Doping  14

Running Head:  DOPING





Why Doping Should Not Be Legalized
Andrea Dehnke
Salt Lake Community College














Why Doping Should Not Be Legalized

In March of 2009, the Essent ISU Long Track Speedskating World Cup Final was held in Salt Lake City, Utah. It was the last meet of a long season, and Trevor Marsicano stepped to the line for his 1,000 meter race. He had won a bronze and silver medal in the 1,500 meters during the last two World Cup competitions, and placed fifth overall at the World All-Around Championships. The world record time for the 1,000m was around one minute and seven seconds, while Trevor’s fastest time was at 1:09.16. A long track skating rink consists of a 400m oval sheet of ice, making 1,000m only two-and-a-half laps long. When an elite male speedskater is sprinting, he can skate a lap in around 24 or 25 seconds. With one lap to go, Trevor skated a lap time of 24.5 seconds, pulling well ahead of the other skater in his pair. I was seated in the stands amongst other high-performance skaters, watching the race unfold. As he flew down the final backstretch, one skater next to me exclaimed that he was going to go 1:06. Looking from the large electronic clock across the rink to where Trevor was on the track, it was easy to see he could very well skate a world record. Screams erupted from the crowd as he rounded the last corner, some from ecstatic fans supporting a fellow American, and some from those who knew we were watching the fastest 1,000m race ever unfold in front of us. Trevor crossed the line in a time of 1:06.88, the first person in history to go under 1:07, and skating more than two seconds faster than his own personal best time. Four years later only one other man has been able to break the 1:07 barrier.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Trevor’s story is important to me because as a fellow athlete and speedskater, I understand what it’s like to have all the months and years of training culminate into that one perfect race—to pour every effort out onto the ice and leave nothing left, knowing that the time or placement skated was one hundred percent all you. The intrinsic satisfaction gained from speedskating is one of the many reasons I was drawn to the sport in the first place. Witnessing an athlete break a record or make history is amazing, something that would be marred with lifting the ban on doping—when athletes use drugs and other substances (including healthier blood cells) to enhance performance. I believe doping should not be legalized because it would harm athletes on all levels, do nothing to create a “level playing field,” and change the ways of sport and competition as it is today. The idea of doping is exacerbated by the entertainment industry, and could polarize the economic classes were the ban lifted. There are several arguments presented in reasoning with banning doping, among them the harm athletes put themselves and others in, that it is cheating or gives an unfair advantage, and that it dehumanizes and perverts competition (Post). What I want to stress as I address each of these arguments is that I believe the definition of sport as athletes demonstrating particular physical and mental skill sets acquired over time for a specific discipline. Since doping doesn’t directly improve skill, it should not be allowed in the sporting world.
The first argument used to justify banning doping is the harm it presents athletes who dope, athletes who don’t dope, society, and/or the sporting community. The Encyclopedia of Bioethics states that “there is little evidence to suggest that banning doping will protect athletes” (Post). With the lack of research, there isn’t much to show how much legalized doping would affect the athlete either positively or negatively. The best we can do is look back to the days when drug-testing was non-existent. In cycling, drug use has been prevalent within the sport since the nineteenth century, and the induction of six-day races—ultimately a prelude for much larger races such as the Tour de France. The idea was that riders in a velodrome would race for six days straight to see who could bike the most miles. Not limited by time constraints, athletes made it a goal to be on the bike as much as possible, forgoing sleep and adequate rest over the entire competition. Paved Magazine describes the measures racers took to win:
To fend off fatigue, racers turned to chemical solutions, initially consuming mild stimulants such as coffee and peppermint, and gradually upping the ante as the days wore on. Whiskey took the edge off the pain. Cocaine gave a rush of energy. In small doses, strychnine (the key ingredient in rat poison) tightened muscle contractions and gave users a more powerful pedal stroke. Nitroglycerine and brandy “opened” the lungs (Paved).
By the time events such as the Tour and the Giro d’Italia came to be, performance-enhancing substances were becoming a regular part of the sport. Drug use was no secret, however, even outside of the cycling world. The 1936 Olympic Games saw athletes using amphetamines to keep their energy up, and Paved also states that steroids were widely used among most competitive sports by the 1960s. Although drug testing for the sport began in 1966, many drugs were either undetectable, easily masked, or simply not looked for. And athletes were aware of the risk. Tom Simpson, 1965 World Champion, was quoted as saying “If it takes 10 [pills] to kill you, I’ll take nine” (Paved). He died in the 1967 Tour de France after overdosing on a combination of amphetamines and alcohol, sparking more extensive testing procedures. While this may seem like a bad example of one athlete’s poor mistake, look at what the effect the hormone Erythropoietin had on cycling—more commonly known as EPO. Originally created for anemic patients to “stimulate bone marrow to produce additional red blood cells” (Paved), racers used EPO to stay strong on long rides and steep climbs.
Until 1997, EPO usage was undetectable, and therefore, for all intents and purposes, legal[sic]….The result? Eighteen fantastically fit racers died in their sleep within three years of EPO becoming street legal in Europe. They’d consumed so much of the hormone that their blood took on the consistency of jelly— coagulating in their vessels and causing massive heart attacks and strokes (Paved).
Even before certain substances and practices were banned, cyclists were so determined to win, or to be the best enhanced athlete out there, that they pushed the limits of drug use so far as to inadvertently kill themselves. If the ban on doping were lifted, who’s to say these same kinds of elite athletes won’t suffer from the fatal side effects of too many drugs, even with a team of doctors and chemists monitoring them? Athletes seem desperate to win, according to Wanye Drehs, and at whatever costs. He references an old survey of Olympians that asked “whether they would rather win a gold medal and die within 10 years or go on for the rest of their life and not win gold. Eighty percent of those surveyed said they'd rather win the gold and die.” For athletes who devote the better part of their lives to training for that one sport, and the Olympics being the very pinnacle of that sport, a gold medal is the ultimate accomplishment. Essentially, the experience is all many are living for. It’s the athlete mentality that drives competitors to their physical breaking point, and adding the extrinsic rewards of fame and fortune pushes them to dope—to be the greatest at whatever cost, even the risk of death.
	To see how doping would harm society or the sporting community, the Lance Armstrong doping scandal is a good example to use. Lance Armstrong was once heralded for years as the greatest cyclist—if not athlete—in the world. Not only was he a survivor of testicular cancer, but he boasted seven consecutive Tour de France wins, an Olympic bronze medal, and began the notorious cancer foundation Livestrong. With the US Anti-Doping Agency’s extensive report in the fall of 2012, and his subsequent admission in January of 2013, Lance’s success was found to have been attributed to performance-enhancing drugs and blood doping. He was stripped of his medals and Tour titles, and left by sponsors, immediately falling from legendary athlete to a cheat, liar, and bully (Goldman). If doping were legalized, obviously Lance would retain his Tour wins, but would he be as great of a hero as the public once believed him to be? Even with his numerous accomplishments, and even coming from a sport that has a centuries-long doping history, Lance will never again climb to the top of the pedestal he long resided on. The public felt cheated themselves in a way, not only because he lied about being a clean rider, but also because he had assistance on his way to becoming a legend. It doesn’t matter to many that Lance wasn’t the only competitor using performance-enhancing substances, or that with or without doping the Tour de France is still such brutal and long event to take part in that finishing the race is an accomplishment in itself. What matters the most, it seems, is that one of the greatest cyclists ever didn’t achieve success as a man, but as a man on drugs.
In regards to harm done to non-doping athletes, the Encyclopedia of Bioethics compares the advantage of steroids to training at high-altitude and dieting—that is, options that could be available to everyone, yet aren’t universally utilized. The question posed here is, why is steroid use any different? With legalized doping, the gap between doping and non-doping athletes would become so divided that elite competition would only be comprised of athletes who dope. This would do one of two things; either force non-doping players to keep up with the sport and begin taking substances, or discourage amateur players from staying in the sport. For many young athletes who use school sports to stay away from things like drugs or bullying, this would cause some to give up athletics, or teach them that the only option to succeed is not earned through hard work, but gained via external means. This idea is also connected to the societal issue that people believe athletes should be “moral role models” (Post), and are, in fact, the only public figures (such as politicians or celebrities) who are expected to conduct themselves in a morally sound way. With so many children involved in youth sports, it’s easy to see why parents would want professional athletes to be role models for their kids. But the biggest issue of taking performance-enhancing drugs may have to do with the public perception of controlled substances. The reason steroids and amphetamines are so frowned upon could be that they’re controlled substances in the US, along with other recreational drugs such as marijuana and cocaine. Hearing about athletes who dope—legally or illegally—could have the same stigma many people have towards those who take morphine recreationally. The easiest solution here, it would seem, is to legalize performance-enhancing substances. Caffeine is the most widely used psychoactive drug in the world, and like alcohol and tobacco, is generally accepted when used in moderation. Were human growth hormones and amphetamines legalized for athletics, it’s possible the whole idea of doping could no longer be considered immoral. It could also be a major catalyst for change. With drug use out in the open, more research could be conducted to find better substances that give more gain with less risk (i.e. steroids that won’t damage the liver). And as every human being is different, and therefore affected differently by the same substances, a personal doctor would need to be hired for every athlete or team to study how much of what drug or practice helps the individual improve the best. Every player would receive their own customized drug cocktail—that is if they even had the means to afford a quality chemist. Legalized doping would transfer the focus of the best demonstration of athletic competition and skill to whoever has the better team of doctors chemically enhancing their bodies. If these hormones couldn’t be mass-marketed to the general public, an underground market would have to be created to get cheap, effective substances to athletes who can’t obtain a personal chemist themselves. Doping could force the economic classes into polarization; the rich bounding ahead on the latest advancements, while the poor limping behind on a handful of natural talent and lesser-quality drugs. Gone would be the inspirational stories of the kid who fought his way out of the barrio to become a multiple Olympic medalist. No more would we see a champion donating prize money to her family who sacrificed so much to help her realize her dream. Sport would transform into nothing more than a spectacle under legal doping.
Another issue is the harm doping bans may cause players. To help ensure high-level athletes aren’t doping, random out-of competition tests are performed in addition to in-competition testing. Many believe this to be a gross invasion of privacy for the athlete. Not constantly monitoring where elite players are at all times would not only be respectful, but also easier on anti-doping agencies. In fact, such agencies would probably cease to exist without any bans. However, the opposing argument presented is that, while no elite athlete is forced to get to such a high level of competition, frequent drug testing should just be an accepted part of being a high-performance competitor. Like the physical risks one takes when pursuing a sport, they are conscious decisions the person is making, willing to accept some of the consequences. Incidentally, this can also be applied to doping being harmful to other athletes. If a skier risks getting brain damage from a hard fall, how is this different from a wrestler risking liver damage from taking steroids? Should doping be an accepted part of elite competition? Or is it right that many up-and-comers will be subject to practicing doping to get to the elite level, as opposed to athletes who have already reached the elite level being occasionally inconvenienced by testing?
If one wants to make a case for doping as cheating, they would be better off saying how it gives an unfair advantage to certain athletes. During the 2012 Summer Olympic Games in London, eight female badminton players were disqualified from competition after intentionally trying to throw their matches (News Services). They were playing round-robin instead of knockout, a new format in the sport that allowed the losers of a poor match to redeem themselves in a later one. The four pairs teams attempted to lose so they would be put with a more favorable opponent in the next match. An admittedly strategic plan to ascend to the final round resulted in the players conducting themselves so poorly that the audience was booing and jeering. The disappointing performance also didn’t give the other teams as fair a chance to qualify further. While this is a blatant example of both unfair advantage and cheating, the idea of unfair advantage can be a grey area in itself. Is stealing the other team’s signs in baseball an unfair advantage or part of the game? Why is recording the other team’s gestures with a camera any worse than studying the same people and events with your own two eyes (Kurkjian)?
In the mid-1990s, the long track speedskating world was rocked with the introduction of the clap skate (Nevius). For the hundreds of years skating had existed in the world, blades were fixed to the boot. The clap skate revolutionized the world of long track by attaching a hinge to the front part of the blade, so that when  the skater pushed out to the side, the blade would extend and stay on the ice for longer, propelling them faster across the ice and with less effort. “The results have turned everything –world rankings, times and Olympic prognostications—upside down. Clap skates have turned nobodies into world-record holders and irritated the biggest names in the sport,” journalist C.W. Nevius reported at the time. Outraged skaters complained that it was a mechanism that shouldn’t be allowed, and that it drastically changed skating technique. Originally only readily available to Dutch and German skaters, all other nationalities, including Americans, scrambled to get a hold of this “noisy” and “sloppy” technology when it was legalized in 1997. It wasn’t long before clap skates became an accepted part of the speedskating world. Now, it’s considered absurd to compete in a long track competition without them. Compare clap skates to the Speedo LZR Racer, the first of several polyurethane racing swimsuits to create a noticeable difference in the competitive swimming world. Michael Phelps’ eight gold medals and seven world records achieved at the 2008 Summer Olympic Games in Beijing were all accomplished while wearing the LZR Racer—a suit available worldwide to anyone. Within two years, other companies made their versions of the LZR, and hundreds of records fell (Dillman). In 2009, the International Swimming Federation (FINA), banned the use of full-body polyurethane suits in competition. Called “technological doping” (Dillman) by some, FINA justified its ban in saying the materials used and amount of coverage on the body was somehow illegal. And the numerous records set by all these controversial suits were to remain standing even after the ban was put into place, effectively accepting the use of the suits while at the same time condemning them. The LZR and its competitors did for swimming what the clap skate did for skating, yet one was banned and one was not. In my opinion, the suits should not have been banned. It’s for this reason that I believe people shouldn’t hide behind the argument of “cheating” because someone else subjectively implemented a rule saying it was wrong. The idea of doping as cheating is only considered so because it is already illegal—in a world with legalized doping, athletes wouldn’t be “cheaters,” at the very most they’d probably only be frowned upon. I believe people need to have a grasp of why an act is wrong or illegal first. True, doping is currently still a form of cheating, and having bans in place won’t discourage everyone from doing it. Cheating exists in all forms, and will always exist in some way, no matter the restrictions applied. But at the very least, having such bans in place will give those who don’t cheat a more fair chance in competition.
It’s important to address what the idea of competitive athletics means to people. Obviously the opinions vary from person to person; some believe the idea is to see how much the human body can physically accomplish, which would allow for performance-enhancing substances. Others may think it’s to demonstrate skill sets acquired over time. I tend to liken athletic competition to the latter, comparable to a ballet. You attend a recital to watch the dancers exhibit their talents, and admire the precision of their movements. In sports where technique is imperative to success—like speedskating—watching an athlete compete in a sport they have an aptitude for is a beautiful thing. Performance-enhancing substances wouldn’t improve a ballerina’s ability to spin while balancing on one foot, or give her steps more grace. It would do nothing to help her talent. But is the way the public defines sports what pushes some athletes to dope in the first place? Alex Rodriguez made $30 million playing MLB for the New York Yankees in the 2012 season (Gannet). At $25 million, Philip Rivers made the biggest salary in the NFL in the 09-10 season playing quarterback for the San Diego Chargers. Being a professional athlete in a major sport promises millions of dollars, and puts the best of the best on a pedestal far bigger than the winner’s podium. They become celebrities—gods. Wayne Drehs points the finger at the fans, not athletes. He believes fans are the ones who can ultimately dictate the future of cheating in sports. Without the fame and fortune that comes from winning, logically athletes would have more incentive to play fair. However, it would also encourage a different type of athlete to rise up in the sporting world: the amateurs who play for the pure love of sport, and not for money. With the absence of performance enhancers or blood doping, would sports progress the same way they have in the past? Would they even resemble what they used to be when they were without fairness? Look at the 1980 Miracle on Ice Olympic Hockey team. At the time, only amateur athletes could compete in the Olympics, so no professional NHL players were candidates. The US Team winning gold was the perfect underdog story, at the same time uniting the Americans against the Soviet Union when they beat the Russians in the final qualifying match. They were heroes, but they weren’t pro athletes.
Viewing athletic sport as a demonstration of skill sets acquired over time, it’s easy to see how the legalization of performance-enhancing substances and blood doping wouldn’t benefit the athletic world. Doping does nothing to directly improve talent, and puts athletes’ lives at risk even if under the supervision of professional doctors. It could transform sport into spectacle, and potentially polarize the economic classes. It would provide unfair advantage to successful teams and athletes, essentially becoming a drug arms race between scientists. No to mention, the lure of doping is only amplified by sports fans and the entertainment industry’s promise of fame and fortune to struggling youth—an issue that might be solved by pumping less money and attention into professional sports. The occasional inconvenience of drug testing is a part of the non-doping world that competitors should accept as part of being an elite athlete. All these reasons are sound enough argument to enforce the ban on doping, and ensure the fact that it is a practice that should be illegal, not simply because it is “wrongful.”
Short track speedskating is a much different sport than long track. Instead of racing for the fastest time, several skaters compete against each other in qualifiers to move on to the next round. It is a sport that relies more on strategy than pure speed. However, it still takes speed to be a great skater, and the world record time for the men’s 500 meters had been sitting at 40 seconds for years. Occasionally, in small increments, the record would be broken from time to time, but no one had yet to break that 40-second wall. In October of 2012, Calgary hosted the first World Cup of the short track season. The Canadian ice was fast enough to allow several world records to fall that weekend, and the men’s 500m time was set in the preliminary rounds of that World Cup at 40.34 seconds. In the A Final of that distance, American JR Celski blew everyone away by winning the race in a time of 39.97—the near four-tenths of a second a considerable gap from the previously set time. In the speedskating world, this was the equivalent of Roger Bannister being the first to run a mile in under four minutes—an achievement that was considered nearly impossible. Skaters long and short track, non-American and American all celebrated this fantastic milestone. In a world of legalized doping, this would be an expected—albeit still impressive—accomplishment of the latest performance-enhancing cocktail, and a pat on the back for the team of scientists responsible. In the world of banned doping, however, the record is a result of hard-earned ability and miraculous human effort.
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