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his sirce, until T began my own study of the problem,
more than whether the penaitics
Jlenscs were ‘,..,.m,.m" too stringent. Tt is casy
orical and social conditions
the emergence of a strange
y the

warjuana
popular ¢ E:o:f:n_c: it received. Aom is it a::nc

in such a situation the first reaction would be an
. pression of the dr p—cspecially since at the time
tal cosis of enforcing thc Jaw were so much less than they

. however, we have an increased familiarity with mari-
a, from iis fEn use, from a more carcful look at what has
the dr and from recent studies. Much
now ,Z.ua of the enormtous costs to our
fjuana policy. I.belicve that we cannot

a great deal longer and that the onily re-
ction—indecd, in the long run, the only
sle within the :f:r;o.x of a democratic

so cxtensive as

on the criminal

s customary to thank all thosc whose help
sroduct. In this case, however, 1 am unable
¢ they are far too numerous, and second

c:o:m arc so intertwined with those of dif-

.;,9 caried cooperation of the re-
university community, this book would
::Z serminars at both the Stan-
3 . (Berkeley) law schools,
¢ academic credentials, were invaluable both
-often from sa.‘,/,n.w A,: experience—a great deal
i< use. and because they were willing to wark
Morcover, the pharmacologists,
ciens, sociologists, anthropolo-
who gave many hours of their
drafts know that my gratitude is

_error.
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forever theirs. Jt is customary to add at this point that 2
or distortions are vy respons .G:m? and not theirs, This,
[N 1.
is_trues but, on the other hand, candor compels the a&.x?ﬁ,oa
.ment_that if, indeed, there arc_any errors or distortions, I will
. o e oo B 23 it S

EQE _per o.3r< ?vmoc,_ tle EoMo who_allowed _me_io_fall_into

m::.q with respect to the legislature’s attempt to revise the
penal code, the Preliminar ry Tentative Draft on Marijuana was is-
sucd in 1969 over the mm::c es of all the Reporiers. It 2,‘.03-
mended the adoption of the vice medel for Ew:_csgp and (m -
@olma this nanOSBa:gu:o: with carlier versions of Cha , 275 r?
.~<. V, VI, V111, and the first half of IX. In some scnse ”.\Mm( book
is an cffort to reach a tribunal of higher resort; .o.,Q:HAo st M::
after the release of the draft, the Legisiative Commitiee n 3..“ )9 _\
ficed all of the Reporters and replaced them :.:: a (Momoncﬁ..«
from the attorney general’s office. g 9‘
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