February 21, 2008

To those attending the March 6 workshop:

For some year s, | 6ve been working on a his
and other drugs. The book is now creeping t
and a bit hard to cut into coherent chunks. The attached excerpt, which includes
the prologue, chapter 1, and parts of chapters 7 and 8, presents those pieces of
the story rooted on the West Coast. Although lllinois figures centrally in chapter
9 (as it was among the earlieststates¢ b an cocai ne) , Il 6m afraid

rather rough.

These excerpts give a general overview of the project with some emphasis
toward the end on the role of race in driving early anti -drug laws. The brief
outtake from chapter 8 is probably the most critical reading. You may wish to
read just the prologue (for an overview of the project and its thesis) and the

material from chapter 8.

Thanks! |l dm | ooking forward to seeing al/l



Yours,

George Fisher
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Prologue

Why are we married to alcohol? Or more to the point, why have we stayed

faithful? Since time out of mind, alcohol has reigned as our lone legal intoxicant.
Countless rivals beckon our affections, whispering promises of elegiac dreams or
fantastic visions or the bliss of suspended awareness. Yet forswearing all others,
we hold true to alcohol.

Ouir fidelity is the more amazing because so often mocked. On academic
shelves crammed with potent critiques of the status quo, only scattered volumes
dare to defend the war on drugs. Few voices not supported by government
grants or paychecks seem prepared to explain why alcohol alone should duck the
prohibitionistds ax. To judge from the weig
irrational fear binds us to alcohol and blinds us to the virtues of legalizing its
rivalsii and only gutless officeholders stall this inevitable step toward the future.

And yet alcohol reigns. Alone, unchallenged, it remains the only legal
intoxicant money can buy. And so it will stay, almost everywhere, for a good

long time to come.



This book is an attempt to explain why. In seeking to explain our adherence
to alcohol and our rejection of other recrea
present drug ban, but merely ask how it came to pass. Like many others, |
guestiont he wi sdom of todayds drug | aw regi me.
recreational drugs other than alcohol has spawned a thriving street trade marked
by extortionate prices, extravagant profits, violent turf wars, and abusive police
tactics. By waging a drug war with such faint prospects for victory, we perhaps
blind ourselves to better ways to attack the evils of drugs.
But the policies of the present are not the focus of this book. Instead | look
backward for the roots of a regime that warily embraces alcohol while spurning
its recreational rivals. Why then are we married to alcohol?
The answer is scarcely seen in those scholarly assaults on the drug war and
hardly heard in the rhetoric of policymakers who prop up our laws against
change. Ask thoseacademics who deride our drug bans how such wayward
policy took hold. Many will say racism, so often the virus of injustice, spread its
worm here. We banned opium, they say, when Chinese miners and railroad
workers brought it here; cocaine when African Americans made it their drug of
choice; and marijuana when migrant Mexicans cast its seeds north of the border.
Or, they say, our drug laws rose when early factory owners came to fear that
drug -hazed workers dragged down output. Rooted in racism and clas s conflict,

they charge, drug bans claim no legitimacy as law.



Ask instead those officeholders who defy change how our drug laws came to
pass. Most reply in utilitarian tones, speaking a calculus of harms and risks. The
danger of addiction, they say, and of overdose and death proved weightier than
the rapture of escape. Alcohol, they admit, is a pestilence todi but it is the devil
we know. Alcohol has survived despite its evils because we have learned how to
keep them in check.

Attractive or plausibl e as these claims may be, they all miss the mark. Why
have we banned recreational intoxicants? The answer is almost too plain to see.
We have banned them because theyintoxicatéi because they disable our
reason and selfcommand, if only for a while i and do so with no better excuse
than recreation. True, alcohol also befuddles the brainfi and if it did nothing else,
we would ban it too. We ban recreational intoxicants not because they harm us

or give pleasure to groups we despise, but because of an old and eéep and
essentially moral aversion to pleasures that numb the mind.

In the pages ahead | hope to uncover the ancient roots of this moral aversion
and to trace its force forward in time. And | hope to show the power it wields
today. For this old moral instinct lives on and sustains much of our familiar
drug law regime.

Imagine then three drugs. The first, a euphoria pill, delivers ninety minutes
of mind -numbing, stupefying pleasure i and nothing else. It generates neither
side effects nor aftereffecs. It impairs neither health nor productivity nor

alertness while driving. It neither addicts nor promotes the use of other, more



dangerous drugs. As the product of an American pharmaceutical company, it
lacks any racial link. Perhaps this drug does not exist. But if it did fi | feel
certainfi we would readily ban it. For it is precisely this mind -numbing,
pleasure-seeking escape from reality that | believe underlies our long-held moral
aversion to drug -induced intoxication.

The second drug is very different: It marvelously concentrates and sharpens
the mind. But it works only for a short time, and while repeated doses maintain
alertness, it soon proves fiercely addictive. Taken over time, it ravages health
and ultimately strips ten years off the average user 6 s | iiffeel Thi
certainii we would license for sale. For this drug of course is nicotine, delivered
through the medium of cigarettes. And whatever havoc cigarettes may wreak on
our bodies, they escape the avalanche of moral condemnation that falls on any
drug daring to call itself Ecstasy. For cigarettes sharpen rather than numb the
mind i and they supply no euphoric escape from reality.

Consider finally alcohol. Like Ecstasy it numbs the mind, transporting its
consumers to a lolling, narcotic oblivion i1 but only when taken in excess. Used
in moderation alcohol leaves the reason intact and acuity almost undimmed.
Though alcohol may not quite sharpen the mind, small amounts help both mind
and spirit speak more freely, more vividly. It deliv ers not the mindless pleasure
of escape, but the pleasure of minds meeting, engaged with each other and with

the now more manageable cares of this world.
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Like cigarettes, then, alcohol escapes condemnation, for whatever harms it
may cause when used in excess, it more often enlivens our minds and
conversation. Yet if alcohol were available only in a six-shot swallow i so one
coul dndot dr i nk rfbwetwouln bam ittgom Alcodot nuap be the
devil we know, but if it served only to intoxicate, slurrin g conversation without
brightening it, alcohol too would face the

So | disagree with those defenders of the status quo who say our drug laws
reflect a rational balance of harms and gains. In their world our ideal euphoria
drug would be licensed and cigarettes not. And | disagree with those skeptics
who trace our drug laws to racism or the wants of the industrial class. They
cannot explain why a Lilly -white, short -acting euphoria drug would be
bannedi or why alcohol would go undergrou nd, despite its mammoth
industrial patrons, if it merely made us drunk.

The historical record supports neither camp. Drugs were not banned
because they risked health or bore a racial badge. They were banned because
they blighted our brains, however br iefly, blotting out reason with base
pleasures. Withdraw from the case each of the other factors commonly cited for

a ban on drugs, and we would ban them still.



This book then is a social history. In particular it is a moral hi story. In the
chapters ahead | hope to expose the deepseated moral attitudes, traceable back
through the centuries, that have given rise to our general acceptance of alcohol
and our rather rigid rejection of other mind -altering drugs.

| am not the fir st to take this path. Some years back David Richards traced
the lineage of the drug war to old Christian roots. He argued that by exposing
the drug bands Christian heritage, he had r
illegitimacy. More recently James Morone has taken a similar tack, blaming our
present drug laws and older liquor laws on a harshly nativist brand of American
Puritanism. *

| follow a different course. Where Richards and Morone aimed to condemn
modern drug laws, | hope to explain but not defend them. Though I question the
wisdom of our present drug war, | believe its underlying moral precepts have
forcefi and that they make senseThat is, | think they have given rise to an
internally consistent drug law regime. With a few narrow exc eptionsfi such as

the ban on medical marijuana, seemingly a historical anomalyii the present

!Richards writ e s : 0Drug users are branded as the Puritans
willful outcasts whose criminal stigma reflects the demarcation between the ideals of the saints

and the inexplicable and satanic evils of the sinner. We have disclosed this cuel vision for what

it is: not a critical moral judgment, but a remnant of a sectarian ideology secularized into a moral

ideal of emotional self-c ont r ol . 6 D a v Bed, DAgs, Death, a@Rd tkeH.awm: AhdEssay on

Human Rights and Overcriminalizatin (1982), p. 194.

Morone puts it this way: OSubstance abuse poses u
The Puritan tradition pins those problems on bad behavior, pure and simple. The policy
prescription follows directly: get tough, orthedepr avi ty wi |l |l spr eadHelfre James A.
Nation: The Politics of Sin in American Histo(2003), p. 16.



framework of our drug laws rather faithfully reflects these underlying moral
precepts. What is morefi and this is something elsefi | believe these precepts
appeal to widely held and perhaps fundamental human instincts.

Any study that looks to prevailing moral attitudes to explain a historical
development must first decide whosemoral code is at issue. Ultimately the aim
of this book is to explain how the American legal r egimes governing alcohol and
other recreational drugs took form. That goal compels a focus on the Western,
largely Christian moral tradition, especially that of England and America, for
English law helped shape much of our own. Yet the moral notions that underlie
American alcohol and drug laws do not seem to be exclusively Christian or even
Western. Moral objections to sex, drunkenness, and drug abuse appear to spill
across such categories and may trace to anthropological rather than theological
or philo sophical roots. Though | make no claim to address other traditions, |
believe that in the ways most relevant to this study, moral attitudes may differ
less across cultures than at first appears.

But while moral attitudes toward recreational intoxicants m ay prove similar
on a global scale, closer to the ground they vary more starkly. Hence | am not
writing about my moral attitudes or those of any individual reader, but rather
those of the cultural mainstreamii that part of the American community most
responsible for our laws. Not everyone shares mainstream valuesii or there
would be noneed fordruglawsfiand t hose who dondt wi

themselves here, though they may recognize their neighbors. In some placesi



Berkeley, say, or Ann Arbor or Greenwich Villageieven oned&s neighbors
outside the mold. But I am writing about the broad middle of American society,
not its bluest extremities.
Nor am | writing about that politically powerless but peculiarly prominent
group known as 0dbe niehrogsien gb eat dweletns ,efivy ht een and
whose attitudes toward drinking, drug use, and sex i another topic that lies
aheadn fall far outside the cultural mainstream. The evidence suggests not that
this group is the leading edge of an imminent moral revolut ion, but rather that as
its members mature into adulthood, they adopt more mainstream mores and
moral attitudes. 2
In later chapters | will argue that our moral aversion to drug abuse stands
independent of our concern that drugs endanger health or social order or the
wellbeing of others. But | do not claim that our moral sentiments stand alone.
Some recreational drug use surely clauses har
and fear of such harms may deepen and strengthen our dislike of drugs. Still, |
believe that the moral impulse that lies behind our regime banning recreational
drugs is, standing alone, sufficient in large part to explain the shape of that

regime. Even if moral concerns alone have not driven our cultural decision to

2 At least this seems to be true with regard to collegiate drinking. See Bruce D. Bartholow,

Kenneth J. Sher, & J e nhieaviyBrinking Overkhe Third Decade@fiden ge s i n

as a Function of Collegiate Fraternity and Sorority Involvement: A Prospective, Multilevel

Anal y s iHealthdPsyehdlogg 16 (2003), p. 616 (0There is considerze
alcohol use generaly tends to increase during late adolescence, peak during the early twenties,

and decline thereafter, a pattern sometimes calledmaturing out 6 ) .



ban recreational drugs, traditional views about the wrongfulness of intoxication,
which for centuries have imposed a moral veto on recreational drug use, remain

potent enough today to bar efforts to legalize.

Marriage to alcohak not, then, merely a metaphor for our rejection of other
intoxicating drugs, but expresses as well the history and moral meaning of our
attachment to alcohol. In this moral history, the concept of alcohol monogamy
plays three roles.

First, it hints that the roots of our condemnation of substance abuse may lie
in far earlier moral attitudes toward sex. Our cultural aversion to intoxication
stems in great part from the nature of intoxication itself i the heedless
suspension of selfcontrol, the abdication of rational functi oning, the indulgence
in mindless pleasure. It stems, too, from the addictive quality of so many
intoxicants, which magnifies the loss of self-control and makes the addicted, in
the words of Saint Thomas Adgexglorethese o0a sl ave
features of intoxication in Chapter 1 in the context of the American rejection of
opium dens, newly arrived from China in the latter half of the nineteenth

century.

% Saint Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Contra Gentil¢English Dominican Fathers trans. 1928), vol.
3, p.- 120.



Then, in Chapter 2, | look back in time to link these views to earlier and more
fundamental attitudes toward sex. For sex, like drunkenness and drug
intoxication, suspends self-control, abdicates rationality, and indulges in
mindless pleasure. In the Western moral tradition, lust and drunkenness have
stood side by side in the dock, accusedof robbing us of our God -like reason and
transforming us into beasts. The similarity between the old moral regimes
governing sex and alcohol use is some evidence of the primary role that moral
objections have played in shaping regulation of substance abuse. For while sex
and intoxicants are bad in many ways, only along the moral dimension are they

bad in the same way.

Second al cohol monogamy suggests that

moral aversion to drug intoxication lies in our moral coming to ter ms with
alcohol. In Chapter 3, | examine how early Puritan moralists condemned
drunkenness in terms strikingly 1ike
of sex. In both moral regimes, the concept of necessity acted as a critical moral
mediator. Old Church fathers understood that however troubling sex might be
as a moral matter, sometimes our survival required it. The demands of marriage
and procreation excused indulgence in the mindless, uncontrolled pleasure of
sexii but only as necessary. Puritanmoralists saw that alcohol too could claim a

broad excuse of necessityi as a dietary staple, a sanitary beverage, an all
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did not grant unconditional license to indulge. One ¢ ould use alcohol only as
necessaryi and never to intoxicate.

Aversiontomind-numbi ng pl easure and deference to
persisted in remarkably unchanged form over the centuries. But other realities of
life changedii and with them the linethat di vi ded al coshf@eh s necess
its sinful abuse Chapter 4 explores the crisis that plagued England in the early
eighteenth century, when newly popular i and highly potent fi gin readily
induced drunkenness, but could not claim to serve dietary or medi cinal needs.

In America the offending drink was not gin but rum and sometimes whiskey.

Here the moral crisis that brought on the temperance fever of the nineteenth
century was deeper and longer-lived than the gin panic of old England. As |
suggest in Chapter 5, advancing medicine, sanitation, and food preservation
snapped the strained notions of necessity that once excused alcoholic indulgence.
Suddenly life without alcohol grew thinkable A and when it did, the old moral
accommodation of alcohol broke dow n.

The result was temperance fever. Temperance leaders argued that alcohol,
shorn of its claims of need, must go. Others reached a different verdict: Their
moral rule was moderationand their mantra was that measured use of alcohol
was no vice. With the temperance community torn between moderationists and
cold-water warriors for full -scale prohibition, the temperance debate raged
through the last half of the nineteenth century and early decades of the

twentieth.
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Prohibitionists won with ratificati on of the Eighteenth Amendment late in
1919 but as | show in Chapter 6 their success was never all it seemed. National
prohibition came and went in a scant thirteen years, swept away by the turning
tide of public opinion. And the regime thatroseinprohn i bi t i onds pl ace emb
a new view of the social necessityf alcoholii a concept that happily required a
web of rules, |l egal and social, ensuring tha
drunkenness. This is the alcohol regime we inherit today, one in wh ich moderate
alcohol use is tolerated largely because of its role as social lubricanii as a
facilitator of fellowship and good cheer. In this moral regime drink makers boost
their productsd power to spark conversation,
Thirdfi and finally i alcohol monogamy captures the essentially exclusive
nature of this moral accommodation of moderate alcohol use. That most people
do not <call alcohol a o0drugdé suggests that w
other intoxicants. Our elaborate moral rationalization of drinking has sustained
our bond with alcohol even as it has shut out rival intoxicants i for the terms of
this moral arrangement have proved difficult for other drugs to meet.
The difficulty emer gealdecredionalrivalteacloed ol s f i r s
American shores in the late nineteenth century. Opium dens did not fit the
moral framework that sustained alcohol use. Smoked opium served no apparent
needn doctors thought it useless as medicinefi and permitted no subintoxica ting

use. Unlike alcohol, opium did not enliven but narcotized conversation. The

result, detailed in Chapter 7, is that opium dens and opium smoking met ready

12



legislative condemnation. So did other recreational drugs as they came on the

scene. Legislabrs distinguished legitimate medical use from recreational abuse

simply by criminalizing sales not made by prescription. This legislative

stratagem spurred a social revolution, as legislators across the country passed

law after endless law targeting recreational drug abuse.
In their regulatory zeal lawmakers doomed all recreational drugs whatever

their usersd racial or ethnic cast. At cert

biases warped the timing or severity of drug bans i and over time the racism that

courses through our culture overran our drug law regimes. Seen in rear view

through decades of racial strife, early drug laws seem to have grown from soil

soaked in racism. But as | show in Chapters 8 and 9, most bans owed nothing to

race. Overwhelmingly they sprang not from group conflict, but from the

traditional mor al condemnation of intoxicatd.i
Today it is hard to see this moral dynamic at work, for modern lawmakers

rarely speak the language of moralism when speaking of drugs. Instead a

discourse of harms and risks drives our drug war debate. In Chapter 10, |

explore whether our modern harms -based argot simply submerges old moral

strains beneath secular words and concerns? A secular rhetoric of harms and

risks falls more naturally on our modern ears, no longer accustomed to

moralized public debate. And there is one harmfi an oddly moral harm i that

“See Bernard E Harcourt, o0The Coumnalaftsmnalbadvandhe Harm Pr
Criminology 109, pp. 16&7 2 ( 1999) . I owi |1 consider Harcourtos Vi ¢

13



merges utilitarian and moral concerns and helps obscure the latter. This is the
corruption of our youth. In the realms of both drugs and sex, our moral codes
wield uncommon force when youths face risk.

At |l ast in Chapter 11, I consider monogamy
the true meaning of alcohol monogamy, for our moral arrangement with alcohol
may prove hard forother drugs t o mi mi c. Ot her drugs d
pharmacology, which permits the social drinker to quantify exactly the amount
that will ease inhibitions without straying toward intoxication. Nor do they
share alcohol ds p e c ubehawiorl Althosgh someadrugi nf | uence
using groups surely are more garrulous than others, no drug loosens tongues
and warms hearts quite |Iike alcohol . Then t
lone legal intoxicant, which has helped cement its sole standing. In mainstream
eyes, the only form of necessargocial intercourse is the form we have long
sustained with alcohol. Here racial differences may bear on the analysis, for it is
hard for one group to see asessentiah substance that plays a role in some othe
groupds soci al interactions. Whatever soci a
influence of some otherdrug is not the one that has grown fundamental to our
mainstream way of life.

And so monogamy with alcohol may prove enduring, if not permanent.
Hence in the end | arrive at a prediction for the future i that alcohol will remain

almost everywhere our lone legal intoxicant for a good long time to come.

14
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Chapter One

Monogamyods Par adox

One night in 1891 or 1892, two unlikely figures strode down a grubby little

alley in San Franciscods Chinatown. White n
Chinatown, but rarely at this hour, and when they did their business was rarely
good. Yet here was a mnister, cane in hand. The Reverend Frederick J. Masters
was on a missioni and had brought a man with a camera to record it.>
Down oan alley of execrable squalor, 6 with
rising from every cellar, the men found a door that opene d to a stair that
dropped to a cramped and lightless passage that ended at last at another door.
Masters rapped with his cane.
The door opened slightly, showing the sliver of a man i1 a face and a hand.
The face was Chinese, the hand raised ina gestur® fproocul ef8the pr of ani ¢

otake your trouble el sewheredé of an earlier

*The following descripti on ravnfromaFseteeiak 3. Blasters,i sit to the
0O0Opium and |t ds Cdlifernixllustrated Magazingviay 1892)] pp. 63138. Masters

supplied a similar description of a generic opium den, often in the same words, in Frederick J.

Masters, O0Thei @OpCami T oahfTheChauuguapidnMeadvillelPa.) The T.

L. Flood Publishing House 18963897), pp. 54956.

16



Masters overcame his feigned innocence and won entry to the world within.
ONose, eyes and ears soon tell eofthe6 he recal
dusky tyrant. o Opi um.

That such a place existed in 1892 may seem odd. Some seventeen years
before, in 1875, San Francisco wrote the nat
Board of Supervisors made it a crime punished by up to six months in jail to keep
such a den or to visit one to smoke opium.® But that ordinance, driven in part by
the supervi sor sd WHITESVENFAMDSVSMEN h.a of regpeciableg o
parentaged had begun to indulge in what most
seemingly had little impact on dens kept by and for the Chinese. San Francisco
police apparently left such dens unmolested as long as whites dared not enter.’

Masters did not go to the little establishment off Jackson Street to smoke
opium. Instead he went to investigate opium smoking among the Chinese and
seek some remedy. As superintendent of the
and a onetime missionary to China, he perhaps bore two biases on his descent

into the den.® Unlike so many others of his day, he may have felt no particular

® The ordinance and a brief account of Banbranpi®sage ar e
Chronicle Nov. 16, 18®2a%5d pf 3 ulhadynitiaiCaliBbmig No. 16, 1875, p. 1;

0Board of SidpNew 23j1878,p.sl, Idhank my research assistant Helen Kim for

persevering in a difficult hunt for the text of the ordinance, which does not appear to survive in

any San Francisco public document. Dean Latimer and
Francisco passed an ordinance against opium smoking ¢
Dean Latimer & Jeff Goldberg, Flowers in the Blood: The Story@pium (1981), p. 208.

"I will present the evidence that police targeted mainly white smokers in Chapter 8.

8Masters noted his role as the superintendent of the
Votaries,o6 p. 631. I n O T 85, h© pepoutett that heshadfspest i n Cal i f orr
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hatred toward the Chinese, often the victims of vicious and unconcealed racism.®

But as a Methodist minister, he perhaps held a dimmer view than most of the
practice of smoking opium. During much of the nineteenth century, Methodists
had championed the American and British temperance movements and had
fought for strict limits and ultimately a total ban on alcohol. Having rejected one
recreational intoxicant, Methodists hardly seemed likely to embrace another.
We can merelyguessatMa t er sds opinions as he stepped
for he left us no record of his thoughts. Fortunately he left an unusually clear
record of what he saw, richly detailed in the pages of California Illustrated
Magazine Alongside prose descriptions, he printed pictures of the den and its
deni zens caught in the glare of oflash | ight
0Stygian darkness. 0 The resulting i mages co

stifling banality. Far from the hoped -for den of exotic depravity, the reader

Ot we-hnwyg years . . . among the Chinese in Kwangtung ar
bi ographical information see Jeffrey L. Staley, 008Gur
Womends Wor k &caChatown, E&7@1920,The Argonaut(Journal of the San Francisco

Museum and Historical Societyvol. 16, no. 1 (2005), p. 4, nn.1&15.

°The best evidence of Mastersds benign feelings towar
which he argued that Chinese sailors had discovered America and settled the West Coast long

before the days of Col umbus. He wrote that the Chi ne
of this Coast. 6 And he concluded with this hope:

Some day when Ch ipeoplédase bétter sirtderstopd, vehandhational
jealousies subside and race prejudices no longer blind us from accepting the truth, that little band
of humane, peaceloving missionaries . . . who came to these shores to educate, elevate, and
civilize, the native races of this Coast, may be thought as deserving a share of our gratitude, and
as worthy a niche in the temple of Fame, as the brutal European adventurers, whose progress on
this continent was marked by plunder and destruction, and whose feet were swif ter to shed
blood than to ameliorate the woes of mankind.

18



discovers a sooty hovel with forlorn smokers lying almost hidden beneath
cluttered shelves and coat hooks. (See Figure 1.) Disappointed by these photos,
the reader turns instead to Mastersds ornate
mor e potent images on the mind.

The darkness is what strikes us first. Descending into the den, Masters
passed three or four Chinese patrons ocrawl.
way along a narrow passage, he emerged into the dusky, sultry haze of the den.
There a ostupefying smoke fills the hovel,
yellow |Iight of three or four opium | amps st

Other writers of the day had ventured into the underground world of the dens,

andtheyt oo wr ote of the smoky dar kness. Over &
out from air and sunlight, 6 of the futile ef
candled or a odull red | ight that 111l uminate

duskéd of the..calebiwkebhatk, undern®ath the side
What strike us next are the dends Spartan

the smokers reclined upon it. The only furnishings were three or four mat -

Frederic[ k] J. Masters, 0Did Quverlahd Mamtalypacn18®4), spc over Amer
576, 58D88.

°David T. Courtwright, Forces of Habit: Drugs and the Making of the Modern W@2@01) p. 177
(quoting from O0OA Pestil en Banéaranciseo Chnicte 10Teepr i nt ed fr om t

Pharmacis{ 1877), p. 115) ( 0dens Raughing It(Hadfdrd: American. 6 ) ; Mar k Tw
Publishing Company 1872) (reprint Oxford University Press, Sh elley Fisher Fishkin, ed. 1996), p.

395 (o0sickly, guttering . . . 0 )Daily Tebitarial ERteprisgu i | | e, ] O0A
July 28, 1874, p. 3 (o6dull red light . . .6); George
Scri bner 4ls6 Moln8t8hol)y, p. 417 (ohesitating dusk . . .0)

Knows About Opi SamFr&oscckChmormggle6July 25, 1881, p. 3 (ol ow,
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covered wooden bunks, on wihheicfeetproppedothe nds pat
pill ows, their faces turned toward the propr
another contemporary description of a squalid den, we read of smokers

recumbent on o0greasy bencheso6 or oa filthy p
above the other, |i ke the berths on shipboard
gluedoé t d'otMaenypippeer.sons suppose that opium i
way that tobacco is,d6 wrote one observer. (o
can be smoked standing, walking, and at business. The opium smoker always

lies down when indulging his habit, and gives all his attention to the process of

inhaling the f d°nDemsionallyan duthor would afdd the notable

detail that male smokers sharedabun k wi t h i ndi fferent females

no bashfulness in smoking with strange men, and . . . usually remove the shoes,

“"Thomas J. Vivian, o0John ClBicmamharr riB6 CMA&TE)HApl ynci sco, 6

870 (o0greasy benchesd); o0Topics in the Sagebrush: Tk
Legislature; Prevalence of t heNe®@YorkdlimesFeb.l21,1881, on t he Pe
p. 1 (ofilthy pallHe8iyBohanzpRO®rdb He& .Qui l.1 d,i ke the berths
0A Gr owi nSan Heawndisto,Clronigle July 25, 1881, p. 3 (o06swollen, n

See also Kathleen Auerhahn, 0The Split Labor Mark
Legislation i n 24havandBocialénduirgll @399),9.,481 (quotinAlbert S.
Evans, OA Crui se on AtlafCalifoia: Sketeh of LifeGrotlze sSoldeid Stg@an

Francisco 1873: A. L. Bancroft)) (oln armreadl cove on or
with matting, and provided with braided split -cane pillows, for the accommodation of the opium

smokers, two of whom are now stredThedOmiudmaHkalbiutl ol e
San Francisco ChronicleF e b . 1, 1886) , ieparoud the oadur, likatmedunks ofian t

ship, were the bunks (chung on whi ch the smoker reclined, while hi
0Opi um Smoki ngNewiNorkN'enesa dJau,léy 29, 1877, p. 10 (O0We noti
youths, allthewayfr om 16 to 20 years of age, |lying curled up i

2sChineseYonkNeWow They L Newerork TanresDec\6,61878, p.@8.
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|l oosen the corsets, and remain fAnd hours on
sometimes an author added to this threat of promiscuity the haunting specter of
miscegenationn 0t he si ckening sight of young white
years of age lying half-undressed on the floor or couches, smoking with their
0l overs. o Men and women, Chinese and white
Chi nat own smoking houses. ¢

And then there is the silence. OWe had be

Masters wrote, oO0and no one had spoken a word

It was like being in a sepulcher with the dead. The noise of the street
could not reach us there, and nothing could be heard but the sputtering
of opium pipes. What a contrast to the glare and glitter of the saloon, or
the hilarious shouts and drunken orgies of the dive! . . . No wild frenzy
and excited mirth are here. lItis a place of shades and sleep ad dreams;

the hush of the grave . . ..

131 H. Kane, Opium-Smoking in America and China: A Study of Its Prevalence, and Effects, Immediate

and Remote, on the Individual and the NatiorN Y , G. P. Putnamdéds Sons 1882), p.
in the Sagebrushdé: oAl I pretense to decency is throwr
side by side with Chinamen and creatures, male and female, to whom, before he acquired the

habit, he would not condescend a nod on the street. é

“5The Opium Habit MedicaBaachSurgicalReporieslc5y (1887), p. 784

(quoting San Francisco doctor Winslow Anderson). Seealso Fe mal e Opé usané mo k

Francisco Chronicle Apr . 25, 1875, p. 5 (0The fair hair of the
shaven crown of the unclean Chinaman, and once or twice the unappreciative heathen brushed it

away from his eyes. 6).
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Far removed from frenzy or mirth, the satisfied smoker, struck literally dumb by
the dends narcotic fumes, oO0sinks back, the p
of everything around him, he drops off to sl

A decade earlier, when George Parsons LathropwroteinScr i bner ds Mont hl

of his visit to an opium den in an unspecifi
al most i1 dentical i magery the contrast bet wee
saloonds aonvivial di

What most impresses us, now, is the silence of the scene. . .. [N]ot a

word is spoken; everything proceeds in a wicked, ominous hush, which
becomes oppressive. How unlike the prodigal gas of the barrooms, with
their silver -mounted taps, their glitter ing, vari-colored bottles, their
seductive air of social re-union, are the hesitating dusk of this gloomy

interior, the motionless forms and the silence!

~

oln theomanv Lathrop continued, Othere is bev
concealment or palliation is attempted i1 everything is in harmony with the work

of death that i*®sOr&s&évadg joutnalist®an.De Quille wrated

after visiting a | ocal Virginia City den 1in
a sound is heard within o r about the place. The cave of the Seven Sleepers was

not more® silent. o

“Lat hrop, 0Sgdgrooer, yo dy8p.Maddl 6

I Dan De Quill e, ] oDuilyCeriodal Enferpridguly 28,1874 p. 8. This
newspaper account, published without byline, is reprinted in Dan De Quille, The Big Bonanza
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But gloomy and silent as the den might have been when set against the glare
and glitter and excited mirth of the saloon, Masters wondered whether the
oterribl e cur s agwastrily voorse thamthesvioeok drunkenness.
Opium, he wrote, caused nothing |ike oO0the ap
results from the use of alcoholic liquors. . . . Opium does not brutalize and
inflame human passions but soothes and finally destroys them. In an opium den
one never hears a brawl, or a curse, or sees
Nor did the opium smoker, unlike so many dr u
out of bed by t h'eAntapium posedl nolsubstantialeimkda 6
heal t h. 0[ Ul sed moderately and with proper
smoking is . . . not attended by any immediate debilitation or any visible physical
infirmity as is generally supposed. 6 At | ea

evils favored the den.

Monogamyds Par adox

Masters was hardly the first to note that alcohol fuels more crime and far

more violence than opium or any of its derivatives. Half a century earlier the

(New York: Alfred A. Knopf 1947) (reprint of 1 876 edition), pp. 29539 6 . De Quilleds real |
was William Wright. See ibid., p. viii.

YDr. Harry Hubbell Kane wr ot e -sinokerddesmotloraak t er ms t hat ¢
furniture, beat his wife, kill his fellow -men, reel through the streets disgradng himself or friends,

or wind up a |l ong debauch ©piumaSmokmgin Americd ameChigaut t er . 0 }
pp. 74075.
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Reverend Walter Colton had writtbema of opi um
gentleman; it makes him visionary, but his visions create no noise, no riots; they

deal no blows, blacken no oneo6®Noewass, and fr
Masters the first to see that opiumds compar
hardly be nign, make alcohol look like a major public health threat. *° Masters and

others repeated tales of hopeless opium addicts who nonetheless displayed

astonishing physical stamina, lived out ample spans, and executed exacting tasks

with consummate skill. %°

Bwal ter Col ton, 0 TKnickkrboske(l836k p.#i.Beeglso6 7 ~ New _, 6
York Tribune Oct. 8, 1893, p. ,quoted inH. Wayne Morgan, Drugs in America: A Social History,
180®1980( Syracuse University Press 1981), p. 90: o[ W] hi

defend the practice of opium-smoking, yet it is not the worse than the alcoholic habit. Both are
vices, but of the two, the opium eater is a much less dangerous and offensive member of society
than the one who is a victim of the curse of drink.é

Dr. Kane questioned reports by patients and others of the health hazards of opium:

0 Oc c asi o mhih of the boveels is complained of, but | question whether it is not due to
colic from flatus, incidental to irregular eating, imperfect digestion, and constipation, more than
to opium. . . . Epileptiform convulsions and paralysis, although often spoken of by lay writers, do
not o c c uOpidm-Smekagire America and Ching. 90.

20 0n feats of endurance:

Masters reported that while visiting China, three men bore his sedan chair over a long

journey taking nothing but an occasional pipe andthatboat men have 0t owed, rowed ar
my boat wup rapid streams from sunrise tifAbnddark on tt
a pipe before bed. Masters, 0Opium and | tds Votari es
and |Its The@aay, msv,od . 4 (1867), pp. 25, 27 (o[Il]t is <ce

opium, properly used, assists endurance. Dr. Burnes, of the Cutch country, having one time a

fatiguing night journey before him through a rough mountain region, made a half -way halt, and,

at the suggestion of his native guide, divided between himself and his horse a quarter ounce of

opium; thus fortified, he was enabled to complete hisforty -mi | e ri de with ease. 0) . D
agreed. Kane,Opium-Smoking in America and Ching. 75

On long lives:

See Calkins, 0Opium and Its Victims,o0 p. 27 (0006S
smokers to be proverbial. Dr. Burnes instances a Cutchee chief of extreme age, a votary all his
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Yet at the time Masters wrote, opium dens had been banned in San Francisco
for seventeen years and had been unlawful across California for more than a
decade® Between 1877 and 1907, twentythree states or territories made it a
crime to keep an opium den or to visit such a place for the purpose of smoking
opium, and by 1914 another fifteen had criminalized any distribution of opium
not authorized by & Ttha year the fédsral goveznsnent i pt i on .
effectively banned opium sales nationwide. %*
Meanwhile alcohol and alcohol -serving saloons remained in most states
perfectly legal unless banned locally. Not until the federal Volstead Act and the
Eighteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution took effect in 1920 did California
act to end alcohol consumption. And no sooner was the prohibition amendment
repealed in 1933 than the state reinstated |
repeal, there has been no further serious debate on the matter of a nationwide
alcohol banii the idea, if ever floated in earnest, would drown in a torrent of

ridicule. Today every state permits liquor sales, and but for those nations

|l ife, yet vigorous st itslcdntraty)evidenceBotipersidteatlty short Cal ki ns r epor
lifespans. Seebid., pp. 29530.

Zl'n 1881 the California |legislature enacted an opium
I aw, made it a misdemeanor punishabl enbpiumdep t o si X mc
or to visit one for the purpose of smoking opium. See 1881 Cal. Stats. ch. 40, § 1 (Act of March 4,

1881), p. 34.

2gee Tables__and __atpp. ___and __. Inthe first group, | am not counting Hawaii, which
banned all opium sales not authorized by a prescription in 1874, when it was still an independent
kingdom. See Compiled Laws of the Hawaiian Kingddionolulu: Hawaiian Gazette Office 1884),
pp. 571872 (reprinting act of Aug. 8, 1874). | do count Hawaii in the second group, as it became a
territory of the United Statesin .

2| will discuss the 1914 Harrison Act in some detail in Chapter 7.
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governed by Islamic law, every nation does too. Yet opium dens were and

remain strictly off limits. Meanwhile our broader war on drugs ca rries on with

unmatched intensity. Despite some recent softening toward medicinal marijuana

and clean needles to fight AI DS, the drug fo
nonmedical fronts.

Why then are we married to alcohol? The search for an answer leals

eventually back through the centuries to the
But we begin here, with Frederick Mastersds
Street, because San Francisco is where Amer:i

1875 banonop um dens appears to have been the nat

use of a recreational intoxicant other than alcohol.?*

The country was then
engaged in a struggle over alcohol, one that
Perhaps we may find in the meeting of these epic conflicts clues to why two so

similar wars could end so differently.

The Evil of the Dens

The perceived evil of the dens took many forms. First and foremost was the

matter of race. We have seen already the San Francisco superviserd vexati on at

% Kathleen Auerhahn reports that San Francisco banned the smoking of opiumfi as opposed to

opium densfi in 1874, but | have found no confirmation of t hi s earl i er | aw. See AvL
Split Labor Mar Keanlafimep& JefidGdl@berg, Elowters im the Blood: The Story of

Opium (1981), p. 208).
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news that the cityds -&nokingestablishhentst..forei ght opi
the exclusive use of WHITE MEN AND WOMEN . 28 One could easily multiply
venomous quotes linking the dens with the hated Chinese. Politicians and
newspapersofthe day spoke of the o0swarms of Chinam
cheese, smoking opium6 in oOoOthe vilest dens o
Ot he noi some salival dnifppitmpseofsownddleises haw
reptilesé and opi gt diglhad nrfabwdn thgadbsrend t hei r o
George Parsons LathropwroteinScr i bofertthse dends oOsuitably A:
poi soned by too many Chinese lungsdé and of i
went ocrawling about his work. o

Seizing on such rhetoricii and on a good deal more dealing with drugs other
thanopiumiia gener ation of drug war historians he
laws as a response not to the evils of the drugs, but to the race of those who used
them. David Musto triggered this scholarly onslaught when he wrote in 1973

that oearly opium prohibitions . . . <clearly

5 The Opi umanbBrantisco Ghronigl&lov. 16, 1875, p. 3.

% speech of Hon. Aaroh. Sargent, of Calif., in the Sen. of the (ashington, DC, Government
Printing Office, 1876), p. 7 (quoted in Diana Lynn Al
Exclusion Laws, 18581 8 826 ( Ph. D. Di sser t at-Cadumbial9qdy)ipvié)r si ty of Mi

(6swarms of Chinamen . S.F..Chroniclerépinte®ie B0tThelPlamtadist | Drug, 0
(April 1877), p. 114, 115 (ovilest dens of Mongol dery
.0); O0Opium Smoking: TheuHi d/e RasstEyddingpGatee€eb. 21j ce i n

1879, p. 3 (o6soulless human reptiles . . .06 and 0bl i c

Francisco, 6 p. 865 (opigtailed rato).

Lathrop, o6Sorcery of Madjoon, o6 pp. 417, 418.
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t han with t heHedtressed especilly fedrs obmiscegenatiofi of
the seduction of young white women by the Chinese demons of the dens?® As
for other drugs, Musto observed that oOcocain
withstand bullets which would kill normal persons and to stimulate sexual
assault. . . . Chicanos in the Southwest were believed to be incited to violence by
smokingmar i huafa@t her. hi&torians followed in Mu:
al most wunaltered his thesis that racial bi as
drug bans.**

Beyond the problem of race, there were the health risks of opium. Although
Frederick Mast ers and several experts | ooked on o
complacency, many others viewed them with alarm. In 1867 Dr. Alonzo Calkins

guoted one authorityf6s warning Othat the you

2 David F. Musto, The Amerian Disease: Origins of Narcotic Cont(@d ed. 1999), p. 14.

2 Musto, American Disease@p. 29495 (o0 Fear that smoking opium facilita
bet ween Chinese and white Americans w3esals®dvido a f actor
T. Courtwright, Dark Paradise: Opiate Addiction in America Before 10409 8 2 ) , p. 78 (O0OFear o
mi scegenation made such a spectacle all the more shoc

30 Musto, American Diseasep. 294595.

31 Just a year later, Richard Bonnie and Charles Whitebreadw ot e t hat odrug | egi sl at|
aimed at the lifestyle of the users rather than at use of the drug. Users of opium were often

Chinese; street users of cocaine, and later heroin as well, were often perceived as black and West

Indian; intemperate users of alcohol were often Irish, Italian, and German; and later we shall see

that users of mari huana were often Mexican and users
Richard J. Bonnie & Charles H. Whitebread Il, The Marihuana Conviction: A History of Marihuea

Prohibition in the United State€l974), p. 30. As recently as 2001, David Courtwright argued that

while o[p]rejudice alone did not cause the bans, 06 o0one
use O0is the associati on o frdidikegpguoups.iLquotves dr ug wi t h de\
associated with lower-class Catholic immigrants; opium smoking with Chinese laborers; heroin

with big -city delinquents; and cocaine with out -of-control black men. In every instance,

prohibitive | egi sl aright dorces o Habjpp. @d.d . 6 Courtw
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twenty must not calculate on passing thirty-s i kxand added that o0Mr. M ¢

the Colonial Office at Hong Kong, allows [such a youth] not even that brief

| i m¥ A dedade later the San Francisco Chronicteported that sharing a pipe,

especially with the Chinese, could cause leprosy®® A Nevada newspaper told in

1879 of an apparent fatal overdose suffered in an opium den, taking the occasion

to warn its reader s >bEventFrederickMastersféits | et hal r i

compelled in an 1896 article to isa@ate that 0w

marked deterioration physi®ally, mentally, a
In time | will return to race -based accounts of the drug war and to theories

that turn on health risks and other harms. Despite their intuitive appeal, |

believe all such theories crumble in the face of sustained scrutiny and empirical

evidence. That analysis must wait until more of our story is told. For now |

simply ask this: Subtract from Mastersds in

of the race of the occupants. Subtract as wellany thought that opium could harm

health or shorten life or spark even a small increase in crime. Subtract finally the

risk of addiction i so that nothing remains but the den, the drug, the smokers,

and the drugds present | mp adastosupervisorh e m. Wo u |

#Ccal kins, o0O0Opium and30lts Victims,o6 pp. 29

¥Ahmad, o0Caves of a0ditihgeChronicleréporpopFebrubrg 38, 1877).

¥oDied i n an \agriaCity T&réonial Bnterprise Mar. 28,1879, p.3p Real | y Dead, 6
Virginia City Territorial Enterprise  Mar ch 29, 1879, pVirgina,Cityd@miorial m Smoki ng
Enterprise March 29, 1879, p. 3 (all cite@).in Ahmad, o0Cav.

®Masters, o06The Opium T83&ffic in California,oé p.
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have tolerated what remainedii a place where citizens went to smoke themselves
senseless? Would such a place be lawful today?
| believe not. For the fundamental evil of the denfi the thing that

distinguished it from the saloon fi was not race or crime or health risks. It was

the silence.

What was the nature of that silenceit hat sepul chr al hush so u
prodigal gas of the barrooms, d the o0excited
reuni ond? At first one siencelagasimplafenctisnt and t he
of the task of smoking. The inebriate whose

to the pipe could not talk, at least not in the moment. 3 But the true source of the
dends eerie quiet was not flkhenaxdaitcvapprs s mo ki ng
of the pipe. For the smoke, as we learn time and again from almost every scribe
who stooped down into a den, was oO0stupefying

simply ostupid, §doancdttatei reigdhweghtdos¥ uporé or

% Kane, Opium-Smoking in America and Chin@. 12 (quoting San Francisco Chronicketicle from
July 25, 1881).

37 Stupefying:

See 0 The OpSaniFmancida Chrdnigled Fe b . 1, 1886, p. 2 (0[] S] ev
l ying upon a Dbluanyko uotrd ab yb etdh,eiar 6si de, a pipe in hand,
in volumes from their nostrils, their brains gradually being rendered imperturbable by the
i nhalation of the fumes . . . . 0) Masters,e 00Opi um ar
fills the hovel . . . .0).
Stupefied:

See Kane Opium-Smoking in America and China p . 12 (o[ A] I [ were] asl ee]

was half stupefied w B8dnérancisconGheonichticle fram July®b, 189;uot i ng
Lathrop, oO0Sdojreaem,ydéopg. MR17 (O0At the back of the room i
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As Dan De Quille wrote after visiting his 0C
fellows are silent as dead men and seem unconscious of our presence. ... To a
looker-on it is all vapi d®® OnasthbelNewYsrk Bmmes pef acti on.

report ed sdones oflp@rgoBs,. . .epend hour after hour, never ceasing

apt, where we can dimly make out certain bunks placed one over the other around the walls, for
the convenience of confirmed and thoroughly stupefiec

Stupid:

Se e ineln New-Y or WNewdYork Times Dec. 26, 1873, p. 3 (0[A] h
squalidly dressed young white girl was lying upon a bed, apparently stupid from the opium
fumes that filled the r oo8acréamentoDai) RecardniorafFed.23t he Lot t ery
1876, p. 1 (o0Here the smokers are stretched upon the
of the drug, some just rousing from its lethargic power, others making ready for the deadly
inhalation. 0) .

Stupor:

See Willard B. F aponvod thel Special Comanittee pf the Bolard of R
Supervisors of San Francisco, on the QolThedi tion of t he
Chinese at Home and AbroddSan Fr anci sco: A. L. Bancroft & Co. 188"
occupied night and day, and the spectacle of pallid men in a condition of death-stupor . . . may be
witnessed in theseDdenbea@ui bhg, ] 0 MDalCkeditprialof Obl i vi or
Enterprise July 28, 1874, p. 3 (0Theseomepiasei hnthkharious
Sagebrushé (o[ O]ften he |Iies in the sensual stupor si
mal e and femal e . . .06); O0Opium Den: lAs Successful F
AngelesTimes Oct . 25, 1888, p. fundlgnginhp stupor fromdhe effecise n wer e
of the drug . . .0); O0Sara in the CellbdAagelsss The Gr ec
Times Apr . 28, 1891, p. 4 (0The poor wnakedches | ay abou
emaciated,andmenta |l | y s mot hered. 6) .

Stupefaction:

See Masters, 0Opi um a @6 (Threedhinavienlieacurledeup gndhe pp. 6 3 3

beds . . . in different st age sSandfancsdo Clpomi€lésoe.t i on. ) ; 0
16, 1875, p. 3 tHese[infahdusrestrta inhale theRiemewofriom the opium pipes

unt il a state of stupefaction is produced . . . . 0);
Supervisors,o6 p. 17 (Many in Chinatown arehabaddicted
many hours of each day or night are passed in the del

influence. 6) .

Bl De Quille,] o Qaiy&erriofial EdtbrpriselulyR8, 1854, p. 3.
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until they drop off into the death -like stupor which is the aim of all opium
smoki®hg. 6
The deatHike stupor that was the aim of all opium smokirkepr this was the

business of intoxication. No one entered an opium den except to render himself

OsensélCnscse. & here, the visitor went about hi
smoker . . . gives all his attentflon to the
T h e rstretchied out at full length . . . , gazing into vacancy with fixed, staring

eyes, unconscious of all that 1is passing aro

desired odr e &nike opiumlsmoker piatured in Figure 2, who
appeared in a second article by Frederick Masters, wears the vey image of
stupefaction: He lies sprawled on his bunk, awake but unseeing, still clenching
his pipe.
Stupor was not merely one of many opium -induced effects. It was instead
the drugds defining feature, the root source

onaotic. 6 ThewéB9beerdst Aoadupdiesc Di cti onary

¥9ChineseYonk Néewp. 3.

40 Kane, Opium-Smoking in Ameria and Chinap. 13 (quoting San Francisco Chronicketicle from
July 25, 1881).

“oChineseYonk Néewp. 3.
“Auerhahn, oThe Split LabAlrbdératr k.t , Bv pns 4 20A (Quuwits e go
C o a s t A laCalifamnia: Sketch of Life ithe Golden StatéSan Francisco 1873: A. L. Bancroft)

(0stretched out Kare, Opium-SmokingimAnterica and Ching. 2)(quoting San
Francisco Chroniclar t i cl e from July 25, 1881) (o0dreamy oblivio
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O[s]tupefyingé as nardote* The 1880Centirg Didtionarg i on o f
rendersnarcoticas o[ h] avi ng t he poW#elogethenpthegtwooduce st L
booksd defrnarcoticy ii @ind fofve uses of some form of
And the stupor of the opium, more than the race of the participants, seems to
have prompted the San Francisco Board of Sup
dens that most aggrieved the Board were not those in which Chinese smoked, or
even those in which white smokers intermingled with Chinese, but rather those
k e pfor thé exclusive use ofITEMENANDWOMEN . B The supervisorsé col
seems to have been that such 0ypmaentage.men and
. . inhale[d] the fumes from the opium pipes until a state of stupefaction is
produced ‘8

Given all this focus on opiumds stupefyincg

somewhere in the nature of stupor lies a clue to our world -wide ban on opium.

Stupefactionds Vice

The opium stupor is merely one case of the general phenomenon of

~

intoxication. We bst er 6s Academioebi 6t nbnargated in 1

“Webster 8s Ac adAdDintionary bfithe EnglishnLanguaddlew York: American Book
Company 1895), p. 375 (emphasis added).

44The Century Dictionary of the English Langua@¢ew York: The Century Co. 1890), p. __ .

%0 The Opi u@anbrantisco Ghronigldlov. 16, 1875 at 3 (emphasis added).
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make drunk; to excite orstupefyb y st rong dri nk* Andthédy a narcot
perceived evil of intoxication supplies the driving force behind the long
evolutionary story that lies ahead. For in this retelling of the origin of our drug
laws, the evil of the drugs lay not in their association with despised racial groups
or even in the crime or health harms they caused, but first and foremost in their
use as intoxicants for intoxicationds sake.
against recreational drugs was therefore neither racial nor utilitarian, but moral.
The nature of stuporhelps explain the broader moral objection to
intoxication. To stupefyi s t o abandon fimadérsnoréltomesil t i es or
to abdicat-gi oeedse &9 dn. But one needndt be
mor al objection to st upefFRewadfusptheistamot, st upef ac
could abide a storefront business that <cater
themselves temporarily senseless. Something about a lolling, vegetative escape
from |ifeds concerns and realities seems vag
The evil of the dens was that they served precisely to help patrons abandon
all command of their faculties, all reason. What was worse, patrons gave up
their reason to pleasuré and in particular, to that brand of mindless pleasure

implied by the emphasis on stupor. That is, the dens served as houses of

46 |bid. (emphasis added).

““Websterds Ac ade3tv(empHasiscatided). nrhiswas the second definition given of

the transitive form of the verb oOintoxicate. o The fi
Century Dictionaryof 1890 gives o[t]o poisondé as the first def
spirituous liquor; inebriated as the second. See ibi
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intoxication. And because visitors to the dens soon grew hopelessly dependent
on their drug, hopelessly addicted, they became in the eyes of the community
slaves to pleasure

For opium was notoriously pl easurable and notoriously addictive. Alonzo
Calkins, the first prominent American expert on opium, wrote in 1867 of the

mindless, senseless ecstasy of the opium high:

First, all disposition to move is gone, the baser propensities flag into
obtuseness, am the body relapses into inertia. The reasoning faculty,
that intellectual balance-wheel, reels out of equipoise, and the
imagination, now swinging loose from its moorings, bounds away on
buoyant wing to luxuriate upon the hallucinative raptures of a

paradise.*®

The smoker abandoned not merely hisAtreason,
one and the same time, 6 Dr. Harry Hubbell K a
of sight the real and unpleasant crudities of daily life, and magnifies and elevates

into view a pleasant bubble, whose play of colors and misty outlines are born of

Al onzo Cal kins, 0Opi TheGaex2b (1867)sp.26.i ct i ms, 6 4
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the pip&lal fmedérick Mastersods eyes, the opi
into a state of Tevolting enjoyment. o6

And what at first was pleasure soon became habit. GeorgeParsons Lathrop,
who introduced us to the den of his O0cosmopo
allures to a continuance of [opiumds] use, U
manacled, and thrust into a torture chamber from which there is small chance of
his ever “eThelesson wagnedrly as old as the Christian age. In the
fourth century after Christ, Saint Augustine
to become habit, and habit not resisted became necessity. These were like links
hanging on one anotherii which is why | have called it a chain fi and their
bondage held me*hand and foot. 6

Though the image is religious, the consequence was legal. Many state drug
laws of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries supplied definitions of
addiction, inebriation, and similar terms that emphasized above all the narcotics

u s e los3 skelfcontrofi an expression that seems to capture both the abandoned

49 Kane, Opium-Smoking in America and Chingp. 6086 1 . See also Stephen Crane,
Smoker s: Sl aves of the Opium Habit WholosSeeking Peac
Angeles Times May 17, 1896, p. 23 (0The influemplete of &dopec
ment al rest. The problems of |life no |l onger appear . (
%Masters, 0The Opium Traffic in California,o6 p. 56.
SiLat hrop, O0Sorcery of Madjoon,o6 p. 419. See also 0Jc
t he Mo n gSard Fraaasco&hronigldan3 1, 1875, p. 1 (o0He will smoke hi
every evening lying in his bunk and enjoying that pleasure that seems at first something almost
divine in its nature, but which in the future exacts

52 Augustine , ConfessiongBooks i-xiii) (F.J. Sheed trans. 1993), p. 135.
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