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Introduction 

For decades, those seeking insights into alternatives to prohibiting cannabis supply have turned to 
Europe. For nearly 40 years, the Netherlands has tolerated small retail sales, and in February 2017 
the Dutch Parliament narrowly passed a bill to regulate the supply of cannabis to coffee shops (1). 
Spain’s cannabis social clubs (CSCs), which are supposed to produce cannabis for non-profit 
distribution to club members, have proliferated throughout the country despite some of them being 
forced to shut down. Similar CSCs are now appearing in other parts of Europe (Decorte, 2015; 
Belackova et al., 2016; EMCDDA, 2016).  

For the past five years, however, many of those searching for new developments in cannabis 
regulation have turned their attention to the Western Hemisphere. In 2012, voters in the US states 
of Colorado and Washington passed ballot initiatives to remove the prohibition on cannabis and to 
license profit-maximising firms to produce and sell it. In late 2013, Uruguay became the first country 
in the world to legalise cannabis, although its approach is much more restrictive than that being 
adopted in the United States. Since 2016, four more US states have approved commercial models for 
cannabis — including California, the world’s sixth largest economy — and a bill to allow for-profit 
companies to produce cannabis for non-medical purposes has been introduced in Canada. 

Recently, politicians in at least six European countries (in addition to the Netherlands) have 
introduced legislation to reform cannabis supply laws, with many proposing sales through licensed 
outlets (Hughes et al., 2017). While most of these proposals have already been rejected (Hughes et 
al. 2017), conversations about cannabis regulation are expected to become more frequent and more 
detailed in Europe. With this in mind, the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction 
(EMCDDA) has requested a brief report to address the following three questions: 

• What new models of cannabis regulation are emerging worldwide and in Europe? (2) 
• What is the evidence about the impact of these reforms? 
• What are the implications for drug policy and practice in Europe?  

 
What new models of cannabis regulation are emerging worldwide and in Europe? 

When thinking about cannabis reforms it is useful to make at least three distinctions: (i) 
use/possession versus supply, (ii) medical versus non-medical purposes and (iii) whether or not the 
reform was based on a de jure change in policy. 

Use/possession versus supply 

With respect to the first distinction, a number of jurisdictions have reduced penalties for using or 
possessing small amounts of cannabis and, in some places, for the cultivation of a few plants at 
home (EMCDDA, 2001; MacCoun and Reuter, 2001a; Pacula et al., 2005; Raschzok, 2015; Eastwood 
et al., 2016). The EMCDDA’s European Legal Database on Drugs documents significant variation in 
cannabis laws across the continent, but most European justice systems prefer alternatives to 
criminal conviction (e.g. fines, cautions, probation) for cases involving use or possession of small 

                                                            
(1) It is unclear whether or not the bill will pass in the upper house (Financial Times, 2017). 
(2) The main focus of this paper is on cannabis policies governing production and sales, not possession and use. 
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quantities of cannabis (Ballotta et al., 2008) (3). While supply for medical and research purposes is 
permitted under international drug conventions, supply for non-medical or non-research purposes is 
explicitly prohibited. 

Medical versus non-medical purposes 

Another distinction is the purpose of consumption. Cannabis has been used for medicinal purposes 
for thousands of years (O’Shaughnessy, 1843; Grinspoon and Bakalar, 1993), but largely fell out of 
favour in Europe and North America in the 20th century as better medicines were invented and 
prohibition restricted access (EMCDDA, 2008). The 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs allows 
signatories to produce cannabis for medicinal purposes as long as cultivation is controlled by a 
government agency. There is a growing body of research on the therapeutic benefits of whole-plant 
material and extracts (Hill, 2015; Whiting et al., 2015; National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, 
and Medicine, 2017), and the research base is expected to expand as restrictions on cannabis are 
loosened. There is very little scientific research on the non-medical benefits of cannabis (e.g. 
pleasure or stress relief; Caulkins et al., 2016). 

The top panel of Table 1 presents a list of countries in Australasia, Europe and the Western 
Hemisphere where laws have been passed to allow cannabis production for medical purposes. The 
United States is an outlier in that more than half of the country’s population lives in states where 
cannabis is legally available to those with a physician’s recommendation, but medical cannabis 
remains illegal under federal law. Despite prohibition and a lack of federal support, a federal budget 
amendment is currently in effect until December 2017 blocking federal funds from being used to 
prevent states ‘from implementing their own state laws that authorize the use, distribution, 
possession, or cultivation of medical marijuana’ (for more information, see Trumble, 2017). 

Of the other 11 countries that have passed laws to allow the production of medical cannabis, four 
are in Europe. The Dutch programme allows doctors to prescribe five strains of cannabis with varying 
levels of tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) and cannabidiol (CBD) (Office of Medicinal Cannabis, 2016). 
The Dutch Office of Medicinal Cannabis has licensed one producer, who submits the products to the 
government before they are distributed to pharmacies. While the United Kingdom does not make 
plant material available to patients, it does allow a private company to produce cannabis and create 
extracts that are prescribed in the United Kingdom and elsewhere. In 2013, the Czech Republic 
passed a medical law, and domestically produced cannabis for the programme was first delivered to 
the State Agency for Medical Cannabis in 2016 (before then it had been imported). In 2017, 
Germany passed a law to expand access to medical cannabis and to allow domestic production 
(previously, it could only be imported) (The Local, 2017) (4). 

                                                            
(3) The EMCDDA (2016) has also documented that more than one third of countries do not allow prison 
sentences for minor cannabis offences, stating ‘In many of the countries where the law allows imprisonment 
for such cannabis possession, national guidelines advise against it.’    
(4) Following a 2016 decree of the Turkish Food, Agriculture and Livestock Ministry, cannabis production will be 
allowed in 19 provinces for medical and scientific purposes; growers need permission from the government to 
produce. It is unclear who will be allowed to use cannabis for medical purposes in Turkey (Hurriyet Daily News, 
2016; Sims, 2016).  
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Table 1. Jurisdictions that have passed laws to allow cannabis production for non-research 
purposes (excluding allowances for industrial hemp or personal cultivation) 

 
Country National? Year passed Comments 

Medical 

United States No 1996 (a) 28 states and DC passed laws to allow cannabis products to be 
produced and distributed; at least 15 other states allow physicians 
to recommend CBD oils, but do not necessarily provide legal 
protection for in-state production. This all remains illegal under 
federal law. 

Israel Yes Late 1990s A medical programme was developed on the 1995 
recommendation of a subcommittee of the Israeli Parliament Drug 
Committee. Privately held companies that produce cannabis 
operate under a licence from the Department of Health.  

Netherlands Yes 2000 The Office of Medicinal Cannabis was established in 2000 and 
cannabis flowers were first made available in pharmacies in 2003. 
Only five strains are currently allowed to be prescribed and they 
are all produced by one supplier. 

Canada Yes 2001 Currently, all medical cannabis is supposed to be produced by 
federally licensed private companies and delivered by mail. Efforts 
are being made to eliminate the retail medical dispensaries that 
operate in some jurisdictions.  

Chile Yes Late 2000s A licence to grow cannabis that was granted in 2009 was 
withdrawn before production, but the Supreme Court ruled in 
2012 that the withdrawal was unconstitutional. In 2016, Chile is 
expected to harvest medical cannabis from a large, legal 
plantation. 

United 
Kingdom 

Yes 2010 Since the 1990s GW Pharmaceuticals has produced cannabis 
plants in the United Kingdom to create Sativex and other cannabis-
based extracts. In 2010, the United Kingdom approved Sativex to 
be prescribed for spasticity due to multiple sclerosis (as have many 
countries). 

Czech 
Republic 

Yes 2013 Domestically produced cannabis for the medical programme was 
first delivered to the State Agency for Medical Cannabis in early 
2016 (previously, medical cannabis had to be imported). 

Uruguay Yes 2013 Cannabis will be produced by state-licensed companies and 
available in pharmacies for those with a physician’s prescription. 

Jamaica Yes 2015 The regulations have not been implemented, but there are plans 
to allow small- and large-scale production of medical cannabis for 
residents as well as tourist and export markets. 
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Country National? Year passed Comments 

Medical 

Colombia Yes 2015 The decree signed in December 2015 permits medical cannabis 
under national drug law. The new decree may be modified or 
superseded by a bill that has been submitted to Congress, but it 
has paved the way for state-licensed commercial production, 
although it is unclear how much cannabis production will be 
permitted. 

Australia Yes 2016 A law was passed at the Commonwealth level to create a 
regulatory framework for commercial cannabis production for 
medical purposes. (A Tasmanian law passed in 2015 pertained only 
to providing cannabis for research purposes in New South Wales.) 

Germany Yes 2017 Before the law passed, there were about 1 000 individuals who 
had received special permission to use cannabis for medicinal 
purposes; the cannabis was imported. The new law expands access 
and allows domestic production. 

Non-medical 

United States No 2012 (a) Eight states have passed laws to allow for-profit companies to 
produce and sell cannabis (Alaska, California, Colorado, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Nevada, Oregon and Washington) to anyone aged 
21 or older; Washington DC allows only home production and 
sharing. Production, distribution, and possession remain illegal 
under federal law. 

Uruguay Yes 2013 Residents aged 18 or older must register with the government to 
either grow at home, join a collective or purchase cannabis from 
pharmacies.  

Sources: Reproduced in updated form from Kilmer and Pacula (2017); The Local (2017). 

(a) In countries where subnational jurisdictions have passed laws, the date represents when the first such law 
passed.  

 
There are important differences between the United States and Europe when it comes to medical 
cannabis, and medicine in general. Indeed, while the United States is notorious for having a 
prescription medicine system that relies on heavy promotion to physicians and patients, direct-to-
consumer advertising of these products is forbidden in Europe. Medical officials in the United States 
cannot legally prescribe cannabis because of the federal prohibition, but they can make 
‘recommendations’ that patients can take to ‘dispensaries’ that sell only cannabis products (in some 
states, patients are also permitted to grow cannabis at home (Pacula et al., 2002; Pacula et al., 
2015). Depending on the state, it can be very easy to obtain a recommendation and there may be 
advertising for medical cannabis (e.g. D’Amico et al., 2015). The situation is very different in the 
Netherlands and the Czech Republic, where medical cannabis is prescribed by doctors, obtained at a 
regular pharmacy and not promoted. 

Table 1 (continued) 
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De jure versus de facto changes 

A final distinction in relation to cannabis reforms is whether or not they are based on official changes 
to cannabis laws. Until 2012, none of the reforms related to supplying non-medical cannabis were 
the result of national legal changes. For example, cannabis remains technically illegal in the 
Netherlands, but the Dutch have a formal policy against enforcing the law against small transactions 
and coffee shops that comply with regulations.  

Spain’s CSCs inhabit a grey area, since Spanish law criminalises only sale (Barriuso, 2011). Some of 
the Spanish clubs supply only members while others appear to be less restrictive. This has been the 
subject of a series of court cases, with Hughes et al. (2017) noting: 

In Spain, three Supreme Court decisions of 2015 declared organized cultivation by clubs 
open to new members as a trafficking crime. However, a legal change in the same year 
defined the offence of personal cultivation, similar to that of use, to be committed only if 
the growing was in public view, perhaps implying that personal cultivation and use in private 
is now not an offence of any kind, comparable to Washington DC. 

While some of these CSCs have been shut down, hundreds of them are tolerated by local law 
enforcement agencies (PRI, 2016). These types of clubs are operating in Belgium and other countries 
but are not explicitly allowed (Decorte, 2015; Belackova et al., 2016; EMCDDA, 2016). 

The bottom panel of Table 1 shows the two countries where laws have been changed to allow 
cannabis to be produced and sold for non-medical purposes. Uruguay became the first country in 
the world to remove the prohibition on cannabis. It allows residents aged 18 or over to access it 
through one of three mechanisms: (i) grow it at home; (ii) obtain it from a CSC; or (iii) purchase it 
from a pharmacy. To obtain legal cannabis, residents must register with a government agency and 
select only one approach. The pharmacy option is still being implemented (Cerdá and Kilmer, 2017) 
and users will be allowed to purchase up to 40 g per month (Queirolo et al., 2016). The government 
will control the price and potency of what is sold in pharmacies and advertising will not be allowed 
(Walsh and Ramsey, 2015). 

Eight states in the United States have now passed ballot initiatives to remove cannabis prohibition 
and allow profit-maximising firms to produce and sell cannabis products to anyone aged 21 or 
older (5). Colorado and Washington State both had very lax medical programmes (i.e. it was easy to 
obtain a recommendation and find a dispensary) before their non-medical laws were passed in 2012. 
Alaska and Oregon followed in 2014, and in 2016 voters in California, Maine, Massachusetts and 
Nevada also passed initiatives to allow for-profit companies to supply cannabis. While all of these 
efforts remain illegal under federal law, the Obama administration decided to tolerate these 
violations as long as states had ‘implemented strong and effective regulatory and enforcement 
systems’ (Cole, 2013). It is unclear what the Trump administration will do about cannabis; it has a 
number of options (Kilmer, 2017a). 

                                                            
(5) There are a number of reasons voters claimed to support these initiatives (e.g. to shrink the illicit market, to 
generate tax revenue for the government, to reduce criminal justice expenditures and to eliminate 
racial/ethnic disparities in cannabis arrest rates). 
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The cannabis debate in the United States has focused largely on a false dichotomy: continue to 
prohibit supply or create a for-profit industry. Jurisdictions considering cannabis supply reform can 
choose from a number of ‘middle-ground’ options such as home production, CSCs, a state monopoly 
and a non-profit approach (Figure 1) (Caulkins et al., 2015; Wilkins, 2016). Indeed, what is often 
overlooked in the United States and elsewhere is that, in 2014, the voters of Washington DC 
removed the prohibition on cannabis but did not permit commercial sales. Adults are allowed to 
grow and give away cannabis; it cannot be sold. 

 

 

Figure 1. Alternatives to status quo cannabis supply prohibition 

 

 

Source: Adapted from Caulkins et al., 2015. 

It is likely that the next country to legalise cannabis for non-medical purposes will also be in the 
Western Hemisphere. In April 2017, a bill to legalise cannabis production and possession (referred to 
as C-45) was introduced into the House of Commons of Canada (6). Among other actions, the bill 
would remove prohibition and allow the federal government to regulate for-profit producers. 
Decisions about retail supply would be left up to the provinces and territories, and the government 
of Ontario recently reported that it would choose a middle-ground option and limit cannabis sales to 
government-run stores (Skerritt et al., 2017 ).  

                                                            
(6) http://www.parl.ca/DocumentViewer/en/42-1/bill/C-45/first-reading. Those seeking a summary of the bill 
and the task force’s report should visit http://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/cj-jp/marijuana/c45/c45.pdf. 
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What is the evidence about the impact of these reforms? 

Most of the evidence on cannabis supply reforms has focused on the coffee shop policy in the 
Netherlands and medical cannabis in the United States. This section briefly highlights the relevant 
literature in these areas, as well as the emerging data from non-medical legalisation in Colorado and 
Washington. 

Coffee shop policy in the Netherlands 

Cannabis remains technically illegal in the Netherlands, but the Dutch make enforcing the law 
against small-scale cannabis transactions the lowest priority. For nearly 40 years, the Netherlands 
has tolerated ‘coffee shops’ — where cannabis can be consumed on the premises and/or purchased 
for off-site consumption — as long as the shops are compliant with a number of specified criteria (7). 
MacCoun and Reuter (2001a, 2001b) found that Dutch prevalence rates uniquely increased in the 
1984-1992 period, leading them to hypothesise that ‘the dramatic mid-1980s escalation in Dutch 
cannabis use is the consequence of the gradual progression from a passive depenalisation regime to 
the broader de facto legalisation which allowed for greater access and increasing levels of 
promotion’, through the growth in coffee shops; however, this interpretation has been the subject 
of debate and additional analysis (de Zwart and van Laar, 2001; MacCoun and Reuter, 2001c; 
MacCoun, 2011). More recent work by Palali and van Ours (2015) finds that those growing up within 
20 km of a coffee shop have a lower age of cannabis initiation. 

 
Researchers have exploited recent changes in Dutch coffee shop policy to learn more about the 
consequences of restricting cannabis availability. In 2011, the city of Maastricht temporarily 
restricted access to its coffee shops to residents of Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands. Using 
administrative course grade data from students enrolled at Maastricht University before and after 
the policy change, Marie and Zolitz (2017) found that the academic performance of students who 
were no longer legally permitted to buy cannabis increased substantially, especially for courses that 
require more numerical/mathematical skills. To the extent that it would still be possible for excluded 
students to obtain cannabis from coffee shop customers or the street market, the authors suggest 
their findings could underestimate the true effect. 

 
In 2012, national cannabis policy was tightened in the Netherlands to limit coffee shops to members, 
who had to be Dutch citizens. As noted by van Ooyen-Houben et al. (2016), there were three goals 
for the new policy: (i) to reduce drug tourism from other countries, (ii) to minimise nuisance 
associated with the coffee shops and (iii) to make the coffee shops smaller and easier to control. 
There was tremendous variation in the implementation of these regulations, with many jurisdictions 
choosing not to implement them. There were soon national changes, with the membership criterion 
being lifted in 2012 and the residence criterion amended in 2013, making implementation subject to 
local decision-makers. However, van Ooyen-Houben et al. (2016) found that in places that 
implemented the new criteria there was a swift decline in drug tourism and a reduction in coffee 
shop purchases by locals, as many Dutch users did not want to register to become members. The 
authors report that driving the trade outside of coffee shops led to an increase in illicit transactions 
                                                            
(7) For more information on the criteria, see https://www.government.nl/topics/drugs/toleration-policy-
regarding-soft-drugs-and-coffee-shops. 
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and nuisance complaints about street sales. After the membership criterion was removed, many 
local consumers returned to the coffee shops, but others still made purchases on the street. The 
authors concluded, ‘The quick and robust shifts in the users’ market in reaction to the policy changes 
illustrate the power of policy, but also the limitations caused by the dynamic and resilient nature of 
the Dutch cannabis supply market.’ 

Medical cannabis in the United States 

There has been some debate in the United States about whether or not state-level medical laws 
were a ‘Trojan horse’ intended to open the door for non-medical reforms (see Kilmer and MacCoun, 
2017, for a discussion), but that does not negate the fact that hundreds of thousands of patients in 
the United States have benefited from having access to medical cannabis. 

Given that a number of US states have lax medical cannabis systems, there are concerns that these 
laws will increase the use of cannabis for non-medical purposes. Based on a framework developed 
by MacCoun (1993), Kilmer and MacCoun (2017) describe five mechanisms by which medical laws 
may increase cannabis consumption: decreasing legal risk, decreasing stigma, increasing availability, 
increasing promotion and decreasing price. They also note that there could be a ‘forbidden fruit’ 
effect whereby those who use cannabis because it is illegal and perceived as dangerous may find it 
less attractive once it is considered a medicine. 

There is a large and growing literature examining state-level variation in these laws in the United 
States. Many of the early studies used a binary measure to classify states as having a medical law or 
not, thus ignoring the tremendous heterogeneity in these policies (Pacula et al., 2015). The more 
advanced studies try to account for this variation by examining the specifics of these laws (e.g., are 
dispensaries allowed? Home cultivation?) and the size of the programmes. A recent review of this 
literature by Pacula and Smart (2017) concludes: 

While findings tend to be mixed when the literature is looked at as a whole, some consistent 
themes seem to emerge when the literature is instead considered with an eye toward 
differences between policies and populations. For example, studies that examine medical 
marijuana markets in a manner that is attentive to the development of these markets, either 
through measures of the presence of active dispensaries or the size of the market, seem to 
consistently show a positive correlation of these policies with use among high-risk users 
(arrestees, those in need of treatment, and polysubstance users). Similarly, many studies 
have shown a positive association with adult use of marijuana while most have found no 
association with youth prevalence or frequency of use in general school populations. 

The literature about medical cannabis laws and alcohol consumption is inconclusive (Kilmer and 
MacCoun, 2017), but, given the public health importance of this issue, it will continue to be the 
subject of research. There is also a growing literature about how these medical cannabis laws may 
affect the use of opioids (8). One hypothesis is that some patients prefer to use cannabis rather than 
opioids for treatment and will reduce opioid consumption if cannabis is available. Another 
hypothesis is that diversion of medical cannabis to the non-medical market may increase availability, 

                                                            
(8) There is also an emerging literature about the effects of medical cannabis laws on traffic safety (e.g. 
Anderson et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2016; Santaella-Tenorio et al., 2016). 
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which could make cannabis more attractive than opioids to those seeking intoxication. Both could be 
true at the same time, and there may be other explanations. Kilmer and MacCoun (2017) summarise 
the quasi-experimental literature on the association between medical cannabis laws and opioid 
outcomes, finding: 

[M]ost peer-reviewed studies suggest increased availability of medical marijuana is 
negatively associated with opioid-related outcomes (9) such as opioid overdose deaths at the 
state level (Bachhuber et al. 2014), prescriptions for painkillers among Medicare Part D 
enrollees (Bradford & Bradford 2016), prescriptions for pain killers among Medicaid 
enrollees (Bradford & Bradford 2017), and opioid positivity among 21- to 40-year-old fatally 
injured drivers (Kim et al. 2016). That said, the peer-reviewed studies have been criticized 
for overplaying the causal mechanisms at play, which is very difficult to determine when 
working with aggregate-level data (Finney et al. 2015; Caputi & Humphreys 2016).   

There are also papers undergoing peer review that use stronger methodologies and yield consistent 
findings about the association between medical marijuana availability and opioid overdoses (Powell 
et al., 2015; Smart, 2015). Considering that the United States is in the middle of an opioid crisis, it is 
unclear whether or not these associations would hold elsewhere. 

Non-medical cannabis in the United States 

The causal mechanisms by which increasing the availability of medical cannabis could influence 
overall cannabis use also apply to laws that legalise cannabis for non-medical purposes (Caulkins et 
al., 2015). Of course, much will depend on the type of regulation that is implemented. The effects of 
simply allowing small-scale home cultivation are likely to be much smaller than those of licensing 
profit-maximising firms to advertise and produce/sell as much as they want.  

It is too early to conduct most of the rigorous analyses needed to evaluate the overall effects of 
commercial legalisation in the United States (Caulkins et al., 2016; Hall and Lynskey, 2016; Subritzky 
et al., 2016; Kilmer and MacCoun, 2017) (10). While Colorado and Washington legalised cannabis in 
2012, retail stores did not open in these states until January 2014 and July 2014 respectively (and 
Washington furthermore had a slow roll-out, since unlike Colorado it did not allow medical 
dispensaries to use their existing inventories). That said, we do know that overall possession arrests 
have decreased (although an increase in the cannabis arrest rate for Hispanic and African-American 
youth in Colorado is troubling) (Colorado Department of Public Safety, 201611), tax revenues are 
coming in and concentrates have created challenges for regulators. Cannabis-related pediatric 
emergency room visits have increased by a large percentage in Colorado, but this is based on a very 

                                                            
(9) They noted, ‘Wen et al.’s (2015) paper is the exception; they did not find a statistically significant 
association between medical marijuana laws and prescription pain killer misuse.’ 
(10) There is a substantial amount of sub-state variation in the implementation of legalisation in states that 
have passed these initiatives (e.g. Dilley et al. (2017) report that ‘As of June 30, 2016, 30 % of the state 
population lived in places that had temporarily or permanently banned retail sale’.). In the short term it is 
expected that more will be learned from studies examining within-state variation than from those examining 
across-state variation. 
(11) This finding about Hispanic and African-American youth in Colorado is based on an analysis using data 
through 2014.  I am not aware of more recent analyses examining the cannabis arrest rates for these groups.  
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low base rate (Wang et al., 2016), and it is hard to determine how much of the increase is 
attributable to parents feeling less stigma about reporting cannabis as the reason for the visit (12). 

As for cannabis use, the US federal government is able to produce state-level estimates of past-year 
and past-month cannabis prevalence by combining two years of annual general population survey 
data from the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (SAMHSA, 2016). Figure 2 displays the self-
reported past-month cannabis prevalence rates for the entire US as well as Colorado and 
Washington from 2002/2003 to 2014/2015. Nationally, past-month cannabis prevalence for those 
aged 12 or older increased by 4.8 %, from 7.96 % in 2013/2014 to 8.34 % in 2014/2015 (p = 0.001). 
Interestingly, Colorado and Washington display different trends over this period. While Colorado 
saw an 11 % increase over this period (from 14.93 % to 16.57 %; p = 0.063), Washington saw a 12 % 
decrease (from 12.79 % to 11.22 %; p = 0.019). 

Figure 2. 

Self-reported past-month cannabis prevalence for those aged 12 and older in Colorado, 
Washington, and the US, 2002/2003 – 2014/2015 

 

Source: SAMHSA, annual  

Even if both states had seen an increase over this period, it would be incorrect to use these simple 
trend data alone to make strong inferences about legalisation. First, much depends on the year one 
uses for the base estimate. For example, while the recreational stores opened in Colorado in January 
2014, all of the initial stores were pre-existing medical dispensaries. Some have argued that real 
commercialisation and expansion in Colorado started around 2009, not 2014 (e.g. Ghosh et al., 2015; 
Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area, 2016). Second, there are other factors that 
influence prevalence aside from cannabis policy (see, for example, Jacobson, 2004); rigorous 

                                                            
(12) There is also a lot of discussion about the effect of non-medical legalisation on traffic safety; however, the 
author is aware of only one peer-reviewed study that examines the effect of these laws on overall traffic 
crashes or fatalities (Aydelotte et al., 2017). Rigorous analyses will look beyond drivers in crashes who test 
positive for THC (Caulkins et al., 2016). For information about medical cannabis laws and traffic safety, see 
note 8. 

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14
16
18

Pa
st

-m
on

th
 p

re
va

le
nc

e 
ra

te
 (%

)

USA CO WA



 

13 

analyses will attempt to control for them. Third, some of the increase in self-reported use in 
legalisation states may be attributable to respondents being more honest about their cannabis use 
(Kilmer and Pacula, 2017). Fourth, from a health perspective, we care more about quantity 
consumed than whether or not someone has used cannabis in the past month; however, the survey 
does not ask about amount consumed (and the state-level estimates do not include information 
about the number of days used in the past month). Fifth, if the goal is to evaluate the public health 
and public safety consequences of legalisation, analysts must look at how legalisation influences the 
use of alcohol, tobacco, opioids and other substances (Caulkins et al., 2016). 

The first peer-reviewed, multi-state, individual-level analysis exploring the association between 
cannabis legalisation and youth prevalence was published by JAMA Pediatrics in February 2017 
(Cerdá et al., 2017). Using the Monitoring the Future (MTF) school survey data and controlling for a 
number of individual-, school- and state-level factors in a differences-in-differences design, the 
authors found no effect of passing a law legalising cannabis for 8th, 10th, and 12th grade students in 
Colorado (the study examined changes from when the law became effective in January 2013, not 
from when stores opened). In Washington, they similarly found no significant association between 
passing the legalisation and marijuana use among 12th grade students, but they did find small 
statistically significant increases in past-month cannabis prevalence for 8th and 10th grade students 
in Washington (relative to students in states that had not legalised). These were the same age 
groups in Washington that showed a significant decline in perceived harmfulness of cannabis.  

The MTF survey does not produce state-representative samples and roughly 5 500 Washington 
students were included in the analysis (fewer than 1 000 students per year, 2010-2015, from a total 
of 30 schools). The authors of the study noted, ‘A greater number of schools would have been 
advantageous, and the sample design may lead to discrepancies between MTF results and those 
found in other large-scale surveillance efforts.’  Washington State conducts a biennial Healthy Youth 
Survey (HYS), which includes the vast majority of 6th, 8th, 10th and 12th grade students (in 2016, 
the sample size exceeded 230 000 students, from more than1 000 schools). From this large sample, a 
representative sample is created and the results do not suggest that past-month cannabis 
prevalence for Washington’s 8th or 10th graders increased after the legalisation change; if anything, 
the raw data suggest the rate decreased (HYS, various years). Advanced multivariate analyses with 
HYS data are currently being conducted, but this highlights how inferences about legalisation may 
depend on the data sources being considered. 

What are the implications for drug policy and practice in Europe?  

When considering the implications of these policy changes and of this emerging evidence, it is 
important to step back and consider the goals of these cannabis reforms. In the Netherlands, one of 
the main justifications for the coffee shop regime was to reduce youth contact with dealers who 
might be selling more dangerous drugs. In the United States, many arguments were offered by 
legalisation proponents, such as reducing the size of the illicit market, generating significant tax 
revenues, reducing criminal justice interactions and protecting public health with testing and 
labelling. There were other health claims, such as a reduction in youth consumption, because ‘drug 
dealers don’t check identification’, and a reduction in alcohol use, but the evidence for these claims 
remains to be seen. In Uruguay, legalisation was not motivated by tax revenues; the main focus was 
on reducing the violent crime associated with Paraguayan drug distributors. In Canada, there seems 
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to be a lot of emphasis on the public health implications, with the Task Force on Cannabis 
Legalization and Regulation (2016) reporting, ‘Our recommendations reflect a public health 
approach to reduce harm and promote health.’ 

The goals of the cannabis reform will shape decisions not only about how cannabis is supplied 
(Figure 1), but also about how it is regulated; however, no one knows the best way to legalise and 
regulate cannabis supply. While some insights can be drawn from the extensive research on alcohol 
and tobacco regulation (Pacula et al., 2014; Barry and Glantz, 2016), cannabis is a unique substance 
that can be consumed in an increasing number of forms. Table 2 highlights a number of regulations 
that could be applied to cannabis, focusing on four major areas: product, seller/server and sales, 
marketing, and possession or use (Caulkins et al., 2015). 
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Table 2. Examples of regulations that could be applied to cannabis 
(examples are not necessarily endorsements) 
Area of regulation  Precedent pertaining to currently legal 

products 
Example of application to 
marijuana 

Product   

Types of products 
that are permitted  

At various times, jurisdictions have banned 
absinthe and Everclear, even when allowing 
most types of alcohol.  

Restrict legalization to just 
usable marijuana plant 
materials (herbal cannabis).  

Additives or 
products attractive 
to children  

Flavourings (except menthol) are banned from 
cigarettes.  

Ban fruit flavours and 
marijuana-infused candies.  

Potency or 
strength  

Many states restrict sale of products with more 
than 10% ethanol from being sold in grocery 
stores.  

Create а ТНС ceiling or а CBD 
floor.  

Product labelling  Australia adopted plain packaging for all tobacco 
products in 2012; similar efforts are being 
pursued in other countries.  

Require unbranded packaging, 
devoid of logos or any form of 
commercial design.  

Packaging  Child-resistant packaging is standard on а 
variety of household items, including 
prescription and over-the-counter medications, 
vitamins, pesticides, and household chemicals. 

Require marijuana products to 
be sold in resealable, opaque, 
child-resistant containers. 

Seller or server and sales 

Inventory-control 
system  

Both Washington and Colorado are 
implementing inventory-control systems for 
recreational marijuana.  

Require all licensees throughout 
the supply chain to participate 
in inventory-control system.  

Age of sellers and 
servers  

Many states impose а minimum age restriction 
of 21 for serving alcohol.  

Require that anyone selling or 
handling marijuana in stores be 
at least 21 years old.  

Vendor and server 
training and 
responsibilities  

Many states require training for those who 
serve alcohol to (1) ensure they check the 
patron's age, (2) identify people at risk of 
excess, and (3) understand their legal 
responsibilities and risks as servers. 

Require specific training course 
that includes how to advise 
consumers on potency and 
related risks.  

Sold in certain 
types of outlets 
only  

Many liquor-control states limit sale for 
off-premises consumption to specialized 
alcohol-only stores.  

Require that marijuana be sold 
only in marijuana-only stores.  

Outlet density and 
location  

Washington restricts the total number of legal 
marijuana outlets and requires that licenses  
be distributed across the state according to 
consumption data. 

Limit outlet density to ensure 
that there is no over-availability 
in any area.  

Vending machines  The United States restricts tobacco-vending 
machines to establishments with over-18 age 
restrictions.  

Prohibit sales of marijuana 
products in vending machines.  

Days of sale and 
hours of operation  

Most states limit the times when alcohol can be 
sold. Several states ban sale of alcohol for off-
premises consumption on Sundays.  

Restrict sales of marijuana to 
the same outlet hours as alcohol 
sales.  

Happy hours and 
bulk discounts  

Many U.S. states ban happy-hour pricing for 
alcohol sales.  

Prohibit happy-hour pricing and 
discounts with bulk purchases.  
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Area of regulation  Precedent pertaining to currently legal 
products 

Example of application to 
marijuana 

Quantity and 
promotional 
discounting, free 
samples  

ln response to grocery stores using alcohol as а 
loss leader to get people into the stores, the UK 
banned promotions that sold alcohol below 
cost.  

Prohibit coupons, discounts, and 
giveaways (e.g., free marijuana 
with purchases of other goods).  

Sales quotas and 
limits  

Dutch coffee shops limit marijuana sales to no 
more than 5 g per purchase, and Uruguay limits 
pharmacy purchases to 40 g per month (no 
more than 10 g per week).  

limit the amount of marijuana 
that can be purchased with in а 
day or month (e.g., tied to 
driver's license).  

Non-resident 
access  

ln Colorado, а non-resident can purchase only 
up to 0.25 oz. of herbal marijuana at а time; а 
resident can purchase up to 1 oz.  

Restrict sales to residents only.  

On-premise 
consumption  

Various jurisdictions ban consumption in 
marijuana dispensaries; Washington State bans 
marijuana use in any establishment with а liquor 
license.  

Allow the marijuana equivalent 
of liquor stores but not bars; 
ban consumption of marijuana 
at establishments that serve 
alcohol.  

Product placement  As of 2010, FDA has restricted the sale of 
tobacco products in vending machines and self-
service displays; they can be sold only behind 
the counter.  

Ban self-service displays and so 
require а store assistant to 
access.  

Minimum pricing  Many states have minimum pricing laws for 
cigarettes.  

Require that 1 mg of ТНС be 
sold for no less than а certain 
price.  

Marketing   

Physical location 
and size of 
advertising  

Washington bans advertising within 1 000 ft. of 
schools and playgrounds; in the Netherlands, 
only establishments that refrain from 
advertising are exempted from marijuana law 
enforcement.  

Prohibit off-premise advertising.  

Electronic 
advertising  

Finland bans alcohol-branded social media 
communication.  

Make refraining from 
sponsoring games and other 
online contests а condition for 
licensure.  

Product placement 
and sponsorship  

FDA bans the tobacco industry from sponsoring 
sporting and entertainment events.  

Prohibit marijuana firms from 
sponsoring sporting and 
entertainment events and any 
event at а school.  

Ads targeting 
youth 

Both the tobacco companies and the beer 
industry have been challenged for the use of 
youth-oriented marketing materials. Joe Camel 
was effectively removed because of court 
challenges. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prohibit use of cartoon figures, 
animals, and other marketing 
images geared toward youth.  

Table 2 (continued) 
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Area of regulation  Precedent pertaining to currently legal 
products 

Example of application to 
marijuana 

Possession or use   

Age of possession, 
use, and purchase 

Most states allow civil and sometimes criminal 
penalties for minors caught possessing, using, or 
purchasing cigarettes or alcohol, although 
tobacco PUP laws are weakly enforced. 

Restrict possession, use, and 
purchasing by people under  
21 years of age. 

   

Method of 
consumption 

Many states have strict rules pertaining to 
purchasing а keg of beer so as to reduce the 
chances that keg parties are possible for youth 
and young adults. 

Prohibit forms of cannabis 
suitable for dabbing. 

Use in public Many states have open-container laws 
effectively banning alcohol use in public and 
implement strict clean-indoor-air laws limiting 
where cigarettes may be smoked. 

Prohibit the use in all places 
where tobacco is also prohibited 
or in all public spaces more 
generally. 

Use before or 
while driving  

Most states ban open alcohol containers in а 
car; all limit ВАС as measured by а breathalyser. 
Colorado and Washington limit active ТНС per 
unit of blood for drivers, but there is not а 
practical roadside test for that, akin to 
breathalyser readings being assumed 
proportional to ВАС. 

Limit active ТНС per unit of 
blood for drivers. 

Possession of 
diverted (non-tax-
paid) product  

Many states ban possession of non-tax-paid 
alcohol. 

Impose criminal penalties on 
possession of marijuana that 
does not bear а Vermont tax 
stamp.  

Providing access to 
minors  

Many states have social-host policies that hold 
property owners responsible for underage 
drinking occurring on their property. Both state-
imposed liability and private-party civil liability 
apply. 

Impose civil penalties on those 
who provide access to 
marijuana to minors, and 
extend social-host policies to 
marijuana.  

Prevention  Many states, including California, increased the 
sales tax on cigarettes with а specified share 
going to an anti-tobacco public-health 
campaign. 

Require that а substantial 
proportion of revenue 
generated by marijuana sales go 
to prevention campaigns 
designed or run by the state 
public-health agency.  

NB: The fact that an example is listed is not necessarily an endorsement. FDA = U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration. PUP = purchase, use, and possession. ВАС= blood-alcohol concentration. 

Source: Reproduced from Caulkins et al., 2015.  

 

Among the plethora of decisions confronting jurisdictions considering alternatives to cannabis 
prohibition is whether or not to limit the types and potency of products that are to be made legally 
available So far, none of the US states that have legalised cannabis for non-medical purposes has 
limited the potency of cannabis flowers or extracts that can be purchased; there have been some 
limits imposed on edibles. This is leading to a proliferation of high-potency cannabis products in 
legalisation states. For example, the majority of flower sold in Washington is labelled as being 

Table 2 (continued) 
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greater than 20 % THC, and some of the concentrates (e.g. waxes, shatter) can exceed 75 % THC 
(Smart et al., 2017). We know very little about the health consequences of the higher-potency 
products and whether or not users are titrating their THC consumption (Kilmer, 2017b) (13). One 
option for risk-averse jurisdictions is to initially limit potency and product types for the non-medical 
market until more is learned about the health consequences. 

Another area where EU Member States can learn from recent innovations is with respect to taxation. 
There are a variety of ways to tax cannabis and each comes with a number of potential trade-offs 
(Caulkins et al., 2015; Oglesby, 2017). For example, most of the legalisation states in the United 
States tax cannabis as a function of price, which is very easy to implement. For jurisdictions 
concerned about collecting revenues, however, a drawback to this approach is that, as the price of 
cannabis drops, so will the revenue. In addition, and if jurisdictions do not explicitly prohibit 
bundling, profit seekers will find a way to beat the tax (e.g. ‘I’ll sell you this pipe for 50 euros and 
give you the cannabis for free’). Alternatively, the state of Alaska is taxing cannabis as a function of 
weight, which is easy to implement but raises concerns that it creates incentives to sell more potent 
products. Another approach is to tax cannabis as a function of potency (MacCoun, 2010; Caulkins et 
al., 2013, 2015), which was recommended by Canada’s cannabis task force. Taxing as a function of 
THC (or the THC to CBD ratio) would give governments the power to nudge users to lower potency 
products, but it would be dependent on having a reliable testing and labelling system. There is much 
to learn about all of these tax regimes — including their unintended consequences — and the 
European Union (EU) can learn from the mistakes of and challenges faced by early adopters. 

Finally, some EU Member States may be interested to see what these changes mean for the 
international drug control treaties. How do countries that legalise cannabis address — or not 
address — their obligations to the treaties? Will it create a precedent that others will follow? The 
International Narcotics Control Board argues that Uruguay’s cannabis law is a breach of ‘the 
universally agreed and internationally endorsed legal provisions of the treaty’. In response, it was 
reported that President Mujica’s government argued ‘that the new law is entirely consistent with 
the original spirit of the UN drug treaties to promote the “health and welfare of mankind” and is 
aligned with Uruguay’s fundamental human rights obligations’ (Hetzer and Walsh, 2014). 

There is a heated debate about whether or not the United States is in violation, since the federal 
government, which signed the treaty, still prohibits cannabis (see, for example, Humphreys, 2013; 
TNI, 2015). This debate will continue, but federal toleration would seem to make it difficult — or at 
least quite hypocritical (Walsh and Ramsey, 2015) — for the United States to voice disapproval 
about other countries violating the conventions, at least with respect to cannabis. Indeed, the US 
government has not made a public statement about the Uruguayan law. If Canada does legalise 
cannabis, it will not only be interesting to see how it addresses its obligations to the conventions, it 
will also be revealing how the United States and other countries react to the Canadian approach. 
Since Canada is a much larger country than Uruguay and a member of the G7, its actions and the 
responses they receive — or do not receive — could have ripple effects outside North America. 

                                                            
(13) Future potency debates are likely to focus on THC to CBD ratios. For a useful review, see Englund et al. 
(2017). 
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Conclusion 

As more jurisdictions contemplate and pass laws to legalise cannabis for medical and non-medical 
purposes, the discussions about cannabis policy will likely become more intense in the EU. Member 
States can learn from these experiences and decide if they want to maintain their current cannabis 
supply policies or try something else. Those considering alternatives should remember that change 
need not be permanent; however, if profit-maximizing firms are allowed to produce and sell 
cannabis, they will have strong incentives to fight against regulations and policy changes that will 
negatively affect their bottom lines. 

References 

Anderson, D. M., Hansen, B. and Rees, D. I. (2013), ‘Medical marijuana laws, traffic fatalities, and 
alcohol consumption’, Journal of Law and Economics 56, pp. 333-369. 

Aydelotte, J. D., Brown, L. H., Luftman, K. M., Mardock, A. L., Teixeira, P. G., Coopwood, B., and 
Brown, C. V. (2017). Crash fatality rates after recreational marijuana legalization in Washington and 
Colorado. American journal of public health, 107(8), 1329-1331. 

Bachhuber, M. A., Saloner, B., Cunningham, C. O. and Barry, C. L. (2014), ‘Medical cannabis laws and 
opioid analgesic overdose mortality in the United States, 1999-2010’, JAMA Internal Medicine 174, 
pp. 1668-1673. 

Ballotta, D., Bergeron, H. and Hughes, B. (2008), Cannabis control in Europe. A cannabis reader: 
global issues and local experiences, EMCDDA Monographs, Publications Office of the European 
Union, Luxembourg. 

Barriuso, M. (2011), Cannabis social clubs in Spain: a normalising alternative underway, 
Transnational Institute Series on Legislative Reform of Drug Policies 9, Transnational Institute, 
Amsterdam.  

Barry, R. A. and Glantz, S. (2016) ‘A public health framework for legalized retail marijuana based on 
the US experience: avoiding a new tobacco industry’, PLoS Med 13, e1002131. 

Belackova, V., Tomkova, A. and Zabransky, T. (2016), ‘Qualitative research in Spanish cannabis social 
clubs: “the moment you enter the door, you are minimising the risks”’, International Journal of Drug 
Policy 34, pp. 49-57. 

Bradford, A. C. and Bradford, W. D. (2016), ‘Medical marijuana laws reduce prescription medication 
use in Medicare Part D’, Health Affairs 35, pp. 1230-1236. 

Bradford, A. C., and Bradford, W. D. (2017), ‘Medical marijuana laws may be associated with a 
decline in the number of prescriptions for medical enrollees’, Health Affairs 36, pp. 945-951. 

Caputi, T. L. and Humphreys, K. (2016), ‘Medicare recipients’ use of medical marijuana’, Health 
Affairs 35, pp. 1936-1936. 



 

20 

Caulkins, J. P., Hawken, A., Kilmer, B., Kleiman, M. A, Pfrommer, K., Pruess, J. and Shaw, T. (2013), 
‘High tax states: options for gleaning revenue from legal cannabis’, Oregon Law Review 91, pp. 1041-
1068. 

Caulkins, J. P., Kilmer, B., Kleiman, M. A. R., MacCoun, R. J., Midgette, G., Oglesby, P., Pacula, R. L. et 
al. (2015), Considering marijuana legalization: insights for Vermont and other jurisdictions, RAND, 
Santa Monica. 

Caulkins, J. P., Kilmer, B. and Kleiman, M. A. R. (2016), Marijuana legalization: what everyone needs 
to know, 2nd edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Cerdá, M. and Kilmer, B. (2017), ‘Uruguay’s middle-ground approach to cannabis legalization’, 
International Journal of Drug Policy 42, pp. 118-120. 

Cerdá, M., Wall, M., Feng, T., Keyes, K. M., Sarvet, A., Schulenberg, J., O’Malley P. M. et al. (2017), 
‘Association of state recreational marijuana laws with adolescent marijuana use’, JAMA Pediatrics 
171, pp. 142-149. 

Cole, J. (2013), Memorandum for all U.S. attorneys: guidance regarding marijuana enforcement, U.S. 
Department of Justice (available at  
https://www.justice.gov/iso/opa/resources/3052013829132756857467.pdf) [Accessed on October 
11, 2017]. 

Colorado Department of Public Safety (2016), Marijuana legalization in Colorado: early findings, 
Colorado Department of Public Safety (available at 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/2829054-2016-SB13-283-Rpt-Colorado-Early-Findings-
in.html) [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

D’Amico, E. J., Miles, J. N. and Tucker, J. S. (2015), ‘Gateway to curiosity: medical marijuana ads and 
intention and use during middle school’, Psychology of Addictive Behaviours 29, pp. 613-619. 

Decorte, T (2015), ‘Cannabis social clubs in Belgium: organizational strengths and weaknesses, and 
threats to the model’, International Journal of Drug Policy 26, pp. 122-130. 

de Zwart, W. and van Laar, M. (2001), ‘Cannabis regimes’, The British Journal of Psychiatry 178, 
pp. 574-575. 

Dilley, J. A., Hitchcock, L., McGroder, N., Greto, L. A., & Richardson, S. M. (2017). Community-level 
policy responses to state marijuana legalization in Washington State. International Journal of Drug 
Policy, 42, 102-108. 

Eastwood, N., Fox, E. and Rosmarin, A. (2016), A quiet revolution: drug decriminalisation across the 
globe, Release, London. 

EMCDDA (2001), Decriminalisation in Europe? Recent developments in legal approaches to drug use, 
EMCDDA Papers, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg (available at 
http://www.emcdda.europa.eu/attachements.cfm/att_5741_EN_Decriminalisation_Legal_Approach
es.pdf) [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 



 

21 

EMCDDA (2008), A cannabis reader: global issues and local experiences, Volume 1, EMCDDA 
Monographs, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg (available at 
http://www.emcdda.europa.eu/system/files/publications/497/emcdda-cannabis-mon-vol1-
web_103716.pdf) [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

EMCDDA (2016), Models for the legal supply of cannabis: recent developments, 
http://www.emcdda.europa.eu/topics/pods/legal-supply-of-cannabis [Accessed on October 11, 
2017]. 

Englund. A., Freeman, T. P., Murray, R. M. and McGuire, P. (2017), ‘Can we make cannabis safer?’, 
The Lancet Psychiatry 4, pp. 643-648. 

Financial Times (2017) Dutch parliament votes to permit cannabis cultivation. 
https://www.ft.com/content/2bdd68fc-f84c-11e6-bd4e-68d53499ed71 [Accessed on October 11, 
2017]. 

Finney, J. W., Humphreys, K. and Harris, A. H. (2015), ‘What ecologic analyses cannot tell us about 
medical marijuana legalization and opioid pain medication mortality’, JAMA Internal Medicine 175, 
pp. 655-656. 

Ghosh, T S., Van Dyke, M., Maffey, A., Whitley, E., Erpelding, D. and Wolk, L. (2015), ‘Medical 
marijuana’s public health lessons — implications for retail marijuana in Colorado’, New England 
Journal of Medicine 372, pp. 991-993. 

Grinspoon, L. and Bakalar, J. B. (1993), ‘Cannabis as a medicine’, pp. 67-81, in Marijuana: the 
forbidden medicine, Yale University Press, New Haven. 

Hall, W. and Lynskey, M. (2016), ‘Why it is probably too soon to assess the public health effects of 
legalisation of recreational cannabis use in the USA’, The Lancet Psychiatry 3, pp. 900-906. 

HYS (various years), Frequency reports, http://www.askhys.net/Reports [Accessed on October 11, 
2017]. 

Hetzer, H. and Walsh, J. (2014), ‘Pioneering cannabis regulation in Uruguay’, NACLA Report on the 
Americas 47, pp. 33-35. 

Hill, K. P (2015), ‘Medical marijuana for treatment of chronic pain and other medical and psychiatric 
problems: a clinical review’, JAMA 313, pp. 2474-2483. 

Hughes, B., Quigley, E., Ballotta, D. and Griffiths, P. (2017). ‘European observations on cannabis 
legalization’, Addiction 122, pp. 1136-1141. 

Humphreys, K. (2013), Can the United Nations block U.S. marijuana legalization?, 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/keith-humphreys/can-the-united-nations-bl_b_3977683.html 
[Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

Hurriyet Daily News (2016), Turkey permits controlled cannabis production in 19 provinces, 
http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/turkey-permits-controlled-cannabis-production-in-19-provinces-
.aspx?PageID=238&NID=104974&NewsCatID=345 [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 



 

22 

Jacobson, M. (2004), ‘Baby booms and drug busts: trends in youth drug use in the United States, 
1975-2000’, Quarterly Journal of Economics 119, pp. 1481-1512. 

Kilmer, B. (2017a), Trump’s marijuana options, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-
blog/judicial/314569-trumps-marijuana-options [Accessed on October 11, 2017] 

Kilmer, B. (2017b), ‘Recreational cannabis — minimizing the health risks from legalization’, New 
England Journal of Medicine 376, pp. 705-707. 

Kilmer, B. and MacCoun, R. (2017), ‘How medical marijuana smoothed the transition to marijuana 
legalization in the United States’, Annual Review of Law and Social Science doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
lawsocsci-110615-084851. 

Kilmer, B. and Pacula, R. L. (2017), ‘Understanding and learning from the diversification of cannabis 
supply laws’, Addiction 112, pp. 1128-1135. 

Kim, J. H., Santaella-Tenorio, J., Mauro, C., Wrobel, J., Cerdà, M., Keyes, K. M., Hasin, D. et al. (2016), 
‘State medical marijuana laws and the prevalence of opioids detected among fatally injured drivers’, 
American Journal of Public Health 106, pp. 2032-2037. 

The Local (2017) Doctors rejoice as Germany kicks off medical marijuana prescriptions, 
https://www.thelocal.de/20170303/doctors-rejoice-as-germany-kicks-off-medical-marijuana-
prescriptions [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

MacCoun, R. J. (1993), ‘Drugs and the law: a psychological analysis of drug prohibition’, Psychological 
Bulletin 113, pp. 497-512. 

MacCoun, R. J. (2010), ‘Analyzing California Assembly Bill 390’, Fourth annual meeting of the 
International Society for the Study of Drug Policy, Santa Monica, CA. 

MacCoun R. J. (2011), ‘What can we learn from the Dutch cannabis coffeeshop system?’, Addiction 
106, pp. 1899-1910. 

MacCoun, R. J. and Reuter, P. (2001a), Drug war heresies: learning from other vices, times, and 
places, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

MacCoun, R. and Reuter, P. (2001b), ‘Evaluating alternative cannabis regimes’, The British Journal of 
Psychiatry 178, pp. 123-128. 

MacCoun, R. and Reuter, P. (2001c), ‘Cannabis regimes — a response’, The British Journal of 
Psychiatry 179, pp. 369-370. 

Marie, O. and Zölitz, U. (2015), ‘High’ achievers? Cannabis access and academic performance, The 
Review of Economic Studies, Volume 84, Issue 3, 1 July 2017, Pages 1210–1237, 

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (2017), The health effects of cannabis 
and cannabinoids: the current state of evidence and recommendations for research, National 
Academies of Sciences, Engineering and Medicine, Washington. 



 

23 

Office of Medicinal Cannabis (2016), Medicinal cannabis, 
https://www.cannabisbureau.nl/english/medicinal-cannabis [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

Oglesby, P. (2017), Marijuana taxes — present and future traps, Tax Analysts, Falls Church VA 
(available at https://newtax.files.wordpress.com/2017/02/marijuana-tax-traps-state-tax-notes-
oglesby-1-23-17.pdf) [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

O’Shaughnessy, W. B. (1843), ‘On the cannabis indica or Indian hemp’, Pharmacology 2, p. 594. 

Pacula, R. and Smart, R. (2017), ‘Effects of changes in marijuana laws on marijuana use and 
disorders: medical marijuana and marijuana legalization’, Annual Review of Clinical Psychology 13, 
pp. 397-419. 

Pacula, R. L., Chriqui, J. F., Reichmann, D. A. and Terry-McElrath, Y. M (2002), ‘State medical 
marijuana laws: understanding the laws and their limitations’, Journal of Public Health Policy 23, 
pp. 413-439. 

Pacula, R. L., MacCoun, R., Reuter, P., Chriqui, J., Kilmer, B., Harris, K., Paoli, L. et al. (2005), ‘What 
does it mean to decriminalize marijuana? A cross-national empirical examination’, pp. 347-369, in 
Substance use: individual behaviour, social interactions, markets and politics, Emerald Group 
Publishing, Bingley. 

Pacula, R., Kilmer, B., Wagenaar, A., Chaloupka, F. and Caulkins, J. (2014), ‘Developing public health 
regulations for marijuana: lessons from alcohol and tobacco’, American Journal of Public Health 104, 
pp. 1021-1028. 

Pacula, R. L., Powell, D., Heaton, P. and Sevigny, E. L. (2015), ‘Assessing the effects of medical 
marijuana laws on marijuana use: the devil is in the details’, Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management 34, pp. 7-31. 

Palali, A. and van Ours, J. C. (2015), ‘Distance to cannabis shops and age of onset of cannabis use’, 
Health Economics, 24, pp. 1483-1501. 

Powell, D., Pacula, R. L. and Jacobson, M. (2015), Do medical marijuana laws reduce addictions and 
deaths related to pain killers?, NBER Research Paper W21345, National Bureau of Economic 
Research, Cambridge. 

PRI (2016), Inside Barcelona’s private marijuana clubs pushing to legalize it 
http://www.pri.org/stories/2016-09-21/barcelona-s-marijuana-clubs-want-legalize-and-parliament-
agrees [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

Queirolo, R., Boidi, M. F. and Cruz, J. M. (2016), ‘Cannabis clubs in Uruguay: the challenges of 
regulation’, International Journal of Drug Policy34, pp. 41-48. 

Raschzok, A. (2015), ‘Illegal drugs: two worlds of authority’, pp. 234-264, in Knill, C., Adam, C. and 
Hurka, S. (eds.), On the road to permissiveness? Change and convergence of moral regulation in 
Europe, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 



 

24 

Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (2016), The legalization of marijuana in 
Colorado: the impact, Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area, Denver (available at 
http://www.rmhidta.org/html/2016%20FINAL%20Legalization%20of%20Marijuana%20in%20Colora
do%20The%20Impact.pdf) [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

SAMHSA (Substance Use and Mental Health Services Administration) (Annual). Center for Behavioral 
Health Statistics and Quality, National Survey on Drug Use and Health. 

SAMHSA (Substance Use and Mental Health Services Administration) (2016), National Survey on 
Drug Use and Health: comparison of 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 population percentages, 
http://samhda.s3-us-gov-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/field-
uploads/2k15StateFiles/NSDUHsaeShortTermCHG2015.htm [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

Santaella-Tenorio, J., Mauro, C. M., Wall, M. M., Kim, J. H., Cerdá, M., Keyes, K. M., Hasin, D. S. et al. 
(2016), ‘US traffic fatalities, 1985-2014, and their relationship to medical marijuana laws’, American 
Journal of Public Health 107, pp. 336-342. 

Skerritt, J, Aoyon Ashraf , and Doug Alexander 2017. Canada Pot Stocks Rally as Ontario Plans to 
Open 150 Stores, September 8, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-09-08/canada-
pot-stocks-rally-as-ontario-to-open-weed-storefronts [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

Sims, A. (2016). Turkey legalises controlled cannabis production in 19 provinces, 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/turkey-legalises-controlled-cannabis-
production-19-provinces-a7364026.html [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

Smart, R. (2015), The kids aren’t alright but older adults are just fine: effects of medical marijuana 
market growth on substance use and abuse, RAND Corporation (available at 
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2574915).  

Smart, R., Caulkins, J., Kilmer, B., Davenport, S. and Midgette, G. (2017), ‘Variation in cannabis 
potency and prices in a newly-legal market: evidence from 30 million cannabis sales in Washington 
State’, Addiction doi:10.1111/add.13886. 

Subritzky, T., Pettigrew, S. and Lenton, S. (2016) ‘Issues in the implementation and evolution of the 
commercial recreational cannabis market in Colorado’, International Journal of Drug Policy 27, pp. 1-
12. 

Task Force on Cannabis Legalization and Regulation (2016), A framework for the legalization and 
regulation of cannabis in Canada, https://www.canada.ca/en/services/health/marijuana-
cannabis/task-force-marijuana-legalization-regulation/framework-legalization-regulation-cannabis-
in-canada.html [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

TNI (2015), The UN Drug Control Conventions, https://www.tni.org/en/publication/the-un-drug-
control-conventions [Accessed on October 11, 2017]. 

Trumble, S. (2017), The one sentence that could save medical marijuana, https://medium.com/third-
way/the-one-sentence-that-could-save-medical-marijuana-8da3dcc0ce83#.ibt79ukjb [Accessed on 
October 11, 2017]. 



 

25 

van Ooyen-Houben, M. M., Bieleman, B. and Korf, D. J. (2016), ‘Tightening the Dutch coffee shop 
policy: evaluation of the private club and the residence criterion’, International Journal of Drug 
Policy 31, pp. 113-120. 

Walsh, J. and Ramsey, G. (2015), Uruguay’s drug policy: major innovations, major challenges, 
Brookings Institution, Washington. 

Wang, G. S., Le Lait, M. C., Deakyne, S. J., Bronstein, A. C., Bajaj, L. and Roosevelt, G. (2016), 
‘Unintentional pediatric exposures to marijuana in Colorado, 2009-2015’, JAMA Pediatrics 170, 
e160971-e160971. 

Wen, H., Hockenberry, J. M., & Cummings, J. R. (2015). The effect of medical marijuana laws on 
adolescent and adult use of marijuana, alcohol, and other substances. Journal of health 
economics, 42, 64-80 

Whiting, P. F., Wolff, R. F., Deshpande, S., Di Nisio, M., Duffy, S., Hernandez, A. V., Christiaan 
Keurentjes, J. et al. (2015), ‘Cannabinoids for medical use: a systematic review and meta-analysis’, 
JAMA 313, pp. 2456-2473. 

Wilkins, C. (2016), ‘After the legalisation of cannabis: the Cannabis Incorporated Society (CIS) 
regulatory model for recreational cannabis in New Zealand’, New Zealand Medical Journal 129, 
pp. 74-77. 




