


Supervisors must understand that they are not
expected to replace the counselor, physician
or policeman; their job is to watch for prob-
lems, offer help to the employee in trouble
and in general try to assure the continued
productivity of their departments. It is also
important that managers clearly understand
the symptoms of drug abuse so that an
employee is not falsely accused of using drugs
on the job.

Many corporations are beginning to play a
role in the treatment and rehabilitation of
employees who abuse drugs. After the drug
addict’s physical and emotional dependence
has been treated at a drug-abuse facility, the
employee requires continued rehabilitation,
community support and follow-up care. The
company can help provide some of this sup-
port for the employee by offering his job
back on a trial basis and allowing him to seek
the continued care he needs. The company
also should have on staff a designated, quali-
fied person who can make an accurate evalu-
ation of an employee’s drug problem and a
list of institutions where the addict can go to
receive care. Finally, companies may wish to
offer drug education programs to their
employees so that everyone in the organiza-
tion is aware of the symptoms and conse-
quences of drug abuse, as well as the
company’s policy toward it.

Drug abuse in the workplace is a growing problem
that affects the productivity of thousands of com-
panies and, indirectly, of the country as a whole. It is
extremely important for management to understand
the problem and to develop policies to cope with it.
Pre-employment screening is an important preventive
tool, and carefully planned drug education programs
can point out the physical dangers as well as the
practical consequences of drug use on the job. How-
ever, the problem of drug abuse in industry will not
disappear until we address the larger issue of drug
availability and acceptability. Steps must be taken at
home, at work and in the community if we are to
reverse destructive trends in drug use.

Corporate Clean-Up

How One Company Cracked Down on Theft

The management of a large meat-processing
plant recently became aware of a noticeable
shortage in both produce and profits. Suspect-
ing employee theft, they hired an investigative
firm to find out how food was being taken out
of the plant and what management could do
to stop it. What the investigators discovered
was a group of eight employees who had
been stealing food from the plant on a regular
basis.

Management may have been surprised to learn
that the majority of losses were attributable
to a man who had been with the company 14
years and who was considered a loyal and
trusted employee. This man had been quietly
stealing meat for nine years to support a sick
wife and son, and by his own admission, he
was responsible for thefts totaling more than
$26,000.

The thieves were discovered by two under-
cover agents placed on the second shift in
different parts of the plant. These agents
were assigned to work on the clean-up crew
and report on drug use and possible theft.
The agents discovered employees who not
only were stealing from the company, but
also were drinking on the job and reporting
for work under the influence of marijuana
and hallucinogenic drugs. In addition, some
employees were falsifying their time cards so
that they received pay for hours that they
did not work.

The employees who were taking meat appar-
ently had little trouble obtaining it. Coolers
of meat were left unlocked, allowing workers
to walk in, select a ham or turkey, then hide
it in their clothing lockers until it was time to
leave. Pallets and skids of meat such as weiners
and bologna were packed for shipping and left
unguarded, and those who wanted to do so
could walk by and pick up several packages
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without attracting attention. Within the plant,
security measures were lax enough to allow
employees to pick up and hide meat with ease.

These employees were taking meat out of the
plant in a variety of ways. The most common
method was for the thief to conceal meat on

his body or in his clothes. It was not unusual

to sneak a pack of weiners or a bag of turkey
meat out in a pocket or under a belt. On days
when employees wore heavy coats they were

able to take out larger pieces, such as hams

or whole turkeys, by strapping them to their

bodies with belts and then covering themselves
with their outer garments.

In addition to taking meat out in their clothes,
employees were stealing meat from the plant
in other ways. One technique was to throw
good meat into the trash along with the
spoiled meat and claim it after it had left the
building and been placed with the other gar-
bage. Another was to place meat on the load-
ing dock as if for shipment and then pick it
up later in a car or truck. Some of the more
daring employees were taking large pieces of
meat and either throwing them over the fence
surrounding the building or passing them
through a hole to the other side, to be claimed
later.

After the undercover investigators had been
on the job for several weeks and informed
management of the extent and methods of
stealing, the company took steps to tighten
security and discipline. Guards at the entrance
and exit of the plant began a routine search of
employees leaving the building, and became
strict about allowing employees to go to the
parking lot during working hours. When one
employee was caught at the guard station
carrying food out in his boots, he was fired;
the other employees in the plant were made
aware of the situation and were deterred from
further stealing.

Supervisors, who previously had been lax in
enforcing company rules, were instructed to
become more assertive. They forced employ-
ees to limit their breaks to only the allowed
15 minutes, checked time cards to make sure
they were punched accurately and locked
arcas where meat was processed and packed
to keep workers from walking off with it.
Regular on-duty hours were established and
strictly enforced, preventing employees from
loitering at the plant before or after their
shifts.

In a further effort to deter theft and create a
more structured atmosphere, the company
started a program of inspections to make sure
each employee was doing his job correctly. If
any employee was reprimanded more than
three times for poor performance he was
fired. In situations where supervisors, guards
and other employees were reluctant to go
along with new company policies they were
replaced. Those who had been identified as
habitual thieves also were terminated.

Investigations such as the one that took place at this
plant repeatedly show that the companies with the
most lenient supervision are the ones with the greatest
employee theft problems. This case is an excellent
example of a company in which management recog-
nized a stealing problem and corrected it before their
losses became extreme. By hiring investigators to
identify troublemakers and weak spots in plant
security, the company was able to cut its losses with a
minimum of damage. It will be necessary for manage-
ment to keep a close watch over security measures in
the future to make sure they do not become lax again,
allowing another group of thieves to go into action.
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