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Private sector employers are experiencing increased governmental regulation
n

li

i~,

end pressure to utilize drug testing for job applicants and employees at their
worksites. Public policy is espousing organizationally sponsored drug testing
as beneficial not only to the workplace but to society in general. Little li i~
rigorous research has been conducted, however, to support the foundations i f~ \
of this public policy. This paper reviews the extant research on this topic and S
then presents results of e study conducted at 342 worksites. The data i li '
describe various facets of drug testing end related practices and comperes
them over several organizational characteristics. Implications based on the I ~

~!~
;,

study's results are presented for those involved with drug testing programs. ~
II !~
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i~ ~ ~
w

in response to evidence of cessible or kept within the proprietary iiiPartially
drug use among employed individ- sector, rather than being available for i
uals, public policy in the United scientific scru4iny. Further, much of the 

I I II

States has attempted to influence public research that was contracted to justify i ',',
and private sector employers to test public policy was not conducted with ~
prospective and current employees £or adequate peer review input at the design
evidence of drug use. Research, however, and implementation phases. Also, many 'i ~'
has played a very limited role in develop- studies were performed after public pol- ~ II' d,,
ing this public policy or assessing its icy had already set the direction for !" I!;
impact on the private sector. While public and private sector drug testing I i
public policy has been successful in programs. ~~ ~I
influencing the proliferation of drug test- There has been a considerable increase ~
ing programs, not much is known about over the past seven years in the number , 'I i
the effects of these programs. This is and proportion of employers who volun- , ~.

~C
,

partially because the research to date is tarily drug test job applicants and em- III l;~
inconclusive. Much of it is not generaliz- ployees. Government regulatory and con- ~a~
able, having been conducted with inade- trading agencies are placing greater
quate methodologies, Other data are inac- pressure and requirements on employers
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to drug test current employees. These
regulations are no longer narrowly di-
rected at particular industries, but now
include categories of occupations that
cross a diversity of industrial settings
(U.S. Department of Transportation,
1992a; U.S.Department of Defense, 1992).
Given the development of the drug
testing industry, it is unlikely that drug
testing will be sharply reduced, no
matter what evidence, pro ar con, is
produced through research. It is impor-
tant, however, that decision makers have
as much information as possible regard-
ing drug testing to the end that extant
programs can be changed or improved to
better meet organizational and societal
goals.
This paper reviews existing research

on how workplaces have addressed drug
use, including adopting sanctions and
disciplinazy policies, offering rehabilita-
tion treatment to employees, and testing
employees for drug use. This review
reflects some of the limitations of the
available body of research as a source for
informed policy making for public and
private sector workplaces. Following this
review, some new data are presented
from a survey of a diverse group of
worksites. These data describe the prev-
alence of the various types and combina-
tions of drug testing performed (e.g.
pre-employment, employee for-cause, em-
ployee random), the percentage of drug
tests that are positive, the extent to
which employee drug use is considered
a problem, the types of sanctions that
are applied to employees that use drugs
and how they are applied, how these
employees are treated in terms of reha-
bilitative actions such as Employee As-
sistance Programs (EAPs), and the gen-
etal attitudes toward drug testing of
Personnel/Human Resource managers at
these sites. This information is presented
for the overall sample and compared
across a variety of organizational types
and workforce demographics.

I. Literature Review

Harris and Heft (1992) identified three
general approaches used by employers to
address drug-related problems in the
workplace. These included sanctions,
such as suspension when substance use is
detected, rehabilitative programs such as
EAPs, and drug testing programs involy-
ing job applicants, current employees, or
both.
The range of alternative organization-

ally imposed sanctions for drug use in the
workplace is a particularly under-re-
searched area (Harris &Heft, 1992). In
1986, a study sponsored by the American
Management Association (AMA) focused
on a sample of 1,090 firms (representing a
response rate of only 11%) found that
only 8% fired employees For testing
positive for drugs. The remainder either
suspended the employee or issued official
wemings in conjunction with referral to
an EAP or other rehabilitation options
(Masi, 1987). Additional surveys spon-
sored by the AMA showed more punitive
approaches, finding that, in the compa-
nies surveyed which drug test employees,
22% immediately terminated those test-
ing positive for drugs, 21% suspended or
put such employees on probation, and
70% referred these employees to treat-
ment or counseling (Greenberg, 1988,
1989 & 1990). Fifty-one percent of this
sample of more than 1,000 organizations
reported having a formal EAP.
Other studies have investigated the

impact of sanctions on other illicit behav-
iors. For example, it has been found that
the severity of the anticipated sanctions is
at least as significant a factor in deter-
rence as the likelihood of being detected
(Harris &Heft, 1992). If the severity of
formal sanctions is important in reducing
employee drug use, firms terminating
employees who test positive should have
less drug usage than employers using
progressive discipline. On the other hand,
there may be many other factors, such as
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average employee education level, age,
end income level that influence the
impact of sanctions on drug use. For
example, older and better educated em-
ployees may be less likely to use illicit
drugs regardless of possible organiza-
tional penalties. In addition, employees
with higher incomes may perceive they
have more to lose from a positive drug
test. Clearly, more extensive research is
needed that compares employee drug use
at two types of worksites, those empha-
sizing punitive responses with those that
emphasize rehabilitative approaches,
such as counseling and ongoing treat-
ment.

A. Drug Testing and Other Human
Resource Programs

The connection of applicant and em-
ployee drug testing with rehabilitative
services and other personnel/human re-
source programs is to some extent a study
in contradictions. First, alcohol abuse is
treated as a problem needing corrective
action only in cases where it inhibits role
relationships and/or work performance.
By shazp contrast, any presence of drugs
in en employee's urine is generally
considered evidence of a drug problem in
need of correction. In addition, applicants
testing positive for drugs are generally
excluded from the organization, while
current employees testing positive are
ofren offered some form of rehabilitative
treatment. Clearly, the reaction to drug
users by employers is different depending
on which side of the employment line a
person Falls (Roman &Blum, 1992). The
difference in treatment of applicants
compered to employees may occur be-
cause employers have no investment in
job applicants, but do have an investment
in the firm-specific training and skills of
existing employees. This could make the
cost/benefit ratio for rehabilitation of
employees attractive when evaluated over
several years of remaining employment.

One of the most prevalent rehabilitative
responses to workplace drug problems is
an EAP. While EAPs originally were
developed to address employee alcohol-
ism in the workplace, their role has
broadened to include not only help for
employees with substance abuse prob-
lems, but also assistance covering a host
of other personal difficulties (Roman &
Blum,1992). EAPs have become much
more prevalent throughout the 1970's and
1980's (Harris &Heft, 1992). For example,
by 1992, more than half of the worksites
with over 250 employees had an EAP.
Blum and Roman (1992) estimate that
today about 45% of all full-time employ-
ees have access to an EAP.
Following the logic that employees

represent investments, the prevailing
view among managers seems to be that
employee drug testing programs should
not operate "in a vacuum" (Raman &
Blum, 1992). For example, a 1988 AMA
survey found that in 80% of the compa-
nies surveyed, employee drug testing was
part of an integrated system where the
employee was eligible to receive help
(Greenberg, 1989). Similarly, a survey by
The Conference Board (1989) of 680
organizations found that almost half
screened applicants for drug use, that
80% of those that drug test had proce-
dures for supervisors to address sus-
pected drug abuse, and that those firms
that drug test employees were twice as
likely to provide substance abuse educa-
tion activities as those which did not.
In a sepazate survey conducted in 1988,

Blum (1989) found that 46% of a sample
of 125 larger worksites (over 250 employ-
ees) drug tested employees or applicants.
Over half of these workplaces also had an
EAP. The interactions of drug testing with
other human resource management func-
tions were illustrated in this study. For
example, sites located in small towns
tended to test all applicants if other sites
in the same labor market also did so. This
was an apparent attempt to avoid hiring

'I
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those rejected by other firms for testing
positive. Workplaces that were facing
labor or skill shortages were less likely to
reject all applicants who tested positive.
Locations that indicated they had prob-
lems with absenteeism were more likely
to do "for reasonable cause" testing.
Firms with concerns about levels of
Worker's Compensation claims were also
more likely to do for-cause testing but less
likely to have an EAP (Blum, 1989).

While many employers are willing to

make rehabilitation alternatives available

for employees, they are not nearly as

willing to consider hiring applicants who

test positive for drugs. For example, one

study found that almost 90% of managers

engaged in recruitment on college cam-

puses indicated they would not hire an

applicant who tested positive (Bab-

bush, 1987). Another survey reported

94.3% of those worksites that test appli-

cants refused to hire any applicant that

failed a drug test (Murphy ~ Thornton,

1992). The exclusion of job applicants

solely on the basis of drug test results

could lead. to potential adverse impact

since blacks tend to test positive more

frequently than whites (Normand & Sal-

yards, 1989; Harris & Hefr, 1992; Mensch

& Kandel, 1988; Roman &Blum, 1992).

The potential for adverse impact exists if

the ratio of black selection to white

selection based on drug test results is less

than SO% (Harris & Hefr, 1992). For

example, Normand and Salyards (1989)

report that black applicants for post office

jobs had a positive drug test rate over

twice that for white applicants (14% vs.

6.5%). Analyses reported by Harris and

Heft (1992) showed that using both the

data on which the Zwerling et al. (1990)

and Normand, Salyards and Mahoney

[1990) studies of post office applicants

were based, the ratio of black selection

rate to white selection rate based on drug

testing results was 89% (both data sets

were in very close agreement). While

adverse impact for blacks in a legal sense

would not be indicated by this ratio, other

worksites may reach the 80% mark,

particularly if drug test results are com-

bined with other selection criteria. Fur-

ther, ethical and societal concerns might

transcend the legal definition (Roman &

Blum, 1992).
Finally, research investigating the ef-

fects of work stress and strain on em-

ployee consumption of alcohol and drugs

is somewhat mixed. There is however

some empirical support for the concept

that employees may adapt to stressful

work environments by consuming alco-

hol and/or drugs to cope, possibly in

association with other co-workers (Harris

& Heft, 1992). While some employers

might agree that poor working conditions

and badly designed jobs might increase

employee alcohol and drug use, the

prevailing view seems to be that EAPs

and similar rehabilitative strategies are

available for any casualties of company

work life. There seems to be little em-

ployer interest or activity in modification

of work context, job design or other

human resource components in response

to perceived drug and alcohol problems

among employees.

B. Trends in Workplace Drug Testing

Estimates of the proportion of work

locations that perform some type of drug

testing have increased substantially over

the past 7 years. For example, a 1986

survey of personnel/human resource

managers who were members of the

American Society of Personnel Adminis-

trators showed that 22% of the respon-

dent companies engaged in some form of

drug testing (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin,

1987). This sample represented 190 firms

(response rate of 38%) that were large

enough to have a professionally managed

personnel department. In 1987, a study

indicated that about half of the Fortune

1000 companies surveyed conducted

drug testing, as compared to 20% of those

with less then $500 million in annual
sales (Masi, 1987). Although these find-
ings were based on a very low survey
response rate (11%), the estimate for large
companies was supported by a sepazate
1987 survey by AMA in which 43% of
respondent firms with sales of over $500
million reported testing job applicants
(Greenberg, 1988, 1989, 19g0). In con-
trast, only 16% of the firms contacted by
AMA that had less than $50 million in
sales performed any drug tests. Another
1987 study based on information from
1,200 employers reported that just under
30% of these Firms drug tested job
applicants, with an additional 20% indi-
cating they would initiate screening by
1988 (Babbush, 1987).
In 1988, an AMA survey indicated

increases in drug testing of both appli-
cants and current employees. Thirty-eight
percent of all the organizations in the
1988 sample screened applicants com-
pazed to 28% for 1987; 36% tested
current employees as opposed to 28%the
year before (Greenberg, 1989, 1990). In
1991, Guthrie and Olian (1991) showed
that the proportion of a sample of Fortune
1000 firms (response rate of 39%) that did
some type of drug testing had increased to
48%. Harris and Heft (1992) recently
reported that the proportion of employers
performing some type of drug testing is as
high as 63%, with 74% of these firms
testing employees "for reasonable cause"
but only 9% conducting random em-
ployee tests.
These estimates, however, are based on

surveys dominated by larger companies
and with relatively low response rates
(less than 50%). The impact of restricting
samples to larger organizations is evident
in a study by Hayghe (1991) which
showed that only 2.6% of the firms with
under 50 employees (which constitute
over 90% of all employers in the nation)
had a drug testing program of some type
in 1990. Hayghe also found that only 9%
of large (over 250 employees) firms that

reported having drug testing in 1988 had
dropped the program by 1990, compared
to a 46% rate of program termination
among those with fewer than 50 employ-
ees. The impact on generalizability of low
response rates to surveys is unknown,
since there is no information available
comparing the companies that do not
respond with those that do.
While most manufacturing and utility

companies will not hire applicants who
test positive, companies in service indus-
tries ere more likely to continue consider-
ation of such applicants for employment
(Murphy &Thornton, 1992). This differ-
ence may result from greater safety con-
cerns in the manufacturing and utility
locations. Overall, workplace safety is
generally the most common reason given
for drug testing, reported in one study by
over 70% of the respondents who did
testing (Masi, 1987). At present, most
workplace drug testing is directed at job
applicants and employees who show
evidence of being under the influence at
work. However, the fastest growing prac-
tice is random drug testing of current
employees.
While pencil and paper and other

physiological tests (e.g. hair) can be used,
the most widely used drug test by far is
urinalysis (Harris &Heft, 1992). Although
more expensive than other alternatives,
urinalysis is the most accurate type of
testing minimizing legal and morale prob-
lems for companies (Harris & HeB, 1992).
It is also required by the Federal agencies
that mandate testing for contractors and
regulated industries (U.S. Department of
Transportation, 1992b).
The survey data summarized in this

section indicates the following:
Drug testing programs aze primarily a

large company practice, with more than
half of the Fortune 1000 companies
performing some type of drug test, as
compared with less than 5% of small
employers. The existing surveys show
that 75% to 90% of larger employers that
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have testing programs test job applicants
(Masi, 1987; Guthrie & Olian, 1991;

Murphy &Thornton, 1992). In addition,

65% to 75% of these t"irms test employees

"for reasonable cause" i.e. suspicion of

drug use (Masi, 1987; Murphy & Thorn-

ton, 1992). The proportion of larger firms

that require random drug tests of employ-

ees has increased substantially, from only

2% in 1987 to over 30% in a sample
contacted in 1991 (Murphy ~ Thornton,

1992). The organizations in 1991 that

tested randomly tended to be military or
government organizations, while service

sector organizations were least likely to
perform random tests on employees (Mur-
phy &Thornton, 1992).
In general, manufacturing companies

and utilities ere more likely to drug test
than firms in banking, finance, or whole-

sale/retail trade (Babbush, 1987; Murphy

& Thornton, 1992). Larger employers in
manufacturing industries are perhaps

more likely to drug test applicants be-

cause they have greater potential safety
and liability risks. These firms also often

pay higher wages than smaller companies
and those in service industries, and
therefore probably attract e surplps of job
applicants. In this light, drug testing to

exclude applicants may help these com-

panies avoid costly accidents and rehabil-
itation bills, while not limiting their

available labor supply. The fate of job

applicants who test positive for drug use,
however, then becomes society's prob-
lem, and little or no research has been
conducted on the outcomes of those who

are denied employment through use of

this practice.

C. Reasons for Workplace Drug Testing

There are numerous rationales that
could explain why employers would
incur the expense of drug testing. These
include a) concern for job safety, b)
beliefs that drug use is immoral, c) fear
that employee drug use leads to theft,

violence, unpredictable behavior, re-

duced productivity and/or lower quality
of work, d) concern for satisfaction of
other employees, and e) belief that drug
testing contributes positively to a com-
pany's image (Roman &Blum, 1992).
While any or all of these may be accurate,
the underlying economic arguments for
drug testing hinge to a large extent on
either a) the idea that drug use is
prevalent enough among prospective or
current employees to warrant testing, b)
the idea that the payoffs to companies
associated with drug testing applicants
and employees is great enough to justify
the additional expense, or c) the idea that
drug testing is necessary to meet govern-
ment requirements or pressures.

1. Prevalence of Drug Use

Estimates of the prevalence of drug use
among employees vary depending on the
type of drug involved and whether data is
based on self-reports or results of drug
tests. Drug tests can detect use of cocaine,
barbiturates, etc. in the past 3 days, and

use of marijuana in the past 30 days.
Overall, studies have indicated that the
prevalence of drug use by working per-

sons has declined over the past 5 years,

and that drug use of all types is about
twice as high aznong unemployed as
employed persons (Voss, 1989).

Estimates of drug use among 1736
working adults in the 1987 National
Institute of Drug Abuse household survey

were 11% for marijuana use in the past

month (18% in the past year), end 2% for

cocaine use in the past month (6 percent
in the past 12 months). Males, younger

(18-34 years old) employees, and those
employed in the skilled trades had signif-
icantly higher rates of self-reported use
(Cook, 1989). Similar estimates of use
were reported by a 1988 Departrnent of
Labor survey of 7500 firms in which
respondents reported an overall rate of
positives of 8.8% for all current employ-
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ees who were tested. About 12% of the
applicants tested positive (U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, 1989).
However, two years later, Anglin and

Westland (1989) Found lower rates in a
study using drug test data from four
California laboratories describing pre-
employment drug screens and employee
drug tests performed "for reasonable
cause." The rate of positives for individ-
uals so tested ranged from 1.5 to 7.5% for
marijuana, and were less than 2% for
cocaine, opiates and amphetamines.
These percentages, which are probably
biased upward due to inclusion of "for
reasonable cause" testa which tend to
have a higher rate of positives, are
consistent with Cook's 1987 estimates for
cocaine, but significantly lower than the
estimates for marijuana. Moore and Swaf-
ford (1993) found similar estimates of use
in a study of an employee testing program
at a large hospital over a one year period
in which 2.25% of 3,514 pre-employment
screens were positive. In this case, 55% of
the positive tests were reversed after
review by medical officers (almost all for
bazbiturates, Valium, Darvon, and related
drugs). Allowing for some overlap among
employees testing positive For marijuana,
cocaine and other drugs, the overall
prevalence of drug use among employees
appears to be in the range of 5 to 7%.
However, the most recent data in these
studies is from 1990, when almost all
tests of employees were "for reasonable
cause."

2. Payoffs From Drug Testing

In general, the studies comparing the
employment outcomes for drug users
with non-drug users show mixed results.
Some studies indicate that drug use may
be a poor predictor of employment suc-
cess or failure. For instance, McDaniel
(1988) examined the ability of prior drug
use to predict performance related mili-
tary discharges within 4 years of enlist-

ment. Sixteen percent of the sample of
10,188 applicants for military service in
1983-1984 had been discharged for poor
performance in this time frame. Correla-
tions between drug use and unsuitability
were found to be low (.OS), with those
initiating drug use at an earlier age, those
arrested for use of drugs, and those with a
higher frequency.of use (over 50 times)
having higher discharge rates than others
testing positive. McDaniel concluded that
employers can use much better predictors
of applicant employment suitability than
drug test results. This finding was also
supported by Parish (1989) in a study
with limited statistical power of 180
applicants who were subsequently hired
for hospital jobs. Although the 22 appli-
cants who tested positive had higher
turnover rates, more warnings in their
files and lower performance evaluations
than those testing negative, none of these
relationships were statistically signifi-
cant.
Other studies suggest that drug users

are more likely to be injured on the job, to
have job related accidents, to be involun-
tarily terminated for job-related reasons
and to have higher rates of absenteeism.
For example, Zwerling et al. (1990)
studied a sample of 2537 postal employ-
ees who had accepted positions with the
postal service from September 1986 to
January 1989. The new hires had all been
screened for drugs during the application
process, with S% testing positive for
marijuana and 2.2% for cocaine, other
drugs or combinations of drugs. Analysis
indicated that those subjects who tested
positive for marijuana had increased
levels of involuntary turnover (13.6% for
those testing positive versus 6.4%). Those
testing positive for cocaine and the other
drug groups did not have significantly
higher rates of turnover, voluntary or
otherwise. However, marijuana-positive
subjects had more accidents, injuries and
disciplinary action than those testing
negative. The absenteeism rate was also
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higher for those testing positive for both
marijuana and cocaine than for those
testing negative for all drugs. The authors
note that alcohol use (not measured) may
have confounded some of the relation-
ships here.
Using test results from 4220 postal

service job applicants who were subse-
quently hired and completed their 90 day
probationary period, Normand and Sal-
yards (1989) found that of these new
hires, 5.7% tested positive for marijuana,
2.2% for cocaine, and less than 1% for
other drugs. The odds of testing positive
were higher for blacks, males, and those
25-35 years old. Absence rates of those
testing positive for drugs (4.39%) were
not significantly higher than for those
testing negative (3.0%). However, invol-
untary turnover rates were significantly
higher (13.3%) for those testing positive
than for those testing negative (9.5%).
Normand and Salyards (1989) noted that
eligible applicants that tested positive
were also less likely to be hired than
those testing negative. (Drug tests were
done on 5465 applicants and 4375 of
these were eventually hired.) A possible
explanation for this result is that eligible
applicants testing positive were elimi-
nated at a higher rate than non-users
during medical and other checks of
suitability.
Mixed results from drug testing were

also reported by Sheridan and Winkler
(1989) who studied employees of the
Georgia Power Company. Their study
considered age, job type and year of hire
in relation to rate of positive drug tests,
absenteeism, and other performance mea-
sures. The number of demotions for
employees testing negative were signifi-
cantly higher than for those testing posi-
tive, possibly because drug-positive em-
ployees are more likely to be fired, rather
than simply demoted. Overall, those
testing positive were not absent any more
than workers testing negative. In fact, for
absenteeism due to sickness only (not

docked time) employees testing positive
for marijuana had fewer average hours of
absenteeism than the average for the
entire workforce. This study, however,
did not include adequate controls and
may be confounded with alternative ex-
planations.
Crouch et al. (1989) examined data

collected from Utah Power and Light for
employees who tested positive, EAP
clients and a control group matched on
age, sex, job type, and tenure. Workers
who tested positive had higher rates of
absenteeism than the controls and EAP
clients. Contrary to expectations, those
testing drug positive had lower medical
expenses than those in the control group,
and the EAP clients had lower accident
rates than did the controls.
Other studies have examined the effects

of drug testing on reducing employee
drug use. Despite managerial beliefs
about the effectiveness of drug testing in
reducing employee drug use and associ-
ated problems, the empirical support for
these outcomes is mixed at best. For
example, Blum (1989) reported that in a
sample of 439 employee assistance pro-
grams (EAPs) located across the nation,
there was no difference in the number of
EAP cases involving drug or alcohol
use/abuse between worksites that drug
tested applicants and those that did not.
However, many, but not all, of these
employees were hired before applicant
testing was adopted.
A nine yeaz study by Sray et al. (1990)

covering 18,000 individuals in the U.S.
military service showed that self-reported
drug use substantially decreased after a
policy of discharge for drug use was
implemented in 1981. As self-reported
drug use decreased, reported use of
alcohol increased during the first two
years of the study (1981982). Also, over
the time of this study, the fact that sample
members became older and more edu-
cated could also explain a portion of the
reduction.
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Taggart (1989) collected data on appli-
cant and "for reasonable cause" testing at
the Southern Pacific Railroad. Positive
test rates for drugs and alcohol declined
from 23% to 5% over the period 1984-
1988. Interestingly, the dramatic de-
creases in percentages were accompanied
by subsLential increases in number of
tests performed, which raises the possi-
bility that the observed decrease occurred
because the sample tested contained a
broader representation of employees. For
example, in 1985 12% of the 125 tests
performed were positive (15 positives); in
the next year 721 tests were done and
6.2% were positive (45 positives).
These studies indicate different rates of

positives and different, but somewhat
inconsistent, effects on employment out-
comes. Generally, lower rates of positive
drug tests over time can either be inter-
preted by a deterrent effect associated
with: the adoption of drug testing, or
alternately by improved accuracy of test
results due to use of better laboratory
procedures and%or increased confirma-
tion of positive results.
The estimates of overall cost benefit to

organizations from applicant and em-
ployee drug testing, which are highly
influenced by many assumptions about
cost factors, benefit factors, number of
tests performed, and rates of positives,
range from about $160 per employee in
the first year of employment to about
$800 per employee over an average tenure
of 10 years (Harris &Heft, 1992). How-
ever, Normand, Salyards and Mahoney
(1990), whose study of postal workers
contains the strongest support For the
efficacy of applicant drug testing to
reduce turnover costs, caution that their
results are predictive and suggest only
association, not causality. There are sim-
ply too many other variables other than
drug use within organizations that ere not
taken into account by these studies, but
which could differentially impact em-
ployee selection or performance. For

example, some researchers (Stein et al.,
1988; Kandel &Yamaguchi, 1987) suggest
that involvement with drugs is a single
facet of a lifestyle reflecting other deviant
behaviors. Since these behaviors would
probably be exhibited or made apparent
during other parts of the selection pro-
cess, drug using applicants would be
disqualified for employment at a higher
rate than non-drug users with or without
a drug test.
Zwerling et al. (1990) also note that

their results indicate that some of the
previous claims for the size of these
effects of drug testing are inflated. For
example, in their study, marijuana users
were involved in 55% more accidents
and sustained 85% more injuries than
those testing negative. This is in contrast
to other studies claiming 200% or more
differences in accidents end 400°k more
injuries for individuals testing positive
for marijuana. Many cost-benefit analyses
of drug testing have been based on such
figures, leading these authors to suggest
reevaluation of the estimates of the cost of
drug abuse to industry and the relative
economic benefits of applicant drug
screening.

3. Regulatory Requirements and Pressures.

The proportion of employers conduct-
ing drug tests has also grown in part in
response to increasing emphasis on anti-
drug programs in the workplace from
Federal government agencies who regu-
late certain industries and exert pressure
on all employers to shoulder the burden
of the war on drugs. While there has been
a Federal drug abuse treatment and
prevention effort in place for over 20
years, the Drug Free Workplace Act,
passed in 1989, placed specific focus on
work settings as a primary place to attack
the drug problem (EAPA, 1993). While
this act does not require workplace drug
testing, it places responsibility on compa-
nies doing business with the Federal
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government to assure that their employ-

ees do not possess, distribute or use illicit

drugs at work. This legislation and re-

lated government policies indirectly

place demands on employers to adopt

drug testing to demonstrate they are

acting in accord with the view that

employee drug use is unacceptable, as

well as implying that employers should

actively screen employees and applicants

for signs of usage. In light of patterns of

Federal intervention in other areas of the
employment relationship (e.g. equal em-

ployment opportunities and affirmative

action), larger employers in particular

may believe they need to adopt drug

testing because it shows support for the

current Federal policy or because these

companies perceive that they will be

required to test in the future (Meyer &

Rowan, 1991; Ledvinka & Scarpello,

1991; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1976). Other

private employers may adopt drug testing

programs because it enhances their legiti-

macy, or is perceived as something that
companies of similar size or type are

doing. Either of these forces may lead

employers to institutionalize drug testing

as a personnel practice (Meyer &Rowan,

1991).
Some Federal agencies, such as the

Departments of Defense and Transporta-

tion, have also adopted rules requiring

grantees and contractors to establish

employee drug testing programs (U.S.

Dept. of Transportation, 1992b). While

covered employers have generally moved

to adopt policies that place employees on

notice that random drug tests could be
performed, the volume of random tests

actually performed may be limited. Some

Federal agencies are increasing the re-
quirements and regulations on employee

testing, as evidenced by the Department

of Transportation's recently announced

intention to expand requirements for

random drug testing to cover all intrastate
commercial drivers, in addition to inter-

state drivers currently covered. These

new regulations prescribe certain proce-

dures (e.g. split sample) that employers

must use in performing employee drug

screens. Over the long term. increased
emphasis on drug testing may lead to
intensified competition within work orga-

nizations and human resource manage-

ment departments for limited resources

that might be distributed between preven-

tion, rehabilitation end drug use detec-

tion approaches (EAPA, 1993).

D. Attitudes about Drug Testing

In general, the limited research that has

been done suggests that managers believe

that drug testing helps reduce an organi-

zetion's problems associated with em-

ployee drug use. For example, more than

half of a sample of 234 human resource

managers from companies that perform

drug tests considered testing an effective

way to address drug abuse (Masi, 1987).
These HR managers constituted 21.7% of

those responding to this survey. The

overall response rate was 11%. A separate

sample of personnel managers who were

members of the American Society of

Personnel Administrators considered

drug testing programs most effective

when supported by ancillary activities

including EAPs, training of supervisors to

detect drug abuse, and educational pro-

grams (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1987).

Testing programs that targeted specific
groups of employees (those in safety-
sensitive positions) tended to be the ones
perceived most effective, as opposed to

those that tested all employees or appli-

cants.
Although the research is limited, some

studies indicated that employees are

willing to accept drug testing at work if it

is done in a way that is fair to employees

and respects individual privacy. LeRoy's
(1991) survey of union members showed

that these employees generally favored

drug testing of some type under restric-

tions "where the privacy of workers is
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protected" (76.6%). Only 2% favored
unrestricted testing; while the rest
(21.4%) opposed drug testing of any kind.
Those who favored drug testing tended to
believe that drug testing should be part of
the bargaining a~eement with the union.
Another study focusing on employee
attitudes (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991)
tested the proposition that drug testing
will be accepted by employees to the
extent it is seen as fair. Based on a sample
of 195 employees of a pathology lab (80%
response rate), this study found that trust
in management, commitment to the orga-
nization, and employee performance
(based on performance evaluations) were
significantly and positively related to
employee perceptions of procedural jus-
tice, but not to employee perceptions of
fairness of outcomes of drug tests. This
result seems to suggest that if the overall
management-employee relationship is
positive, employees may accede to drug
testing even though they may not like
being tested.

E. Summary

This body of research, which is lazgely
descriptive in nature and inconclusive
concerning the efficacy of workplace drug
testing, cannot at this point provide either
the business community or makers of
social policy with definitive ideas of what
employers or employees are getting out of
drug testing programs. Rather, it seems
that much of the decision to drug test,
manifested in its increasing prevalence
throughout many industries, may be
driven by government policy (which
again could be based on inconclusive
research) and by perceptions of the extent
of drug abuse in society originating from
the mass media.
In a sense, merely testing applicants or

employees for the presence of drugs may
amount to a lose/lose proposition for
employers and employees. Employers
may be losing in the sense they may not

be achieving the expected results in terms
of protecting their worksites from the
negative effects of drug abuse. Drug
testing alone may give employers a false
sense of security as to its effects. This is
because throughout these studies,-even
when rates of positives for drugs de-
creased, other changes in the organization
may have occurred that may have also
impacted the rate of drug usage, such as
sanctions imposed or rehabilitation pro-
grams initiated concurrent with drug
testing. Further, several of the studies
examining future performance of those
employees who tested positive for drugs
and were hired showed some differences
(compared to non-drug users) in suitabil-
ity for employment, but in many cases the
differences were not large enough to be
cost beneficial from the perspective of the
employer. Finally, less invasive methods
of determining applicant suitability than
drug testing may be just as, if not more,
effective and less costly than drug testing.
While most of the work reviewed here
suggests that rates of positive results do
decrease some after starting drug testing,
it is not fair to say that this decrease is
due to testing itself, or if any reduction in
drug use represents any real gain from the
employers (or employees) viewpoint.
Future research would do well to

consider drug testing not as a solitary
human resource practice, but its effect
should be considered in concert with the
rest of the human resource practices in
effect at worksites. Particularly, these
studies should examine the experiences
at worksites where drug testing is a
stand-alone device in comparison with
sites where management views testing as
only one aspect of an integrated alcohol/
drug program.
Thus, there is a current unmet need to

conduct studies that carefully examine
the effect of drug testing, sanctions for
drug use and rehabilitation programs all
within the domain of human resource
practices. In addition it is important to
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closely examine how testing is done,

particularly in rural areas or smaller

worksites. This work could include inves-

tigating the chain of custody of the

samples taken from employees, whether

confirmatory tests aze done, end the
qualifications of those individuals re-

viewing such tests (such as Medical

Review Officers), as well as their relation-

ships to the laboratories conducting the

tests. Research along these lines may go a

long way to finally informing business

and public policy makers on the woith of
workplace drug testing and the ways it

may be efficiently implemented.
From the preceding review it is evident

that the existing research results are not
particularly rigorous, but do seem to

point to some general trends. These
include:

— The proportion of larger employers

who conduct drug tests of applicants
and/or employees has increased over

the past 7 years. The proportion of
employers with less than 50 workers

that have drug testing programs is

much smaller.
— Although the majority of the compa-

nies that test employees tend to
recognize that drug testing should be
integrated with other human resource
practices such as EAPs, almost half

take punitive actions against employ-

ees who test positive.
— Most companies will not hire appli-

cents that test positive, but will ofren

offer rehabilitation alternatives to em-
ployees with such test outcomes.

— Most employee tests ere conducted
"For reasonable cause," but the pro-
portion of employers who conduct
random tests of employees is increas-

irig, partly in response to Federal
regulatory pressures.

In the remainder of this paper, we

present data describing drug testing prac-

tices at over 300 work locations end

assess the extent to which these practices

are consistent with these trends. The

analyses also investigate the relationships
between organizational characteristics

such as industry type, size, and workforce
demographics and drug testing practices

at the worksite level.

II. Drug Testing Data IYom 342 Worksites

This section provides descriptive re-

sults of an empirical study that addressed
some of the issues surrounding drug
testing and drug abuse as they relate to
specific worksites. The data are presented
on two levels.

First, information is reported on the
overall sample, and includes such data as

the prevalence of drug testing in its

various forms, presence and enforcement

of drug abuse policies, and presence of
EAPs. Second, specific facets of perceived

drug abuse and drug testing aze con-
trasted by vazious worksite characteristics
such as urban vs. rural location, industry

type, size, and workforce demographics.
This level of analysis has an advantage as
an explanatory tool in that the extent and
type of drug testing programs present, as
well as the perceptions of a drug abuse
problem and the organizational responses

to it, are not likely to be the same across
all types of organizations. This may
account for same of the conflicting results
among many of the studies reviewed in

the first section of this paper.
This study collected data from a sample

of medium to large (200+ employees)
worksites in the state of Georgia employ-
ing a grand total of approximately
243,000 workers. These sites were sur-
veyed from 1991 to early 1992. Of 404
eligible worksites contacted, 342 agreed

to participate, representing a response
rate of 84.8%. While all the sampled
worksites were in Georgia, they comprise

a broad representation. The sample was a
diverse one, with all of the major indus-
trial classes found in the Standard Indus-
trial Classification (SIC) codes repre-
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sented. Two hundred and twenty-six of
the sites (65°k) were involved in manu-
facturing; 16 sites (5%) were involved in
wholesale or retail trade; 23 sites (7%)
were involved in the financial, insurance,
or real estate industries, end 16 sites were
hospitals (5%). The remaining sites (18%)
were involved in either communication,
transportation, or other services. The
sample was also representative of the
urban and rural areas throughout the
state. One hundred and forty of the sites
(41%) were located in the Atlanta Stan-
dard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA),
52 (15%) were located in the other
SMSAs in the state, end the remainder of
the sample (44%) were located in rural
(non-SMSA) areas.

Face-to-face semi-structured interviews
were conducted with the highest ranking
human resource manager at each work-
site. At the time of each interview, the
respondent was also asked to complete
and return a questionnaire to the re-
searchers by mail. The response rate to.
the questionnaire was 82%.

Results for the Overall Sample

Prevalence of Testing Programs—Table
1 shows the relative proportions of work-
sites that do pre-employment drug test-
ing, drug test employees "for reasonable
cause," or drug test employees at random.
The table also shows the relative fre-
quency of combinations of these testing
programs. The most common situation (at
almost 40°k of the worksites) was the
combination of pre-employment and "for
reasonable cause" testing. This was fol-
lowed by doing no drug testing at all, the
situation at 22% of the worksites.
Respondents were asked at the time of

the interview to assess the likelihood of
any changes occurring in their drug
testing programs within the Following
year. As shown in Table 1, there were few
respondents who foresaw any chance of
present drug testing programs being dis-

continued, whether pre-employment, "for
reasonable cause," or random. On the
other hand, one-third of the respondents
at worksites not engaging in pre-employ-
ment testing and 42% of the respondents
at sites not engaging in "for reasonable
cause" testing foresaw at least a moderate
chance of such a program being initiated
within the next yeaz.
Random testing of employees, however,

appeazs likely to remain the least used
drug testing practice in this sample, at
least into the foreseeable future. Only
17% of the sites not doing random drug
testing foresaw any reasonable chance of
it being adopted. However, since 82% of
the sample does not random test, this
percentage does represent some 14% of
the total sample that may adopt random
testing in the near future.
Number of Drug Tests Performed and

Rate of Positive Results—The magnitude
of drug testing programs, as expected,
varied widely throughout the sample.
Within the year previous to the interview,
the average number of pre-employment
tests conducted at these worksites was
159. The variation in number of pre-
employment tests performed within that
period ranged from zero at seven work-
sites to over 1000 at four worksites. Of the
62 sites doing random tests, none had
actually been performed during that year
at 16 (62%) of them, and the median
number of random tests performed was
23.5. However, thirteen of these sites had
done over 100 random tests within that
year, skewing the mean number to 116. In
the case of "for reasonable cause" drug
testing, a similar discrepancy emerged
between the median and mean number of
tests performed. Since 37% of these sites
had actually done no "for reasonable
cause" tests during the previous year, the
median number performed was 2.0, while
the mean was 16.3.
At sites doing pre-employment drug

testing, the mean rate of positives re-
ported was 6.6% (median = 5.0%). Same

i
i
i



~'~ 328 JOURNAL OF EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE RESEARCH

i~, I Teble 1

i Drug Testing Practices in the Overall Sample

~~ (N=342)

~~ ~ of Drug Testing Types,Prevalence
Number of

Type of Testing
Worksites

t` Pre-employment Testing
i'~,

241 (70%)
214 (63%)

For Reasonable Cause Testing
82 (18%)

Random Testing

Combinations of Drug Testing Types
Number of

- Type of Testing
Worksitesa

Pre-employment Only
48 (14%)

For Reasonable Cause Only
21 ~ s ~ ~

Random Only ~
4 ( 1%)

Pre-employment and Random
4 ( 1%J

Random and For Reasonable Cause
135 (39%)

Pre-employment end For Reasonable Cause

All 3 Types
54 (16 k)
76 (22%)

No Drug Testing

''. f Likelihood of Continuing Drug Testing
!,' Likelihood of

Testing Continuing°

Type of Testing Done High Moderate

Pre-employment 237 (99%) 2 ( 1%)

For Reasonable Cause 208 (98%) 4 ( 2%)
9965 %Random ( ) 12%C

___ ._,~. ,,.,, !~ Likelihood of Beginning Drug Testing
(for sites not currently engaged)

°~ ~ ~ Likelihood of Testing Beginning Within Next Years

Type of Testing High Moderate Low None

i! Pre-employment 19 (20go) 12 (13%) 22 (2390) 43 (450)

For Reasonable Cause 26 (21%) 26 (21%) 21 (17%) 51 (41%)

Random 19 ( 7%) 27 (3090) 54 (20%) 170 (63%)

Due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%.

20% of the sites reported no positive

results, with the highest positive test rate

reported at 65%. Positive test rates ex-

ceeding 20% were reported at 18 sites.

In the case of "for reasonable cause"

drug testing, a somewhat different pattern

in positive test rates is revealed. While

the mean rate of positives for these

programs was 33.8%, the median rate was

only 10%, reflecting the fact that 57

worksites doing "for reasonable cause"

tests reported no positive results. Interest-

ingly, another 31 sites reported a positive

test rate of 100%, indicating that the term

"for reasonable cause" may mean differ-

ent things at different worksites. Some

sites evidently use the "for reasonable

cause" test as a confirmatory measure

when drug use is strongly suspected,

while others routinely perform these tests

afrer all accidents (123 sites noted this as

part of their policy).
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For sites doing random tests, 22 (48%
of those reporting) had a positive rate of
0. The mean rate of positives was 3.4%,
and only 4 sites had a rate of positives
above 10%.
Consequences of Failing a Drug Test—

For the majority (57%) of worksites,
applicants testing positive for drugs were
given the opportunity to apply for em-
ployment after some time had elapsed
(usually a period of 6 months to a year).
Respondents at worksites without this
policy generally reported that applicants
turning up drug positive had no chance
for hire at any future time (42%). At only
one site were those testing positive hired
anyway, and at one site the positives were
handled on a case-by-case basis.
As would be expected, there is a greater

variety in organizational response to
current employees who fail a drug test.
The most typical response (37%) for
failing a "for reasonable cause" drug test
is counseling and/or referral to an appro-
priate drug treatment program as avail-
able. One-third of the sites doing these
tests terminated employees testing posi-
tive, and another 5% did not terminate
but disciplined in some way, such as with
suspension. The remaining sites handled
employees failing drug tests on a case-by-
case basis. Consequences for failing drug
tests performed at random were some-
what similar, but revealed a slight rever-
sal of termination over counseling/reha-
bilitation, with termination (38%J as the
most common outcome, followed by
counseling (33%) and discipline (9%).
The remainder of the random testing
worksites handled positives on a case-by-
case basis.
Prob]ems with Drug Testing Pro-

gmms—At worksites where pre-employ-
ment drug testing was performed, respon-
dents were asked what, if any, problems
they had encountered in conjunction
with such testing. The most commonly
mentioned problems were cost (men-
tioned by 5% of these respondents) and

the overall logistics of the testing program
(mentioned by 6%). One hundred end
seventy-four respondents (73% of those
responding) reported no problems with
pre-employment testing.
Of the respondents at worksites doing

"for reasonable cause" testing, 68% re-
ported encountering no problems with
their testing program. When problems
were reported, those most frequently
cited were concern about employee oppo-
sition (9% of these respondents) and the
cost of testing (5%). At the 62 worksites
doing random testing, 72% of the respon-
dents reported encountering no problems
with it. For those that did report a
problem, concern for employee opposi-
tion was given most frequently (11%).
Reasons for Not Drug Testing—At

worksites not supporting pre-employ-
ment testing, the most common reason
cited by respondents for not doing so
(44%) was a perceived lack of need for
such testing. This was also true at sites
not supporting "for reasonable cause"
drug testing, where 39% of those respon-
dents cited this as a reason. Some 82% of
the worksites in the sample did not
engage in random drug testing of their
employees. The most common reasons
cited for not doing so were concern For
legal issues (cited by 38% of respon-
dents), and perceived lack of need (cited
by 28%).

Policies Related to Drug Use—An over-
whelming majority of the worksites in the
sample reported having a formal policy in
place covering workplace related drug
use (95%). At these worksites, the poli-
cies specifically forbid drug use on the
job (100%), drug use on the property
(99%J, drug possession on the job (98%),
drug possession on the property (97%),
and reporting to work under the influence
of drugs (100%). Ninety-nine percent of
these worksites reported that the policy
was written, and 98% believed that
employees were clearly made aware of it.
When asked to evaluate the consistency
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with which these policies were enforced
as stated, 71% indicated "always," 25%
reported "usually," 3% "rarely" and 1%
"never."
As to the consequences an employee

faces after a first offense violation of these
policies, 31% of the worksites reported

that attempts would be made to counsel

or rehabilitate the employee in some way,

13% reported that the employee would be
subject to progressive discipline, 25%
reported that the case would be handled
on an individualized basis, and 30% of
these worksites reported that the em-
ployee would be terminated. However, if
a second offense violation should occur,
only 15% of the worksites would con-
tinue attempts at counseling/rehabilita-
tion, 31% would move to or continue
with progressive discipline, 17% would
continue with- an individualized ap-
proach, but 65% would now terminate
that employee.

Other Organizational Activities Related

to Drug Abuse and Drug Testing—One
hundred eighty-nine of the sites (55%)
reported having substance abuse preven-
tion activities in place (such as meetings,
educational programs, or information
given to employees by such means as
pamphlets, paycheck "stuffers" etc.).
Sites supporting pre-employment drug
testing were also much more likely to
have some type of substance abuse pre-
vention activity in place. One hundred
and fifty-two [63%) of the sites that test
applicants had these programs, while
only 37 of the non-testing sites (37%) had
them.

Inspections of employee property or
surveillance of employees were done by
only a minority of the sites (22%) in the
sample. The presence of pre-employment
testing was not significantly related to
whether a site engaged in these activities,
with 22.5% of the pre-employment test-
ing sites engaging in them, and 21.5% of
the sites not testing applicants doing so.
There was also no significant difference

in percentage of sites testing applicants
vs. non-testers that had employees under
surveillance.
At over half (53.2%) of the worksites in

this study, an EAP was in place. As is
evident from the data presented on
consequences of failing a drug test or
being apprehended in a drug policy
infraction, attempts are often made by
organizations at some sort of counseling
or rehabilitation of employees so identi-
fied. EAPs are a major component of most
organizational rehabilitation efforts.
Examining the relationship between

presence of EAPs and drug testing pro-
grams, it was revealed that worksites
supporting pre-employment testing were
not significantly more likely to support
an EAP than those sites without a
pre-employment drug testing program
(55% of testing sites and 50% of the
non-testing sites had EAPs). Interestingly,
and perhaps an issue of some greater
concern, is the fact that worksites en-
gaged in drug testing employees on a
random basis were less likely to have an
EAP in place. Of the 62 random drug
testing sites, 42% supported an EAP,
while 56% of the worksites not doing
random testing supported such a pro-
gram. The type of drug testing most
associated with EAP presence was "for
reasonable cause" testing. Of the 214 sites
doing such testing, 124 (58%) had an EAP
in place (about the same percentage as for
the overall sample). For sites without "for
reasonable cause" testing, only 58 (45%)
had EAPs. It would seem, then, that the
majority of worksites instituting "for
reasonable cause" testing of employees
were not using such testing as a stand-
alone device, but were also supporting
other human resource programs to ad-
dress employee drug abuse problems if
identified. Apparently the same cannot be
said for those worksites involved with
random drug testing. This may reflect the
fact that many of these sites (60°k)
reported doing random testing only in
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response to government regulations, regu-
lations that do not also mandate such
programs as EAPs. This situation should
concern policy makers, since in dealing
with employees who test positive, the
options open to worksites without such
rehabilitative programs ere likely limited
to termination of that employee, resulting
in an individual being thrown out into
the general society not only with a
potential drug problem, but now also
unemployed.

Results by Worksite Characteristics

Worksite Characteristics—For the pur-
poses of the analyses which follow,
worksites were categorized as:

1) urban, located within an SMSA (56%
of the sites) or rural, outside an
SMSA (44%J;

2) engaging in either manufacturing
(65%J or service (35%);

3) having at least one union (27%) or no
union (73%J;

4J the number of employees at each
worksite, categorized as 1 = < 325
employees (25%), 2 = 325 — 499
employees (27%), 3 = 500+ employ-
ees (48%) (the mean number of
employees was 712);

5) the percentage of the total workforce
(management and non-management)
at the site that was black, categorized
as 1 = < 25% (31%), 2 = 25 — 49%
(42%), and 3 = 50%+ (27%) (the
mean percentage of black employees
was 37.1%);

6) the percentage of the total workforce
that was female, categorized as 1 =
G 40% (33%), 2 = 40 — 59% (28%),
and 3 = 60%+ (39%) (the mean
percentage of female employees was
50.16%);

7) the average age of the total workforce,
categorized as 1 = < 30 (19%), 2 =
30 — 39 (55%), 3 = > 39 (26%);

8) the average educational level of the

total workforce, categorized as 1 =
less than high school diploma (23%),
2 =high school diploma or equiva-
lent (50%), 3 =some college (18%),
4 = college degree /technical school
certificate (9%);

9) the scope of operations of the organi-
zation operating the worksite, catego-
rized as 1 = local, a single site oper-
ation (23%), 2 = regional, operating
only in the state or region (14%), and
3 = national/international, operating
throughout the United States and/or
the world (63%); and

10) whether the worksite supported an
EAP (53%) or not (47%).

Perceived Impact of Drug Abuse on the
Worksite—Tables 2 and 2a describe the
results of respondents' perceptions of the
impact drug abuse was having on their
worksites overall, and specifically on
safety, productivity and absenteeism at
the time of the interview. These are
expressed as mean values based on a
scale ranging from 1 = No Impact to 4 =
Major Impact, and ere compared across
organizational characteristics. The mean
perceived impacts for the entire sample
vary between minor (2) and moderate (3).
Worksite size was a significant factor in

all four of these issues, with respondents
at larger sites consistently expressing
perceptions of greater impact of drug
abuse on their worksites. With the excep-
tion of the area of worksite safety, where
the trend was in the same direction but
did not reach statistical significance, this
pattern was repeated relative to the
concentration of black employees at the
site, with those worksites with higher
proportions of black employees reporting
greater impact of drug abuse.
The reverse was true for the concentra-

tion of female workers at the site. Work-
sites with the most women in their
workforce perceived significantly less
impact of drug abuse on safety and
productivity, and while the mean re-
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Table 2

Organizational Characteristics and The Human Resource Managers' Perceptions of the Impact

of Drug Abuse on their Worksite

Mean Rating OfExtent of Impact°.b

Impact Impact on Impact on Impact on

Organizational Characteristics Overall Safety Productivity Absenteeism

Oveiell (N=342) 2.26 2.20 2.30 2.53

Worksite Size

I) Under 325 amps (N=88) 2.01.3 1.91~~' 2.08' 2.19~•~

2j 325-500 amps (N=92) 2.29'1 2.27' 2.33 2.58'

3) Over 500 amps (N=164) 2.37' 2.32' 2.42' 2.69'

Percent Black Employees
2.3331) Under 25% (N=99) 2.18' 2.11 2.06•'

2) 25-50% (N=137) 2.21' 2.21 2.36' 2.55

3) Over 50% (N=89) 2.48'' 2.35 2.50' 2.78'

Percent Female Employees
i) Under 40% (N=108) 2.25 2.27 2.31 2.55

2] 40-59% (N=93) - 2.38 2.383 2.47' 2.64

3) Over 80% (N=129) 2.19 2.08 2.18 2.55

Average Employee Age

1) Under 30 (N=61) - 2.30 222 2.37 2.82

2) 310 (N=176) 2.25 2.27 2.36 2.48

3) Over 40 (N=83) 2.27 2.12 2.19 2.54

Average Education Level

1) Less then High School (N=78) Z.SB~'9'4 2.51~~s~4 2.54 2.82z.a,a

2) High School (N=164) 2.24' 2.19' 2.27 2.48'

3) Some College (N=68) 2.07' 2.101 2.21 2.41'

4) College (N=18) 2.00' ~ 1.72' 2.11 2.22

Scope of Operations
1) Local (N=79) 2.18 2.06 2.18 2.38

2) Regional (N=48) 2.33 2.29 2.31 2.53

3) National/International (N=214) 2.28 2.23 2.33 2.57

°Bolded groupings indicate statistical differences (alpha = .05) within the group. The

superscripts indicate which groups) were significantly different from the group superscripted, a

superscript of "1" et the third group mean indicating that group 1 is significantly different from

group 3. For example, the mean of perceived overall impact of drug abuse is 2.01 for worksites

with fewer than 325 employees, end this is significantly less then the mean reported impact for

worksites with 325-500 employees (2.29) end worksites with over 500 employees (2.37).

b Means are based on the following scale: 1= No Impact; 2 =Minor Impact; 3 =Moderate Impact;

4=Major impact.

sponses for overall impact and absentee-
ism were also lower for those sites, they
were not significantly so. Also, the higher
the education level of the workforce, the
lower the impact of drug abuse reported
by respondents. These differences were
significant for all but the impact on
productivity.

Interestingly, while employee age did
show an inverse relationship with the
reported impact of drugs, in no situation
was it significantly so. Not surprisingly,
manufacturing worksites reported signifi-
cantly higher perceived impacts of drug
abuse in all Four situations. This was also

true for unionized workaites, but this may
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Table 2a
Organizational Characteristics and The Human Resource Managers' Perceptions of the Impact

of Drug Abuse on their Worksite

Mean Rating Of Extent of Impacte,b

Organizational Characteristics
Impact
Overall

Impact on
Safety

Impact on
Productivity

Impact on
Absenteeism

Worksite Location
1) Urban (N=192) 2.20 2.09 2.26 2.48
2) Rural (N=150) 2.33 2.34 2.35 2.58

Worksite Industry
1) Manufacturing (N=226) 2.37 2.36 2.38 2.84
2) Non-manufacturing (N=116) 2.03 1.89 2.15 2.30

Worksite Unionization
1) Union (N=92) ~ 2.53 2.52 2.58 2.91
2) Non-union (N=250J 2.18 2.09 2.20 2.38

Workeite EAP Presence
1) EAP Worksite (N=182) 2.25 2.19 2.32 2.59
2) Non-EAP Worksite (N=160] 2.26 2.21 2.28 y,gg

Workeite Drug Testing Presence
1) Drug Testing Worksite (N=268) 2.34 2.30 2.38 2.82
2) Non-Drug Testing Worksite (N=78) 1.97 1.85 2.08 2.20
e Bolding indicates groups that were significantly different at alpha = .05 by a t-test of means.

For example, the mean on reported perceived impact of drug abuse on safety is 2.34 for rural
worksites which is significantly greater than that reported for urban worksites (2.09).
b Means are based on the following scale:l= No Impact; 2 =Minor Impact; 3 =Moderate Impact;

4=Major impact.

be due considerably to the Fact that these
sites are overwhelmingly in the manufac-
turing sector. EAP presence made virtu-
ally no difference in perceived impact.
Location was significant in that rural sites
perceived a greater impact on safety,
which may also be somewhat accounted
for by the fact that the rural sites are more
heavily manufacturing than those in the
SMSAs.
Looking at those worksites that were

supporting any of the types of drug
testing practices as opposed to those not
doing so, the non-testing sites reported
significantly less impact in all four situa-
tions. Caution must be exercised in
interpreting these results, however. It is
not only plausible that those sites not
drug testing were not doing so because
they truly perceived less of a problem
with drugs at their site. Similarly, non-
adopters may have consciously or uncon-

sciously justified their lack of drug testing
by downplaying the potential For drug
related problems at their site. Further, the
data should not be interpreted to mean
that drug testing is not efficacious be-
cause those sites. that were drug testing
reported perceptions of greater impact of
drugs on their worksite than those not
testing. There is no data from these drug
testing sites on their perceptions of the
drug problem at a time when they were
not drug testing, and therefore these
responses could reflect a genuine or at
least perceived improvement.
Drug Testing Practices-Tables 3 and

3a summarize the contrasts in drug
testing practices across the differing orga-
nizational characteristics. Chi-square test-
ing revealed statistical significance for
overall difference between testing types
within specific organizational character-
istic groupings for size, percent female,
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Table 3
Organizational Characteristics end Drug Testing Practices

Percentage of sites doing each testing types

No Drug Applicants Employees Employees

Organizational Characteristics Testing Only Only &Applicants

Percent of Total Worksites (N=342) 22.2 14.0 7.3 58.4

Workeite Size*
1) Under 325 amps (N=86) 29.0 19.7 7.0 44.23

2) 325-500 amps (N=92) 22.8 13.0 3.3 80.9

3) Over 500 amps (N=164) 18.3 11.6 9.8 80.4'

°, Percent Black Employees

i' I) Under 25% (N=99) 27.3 17.1 1.0 50.1

2) 25-5096 (N=137) 20.4 11.0 8.0 60.8

~I;' 3) Over 50% (N=89) 19.1 14.8 10.1 56.2

Percent Female Bmployees*

1J Under 40%(N=108) 3.7~'' 13.9 Z•83 ~9.8~~3

2) 4~59°~0 (N=93) 21.5' 12.9 5.4 80.2'

3) Over 60% (N=129) 40.0'~~ 15.5 10.9' ~ 389''

Average Employee age

1) Under 30 [N=61) 32.83 13.1 4.9 492

2J 31 10 (N=176) 22.7 11.9 9.1 56.3

3J Over 40 (N=83) 15.7' 15.7 3.6 65.1

Average Sducallon Level"'

i) Less then High School (N = 78) Z I.I3~4 16.7 10.3 59.0"4

2) High School (N=164) 20.1" 11.6 5.5 82.8"

3) Some College (N=68) 32.4' 132 5.9 48.5

4J College (N=18) 50.0''2 11.1 16.7 22.2'•

i Scope of Operations
1) Local (N=79) 19.0 11.4 15.2a 54.4

2) Regional (N=48) 14.6 12.5 4.2 88.8

3) National/International (N=214) 25.2 15.0 5.1' 54.7

• Bolded groupings indicate statistical differences (alpha = .05) within the group. The~superscripts indicate which groups) were significantly different from the group superecripted, a
~' superscript of "1" at the third group mean indicating that group 1 is significantly different from

p. group 3. For example, the percentage of worksites doing no drug testing is 40.0% far worksites

with more than 60% female employees, and this is signit"icantly greater than the percentage of

worksites with 40-59% female employees not doing drug testing (21.5%) and of workaites with

:: leas than 40% female employees not doing drug testing (39%).

Indicates overall significant chi-square test (alpha = .05) for all 4 groups of testing by all

jl groups in this organizational category.

education level, scope of operations,
location, industry type and unionization.

Specifically, larger worksites were
more likely to test both applicants and
current employees, and those worksites
with more female and more educated
employees were more likely to test nei-
ther. This would appear to reflect the

common perception that drug use corre-
letes positively in society with being male
and less educated. Interestingly, while
the concentration of black employees was
inversely related to no drug testing, it was
not significantly so. Even more interest-
ing was the fact that the pattern for
employee age was reversed, with those
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Table 3a
Organizational Characteristics and Drug Testing Practices

Percentage of sites doing each testing type°

No Applicants Employees Employees
Organizational Characteristics Test Only Only &Applicants
Percent of Total Worksitea (N=342J 22.2 14.0 7.3 56.4
Worksite Location*

1J Urban [N=192) 27.8 11.9 g.4 SY,p
2) Rural (N=150) 15.3 16.7 4.6 83.3

Worksite Industry*
1) Manufacturing (N=226J 13.3 13.7 6.8 88.4
2) Non-manufacturing (N=116) 39.7 14.7 8.6 37.1

Worksite Unionization*
1) Union (N=92) 12.0 16.3 4.4 87.4
2] Non-union (N=250) 26.0 13.2 8.4 52.4

Worksite EAP Presence*
1) EAP Worksite (N=182) 19.2 12.6 8.2 5g,g
2) Non-EAP Worksite (N=160) 25.6 15.8 6.3 52.5

°Bolding indicates groups that were significantly different at alpha = .05 by a t-test of means.
For example, the percentage of worksites doing no drug testing is 27.6% for urban worksites
which is significantly greater than the percentage of rural worksites doing no drug testing
(15.3%).

Indicates overall signiCcant chi-square test (alpha = .05) for ell 4 groups of testing by all
groups in this organizational category.

sites with older workforces more likely to
test both applicants and employees and
significantly less likely to do no testing at
all. This would appear to run counter to
the impression that the potential for drug
abuse decreases with age. This is difficult
to interpret in a bivariate analysis, how-
ever, since the age factor may well be
subsumed within a more powerful deter-
minant of the presence of drug testing.
Local (single site) operations were more

likely to test employees only, which may
reflect the reality of a potentially limited
job market For many of these sites, which
may discourage applicant screening.
As expected, manufacturing sites were

more likely to test both employees and
applicants and less likely to do no testing,
and this pattern repeated For the union-
ized sites, again likely reflecting their
relationship to the manufacturing sector.
This was also true for rural sites, which
ere also more heavily manufacturing, and

may also be more limited in their options
in dealing with drug abuse than sites in
urban locations and may therefore be
relying heavily on drug testing to deal
with these problems. Interestingly, al-
though not significant, EAP sites also
were more likely to drug test applicants
and employees and less likely to test
neither. Given societal and organizational
concerns about due process, this may
suggest that worksites without EAPs are
mare hesitant to identify problems with
which they have little or no resources to
deal.
Rates of Positive Drug Tests and Confir

motion Praclices-Tables 4 and 4a show
comparisons of the percentage of positive
drug test results for each testing type
(pre-employment, for reasonable cause,
random) across the worksite characteris-
tics. For reference purposes, the median
number of tests performed per 100 em-
ployees is also reported for each category.
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Table 4

I ~i~ Organizational C6aracteriatics, Number of Drug Teats Performed, Rates of Positive Drug Test

Results and Percentage of Worksites Confirming Poaitivea

positive drug teats/median number of
~

I' 
testa performed per 100 employeesa,b

~

~' 

%Confirming

.

Organizational Characteristics Pre-Emp Random For Cause Positives

444~ Workeite Size"
C~'~', 1) Under 325 amps (N=86) 6.8/11.8 8.3/3.7 31.7/1.7 88.9

G 2) 325-500 amps (N=92) 5.8/18.3 2.5/13.8 29.5/1.5 84.5

~~~ 3) Over 500 amps (N=184) 7.2/15.4 2.9/9.8 36.7/0.6 86.8'
r.

Percent Black Bmployees
1) Under 25% (N=99) 5.2'/10.9 1.8'/12.3 31,6/0.5 91.7''

2J 25-49% (N=137) 5.93/15.8 1.2'/6.8 30.3/0.8 82.6

3) Over 50% (N=89) 9.7''/22.0 6.8'•'/13.4 39.3/1.2 72.2'

Percent Female Employees
', 1) Under 40% (N=108) 7.4/10.8 4.1/12.5 32.9/1.1 81.7

---°• ~-•-„,~~,:•-.„.. -.~ 2) 30-59% (N=93) 6.1/19.4 3.0/5.4 35.6/0.6 86.3

f 6i~; 3) Over 60%(N=129) 6.3/18.3 1.8/86.6 31.0/0.7 8.8
i

~

Average Employee Age
1) Under 30 (N=61) 9.3/38.5 5.1/3.9 22.5/2.3 82.9

~. 2) 31-40 (N=178) 8.3/15.1 3.3/11.1 34.6/0.8 80.9

3) Ovei 40 (N=83) 5.9/11.5 0.5/19.3 37.4/0.5 82.9

Average Education Level
~~ 1) Less than High School (N=78) 9.3'/20.0 31.3~~'/24.5 31.4/1.1 - 82.1

`~ t 2) High School (N=164) 8.7/13.3 1.9'/6.7 32.3/0.8 78.6

~ 3) Some College (N=68) 3.7'H2.0 1.5'/13.3 41.2/0.4 89.1

~- ~ - 4) College (N=18) 3.5/13.2 0/0.8 50.0/0.4 88.9

f Scope of Opere4one
~ ~ I) Local (N= 79) 8.3/18.4 3.3/8.8 30.0/1.1 84.4~y

2) Regional (N=48) 8.5/23.8 2.0/15.9 38.2/0.9 78.1

"~ '' ~ ~~ k ~~~ 3) National/International (N=214) 6.0/12.5 4.0/8.1 34.6/0.7 82.5

d; i . ,_
,~~

e Bolded groupings indicate statistical differences (alpha = .05) within the group. The
: superscripts indicate which groups) were significantly different from the group superscripted, a

II'~~"~,~ superscript of "1" at tha third group mean indicates that group 1 is significantly different from
group 3. For example, the mean number of positive pre-employment drug testa at workaites with
more than 50% black employees is 9.7, and this is si~ificantly greater than the mean number of

1i positives at worksites with 25 19% black employees (5.9) and at worksitea with less then 25%
' i black employees (5.2).

;~ b T'he first number presented is the percentage of positive drug test results and the number after

ii the slash is the median number of tests performed per 100 employees.
(I
ii' In several cases significant relation- had a much higher percentage of failure

~~•~ °~~ ~~ ~i~' shi s between ercent ositives and the on both re-em to ment and randomP P P P P Y
- F- `~, workplace characteristics were revealed. drug tests than did other sites. Interest-

'~~ ` ii These were for the proportion of black ingly, among the relatively low number of

;;,, employees, average educational level of sites doing random testing (62), the rate of
y' ~ the workforce, industry type, unionize- positives was over three times that of sites

'i~' lion and EAP presence. Worksites where with less than 50% blacks. This data may
a majority of the employees were black support other findings indicating drug
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Table 4a
Organizational Characteristtce, Number of Drug Testa Performed, Ratea of Positive Drug Test

Results d P t f W k' Can ercen age o or sites onfirm~ng pueit~vee

% positive drug tests/median number of
tests per 100 employeesa,b

% Confirming
Organizational Characteristics Pre-Emp Random For Cause Positives

Worksite Location
1) Urban (N=192) 6.3/14.8 3,0/8.5 35.4/0.7 7g,g
2) Rural (N=150) 7,0/16,1 3.7/12.3 32.1/1.0 84.3

Worksite Induahy
1) Manufacturing (N=226) 7.2/14.4 4.3/5.8 35.2/0.8 g2,7
2) Non-manufacturing (N=116) 4.7/18.3 1.9/13.8 28.5/0.7 80.0

Worksite Unionization
IJ Union [N=92) 8.9/12.5 5.3/7.0 47.5/0.9 82.7
2) Non-union (N=250) 5.5/16.9 3.1/12.2 28.3/0.7 81.8

Worlcslte EAP Presence
1) EAP Worksite (N=182) 5.2/11.0 2.2/7.0 40.9/0.7 85.0
2J Non-EAP Worksite (N=160) 8.5/18.5 4.1/12.5 25.4/1.4 78.2

Are Positives Confirmed?
1) Yes (N=218) 6.3/16.1 3.7/11.1 36.8/0.8 82.0
2) No (N=48) 8.8/13.9 2.1/9.8 23.3/1.7 18.0

e Holding indicates groups that were significantly different at alpha = .05 by e t-test of means.
For example, the mean number of positive pre-employment drug tests at manufacturing worksites
is 7.2, and this is significantly greater than the mean number of positives at non-manufacturing
worksites (4.7) .

The first number presented is the percentage of positive drug test results and the number after
the slash is the median number of tests performed per 100 employees.

use among blacks is higher than that in
the general population. However, it is not
known whether white or black employees
or applicants at these sites are the ones
more likely to test positive. It is also not
known whether such race differences are
found among applicants subject to pre-
employment screening. It should also be
noted that there was less likelihood of
confirmation of positive results in the
worksites with a majority of black em-
ployees, the absence of which could
inflate the rate of positive results.
Not surprisingly, average educational

level was inversely related to percent
positives. Sites where most employees
had relatively little education (less than a
high school diploma) had significantly
higher rates of positive results on pre-
employment and random drug testing

than sites with more educated work-
forces.
Manufacturing sites had significantly

higher rates for pre-employment drug test-
ingthan non-manufacturing sites, perhaps
reflecting a different type of applicant at
these worksites. The failure rate for pre-
employment testing was also significantly
higher at sites that were unionized and
sites without EAPs. Again, the results for
unionized sites may be confounded with
those for manufacturing sites, since union-
ized sites are also mainly manufacturing
ones. The fact that the EAP sites had lower
rates of positive results on pre-employ-
ment testing may reflect the fact that these
sites are more desirable places to work,
attracting a higher caliber of applicant, or
at least applicants who do not fail an ap-
plicant drug test.
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Unionized sites also had higher "For
reasonable cause" positive rates. This
may be due to such sites choosing to test
employees only when substantial corrob-
orating evidence is present, in attempts
to avoid conflicts with the union. Sites
with EAPs also had higher failure rates
on "for reasonable cause" tests. These
sites may have more formal mechanisms
for recognizing signs of drug problems
(e.g. supervisor training) which result in
a higher proportion of cases being "hits"
versus sites without EAPs, where the
procedure for spotting an employee with
a problem may be more variable and
even discretionary among individual su-
pervisors.
An issue of considerable concern re-

lated to positive drug tests results is the
degree to which worksites are confirming
these results through additional analysis
and sampling. It is an accepted principle
that screening tests be designed in a
manner that increases the likelihood of
false positives over false negatives, since
the screen should be doing just that, and
not be letting positives go undetected.
The, "safety neY' for this is the confirma-
tion, which should eliminate these false
positives. In light of this, it is disturbing
that only 82% of this sample reported
that they were confirming positive drug
test results. Even more disturbing are the
patterns where smaller worksites and
those with the highest proportion of black
employees were significantly less likely
to conduct confirmatory drug tests than
larger sites and those with less blacks,
These facts present social ramifications
for policy makers to consider.

Organizational Responses to Drug Pol-
icy Violations-Organizational responses
to first offense employee infractions of
drug policies are presented in Tables 5
and 5a. These responses include-1)
immediate termination, 2) progressive
discipline (e.g. suspension or probation,
perhaps leading to termination after mul-
tiple offenses), 3) counseling/rehabilita-

lion (e.g. referral to an EAP or other
resource) and 4 ) case-by-case review
(handling each employee based on the
particular circumstances surrounding the
situation). It is important to note that
these results do not reflect the organiza-
tional response to an employee specifi-
cally failing a drug test, but to any
violation of the drug policies as were
described earlier in this paper. Since
these responses were mutually exclusive
(if both discipline and rehabilitation
occurred, rehabilitation took precedence),
it was possible to determine overall tests
of significance (chi-square) for the catego-
ries. Those that proved significant overall
were size, proportion of black employees,
workforce education level, worksite loca-
tion and presence of an EAP.

Specifically, the comparisons revealed
that worksites in the middle category of
size (325 to 500 employees) were the
most likely to terminate employees,
while larger employers were surprisingly
most likely to offer acase-by-case review
for employees violating the drug policy.
Of the workforce demographics, the only
significant relationships found were per-
cent black employees and average educa-
tional level of the workforce. It was
found that worksites with an average
level of some college education were
less likely to respond to these infractions
with progressive discipline than work-
sites where the average education level
was a college degree. The proportion of
black employees was also related to
policies regarding progressive discipline;
sites with relatively low numbers of
black employees were more likely to
resort to discipline than sites where the
majority of the workforce was black. At
sites with a majority of black employees,
the likelihood of immediate termination
was significantly higher than for other
sites.
In terms of whether the site was a local

entity, regional employer, or part of a
larger corporation with a national base,
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Table 5
Organizational Characteristics and Organizational Responses to First Offense Drug

Use Policy Violations

Percentage of sites doing Bache
Organizational Immediate Progressive Counseling/ Case-by-Case
Characteristics Termination Discipline Rehab. Review
Overall (N=342J 30.2 13.5 ~ 31.4 24.9
Worksite Size*
I) Under 325 amps (N=86) 33.3 14.1 33.3 19.2'
2) 325-500 amps (N=92) 40.7' 14.0 30.2 15.1'
3) Over 500 amps (N=164) 22.8 12.7 31.0 33.5'•

Percent Black Employees"
I) Under 25% (N=99) 32.3 19.4' 24.7 23.7
2) 25-49% (N=137) 22.5' 13.2 34.1 302
3) Over 50% (N=89) 40.5 7.1' 32.1 202

Percent Female Employees
1) Under 40% (N=108) 32.0 ~ 15.5 29.1 23.3
2) 30-5996 (N=93) 35.6 6.9 34.5 22.9
3) Over 60% (N=129) 25.8 15.7 29.8 28.9

Average Employee Age
1) Under 30 (N=61) 30.5 13.6 23.7 32.2
2J 31-40 (N=176) 32.4 10.8 33.5 23.5
3) Over 40 (N=83) 25.7 16.2 32.4 25.7

Average Education Level*
1) Less than High School (N=78) 37.3 11.9 31.3 19.4
2) High School (N=164) 32.5 13.1 30.0 24.4
3) Some College (N=68) 18.2 7.8' 37.9 36.4
4) College (N=18J 26.7 33.3' 13.3 26.7

Scope of Operations
1) Local (N=79) 30.6 18.7 29.2 23.6
2) Regional (N=48) 39.6 16.7 22.9 - 20.8
3) National/International (N=214) 27.7 11.4 34.2 26.7

a Bolded groupings Indicate statistical differences (alpha = .05) within the group. The
superscripts indicate which groups) were significantly different from the group superscripted, a
superscript of "1" at the third group mean indicates that group 1 is significantly different from
group 3. For example, the mean percentage of worksites with over 50% black employees
practicing immediate termination is 40.5%, end this is significantly greeter than the mean
percentage of worksites with over 25-49% black employees practicing immediate termination
(2z.5%).
* Indicates overall significant chi-aquaretest (alpha = .05) for all 4 groups of testing by all

groups in this organizational category.

the results indicate that sites that are part
of a regional operation are less likely to
offer counseling/rehabilitation than either
local firms (i.e:, single site operations) or
branches of national or international
organizations. It is probable that work-
sites that are part of a national or
international operation have policies de-

termined, or strongly influenced, at the
corporate level. Such sites are also more
likely to have resources committed to han-
dling drug problems in a rehabilitative
manner. Previous research has shown, for
example, virtually all Fortune 1000 sites
to have EAPs. Locally based sites may be
more likely than regional ones to offer
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Table 5a
Organizational Characteristics end Organizational Responses to Firet OH'ense Drug

Uae Policy Violations

Percentage of sites doing Bache

Organizational Immediate Progressive Counseling/ Case-by-Case
Cherectreistics Termination Discipline Rehab. Review

Overall (N=342] 30.2 13.5 31.4 24.9

Worlcsite Location*
1) Urban (N=192) 27.8 11.4 30.3 30.8

2) Rural (N=150) 33.8 16.1 32.9 17.5

Worlceite Industry
1) Manufacturing (N=226) 33.8 12.4 32.4 21.4

2) Non-manufacturing (N=116J 232 15.2 29.5 32.1

Worksite Unionizatlon
1) Union (N=92) 32.9 13.6 23.9 29.6

2) Non-union (N=250) 29.1 13.3 34.2 23.5

Workeite EAP Presence*

1) EAP Worksite (N=182) 17.9 10.6 42.5 29.1

2) Non-EAP Worksite (N=160) 45.5 16.8 17.5 20.3

•Bolding indicates groups that were significantly different at alpha = .05 by e t-test of means.
For example, the mean percentage of worksites without an EAP practicing immediate termination
45.5°k, end this is signi~icently greater than the mean percentage of worksites with an EAP
practicing immediate termination (17.9%).
* Indicates overall significant chi-square test (alpha = .05] for all 4 groups of testing by all

groups in this organizational category.

counseling because their labor markets luring sector is more strongly represented
are more limited and they are therefore in the sample of rural sites.
attempting to conserve a critical resource, As expected, the presence of an EAP at
i.e., local available labor. Often these sites a worksite had the strongest relationship
also play a significant role in the life of with responses to drug policy violations.
the community in which they ere located, Sites with EAPs were much less likely to
and as such desire to be perceived as a respond with immediate termination, and
"good fellow citizen" in their dealings much more likely to offer rehabilitation,
with employees. which is not surprising since these are
Manufacturing sites were significantly primary functions of an EAP.

more likely to practice immediate termi- Organizational Practices Related to
nation for policy violations than non- Drug Abuse-Tables 6 and 6a show a
manufacturing sites, and also were less comparison of the percentage of worksites
likely to respond in an individualized with different characteristics that have a)
manner. This may reflect a greater rigidity conducted searches of employee property
in these firms with respect to policies, or have used surveillance of employees to
corresponding to the greater rigidity these detect drugs of worksite characteristics, b)
sites generally have in operations com- implemented substance abuse prevention
pared to service sites, which more often programs at the worksite, and c) have
operate in idiosyncratic ways. Rural sites established an EAP at the worksite.
were also less likely to respond to Larger worksites and those located in
infractions with acase-by-case approach, urban areas are most likely to have used
perhaps due to the fact that the manufac- searches or surveillance to detect drug
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Table B
Organizational Characteristics and Organizational Practices Related to Drug Abuse

Percentage of sites doing Bache

Searches/ Subs. Abuse
Organizational Characteristics Surveillance Prevent. Activities EAP
Ove1'all (N=342) 35.1 55.4 53.2
Worlcsite Size
1) Under 325 amps (N=86) 18.6 •' 38.4' 4429
2J 325-500 amps (N=92) 35.9' 54.4 44.8'
3) Over 500 amps (N=164) 43.3' 68.0' 82.8',2

Percent Black Hmployees
1J Under 25% (N=99) 34.3 60.7 5g,53
2] 25-49% (N=137) 37.2 56.9 5g,gs
3) Over 50% (N=89) 31.5 44.9 37.1'~~

Percent Female Employees
1) Under 40% (N=108) 39.8 62.0 58.3
2) 30-59% (N=93) 36.8 53.8 53.8
3) Over 60% (N=129] 28.7 51,6 46.5

Average Employee Age
1) Under 30 (N=161) 37.7 54.1 442
2) 31 IO (N=176) 38.1 59.4 53.4
3J Over 40 (N=83) 28.9 50.6 58.8

Average Education Level
1) Less than High School (N=78) 32.1 48.7 39.7'''
2) High School (N=164) 36.0 53.7 50.0
3) Some College (N=68) 45.6 65.7 67.7'
4J College (N=18) 22.2 50.0 77.8'

Scope of Operations
1) Local (N=79) 26.6 53.2 43.0'
2] Regional (N=48) 25.0 49.0 41.7
3J National/International (N=214) 40.2 57.9 59.8'

°Bolded groupings indicate statistical differences (alpha = .05) within the group. The
superscripts indicate which groups) were significantly different from the group superacripted, a
superscript of "1" at the third group mean indicates that group 1 is significantly different from
group 3. For example, the percentage of worksites with fewer than 325 employees that have
conducted searches or surveillance is 18.6°k, end this is significantly less than the percentage of
worksites with 325-500 employees that have conducted searches or surveillance (35.9q) and
worksites with over 500 employees that have conducted searches or surveillance (43.3%).

possession or use. Searches and surveil-
lance intrude on employee privacy. Thus
larger work locations may have "sold"
the use of these tactics to their employees
in advance and thereby headed off ad-
verse reactions. It may also be that
managers in these settings believe that
worksite size reduces the need for con-
cern over employee objections because
they pay higher salazies and have better

benefits than smaller companies. It is also
possible that since the larger worksites
are also more likely to have substance
abuse prevention programs and EAPs in
place, the presence of these helping
programs for employees reduces adverse
reactions to the more intrusive practices.
Finally, the absence of significant differ-
ences between the percentages of union-
ized and non-unionized companies which
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Tablc 6a
Organizational Characteristics and Organizational Practices Related to Drug Abuse

Percentage of sites doing Bache

Searches/ Subs. Abuse
Organizational Characteristics Surveillance Prevent. Activities EAP

Overall (N=342) 35.1 55.4 53.2

Worksite Location
1] Urban (N=192) 41.7 57.1 64.6
2) Rural (N=150J 28.7 53,3 38.7

Warksite Industry
1) Manufacturing (N=226) 33.2 56.6 50.0
2) Non-manufacturing [N=118) 38.8 53.0 59.5

Worlcsite Unionization
~~~ 1) Union (N=92j 42.2 84.1 59.8
~ 2) Non-union (N=250] 32.4 82.2 50.8

Worksite EAP Presence
1] EAP Worksite (N=182J 43.4 71.8 NA
2) Non-EAP Worksite (N=160) 25.6 38.9 NA

I e Bolding indicates groups that were signit"icanfly different at alpha = .05 6y e t-test of means.
i For example, the percentage of worksites with en EAP that have conducted searches or

surveillance is 43.4%, and this is significantly greater than the percentage of worksites withoutan
EAP that have conducted seazches or surveillance (25.6%J.

have used searches and surveillance
suggests that when companies implement

~ ~~ policing tactics, they first obtain union
~ f agreement that these are necessary mea-

~',i

sures.
Unionized worksites are significantly

more likely than non-unionized locations
~; to have some type of substance abuse
' prevention program. Again, larger sites

p 'Ili are also more likely to have prevention
programs. Prevention programs represent

r,, an employer's investment to reduce the
~I' chances of substance abuse becoming a
~ problem that inhibits employee perfor-

I,'' ' mance. Since wages at unionized loca-
tions are typically higher than in non-
unionized sites, non-productive employee
time is a greater expense risk than in
non-unionized companies. Further, the

i

~Ii~,
costs of revention ro rams ma beP P 8 Y
more easily justified than in worksites

°,! with lower wages.
Larger worksites also may be more

~ ~I likely to sponsor prevention programs

1

because they have more available slack

III

~ ~~~

resources per capita than smaller loca-
tions, and may be subject to greater
pressures from government and civic
groups to conduct prevention programs as
part of their social responsibility. As
Table 6a shows, work locations with
EAPs are also more likely to have imple-
mented substance abuse prevention pro-
grams than those sites without EAPs. This
is not surprising, since work locations
willing to commit to having an EAP have
selected a more integrated approach to
employee substance abuse than those
who do not have EAPs. Such integrated
programs often include a prevention
component.

Tables 6 and sa also show the following
categories more likely to have EAPs:
larger worksites (over 500 employees),
those with more educated employees,
those which are part of national or
international companies, those located in
urban areas, and those with less than 50%
black employees.
Viewing EAPs as an employee benefit
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helps explain the association of EAP
presence with higher average employee
education levels and lower proportions of
black employees. Specifically, employees
with greater accumulation of education
generally command greater levels of com-
pensation, including benefits. Since
blacks generally receive lower compensa-
tion across occupations, higher percent-
ages of black workers are probably associ-
ated in this sample with less munificent
benefits, including EAPs. One might
expect the same pattern to hold For the
proportion of female employees, but that
is not indicated by the data.
The association of EAP presence with

worksite size, urban location, and na-
tional/international scope may reflect the
institutionalization of EAP programs as a
personnel practice consistent with the
image of larger, international firms, and
/or the result of competitive labor market
conditions. In such worksites, access to
better quality employees requires that the
company have such programs. As noted
earlier, our data do not show higher rates
of positive drug tests for employees or job
applicants in urban locations. Thus it is
unlikely that, in contrast to rural work-
sites, urban worksites adopt EAPs be-
cause of greater frequency of employee
drug problems.
Human Resource Managers' Attitudes

Toward Drug Testing—Respondents were
asked on the mailback questionnaire to
indicate their agreement or disagreement
with various aspects of drug testing.
These items were factor analyzed and
reduced to three scales composed of the
average response to the scale items:

1) drug testing as a positive influence on
the worksite, including a positive
impact on safety, productivity, morale,
a help to drug users, and an effective
means of reducing the drug problem
(alpha = 0.73),

2) drug testing as a negative influence on
the worksite, including a negative

impact on morale, the fact that it is
inaccurate, too costly, is an invasion of
privacy, is opposed by management,
and is opposed by employees (alpha
= o.s~), and

3) drug testing as beneficial to society in
general, including its impact on na-
tional security, public safety and pub-
lic trust (alpha = 0.75).

Tables 7 and 7a compare these reported
attitudes toward drug testing across orga-
nizational characteristics and presence or
absence of drug testing at the worksite.
When asked about drug testing as a

positive influence on the worksite, P/HR
managers at locations doing drug testing
were more positive overall. Further, they
were more uniform in their responses
across organizations than the managers at
sites that do not test at present. P/HR
managers' beliefs about the positive influ-
ence of drug testing at locations with
EAPs was significantly lower than those
of managers at sites without EAPs. Since
having an EAP provides a company with
more alternative approaches to dealing
with employee drug use, this difference
may reflect to some extent the fact that
locations without EAPs are more exclu-
sively reliant on drug testing.
P/HR managers at worksites that do not

currently perform drug testing expressed
greater belief that drug testing had a
positive influence on the worksite in
those cases where the workforce is more
than 50% black, and lower regard for the
positive influence on the worksite where
the workforce is more educated. Although
our data are unable to discern whether
whites ar blacks test positive at greater
rates, P/HR managers may believe that
testing helps protect the worksite from
hiring drug users in those situations with
more black employees. Conversely, P/HR
managers in locations with more highly
educated workers may be dealing with
employees who are much less likely to
use drugs, and who have greater resent-
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Table 7

Organizational Characteristics and Human Resource Managers' Attitudes Toward Drug

Testing at Drug Testing and Non•Drug Testing Worksitea

Mean Responses of Drug Testers/Non-Drug Testers in

Agreement that Drug Testing is a;°,"

Positive Influence Negative Influence Beneficial

Organizational Chazacteristics at the Worksite at the Worksite to Society

Overall (N=342) 3.67/328 2.01/2.76 3.45/3.21

Worksite Size
1) Under 325 amps (N=86) 3.68/3.14 2.01/3.043 3.49/2.92

2) 325-500 amps (N=92) 3.80/3.30 1.94/2.72 3.84/3.35

3) Over 500 amps (N=164) 3.60/3.43 2.04/2.48' 3.34/3.43

Percent Hlack Employees

1) Under 25% (N=99) 3.66/2.98' 2.16/3.05 3.40/2.93

2) 25-49% (N=137) 3.70/3.38 2.03/2.59 3.54/3.23

3) Over 50% (N=89) 3.62/3.84' 2.13/2.65 3.41/3.44

Percent Female Employees

1) Under 40% (N=108) 3.67/2.60 2.05/3.23 3.32/2.75

2) 30-59% (N=93) 3.66/3.15 1.90/2.89 3.51/320

3) Over 60% (N=129) 3.69/3.40 2.05/2.71 3.57/3.24

Average Employee Age
1) Under 30 (N=161) 3.87/3.31 1.86/2.60 3.62/3.10

2) 31-40 (N=176) 3.86/3.25 2.02/2.77 3.43/3.26

3) Over 40 (N=63) 3.56/3.35 2.11/3.02 3.36/3.25

Average Education Level
1) Less than High School (N=78) 3.74/3.44 1.88'/2.47 3.42/3.33

2) High School (N=164) 3.74/3.81' 1.94'/2.63 3.51/3.32

3) Some College (N=68) 3.52/2.85 2.31'~~/3.05 3.44/3.02

4) College (N=18) 3.33/2.97 2.48/3.17 3.33/3.17

Scope of Operations
1) Local (N=79) 3.63/3.35 2.06/2.78 3.81/3.36

2) Regional (N=48) 3.77/3.30 1.79/2.57 3.43/3.92

3) National/International (N=214) 3.B6B.28 2.05/2.77 3.39/3.10

°Means based on a scale of 5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree, higher scores indicating

more agreement with the positive or negative aspects of drug testing as appropriate. The first

number presented is the mean response for drug testing worksites in that organizational group

and the number efrer the slash is the mean response for non-drug testing worksites in that

or~anizetional group.
Bolded groupings indicate statistical differences (alpha = .05) within the group. The

superscripts indicate which groups) were significantly different from the group superscripted, a

superscript of "1" at the third group mean indicates that group 1 is significantly different from

group 3. For example, the mean of expressed agreement with the positive influence of drug

testing on the workplace is 2.98 for non-drug testing worksites with fewer than 25 % black

employees, and this is significantly less than that for non-drug testing worksites with over 50%

black employees (3.84). NOTE: Statistical significance was only determined for comparisons

within the organizational characteristic groupings, not between testers and non-testers within the

groups. The overall differences in attitudes between testers and non-testers is presented at the end

of Table 7a.
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~i

Table 7a
Organizational Characteristics and Human Resource Mangers' Attitudes Toward Drug ~

Testing at Drug Testing and Non-Drug Testing Workaites

Mean Responses of Drug Testers/Non-Drug Testers in i
Agreement that Drug Testing is a;e,b

Positive Influence Negative Influence Beneficial
Organizational Characteristics at the Worksite at the Worksite to Society I ~ i
Overall (N=342) 3.67/3.28 2.01/2.76 3.45/321
Workaite Location
1) Urban (N=157) 3.60/3.04 2.20/2.84 3.42/3.12
2) Rural (N=122J 3.75/3.82 1.81/2.57 3.49/3.43 ~~I~:~

Worksite Industry

~~ ~ ~~'1) Manufacturing [N=226) 3.65/3.82 1.98/2.61 3.39/3.41
2) Non-manufacturing (N=116) 3.72/3.10 2.10/2.85 3.61/3.10 ~ "'~~

Worksite Unionization ~ ~'
1) Union (N=92) 3.69/3.83 1.99/2.41 3.41/3.33
2) Non-union (N=250) 3.66/3.20 2.20/2.81 3.47/3.20

Worksite EAP Presence
1) EAP Worksite (N=182) 3.67/3.24 2.13/2.64 3.33/3.32 I'I ~` :~
2) Non-EAP Worksite (N=180) 3.79/3.32 1.88/2.86 3.80/3.13

Does the Worksite Drug Testy
1) Yes (N=220) 3.67 2.01 3.45
2) No (N=58) 3.28 2.78 3.21 '.i~.

Means based on a scale of 5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree, higher scores indicating ~'i',~~.
more agreement with the positive or negative aspects of drug testing as appropriate. The first
number presented is the mean response for drug testing worksites in that organizational group
and the number after the slash is the mean response for non-drug testing worksites in that

it

organizational group.
Bolding indicates groups that were significantly different at alpha = .05 by a t-test of means,

For example, the mean of expressed agreement with the positive influence of drug testing on the
workplace is 3.62 for non-drug testing manufacturing worksites, and this is significantly greater
than that for non-drug testing non-manufacturing worksites (3.10). NOTE; Statistical significance

111was only determined for comparisons within the organizational characteristic groupings, not it
between testers and non-testers within the groups. The overall differences in attitudes between
testers and non-testers is presented at the end of this table.

ment toward the intrusive nature of drug pressed significantly more negative be-

III

~refl

ii

When asked their views on whether than mans ers at lar er worksites. This
ctgthedrug esting was a negative influence at d ffe encet nhoutlook may f cg ,III'

the worksite, P/HR managers in worksites that smaller employers are less likely to I ~i }
that do not drug test expressed more have an EAP than larger sites, and
negative views about testing than manag- therefore have less satisfactory methods

it
~i~ -,'

era at locations where drug tests are for dealing with employees who may test
performed. As anticipated, their re- positive for drugs. ~' h
sponses concerning the negative influ- Again, P/HR managers at worksites
once of testing varied less across organi- with employees that have higher average

~~
~ \

zations then the responses of P/HR education levels and that conduct drug ~~ \
managers in locations that do drug test. tests reported more negative views of the i

~

P/HR managers at smaller worksites ex- worksite effects of drug testing. This i ,~ ~,

i I~F 
~, .

~ ~~ l~,,`
m,~ ~,
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I parallels the finding from the first column
of Table 7 discussed above. In addition,
P/HR managers at urban locations that
drug test reported significantly more
negative views of the effects of drug
testing on the worksite than those in rural
locations that test. This pattern of re-
sponse is consistent with the response of
P/HR managers at sites with EAPs that
drug test currently. It may reflect the fact
that significantly more urban work loca-
tions in our sample have EAPs than rural
worksites. P/HR managers at EAP work-
sites that drug test reported significantly
more negative views toward the influence
of testing on the worksite than managers
at testing worksites without EAPs. This
may reflect the view that rehabilitative
approaches like those offered by EAPs aze
most effectively entered by employees

I through self or supervisory referral rather
than as a result of a positive drug test.

', This more extreme view concerning the
negative effects of drug testing at those
locations with EAPs may also reflect a
feeling that testing and rehabilitative
approaches compete for the same re-
sources within the worksite. P/HR manag-
ers at these sites may desire to have more
of these resources available for helping,
rather than policing employees.
There are few significant differences

in attitudes about drug testing as a
potential benefit to society, with only
those worksites that utilize both drug

~ testing and an EAP agreeing significantly
jf less with this proposition. Generally, the

mean responses for human resource
managers at both drug testing and non-
drug testing sites across the several
organizational characteristics investi-
gated in this study center around the
neutral position (i.e. "3" on the "1-5"
scale). This pattern of non-committal
responses may indicate that the relation-
ship of drug testing to general societal
issues is of less relevance to human
resource managers than its relationship
to the workplace.

Conclusion

While the data presented in this paper
have been descriptive in nature, several
overall conclusions can be drawn regard-
ing the current state of drug testing
practices within organizations. The statis-
tics here are not meant to be evaluative in
the sense that they can address many of
the issues raised in the first part of the
paper. However, the data collected are
more comprehensive than those exam-
ined in many other studies, since they
describe the relative frequency and rela-
tionships between workplace sanctions
for drug use, drug testing and related
practices, and rehabilitation programs
such as EAPs. These three aspects of
addressing workplace drug use were cited
by Harris and Hefr (1992) as principal
areas of research that needed to be
addressed. In addition, the relatively
good response rate for this study and the
diverse sample of worksites investigated
suggests that it makes a contribution to
knowledge about what organizations are
doing relative to detecting and addressing
employee drug use.

Additionally, this study examined pol-
icy and practice at a worksite level.
Compared to measuring employee atti-
tudes, this level of analysis is more
appropriate for investigating organiza-
tional policies and practices that apply to
the worksite and its employees. These
data provide, therefore, a more accurate
picture of the drug testing arena. The data
could be used to determine what kinds of
changes in public policy and drug testing
programs would make sense iF the goals
were to make these programs fairer and
more efficient.
In general, pre-employment drug test-

ing and testing employees "for reasonable
cause" continue to be much more preva-
lent in the workplace than random testing
of employees, and the data indicate that
this state of affairs is likely to continue
into the foreseeable future.
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In terms of organizational demograph-
ics and their relationship to testing
practices, most consistent across all test-
ing types was that the percentage of
females was negatively related to the
presence of any type of drug testing. It
was noted that since manufacturing sites
are more likely to have testing programs
and that the jobs in such firms tend to be
male-dominated, the effect of female
proportion and testing programs may be
an indirect one.

Interestingly, while not related to drug
testing itself, the proportion of black
employees was related to several drug
testing related practices, including likeli-
hood to terminate employees (without
rehabilitation), and the likelihood that the
sites do not confirm a drug positive test
result through further analyses. Both of
these results were in the direction of
being less favorable from the employee's
perspective in worksites with a majority
of black employees. Also, in support of
some of the previous research reviewed,
higher rates of positives on both pre-
employment tests and random employee
tests were apparent at worksites with a
majority of black employees. This cannot
be interpreted to mean, however, that
blacks test positive more often than
whites, since it could be that whites,
though comprising a minority of the
employees at these worksites> were those
testing positive. Alternately, these results
could be explained by the fact that, as
revealed in this data, there is significantly
less confirmation of positive drug tests at
these sites.
The relationship between human re-

source practices and drug testing pro-
grams was also examined. Activities
related to dealing with employee drug
use, such as substance abuse prevention
activities, inspections of employee prop-
erty (for drugs), surveillance of employees
(to detect drug possession or use) and
presence of EAPs, were found to have
some relationships with employee drug

testing programs. Perhaps the most inter-
esting finding here was the tendency of
worksites doing "for reasonable cause"
drug testing to support EAPs. The pras-
ence of a human resource mechanism
provides a way to channel drug-positive
employees to appropriate programs for
drug treatment. The need for such mech-
anisms should be more important when
the worksite is testing current employees
rather than just applicants. An organiza-
tion is likely to perceive it has some
investment in a trained employee (even
on the lowest level), as well as more
commitment to those inside the organiza-
tion than to those outside. Substance
abuse prevention activities were also
much more likely to be present at
worksites with EAPs, which may reflect
the involvement of EAPs in these activi-
ties.
The most consistent patterns of re-

sponses to the attitudinal items pertain-
ing to drug testing emerged relative to the
presence or absence of drug testing or
EAPs at the worksite. The data indicated
that compared to non-testing worksites,
the perceptions of the human resource
managers at worksites where drug testing
was done were more positive and less
negative towards drug testing as it im-
pacted both the workplace and the gen-
eral society. This pattern was reversed for
those sites supporting EAPs, with the
EAP sites less positive and more negative
toward drug testing and its impact at both

levels.
As noted previously, many aspects of

organizations and their drug testing pro-

grams are examined within a bivariate

context in this paper. Worksite character-

istics, workforce demographics, and hu-

man resource managers' attitudes are

likely to have more complex relationships

than is evidenced by these results. These

results do reveal, however, the existence

of relationships between drug testing

practices and various facets of the work-

place.
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