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Introduction

On October 21, 2010 the Mexican police eradicated the biggest amount of marijuana ever found in the history of drug trafficking. The 134 ton marijuana found in a truck in the border town Tijuana shows the seriousness of the “big money business” of the drug trafficking between Mexico and the United States. By burning all 134 tons of marihuana after the catch the Mexican authorities wanted to show the world that the battle against the drug criminals in Mexico and the border with the United Stated is not lost yet and that they will keep on fighting.

The term “war on drugs” was coined in 1971 by the American President Richard Nixon when he called drug abuse the enemy number one of the country.
 ‘The war on drugs’ nowadays is used for the notion of all battles against drug criminality in the broadest sense. In this report the ‘war on drugs’ will be used as the notion of the ongoing battle with the Mexican drug trading organizations (dtos) and the United States. 
Mexico and the United States have a complex and close bilateral relationship; they have strong economic linkages for being neighbours and partners under the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The last couple of years the relationship between both countries has been dominated by security issues. As the war on drugs has been intensifying tremendously both the U.S. and the Mexican government have been looking for ways to combat the drug criminals. Various bilateral multibillion initiatives have come to ground the last couple of years to fight the war on drugs. Mexican President Felipe Calderón has implemented a military drug policy where he is fighting the drug traffickers with ‘mano dura’ ‘the hard hand’ since his election in 2006. The two countries keep supporting each other in their strategies combating the Mexican dtos while the criticism on their approach is only getting fiercer.


 Critics argue that the initiatives between the United States and Mexico such as the Merida Initiative and the South-west border Security Initiative to fight of the drug trade organizations have proved not to be effective. They also argue that Calderón’s policy has only provoked more violence. The war on drugs has called upon the lives of over 34.000 people in 4 years time. Especially the border states such as Sinaloa, Chihuahua, Guerrero and Tamaulipas are most negatively affected by the war on drugs, fifty-six percent of all homicides from drug related crime in 2010 occurred in those four states.
 In the summer of 2010 alone, six mayors were murdered out of anger and dissatisfaction of the cartels with the government and their delegates. The same happened to various journalists in the border towns who were ‘taken out’ just because of publishing sensitive information about the drug criminals.
  

Both Mexican citizens and international politicians and aid organizations plead the Mexican government to change the approach on fighting the drug problems. An influential group of critics advises Calderón’s government to change the military approach to a legal one. Instead of focussing on cutting out cartels with violence they should focus on cutting out cartels through legal measures.
 The topic of this paper can be found under this debate on legal measures; namely the legalization of marijuana. 

The idea of legalizing drugs and especially marijuana is slowly gaining foothold in the world debate on fighting the drug crimes. Especially in Mexico and the United States advocating legalization is being debated on the highest political field. The referendum in California on the legalization of marijuana for personal use in October 2010 fuelled this debate.  Proposition 19, also the Regulate, Control and Tax Cannabis Act of 2010, ‘would legalize marijuana possession for those over 21 and older, permit adults to cultivate 5-foot-by-5-foot plots in their homes, and allow each local jurisdiction to enable, regulate, and tax commercial production and distribution’.
 Although the referendum was disapproved with fifty-three percentage it provoked a discussion on legalization in both the United States and Mexico.
In my report I will research to what extent a possible legalization of marijuana in Mexico and the United States could contribute to the ongoing combat on fighting the war on drugs between these countries. The discussion on legalization touches both the public and the scientific debate. The discussion on legalization of marijuana often stops when reaching the moral arguments against legalization. The fact that marijuana is a drug that could cause health damage is sufficient for a lot of people and governments to not even consider legalization, medical tests showing that marijuana is less harmful than alcohol cannot make moral antagonists change their minds.
 In this paper I want to show that there is more to the discussion on legalization of marijuana than moral arguments. To help the debate on legalization move forward it is important to also look at different fields of discussion.  Therefore I will try and answer my research question by looking at the economic and cultural arguments for and against legalization of marijuana using the arguments of various specialists in this area. The economic and cultural arguments also stroke with the interdisciplinary character of the paper in the field of international relations and Latin American studies.
In the first chapter of my report I will go deeper into the debate on the bilateral relation between the United States and Mexico and their cooperation in fighting the war on drugs. In the second chapter I will look at the economical arguments for and against legalization, in this chapter my focus will be more on the United States. In the first paragraph I will research to what extent the legalization of marijuana in the United States could have a substantial effect on the Mexican dtos looking at the share of marijuana in the drug trade.  In the second paragraph I will look at to what extent government expenditures and revenues could be affected by legalization following the Harm Reduction Theory
. The Harm Reduction Theory is a ‘public health philosophy and intervention that seeks to reduce the harms associated with drug use and ineffective drug policies. A basic tenet of harm reduction is that there has never been, and never will be, a drug-free society.’
 In the third chapter I will look at the cultural arguments for and against legalization, I will focus on the reduction of violence going deeper into Mexican culture and the dtos. In the first paragraph I will describe to what extent the change in Mexican politics of the last ten years has affected the war on drugs and on how Mexican tradition shaped the society of today. In the second paragraph I will look at to what extent the gap of marijuana revenues could be bridged by other illicit criminal activities.
As my thesis is limited to a maximum of words I will only focus on the legalization of marijuana for personal consuming and will leave out the debate of the use of marijuana for medical purpose as well as the distinction between cannabis and marijuana. I will merely focus on economic and cultural arguments and I will avoid the moral arguments for or against legalization as these could offer enough discussion for a whole new paper. 
The paper will argue that legalization of marijuana could be a contribution to the already ongoing battle on the war on drugs, and not that legalization is the solution to all the problems. Therefore it is a nuanced approach. Arguments used in this paper may be seen as open arguments, even when supporting legalization advocates are still sceptical.
Chapter 1 The debate 
As stated in the Introduction the bilateral relations between the United States and Mexico have been under great pressure by the increasing violence concerning the illegal drug trade. Various multibillion initiatives between both countries have tried to fight off the Mexican drug trade organizations, their violent behaviour and their high revenues. Mexican President Felipe Calderon also implemented a military drug policy supported by the United States to combat the Mexican cartels. As the violence only has increased and not decreased the last couple of years the bilateral initiatives and Calderon’s drug policy have been highly debated. 

It is known that Mexico and the United States are very dependent on each other. More than 80% of Mexico’s export is destined for the United States; the Mexican tourist market depends on the revenues from American tourists. At the same time Mexico is one of the U.S. biggest oil suppliers.
 Since the appointment of Mexican President Vicente Fox in 2000 the relationship between the U.S. and Mexico has strengthened. Fox encouraged the cooperation under NAFTA and sought to regularize migration policies between both countries under various bilateral agreements. Under President Calderón, although he initially aimed for a more independent foreign policy, these agreements flourished into different multibillion initiatives.

Already since the start of the twentieth century various multilateral efforts have tried to combat the consumption of drugs, therefore nowadays numerous international governmental organizations work at a global level combating drug trafficking. It has especially been in the last years that the United States and Mexico have engaged in a close cooperation in counter-drug efforts. Peter Reuter, professor in the School of Public Affairs and in the Department of Criminology at the University of Maryland and founder of the RAND’s Drug Policy Research Centre, argues that the security problems, the corruption and the violence, are all consequences of the U.S. demand for cocaine, heroin and marijuana. He reasons that the main problems of the drug crimes would diminish substantially if the U.S. market would disappear. It is unfortunate, he adds, that of course it is just not that simple.
 This feeling of guilt as we could call it from the U.S. side is also shown from the higher end of the U.S. government: Secretary of State of the United States Hilary Clinton stated that “the insatiable demand for illegal drugs” in the U.S. “fuels the drug trade”. 
 Therefore both countries “need a strong and sustained partnership, one based on comprehensive engagement, greater balance, shared responsibility, and joint efforts to address hemispheric and global issues”.

In a meeting during President George W. Bush’s goodwill tour in 2007 with Guatemalan President Oscar Berguer and Felipe Calderón the groundwork for a bilateral initiative came to ground. The Merida Initiative beheld a three-year agreement of U.S. support on Mexican regional security to fight illegal drugs, arm trafficking and transnational gangs and to control the immigration.
 Because of no significant positive effects other than various arrests of cartel leaders and interception of drug loads at the border, another initiative sprang to ground under the Obama government: the South-west Border Security Initiative (SBSI). The SBSI focuses on two elements, increasing the resources for border controls and redeployment of border personnel.
 

 Advocates of these initiatives argue that the initiatives have been very effective in the extradition of criminals, police and legal training, sharing of technology and equipment and the exchange of information. They therefore stress the importance of the multibillion projects and advocate their existence and even expansion.
 Opposition groups see exactly these factors as the cause of the increase in violence. Luis Astorga, professor at the Instituto de Investigaciones Socialies at the Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México, and David Shirk, Director of the Trans Border Institute, argue that Calderon’s campaign and the initiatives are focusing on a war than can not be won. The demand for drugs will never cease to exist.
 The initiatives are only provoking an increase in violence by cutting off the Mexican cartels’ drug revenues argues George W. Grayson, a political science professor. There is not likely to be found a short term solution to the problem of drug-related crime and violence, and the aggressive campaigns of both the U.S. and Mexico are definitely not helping says Grayson.

By financing Mexican military training, education and equipment, the initiatives also support Calderón’s aggressive campaign.
 Therefore the increase in violence -according to Astorga and Shirk- could also be directly linked to Calderón’s drug policy and the Mexican politics. The change in politics in Mexico since the nomination of President Vicente Fox of the National Action Party (PAN) in 2000 had a big influence on the expansion of violence. Before 2000 they write, there had been one party ruling the country for more than seventy years: the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI). Some form of acid agreement made in the eighties and nineties of the last century between the PRI and the Mexican drug trade organizations enabled the cartels to operate without a lot of competition. There was almost no government interference in the form of prosecution or arrests, the drug trade organizations and the government formed a linked network based on corruption and clientelism. The election of Fox in 2000 disturbed the arrangement between government and cartels. The agreement between the PRI and the leaders of the cartels was not followed by the new government. When Felipe Calderon (PAN) was elected in 2006 with his aggressive policies on drug enforcement, the violence increased tremendously.

Although especially border controls have led to a lot of big catches in the last couple of years, the violence has not decreased. Various cartels have missed income because of stricter rules and bigger competition. They have turned angry and violent not only towards other gangs because of competition but also towards journalists, law enforcement personnel and even towards elected officials.
 In the period between 2004 and 2010 twenty-seven mayors were killed in Mexico. During the regional elections of 2010 thirteen candidates were murdered. And in 2010 more than ten journalists were assassinated.

An illustration of the estimated Drug-Related Killings in Mexico in the years 2001-2010 is shown in figure 1. This figure comes from the report "Drug Violence in Mexico, Data and Analysis through 2010" published in February of this year by the Trans-Border Institute. The extracted numbers come from the National Public Security System (SNSP) and the Human Rights Commission (CNDH) of Mexico and Reforma, Mexicans biggest newspaper.
Figure 1. Drug-Related Killings in Mexico, 2001- 2010
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(Figure 1. Drug violence in Mexico, Data and Analysis Through 2010, 5)

As you can see in Figure 1 the ‘war on drugs’ has claimed a lot of victims the last couple of years and therefore the cry for a different approach is getting louder. So if the projects and the collaboration between the United States and Mexico don’t show off, what steps should be taken?


More and more leftist progressives and right-wing libertarians opt for a change in drug policy of both countries. Also the numerous calls from various Latin American leaders gathered in the Latin American Commission on Drugs and Democracy for decriminalization of marijuana especially in the U.S. fuelled the discussion. As marijuana is the most ‘harmless’ drug of all, the legalization should start there, so they argue. Various high end politicians such as the president of Colombia Juan Manuel Santos and even Felipe Calderón - even though no personal advocates of legalization - have publicly called for a serious debate on the subject. As of 2010 fifteen states in the U.S. have decriminalized the use of marijuana. In Mexico the use of small amounts of any drug is decriminalized since August 2009.
 By eliminating the illegality of marijuana the market of the drugs could end and the violence of the Mexican dtos could at least decrease a whole lot more than under the initiatives. 

Arguing that the violence is not decreasing at all under Calderon’s drug policy supported by the bilateral initiatives, different measures on fighting the war on drugs should be taken into account. Legalization of marijuana is one of these different measures. The debate on legalization of marijuana shows like any debate a strong differentiating range of opinions I will elaborate on this opinions in the next two chapters.
Chapter 2 Economical arguments and the Harm Reduction Theory
In this chapter I will discuss the economic arguments for and against the legalization of marijuana in Mexico. In the first paragraph I will try to answer the question to what extent legalization of marijuana could negatively affect the revenues of the Mexican drug trade organizations looking at the share of marijuana in the illicit trade. In the second paragraph I will research to what extent government expenditures could decrease and government revenues could increase by legalizing marijuana using the Harm Reduction Theory. 
2.1 The share of marijuana in the illicit trade

Various researchers racked their brains on how and if legalization of marijuana in California would have a substantial effect on the Mexican dtos. One of the bigger crash points in the discussion is the question if - in case of legalization - the share of marijuana is substantial enough in the complete drug trade to really hit the Mexican cartels in their profits. The statistics on the share of marijuana in the illicit drug trade varies from three to twenty-six percent, a difference that makes the perspective on how effective legalization can be vary greatly.
 
Advocators of legalization such as Steven B. Duke, Law of Science and Technology Professor at Yale Law School, argue that the share of marijuana in the Mexican drug trade organizations is as high as seventy percent. As it is a hopeless idea that drugs could be kept away from coming into the country and thereby cut off the Mexican cartels market and as it is impossible to destroy the desire for psychotropic drugs, Duke argues that it should be legalized. Elimination of the black market for the drugs by regulating and taxing them as “we do our two most harmful recreational drugs, tobacco and alcohol”
 is the key to success.
 

Terry Goddard, the Attorney General of Arizona supports the arguments of Duke. Horne cited the evidence that the Mexican cartels retrieve almost sixty to eighty percent of their revenues from marijuana trade. Although not a big advocator of legalization of marijuana himself he does argue that with a share of marijuana that high and the related violence being even higher legalization of marijuana should at least be debated.  It should not be seen as the answer to the drug war Goddard reasons, but as a way to cripple both the Mexican and the American drug trade organizations. Therefore according to Goddard, in agreement with Duke’s arguments, a key question should be whether marijuana should be taxed and regulated like alcohol.

RAND Corporation, a North American think thank which helps to improve policy and decision-making through research and analysis carried out on behalf of public and private grantors and clients, argues that the numbers put forward by Duke and Horne are not at all accurate. According to RAND’s report a sixty to eighty percent share of marijuana in the total business of the Mexican drug trade organizations is way too high.
 Peter Reuter, who came to bid in the first chapter arguing that the U.S. demand for drugs fuels the violence, argues that it is not surprising that a lot of people use the highest or most sensational numbers in their researches or reports as it is common in contentious politics that these get the most attention. By repeating this number a lot of times the number gets high credibility even though it is not at all accurate.
 The sixty percent is one of those numbers stresses RAND. The number is extracted from a report of the Office of National Drug Policy in 2006 stressing that the marijuana export revenues lie around $8.5 billion, giving marijuana an extremely high share in the total revenues of the Mexican drug trade organizations.

 The statistics and numbers on the exact share of marijuana are impossible to obtain, writes RAND, but the estimate share of marijuana lies around fifteen to twenty-six percent of the total drug organizations business. Even with these percentages RAND believes that legalization of marijuana in California could effectively eliminate the revenues of the Mexican drug cartels supplying California with their Mexican-grown marijuana but are sceptical about the effect of legalization in the rest of the United States. In their report they stress that legal marijuana even with taxes would cost less than the Mexican-imported narcotic. If the marijuana is produced and sold in California and even the underage users are supplied by adult consumers, the Mexican drug trade organizations will have no more advantage of trading in the state. The Californian market will thus be fully supplied by the new legal industry.

But unfortunately eliminating California will not make Mexican cartels stop from trading with the rest of the United States. The most interesting question therefore according to RAND is whether legalized Californian marijuana could out compete marijuana in other states in the country looking again at the share of marijuana.
 

RAND’s report argues through some difficult formulas, based on the calculation that fifty percent of the US consumed marijuana is being imported from Mexico, and the cost being around 400 dollars per pound (0.45359237 kilograms), and the amount of marijuana being smuggled totalling around 1875000kg a year, that the Mexican cartels have a profit of around 1.5 billion dollars annually. They also estimate the Californian market to only have a 14 percent share of the complete U.S. marijuana market which means that eliminating California from the Mexican drug business the cartels will loose one seventh of their revenues in marijuana trading. Taking into account that marijuana only has a fifteen to twenty-six percent share in the organizations’ illicit business, RAND argues that the losses would be relatively small to their total drug revenues and will not cause the cartels enough harm to really make them change their business.
 The effect on battling the violence and the crimes would therefore be very low I will return to this in the next chapter.

Legalization in California could only have a positive effect on reducing the profits of the Mexican drug organizations if it is regulated in a way that Californian marijuana, smuggled and sold for good prices to other States inside the U.S., can out compete the Mexican marijuana. The price quality ratio therefore is very important; the marijuana should be of good quality which means a high percentage of tetrahydrocannabinol
 so it could, being more expensive, compete with the Mexican marijuana that might be cheaper but of less quality (about 2-3.6 percent less potent). Preference will then go out to the more expensive but better quality marijuana from California, stresses RAND. The only exception they say are Texas and New Mexico. Because of their geographical location on the border and the interwoven influence of the Mexican cartels in these regions the marijuana could not be out competed.

So legalization sounds quite promising according to RAND but it will only work if the U.S. government will regulate it in a way described above for Californian marijuana to have a chance in the U.S. market. RAND is sceptical about the willingness of the government to implement this kind of regulations and wonders if there would be a budget available. In the next paragraph I will research into how government could profit from a possible regulation of marijuana.
2.2 Government expenditures and revenues
Next to the argument for legalization of marijuana decreasing the Mexican cartels revenues lies the argument of increasing government revenues by regulating legalization. The Harm Reduction Theory is a theory that stresses that costs of illegality outweigh financial benefits that could be achieved.
  

One of these theorists is Ethan A. Nadelmann founder and executive director of the Drug Policy Alliance. He argues that the costs for the enforcement of marijuana-related crimes are extremely high compared to the harm caused by the arrest for a relatively small crime. In 2008 alone the police made 1.7 million drug arrests, of which 750,000 for possession of marijuana for personal use. The administrational costs for all these prosecutions are just being extracted from citizens’ tax money. Nadelmann argues “yet despite spending hundreds of billions of dollars and arresting millions of Americans, illegal drugs remain cheap, potent and widely available, and the harms associated with them continue to mount.”
 Nadelmann stresses that the focus should lie more on regulating the use of drug than on criminalizing it. First of all criminalizing is more expensive and secondly criminalizing also makes drug use a taboo resulting in drug abuse being more difficult to treat. 
Zoë Amerigian, a political science researcher, agrees with Nadelmann saying that the emphasis of drugs policy should be shifted from criminalization to health. The government spent big amounts on law enforcement activities for marijuana offences writes Amerigian. Even though marijuana-related offences are not the ones filling the country’s prison, the U.S.’s court system is definitely burdened by the marijuana offences. Amerigian says that in 2009 more than six percent of all arrests were arrests concerning marijuana use or possession. There is too much money being spent on prosecution the report argues. 
  
The same applies to Mexico says Bernardo Espino de Castillo, of the Mexican attorney general’s office in 2009. Since Calderon took office, Espino del Castillo said, over 15,000 police searches have taken place related to small-scale drug dealing and possession, 95,000 people have been detained, with only 12 to 15 percent ever being charged with anything.  All these administrational costs for detaining and penalizing these small-scale drug crimes are not worth the outcome Espino del Castillo emphasizes.

To start legalizing marijuana is too big of a step for many U.S. states but decriminalization therefore has been strongly advocated. A report by the Latin American Commission on Drugs and Democracy (LADD) supported by former presidents from Colombia, Mexico and Brazil presses the United States to at least decriminalize marijuana. They use the same arguments as Zoë Amerigian and Ethan Nadelmann reasoning that prohibition policies that are based on disrupting drug flows, eradication of production and the criminalization of consumption such as the bilateral initiatives between the U.S. and Mexico have not yielded the expected results.
 

Only fifteen of fifty states in the U.S. have decriminalized the possession of small amounts of marijuana especially for administrational reasons. “The difference between decriminalization and legalization is their degree of leniency towards drugs; decriminalization permits drug use while legalization permits both drugs use and production”
 Mexico started the decriminalization of small amounts of drugs in April 2009, long before a lot of U.S. states. The law on decriminalization was implemented in August 2009 under Felipe Calderon’s government. The law beheld the decriminalization of marijuana possession up to five grams, cocaine half a gram and heroin 50 mg. Bernardo Espino de Castillo said on the day of legalization: “This frees us from a flood of small crimes that have saturated our federal government…”
 
The difference between Espino del Castillo, and Nadelmann and Amerigian is that Espino del Castillo argues that decriminalization is just a form of regulation and should not particularly lead to legalization; while Nadelmann and Amerigian stress that you should start with decriminalization which in the end should lead to legalization. Advocators of decriminalization want to maintain the possibility to prosecute drug-crime; they are just making the shift from drug user to the drug supplier. 

Critics in both Mexico and the United States stress that the decriminalization law is one of ‘double standards’. A law that decriminalizes users and not sellers or producers will only strengthen the Mexican cartels, a complete incomprehensible law in the time of a bloody war on drugs they dispute. "It is illogical to have a law that allows drug consumption but does not control where it is coming from,"
  underlines Enrique Cardenas, spokesman of the opposition group. Cardenas also adds that decriminalization will only fuel dealing and corruption, a discussion I will come back to in Chapter three. 

The advocates of legalization go one step further than decriminalization, they want to take the production out of the hands of the criminals and put it in the hand of (government regulated) producers. Thereby Amerigian argues decriminalization to be a good step forward as you have the advantages of decriminalization and also the deprivation of the drug trade organizations. If you can legitimize both the supply and the demand side the report emphasizes, a black market would become unnecessary.
 
 

Jeffrey A. Miron, a Harvard economy Professor, adds that next to overcoming the black market you can even win money out of legalizing marijuana. In his report ‘The Budgetary Implications of Marijuana Prohibitions’
 Miron calculations show that the U.S. government would save $7.7 billion a year if it didn't have to spend money policing and prosecuting marijuana activity. He also argues that the government could have another $2.4 billion if marijuana would be taxed like all other goods, and would the drug be taxed at a rate you could compare with cigarettes and alcohol another $6.2 billion would come rolling in. Miron underlines in his research paper that the legalization of marijuana not only depends on the budgetary impacts but on many factors, but these impacts should definitely be included in a rational debate on the marijuana issue.


Taxation of marijuana use is also used against the legalization of marijuana. Opponents of legalization argue that taxation of marijuana would lead to a short-term increase in violence and crime because of more people using the drug. And to combat these violence and crime costs on enforcement of public health and safety through police force and prison systems are automatically raising again. The opponents therefore stress that taxation won’t have the success given by Harm Reduction theorists or the advocators shown above.

Advocates argue that in the case of legalization of marijuana the Mexican dtos would not only loose parts of their revenues but also the government expenditures could increase. Marijuana is seen as a drug that could be put next to alcohol and tobacco in terms of regulation. Advocates are still sceptical though whether legalization would really affect the dtos negatively in a way that the cartels would stay out of the drug trade. RAND stresses that legalization could only have a positive effect in the long run, in the short term the effects would be negative; violence would increase because of the clashing Mexican cartels fighting for dominance in a decreasing market. The same argument is used by the antagonists reasoning that by legalizing marijuana violence would only increase because of a growth in drug abusers. In the next chapter I will go deeper into the violence aspect of legalization of marijuana.
Chapter 3 Decreasing violence and the complexity of the cartels
So far I have looked at the economical effects legalization of marijuana might have on the Mexican drug trade organizations and the Mexican and U.S. government. In this chapter I will look at the effect legalization might have on the violence and crimes committed by the Mexican cartels. I will focus on the more cultural arguments for legalization. In the first paragraph I will ask the question to what extent the Mexican politics and tradition have influenced the contemporary situation in Mexico. In the second paragraph I will look at to what extent the lost revenues of the Mexican cartels would be bridged by other criminal activities.

3.1 Mexican politics and culture
As mentioned in the first Chapter of this paper; Astorga and Shirk argue that the political situation in Mexico had a big influence on the increase in violence. The change in politics from the political party PRI to the PAN in 2000 disarrange the strong ties the PRI had with the drug cartels in Mexico. President Vicente Fox elected in 2000 was a U.S. oriented president argues Grayson. Even though Fox also made his efforts to fighting off the drug crimes his strategies were not as persuading as the drug policy under Calderón. More than 40,000 federal police and troops have already been sent into the streets under Calderón. Whereas Fox never wanted to involve the army in interrogations, guarding checkpoints or conducting searches argues Grayson. Grayson even goes as far as comparing Calderón’s military strategy with George W. Bush’s fight on terror.
 

Neither Fox nor Calderon so far have succeeded in their strategies on combating the drug-related violence. As already mentioned in Chapter one Grayson is sceptical on the positive effects of Calderón’s drug policy. So far Calderon’s aggressive campaign on combating the war on drugs has ignited a violent rivalry between the different cartels.
 
Under the PRI government drug trafficking was relatively well managed in Mexico argue John Bailey and Roy Godson, both political science professors at Georgetown University. Especially in the eighties and the nineties the ties between government and drug trade organizations were very strong. This comes from a deeply rooted form of corruption in Mexico society starting in the early twenties last century according to Bailey and Godson. Mexican society is based on a form of clientelism, you can get anything done as long as you know the right people. The linkage of high government figures to the leaders of the Mexican drug trade organizations is therefore not unsurprising. Mexican mechanisms work in a way that control is exercised by political authorities and corrupt exchanges between criminals and law enforcement officials, who are at the same time also linked to each other argue Bailey and Godson. Another reason of the success of the PRI handling the drug war without provoking that much violence write Bailey and Godson was the formation of the party. At state-level the PRI was formed out of a mix between business and criminal groups.

Bailey and Godson’s edited volume was published in 1999 being already more than ten years old, but the same stream of corruption is still being followed in Mexico argue Astorga and Shirk. Although the new governments are trying to fight the corruption the tradition is too strong to fade away that easily. It is because of the strong tradition of corruption deeply rooted in every part of Mexican society that the bilateral initiatives and Calderón’s drug policies are almost not compliable. 
 With Mexico being the country where the gap between rich and poor is the biggest of Latin America, corruption is an attractive way of making money, argue Kees Koonings and Dirk Kruijt, Latin American specialists at Utrecht University. Education is poor in a lot of Mexican states and gang life attracts young males for living a rich life style. Also the underpayment of police officers and their bad education make co-operation with the cartels attractive for easy money. So the corruption between drug dealers, police officials and politicians is still uncontrollable. The corruption makes the enforcement of the drug policies extremely difficult and also unfair.
 
Grayson arguments are in line with those of Koonings and Kruijt on this point. He argues that it is inevitable for both countries to look at different measures if they want the situation to improve. In his book Grayson underlines that the drug cartels are too interrelated with the different layers of Mexican society and have too complex organizational structures to win the war on drugs against them by fighting them with drug policies and stricter border controls. And even though sceptical about legalization he writes that the move to a more liberal policy on drug use should definitely be considered, adding that the death rates from tobacco and alcohol are higher than from marijuana.
 
3.2 Organizational structure
It is interesting that many authors such as Grayson use the corruption argument for legalization of marijuana while a lot of legalizations antagonists use the same argument for pleading against legalization. They reason in contrast with Grayson that legalization would not lead to an increase in violence. The gap in the cartels businesses taken away by the share of marijuana would be bridged by another illegal activity such as the trade in another type of drugs, arm trading or kidnapping argue the antagonists. And this will only lead to more violence.

The term “narco-democracy” has shown up more than once in the debate on the functioning of the Mexican government. The deep rooted connection between government and drug criminals made Mexico a stage for corrupt activities. Mexico had become the base for some of the world’s biggest drug trade organizations in the eighties.
 These Mexican dtos exist of complex networks that firstly - as explained above - have strong ties with corrupt police officers and government officials, and secondly they do not only make money out of trading drugs. As making fast money is so attractive in a country where the opportunities are still low, the informal sector of the drug trade organizations will expand to wherever they can make money.
 This consequence of legalization is also called the substance displacement.
 Legalization antagonists use this argument for legalization unable to achieve its goals as desired.
A lot of examples have been given of the cartels switching to different type of criminal activities because of losing drug revenues by Eduardo Medina-Mora, Mexico’s general attorney in an interview with the Associated Press: “This is reflecting how they are melting down in terms of capabilities, how they are losing the ability to produce income… To make up for lost drug profits, the gangs are morphing into powerful organized crime syndicates that are terrorizing Mexicans through kidnapping and extortion, crimes that are spreading into the U.S.”.
 

And it is not only the opposition group who uses this argument; also legalization advocates are sceptical if legalization of marijuana could really harm the dtos revenues. The RAND report also argues that it is quite possible that the dtos will expand their business into other criminal activities. One of the most likely businesses to be taken over by the cartels is human trafficking writes RAND. Although impossible to determinate, like all other drug statistics, they estimate human trafficking revenues to be around hundreds of millions of dollars a year. Also gambling, industrializing theft and extortion are likely to be markets to fill in the drug revenue gap.
 Astorga and Shirk argue weapon smuggling from the United States as a major business. According to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, they write: "of all weapons confiscated in Mexico and turned over to the U.S. for tracing, more than 90 percent came from the United States”.

Zoë Amerigian however writes that even though the cartels would fill the gap with other activities legalization this is a better option than to keep on prosecuting them and trying to fight them through the multibillion initiatives. She argues that next to the substantial displacement stands the geographical displacement. The bilateral initiatives only fight off the drug trade regionally. Measures such as stronger border controls and even destroying of the marijuana fields could lead to the moving of smuggle routes and production to other countries. This is what happened in Colombia where most of the drug smuggling now has moved to the Caribbean. A process of geographical displacement is therefore not at all welcome in Central America or The Caribbean underlines the Amerigian.

It is difficult to analyze a possible change in drug trade organization as a result for the loss of marijuana revenues in itself, reasons RAND. Though all cartels as argued in Chapter one will suffer some decline in revenues, the short and long term consequences of taking out the marijuana revenues could differ a lot. In the short run an increase of violence is highly probable. If the market is getting smaller like in any other business people will need to be fired. Fired drug agents who are used to the wealthy lifestyle will try and earn the same amount of money by competing with their former employees. This could lead to violent conflict. Violence could also increase through leaders who will try and hold their earnings in a decreasing market by eliminating close competitors. 
Only one factor might be able to decrease violence in the short run argues RAND. If the cartels are experienced and unambiguous enough to accept that their businesses are in decline, the combat for dominance, for the best route and officials etc. could be reduced, as these areas are not as valuable anymore. The cartels would have to take their loss.
 

In the long term the prospect of a decline in violence looks more optimistic argues RAND. In agreement with the antagonists they say that legalization of marijuana would make participation in a drug trade organization less attractive. This will lead to fewer men entering the field of the illicit business. Violence will decline as the economic situation in the country would become more stable hoping for the fall of the drug trade organizations. This vision is looked at with scepticism but if it would succeed it would be an effective measure argues RAND.

Again the answers to the questions posed in this chapter are not one-sided. The long tradition of corruption makes it difficult for drug policies to be enforced and even legalization would therefore have negative short term effects. Antagonists argue that legalization will only make the dtos expand their criminal activities leading to more violence. The long term effect of a possible legalization of marijuana could be very successful. It is also reasoned that legalization is a definitely better option than continuing down the same track through the initiatives as the danger of geographical displacement increases. 

Conclusion
Before giving my conclusions I would like to make some nuances in the findings of this paper, as the debate on bilateral relationship between Mexico and the United States beholds a lot larger field than researched in this paper some facts could be missed out. Also in the debate on the legalization of marijuana a lot more arguments could be discussed and deepened but due to the restriction of words in this paper I only looked at the economical and cultural arguments. Therefore the research is limited. It only covers a small fraction of the research that should still be done in this field. 

The discussion on legalization of marijuana is highly contemporary. During the writing of this paper various new legalization advocators stood up arguing for a more liberal approach of fighting the war on drugs. In Chapter one I have sketched the debate that covers the theme of legalization of marijuana. Following this debate it became obvious that Calderón's drug policy supported by the bilateral initiatives such as the Merida Initiative and the South-west Border Security Initiative are under great pressure. Although both governments still support the initiatives and argue that they are making progress in combating the drug-related violence critique on their approach is getting fierce. The critique is mostly focussed on the consequences of the military approach namely an increase of violence ignited by the Mexican drug trade organizations. Legalization is to be seen as an additional measure to fighting of the drug war. I will now show my findings on to what extent a possible legalization of marijuana in Mexico and the United States could contribute to the ongoing battle on the war on drugs between these countries. 

I will start with the economical arguments for and against legalization. Important for taking side in this discussion is how big you believe the share of marijuana in the complete drug trade to be. Variation in numbers and sources make the share of marijuana differ from fifteen to seventy percent. If you perceive marijuana like Steven Duke and Terry Goddard to have a percentage as high as seventy, legalization would be very successful as you eliminate almost the entire drug trade revenue source. Though estimating the number around twenty percent will give a possible legalization a complete different outcome. But even with a twenty percent share RAND has argued that legalization could have a positive outcome. If California would legalize marijuana, their legal marijuana could take over around eighty-five percent of the drug trafficking. RAND is sceptical though if revenue losses are of a sufficient size for the dtos to really feel it. The only way to have a real positive effect is for the drug to be regulated in a way that the price quality ratio could out compete the more cheap illegal Mexican marijuana. 
Regulation of legalized marijuana could save both governments a lot of money argue legalization advocates. The Harm Reduction Theory pleas for a switch from criminalization, which brings high government expenditures on marijuana prosecution and arrests, to a more humane policy. Ethan Nadelmann and Zoë Amerigian argued the costs of criminalizing the use of marijuana to be way too high looking at the relative harmlessness of the drug and even more at the financial benefits that could be achieved. This was also agreed upon by Espino del Castillo and the Latin American Commission on Drugs and Democracy. It is interesting to see though that not all the advocates of decriminalization also favour legalization while decriminalization is also to be perceived as to be of double standards. 

Advocates of legalization want decriminalization to lead to legalization as it is impossible to decriminalize the use of marijuana but at the same time keep production legal. They want the production to move from the hands of the drug trade organizations to the hands of the government. This is only positive for the government as government expenditures (on arrests and prosecution) can be saved and revenues can increase by taxing the drug like alcohol and tobacco.

It is fair to say that the economical arguments for legalization outdo the arguments against legalization. Legalized marijuana in California can take over a great part of the Mexican cartels drug trade. Even though the share of marijuana is not that high (depends which statistics you perceive to be right) a part of the dtos revenues will be cut. Also if government expenditures can be decreased and incomes to be increased by legalizing marijuana, which is known as a relative harmless drug, more money could be spend on the treatment of addiction; a win-win situation.
The findings of the cultural arguments which are related to the expansion of violence in the last couple of years in Mexico show another side of the discussion. The change in the political situation seemed to have a considerate effect on the increase in violence between drug cartels. Because of the tradition of corruption and clientelism Mexican society nowadays exist of complex criminal networks linking high-end politicians to criminal leaders. It is in this perception that the legalization antagonists argue that legalization will have nothing but negative effects. The cartels will bridge the gap of marijuana revenue losses with other criminal activities they argue. Even the advocates of legalization admit this to be a difficult consequence of legalization. It is probable for violence to increase in the short run by legalizing marijuana as this could fuel an igniting rivalry between cartels fighting over a place in the market. But in contrary with the antagonists they do not see legalization leading failure as in the long term legalization could have a very successful outcome as the drug market becomes less attractive for young males to join. Therefore legalization should be seen as an effective addition to the bilateral supported approach.
It is fair to say that arguments especially from advocates of legalization are sceptical. As the Mexican tradition of corruption will not be resolved in a couple of years the complex networks of the drug trade organizations will seek a way to exist. By eliminating marijuana from their business other criminal activities will be expanded. Though having a negative effect on the short term legalization should be supported for being an extra measure taking out at least one of their illegal businesses. Continuing the same road with the military approach could have dangerous consequences such as geographical displacement.
Looking at the findings of this paper I conclude that legalization could definitely be a good step in the direction of taking more liberal measures in fighting the war on drugs. Leading to economical benefits and a decrease in violence on the long term legalization should definitely be considered. Legalization could also have great consequences for the international relations between both countries looking at the answers found in this paper. If marijuana would be eliminated from the black drug market the demand for illegal marijuana in the U.S. would reduce. Therefore the interdependence between Mexico as the provider and the U.S. as the producer would at least decrease a little by diminishing the share of marijuana. Also if regulated legalized marijuana could make government revenues increase, especially Mexico could loosen up the strong economical belt from the U.S. By making their own marijuana laws the countries can move the pressure on their multibillion initiatives and focus on their domestic policies at least for marijuana. Legalization should not be seen as the answer to the problems but as an additional measure making the military approach a bit more humane and to give both countries a little bit of extra breath in the strong interdependent war on drugs they are fighting. 

I will conclude with a quote from Grayson which captures the essence of this paper perfectly: ‘A medley of factors – the failure of the current strategy, the high cost of incarceration, economic uncertainty, the bloodletting sparked by the drug war in both countries, and evolving U.S. demographics –power the move towards a gradual liberalization of policy, at least on a state-by-state basis.’
 With a new Referendum in California for legalizing marijuana in 2012 lying on our doorsteps, the debate on legalization of marijuana is only evolving, hopefully into something bigger. 
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