


is the right of every employee, and employee
confidence that management has taken all
appropriate steps to ensure workplace safety
translates into lower turnover, improved
performance, and ultimately, higher profits.

Structuring an effective workplace
drug-testing program

The Lipman Report for April 15, 1991, offered
detailed guidelines for building an effective cor-
porate drug-testing program and described safe-
guards for ensuring that a program delivers
maximum benefits. This issue offers sugges-
tions for features that form part of the broader
framework of an effective program.

The elements of the framework described be-
low are suitable for organizations of all sizes.
It is especially important that smaller and mid-
sized businesses consider them seriously. As
more and more of the nation’s larger com-
panies require drug screens for job applicants,
drug-abusing applicants target smaller organi-
zations that may not yet have initiated compre-
hensive drug-testing programs.

An optimum drug-testing program should be
mandatory, universal, and random. ‘““Manda-
tory” refers to the obligatory nature of the
program. It means that everyone who works at
a particular organization must consent to be
drug tested; it means that compliance with the
organization’s drug-testing program is a condi-
tion of employment. If a company adopts a
mandatory program, employees cannot refuse
to be drug tested and keep their jobs.

“Universal” refers to the scope of the program
and means that, where not prohibited by law,
drug tests can be administered to all applicants
and to all current employees—from the board-
room to the mailroom. Because a chain is
only as strong as its weakest link, even one
impaired employee can wreak havoc on an
organization. Universal testing is a response to
the realization that as soon as one attempts to
define which categories of employees should be

tested, it becomes clear that it is not possible
to specify who is a safety risk and who is not.
An impaired secretary can cause as much
damage as an impaired dock worker. An
addicted kitchen worker can be as dangerous
as an addicted orderly. Because there is no
way to draw the testing line with certainty, the
best way for companies to achieve a drug-free
workforce is to include everyone in the pool of
those who can be tested. Universal testing is
generally acceptable to employees because it is
perceived as fair; that is, it is designed to
apply equally to everyone in an organization.
Participation by top management is a critical
feature of universal testing; it teaches by ex-
ample the importance of the program and helps
to foster acceptance and compliance at all staff
levels. Employees of a large Texas-based man-
ufacturer of advanced technological equipment
told their supervisors ‘“that they didn’t mind
being tested if their bosses were tested first.”

“Random” refers to the pattern of follow-up
testing and means that repeat tests can be con-
ducted without warning on a continuing basis.
A significant benefit of random testing is its
deterrent value. Just as a company’s announced
policy of universal drug testing limits appli-
cations by those who abuse drugs, so an
announced policy of random follow-up testing
can dissuade employees who might be tempted
to use drugs after clearing the hurdle of the
pre-employment drug screen. Experts believe
that a well-publicized policy of mandatory
random testing could have helped avert the
tragic, August 1991 crash of a New York City
subway train in which five people were killed
and 170 others injured. Investigators found an
empty crack vial in the driver’s cab of the
train and, when the train’s motorman was ap-
prehended four hours later, he was drunk. At
the time of the crash, it was the policy of the
New York City Transit Authority to conduct
periodic drug tests of its employees but not to
conduct unannounced, random tests. The crash
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changed the drug-testing policy of the city and
of the federal government. New York City in-
stituted random drug and alcohol testing for
city transit workers and the U.S. Department
of Transportation added alcohol testing to its
earlier drug-testing requirement for all trans-
portation workers in safety-sensitive jobs. Ran-
dom testing is effective but it must be intro-
duced carefully. Companies that choose to
adopt such a program must first address the
contractual, financial, and educational issues
surrounding it. It is especially important to re-
assure employees who use prescription medi-
cine that the purpose of the random drug screen
is not to determine legitimate drug use, but to
detect drug abuse.

Some companies consider the use of “for-
cause” testing as a follow-up program. For-
cause tests are usually administered on an as-
needed basis when a supervisor has reason to
suspect drug use by an employee. For-cause
tests can be helpful when used as a supplement
to a program of random testing but have limita-
tions when used as the sole follow-up proce-
dure. One limitation is that for-cause testing
bears the stigma of accusation. Another serious
limitation is that even experts say that they can-
not be certain when an employee is impaired.
While such unacceptable or suspect behavior as
irritability, chronic fatigue, argumentativeness,
or tardiness might be drug related, it might as
easily be related to other factors in employees’
lives. Other limitations include the following.
For-cause testing can be based too easily on
supervisor bias toward race, age, sex, appear-
ance, or job category. While inappropriate
testing can lead to employee harassment, fear of
being charged with employee harassment can
lead supervisors to overlook problems. For-
cause testing is reactive instead of proactive. If
supervisors have to wait until they see a smok-
ing gun to require a drug screen, significant
damage is likely to have occurred already.

A nationally known author on the topic of drug
abuse in America reports that in a 1990 survey, 90
percent of the CEOs of Fortune 500 companies said
that drugs were a problem for American business,
but only 27 percent believed thatr drugs were a
problem in their own organizations. Security direc-
tors must help ensure that their own companies do
not subscribe to the attitude of the remaining 63
percent who think that drug abuse is someone else’s
problem.

Although few companies to date have achieved this
goal, workforces that are 100 percent drug tested
are within reach. The number of corporate pro-
grams is increasing, and results are heartening.
Support and encouragement have come from many
quarters. Workplace drug testing is strongly favored
by the public. When administered according to ap-
plicable rules and regulations, drug testing has
been upheld by the courts. And technological
advances have contributed reliable methods of
detection and confirmation. In a nutshell, work-
place testing works. Now is the time for companies
to intensify their efforts to control employee drug
abuse. Now is the time for companies to press their
advantage. If America is to remain competitive,
strong, and free, we have no other choice.

* Editors’ note: On November 13, 1992, Guards-
mark achieved a status unequalled by other U.S.
security service companies, a status rare among
companies of any size and kind: its employees,
screened by 10-panel drug tests in NIDA-approved
laboratories, became 100 percent drug tested and
drug free. Its achievement was driven by its
continuing desire to hire only the best employees
and by its genuine commitment to public safety,
trust, and responsibility.
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