drug Enforcement Agency.
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	3,4-dimethoxyamphetamine, a synthetic euphoric drug.






	DPRK


	Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, the official name of the state of North Korea.
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	Drug Reference Groups. As part of the National Community-Based Approaches to Drug Law Enforcement (NCBADLE) project in Australia, the purpose of the DRGs is to bring together senior managers from the agencies whose personnel are involved with the Drug Action Teams (DATs) in order to provide advice, advocacy and organisational support for DAT strategies.






	ECOSOC


	United Nations Economic and Social Council.






	FANC


	Foreign Anti-Narcotics Community. A group of foregin narcotics liaison officers based in Bangkok and Islamabad, who meet regularly to exchange information.
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	Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias Colombias, the Colombian Communist Party.






	FATF


	Financial Action Task Force of the Group of 7 (G7) nations.
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	Gross Domestic Product.






	HIV


	Human Immunodeficiency Virus, the virus responsible for AIDS.






	HONLEA


	Heads of National Drug Law Enforcement Agencies. A subsidiary of the United Nations Commission on Narcotic Drugs (CND), HONLEA consists of four regional groupings covering the Asia–Pacific, the Americas, Africa and Europe.






	IIDM


	Integrated Intervention Drug Model. The IIDM attempts to provide a comprehensive framework for drug policy and strategy which can take account of the various perspectives of the different professional areas involved (see chapter 10).
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	International Monetary Fund.






	INCB


	International Narcotics Control Board. The INCB is the independent and quasi-judicial control organ for the implementation of the UN drug conventions, established in 1968 by the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs of 1961. It is responsible for the administration of treaties relating to the international control of narcotic drugs, psychotropic substances and precursors.






	INTERPOL


	International Criminal Police Organisation.






	LTTE


	Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam, a Tamil separatist group in Sri Lanka.






	M-19


	19th April Movement, a terrorist group in Colombia.






	MBDB


	N-methyl-1-(3,4-methylenedioxyphenyl)-2-butanamine, a synthetic euphoric drug.






	MCDS


	Ministerial Council on Drug Strategy. This is the principal drug policy-making body in Australia, and comprises Commonwealth and State Health and Police Ministers.






	MDEA


	3,4 methylenedioxy-N-ethylamphetamine, a synthetic euphoric drug, also known as ‘Eve’.






	MDMA


	3,4 methylenedioxy-MA, a synthetic euphoric drug, also known as ‘Ecstasy’.






	MTA


	Mong Tai Army. The 15 000-strong private militia of Chang Chifu (more commonly known as Khun Sa), the principal heroin warlord in Burma and a key player in the Golden Triangle heroin nexus.






	NCADA


	National Campaign Against Drug Abuse. The campaign was launched in 1985, by the Hawke Government, when it was recognised that continued evaluation and reform of drug-control policy would be required. Now replaced by the National Drug Strategy (NDS).






	NCBADLE


	National Community-Based Approaches to Drug Law Enforcement. Australia’s Police Commissioners have established and funded a NCBADLE project, to implement localised drug law enforcement initiatives (see chapter 10). See also DRGs and DATs.






	NDS


	Australian National Drug Strategy. Established in 1993, the NDS defines policies designed to coordinate the efforts of the numerous agencies and individuals involved in drug control.
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	Non-government organisation.






	NPDC


	Nardoni Proti-Drogovy Central, the main antidrug squad in the Czech Republic.






	ONCB


	Office of Narcotics Control Board in Thailand.






	SAARC


	South Asia Association for Regional Cooperation.






	UN


	United Nations.






	UNDCP


	United Nations Drug Control Program, established in 1991 to integrate into a single program the structures and functions of three former UN drug control units. It carries responsibility for coordinating and providing leadership for all United Nations drug control activities, and is geared towards assisting developing countries in meeting their obligations in implementing provisions of the international drug control treaties.






	UNGASS


	United Nations General Assembly Special Session.






	WCO


	World Customs Organisations.










Introduction: Broadening the Political Agenda


THE OBJECTIVES OF this volume are to examine: the history and politics of drug policies; the scope of the contemporary drug problem in Australia; the general effectiveness of the contemporary responses to the drug problem in Australia; and how Australia’s national drug strategies might be improved within the confines of liberal-democratic values and culture.


The terms of the political agenda in which we determine drugs policy in Australia need to be expanded, and this requires broadening the context in which we understand the various problems of illicit drug taking. Besides recognising drug taking as both an individual and social problem, we may also see it as a political problem. Approaches which simply criminalise and medicalise the problem of illicit drug taking are inadequate, as they ignore its wider political implications. Effective policy responses to illicit drugs have to be based upon an understanding of its inherently multidimensional character. Such responses ought to take account of impacts upon democratic institutions and political culture. Policies that weaken our commitments to democracy and which bring Australian political institutions into disrepute need reappraisal.


Defining the Problem


A short account of the origins of the word ‘draconian’ may prove a useful starting point for considering the problem of illicit drugs in contemporary Australian society. We learn from the Roman historian Plutarch about the decision of the people of Athens to repeal the laws of King Draco (c. 600 BC). The Athenians had come to the conclusion that Draco’s laws were too severe. They based their judgement upon the fact that Draco assigned the one penalty for virtually all crimes—that of death. Plutarch tells us that even those convicted of idleness were put to death, and that this was the same penalty as for those who stole fruit or committed sacrilege or murder. According to Plutarch (1914: 40), when Draco was asked why he made death the penalty for all these offences he replied that ‘in his opinion the lesser ones deserved it, and for the greater ones no heavier penalties could be found’. Certainly Draco’s legal strategy provided a simple solution to the problem of crime, but it created many further problems and led to political efforts to remedy matters. This created quite a task of law reform for Solon (c. 640–559 BC) who was appointed Archon of Athens to reform the constitution and make new laws that were more just.


This account raises important questions for thinking about the problem of illicit drugs before us today. What precisely is the problem? What is the extent of it? What are sensible and politically acceptable solutions to the problem? How can we avoid responses that create more problems than those they are designed to solve? While the following chapters in this book provide informed and substantive answers to these questions, in this introduction we offer a preliminary framework for thinking about them.


Drug taking is not inherently a social or political problem. It is we—as individuals, public servants, educationalists and members of governments—who determine what counts as a public problem. All societies appear to have used intoxicating or consciousness-altering substances to different degrees. Historically, there have been many ways of regulating the use and punishing the excess use of different substances. Much of this has depended on the community’s understanding of whether the substance was used for public, ritual or religious purposes, or for private personal gratification. These different regimes of regulation are founded upon the kinds of behaviour the society classifies as abuse and what levels of use and trafficking it is prepared to tolerate.


Any society will always mark out the limits of unacceptable behaviour, if only to indicate more clearly what it values. But this set of limits is rarely fixed and what is prohibited in one generation may be accepted as normal in the next. This is not to claim that we cannot choose rationally between different standards, or arbitrate between them, or that we must accept whatever may appear to be the current fashion or trend. It is simply to say that in dealing with the problem of illicit drugs, we must avoid self-righteous moralism and one-dimensional responses. It also suggests that how we define the problem will reflect our own history and political context.


Given this brief sketch, the issues before us may be summarised in the following questions:


•   What kinds of individual and social behaviour do we want to specify as valuable? How do we want to promote these values? Negative strategies of stigmatisation are commonly used to deter drug taking, but are positive models sufficiently discussed and articulated? None of us are saints, however, and ideal models of social behaviour represent aspirations, not rigid personal blueprints.


•   What kinds of behaviours do we want to specify as unacceptable, if not outright physically dangerous, to the individual and to others? Here we always need to keep in mind that there will have to be different levels or degrees of unacceptability. How do we want to treat those who cannot live up to those standards? What are the limits to our tolerance?


•   How ought we understand or explain these forms of unacceptable behaviour? Are they the product of personal weakness, larger social forces, unjust laws, or any variation or combination of these?


•   How ought we treat or respond to unacceptable behaviour? Do we ‘medicalise’ them or ‘criminalise’ them, or, as in some other countries, do we respond so that the problem becomes one of political security and stability? Do we continue to stigmatise them through publicity campaigns? How should we discriminate between different kinds of behaviour and order priorities?


•   What are the various consequences of the different kinds of policies? Here we have to consider the individual, the society, the law enforcers, the democratic polity, and also the impact upon other countries.


•   How should we make policy on these subjects? What are the major assumptions, indicated above, underlying our policy responses? Are the current policy arrangements appropriate to the problem, or has one policy model become dominant and excluded other approaches?


The following chapters in this book indicate that the existing policy-making process on illicit drugs is somewhat less than satisfactory. This may be because of the dominant assumptions about the nature and origins of the problem. That is, just how we understand the problem of illicit drugs is crucial for policy making. For example, we can understand the problem as an individual problem, a social problem, or as a political problem. For others it is also an economic and security problem.


First, we often tend to think that the taking of drugs, whether illicit or licit, is a purely individual problem best understood as a weakness of individual will and morality. This tends to lead us to search for legal solutions that make criminals out of those who transgress. Alternatively, we may see the problem as one of personal health and tend to medicalise it. This usually requires that we treat illicit drug taking as a medical issue and often within strict legal parameters. Acute political conflict, based upon struggles for control of agendas and resources, often occurs between those who would ‘criminalise’ and those who would ‘medicalise’ the problem.


Depending on our values and the perceived scale of the problem of illicit drugs, we may see it primarily as a social problem. This requires us to understand its larger social origins and also calls for a collective social response. For the legalists and moralists, this may require addressing public morality and maintaining a stronger criminal justice approach. Stronger penalties and the publicising of these penalties may be part of this type of strategy. For the ‘medicalists’ with a social orientation, illicit drug taking is not just an individual matter. It becomes a public health problem requiring coordinated public action and resources to match. Both approaches, of course, may overlap.


Another important perspective to be considered is that which views illicit drugs as a problem important to the political health of Australian democracy. By this we do not mean the economic costs of regulation and enforcement, or the loss of taxation revenue, although both are significant. Rather, we want to draw attention to a number of less tangible, but no less vital consequences of poor policies and policy making. Democracy requires both effective institutions and a strong democratic political culture to support them. Policies that weaken our commitments to democracy and which bring the political institutions into disrepute need reappraisal. It is arguable that current policies on illicit drugs tend to do both.


If we set the boundaries of unacceptable drug taking behaviour too wide, we risk criminalising or threatening to criminalise large numbers of Australian citizens. If, like King Draco, we treat all illicit substances, such as cannabis and heroin, in the same way we are encouraging a number of undemocratic political consequences. By adopting such an approach, we not only expand the potential net of criminality, we also invite a loss of respect for law and the rule of law. One of the great achievements of European liberalism and one of the cornerstones of Australian democracy is the principle of the rule of law. Without respect for the principle and practice of rule of law, we cannot have a secure and peaceful democracy. Decisions that fail to discriminate between levels of harm and degrees of appropriate response undermine respect for the rule of law. Such decisions also put law enforcement officers under increasing strain in both the allocation of resources and in resisting the inevitable pressures of corruption. This, in turn, reduces respect for particular laws, the rule of law and the justice system as a whole. The draconian response will, sooner or later, end up by appointing or electing a Solon to fix up the mess.


This leads us to the issue of policy making. For people to retain faith in democratic procedures, they need to know that governments can make good policies and implement them effectively. If a polity cannot make intelligent policy decisions on difficult and controversial issues such as gun control or illicit drugs, then it risks loss of political legitimacy. It risks increasing what is often referred to as the ‘democratic deficit’. This is the term given to the loss of faith that results from governments being unable to satisfy the growing expectations of their citizens. Given the extent of illicit drug use among certain age groups, ineffective and unjust responses to the problem run the risk of alienating generations of young people from our political system. On the other hand, living in a drug-induced stupor does little to enhance one’s civic capacity. Balancing such considerations is part of the dilemma.


Chapter Outline


This book considers the following questions:


•   What is the extent of the contemporary drug problema in Australia and how is it impacting on the country’s liberal-democratic institutions and political culture?


•   How effective has the contemporary Australian response to its drug problem been?


•   How might Australia’s overall National Drug Strategy be improved within the confines of the country’s liberal-democratic values and culture?


The book is divided into three sections. The first three chapters provide an overview of global trends in drug trafficking and the various impacts of illicit drugs on Australia and in the Asian region. The chapters in the second section examine a number of general issues and constraints upon the setting of public agendas and responses to the problem of illicit drugs. The final set of chapters explores the range of possible responses and policy options for minimising the problem of illicit drugs in Australia.


Australia in the world and region


In the first chapter of this section, Peter Chalk assesses the scope and political impact of global production and trafficking in illicit drugs, concentrating primarily on the trade in heroin and cocaine. His chapter begins with a brief overview of main production areas, trafficking routes and statistical trends. The nature of the threat posed by the illicit drug trade is then examined, particularly in relation to its impact on social, economic and political stability. Having set out the dimensions and impact of the global illicit drug trade, Chalk goes on to consider the growing nexus between drug trafficking and other emerging threats to international stability and security. Two in particular are examined: organised white-collar crime (especially money laundering) and narco-terrorism, both of which have the potential to seriously weaken liberal-democratic governments and destablise relations between countries.


In chapter 2, John McFarlane examines the impact of illicit drug trafficking in South-East Asia and considers transnational crime as a regional security and stability issue. He describes how transnational crime, especially drug trafficking, can affect military, political, economic, societal, environmental and human dimensions of security. Next, he explores the scale and significance of transnational organised crime in South-East Asia, concentrating, particularly but not exclusively, on Chinese, Japanese and Vietnamese criminal groups involved in the regional drug trade. He then considers the specific problems of heroin, cannabis, amphetamine and cocaine trafficking in South-East Asia. In the second part of the chapter, McFarlane examines the role of the United Nations (UN) in proposing and implementing international drug policies, especially the three UN Conventions on narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances. He then considers the role of other international and regional organisations involved in countering the drug problem, particularly in South-East Asia. McFarlane concludes that strategies have been developed which, if adopted by countries in the region, would go a long way not only to combating the supply of illicit drugs, but also to addressing the demand problem.


Paddy Mahoney, in chapter 3, describes statistical trends and events in the illicit drugs trade and predicts likely developments. Focusing on the domestic scene, it also discusses briefly the international trends that impact on Australia, and the place of illicit drugs in the National Drug Strategy. The chapter outlines law enforcement successes and difficulties in dealing with a range of illicit drugs, including some of the more recently marketed types, as well as the outcomes of legal action to confiscate the proceeds of drug-related crime. The chapter also describes a number of national law enforcement initiatives in the illicit drugs field, discusses issues such as targeting specific groups and decriminalising cannabis production and use, and suggests approaches that could be taken in formulating policy responses.



Illicit drugs and Australian democracy


Drugs such as cannabis and opium have been in existence for many hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Anti-drug laws, however, are a relatively recent phenomenon. Since the first anti-opium laws were passed in the 1890s, there has evolved in Australia a comprehensive and complex legal framework to enforce legal prohibitions against a wide range of drugs. In chapter 4, David Brereton provides a brief overview of some of the factors which have shaped the development of these laws. Two in particular have been of primary importance: the various international drug control treaties to which Australia has been a party; and the emergence of an illicit drug market in Australia during the 1960s and 1970s. Chapter 4 also analyses some recent trends that are taking place in Australian anti-drug legislation, relating these developments to a policy debate that increasingly appears to be driven by a demand for an easing of existing legal prohibitions. Finally, Brereton examines some of the main factors that continue to constrain the pace and direction of anti-drug reform in Australia, and discusses the prospects for future possible change.


In chapter 5, Andrew Parkin describes the characteristic liberal democratic mode of policy engagement and its character in recent political debates about illicit drugs. According to Parkin, liberal democratic states like Australia engage with the issue of illicit drugs, as they engage with other contentious policy issues, in a way which reflects an in-built tension between liberal and democratic values. That is, liberal democracies are responsive both to liberal claims and to democratic claims. Policy debates and strategies can oscillate between (on the one hand) liberal sensitivity to individual rights and opposition to enhanced state capacity; and (on the other hand) democratically legitimised community norms and collective values. Parkin argues that this spectrum of policy responses corresponds to an analogous spectrum within criminology which contrasts individualistic with structuralist conceptions of the nature and causes of crime.


John Broome, in chapter 6, examines illicit drugs in Australia from two main perspectives: supply and demand. He explores some of the issues relating to not only the social and political impact of the illicit drugs trade on Australia, but also the public policy dimensions of that trade. In particular, his chapter examines what we know about the illicit drugs trade, and highlights those areas where further research is required. In addition, chapter 6 examines the cost to Australia in social, economic and political terms, not only of the illicit drugs trade itself, but of our ignorance of the causes of that trade. Broome argues that without more publicly funded research and a well-informed policy debate, our choices on how to reduce the impact of the illicit drugs trade will remain limited and ineffective. He offers an acute practitioner’s perspective on some of the issues raised in chapter 5.


Policy responses


Chapters 7–11 provide a series of critical perspectives upon national drugs policy in Australia. The main subject of discussion is the National Drug Strategy (NDS). Each contributor offers valuable insights into the strengths and weaknesses of the NDS. Key issues include political leadership accountability, policy formulation and the guiding principle of harm minimisation.


Chapter 7 is Timothy Rohl’s account of his joint evaluation of the Australian National Drug Strategy (NDS) as implemented between 1993 and 1997. While recognising the importance of the NDS in terms of providing a more innovative and inclusive response to the Australian drug problem, the chapter criticises the performance of the NDS largely on the grounds that it lacks political commitment and democratic leadership, and is too fragmented in structure. Rohl outlines a number of ways to refocus the NDS and give it a new sense of purpose. In particular, he recommends that: NDS partnerships should be strengthened and expanded to the local level; a dedicated NDS Unit should be established; the NDS should be made more accountable for its performance; mainstream health, law enforcement and community officials should be trained to respond proactively to drug issues. He argues that the involvement and effectiveness of law enforcement in preventing drug-related harm should be enhanced—especially with respect to long-term strategic planning. Rohl concludes that despite its achievements and accomplishments, the NDS is currently in danger of sliding off the political agenda. What is required is for the Commonwealth Government to demonstrate political leadership by committing itself to the NDS and its reform. Only then will Australia move closer to the vision of becoming a society which deals effectively with drugs.


In chapter 8, David Crosbie also takes issue with current Australian procedures for drug policy development and accountability, arguing for increased accountability and more rigorous policy analysis. According to Crosbie, Australia’s national drug-policy-making bodies represent an outstanding example of ‘dysfunctional policy-making bureaucracy’ by government. The structures generally exclude expert knowledge, community or consumer input. The ultimate decision-making power theoretically lies with a group of eighteen politicians representing nine different jurisdictions and both law enforcement and health interests. In recent years this main decision-making committee has met for around four hours per year to consider a very broad range of issues listed on an agenda that no one outside of senior government officials is allowed to see. Crosbie suggests that such structures avoid public accountability and discourage serious policy analysis. Currently in Australia, it is almost impossible to describe accurately the extent of drug problems, the response of different governments to these problems, and the effectiveness of these responses. While Australia may be a world leader in some areas of drug policy and practice, Crosbie argues that this has been achieved despite secretive government policy processes which have, at best, diluted efforts to reduce drug-related harm in Australia.


Ann Roche and Keith Evans, in chapter 9, provide an overview of the strengths and weaknesses of harm reduction—or harm minimisation as it is sometimes known. Harm reduction is one of the major policy and philosophical responses to drug use over the past decade in Australia and a number of other countries. These writers acknowledge that harm reduction—either as an end goal or as a set of strategies—has been a successful approach to dealing with drug issues. Nonetheless, they argue that to focus exclusively on abstinence or on harm reduction limits opportunities to recognise and address the contribution of other significant factors. A narrow approach also curtails scope for prevention efforts. Roche and Evans suggest that a broader model is needed to provide the overarching guidelines for formulating drug policies. Such a model could encompass a wider range of positions, some of which are antithetical to each other. They therefore recommend an integrated model in which no single approach is given priority over another. In this context, harm reduction is an essential element but one which operates among a range of other approaches.


In chapter 10, Adam Sutton and Stephen James review a unique attempt to assess the work of dedicated drug law enforcement agencies (e.g. state and territory drug squads, relevant sections of the Federal Police, Customs Australia and the National Crime Authority) throughout Australia. The study, conducted in 1993 and 1994 for Australia’s National Police Research Unit, found that Australian drug law enforcement fell far short of being a ‘rational’ system with practices based on accurate and systematic assessment of problems, and operations continuously monitored for both intended and unintended consequences. Drug squad and other relevant officers often acknowledged that their work may have had little impact on the availability of illicit drugs. Even more disturbing, most exhibited little or no interest in implementing systems and indicators which would allow more accurate assessment of the effects of enforcement activity. Sutton and Jones outline the innovative pilot reforms currently being implemented in three different Australian jurisdictions. They acknowledge, however, that police and other enforcement authorities will encounter significant problems in trying to move away from reactive, ‘zero tolerance’ models toward more ‘rational’ approaches which place the emphasis on reducing drug-related harm and risk. Nonetheless, this pilot program offers an important initiative designed to increase the levels of accountability necessary for evaluating Australian policies on illicit drugs.


In the final chapter, Alex Wodak critically examines the historical development and outcomes of Australia’s illicit drug policy. He then reviews the alternative strategies being pursued in Switzerland and the Netherlands. In the light of this comparison, Dr Wodak argues that the problem of illicit drug use in Australia should be redefined as primarily a health and social issue rather than a criminal justice one. Whilst maintaining that law enforcement is a necessary complement to health and social interventions, he stresses that it should not dominate policy, funding allocation or public rhetoric. He rejects as both unrealistic and socially harmful the objectives of a ‘zero tolerance’ strategy.


Conclusion


It is apparent that any effective response to illicit drugs will have to accept the inherently multidimensional character of the issue. It must be understood as a problem for individuals, society and democratic institutions. For this reason we must evaluate our policy responses in terms of a broader range of consequences and not just against legal and medical criteria. We must also be aware of what professional and political interests we are serving when we argue for one policy response rather than another. We must avoid at all cost, however, policies and policy making that are draconian and one-dimensional, and which undermine the system of democratic government. Given these considerations, can we afford not to take up policy options and ‘experiments’ that bolster rather than undermine our faith in the policy process? The task of broadening the political agenda is therefore not only one for democratic leadership and political will, but also one of creating effective partnerships within and between countries.
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The Global Heroin and Cocaine Trade


Peter Chalk


WITH THE COLLAPSE of the Soviet bloc in Eastern Europe in the late 1980s and early 1990s, it appeared that the international system could be on the threshold of an era of unprecedented peace and stability. Politicians, diplomats and academics alike began to forecast the imminent establishment of a new world order, increasingly managed by democratic political institutions. These, it was believed, would develop within the context of an integrated international economic system based on the principles of the free market (International Monetary Fund 1991: 26–37). It was assumed that as this new world emerged, serious threats to international stability would decline commensurately.


The initial euphoria evoked by the end of the Cold War has now been replaced by a growing sense of unease that threats at the lower end of the conflict spectrum may soon assume greater prominence. Such concern has been stimulated largely by the remarkable fluidity that now characterises international politics—an environment in which it is no longer clearly apparent who can do what to whom and by what means. As Richard Latter (1991: 2) observes, the establishment of a new global security may reduce inter-state conflict only at the expense of an increase in so-called ‘soft’ security threats that fall below the level of conventional war.
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