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Research Note

Workplace Substance Testing - An Exploratory Study
Abstract

This study, using 1993 survey data taken from large Ontario, Canada, headquartered
organizations (n=127), compares workplace substance testing versus non-testing
organizations based on a number of external and internal factors. Results showed that few
Canadian organizations conduct workplace substance testing. Variables such as sector,
location of operations, risk sensitivity and organizational structure appear to be not related to
the workplace substance testing decision. Partial support was found for age and size of
organization (measured in sales volume) as differentiating workplace substance testing

organizations from non-testers. Public policy implications based on these findings are

provided.
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Research Note

Workplace Substance Testing - An Exploratory Study

INTRODUCTION

Workplace substance testing is a contentious issue in labour/management relations in
North America (Jain and Muthudichambaram, 1991; Gomez-Mejia and Balkin, 1987).
Employees and their representatives express concern about organizations delving into
individuals’ private activities while organizations attempt to decrease the possibility of
accidents through workplace substance testing. There appear to be factors associated with
whether an organization will proceed with testing employees for substances. Guthrie and
Olian (1991) indicate that little attention has been given to understanding the contextual and
organizational factors when adopting various forms of workplace substance testing programs.
The purpose of this exploratory study is to compare workplace substance testing versus non-
testing organizations based on a number of external and internal factors. Data are from our
1993 survey of 127 organizations headquartered in Ontario, Canada.

This study is of significance to the extent that it fills a gap in our understanding of
factors related to the workplace substance testing decision. The study is also one of the first
empirical studies on workplace substance testing in Canada. Studies reveal that a relatively
small proportion of organizations subject employees to substance testing, although the
propensity to test appears to be greater in the United States than in Canada (MacDonald and

Wells, 1994; Alvi, 1992a; Alvi, 1992b; Karren, 1989; Greenberg, 1988; Masi, 1987; Gomez-
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Mejia and Balkin, 1987). Finally, this study contributes to the literature by identifying a further
point of divergence between U.S. and Canadian human resource management and labour
relations practices. U.S. and Canadian practices reflect sharply different legal frameworks,
differences in interest for co-operative workplace governance mechanisms (e.g. self managing
work teams), differences in union membership as well as employer differences toward union
resistance (Adams, 1995; Gilson and Wagar, 1995; Strauss, 1995; Chaison and Rose, 1991;

Chaykowski and Verma, 1992).

LITERATURE REVIEW, CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The most striking aspect of workplace substance testing is the small number of
Canadian organizations that engage in testing. As presented in Table |, previous research
shows that between 19% and 48% of U.S. organizations surveyed tested employees for

substances, compared to 4% to 14% of Canadian organizations.

Given the research cited above and the paucity of legal cases that would encourage
workplace substance testing in Canada at the time this study was conducted, we anticipate
that the propensity to test in Ontario would be low, and well below the U.S. experience.
Figure 1 sets out the conceptual model of the study. The dependent variable is the workplace
substance testing decision; i.e. whether the organization is willing to test or not test
employees for substances. In this study, substances include alcohol, marijuana, cocaine,
amphetamines, benzodiazepines, barbiturates, phencyclidine, and opiates. Factors influencing

the substance testing decision, that is independent variables, are sector, location of
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operations, risk sensitivity, age of organization, size of organization, and organizational
structure.
Sector

Gomez-Mejia and Balkin (1987) found that in the U.S., manufacturing organizations
were almost three times as likely to have a workplace substance testing program than service
businesses. Other studies found that the U.S. explosives industry (Baker, 1989)and Canadian
oil refineries made use of testing (Jain and Muthudichambaram, 1991).' Studies of non-
manufacturing sectors reveal that workplace substance testing exists in these sectors as well.
For example, Jain and Muthudichambaram (1991) report that a large Canadian chartered bank
represents a test case in regard to workplace substance testing.? Other organizations and
institutions that use workplace substance testing are concentrated in sectors such as
transportation (MacDonald and Dooley, 1991). These include Air Canada, Canadian National
and Canadian Pacific (Alvi, 1992a; 1992b; Jain and Muthudichambaram, 1991). In addition,
Canadian federal government departments such as the Canadian Forces and Correctional
Service Canada use workplace substance testing (Gibb-Clark, 1994). Alvi (1992a; 1992b)
found that organizations in the transportation sector in Canada are much more likely to test
employees. Guthrie and Olian (1991) did find, however, that in the U.S., non-manufacturing
organizations tested less frequently.

Overall, the research evidence is ambiguous on how the sector variable relates to the

workplace substance testing decision. Given this, we anticipate that there would be no

' The substance abuse policy of Imperial Oil Company in Canada was recently {June, 1995) declared to be
illegal by an Ontario Board of Inquiry. The decision is the first under a provincial human rights code (EEO
legislation) to include alcoholism in its definition of disability, and also the first to find a corporate policy on
substance abuse to be illegal (Fine, 1995).

2 The Toronto Dominion Bank was recently permitted by a Canadian Human Rights Tribunal to drug test new
employees only. Within 48 hours of receiving a job offer, new employees must submit to urine tests which will
be screened for cannabis, cocaine, or opiates such as codeine and heroin (Gibb-Clark, 1994).
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difference between organizations in non-manufacturing and manufacturing sectors in the

testing decision.

Location of Operations

Substance abuse has been found to be more of an urban phenomenon than a rural one
(Newcomb and Bentler, 1986; Martin, Blum and Roman, 1992). Thus, we expect to find that
operations situated in primarily in urban areas will be more inclined to proceed with testing

than would rural operations.

Risk Sensitivity

Guthrie and Olian (1991) speculate that if exposure or hazard potential are driving the
adoption of testing programs, then the risk sensitivity inherent to an industry or organization
will be associated with workplace substance testing frequency. In areview of U.S. arbitration
awards Gramm and Greenfield (1990) reveal arbitrators’ support for management’s use of
workplace substance testing in an effort to provide a safe work environment. Mensch and
Kandel (1988) found that several correlates of on-the-job substance use including high
hazardous exposure. Accordingly, we expect to find that risk and safety sensitive
organizations will be more inclined to test relative to non-risk and non-safety sensitive

organizations.

Age of Organization

Gomez-Mejia and Balkin (1987) report that testing organizations had been established
nearly twice as long as non-testing organizations. Unfortunately, their study does not provide

a theoretical or ex-post explanation for why this might be the case. It may be that long
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established organizations have had considerable periods of time over which to develop a
spectrum of human resource policies and practices including workplace substance testing.
To the extent that long established organizations have managed to introduce policies in other
areas affecting employees’ organizational lives, we can anticipate that such organizations are
more likely to have workplace substance testing policies.

A further argument mitigating in the direction of less testing by newer organizations
derives from the so-called new human resources management. Organizations adopting
progressive human resource practices predicated on trust and commitment would regard
testing as inconsistent with their positive approach to dealing with people (Guest, 1987).
Thus, we expect long established organizations to test employees for substances more so than

newer organizations.

Size of Organization

Size of the organization has been found to be associated with the tendency to test
employees. Guthrie and Olian (1991), Greenberg (1988) and Gomez-Mejia and Balkin (1987)
found that large organizations (as measured by volume of sales and number of employees)
were more likely to subject employees to workplace substance testing than smaller
organizations. Although neither a theoretical rationale nor an ex-post explanation is provided
in support of such a finding, an argument for a size effect derives from larger organizations’
demonstrated reliance on work rules as a mechanism of managerial control (Mintzberg, 1978).
As organizations increase in size, one can expect a proliferation of rules, regulations and
customs in an effort to exert control. Workplace substance testing would be viewed as an
extension of such control mechanisms. Thus, we expect that large organizations will be more

likely to introduce workplace substance testing policies than small organizations.



QOrganizational Structure

Chandler (1962) argued that organizations must evolve into manageable business units
as they become larger. Functional organizational structures give way to decentralized
structures as they become larger. Functional arrangements, in an effort to exert contrql,
employ policies which are impersonal and bureaucratic. Where headquarters draft policies in
the name of co-ordination, equity and control over operations in distant locales, it can be
anticipated that testing policies will be found. Conversely, where organizations are arranged
in a decentralized structure and local management is given greater control to develop policy,
one can expect policies to be less mechanistic. The matrix organizational structure would
have the same effect as the decentralized structure since it implies more personal dealings
than the functional arrangement, and as such would decrease the likelihood of workplace
substance testing. In view of this, we anticipate that organizations with a functional structure
would be more likely to test employees than organizations with decentralized or matrix
approaches to organizational structure.

Types of Testing

The decision of workplace substance testing is not a simple "test/no test" decision.
The literature indicates that substance testing occurs under differential circumstances
(MacDonald and Wells, 1994; Alvi, 1992a, 1992b; Greenberg, 1988; Masi, 1987). The most
controversial form of testing is random (MacDonald and Wells, 1994; Decresce et al, 1989).
The concern with random testing relates to the lack of individualized suspicion and
philosophical foundations which require the vast majority of non-substance users to establish
their innocence in the search for the guilty minority (Christopher, 1991; Greenfield, 1989;
Finney, 1988). The U.S. constitutionality of such an employee search remains in question

(Pinsonneault, 1994; Zigarelli, 1992; Dwyer, 1989). Post-incident testing and for-cause
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testing are believed to be circumstances that could trigger testing as part of a post incident
investigation (Christopher, 1991). Return-to-duty testing is a practice whereby individuals
having completed some form of rehabilitation (possibly through employee assistance programs)
would be required to demonstrate substance free status for a specified period of time (Miner,
Nykodym and Samerkyke-Traband, 1987). Pre-assignment testing is popular in the U.S. for
customs and border duty to ensure that candidates are able to resist financial temptation or
bribes from the criminal element (Christopher, 1991; Carrell and Heavrin, 1990).

Which employee group should be tested is also of concern. Identifiable groups for
substance testing purposes include prospective employees, all current employees, designated
occupations or job categories, employees below a given level in the organization, non-union
employees only or unionized employees only. Prospective employees are prime candidates for
testing as they may be inclined to complain less and be more eager to assume employment.
There appears to be broad acceptance that individuals not attached to the organization by way
of employment enjoy fewer rights and privileges and as such, may be targets for workplace
substance testing (Gramm and Greenfield, 1990). Testing all current employees would be
controversial to the extent that such a policy would sweep in employees from the CEO on
down. Where subjecting all employees to testing may not be politically palatable or desirable,
it may be that only employees below a given level could be included in the testing program.
Requiring particular categories of employees to submit to testing contains a logical element
to the extent that only unique positions may expose the organization, employee, fellow
workers or the public to risk or danger (Zigarelli, 1992). Finally, it may be possible to subject
either all union or non-union employees to testing. Thus, as discussed above, workplace
substance testing is not simply a "test/no-test” proposition. There exist various shades of

workplace substance testing.
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DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Variables and Measurement

The dependent variable in this study is whether organizations test or do not test
employees for substances (see Table Il for the measurement questions). Data for the
dependent variable were obtained by asking respondents to check whether workplace
substance testing was part of their policies in regard to alcohol use, drug use or the use of
other substances.

The decision to test was believed to be a function of a number of independent variables
identified as factors external to the organization and internal to the organization. The decision
to test was specified as follows:

WORKPLACE SUBSTANCE TESTING = f(sector, location of operations, risk

sensitivity, age of organization, size of organization, organizational structure)

External factors include sector and location of operations while internal factors capture
risk sensitivity, age of organization, size of organization, and organizational structure.

External Factors

(a) Sector. This variable attempted to distinguish across broad industrial categories beginning
with a manufacturing versus non-manufacturing sector dichotomy. The literature indicates
ambiguity as far as this variable to the extent that while there may be a priori reasons to
expect manufacturing organizations to have workplace substance testing programs in place
due to the nature of their operations, it is quite possible that non-manufacturing organizations
might require workplace substance testing to control operations. The survey instrument split
organizations into manufacturing and non-manufacturing categories. Further, because such

a dichotomy may mask industry variation, we examined differential testing propensities across
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industries. These variables were measured by inviting respondents to check off industry
categories using a 1980 Standard SIC classification scheme as compiled by Statistics Canada.
(b) Location of operations. As noted in the literature review, substance use and abuse is
believed to be more of an urban rather than rural phenomenon, although there are exceptions.
Accordingly, we speculated that companies with most of their operations in urban areas
would be inclined to proceed with workplace substance testing programs. This variable was
measured by offering respondents a dichotomized urban/rural choice (see Table Il).

Internal Factors

(a) Risk Sensitivity. We assumed that in risk sensitive organizations, employers would be
more inclined to do testing. It was felt that organizations could perceive risk sensitivity in two
ways - risk sensitive (in general terms) and safety sensitive. Organizations in the service
sector and specifically in insurance, finance and banking were felt to be risk sensitive but not
in the same way as organizations perhapsin manufacturing or transportation. Exposure to risk
in the financial industries stemmed from access to client funds and the temptation to convert
such funds to one’s own use. On the other hand, manufacturing and transportation
organizations might perceive considerable risk due to the consequences associated with an
accident where employee and public safety were at stake. Thus, the construct of risk
sensitivity had two related but distinct elements. Respondent organizations were asked to
indicate the proportion of employees in either of the risk sensitivity categories. Then, these
risk sensitivity and safety sensitivity responses were collapsed to form a single risk sensitivity
variable.

(b) Age of organization. Respondents were asked to indicate the approximate year of
establishment or incorporation. It was expected that longer established organizations would

be more inclined to proceed with workplace substance testing programs relative to newer
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organizations. The variable was coded by subtracting the year of establishment from the
survey date (1993).

(c) Size of organization. Two measures were used to assess size of organization.
Respondents were asked to provide their sales volume for all of Canada in the year 1992 along
with an employee profile whichincluded data on the number of employees in both Canada and
Ontario. We used employee figures for Ontario because respondents appeared to have
difficulty in providing national employment figures (as witnessed by the amount of missing
data).

(d) Organizational structure. This variable was believed to be related to the workplace
substance testing decision to the extent that organizations structured in a functional
arrangement would be more inclined to test employees in an effort to exert control. The
structure variable was trichotomized and coded as 1 =functional, 2=decentralized and
3 =matrix arrangement. While an "other" category was offered, there were no respondents
who indicated some other structural form.

Types of Testing

While non-testing organizations were invited to respond to a few other questions (not
reported here), testing organizations proceeded to another part of the survey instrument which
probed various other issues associated with workplace substance testing including the types
of testing conducted (pre-employment, pre-assignment, for-cause, post-incident, periodic, on
return-to-duty and random) across various groups of employees (prospective employees, all
current employees, designated occupations or job categories, employees below a given level
in the organization, non-union employees only and unionized employees only). Respondents
were asked to check the type of testing conducted and check the group of employees who

were subjected to that form of testing.
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Data for this study were collected from a sample consisting of 450 Ontario
headquartered organizations listed in the Financial Post 500 (1992 edition) and G/obe and Mail
7000 (July 1992). Also, a selection of 45 organizations believed to be testers on the basis
of newspaper accounts and communications with consultants in the field was included in the
sample. All told, the sample was 495 organizations.

A package including a letter describing the research, a self completion questionnaire
and a self-addressed/stamped return envelope was sent to the 495 companies.®> The survey
was directed to the senior human resource or labour relations officer in the targeted
organizations. Each organization’s targeted individual was called prior to the distribution of
the package of survey materials to verify their title and address. In this way, a letter and
survey instrument were sent directly to the senior human resource or labour relations officer
in the organization. It must be noted, however, that we have no assurance as to the true
identity of the responding individual. The letter invited the receiver of the survey package
either to answer personally or direct the survey to the organization’s resident "expert” on
substance policy or testing. Brief definitions were provided to assist respondents. A phone
call followup was conducted two weeks after the mailing to ensure receipt of the survey
instrument. For organizations that could not locate a mailed survey, another was sent out.

The response to the 495 mailed surveys was 127 fully completed questionnaires.
Thus, the response rate was 25.6%. Of the 127 respondents, 13 companies identified

themselves as workplace substance testing.

3 The authors wish to acknowledge the following individuals for graciously providing survey instruments used
in previous studies: Shadid Alvi, The Conference Board of Canada; Eric Rolfe Greenberg, American Management
Association; Judy Olian, University of Maryland; and David Balkin, University of Colorado. Individuals interested
in obtaining a copy of the instrument used in the study should contact the second author.
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Two published and verifiable statistics were used as a measure of the degree of
response base representativeness relative to the sampling frame. A statistical analysis using
standard t tests was conducted to assess the degree to which the sampling frame
approximated the population of organizations in Ontario as measured by the size of
organizations reported in the Financial Post 500 (1992 edition) and G/obe and Mail 1000 (July
1992). A difference of means test across the organization size variable (as measured by both
dollar sales and number of employees) revealed no statistical difference (statistics are available
from the second author). As such, findings should be generalizeable to the population of

larger sized organizations headquartered in Ontario.

ANALYSES AND RESULTS

Given that 114 organizations were found to be non-testers and only 13 testing
organizations were found, our analyses for comparing non-testers to testers are limited to the
use of descriptive statistics and univariate analysis. Accordingly, we resort to percentages,
means and standard deviations.

As presented in Table Ill, about 10% of our sample was found to be testing
organizations. This roughly 10% figure is broadly consistent with previous studies and well
within the range observed in previous Canadian studies (MacDonald and Wells, 1994, Alvi,

1992a, 1992b).

In comparison to non-testers, workplace substance testing organizations were more
evenly distributed between manufacturing and non-manufacturing sectors. As anticipated,

within workplace substance testing organizations, we found that there was no difference
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across manufacturing and non-manufacturing sectors.

It was expected that organizations in urban areas would be more inclined to test
relative to organizations situated in rural areas. We found that testers were almost 6 times
more likely to be in urban areas. While we expected employee substance testing to be an
urban phenomenon, we found that non-testers were as likely to be in urban areas. Our
findings as shown in Table Ill reveal that 85% of testers and 91% of non-testers are in urban
areas.

For the risk sensitivity variable, our results suggest that the percentage of employees
identified as holding risk sensitive positions was not different across testing and non-testing
organizations. As shownin Table lil, approximately one half of our respondents, however, did
not provide information. Considerable variation was observed across these variables. along
with high levels of missing data. Comments provided by respondents indicated that this was
a very difficult variable to estimate.

The continuous variable probing organizational age yielded considerable variation
ranging from the early 1990s to the mid 17th century. The literature suggested that testing
organizations would be in existence nearly twice as long as non-testing organizations. Our
results, however, showed the opposite for the age of organization variable. Workplace
substance testing organizations were younger (X = 49 years of age) than non-testing
organizations in our sample (X = 53 years).

Although the literature showed that larger organizations test employees for substances,
we found (as shown in Table Ill) that, when number of employees was used as a measure,
size of organization did not distinguish testers from non-testers. The results show, however,
that organization size as operationalized by dollar sales was different across workplace

substance testing and non-testing organizations. Testers in our sample were larger in dollar
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sales than non-testers. Such a finding is consistent with previous research (Gomez-Mejia and
Balkin, 1987; Guthrie and Olian, 1991).

Our study expected that functionally structured organizations would be more inclined
to test. However, testing appeared to be unrelated to organizational structure. Testers were
equally likely to be functionally organized (n=5 organizations) and decentralized (n=5
organizations). Proportionally, organizations using a matrix structure appear to be more
inclined to test.

Inthe 13 testing organizations, testing appears to be limited to for-cause circumstances
(n=4), post incident (n=4), and pre-employment screening (n=3). The balance of the
categories offered (pre-assignment, periodic, return to duty and random) recorded a frequency
of one organization each. The most common group of employees to be tested was designated
occupations or job categories (n=7), all current employees (n=6) and prospective employees
(n=2).* No organizations reporting testing for employees below a given level in the

organization, for non-union employees only or for unionized employees only.

LIMITATIONS OF THE SAMPLE

Among the 127 respondents to our survey, only 13 organizations identified themselves
as testing organizations. Our finding that only about 10% of organizations test employees for
substances is consistent with previous studies in Canada (MacDonald and Wells, 1994; Alvi,
1992a, 1992b) and much lower than the U.S. experience (Guthrie and Olian, 1991; Karren,
1989; Greenberg, 1988; Masi, 1987; Gomez-Mejia and Balkin, 1987) where the number of

testers ranged from 10 to 48%. Notwithstanding this conditional consistency with previous

* Note that the ‘n’ in this discussion does not add up to 13 because respondents could check more than one
category.
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studies, such a small sample among the testing organizations makes it difficult to undertake
particular types of statistical analysis and interpret accordingly. In addition, as a result of
focusing on larger organizations, there is an underrepresentation of smaller organizations as
measured by sales or number of employees. Thus, caution must be exercised in drawing

conclusions from this sample.

DISCUSSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This study attempted to extend previous research which sought to define the
characteristics and conditions under which organizations are inclined to engage in workplace
substance testing. The main finding is that among the Canadian organizations in our sample,
few report using workplace substance testing. The identification of universal conditions under
which organizations are more likely to test appears to be non-existent at this time. Variables
such as sector, location of operations, risk sensitivity, and organizational structure would not
appear to be related to the workplace substance testing decision. Partial support was found
for the age and size of organization variable (as measured by sales volume) as differentiating
workplace substance testing organizations from non-testers. Part of the difficulty in locating
stable predictors for the workplace substance testing decision is due to the relatively small
number of organizations in this study reporting that they do test.

Based on the sample in this study, and the literature in general, there is little support
for the notion of widespread workplace substance testing in Ontario, Canada headquartered
organizations. While American organizations demonstrate a propensity to test, Canadian
organizations have not followed suit.

The literature identifies the existence of an increasing divergence in human resource

management and labour relations approaches and practices when comparing Canada and the



18
United States (Adams, 1995; Gilson and Wagar, 1995; Strauss, 1995; Chaison and Rose,

1991; Chaykowski and Verma, 1992). U.S. deunionization, employer differences toward
unions, sharply different legal frameworks and a lack of interest in co-operative mechanisms
by Canadian unions are cited as evidence of an increasing gulf between two industrial relations
systems which not many decades shared much in common. Attitudes towards employee
substance testing appears to be another point of divergence between the two countries.

It would appear that issues of privacy, morale, impact on recruitment, selection and
promotion and the potential for human rights legislation violations outweigh the need to
identify and deal with substance users/abusers in a manner as intrusive as workplace
substance testing. Itis our sense that only a few employers are willing to go public with their
testing practices and, as such, our findings may understate the true level of testing in Ontario
and Canada. Testers are not well known and are not willing to have their identities revealed.
It is questionable as to whether organizations would have participated in this survey without
the assurance of complete anonymity. Indeed, we received feedback from a number of
organizations who explicitly excused themselves from our study pointing to the controversy
surrounding the issue of workplace substance testing. From a public policy perspective,
human rights laws seem to be having some impact on employers’ willingness to institute
testing. The finding that testing is limited to organizations with large sales figures suggests
that other organizations can be expected to test in the future as they grow in size but that
testing will largely be an isolated activity.

Pending legal challenges may also be serving to keep organizations on the sidelines
when it comes to employee testing. Qil companies and financial institutions have assumed
a leadership position when it comes to employee testing and are undertaking the legal costs

of persisting with such practices. Recent legal decisions appear to be far from conclusive.
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If decisions favouring or endorsing testing go in the negative direction, one can expect
organizations to be discouraged from testing employees.

Our research showed that many organizations were not able to estimate the proportion
of employees involved with risk or safety sensitive positions. Organizations interested_in
proceeding with workplace substance testing in the name of risk sensitivity (of either type)
should be able to estimate the numbers of employees exposed to safety and other risks.

The Ontario Law Commission (Jain and Muthudichambaram, 1991) recommended that
the Ontario Provincial government promulgate legislation related to drug and alcohol testing
in the workplace and that legislation should ban the testing of bodily fluids by employers for
all current and prospective employees. Where impairment could pose risks to the employee,
co-workers or the public, performance testing may be justified. However, such testing would
be limited to non-intrusive forms of interrogation (i.e. aptitude testing). The Commission was
not satisfied that the taking of bodily fluids could be justified under any circumstances.

With workplace substance testing remaining a practice undertaken by only a minority
of organizations, standard and accepted methods of employee screening can be expected to
remain in the mainstream of human resource recruitment and selection. These methods would
include paper and pencil tests, selectioninterviews, employee testing of a variety of sorts (e.g.
aptitude, psychomotor, etc.) and medical examinations. It is our view that such practices shall
be continued until the courts and Human Rights Tribunals provide additional guidance on how
to proceed with workplace substance testing.

With only two Canadian studies (MacDonald and Wells, 1994, Alvi, 1992a, 1992b)
undertaken previous to the immediate study, clearly more research is needed to find variables
associated with workplace substance testing. Education is also needed before employers and

the public can feel confident that workplace substance testing can be satisfactorily structured



to safeguard and balance the needs of the interested and affected parties.
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TABLE I: PROPORTION TESTERS FOUND IN PREVIOUS STUDIES

Canada

Canada
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Flgure 1: Workplace Substance Testing Declslon Making Model

FACTORS INFLUENCING SUBSTANCE
TESTING DECISION :
(INDEPENDENT VARIABLES)
I 1!
EXTERNAL FACTORS INTERNAL FACTORS
1) SECTOR 1) RISK SENSMTIVITY
2) LOCATION OF 2) AGE OF
OPERATIONS ORGANIZATION
3) SIZE OF
ORGANIZATION
4) ORGANIZATIONAL
. STRUCTURE
WORKPLACE
SUBSTANCE TESTING
DECISION
FEEDBACK




TABLE Il - DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

self identification that
workplace substance
testing is conducted

Does employee testing form part
of your policies in regard to:
alcohol use/abuse; drug
use/abuse; other substances?
(please specify)

yes=1; no=0

manufacturing versus
non-manufacturing
and self identification
of industry

Which industry classification best
describes your organization?
(please check V)

manufacturing=1;
non-
manufacturing =0

23

dichotomized variable

Location of most of the
organization’s operations is urban;
rural (Please check V)

urban = 1;rural =0

proportion employees
in risk or safety
sensitive positions

Indicate the proportion of your
workforce in: risk sensitive
positions; safety sensitive
positions.

estimated percentage
employees in risk
&/or safety sensitive
positions (%)

year of incorporation

Indicate year of
incorporation/establishment in
Canada (approx).

year

SIZE OF

ORGANIZATIO

sales, number of
employees

Size of organization (entire
organization in Canada) in 1992 as
measured by sales volume;
Employee profile - number of
employees in Ontario 1992.

$ sales volume,
number of employees
in Ontario

' 'ORGANIZATIONAL

“STRUCTURE

trichotomized variable

Our organization’s set up or
structure is: functional,
decentralized, a matrix

arrangement or other (please

specify).

functional=1;
decentralized = 2;
matrix
arrangement =3
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TABLE lil: WORKPLACE SUBSTANCE TESTING RESULTS

Note: X refers to the sample mean, o refers to the sample standard deviation, n is the number of
respondents. Non-responses are excluded.
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