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ABSTRACT 

POLICIES, PRACTICES AND CONSTITUENT PERCEPTIONS OF RANDOM, 

SUSPICIONLESS DRUG TESTING IN PENNSYLVANIA’S PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

 

By Tammi L. Jones 

Temple University, January 2009 

Major Advisor: Dr. Corrinne A. Caldwell 
 
 
 

The purpose of this study was to examine the policies 

and practices of school districts with random drug testing 

policies in Pennsylvania. Specifically, this study intended 

to help administrators understand the phenomenon of drug 

testing as one available means of substance use prevention.   

In response to the rising drug use in our schools, 

random drug testing has increasingly become one of the many 

possible solutions being used to prevent student drug use.  

Currently, drug testing programs have been examined in the 

workplace and in intercollegiate athletics.  However, very 

little evaluative research has been conducted on whether 

school districts are satisfied with their random drug 

testing policies and practices.  The researcher anticipates 

making a significant contribution for school administrators 

as they strive to generate drug-free schools. 
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The literature review presented in this research study 

examined the historical perspective of drug use in our 

nation and the events and perceptions that led up to the 

job-related drug testing that began in the military and 

workplace.  The role values play in the policymaking 

process is discussed as well as any conflicts that arise 

due to diversity in those values.  The costs and benefits 

of a random drug testing policy are also presented.   

For this study, random drug testing was examined in 

the context of a range of school districts within 

Pennsylvania that have implemented similar policies.  

Statistical data was utilized in order to collect and 

analyze superintendents’ perspectives and satisfaction with 

random drug testing programs in order to increase the 

overall understanding of drug testing as a strategy for 

prevention.  Parents, teachers, coaches, administrators and 

communities may benefit from this detailed study by way of 

the recommendations that will be provided for future school 

leaders and various stakeholders considering the adoption 

of a random drug testing policy. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

THE PROBLEM 
 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to examine and 

report on existing drug testing policies and programs in 

Pennsylvania and to determine the superintendent’s level of 

satisfaction with the programs.  Specifically, this study 

is intended to help administrators understand the 

phenomenon of drug testing as one available means of 

substance use prevention.   

Although drug use has been universal throughout 

history (Engs, 1997), schools and communities alike are 

increasingly faced with the challenge of reducing drug use 

among adolescents and young adults.  Few people would 

question a school leader’s desire to minimize the use of 

drugs in their school population and community; hence, 

random drug testing has been employed throughout many of 

our nation’s schools as one of the many possible solutions 

to combat drug use (Lawler, 2000).   

The review of the literature suggested that a 

comprehensive study on random drug testing policies in 

Pennsylvania would help to fill a void that currently 

exists. The primary purpose of the study is to determine 

which Pennsylvania public school districts have drug 
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testing policies and furthermore to examine and report on 

the current drug testing policies and practices in those 

school districts.  The second purpose was to determine the 

superintendent’s level of program satisfaction.  

Specifically, this study provided administrators with 

evidence from local school districts in order to assist in 

making data driven decisions in regards to the 

implementation of similar programs.   

The primary purpose of implementing random drug 

testing on school students is to deter student drug use, 

but the hoped for related benefits include safer schools 

with decreased crime and violence, less tardiness and fewer 

discipline referrals, as well as overall improvements in 

student behavior (Lowry et al., 1999). Drug testing is 

currently relegated mostly to extra-curricular and co-

curricular students in response to court rulings that is 

discussed later in more detail. Therefore for this study, 

it should be understood that the random drug testing 

discussion pertains to a targeted population of students as 

opposed to the entire student body in a particular school.      

Currently, drug testing programs have been examined 

and evaluated in the military, workplace and in 

intercollegiate athletics.  However, very little evaluative 

research has been conducted on high school random drug 
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testing policies and practices. More specifically, an 

exhaustive search has found no studies in Pennsylvania that 

have assessed the range and scope of programs nor the 

satisfaction level of school officials as to the impact of 

student drug testing policies.   

This study focused on Pennsylvania drug testing 

programs aimed primarily at prevention and identification 

of substance use in order to provide student support and 

services. Programs that focused principally on using 

punitive measures as the deterrent to drug or those used in 

response to adjudication were not specifically examined.  

 
Statement of the Problem 

 
More than 9.5 million high school students and nearly 

5 million middle school students attended schools where 

illegal drugs were used and sold in the 2001-2002 school 

year according to a report released by the National Center 

on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University 

(2002).  Dr. Joseph Califano, President of the National 

Center on Addiction, revealed that the six year study found 

parents need to become more involved in getting drugs out 

of the schools. “If there’s asbestos in a school, parents 

raise hell about it, and they won’t send their kids to 

school until it’s out of there, Califano said.  “Yet they 

 3



send their kids to schools riddled with drugs every day…. 

when parents start to feel as strongly about drugs in 

school as they do about asbestos in school, we’ll take a 

major step” (Califano, 2001). 

The Pennsylvania Department of Education (2006) 

requires drug education as a component of the school health 

curriculum according to the Pennsylvania State Standards, 

and many schools provide additional drug prevention 

programs such as Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), 

Just Say No to Drugs, Red Ribbon Week and a Student Taught 

Awareness and Resistance program (Project STAR).  The 

interventions begin as early as elementary school, but 

these efforts have been insufficient in containing the drug 

use problem in our nation’s schools.   

Twenty-first century administrators are charged with 

the responsibility of making schools safe and secure 

places, which can be nearly impossible if a high percentage 

of the student population experiments with or uses drugs.  

In order to protect students’ safety as well as their 

possessions, many school administrators have been motivated 

to approach parents, board members, and community officials 

to help them monitor student drug use.  As a result, random 

suspicionless drug testing has been employed in many 

schools as one method available in the fight against 
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student drug use (Dupont, Campbell & Mazza, 2002; Goldberg, 

Daine, MacKinnon, Moe, Kuehl, et al., 2003; Lawler, 2000; 

Newton, 1999).  According to officials from the White House 

Office of National Drug Control Policy (2005), roughly 600 

school districts of about 15,000 nationwide utilize drug 

tests. 

One of the most recent schools to adopt drug testing 

in Central Pennsylvania was the Cumberland Valley School 

District.  This district’s actions provide an example of 

the scope of the problem in Pennsylvania’s schools.  In 

their study preceding the implementation of random drug 

testing, they used the following findings to support 

implementation: 

• Forty-five percent(45%) of Student Assistance 
referrals were specifically for the use of 
illegal drugs and/or alcohol. 

 
• Sixty percent(60%)of Board Expulsion Hearings 

resulted from illegal drug and alcohol 
violations. 

 
• Increasing numbers of students were being cited 

by law enforcement officials for drug and alcohol 
violations. 

 
• Pennsylvania Youth Survey (2005)indicated drug 

and alcohol concerns in the South Central Region. 
Additionally, usage rates by adolescents in 
Pennsylvania were slightly above the national 
average rates. Examples include: 

 
o Narcotics- 16.6% PA high school seniors vs. 

12.8% nationwide acknowledged narcotic use 
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o Sedatives- 4.2% PA 10th and 12th graders used 
sedatives vs. nationwide only 3.2% used 
sedatives in past 30 days 

o Tranquilizers- 11.2% seniors in PA vs. 9.9% 
nationwide admitted to using tranquilizers  

o Amphetamines- 4.4% of PA seniors used 
amphetamines in the past 30 days vs. 3.9% 
nationwide 

 
• One-third of the student population acknowledges 

use of illegal drugs (PAYS, 2005). 
 

• Two-thirds of the student population acknowledges 
the use of alcohol (PAYS, 2005). 

 
• Policies from nine other school districts were 

reviewed in order to provide an impetus for their 
own policy design.  
 
(Cumberland Valley School District website, 2005) 

 
   

This information was examined and presented by Dr. 

Walker, the school district superintendent, who led the 

charge to implement random drug testing. Furthermore, Barry 

Houser, a consultant from the West Shore School District, 

found the data to be strikingly similar to the evidence 

collected from other neighboring school districts.  This 

collection of data helped to illustrate the drug problem 

relative to Central Pennsylvania (Houser, 2006).  The 

consultant also gathered informal data from several other 

districts in Pennsylvania both with and without drug 

testing programs.    
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Purpose of the Study 
 

 The subsequent review of the literature suggested that 

a comprehensive study on random drug testing policies in 

Pennsylvania would help to fill a void that currently 

exists. The primary purpose of the study was to determine 

which Pennsylvania public school districts have drug 

testing policies and to examine and report on the current 

drug testing practices.  The second purpose was to 

determine the districts’ level of program satisfaction.  

Specifically, this study intended to provide administrators 

with evidence from local school districts in order to make 

data driven decisions in regards to implementation of 

similar programs.   

Because of the prevalence of drug use by America’s 

youth, school administrators have been given the 

responsibility of educating students about the consequences 

of tobacco, drug and alcohol use.  During the 1990s, the 

drug use phenomenon within our adolescent population has 

either remained steady or has continued to rise in many 

schools despite the concerted effort of school personnel to 

eradicate student drug use (Lawler, 2000).  More recently, 

the drug use phenomenon has either seen a modest decline 

with some substances or remained fairly steady according to 

the Monitoring the Future studies (2006). In contrast, Mike 
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Males a senior researcher at the Center on Juvenile and 

Criminal Justice believes that data exist to contradict the 

MTF findings.   

“While the Monitoring the Future, an annual study that 
depends on teenagers to self-report on their behavior, 
showed that drug use dropped sharply in the last 
decade, the National Center for Health Statistics has 
reported that teenage deaths from illicit drug abuse 
have tripled over the same period. This reverses 25 
years of declining overdose fatalities among youths, 
suggesting that teenagers are now joining older 
generations in increased drug use” (New York Times, 
2007).   
 

As a result, it would appear that school practices 

must become more proactive in order to successfully combat 

student drug use.  Aside from the concern for student 

welfare, research demonstrates a correlation between drug 

use and a decline in academic performance and an increase 

in truancy (Oetting, Edwards, Kelly, & Beauvais, 1997).  

Other parallels with drug use include increased school 

violence, impaired athletic performance, increased 

incidences of theft, and an escalation of class disruptions 

(Lowery et al., 1999).   

Despite the controversial nature of random, 

suspicionless drug testing, an increasing number of schools 

nationwide have opted to engage in student drug testing 

(Lawler, 2000).  Data on the number of schools that are 

testing teens are not widely available. The White House 
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drug-policy office estimates 2,000 public and private 

districts conduct drug tests. A survey of 861 athletic 

directors in 2003 revealed that 13% of the nation’s high 

schools have a drug testing policy in place (National 

Federation of State High School Associations). Similarly, 

the National School Boards Association (2007) as well as a 

2003 University of Michigan study showed that 5% of schools 

tested student athletes, and only 2% of schools tested 

participants in extracurricular activities while some 18% 

of schools tested for any reason, including suspicion of 

drug use (Miller, 2005). In New Jersey, less than 10% of 

the school districts randomly test their students (roughly 

20 of the 288 schools), but the figure has been steadily 

rising since 2002 when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that 

schools could legally test students (Padawer, 2007).  

Specific data were not available on the exact number of 

school districts that have drug testing policies from the 

500 districts in Pennsylvania.  Federal funding for school 

drug testing increased 400 percent between 2003 and 2006. 

The Bush administration spent $8.6 million on such programs 

during 2006 and has requested $17.9 million for the fiscal 

year 2008 (Pushing Back, 2007). Hence, the number of 

schools administering drug tests is expected to continue to 

grow.  Some of the specific goals of a random drug testing 
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program are to prevent, to detect and to deter adolescent 

drug use.  Many policies are adopted as non-punitive 

measures to prevent and discourage drug use.   

As drug testing begins to be implemented throughout 

Pennsylvania’s schools, it is important for local 

administrators to better understand the history and case 

law associated with random drug testing in order to be 

better informed and responsible decision makers.  The 

inclusion of all stakeholders in the decision to implement 

drug testing is vital to the success of any drug deterrence 

program (ONDCP, 2007).   

Despite the unconvincing evidence surrounding random 

drug testing, survey results aside from this study indicate 

that seventeen percent of the athletic directors believed 

that their schools were interested in pursuing student drug 

testing (Yamaguchi, Johnston & O’Malley, 2003).  This 

researcher’s examination of the program satisfaction of 

Pennsylvania school district superintendents will assist 

educators in Pennsylvania who are seeking to make sense of 

the inconclusive data that both support and reject student 

drug testing programs. The study also described the context 

in which random drug testing continues to emerge.  

Additionally, based on the superintendent satisfaction 

levels, the study intended to explicate a direction or plan 
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for administrators who choose to pursue student drug 

testing.       

 
Research Questions 

 
The following research questions were designed in 

order to identify the policies and practices in use with 

school drug testing programs in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania as well as to determine the level of 

satisfaction with the various programs.   

1. How many school districts in Pennsylvania have 

instituted random drug testing?  

a. What was the impetus to implement drug testing 

in the school district for those districts with 

programs? 

b. For those districts without drug testing 

programs, what is the primary reason for not 

implementing a program? 

2. What program designs exist in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania, and which models are most 

frequently utilized? 

a. What are the key characteristics of the   

various programs? 

i.Which student groups are tested? 

ii.What drugs or substances are detected? 
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iii.What type of specimen is collected? 

iv.What constituents are involved in the 

oversight and drug testing procedures, and 

what impact does testing have on lost 

instructional time? 

b. How long has the policy been in place? 

c. How is the drug testing program evaluated? 

3. How satisfied are constituents with their drug 

testing program? 

a.  What is the perceived efficacy and impact of 

random drug testing with:   

i. Students 

ii. School personnel 

iii. Community 

b. What is the superintendents’ personal estimate 

of importance of drug testing with regards to: 

i. Educational processes 

ii. Community relations 

iii. Overall efficacy 

c. How satisfied is the superintendent with the 

existing drug testing program?  

4. What relationship, if any, exists between the 

superintendents’ satisfaction level and the 
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perceived efficacy and impact of the program by 

various constituents? 

 
Definitions 

For purposes of this study, the following terms are 

defined as follows:  

1.     Alcohol - Alcoholic beverages including, but not 

limited to, beer, wine, liquor and any beverage subject to 

the control and jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania Liquor 

Control Board and any substance containing ethyl alcohol to 

the extent that it can impair judgment or function if taken 

in sufficient quantities. 

2.     Drugs - include all of the following: 

a. Controlled substances as defined in the 

Controlled Substance, Drug, Device and Cosmetic Act, 

as otherwise prohibited by federal and state law. 

b. Prescription or patent drugs (over-the-counter 

drugs), except those for which permission for use or 

possession in school has been granted pursuant to 

Board policy. 

c. Alcohol. 

d. Anabolic and non-anabolic steroids. 

e. Look-alike drugs. 
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f. Drug paraphernalia. 

g. Any solvents or inhalants, such as, but not 

limited to, glue and aerosol products. 

      Examples of the above include, but are not limited 

to, anabolic steroids, non-anabolic steroids, marijuana, 

hashish, cocaine, chemical solvents, glue, look-alike       

substances, and any capsules or pills not registered with 

the nurse, annotated within the student's health record, 

and/or taken in accordance with Board policy for the 

administration of medication to students in school. 

3.     Drug Paraphernalia - Any utensil, device or item 

that in the school's judgment can be associated with the 

use of drugs. Examples may include, but are not limited to, 

cigarette-rolling papers, roach clips, pipes, and bowls. 

4.     Look-alike drugs - Any non-controlled substance that 

in its overall finished dosage appears substantially 

similar in size, shape, color, marking or packaging to a 

specific drug. 

5.     Student Assistance Program ("SAP") Team - A 

multidisciplinary team composed of a building 

administrator, a guidance counselor, a school nurse, and at 

least one (1) teacher. A central office administrator, 

school psychologist, alternative education teacher, and 
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student assistance coordinator may act as consultants to 

the team. This team has been trained to understand and work 

on the issues of adolescent chemical use, abuse, and 

dependency and will play a primary role in the 

identification and referral process of students coming to 

its attention through the procedures outlined in this 

policy and its guidelines.  

6.     Student Assistance Coordinator - The coordinator is 

responsible for the development, implementation and 

administration of all policies and procedures related to 

the Student Assistance Program. 

7.     Outside Referral - Referral to an education or 

treatment agency not operated by the school district 

wherein students are evaluated in an effort to determine 

the extent of the drug/alcohol problem and appropriate 

intervention techniques to be applied (Examples: Cumberland 

Perry Drug and Alcohol Services). 

8.     Student Athlete - This term includes any student who 

is participating in, or may reasonably be expected to 

participate in, an interscholastic sport. The term also 

includes cheerleaders. For the purposes of this policy, 

students participating in any of the preceding activities 

shall be referred to as athlete. 

9.     Co-Curricular Activities - Those activities that are 
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sponsored by the Board, are offered for credit toward 

graduation, and have required components of their programs 

that require attendance at and participation in activities 

scheduled during non-school hours.  

10.  Extra-Curricular Activities - Those activities that 

are sponsored by the Board but are not offered for credit 

toward graduation. An activity shall be considered 

sponsored by the Board when it has been approved by the 

Superintendent and reported to the Board for their 

information.  

11.  School District Property - Buildings, facilities and 

grounds on any school or vocational-technical campus, 

school bus, school bus stop, school parking area, and any 

facility being used for a school function or school-

sponsored trip. In addition, students shall be considered 

under the control of this policy while they are traveling 

to and from school. 

12.  Parking Privileges - The privilege of driving to and 

from school and parking a motor vehicle on school district 

property granted to students, after having been issued a 

parking permit from the building administration. 

13.  Medical Review Officer - An accredited physician 

selected by the district who receives the results of the 

drug tests, interprets the findings, notifies the student 
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athlete, the student athlete's parents/guardians, and 

authorized school district personnel of positive findings, 

and makes the determination of whether the findings could 

have been altered by medical reasons. 

14.  Sports Season - During any single school year, the 

period of time established by the coach of any sport within 

the parameters established by the school and, as 

appropriate, by the Pennsylvania Interscholastic Athletic 

Association (P.I.A.A.), from the first scheduled practice 

date of that sport and the completion of the last 

competition scheduled for that sport, including playoff 

contests. 

Delimitations of the study 

The purpose of the study was to determine which 

Pennsylvania public school districts have drug testing 

policies and to examine and report on the current drug 

testing practices as well as to determine the districts’ 

level of program satisfaction.  The researcher chose to 

delimit this study to all 500 public school districts in 

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in order to examine a 

large population within one geographical location. 

Therefore, caution should be exercised when generalizing 
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the study’s results to other states or geographical 

locations.   

The second delimitation relates to how data were 

collected.  Data were first collected by sending a cover 

letter and paper survey to all 500 Pennsylvania public 

school superintendents as well as an email correspondence 

with the electronic survey link.  This mailing was followed 

by a reminder letter used to encourage a response to the 

survey.  The second phase of data collection consisted of a 

personal phone call to each non-responding superintendent.  

This telephone inquiry was used to determine which 

Pennsylvania public schools have drug testing programs in 

place for those school districts that did not respond to 

the initial survey request.  From this information, an 

additional survey was sent again to each public school 

district superintendent that had a drug testing program as 

well as the electronic link for completion on 

SurveyMonkey.com.   

Limitations of the study 
 

The researcher identified the following limitations to 

this study. There are only a small number of public school 

districts that employed random drug testing.  The 

researcher cannot be certain as to whether the responding 
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school authority or superintendent accurately portrayed the 

district’s level of satisfaction without his or her own 

personal bias.  Additionally, the Likert Scale ranking of 

superintendent satisfaction measured a personal perception 

and therefore cannot necessarily be equated to the other 

effectiveness measures of the random drug testing programs.      

 
Role of the Researcher 

 
 The purpose of this study was to determine which 

Pennsylvania public school districts have drug testing 

policies and to examine and report on the current drug 

testing practices.   

 The researcher is a public school administrator in a 

Central Pennsylvania school district.  The researcher’s own 

school district administration has discussed random drug 

testing for the past four years, but the school board has 

not yet determined if this is a response that they wish to 

implement for the deterrence of student drug use.  

Recently, as the media depicted drug testing as a 

controversial policy in a nearby district, students in the 

researcher’s current district have questioned the 

administration about the adoption of a random drug testing 

policy in their school.   
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Prior to moving into administration, drug and alcohol 

abuse and adolescent development had been an area of 

interest for the researcher who began her career in health 

and physical education and coaching.  The researcher earned 

a Master’s degree in Sports Administration and is currently 

a doctoral student in the Educational Administration and 

Policy Studies Department, College of Education at Temple 

University.  As a middle school principal in the public 

school system, the researcher’s commitment and dedication 

to being a positive change agent while creating a safe and 

secure learning environment for all students had increased.  

Furthermore as a new district level administrator, she was 

charged with the responsibility of serving on the district 

committee to examine drug testing policies in order to make 

a sound recommendation to the school board.  The researcher 

had no bias towards a decision to adopt or reject drug 

testing in her own or other school districts. 

Significance of the Study 
 

This study could be significant for many school 

districts because adolescent drug use has remained steady 

or shown a modest decline.  In fact, more than 9.5 million 

high school students and nearly 5 million middle school 

students attended schools where illegal drugs were used and 

sold in the 2001-2002 school year, according to a report 
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released by the National Center on Addiction and Substance 

Abuse at Columbia University (2002).  Current efforts have 

had a minimal impact on deterring student drug use, and as 

mentioned previously, more schools are opting to utilize 

random drug testing.  The literature review of Chapter Two 

provided a much greater statistical overview of the drug 

problem in the United States in an expanded discussion of 

adolescent drug use and drug testing.  

Specifically, this research study provided valuable 

information for State and district policymakers and 

administrators who are considering spending the necessary 

resources to deter student drug use.  This study provides 

insight that has the potential to increase knowledge of the 

phenomenon of random drug testing throughout the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. As indicated previously, drug 

testing may serve multiple objectives and therefore was 

significant to study in order to provide information for 

administrators or policymakers to make data-driven 

decisions in meeting the best needs of our students.  This 

study helped to fill the void in the literature on random 

drug testing.  Effective drug testing programs have the 

potential to be valuable because drug use has such long-

term detrimental effects on the human body (Lawler, 2000). 

Drug testing is also believed to assist in creating safer 
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schools, reducing truancy, dropouts and violence (Lowery et 

al., 1999).  Adolescent use is a critical time of 

development that can be harmed by prolonged drug use.  

Research has demonstrated that the strongest predictors of 

student drug use are students’ attitudes toward drug use 

and their perceptions of peer use (Stefkovich, 1997).  

Furthermore, the researcher contends that student attitudes 

toward random, suspicionless drug testing will be a strong 

indicator of student drug use.  If true, drug testing could 

be a beneficial tool for use in our schools.  The 

researcher anticipated making a significant contribution 

for school administrators and policy makers as they strive 

to generate drug-free schools. Finally, recommendations 

were provided for future school leaders considering the 

adoption of a random drug testing policy. 

Theoretical Base 
 

Within the criminal justice system, deterrence is an 

oft used theory that focuses on reducing the probability of 

deviance in the general population.  The overarching 

deterrence theory suggested that, “people will engage in 

criminal and deviant activities if they do not fear 

apprehension and punishment” (Keel, 2005, p. 1).  Differing 

from the specific deterrence theory, the focus of general 

deterrence is on deterring future behaviors not on 
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penalizing past behaviors.  Prevention is thought to be a 

result of the impact on one’s rational decision making 

processes.   

Of significant importance with random drug testing is 

the suggested problems that may be associated with the 

deterrence theory.  “First, it is not so much the objective 

level of punishment, but the youth’s perception of the 

speed, certainty, and severity of punishment that is most 

likely related to breaking the law; second, accurately 

measuring the deterrent effect is problematic”(Keel, 2005).  

School administrators have wavered with the decision to 

adopt drug testing partially due to the uncertainty with 

measuring the effectiveness of drug testing. Unfortunately, 

the past strategies are not producing the desired results, 

so more and more districts are beginning to consider random 

drug tests as one of the available means of prevention.   

Research on deterrence and drinking and driving 

suggests that if the risk of punishment does not deter one 

from engaging in such behavior, then the risk of injury 

cannot be expected to deter people from drinking and 

driving either. Therefore, punishment is considered to be a 

counter-deterrent in drinking and driving situations.   

Therefore, the current reactions to policies regarding 

drunk driving appear to not be optimal in reducing the 
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number of people who drink and drive (Hunnex, 2002).  The 

researcher acknowledged that drinking and driving has 

decreased with the harsher penalties in Pennsylvania, but 

this reduction was not considered sufficient when some 

22,000+ people were reported to drink and drive in 

Pennsylvania as stated on the evening news of WHP CBS 21 

(February 24, 2007). Other statistics show a somewhat 

decline yet still indicate a definite social problem.  

According to Pennsylvania’s department of transportation 

(PennDOT), the number of alcohol-related fatalities has 

decreased from 558 in 2003 to 542 in 2004, and in Southeast 

Pennsylvania (Philadelphia, Bucks, Chester, Delaware and 

Montgomery counties), there were 108 alcohol-related 

traffic fatalities in 2004 (www.dot.state.pa.us).  The fact 

that punishment may be a counter-deterrent may provide 

optimism for school drug testing which is typically not 

based on punitive measures of deterrence.     

A California drug policy enforcement study (2000) 

stated, “Supporters of deterrence and incapacitation theory 

associate the recent declines in California crime rates as 

a testament to these policies” (Jones, 1999). Opponents 

argue that this theory is misguided and ineffective because 

simple punishment does not address the underlying causes of 

drug use and addiction (Sentencing Project, 1998). In 

 24



addition, national statistics show that crime rates are 

declining across the nation regardless of individual state 

law enforcement policies” (Tonry, 1999).  In its press 

release, the author indicated in his final conclusion that 

despite the efforts of the California law enforcement 

personnel, the harsher penalties did not in fact reduce 

drug use.   Future research must examine policies to 

determine if they merely address the political agenda or 

actually serve to deter drug use.  The researcher has 

provided data that examines whether drug testing was a mere 

community relations ploy or valuable tool in the fight 

against drug use in schools.    

A review of the juvenile delinquency and alternative 

drug testing technology literature suggested that such a 

comprehensive drug testing program is the next step in 

achieving the recognized goals of deterrence and drug 

prevention in public schools (Yacoubian, 2000).  School 

officials should focus on how the specific polices may 

impact the reduction of or prevention of drug use.    
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CHAPTER 2 
 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 

Introduction 
 

 This chapter was arranged in a chronological 

configuration with four major sections. In order to 

demonstrate the need for this study, the literature review 

originated with the historical perspective of drug use in 

society from 5000 BCE to the present.  An examination of 

the development of drug policy over several decades 

provides insight on the impact of the political climate to 

the development of drug testing.  In the second section, 

workplace drug testing is briefly examined along with the 

drug testing policies of the NCAA (National Collegiate 

Athletic Association).  In the third section, the focus 

moves on to statistics of adolescent drug use within the 

United States and within Pennsylvania.  The final section 

discusses random drug testing in schools as well as studies 

on random drug testing.  The researcher focused 

specifically on drug testing but acknowledges such testing 

is characteristically found to be included with other drug 

prevention programs and educational curricula designed to 

deter drug use.   
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Historical Overview of Drug Use In Society and The 

Enactment of Drug Policy  

 
The Webster dictionary defines a drug as any substance 

that brings about an altered state of consciousness and 

causes addiction. Those who grew up in the 1960’s and 

1970’s might think that drug problems in schools began 

during the social upheaval of those decades when many 

American students were protesting the Vietnam War and 

striking out at the establishment in general.  Drugs and 

their use, however, have been universal throughout history.  

A historical review of the introduction of addictive 

substances into our culture was presented to describe just 

when addictive substances became a part of American society 

and began to create problems in our schools.  

The first mention of drug use has been traced as far 

back as 5000 BCE to the Sumerians.  Their use of opium is 

suggested by the fact that they have an ideogram for it, 

which has been translated as HUL, meaning “joy” or 

“rejoicing” (Lindensmith, 1967).  The earliest record of 

the production of alcohol is 3700 BCE.  A description of a 

brewery was found in an Egyptian papyrus (Fort, 1969).  The 

use of tea was first introduced in China about 3000 BCE.   

St. John Chrysostom, Bishop of Constantinople, first 
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discussed wine and its effects in the fourth century.  

“Wine is at the head of all medicines; where wine is 

lacking, drugs are necessary” (Brecher, 1972). 

American school children learn that Columbus and his 

crew set sail across unknown seas in search of treasures of 

the Indies such as gold and spices.  A more complete 

history book might have added drugs.  Columbus transported 

tobacco from America as well as spices from the Indies back 

to Europe, reports Brecher in his study on Licit and 

Illicit Drugs (Brecher, 1972).  He elaborated that Columbus 

found cocaine in large areas of South America while 

caffeine and LSD-like drugs were scattered all over the 

world.   

When caffeinated drinks were introduced in countries 

that had not previously known them, they were treated like 

other exotic drugs such as nicotine and marijuana. Their 

use aroused a sense of deep moral outrage and evoked 

efforts to repress the new drug.  Brecher reports that 

morphine was a common pain killer or anesthetic for surgery 

during the late 1880’s, and its after-effects created many 

addicts in a very short period of time.   In just a few 

short weeks, an individual could become addicted to it for 

the rest of his or her life (Brecher, 1972).  
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The first recorded use of marijuana in the United 

States was in 1909 in the red light district of the port of 

New Orleans.  This area is universally regarded as the 

birthplace of Jazz.  According to Ernest L. Abel (1980), it 

was in these bordellos, where music provided the background 

and was not the primary focus of attention, which marijuana 

became an integral part of the jazz era. Unlike booze, 

which dulled and incapacitated, marijuana enabled musicians 

whose jobs required them to play into the night to forget 

their exhaustion.  Abel claims that the use of the drug 

made their music sound more imaginative and unique, at 

least to those who played and listened while under its 

sensorial influence (1980). 

According to Brecher’s research, drugs were 

unregulated until an 1875 San Francisco statute outlawed 

the smoking of opium in opium dens. He claims it was 

enacted because of the fear that Chinese men were luring 

white women to their “ruin” in those opium dens.  At this 

point in history, opium and opiates were as readily 

available as aspirin.  They were found in grocery stores, 

apothecaries, through mail order catalogs, and directly 

from physicians.  Additionally, there was a myriad of 

patent medicines used to help ease the pain of teething, 

colic in babies, diarrhea, toothaches, and menstrual 
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cramps.  This use was in the mainstream population of 

professional people and blue-collar workers, not the 

homeless or the criminal element (Brecher, 1972).  

Although the first statute prohibiting drugs was 

passed in 1875, there was little accomplished in the 

regulation of drugs until after the Spanish-American War.  

At the conclusion of the Spanish-American War, the United 

States War Department took over the governing of the 

Philippines, and they inherited a whole system for 

licensing narcotics’ addicts and supplying them with opium 

legally; a system previously established under Spanish 

rule.   

A War Department Commission of Inquiry was appointed 

under Reverend Charles H. Brent, Episcopal Bishop of the 

Philippines, to look for alternatives to the Spanish 

system.  After studying evidence of narcotics control 

programs throughout the Far East, the Brent Commission 

recommended that narcotics be subject to international 

rather than just national control (Terry & Pellens, 

1928/1970).    

This proposal appealed to the United States State 

Department because for many years Britain had been 

criticized for shipping opium grown in India into China.  

It was such a serious problem that two nineteenth-century 
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Opium Wars between Britain and China were fought over this 

issue. The United States State Department saw a possible 

way to control the opium problem in the Philippines and to 

win accolades from American missionaries, who were anxious 

to save the Philippines from drugs.  Therefore, President 

Theodore Roosevelt called for an international opium 

conference, which was held in Shanghai in 1909.   There was 

no agreement reached at the initial conference, so a second 

one was held at The Hague in 1911 which resulted in the 

first international opium agreement.  The Hague Convention 

of 1912 was generally aimed at solving the opium problems 

of the Far East, specifically China (Anslinger & Tomkins, 

1953). 

At this time, the Harrison Narcotic Act of 1914, which 

required a license for sellers to handle opiates and 

cocaine was proposed.  When the members of Congress were 

voting on this measure, most of them would not have known 

they were passing a general drug prohibition bill.  

Confusion resulted because nothing in the law prohibited 

doctors from prescribing these drugs in the legitimate 

practice of medicine (Public Law No. 223, 1914).   

This was just the beginning of the ‘War on Drugs’.  

Within six weeks of the passage of The Harrison Narcotics 

Act, its effects were felt because it did, in fact, 
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prohibit doctors from prescribing opiates to current 

addicts who were their patients. It did not consider 

addiction as a treatable disease, but as an ongoing 

condition that needed to be overcome.  Law enforcement 

officials were, therefore, arresting physicians under this 

interpretation.  Some were convicted and even imprisoned.  

Many doctors’ careers were ruined even if they were not 

imprisoned (Brecher, 1972). 

An editorial appeared in the New York Medical Journal 

on May 15, 1915, which declared: 

As was expected…the immediate effects of the Harrison 
antinarcotics law were seen in the flocking of drug 
habituates to hospitals and sanatoriums, sporadic 
crimes of violence were reported too, due usually to 
desperate efforts by addicts to obtain drugs, but 
occasionally to a delirious state induced by sudden 
withdrawal… (New York Medical Journal, 1915 p.200). 
 
Within six months, narcotic drug addiction had become 

one of the biggest problems in the United States because 

addicts were unable to purchase their opiates legally.  

They were forced to purchase them from the ‘black markets’, 

which were springing up in all the large cities.  These 

addicts were denied their regular supply, and they became 

violent to obtain the money to buy their drugs from the 

underground drug peddlers who were charging two to three 

times more than the cost when the drugs were legal(American 

Medicine,1915; Brecher, 1972). 
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After just three years of the Harrison Narcotics Act 

and its devastating effects, a committee was formed to 

study how to amend the law.  As a result, instead of 

repealing the law, the committee members decided to try and 

strengthen it on a state and local level.  They found at 

that time that the underground traffic of narcotics was 

about equal to the legitimate medical traffic (Brecher, 

1972).  This report came from the first of many committees 

formed through the years, all of whom found that illegal 

sales had taken over the sale of drugs to addicts and many 

young experimenters.   

While some research would trace drug control to the 

early 1900s  (Ackerman, 1991; Walker, 2001), other research 

pinpoints the previously mentioned regulation of narcotics 

and opium as the catalyst for drug regulation as well as 

the more widely known alcohol prohibition from 1920-1930 in 

the United States.  Yet other examination reveals the 

discernable shift in drug policy occurring primarily during 

the 1970s and 1980s.   

President Nixon’s modern-day War on Drugs began in 

1969.  According to Koch (1998), he was the first to employ 

a war analogy to characterize the nation’s fight against 

drugs. “Drug traffic is public enemy number one 

domestically in the United States today and we must wage a 
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total offensive, worldwide, nationwide, government-wide, 

and, if I might say so, media-wide.” (Nixon, 1971). Hence, 

this was the beginning of the War on Drugs.  The Nixon 

administration created the Controlled Substances Act (CSA) 

of 1970 which replaced the Harrison Narcotic Act.  The CSA 

was designed to limit and control access to drugs although 

the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) has 

responsibility for enforcement of the legislation.  

In September 1975, under President Ford, the White 

Paper on Drug Abuse was released.  The Domestic Council 

Drug Abuse Task Force released a report that recommends 

that "priority in Federal efforts in both supply and demand 

reduction be directed toward those drugs which inherently 

pose a greater risk to the individual and to society." The 

White Paper named marijuana a "low priority drug" in 

contrast to heroin, amphetamines and mixed barbiturates 

(White Paper on Drug Abuse, 1975).       

When Ford lost the presidency to Jimmy Carter in 1976, 

it appeared that Carter would continue to push for drug law 

regulation and reform.  Unfortunately, rumors and scandals 

involving cocaine use and prescription writing by Drug 

Czar, Peter Bourne, were disclosed by columnist Jack 

Anderson.  Bourne later revealed that members of the White 
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House staff admittedly used marijuana and cocaine (Wrong 

Rx, 1978).      

In the 1980s, the Reagan administration rejuvenated 

the drug war that continues today.  President Reagan 

created the President’s Commission on Organized Crime to 

detail illegal operations of organized crime.  Although not 

initially created to combat drug use, the direct 

relationship of drug trafficking with organized crime 

produced a report from this commission that surprisingly 

called for drug testing in the following statement:  

“The President should direct the heads of all Federal 
agencies to formulate immediately clear policy statements, 
with implementing guidelines, including suitable drug 
testing programs, expressing the utter unacceptability of 
drug abuse by Federal employees. State and local 
governments and leaders in the private sector should 
support unequivocally a similar policy that any and all use 
of drugs is unacceptable. Government contracts should not 
be awarded to companies that fail to implement drug 
programs, including suitable drug testing” (President’s 
Commission on Organized Crime, pg 450). 

 
Nancy Reagan instituted the “Just Say No” campaign 

aimed at white, middle class children which was funded 

largely through corporate and private donations.  In August 

1986, concern about drugs reached its highest level in over 

four decades (Gallup 1987).  Drug abuse was the third most 

important domestic policy issue behind unemployment and the 

budget deficit. Other surveys charted a similar trend. A 

Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa survey of attitudes toward public 
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school found that, for the first time, an issue other than 

discipline was seen as the most important problem. Drugs 

were identified by almost 30 percent of respondents as the 

biggest concern, a 10-point increase in one year. Student 

respondents to a Gallup Youth Survey also identified drug 

abuse as the leading problem faced by teenagers (Gallup, 

1987).   In 1988-89, towards the close of the Reagan 

Administration, the Office of National Drug Control Policy 

(ONDCP) was created to centrally coordinate legislative, 

security, diplomatic, research and health policy throughout 

the government. In recognition of his central role, the 

director of ONDCP is commonly known as the drug ‘Czar’.  As 

drug czar, William Bennett campaigned to make drug abuse 

socially unacceptable.  He termed this approach 

denormalization.  

In line with past presidential commitment or political 

symbolism, President Bush proposed additional spending 

aimed at the war on drugs.  His proposition was to add 

nearly $1.2 billion to the budget for the war on drugs, 

including a 50% increase in military spending.  President 

Bill Clinton later raised the position of drug czar to 

cabinet-level status during his term while delivering $1.3 

billion in aid to help Colombia combat drug traffickers 

among other initiatives (Frontline, 2007).    
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Public concern about the use of drugs by young people 

in the United States remains high and efforts to counter 

drug abuse through education and intervention continue.  

Drug testing has since become a major policy issue with a 

host of competing actors seeking to promote or defend their 

own interests.  The latter part of this literature review 

illustrates how the courts have become major players in the 

policy arena of drug testing through an examination of case 

law on the legality and constitutionality of drug testing.  

Military and Workplace drug testing 
 

Random drug testing is not a new phenomenon.  The 

United States Department of Defense began testing military 

personnel returning from Vietnam during the 1960s and early 

1970s.  Urine screens were used to identify veterans who 

had recently used heroin (Ackerman, 1991).  Mulloy (1991) 

pinpoints two major events that facilitated the military’s 

adoption of drug testing.  First, a survey of young 

enlisted personnel found that large numbers (20 to 47 

percent depending on the service) reported use of marijuana 

within the last 30 days. Second, a nighttime accident 

aboard an aircraft carrier resulted in fourteen deaths and 

forty-two wounded. Autopsies of nine crew deck members 

revealed traces of cannabis.  By the early 1980s, mass drug 

screening was introduced by the military in response to 
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their concern for operational readiness and safety of the 

enlisted personnel.         

Currently, each military member must be tested at 

least once per year, and reserve members must be tested at 

least once every two years.  According to a press release 

issued by Sgt. 1st Class Kathleen T. Rhem (2006), USA 

American Forces Press Service,  

If you had visited a typical military unit in 1983, 
about one out of every four service members would have 
used illegal drugs.  If you had visited the same unit 
in 1998, about three out of 100 service members 
admitted to using drugs.  Between 1983 and 1998, the 
fraction of service members admitting to frequent drug 
use dropped from 23 percent to 2.7 percent (p. 2).   
 

In a similar report, the U.S. Department of Defense's 

Survey of Health-Related Behavior Among Military Personnel, 

which is conducted about every three years, examined the 

rates of drug use in the armed forces. In 1980, 27.6% of 

military respondents polled admitted using an illegal drug 

within the past 30 days. This proportion fell to 2.7% in 

1998 (Table 2.1). Of the drugs abused within the past 30 

days, marijuana had the highest percentage of use at 1.4%.  

In 1980, 36.7% of military respondents polled admitted to 

using an illicit drug within the past year. This number 

fell to 6.0% in 1998 (Table 2.1). 
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Table 2.1   U.S. Department of Defense's Survey of Health-        
Related Behavior Among Military Personnel 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 2.1: Drug use by armed forces enlisted personnel:  

1980-1998  

 

This reduction appears to be the result of a 

multifaceted approach to deterring drug use, but it is 

important to note that the military services continue to 

test for drug use and has adopted a zero-tolerance policy 

on drug use among its military members (Rhem, 2006). 

Similar concerns among U.S. government and private 

employers has led, most recently, to the extension of 

mandatory drug testing into the workplace.  Many employers 
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have followed the lead of the military.  Similar to the 

goals of the military, employers seek to deter drug use and 

to create a drug-free environment. Absenteeism, accidents, 

and theft are a few of the problems associated with 

substance abuse amongst the labor force.  Additional 

research for workplace drug testing suggested “the rampant 

growth of drug testing programs was due in part to the 

perception that both licit and illicit drug abuse were 

pervasive in American society and therefore, by extension, 

in the American workforce” (Griffin, Keller & Cohn, 2001).   

Interestingly, the nation’s largest employer, the 

federal government, mandates drug testing for employees in 

all safety-sensitive positions.  Consequently, the 

Department of Health and Human Services published the 

Mandatory Guidelines for Federal Workplace Drug Testing 

Programs (Federal Register, Vol. 53, No. 69, 4/4/88).  As 

in the military testing, it should be noted that a work-

place drug testing program is simply one element of a 

comprehensive drug-free workplace program and/or strategy. 

President Reagan’s signing of Executive Order 12564 

provided the legal authority for drug testing federal 

workers and set the standard for workplace drug testing in 

other public and private sector organizations (Normand, 

Lempert, & O’Brien 1994, 285).  This order sparked a 
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constitutional debate over the violation of rights 

specified in the Fourth, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of 

the Constitution which is further discussed along with 

student drug testing.     

The constitutionality and legality of federal mandated 

drug testing was first addressed by the U.S. Supreme Court 

in two precedent-setting cases, Skinner v. Railway Labor 

Executives’ Association, 1989, 489 U.S. 602 and National 

Treasury Employees Union v. Von Raab, 1989, 489 U.S. 656.  

These two particular court cases have provided the 

foundation for the legality of suspicionless drug testing 

in the above mentioned safety sensitive positions.   

The Supreme Court’s landmark decision in Skinner v. 

Railway Labor Executives’ Association (1989) allowed for 

suspicionless drug and alcohol testing for railroad 

employees due to their performance of duties having the 

potential to cause injury to others (a safety sensitive 

position).  In Skinner, the court upheld a federal 

regulation mandating post-accident drug testing of 

employees involved in accidents because the risk of injury 

to others justified the courts decision in mandating 

governmental drug testing.  The government’s interest in 

safety of this highly regulated industry outweighed the 
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individual’s rights to privacy (McCray, 2000; Newton, 1999; 

Shutler, 1996).   

In the National Treasury Employees Union v. Von Raab 

(1989), the Court found that there are occasions when 

Fourth Amendment intrusions serve a special government 

need. The Von Raab case was concerned with the testing of 

Custom Service employees who carried firearms, enforced 

drug laws, and had classified duties (McCray, 2000; Newton, 

1999).  Once again, the government’s interest in safety 

outweighed the privacy rights of those employed to protect 

society from drug smugglers (Shutler, 1996).  Later 

discussion shows that these cases also relate to the 

rulings in school drug testing. 

As a result of the Skinner and Von Raab cases, a 

consensus appears to be developing among the federal courts 

about what makes a governmentally mandated drug testing 

program reasonable under the Fourth Amendment (Normand, 

Lempert, and O’Brien 1994). First, drug-testing programs 

that target a narrow set of employees whose drug use poses 

an actual or symbolic threat to fellow workers, the public, 

or the agency’s mission are generally constitutional. 

Second, the random testing of all employees within a 

specific job category (that is, those in “safety sensitive” 

roles) is likely to pass constitutional muster if the 
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testing is justified as a deterrent to future employee drug 

use (Brunet, 2003). 

In contrast to Skinner and Von Raab, the United States 

Supreme Court has struck down mandatory drug testing in 

other arenas.  In Chandler v. Miller 520 U.S. 305 (1997), 

the court rejected a Georgia law requiring elected 

officials (including the governor and state legislators) to 

certify that they had tested negative for drugs.  The 

courts found that public officials running for office did 

not pose a safety threat and therefore did not warrant a 

departure from the Fourth Amendment.    

The examination of research on drug testing in the 

work place is inconclusive.  There is equal support both 

for and against the notion of testing as a means to deter 

drug use (Harrison, Backenheimer & Inciardi, 1995).  

Despite the implementation of drug testing nearly forty 

plus years ago in the military and the literature 

indicating a decline in drug use in the military, 

compelling scholarly studies are still lacking on the 

effectiveness of drug testing.  Furthermore, a study on the 

development of a college or university drug testing policy 

found, “Few attempts have been made to rigorously analyze 

the organization or effectiveness of such implementation, 

(Griffin et al., 2001).  Other key researchers have 
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described workplace drug testing as, a widely adopted 

“public health” intervention lacking a broad science base 

and as stated from the research perspective, there remain 

huge gaps in our knowledge about the effectiveness of 

testing programs as a deterrent or as a tool in the early 

identification of addicts (Gust, Brenner, & Schuster, 

1996).   

NCAA drug testing  
 

 In 1986, the National Collegiate Athletic Association 

adopted the NCAA drug testing program (Copeland, 2002). 

This was also the year in which most people first became 

aware of the student-athlete drug use problem after the 

well-publicized death of Len Bias, the basketball player 

from the University of Maryland who died from a cocaine 

overdose. 

The NCAA sought the help of the United States Olympic 

Committee for the training of sample collectors, but the 

NCAA’s policy differs from the IOC’s testing program which 

performs drug tests only to limit the use of performance-

enhancing substances.  The NCAA drug testing program seeks 

to deter student drug use as well as to promote fair play 

(Copeland, 2002).  The NCAA testing program is constantly 

evolving and also contains an educational component. Most 

recently, ephedrine and steroid testing have been 
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incorporated into the NCAA drug testing program.  “A 

majority of NCAA athletes—55% of respondents in the 2001 

drug-use survey—believe that all college athletes should be 

tested by the Association, and 55% believe that drug 

testing deters drug use [25% disagreed with those 

statements]” (Copeland, 2002).  The NCAA’s statistics on 

positive tests demonstrate that drug testing appears to be 

an effective deterrent on student-athlete drug use, “with 

the highest recent rate of positive tests in year-round 

testing having occurred in 1998-1999—1.2%” (Copeland, 

2002).  Tricker and Connolly (1997) also reported an 8% 

rate of steroid use over a lifetime and a 1% use of 

steroids within six months in a survey of more than 500 

college athletes.  Another study which examined collegiate 

random drug testing as an effective deterrent concluded 

that testing itself is an effective deterrent to drug use, 

but acknowledged that drug testing may not eliminate drug 

use amongst college athletes (Meldrum & Feinberg, 2002). 

Contextual/Comparative Analysis 
 

 The analysis of drug testing in the military, 

workforce, and NCAA has identified a predicament comparable 

to that which school administrators are facing with the 

drug epidemic in their schools.  While drug testing in 

public high schools is not as widely implemented as in the 
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three arenas previously discussed, much can be learned from 

their policy inception and acceptance.  Although military, 

workforce and NCAA drug testing has been criticized 

previously, the potential benefits have increased their 

overall acceptance and perceived effectiveness (Copeland, 

2002; Gust et al., 1996).  This sheds light on drug testing 

as a practical method for substance use reduction.   

As the evidence about the efficacy of random drug 

testing is equivocal, it is imperative to bear in mind that 

random drug testing is used as only one means for deterring 

drug use.  In a study on drug use by college athletes, 

Meldrum and Feinberg (2002) contend that drug testing alone 

is not a sufficient deterrent to eliminate drug use.  

Rather, a multi-faceted educational approach as with the 

NCAA drug testing program will provide the greatest impact 

on deterring student drug use.   

Adolescent Drug Use Statistics 
 

 This section of research and statistics on adolescent 

drug use was arranged accordingly: First, overall national 

statistics are discussed. Second, drug use statistics for 

Pennsylvania are presented. Third, statistic for Central 

Pennsylvania and one local school district are discussed. 
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National Findings 

Each year, the University of Michigan’s Institute for 

Social Research conducts a national long-term study of 

American adolescents, college students and adults through 

age forty-five.  This survey, Monitoring the Future (MTF), 

began in 1975 when research suggested that illicit drug use 

proliferated in the adolescent population sometime during 

the 1960s.  According to the study, “Substance use by 

American young people has proven to be a rapidly-changing 

phenomenon, requiring frequent assessments and 

reassessments” (Johnston, O’Malley, Bachman, & Schulenberg, 

2006).  Studying these trends in drug use may assist in the 

understanding of the effectiveness of the various policy 

and intervention efforts as well as how accurately the 

problem is identified.     

The following 2005 Monitoring the Future survey 

results encompassed nearly 50,000 8th-, 10th-, and 12th 

grade students in over 400 secondary schools nationwide.  

Recent trends in the use of licit and illicit drugs are 

emphasized, as well as trends in the levels of perceived 

risk and personal disapproval associated with each drug. 

This study has shown these beliefs and attitudes to be 

particularly important in explaining trends in use. In 
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addition, trends in the perceived availability of each drug 

are presented (Johnston et al., 2006). 

The proportion of American 8th-, 10th-, and 12th-grade 

students who reported using any illicit drug in the prior 

12 months continued a gradual decline in 2004, according to 

the latest Monitoring the Future study (Figure 2.2). This 

decline has been occurring since 1996 among the nation’s 

8th-grade students, among whom there has now been a one-

third decline in annual prevalence of using any illicit 

drug (from 23.6 percent in 1996 to 15.2 percent in 2004). 

This is the third year of decline among the 10th and 12th 

graders, following some years of stability in use. 

In 2004 the proportions indicating any use of an 

illicit drug in the prior 12 months were: 

• 15 percent in grade 8 
• 31 percent in grade 10 
• 39 percent in grade 12 

 

The proportions ever having tried an illicit drug in 

their lifetime were: 

• 22 percent in grade 8 
• 40 percent in grade 10 
• 51 percent in grade 12 
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Figure 2.2 Trends in Illicit Drug Use 
 

 
 
 
 
Source:  Johnston, L. D., O’Malley, P. M., Bachman, J. G., & 
Schulenberg, J. E. (2006). Monitoring the Future national results 
on adolescent drug use: Overview of key findings, 2005. (NIH 
Publication No. 06-5882). Bethesda, MD: National Institute on 
Drug Abuse. 

 
 

The study also revealed a decline in marijuana use 

(Figure 2.3).  The annual prevalence of marijuana use among 

8th graders dropped from 18.3 percent to 11.8 percent in 

2004. 
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Figure 2.3 Marijuana: Trends in Annual Use 

  

 

 
 
 
Source:  Johnston, L. D., O’Malley, P. M., Bachman, J. G., & 
Schulenberg, J. E. (2006). Monitoring the Future national results 
on adolescent drug use: Overview of key findings, 2005. (NIH 
Publication No. 06-5882). Bethesda, MD: National Institute on 
Drug Abuse. 
 
 In addition to marijuana, several other drugs showed a 

“modest” decline in use according to the MTF results. 

Ecstasy, amphetamines, methamphetamines, PCP, Vicodin and 

anabolic steroids have shown a slight decline in use during 

2004.  LSD, hallucinogens, crack cocaine, cocaine powder, 

heroin, narcotics, tranquilizers, sedatives, “ice” (crystal 
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methamphetamine), Rohypnol, and GHB have shown little to no 

changes in the 2004 study results. 

Tables 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 represent the trends in 

availability, disapproval rates and perceived risk or 

harmfulness of selected drugs.  Although tables are 

available for eighth, tenth and twelfth grades, the 

information presented is based on twelfth grade student 

responses only.   

High school seniors believe that many drugs are 

readily available.  In fact, 84.9% say that marijuana is 

fairly easy or very easy to get.  In a 2005-2006 

comparison, cocaine, amphetamines and steroids show a +1.5 

or more percentage increase in perceived availability.  

Seven drugs were perceived to be easier to get in 2006 

while nine drugs were perceived to be less easy to obtain.  

Unfortunately, those that were easier to get were 

statistically greater than those showing the decline (Table 

2.4). 

The students surveyed from the senior class of 2006 

typically disapproved of drug use at a greater rate than 

those in 2005.  In fact, there was an increase in 

disapproval for all drugs except heroin or barbiturates.  

The disapproval rate for drug use was surprisingly higher 

in 1991 as compared to 2006 (Table 2.5).  

 51



TABLE 2.4 
Trends in Availability of Drugs as Perceived by Twelfth 
Graders 

 

How difficult do 
you think it 
would be for you 
to get each of 
the following 
types of drugs, 
if you wanted 
some? 

   

 
  2000  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005  2006 ’05–

’06 
change 

Marijuana  88.5  88.5 87.2 87.1 85.8 85.6  84.9 -0.7 

Amyl/butyl 
nitrites  

23.3  22.5 22.3 19.7 20.0 19.7  18.4 -1.2 

LSD  46.9  44.7 39.6 33.6 33.1 28.6  29.0 +0.5 
Some other 
psychedelic/ 
hallucinogen  

34.5‡ 48.5 47.7 47.2 49.4 45.0  43.9 -1.1 

PCP  28.8  27.2 25.8 21.9 24.2 23.2  23.1 -0.1 

MDMA (ecstasy)  51.4  61.5 59.1 57.5 47.9 40.3  40.3 0.0  

Cocaine  47.8  46.2 44.6 43.3 47.8 44.7  46.5 +1.7 

Crack  42.6  40.2 38.5 35.3 39.2 39.3  38.8 -0.5 

Cocaine powder  44.6  40.7 40.2 37.4 41.7 41.6  42.5 +0.9 

Heroin  33.5  32.3 29.0 27.9 29.6 27.3  27.4 +0.1 
Some other 
narcotic 
(including 
methadone)  

43.9  40.5 44.0 39.3 40.2 39.2  39.6 +0.4 

Amphetamines  57.1  57.1 57.4 55.0 55.4 51.2  52.9 +1.7 
Crystal meth. 
(ice)  

27.8  28.3 28.3 26.1 26.7 27.2  26.7 -0.4 

Barbituratesc  37.4  35.7 36.6 35.3‡ 46.3 44.4  43.8 -0.6 

Tranquilizers  33.8  33.1 32.9 29.8 30.1 25.7  24.4 -1.3 

Alcohol  94.8  94.3 94.7 94.2 94.2 93.0  92.5 -0.5 

Steroids  44.8  44.4 45.5 40.7 42.6 39.7  41.1 +1.5 

Approx. N =  2,095 2,120 2,138 2,391 2,169 2,161 2,131  
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a
Answer alternatives were: (1) Probably impossible, (2) Very 
difficult, (3) Fairly difficult, (4) Fairly easy, (5) Very 
easy, and (6) Can't say, drug unfamiliar. 
b
In 2001 the question text was changed from “other 
psychedelics” to “other hallucinogens” and “shrooms” was 
added to the list of examples.  These changes likely 
explain the  
discontinuity in the 2001 results. 
c
In 2004 the question text was changed from “barbiturates” 
to “sedatives/barbiturates” and the list of examples was 
changed from "downers, goofballs, reds, yellows, etc." to 
just "downers." These changes likely explain the 
discontinuity in the 2004 results. 

 

Source:  The Monitoring the Future Study, the 
University of Michigan.  

Notes:  Level of significance of difference between the 
two most recent classes: s = .05, ss = .01, sss 
= .001.  

 
‘—’ indicates data not available.  

 
‘‡’ indicates some change in the question. See 
relevant footnote.  

 Any apparent inconsistency between the change 
estimate and the prevalence of use estimates 
for the two most recent classes is due to 
rounding error.  
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TABLE 2.5  Trends in Disapproval of Drug Use by Twelfth 
Graders 

Do you 
disapprove 
of people 
(who are 18 
or  

Class 
of: 

      ’05–
’06  

older) doing 
each of the 
following? a 

2000  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005  2006 change 

Try 
marijuana 
once or 
twice  
 

52.5  49.1 51.6 53.4 52.7 55.0  55.6 +0.6 

Smoke 
marijuana 
occasionally 

65.8  63.2 63.4 64.2 65.4 67.8  69.3 +1.6 

Smoke 
marijuana 
regularly  

79.7  79.3 78.3 78.7 80.7 82.0  82.2 +0.2 

Try LSD once 
or twice  

82.4  81.8 84.6 85.5 87.9 87.9  88.0 +0.1 

Take LSD 
regularly  94.2  94.0 94.0 94.4 94.6 95.6  95.9 +0.3 

Try MDMA 
(ecstasy) 
once or 
twice  

81.0  79.5 83.6 84.7 87.7 88.4  89.0 +0.6 

Try cocaine 
once or 
twice  

88.2  88.1 89.0 89.3 88.6 88.9  89.1 +0.2 

Take cocaine 
regularly  

95.5  94.9 95.0 95.8 95.4 96.0  96.1 +0.1 

Try crack 
once or 
twice  

87.5  87.0 87.8 86.6 86.9 86.7  88.8 +2.0 

Take crack 
occasionally 

91.9  91.6 91.5 90.8 92.1 91.9  92.9 +1.1 

Take crack 
regularly  

92.8  92.2 92.4 91.2 93.1 92.1  93.8 +1.7 

Try cocaine 
powder once 
or twice  

84.1  83.3 83.8 83.6 82.2 83.2  84.1 +0.9 

Take cocaine 
powder 

90.3  89.8 90.2 88.9 90.0 89.4  90.4 +1.0 
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occasionally 
Take cocaine 
powder 
regularly  

92.6  92.5 92.2 90.7 92.6 92.0  93.2 +1.3 

Try heroin 
once or 
twice  

93.0  93.1 94.1 94.1 94.2 94.3  93.8 -0.5 

Take heroin 
occasionally 

96.0  95.4 95.6 95.9 96.4 96.3  96.2 -0.1 

Take heroin 
regularly  

96.6  96.2 96.2 97.1 97.1 96.7  96.9 +0.1 

Try heroin 
once or 
twice 
without 
using a 
needle  

94.0  91.7 93.1 92.2 93.1 93.2  93.7 +0.5 

Take heroin 
occasionally 
without 
using a 
needle  

95.2  93.5 94.4 93.5 94.4 95.0  94.5 -0.5 

Try 
amphetamines 
once or 
twice  

82.1  82.3 83.8 85.8 84.1 86.1  86.3 +0.1 

Take 
amphetamines 
regularly  

94.1  93.4 93.5 94.0 93.9 94.8  95.3 +0.5 

Try 
barbiturates 
once or 
twicec  

85.9  85.9 86.6 87.8‡ 83.7 85.4  85.3 -0.2 

Take 
barbiturates 
regularlyc  

95.2  94.5 94.7 94.4‡ 94.2 95.2  95.1 -0.1 

Try one or 
two drinks 
of an 
alcoholic 
beverage 

        

 (beer, 
wine, 
liquor)  

25.2  26.6 26.3 27.2 26.0 26.4  29.0 +2.6 

Take one or 
two drinks 
nearly every 

70.0  69.2 69.1 68.9 69.5 70.8  72.8 +2.0 
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day  
Take four or 
five drinks 
nearly every 
day  

88.4  86.4 87.5 86.3 87.8 89.4  90.6 +1.2 

Have five or 
more drinks 
once or 
twice  

        

each weekend 65.2  62.9 64.7 64.2 65.7 66.5  68.5 +2.0 
Smoke one or 
more packs 
of 
cigarettes 
per day  

70.1  71.6 73.6 74.8 76.2 79.8  81.5 +1.7 

Take 
steroids  88.8  86.4 86.8 86.0 87.9 88.8  89.4 +0.6 

Approx. N =  2,150 2,144 2,160 2,442 2,455 2,460 2,377  
 
a
The 1975 question asked about people who are "20 or older." 

b
Answer alternatives were: (1) Don't disapprove, (2) 
Disapprove, and (3) Strongly disapprove. Percentages are 
shown for categories (2) and (3) combined. 
c
In 2004 the question text was changed from “barbiturates” 
to “sedatives/barbiturates” and the list of examples was 
changed from "downers, goofballs, reds, yellows, etc." to 
just "downers." 
These changes likely explain the discontinuity in the 2004 
results. 
 

As for the perceived harmfulness of taking drugs, many 

seniors did not see a great risk in taking a drug once or 

twice although 2006 seniors perceived greater risk than 

those in 2005.  Only 36.1% felt a great risk with taking 

LSD once or twice, while approximately 50 percent felt 

cocaine, crack and PCP were a great risk when taken once or 

twice.  LSD was not seen as very harmful until occasional 

or regular use of it was reached.  Interestingly, seniors 
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in 1991 perceived a greater trend in harmfulness than those 

in 2006 (Table 2.6).  

TABLE 2.6  Trends in Harmfulness of Drugs as Perceived by 
Twelfth Graders 

How much do you think people risk harming Percentage saying 
"great risk" to themselves (physically or in other ways), 

 Class 
of: 

      ’05–
’06  

if they . .  2000  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005  2006  change 
Try 
marijuana 
once or 
twice  

13.7  15.3 16.1 16.1 15.9 16.1  17.8  +1.7 

Smoke 
marijuana 
occasionally 

23.4  23.5 23.2 26.6 25.4 25.8  25.9  +0.1 

Smoke 
marijuana 
regularly  

58.3  57.4 53.0 54.9 54.6 58.0  57.9  -0.1 

Try LSD once 
or twice  

34.3  33.2 36.7 36.2 36.2 36.5  36.1  -0.5 

Take LSD 
regularly  

75.9  74.1 73.9 72.3 70.2 69.9  69.3  -0.6 

Try PCP once 
or twice  45.0  46.2 48.3 45.2 47.1 46.6  47.0  +0.4 

Try MDMA 
(ecstasy) 
once or 
twice  

37.9  45.7 52.2 56.3 57.7 60.1  59.3  -0.8 

Try cocaine 
once or 
twice  

51.1  50.7 51.2 51.0 50.7 50.5  52.5  +2.0 

Take cocaine 
occasionally 

69.5  69.9 68.3 69.1 67.2 66.7  69.8  +3.1 

Take cocaine 
regularly  

86.2  84.1 84.5 83.0 82.2 82.8  84.6  +1.8 

Try crack 
once or 
twice  

48.4  49.4 50.8 47.3 47.8 48.4  47.8  -0.7 

Take crack 
occasionally 

65.8  65.4 65.6 64.0 64.5 63.8  64.8  +0.9 

Take crack 
regularly  

85.3  85.8 84.1 83.2 83.5 83.3  82.8  -0.5 

Try cocaine 
powder once 
or twice  

47.0  49.0 49.5 46.2 45.4 46.2  45.8  -0.5 

Take cocaine 64.7  63.2 64.4 61.4 61.6 60.8  61.9  +1.2 
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powder 
occasionally 
Take cocaine 
powder 
regularly  

85.5  84.4 84.2 82.3 81.7 82.7  82.1  -0.7 

Try heroin 
once or 
twice  

54.2  55.6 56.0 58.0 56.6 55.2  59.1  +3.9 s 

Take heroin 
occasionally 

74.6  75.9 76.6 78.5 75.7 76.0  79.1  +3.1 s 

Take heroin 
regularly  

89.2  88.3 88.5 89.3 86.8 87.5  89.7  +2.2 

Try heroin 
once or 
twice 
without 
using a 
needle  

61.6  60.7 60.6 58.9 61.2 60.5  62.6  +2.1 

Take heroin 
occasionally 
without 
using a 
needle  

74.7  74.4 74.7 73.0 76.1 73.3  76.2  +3.0 

Try 
amphetamines 
once or 
twice  

32.6  34.7 34.4 36.8 35.7 37.7  39.5  +1.8 

Take 
amphetamines 
regularly  

66.3  67.1 64.8 65.6 63.9 67.1  68.1  +1.1 

Try crystal 
meth. (ice) 
once or 
twice  

51.3  52.7 53.8 51.2 52.4 54.6  59.1  +4.5 s 

Try 
barbiturates 
once or 
twiceb  

25.0  25.7 26.2 27.9‡ 24.9 24.7  28.0  +3.4 s 

Take 
barbiturates 
regularlyb  

52.3  50.3 49.3 49.6‡ 54.0 54.1  56.8  +2.7 

Try one or 
two drinks 
of an 
alcoholic 
beverage 
(beer, wine, 
liquor)  

6.4  8.7 7.6 8.4 8.6 8.5  9.3  +0.9 

Take one or 
two drinks 
nearly every 
day  

21.7  23.4 21.0 20.1 23.0 23.7  25.3  +1.6 
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Take four or 
five drinks 
nearly every 
day  

59.9  60.7 58.8 57.8 59.2 61.8  63.4  +1.6 

Have five or 
more drinks 
once or 
twice  

        

each weekend 42.7  43.6 42.2 43.5 43.6 45.0  47.6  +2.6 
Smoke one or 
more packs 
of 
cigarettes 
per day  

73.1  73.3 74.2 72.1 74.0 76.5  77.6  +1.1 

Use 
smokeless 
tobacco 
regularly  

42.2  45.4 42.6 43.3 45.0 43.6  45.9  +2.3 

Take 
steroids  57.9  58.9 57.1 55.0 55.7 56.8  60.2  +3.4 s 

Approx. N =  2,130 2,173 2,198 2,466 2,491 2,512 2,407  
 
a
Answer alternatives were: (1) No risk, (2) Slight risk, (3) 
Moderate risk, (4) Great risk, and (5) Can’t say, drug 
unfamiliar. 
b
In 2004 the question text was changed from “barbiturates” to 
“sedatives/barbiturates” and the list of examples was changed 
from "downers, goofballs, reds, yellows, etc." to just "downers." 
These changes likely explain the discontinuity in the 2004 
results. 
 

The Monitoring the Future summary of findings revealed 

that, “American high school students have a higher level of 

illicit drug use than those of any other industrialized 

nation” (Johnston, O’Malley, & Bachman, 2001).  More than 

9.5 million high school students and nearly 5 million 

middle school students attended schools where illegal drugs 

were used and sold in the 2001-2002 school year, according 

to a report released by the National Center on Addiction 

and Substance Abuse at Columbia University (2002).   
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 “The 2004 National Survey on Drug Use and Health 

results is consistent with the 2004 Monitoring the Future 

trends. Both surveys show decreases among youths and young 

adults for some measures of use of illicit drugs, alcohol, 

and cigarettes between 2002 and 2004, although not all 

decreases are statistically significant” (NSDUH, 2004 & 

Johnston, O’Malley, Bachman, & Schulenberg, 2005).  

These statistics suggest that overall teen drug use 

continues to gradually decline, although the use of 

inhalants does continue to rise.  “Despite the fact that 

federal spending on the drug war increased from $1.65 

billion in 1982 to $17.7 billion in 1999, from 1996 through 

2004, the Monitoring the Future survey (2006) reports that, 

“In 2005 the lifetime prevalence rates for this index were 

21%, 38%, and 50% in grades 8, 10, and 12, respectively. In 

other words, exactly half of American secondary school 

students today have tried an illicit drug by the time they 

near high school graduation” (p. 68). 

Specifically, marijuana appears to be available to 

almost all high school seniors; 86% reported that they 

think it would be 'very easy' or 'fairly easy' for them to 

get it-almost twice the number who reported ever having 

used it (46%)" (Johnston et al., 2005). 
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Pennsylvania Results 

The preceding nationwide studies have shown some 

decreases in student drug use; however, the Pennsylvania 

Department of Education’s research shows that teens 

moving from middle to high school are actually at an 

increased risk for drug use.  The Pennsylvania Health 

Profile which is published by the Pennsylvania Department 

of Health shows a steady increase in the number of drug 

abuse and alcohol abuse incidents (Bureau of Health 

Statistics and Research).  From 2003 to 2005, the numbers 

of incidences of drug and alcohol abuse increased: 

• from 28,214 drug incidences to 36,754 drug abuse 
incidences 

• from 23,461 alcohol incidences to 24,784 alcohol abuse 
incidences 

 

Local School District Findings 

In one Cumberland County school district, evidence 

gathered specifically for the consideration of random drug 

testing for Cumberland Valley took place during April, May 

and June 2005.  The findings consist of the following 

information which is outlined on the Cumberland Valley 

School District website (2005) www.cvschools.org: 

• Forty-five percent(45%) of Student Assistance 
referrals were specifically for the use of 
illegal drugs and/or alcohol. 
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• Sixty percent(60%)of Board Expulsion Hearings 
resulted from illegal drug and alcohol 
violations. 

 
• Increasing numbers of students were being cited 

by law enforcement officials for drug and alcohol 
violations. 

 
• Pennsylvania Youth Survey indicated drug and 

alcohol concerns in the South Central Region. 
 

• One-third of the student population acknowledges 
use of illegal drugs. 

 
• Two-thirds of the student population acknowledges 

the use of alcohol. 
 

 
Comparison of Regional Data 

 
 In order to compare the national, state, and local 

findings, Table 2.7 has been included in this section.  The 

National Survey on Drug Use and Health data illustrates 

illicit drug use during the past month for three age groups 

(12-17, 18-25 and 26 or older).  The percentages are based 

on the 2002, 2003 and 2004 survey results.  In examining 

adolescent (age 12-17) illicit drug use, Pennsylvania’s 

youth are fairly typical of the nation’s youth, 11.05 and 

11.19 respectively.  Central Pennsylvania or Region 5 falls 

slightly below the National and State usage at 10.6 

percent.       

The Monitoring the Future survey results and other 

statistics suggest that adolescent drug use has declined, 
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but the overall incidence of use is still deemed to be a 

public concern. The consequences of drug use by this 

vulnerable population are clear. Students who use illegal 

drugs are more likely than students who do not use illegal 

drugs to have negative attitudes about school and to have 

demonstrated the following delinquent behaviors: Engaged in 

a serious fight at school or work, attacked someone with 

the intent to inflict serious injury, carried a handgun, 

sold illegal drugs, or stole or tried to steal something 

worth $50 or more (National Survey on Drug Use and Health, 

2002). 

Table 2.7     Any Illicit Drug Use in Past Month among Persons Aged 12 or Older, by 
Age Group and Substate Region: 
Percentages, Annual Averages Based on 2002, 2003, and 2004 NSDUHs 

AGE GROUP (Years) 

12-17 18-25 26 or Older 

State/Substate 
Region Estimate 

95% 
Prediction 
Interval Estimate 

95% 
Prediction 
Interval Estimate 

95% 
Prediction 
Interval 

     See Notes at end of table. 

National 11.19   19.81   5.67   

Pennsylvania 11.05 
(10.06 -

12.11) 20.68 
(19.37 -

22.06) 4.98 
(4.34 -

5.71)

     Region 1 
(Allegheny) 12.47 

(9.91 -
15.58) 26.45 

(22.78 -
30.47) 6.58 

(4.99 -
8.64)

     Regions 2, 
3, 8, and 9 8.20 

(5.96 -
11.20) 16.00 

(12.47 -
20.30) 3.60 

(2.44 -
5.28)

     Regions 4, 
11, 42, and 48 10.81 

(8.29 -
13.98) 19.71 

(15.99 -
24.05) 4.48 

(3.16 -
6.32)

     Regions 5, 
20, 26, 28, and 
40 10.60 

(8.01 -
13.91) 17.54 

(14.30 -
21.33) 3.79 

(2.71 -
5.28)

     Regions 6, 
12, 16, 35, 39, 
41, 44, and 45 11.18 

(8.55 -
14.48) 23.02 

(19.37 -
27.12) 4.09 

(2.89 -
5.75)

     Regions 7, 
13, 22, and 37 12.54 

(10.45 -
14.99) 20.73 

(17.87 -
23.91) 4.71 

(3.61 -
6.12)
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Table 2.7     Any Illicit Drug Use in Past Month among Persons Aged 12 or Older, by 
Age Group and Substate Region: 
Percentages, Annual Averages Based on 2002, 2003, and 2004 NSDUHs 

AGE GROUP (Years) 

12-17 18-25 26 or Older 

State/Substate 
Region Estimate 

95% 
Prediction 
Interval Estimate 

95% 
Prediction 
Interval Estimate 

95% 
Prediction 
Interval 

     Regions 10, 
14, 15, 25, 31, 
36, and 46 9.78 

(7.36 -
12.87) 18.61 

(14.82 -
23.11) 4.38 

(3.09 -
6.18)

     Regions 17, 
24, 27, 43, and 
47 8.86 

(6.49 -
11.98) 17.78 

(14.02 -
22.30) 3.87 

(2.68 -
5.56)

     Region 18 
(Philadelphia) 12.42 

(9.91 -
15.46) 22.60 

(19.51 -
26.02) 8.21 

(6.34 -
10.57)

     Regions 19 
and 23 10.94 

(8.03 -
14.75) 19.69 

(15.57 -
24.60) 4.76 

(3.27 -
6.87)

     Regions 21, 
30, 32, and 49 8.61 

(6.67 -
11.05) 16.74 

(13.88 -
20.05) 3.63 

(2.68 -
4.91)

     Regions 29 
and 34 12.37 

(9.26 -
16.32) 25.63 

(20.70 -
31.27) 5.33 

(3.69 -
7.63)

     Regions 33 
and 38 11.08 

(8.33 -
14.60) 20.29 

(16.18 -
25.14) 4.80 

(3.38 -
6.78)

*Low precision; no estimate reported. 
NOTE: Any Illicit Drug includes marijuana/hashish, cocaine 
(including crack), heroin, hallucinogens, inhalants, or any 
prescription-type psychotherapeutic used non-medically. 
 
NOTE: Estimates are based on a survey-weighted hierarchical Bayes 
estimation approach, and the 95 percent prediction (credible) 
intervals are generated by Markov Chain Monte Carlo techniques. 
Source: SAMHSA, Office of Applied Studies, National Survey on 
Drug Use and Health, 2002, 2003, and 2004. 

 64



Figure 2.8 PENNSYLVANIA – Substate Regions 

 

PENNSYLVANIA – Substate Regions (defined in terms of counties) 
The State's Bureau of Drug & Alcohol Programs, Pennsylvania 
Department of Health, defined planning areas in terms of single 
county authorities. In order to meet sample size requirements, 
these planning areas had to be combined with other areas to form 
substate regions within the State's 67 counties.  The above 
figure is a State map of Pennsylvania showing substate region 
definitions in terms of counties. 

The substate region referred to as Region 1, 27, and 47 is 
made up of county/counties Allegheny, Greene, Washington. The 
substate region referred to as Regions 2, 3, 8, and 9 is made up 
of county/counties Armstrong, Beaver, Butler, Cambria, Indiana.  
The substate region referred to as Regions 4 and 42 is made up of 
county/counties Berks, Schuylkill.  The substate region referred 
to as Regions 5 and 28 is made up of county/counties Blair, 
Huntingdon, Juniata, Mifflin.  The substate region referred to as 
Regions 6, 16, and 39 is made up of county/counties Bradford, 
Columbia, Montour, Northumberland, Snyder, Sullivan, Union.  The 
substate region referred to as Region 7 (Bucks) is made up of 
county/counties Bucks.  The substate region referred to as 
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Regions 10, 15, and 25 is made up of county/counties Cameron, 
Clearfield, Elk, Forest, Jefferson, Mckean, Warren.  The substate 
region referred to as Regions 11, 29, 44, and 48 is made up of 
county/counties Carbon, Lackawanna, Monroe, Pike, Susquehanna, 
Wayne.  The substate region referred to as Regions 12, 35, 41, 
and 45 is made up of county/counties Centre, Clinton, Lycoming, 
Potter, Tioga.  The substate region referred to as Region 13 
(Chester) is made up of county/counties Chester.  The substate 
region referred to as Regions 14, 31, 36, and 46 is made up of 
county/counties Clarion, Lawrence, Mercer, Venango.  The substate 
region referred to as Regions 17, 24, and 43 is made up of 
county/counties Fayette, Somerset, Westmoreland.  The substate 
region referred to as Region 18 (Philadelphia) is made up of 
county/counties Philadelphia.  The substate region referred to as 
Regions 19 and 23 is made up of county/counties Crawford, Erie.  
The substate region referred to as Regions 20, 26, and 40 is made 
up of county/counties Bedford, Cumberland, Franklin, Fulton, 
Perry.  The substate region referred to as Regions 21 and 32 is 
made up of county/counties Dauphin, Lebanon.  The substate region 
referred to as Region 22 (Delaware) is made up of county/counties 
Delaware.  The substate region referred to as Region 30 
(Lancaster) is made up of county/counties Lancaster.  The 
substate region referred to as Region 33 (Lehigh) is made up of 
county/counties Lehigh.  The substate region referred to as 
Region 34 is made up of county/counties Luzerne, Wyoming.  The 
substate region referred to as Region 37 (Montgomery) is made up 
of county/counties Montgomery.  The substate region referred to 
as Region 38 (Northampton) is made up of county/counties 
Northampton.  The substate region referred to as Region 49 is 
made up of county/counties Adams, York. 

 

Schools have been charged with this responsibility to 

eradicate the drug problem and to create safe, secure 

schools.  This charge leads administrators to begin to 

explore the more recently accepted policy of random, 

suspicionless drug testing. 

Drug Testing In Schools 
 

As twenty-first century administrators, educators find 

themselves in a position parallel to the law enforcement 

officials of the early twentieth century with the alarming 
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rates of adolescent drug use.  They are charged with the 

responsibility of making schools safe and secure, which can 

be near impossible, if a substantial percentage of the 

student population is using drugs.  In order to protect 

students’ personal safety as well as that of their 

possessions, many school administrators have been motivated 

to approach parents, board members, and community officials 

to help them monitor school drug use.  This has most 

recently been done with the enactment of random, 

suspicionless drug testing of more often than not, student 

athletes and those participating in extra-curricular 

activities. 

The Skinner and Von Raab rulings discussed previously 

laid the foundation for drug testing in public schools 

while the Chandler ruling helped to clarify limitations to 

the drug testing programs. Various forms of searches, 

including random searches and individualized suspicion 

searches, now exist in public schools today. The 

application of the Fourth Amendment right to privacy for 

students in public schools follows.   

The Fourth Amendment provides the basis for an 

individual’s right to privacy and for protection against  

illegal search and seizure by law enforcement. The  

amendment guarantees: 
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The right of people to be secure in their persons, 
houses, papers, and effects against unreasonable 
search and seizures, shall not be violated, and no 
warrants shall issue but upon probable cause, 
supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly 
describing the place to be searched, and the person or 
things to be seized (U.S. Constitutional Amendment). 

  
While the Fourth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution 

prohibits all unreasonable searches and seizures by State 

officers, students’ rights to privacy are derived from the 

rights granted in the due process clauses of the Fifth and 

Fourteenth Amendments which state that “no person shall be… 

deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process 

of law” (U.S. Constitutional Amendment). Prior to 1985, 

teachers and administrators ruled under the notion of “in 

loco parentis” where they acted under the authority of the 

parent not the state (Alexander, 2001; Jensen, 2000).  

Hence, school officials were not subject to the 

restrictions of law enforcement officials bound by probable 

cause and search warrant regulations.   

In a landmark case, New Jersey v. T.L.O., the Supreme 

Court ruled that school officials are representatives of 

the state and are governed by the Fourth Amendment (Jensen, 

2000). In New Jersey v. T.L.O. (1985), two students were 

accused of smoking on school property. While one student 

confessed, the other student, T.L.O., denied the 

allegations.  Upon a search of her purse, cigarettes and 
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marijuana were found.  Juvenile court found the search to 

be reasonable and necessary. Upon appeal, the New Jersey 

Supreme Court reversed the decision.  The United States 

Supreme Court then reversed this decision based on 

reasonable suspicion by the school administration.  In an 

effort to ensure school safety, the court defined 

reasonable suspicion as to whether: (1) the search is 

reasonable or justifiable at its inception, and (2) the 

search is reasonable in scope.  Although administrators may 

attempt to balance students’ rights to privacy with that of 

maintaining a safe school environment, in reality, this 

ruling has provided school officials with more freedom to 

conduct searches while diminishing students’ rights.                     

Although this research study focused on school drug 

testing policies in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, it is 

instructive to visit a small town in Oregon, where such a 

policy was enacted in 1989.  This school district was 

located in the logging community of Vernonia, Oregon, where 

as in other small town America, school sports play a 

prominent role in the town’s life. Student athletes are 

admired in their schools and in the community.   

The landmark Supreme Court case concerning the 

implementation of random drug testing of school athletes 

came from this logging town in Oregon.  In Vernonia v. 
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Acton, the random or “suspicionless” drug testing policy 

was implemented due to an increased number of discipline 

referrals, outbursts of profanity and boasting on the part 

of athletes about drug use.  “The administration was at its 

wits end and in an emotionally charged atmosphere met with 

parents, coaches and teachers to develop and implement 

their random drug testing policy” (Vernonia School District 

v. Acton, 1995). 

The Supreme Court Case of Vernonia School District v. 

Acton states that throughout the decades of the 1960’s and 

the 1970’s, Vernonia, Oregon had not experienced major 

problems with drugs in their schools.   However, in the mid 

to late 1980’s, teachers and administrators observed a 

sharp increase in drug use. It was so blatant that students 

would speak out about their involvement with the drug 

culture and boast that the school could do nothing about 

it.  As drug involvement increased, there were more 

discipline referrals.  Between 1988 and 1989, the number of 

discipline referrals doubled when compared to the number in 

the early 1980’s, and several students were even suspended. 

There were outbursts of profanity on a regular basis, and 

students became increasingly rude in class.  The student 

athletes were not just a part of this group, but in fact, 
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they were the leaders of the drug culture in the school 

(Vernonia School District 47J v. Acton, 1995). 

The high school football and wrestling coach became 

concerned when he witnessed a severe sternum injury to one 

of the wrestlers and improper executions by football 

players, all attributable in his belief to the effects of 

drug use.  The district first responded with speakers and 

special classes designed to deter drug use.  They even used 

a drug dog, but the problems persisted.  The teachers and 

administrators were very frustrated.  A large portion of 

the student population, especially those involved with 

interscholastic athletics, was in a state of outright 

rebellion.  Discipline problems were rampant, and there was 

an almost three-fold increase in classroom disruptions. 

With the staffs’ direct observations of the behavior 

coupled with the students boasting about their drug use, 

the administration came to the conclusion that this 

rebellion was fueled by alcohol and drug abuse (Vernonia 

School District 47J v. Acton, 1995). 

Sensing there was a need to exercise some control, the 

district officials began considering a drug-testing 

program. The administrators invited parents to an ‘input 

night’ to discuss the proposed Student Athlete Drug Policy.  

After much discussion, the parents in attendance gave their 
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unanimous approval.  The Random Drug Testing Policy for 

Student Athletes was approved for implementation in the 

fall of 1989.  The express purpose of the policy was to 

prevent student athletes from using drugs, to protect their 

health and safety, and to provide drug users with 

assistance programs (Vernonia School District 47J v. Acton, 

1995). 

The Vernonia policy applies to all students who 

participate in interscholastic athletics.  Any student who 

wishes to play sports must sign a form consenting to the 

drug testing and must also obtain written permission from 

his or her parents.   The testing procedures and guidelines 

were carefully described as well as the specific 

consequences if a student tests positive for drugs. 

Steven L. Shapiro, Legal Director of the American 

Civil Liberties Union issued a press release on June 26, 

1995 the day after the Vernonia v. Acton ruling.  

In a ruling that could affect every school district in 
the country, the U.S. Supreme Court today upheld a 
program for random, suspicionless drug testing of 
student athletes.  Acknowledging that drug tests are a 
search under the Fourth Amendment, the Court ruled 
that students in schools have reduced privacy rights 
because of the responsibility school districts have 
for students under their control and their overriding 
interest in deterring drug use among student athletes. 
 
The American Civil Liberties Union vehemently condemns 
the court’s ruling in Vernonia Schools District v. 
Acton. It sends a strong message to all young people 
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that they are merely second-class citizens under the 
fourth Amendment.  Rather than teaching our young 
people that we are all innocent until proven guilty, 
this decision delivers precisely the wrong civics 
lesson.  It says that young people have only limited 
privacy rights (ACLU Archives, 1995). 

 
The dissenting opinion in the Vernonia v. Acton case 

was written by Justice Sandra Day O’Connor where she said, 

“this is yet another example of how the nation seems 

willing to sacrifice constitutional rights in the name of 

the war on drugs” (ACLU Archives, 1995).     

After the implementation of the Vernonia policy in 

1989, administrators in many other states with concerns 

about student drug use began working with parents in their 

areas to develop similar tests for student athletes.  The 

literature discusses the development of Random Drug Testing 

Policies for schools in Virginia, Minnesota, Iowa, 

Oklahoma, Georgia, Texas and many other states (Houser, 

2005).  The reasons stated for implementing a drug testing 

policy are increased school violence and student absences, 

impaired athletic performance, reduced academic 

achievement, theft, and an escalation of class disruptions. 

Some of these policies as well as the Vernonia, Oregon 

policy have been challenged in court on the basis of a 

possible violation of students’ rights.  
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In 1996, the Rush County School Board in Indiana 

followed the Vernonia case and approved a random, 

suspicionless drug testing program.  Not only were those 

who participated in athletics tested, but also those who 

participated in extra-curricular activities and those who 

chose to hold a parking permit at the school (Jensen, 2000; 

Shutler, 1996).  In Todd v. Rush County Schools (1998), the 

student alleged that the random drug testing violated his 

Fourth Amendment rights and that there was not sufficient 

evidence of a drug problem, but the Seventh Circuit Court 

upheld the schools right to mandate testing of both 

athletic and non-athletic extracurricular activities 

(Jensen, 2000).    

In 1997, the Norfolk Public Schools in Virginia 

implemented a voluntary, not mandatory, drug testing policy 

to help curb the use of drugs and alcohol in their school 

district.  Their program was precipitated by Norfolk Police 

Department reports that there had been a change in the 

‘drug of choice’.  In the 1980’s kids were drinking 

alcohol, but in the 1990’s there were more arrests for the 

use of marijuana and methamphetamines (Wilson, 1997). 

In Norfolk, sixty-seven percent of the town’s 

citizenry supported testing students for marijuana and 

other drugs and sixty-five percent favored alcohol testing.  
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Most thought testing would discourage drug use.  The 

administration, teachers, and coaches were very supportive 

of the testing.  Teacher Doug Brown, whose daughter Lindsay 

attended the high school and would be subjected to testing, 

thought it would be a deterrent to drug use.  However, 

daughter Lindsay felt it was a violation of the trust that 

her parents claimed they had in her (Wilson, 1997). This 

case illustrates the varying opinions and attitudes related 

to student drug testing.   

In 1998, the Pottawatomie County School Board also 

adopted drug testing which was challenged by a senior 

student Lindsay Earls from Tecumseh, Oklahoma (Walsh, 

2002). In the Board of Education of School District No. 92 

v. Earls (2002), the student claimed that her fourth 

amendment rights were being violated as by the Fourteenth 

Amendment.  Lindsay was not an athlete but a member of the 

band and choir.  Of particular concern is that this case 

differed from the Vernonia case in that in Pottawatomie, 

the school district could not substantiate a prevalent drug 

problem (Mawdsley & Russo, 2003).  Once again, the Supreme 

Court established drug testing as a reasonable means of 

deterring student drug use for school officials seeking to 

maintain a safe school environment.  Critics continue to 

argue the violation of the Fourth Amendment, but student 

 75



drug testing continues to be upheld by the highest courts.  

As the scope of drug testing continues to expand to greater 

student populations, administrators must be aware of the 

continued developments in random drug testing.             

 Lowry’s (1999) study on school violence and 

availability of illegal drugs on school property recommends 

that administrators look for empirical evidence that an 

illicit drug problem exists in the school community and try 

to exercise some objectivity in determining the scope of 

the problem.  What are some of the glaring signs along the 

way that could be a strong indicator of illicit drug use in 

your school?  Data gathered in a 1999 Youth Risk Behavior 

Survey, of 10,904 high school students revealed that 

indicators of illegal drugs in a school were increased 

school violence, weapon carrying, physical fighting, having 

property stolen, being threatened or injured and being 

absent from school because of feeling unsafe (Lowry et al., 

1999). 

Summary of One Local School District’s Policy 
 

The Hempfield School District in Central Pennsylvania 

adopted a Random Drug Testing Policy in 2003.  Due to its 

close proximity to Harrisburg, specific demographics on the 

district as well as interviews of key personnel about the 

success of the policy were gathered.  This school 
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district’s research was provided merely to place this study 

within the context of another established drug testing 

program in addition to examining the efficacy of random 

drug testing.  

Demographics for Hempfield Township 

The Hempfield School District is located in 

Landisville, Pennsylvania. The school district extends over 

forty-four square miles of Lancaster County and serves the 

townships of East Hempfield and West Hempfield as well as 

the boroughs of Mountville and East Petersburg. Currently, 

one high school, two middle schools, and seven elementary 

schools service approximately 7200 students. This is the 

second largest student enrollment throughout Lancaster 

County.    

The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) 

has published the following statistics in regards to race 

and ethnicity, financial status, and educational 

attainment: 92% of the population is Caucasian; 3.4% 

Hispanic or Latino; 2% is Asian; 1.5% is African American; 

.1% is Native American; and .8% of the population consist 

of two or more races.  In 1999, only 2.7% of the families 

were below the poverty line.  Only 2.5% of the male and 

1.9% of the female population did not graduate from high 
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school, and over 79% of the population has some college 

experience and or higher education degree (NCES, 1999). 

According to Terry Madonna’s Center for Politics and 

Public Affairs of Millersville University, Lancaster County 

residents heavily register and vote Republican.  More 

people here describe their political and religious ideology 

as conservative than in any other region of the state.  

Additionally, this county records the highest number of 

Protestants and the highest number of “born again” 

Christians in the state (Madonna, 2002). 

Hempfield School District’s Policy 

Hempfield School District was the first public school 

in Lancaster County to have random drug testing for 

students of extra-curricular and co-curricular activities 

(Baldrige, 2003).  Hempfield made a proactive choice to 

implement random drug testing as another means to prevent 

students from drug use.  The process began with a proposed 

policy presented to the student body and student council 

for feedback.  Following student input, the district held a 

community forum for students, parents, teachers, and 

district residents.  The board considered stakeholder input 

and reviewed the policy for a May 13, 2003 vote (Baldrige, 

2003).   

 78



Policy 250 was implemented on May 13, 2003, as part of 

a multifaceted approach to prevent the use of drugs, 

alcohol and/or anabolic steroids, which impacts the 

learning of the school community.  The policy displays the 

School Board’s intent to promote non-use or a zero 

tolerance for drug use within the school community.  The 

purpose of the policy was to establish a systematic 

approach to prohibiting drug use (Hempfield, 2006).   

The policy included three specific purposes: (1) to 

protect the well being of all students, (2) to prevent 

accidents and injuries as a result of drug and alcohol use, 

and (3) to provide assistance in counseling for students 

who are using drugs, alcohol, and steroids.  More 

importantly, the policy encourages the empowerment of 

students to make proactive choices about drug and alcohol 

use (Hempfield, 2006).   

All students in grades 9-12 participating in extra 

curricular and co-curricular activities are subject to 

suspicionless, mandatory, random drug testing.  Besides 

extra-curricular activities, the policy includes students 

in co-curricular activities, which includes those in 

service learning projects, internships, or students who 

hold a parking space on school grounds.  An administrative 
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staff member identifies the scope of testing at the 

beginning of each school year.  The types of drugs to be 

tested are determined by the NCAA Banned Drug Classes and 

the Hempfield School District Physician (Hempfield, 2006).   

The regulations defined in the policy explain that in 

order to participate in any extra curricular or co-

curricular activity, both parent and student must sign a 

Random Drug Testing Consent Form.  In the event of 

violation, a suspension of participation from the 

extracurricular and co-curricular activity will occur for 

sixty calendar days from the date of the confirming test.  

If a student voluntarily completes a district approved 

underage drinking and substance abuse program, the 

suspension will be reduced to forty calendar days.  No 

student will return to any extra curricular or co-

curricular activity until a negative test is performed.  A 

positive test result will not result in any academic 

penalty for the student.  Any positive test results will be 

for the purpose of the district and parent only.  No 

police, criminal or juvenile authorities will be notified, 

according to the policy (Hempfield, 2006).   

The school district ensures that reasonable measures 

will be taken to accurately identify the urine specimen.  A 
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certified school nurse will complete the initial drug 

screening.  Parents will be notified only of a non-negative 

test result.  A non-negative test result will be sent to a 

certified testing laboratory.  Once the specimen is 

reviewed at the laboratory, the Medical Review Officer 

(MRO) will contact the parents to discuss a positive test 

result.  The discussion may include a review of the 

student’s medical history, biomedical factors, and/or 

medical records.  If a suitable explanation is given for 

the positive test result, the school nurse will be notified 

by the MRO, and a negative test result will be documented.  

If the parents give no valid explanation, the MRO will 

report the positive test results to the certified school 

nurse who will document the results.  The certified school 

nurse will contact the school principal and district 

administration, and a conference will be arranged for the 

administration and parents (Hempfield, 2006).  

Implementation 

The Hempfield School District developed and 

implemented their random drug testing policy due to public 

outcry. The school board had considered such a policy on 

the heels of the Vernonia v. Acton decision in 1995, but 

they had put the idea on the back burner, according to an 
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interview with the Assistant Superintendent (Personal 

Communication, March 10, 2004).    

Parents and professionals outside the school drove the 

renewed consideration in the development and implementation 

of such a policy.  School board member, Barbara Zimmerman 

defined the policy as proactive.  “I’ve heard from the 

community – parents and students –that there is a need to 

assist students in getting help for drug and alcohol 

problems,” said Zimmerman.  “No school is immune to it.  We 

know it is there, and any school that says they don’t have 

a problem with drugs or alcohol is either blind or lying” 

(Baldrige, 2003). 

Physicians and other professionals within the 

community approached the School Board and the 

Superintendent with their concerns about what they 

perceived as excessive student drug and alcohol use by high 

school students.  The superintendent and administrators set 

about developing a policy to restore efficiency, quality, 

and order to the school district.  The Hempfield 

Superintendent stated the policy was a proactive action to 

give kids just one more strategy and a reason to say ‘no to 

drugs’ (Hempfield, 2004). The Hempfield School district 

prides itself on efficiently providing a quality education 

in an orderly suburban Lancaster community.    
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The Superintendent of Schools for Hempfield stated, 

“The ultimate goal of our schools is to provide a safe and 

nurturing environment where teaching and learning can 

thrive” (Hempfield School District website, 2004).   This 

ideology, shared by the school superintendent, school board 

members, administrators, and teachers is a statement of 

their commitment to the students in their district and a 

demonstration of their conservative family oriented values. 

Although communication with students in this district 

was not permitted, the current literature provides a 

discussion of some of the conflicts that arise around the 

implementation of random drug testing policies.  Of 

particular concern is the violation of Fourth Amendment 

Rights, an invasion of privacy, embarrassment and general 

distrust among administration and students.    

The Efficacy of the Hempfield Random Drug Testing Policy 

The primary purpose of implementing random drug 

testing on students in extra-curricular activities is to 

deter student drug use.  Other perceived benefits include 

safer schools with decreased crime and violence, less 

tardiness and fewer discipline referrals, as well as 

overall improved student behavior.  Few people would 

question a school’s desire to minimize the use of drugs in 

their school population and community; hence random drug 

 83



testing has begun to be employed throughout our nation’s 

schools.  However, very little evaluative research has been 

conducted on whether random drug testing policies are 

effective.  This has been the case in many school districts 

that have implemented random drug testing. 

 Several recent studies have begun to contribute to 

the growing body of knowledge about the potential 

effectiveness of drug testing in deterring student drug 

use. According to the Office of the National Drug Control 

Policy (ONDCP) (2006), “None of these studies, however, has 

employed a randomized control trial, the type of research 

design needed to make a valid determination of whether 

mandatory random student drug testing deters drug use” (p. 

27). Therefore, the U.S. Department of Education intends to 

conduct the first large-scale national evaluation of the 

effectiveness of mandatory random student drug testing. 

 In order to determine whether the drug testing 

projects produce meaningful effects on student drug use, 

the following guidelines were established by the Department 

of Education in 2003:  

Evaluations using an experimental design are 
considered to be the strongest for determining program 
effectiveness.  An evaluation using an experimental 
design is one where subjects (students, teachers, 
classrooms, or schools) are randomly assigned to 
receive the program being evaluated or to be in a 
control group that does not receive the program. 
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If random assignment is not feasible, the project may 
employ a quasi-experimental design with carefully 
matched comparison conditions. This alternative design 
attempts to approximate a randomly assigned control 
group by matching subjects (students, teachers, 
classrooms, or schools) with non-participants 
possessing similar pre-program characteristics.  Data 
from reliable and valid measures of the intervention 
that the program intends to implement and of the 
outcomes that the program intends to affect, should be 
collected before and after participation in the 
program or the comparison condition (p. 198) 

     
 A feasible, credible plan for drug testing should 
include: 
    (1) The type of design to be used (random assignment or 
matched comparison); 
    (2) Outcomes to be measured; 
    (3) A discussion of how students, teachers, classrooms, 
or schools will be assigned to the program or matched for 
comparison with other students, teachers, classrooms, or 
schools; and 
    (4) A proposed evaluator, preferably independent, with 
the necessary background and technical expertise to carry 
out the proposed evaluation. 
 
 

Policy Analysis 
 

According to Frances C. Fowler in her book Policy 

Studies for Educational Leaders (2000), when the balance of 

an educational community’s values is placed in jeopardy, 

tensions grow and conflicts develop.  Due to the increased 

student drug use, the disruption of order and efficiency, 

and the assumed drop in the quality of the education 

provided in the school district the administration and 

school board members responded with a random drug testing 

policy for all athletes and extra-curricular participants. 
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This policy limited students’ freedom and sacrificed some 

of their privacy, in an effort to restore order, efficiency 

and quality to the school district. It can also be pointed 

out that perhaps it provided more equality to players on 

other teams because one of the drug tests performed was for 

steroids, therefore provided a more ‘level playing field’ 

for all students. 

Theodore Lowi’s (1964) theory of basic policy types 

would categorize a random drug testing policy as a 

Regulatory Policy because it seeks to limit students’ drug 

use with testing on a random basis.   

In studying McDonnell and Elmore’s Policy Instruments 

(1987), this policy might also classify as a Hortatory 

Policy as well, because it seeks to persuade students to 

say no to drugs.  They may be persuaded to embrace the 

conservative values of their parents, by manipulating their 

choices so they are eligible to participate in sports, be a 

service learner, or acquire a parking pass. Although the 

fit was not perfect, it has some parallels (Fowler, 2000). 

School administrators need to use school funds wisely 

whether they are appropriated through local tax dollars or 

a federal or state grant; however, this is an area of 

policy writing that is frequently overlooked in policy 

writing, implementation and evaluation (Fowler, 2000).  
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Levin and McEwan (2001) describe a study that demonstrates 

a serious issue with school administrators and policy 

adoption.  Far too often, many leaders adopt new policies 

or initiatives without assessing the cost or cost-

effectiveness of such implementation.  Their Ingredients 

Method is a validated system for estimating tangible costs 

of a policy or program.  Expenditures and opportunity costs 

are calculated for the following: personnel, facilities, 

equipment and materials, required client inputs, and 

miscellaneous inputs.   

In the Random Drug Testing policy studied, the costs 

of personnel were not clearly defined because the Hempfield 

District employed two full time nurses for the high school. 

Drug testing was merely added to their list of duties.  

Although that could be construed as a more effective use of 

personnel, no cost estimates of how much time was required 

was ever performed, nor what other duties were forgone.  

Clearly, the most significant cost for tests like these is 

personnel. 

The actual use of the high school nurse’s suite 

(facility costs) was not assigned either. Fortunately, no 

new facilities had to be created.  They were able to adapt 

the current facilities, but the costs of those rooms should 

have been placed in the $5000-$6000 per year budget.  This 
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policy has been in place for only eighteen months, but it 

is important to estimate more precisely what the overall 

costs will be from the beginning rather than adding them in 

as you go along.  In school administration, a detailed 

budget is a necessity.   

Specific costs on the individual drug tests were 

obtained from a 2003 study in the Journal of School Health.  

A single standard drug test to detect marijuana, tobacco, 

cocaine, heroin, opiates, amphetamines, barbiturates, and 

tranquilizers can range from $14 to $30 per test, while a 

test for steroid use costs $100 per test (Yamaguchi et al., 

2003).  The district in this research selected 10 to 20 

students per week to be tested; therefore, they could have 

estimated their costs a little more precisely.  Precise 

information on the cost of the testing vials was also 

missing. 

There are certain intangible costs that are difficult 

to measure with a random drug testing policy, and they are: 

the class time that is missed to have the test performed, 

and the loss of the marginal athlete who is ‘on the fence’ 

with drug experimentation but may be pushed to the other 

side if they know they will be subjected to random testing.   

One other concern is the embarrassment that students 

might be subjected to if they are randomly called to have 
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the drug test performed.  Student attitudes and perceptions 

play a major part in the acceptance of such a policy. 

Confidentiality is one of the guarantees, but Jennifer 

Kern, a research associate with the Drug Policy Alliance, 

said the promises of a drug test's confidentiality should 

offer little comfort to those who take them. "Students are 

pulled out of class (for testing), then suddenly they're 

not on the basketball team," she said, when asked how 

results could become public knowledge (TenBroeck, 2006). 

In working within the theoretical frameworks provided 

in Sabatier’s Theory of the Policy Process (1999), 

parallels were noted with both the Systems Theory and the 

Postmodernism Theory. The Systems Theory tends to be 

holistic in its approach.  It is more concerned with the 

large picture versus the intricate details.  The Systems 

Theory can be applied to the Random Drug Testing Policy 

because most of society recognizes that one of the goals 

for all students is to become educated law abiding 

citizens.  Law abiding citizens would certainly be drug 

free.  In addition to the monitoring of the Random Drug 

Testing, the school also provided teaching. The students 

also experienced learning in their Drug and Alcohol program 

and their Student Assistance Program.  So the input would 

be the providing of school resources such as testing and 
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drug education to help students remain drug free (Sabatier, 

1999). 

The concept of adopting a random drug testing policy 

demonstrates how schools are influenced by popular culture.  

This is easily seen in the policy that Hempfield School 

District created.  The authors of the policy actually use 

the word “proactive” and Susan Baldridge describes the 

policy in her article, from the Lancaster New Era, as a 

proactive choice made on behalf of the district.  In 

talking to the Assistant Superintendent, he states no solid 

evidence that would explain a need for this type of policy.  

Community members and other professionals state that the 

policy was created mainly for the prevention of a drug use 

problem.  Hempfield School District seemed to be taking on 

a problem that only seemed to be a potential threat to 

them.   In essence, they were taking proactive measures to 

ensure a more successful future for their district.    

 Very little evidence has been found concerning the 

variety of opinions and values that accompany a decision 

like this one to drug test students.  However, in a recent 

article in the Intelligencer Journal, Madelyn Pennino 

(2004) presents a range of opinions concerning the newly 

implemented policy.  Many of the students who voiced 

responses to the policy feel as if they are on the losing 
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side of the situation (Pennino, 2004).  One student in the 

article states that he personally doesn’t like the fact 

that they are able to do it…your body is more private than 

your house.   

 Drug and alcohol use have long been considered 

societal issues.  Issues taking place in society frequently 

make their way into our schools.  The events surrounding 

the Supreme Court Case of Vernonia School District v. Acton 

is an example of what Thomas Sergiovanni refers to as 

‘system shock’.  System shock is a disruption of routines 

due to external events in society that create system 

challenges.  In this case, administrators were faced with 

an increasing number of students involved in drug and 

alcohol related activities.  The response to this ‘shock’ 

was to initiate a drug testing policy.  The response was 

then repeated by other school districts including 

Hempfield. 

Conclusions 

The researcher’s examination of the development of 

drug policy over several decades provided the context from 

which drug testing may have developed.  As the nation’s 

drug policy developed, the military and workplace responded 

with drug testing in the workplace.  Since this inception 

of drug testing, there has been major political debate on 
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the topic.  As a result of several Supreme Court rulings, 

the use of drug testing in schools increased.  Although the 

efficacy of drug testing has been difficult to document, 

adolescent drug use had either remained steady or has 

minimally declined.  Schools across the nation are 

considering or implementing drug testing policies in order 

to help fight the war on drugs.   

The literature review demonstrated the need for 

further research on the existing high school random drug 

testing policies and programs.  If school districts can 

achieve similar results to the military and workforce 

reduction in drug use, perhaps it is a viable means for use 

with school students.  A comprehensive study of drug 

testing policies and programs within the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania may help administrators to make this all 

important decision while understanding the phenomenon of 

drug testing as a means of prevention.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 92



Chapter 3 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 

Introduction 
 
 

This section of the study will explain the research 

methods utilized to determine which schools have drug 

testing policies and to examine the policies and practices 

of Pennsylvania schools that have implemented random drug 

testing as well as to identify the superintendents’ 

satisfaction level with their drug testing program.    

Specifically, this study intended to help administrators 

and policy makers understand the phenomenon of drug testing 

as a means of prevention.  

Research Design 

Since the study was delimited to the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania, the researcher sought to obtain information 

from all 500 public school superintendents.  To accommodate 

the large sample, survey research methodology was utilized.  

First, the researcher sent a cover letter and survey to all 

public school superintendents in Pennsylvania as well as an 

email notification of the availability to complete the 

survey online.  To reduce the effect of non-responses, 

telephone inquiries were conducted to reach the non-

responding school districts.  Hence, the researcher 
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attempted to acquire salient information and perceptions 

from each district with random drug testing programs.  

Additionally, for the schools without random drug testing 

programs, the respondents were asked to respond to a few 

brief questions to ascertain why there was not a program or 

if there was not a demonstrated need for a drug testing 

policy.  For schools with drug testing programs, the 

researcher examined the components of the policy in 

addition to the perceived importance to various 

constituents as well as the superintendents’ level of 

satisfaction with their drug testing program.    

Population 

The population of the study was limited to one 

geographical location in order to limit the study to a 

manageable size.  It included all 500 public school 

superintendents or his/her designee in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania.  In an initial inquiry, the superintendent 

was asked whether his/her school had a drug testing policy 

or program. For those without a drug testing program, the 

survey asked a few brief questions. The remainder of the 

survey was designed for those schools with random drug 

testing.  The researcher was cognizant of response rate 

concerns and planned to utilize a proxy respondent where 

necessary in her survey to ascertain a true representation 
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of the number of school districts in Pennsylvania with and 

without drug testing programs. A proxy respondent was not 

utilized since the researcher was able to contact the non-

responding superintendents via email or telephone.  The 

survey revealed the number of school districts that have 

drug testing programs was 71 while 429 schools did not have 

drug testing programs. Full disclosure of the response rate 

and its possible implications is reported further in this 

study.  The survey instrument sought to further identify 

the population by district size, ethnicity of the 

population, economic status of the students and 

classification as rural, urban or suburban although too 

many superintendents chose not to offer this optional 

demographic data.    

Instrumentation 

The study’s initial strategy (See Appendix A) was a 

cover letter used to introduce the researcher and the 

purpose of the study along with the survey (See Appendix B 

Components & Perceptions of Drug Testing Programs).  This 

inquiry was sent via an electronic e-mail as well as 

through USPS mail.  These data identified the researcher, 

the purpose of the study and the survey instrument. It also 

sought to obtain the name of a knowledgeable proxy 

respondent if the superintendent was unwilling or unable to 
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participate in the study. Each district superintendent was 

asked to complete the enclosed survey via paper copy or 

through electronic survey. The drug testing survey was made 

available on SurveyMonkey.com in addition to the paper 

format mailed with the cover letter to each school district 

superintendent.   

The survey gathered information which specifically 

addressed the research questions.  The survey questions 

were related to the school demographics, efficacy of the 

drug testing program, criteria and variables of the program 

and finally constituent perceptions of the drug testing 

program.  For those districts with drug testing programs, 

the researcher sought to obtain a copy of the program.  

Additionally, the survey gathered some nominal data on 

those districts without drug testing programs.  The 

survey’s questions were developed based upon the literature 

on drug testing as well as the research questions. The 

survey was refined by the experts’ contributions made 

during their review in a pilot study of the survey.  

Each survey item addressed specific research 

questions.  A data matrix that delineates which survey 

items address each research question is displayed in Table 

3.1. 
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Table 3.1. Data Matrix of Research Questions and   
   Survey Items 
 
Research Question        Survey Items 
 
Research Question 1 
How many school districts in Pennsylvania  2.1  
have instituted random drug testing?  
 
What was the impetus to implement drug    5.2,7.1 
testing in the school district for those   7.2, 
districts with programs? 
 
For those districts without drug testing  3.1,3.2,  
programs, what is the primary reason for   3.3 
not implementing a program? 
 
Research Question 2 
What program designs exist in the    4.1,4.2, 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and    4.3,4.4, 
which models are most frequently utilized?   4.5,6.1, 
          6.2   
How long has the policy been in place?   5.1 
 
How is the drug testing program evaluated?  6.3,6.4, 

6.5,6.6, 
 
Research Question 3 
How satisfied are constituents with    8.4,9.1 
their drug testing program?     9.2,9.3, 
         9.4, 9.5,  
         9.6 
What is the perceived efficacy and    8.1,8.2, 
impact of random drug testing with:   8.3,   
 
What is the superintendent’s personal   9.1,9.2,  
estimate of importance of drug testing   9.3, 
with regards to: 
 
How satisfied is the superintendent    9.3,9.4, 
with the existing drug testing program?   9.5,9.6  
 
Research Question 4 
What relationship, if any, exists    8.1,8.2  
between their satisfaction and     8.3,8.4 
perceived efficacy and impact of     9.1,9.2 
the program by various constituents?   9.3 

 97



Pilot Study 

In August 2007, a pilot study was conducted in order 

to evaluate the validity of the survey instrument.  The 

researcher conducted the pilot survey and requested 

feedback in regards to the design of the survey. 

Additionally, each question was reviewed to ensure each 

respondent had a similar understanding of each item.  The 

researcher initially asked 12 professionals to review the 

survey. These professionals included cabinet level 

administrators, principals, a college professor and an 

individual from outside the field of education.  Ten 

individuals agreed to participate in the pilot study.  The 

researcher contacted each person to solicit feedback in 

order to improve the survey design and the participants’ 

understanding of each question.  Following the completion 

of the survey, the participants were asked the following 

questions: 

1.   How long did the survey take you to complete? 

2. Did you understand the directions and 

expectations for the survey?  

3. Are there additional questions that should be   

included to benefit this study?  

4. Are there questions that should be excluded?  
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5. Are there any items that you believe were not 

clear? 

6. Do you have any suggestions to improve the 

survey? 

 The data gathered from the pilot study indicated that 

the approximate completion time ranged from 10-14 minutes.  

Additionally, only a few minor changes were made to the 

initial survey to enhance the clarity and understanding of 

the questions.  Due to the varied responses a response of 

“other” was added as a response answer for many items in 

the survey.  The numbering of the response items was also 

changed from letters to standard numbering within each 

numbered section. For the Likert scale responses, the 

directions were initially explained in a small paragraph 

preceding the final section.  Instead, it was suggested to 

add “Not Important, Minimal Importance, Somewhat Important, 

Important, or Extremely Important” or “Not Effective, 

Minimally Effective, No Opinion/Not Sure, Effective, 

Extremely Effective” above each series of responses for 

further clarification of each response item.     

Data Collection 

The name of each school district, address, telephone 

number, e-mail address and superintendent name was 

downloaded from the Pennsylvania Department of Education 
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(PDE) website.  Each district’s data was also located on 

the Pennsylvania School Boards Association (PSBA) website 

for use in verification of information with any non-

responses. 

 The researcher sent a cover letter and survey to all 

superintendents in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania via 

USPS mail.  The letter identified the researcher and the 

purpose of her study.  It also indicated that their 

participation was voluntary.   

The researcher also e-mailed the initial inquiry to 

each superintendent containing the introductory information 

and requested his or her participation in the study.  It 

also sought to determine if the district did or did not 

have a drug testing policy.  If this information was not 

able to be obtained via e-mail, the researcher telephoned 

each district superintendent that had not responded.  The 

initial inquiry informed the superintendents that he or she 

could respond by the enclosed paper survey or 

electronically on SurveyMonkey.com if he or she chose to 

participate.  Additionally if they had a drug testing 

program, the researcher asked for a copy of their drug 

testing policy.   

With the strategies mentioned above, the 

superintendents could then decide to utilize 
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SurveyMonkey.com or the paper survey if he or she chose to 

participate in the research survey. If unable to 

participate, the superintendent was asked to supply the 

contact information of a knowledgeable respondent.  It was 

not necessary for the researcher to utilize a proxy 

respondent for this study since all non-responders were 

later contacted by email and/or telephone.  Upon completion 

of the survey, the researcher sent a thank you message to 

each participating superintendent. The data was then used 

by the researcher to statistically describe the drug 

testing policies and programs as well as describe why other 

districts have not implemented a drug testing program.     

Variables in the Study 

The responses to the survey yielded both nominal-level 

variables as well as interval-level variables.  The 

nominal-level variables allowed for the researcher to 

identify specific components present in each drug testing 

program. The interval-level variable allowed the researcher 

to ascertain superintendents’ satisfaction and perceived 

efficacy with their respective drug testing policies.  

Nominal-Level Variables 

Nominal-level variables were used to determine the 

demographics and type of drug testing program utilized in 

the district.  Other areas surveyed include: the student 

 101



population tested, purpose of the program, personnel 

involvement, evaluation, perceived efficacy and constituent 

support.  A data matrix that delineates which survey items 

address the purposes is displayed in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2. Data Matrix of Nominal-Level Variables and 
Survey Items 

 
Nominal-Level Variables    Survey Items 
 
1. Demographics     1.3,1.4,1.5,1.6 
  
2. Population tested    4.1,4.2,4.3 
 
3. Type of program     4.1,4.3,4.5,  
  
4.   Purpose of program    5.2,6.3,7.1  
 
5. Personnel      6.1,6.5,6.6  
  
6. Evaluation     6.2,6.3,6.4,6.5, 
        6.6, 
 
7. Perceived efficacy    8.1,8.2,8.3,8.4, 

9.1,9.2,9.3, 
 
8. Program Support    7.1,7.2,8.4,9.1 
        9.2 
 

Interval-Level Variables 

 A Likert scale was used in Section 9 of the survey 

Superintendent’s Perceptions Questions #1, #2 and #3.    

The resulting interval-level variables identified the 

superintendents’ personal estimates of the importance of 

drug testing to the educational process and to community 

relations with the district.  Additionally, the 

 102



superintendents’ personal estimates of the overall efficacy 

of drug testing and the superintendents’ satisfaction with 

their drug testing program was identified.  For advanced 

understanding and clarity, the researcher had also asked 

for the superintendents’ input in how they would change or 

improve their existing program, thoughts on ancillary 

information about their program and finally advice for a 

school district that is considering implementation of a 

random drug testing program.  
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CHAPTER 4 
 

RESULTS 
 

Introduction 
 

The purpose of this study is to examine and report on 

existing drug testing policies and programs in the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and to determine the level of 

satisfaction with the program.  Additionally, this study 

will help administrators understand the phenomenon of drug 

testing as one available means of substance use prevention.   

In order to better illustrate the purpose of this 

study, the following research questions were addressed in 

this descriptive study:  

1. How many school districts in Pennsylvania have 

instituted random drug testing?  

a. What was the impetus to implement drug testing 

in the school district for those districts with 

programs? 

b. For those districts without drug testing 

programs, what is the primary reason for not 

implementing a program? 

2.  What program designs exist in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania and which models are most frequently 

utilized? 

a. What are the key characteristics of the   
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various programs? 

i.Which student groups are tested? 

ii.What drugs or substances are 

detected? 

iii.What type of specimen is collected? 

iv.What constituents are involved in the 

oversight and drug testing procedures 

and what impact does testing have on 

lost instructional time? 

b. How long has the policy been in place? 

c. How is the drug testing program evaluated? 

3.  How satisfied are constituents with their drug 

testing program? 

a. What is the perceived efficacy and impact of 

random drug testing with:   

i. Students 

ii. School personnel 

iii. Community 

b.  What is the superintendent’s personal estimate 

of importance of drug testing with regards to: 

i. Educational processes 

ii. Community relations 

iii. Overall efficacy 
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c. How satisfied is the superintendent with the 

existing drug testing program?  

4. What relationship, if any, exists between their 

satisfaction and perceived efficacy and impact of the 

program by various constituents? 

 

Surveys were mailed to the superintendents of all 500 

public school districts within the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania.  Additionally, superintendents were emailed 

the survey link to respond to the survey electronically 

through SurveyMonkey.com.  Three-hundred and seventy five 

(375) surveys were completed for a seventy-five percent 

(75%) response rate.  The one-hundred and twenty-five (125) 

non-responding school superintendents were called directly 

to ascertain if their school district utilized random drug 

testing during the 2007-2008 school year in order to 

determine the total percentage of Pennsylvania public 

schools with random drug testing programs.     

This chapter will report the findings from the survey 

as related to the above research questions. The chapter 

will be divided into two sections: Section 1 will be a 

statistical summary of survey responses reported in 

frequency distribution tables for all responses to the 

survey items.  The second section will present data and 
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analysis that address the research questions identified 

above.  

Summary of Superintendent Survey Responses 
 

The summary of survey responses will be reported in 

the following section which will be divided into three 

subsections.  The first subsection will report the nominal-

level responses.  The second subsection will report the 

interval-level responses.  The third and final subsection 

will report additional comments as provided by the 

superintendents.  Additionally for the survey items which 

include “other” as a selection answer, the responses will 

be reported in Appendix C.   

 
Summary of Nominal-Level Responses 

 
This subsection will report all nominal-level 

responses and will help to answer research questions 1, 2 

and 3.  A table for each survey question is presented 

followed by the total number of superintendents responding 

to the item (n).  Additionally, each response is provided 

along with the frequency of response (n) as well as the 

percentage for each response.   
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Table 4.1 Question - Check the ONE that best describes your 
district classification?  n= 375 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Rural   (n= 209)  55.7% 

Urban   (n = 27)  7.2% 

Suburban   (n= 139)  37.1% 
 

Table 4.2  Question- Check the ONE that correlates with 
your district population. n=183  
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
< 3000 students    (n=112)  61.2% 

3000-4000 students  (n=28)  15.3% 

4000-5000 students  (n=14)  7.7% 

5000-6000 students  (n=10)  5.5% 

6000-7000 students  (n=5)  2.7% 

7000-8000 students  (n=2)  1.1% 

8000-9000 students  (n=2)  1.1% 

9000 or more students  (n=10)  5.5% 

 
 
Table 4.3  Question- Check the ONE that best describes your 
student population. n=185 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
< Than 25 % Minority  (n=167)  90.3% 

26%-50% Minority  (n=13)  7.0% 

51%-75% Minority  (n=1)  0.5% 

76% or more Minority  (n=4)  2.2% 
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Table 4.4  Question- Check the ONE that best describes your 
district percentage of economically disadvantaged students 
by indicating the percentage that receive free or reduced 
meals. n=186 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
< 25% free/reduced meals (n=76)   40.9% 

26%-50% free/reduced meals (n=86)   46.2% 

51%-75% free/reduced meals (n=22)   11.8% 

76% or more free/reduced meals (n=2)   1.1% 

 
Table 4.5  Question- Does your district currently have a 
student drug testing program at your school? n=500 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Yes   (n=71)  14.2% 

No   (n=429)  85.8% 

Table 4.6  Question- Please check the ONE primary reason 
why your district does not have a random drug testing 
program. n=342 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
School Board would not  (n=15)  4.4% 
approve/support it  

Community would not  (n=75)   21.9% 
approve/support it  
 
Problematic policy (n=167)   48.8% 

Never thought about it (n=7)    2.0% 

No demonstrated need (n=49)    14.3% 
to test students 
 
Other (n=29)    8.5% 
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Table 4.7  Question- Please check ALL reasons why your 
district does not have a random drug testing program. n=335  
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
School Board would not  (n=228)  68.1% 
approve/support it  

Community would not  (n=236)   70.4%  
approve/support it  
 
Problematic policy (n=265)    79.1% 

Never thought about it (n=204)    60.9% 

No demonstrated need (n=254)   75.8% 
to test students 
 
Other (n=29)    8.7% 

 

Table 4.8  Question- Is your district planning to implement 
dug testing in the near future? n=422 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Yes   (n=10)  2.4% 

No   (n=412)  97.6% 

 

Table 4.9  Question- Check the ONE that best describes your 
drug testing program.  n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Random, suspicionless   (n=44)  69.8%   
drug testing  

Drug testing  (n=3)   4.8% 
with suspicion of use  
 
Drug testing for  (n=2)   3.2% 
adjudicated students  
 
Other (n=14)    22.2% 
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Table 4.10  Question- Check ALL of the following student 
groups that are tested. n=62 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Students in all extra-  (n=40)  64.5%  
curricular activities  
 
Students in co- (n=18)   29.0% 
curricular activities 
 
Students with parking passes (n=22)   35.5% 
 
Students as required by  (n=20)    32.3% 
admin or school board due to  
prior use, possession etc. 
 
O
 
ther (n=25)   40.3% 

Table 4.11  Question- Check ALL of the following types of 
substances that are tested for in the drug tests. n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Alcohol   (n=33)  52.4%  
  
Marijuana   (n=58)  92.1%  

Cocaine   (n=55)  87.3%  

Crack   (n=54)  85.7%  

Heroin   (n=50)  79.4%  

LSD   (n=44)  69.8%  

Ecstasy   (n=43)  68.3%  

Amphetamines   (n=52)  82.5% 

Barbituates   (n=52)  82.5%  

PCP   (n=44)  69.8%  

Inhalants   (n=24)  38.1%  

Steroids   (n=28)  44.0%  

Other           (n=11)  17.0% 
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Table 4.12  Question- Check which types of specimens are 
tested in your student drug tests. n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Urine   (n=55)  87.3%  

Sweat   (n=1)  1.6%  

Hair   (n=1)  1.6%  

Saliva   (n=12)  19.0%  

Other   (n=4)  6.3%  

       

Table 4.13  Question- Check the ONE item that best 
identifies how long your drug testing program has been in 
use. n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
One year or less  (n=9)  14.3%  
 
Two to four years  (n=22)  34.9%  

Five to seven years  (n=28)  37.7%  

Eight or more years  (n=7)  11.1%  

Other    (n=0)  0.0%  

 
Table 4.14  Question- Check ALL items that best identifies 
why your program was implemented. n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Suspected drug use   (n=32)  50.8%  

Documented drug use  (n=34)  54.0%  

To reduce violence and  (n=21)  33.3%  
crime- create safer school 
   
To improve or increase  (n=11)  17.5%  
attendance rates 
 
To improve academics  (n=14)  22.2%  
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Public relations tool   (n=27)  42.9%  
to support community 
 
Other    (n=21)  33.3%  

     
Table 4.15  Question- Check ALL of the following who are 
involved in the actual drug testing procedures (subject 
selection, test administration, results of testing). n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Superintendent  (n=11)  17.5%  

Assistant Superintendent  (n=6)   9.5%  

Central Office Administration (n=8)  12.7%  

Principal   (n=45)  71.4% 

Assistant Principal  (n=31)  49.2%  

Athletic Director  (n=24)  38.1%  

Nurse   (n=29)  46.0%  

Teachers   (n=6)   9.5%  

Coaching Staff  (n=6)   9.5%  

Outside Agency  (n=27)  42.9%  

Other   (n=10)  15.9%  

Table 4.16  Question- Check the ONE that best describes how 
much instructional time per student is lost due to testing. 
n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
 
Less than 30 minutes  (n=52)  82.5% 

31-60 minutes  (n=5)  7.9%  

61-90 minutes  (n=1)  1.6%  
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Response   Frequency  Percent 

91 or more minutes  (n=4)  6.3% 

Other   (n=1)  1.6% 

Table 4.17  Question- Is your drug testing program formally 
evaluated? n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Yes   (n=29)  46.0% 
 
No   (n=34)  54.0% 
 
 
Table 4.18  Question- Check ALL items that best identifies 
how your program is evaluated. n=53 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 

Number of positive (n=41)   77.4% 
Test results 
 
Board Hearing data (n=14)   26.4% 
 
Student Discipline Data (n=18)   34.0% 
 
Other (n=5)    9.4%  
 
 
Table 4.19 Question- Check ALL of the following who are 
involved in the evaluation of the program. n=53 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 

Building principal   (n=41)  77.4%  

Assistant principals   (n=25)  47.2%  

Athletic director   (n=18)  34.0%  

Central office administrators  (n=33)  62.3%  

School nurse   (n=24)  45.3%  

Outside agency   (n=28)  52.8%  

Other   (n=4)   7.5%  
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Table 4.20  Question- Check ALL of the following ways 
constituents have been involved in the revision and/or 
review of your district’s drug testing program. n=60 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Not at all (n=11)   18.3%   

Constituents volunteered  (n=13)   21.7%   
to serve on a joint committee 
 
Teacher organization selected (n=3)   5.0%    
representatives for a joint  
committee 
 
Administration selected  (n=16)   26.7%    
representatives for a joint  
committee 
 
Constituents were informed of    (n=18)   30.0%    
drug testing program review/ 
revision 
 
Board members were asked  (n=37)   61.7%    
to approve plan developed by a  
committee 
 
Other  (n=2)    3.3%     

Table 4.21  Question- Check the ONE item that best 
identifies what evidence was used to demonstrate the 
initial need for student drug testing. n=63 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Student discipline data (n=7)   11.1%  

Student survey responses (n=12)   19.0%  

School personnel observations (n=19)   30.2%  

Community observations (n=5)   7.9%   

Local authority’s investigations (n=2)   3.2%   

 
National/local trends in  (n=8)   12.7% 
drug use  
 
Other (n=10)   26.3%  
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Table 4.22  Question- Check ALL constituents who vocalized 
support of implementing drug testing. n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
Students (n=43)   68.3% 

Parents (n=55)   87.3% 

Staff (n=55)   87.3% 

Administration (n=60)   95.2% 

Community (n=51)   81.0% 

Other (n=4)    6.3% 
  
 
Table 4.23  Question- Check the one item that best 
describes the students’ perceived efficacy and impact of 
drug testing.  n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
No impact on reducing/deterring (n=0)   0.0%   
student drug use 
 
Minimal impact on reducing/ (n=40)   63.5%  
deterring student drug use 
 
Substantial impact on reducing/ (n=23)   36.5%  
deterring student drug use 
 
 
Table 4.24  Question- Check the one item that best 
describes the school personnel's perceived efficacy and 
impact of drug testing. n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
No impact on reducing/deterring (n=0)   0.0%   
student drug use 
 
Minimal impact on reducing/ (n=35)   55.6%  
deterring student drug use 
 
Substantial impact on reducing/ (n=28)   44.4%  
deterring student drug use 
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Table 4.25  Question- Check the one item that best 
describes the community’s perceived efficacy and impact of 
drug testing. n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
No impact on reducing/deterring (n=0)   0.0%   
student drug use 
 
Minimal impact on reducing/ (n=34)   53.4%  
deterring student drug use 
 
Substantial impact on reducing/ (n=29)   46.0%  
deterring student drug use 
 

Table 4.26  Question- Check the one item that describes how 
much litigation has resulted from a challenge to the legal 
grounds for your policy. (do not include those appealing a 
positive test) n=63 
 
Response   Frequency  Percent 
None (n=62)   98.4% 

Less than 5 court cases (n=1)    1.6%  

Less than 10 court cases (n=0)    0.0%  

Ten or more court cases (n=0)    0.0% 

  

Summary of Interval-Level Responses 

 Likert scales indicating interval-level data were 

utilized with four survey questions.  Tables 4.27 through 

4.30 display a summary of these data. For these items, 

respondents were asked to provide their personal estimate 

of the importance of random drug testing to the educational 

process and community relations in their district.  

Additionally, superintendents were asked to indicate their 
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personal estimate of efficacy and overall satisfaction with 

their program.  In each table, the number “1” indicated the 

lowest rating or satisfaction level, and the number “5” 

indicated the highest rating or satisfaction level.  Each 

table will identify the survey question, the total number 

of respondents for this item as (n), the number of 

respondents per scale value from 1 to 5 and the total mean 

score. 

 
 
Table 4.27  Question- What is your personal estimate of the 
importance of drug testing to the EDUCATIONAL PROCESS in 
your school district?  n=63  mean 4.0 
 
Not    Minimal  Somewhat   Important Extremely 
Important   Importance   Important    Important 
1    2   3    4   5 
(n=0)   (n=2)  (n=12)   (n=33)  (n=16) 
 
0.0%     3.2%  19.0%   52.4%  25.4% 

 
 
Table 4.28  Question- What is your personal estimate of the 
importance of drug testing to the COMMUNITY RELATIONS in 
your school district?  n=63  mean 4.27 
 
Not    Minimal  Somewhat   Important Extremely 
Important   Importance   Important    Important 
1    2   3    4   5 
(n=0)   (n=1)  (n=11)   (n=21)  (n=30) 

0.0%    1.6%  17.5%   33.3%  47.6% 
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Table 4.29  Question- What is your personal estimate of the 
overall efficacy of drug testing?  n=63  mean 3.79 
 
Not    Minimally  No Opinion/ Effective Extremely 
Effective   Effective   Not Sure    Effective 
1    2   3    4   5 
(n=0)   (n=11)  (n=7)   (n=29)  (n=16) 

0.0%    17.5%  11.1%   46.0%  25.4% 

 

Table 4.30  Question- How satisfied are you with the drug 
testing program in your school district?  n=63  mean 3.78 
 
Not    Minimally  No Opinion/ Satisfied Extremely 
Satisfied   Satisfied   Not Sure    Satisfied 
1    2   3    4   5 
(n=1)  (n=10)  (n=4)  (n=34)  (n=14) 

1.6%    15.9%  6.3%    54.0%  22.2% 

 

Summary of Comments 

 A total of 40 respondents replied to the section of 

the survey requesting comments in addition to the survey 

questions.  The frequency and comments returned by each 

superintendent are displayed in Table 4.31 through 4.33.   

 
Table 4.31  Question- If you were starting a new student 
drug testing program now — based on your experience — how 
would it be different from the program you have today? 
 
Frequency   Comments 
12 There would be no difference or no changes to the 

existing program 
• It would not differ. It is highly successful and 

not controversial 
• No changes would be made-the program was well 

received by all involved 
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11 Test more of the student population 

• I would like to see 100% participation 
• I would include as many students as possible 

under the privileged activity net. Car passes is 
one we had not thought about 

• More of the student population would be tested 
• All extra curricular participants plus those 

allowed/permitted to drive to school 
• It would be the same but I would add all extra 

curricular groups 
• Include drivers and all extra curriculars from 

the start of the program 
• If the law permitted, I would test everyone 
• We would drug test every student involved in 

extra-curricular activities 
 
2 Random drug testing 
 
1 More advance discussion with kids 
 
1 New program just started in March 2008 
 
1 Test for more drugs (different types) 
 
  
Table 4.32  Question- Is there any other additional 
information that would be useful for me to know in order to 
understand your program? 
 
Frequency   Comments 
4 Superintendent indicated to see the attached materials  

they voluntarily included 
 
4 Superintendents provided a contact name and phone 

number to call for information 
 
1 We randomly pick four members a week and screen 
 
1 School implemented drug testing in an effort to become 

pro-active, not necessarily to address a known problem 
 
1 Program was originally a urine test. When we went to a 

saliva test, the program was better accepted by 
students and parents 
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1 Our program is for violators only so it is difficult 
to determine the impact on entire student body 

 
1 We started voluntary to build awareness and support 
 
1 It is very difficult to get hard data to determine 

reduced drug use....our district's soft data has been 
very positive and supportive 

 
 
Table 4.33  Question- What advice would you give to a 
school that is considering implementing a student drug 
testing program? 
 
Frequency   Comments 
14 Community Involvement/Form Committee 

• Secure substantial community understanding and 
support 

• Involve the community from the beginning 
• Meet with constituents on a regular basis 
• Proceed only with stakeholder support  
• Survey the community Educate 
• Get parental support and include incentives for 

remaining drug free 
• Include parents, students and community members 

and law enforcement officials on the committee 
• Get community buy-in. It helps if it is suggested 

by community members. There will always be 
parents who complain about its implementation, 
but if it came from the community, then those 
concerns can be answered by the community too 

• Form a committee   
• Make sure you have an ad hoc committee ahead of 

time 
• Make sure you form a inclusive community 

committee 
 

13 Know Legal Implications and research data 
• Make the program fit both the legal limitations 

and the culture of the community 
• Be aware of legal precedents 
• Know legal limitations 
• Get your solicitor involved 
• Review the legal cases 
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• Be sure the solicitor thoroughly reviews the 
policy 

• Review data  
• Talk to other schools with established programs 
• Have data to support the initiative 
 

5 Examine other programs/Policy Implementation 
• Look into the Remembering ADAM program 
• Find schools that have successfully defended 

their programs and look closely at them 
• Work to have a policy in place as soon as 

possible so it is available if needed. These 
polices are more of a tool to help students get 
the services they need than to punish those who 
are using illegal substances 

 
3 Do it  

• Do it and Get ready for the battle 
• Go for it 

 
3 Use an outside agency for drug testing 

 
3 Include students involved in extra-curricular 

activities 
 

2 Make it voluntary 
 
1 It is a good idea and an opportunity for students to 

say no to drug use 
 
 

 
Analysis of Data 

 
As indicated formerly, this chapter initially reported 

a statistical summary of all survey responses reported in 

frequency distribution tables within the three major 

categories of nominal level responses, interval level 

responses and additional comments from superintendents.  At 

this time, the second section will present data with 
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analysis that will address the research questions 

identified previously. 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 sought to determine exactly how 

many Pennsylvania public school districts have instituted 

random drug testing programs for their secondary school 

students.  Table 4.5 indicates that 71 of the 500 school 

districts in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania had a drug 

testing program during the 2007-2008 school year while 429 

districts did not have a program.  Thus 14.2% of schools 

have a drug testing while, 85.8% of schools do not have 

such a program.  Additionally, 10 of the districts or 2.4% 

of the non-testing districts indicated (Table 4.8) that 

they plan to implement drug testing in the near future.  

These data parallel the University of Michigan Study (2003) 

which indicated that 18% of schools had some form of drug 

testing while 82% of schools did not have drug testing.   

Table 4.13 validates Pennsylvania’s similarity to the 

national trends in drug testing as documented by a report 

prepared for the 48th annual conference of the Education 

Law Association held in November 2002 which discussed 

student drug testing in Texas public schools. This study 

reported on student drug-testing policies in the 1,056 

Texas public-school districts. The principal finding was 
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that Texas school districts are expanding student drug 

testing and suggests that the trend in Texas to expand 

drug-testing policies may indicate a national trend in 

expansion of student drug testing (Edmonson, 2002). As 

reported by this researcher’s survey results for 

Pennsylvania (Table 4.13) only 7 schools or 11.1% of the 71 

schools with drug testing were drug testing prior to the 

2001 school year.  Forty-nine percent of the schools with 

drug testing have a relatively new program that has only 

been in use for 0-4 years.  

Table 4.21 identifies what evidence was used to 

demonstrate the district’s need for student drug testing.  

Thirty percent of respondents indicated that school 

personnel observations were the primary evidence used 

followed by student survey responses by 19.0% of the 

respondents.  

 For those districts without drug testing programs, the 

researcher included survey questions to ascertain the 

primary reasons for not implementing a program.  Table 4.6 

suggests that the primary reason for not having a drug 

testing program is that 48.8% of the superintendents stated 

that it is a problematic policy followed by 21.9% stating 

that their community would not approve or support 

implementation.  Table 4.7 reported on a question that 
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allowed the superintendents to check all reasons why their 

district does not have a random drug testing program.  Of 

the six response choices, there was not a significant 

difference in their responses.  Problematic policy remained 

the greatest deterrent with a 79.1% response rate.  This 

was closely followed by the fact that 75.8% of 

superintendents stating there was no demonstrated need to 

test students.  Furthermore, 70.4% checked that their 

community would not approve or support it while 68.1% 

checked that their school board would not approve or 

support it.  

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 sought to determine what program 

designs exist in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and which 

models are most frequently utilized.  Additionally, data 

were gathered to determine which student groups are tested, 

what drugs or substances are detected, and what type of 

specimen is collected during the drug testing procedure.  

The loss of instructional time due to random drug testing 

was examined as well.     

Survey participants were asked to check the one 

response that best describes their drug testing program.  

Table 4.9 shows data from 63 of the 71 schools that have 

student drug testing programs.  Forty-four of the 63 
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superintendents or 69.8% indicated that random, 

suspicionless drug test was the most appropriate response.  

The response of “other” was provided by 22.2% of the 

remaining responses for which 50% included the term 

“voluntary” when referring to their program.  A detailed 

list of the “other” responses is included in Appendix C.  

Table 4.10 summarizes all of the student groups that 

are subject to drug testing.  Sixty-four percent of 

superintendents included students in all extra-curricular 

activities, 40.3% included the response of “other” in which 

again the primary response indicated a voluntary nature to 

their program for 17 of the 25 “other” responses. A 

detailed list of the “other” responses for this item is 

also included in Appendix C. 

As for the type of substances tested in each of the 

drug testing programs, it was not surprising that marijuana 

was the number one drug tested as indicated by the 92.1% 

response rate reported in Table 4.11.  With the variety of 

drugs tested for by many schools, it appears that the 

majority of the programs are now utilizing the 10 panel 

drug screen as opposed to the 5 panel drug screen used in 

the earlier years of drug testing programs.  Although there 

are other options to the urine specimen for drug testing, 

Table 4.12 indicates urinalysis as the primary means of 

 126



drug testing as reported by 87.3% of the superintendents.  

The use of other specimens is as reliable as the urine test 

but is believed to be more resistant to the possibility of 

student tampering. The saliva test is perceived as much 

less intrusive than the urine test. Unfortunately, the 

urine test currently allows for a wider range of substances 

to be tested.  It is likely that future drug testing may 

utilize a combination of testing specimens and/or a 

randomness to the type of sample being collected in order 

to decrease the tampering of results as well as a response 

to the non-sample for those that cannot urinate on demand 

in the testing environment.        

Table 4.17 indicates that 46.0% of the school 

districts formally evaluate their programs while 54.0% of 

the schools do not formally evaluate their programs.  Table 

4.18 further elaborates on how the programs are evaluated 

by seeking to determine all means employed in the 

evaluation process.  The dominant method of evaluation 

resulted in 77.4% of the schools indicating the utilization 

of the number of positive test results from the drug tests 

as an evaluation tool.  Thirty-four percent of the schools 

also utilized student discipline data while 26.4% utilized 

board hearing data.   
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There are many constituents involved in the evaluation 

of the drug testing programs. In Table 4.19, 

superintendents indicated all personnel which are engaged 

in the evaluation process. The building principal was the 

greatest common response indicated by 77.4% of the school 

superintendents while 62.3% indicated additional 

participation by central office administration and 52.8% 

designated an outside agency’s involvement.  Although there 

are various constituents involved in the evaluation of the 

programs, Table 4.20 indicates the primary manner (61.7%) 

in which constituents are involved in the revision and/or 

review of their district’s drug testing program was via a 

committee developing a plan and seeking approval by the 

school board members. 

In the midst of the debate on the effectiveness of 

random drug testing, non-supporters claim a significant 

loss of instructional time due to the drug testing 

procedures.  Table 4.16 disputes this claim due to the fact 

that 82.5% of superintendents responded that less than 30 

minutes of instructional time is lost during testing while 

7.9% indicate 31-60 minutes are lost.  Only five programs 

consume greater than 60 minutes of the student’s 

instructional time during the school day.    
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Research Question 3 

The researcher’s third question focused on the 

satisfaction of the various constituents with their drug 

testing program as well as their perceived efficacy and 

impact. 

Table 4.26 indicates very little litigation has 

resulted from the random drug testing programs in 

Pennsylvania’s public schools.  Sixty-two of the 63 

respondents or 98.4% have not experienced any litigation. 

Tables 4.23 through 4.25 indicate the perceived 

efficacy and impact of the drug testing programs.  The 

researcher has noted that for students’ perceived efficacy 

(Table 4.23), school personnel’s perceived efficacy (Table 

4.24) and the community’s perceived efficacy (Table 4.25, 

0.0% of the superintendents selected the response of no 

impact on reducing or deterring student drug use.  

Essentially, superintendents agreed that a drug testing 

program provided at least minimal or substantial impact in 

the reduction or deterrence of student drug use by all 

three of the following constituent groups- students, school 

personnel and community.  

Table 4.27 indicates the Likert scale results for the 

superintendents’ personal estimate of importance of drug 

testing in regards to the educational process in their 
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school district. The mean response was 4.0 on a 5 point 

scale ranging from Not Important to Extremely Important.  

None of the superintendents viewed the program as not 

important to the educational process.   

Table 4.28 indicates the Likert scale results for the 

superintendents’ personal estimate of importance of drug 

testing in regards to the community relations in their 

school district. This item was slightly greater with a mean 

of 4.27 on a 5 point scale ranging from Not Important to 

Extremely Important.  Again, none of the superintendents’ 

viewed the program as not important to the community 

relations in their district.  

Table 4.29 indicates the Likert scale results for the 

superintendents’ personal estimate of the overall efficacy 

of drug testing.  The mean was 3.79 with 11% of the 

superintendents responding with either no opinion or not 

sure in regards to efficacy. Nevertheless, none of the 

superintendents viewed the program as not effective.    

Table 4.30 indicates the Likert scale results for how 

satisfied the superintendents are with the drug testing 

program in their district.  The mean response was 3.78 with 

54.0% indicating they are satisfied and an additional 22.2% 

indicating they are extremely satisfied with their drug 

testing program.  Only one superintendent indicated a 
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response of not satisfied with the district’s drug testing 

program.        

Tables 4.31 through 4.33 summarized the additional 

comments made by the superintendents.  The researcher noted 

that 12 superintendents commented there would not be any 

changes to their program if they were starting a new 

student drug testing program, and 11 wanted to expand their 

testing population.  As for the advice that 

superintendent’s would give to a school considering the 

implementation.         

 

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 sought to determine what 

relationship, if any, exists between the superintendents’ 

satisfaction and perceived efficacy and impact of the 

program by various constituents.  The following table 

(Table 4.34) is provided in order to illustrate the 

correlation between efficacy and the superintendent’s 

satisfaction.   
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Table 4.34 Correlations of Perceived Efficacy with Ratings 
of Effectiveness 
 
 

 Students’ 
Perceived 
Efficacy 

School 
Personnel’s 
Perceived 
Efficacy 

Community’s 
Perceived 
Efficacy 

Personal 
Estimate of 
Importance- 
Educational 
Process 

 
.654** 

 
.507** 

 
.379** 

Personal 
Estimate of 
Importance- 
Community 
Relations 

 
.403** 

 
.377** 

 

 
.285* 

Personal 
Estimate of 
Overall 
Efficacy 

 
.612** 

 
.625** 

 
.504** 

How satisfied 
is the 
superintendent  
with the drug 
testing 
program 

 
 

.514** 

 
 

.562** 

 
 

.409** 

 
  

** p < .01 
 *   p < .05 
 
 While the above data table of correlations does not 

provide any out of the ordinary or unexpected results, the 

researcher included the information as stated in accordance 

with the research design and formation of research 

questions.   Essentially, the more impact that is 
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perceived, the higher is the estimate of the importance of 

the program as well as the greater the degree of 

satisfaction. It is somewhat interesting that the smallest 

correlations are in regard to the community’s perceived 

impact. This is followed, more or less, by the school 

personnel and then the students. So, it seems that the 

group with the greatest impact in terms of their perceived 

efficacy is the students.    

       

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 133



CHAPTER 5 
 
 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 

Introduction 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a summary of 

this descriptive study on random drug testing along with 

concluding remarks and implications for future study.  The 

chapter is divided into three sections.  The first section 

will provide an overview of the motivation and objectives 

of the study along with a brief review of the literature 

and research methodology and data analysis utilized.  The 

second section will provide the outcomes of the study, its 

relation to theory and literature as well as the 

researcher’s summary of the findings and conclusions.  The 

third section will provide recommendations for Pennsylvania 

public school district superintendents and/or officials 

plus recommendations for future studies with random drug 

testing. 

Overview of the Study 
 

Although drug use has been universal throughout 

history (Engs, 1997), schools and communities have 

increasingly been challenged to reduce drug use among 

adolescents and young adults. As the school leaders have 

been motivated to minimize the use of drugs in their school 
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population and community, random drug testing has 

increasingly been employed in many of our nation’s schools 

(Lawler, 2000).  Unfortunately, despite the concerted 

effort to eradicate drug use, the drug use phenomenon 

within the adolescent population has either remained stable 

or has continued to rise in many schools (Lawler, 2000).      

Following the Supreme Court decision in the Vernonia 

vs. Acton case permitting random drug testing of high 

school athletes and the subsequent Pottawatomie decision 

which expanded the decision to include students 

participating in extra-curricular activities, more of the 

nation’s schools have begun to implement random drug 

testing programs in response to teenage drug use without 

unequivocal evidence of deterrence or effectiveness.       

The preceding review of the literature suggests that a 

comprehensive study on random drug testing policies in 

Pennsylvania will help to fill a void that currently 

exists. The primary purpose of the study was to determine 

which Pennsylvania public school districts have drug 

testing policies and to examine and report on the current 

drug testing practices.  The second purpose was to 

determine the superintendents’ level of program 

satisfaction. Specifically, this study will provide 

administrators with evidence from local school districts in 
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order to make data driven decisions in regards to the 

implementation of similar programs.   

The findings of the study are based on the survey data 

returned by 375 Pennsylvania public school superintendents 

in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  The following 

conclusions address the four research questions of this 

study which are listed below.  

Research Question 1 
 

How many school districts in Pennsylvania have 

instituted random drug testing?  

a. What was the impetus to implement drug testing    

   in the school district for those districts    

   with programs? 

b. For those districts without drug testing 

programs, what is the primary reason for not 

implementing a program? 

 
Research Question 2 

What program designs exist in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania and which models are most frequently 

utilized? 

a. What are the key characteristics of the   

 various programs? 

i.Which student groups are tested? 

ii.What drugs or substances are detected? 

 136



iii.What type of specimen is collected 

iv.What constituents are involved in the 

oversight and drug testing procedures and 

what impact does testing have on lost 

instructional time? 

b. How long has the policy been in place? 

c. How is the drug testing program evaluated? 

 
Research Question 3 

 
How satisfied are constituents with their drug testing 

program? 

a. What is the perceived efficacy and impact of   

   random drug testing with:   

i. Students 

ii. School personnel 

iii. Community 

b. What is the superintendent’s personal estimate   

   of importance of drug testing with regards to: 

iv. Educational processes 

v. Community relations 

vi. Overall efficacy 

c. How satisfied is the superintendent with the  

   existing drug testing program?  
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Research Question 4 
 

What relationship, if any, exists between their 

satisfaction and perceived efficacy and impact of the 

program by various constituents? 

 

The researcher’s resulting conclusions are derived 

from the survey findings and are informed by the extensive 

literature review discussed thoroughly in Chapter 2 which 

is briefly summarized in this subsequent section.   

Summary of the Literature Review 
 

The researcher arranged the literature review of 

Chapter 2 in a chronological configuration composed of four 

major sections. First in order to demonstrate the need for 

this research study, the literature review originated with 

a historical perspective of drug use in society from 5000 

BCE to the present.  Within the historical perspective, the 

researcher provided an examination of the development of 

drug policy over several decades in order to provide 

insight on the impact of the political climate to the 

development of drug testing.  In the second section, 

workplace drug testing was briefly examined along with the 

drug testing policies of the NCAA (National Collegiate 

Athletic Association).  In the third section, the focus 

shifted to statistics of adolescent drug use within the 
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United States and specifically within Pennsylvania.  The 

final section moved the discussion towards random drug 

testing in schools as well as studies on random drug 

testing.  While the researcher’s focus was specifically on 

drug testing as an independent component, research was 

included to acknowledge drug testing was characteristically 

found to be included with other drug prevention programs 

and educational curricula designed to deter drug use.   

 
Methodology and Data Analysis 

 
Descriptive research methodology provided the 

foundation for the study.  Data were gathered by mailing 

surveys to all 500 public school district superintendents 

within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  Additionally, 

superintendents were emailed a web link to the online 

survey hosted by SurveyMonkey.com.  Three-hundred and 

seventy-five (375) surveys were completed for a seventy-

five percent (75%) response rate.  The one-hundred and 

twenty-five (125) non-responding school district 

superintendents were called directly via telephone to 

ascertain if their school district utilized random drug 

testing during the 2007-2008 school year in order to 

determine the total percentage of Pennsylvania public 

schools with random drug testing programs. 
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Results from the initial inquiry indicated that 71 

school districts in Pennsylvania utilized random drug 

testing during the 2007-2008 school year.  A statistical 

summary of survey responses was presented in Chapter 4 

through the use of frequency distribution tables for all 

survey responses followed by data and analysis addressing 

the study’s research questions.  

Likert scales indicating interval-level data were 

utilized with four survey questions.  For these items, 

superintendents were asked to provide their personal 

estimate of the importance of random drug testing to the 

educational process and community relations in their 

district.  Additionally, superintendents were asked to 

indicate their personal estimate of efficacy and overall 

satisfaction with their program.   

For greater insight into the testing programs of the 

various schools, superintendents were asked to provide 

comments in regards to what they would change with their 

programs as well as comments for those school districts 

exploring the concept of student drug testing. Furthermore, 

several school superintendents included a copy of their 

drug testing policy and program when returning their 

survey.   
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Outcomes of the Study and its Relation to Theory and 
Literature 

 
The results of this study are intended to help 

administrators understand the phenomenon of drug testing as 

a means of prevention.  The researcher anticipates that the 

study will contribute to the field of educational policy 

and educational administration. 

Research has demonstrated that the strongest predictor 

of student drug use is students’ attitudes toward drug use 

and their perceptions of peer use (Stefkovich, 1997).  The 

researcher also suspects that student attitudes toward 

random, suspicionless drug testing will be a strong 

indicator of student drug use.  This study revealed that 

the superintendents described the students’ perceived 

efficacy and impact of random drug testing to definitely 

have an impact on reducing/deterring student drug use.   

The deterrence theory would suggest that due to the 

sanctions imposed on the students in athletics, extra-

curricular activities and students with parking passes, 

drug testing would therefore deter student drug use due to 

the consequences imposed on those students who test 

positive for drug use as well as the possible legal 

sanctions that could result with drug use.     
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The literature review demonstrates the need for 

further research on the policies and programs being used in 

high school random drug testing.  This study also reveals 

that although random drug testing may or may not act as a 

deterrent to student drug use, it is only one method among 

many means of drug prevention.  Additionally, a study of 

superintendent perceptions toward drug testing and the 

review of their established policies can aid school 

administrators in the formation of their own drug testing 

policy and/or other drug prevention programs while 

contributing to the theoretical propositions of random, 

suspicionless drug testing.  

Summary of Findings and Conclusions 
 

 This study has revealed that 71 of the 500 districts 

or 14.2% of Pennsylvania’s public school districts utilize 

random drug testing in the fight against adolescent drug 

use.  The data demonstrate that in addition to the students 

who are required to be drug tested in accordance with an 

adjudication hearing, Pennsylvania has targeted the follow 

classifications of students to be tested: students in 

extra-curricular and co-curricular activities, students 

with parking passes as well as those who voluntarily agree 

to be a part of the drug testing program and/or school wide 

drug-free pledge or student club developed to deter drug 
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and alcohol use.  The testing of the preceding student 

groups is in compliance with the Supreme Court’s ruling in 

the Vernonia v. Acton case as well as the subsequent 

Pottawomie ruling which expanded the scope of subjects for 

testing.  Surprisingly, as the researcher previously 

mentioned the likely expansion of drug testing programs 

throughout the nation, they remain to be the exception not 

the rule.  It was estimated that only 10 districts in 

Pennsylvania or 2.4% of school superintendents plan to 

implement drug testing in the near future.  Furthermore, 

what has hindered most districts from utilizing drug 

testing is the very thing that has prompted other districts 

to move forward with what many view as a problematic 

policy.  That one determining factor is the community.  The 

school districts with drug testing programs admittedly had 

parent and community support prior to implementation.  Only 

one district experienced litigation as a result of the drug 

testing policy.  Furthermore, the majority of 

superintendents deemed drug testing to be either important 

or extremely important to their community relations. 

 As constituent support was examined, the perceived 

efficacy and impact of drug testing became interesting to 

investigate especially when the survey revealed that more 

than 50% of the schools districts do not formally evaluate 
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their drug testing program.  School district 

superintendents have mentioned the “soft data” available to 

substantiate drug testing, yet they cannot produce hard 

evidence as to the true effectiveness of drug testing.  

This would implore one to ask if a district is considered 

to be fiscally responsible when implementing drug testing 

in an era of high accountability where schools are failing 

to meet the State’s standards and proficiency targets 

determined for their students.  Furthermore, the 

educational leaders of the district such as the 

superintendent, assistant superintendent, principal and 

assistant principal are being utilized during the actual 

administration of the drug testing procedures.  Perhaps the 

strongest argument for random drug testing is merely based 

on perception.  Drug testing might merely be little more 

than a school district’s ability to demonstrate that the 

district is taking a strong stance against drug use 

regardless of the evidence or lack thereof evidence. 

 Drug use is a difficult social phenomenon and it is no 

surprise that public schools are expected to solve the war 

against drugs in addition to many other social ills of 

society.  But, opponents to drug testing would ask at what 

cost?  They cite the basic fundamental rights of students 

over the right of the school officials’ interest in 
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maintaining order and control for the greater good of all 

within the school system.  While the benefits to drug 

testing appear to be obvious on the surface level, the true 

benefits or real effectiveness continues to be debatable.  

With the questionable evidence of deterrence or 

effectiveness, the real costs and benefits are more 

difficult to provide a favorable rationale especially in 

these times of economic instability.  As this study 

indicated, the financial cost of constitutional challenges 

or other legal implications are not prevalent where drug 

testing has been implemented.  The financial burden of the 

actual drug testing proves to be the greater deterrent for 

school districts.     

 
Recommendations 

 

 The recommendations resulting from this study are 

informed by the literature review, data summary and final 

conclusions presented. Recommendations will be reported in 

two subsections.  The first subsection will be 

recommendations for public school district superintendents 

and/or officials.  The second subsection will be 

recommendations for future studies with random drug 

testing.  
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Recommendations for School Districts 
 

 As drug testing begins to be implemented throughout 

more of Pennsylvania’s schools, it is imperative for local 

administrators to better understand the history and case 

law associated with random drug testing in order to be 

better informed and responsible decision makers.  The 

inclusion of all stakeholders in the decision to implement 

drug testing is vital to the success of any drug deterrence 

program (ONDCP, 2007) and was highly recommended by most 

school district superintendents responding to the survey.   

Specifically, this research study aimed to provide 

valuable information for State and district policymakers 

and administrators who are considering spending the 

necessary resources to deter student drug use.  This study 

provides insight that has the potential to increase 

knowledge of the phenomenon of random drug testing 

throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. As indicated 

previously, drug testing may serve multiple objectives and 

therefore was significant to study in order to provide 

information for administrators or policymakers to make 

data-driven decisions in meeting the best needs of the 

students.   

The analysis of drug testing in the military, 

workforce, and NCAA which was provided in the literature 
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review has identified a predicament comparable to that 

which school administrators are facing with the drug 

epidemic in their schools.  While drug testing in public 

high schools has not undergone a wide-scale implementation, 

the three arenas previously discussed can shed light on 

their policy inception and acceptance process.  Although 

military, workforce and NCAA drug testing has been 

criticized previously, the potential benefits have 

increased their overall acceptance and perceived 

effectiveness (Copeland, 2002; Gust et al., 1996) and 

therefore continue to exist.  This in turn can help 

constituents view drug testing as a practical method for 

substance use reduction.   

As the evidence about the efficacy of random drug 

testing is equivocal, it is imperative to remind school 

officials that random drug testing is used as only one 

means for deterring drug use and that a multi-faceted 

approach will provide the greatest impact on deterring 

student drug use. 

The Monitoring the Future survey results and other 

statistics suggest that adolescent drug use has declined, 

but the overall incidence of use is still deemed to be a 

public concern. Schools have been charged with this 

responsibility to eradicate the drug problem and to create 
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safe, secure schools.  The consequences of drug use by the 

student population must continue to be a concern for school 

officials and other stakeholders.  

School superintendents should be familiar with the 

continued developments in random drug testing as the 

programs continue to expand.  While the Fourth Amendment 

has been found to not have been violated, school officials 

should still exercise caution as they proceed with the 

implementation of such a policy.     

The primary purpose of implementing random drug 

testing on students in extra-curricular activities should 

be to deter student drug use although schools could 

anticipate safer schools with decreased crime and violence, 

fewer incidents of tardiness and fewer discipline 

referrals, as well as overall improved student behavior.  

The researcher would caution schools who are moving in 

the direction of drug testing due to the very little 

evaluative research that has been conducted on whether 

random drug testing policies are effective.  This continues 

to be the case in many school districts that have recently 

implemented random drug testing.  This evaluative component 

must be addressed and incorporated into any new policy.   

 Some more recent studies have begun to contribute to 

the growing body of knowledge about the potential 
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effectiveness of drug testing in deterring student drug use 

but there needs to be more concrete data collected in order 

to help make informed decisions.   

 As the effectiveness of drug testing begins to be 

examined, the researcher also suggests that school 

administrators examine the financial costs associated with 

the drug testing programs.  Fowler (2000) suggests that 

this is an area of policy writing that is frequently 

overlooked in policy writing, implementation and 

evaluation.  According to a study described by Levin and 

McEwan (2001), far too often, many leaders adopt new 

policies or initiatives without assessing the cost or cost-

effectiveness of such implementation.  As a cost analysis 

is performed, the researcher would remind school officials 

to closely examine the personnel costs.  For many programs, 

higher level administration is involved in the drug testing 

procedures which is not only difficult to sustain overtime, 

but very costly as well.  A detailed budget is a necessity 

in school administration and it is very important to 

estimate more precisely what the overall costs will be from 

the beginning rather than adding them as the program 

evolves.   

There are other intangible costs to consider that are 

difficult to measure with a random drug testing policy.  
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Certainly the missed class time is of great concern 

although this study indicated the majority of testing 

programs took less than 30 minutes of instructional time.  

The researcher would be interested in a closer examination 

of the potential loss of participants who do not 

participate in an attempt to avoid the drug testing.  

Furthermore, as a former school principal, the 

researcher would caution school leaders to not move forward 

without the support of the student government.  Since 

attitudes and perceptions play a critical role in the 

acceptance of such a policy, this component cannot be 

underestimated.    

In summary, the researcher supports and agrees with 

the recommendations set forth by the superintendents who 

responded to the survey when asked to provide advice to 

those districts considering the implementation of random 

drug testing.  A full understanding of the political 

culture and climate of a district is important to the 

implementation and success of any policy.  Secondly, 

knowledge of the legal implications and an awareness and 

familiarity with recent court rulings is expected during 

the proposal of such policy.  Thirdly, school districts 

considering the implementation of drug testing as well as 

those with drug testing programs need to create an 
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evaluation piece to utilize with their programs.  More 

specifically, is drug testing cost effective? The actual 

cost of the program as well as the personnel costs and loss 

of instructional time for students must be monitored.  

Furthermore, detailed statistics on attendance, discipline, 

and safety must be included in the evaluation of the 

program.  Finally, since many schools report a lack of 

positive test results, the most difficult challenge for 

school districts is to determine the real impact of drug 

testing on student drug use through much more evidence than 

the lack of positive drug test results.  School districts 

must begin to demonstrate how their drug testing program is 

effective without relying solely on the merits of the 

perception of the community and/or other stakeholders.      

 
Recommendations for Further Study 

 
There is a significant body of literature addressing 

the prevention of student drug use as well as random drug 

testing of students involved in athletics and other extra-

curricular activities.  However, throughout this study it 

became apparent there was a gap with respect to evaluation 

procedures.  More importantly, the researcher suggests that 

future research examine what the valid reasons are for the 

low number of positive drug tests reported in the drug 
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testing programs across the United States.  A multi-state 

study on random drug testing would provide greater analysis 

of the efficacy and impact of drug testing.   

 Of particular interest to the researcher and most 

likely other constituents would be the likelihood of 

program expansion to allow more students to be tested.  As 

detailed in the history outlined in the literature review, 

drug testing began with those involved in athletics. Recent 

court decisions have lessened the restrictions and have 

included more student groups.  As time passes and less 

opposition or litigation is experienced, can one expect the 

realm of testing to expand? Although you cannot currently 

test the entire student body, as people become desensitized 

to the thought of urinating in a cup, is it foreseeable in 

the future that all students would be subject to testing?  

Furthermore, as student drug testing expands, should 

teachers, coaches and administrators be tested as well?  

Future studies on the policies, practices and constituent 

perceptions of random, suspicionless drug testing may be 

very appropriate.  

Furthermore, the researcher contends that student 

attitudes toward random, suspicionless drug testing will be 

a strong indicator of student drug use.  If true, drug 

testing could be a beneficial tool for use in our schools 
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if this theory were to be further examined in a potential 

study that would seek to gather information on student 

attitudes toward random drug testing.  

As the researcher concludes her study on random 

suspicionless drug testing, she finds it imperative to 

reflect on the following questions that place the students’ 

wellbeing at the heart of the issue:  Are school leaders 

focusing on the best interests of his or her students when 

making a decision to randomly drug test without the 

suspicion of drug use?  What ethical message is being sent 

to the students by drug testing the various groups? Why are 

there so few positive test results?  Does a drug testing 

program actually deter student drug use?  For each student 

who is subjected to drug testing, what impact does it have 

on his or her perception of the entire educational 

experience?  Does drug testing lead to a decline in 

participation in school sponsored activities?  What voice 

does the student body have in the decision making process 

with the school administration?  The above questions and 

many others remain unanswered in the heart of the 

researcher but could best be answered by a qualitative 

research study or case study that intimately involves a 

researcher with a few schools with random drug testing 

programs.  On a final note of reflection, the researcher is 
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employed in a school district which has recently 

implemented a random drug testing program.  The researcher 

was asked, “Why as a central office school administrator 

might she feel as if she had a “right” to drug test the 

students.  Simply, the researcher does not feel she has a 

right to drug test the students as much as she feels an 

obligation or expectation to drug test the students in 

response to this complicated social phenomenon that may 

permeate the student body.                  
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Appendices 

Appendix A Letter of Introduction 

POLICIES, PRACTICES AND CONSTITUENT PERCEPTIONS OF RANDOM, 

SUSPICIONLESS DRUG TESTING IN PENNSYLVANIA’S PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

 

Date 
Superintendent’s Name 
School Division 
Address 
 
Dear __________: 
 

I am currently a doctoral student at Temple University 
in Educational Leadership and Policy Studies. Under the 
guidance of Dr. Corrinne Caldwell, I am embarking on my 
dissertation research and am requesting your assistance. My 
study is focusing on the extent to which Pennsylvania 
public school districts have and are implementing random 
drug testing policies. It is primarily a policy study, 
although I may be interested in contacting schools in which 
random drug testing exists and speaking with those who are 
responsible for the program in order to understand the 
complexities of implementing such policies. 
 

In order to initiate this study, I need your brief 
input. Included in this mailing, you will find a survey.  
The survey may be completed and returned in the self-
addressed envelope.  If you prefer, the survey may also be 
completed electronically on SurveyMonkey.com. at 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=vdxUKnHJ0iSsa2fEGg4Kz
Q_3d_3d
 

If your district has a drug testing program, I would 
ask for your assistance in completing a survey with regards 
to policy components and satisfaction level.  If your 
district does not have a drug testing program, please 
complete a few brief questions which are numbered two and 
three.     
 

I would greatly appreciate it if you would take the 
time necessary to respond to the questions and return to me 
at your earliest convenience. If you are interested in the 
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results of this study, please advise. I would be happy to 
share them once I have defended my dissertation. 

 
 
 
If you are unable to complete the brief survey, please 

provide contact information for a student drug testing 
coordinator or designee that may be able to complete the 
survey for your school district and return in the self-
addressed envelope. 
 
Name:  ____________________________________________ 
Position:  ____________________________________________ 
Phone number: ____________________________________________  
Email address: ____________________________________________ 
Address:  ____________________________________________ 
   ____________________________________________ 
   ____________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Again, thank you for taking the time to participate in 
this inquiry. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tammi Jones     Dr.Corrinne A.Caldwell,PH.D.  
Director of Secondary Ed   Temple University Professor 
West Shore School District  Doctoral Advisor 
Doctoral Candidate 
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Appendix B Survey of the Components And Perceptions of Drug 

Testing Programs 

 

POLICIES, PRACTICES AND CONSTITUENT PERCEPTIONS OF RANDOM, 

SUSPICIONLESS DRUG TESTING IN PENNSYLVANIA’S PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
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Appendix C Survey Responses Listed as “Other” 

 

POLICIES, PRACTICES AND CONSTITUENT PERCEPTIONS 

OF RANDOM, SUSPICIONLESS DRUG TESTING 

IN PENNSYLVANIA’S PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

  Survey Questions: 

Please check the ONE primary reason why your district does not have a 
random drug testing program. 
The district has not yet developed a policy to address random 
drug testing 

Very difficult to enact 

Board has investigated it and decided not to implement. 

Have not addressed it as it is not a significant problem and 
not the greatest priority at this time. 

complex issue 

Cost 

Considering implementation 

Currently studing pros and cons of such a program 

Has not been a priority 

Never discuss in 3 years 

Expense of running a program / No reconized support from 
community 

Don't know 

Not a priority in the list of things 

It is controversial and questionable. We are waiting for more 
case law. 

Expense 

Legal issues 

Legally not defined enough 

Currently under consideration 

Concern has existed that only students in extra curriculars 
can be tested 

Mixed feelings @ its value for the cost of random testing 

Currently looking at the program 

Looking to having it back 
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Concerns about legal issues and rights of students 

Small community group influenced board 

No one has raised the issue 

Looked into the possibility but found no real research to 
show that it curtailed use. 

No impetus for random testing 

It has never been a major issue in this rural district. 
However, we have been having recent discussions on employee 
and student testing. 

Not sure 
 

Please check ALL reasons why your district does not have a random 
drug testing program. 
Philosophical objections 

Costs associated with testing. 

not a key problem 

Equity, why just test student athletes? Why not all 
students/staff? Contractual issues-cost issues. 

Same as above. I would personally like us to establish a 
DISTRICT policy whereby ALL staff would be random tested and 
then move to student random testing. 

It is a very complex issue that requires time, money, fairness, 
equity and personnel. 

Cost 

Not a priority 

I have only been superintendent for 3 years plus it has never 
come up. 

We currently have a drug testing policy for all new employee. 

Don't know 

May consider it in the future 

I formerly worked in a district that had a random drug testing 
policy that was revoked after some case law. 

Expense 

Discussed it a year ago but never reached a decision 

Drug testing may occur-random testing is still being debated 

No funding or local service provider 

Do not agree with the practice 

We have our bus contractor test drivers. Drug testing of 
district employees and students would raise as many issues as 
it would possibly address 

Looking to have it back 



Cost of implementation 

1st amendment ramifications 

Legal Issues 

Too many other issues taking our time 

No one from the district or community has raised the issue 

We are in the process of examining employee and student 
testing. 

 

  Check the ONE that best describes your drug testing program.  

Voluntary 

Voluntary 

Privileged Activity Drug Testing - Athletics and voluntary. 
Random, suspicionless drug testing for these groups. 

All extracurricular activities participants and reasonable 
suspicion. 

Only extra Curricular - Random 

We have a student organization called Stand Tall in which the 
student who are members choose to be randomly drug tested to 
demonstrate that they are drug free. Also students who are 
caught with or under the influence must undergo random drug 
tests upon their return from suspension or expulsion. 

Voluntary Program for 7th/8th grade with parent permission. It 
is grant funded. They receive incentives for remaining drug 
free based on random selection throughout the year. 

Extra-curricular 

Drug testing for athletes only 

We have both random testing and drug testing w/ Suspicious use. 

Random, suspicionless drug testing of student-athletes. 

Random mandatory and voluntary 

Random voluntary drug testing. Students sign-up to participate. 
Hospital personnel randomly selects 10% from the voluntary 
participants and does the testing. 

We do random suspicionless at 9-12 and voluntary from 7-12 
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Check ALL of the following student groups that are tested. 
 

Now voluntary only, used to be for athletes 

Voluntary 

Voluntary 

Voluntary 

Voluntary 

Voluntary group 

Those that volunteer to be included w/parent permission 

Privilege activities 

dances and school activities 

Those whose parents have voluntarily signed permission. 

Students who belong to the Remembering ADAM Club, which is 
about 75% of our student population. 

Only high school students involved in athletics are 
tested. 

Stand Tall...see above 

Stand Tall- voluntary student organization against drugs 

Students who have enrolled in program voluntarily with 
parent permission. 75% of both grade levels in 7th and 
8th. 

If on probation and required by he agent of the state 

Athletes 

Athletes, Grades 7-12 

Voluntary Program grades 7-12 

All high school students 

Students who volunteer for the program 

Voluntary to be included in random pool 

Refer to #1 

Voluntary program members 

Adjudicated Youth through Juvenile Probation. Juvenile 
Probation officer will also test students who are not 
adjudicated at request of parent. 
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Check ALL of the following types of substances that are 
tested for in the drug tests. 
 

I really don't know 

Sorry, unknown 

Not sure 

We have permission to test for steroids and do so 
intermittently bit not during all RDTs 

Oxycotin Opiates Methamphetamines 

We are looking at changing our screen. 

Morphine 
 
 
Check which types of specimens are tested in your student 
drug tests. 
 

Breath 

Alcohol breathalyzers 

Breath 
 
 
Check ALL items that best identifies why your program was 
implemented. 
 

Give students an opportunity to use the drug testing as 
an alibi when confronted. 

Info gained from survey prompted testing 

Received a grant from Federal Government 

Deter drug/alcohol use 

To promote prolonging the age at which students may 
experiment with drugs or alcohol 

Deterrent 

Promote drug free requirement for student athletes & 
drivers 

To encourage students to be drug free 

Another strategy for students to say no to drugs 
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To provide students with a deterrent to help with peer 
pressure 

To help students refrain from taking drugs 

To show commitment to reducing use and experimentation 

Implemented because of having a juvenile probation 
officer housed at our high school 
 
 
Check ALL of the following who are involved in the actual 
drug testing procedures (subject selection, test 
administration, results of testing). 
 
 

School security 

Guidance Counselor 

Athletic Trainer 

Wrestling required to be with adult by PIAA 

High School secretary who makes the random selections, 
witnessed by the principal. 

Outside agency does random selection and testing and 
reporting positive results to parents-then school 

Community members 

Student Assistance Team 

Superintendent secretary coordinates district data and is 
the point of contact for outside lab which collects and 
tests samples 

Hospital Personnel 
 
 
Check the ONE that best describes how much instructional 
time per student is lost due to testing. 
 

Varies. Depends how long it takes to get the urine 
sample 

 
Check ALL items that best identifies how your program is 
evaluated. 

 

By its ongoing authorization 
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Students required to participate in D/A program 

All negative 

Annual results for USDOE grant 

Evaluated through juvenile probation 
 
Check ALL of the following who are involved in the 
evaluation of the program. 
 

Security 

School board 

Remembering ADAM advisors 

School Board 
 
Check ALL of the following ways constituents have been 
involved in the revision and/or review of your district’s 
drug testing program. 

Remembering ADAM Club 

A District Policy Committee consisting of 
representatives from all school stakeholder groups 
reviews the policy on a periodic basis. 
 

 
Check the ONE item that best identifies what evidence was 
used to demonstrate the initial need for student drug 
testing. 

Not known - implemented prior to current 
administration. 

ALL 

Community observations, Local authority's 
investigations, and trends in use 

Board member concern 

School personnel observations and trends in use 

School Personnel and Community observations 

Both community observations and national or local 
trends in drug use 

Both community observations and national/local trends 
in drug use 
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Student discipline data, personnel observations, 
community observations, local authority's 
investigations 

Death due to drug overdose 
 
Check ALL constituents who vocalized support of 
implementing drug testing. 

Board 

Board 

Board and school physician 

Juvenile probation 

 184



 

 185


	 
	  


