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Preface

The research described in this document was initiated in the fall of 1977

at the request of representatives of the U.S. Air Force Director of Civilian

Personnel and actual data collection from nearly 10,000 employees was completed

by the fall of 1978. Successful accomplishment of a survey effort of this

magnitude required the active support and assistance of a variety of managers

and technical specialists. The authors would like to acknowl edge some of these

contributions , both because of their importance to this work and as an indica-

tion to those who might hope to do similar research of the wide range of acti-

vities to be considered and orchestrated .

Lieutenant General (now General) Bennie Davi s, then the Air Force DCS/

Manpower and Personnel and J. Craig Cumbey , Director of Civilian Personnel ,

provided the top level management support without which an in-house survey

effort like this one could never be performed. Several representatives of the

Director of Civilian Personnel aided us with many administrative and coordina-

tion tasks in getting the data collection accomplished , and have helped in the

continui ng process of disseminating results of the effort to appropriate indi-

viduals. These representatives include Nei l Galloway , Chief of the Employee

Relations Division and Hank Gottlieb and Joe Reber, the former and present

• Drug and Al cohol Abuse Preventi on and Control Program administrators in that

di vision .

Dave Armor and Bruce Orvis , representatives from Rand Corporation who had

• performed an earlier survey of alcohol prevalence among Air Force military

personnel , assisted us in adaptation of their survey instrument to our study

of a civilian population .
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As her MS thesis at the Air Force Institute of Technology , Captain Mary

McCu ll y performed an extensive rev iew of the literature of alcohol misuse

and , on the bas i s of th i s rev i ew , formulated hypotheses about alcohol misuse

for the sampled population . Extracts from her literature review and results

of tests of some of these hypotheses are imbedded in this report . Tests of

other hypotheses will be documented in a thesis by Captain Richard Larkins

wh ich will be availabl e later this fall.

The Air Force is fortunate in hav ing access to sophisticated capabilities

supporting the mechanics of survey based research. The Air Force Office of

C ivilian Personnel Operations (OCPO) used its automated civilian personnel data

base to draw the stratified sample desired by the researchers . Personnel work-

ing for the Air Force Director of Administration arranged for survey instrument

printing , packagi ng , and d istribution . Data processing facilities of the Air I I

Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFHRL ) were used to process the scan sheets

on wh ich survey responses were origi nally captured .

rinal ly, while recognizing the contributions of many named and unnamed

individ uals to this report, the authors take full responsibility for its con-

tent and emphasize that conclus ions reached in the study are opinions of the

authors and may not represent official policy of the U.S. Air Force or any

other government agency .

T. Roger Manley Charles W. McNichols
Mel bourne , Flor i da Michael J. Stahl

Dayton , Ohio
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Abstract

This report s unlnari?es a research et’fort aceomplishect for the Air Force

O r t h tor of (lvii i~ n Personne l in an at t~ npt to est imate the nature and extent

of a lcohol - re la t e d problt ~ns anx~nq Air  Force c iv i l ian emp 1~ yees . The researc h

methodology , based on an earl ier Rand c tuLi v ot Air Force mi l i tary members ,

involved administr at ion ot a questionnaire to a random sample ei  Air Force

c iv i l  ian emplo yees. Nine thousand nine hundred and thi r tv —nin e surveys were

returned . represent inq a 7~ . t~ response ra t e .  
~\ 

Al though dri nkinq problems

encompass a continuum o e f fec ts  , two major categories or 1 t~ve1 s of ~ 1 cohol

impact were defined in the Rand study and are identi f ied in this effort~ ’ A

total of l .li ~ of the sample were determined to be alcohol-dependent , indicated 
r

by chronic behaviors representative o ph ysica l dependence on alcohol. An

additiona l ~~~ of the sample have e\perienced one or more serious consequences

related to drinkin g and are classified as adverse~y affected. A variety of

demographic variables were incl uded in the survey , and these perm it comparisons

of alcohol-related problems amonq specific categories of respondents.

• Additional criterion measures of job satisfaction , work involvement .

s tress , and psychological dependence provide potential correlates for alcohol-

dependent and adversely affected behavior . Also presented in the survey were

questions deal i ng wi th respondent attitudes about organi zation al help in

dealing with a1cohol—~’elated problems , and questions about percept ions of

the career im pact of being ident i f ied as an individual with a drinkin g problem .

Because of the nature of the study methodolo gy and the problem under examina-

t ion , all alcohol prevalence estimates derived from the research are felt to

be conservative.
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1 . Ove rv i ew

In the ~a l 1  1977 the authors were reques ted by a representative of the

office of the U.S. Air Force Director of Civilian Personnel (DPC) to provide

research support on the subject of alcohol abuse and alcohol i sm among civilian

USAF employees. More specifically, the request was for the researchers to

develo p p reva lence est ima tes w hi ch woul d ena b le the DPC sta ff to more accu ratel y

determine the extent of problem drinking among the USAF civilian workforce, and

estimate the effectiveness of the  current occupational alcoholism program. The

latter is required by the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alc oholism Preven-

tion , Treatment, an d Reh~hi lit ation Act of 1970 (PL 91-616).

The research began with a thorough review of the alcohol ism research ,

meeting with a ceam of Rand Corporation researchers who had recently begun a

multi -year . far-rang ing study on alcohol misuse and treatment among USAF mili-

tary personnel; design and acbninistration of a questionnaire to a large , ran-

doml y selected sampl e of Air Force civilian employees; and the analysis of data

ga there d w ith the ques tionn a i re . Th i s re port cons ti tutes a presen tat i on of our

findings to our client , the USAF Director of Civilian Personnel . However,

since we feel that our work wi th this data base is far from complete , we con-

s ider this report to be but one s tep i n the p rocess starte d by the in i t ial

reques t for assistance .

In this overv i ew each of the chapters is suninarized , and major findings

hi ghlig hted.

1—1
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Cha pter 2 . Introduction

There is little disagreement with the contention that misuse of al cohol

is a prob l em with nationa l impact. The costs of problem drinking in 1975

alone were estimated to be nearly $43 billion , and 11 percent of all dea ths in

that year were estima ted to be alcohol-related , as were 40 percent of all

fa ta l industrial accidents . These and many other statistics were included

in former Secretary of Health , Educat ion and Welfare Cal i fano ’s Third Special

Report to the U.S. Congress in the Spring 1979 . It is somewha t i ronical to

no te t h at  althoug h such attention-getting estimates exist for the nation , F.
virtually no empirical research has been conducted on alcohol misuse among

civilian Federa l employees .

Governmen t organizations have lagged behind the civilian sector for a

number o f years . Of the 2,400 occupational alcoholism programs in existence

in 1977 , onl y 400 were in the public sector. Many hoped that the Comprehens ive

Alcohol Abuse and Al cohol i sm Act of 1970 would dramatically change all of that

within government , but impact of the law so far has been relatively minimal .

It is interesting to contrast the motivations of governmental and

industrial organizations in conducting alcohol programs . Government repre-

sen ta ti ves talk in terms ~f wha t they are required to do by law , Agency regu-

la tions or the Civil Service Comissi on rules , wh ile indus try representatives

talk about how the programs positively affect the firm ’s profitability .

Coninon to successful occupational alcoholism programs is the active

participation of supervisors . Supervisors remain sensitive to signs of

deteriorating job performance , and where ind i cated refer affected workers to

l_ 2



qualified professionals for diagnosis and possible counseling and treatment .

The key feature is that the supervisor focuses on j
~~ 

performance, a prac-

tice which prov i des help for workers with drinking problems , but which also

enhances overall supervisory effectiveness.

Previous research can generall y be placed in one of two camps: clinical

or epidemiologica l . The majority of studies described in the literature are

based upon clinical research . These studies generally make use of subjects

who have been insti tuti onalized because their health has deteriora ted , they I ;
have experienced serious consequences and developed physical addiction to the

I
drug of alcohol . r~ con trast , epidemiolog ical studies make use of large sam-

ples which are randomly drawn from populations of interest. Typically such

studies ma ke use of survey instruments such as that used in this research .

Cl inicians and epidemiologists often engago in heated exchanges over the

merits and l imi tations of the two approaches ; however, our review of the

l i terature has convinced us that the two approaches tend to complement rather

than contrad ict one another. Findings of some of the more well known stucies

in the current literature are surmiarized in chapter 2.

Finally .. chapter 2 presents an overv i ew of the approach used in this

research . Emphasis -is placed upon the two categorizations of problem drink-

ing adopted. The first is alcohol dependence , which is akin to what is

frequently called “alcoholism .” ~Ie establish alcohol dependence by focusing

on chronic behaviors wh ich imply addiction or physical dependence on alcohol .

The second classification is what is referred to as being adve~sel y

affected. An i ndivi dual is placed in this category if he or she has expe—

rienced one or more of 13 serious consequences associated with drinking , has

1-3
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los t three or more days during the past year from work because of drinking,

and/or consumed a daily volum e of alcohol which would cause damage to the

l iver (five ounces or more of ethanol per day).

This work is differentiated from much of what has previousl y been

reported because our focus is clearly on the work-place , with su bjec ts who

are gainfully employed , and meet the demands of a hi ghl y regulated work

environment. These factors clearly separa te participants in this research

from the institutionalized patients of the clinicians , and to a more limi ted

extent from the participants of epider niologica l works .

Cha pter 3. The ~~~ple

The survey was distributed to 13 ,146 USA F c ivilian employees during

Oc tober-November 1978. The sample was stratified by grade and randomly

selec ted. In order to insure anonymity of respondents , questionnaires were

sent only to Civilian Personnel Offices responsible for 80 or more selected

respondents . Usable responses were received from 9,939 individuals for a

75.6 percent response rate.

Wh ile this normally would be considered an excellent response rate ,

it causes the authors some concern. This concern centers on the possibility

that individuals wi th dri nking problems may be over-represented among the

• 24.4 percent non-respo ndents . Since complete anonymi ty was promised and

given , it is impossible for the researchers to l ook into the reasons for

non-responses . For the purposes of our analysis we therefore must assume

that no differences exist between respondents and non-respondents ; however ,

reasona ble prudence leads us to suspect that individuals with drinking pro-

blems are probably over-represen ted among non-respondents . Therefore . we

1-4
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emphas ize the conservative nature of thes e data throughout the report.

Some charac teristics of the sampl e wh i ch are of interes t include:

(1) four MAJCOMs account for 77 percent of the sample with 48 percent of

res pondents from Air Force Lo~y ist ics Command (AFLC), 13 percent from Air

Force Systems Coninand (AFSC), 9 percent from Air Training Conunand (ATC), and

7 percent from Milita ry Airlift Conunand (MAC); (2) 36 percent of respondents

are women ; (3) 79 percent of the sample are married; (4) 10 percent are

Hispanic , 9 percent are Black , 2 percent American Indian s , and 3 percent

Oriental; (5) 15 percent have one or more col l ege degrees and 8 percent did

not gractuate from high school ; and (6) 16 percent are 30 years of age or

younger , 20 percent are in their 30’s, 58 percent are between 40-60 years ,

and 5 percent are over 60 years of age.

Based upon known characteristics of the USAF civilian emp l oyee popula-

tion as wel l as a comparison with the larger AFMI G survey of 1975 , the sam p le

is considered to be reasonably representati ve of the overall population .

Chap ter 4. Prevalence Rates

A to ta l of 1.1 percent of the sample were determined to be alcohol depen-

dent. This means that 1 .1 percent reported that they experienced two or more

of the four “dependent” behaviors at least once per month . In addition to

that group, one percent reported one dependence behavior at least once per

month .

A to ta l of 6.7 percent of the sample reported that they had experienced H

one or more of the 13 consequences , drink ing at a level of presumptive phys i-

cal damage , and/or mi ss ing three or more days of work. Extrapolating from

this sample to the entire USAF civilian employee workforce, these admi ttedly

1—5
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conservat ive criteria sugges t that more than 2,500 A i r Force emp lo yees can

be c lass ifi ed as dependent upon alcohol and another 14 ,000 as be i ng adversely

affected by alcohol . There fo re, we can sta te wi th some confidence that

16 ,500 empl oyees cons t i tu tes a “lower bound” as an estima te of the number o f

individuals in the workforce wi th drinking problems .

Some other points of i nterest related to prevalence are : (1) sli ghtly

less than 20 percent of res ponden ts did not dr i nk at all dur i ng the past yea r,

but 23.3 percent said that they had go tten drun k o n one or more oc cas i ons ;

(2) a majority (52 percent) reported that they averaged one ounce of alcohol

(i.e., two ounces of 100 proof whiskey ) or less each day; (3) a tota l of

1 .2 percent consumed daily volumes of alcohol which exceeded live ounces

(the level at which damage is presumed to occur to one ’s l iver); (4) respon-

dents under 25 years of age reported the highes t incidence of serious con-

sequences and alcohol dependence symptoms ; (5) men drank more frequently

and in greater volume than did women , as wel l as reporting hi gher i nc i dence

• of dependence symptoms and serious consequences than women; (6) Hispanics .

Amer ican Indians , and Blacks reported hi gher incidence of alcohol dependence

and serious consequences than did Orienta ls and Whites ; (7) individuals

wi th less formal education were more likely to report having experienced

ser ious consequences ; (8) non-high school graduates were the most likely to

report physical dependence symptoms , but co llege graduates reported depen-

dence symptoms at a ra te which was almost as hi gh; (9) unmarried respondents

were more likely to report having experienced serious consequences and depen-

• dence symptoms than were married respondents ; (10) respondents wi th four

or more dependents (not counti ng oneself ) reported the highes t incidence of

1-6
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ser ins lISt ~uenC e~ and a lco hol depen dence s~ nptoms (II) he qrt ’a t or the

averaqe i).l I ly I ntake of alcoho l , the h iqher the pr oba bi lity that an i mid i v i —

dna I e~por ieuce’d sot ’ ions tor lsequenc es or t’~xirt oil dependence s mptoni ’. (I.’

a break point in the consumpt ion of alcohol appears to occur at one ounce of

a Ic oho I per day — — those who c 0 flc tine an  a vera qe (Jrea t or than one ounce ( two

drinks) appea r to run a s iqul I i cant1 ~ hi qher ri sk of bec om i nq problem drinker’.;

1 3) respondents who rope m ted I OW ,~ot’ sa .i ~ t i on ~~por ted Ii I qher inc i deuce

of S cr1 on S c o us equencoc a tid dep e n de nce  ‘~ ~mp I osns than d i d t hose w i t  ii modera to

and ii iqh Job sat sI action ; (11 ) 1 di t o ’. rel at b u s h  I p appears to o~. 1st

between work i nvol Vernon t a rid problem dr I uk 1 nq — — the more i two I vcd t rid iv i dua l s

Sire w i th  thei r’ work , the less I I k i l ~ t t i t ’’, a t e  to repor t seriou’. ‘.ot i seq tu ’ Iu.es

or dependence symp tonic ; a mi d 1 ~‘) ros pon~ion ts  t ’ epor I nq “mnodera t e” le ye Is of

~oh- reIated s t r e ss  exper i e nced sl iq ii t h lower iii’. 1 donce of st ’ r - ions couise-

quences and dependence s vmp I ouns tha n thos e who reported h i ~h ’ or “low ’ 1 t’~ e Is

of s tress .

Chapter 5. Impact on the ~~
11 conipu ta t 1 or1~11 SC 1101110 was used to  a rt’ iv e .i t an es t i ma to of wo,~ k d a~ s 1o’.

due to misuse of a l cohol . lh is ScilenlO cons idered l i t  e a rr ivals  and ear ls

depart ure s I rom work, work i nq a t dec rea c (‘d ~‘ 1t e~ t iv e no’. s • and abs en too l sni .

•v lel dod an overal 1 averaqt’ of . ~~ day per “ear per employee lost due to nilsuse of

• alcoho l . This figure inc 1 tides th~ . ‘ i’~ pe rc ent  who did not dri u k dun nq the

past year as wel l as the t~ perc ent who did drInk but. lost no work time hoc a to. 0

of drinking . Overall , a t o t a l  of 1 ~ .~~~ perc eflt ind icated t h a t  t h e~ his t some

t. line from work because of dr I rik in’~

1 •
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In examining the distribution of time lost  from work because of drinking

against the classifications of a n iunber of demographic and organ izational

var iables , the follow i ng observations were made : (1) employees under 30

years of age reported more titHe los t because of drinking ; (2) men reported

los t t ime at about twice the rate of women; (3) Hispanics and American

Indians reported the hi ghest ra tes of lost time , Orientals reported the

lowest- -Blacks and Wh ites had about the same rates ; (4)  non-married respon-

dents reported about twice the ra te of lost time as did married individu als;

(5) respondents who drank one ounce or less of alcohol per day reported a

mea n of 0.21 day lost per employee , those who d r a n k  ~-3 ounces per day lost

1.78 days per employee , and those who drank 4- 5 ounces per day lost  an

average of 4.13 days per emplo yee ; (
~

) the loss of 3 or more days fro m work

was reported by 53 percent of respondents who reported only one serious

consequence ; (7)  respondents with one or more serious conseq uences lost an

average of 4 .24 days per employ ee ; (~) respondents with low job satisfa c-

tion and low work involvement were abou t twice as likely to have lost time

from work becaus e of drinkinq than were those with moderate or high levels;

and (9) those wi th low levels of stress in their work were less likely to

report time lost from work becaus e of drinking.

Chapter 6. The ~upprvisor

When asked how many of their workers , in their opinions , had drinking

problems which affected their perfo rmance at work . Air Force c i v i l i an  super-

visors responded wi th estima tes which yielded a figure of 8.2 percent of the

workforce. This is somewhat higher than the 6.7 percent  rate identified by

the researchers as being adversely affec ted by alcohol misues , and adds cre-

dence to the authors ’ con ten ti on that these data are h i g h l y  conservat i ve .

I —
~~~
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The questionnaire used In this research was designed so tha t the last

nine questi ons applied to supervisors only. Based upon responses to these

questions It was possible to establish that 14.9 percent of the respondents

were superv isors and that the average number of empl oyees supervised was

11.08 workers per supervisor.

Si nce the key to successful occupational alcoholism programs is active

and effective participation by supervisors who concentra te on job performance ,

the comparison of supervisor perceptions with those of all respondents (note

that a supervisor is also one who is supervised by his or her supervisor) is

of particular interest. The da ta provided by supervisors show consistentl y

hi gher inc i dence rates than those provided by all respondents . For exam p le ,

superv i sors report that they told 5.3 percent of those supervised to cu t

down on their drinking (recall that supervisors estima ted that 8.2 percent of

their employees had drinking problems which affected their work), whereas

only 1 .0 percent of all respondents reported that their supervisors had told

them to cut down . Similar discrepancies were noted for i tems covering

referral for treatment , for receiv ing a l ower appraisal rating , and for

receiving formal disciplinary actions . Possible explanations for these dif-

ferences are discussed in chapter 6.

Finally, 81 percent of the supervisors reported that they spent no t ime

at all workin g on alcohol-related people problems . If this were an accura te

report, it would constitute a stingin g indictment of civilian Air Force

• supervisors . However, wha t we conclude is that on many occasions supervisors

deal with problems which are related with problem drink ing or misuse of alcohol ,

L 

but they are not aware of it. The individua l who arrives late to work , or

1-9
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does sloppy work on occasion may i n  fact have a drinking problem but is cons i-

dered by the supervisor to be irresponsible or unmotivated . If this is the

case , perhaps greater emphasis on alcohol-related behavior and consequences

should be included in s upervisory training and development programs .

Chapter 7. P sych qj~~ ic j p endence

Specific , observable behaviors as wel l as clearly identifiable consequences

assoc iated with alcohol were the major focus of this research . Insofar as was - 
-

poss ib l e the rese arc hers tr ied to rel ie ve the res pon den t of the necess ity to

interpre t events . Als o , the researchers attempted to focus on behaviors and

conse quences w hi ch coul d be observe d by o thers , shoul d they have the opportu-

nity . A major exception to this approach was the treatment of psychological

dependence.

The measu re o f psycholo gi cal de pendence was develo ped for th i s researc h

from questionna i re i tems used by previous researchers . The measure consists

of six i tems which address why an individua l drinks . Responses to each i tem

are summed to form an overall measure of psychol ogical dependence. This mea-

sure has been shown to be psychometrically sound , and may possess significant

potential for use by clinicians .

In dividuals who scored high on psycholog i cal depen dence were found to

also incur higher incidence of serious consequences resulting from drinking ,

and to experience hi gher rates of alcoho l (chemical) dependence . Younger

res pondents were found to s core hi gher on psycholo gi cal dependenc e , as did

m en , H i s panics , non-mar ried personnel , individuals who lost time from work

because of drinking , those who drank over one ounce of alcohol per day , those

who scored hi gh on job-related stress , and those who scored low on job satis-

fact i on an d work i nvolvemen t.
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Conclus ions

Although the compl etion of this report fulfills the authors ’ coninitment

to the staff of the Director of Civilian Personnel , it clearly does not end

the work. Wi th the cooperation of numerous individuals throughout the Air

Force, the 10,000 USAF civilian employees who were kind enough to complete

the questionnaire , and previous researchers—-especially the Rand team--an

extremely valuable and equally compl ex da ta base dealing with drinking beha-

vior of government employees has been established . The authors , although

headed in different directi ons , plan to conti nue their analysis and report

thei r fi ndings in the scientific literature .

We believe that a major contribution of our work is that it provides

senior management with some insights into the tang ible and hunan costs of the

misuse of alcohol . The data are admi ttedl y conservative , and in our future

work we shall re-examine some of our assumptions and further challenge defini-

tions . This, we hope , shall come about as a resul t of a continu ing dialogue

which has already started between the authors and professionals working in

the area of alcohol misuse.

On the basis of our work to, date we are convinced that alcohol misuse is

a problem of major proportions which exacts hi gh costs in terms of lost pro-

ductiv ity , accidents , injuries and ruined heal th , property damage, and human ti
suffering . As we were pitifully uninforme d when we undertook this research

effort, so we bel i eve is too large a portion of the population. Much needs to

be done in the area of education and awareness. Greater management attention

seems warranted as increased emphasis on occupationa l alcoholism programs .

These programs might wel l benefi t substantially from heightened awareness on

the part of all employees ,but especially on the part of supervisors .
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2. Introduction

The study of alcohol abuse and alcoholism among Federal government 
- - •

empl oyees received added impetus wi th the passage of the Comprehensive Alco-

hol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention , Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act of

1970 (P1 91—616). This particular piece of legislation made the U.S. Civil

Service Conuui ssion (CSC), in cooperation with the Secretary of Health ,

Education , and Welfare (HEW) responsible with other Federal agencies and • -

departments for developing and maintaining appropriate prevention , treatment,

and rehabilitation programs and services for Federal civilian employee alco-

hol abusers . Similar legislation has been enacted by a number of state

legislatures .

As highlighted by the 1977 GAO Report to the Congress, “Most Agency

Programs for Employees with Alcohol -Related Problems Still Ineffective ”

(HRD-77-75), and even more recently by the Thi rd Special Report to the U.S.

Congress on Al cohol and Health from the Secretary of Heal th, Education , and

Wel fare, alcohol abuse and alcoholism consti tute a major national problem

• ~

• 

which has not been noticeably affected by the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse

and Alcoholism Act of 1970. Further , both reports pointedly observe that

• “ . . . there have been no studies on the prevalence of alcoholism among

Federal employees . . . (and) there is also a lack of similar studies among

private or other public employees” (GAO, p. 8). In a foreword to the HEW

report Secretary Califano observed that research is urgently needed because

“there is much we still do not know,” and that it “is essential not only

for a better understanding of the processes leading to alcoholism , but also
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to enable us to provide better trea tment and more effective approaches to

prevention .

Dimensions of the Prob l em

Selected high li ghts from the Thi rd Special Report provide an apprecia-

tion of the dimensions of the problem.

There are an es tima ted 9.3 to 10 milli on p~~p1em drinkers ,

includin g alcoholics in the adult population of the United Sta tes (7 percent

of the 145 million adults 18 years of age and older). Additionally, there

are estimated to be 3.3 milli on problem drinkers among 14-17 year olds (19

percent of all Americans in this age group). Of adults who drink , 36 percent

can be classi fied as e i ther current or poten ti al prob lem dr i nkers .

2. Per capita consumption since 1971 has been the highest in the

U.S. since 1850, ran ging from 2.63 to 2.69 gallons of ethanol (pure alcohol )

per person 14 years of age and older . The rate of increase in per capita

consumption , however , has flattened out in the 1970 ’ s; indicating either that

the American appetite has been surfe i ted , or there has been a noticeable

shi f t i n the nat i onal “drug of cho i ce .”

3. Somewha t parallel i ng per capi ta consumption , the rate of cir-

rhos i s deat hs i ncreased by 36.6 percent from 1960 to 1970. and then levele d

off in the early 1970 ’s, and dropped sli ghtly (6.3 percent) in 1974-1975.

However , l iver cirrhosis still ranked as the sixth most cornon cause of

death in the United States in 1975, with 95 percent of the cases estima ted

to be alcohol -related.

4. Alcohol -related deaths were estinklted to run  as high as 205.000

in 1975. That estimate is ii percent of the 1.9 million deaths recorded in

the U.S. during that year.
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5. Alcohol abuse and alcoholism were estimated to have cost the

United Sta tes nearly $43 bi21i~~r z in 1975: $19.6 billion in lost production;

$12.74 billion in hea l th and medical costs ; $5.14 billion in motor vehicle

accidents ; $2 .86 b ill i on in v i olent cr imes ; $1 .94 b ill i on i n soc i al res pons e

programs; and $0.43 billion in fire losses .

6. Half of all traffic fatalities and one—th i rd of all traffic

injuries are alcohol -related. The more severe the crash , the more l ikely

the driver had been drinking .

7. Almost 40 percent of a l l fa tal industr ia l ac cid ents , 69 per-

cent of drownings , 80 percen t of f i re fa tal i t i es , and 70 percent of fatal

falls are alcohol-related . I
Occu pational Alcohol i sm Pro grams

The Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Act of 1970 was a some-

what belated initiative taken by the Federa l government to develop a program

a imed at the earl y id ent i f i ca ti on and rehabi lit at i on of emp loyees who m i suse

alcohol . Such p rograms are no t new i n the pri vate sec tor , where they have

been winning increasing acceptance since the late 1940’s and earl y 1950’s.

In fact, in the Th ird Special Report it was noted that between 1950 and 1973

the nminber of occupational programs in the Un i ted Sta tes mult ip lied fro m

about 50 to 500, and by 1977 the ni~nber of employers with some type of pro-

gram had increased to almost 2,400. Of that number approxima tely 2,000 were

in the private sector and 400 in the public sector.

The Repp~~ indicates that 72 percent of the Executives of the “Fortune

500” companies possessing occupational programs were convinced that the pro-

grams were effective and saved their companies money . In organizations where
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workers were represented by labor unions , the unions have become act ive

eit her as partners with management , or by being the initiators of programs .

Coninon to all occupational programs is the key rol e performed by super-

visors. Under the model which is used in virtually all programs today , the

supervisor remains alert to signs of deteriorating job performance and - 
-

refers the affected worker to qualified professionals for diagnosis and pos-

sible counseling and treatment. If the empl oyee refuses to see the profes-

sionals or to enter the program , disc iplinary acti on is taken based upon

unacceptable job performance. It  is important to note that the supervisor

does not attempt to function as an amateur psychologist or diagnostician , but

focuses on job performance and leaves the counsel i ng and treatment to those

qualified to do it. This constitutes a change from earlier programs which

at tempted to train supervisors to look for symptoms of alcohol ism, and has
had the added benefits of providing aid to employees on personal problems

not related to alcohol misuse and of increasing the overall effectiveness of

supervisors .

An Overview of the Resea rch

Researchers in the area of alcohol abuse and alcohol i sm can be placed

in one of two camps : clinical or epi demiological . The two stand apart on

the bases of focus, subject selection , and data collection.

Following Jellinek (1960), the clinicians view alcoholism as a physical

disease , wi th the alcoholic progressing through several stages of increasing

severity . Epidemiologists , on the other hand , recognize the clinical alco-

hol ism syndrome as anchoring one end of the severity scale of alcohol-

related problems . Clinicians typically select subjects who have been
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admitted to an insti tution for trea tment of alcohol-related problems , and

then analyze the data collected from these patients for trends . Epidemio-

logists utilize random selection of households or other populations of

interest and col l ec t da ta through the use of questionnaires and interv i ews .

cl inical Research Findings. The preponderance of research reports

found in the literature on alcoholism and alcohol -related problems in the

Un i ted Sta tes are based upon clinical studies using as subjects patients

undergoing forma l treatment . Characteristic of these subjects are observ-

able symp toms of physical dependence on the drug of alcohol . Included among

these symptoms are morning drinking , tremors , Hac kouts , ard loss of control

over drinking .

Results of cl inical studies appear to generally agree with each other .
I-

Var iab les of in teres t i nclude sex , age, mar it al s tatus , ethnic background ,

socioeconomi c status and job type, anxiet y and personal contro l , and atti -

tude toward alcohol use. Fi ndings related to some of these variables are

discussed below .

1. Sex . The majority of identified alcoholics are younger males

(Beckman, 1976); are less educated (Stambul and Armor, 1977); are single,

consume alcohol in greater quantities and with greater frequency and drink

more in the morning than their female counterparts (Brome t, et al. , 1976).

• Female alcoholics exhibit hi gher levels of tension and anxiety , come from

families which have histories of parental drinking problems , and seek spouses

who have potential drink i ng problems (Beckman , 1976; Brome t , et a l . ,  1976).

2. ~~ Individuals admitted to hospitals or institutions for

problems with alcohol are usually middle-aged , rang ing from 35-60 years

(Hoffman, et al ., 1973; Kolb , 1976); wh i ch seems reasonable upon reflecting
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that alcohol is a relatively ineffective drug and requires some time for

individuals to develop a physical addiction for it (Fisher , 1976). However ,

as Koib (1976) and Lehner (1978) have noted , the mean age of those admi tted

has been dropping si gn ificantly for the past severa l years.

3. Marita l Status. More alcoholics are single and live by them-

sel ves. When compared with sing le alcohol i cs , married alcoholics tend to

be older , have fewer arrests for alcohol —related i nfracti ons, and exhibit

less tension . Unmarried alcoholics also scored si gni f icantly h i gher on an

alcohol ism severity index (Bromet, et a)., 1976).

4. Socioeconomi c Status. More alcoholics tend to come from low

i ncome households and, if employed , hold low paying , manua l labor jobs

(Schuckit , et al., 1976). However , hi gher quant ities of alcohol wi~re found

by Room (1976) to be consumed in higher income households .

5. Tens ion and Persona l Control. Hi gh tens i on and low feel i ngs

of cont rol over sel f and one ’s environment are fairly comon descriptions

of alcoholics. Alcoholics appea r to rely on the effects of alcohol to

reduce tension and to bolster feelings of control over themselves and their

enviro nments (Boyatzis , 1974; Beckman , 1976; Brome t , et aT ., 1976).

In s ummary , while there is wide agreement among clinical researchers

that alcoholics do not comprise an unique personality type, there is also

widespread consensus that alcoholics exhibit characteristics which at least

partially distinguish them from normal i ndividuals and other clinical dis-

order groups (Freed, 1976 ; Horn, et al ., 1974).

Epiderniological Research Finding~s. The epidemio logical research litera-

ture is relatively sparse. In fact, one author recently noted that there
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have only been six major studies of drinking problems among the genera l

United Sta tes population (McCully . 1978). The firs t study of major signi-

ficance was that conducted by Mul ford in 1964 in which he attempted to

discover t~e kinds of problems associated with drinking through the use of

a national survey . Another major contribution to epidemio log ical resea rch

was made in 1969 by Cahalan and his associates in the Social Research Group

at the Univers i ty of California when they analyzed drinking practices in

the genera l population and effectively moved out from the clinical environ-

ment to the everyday world of non -institutionalized subjects (Cahalan and

Room , 1974).

In 1970, Cahalan published a report on the measurement of the preva-

lence of var ious types of problem drinking and an analysis of their corre-

lates. In 1 974, Caha lan and Room described their analysis of problem drinking

among American men based upon two sets of national survey da ta . These two

comprehensive studies are the most frequently cited epidemiolog i cal wor ks

in the literature and have had a profound infl uence upon epide m iological

research. Of particular import have been the definitional and measurement

approaches used in them.

Epidemi ologists have focused on problem drinking rather than limiting

their inquiries to chronic alcoholism. They consider drinking problems to

by any kind of problem--physical , work-relate d, social , or psycholog ical --

which is closely associated with the consumption of alcohol . They do not

attempt to establish cause and affect , but res tri ct the ir analys i s to

determ i nation of correlation among measured variables .
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The subjec t of val i di ty of the epidemiolog i cal app roach , fre quently

ra i sed by cl i nicians , is a crucial one. In any kind of self report , and

es peci all y one at tempti ng to measure a soc i ally undesira ble behav ior , it

is important to carefully consider the likelihoo d of subjects responding

hones tly to survey i tems . On this subject all researchers agree that

percentage estima tes concluded from epidemi olog ical surveys shoul d be con-

sidered as conservati ve (Fitzgerald and Mulford , 1 978; McQueen and Celento , L
1978; Knupfer , 1967). Also , there are considerations suc h as variability

in the quanti ty and frequency (Q/F) with the seasons of the year as shown

by Fitzgerald and Mul ford (1978). Such variation is si gn i f ican t because

respondent reported Q/F rates appear to reflect respondent drinking patterns

of recent weeks .

Cahalan focuses on two groups of variables in his studies : demographic

and psycho-social . Among the first set were sex , age , mar i tal sta tus ,

geographic region , urbanization , soc i oeconomic s tatus , rel igion , and ethnic

background . Among the psycho-social variables were atti tude toward drinking ,

env ironmen tal support , impulsivity and nonconfo rmi ty, al ienation and malad-

justment. Some of the findings are provided below .

1 . Sex . All published studies to date on drinking problems have

found that men drink more often than women; men also drink greater quantities

and experi ence more problems (McCully, 1978). However , as noted by Wechsler ,

et al. (1976) and Beckman (1976), the margin appears to be narrowing drama-

tical ly.

2. ~~~~~~~~ . Young peopl e drink less frequently but more heav ily than

older adul ts (Cahalan , 1970 ; Celentano , et al., 1978). Among men , the pre-
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va 1 vucc 01 ~lri nk i nq problems was • in the aqqrt’qate , highest for I host ’ in

the i r 1 a t  c teens m d  carl v twent I cs (Ce lentano , et al .,  1 ~ 78) . Amonq

women, p r h  I t~tis d id not occur until they entered the I r th i r I I ‘‘~ . I tic r ’a’~ ed

in th , ’i r I ort i  es . and then dropped off sharply in their f i t  t ies (Cc l  out afl~~,

ot  .ml . , 1 )  ‘
~~~~

Ma rl ta 1 “. I a t i t s  . Ma,’t’ it ’d men who are over ~() voat ’s of a~ c and

who have cli ii di-en at hou*” have ro là t I vol y low a 1 coho 1 cons ump t ion and

\po r i t ’nc( ’ fewer problems relat ,’d w i t h  dri nki tig . Sing le timen in their twen-

1 i ’S a i-c most 1 ike I v 1 o ex per i cnc i’ p rob 1 ems ( Ca ha 1 an , 1 Q 74 ) .

4 . ~eoy ra ph Ic Req ion . Tb e d ,-y er req ions , where the I empera tice

Movem ent  h a d  i ts qrca tes t i nfl uence , showed a much higher propor t ion  of

heavy dri ,ikoi-s oxperi enc I nq consequences I ron the i r dri u i  nq (McCul l~ , 10 7~

Urbani :a t ion . Drinking prob l ems arc more preva lent in larger

c i t i e s  than in rura l at-eas (Caha lan . 1 ‘~ 7~ and l’~ 74)

Soc flleconolnj c Status . Ind i v i d ua l  s I roni the l ower soc I

nil q ,‘o tip (1 OSS t.h an a hi qh school (‘(1 tic a t i on and an annual I nconmc ot 1 t’ s s

than ~ .000) are more Ii kel y t.o exp e rienc e consequences a csoc Ia ted w i t h

alcohol consumption than are their higher s t a t u s  neighbors (Cah,ilan . 1070

and 10 74)

7. I’sycho—so cial Vari~mb1es . Att itu de toward drinkin g , env iron-

men t a I support for Ii eavy drink I nq , impu l s I v i  t v  and nonconformi t v , and

au ~‘nat ion and ma 1 adj us tment ac-coun ted for almost all the van a n e  a s s o c ia t e d

w I th prob 1 em d r I nk i nq (R = . 1 5) . wi th  the at t i tudo toward dr I nk i nq the n~~ st

potent predictor  variabl e (Cahalan , 1970).
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In suniuary . it can been seen front the preceding review of the research

lit era ture that the findings of the clin ical and epidemio logical researchers

Cdf l  he viewed as complementa ry . Except for the fact that the subject popu-

lat ion is larger and that the alcohol abuser in the epidem iological research

is younger (early 20’s) than the clinicians ’ institutional i zed subject,

correla tes tend to support rather than contradict one another.

USAF Research

The USA F has been sponsoring and conducting research on the prevalence

of alcohol abuse and alcoholism among Air Force personnel sluice 1976 . Ini-

tial efforts focused on active duty military personne l and were conducted

by a team of Ra nd Corporation researchers (Pou ch and Orvis , 1979). Pre-

valence research among Air Force civilian employees began in 1977 . when the

authors of this report were asked for research Support by the Direc tor of

Civilian Personnel .

S i nce the Air Force has been charged by the Comprehens ive Alcohol

Abuse and Alcoholism Act of 1970 to eva l uate the overall effectiveness of

current A ir Force treatment and rehabilitation programs (it was the require-

men t which prompted the request for help), it was dec i ded that a logical

starting point would be an effort which would establish the prevalence of

alcohol abuse and alcoholism among civilian employees and permi t calcula-

tion of a penetration rate (Schienger and Hayward , 1976). Further , since

Rand Corporation had recently conduc ted a survey based i n lar ge part upon

the instruments developed by Mul ford and Cahalan among USAF milita ry person-

nel and had established a data base which coul d be used for comparison pur-

poses, we adapted much of their methodology for our work .
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Issential to our work and t hatot  Rand is an understand i nq of several

important terms :

Adversely Affected . An i nit i vi dua l who e\per I ences one

or more ser ious co n s equences as a res tilt of a l c o h o l  i c

consumption .

Alcohol I’)ependont . An individua l who ex h i b i t s  o(~st ’ rvah l~
(-tiron I c behavIora l prob 1 ems which imply phvs i cal depen-

dence on alcohol or physical inipa I rment akin to dependence

3 - I’hys ica 1 Dependence . A “need ’ tot , the d ruq of a 1 c 01101 10

ma I rita in hod 1 1 equilibrium , or the presence of w i t  I i—

drawa 1 symp toms when alcoho l I s a t-i s out

4 . Serious Consequences . tonsequence s of a 1 coho 11 i ol lcum p—

ion wh ich resul t i n  p h s  ic,m 1 bod ily damaqi’ or i n  t hi’

disruption of one ’ s soc i,i l or work 11 to

As the reader ca ii appr eciate from oxami ni nq the above deli iii lien s

a 1 coho Ii sni is de fi ned in terms of phys I cal dependence upon the s iths t ance

while a I coho I abuse is established by prob 1 ems wit I cii oc c tir as a res ult of

an individual ’ s dri nki rig . In the vernacul ~mn’ . an alcoho l abuser i s  a pers on

with a “drinkin g prob l em .’

In conduc ti nq prevalence research amonq ci vi Ii an IISAF t’nipl o~ ecs the

authors cons truc ted a 109 i tern ques I i  onna i i.e con ta iii i no it ems wh I cii “- Ia —

bi I sh both phys ical depen dence and serious conseque n ces . Mak i no use of the

validation work of Pol ich and Orv is ( 10 1 0)  , as w e’ll as I ncorpora t i nq 5011k’

of the  au thors  ‘ own va 11 dat ion measu n-e s . the ques 11 onna ire ex am i nec depen-

dence in terms of morn I rig dr I n k  i no, t rernors ( “ 5 hakec ‘ 1  , memory l e s s  ~, h 1 .mc K —

— 11
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outs ”), and loss of control over drinking . Classification of the alcohol

abuse categorization is accompl i shed through the reporting of one or more

o f 15 se pa rate indi ca tions : 13 serious consequences caused by m i suse of

alcoho l, prolonged consumption of alcohol at quanti ties equa l to or exceeding

that established as caus i ng l iver damage (high risk consumption); and a

total of th ree or more days lost at work as a resul t of alcoholic consump-

tion . Similar to the 13 problem areas identifi ed by Cahalan (1970), the

13 ser ious cons eq uences con ta i ned i n the ques t ionnaire fall i nto three

ca tegories: work impairment , physical damage, and social disruption.

Also i nclu ded i n the i nstrunnen t are : a six item measure of psycholo-

gical dependence; a six i tem intoxication index; questions covering past

treatment for drinking problems ; attitudina l questions covering issues such

as the perceived organizational norms toward individuals with drinking pro-

blems ; and a nmjinber of persona l and organizationa l variables which have

been identified as important by other researchers . 
V

Lastly, three cr i ter ion var iables used in the analys i s of the data

were included in the ins trument. They are the Hoppock measure of job satis-

fact i on (McN icho l s , Stahl , and Manley , 1978), the Patchen (1965) work

invo l vement (or work motivation ) measure , and a six i tem measure of stress!

tens ion adapted from Farquhar (1977).
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3. Th~e~ Sam~~

The survey instrument was distrib u ted to 13.146 U.S. Air force c i v i l i a n

employees during October-Noven iber 1978. The sample was randomly selected

and stratified by grade . Also , in order to protec t the anonymity o f m di-

viduals , questionnaires were only sent to Civilian Personnel Offices m’ t’spen-

s ib le for 80 or more selecte d res pondents . Usa b le res ponses were prov ided

by 9,939 individuals, providing an effective response ra te of 7~- .6 percent.

Of the completed questionna i res returned to the resea rchers , 69 percent were

group administered and 31 percent sent to respondents through the mail.

The res ponse rate for g roup adm i ni strat ion of surve y instruments was

78.4 percent and the response n-a te for administration through the mail was

70.2 percent. It is not known what proportion of those considered non-

respondents to the mail administration actually received the questionna i res. 
V

However, we do know that of the 21.6 percent non-respondents to group

admin istration 1.7 percent refused to participated . The remainin g 19.9 per-

cent were notified , but for reasons unknown to the researchers did riot show

up at the time they were scheduled to fill out the questionnaire . These

figures are suimiarized in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
Response Rates

Method of Administration Overall

Group Mail
Respondents 6841 (78.4~-) 3098 (7O.2~V ) 9939 (75 (r)

Non—Respondents 1880 (2l.6’~) 1 327 (29.8~) 3207 (24.4~)

Total 8721 (100%) 4425 (100%) 13146 (lOO ~)
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Althoug h a response rate of 76 percent is normally considered excel-

len t , when the focus of the research is essentially on self-reports of 
V

soc i all y undesira b le behavior , and the subset of the population which is of

particular interest (i.e., alcoho l ics and alcohol abusers ) will be a rela-

tively small proportion of the overal l population , non-respondents constitute

a source of very real concern. One cannot help bu t  suspec t th ata sj~nifi-

can t number of alcohol i cs an d alco hol abus ers are i nclude d among the 3207

non-res pondents , and the absence of their responses_significantly biases the

data base in a conserva ti ve di rect i on . That is , we cons ider our fig ures to

understa te the magnitude and impact of the prob l em . An additional factor
e

wh ich may bias our da ta is the well-documented proclivity towards denial on 
V

the part of alcoholics and alcohol abusers when they are questioned about r
the i r d rink i ng and its conse quences .

For our anal ysis we have assumed that the data provided by the respon- P
dents are representat i ve of the overall populat ion of USA F c ivi li an emp loyees ,

althou gh we recognize that in so doing we undoubtedly err on the side of

conservatism /unders tatement. Therefore , in drawing conclusions about dimen-

sions of the prob lem amo ng civ i li an employees , the reader would be well-

advised to keep in mi nd that the data represent “best case” bounds on the

prob lem o f alcohol i sm and alcohol abuse.

The followin g are presented to provide the reader with an appreciation

of the characteristics of the population responding to the survey . The data 
V

which follow , and those which are presented in subsequent sections of this

report , are weighted by respondents ’ grades so that they may more accurately

represent responses of the entire population of civilian employees . The

3-2
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weights used represent the ratio of the number of individua l s in specified 
~V

pay systems and orade levels in the civilian force to the n iiiiber of respon-

dents in those grades. This procedure, therefore, effectively corrects for

disproporti onate sampling across civilian grades . Since, to the best of

our knc~qledge , these data represent only the second time civilian en~ 1oyees

have been surveyed on an Air Force-wide basis , responses from the ori ginal

1975 AFM IG survey are also provided for purposes of comparison .

MA~JCOM OF ASSIGI’f’IENT:

Alco hol AFM I G

AFLC 48% 35’
AFSC 13 12

V ATC 9 8
MAC 7 8 Li
TAC 3 5 L
Other 20 32*

*~4~te. SAC accounted for 9~ of the AEMIG samp le , but only 2~- of the alcohol
samp le .

GRADE CATEGOR IES:

Al cohol AF MIG t
I (WG1—4;GS1—3) l4~- lO t
II (WG5-8;WL1-3;GS4 ) 20 21
III (WG9-lO;WS1-3;WL4-6;GS5) 23 25
IV (WGll-12;WS4-6;WL7-1O;GS6) 9 9
V (WG13 ;WS7-8;WLll -l3;GS7) 6 6 V

VI (WG14-15 ;WS9-1O;W1l4-l5;GS8) 3 3
VII (WS11-12;GS9 ) 7 8
V III (WS13-l4;GS1O-ll) 7 7
IX (WS15-l6 ;GS12) 6 6
X (WS17—19;GS13—l5) 5 5

3-3
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YEARS OF SERVICE:

Alcohol AF MIG

Less than 1 year 3% 4%
1-5 years 16 20
6-10 years 15 17
11-15 y~ars 19 19
16-20 years 15 11
21- 25 years 10 14
26-30 years 13 9
Over 30 years 9 6

EDUCATION:

Non Ni gh School Gra d 8 10
Hiqh School Gra d 40 39Some Colle ge 37 37Colle ge Degree 7 6
Beyond Bachelor ’ s 8 8

RACE:

Black 9 7
Hispanic 10 6
American Indian 2 2
Or iental 3 2
White/Other 75 83

SEX :

Male 63 65Female 36 35

SUPERV ISOR:

M ilitary 20 25Civil i an 80 75

MARITAL STATUS:

Marrie d 79 81
Never Been Married 8 8
Divorced 8
Legall y Separated 1 1
Widow/Widower 2 2

3-4
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NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS:

Alcohol AFM !G

None 25% 24%
One 22 22
Two 19 1 9
Th ree 18 17
Four 9 11
F i ve or More 7 7

PRIMARY EMPLOYMENT FUNCTION :

Ma i ntenance 27 25 V

Supply 10 10
Logistics Management 7 6
Civ i l Eng i neering 7 11
Comptroller 6 6
Procuremen t 5 5
Administration 5 6
Personnel 4 6 r
R&D 4 4
Other 25 21

AGE : 
V

20 years or less 2 1 V

21-24 years 4 6
25-30 years 10 11
31-39 years 20 20
40-48 years 25 30
49-60 years 33 27
Over 60 years 5 5

Sumariz ing , the fol l owing general observat ions can be made concerning

the sample:

1 . The sample compares favorably with the 17 ,110 person AFM IG

sample collec ted in 1975. That sample was also randoml y selec ted and stra-

tified by grade but was not subjected to the constraint of 80 or more selec ted

respondents being serviced by a Civilian Personnel Office .

3-5
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2. Wi th  almost half the respondents (48’~) f rom AFLC , that MAJCOM

is more heav i ly re p resente d than it was in the AFMIG data base. Thi s is

cons id ere d to be a func tion o f the 80 or more res pondents per C i v i li an Per-

sonnel Off i ce cons tra i nt . 
V

3. This sample refl ects a somewhat higher proportion of racial

minority group men~ ers than did the AFM IG s ample (25 :V versus l 7j .

4 . This sample is sl ight ly older , and has a l i t t le  more Federa l

sen-vice, but in other respec ts matches the AFM IG data base very closely.

These comparisons suggest that the prevalence sample is reasonably

representative of the overall population insofar as standard demographic

variables are concerned .

F
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4. Prevalence Rates Among USAF_Civilian Empl oyees

The initial thrust of our analysis of the survey data was to establish

prevalence rates for alcoholism among USAF c ivilian employees using many of

the work i ng definitions and criteria adopted by the Rand researchers in their

work with USAF military members. We did this so that the Air Force mi ght

have the benefit of cornp l enientary prevalence studies for their entire force. 
V

and so tha t both research teams (AFIT and Rand) might proceed along parallel

paths in refining their - survey instruments.

Physical_ Dependence

Two of the four indicators of physical dependence i ncorporated in the

Rand researc h , and also adopted here , are based upon the frequently made

observation that al-oholics need alco ho l in order tc maintain their equili-

brium . This need can be objectively identified by the observable phenomenon

of tremors (or “shakes ”), or im plied from m orning drinking . Clinicians have

observed that morning drinking is frequently engaged in as a means of averting

wi thdrawal symptoms. An extreme (but somewhat rare ) form of the “shakes ” woul d

be delirium tremens; however , the less severe but still observable hand tremors

would probably be the symptom experienced by most individuals reporting that

they had experienced tremors. To insure the respondents understood the wording

of this symptom , two differentl y constructed i tems were inc l uded in the survey .

A positive response (experi enced at least once per month) to either or both

was counted as one symptom of physical dependence .

The th ird symptom , memory loss (in dividuals forgetting what they had done

wh ile drinking), was adopted because it seemed a fairly conclusive indicator

4-1 
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of dependence . i.e., if individuals drink to the point of not rennemher i nq

what ha ppened the night before one or more time s per month , they are he avi1~

dependent upon alcohol. The final symptom , loss of control while dri n kin~

(drink inul until becoming intoxicated ) has been i dentified by numerous clinn-

cians and researchers as be i ng characterist ic of alcoholics undergoing

treatment

As Rinc er et al. (1977) in an emp irical test of National Counc fl on

Alcohol ism (NCA) criteria for diagnosis of alcoholism have shown , the indic a -

tion s of dependence adopted by Rand and A lIT are among the more powerful

corn’el ates to al c~ hol i sm .

A suniinarv of the frequency of symptoms of physical dependence reported

by respondents is presented i n  Table 4-1 . The reader will note that mem~’rv

loss i s the symptom mos t frequently reported , with 5.6 percent in d i ca ti n~

tha t they had experienced it during the past year . Of those reporting its

occurrence , sli ghtly more than one percen t reported that it happened at

least once a mon th. Table 4-2 presents a frequency breakout of the number

of physical dependence symptoms per respondent. Using the decision rule

establ i shed by the Rand team , one percent of the sample are cateqori:ed as

being physically dependent upon alcohol , i.e., 1 .1 percent reported two or

more symptoms at least once pen’ month over the past year. As suggested pre-

viously, the criterion for classification as being alcohol dependent (two

of the four physical dependence symptoms at least once per month over the

past year~ is considered very conservative and represents a “wors t case” or

lower bound on the extent of the problem . More will be said of this latem’

in the report.
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Table 4-2

NUMBER OF PHYSICAL DEPENDENCE SYMPTOMS

Number of Symptoms * Percent of Sample**
Reported

0 97.9

1 1.0

2 0.4

3 0.2 .4
4 0.5

__________________________________________________________________

*Each symptom is counted only if it is reported as occurring once a month or
more frequently. The four symptoms are tremors (“shakes ”), morn ing drinkin g, - - -memory loss/blackouts , and loss of control when drinking . ~f both “shakes”
and “hands shook a lot in the morning ” are reported, they count only as one
symptom.

**N = 9,939
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Table 4-5

TOTAL ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION (VOLUME)

u e 0 u n  
--  

Percent Rep or t ing b

Abstai ned 20%

Upto-l .O 52

V 1.1 - 2.0 8

2.1 — 3.0 3

3.1 - 4.0 2

4.1 — 5.0 1 r
Over 5.0 i

aExpressed in ounces of pure ethanol , derived from ethanol conten t of liquor ,
wi ne, and beer and the quantity and frequency reported consumed for each
beverage .

bN = 9,939; 13 percent of the respondents did not completely and/or cor rec t ly
respond to survey i tems used to compute alcohol consumption.
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Table 4-6

SUMMARY OF SERIOUS CONSEQUENC ES OF DRINKING

Serious Conseguericea Percent Reporting

Work Impairmen t

Official punishment 0.6
Lower performance rating b 0.9
Loss of three working days 3.1

Physical Damage

Illness lasting one week 1.2
V Hospitalization 0.5

Visits to physician 0.6
Accident wi th self-in jury 0.6 - -

Acc ident with injury to others or property
damage 0.5

Consumption at a l evel of presumptive
damagec 1.2

Soci al Disruption

Spouse threatened to leave 0.9
Spouse left 0.5
DWI arrest 0.9
Non-driving arrest 0.6
Jail 0.6
Fights .9

( One or More Consequences 6.7 J
acounted as one or more occurrences during past twelve months .

bHaving three or more total days lost from missing work, being late , working
at lower performance, or being high on duty .

CTotal consumption of five ounces or more of ethanol p~~ ~~ DURING PAST YEAR .
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14 ,000 could be classified as “problem drinkers .” This percentage is less

than the 6.7 percent indicated in Table 4-6 because 0.9 percent of the “abusers ’ 
V

also reported 2 or more symptoms of physical dependence per month . In the

case where an individual can be classifi ed as both “physically dependent” and 
V

“adve rsely affected,” the more serious “label ” applies . Therefore, extrapo- - 
-

lating from this sampl e to the entire USAF civilian employee workforce, these

criteria suggest that a littl e more than 2,500 can be classifie d as alcohol

dependent and another 14,000 as adversely affected . Overall , a minimum of

16,500 employees can be considered to have drinki ng problems .

Prevalence Ra tes vs. Selected Variables I
1. Age . Respondents were placed into seven different age groupings:

under 25 years; 25-30 years; 31 -39 years ; 40-48 years; 49-54 years; 55-60

years; and over 60 years. Prevalence rates for these categories are presented

in Table 4—7 .

As the data presented in Table 4—7 clearly show, respondents under 25

years of age report the highest incidence of both serious consequences and V

physical dependence sypmtoms . The 2.8 percen t who reported 2 or more symptoms

of alcohol dependence are exactly twice the rate of the next hi ghest group,

those over 60 years of age. Respondents in the 25-30 years of age group

reported the second highes t inc idence of serious consequences (13 percent).

The data seem to indicate that respt.~ndents over 40 years of age experience

V consequences at simil ar rates.
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The authors fully expec ted, based upon the work of the Rand team, that

respondents under 30 would report the highest inc idence of both alcohol

dependence and serious consequences . However, there is a school of thought

which holds that since alcohol is a relatively ineffective drug, it takes a

long period of time for an individual to be come addicted to it. Curiously,

this notion is supported somewhat by the fact that those over 60 years of

age report the second highest incidence of alcohol dependence; even though

this group reported the l owest mean daily consumption of alcohol . The latter ,

mean daily consumption , was found to be negatively correlated with age (i.e., -
.

younger respondents drank more than older respondents).

2. Sex . Table 4-8 plainly shows that men experience more difficulty

with alcohol than do women . While some observers hol d that problem drinking

among women is increasing significantly, we find oursel ves unable to coment

on the subject. However, these data constitute a sizeabl e baseline from

which future change can be measured . As far as these data are concerned , men 
V

-~

report experiencing serious consequences because of drinking at a rate which

is almost three times that reported by women. Men report alcohol dependence

symptoms at twice the rate reported by women. It does seem possible that

some of the consequences conta ined in the survey instrument are biased toward

detection of drinki ng problems among men (e.g., getting into fights while

dri nking), and this might account for part of the difference in reported pre-

valence between men and women .

V 3. Race . Table 4-9 presents prevalence summarizations according to

five categorizations of race. These data suggest that the incidence of alco- V 

-

hol dependence and serious consequences are signi ficantly higher among Bl acks ,

Hispanics , and American Indians . This finding is in agreement with those of

4-12

- V ______________ .. - . - . - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 



4-
0

a)
4-, ’--
CO .  ~~ ‘.0
W E ‘.0 (‘~
0 4 0
5-”
a)
C)-

5-
00 )  C’) ‘.0

4) 5-
O 0 0  —
C
0) I— 

p

‘V

W U )I
0-E la ) 0l a) — 0)

C -
01 0 —

‘ — E l
LU
U) L)U)j 

-~~

CO >~ 0) U) 4) N- ‘.0
0) C’)

0—. .0 0 N. C))
LU — C). 0) 0)

~
—
.0 LU II
(0 ...J
~~

LU U)
a)

0. 0
C 5..
C) 00 )  ~~~5.. CC) C’)
O 4 ) 0
0)
I/) 0
C
0

U) a) ~~C C’) N.
0 0 0) 0)

5-
a)
LI)

C

0) 0
~~

4-13 

V -‘ 
- ‘ — — 

— ~~~~~~~~~~-~~-_~~~~ J~ — __ __~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ j  ~~~~~ 
~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~



V V~~~~~~~~ V V~ V _ V - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~

4-
O a )

4-’ 0. 0) 0 (‘4 C’) ‘.0
C E  — N.0 ) 4 0
o (1)
5-
a)
0.

!;
LU -

— 
(~ ) 0 )  V

.0 4)
LU U o V

5-- —~ C 5-
4) O W  ~~I 0 — ~~ ‘.0 U) -LU 
~~
. a) Q — •_ — 5 V

a) c~~0. 0
C
0

U) a) ~~C 0 0) ‘.0 ~~~
- U)

.2 0) 0) C)

C
f0

~1•~
‘V V
C
I-’

0 C —
40

C 0
(0 ~

.- 0 5-
U 0. 5- GJ
40 ‘.i~ 4) .,
— ..- E s- 4-~0 0

4-14

- ‘—~-~~--—~~~~~ 
— 

~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ - A — ~~~~~~ - - - - ~ -~-- - —— -- _ .  —- - -  — - --~~



— - _. . _—_ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 2 ’1:~~~~~~~~

- V - .~~~ V - 
—

previou s studies. However , cau tion is recommended in interpreting the data

presented in Table 4-9. As with the difference between alcohol prevalence

rates of men vs. women , i t i s qui te possi ble that the survey i tems were more

l ikely to apply to members of one racial grouping tha n another .

4. Education . Table 4-10 clearly shows that individuals with less

formal education are more likely to report having experienced a serious con-

sequence associated with drinking during the past year. However , tha t same

pattern is not apparent when the preva l ence rates for alcohol dependence are

examined . In this categorization of problem drinking , colle ge graduates are

second only to those who did not complete high school . College gradua tes
p

are also second onl y to non-hi gh schoo l gradua tes in mean daily consumption

of alcohol . Whi le the hi gher incidence of problem drinking among non-hi gh

school graduates was expected from previous research efforts, there was noth ing

found in the literature which would have led us to expect that college graduates

would report the second h ighest rate of alcohol dependence. This finding ,

coupl ed with the fact that college graduates reported the lowest i nc i dence of

serious consequences leads one to wonder if the survey i tems establishing con-

sequences are more sensitive to problems encountered by individuals of lower

socio-economic status .

5. Mari ta l  S t a t u s .  T a b l e  4-11 shows , as does previous research , that

umiarried individuals experience a higher incidence of drinking problems .

In this case unmarried respondents report almost double the rate of alcohol

dependency and a rate of serious consequences which is two-th i rds again

higher than married respondents . 
. . .6. Number of  Dependents. Table 4-12 presents a curious distribution of

prevalence rates, when they are viewed along the lines of the number of depen-
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dents (not counting oneself) reported by respondents. Indi v idua l s with four

or more dependents reported the highes t rate (9 percent) of serious souse-

quences and the highest incidence of alcohol dependence symp toms (1. 1 per-

cent). The group reporting the second highest incidence of serious conso-

quence s w~s that wi th no dependents , and the group with the second hi ghost

incidence of alcohol dependence symptoms was that wi th  one dependent. Ihese

findings we re somewha t surprising to the researchers . sinc e they had

expec ted the younger , utinarri ed ( i - . , no dependents ) respondents to  r epor t

the Ii iqhes t r~i te of alcoho l dependence symptoms . The fact that in both pre-

valenc e c l ass i f i c a t i ons  the group reporting foul’ or more dependents clearl y

had the highest prevalence ra tes  has not , to our knowledge, been prev ious ly

observed - This phenomenon iiiay wel l be character is ti ‘. - of i nd i vi dna 1 s with

drinking problems , who because of ta m~ l y respensih~ 11 t ie s • remain in the

act ive  work force . it mig ht  he that these individuals would leave the work—

force were it not for their responsibilitie s - 01 course an alternative e~ p1a —

n a t i o n  might he that their responsib il i t  it’s were contributing f ,u-tors to their

drinkin g problems .

7. ~~ ‘.st - -~ ~‘f I- i ’,h ’T ~II ::( - s ’ . - I * - (’ . Table 4— 13 presents prevalence t- 4ites ~t s

distr ibuted according to years of federa l service reported by reSpondents -

It can he noted that respondents wi th  f ive years or less set -v ice report t he

highest incidence of alcoho l dependence symptoms and the’ second highest

rate of serious consequences - Once respondents pass the t on year po i nt i ll

se rvice, the reported rate of alcohol —relat ed consequences seems to leve l

out at 5-6 percent of that population . Employees wi th over 30 ye4lr s  st ’ t ’v i c e

report the second highes t rate of alcohol dependence symptom s , a fact wh ich

seems congruent with the notion of alcoholism as a progressive process of
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addiction/dependency , at least beyond 30 years service. When Table 4-13 is 
4

II 
viewed alongside Table’ 4-7 (Prevalence by Age) the findings seem compatible ,

with those under 25 years of age reporting the highest incidence of both con-

sequences and alcohol dependence symptoms , and those over 60 yea rs reporting

the second hi ghest incidence of dependence symptoms .

8. -1v~’r ,~ j ’  f lj i  l z j  Consum; ’t i~m 1 ’! ~ t . Table 4- 14 presents pt - eva—

l ence data accord i ng to various classifications of average daily intake o~

ethanol . This fi gure was calculated using a battery of questions which esta -

blished type of alcoholic drink consumed , size of drink , number of drinks

consumed , and frequency of drinking . In handling incomplete or missing

responses , the researchers either adopted the most conservative alternative

or rejected the consumption data for a particular respondent . Accordi ng ly~
1 3 percent of the responden ts were placed i n the couldn ’t measur e category .

Of that group three percent reported being adversely affected by alcohol

within the past year and two-tenths of one percent reported two or more

symptoms of physica l dependence per month.

As the data clearly show , the grea ter the daily intake of alcohol the

more l ikely one is to report having experienced serious consequences asso-

ciated wi th drinking and symptoms of physical dependence on alcohol - One

curious deviation in the relationship between alcohol consumption and physi-

cal dependence symptoms can be seen in tht- differences between the ‘-3 oz.

and 3—4 oz. categories . The latter group (3-4 oz.) actually reports fewer

individuals wi th two or more dependence symptoms than does the group which

reports consijn i rig less alcoho l on a daily basis. However , it can he noted

that the 3-4 oz. group does report a significantly larger  pro por ti on who

experience d one symptom per month . No ma tter, the message seems cleat’ :
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those respondents who consume an ounce or more of alcohol per day run a much V

higher risk of suffering a serious consequence because of drinking or of

becomi ng physically dependent upon alcohol .

9. Job Satjsfacf~ion . Job satisfaction was measured for each respondent 
V

by suming their responses to the four question Hoppoc k measure of general job

satisfaction . This global measure was first used wi th civilian Air Force

employees in 1975 when the researchers conducted the initial Quality of Air

Force Life (QOAFL) surveys . Responses provi ded by 17 ,110 ci vilian employees

at that time establ i shed a basel i ne score of 19.31 . (Note: this score is

computed by suming responses to each of the four job sati sfaction question-

na ire i tems.) The mea n score for the 9,939 respondents to this survey was

19 .72 , wh ich suggests a significant rise in Air Force employee job satis-

faction .

Job satisfaction has been included in this research because of the

belief by many that satisfaction (or the lack thereof) with one ’s work is

one of the single most important dimensions of the individual ’s overall

sense of wel l —be ing , or quality of life . It has been stated and shown with

varying success, that satisfaction or dissatisfaction wi th one ’s work life

V 

spills over and affects other areas of an employee ’s l i fe. Therefore, i t

seemed possibl e that job satisfaction might wel l be correlated with problem

drinking .

Table 4-15 presents the distribution of serious consequences and physical

dependence symptoms by three calssifi cations of job sat isf act ion Those

respondents who scored 17 or lower were classified as having low job satis- V

faction , those wi th scores of 18-21 were considered to have moderate job

satisfacti on, and those with scores of 22 or higher were classified as being

highly satisfied with their jobs.
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As the data in Table 4-15 show , respondents with low job satis fa ct i on

appear to report a h iqh et- inc i dence ot both serious conse q ue nces and p I;~ ci —

cal dependence symp toms . Interest i nqly . there does not appear to he an~

signi ficant diffe,-ence between those with high and moderate job sat i sfact ion .

10. ~~~~~~~~ :~~~
-
~‘!~~- c -i:~• : t  - This var iable was included in the su,-ve~ instt-u-

ment to conipi ement the job sat i sfac ti on measure - Both work involvement and

job sat is fac t ion  are of int et -e st because they are considered by maii v to be V - .

ind i rect or pseudo measures of the degree to which wet-k is a p ositive , not I —

vat i  nq expe r ience and the impact it has on the l i ves  of employees - 4lob sat Is—

fac t ion  is more of a conqni t ive measure whi c h represents a set of b e l ie f s

hel d by employees about their jobs , and work i nvol vemen t is more of a conat I ye

ot- action— tendency which repot-ts on actual on— the— job b e h a v i o r s  . In 1)0th

cases the orqani :at i on and i ts  n~mnagers can directly influence the levels ot

each exper ienced by employees.

Table 4— 16 reveals a pattern somewha t s imi 1 ar to tha t of the preced ing i
_ V

tab le. Individual s who report low work i nvolvement •ul so report the hi qhes t

incidence of serious consequences and alcohol dependence symptoms , whi le

those wi th moderate and high wot - k involvement nx re c losely resemble one

a no ther.

11 . :~~re~~; - Because so much has been wr i t ten  l a te ly  about execu t i v e

stress and str ess at the work p la c e , with alcoholism and pt~ blem drinking as

frequent resul t s of such st t - es s • a s ix  quest ion measure of stress was includ ed

in the questionnaire . Adapted from a physician ’ s intake i n t e t - v ie w , the s i x

items address tens ion and anx iety  both on the job and af ter  work. U•i~ ed upon V

the work of Se lye (1974 ) and others , one in i gh t expe c t to ob serve a l i-shared

distribution of stress vs .  problem drinking . That i s , stress fun ct ions a\ the

spice of li fe : too l i t t l e  and ii fe is eel ot- l ess an d unappeal I n i  • too much and
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it is overpowering and incapacitates the individual experienc i ng it. Ther e-

fore, in these data one would expect to find that there is some moderate

reg ion of stress wherein serious consequences and alcohol dependence symp toms

would be at a lower level than for the regions where very low or very h i g h

stress exists .

Such a distribution is suggested by Table 4-17 , but the relationship is

not supported statistically by curvilinear regression analysis techniques.

12. Ser ious  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ vs - D~~~1 ndt’nc~ Sy m p tom s . As a final presenta-

tion for this section , Table 4— 18 presents a cross-tabulation of serious

consequences vs. physical dependence symptoms using the same categories

employed in preceding tables. Additionally, the overall percentage is

included in each cell of this table. From this presentation we can observe

several interesting points . First , it can be seen that one-fourth of the L
individuals who report two or more physical dependence symptoms report no

serious consequences over the past year. Another point is that almost 80

percent of the individual s who reported having experienced one or more

serious consequences during the past year , did not report even one dependence

symptom. Finally, by far the largest cel l is that which is assi gned to those V

who reported neither serious consequences nor physical dependence sypmtonis ,

and they constitu ted 92.6 percen t of the population .

Suma~~
A total of 6.9 percent of the 9,939 person sample were classified as

“problem drinkers .” Of that number 0.2 percent reported exper i encing two

or more alcohol dependence symptoms at leas t once a month . 58 percent

reported having experiences one or more serious consequences associated

with their drinking during the past year. and 0.9 percent reported hav ing
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two or more physical dependence symptoms and one or more serious consequences .

Extrapolated to the entire population of Air Force civilian employees, these

figures suggest that more than 2,500 employees are physically dependent upon

alcoho l and another 14,000 or more were adversely affected by alcoho l during

the past year. Overall , over 16,500 employees could be class i fied as problem

dri nkers.

Sli ghtly less than 20 percent of the sample indicate d that they had not

consumed any alcohol during the past 12 months , 52 percent averaged 1 ounce

of ethanol or less per day (1 ounce = a littl e more than 2 cans of beer, 2

glasses of wine , or 2 1 -ounce shots of whiskey), 8 percent averaged 1-2 ounces

per day (3-4 drinks)’. and 7 percent averaged more than 2 ounces per day. A

si gnificant part of the sample (13 percent), although they drink , chose nc t

to answer part or all of the battery of questions used to compute the average

daily consumption , and therefore were not used for consumption calculations .

A total of 1.2 percent of the sdIII~,i e was identifi ed as consumin g an avera ge

daily volume of alcohol (over 5 ounces) which is causing damage to their

l ivers . (Note: the five ounce criterion has been criticized as being too

conserva ti ve by a number of physicians.)

The loss of three or more work days because of drinking and fighting

while dri nki ng were the most frequently reported consequences during the

past year. Overall (including earl i er years), the loss of working time ,

arrests for driving while intoxicated and fighti ng while drinking were the

most frequently reported consequences.

Prevalence rates were examined v-i s a vis standard demograph ic and

selec ted criterion variables . Among the find ings were:

4-30
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( 1)  Res pondents under 25 years of age reported the highest incidence

of both serious consequences associated with drinking and alcohol dependence

symptoms .

(2) Men were found to drink more frequently and greater volume than

wanen . Men also reported dependence symptoms at twice the rate and conse-

quences at three times the ra te of women.

(3) Blacks , Hispanics , and American Indians reported higher incidence

of serious consequences and dependence symptoms than did orientals and whites .

(4) Individuals with less forma l education were more likely to report

hav i ng experience d seri ous consequences ; however , this relationship was not

the case with physical dependence sypmtoms . Al though non -hi gh school grad-

V ua tes reported the hi ghest incidence of physical dependence symptoms , coll ege

graduates reported symptoms at a ra te almost as hi gh.

(5) Unmarri ed respondents reported almost double the dependency rate of

ma rried respondents . They also reported a si gnificantly hi gher incidence of

serious consequences.

(6) Individuals wi th four or more dependents (not counting oneself)

reported the h i ghest i nc id ence of seri ous consequences and alcohol dependence

symptoms .

(7) The greater the average daily in take of alcohol , the grea ter the

probability that an individua l experienced serious consequences or dependence

symptoms . A break-p oint appears to exist at the l evel of one ounce of ethanol

per day . Those who consume an average greater than one ounce (two drinks )

appeared to run a significantly higher risk of becoming a problem di-inker.

(8) Respondents who reported low job satisfaction also reported signi-

ficantl y higher rates of serious consequences and dependence sypmtoms than did

those who reported moderate or high job satisfaction .
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(9) A linea r relati onship appears to exist between work i nvolvement and -

problem drinking: the higher the involvement , the less li kely serious conse-

quences or physical dependence will be reported . -

(10) Ind ividuals who reported “moderate” stress experienced l ower rates -

of serious consequences and alcohol dependence symptoms than did those who 
- 

-
~

reported higher or lower l evels of job related stress . - -
I

-I’I

~4

I
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5. Imp o h e  a and the Job

In this chapter the focus of attention is directed at self-reports of

respondent  on- the- job  b e h a v i o r s  w h i c h  im pa i r  productiv ity through absenteeism ,

diminished performance and/or accidents.

Foca l Behav i ors

Table 5-1 provides an overv i ew of respondent reports which have been

selected as being related to worker productivity . The first four i tems are

of particul ar importance because they were used to compute an overall var iable

(DAYSOFF) of time lost from work because of drinking. As reflected in Table

4-4, the total days lost was .359 days per emp loyee . (Recall that 20 percent

of the res pon den ts d id no t consume any a lcohol  at  a l l  dur i ng the pas t year .)

As reflected in Table 5-1 , more than one out of every ten emp l oyees

reported that they worked at a decreased level of performdnce at one time

or more because of drinking or a hangover . Similarly , approximately five

percent reported arriving late or leaving early from work , stay ing off f r om

work, and/or being “high” from drinking while on the job . The first and

fourth i tems were used in combination (i.e., the respondent had to indicate

that performance was impaired ) in the calculations performed to compute

DAYSOFF .

Not used in the lost time computations but included in Table ~-1 are

i tems which provide information associated with individua l effectiveness

on the job. For example , we cons i der it of interest to note that over ten

percent reported that they drank at work on one or more occasions during

the past year . Th i s i s assumed to mean that respondents
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drank while on authorized meal breaks, rather than drinkin g from a bottle

hidden in a desk drawer. Unfortuna tely, it is necessary to make such an

interpretation because the wording of the questionnaire i tem was not speci-

fic. It merely stated: “I drank at work .” Nevertheless , we can observe

that ten percent of the respondents reported drinking during the work day

on one or more occasions , six percent reported being “hi gh” from drinking V

wh ile at work , and eleven percent indicated that their effectiveness was

d iminished because they were drinking or hungover.

Also related to productivity and previously discussed as consequences

assoc iated with drinking were i tems which included illness associated with

drinkin g which caused the loss of a week or more of work and accidents which

caused injuries to oneself or others . Considered serious consequences,

these three i tems were experienced by but a small fraction of the respondents

during the past year or at anytime in the past. While these may seen negli-

g i ble , if the reader keeps in mind that one percent of the USAF civilian

employee work force equals approximately 2.290 indiv iduals who experienced

one or more of the i tems reported, the numbers can be kept in perspective more

eas i ly .

Not directly related to productivity , but inclu ded in Table 5-1 because

they certa inly have the potential of affecting product ivity , were th ree i tems

wh ich report on respondents getting drunk , getting sick from drinking, and

driving after consumi ng five or more drinks in a two hour period . According

to these self-reports almost 23 percent of the sample got drunk on one or

more occasions last year, 13 percent reported that they had gotton sick from

drink ing , and a like number said that they had driven a car while influenced

by alcohol. These figures are of magnitudes which suggest that the focus of
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occupational alcoholism programs might be broadened to include an active

awareness/education component for all drinkers .

DAYSOFF vs. Selected Var iab les

The contri ved varia ble DAYSOFF is of interest for two important reasons.

Fi r s t , since it represents actual time lost from the job it provides one input

of the cost of alcohol mi suse to the employer, the U.S. Air Force. The second

reason is that DAYSOFF presents a very real measure which can be verified and

actually observed by any reasonably alert supervisor . DAYSOFF is calculated 
V

by adding the days reported being lost because of drinking to those days where

respondents reported arriving late or leavin g early because of drinking or

hangovers , as well as to those days where respondents reported t a t  they were

“hi gh” from dri nking while at work and this caused th em to work below their

normal level of effectiveness . In the cases of leaving early or arriving la te

or working at diminished effectiveness one-quarter of a day was counted as

bei ng lost.

Becuase of its significance to management , DAYSOFF was exami ned in much

the same manner as the prevalence variables , and results are presented to the

reader in much the same manner as in the previous chapter . For purposes of

presentation DAYSOFF was collapsed into four categories: (1) no days lost ;

(2) on day or less lost; (3) 1.25 to 2.75 days lost; and (4) three days

or more lost from work because of drink ing . The overall distribution of the

sample according to these categories is presented in Tabl e 5-2. (Recall that

the average time lost from work because of drink i ng during the past year

was .359 day per employee.)

5-4

V - — -

-
V 

- -  -

V V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~
-— - — V



TABL E 5-2

DAYS OF WORK LOST BECAUSE OF DRINKING

V 

One Day 1 .25-2.75 3.0 Days Percent of
None or Less Days or More Sampjf_

84.7% 8.6% 3.2% 3.4% 100Z

1. Age . Table 5-3 clearly in dicates that younger individuals are more

l i kely to lose time from work because of drinking than are older workers .

Respondents appear to fall into three categories : those under 30 year report

the highest incidence of time lost; respondents in thei r 30’s appear to form

a mi ddle-ground; and individuals 40 years of age and older appear to lost the

least time from work. These data further support the notion tha t younger

employees have the most difficulty with alcohol .

2. Sex . Men report time lost from work at twice the rate of women for

the two higher categories (1.25 days or more), which appears to be consistent

V with the prevalence patterns discussed earlier. These data are presented in

Table 5-4.

3. Race. As seen in Table 5-5, American Indians appear to experience

the greatest difficulty with drinking v i s  a v is  working, while Orientals

appear to be the leastaffected . Hispanics report the greatest proportion

who have lost some time from work , but the majority of their reports were i n

the one day or less and the 1.25-2.75 days categories . These data ~re con-

sistent with that of Table 4-9, which showed that Hispanics and American

Indians experienced the hi ghest incidence of serious consequences and alcoho l

V dependence symtoms . Black respondent reports were very similar to the

“Other” (White) reports.
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4. ~ iu~~ tion . Table 5-6 is included not so much for patterns which

can be found , but for the absence of any significant differences between the

various education classifications . If the reader will recall , Table 4-10

clearly showed that respondents who did not complete high school were much

more likel y to have experienced serious consequences or alcohol dependence

symptoms than were the more highly educated respondents. However , as far as

days lost from work is concerned , level of formal education appears to have t.

little influence. One possible explanation for the non-high school graduates

not report ing more time lost , as one might expect to find , is that as hourly

wage workers these individuals are more closely supervised than are salaried

perscnnel .

5. M~rita1 Status . Table 5-7 provides further support to the observa-

tion that non-married personnel experience more difficulty with alcoho l misuse

than do married personnel . In the ins tance of days lost to work because of

drinking, the rates among non-married personnel were twice those o~ married

respondents.

6 .  Number of Dependents.  Table 5-8 also presents information which is

somewhat different than one might expect based on the prevalence data pre-

sented in Table 4—12. In this case respondents wi th four or more dependents

did not report higher rates of time lost fromthe job because of drinking ,

even though they reported the hi ghest incidence of alcohol dependence symptoms

and of serious consequences resulting from drinking . Perhaps the necessity 
V

of providing support for their dependents mitigates the impact of their

drinking problems upon their attendance at work.
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ficantly higher rates of serious consequences and dependence sypnitoins than did

those who reported moderate or hi gh job satisfaction .
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7. y,’~irs ~~ ~
I ( I I i ~~V~~~~~ 1 c~~- ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ Table 5-9 appears to be consis-

tent with the prevalence data reported in Table 4-13 in that employees with

ten years of se rv ice  or less report the hi ghest proportion of ti i tie lost due

to drinking. As w i th  serious consequences , the o-lO year groups reported the

highest rate of any single group. The researc h ers are unable to ex pla in why

this group should report the highest incidence of consequences and time lost;

howeve r, several occupationa l alcoholism program managers have suggested to us

that t hese  mi ght be retired military personnel who joined the civil service

ranks after retiring from active military service ~i .e ., double-dippers ).

S. .14.~ f V r ~~h~~~
V L~ V 1 ~~ ~~ 4. : h - ~ UIf lpt i ) r I  ~! it  -~:I~~ - Table 5—10 presents data

which also support the con-mon sense notion that the more alcohol individuals

consume on a daily basis , the more l ikel y they w i l l  experience d i f f icul t ies

associated with tneir drinkinq . In exam ining the distribution of mean days

lost from work for the di fferent levels of daily alcohol consumption , in

Table 5-11 two natural d iv is ions appear to ex i s t .  The f i rst  occurs at the one

ounce per day point , where respondents who consumed one ounce or less per day

lost an average of .21 days because of drinking during during the past year.

This can be contrasted with the respondents who consumed between 1—2 ounces

and lost .87 days on the average , those who consuiied 2-3 ounces per day and

lost 1.78 days on the average, and those who drank 4-5 ou nces and lost 4.13

days.

An interestinqand possibly useful finding from the data presented in

Table 5-il is that days lost from work because of drinking apperas to be a

“leading ind i cator ” of problem drinking which may wel l become observable by

the i ndividual ‘s supervisor when average daily consumption of alcohol

exceeds one ounce per day . Note that it is  not until average daily consumption

5-13
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TABLE 5-11

AVERAG E DAILY CONSUMPTION OF ETHANOL VS. AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS OF

WORK LOST BECAUSE OF DRINKING DURING THE PAST YEAR ,

AND AV E RAGE NUMBER OF SER I OU S CONSE QUENCES

Mean Number of V

Ounces/Day Mean Days Lost Consequences

None 1.O 0.0

Less than 1 0.21 0.07 
V

1-2 oz 0.87 0.27

2-3 oz 1.78 0.63

3—4 oz 1.37 0.53

4—5 oz 4.13 1.36 f:-

V More than 5 5.08 3.31

Note : The average n tinber of day s lo st from work because of
drinking for workers with one or more consequences is
4.24 days .
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reaches the 4-5 ounce per day range that a j ump in the incidence of conse-

quences become s clearly noticeable. There fore , the progression would appear

to be increased consumption of ethanol ( exceed ing two drinks per day),

increased absence from work (includ i ng late arrivals , early departures, and

being “high” whi le at work),  and then finally serious consequences. Effective

su perv i sors can reasonably detect such a behavioral  tren d , and could initiate

appropriate action before the situation deteriorates.

9. Job Sa t i s t. i c ( ion . Table 5— 12 shows a distribution similar to thdt

of Table 4-15. Respondents wi th low job satisfaction reported losin g more 
V

than twice as i’~any work days because of drinking than did those with riioderate

or high job satisfaction. One sli ght difference between the two sets of data

seems to be that there is somewha t more difference between high and moderate
L

job satisfaction than was found in the prevalence data.

- 10. Work I nvolvement .  Table 5-13 presents data which convey the same

message as Table 4-16. Respondents who report low work involvement are much

more l ikely to have lost time because of drinking than are those who report

moderate or high involvement wi th their work.

1 1. Stress . The data presented in Table 5-14 suggests that holders of

low stress jobs (according to the authors ’ measure of stress) are less l i kel y

to report having lost time from work because of drinking than are holders of

h igh or moderately stressful jobs. There is no suggestion of a “U” shaped

curve as was noted in Table 4-17, nor does the relationship appear linear .

12 . Prevalence Rates. Table 5-15 provides a crosstabulation of preva-

l ence da ta with various categories of time lost because of drinking . Perhaps

one of the most i nteresting facts is the observation that 53 percent of all
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Overall , a total of 15.3 percent of the sample indicated that they had

lost some time at work because of dri nking . In order to gain a better appre-

ciation of the impact on productivity of alcohol misuse , the variable DAYSOFF

was examined against the class ifications of the same demographic and criterion

variables used to study prevalence rates. Among the findings were:

(1) Younger employees (under 30 years) reported more time lost 
V

because of drinking . Respondents 40 years and older reported the l owest lost

time.

(2) Men reported lost time at about twice the rate reported by

women.

(3) Hispanics and M~erican Indians reported the highest rates of

V 
lost time , while Orientals reported the lowest rates. Wh i tes and Blacks

reported about the same incidence .

(4) Although non-hi gh school graduates reported higher prevalence

rates than respondents with more formal education , no practical differences

were observed in incidence of lost time .

V (5) Non-married respondents reported lost time at approxima tely

twice the rate of marri ed employees.

(6) The average daily consumption of alcohol appeared to be a

possible “leading indicator ” of problem drinkin g . Responden ts who drank

one ounce or less per day reported a mean of .21 day lost per employee .

Those who drank 2-3 ounces reported a mean of 1 .78 days lost per employee,

and those who drank 4-5 ounces lost an average of 4.13 days per employee .

Of those respondents who reported having experienced on serious consequence

during the past year, 53 percent had three or more days lost from work as

the consequence . For respondents who had one or more se ri ous con sequences

5-22
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last year, the mean time lost from their jobs was 4.24 days . It was suggested

V that problem drinkers may well follow a pattern whereby their daily intake of

alcohol increases , they begin to lose time from their jobs, and then they

begin to experience serious consequences associated with their dri nking . 
V

Effective supervisors can disrupt this sequence of events by observ i ng changes

in attendance and arrival/departure patterns and urging participation in occu-

pational al coholism programs where appropriate .

(7) Respondents who reported low job satisfaction and low i nvolve-

ment i n  the i r  work were about twice as l i k e ly to report lost time because of

drink i ng than were respondents who reported high or moderate l evels.

(8) Respondents who reported low levels of stress associated with

their jobs were less likely to report time lost from work because of drinking .
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6. Occupational Alcoholism and the Supervisor V

In chapters 4 and 5 it was shown that problem drinking does exist among

USAF civilian employees; that problem rates differ among various subsets of V

the population (i.e., some groups are at hi gher risk of experienceing problems 
V

with alcohol than others); that problem drinking impacts the organization in V

terms of decreased productivity due to absenteeism and lessened effectivenes

of workers ; and that behaviors which are capable of being observed by super-

visors may constitute warnings that a worker is headed towards a drinking pro-

blem . In this chapter we shall examine supervisor responses to survey i tems

which attempt to describe the extent of the problem among their subordinates

and compare them with responses to similar i tems by all respondents .

Extent of the Problem V

The questionnaire used in this research included nine questions at the

very end wh i ch were applicable to supervisors only. Seven of the nine ques-

tions were almost identi cal to questions asked of all respondents in preceding

sections of the questionnaire . To be properly understood , supervisor responses-

will be exami ned on a “per supervisor ” basis. This is necessary because a

single individual could respond as a supervisor and yet still be considered

as a subordina te by one or more supervisors in his or her organization .

From their responses to the first of the nine supervisory questions it

was established that 14.9 percent of the respondents considered themselves

to be supervisors . The mean number of workers supervised was 11.08 workers V

per supervisor . V

6-1

~~~~~~~~ V V 
V V - - - V L._... ~~~rn ~~- - - -  — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



— —- V

The foll owing questions were asked of all respondents and of supervisors

about employees working for them.

How many people have drinking problems?

ALL EMPLOYEES: 6.9% (alcohol dependent and adversely affected,
as described in Chapter 4)

SUPERVISORS: 17.5% (reported one or more workers had a drinking
problem; average = .35 workers/supervisors ;
extrapolati ng to overall workforce, super-
visors estimated that 8.2 percent of workers
had drinking problems)

How many days were lost because workers stayed home due to drinking or
hangovers ?

ALL EMPLOYEES: 5.5% (stayed home one or more days)

SUPERVISORS: 22.2% (one or more man days lost; average = 1.23
man days lost/supervisor)

How many man days were lost because workers operated below normal due to
drinking or hangovers?

ALL EMPLOYEES: 11 .4% ( one or more times)

SUPERVISORS: 24.8% (one or more man days lost; average = .70 man
days lost/supervisor)

V 

Additionally, a question was asked of all respondents concerning arriving

late to work and/or leaving early because of drinking , but it was not asked

of superv isors concerning their workers.

How often did you come to work la te or leave work earl y because of dr inking
or hangovers?

(ALL RESPONDENTS)
Never 87.8%

Has happened, but not
during the past year 7.4%

Happened one or more times
last year 4.8%
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It is interesting to note that for those who reported that they did arrive

V late or leave early, the average number of times that happened was 3.70.

Thi s suggests a pattern of behavior which could be recognized by a reasonably

effective supervisor .

Supervisory Act ion

Five questions were asked of supervisors which specifically addressed

actions taken by them in dealing with workers who have drinking problems .

Similar questions were also asked of all respondents concerning themselves.

Did your supervisor tell you to cut down on your drinking dur ing  th’
pas t  year?

How manq of the people you supervised did you tell to cut down on th~-ir

drinking during the past year?

ALL EMPLOYEES : l .0~- (supervisors said to cut down )

SUPERVISORS: 13.1% (told one or more workers to cut down;
average = .24 workers/supervisor

Did your supervisor rerer you to a treatment program for alcohol abuse
during the ;‘~ st year?

How many of  the p eople you supervised dur ing  the pas t  d i d  non r ef e r  to
a trea tment program f o r  alcoho l abuse?

ALL EMPLOYEES: O.4~V (referred by supervisors)

-: SUPERVISORS : 5.9~ (referred one or more workers to a treatment
program ; extrapolating to overall population .
913 employees said they were referred , super-
v i sors said they referred 4,897)

Di d you receive a lower score on your performance rating l~~~~use ot nouz
drinking? V

How many of the people you supert-i ~ed Jur z n~i the past  gear a a non
lower performance ratings because of a!cohol abuse that affe~- te ’~I ?~~~

-

ALL EMPLOYEES: 0.9~- (received l ower performance ratings)

SUPERVISORS : 7 .7~. ( gave oneor more l ower performance ratings to
workers; extra polat Ing , 1 ,922 workers said they
received l ower rating s, supervisors said they
gave l ower ratings to 5,710)
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Did you receive a disciplinary action because of a problem caused by
your drinking?

How many people you supervised during the past year did you take dis-
ciplinary action against because of a problem related to their alcohol
abuse?

ALL EMPLOYEES: 0.6% (received disciplinary action)

SUPERVISORS : 5.1% (took disciplinary action against one or more
workers ; extrapolating , 1 ,451 said they
received disciplinary actions , wh i l e  su per-
v isors said they took actions against 4,051)

In addition to the above questions , su pervisors  were aske d to est i ma te

the amount of time they spent dealing with alcohol-related problems of people

during the past year. A tota l of 80.8% of the supervisors responded that they

spent no time working such problems . However, the remaining 19.2 percent of

the supervisors reported that they spent an average of 3.12 man days each

working such problems . This estimate would total 76.5 man years for civilian

Air Force supervisors .

Two other questions were asked of all respondents which also have some

bearing on issues being considered in this section.

Have you ever had professional counseling or treatment, or joined a g roup
(such as AA) to get help for a drinking problem?

Yes, within the past year 0.5%

Yes, over a year ago l.2~
No 98.3%

If you ever had help for a drinking problem, was it from a military pr-c-
gram , a civilian program , or both?

Military program 0.6%

Civilian program

Both 0.7’~V

Not appl icable 97~~~5I~ 
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I
Summary

When asked how many of the workers under their supervision had a drinking

problem which affected their work during the past year, Air Force civilian

supervisors responded with estimates which yielded a figure equal to 8.2 per-

cent of the civilian work force. In chapter 4 the researchers ’ methodology

was described as were calculati ons which yielded totals of 5.8 percent of the

workforce being adversely affected, 0.9 percent being adversely affected and

alcohol dependent, and 0.2 percent being alcohol dependent but not adversely

affected.

From the question put to supervisors (i.e., “. . . a drinking probl em

that affected their work .”), the relevant category for comparison purposes

would be the percentage of employees who are adversely affected . Therefore,

the supervisors provide an estimate which is somewhat higher than the one

computed by the authors (8.2% vs. 6.7%).

in chapters 4 and 5 the authors described how the variable DAYSOFF was

computed to provide an overall measure of time lost from work because of

misuse of alcohol. Included among the nine questions given to superv i sors

only, were two the three components of DAYSOFF : days lost to absenteeism ,

and days lost because workers performed at level s of effectiveness which

were l ower than normal . These estimates can be compared directly.

Days lost because of absenteeism due to misuse of alcohol:

SUPERVISORS: .255 days/employee

ALL RESPONDENTS : .1 61 days/employee
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Days lost because employee worked at decreased effectiveness because of
drinking or hangovers:

SUPERVISORS: .036

ALL RESPONDENTS: .118

The difference In estimates provide Interesting material for considera-

tion. Is It possible that superv isors suspect workers are off from work

because of alcohol misuse more often than is actually the case, or is this

yet another example of respondents underrating instances of socially unde-

sirable behavior with self-reports? On the question of decreased effective-

ness, is It likely that supervisors are not aware of when workers ’ effective-

ness has been impaired by intake of alcohol ?

The th ird component of DAYSOFF was a question which asked respondents if L

they arrived late at work or left early because of drinking or hangovers.

Al though this was not asked of supervisors about the workers they supervise

(regretably), it is of interest because these behaviors could be observed by

supervisors and acted upon. The notion that behaviora l patterns are possibly

established by problem drinkers is supported by the fact that the mean number

of times respondents left early or arrived late at work was 3.70.

In line with the notion that effective supervisors are the essential

ingred ients to a successful occupational alcoholism program, the questions

dealing with supervisory acti ons are pertinent. They are particularly

interesting from the veiwpoint of the differences in perceptions between super-

visors only and the responses of all participants .
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ALL
RESPONDENTS SUPERV ISORS

Told to cut down drinki ng 1.0% 5.3%

Referred to trea tment program 0.4% 2 .2%

Lower performa nce ra ting 0.9% 2.6%

Recei ved d i s c i p l i n a r y  ~ict i~~ii 0.6% 1.8%

As the reader can observe supervisors consistently provide higher estima tes

than do respondents . A number of possible explanations undoubtedly exist

which can explain these differences . Perhaps supervisors report higher

estimates because they are attempting to convey an impression that they are

taking a more active role than is actually the case. Another possibility--

and one which has been mentioned a number of times on preceding pages- -is

that respondents tend to deny their drinking problem and understate what is

essentially an undesirable social behavior . A th i rd explanation might be

that superv i sors have actually taken the actions taken in the frequencies

reported , but they failed to get the message across to their workers .

Finally we find it of interest to note that only 19 percent of the

supervisors were aware of spending time on alcohol-related people problems .

We suspect that this estimate is low : perhaps due to memory lapse , or maybe

because supervisors have not recognized alcohol-related problems when they

have dealt with them . Perhaps they did not recognize that the indiv idual

they have had to verbally reprimand on a number of occasions for being late

actually has a drinking problem and needs professional help.

One final note is provided for professionals working in the area of

occupational alcohol ism . In our analysis of the data we noted a disparity

of 0.89 percent In the responses of individuals who were asked if they had

6-7 

A- . —-~~~ ~~-~~~- - ~~~~~
-- -

~~~ ~~~~~
-— 

~~~~ -- ~~
—

~
I ~~~~~ 

--



ever undergone treatment or received help for their drinking problems . After

puzzling over the difference we noted that the lower percentage (1.7) was in

response to those who received “treatment”, whereas the higher percentage

(2.5) was in response to receiving “help for a drinking problem .”
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7. ~~çho1o~ical Dependence V

In our discussions to this point concerning i dentification of problem

drinking we have emphasized concrete, observable behaviors and consequences of

drinking. In our identification of alcohol dependence we intentionally limi ted

our focus to behaviors which are easily recognizable and which imply chemical

addiction . If, for example , an individua l engaged in morni ng drinking at least

once a month during the past year, we consider that person as having one symp-

torn of physical dependence, i.e., the body craved alcohol to forestall with-

drawal distress on at least one occasion per month .

In like manner , the serious consequences used to establish adverse affects

required no interpre tation . If the respondent received a formal disciplina ry

action because of a drinking prob lem, or was arrested for driving while intoxi-

cated, or experienced any one of the other consequences, that individual was

considered adversely affected by drinking . No interpretation is necessary on

the part of either the researcher nor the respondent: the behavior or the

consequence either occurred or it did not.

A departure from this behavioristic approach was taken with the inclusion

of six questions which measure psychological dependence . Respondents were

asked to select the appropriate response from a fi ve point frequence scale for

each of the fol lowi ng: (1) I drink to forget my worries ; (2) I drink to

relax; (3) A drink helps cheer me up when I am in a bad mood; (4) A drink

helps when I am depressed or nervous ; (5) 1 drink when I am bored and have

noth i ng to do; (6) I drink to Increase my self-confidence. By performing

princ ipal-components analysis of responses to the six questions we were able

to establish that the six questions measured one underly ing dimens i on (i.e.,

7— 1
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there wasone factor) that the each Item could be equally weigh ted in cal-

culating an overall measure of psychological dependence (factor weights ranged

from .65 to .83). Therefore, the responses to each of the six Items were

sunined for each respondent to provide a singl e measure of psychological depen-

dence.

Having done this , further tests were conduc ted to insure that the measure

was rel fable and Internally consistent (coefficient alpha = 0.78) and valid.

Distribution of psychol ogical dependence scores approached what we cons ider to

be an almost textbook exampl e of an exponential distribution : 38 percent

reported the lowe st possible socre (6) , 18 percent reported the next higher

score (7), 11 percent the next score (8), wIth the remai nder trailing off along

an asyn;ptotic path . The mean score for the measure was 8.33 wi th a standard

deviation of 3.32.

These survey i tems were included in the questionnaire because we were con-

vinced (as are many other researchers and clinicians ) that alcohol Is frequently

used as a psychol ogical crutch . If this were in fact the case, psychological

dependence scores should be effective In differentiating between those who are

physically dependent on alcohol and those who are not, and between those who

are adversely affected by alcohol and those who are not. We checked this and

found the resul ts to be highl y significant. The mean psychological dependence

scores for those who were physically dependent upon alcohol was 14.38, while

the mean score for those who were not dependent was 8.27. The mean psycholo-

gical dependence score for those who were classified as being adversely

affected was 12.05, while those who were not adversely affected had a mean

score of 8.03. Tables 7-1 and 7-2 present another view of the same i nformation .
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Psychological dependence was examined in li ght of the differen t classi-

fications of the variables used throughout this report.

1. Aqe. Table 7-3 clearly shows a strong relat ionship between psycholo-

gical dependence and age . As with the prevalence variables , younger workers

seem to experience grea ter psychological dependence on alcohol than older

workers .

2. ~~~ Table 7-4 presents the distribution of psychological dependence

by sex , and men again report higher scores.

3. i~ace. The distnhution of psychological dependence scores according

to race presented in Table 7-5 provides a somewhat different picture than did

the distribution of prevalence variables in Table 4-9. In this case we note

that Blacks appear to be the least psychologically dependent racial group, with

Hispanics reporting the highes t incidence of 1’hiqh~ psycholog ical dependence

scores .

4. Education . Unlike the distribution of prevalence variables in Tab le

4-10 , there does not appear to be any noticeable relationship between the

amount of forma l education of respondents and their psycholog ical dependence

scores .

5. ~?.~r i t a l  S t a t u s . Table 7-7 shows that non-married respondents are

more likely to report high psychological dependence scores thai~ are married

individuals. This is similar to the distribution of prevalence scores shown

in Table 4-1 1.

6. Muriber cf Dependents . Table 7-8 does not present a distribution

similar to that of prevalence by number of dependents in Table 4-12. Spec i-

fically, respondents with four or more dependents do not show the highest

scores, as was the case with alcohol dependence and serious consequences.

7-5
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7 .  Days  Lost f r o m  Work . Table 7-9 shows that psycholog ical dependence

appears to be highly correlated with DAYSOFF . The fact that 87 percent of

those respondents who lost three or more days from work because of drinking

scored high in psychological dependence strikes us as quite significant.

8. Average D a i l q  Consumption of  Ethanol . Table 7-10 clearly shows wha t

coninon s~nse would predict:  the h igher the average daily intake of alcohol ,

the more likely the respondent will score hi gh on psychological dependence .

As in Table 4-14, breakpoint appears to exist at the one ounce per day point ,

wi th the incidence of high scores jumping si gnificantly when respondents

moved into the 1-2 ounces per day range . We were also interested by the fact

that 43 percent of respondents who were in the li ght-to—modera te consumption

range also scored high. It seems possible that this group would be i deal

candidates for some kind of training or awareness intervention .

9. Stress . Table 7-li shows a relationship between stress and psycho~o—

qical dependence. The higher the stress, the more likely the respondent is

to score hi gh on psychological dependence. The relationship appears to be

linear and gives no indication of the “U” shaped curve suggested in Table 4-17.

10. Job Satisfaction and Work Involvement . Tables 7- 12 and 7-13 present

almost identical pictures: the higher the job satisfaction and the higher

the work i nvolvement scores, the less likely the respondent will score high

on psycho logica l dependence.

Suninary

The authors developed a measure of psychol ogical dependence on alcohol by

using six questionnaire i tems developed by earlier researchers . Each of the

six i tems deal with some aspect of “why I drink .”
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Statistical analysis clearly showed that the six i tems do measure the

same dimen sion , are of equal wei ghts , and can be summed to create a single

overall measure of a common phenomenon, psychological dependence on alcohol .

This single global measure was found to be internally consistent and valid.

Respondents who scored high on psychological dependence were found to

experience significantly higher rates of physical (chemical) dependence on

alcohol , and to experience a higher incidence of serious consequences asso-

ciated with their drinking .

The overall measure of psychol ogical dependence was examined against

classifications of variables used in earlier chapters . Among the findings were:

(1) Younger respondents were more likely to score higher on psycho-

log ical dependence than were older workers (this was also noticed in the rela-

tionship between total federal service and psychological dependence . - 
-

(2) Men were more likely to score higher on psychologica l dependence

than were women.

(3) Blacks were more likely to score lower on psychologica l depen-

dence and Hispanics were the most likely to score higher .

(4) No apparent relationship was found to exist between psychologi-

cal dependence and forma l education .

(5) Non-married individuals were more likely to score hi gher on

psychologica l dependence than were married personnel .

(6) No relationship was found to exist between number of dependents

and psychological dependence .

(7) The more days lost from work , the more likely an individua l

would score high on psychol ogical dependence. Of those who missed three or

mo re days from work because of drinking , 87 percent scored high on psycholo-

gica ) dependence .

7-18
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(9) The hi gher one scores on the measure of stress, the more likely 
-

one is to score high on psycholog ical dependence.

(10) The more highly satisfied an individual is with his or her

job and the more i nvolved in the work , the less likely he or she will score

hi gh on psychological dependence.

i~ 

I
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~~~t . t i v .  of ~~l t  ‘AP I s i l i a , ,  aaplov...Any answ,r. yo u provid. wil t b. st r i c t l y conlidw,tial sfld .w,n only by A l t  F.’ ut. t n ,t  h ut. of C., Cs ‘ C . .g, ‘ii.. , i,s ri . Ns ind iv idua l inforas t ion wi l t  N . givan to snyon. Outpid. of IN. r.s.a,-h C ia. Ta,. t •auht. f t f ,t ,r.sa.tch wi l l  b. ptovt d .d in .u aiy for. to uIa.dquart.r. USA?

PIIVACT sTar~~ Ewr

- - In aceordan,’, w i th  para graph ~~ APR l 1 - i ~~. Air Pott s ?ttvscv Ptogra. . a,. f . ’llo,.~ ,,g S o ’ a~ ~ . - S ki .au rv.y La provid .d :

a .  Aut hor i ty .  10 U.S~~~. • 8O1Z ~ Sscr.tsry of iNs Air P,•,c. Pow.,, and Dot i .. , ~~‘i..5~~ i ioo S..

N. Ptin t t pat purpo... Tb. •urv.y is b.ing con dutt.d to  •t’il ct s •~ . is t i • .,,. s,,.I ts .i,.~ i , .  - tnt . .,.. • .lat in g to Curr a nt and tutor. Air Fort . pou ch , and progra..

c . Rout in. Ia.. Tb. aurv.y tat. wi ll N . cs’nv .rt.d to •tat u t  ic a t ii,f.’r.at to,~ f ,  - .~~ by t i~ ~~~ , . - ,. iof T•c hnotogy r.aaar ’h .ra anti A ir for t . pot t cv *sk.rs and piann .r..

s! P ar t i c i pat ion in this surv .y ts voluntary

.. Nt~ advera. ac tion of a,,, kind .ay N . tabs,, agai nst any t nd l t tdu a l  wh o .1.,,, S C O t  f .a~~ C , - ~~..  I,, i hi.surv .v .

INSTRUCTIONS P1* COIQ~.ET I NC S u R V E y

$sl~ ct  only on. an.w.r to ascii quasiton . Mark your an .w ar . ott th. •.parat. anew,, .h..~ LI..... j0 ,u.t iii. s i t ,mark. on thi !. j uaptjonflai r. for. Do not w r it, you r na.. ot SIAN on IN. an,v.r .h.at or IN. is•.at ionna (,. t.st.
Mark y o s,, att.w,r, car •fu % ly so tha t you •nt.r tha. n,st to (ha an.w.r .h..t nu.h.u- 

~o, r~~sp,.nd lu g  o h~ si l i v eyqu..tio,, nu.b,r,

!, a u r, tha t your anaw .r .h..t aark. Ira h•avy and that you btack.n iii. ovat-.hap.d spa - . to . p t . ( .1y  IS a. .‘nI~ •No

Ri ght way to mark Snaw,r .ha.t

~~~~~ c~ J a
,, a~’ l~’~~~~~~s 4 ’ . s

a~ b . c - ~~~~ •Th

W ro ng way t o  mark anewa r .ha.t

~
, . t,4”

a b C  •~~JT~~~.
—

~
a ‘, - •~~

,
~ f ’ , • —

~

DO NOT STAPLE t* OTHERWISE DAMAG E THE ANSWIR SHEET .
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WORR LOCATI (iN

Look up iii. numbar cor r..po ndlng I., your work stat ion on th. l is t  b•ts,w . R.cotd that ,,,,.b., In spat.. I-i ..i IN.
nu..ric grid at IN. right of th a an.w .I .hast .

Work
Stat ion S t a t  I.’,,

Womba t Work Station Nus Nu.har C~- - ,N S , a t t . ’t, Ham.

001 Aibr oo k APS • Canal Zon. Ofs .’ Pot S Yuk,’n APR • Al’s’ R.at l  1.
Almad.n APS , Calif. ilk) Fort,,na APR . S . D.

00) Al tus APIS. Obla. 064 ian , is F W.tr .n APP . Wi. ’
004 And. , a.,, APIS . :1. Ots’s  ankf ,,t t • W .,.t G.smany
itO’s And r .wa APIS . Md.  (lf ’k Ce, , f l i . .  A L’ ~. t ’ h15,
006 Ankara AS , turkay ~~~ Gs’et gi AP R . t a u t .
Ot’7 Antigo APR , Wi .. 06$ • tNb.b.si. ’ APR . N I

001 Arnold AU , T.nn . iCes ,) Cl asgo w APP . Mont
At h.nai Airport . Cra.c. C ’ (C , l t . l l’w APP . 1..

010 Aviano AR , I ta ly  O ’ l  C•’•’.. AP • I al’ t ad, ’, . - ana •fa
O t t  •ark .dai. APIS. La. iIj .’ i:,a,.j F ’ u ’se APP , N I’

Raud .tt . APS . Mtn n 0~~C i , if f i .  APP . N . Y .
C I I  IS.al. APR • C a l i f .  ‘‘4 Csi..o. APP . l,,d .

014 R.l to w . AP R , Hawa ii 0’” t oot.s ATS . A l a
0!)  l.rg .tr.s. API . T.a . t ’’ fs Hat,,, AN . W..t -.tma ,,s
016 Eit tnir g Al Vas t ar.anv I’’ • )tan~~’, I P1.1.1 . N
0I~ IS l a m APR . W*s h ~C ’ $  Ha~ u . AT” , Mo,,! .
0 1$ I ly th. v t l l .  APIS . A r k  l”~~ Hi c kam APP . Hawa i i
‘ t O  R.slIi ng APR . P u . ORit Hi l l  APP . Utah
0. :’ ISto,,k . API. r., . 0$! Hs’l,’mmt, APP . N M

lock . h a rbo r APR . N. Ho..pS.ad APP’ , Pta
Calum .t APR . Ni c k - 051 How.rd AL P • Canal  ~ ‘,,e
t aahr ia APR . t ’ a l i f  - 054 Hui- lbs,tt rm.ld~ Fla

0:4 t amp N.w A..t.rda.. lb. N.thar lsnd. iC$ ’ ins -i t I lk AN . Is,, kec 
‘amp ion APR . APO S.att I. 056 Itidt ~ ri Mounta in AT” . Ar’s’ S• a t t  1.

S C annon APIS • N.H - iC$~ I t id las t S~’t Ing AT A••~ Ii t a t ,  Li. Id . N..’
0.’ ’  Cap. Charl. . AN’S . V s .  Oils I,akiion AS . t ’ t -# t .

Cap. Canav era l API . P t a .  050 l~ m tt . l’tutk.y
‘ape Lishurn . APS • APtl S.at tia i”)0 I i  • Saw,.. ALP ’. Mich.

(t i l t  Cap. Naw.nham ATS • Aptt Saat t la  00! kaal. APS , Aptt Sat , i s . , , ,  1...’
Oi l  Cap. Romanaof APR . APIC S.at t la ‘Q k~ sl.nR AN , Oktnsw a

Car.well AVIS . Tas . “~~ Ealt.p.II APP . Mont .
if; (‘ast l .  APP’ . Calif. (15)4 hipster APP . Mt ...
014 Ca.w.ll APR . H.. (CO ’s  .flav ik A t i 1s .’t C • l.,.Ian.i
(fl’s .hanuta API , U I .  OO k i-:..li.~ AP P . i”.
(11k Charl•.to n API, S . C .  C C O ’  E~ tass APR . t C, .g’ss,,

ill ’ Char l.aton APR . N.. 00$ kichito. APP’ . Mis ’ h .
OIl Cla r k Al. Phtll tptn.a 05)0 K In g  $at~~’t, A lu pout . A l a .
0)5) Cold lay APS , APt) Sea t t le  100 Ktngai.v Fie ld . O.,
140 olumisu . APP’, Mt ... 1 01 Ki tt la t isi APP ’. N M .
04! Craig APi) , A la 10 Psiamsit , Ak’S~ t~atfl -
041 Cud Js~. Kay APR . P t a .  IC , Ko t ,.l’s,’ APR , AI’0 Spa t t I .
114 ! Dauphin island AVS • A l a .  tO ’. Kstn.an AN . Sos,t h K,’~..
044 Davis, M’ssnthan APP . A n , ,  t o ’s Rwa n*it. AN . Ss’u th Rot..
04) Dobb it i a APR , Ca. 10f l.sekLanti APP , I...
046 Dover APP ’, Pal. 10’ la ~,. Via l,!. A r,’,.,.
047 Duluth lt , t .rnat tona l A irport . Mtnn l s,tR l .b. Chat !,. APR . ia
(14$ Dy..e APP ’ , Ii~~. ‘to ,)  l.n~~t ,r APP’ . V a .
045) Pdwar,h a APR . Ca l i f .  110 l .asug h lt,i APP ’. Iii .
0)0 Pgti n APP ’, Pus . I l l  i ss,i-.nc, C Hanau ’,’a APP ’. Ms...
051 F i.la,s,s APP’. At .. II.’ 1 tout.., AS . Wes t G.i manv
0)1 Ell .worth AP$. S.D. il l l i t t l e  Rock APIS. At -k.
0’,) El..ndoi’f AP IS. Ala. 11 4 I , ’,-k 1si s , t  AP R . N.).
0)4 Rapine APR , MI ca, . I t ’s u tog APP , H,.
OS’s England API . l.a. lIe . I.’. Ange les Arc a l t !
0)1, m t  APIS, Colts . 1!’ l oy ty APP , i,sh’
0R7 Pa i rc h l t d  APIS , Wash. it S tub . APP . As i c.
05$ P (nland APR , Mmn n . 115 )  Ma.’ 1)111 APP’. P I e .
O’s5) Tin lay  APR • NI) . l.’O Nakah APR , Wash .
060 Tort Piahar APR , N t .  I.’! Maim.tuo. APP . Mon t
06! Port Li. APR , Va, I,’.’ Matc h APP . CalI f.

~ ~~~~~ ~~ t~~1 ~~ ‘-

~
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W ,’rk W o t i ,

R S a t  i.~~ 
Slat i~ n

Ns.mI’,i W,’~ Is “ sa t It’n 11am. Nu.mh,t ‘sl,ss b S~ at Ion Has.

Maul in,h,.ug ALP , W . 1.’ a . lOt ) cut tdg. APR tANG ) , Mi ,’ls .

Mat I,., APP , Cal  i t . I’l l Se&s$. !C AN, Wu ’a f t~.uitusts~ 
Ita.wt’ II A PP , A l a. I’ll Seymotsi Itslsns,sn APR • N . C ,

M,t lsitt,t A1th • ~aal,. t O t  Sliaw A”P’, S .  u

1.’’ M , i l i l l s ~ s AEN~ Cal if . 1 5)4 Sh .mva APP’, M a uka

I .‘lt Mci ’u’titt,l I Aft , Ku,., . I 5!) Sheisra ; ‘sl APP ’ , 1 e~~.

I .‘~~ M uG s, lt e A PP • N. . I’Hs Rh,,—! t,,.K,”. AS.  1. twa,,

It t Nh .u l’ .ak APR , Via ls, t ’ J ’ $usn dtea t ,5n,. Al , Ct ..n l and

l ii M i l l  V a l l e y  APS , Calif . l OS Spangulahias AN , W*s t Ceumat ,,

ii: Mi ,tss ALP , N. 1’. t OO Spm rnevohsn APR , APi! Se a t t le

I t ’  M t ,sot Al’S , N. P. :oo St . Atban. AP h , V S

IC- ’ M( a*wa AN , lapast :oi St . l.,sui. APR . H.’,
I C Mts,.C assk APR , N. I • :o: S,,,nsvva I. AES , t’.a III

I 5 €  ~~~~~ APP , Cu,. .‘ts i Ta , hikawa AP’~ .l ap.ss
M ..t iso AN , ‘~ ‘n It s :04 AN • R’s’s,th Rol es

I hI Mos ,u,t a I,, Ho.,, APP’. lil a!,,’ ~t t ’ s  l’s t t ,an AS • Ta twat ,

hi Mt N.h.’ AI~ • Oh C~ Ot! i!es Tat at In. AFS • ALt ’ R .af t 1, 

Mt . I-a~u,i* APR , t a t  If • .‘ i!~ Te.1s.thot Alt pot • lies Its , , ‘~.t.any

1.1 Mtst1slsv It’s,.. APR , Alaska )O$ 11w.!. All , Greenla nd
M y t t I .  Peach AP IS, ~~. C . :110 TIn C i t y  APR , APi Sp u , t I t p
14.1 11.. APP’, N.y . :1(1 TS nIu ,’u A PP , 01,1..

I . - ,  N.wau I, Ak’S . uNits ’ :11 T’ssns~pa)s APR . 11.,. 

N iag a ts Pall ,. i~~ie, ,s5t t~’,sal Ai rp o r t • Il.’ l s ’ u , e I ” s s  AN , Sp att u

N. I. 1 i i’,av ia APP ’, Ca lif .

Nt’, licisil AL~~, Oic~i,’s s ,‘14 ~~~~~ E leld • WI..

I-. ’ Ns’ . u ’lsatl.at ,sst A F~~, ~~. C , ~1’ TystdaIl APP’, P1..

i - . lt N~ s , l’ i s , i s s  APR , Ma... ,‘t I Vs., . APP , t’kla .
I- ,~ Not (is o APP ’, Cat it . :11 Vs,,, I,nlset$ APIS, a’t Ii

i~ . 5  t i f f , , !! APP , 14.1’. .I$ Watt ..’ AF P ’• Wy,’.

l’s! ,lkla !,oms C i t y  ATS • OkI s . :10 Wa t.it ,’Wss tIP’S , N. Y .
I’.,’ “) ‘heiss AP R , Mss,,! . ::ti VeNts A PR , Mo .

- .I i’ .as, AN , ~
,‘sst It K’s’. as :,‘t Vest tsv ,s  A PIS , Ma...

l’s’ ,C,.,,,,la APR , W I.. :,‘ Wh, .l.t AFP • Hawa i i
I h ’s Os !,el to APR • Wash . •‘.‘ h Wl,ii asast APIS, Mo .
I’tss !‘st t Ick API’s, Pla, :.“ W!..!’a,l.n AN , W..t Get-man,

real, APP ’. N , ll~ ,s ,”s W tU t ~ ea APP ’, A ,!,.

I ‘45 !‘,t~~s a,’., PSaish , t i.’ . ,‘,‘e Ut tglit — Pat t .u .tsii APP , tihI ,,

r t l t a r  L. ’ !.,I A P R , Cal If , W.tr ia.ihl , A PP , M id. .

list ! l5 Iu,t tah ,,t gt s APP’, N , V. :15 Y,skoti~ AP ’, IA~sat ,

I usl l~,sI~~t A,-.tta AFf ’ , Cal i t . ::o Zst-aguscn AN , Nra in

tt ~: P,s t,se APIS , N . t , :111 ~w.thr,,t %up,s AN , Wu.,’t G.,-mattv

ls , i L o ut Au nt in !~PS , 141,1 ,. .‘II Of Ia A LP ’, Ma .

I ‘ - ‘ Punassans ’ APR , P~ ’tI Nav a l I :i: Hq , ilsAk ’ (W~ .hln$to” . lit’)

1k” Ilstsss tai ,i AN , We al l a,ssanv .‘I! tithes-

lf.f’ Na,ssI,sl~s!s APP , Tee.
IS . ’ Ii.... AI’P , Ten .
lf.$ lils,I,,—Ma li, All, W .st (.tssa,,,

If.” Rt ,’l,as- ,h,. ,.l.n,.s *111, Nt’.
I ‘ it RIu’l#sostu% APR , Et a ,
I ‘ I lilt ’ k.ssi’a. ku’t APP’ , 0!, l~

-
. , 

~~~~~~~~~ Rap Id s APR , N , C ,
I I $ is is l•sa APP , Cs .
I ., RAP’ Cl ,- .‘s,l..., s- u h is it ad V. Ings%sstt 

ICAP Pent waf ire , Shi lt e,h Rit i$stu ’P

I u RAP li s t ,’ k sa~sIs , ISis it ,,l R lng.t.’
I RAY I -ab pt,lsesb l’s , it ,, It ash K ingulusu,
I ’,i RAP MII.l.rst sa tt , ihiti t ash Ringulou ,

RAP Rc s ilih s’rpa , li nS l esi KIn1 du’u,

lil t! NA T lt ppat’ IIay !u’tsl , i’ ,,i lesi V.in islon
IS! RAP’ W.ttt.rsf SaId , ilsi t l e.h KIngston
I S ‘ RAP W,.,su lisr (,I$a , l’t, II .d V.
IS ! San An t onio AN’S , T.n,
IS’ San Petit’,’ 11111 AP R , u a l  If ,

IS) San )‘tt,’ te l  N,’rss*nnl AR , Italy

ISp Saratoga Spring. APR , N, t ,

IS? $as,l l Saint . Marie APR , M itt,,

15$ Ra,’an,,ah, APR , Ga ,
1140 S.’,,l t APP , I l l , 

- .  
-_
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1. What Is your parent command of asaigement?

a, Alaskan Air Command o. Air Force Data Au t oma t ion Agenc y
b. U .S. Air Force Acada.y p. Military Air l i f t  Command
c. Aerospace Defense COmmand q. Pacific Air Forces
d. U.S. Air Forces in Europe r. Strategic Air command
a. Air Force Accounting and Finance Center s, Tactical Air Command
f. Air Force Logistics Command t. U.S. Air Force Security Service
g. Air Force Systems Command u . Air Force Military Personnel Center
h. Air Reserve Personnel Canter v, Air Force Inspection and Safety Center
i. Air Training Command w. Air Force Audit Agency
j. Air Force Reserve x. Air Force Office of Special Inve~tigationa
k. Headquarters U.S. Air Force y . Air Force Communications Service
1. Air Force Engineering and Services Agency z. Air Force Teat A Evaluation Center
m . Air Force Management Engineering Agency 1. Air Force Commissary Service Command
i t.  Air Force IntellIgence Service 2. Othe r

2. Wha t is your present pay system?

a. CS (General Schedule) f. NA (hourly paid craft worker——nonappropriated
b . US (Wage Supervisor) fund )
c. WI. (Wage Leader) g. AS or PS (hourly paid administrative support or
d. WG (Wage Grade) patron services——nonappropr iated fund)
e. UA (Annual salarled——nonappropr iated fund) h. ST (Scientific and Professional——tO U.S .C. 158 1

(formerly P.1.. 313))
I

3. Wha t is your present grade level?

a, 1 h. 8 n . 14
b. 2 i. 9 o. 15
c. 3 3. 10 p. 16
d . 4 k. 11 q. 17
e. 5 1. 12 r. 18
f. 6 a. 13 a. 19
1. 7 t . ST

4. How long have you been assigned at your present baa.?

a. Lass than 1 year g. 10 years but lens than 15
b. 1 year but 1.. . than 2 It. 15 years but less than 20
C . 2 years but less than 3 1. 20 years but lea. than 25
d, 3 year. but lean than 4 3. 25 years but less than 30
a. 4 years but lea. than 5 k. 30 years or more
f. 5 years but lea. than 10

5. Wha t Is your age?

a. 17 or under f, 22—24 k, 37—39 p. 52—54
b , 18 g. 25—27 1. 60—4 2 q. 55—57
c. 19 It. 28—30 •. 43—4 5 r . 58—60
d. 20 1. 31—33 it. 46—4P a . 61— 63
e. 21 3. 34—36 

- 
0. 49—51 t .  64 or over

6. Are you a male or female?

a, Male b . Female

7. How much do you weigh?

a. 100 lbs or less f. Between 181 and 200 lbs.
b . Between 101 and 120 lbs. g. Between 201 and 220 lbs.
c, Between 121 and 140 lbs . It . Between 221 and 240 lbs .
d . Between 141 and 160 lbs. i, Over 240 lb..
a. Between 161 and 180 iba .

8. Which one of the following do you consider yourse lf?

a. Black d. Oriental
b. Hispanic e, Other than A through D
c. Aaerican Indian

- - ~~~5 - 5  - - - - --- - --i  ~~~_-.,- — I5-~~~~~~~~~
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9. Wha t is your highest level of education M~~ ? Unclude accepted GID credits.)

a. No high school f . Ma rs than two years of college
N . Some high schoo l g . Colleg e degree (IA , IS , or equivalent)
C . CEO Ca r t i f i c a t a  or high school equivalency It. Graduate study but no graduate degree
d. High school graduate 1. Master ’s de;rs.
e. One or two years of collage or vocational j. Doctor ’s degree (PhD , IC), LLB , ISdO, atc .)

school (include Aseociate Degree)

10. Wha t t. your marital status?

a. Ma rried d . Legally separated
It. Never besn married a. Widower/widow
c . Div orc ed and not remarried

I i , How many dependents ii’s’s you have? (Do not include yourself.)

a, None a. 4 dependent s
b. 1 dependen t f . S dependents
C. 2 dependent. g. 6 dependents
d . 3 dependents h. 7 or more dapendents

12 , How much total active federal civi l ian servica have you comp leted ?

a. Lees than 1 year .j. 9 years but les, than 10 a. 26 years but less than  28
It. I year hut I... than 2 k. 10 years but lass than 12 t. 28 years but l ees than 30

years but lea. than 3 1. 12 years but less than 14 u . 30 years bu t less than 3 2 -~d.  1 year . but lese than 4 a . 14 years but lass than 16 v , 32 year. but les, than 34
e. 4 years hut less tha n S n. 16 years but less than 18 w. 34 year. but tees than 36
1, 5 years but lass than 6 o . 18 years but is.. than 20 a. 36 years but lees than 38
g. 6 years but less than 7 p. 20 years but lass than 22 y .  38 year. but lass than 40
It. 7 years but less than 8 q. 22 years bu t lee. than 24 z. 40 or more years
1. 8 years but less than Q r. 24 year. but lens than 26

I ) . Indicate  th, primary function in which you are curr ently employed .

a . Maintenance g . Personnel a. Operations

L 

b. Logistics Management It. Civil Enginsering n . Communications
c . Supply i. Security o. Ser vices
d . Procurement j. Investigation p. Administration
e . Comptrol ler k. Medical q . Legal
f. Transportation I. Resea rc h .nd Developsant r . Intelligence

s. Oth er

14 . Is the person who prep ares your performance report military or civilian?

a . Military It. Civilian

IS. Which on. of the following shows how much of th, time you feel satisfied with your job?

a. Never a. A good deal of the t ime
It. Seldom f , Most of the t ime
c . Occasionally g. All the t ime
d . About half of the time

16. Choose one of the following statements which best tall . how well vow like you r job.

a. I j oy . it e . I don ’t l ike it
1,. 1 am enthusiastic about it f , 1 dislike it
c . I ltka it g . I hate it
d . I am indifferent to it

17 . Whi ch one of the fo l lowing bea t tel ls  how you fad about changing your job?

a . I would quit this job at once if I could .
b. I wou ld take almost any other j ob in which I could earn s~ much a. I am earning now.c. I would like to change both my job and my occupation .
d . I would like to exchange my pre .ent job for another one.
a. I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a better job.
f .  I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange.
g . I would not exchange my job for any other .

- S ~~~~ - - - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —— —~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - —— —-—- - . -



18. Which on. of the following ehows how you think you compare with other people?

a. No one like, his job b.ttar than I like mine .
b , I like y job much better than moat people like theirs.
c. I l ike my job better than most people Like their,.
d . I like my job abou t as well as uost people like their,.
a. I dislike ey job more than moat people dislik, theirs .
1. I dislike my job much more than most people dislike theirs.
g. No one dislikes his job more than I dislike mine.

19. On most wor k days , how of ten  does time sea to drag for you?

a. About half the day or more d . Abou t 1/8 of the day
b. About 1/3 of the day e. Time never seems to drag
c. Abou t 1/4 of the day

20. Some people ara comp letel y Involved in th. job —— thay are absorbed in it night and day. For others , their
job is simp ly one of several interests. How involved do you feel in your job?

a. Very little; my other interests are more absorbing .
b . Slightly involved.
c. Moderately Involved ; •y job and my other interasts are equally absorbing to me
4. StrongLy involved.
a. Very strongly involved ; my work is the most absorbing interest in my l i f e .

21. How often do you do extra work for your job which is not really required of you?

a . Almost every day d . Once every few weaks
1.. Sev.ral times a week e, About once a mon th or less
c. About once a waek

22. Would you say you work harder , less hard or about the same as other people doing your type of work in your
work organisat ion?

a. Ma ch harder than most others d . A l i t t le  less hard than mo.t others
It. A little harder than most others •, Mach less hard than most others
c. Abou t the same a. most others -:

A f ew
T imes a

Never Week 0f~~ n

23. I fact tense , anxious , or have nervous
indigestion . A B C 0 B

24 . People at work/home arouse my tsnsion A B C 0 F

25. I have tension or migraine headache., or pain
In the neck or shoulders , or insomnia . A B C 0 F

26. I can ’ t turn off  my thoughts a t nigh t or on
weekends long enough to feel relax ed and
refreshed the nex t day. A B C 0 F

27.  I f ind it difficult to concentrat, on what
I’ m doing because of worrying abou t other
things. A B C 0 F

28. 1 have a difficult time finding enough time
to re la x.  A B C 0 P

Strongly Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree Dipairee

29. Once I f ind the t ime , it ii hard for me to
relax. A B C 0 F

30. My workday is made up of many deadline, . A B C 0 F 
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Here are some a t at em en t s p.op le have made about drinki ng. Please mark for  each at at ent whether you etrongly
agree , agrae . ~~ ,,~t i t , . , I . d l S C K r e . . or st rong ly  dlaagr...

Strong ly Strongly
: 1 Agree Neutral Disng~pa Disagree

31. The Air E o t 5 ~~ trie . to help ..p loyees
who have a d r i n k i ng problem . A B C 0 F

32 .  It ’s a good thing that the Air Force
has s tar ted  a pol icy to deglemoriss
alcohol . A B C 0 B

i i .  It you t e t e r  yoursel f to the social
act ions 5’t t  ice for drinking problems ,
disc ip linary action will be taken
against you . A B C 0 F

i~.. I t 1. Air Force policy to fire alcohotic* . A I C 0 F

IS . It is Air Force policy tha t alcohol abus.
information is made a permanent part of
the pcr.on’s record. A B C 0 B

lb. When you ware growing up, until about th~ age of 16, did your father  or step father drink frequently or heavily?

a. I ’sid not liv, w it h  a father or step father

37.  When y.’su were growing up, unt i l the age of 16 , did your mother or step moth er drink frequentl y or heavily?

a. Did not live with a mother or stepmother
b.  Ye ac . N~’

HER! ARt sOMV QUESTIONS AFOUl YOUR OWN DR INKING . - 
-

-

38. How long has it been siaca y~ ,r last drink of bear , wine , or hard l iquor~

a. Today f . 2-1 months ago ( 6 0 —119  days ago)
b.  1-7 days ago g. 4-i. months ago
c .  8-;~. days ago h. 7-12 months ago
~l. I S - It ) day s ago 1. More than one year ago
e. ‘I - S ~ days  ago j . Never drank any beer , wine , or hard l iquor

SKIP TO QUESTION 101 IF YOU NEVER DRAIIE ANY BEEF , WINE. OR HABIt LIQUOR .

19 . During th e  past l ’s)  day s . how many days did you drink beer?

a. Every day a. 2—3 days during the past 30 days
b. Na arlv every day f . Once during the pest 30 days
c . ‘ .. days a week g. Didn ’t drink any beer In the past 30 days
4 . ~lnc. or twice a week

4&) . How much I.c.r did you dr ink on a typical day (in which you dr ank beer ) duri ng the past 30 days?

a. I can (or bottl,) g. 7 cans
b. .‘ cans h. S—It can. (3 or 4 quar ts)
c. cans (one quart ) i. 11-17 cans i~ or 6 quart.)
d . 4 cans j .  18 or more can. (7 or more quarts)
e. S cans (.‘ quarts) k. Didn ’t drink any beer in the past 30 day ..

- 6 cans

dl. Dur ing th. past 10 days . how many days did you drink win ,?

a. Every d.y e. 2-3 day. during the past 30 days
b. Near ly every day f .  Once duri ng the past 30 daysc . 3-4 days a week g. Didn ’t drink any winC in the past 30 day.
d . Once or twice a week

- - 

— _ _ _
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42. How much wine did you drink on a typical day (in which you dr enk wine) du r i ng  the past 30 days ?

a. 1 wine glass (4 ox.) g. 7 wine glasses
b . I wine glaeses h. 8—li wine glasses
c . 3 wine glasses (12 ox——about half a fifth or i. 12 wine glasses (48 ox——about 2 fifths)

bottle) j. More than 12 wine glasses or more than 2 fifths
4. 4 wine glasses k. Didn ’t drink any wine in the past 30 days.
e. S wine glasses
t .  6 wins glasses (24 os——about ons fifth

or bottle)

43.  During this period , did you usually drink a regular wine or a fortified wine such as sherry. vermouth Sport  or Dubonnet .

a. A regular wine. b . A fortified wine (like sherry, vermouth , po rt , or
Dubonn.t)

44. During the pjst 30 days, how many days did you drink hard liquor?

a. Evary day 5. 2 3  day. dur ing the past 30 days
b. Nearl y every day f . Once during the past 30 days
c. 3—4 days a week g. Didn ’t drink any hard liquor the past 30 days
4. Once or twice a week

45. How much hard liquor did you drink in a typ ical day (in which you drank hard li quor) during the past 30 days?

a. I drink g. 7 drinks 1. 17—24 drinks
b . 2 drinka h. 8 drinks a. 25 drinks or more
c.  3 drinks 1. 9—1 1 drinks n. Didn ’t drink any hard liquor in the past 30 daysd. 4 drinks j .  12-14 drInks
e. S dr inks  k. 15—16 drink.
f .  6 drinks

46. About how many ounces of hard liquor are th ere i~ your average drink?

a. One ounce (one shot) e. 3 ounces
b . 1.25 ounces f. 4 ounces
c. 1.5 ounces (one jigger) g. 5 or more ounces
d. 2 ounce,

NOW THINK ABOUT THE PERIOD OF THE PAST YEAR-—FROM TODAY BACK TO ONE YEAR AGO. . . .

47. During the past year , how many days did you have 8 or more cans of beer in a single day (3 quarts or more) ?

a . Every day or nearly every day f. 3—6 days in the past year
It. 3-4 days a weak g. Once or twice in the past year
c . Once or twice a week h . Never in the past yea r
d . 1—3 day, a month
a. 7— 1 1 days in the past year

48. During the past year, how many days did you have 8 or sore glasses of wine in a single day (more than afifth )?

a. Every day or nearly avery day e. 7—U days in the past year
b. 3—4 days a week f .  3—6 days in the past yea r
c. Once or twice a week g. Once or twice in the paat year
d. I-) days a month h. Never in the past year

• 49. During the past yea r , how many days did you haYs 8 or more drinks of hard liquor in a single day (a half
pint or more)?

a. £vary day or nearly avery day e. 7—1! days in the pas t year
b. 3-4 day , a weak f. 3—6 days in the past yearc. Once or twice a weak g. Once or twice in the past year
d . 1—3 days a month h. Never in the past year

The following are some of the rea sons people have given to explain why they drink wine , beer , or whiskey. When youdo dr ink , how frequentl y does each of the following reasons explain why you drink? IF YOU DON’T DRINK NON,AIISVU Ill lUllS 0! III! PAST WIlEIS TOU WEB! DRI NKING.

~Ke- 

~~~~~~--‘ • --
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Ra r. ly Some of Abou t Half lost of
or Never the T ime the Time Often the Time

A I C 0 F

SO. I d r ink  to be sociable.

51. 1 drink because I like the taste.

SI. I drink to forget •y worries.

S t . I d r i n k  to relax.

S.. . A drink helps cheer me up when I am in a bad mood .

55 . A drink halp a me when I am depressed or nervous.

Sb. I drink when I am bored and have nothing to do.

57 . I drink when I ’ m thirs ty.

SN . I drink to increase my self—confidence.

“1. If you knew you had an alcohol problem , would you volunteer for treatment of fe red  by the Air Force?

a. Yes b . No c . I don ’t know.

Listed below are a number of thing s connected with drinking that sometimes e f f ec t  peop le while at work. Please
indicate those th ings  tha t  have happened to you. If they have happened in the past year, plea.. indicate on how
many work days they occurred .

60. 1 was at work , but did not work St my norma l level of performance because of drinking or a hangover.

a. Never happened to me on a work day f. 4— 6 work days in the pest year
It. Has happaned but not in the past year g. 7— 11 work days in the past year

• Happened on I work day in the peat year ii. 12—20 work days in the past year
4. 2 work days in the past year 1, 21—39 work days in the past year
e . 3 work days in the past yesr j. 40 or more work days In the pact year

61 . Ii you ever worked below your norma l level of performance because of drinking or a hansover . how would you
tate your perfor mance the last time thi. happened?

a. Never worked below my norma l level of performance because of drinking or a hangover.
1,. Worked close to 902 of my r.orma l level of performance.
c .  Worked close to 80!
3.  Worked close to 702
.. Worked close to 602
f .  Worked close to SOB
g. Wo r ked close to 402
h. Worked close to 30!
I .  Worked cl ose to 202
j. Worked close to 102

62. 1 was late to wor k or left early because of drinking or a hangover.

a. Never happened to as on a work day. f . 4— 6 work days in the past year.
I. .  Has happened , but not in the past year. g. 7 — I l  work days in the pest year.
c.  Happened on I work day in the past year. h. 12-20 work days in the pest year.
d . 2 work days in the past year. i.  2 1— 39 work days in the past year.
e. 3 work days in the past year. j .  40 or more work days in the past year.

63. The last t ime you were late to work or left early because of drinking or a hangover, how euch work did you
miss that day?

a . Never was late to work or left early because of drinking or a hangover.
— b . Mi.sed about 1/4 day or lessc . Mi ssed about 1/2 day

d . Hissed about 3/4 day or more



64. I was off work b.cauas of drinking , a hangover, or an illneee caused by drinking .

a. Never happened to me on a work day . I. 4-b work days in the past year . • -

b. Ha s happen ed , but not in past year. g. 7-Il work days in the past year.
c .  Happened on 1 work day to the past ysar. h. 12-20 work days in the past year.
d. 2 work days in the pest year. 1. 21—39 work day. in the  past year.
a. 3 work days in the past year. j. 40 or more work days in the past year.

63. I wa, high from drinking while at work.

a. Never happened to ma on a work day. 1. 4—6 work days in the past year. -:

b. tins happened , but not in the past year. g. 7-Il work days in the past year.
c. Happened on 1 work day in the past ysgy~. 6. 12-20 work days in the past _ypa~~.
d . 2 work days in the past year. i. 21—39 work days in the past_ ypa~~.
a. 3 work days in the pest year. j. 40 or more work days ~~~J~~j~ st yact .

66. I drank at work. P

a.  Nev er happened to me on a work day. f. 4-b wor k days in the past year.
It. Has happened, but not in the past year. g . 7-Il work days in the past year.
c. Hap pened ott I work day in the past ysar. h. 12-20 work dsye in the past year.
d. 2 work days in the past year. i. 21-39 work days in the past year. • -

e. 3 work days in ths past year. j. 40 or sore work days in the past year.

Below is a list of experiences that people have reported , pose in connection with drinking. For each experi ence ,
please mark one answer to  indicate how o f t en , if at all, you had thi. experience.

Happened 3 or more Happened twice Happened once happened but
t ime. in the past in the past in the past not in the Never
year year year ~~st year Happened

A I C 0 

PLEAS! TAX! YOUR TIME ON THIS , SO YOUR ANSWERS WILL IF AS ACCURAT E AS POSSI BL E .

67. I had an tllne .s connected with my drinking which kept me from duty for a week or longer.

68. 1 got a tower score on my performance rating becauSe of my drinking.

69. 1 rscsived a discip linary action becaua~ of a problem caused by my drinking .

70. A phy .ician said I should cut down on drinking .

7 1. I stayed intoxicated for several days at a time .

72. I was reported or arrested by a polica officer (~ Ilitsry or civilian) for drinking and driving .

73. 1 ia. raported or arrested by a police officer for a drinking incident not related to driving .

74. I wss reported or arrested by a police officer for reasons unrelated to drink ing.

75. I spen t time in jail because of  my drinking.

76. My drinking contributed to my getting hurt in an accident.

71. Ky drinking contributed to an acc ident where others were hurt or property waa damaged .

78. My spouse threatened to leav e me because of my drinking.

79. My spouse threatened to leave me for other reaeons .

00. fly spouse left me because of my drinking.

81. fly spouse left me (or other r eaao ns.

02. If you ’ve ever spent time in jail because of your drinking , how many days were you in jail t h e last t ime this
happened?

a. Was never in jail because of drinking . d. 3-5 days
b. I day e. 6-7 day,
c . 2 day. f. More than 7 days.

• - 
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$~~- t~tJ you r sup erv isor te ll you to cut down on your drinking during t h ,  past year?

a. Yes It. No c. Not applicable

8.. Has Your drinking ever contributed to damag, or løes of  A i r  Fo rce proper ty?

a. No

YES , and the t o t a l  value  of  p r o p e r t y  Lost or demaged due to my drinking was:

b . Less than $ 100
c .  At least $ 100 but less than $500
.1. At lesst $500 but less t han $1 ,000
e. 51 .000 or more .  

• I

8 5 . NJ you reter vouraet t to a trea tment progra m t o ;  alcoho l abuse dur int tha~~~~~ jeart

a. Ye. b. No c. Not applicable

86. 014 ‘iour supervisor refer you to a treatment program for alcohol abuse during the ~~~ !?

a. Y e s  6. N~ c. Not applicable

$~ low are some sore experienc es that peop le report , some in connection with drinking . For each experience ,
plea se tt ~d tca t ~ how o f t e n  you had this expett.nce . it at all , in the past year .

Fret V
Jay or 7 — 1 1  Once
nearl y 1 Ouce or days days or twice Happened
every day s twi ca I I days in past in pact in past ova ;  a Nave , P

a week a week a m onth yea r 
_ _ _ _ _  !.! ~~~_ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

A I C 0 F H I
‘1~.I was drunk

8$. I got tnt~ a t t ght where I hi t  ioeeone when I was drinking .

89 . 1 go t  into a fight where I hit someone when I wee not drinking.

10.  1 awake ned the  h ea t J a y  unable to remember what I had done while dr inking .

91 . 1 took a Jttnk the ti rst thing whan I got up in the morning.

‘12. Mv hand. shook a Lot in the morning aft~ r drinking .

‘i - 1 could not stop J tt nktn g  before becosin~ intoxicated .

‘1.. - 1 was sick becat:se of ,ir inking (nausea , vomit tst~~. sev ere headaches , e t c . )

99,. 1 had the shake s ’ because of dt tnktns.

‘tt~. 1 drove a ca t )ust A t ta t I had S or sore drinks in a two hour period .

‘E’ . Have you aver had professional couneeling or treatment , or jo ined a grou p (such ee 4*5 t o get help (oi a
drinking prob lem?

a. (as , within the past year.
6. Yes , ove r a year ag o .
c .  Never

98. It you ever had help (or a drinking problem, was it f t c .  a military program , a civilian program , .‘; both~

a. ~. mil ita ry program
b . A civilian program

Both
d. Not app licable

-
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99 . Hav , you ever buen in a ho spi ta l  ot int irwary for an ~~lneas or accident connec t ed with vout  d r ink i n g
11 ye ., h~w many days altogether wet, von ho sp ita lti ed in the past yea ,

a Has never hap;’ened a. I day, in the  past Yea ;
I’ . Happened but utt  in the past yea r t. 4-~ day, in the past vea l

I day in a hoa pi tal connec ted with g. ‘-I I days in the  past year
your Jr ink ing  in the past yea r It .  t~ - .‘ t’ Jays 1,; the past v,’at

.1. days in the pact yea r i. ot more dsvs in the pa st yea ,  -

100. Have you aver seen a physician a. an Out pat tent t or an illness o, acc Went connected ~ it h Your Jr i nk i n g
If  yes . h,’w many v i s i t s  , of l I tPc tad with your dr inki ng did you mak, in the past rear

a. 11ev.; have seen a p i ss i ct a n  t o t  iUnea s  o,
accident connected with drinking-

b. Have visit ed a phvetc tan hut not i,t the past
year .

c. 1 visit to a physician connec t ed with drinki ng its the past yea,
d . s i si t s in the past year .
a. 3 visits in the pa.t year .
I. 4— S visits in the past ye a , .

:0 vi sits in the past vea l
It. 1 : — I S  visit, in the t’ as; v,’a ,
i .  l - ~ or more visits in the past year.

10 1. How l illy Ai r F.’, .-e iv i l  ian emplo y ees t i n  t o t a l S  havC von d i ;  c.~ t I v  superv iced Jut  in~ t h e  p as t  yea ,
(people for who, you prepared p.r to r ma nce •w a lu a tto n e) ?

a. Non, e .  .. I’
It. I t. ‘-II
c .  2 g .  1 2 - . 0
J .  ~ It .  2 1 — ’:~

t. More (ha ,, 10

IF YOl HAVE BEEN A SLrVERV IS OR OF C I V I l  IAN EMPl OYEES DURIN THE LAST YEAR ( I F  Y OU HAD AT E.AST ONE PERSON WHOSE
PERPORMAN I E FIAI ITAT 1ON 501 LREPA RE ISS , CONT INUE 1..

IF 501 HAV E NOT BEEN A SUPERVISOR i ’URI N I  THE FAST Y EAR , YOU ARE FINISHFJS. ThANE 501 FOR YOl k CVR ’LER ATION.

AX4SWU THE t t ’~W.i~ 1)I.IESTSOHS kBv’VT ‘Flit r~%\1LlMi 1CI’ty.!S NO V SlAVE SVTFRVIS!1) iN THE F A . I  Y EAR I F E t ’PI - F WHOS E
PERFOR MANCE EVALUATIONS YOU PP .E?ARFP’I .

102.  In you r opinion , how many of the peop le you supervise d durint the  ~ c. t  ~ eat had * th inking problem tha t
affe c ted their w or k ’

a. None , ever e. I in the past year
6. At tea a t I , but not in the past y ear  v in the pact year
c. I in the past year i t -  in th, pact vest
J . 2 in th, past year It. t I — t O  in th, past vea l

1. More than  t O  in t he pas t  y. ’a,

105 . How many of the peop le von superviceJ Jut tnj  th !1~~ t 1!!! did you t e l l  t o  cut Join, on th,’ir Jr t nkin8 ’

a. None , ever a. in the past vest
6. At least I , but not in the past year f .  4 in the pact year

I in th e past year g. S in t h e  past year
d .  2 in the past year h . t ’- IO in t h e  past re ar

t .  More than  10 in t he pas t yea ;

I :~.. How many of the peop le you superviasd Jurint the 1 rear did vt’u refer to a treatm ent pr ogram tot alcohol
abus,~

a.  None , ever e.  I in the past year
I t .  A t least I . but not in the past yea r I . .1 in th . past year
c . I in the past yea r g. S in the past Year
d. 2 in the past year It. 6-10 in the pact yea ,

i. firs ts than 10 in the past year.

- . ~ . - - — - -  
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105 . 110w many of the people you supervised during the  past year did you give lower performance ratings
bacause of alcoho l abuse tha t affected their work?

a. None , ever a . 3 in the past year
b. At lea.t 1, but not in the past year f. 4 in the past year

I in the past year g.  S in the past year
d.  2 in the past year b. 6—10 in the past year

i. More th an 10 in the past year

106. For how many of those you supervised dur ing the past year did you take disciplinary ac t ion against because
of a proble, related to their alcohol abuse?

a. Non e , ever e. 3 in the past year
It .  At least 1, but not in the past year ( .  4 in the past year
c. 1 in the past year g. 5 .n the past year
d. 2 in the past year h. 6—10 in the past year

i. More then 10 in the past year

107 . For the people you supervised during the past year , how many man days (in total including partial days)
would you say were Lost because of abeent.eiem due to alcohol abuse?

a. None d. 3 man days s• 6 man days
b. I man day a. 4 man days h. 7—9 man days
c .  2 nan days f .  5 man days 1. 10 or more man days

108 . For the people you supervised during the past year , how many man days (in total) would you say they worked
below their norma l level of performance because of drinking or a hangover?

a .  None d . 3 man days g. 6 man days
It.  1 nan day a .  4 man days It . 7—9 man days
c. 2 man days f .  5 man days i. 10 or more man days

109 . During the past year , wha t is the average amount of t ima you spent dealing with alcohol—related problems
of people you supervised?

a. Spent no t ime on these problems
b. 1 day or less
C.  2 days
d. 3 days
e. 4 days
f .  S dsys
g. 6~~ays
h. 7—9 days
1. 10 or more days.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION .

- 
- 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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