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Å..We studied the relationship between 

countriesõ drug laws and policies and key 

health and social indicators, by implementing, 

first, a state-of-the art comparative law 

technique that allows the quantitative a priori 

evaluation of drug laws and, then

Å.. éto establish a relationship between law 
indicators and key health and social indicators, 

to produce the ex post evaluation of the laws, 

contributing significantly to the ongoing 

discussion of drug laws and policies.

https://www.eranid.eu/projects/idpso/


TOPICS
COVERED

ÅCountry chosenasan exampleof drug lawsand policiesin 

30 years: Italy

ÅLeximetricapproach chosen for the a priori evaluation of the 

laws (and policies)

ÅApplication to the threeItalianlawsof the past 30 years

ÅKey social and criminal justice indicators chosen for ex post 

evaluation of laws

ÅComparative study of leximetricscores and indicator values

ÅConsideration of information linked to classic indicators and 

new indicators linked to supply reduction and demand 

reduction

ÅMortality and morbidity indicators and criminal organizations



FROM QUALITATIVE CLASSIFICATION(SEVERITY) TO QUANTITATIVE (LEXIMETRIC) 
CLASSIFICATION: THE EXAMPLEOF ITALY

ÅOnly in one country (Italy) and since 2000, the approach is very interesting 

because 3 different anti-drug laws (and policies) have been in force between 

2000 and our days: 

Å2000-2006 (the least severe law); 

Å2006-2013 (the most severe and repressive);

Å2014-today (the law less severe than the second, but more repressive than 

the first).

ÅWe will consider two specific articles of the law in force:

Åart. 75 (and 75 bis) related to consumers (administrative penalty);

Åart. 73 reserved related to pushers (criminal sanction).



LEXIMETRICSCORES

ÅIn the three laws more or less harsh consequences for the two groups 

are provided and therefore a score can be assigned proportional to 

the expected level of repression:

ÅAdministrative penalty: score from 0-5 depending on the degree 

of strength.

ÅCriminal sanction: score from 5-10, depending on the level of 

maximum penalty established for the crime.



DPR n. 309/90 in 2000 Law n. 49/2006
DPR n. 309/90 after Constitutiol

Court sentence n. 32/2014

Consumption for personal use of 'soft drugs' 2 5 5

Consumption for personal use of 'hard drugs' 2 5 5

Cultivation of 'soft drugs' 8 10 8

Cultivation for personal use of 'soft drugs' 8 10 8

Cultivation of 'hard drugs' 10 10 10

Cultivation for personal use of 'hard drugs' 10 10 10

Sale of 'soft drugs' 8 10 8

Sale of 'hard drugs' 10 10 10
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Figure 1. LEXIMETRIC EVOLUTION OF THE VARIABLES
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Figure 2. Level of repression



A VERY ASCIENTIFICQUITE REPRESSIVE LAW (2006-2013): 
MAIN ASPECTS.

Å1) All drugs become equal before the law and anyone who buys, receives for 

any reason, or in any way illegally possesses drugs is punished;

Å2) Cannabis is treated in the same way as heroin, cocaine and any other illegal 

substance for both drug dealers and drug users;

Å3) For personal consumption, administrative penalties are always provided, 

which can now be up to one year and can no longer be avoided by accepting to 

enter therapy.

ÅThe absolute ascientificlaw has caused serious consequences, 

ignored even later by the authors of the law who refused, and still 

refuse, any scientific evidence by choosing a priori ideological quite 

punitive approach.



SCIENTIFIC CLASSIFICATION OF SUBSTANCES AS BASIS OF DRUG POLICIES

ÅIn 2019, the Global Commission on Drug Policy published the report 

CLASSIFICATION OF PSYCHOACTIVE SUBSTANCES: WHEN SCIENCE WAS LEFT

BEHIND inviting the severity scores of individual substances to be taken into account 

in drug policy decisions, as suggested by papers as Nutt et al. (2010) and van 

Amsterdam et al. (2010, 2015) 

(https://www.globalcommissionondrugs.org/reports/classification-psychoactive-

substances).

ÅThe different drugs may call indeed for different strategies and policies, because 

there are large differences in toxicity, addiction potential and societal burden 

between them. Consequently, the most efficient approach to limit the health and 

economic burden of licit and illicit drug use is to focus the policy measures on drugs 

with the highest overall harm, including the physical, psychological and social harm to 

users and society (i.e. non-users) (van Amsterdam et al., 2015).

https://www.globalcommissionondrugs.org/reports/classification-psychoactive-substances


CLASSICKEYINDICATORSAND NEW INDICATORSTO BE 
USEDFOR DRUGPOLICY EX-POST EVALUATION

ÅThe social cost of òillegaló drugsmeasuresthe monetaryand social cost of the 

consequences, mostunintended, of the traffickingand selling illegal drugsand the 

consumptionof them. They depend a lot on the laws and policies adopted, therefore 

they can be related to leximetricvalues.

ÅInorder to introduceusefulindicatorsfor theposteriorevaluationof drug policiesit is

importantto considerthetypesof specificinterventions:

Å- supply reduction(dealers)

Å- demandreduction(users);

Å



Leximetricvalues and Indicators related to Social costs D.P.R. 

309/90

(1990-2005)

Law 

49/2006

(2006-2013)

Law 

79/2014

(2014--)

Global leximetriclevel referring to dealers 36 40 36

Prevalence of persons in prison for art.73 (average) 19,115 23,074 18,153

Percentage of persons in prison for art.73 (average) 36.3 38.9 33

National Statistical Institute (Istat) estimate, according to 

Eurostat method, of annual market growth in the period 

(average of revenue for criminal organizations)

No estimate 

yet

+0.65 

billions

+0.43 

billions

Average number of market workers at risk of entering 

prison for art.73 (estimated)

N.A. 585,444 487,306 

Average number of market workers aged<20 at risk of 

entering prison for art.73 (estimated)

N.A. 29,800 11,200 

Global leximetric scores related to drug dealers and related indicators



Leximetricvalues and Indicators related 

to Social costs

D.P.R. 309/90

(1990-2005)

Law 49/2006

(2006-2013)

Law 79/2014

(2014--)

Global leximetriclevel referring to users 22 30 30

Administrative sanctions for those 

reported art. 75 (average% over the 

period) 

36.6 76.6 91.4

Change in annual incidence in 

therapeutic public services over the 

period (%)

+5.8 -20.8 -31.

Change annual prevalence in therapeutic 

public services over the period (%)

+72.9 +3.7 -12.5

Average expected duration of therapies 

over the period (in years)

4.2 5.1 6.5

Average social cost over the period 

(Prevalence multiplied by expected 

therapy duration)

571,696 862,847 877,603

Poly-drug use indicator PDS (on personal 

health) at 15 years (ESPAD) (average

over the period)

N.A.

it is known that poly-drug 

use in the ô90s was not 

widespread

0.47

(linked to the market: poly-

drug supply induced poly-

drug use)

0.38 

(poly-drug supply is 

hampered and poly-drug 

use is reduced)

Global leximetric scores related to drug users and related indicators



NEW INDICATORSFROM PREVIOUSEU PROJECTS

Poly-drug use indicator PDS (on 

personal health) at 15 years 

(ESPAD) (averageover the period)

N.A.

it is known that poly-

drug use in the ô90s was 

not widespread

0.47

(linked to the market: 

poly-drug supply 

induced poly-drug use)

0.38 

(poly-drug supply is 

hampered and poly-

drug use is reduced)

Average number of market workers at risk of at risk of 

going to jail for art.73 (estimated)

N.A.

Data not available

585,444 487,306 

Average number of market workers aged<20 at risk of 

going to jail for art.73 (estimated)

N.A.

Data not available

29,800 11,200 

The personal poly-use indicator is derived from the total frequency of use of all substances in a specific period and 

the weighted average obtained by multiplying the frequency of use of each substance by the substance's harm score 

according to van Amsterdam et al. (2010 and 2015). Several projects data-sets show that Poly-use stems from 

poly-sales, encouraged by the law equating soft and hard substances (Poly drug seizures +3% in 2006).

The estimate of the population of drug dealers at risk of incarceration is obtained using the truncated 

Poisson method (Bouchard and Tremblay, 2005) based on appropriate data provided by the Ministry 

of Justice Department of Prisons

-19%

-17%

-63%



THERAPEUTICPROGRAMSAND ADMINISTRATIVESANCTIONSFOR 
REPORTEDDRUGUSERS: INFLUENCEON MORTALITYINDICATOR
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Therapy Administrative penalties

Law n. 49/2006 in action

The secondary prevention, 

that took place with the 

start of therapy before 2006, 

was blocked by the

Law n. 49/2006.

This situation resulted, in the first 

few years since 2006, in the 

unexpected increase in deaths, that 

constitute the important key 

indicator, especially for heroin (and 

opiates), indeed the substance with 

the highest score in van Amsterdam 

et al. (2010, 2015) as in Nutt et 

al.(2008).

The decrease in administrative sanctions 

since 2014 derives from the òsoftó reintegration 

of cannabis among the soft drugs in the third Law.

The trend in the annual number of sanctions is consistent 

with the trend in the leximetricscore related to the 3 laws.




