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You can use either of these two methods—-claim first or reasons first-

structing an argument. Some people believe that the first method is actualls
mon, that researchers usually start with a potential claim or claims in mind

1(] dd SEE What

support is available, abandoning claims with insufficient support and keeping only those
with the strongest support. Whichever process you follow, though, remember that the

core of your developing argument will be the claim-reason pairs you can generate.

Expanding the Three-Part Argument:
The Full Toulmin Model

As you have seen, the three-part model of a basic argument—claim, reason,
and warrant—can be expanded when more reasons are added or when a rea-
son and warrant are treated as claims requiring further support. This three-
part model can also be expanded in still another way. 1o understand this new
direction we have to introduce another aspect of argument.

Qualifiers att
g . ’ : ; . 1 ].

People make claims with varying degrees of certainty or conv t;m g
: : - " 4 . ) ' ey 'PCLIL \t‘

en qualify their claims, offering them boldly o tcnltar}\tl.\» UGN

what seems to be at stake in the situation and how comp;‘!lu
. : | < [ b : ‘ Ha )|

Our movie rental claim, for example, could be qualified 1

“M\ u[.—-

1o their reasons are
the following way:

We ahsolutel y have to see this movie.
We ])I‘Ubal)ly should see this movie.
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\We might enjoy tlhiis movie.
\We could take thns movie out if there’s nothing better availab)
Most claims are _:,;.né; 11 Ways like these becaus Ve KOV that special c¢ir

~umstances or _,:.fﬁ_v_c counterarguiments ¢ ould weaken our case, So we add

qualifier to che claim, adjusting the certainty ace ording to the strength of oyr
support and the amount of resistance we expect. The loulmin scheme for 4
Ing out arguments includes a place for the qualifier in the claim. (In an .\\:...:_\..\.;
claim, the qualifier may appear in a different place from the one suggested by
the diagram.) - :
Reason = [Qualifier] Claim
0)

Warrant

The qualifier in a claim is often directly tied to circumstances that can af-
fect the argument. To return to our video store example, suppose your friend
has heard your reasons for taking out Rear Window and 1s inclined to agree. But
your friend dislikes older movies in black and white and so will mmnmrm to rent
Rear Window only if it is in color. We can call your friend’s stipulation the re-
buttal condition in the argument. If this condition is present, it Rear Window
is in black and white, then the claim no longer holds. We can add the rebuttal

condition (and there could be more than one) to the Toulmin scheme in a way
that shows its impact on the claim.

Rear Window was directed by Hitchcock. - [Certainly] Let’s see Rear Window.

()

A Hitchcock film is worth seeing

unless it is in black and white.

Counterarguments
The qualifier in a claim 15 also affected by potential counterarguments. 10 re-

furn to our example, suppose your friend has an irrational dislike of Grace
Kelly, the beautiful actress who left Hollywood in the 1950s to marry the
Prince of Monaco. It happens that the female lead in Rear Window is played Dy
Grace Kelly. Your friend’s dislike of Kelly is an argument against seeing the
movie. You can deal with this argument by acknowledging it and then setting
it aside; it weakens the case and increases the hedging but doesn't destroy 1t.
Vou maintain that the argument based on the director 1s stronger than the
counterargument based on dislike of Grace Kelly.

it was directed by Alfred Hitchcock, - [Probably]| L et's see Rear Window.

T

A Hitchecock film is worth seeing

although it stars Grace Kelly.

When you add a counterargument in this schematic way, you can sec that on€
way to strengthen the argument would he to answer the counter

d —.%.C:um_:.
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BUILDING ARGUMENTS W
POSITIONS IN MIND

In our long-playing example of two @oov_m. he only @nOU %
speaker already had a course of action 1 d. The . ~a] of the
convince a friend to go along. But whi
many little daily arguments we make,
through to help us make up our minds 1n

uations—how to respond to an assignment, W .
what position to take in a controversy—we usually do n

what to believe or do. In cases like these, we Us€ .ﬁrm proce ek
to help us think through an issue and form a claim. We try out the gu

. % . . the
for various positions, testing to s€¢ which seem the strongest to us or to

audience we want to persuade.
An extended example will show how the process of examining arguments On

1t least two sides of an issue can help you decide what claim to support and how
to put together a case for it. Suppose that for a film course you have been as-
signed to assess the practice of colorizing black and white films and broad-
casting them on television in the new colorized format. You can easily find
many published arguments on this issue. Reading through them, you can list
the various reasons for approving or disapproving of colorization. You can als
come up with reasons of your own. The reasons on either side can the Uo
lined up according to whether they directly answer each other. in

le this

[, The technology of computer
colorization is good and getting
better.

2. Colorization improves the T'V

and DVD markets for old movies
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f..:_ could support each individual reason in these lists with addis;

E c::_.,f,c..f.:. example, you could support the t,:::.- ;_ -: ,_;%__:::m_ y
_:m, all arustc medium in its own I'l . shph
this medium for suhs

Schindler’s List

One side mav have . ,

SR _.cmm U% OOVCMMMMWDMMMMMMMMMMV Mv:b»: H._.F oﬁrmﬁ but m.am.ﬂ:jm:? are Not de-
weigh all the others. In our mxm:%._m rmwm nmmmﬁ o:mowg : m%m :_w@ Aiiphinrs
taithful to the original artistic form of 1 :woim ﬂwo M.E:w s,
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| all any other reason. For others, the strength of the overall
case on one side or the other, without weighting the individual points, could
seem decisive. It is even possible that someone who has gone through Hmm pro-
cess of making the case for each side will conclude that neither position is
mQODmmﬁ.ﬁTm: the other. Whatever conclusion you reach, conducting this kind
of analysis, carefully compiling all the reasons for different positions, Improves
your chances of reaching a considered position and finally producing a fair and
thorough argument. Since the process of making up one’s mind depends on
knowing whatever can be said on all sides of an issue, it makes sense to be pa-
tient and willing to take into account whatever and whoever can contribute to

a debate.

r dSOns.
Ck and white k.
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e m_:.7.< citing Stephen Spielberg’s chojce of
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_ WRITING YOUR ARGUMENT |

TAKING ACCOUNT OF OTHER POSITIONS

The full Toulmin diagram of an argument includes a place for you to fill in the condi-

tions and counterarguments in the minds of your audience that could weaken your

claim. The diagram provides a visual scheme that can help you put together your re-
sponse to other positions.
Begin by identifying competing cla

common to form claims that are opposed to é
nnot be maintained simultaneously by the same

annot hold both or all of them at the same

o rejuvenates black and white

ims about the topic you are investigating. It 1S
ach other, pro and con, but you can also

g s ; . _7._../.2:.
create positive claims that ¢

I'hey cancel each other out In a sense; you ¢

| | Y Thaf
vime. The two claims in the example above, Colorizin . . . s
' are incompatible, 1t you cone

*

movies” and “Colorizing ruins hlack and white movies,
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Working either alone or with

a group of your classmates, identify competing
claims about one of the following topics, then list reasons for each claim under-

asons that contradict each other. Then decide
ns you have listed. Which claim is stronger?

neath. Line up any re
would weight the reaso

I. Reality television shows such as Surviver and The Bachelor

2. State lotteries
3. School vouchers

4. Privacy on the Internet

5. Peace-keeping role of the United Nations
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Where do these buildin

Jamental building

r./,»,:/.ﬁ,; 11 this _::,_,. AlC values and facts. ENite
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~ ﬁa— ,./ *.»dp.—-./ pv_d _,»,;/A«_df ‘Ad- | . .
Compare the following two reason-cl.. he

__:, moment 1o see _.Zﬁ. T:._r .;_:_

drawn on to support them.

EXAMPLE A

Reason: 1he dis

humanely and generously.
Therefore we should carefully inspect and control long-term care fa,

abled elderly confined in long-term care facilities deserve 1

: 3
2

Claim:
che elderly.

EXAMPLE B:
Reason: There are almost 3 million disabled elderly in long-term care facilities in ;1.

United States today [1999].
Claim: Therefore we should carefully inspect and control long-term care facilitioc ..

the elderly. €S 10

Both these examples argue for the same claim, but in the first the reason, .
tered is a value and in the second the reason is a fact. You can see the djffer
between these two reasons by considering the different kinds of additional syp,_
port each would need. You could support the statement of fact, reason R m;.
ﬂ:.:,m.m credible source for statistics about residents in long-term care *,mn..._.__.....
tes. f..é could not, however, support Reason A by turning to census data. [t is
not a fact that can be verified; it is a value _.:mm_:w:ﬁ It can still be sup i.:A w
or wﬁm:marmm&, but it offers a different kind of basis for bui lding 2 ,nmmnw. b
were Mrw M_M,_ﬁmmw _mJMWO_MMMM mHTMﬁM_MM wmw&:g%: ~m:a o O_Uamnrﬂm..uﬁfmom
B e A “momumm 0 <.w, ues m:m_.mmn?, as the .gz._ﬁ.::m
- jomtwork, 1he New Rbetoric, they described val.

ues and f («
eSS facts as “sources of agreement,” the materials that can be used as
non ground between the mamcmnm:a&umm:m. . ,&

CIICe
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1S 8 warrant

though

O] ACTLION. : Vill /.;_._h
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then you will act to Acquire or preserve It. _: r?.‘f -1t by how ik
can be measured by what you are willing to sacrificé e |
=3 4 ling to a) in time, monev, or 2:,._.%..,- to ac
Values wil] be discussed in oreater detail in Chaj
HIENTS. ~ _ﬁ,_.ﬁ, we : .

simply want to stress one
SOUTrces of A0

. ~~kete Tvteca .
reement. Perelman and Olbrechts :? _ art
n 1._0 P

spon d

values appealed to In an argument depend greatly O

79:m,._gc_..f.:;;c;. A value appeal that one audience réSp9Tee -h cit1Z€ns;
have little force with another audience. An audience of Britis .
ample, will tend to have a different attitude toward,
Queen than an audience of American citizens will. wmﬁm::; o “list” of
Iyteca also stressed that while many people may share the S L
values, they do not prioritize the values on that list in the same \m_.nmbm one
do not always agree about which value from the list is mrm most :memm weight
to call on in 1 particular case. So arguments have to be _:ﬁi.v&:nm -alues that
one value over another and these, in turn, will ﬁ_mtm:m on still onrmw va e
the audience wi]l acknowledge. The bottom line is that arguers have to .
sensitive to their audience’s particular values.

Facts

Unlike values, which may have limited appeal, facts are by definition the kind
of statements that we imagine everyone will agree with. Facts can be defined
as answers to the basic questions about reality involving who, what, where,
when, how many, and so on. Who won the Super Bowl in 19772 Where is
Botany Bay? When was the Ireaty of Utrecht signed? How many stocks

posted gains in today’s trading on the NASDAQ? We label as facts any answers
to such questions that we believe should meet wit

whether that agreement is given immediately or afte
our assumption that “facts” should command every
we encounter someone whose recognition of facts

h unanimous agreement,
rverification. So strong is
one’s agreement that when
1s radically different from

our own, we tend to consider that person not just il]
Facts need to be considered from two
facts that you count on your readers aor

unproblematic should be phrased in j way that makes them e

precise wording of such a statement is critical if;
fact, Second, arguers often need to use

1s to be recognized as obyj
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Whether orn VO o statement as a ract ;i:.:;f_. On what i« | &
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VOUT T, O 05C, 1O ample, you r ad that _./_:;_::.: _\:.:.:_: 1S | .
| | | \ | | 2 7> 3 = > > :__...\.N.
Springfield, Illinois. Although you have never heard that facs bef s
_ ”«:.....,

knowledge O] | :,;,..__,:,., associations with :__::_m.. L e Sy Fact fits, s
cept it readily. But if someone told you Lincoln is buried in Hawais

'
.t.-m-...d {1
' s

: e YOur
action would be quite different. T i
Whether a new fact passes without a challenge depends in part o how
is worded. Suppose you hear or read the statement that “the opossyr _._...,
marsupial.” At first, the word marsupial may make you think of Australis. .r_..,:,*.
oaroos, and koala bears, while the word opossum, on the contrary, suggest o

: |

L »

animal that can be found in your own backyard. Because these bits of inf,.

mation seem to contradict each other, you may tend to doubt the new .

How can an Australian animal wind up on your side of the world? However ;¢
the statement had been worded differently—*“1The opossum is the only North
American marsupial”—this new fact might have met with less resistance.
Those careful qualifications, “only” and “North American,” show that the
framer of the statement knew the audience’s predictable previous knowledoe

might make the simple assertion “T'he opossum 1s a marsupial” difficult t

accept.

mmﬂnm wording can be so important, you, as an arguer, should try to antici-
pate your readers’ reaction to any statement you present as a fact. Are they
likely to know it already? If they are, then you can simply assert the fact. The
earth revolves around the sun, hot air rises, and some people lose money on
the stock market. The barest prose suffices for simple, well-known tacts. At the
same time, as a reader you should be careful of statements that are presented
as patently obvious facts. Any writer can make a clear, absolute statement
about anything, and one way to make a controversial statement appear to be 2

widely accepted fact is to state it in a simple, direct way:.

Using Sources

Sources for Verifying Facts
>ometimes you need more than careful wording to make your readers accept
a statement as a fact, 'T'hey are not going to accept it just because you state 1t
You have to verify it, To “verify” a fact usually requires citing the source where
you found it in the first place. Ideally, this source should be accessible to your
"eaders so that if they want to go and check it for themselves, they can.

| he sources you used to find the information in the first place are also the
neans tor verifying facts, To verify, vou acknowledge in your argument what
“YEX source convinceed VO :_..f::.. .,;.c?. in the first _,._.,:.c.. In ,ﬁ.c:,c_.z_. the mort
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More houre
and doec Not

Many of the arguments you (Su_mm
your dorm needs better security; th 3
: ..,.::_. community needs a N€W Umlw_:m_:m:. You S€-
| . need a new prison or another mroE::.m htened by 2
:F,.f,.c Subjects f, argument because you have Um,m: frig ioht, frus-
Stranger lorm, unable to study in the library on 2 Saturday D mwﬁmmnocb
Q-w;ni _::T.:,m, for a parking place. e sweltering on a hot mcaa_mn,\mm el
ACE to swim. All of these experiences are facts. They ha ows out
:wttm:m% :E.«. _EEE:GQ to vou. When the St_.n of your mamc:gmzﬁ gr o
Of personal cXperience, you can regard your experiences as facts and use

11 your a H%d (rnent.

: . : . ce
The ._.mmn:jo:% of Others The word “testimony” suggests the eviden

.4. . . . . . om
Provided by a witness in a trial, a special example of a widely used mopwan_m.
R . 1
Information: what another. person tells you. A person can make a factual clain
to you directly, or you can hear someone’s testimony on the news or read it in

the paper or in some other printed or online source. Most of the information

that stocks our minds comes to us not through our own experience but from
the reported experience of others.

If you are going to use person

al testimony, the witness of others, as
verification, you have to make

sure that your source is trustworthy and com-
petent, with no obvious motives to deceive. A witness may need many kinds of

competence simply to take in and comprehend what happens. You could have
a medical examination, for example, and not be able

of what was done to you, or you could be in the control room of a nuclear
power plant when an accident occurs and not even realize it. A great deal of
prior knowledge may be necessary simply to be aware of what i< rmvvm:w:m.
lestimony is usually more believable when the source 1s named. Journalists.
however, will sometimes Q.m.m_,ﬁ “a White House source whe asked to remain
anonymous” or “a Pentagon informant who did not wish te be identified.” This
questionable practice may increase the credibility of testimony as verification:



1 LI royweirnm

1 an .:.:;:I.._

*w.\. ;;—‘

180100 “ ..~..\*~___.-.....:._\.

:_:: //- | . ./::_. INtoi nant. their te L1INIONY Need.
: d, Foeey | | | .
.ﬁa ﬁo———dd—v ~ﬁ/~d. *Av— ﬁ/;————v—a.. _:;A.—. — —_ﬁf.._s M .m.".. — . .;.._va_ /.mds......;-._\.w.
PA . —~. —./ﬁ..—.ﬂ.ﬁ— ~«vm~.—-d~— " _--t- 254 .. 7 ﬁ.v_, ,. ......n.._-\. ;...Jt..qx*
Le L 8o & . .
L A;:P_ —:;: ._:.:.:::__;_s‘:;..\;:: 1

L 1)1 ).

b G : > d _:,_.f.:: Or _,.__T_t 2171010 L_;

m _...:, W _«“m —f‘ q _o. _fqm.ﬂ“
410N and is therefore

] 3.?;77, SsOurce :*. :;.:._m.::«:-w.
' Handboolk of Chemistry and \\\:\.,,\.\...... 1 he \\....\S_\..\\
reference s, Js \..,S..S.\:\:,N\\.\\ \&.\.\:\\.\:.i. these
. 00Ks, and there are hundreds of others
tlon on Cverything from
CENT accurate — ¢}y,

been continu

, are tamous, authoritatiye

, compendiums of informa.
abacus to zygote. | hese sources are never 1 00 per-
—that is an _.:::}..f_._.r-..,fr:c of perfection—but those that h
ally updated and corrected have been acknowledged as tr
1€ years. You can ver
OF consult them in CD-R

When you need information that is too current to have tound its way
into the thin pages of a reference book,
published newspapers and journals or

(see the following section). Newspapers and magazines differ greatly in thejr
ycredibility or authoritativeness. You would not usually verify facts from the
latest edition of 2 supermarket tabloid instead of 3 widely distributed national
newspaper like 7he New York Times or The Wall Street Fournal. Your local NEws-
Paper may not be as reliable or detailed on national events as the national
AEWSpapers are, but it may be your only source of information on €vents in
your community. You may also ve

rity facts about current events from ma
zines like 7ime or Newsweek or Sports Ulustrated. But kee P in mind that mass-
circulation magazines, like newspapers, often bend and

color facts, or leave out
tedious but important details and qualifications in order to entertain. Such
magazines should not be used alone as sources of verification.
lelevision is in the same somewh

at unreliable category 2
publications. An Enormous amount of inform

but it is very difficult to trust it _.:E:G.H_.«\

ave
USTWOT-
ity basic information in these printed sources
OM versions or online.

you must turn to more frequently
to continually updated online sources

r\.

S mass circulation
ation is presented on television,
OT to use any of it authoritatively
1The time restrictions of television PTograms create more distortions than are
found in print. The format of some television shows also makes them prob-
lematic as sources of verification. When the tamous talk show host Oprah
Winfrey was on trial for “defam; ng” beef, she explained that her show would
mvite people on different sides of the issue to participate, but would not
independently check the veracity of their accounts. Thus the
cense to claims that could not he verified. Winfrey claimed th
entertainment, “not the evening news,” and that her
ference. Yet many people do absorh their Information about the world from
talk shows like S‘.\_._:.._.cv}. They assume that the people making claims on such
shows have 2 certain authority because they are app ..,_::w. on television.
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How do you tell the By ot
e . -~ : . { LN S
veriication and those «w . 5

_Umnm.ﬁizm:m the Im:mE:Q of a Source

[. Check the credentials of an author by
that he or she has published. If 5
secret life of Elvis Presley and the most recent a harangue on the
dangers of clonin g, you might doubt vour

. author’s credibility. But if
the author has published other reputable books, you can feel more
confident.

noting other books and articlec
previous book was an exposé of th

2. Check the credibility of a book by looking up reviews of it in journals
and newspapers that send books to other experts for assessment.

5. 1'he book itself will provide some clues as to jts credibility, and the
more you know the subject, the more the quality of a book on that
subject will be evident to you. Most importantly, does the book show
its sources of verification, just as you are required to do when you write
a paper for an academic course?

a,z.fn:«d:S:ﬁﬁoa\,ml?mwmn:.o_.ammamnm,9815 .,::rc_._c.. 153-9.5&:

: i s, in-text citations, or the very wording of vour argument.
for you in footnotes, in-text citations, or the ver) | o_ el
\ccurate documentation is not only a matter of intellectua 1onesty; it is als

a mark of respect for your audience as alert, intelligent readers.
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Online Sources Access to the Internet allows us to do every _:::J.::_: O}
INE 2042 cLN es to looking up encyclopedia entries
| . ns to checking sports scores to looking up encycloy
forngy JV n_ri_\_::ﬂm:_nf. to finding bibliography entries tor a research
D: - p = 30 ( oL . : . . |
700 > 111) Wit tne ncd T L L o atertalg AOHINent
_,?t:w_m_ } onderful resource has made the raw materials of ,:n_,, g
7 118 W . ,.- . . e L3 1 1 QC eSS L1e u L=
i 1able than ever before in history. But are Inte net sources t
allaple than c o erifvine information?
wer to problems of finding and ve: ifying infor _::, Pl o
. .:7_ again the purpose of verifying the facts you use in : . ,.. S G
ORSERAY ar audience directions to the sources of your imntorn
C VO da it | ‘
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hat thev can check ol dvemeelves. if they so desire. But the very nature of

makes it difficult for readers to consult them as

i)
INnternet S1IresS Hh’ \\l""H.‘f‘\ . . _
yvivernnecanon 'HH‘HH' ]H(‘\\Hl'('\\ ltlt'\\(")RH("-\(lHH‘L{'f‘f!‘f'flllt'lnh',

l 3 ’\H‘( ¢ Of IH'HI MMatron on 4 \i!(" (nco (':ly 1'\}” \\'IH ')f' Jonc W")r'n

SNEMHITLOSN

\"H 1190 h”t | | | . }
rhe SITC 1S np.l.m-«i \ )l I'N' S11e H\(‘H HM} «'l\';lpp(‘;ll. \nm('nn(' ("))« t”)(‘ InNn the

URL vou provide and access the site but not find tl.u' same information that
vou found there. How then can you feel confident 1n using the Internet as 2
source of veritfication: |
[0 get around this problem, the conventions for citing \&'?l’) SOUrces require
vou to include not only the URL address but also the date of access. Some web
SITCS ‘\'CL‘P all 2“’(']1“'(’ ()'(PHS[ P()Sting.‘i SO lhzlt LUSers carl ﬁn(l Oout W'h'at Wdas ()T.] rhe
site at a specific date in the past. But these archives are by no means widely
available. If an archive is not available, the very purpose of citing a source for
verification, to give your readers the chance to check what you checked, can-
not be fulfilled. | |
This problem with access is only a small part of the issue of verification
from the Internet. The World Wide Web has been celebrated for its open-
ness, for the possibility it offers for anyone to enter dialogue and share per-
spectives. But that very openness creates problems of reliability. Anyone with
the appropriate software and access to a server can set up a web site and say
anything whatsoever on it. Someone surfing the World Wide Web can access
the genome database from the National Institutes of Health and promotional
literature from Heaven’s Gate, the cult that committed mass suicide to join its

extraterrestrial friends. For more on evaluating and citing Internet resources,
see Chapters 10 and 11.
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Use the two arguments that follow to practice your skills as a critical reader of arguments
each argument, identify the following:

. For

I. The main claim.

2. The reasons given to support the main claim. You can use a simple tree-

diagram to show when the argument branches out with several reasons ta
support one claim.

5. T'he warrants that link the reasons and claims. If they are not included, re-
construct them as necessary.

4. The chammg of arguments, Where are reasons gIven to support other rea-
SONS Or warrants?

5. The qualifications in the claim,

0. "The rebuttal conditions or counterarguments, How are they answered?

7. Th’e basic building blocks of the argument, What facts are used? Are they
verified, and if so how? What values are appealed to?
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§ Dont Legalize Those Drugs

| ' | flark
BARRY R. MeCAFFIRE] tanal Drug Control Policy, & position popi /

hranch, McCaffrey was a highly
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Storm Wars. This article
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'; Ilv among children. T he euphemism of “harm red I
arugs CSPCCidany atl ‘ -

s ) g - ’.'(.( ’.
| reduce the harm these substances cause. In faci

5(.2‘}],;,”]& ‘hn&,-(\,-‘)n\ \ll')kl;)ll(-ps \\'()ll'( AT 111, I)FHQ 11S€ ]I])‘)()\(_j'\ a1

condoning drugs would increasc e n”.(' h(”(l(l tb::;'ﬂll]cncc supporting this view-
anacceptable risk of harm on the user and others. | he
P"';” 11:::’:3-2 '-:ﬁirsc* wrecks families. A survey of state child-welfare agencies .frm.r;fl‘su} T”
stm‘u:‘ ;ah'n.sc (;) hé one of the top two pr()l)lcm:s‘ exhibited by 8! ‘PICI’IC?«‘”‘Y ”Jf):;](’z lism:rz-
ported for child maltreatment. Researchers estimate tha.t Cl]CI]]{LZI (.Q,PLT“ e (). ‘ 'rt 24
ent in at least half of the families involved in the Chl].d .wclfarc system. e S-il 1y
published in the Fournal of the American Medical /"I.\'.\‘()L'I{Ifol()l] rcvenlc(.l t.hat. mm-'(. ]rit—lt]
users who live in households where drugs are used are 11 times more likely to be killec
than individuals from drug-free households. | | | \
Drug-dependent individuals are responsible for a disproportionate percentage of
our nation’s violent and Income-generating crimes such as robbery, l)urglaf’y or theft.
National Institute of Justice surveys consistently find that between one-half and three-
quarters of all arrestees have drugs in their system at the time of arrest. In 1997. a third
of state prisoners and about one in five federal prisoners said they had committed the
crimes that led to incarceration while under the influence of drugs.
Injection-drug users place themselves at great risk. A University of Pe
study of Philadelphia injection-drug users found that four times ac many addicts died
from overdose, homicide, heart disease, renal failure and liver disease
causes associated with HIV disease. Dr. James Curtis, director of
Harlem Hospital Center, explains: “It is false, misle
the idea that they can be intravenous
injury.”
Clearly, drugs themselves harm users. A significant perce
users are addicted to illegal substances. Addiction is 2 br

son’s neurochemistry. For 4 million chronicall
choice and hence has [i

nal sanctions would eliminate the possibility of
less addicts to miserable lives.

“ One argument given for drug legalization by harm-re
war against drugs has been lost.” Asjde from the f;
progress has been made, Current drug policies are

quences. Drug use in this country has declined by
rentusers dropped from 25 million '
ent use of cocaine has he
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ading and unethical to give addicts
drug abusers without suffering serious self-

ntage of all current drug

ain disease that changes 2 per-
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ar, much
and 1ts conse-
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/9. The number of cur-
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alf since 19
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in 1979 to 13 million in 1996. The decrease in cur-
€N even more dramatic.
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habies are born addicted ind 1n pain; 1t 1s :.::::__}.ﬁ:15:527i.;;:r...,,?;.,,4
L eir health and the freedom to create a bright future.  Ee

Harm-reduction advocates tolerate drug use because they consider it part of the |
an condition that will always be with us. Many other perennial problems such . , -
annot be extinguished entirely, but we still resist their dam.

ism. theft and aggression C
;m.n::; criminalize the practices. INo one argues that we should legalize these activities

o make them more sanitary or provide tax revenues.

On a judicial level, the question of drug legalization comes down to whether we 1
should legalize destructive behavior. With respect to the individual, society at large
.nd the environment, American jurisprudence has run in the opposite direction.
Americans have decided that people do not have 2 right to ride motorcycles without
wearing helmets, drive cars without using seat belts, pollute the environment at will,
or endanger the self and others by refusing vaccination or similar life-saving health
measures. In mm:mgr our laws indicate that self-destructive activity should not be per-
nitted or condoned. Drug consumption damages ‘he brain, which in turn produces
other forms of destructive behavior. U.S. law does not grant people the right to de-
strov themselves or others. Addictive drugs were ~riminalized because they are harm-

ful: they are not harmful because they were criminalized.
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