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Prezsident Reagan’s "Executive Order for a Drug Free
Federal Workplace" required the head of each executive
agency to establish a program to test for the use of illegal
drugs bv emplorees in sensitive positions. Chapter 5, AFR
A00-35, prescribes Army procedures and identifies those
positions which are considered sensitive. This study
examines the impact of the Executive Order’s drug testing
requirement an the U.S. Army. It discusses the background
leading up to the issuance of the Executive Order., It
summarizes implementation directives in support of the
Executive Order and looks at who is considered eligible for
drug testing. It concludes with some proposals far
enhancing the drug testing program.




IMTROGOUCT T O,

On September 15, 1¥3&4, President Ronald Reagan issued
Executive Crder 125%&4 calling for a drug free Federal
workplace., Each Fedesral agency was required to increase
awareness and preventiron of drug abuce; identify and
rehabili1tate illegal drug abusers; and improve the qualit»
and accessibility of treatment services for emploress., #As
part of the requirement to identify drug abusers, the
FPrecsident directed & drug testing program for emplovees in
sensitive positions,

The current Army Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prewvention and

Control Program does not fully comply with the Fresident'sg

quidelines for random drug testing of civilian emplorvees,

Specifically, the Army has not directed testing of civilians

in positions which allow access to information which is

vital to our national

secuyrity. To ensure our national

security interest are properly protected, the Army» needs to

reevaluate the positions

This study examines
drug testing requirement
backKqround

leading up to

Order. It summarizes

of the Executive Order and

implementation directives

being tested.

the impact of the Executive Crder s
on the L.S. Army. It discusses the
the issuance of the Executive

in support

looks at who is considered
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eligible for drug teszting. It concludes with some proposais
tor enhancing the drug testing program.

The constitutionality of *he Army s random ciwilian
drug testing program is under challenge. On March 1, 1782,
the Mational Federation of Federal Emplorees sought an
tntunction in the .5, District Court for the District of
Columbia against the random urinalrsis drug testing of
Department of the aArmy (DAY civilian emplorees. 0On July &,
1?@8, District Judge Thomas P. Hogan permanently enjoined D&
from random testing of civilian employees., Thisz permanent
injunction was stared pending appeal by the Army. 1
Al though the results of this appeal mar impact on the
current Army civilian drug testing proagram, this study
project was undertaken with the assumption the final

decision will be favorable to the Army and drug testing of

D

certain emplovees for illegal drugs will be required as

mandated by the Executive Order.

BACKGROUND

FPerhaps no topic has created more controversy and
public debate in recent years than has the issue of what to
do about the growing drug probiem. It is difficult to pick
up a newspaper or watch a news broadcast on television
without finding a story involwing drug abuse or learning of
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x new tnttiative to fight the f1lcw of drugs. Local, county,
ztate and federal agencies have yoined the battle in 3
nation—wide "War on Drugs.”

Fublic and paltitical caoncern cowver drug abuse grew
considerably in the summer of 1936 following the
cocaine-related deaths of University of Mar»land baszketballd
=tar Len Bias and Cleveland Browns football plarer Don
Rogers. @s the issue gained political momentum, President
Ronald Feagan and congressional leaders competed for credit
in the race against drug abuse. The House got a head start
in July when it began bipartisan work on what would
eventually become the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1586, This
bill, which would ultimately be signed into law on October
27, increased drug offense penalties and authorized fiscal
vear 1987 funds for enforcement, eradication, interdiction,
education, treatment and rehabilitation efforts.

Prezident Reagan responded to the House initiative on
August 4, 1984, in a nationally - televised speech in which
he, together with his wife Nancy, called for public
mobilization in support cf & naticnal strategy to eradicate
drug abuse. He indicated during the speech that he fully
supported efforts to fight drug abuce, but he made it clear
that the administration would not, as the House was doing
with its anti-drug bill, seek major new expenditures far the
anti-drug campaign. He outlined plans to seek drug—free
workplaces and schools, to improve drug treatment for
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abuszers, to Increasze nternat)ranal cooperation to sradicxte

0w
[l
'y

drugs In source countries, to strengthen law enforcement and
to expand public awarenesz, £

Fresident Feagan chose to emphaszi1ze drug testing in
both the private and public sectorz., To set the example, in
early fmugust, Fresident Reagan, Vice President George Eush
and sewveral dozen presidential assistants had =zubmitted to
drug tests, On September 13, he released Executive Order
12544, President Reagan’s justification for the Order was
that "the Federal government, as the largest emplaover in the
nation, should show the way through a program designed to
offer a helping hand and, at the same time, demonstrate that
drugs will not be tolerated in the Federal workplace." 3 He
expected federal employees to refrain from the use of
iltegal drugs and said the use of illegal drugs by federal
emplorees, whether on or of+ duty, was contrary to the
efficiency of public service. Persons who use illegal drugs
were considered to be unsuitable for Federal employrment,

The President hoped to reduce the negative effects of
drugs in the workplace while at the same time consider the
rights of the employee, the gererxl public and the
government. Each executive agency’s plan was to include:

(1) A statement of policy setting forth
the agency’s expectations regarding drug
use and the acticon to be anticipated in
response to identified drug use;

(2) Emploree Assistance Programs emphas-
izing high level direction, education,

counseling, referral to rehabilitation,

4




and coordination with awalable commun t -
resources:
(2 Supervisory training
identifying and addressi
use by agency emploryees]
vdy FProvizions for self-referrals as well
s superwvisory referrals to treatmernt
tth maximum respect for ndividual conti -
dentialitys consistent with zafety and

zecuyr ity 1ssuest and

{SY Provision for 1dentiftying tllegal drug
users, including testing on a controlled
and carefully monitored basis. 4

s part of the tecsting program. each agency head had to
make a1 determination as to which emplorees were to be
considered in sensitive positions and thereby warrant
testing, The agency’s mission, the emplorees” duties, and
the potential for adverse impact on public health and safetr
or to national security were to be considered in determining
who was to be tested. The order went on to provide
quidelines for dismissal of emplorees who were found to have
used illegal drugs and refused to obtain assistance from the
Emploree Assistance Program or did not refrain from future
usage of illegal drugs.

On the surface, the plan to coffer the Federal work
force as an example appeared to be realistic and justified
in scope, However, the propozed drug testing aspect of the
order quickly became a highly emotional and controversial
issue, Consequently, from its inception, Executive (rder
12564 has received continuous court challenges. On
September 14, the day after it was signed, the National
Treasury Emplorees Union filed suit to block its

S




implementation, charging that testing violated the Fourth

Amendment to the Constrtution probrbrting unrezasonable

zearch and setzures., The MNatyonal Federation of Federal
Emptovrees” xttempt at getting a permanent injunction againzt
random drug testing of corvidran emplovess 18 one of latest

court cazez, Final action by the Supreme Court in this
latter case s expected i1n the Spring of 1989,

Surely, President Reagan and his advicaore anticipated
these constitutional challenges to his drug testing
provi s ons, S0, wh» take such a bold initiative® Ferhape,
the answer can best be found in the ineffectiveness of pas
aovernmernt efforts to curb drug abuse. Since the 17407z, a
large part of society has generally considered recreational
drug use to be acceptable. Although the individual use of
controlled substances remained illegal, some states enacted
Vaws making individual drug use, for drugs such as
marijuana, a misdemeanor. Thiz move to lower penalties for
individual use was largely necessitated by the need to
reduce the burden on an overloaded criminal Justice s»stem.
However, for many it was viewed as further evidence of the
permissive attitude toward druqs which seemed to be
permeating the very core of American morals.

The government had directed massive amounts of funds
against the "supply side” of the drug problem with no
noticeable effect. As an example, in Fiscal Year 1986,
Federal expenditures on drug law enforcement made up &4

é




percent ot the total drug budget of #1.7 billion., S

Cespite these expendrtures, the government zeemed to be

disturtingly inefficient at interdicting the illega

f—

distribution of drags. Crug abuse continued to rise.

This lack of success, coupled with the public’ =

]
C
(]
R d

disenchantment over the growing drug problem, +forced the

[ ()

government to take x different approach. Drug traffickers
could not flourish without drug user=s. It was time to
attack the "demand side." Drugs useres needed to be put on
notice that their actions were illegal and the Fresident
wanted the Federal government to show the wayr.

Orug testing certainly would appear to be an attractive
initiative. ~After all, the Department of Deferce (Dol)> had
been drug testing since the 1970°s and, at least
statistically, it had proven to be successful in reducing
the amount of drug use by DoD uniformed personnel. In 1980,
27 percent of all miiitary personnel indicated they had used
some sort of illegal drug in the past 30 davs. In 1982,
overall drug use dropped to 19 percent. By 1985, this
fiqure had dropped to less than nine percent. This Is a &7
percent total reduction. & (Qf course, critics might argue
that the higher quality of recruits during this period
contributed even more than drug testing to the substantially
lower drug use rates. Nevertheless, in spite of the
potential controversy, these favorable statistics
undoubtedly had some bearing on drug testing being included
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a3 a key component of Pres,;dent FeaQan s =fforts to create a

drug free workplace,

IMFLEMEMNTHTION GUIDAMCE

gxecuytive Order 12544 requiredg the U+fi1ce of Persaonned
Marnagement (COFM) to issue specific implementation guidance
to Federal sxgencies. This guidance was to assist agencies
th interpreting the Order. OPM published Federal Ferzcnnel
Manual Syztem letter 792-14, Subject: Establishing a
Orug-Free Federal Workplace, on M.ivember 228, 1984. This
letter reinforced that one of the purposes of the Executive
Order was to place the nation’s two million civilian
emplovees in the forefront of the effort to eliminate
illtegal drugs from the workplace, The letter aleso
reemphasized the President’s position that "Federal workers
have a right to a safe and secure workplace, and all
American citizens, who daily depend on the work of the
Federal gavernment for their health, safety, and security,
have & right to a reliable and productive civil
cervice.," 7

OFM’s letter included directions for all Federal
agencies to establish drug prevention programs that were
humane, responsible and effective. It called for a program
that included voluntary drug testing and, where appropriate,
mandatory dr- 3 testing in sensitive positions. The heads of

8
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gencies were again given the Jiscretion to esamine the

nature o+ the agency s missicon and 1tz empicvees’ dubtiez in

't

determining which sensitive positionsz would be subysct to
random drug testing. OPM also addressed mandatory
disciplinary action. "lWhile the remcoval of an emploree
contirmed to use tliegal drugs 15 authorized under the
Executive Order, removal from Federal service 1< required
after a second determination that the emploree uses illegal
drugs." 8 This position certainly supported the President s
contention that the ultimate responsibility for
remaining drug-free rects with the employree.

The Secretary of Health and Human Services (HHS)
published "Mandatory Guidelines for Federal Workplace Drug

Testing" in the Federal Register on &pril 11, 1988, The HHE

guidelines provide scientific and technical requirements far
drug testing programs. It lists those drugs for which to
test as well as providing specimen collection procedures.

It also specifies minimum standards for laboratory
certification and outlines quality assurance and quality
control requirements.

DoD guidance was quick to faollaow. Dol Directive
1010.9, DoD Civilian Drug Abuze Testing Program, was
published on August 23, 1788, This directive updated a
previous version, dated April 8, 1985, which had established
the DoD civilian drug testing program. The update complied
with the President’s Executive Drder. Provisions of the
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updated [DoD drug testing program ncluded emploves privacs,

confidentiality, emplaoves xzsistance programs, wnd

w

supervisory training. The Dol directive requires components

to take disciplinary action against empleoress who use
illegal drugs and provided the following Jdiscretionary
disciplinary zctions which might be taken conciztent with

the Civil Service Reform Act:

{1) Repr imanding the emplovee in writing.

¢2) Suspending the emplorvee for 14 dars
or less cansistent with the procedural
requirements in Title 5, Code of Federal
Fegulations.

K3 Suspending the employree for 1S5S dars
or more consistent with the proacedural
requirementsz in Title S, Code of Federal
Regulations.

£4) Suspending the emploree, consistent
with.,..Title 3, Code of Federal Requlations,
until szuch time a3 he or she successfully
completes counseling or rehabilitatiaon or
until the DoD Component determines that
action other than suspension is more ap-
plicable to the individual situatian.,

(5) Removing the emplovee from Federal
service,..far confirmed illicit use of an
illegal druq; refusal to take 2 drug test
authorized by E.Q. 12%544.,..; refusal to
obtain or successftully complete counseling
or rehabilitation as required by the
‘€E.0.7; or once having completed counsel -~
ing or rehabilitation, failing to refrain
from illegal drug use. ?

The 0oD directive, like its OPM predecessor, requires
elimination action against an employee who was found using
iltegal drugs a second time. It also provides for an
emplovee who refuses to be tested toc be subject to

10




the +ull range of disciplinary actions, including dizmiczal,
A published ite supporting procedures in ArMy
Regulation &00-35, dated COctober 21, 1988, The AF statec
that the mrmy“s civilian drug testing program has a
three-prong focus., It helps determine if an individual is
ti1t for emplorment Iin a position which has been designated
for testing. It seekKs to identify drug abusers and
facilitate their enrolilment in counseling, rehabilitation
and medical treatment programs. [t also seeks to strengthen
national security by identifying those persons whose drug
use could cause disruption in operations, loss or
destruction of property, threats to safety for themselves or
others, or the potential for blackmail leading to the

unauthorized disclosure of classified information. 140

The Army“s regulation provides specific administrative
guidance. Job descriptions for those positicons identified
as meeting the drug testing qQuidelines will be specifically
coded as such. Persons applying for or emploryees currently
in those positions will be informed that they may be given
random testing for illegal drug usage before being selected
for the position or periodically after selection. I+ a
person tests positive for illegal drug use or refuses to be
tested, that person will be denied further employment in
that position. Upon removal from a test designated
position, that person will be reassigned to a non-critical
position. In those cases where no non-critical positions

11




e<ist for which the emplovee is Qualified, the employes w1
be separated from the serwice. 11

Al though both the DoD and Army programs emphasize the
need tor emplovees in specific jobse to remain drug free, the
two differ in their approaches to disciplinary action.
Whereas the DoD directive requires disciplinary action in
certain cases, the Army civilian drug testing program
emphasizes non-disciplinary procedures to provide the
emploree rehabilitation. A person who has tested positive
will only be separated from the service when no other
position exists for which the employee is qualified. The
only other times adverse action will be taken against an
employee is when that emploree refuses rehabilitation
acssistance or fails to successfully complete
rehabilitation, 12

AR 400-85 further complies with HHS Mandatory
Guidelines for Federal Workplace Drug Testing Programs. It
provides guidance to managers on procedures to be
implemented to insure proper collection, custody and control
of specimens. It emphasizes the individual“s privacy during

t

w

the urine collection process and in cases of positive te:
results. The regulation goes into great detail on
ceollection site procedures to be followed to ensure urine
samples do not become tainted. It provides reporting
requirements and information on treatment programs. It
authorizes medical review officers to order a reanalysis of

12




the original sample should an» questicon arize as to the

[11]

validity or accuracy of a positive test result, It 2lsza
tdentifies those positions that DA considers to warrant drug

testing.

TESTING CESIGNATED POSITIONS

Executive Order 12564 requires agencies to test
personnel in sensitive positions. The Order defines
sensitive positions as those which had either been
designated special-sensitive, critical-sensitive, or
noncritical-sensitive under the Federal Personnel Manual or
which allow access to classified information. 13 Each
civilian position within Dol is required to be categorized
with respect to security sensitivity., A position that has
been designated sensitive requires a security clearance of
some type., The DoD directive expanded the definition of
sensitive positions to include: .

(1) Individuals serving under Presidential
appointments,

(2) Law enforcement cfficers as defined

by (Chapter S, United States Code).

(3) Other positions that the DoD Component
Head determines to involve law enforcement,
U.S. national security, the protection of
lite and property, public health or safety,
or other functions requiring a high degree
of trust and confidence.

As previously mentioned, each agency head was to

examine the nature of its mission and its employees’ duties

13




in determining which sensitive positions would be subject tco
random drug testing. Those positions designated for random
drug testing are called testing designated positions. The
Lol directive specifies that "Carll positions that require
that the incumbent possess a security clearance of top
zecret or higher may be designated for testing." 13 The
Aarmy elected not to include everyone with a top secret
clearance. It restricted testing designated positions to
law entorcement personnel, personnel involved with aviation,
persons in chemical and nuclear positions, and drug and
alcohol staff personnel, A complete list is as follows:

1> Air traffic control cpecialist

€2y Pilots

$3» Aircraft engine mechanics
(4) Aircratt transmission mechanics
{3) Prop and rotor mechanic
(&) Rircraft mechanics
(7> Aircraftt attendants
(8 Guards
{%?) Police officers
10 Criminal investigators
(11> Correctional administrators
{12) Chemical and nuclear surety positions
{13 Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention and Control
Program direct service staff personnel
(14> All emplorees at Army forensic drug testing
laboratories 146

Under current guidelines, the total number of emplorees
covered by the program is approximately 10,000,
Undoubtedly, many commanders would argue other positions
warrant being designated for testing. However, before any
other position may be included in the drug testing program,
the prior approval of the Major Command (MACOM), DA and DoD

14




is required, MACOM or Insztallation commanders desiring a
certain position to be identified for inclusion in the drug
testing program must submit a formal request toc DA. 17

It is too sarly to be able to evaluate the results of
the Army s reviced civilian employee drug testing program.
Howewver, the same type positions were tested under the
previous edition of AR &00-835; therefore, an examination of
the results of testing conducted under the provisions of the
1938 regulation will provide some indications of what type
positive rates may be anticipated. During a 21 month
period, from COctober 1, 1984, to June 30, 1988, 15,732 drug
test were given to emplorees in critical positions. Only
4, ar 0.59 percent, of those tecsted were positive. The
number of positives for new personnel applying for critical
positions ran slightly higher, yvet still less than one
percent. There were 24 positives out of a total of 2529
accession tests, a positive rate of 0.94 percent. 18

With such low positive rates and the forecast for a
reduced budget, some may suggest elimination of random drug
testing. However, as long as the United States has a drug
problem, it is apparent that random drug testing will play»
an intricate role in the government’s war on drugs. Just
this past November, Transportation Secretary James H.
Burnley IV ordered transportation workers, ranging from
commercial airline pilots to truckers, to participate in a
drug testing program, Even more recently, President George

15




Bush was reportedl» displeased with a suit challenging

random drug testing of White House complex emplorees becaus

m
D g

the government must ensure a clean workplace. 17 Thig
support, coupled with his inaugurational pledge to sliminate
i11tegal drugs from cur society, would seem to allow for the
assumption that the President will continue to support
random drug testing throughout the Federal goverrment. It
has proven effective in reducing illegal drug abuse. Uniess
it iz determined to be unconstitutional, it is here to star.
As the Army continues to pursue actions to redurce the demand
for illegal drugs, it should change its program to comply
with the Executive Order and consider improvements to the

citvilian drug testing program.

CONCLUSION

The Army's regulation on random civilian drug testing
does not comply with the Presidential Executive Order and
DoD direction on testing perscons in national security
positions. The Executive Order emphasizes that anyone with
access to classified informatian should be considered for
testing. The DoD directive, euen though slightliy more
restrictive than the Executive QOrder, still states that any
position which requires a top secret clearance may be
designated for testing. Clearly, the intent of the
President and DoD was to consider random testing for persons

16




with access to vital nmnational security information. The
decision by the Army not tao test anvyone based on accezz to

classt+ied information violates this intent. Aaddi tiornal 1w,

this fxilure to include national security» positicne iz a

direct contradiction of one of the program objectives licsted

inoSsRE S00-:

¥
[}
[}

5.

Aaccording to an official from the Alcohal and Drug
Fol:cv Branch, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staf+ for
Fersannel, the Army’s decision to restrict testing to
positions based on public safety considerations was
deliberate, It was felt that the public safety iszue would

have a better chance of surviving any court challenges

standing alone. 20 Therefore, so as to not jecpardize the
program, no positions were designated for testing based
solely on the requirement that the incumbent might hawe
access to classified information the disclosure of which
could seriously impair national defense.

The other services’ selections of TDP positionz are
maore in compliance with the DoD guidance. The &Air Force
inzludes personnel in special access programs and those with
access to sensitive compartmented information in their
testing program. The Navy has elected to test ever»one with
a security clearance. The Office of the Secretary of
Defenze and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (0SD/JCS) is testing
everyone in a sensitive position. Percentage wise, the Army
15 testing slightly over two percent of its civiliansi the

17




Air Force, nine percent: the Mavy, approximately Z2 percernt;

1

[\X]

and 050/ JCS, 45 percent.
The fallawing chart graphically depicts the number of

TOP positions within the total ciwvilian workforce, b»
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS

There are two actions which should be taken to enhance
the civilian drug testing program. These two actions are
designating some national security positions for inclusion
in the program and undertaking educational programs to

18




nurture civitian emploree support for the program. & more
detailed examination of each proposal follows,
=c mentioned earlier, the decisicon by the Arm» to

ex=Clude national security positions $rom the teszting program

o
"

largel» bhased on a desire to have a program considered

to hawe the best lTikelihood of withstanding a court
challenge. The Army should expand 1ts random drug testing

program to include positions with access to sensitive

(L]

naticonal security information. For example, sericus
consideration should be given to including personnel being
concsi1dered ftor or assigned to a Special Access Proagram . ZePo
or a Sensitive Compartmented Information ¢SCIy program.

Both programsz involve csensitive national security
intarmation. A SAP is an especially sensitive Army program
irmsoiuing military research and development, commodities or
operations. The Secretary of Defense must approve ail SaF=s.
3Cl programs are classified such because of the sensitivit:
and importance of the sources and methods of intelliqence

el

"

collection systems. Access to both programe is clo
controlled and constantly reviewed,

Incidentally, a spokesman respaonsible for SAP paoirtcr
indicated that a request to DA for those positions toc become
TOP will be submitted in the summer of 1989, 22

Al though drug abuse by persons in public safety
positions may have a more immediate impact, the potential
for damage to the public is no less diminished by drug abuse

19




b persons 1n SxF and SCI programs,.  Certainls-, ocerzon

N

thess programs who 3legalls use drug: run an added c3w oF

4y
0n

(mFormat oo FOm

s
[X]]
n
_
-+,
1t
D d
2
11]
ad
1

being olackma:ted., The

theze gragrams t2 a potenta 3n transiats S

1
w
Q
D
h

0n
w
Pt

“
(]

tust as= manrs, ¥ not more, deaths on tomorr C

"
or
"
-
Ba
hd
-'
W
(W

az would resuit from a helicopter that crashed becaus

1
[ 1)

drug-impaired mechantc fatled to tighten 2 rotor nut, In
fact, although there have been no Known cases documented to
date, a sztrong argument could be made that the loss of

highly sersitive techrnical 1nformation possezses

s

he
potential for far-reaching adverse impact on national

secur Ty,

Inctuding AP and SCI personnel in the random drug
tezting would have no adverse impact on the Army s
laboratory testing procedures. The prescribed frequency of
random drug testing is the prerogative of the commander. rAF
400-85 indicates that commanders must dectde whether the
civilian or military segment of the population is more at
risk and manage drug testing quotas accordingly. Civilians
applring for positions that have been designated for testing
must receive a preassession test; bevond that, subseqguent
testing is left to the commander’s discreticn., 23 The exact
number of personnel in the two programs 1s classified:
however , the number of additional preascsession test would
not exceed the capabilities of the Army’ s two contract
laboratories. The only additional resources required would
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be $22.95 per additional test, 24

Arother aspect of random drug testing which the Arme
muzrt xddress 12 education. Mot Just educating the civilrian
work +2rce on the dewvastating impact of illegal drug use,
but 2 program designed to educate them on the postitive
azpects of the druq testing program. It is an area that has
feretofore been woefully neglected. The Army needs ta
undertake an effort to determine the attitudes of its
emplorees toward the random drug testing program and dewelop
educational programs to nurture employee support for
the current program.

The American public in general is convinced that drug
testing 1n the workplace is the most effective way of
reducing illegal drug use. While some workers in the
civrlian sector have mixed feelings about whether or not
drug tecsting viclates their rights, the majority are willing
to be tested and would like to see athletes and those in
Jjobs ainvolving safety tested. 25 presumably, this desire to
zee athletes tested is related to the impact athletes have
on the attitudes of youth.

Zuch is probably not the case in the military. DA
offtcials indicate one often—-heard complaint is concern over
the reliability of test results. 26 Such concern is not
surprising after all the adverse press the Army received in
1784 cuver the mishandling of urine samples. Consequently,

an overall negative response might be anticipated i+ the
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tnce Army Ccivilian emplorvees have not been
zuroce.ed, an, speculation on their attitudes ftoward the

random 3drug testing program i Just that - zpeculation. The

n

“rme needs 3 world-wide surwey of its civilian employees to
rdent i ¥+ those areas which are having negative impact on
work force support for the program. Such a survey would be
costly, but the results would allow the Army to initiate
appropriate actions to alleviate emploree discontent,.

I for example, as expected, the survey reveals
emplovees are concerned over the reliability of drug
tecsting, programs which educate emplorees on testing
procedures need to be developed. Emplorees need to learn
drug testing is wirtually 100 percent reliable when done b
competent lab personnel. They need to be informed of
custaody procedures so they will feel comfortabile that the
potential for tampering with samples is near impossible. On
the other hand, the Army needs to Know if the majority ot
emplorees agree that illegal drug use is contrary to the
efficiency of public service and are willing tc be tested.

An expanded awareness of the problems associated with
on-duty illegal drug use will increase support for the
army‘s program. The more DA civilians Know and understand
about random drug testing the less they will find it
offensive and the more they will favor its use. Through
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educaticn programs the civilian warker will become an
intricate component of the effort to eradicate drugs from

the worg g 1 ac

i d

S MARY

firug abuse by civilian emplovees has serious impact on
naticonal security by reducing the total force effectiveness.
E<ecutive Order 129564 added impetus to an already existing
Army couwilian drug testing program. Itlegal drug abuse can
no longer to be tolerated. Although drug testing possesses
the potential for being viewed as unrzasconably abtrucsive, it
has proven to be highly effective in reducing the incidents
cf drug abuse. Commanders, at all levels, should become
intimately familiar with the provisions of the drug testing
program. Drug testing can deter and detect drug use. It
can help i1dentify persons with drug problems who need
rehabilitative assistance. I+ qot administered properly,
moral@ and productivity of an organization can he effected.
Commanders must genuinely demonstrate that the overall
purpose of the drug program iz to identify and help persons
with a drug problem. Drug testing should be treated as &
vatuable management tool to increase productivity, not a
threatening hammer to be held over a fearful work force.

The Army can assist commanders by expanding the testing
program to include sensitive national security positions and
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enhancing civilian education programs. The el iminaticn of
t1tegal drugs from the wrmy = cowalvan wore force will pay
untold dividends that canm not be measured in dollarz and
cents. The "war on drugs" can be won, It will not be easy
and it wiltl not happen ower night, Mare importantls>, it
will not be won without an effective random drug testing

progQr am.
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