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on a regular basis, and over 20 million who
have experimented with the substance at least
once. There are 500,000 heroin addicts. Of
college students, 40 percent have smoked mar-
ijjuana and 30 percent of seniors have used
cocaine.

Drug Use and Criminal Activity Are
Strongly Related

There is nothing innocent about the use of il-
legal drugs. Through drug testing. connections
between drug use and crime are being docu-
mented better than ever before. In 1984 over
14,000 persons arrested in Washington, D.C..
and New York City were tested for drugs. It
was expected, based on existing survey data,
that one-fourth of them would show evidence
of illegal drug use. But more than one-half
tested positive. In samples of persons charged
in Manhattan with burglary, over 70 percent
tested positive for cocaine. The results indicate
a much stronger correlation between drugs and
crime than was previously known.

All the efforts of government over the years
have failed to stem the flow of illegal drugs
into the United States. Attempts to halt the
domestic manufacture and distribution of
“designer drugs’—synthetic drugs that mimic
organic drugs—have also failed. The problem
of controlling drug use grew enormously with
the introduction of “crack,” a cocaine deriva-
tive that can be smoked, is highly addictive,
and can be purchased for $10. Addiction to
crack can occur within just a few months
rather than a few years, as is the case with
regular cocaine. This new drug is affordable
to every teenager in every mall across the
nation.

Given current resources and legal restrictions,
control of the situation is virtually impossible.
In effect, the federal government has admitted

its failure. Although efforts to stop the drug
trade continue, emphasis has shifted to identi-
tying drug users. The strategy is now to usc
educational programs to convince people not
to use drugs and to identify those who do
through on-the-job or pre-employment testing.

Industry, Company Tests Show Employee
Drug Use

Drug use by employees is obviously a major
problem for American corporations, but the
extent is unknown. Various surveys and studies
have uncovered startling results:

¢ Last year a major corporation in the energ
industry conducted a testing program on the
West Coast for both employees and appli-
cants. Twenty-four percent of those tested
showed traces of marijuana or cocaine.

® In March an insurance industry group re-
leased the results of a voluntary testing pro-
gram conducted among truck drivers. Eight-
een percent tested positive for an illegal drug.

* A major building materials corporation re-
ports that 16 percent of its applicants failed
a drug test over a recent four-month period.

® In April the Tennessee Valley Authority or-
dered random drug testing for all employees
with special clearance at its nuclear power
plants after 14 of 26 employees who were
asked to submit to a drug test showed traces
of cocaine, amphetamines or marijuana.

® Test results of last October reported by a major
railroad showed traces of marijuana or cocaine
in over ten percent of the employees tested.

Drug Testing Is a Valuable Tool

That drug testing works is indisputable. The
railroad mentioned above saw its accident rate



that was attributable to human error drop 70
percent over the two years of the testing pro-
gram. The U.S. military has also had success
with drug testing. Last year fewer than three
percent of those tested showed recent drug
usc. In 1985, before testing began, a survey
showed more than six percent admitted using
marijuana, and two percent cocaine, sometime
in the previous month.

Drug testing is also being used with good re-
sults within the criminal justice system. An in-
novative program implemented in the District
of Columbia enables the court system to reach
more informed decisions regarding which de-
fendants should be eligible for release pending
their trials. Before the first appearance in
court, an arrested person is tested for use of
cocaine, heroin, methadone, amphetamines,
and PCP (Phencyclidine). The test results are
provided to the judge for use in deciding how
pre-trial release of the defendant might ad-
versely affect the safety of the community.
Drug users who are released before trial un-
derstand that to remain free they will have to
refrain from use of drugs.

Weekly tests are conducted to ensure their
compliance, with sanctions imposed for miss-
ing test dates or testing positive.

A study shows that defendants who failed to
meet the conditions of the program for at least
four tests suffered a rearrest rate for new of-
fenses double that of the other defendants in
the program. Failure to comply with the con-
ditions laid down are thus a clear indication of
high risk. Through drug testing, the courts
have much improved information to lower risk
and exercise control over drug use.

Advances in drug-testing methods and tech-
nology also hold promise for the future. One
method now being developed as an alternative
or complement to urinalysis is the radioim-

munoassay of hair. Still a few years away from
general use, hair analysis holds definite advan-
tages over the prevalent method of testing for
drugs.

Human hair represents a virtual personal diary
of drug use, a record that begins three or four
days after the drug is used and remains as
long as the hair continues to grow.

Hair analysis can reveal not only the kinds of
drugs used, but also the pattern of usage.

As a tool of detection, hair analysis has nu-
merous benefits compared to urinalysis. It is
less intrusive; samples cannot be switched
without collusion; it is easily stored for possi-
ble retesting; and multiple samples can be
taken at the same time. Since hair strands con-
tain a long-term record, users cannot avoid
detection by simply stopping drug use for a
period of time immediately preceding the test.

At the current time, hair analysis is too expen-
sive for widespread use and it is still being
studied as a diagnostic and investigative tool.
But once developed, it should answer many of
the criticisms of drug testing.

Business’ Vital Interest in Drug Testing

Critics of drug testing marshal a number of
arguments to support their position. The tests,
who can be forced to take them, and how they
are administered, are all matters of contro-
versy.

The primary attack against the tests comes on
the grounds of accuracy. Opponents level a
two-pronged charge: Some of the tests are not
accurate enough and others are too accurate.
Tests that use less sophisticated technology
cannot discriminate between marijuana and
over-the-counter analgesic substitutes for
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aspirin; between cocaine and a widely used
antibiotic: between amphetamines and popu-
lar nasal decongestants, cold medicines. and
diet pills. Persons taking a prescription that
contains codeine could test positive for
opiates.

While the criticism is valid, employees should
not suffer as a result. Presumably. an employ-
ee who tested positive would be retested. if
only to protect the company. The employee
would have the opportunity both to clear the
record and to discover what innocent cause ex-
isted for the initial positive result. But job ap-
plicants tagged with false positives would have
no such recourse. They would not know why
they did not get the job and would have no
opportunity to challenge the result.

Such an occurrence is certainly not fair to the

job-seeker. It is also counter-productive for the

company employing the tests, since the best
applicants might be eliminated from the pro-
spective pool of productive workers. Any com-
pany using one of these tests would be well-
advised to protect its interests by informing ap-
plicants before they are tested exactly which
medications they should refrain from taking.
Such an action would protect both the com-
pany and the applicants.

Critics also charge that some tests in use are
too accurate because they pick up minute
traces of illegal drugs, which may have been
used long before the day of the test. The point
is that, unless the presence of the drug can be
correlated to impaired job performance, the
employee’s personal life is no business of the
employer.

What this criticism amounts to is a defense of
illegal activity that contributes to the coffers of
drug barons and terrorist networks. This value-
neutral, morally empty position also ignores

the right of employers to select the type of
employee they want to represent their com-
panies.

By their illegal actions, drug users show con-
tempt for constituted authority. reject the pre-
vailing mores of society. value self-indulgence
over self-control. and risk a great deal (free-
dom. employment, and reputation) for a very
little (temporary euphoria). Drug users are
more likely than non-users to develop expen-
sive tastes that they cannot indulge without
resorting to crime: in addition. they are sick
more often as well as less productive,

To claim all this is none of the employer’s
business is just silly. The whole idea brings to
mind Samuel Johnson’s eminent common
sense. When told that it was difficult to refute
a theory that matter did not exist, he kicked a
large stone. saying. "I refute it thus.” Some
things are self-evident.

Drug resting represents a major advance in security
Jor American corporations. Qualiry control must
begin with the workforce. Background investiga-
tions, psvchological tests, polvgraph examinations,
and drug testing together constitute the emplover’s
first line of defense against the modern-day version
of the Trojan horse. Neither drug testing nor any
other means of screening is a panacea for the se-
curity-conscious corporation. But corporations thai
do not attempt to eliminate drug use by their em-
plovees are in effect accepting higher accident
rates, lower productivity and increased crime.
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