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GLOSSARY 

Absenteeism - persistent failure to appear at scheduled times for the 
performance of work or to be available when subject to cal l .  

Abstinence - re fraining from drinking at all times , or drinking only 
on rare and exceptional occasions in small amounts ( for example ,  as part 
of a formal test or religious ritual , or by mistake ) . 

Accidents - performance mistakes that result in physical damage or pain 
to the perfo rmer or to other workers ; also , unintentional damage to 
equipment or facilities . 

Aftercare - services rendered to patients after their formal discharge 
from treatment ,  and intended to reinforce the desired e ffects of 
treatment. 

Alcohol abuse - the act of consuming alcoholic beverages in a quantity , in 
a manner , or in a situation that is contrary to the law or that evokes dis­
approval ,  often because it is j udged at least potentially harmful to the 
drinker or others . On railroad property ,  all consumption of alcohol is in 
violation of company drinking rules . Sometimes used pejoratively; or used 
ambiguously as a substitute for alcohol addiction , alcohol dependence , alcohol 
intoxication, alcohol misuse , alcoholism, excessive drinking episodes ,  habitual 
excessive drinking, problem drinking , and also with other meanings or other 
combinations of these meanings either to avoid commitment to a specific 
meaning or from uncertainty about the nature of the behavior or condition 
thus labeled . 

Alcohol addiction - a form of  dependence on alcohol characterized by an 
overwhelming need to drink intoxicating amounts of alcoholic beverages . 
It is marked by the drive to obtain the gratification of alcohol intoxi­
cation or to escape mental or phys ical distress , and by loss of control 
over drinking. The behavior has been attributed to a learned or conditioned 
dependence activated by critical internal or environmental stimuli ,  or to a 
hypothetical alteration in cellular matabolism cons equent upon habituation 
to large amounts of the drug, with development of a withdrawal syndrome when 
the craving is not rel ieved. 

Alcohol ics Anonymous ( A .A . ) - a fellowship of self-proclaimed alcoholics 
who reinforce their practice of  abstinence through frequent meetings of 
local groups , at which they narrate their personal histories and constantly 
affirm their common creed , rules of conduct ,  and commitment to serve other 
alcoholics . To avoid notoriety and explo itation , the members refrain from 
publicizing their names . 

Alcoholism - a condition or disease involving a chronic dependence on 
alcohol manifested by loss of  control over drinking and characterized by 
a consumption of alcoholic beverages sufficiently great and cons is tent to 
cause phys ic�l or mental or social or economic disability .  
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· identification, or 

activity for the �etect�o�, 
alcoholism, or for the 

Alcoholism program. � a planned 
of actual or �ncipien mbination of these 

evaluation of behav�ors indicativ� 
of such persons, or f07 anYf
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f ral to treatmen i t'on of a ser�es 0 

treatment or re er 
more broadly, the appl c��

) . the workplace aime� at 
undertakings. �r, ion strategies (pol�cy �n 0 ees with drink��9 
intentions and.�t7rve�d treatment available t� emil �ol-related impa�red 
making rehabil�tat�on 

ing improvement in the�r a co 

problems and toward secur 

, of a case in controve:sy by performance. 
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Arbitration - the ��:r��ies or appointed under sta�!�� major disputes can 
persons chosen by

, , s of the Railway Labor Act, ce 
Other disputes, such 

According to pro
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V�Sy
��;reement of labor and management·be resolved unilaterally 

be resolved on y ' e procedures, can H 
as disciplinary problems or gr�evanc 

Dis utes over violation of Rules
,

G, , 

'th no further recourse available. P , 
that can be settled w�thout 

w� 
1 f disciplinary controvers�es 

or Pare examp es 0 
arbitration. 

under the supervision of the director of the 
Area coordin�tor - a person 

' res nsible for one geographical segment 
employee ass�stance proqr� w�o :s

id 
PO
l '11 have reporting to him counselors 

Ideally, th�s �nd�v ua w� 
��o

a
p��i�:m�ne-to-one services to clients referred to the program. 

Blood alcohol blood alcohol concentration, blood alcohol level - the pro�rtion 

of alcohol in
'

the blood of the or.ganism. The value is frequently expresse 

as a percentage of the weight of alcohol per unit of blood volume; for ex�!�, a 

blood alcohol concentration (or level) of 0 . 10%  = 100 mg of alcohol per 1 

of blood. 

Bout, drinking bout, binge - a spell of continued intake of alcoholi� beverages , 

with the invariable implication that this represents a spell of cont�nuous 
drunkenness, lasting usually more than a day. 

Confrontation - in business and industrial relations, the process whereby an 
employee is presented with the facts of inadequate or inefficient work per­
formance and is urged to take steps to remove the cause of performance decline. 
The usual method is a face-to-face interview with a superv isor or company 
official. Confrontation sometimes occurs when the presumed cause of the 
faulty performance is excessive or inappropriate drinking. In this case, 
help in obtaining treatment is usually offered While the threat of discipline 
is held out as a penalty. on the railroads, confrontation may take place over 
the violation of an alcohol-related rule like drinking or possessing alcoholic 
beverages on company premises While on duty or subject to duty even when there 
is no question of adversely affected job performance. Clinical confrontation­
the process through which a trained specialist leads a person to acknowledge 
the specific nature of the problem disrupting an important dimension of his 
daily life, for example, excessive drinking causing problems at work. 

Consortium - a group of companies organized to provide counseling services 
to their employees by means of a central service. In this arrangement a 
consortium is usually organized in conjunction with an "outside agency." 
These companies often have common program personnel, have comparable stra t­
egies, use the same insurance coverages, and bargain with the same union. 

Geographic location often permits use of the same treatment facilities. 
Participating companies frequently engage in common supervisory training. 
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Deviant drinkinq _ consumption of alcoholic beveraqes in a manner that constitutes 

a departure from accepted social norms. 

Diagnosis _ the determination of the nature of an indi vidual's condition or 

illness by inferences based on formal examination to ascertain whether and 

what kind of treatment is required. 

DisabilitX _ in occupational settinqs. any condition. disease . illness or 

patholoqy whi ch. in the judgment of formally empowered persons. interf eres 

with an employee'S capacity to meet minimally acceptable performance st andardS 

of specified work. On the railroads. judgments abOut disability result from 

fbrmal procedures that lead to eliqibility for compensatory benefits.  Alcoholi c  

disabilit� _ any disorder due to the use of alcohol which interfereS with th e 

capacity to function normally on the job. 

individual from ac tive duty without specif icat ion 

In practice on the railroad, dismissal seldom, 

of jo b, since dismissed employees are generallY Dismissal - the release of an 

of a time for reinstatement. 

if ever, means permanent losS 

permitted to return. 

Drinking behavior _ the way or manner of drinking' fr eq�ncy . volUl1\O a nd 

pattern. Also. any phenomena of personal co nduc t assoc.ated w ith the 

consumption of alcoholic beverages. such as becominq talkative. frien d lY. 

amorous. morose. combative. sleepy . or getting arunk. 



Drug abuse - any use of a drug contrary to law or contrary to the 
approved by the community. Or, drug addiction. On the railroads 
unprescribed drugs is in violation of company rules. 

' 
customs 
use of 

EmP�oye7 assistance program_- a program designed to assist employees ex­
per1enc1ng personal problems including, but not restricted to, alcohol problems. 
Generally, a broader approach to detecting and reducing personal problems that 
adve7sely affect work performance than the approach taken by programs restricting 
serV1ces to persons who have alcohol problems. 

Excessive drinking - drinking which results in intoxication or illness or 
disturbance in a major aspect of daily life. The term is inherently subjective 
and when used in formal descriptions, the amounts, time, effects, or other 
determining factors are arbitrary and require specification. 

Front-line (first line) supervisors - personnel in direct contact with employees 
and responsible for the operation of specific shops. 

Hangover - slang, used to describe a post-intoxication state showing the 
immediate aftereffects of drinking alcoholic beverages in excess. Physiological 
signs include fatigue, heavy smoking, headache, thirst, vertigo, gastric disorder, 
nausea, vomiting, insomnia, fine tremors of the hands, liver function impair ­
ment, and raised or lowered blood pressure. Fatigue is sometimes obscured 
by congenial company and pleasant conditions and may contribute as much as 
intoxication to these unpleasant aftereffects. Psychological symptoms, 
which are closely allied, may include acute anxiety, guilt or remorse, 
depression, and extreme sensitivity. 

Hidden alcoholic - an alcoholic 1) who drinks secretly and manages to conceal 
his condition; or 2 )  whose drinking behavior is no t recognized or acknowledged 
as alcoholism either by his family and friends or by recording agencies; or 
3) whose alcoholism is masked by mislabeling. 

Grievance procedure - a step-by-step process, spelled out in a labor-management 

contract, to resolve labor-management disputes. On the railroads, processes 

under the Railway Labor Act and collective bargaining agreements by which 

certain complaints by union members against management are investigated and 

settled. 

Illegal drug use - any use of a drug which is forbidden by law. 

Incidence - the number of new cases of a particular condition that occur in 

a defined population during a specified period of time. In occupational 

alcohol-related programs, the number of new cases of problem drinking in a 

given work force during a stated time period. 

Intoxication - a state of altered perception and judgement, with uncoordinated 

motor activity, caused by the ingestion, inhalation or absorption of a 

chemical substance. Alcohol intoxication - drunkeness; a condition marked by 

varying degrees of diminished physical and mental control caused by the action 

of alcohol in slowing or depressing the activity of the brain's control center. 



Investigation - the first step of the formal process by which disciplinary 

matters are handled . A quasi-judicial procedure in which the employee 

entitled to counsel is represented by his local or general chai�an , or 

rarely by a lawyer . During the investigation process , facts are presented 
and , when appropriate , witnesses called. Violation s  of railroad Rules G , H ,  

and P are typically handled through this process . 

Joint labor-management committee - a formal�y constituted body of mana�ement 
and labor representatives.  In some occupat�onal programs , representat�ves 

from labor and management support and participate in the employee assistance 
program by jointly reviewing its plans and activities . 

Labor-management cooperation - in occupational programs , an informal , often 
unwritten agreement between labor and management to support an approach 
toward employees manifesting certain kinds of problems . Concerning 
alcohol problems , the joint adoption of strategies for intervening in cases 
of problem-drinking behavior (policy) , and the formal implementation of the 
policy through activities such as policy diffusion , confrontation , counseling , 
rehabilitation , referrals ,  etc .  (program) . 

Legal drug use - any use of a drug which is not forbidden by law .  

Line staff relation - a non-supervisory working relationship between two 
employees at different levels of a company ' s  hierarchical structure . This 
relationship does not exist in the railroad industry. 

Loss of control over drinking - loss of ability consistently to choose 
1) to refrain from drinking or 2 )  to stop if drinking is begun . 

Middle management - personnel directly responsible for immediate operations 
( e . g . , superintendents , general foremen) and their subordinates not covered 

by the Railway Labor Act ( trainmasters , road masters , shop foremen , etc . )  

Moderate drinker - one whose drinking does not adversely affect his health , 
family or social life ,  or the welfare of the community, and never or rarely 
results in intoxication . 

Motivational interviewer - in occupationa l programs , a counselor who uses his 
understanding of the psychodynamics of alcoholism ,  of con frontation techniques, 
and of community resources to persuade poor work pe rformers to consider the 
degree to which their problems may be alcohol related and, if  necessary , to 
make use o f  available rehabilitative services . 

Multiple-drug abuser - one who uses a variety of drugs contrary to community­
approved custom. Or, concurrent addiction to more than one drug. 

Nonsupervisory personnel - personnel covered by the Railway Labor Act who do 
not have anyone reporting directly to them. In ongoing work processes they 
make no decisions about benefits or services to fellow employees , or wage 
or salary deci sions ( except indirectly as members of a union) , and perform no 
formal performance evaluations . 

Non-ops - an abbreviation frequently used on railroads to re fer to nonoperating 
personne l or workers like clerks , craftsmen , electricians, etc . , who are re spon­
sible for the maintenance of engine s , trains and equipment . For the sake of 
readability , the term non-ops is used throughout this report . 



Occupational alcoholism program - a program designed to provide services to 
employees with alcohol-related problems. 

Operating personnel - on the railroads, employees who move trains, cars, and 
equipment. 

Ops - an abbreviation often used in the railroad industry to refer to 
operating personnel or workers such as engineers and conductors who are 
responsible for the operation of trains and engines. For the sake of 
readability, the term ops is used throught this report. 

Pathological reaction to alcohol, Pathological intoxication - an extraordinarily 
severe response to alcohol, especially to small amounts. It is marked by 
apparently senseless violent behavior, usually followed by exhaustion, sleep, 
and amnesia for the episode. Intoxication is apparently not always involved, 
and for this reason pathological reaction to alcohol is the preferred term. 
The reaction is thought to be associated with exhaustion, great strain, or 
hypoglycemia, and to occur especially in people poorly defended against their 
own violent impulses. 

Penetration rate - the relationship between the determined or estimated 
potential case load and the actual case load for a given condition. In occupa­
tional alcohol-related programs, the number of employees who use the program's 
alcohol-related services as a proportion of the number estimated as needing 
these services. 

Performance impairment - an observable defect in the quality or quantity of 
an individual's normal work or productivity in business or industrial 
activity. 

Periodic alcoholism - alcoholism in which bouts of gross drinking alternate 
with long periods of abstinence or moderation. 

Personal injUry - in occupational settings, damage or harm done to the body 

or psyche of an individual in the course of carrying out one's work. On 
the railroads, the Federal Railroad Administration defines categories of 

personal injuries in its Frequency Severity Index (FSI) . The FSI requires 

railroads to file uniform records on personal injuries based on the index. 

Personal problems - difficulties people experience that impede or at least 

threaten the normal performance of non-work related responsibilities and 

roles. In work places, personal problems are the interpersonal attractions 

or dislikes that interfere with work performance, and the private feelings 

of alienation, fear, and anger generated in some employees by work processes 

and formal work structures. 

Plateau drinker - a type of presumed alcoholic who drinks regularly to the 

point of reaching a level of mild or moderate intoxication, which he 

maintains by continuing to drink small amounts at intervals, without becoming 

grossly intoxicated. 

Policy - the formal statement of a company's official approach to recurrent 

issues, problems or situations. In occupa tio nal alcohol- related programs, 

the program statement - a company's position on strategies and procedures 

it will use to deal with employees who have job problems linked to drinking. 
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Prevalence - the estimated cases of a particular condition in a defined 

population at a stated time. In occupational alcohol-related programs, 

all the estimated cases of active problem drinking in the work force popu­

lation at a stated time. 

Prevention - a planned process or activity which inhibits or forestalls 

the development of an undesired condition or event. In alcohol-related 

discussions, more precise meanings. must be derived from a further specifi­
cation of the undesired condition or event, e.g., excessive drinking incidents 

or patterns, problem drinking incidents or patterns, alcoholism, etc. In 
occupational alcohol programs prevention is usually thought to mean the 
avoidance of alcohol problems adversely affecting job performance. 

Problem drinker - a repetitive excessive drinker whose use of alcoholic 
beverages is regularly and directly linked to private or public harm and 
is seen as the source of difficulties in one or more important aspects of 
his life. The category includes the alcoholic. Sometimes used, especially 
in business and industrial programs, as a euphemism for alcoholic. Or, one 
who scores high on a scale of items intended to elicit indications of 
potentially harmful drinking patterns or incipient alcoholism. In the rail­
road industry, a non-problem drinker is sometimes said to have an alcohol­
related problem in the sense that he can be disciplined or dismissed for 
using or simply possessing alcoholic beverages on company premises while on 
duty or subject to duty. However, the term IIproblem drinkerll in its common 
usage would not apply in such cases. 

Problem drug user - one who uses any drug in a way or in a degree that is 
seen to cause harm to himself or others. The category includes the drug 
addict, and the term may be used as a euphemism for drug addict, especially 
in business or industrial programs to avoid the implication of a diagnosis. 
Or, one who scores high on a scale of items intended to elicit indications 
of harmful drug use or addiction. 

program coordinator - one who manages the day-to-day activities of a program. 
A member of a work organization--either from management or union--who acts 
to facilitate and implement the use of a job-based alcoholism program. A 
program coordinator represents the program to potential and present users, 
explains its channels of communica tion carries out the policy provisions 
assigned to him, and sometimes performs the referral function. 

Program success - the accomplishment of a program's specified objectives. 
Accomplishment must be reasonably attributable to program activities, and 
program objectives must be specified in advance of any attempt to measure 
results. In some occupational settings, the return by problem drinking 
employees to acceptable levels of work performance within the norms of the 
workplace as a result of program participation. In other occupational 
settings, abstention resulting from program participation. 

Recovering alcoholic - a term used in A. A. circles to characterize the 
abstinence of an alcoholic as a tenuous condition. The term derives from 
the assumption that the disablement from controlled drinking associated 
with alcoholism is never eliminated completely but is always present to 
some degree among non-drinking alcoholics. 



Recovery - t�e restoration
.

and maintenance of a desired or unimpaired condition over a relat�vely long pe7�od of time. For an alcoholic, cessation or successful control
.

of the urge to dr�nk for a substantial period of time, usually manifested �y abst�nence during several years. Occasionally, recovery has been reported �n the form of successful moderate drinking over a long number of years. 
Referral - the giving of advice as to where treatment or help may be obtained. Or, 

.
arr�gi�g for the reception of a person in need of treatment or help by an �nst�tut�on or agency to which he has been taken or sent. In occupational �rograms, the process through which an employee whose work is impaired is �nformed about and introduced to sources of required assistance. 

Rehabilitation - the restorative process through which a handicapped, diSabled or sick person is enabled by treatment and help to resume normal or adequate functioning in a specified affected area of life. In alcoholism, 
the planned process that results in the cessation of drinking (or, rarely, 
in reported controlled drinking) and the restored ability to obtain gainful 
employment, to maintain stabilized interpersonal rela tions and to carry out 
responsibilities in accordance with reasonable community expectations. Or, 
more narrowly, the eradication of a specific alcohol-related disability; for 
example, when a p erson is restored to normal or less-impaired work performance 
that meets minimally acceptable standards within a particular work grouping. 

Reinstatement - the act of reinstating an employee formerly dismissed or 
suspended from service to active duty. 

Relapse - the reversion to an undesirable or impaired condition after its 
improvement. In some occupational-related programs, resumption of drinking 
by an employee in remission through abstinence even when drinking does not 
impair work performance. In other occupational alcohol-related programs, 
a return to impaired work performance caused by the resumption of drinking 
by an employee who had been in remission through abstinence, or by the 
resumption of excessive drinking by an employee who had achieved moderated or 
controlled drinking. 

Reprimand - a severe formal reproof for violating a company's policy or 
rules. On the railroad, a reprimand originates from a decision made during 
formal arbitration and is usually accompanied by a warning of the penalty 
that will be incurred in the event of another infraction. Reprimands are 
usually entered into an employee's record. 

Resource person - a volunteer who assists the staff operating an employee 
assistance program. Usually a recovered alcoholic, the individual may be 
involved at any point in the treatment process. 

Rule G - railroad regulation which prohibits 1) �of intoxicants or 
narcotics by employees on duty, subject to duty or on company property; 
2 )  possession of intoxicants or narcotics while on duty or on company property; 
3) being intoxicated while on duty or on company property. 
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R le H _ railroad regulations which prohibit specific undesirable behaviors 

t�at are considered unethical or not in keeping with companY
,

standards 

(e. g. ,  desertion from duty, insubordination, dishonesty, mak1ng false reports) . 

Rule P - railroad regulation rendering employees open to possible disciplinary 

action for not reporting to work or not protecting a worker's assignment. 

Sobriety - the state or condition of not being intoxicated, either through 

abstinence or temperate use of alcoholic beverages. Among members of 

Alcoholics Anonymous, sobriety and abstinence are often used synonymously. 

Social drinker - one who takes alcoholic beverages in compliance with social 

custom; or one who drinks for socially acceptable reasons and in socially 

acceptable ways. 

Shop steward - the lowest ranking official of a union. The term is not used 

on railroads. There, these union officials are called local chairmen, or 

sometimes, committeemen. Local chairmen interact on a day-to-day level with 

first-line supervisors and serve as the immediate representative of employees 

in the bargaining unit. 

Supervisory training - structured learning experiences to improve the monitoring 
and directive skills of managers. In occupa tional alcohol programs, supervisory 
training usually involves teaching managers their responsibilities in setting 
performance standards, in detecting performance deterioration, and in leading em­
ployees whose work is deteriorating to make use of the company's employee assistance 
program or other resources to identify and resolve the ca use of poor job 
performance. 

Suspension - release of an individual from active duty for a specified period 
of time depending on the nature of the infraction. 

Third party payment - the payment of the costs of treatment as by an insurance 
company, Medicaid, etc. In alcohol-related cases, payment for alcoholism 
treatment usually by private insurance carriers or their counterparts 
(hospital associations, etc. ) 

Top management - executive officers responsible for setting corporate policy 
and handling financial resources. 

Treatment - the application of formal physical, psychological or social 
techniques to improve the condition of a person whose problem has been diagnosed. 

Under the influence of alcohol, of liquor - being affected by alcohol, that is, 
showing some signs of euphoria or impairment of function after drinking. 
If used without qualification, implying less than intoxicated. Or, in state 
law, having a specified blood alcohol concentration,especially in connection 
with driving a motor vehicle. 

Weekend drinker - one who drinks alcoholic beverages only on weekends, abstaining 
during the work week. Or, one who regularly, or usually goes on drinking 
bouts at weekends. 



Witchhunting - the deliberate searching of an employee's private life for 
evidence of alcohol or drug abuse that may be used as grounds for dismissal 
or to process him through an alcoholism policy. The term usually refers 
to an employer's efforts to ferret out alcoholics. Such efforts focus di rectly 
on the drinking of employees and is sometimes used as a tool to get rid of 
unwanted employees. 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

The following re highlights of a study that examined the 
drinking practices 0 ailroad workers on seven railroads during 
1978 . These railroa s included 47 , 000 exempt personnel , 72 , 000 
operating personnel and 115 , 000 non-operating personnel . They represent 
about hal f  of the workers on the nation ' s  Class I railroads . The figures 
given below are estimates based upon sample survey results . 

A .  PROBLEM DRINKING AND INTOXICATION 

1 .  Number of Problem Drinkers . 

An estimated 44 , 000 of the 234 , 000 workers on the study railroads 
are problem drinkers as that term is defined in national studies . About 
one out of every four workers who drinks is a problem drinker (p . l08) . 

2 .  Prevalence Rate of Problem Drinking .  

The prevalence rate o f  problem drinking among railroad workers i s  
1 9  percent o r  about the same a s  the rate o f  problem drinking among men 
throughout the country (p . l08) . 

3 .  Employee Intoxication . 

Intoxication rates among railroad workers exceed those of men in the 
population at large (p . 35 ) . 

B .  JOB-RELATED DRINKING PRACTICES 

1 .  Adherence to Company Rules . 

Eighty-eight percent or 205 , 000 railroad workers did not drink while 
on duty on even one occasion in 1978 (p . 38 ) . 

2 .  Drinking Rule Violations . 

There were 1 7 5 , 000 drinking rule violations in 1978 , about one violation 
for every 350 man days worked . Twelve percent or 28 , 000 workers drank on an 
average of three days while on duty . Thirteen percent or 3 0 , 000 workers 
drank on an average of three days when subj ect to call ( p .  40) . 

3 .  Work-Related Intoxication . 

Five percent or 11 , 000 workers were "very drunk " at least once while 
reporting for duty or on duty . Fifteen percent or 35 , 000 workers were a 
"little drunk" at least once when reporting for duty or on duty (p . 40) . 
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C .  IMPACT AND COSTS OF EMPLOYEE DRINKING 

1 .  Effects on Safety .  

There is evidence that employee drinking is a n  important contributing 
factor to railway accidents , but the connection between drinking and safety 
is not being adequately investigated (pp . 76-84) . 

2 .  Other Effects . 

Employee drinking also contributed to increased rates of absenteeism,  
los t  productivity , illnesses , labor-management disputes , and reduced employee 
morale (pp . 66-92 ) . 

3 .  Total Costs . 

The problem drinking and j ob-related drinking of railroad workers cost 
railroad companies about $100 M in 1978 (p . 9l) . 

4 .  Highest  Cost Category . 

The single greatest known cost incurred by railroad companies was the 
reduced productivity of workers who are problem drinkers (p o 7 5 ) . 

5 .  Cost of Dismissal vs . Rehabilitation . 

It costs more to dismiss a problem drinker than it does to rehabilitate 
him.  (pp.  90 vs. 184 ) . 

D .  COMPANY-BASED CAPACITY TO HANDLE PROBLEMS OF EMPLOYEE DRINKING 

1 .  Company Rules 

a .  De terrent Effect of Company Rules . 

Company drinking rules kept most workers from drinking on duty at least 
sometimes last year (p o 38) . 

b .  Enforcement of Company Rules . 

Of the 84 , 000 on-duty drinking rule violations that occurred last year , 
900 were reported and 384 resulted in dismissal . Chances were one in 100 
that an on-duty violations would be reported and one in 250  that it would 
result in a dismissal (pp . 48-49 ) . 

c .  Visibility and Cover-Up . 

Thirty-five percent or 80 , 000 workers including 15 , 000 exempt workers 
observed a drinking rule violation last year . Twelve percent or 28 , 000 
workers including 3 , 000 exempt workers hid or covered for a drunken co­
worker (pp. 48-50) . 
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d .  Basic Reason for Failure to Report . 

The most important reason given by workers for their failure to report 
is the ir fear that an employee might be automatically dismissed even after 
a first offense and even if he is a problem drinker (pp . 

e .  Alternatives to Dismissal . 

One railroad permits rule violators to maintain their employment status 
with the company if they undergo counseling and treatment for their drinking 
problem . The j ob-related drinking situation on this railroad is among the 
best of the seven studied railroads (pp . 152-153 ) .  

2 .  Employee Assistance Programs . 

a .  Rehabilitating Program Clients . 

In 1978 , employee assistance programs (EAPs) successfully rehabilitated about 
70  percent of the c lients whom they served. In all , 1 , 157 workers or about 
3 percent of all problem drinkers in the work force were rehabi litated (p.  182-183) . 

b .  Reaching Employees in Need of Services . 

Last year , these programs served about 4 percent or 1559 of those whom 
directors defined as problem drinkers--500 more workers than were handled 
through discipline in the same period (pp . 183 vs . p .  90) . 

3 .  Company-based Capacity to Reach Employees in Need of Services .  

Companies have the referral resources ( for example , supervisors , labor 
representatives ,  co-workers and medical consultants) , a legitimate right to 
intervene ( that is , deterioration in work or violation of rules ) ,  and the 
leverage to get employees to seek assistance ( that is , threat of job dis ­
missal) (p . 4 8  ) .  These elements can enable companies to more successfully 
reach workers in need of services (pp . 164-167 ) .  

4 .  EAP Service Delivery Capacity . 

an 

E .  

1 .  

j ob 

2 .  

Employee assistance programs do not have adequate resources to serve 
appreciable increase in employee referrals (p . 156 ) . 

CONCLUSIONS ON COMPANY MANAGEMENT OF DRINKING PROBLEMS 

Current Effectiveness . 

Company disciplinary and program efforts do not adequately control the 
related effects of problem drinking and on-the-job drinking (pp .l65-l67) . 

Potential Effectiveness . 

I f  properly used , coordinated and supported , mechanisms already in 
place appear to give the best promise of bringing on-the-job drinking and 
problem drinking under better control (pp .  48-49 ; l�Z� . 
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F • .  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 .  Basic Approach . 

At least for the time being , job-related drinking problems should be 
addressed by voluntary company efforts and the federal government should 
confine itself to supporting these efforts (pp . 195-196 ) . 

2 .  Joint Action on Safety. 

The railway industry and rail labor should immediately join with the 
FRA to develop more effective ways of measuring , investigating , documenting 
and controlling the impact of employee drinking on railroad safety (pp . 84) . 

3 .  Change in Company Policy .  

Companies should institute a policy that allows problem drinkers in­
cluding rule violators on a first o ffense to maintain a j ob relationship 
with the company as long as they enter and progress in treatment (p .45 and 165 ) . 

4 .  Reaching More Employees in Need o f  Services . 

a .  Prior to Rule Violations . 

Companies should develop their capacity for getting referrals from 
supervisors , local chairmen , employees and medical consultants before 
drinking becomes a matter of discipline (pp .  164-167 ) .  

b .  After Rule Violations . 

Companies should modi fy the application of drinking rules to increase 
reporting rates and program referrals (pp . 45 and 152 ) . 

5 .  Improving Program Services . 

Programs should make specific changes in the way they are now delivering 
services (pp .  1 37-196 ) . 

6 .  Reducing the Number Requiring Attention . 

Companies should institute preventive practices aimed at reducing 
problem drinking and j ob-related drinking (pp . 172-173 ) . 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND AND DESIGN OF THIS STUDY 

Since 1974 , the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) has been encouraging 
railro ad companie s  and railroad labor organization s to continue with thei r  
voluntary e f forts to deal with problem drinking among the ir work forces . 
In 1975 and 1976 , FRA spon sored two con ferences at whi ch rail road and federal 
government representative s  and alcohol researchers exchanged ideas and potential 
solutions to the problems caused by the consumption of alcohol by rai lroad workers 
affecting the ir performance . Al l conferees expres sed the opinion that the treat­
ment of problem drinking through employee assistance programs (EAPs ) promised 
the greatest potential bene fits to the workers , their employers , and the public . 

Reaffirming its commitment to deal with the alcoho l problem , FRA announced 
at the 1976 conference that it would sponsor a maj or rese arch effort to aid 
in the development and propagation of EAPs . The rese arch e ffort was to be 
divided into two phase s--a fact-finding study to determine the policies and 
practice s  of existing EAPs in the railroad indust ry ,  followed by a large-sc ale 
re search undertaking with three maj or purpose s :  

To determine the extent and nature of drinking on the j ob and problem 
drinking in the railroad industry ; 

To determine the costs of problem drinking to the railro ads ; 

To investigate , in depth , the practi ces and policies of railroads and 
EAPs in de aling with problem drinkers , and to make recommendation s  for 
revisions in those practi ces and policie s .  The recommended new po licie s  
we re t o  be appl icable not only t o  the studied rai lroads , but also to other 
rai lroads wishing to establish programs . 

University Research Corporation ( URC )  designed and conducted the second 
phase o f  this study with the active participation and coope ration of railroad 
labor and management . Seven Class I railroads agreed to partic ipate in the 
study : 

Burlington Northern 

ConRai l 

Duluth , Missabe , and I ron Range 

Il linois Central Gul f 

Long I sland Railroad 

Seaboard Coast Line 

Southern Paci fic .  
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URC agreed to present study results so that information which companie s might 
not care to divulge ( for 'example , problem drinking rates ) would not be linked 
to individual rai lroads . 

Although they are not a random sample of al l rai lroads , these seven companies 
cove r the contiguous 48 states and together employ over hal f of the country ' s  
450 ,000 employee s  o f  C lass I rai lroads . Since the se rai lroads are not repre­
sent ative of all the nation ' s  railroads , app lications of the data from this 
study to other railroads is not scientifical ly warranted. On the other hand , 
information on such large and diverse rai lroad work forces provide s the be st 
available inferential data for othe r rail roads on the probable parameters of 
the ir own work-re lated drinking problems . 

We colle cted data through personal interviews with approximately 30 key 
individuals on each railroad ( a  total of over 200)  and through surveys of 
probability samples of EAP clients and work forces of the seven companies . On 
e ach rai lroad we interviewed representative s of the following clas ses of 
personne l to obtain their unique pe rspe ctives on problems re lated to employee 
drinking and potential solutions :  

Vice pre sid�nts and superintendents { senior management } 

General chairmen ( senior labor) 

Supervi sors 

Local chairmen 

Safety officers 

Labor re lations o fficers 

Medic al officers 

EAP directors 

EAP counselors . 

In addition to our interviews of selected railroad personnel , up to 
1 , 300 employee s  on each of the seven rai lroads rece ived questionnaire s  through 
the mail asking about their work history , drinking practices , problems resulting 
from their drinking , and their knowledge of the companies ' rules and practices 
regarding drinking by employees .  Response rates were quite s atis factory , ranging 
from 60 percent to 82 percent , with a median of 69 percent .  

We also conducted a survey of EAP clients .  Que stionnaires we re also 
di stributed through program directors to random sample s of about 100 program 
clients on e ach of the seven railroads . Respon se rate s for this survey 
averaged only about 30 pe rcent , and we thus do not rely he avily on the se 
data for our analyse s .  

We also reviewed the record3 o f  se lected organizations including FRA 
and the Nat ional Transportation Safety Board and �e lite rature on occupational 
programming for information bearing on the study . The fo llowing findings , 
conc lusions , and recommendations are based on our an alyses of the data obtained 
from all of the se sources . 
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MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

A .  Findings on Problem Drinking and Intoxication 

1 .  Nineteen percent or an estimated 44 , 000 of the 2 34 , 000 workers studied 
are problem drinkers as that term is defined in n ational studies (p.  lOS ) . 

2 .  Twenty-four percent or almost one out of every four railroad workers who 
drinks is a problem drinker (pp .  2 S  and lOS ) . 

3 .  Twenty-three pe rcent or about 16 , 000 of the 72 , 000 operating personne l 
studied are problem drinkers . 

4 .  Twenty percent or about 2 3 , 000 of the 114 , 000 nonope rating personnel 
studied are problem drinkers (p. lOS) . 

5 .  Eleven pe rcent or 5 , 000 of the 4 7 , 000 exempt workers are problem drinkers .  

6 .  The national problem drinker rate for male and female adults is about 
10 percent .  The rate for men across the country is 15-20 percent (p.  105 ) . 

7 .  On two railroads , 2 4  percent or almost one out of every four workers i s  
a problem drinker ( p .  lOS ) . 

S .  On several ro ads , problem drinking rates of oeprating personne l run 
30 percent or higher (p . lOS) . 

9 .  Twe lve percent of those who call themse lve supervisors are problem drinkers 
(p.  lOS ) . 

10 . Workers on one railroad have problem drinking rates we ll be low those 
found among males in the national population . On this road , one out of ten 
workers i s  a problem drinker (p . lOS) . 

11.  Last ye ar , two-thirds or eight out of eve ry ten railroad worke rs who drink 
got intoxicated at least once (pp . 35-36) . 

12 . National studies show that 3 5  pe rcent of al l Ameri can men be come intoxi­
cated at least once every two years . (p . 3 5 ) . 

1 3 .  Last year , one out of eve ry five rai lroad workers became intoxicated at 
le ast once a month ; one out of every seven , at least once every two weeks (p. 3 6 ) . 

1 4 .  An e stimated 25 , 000 workers on the seven railroads got intoxi cated at 
least once a week . If the same rate pre vailed throughout the entire industry , 
at least 5 0 , 000 workers would be intoxicated at le ast once during any week 
of the year (p.  35-36) . 

15 . On individual roads and within individual j ob categories , highe r 
percentages of workers got intoxicated at least once for all the time spans 
mentioned above (p. 36 ) . 

16 . Rai lroad worke rs are twice as like ly to drink on binges as men are 
nationally (p . 3 5 ) . 
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Conclusions 

THE PREVALENCE RATE OF PROBLEM DRINKING AMONG RAILROAD t'lORKERS IS ABOUT 
THE SAME AS THE RATE OF PROBLEM DRINKING AMONG ALL AMERICAN MEN . 

THE HIGHESTS PERCENTAGE OF PROBLEM DRINKERS IS TO BE FOUND AMONG OPERATING 
PERSONNEL ACROSS ALL THE RAILROADS . 

THE LARGEST NUMBER OF PROBLEM DRINKERS ON EACH ROAD IS  TO BE FOUND AMONG 
NONOPERATING PERSONNEL . 

PREVALENCE RATES OF PROBLEM DRINKING VARY AMONG ROADS AND OCCUPATIONAL 
GROUPINGS AND RANGE FROM WELL BELOW TO WELL ABOVE NATIONAL RATES FOR MEN . 

INTOXICATION AND BINGE DRUiKING RATES AMONG RAILROAD WORKERS EXCEED THOSE 
FOR ALL AMERICAN MEN .  

B .  Findings on Job-Related Drinking Practices 

1. Eighty-eight percent or 205 , 000 railroad workers did not drink while on 
duty even once last year (p . 39) . 

2 .  Twelve percent or 28 , 000 of the studied workers drank alcoholic beverages 
at least once while on duty in 1978 . These workers averaged about three such 
incidents for the period . An estimated total of 84 , 000 on-duty drinking 
rule vio lations occurred last year. There was one such violation for every 
725 man days worked or an average o f  2 30 on-duty drinking rule violations a 
day on the seven roads (p . 38) . 

3 .  Ninety percent o f  workers say company drinking rules keep them from 
drinking on duty at least sometimes .  Without rules , on-the- j ob drinking would 
be more frequent (p . 42 ) . 

4 .  Higher percentages of workers on individual roads and within particular 
job classes on individual roads drank on duty at least once last year:  for 
example , 22 percent of workers on one railroad and 28 percent of workers in 
one j ob category (p.  38) . 

5 .  Problem drinkers ( 19 percent o f  the work force as that term is de fined 
in national studies) account for about one third of the regular (that is , at 
least once a month) on-the-j ob drinking (p. 120) . 

6 .  The 81 percent of the work force who are not problem drinkers account 
for about two-thirds of regular on-the-j ob drinking (p .  120) . 

7 .  Five percent , or a projected 12 , 000 of the 2 34 , 000 worke rs , reported to 
work "very drunk" or got "very drunk" on duty at least once last year. One 
worker appeared on the job seriously intoxicated for every 5 ,000 man days 
worked .  On any given day , there is an average of 3 3  such workers on duty on 
all seven roads combined (p .  38) . 

8 .  Fifteen percent , or a proj ected 3 5 , 000 workers , appeared on the j ob 
"a little drunk" at least one time during that period . One worker appe ared 
on the j ob slightly intoxicated for every 1 ,800 man days worked. On any 
given day , there is  an average 97 such workers on duty on all seven roads 
combined (p . 38) . 
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9 .  Less than 1 . 5  percent of adult males in the national population indicated 
they get "hight! or "tight" on the j ob at least on ce a year (p . 35 ) .  

10. Twenty percent , or about 46 ,000 workers , carne to work hunqover at least 
once last year. One worker came to work hungover for every 1 , 300 man days 
worked . On any given day , there is an average of 125 hungover workers on duty 
on all seven railroads combined ( p . 3 8  ) .  

11.  At least once in the past year, 7 , 000 o f  these workers carne to work too 
hungover to do their j obs (p.  72 ) . 

12 . Thirteen per�ent ,  or an estimated 30 ,000 workers ,  drank when on cal l  
on an average o f  three days last year for a total o f  90 ,000 rule violations 
(p.  38 ) . 

13 . On-duty violations ( 84 , 000) and on-call violations added up to a total 
of 174 , 000 drinking rule violations in 1978 . There was one violation for 
every 350 man days worked . On any given day , an average of 475 violations 
occurred on all seven roads combined (p. 38) . 

14 . About 12 percent of workers within e ach of the three occupational 
categories violated on-duty drinking ru le s  last year (po  38 ) . 

15 . Since there are almost as many nonoperating personnel as there are operating 
and exempt personne l combined ,  the highest absolute number of drinking rule 
violations are to be found among nonoperating employees (p . 38 ) . 

16 . All c lasses of personne l on one railroad have much lowe r rates of on-the-
job drinking and intoxication than workers on all the other railroads (pp .  36 and 38) . ·  

17 . Supervis.ors and labor representatives said they estimated that 3 percent 
of workers drink on duty--a serious underestimate (p . 39 ) .  

Conclus ions 

MOST RAILROAD WORKERS DID NOT VIOLATE COMPANY DRINKING RULES LAST YEAR. 
ABOUT ONE IN TEN WORKERS DID . 

ON-�HE-JOB DRINKING WAS FOUR TIMES MORE PREVALENT THAN WAS THOUGHT BY 
INTERVIEWED SUPERVISORS AND LABOR REPRESENTATIVES ALREADY CONCERNED ABOtJ"T 
EMPLOYEE DRINKING . 

THERE WERE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN THE ON-THE-JOB DRINKING RATES OF 
WORKERS ON INDIVIDUAL ROADS AND AMONG JOB CATEGORIES . 

COMPANY DRINKING RULES DETERRED MOST WORKERS FROM DRINKING AT LEAST 
SOMETIMES . 

THE PREVALENCE RATE OF ON-THE-JOB INTOXICATION AMONG RAILROAD WORKERS 
EXCEEDED THAT OF ALL M1ERICAN MALES . 

THOUGH HIGHER PERCENTAGES OF PROBLEM DRINKERS DRINK REGULARLY ON DUTY , 
NONPROBLEM DRINKERS , BECAUSE OF THEIR MUCH GREATER NUMBERS , ACCOUNTED FOR TWO­
THIRDS OF REGULAR ON-DUTY DRINKING . 

WORKERS CAME TO t'lORK HUNGOVER AND DRANK �THEN SUBJECT TO CALL MORE OFTEN 
THAN THEY DRANK ON DUTY . 



C .  Findings on the Impact an d  Costs of Drinking 

1 .  Impact of Drinking on Companies 

a. Absenteeism 

Problem drinkers were absent for reasons other than vacation about twice 
as often as nonproblem drinkers ( 15 days versus 8 days) . The excessive 
absenteeism of problem drinkers amounts to an estimated 756 man years per 
year for the seven roads (p .  68 ) .  

An estimated 18 ,000 workers on the seven roads missed the equivalent 
of 135 man years last year be cause they were too drunk or hung over to come to 
work. This absenteeism overlaps with the previous figure but also includes 
the alcohol-related absenteeism of nonproblem drinkers (p . 66 ) .  

In the nonoperating class , absenteeism means lost productivity because 
positions are left unfilled or are filled through tran s fer.  In the operating 
class , absenteeism means the inconvenience and time required to fill vacant 
positions from the extraboard , occasional delays in train departures , and 
increased costs o f  paying t ime and a h al f  when vacancies cannot be filled from 
the extraboard . Problem-drinking exempt workers are not excessive ly absent 
(p . 69) . 

b .  Lost Productivity 

Problem drinkers are estimated by supervisors to be 20 percent less 
productive than other workers (p. 74) . 

Three pe rcent , or an estimated 7 ,000 workers , cane to work a total of 
13 ,000 times last year too drunk or hung over to do their jobs at al l (p . 7 2 ) . 

The presence of intoxicated workers on the j ob angers other worker� , 
forces them to work harder than usual in many instances , and often causes 
them to be afraid about the possibility of inj ury or property damage from 
an accident (pp . 74-75 ) . 

c .  On-the-Job Inj uries 

Safety officers reported about 30 , 000 on-the-job inj uries last year. An 
estimated 1 , 200 of the 2 3 4 , 000 workers were in jured because of drinking last 
ye ar . One in 30 j ob-re lated injuries in 197 8 ,  therefore , was attributable 
to alcohol (pp. 76-78) . 

Most safety and medical officers did not have sufficient information 
upon which to make estimates on alcohol-related inj urie s .  However ,  one medical 
officer estimated that 15 percent of injuries on his road are alcohol-re lated. 
One safety officer estimated 10 percent . Another safety officer indicated 
that four of six deaths occurring on the property in the past five years or 
so were alcohol-related (pp . 76-77 ) .  

Supervisors concur that workers \\Tho drink on the j ob run a higher risk 
of inj ury than others ( p .  76 ) .  

Two-thirds o f  workers fear for the ir safety when working with co-workers 
who are drinking (pp .  76-77 ) .  
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d .  Property Damage 

Last year, 7 , 000  of 2 34 ,000 reported seeing an alcohol-related train 
accident .  5 , 000 workers sa,,, track damage involving drinking. 7 ,000 workers 
saw construction equipment damage because of drinking. An estimated 13 ,000 
employees witnessed drinking-related damage to trucks ,  busses , or autos .  
8 , 000 employees reported observing alcohol-related damage to office o r  factory 
equipment (p. al ) . 

Company data on the relationship between damage and alcohol-related 
cases is sparse . Three safety officers o ffered estimates on alcohol-related 
train accidents .  Their guesses were that 1 percent , 3 percent , and 25 percent 
of accidents are alcohol-related ( p .  8 2 ) . 

Supervisors agreed that the risk of damage is higher when workers drink 
( p .  a 3 ) . 

e .  Alcohol-Related I llnesses and Disabilities 

Four percent, or about 10 , 000 rai lroad workers , report that drinking has 
hurt their health (p.  101-102 ) .  

f. Alcohol-Related Grievances 

Alcohol-re lated grievance procedures usually take up 1 . 5  days of supervisors ' 
time for local grievances , a half day for the local hearing officer , a smal l 
portion of the time of the labor realtions staff, time of supe rvisors at the 
labor relations office , and undetermined time of witnesses , stenographers , 
and clerical staff (p .  89 ) . 

It costs railroad companies more to dismiss a problem drinking rule 
violator than it does to rehabilitate him. 

2 .  Company-Incurred Costs o f  Employee Drinking 

The seven study railroads incurred almost $ 110 million in costs due to 
employee drinking last year . These costs were distributed as fo llows : 
( p .  91) 
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a. Absenteeism 

Sick pay ( for the one of seven 
roads that provides it) 

Lost productivity of nonoperators 
on the remaining six roads because 
of absenteeism (p. 7 1  ) 

b .  Lost Productivity 

Losses when nonproblem drinking 
workers are present but unable 

$ 100 , 000 

$ 3 ,000 ,000 

to work because of drinking (p.  72 ) $ 600 ,000 

Losse s  because of reduced pro­
ductivity of problem drinkers 
( p .  75 ) 

c .  Injuries 

Six railroads , adj usted for seven 
roads (p.  79)  

d .  Property Damage ( p .  8 3 )  

e .  Budgets of Employee Assistance 
Programs 

f. Portion of Insurance Premiums for 
Drinking-Related Illne sses 

g. Grievance Process  

Six railroads , adjusted for seven 
roads (p . 90) 

Conclusions 

$ 100 , 000 , 000 

$ 3 , 100 , 000 

100 , 600 , 000 

583 , 000 

650 , 000 

1 ,000 , 000 

2 , 300 , 000 

408 , 000 

$ 108 ,941 , 000 

ON-THE-JOB DRINKING AND PROBLEM DRINKING BY RAILROAD WORKERS IMPAIRED 
ROUTINE OPERAT IONS AND WORK , AND RESULTED IN INJURY AND DAf.1AGE , WHICH COST 
THE SEVEN ROADS A CONSERVATIVELY ESTIMATED $ 109 MILLION IN 197 8 .  

THERE I S  EVIDENCE THAT EHPLOYEE DRINKING IS AN IMPORTANT CONTRIBUTING 
FACTOR TO RAILWAY ACCIDENTS , BUT THE CONNECTION BETWEEN DRINKING AND SAFETY 
IS NOT BEING ADEQUATELY INVESTIGATED . 
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D .  Findings on Current Company Approaches to the Problem 

1 .  Handling Drinking Problems Through Discipline 

a .  Violations are often visible . In 197 8 ,  35 percent or 80 , 00 0  workers 
surveyed personally obse rved the violation of company drinking rules . Thirty­
one percent , or 15 , 000 exempt workers witnessed such a violation (p . 49 ) . 

b.  Workers know that supervisors observe rule violations . One out of 
five workers knows of a supervisor who observed a drinking rule violation 
in the last year (p.  50) . 

c .  The chances of getting reported for drinking on duty are less than one 
in a hundred. Although figures are not available on the number of violations 
that resulted in formal disciplinary procedures , we estimate that about 900 
workers were officially reported and investigated last year (p . 5 3 ) . 

d .  The chances of getting fired for violating company drinking rules is 
about one in 250 . Records of labor relations offices indicate that 384 
workers were dismissed last year for breaking company drinking rules ( p . 5 4 ) . 

e .  The chances of getting sent to an employee ass istance program after 
violating a drinking rule are about one in 350 . About 15 percent of all 
referrals to EAPs last year--240 in all--resulted from Rule G violations (p . l64 ) . 

f. Twe lve percent , or an estimated 28 , 000 workers ,  covered up for a drunken 
fe llow worker last year . This figure includes one out of five operating 
personnel ,  one out of ten nonoperating personne l ,  and one out of 20 exempt 
workers . (p .  50) . 

g.  On ly one in three exempt workers and one in six contract workers say that 
they would personally report a rule violation if they knew that the violator 
would be dismissed. Even if only the thre at of dismissal is present , the re 
is tremendous peer pressure not to report drinking rule vio lators (p. 58-60) . 

h .  Probably the single most influential factor in discouraging reporting 
of rule violations is fear that an employee might be dismissed even for a 
first offense (p . 6l and 165 ) . 

i .  The perceived or actual noncoverage of exempt workers is sometimes used 
to rationalize rule violations among contract workers (pp . S8-6l) . 

j .  Drinking rules are inconsistently and sometimes arbitrarily enforced and 
result in a wide disparity of disciplinary actions , ranging from a reprimand 
to permanent dismi ssal (p .  62-63 ) .  

k .  The possibi lity of automatic dismissal discourages reporting of rule 
violators . The gre at maj ority of workers reject this practice , however in­
frequently it may be carried out . Most worke rs believe that one ' s  wi llingness 
to enter treatment and one ' s  previous record should be taken into account 
in deciding discipline (pp. 58-6 3 ) . 

1 .  The practice of automatic dismissal is inconsi stent with the underlying 
principle of most , if not all , occupational programs in other industries . 
In virtually al l programs , workers who avail themselves of assistance and 
regain and maintain their j ob performance at satisfactory leve ls are not 

penalized (pp .  49-106) .  
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m. One of the study roads has initiated this policy . Some supervisors on 
all roads give violators a choice between entering the program or dismissal , 
even though this practice is not in accord with official company policy 
(p. 5 l  anc 152 ) . 

n .  Drinking rule violators with drinking problems are sometimes returned 
to work without being rehabilitated (p.  47 ) . 

o. Dismissed drinking rule vio lators with drinking problems who have been 
rehabilitated are sometimes kept out of work permanently or for as long as 
a year or more ( p .  54 ) . 

2 .  Handling Drinking Problems Through the Programs 

a. During the past year , employee assistance programs on the seven rai lroads 
reached about 4 percent , or 1 , 559 of the railroad workers who are problem 
drinkers-a creditable percentage given the enormous distances involved and 
the limited staff and resources , but not enough to make a sizable dent in 
the rate of problem drinking (p . 179 ) . 

b .  Although programs were highly successful with clients whom they saw last 
year , they did not receive enough re ferrals of rules violators to appreciably 
reduce the e ffects of on-the-j ob drinking on the railroads (p .177 and 156 ) . 

c .  Employee assistance programs rehabilitated 75 percent or 1 , 157 of the 
1 ,559 problem drinkers they served last year ( p .  184) 

d .  On the two rai lroads having the lowest ratios of estimated problem 
drinkers to counse lors , programs reached 14 percent and 10 percent of problem 
drinkers last year (p . 156 ) . 

e .  Because of limited resources , the current e fforts of EAPs are of necessity 
focused on rehabilitating railroad workers with serious drinking problems . 
Little systematic effort is aimed at reducing the on-the-job drinking of 
non-problem drinkers , who account for 6 1  percent of regu lar on-duty drinking , 
or at reducing the incidence of new cases of problem drinking ( p .  165-166 ; 172-17 3 ) . 

f .  Programs do not now have a systematic way of assisting on-the -job 
drinkers who are not problem drinkers (p. 154 ) . 

Conclusion 

CURRENT DISCIPLINARY AND PROGRAM EFFORTS ON THE SEVEN STUDY RAILROADS 
DO NOT ADEQUATELY CONTROL THE JOB-RELATED IMPACT AND COMPANY-INCURRED COSTS 
OF ON-THE-JOB DRINKING AND PROBLEM DRINKING AMONG RAILROAD EMPLOYEES . 

E .  Findings on Company-Based Capacity to Handle Problems of Employee 
Drinking 

1 .  Company policy on all seven railroads is that alcohol problems are 
health problems , that alcohol problems are treatable , and that it is in 
the best interest of the company to faci litate an ill employee ' s  rehabilita­
tion . Although thi s publicly stated policy provides the foundation for 
effective action , all of the impli cations of this position are not always fully 
implemented ( p o  145-148)  • 
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2 .  Companies have a legitimate basis for intervening in an employee ' s  
problem drinking and on-the-job drinking (or any other pe rsonal problem) 
when the problem keeps him from doing his job satis factorily . Supervisors , 
however , do not often implement this employer policy when drinking affects 
work ( for example , through unexplained absentee ism or low productivity) (p . 164-165 ) . 

3 .  One out of three employees says he supervises other employees .  I f  
this is accurate , the railroads surveyed employ two supervisors for every 
problem drinker and one supervisor for every three worke rs . Neverthe less , 
last year there was only one supervisory re ferral for every 150 supervisors 
employed .  This referral rate represents underutilization of a powerful 
referral �echanism. Even if the actual number of supervisors is only one-
third the number estimated , the referral mechanism is still underutilized (p. 164-l65 ) .  

4 .  Company drinking rules provide the railroads with a second bas is for 
intervening into employee drinking affecting the company . In many cases , 
getting caught for a drinking rule violation carries the ever-present threat 
of automatic dismissal with the probability of reinstatement only after a 
long , fixed , minimum period , regardless of what one does about the problem. 
This use of the rules in an essentially punitive manner instead of as a tool 
to motivate treatment keeps workers and supervisors from reporting rule 
violatQrs and thereby reduces the rules ' uti lity as a means of contro1linq 
undesirable drinking practices ( p .  58-64 ; 164-165) . 

5 .  Labor unions represent another employment-related mechanism for identi fying 
and motivating workers in need o f  program services to go to the program. This 
potential referral source is also underused because labor doe s not have an 
official , recognized role beyond committee membership on several roads and 
because some company programs intentionally exclude meaningfu l  labor parti­
cipation beyond moral support . Consequently , local chairmen often get 
involved only after a rule violation occurs (p .  166-16 7) . 

6 .  Referrals to the programs from company medical departments and from the 
thousands of physician consultants who examine employees are low , considering 
that the railroads categorize a lcoholism as a health problem ( p .  l4 3 ) . 

7 . Employee assistance programs report exce llent success rates for cl ients 
coming into the programs . The potential  of this remarkable company-based 
capability could be more fully realized through change s in company practices 
that would increase referrals and through se lected improvements in program 
operations and resources that would enable programs to serve more clients 
even more effectively (PP .  137-195 ) . 

Conclusion 

MECHANISMS CAPABLE OF BRINGING ON-THE-JOB DRI��ING AND PROBL�1 DRINKING 
UNDER BETTER CONTROL ARE ALREADY PRESE�� ON THE SEVEN RAILROADS , BUT THEY 
ARE NOT NOW PROPERLY USED OR ADEQUATELY SUPPORTED. 

F.  Findings on Current Program Approaches 

1 .  Contextual Variables 

a. Efforts at establishing programs were hampered by inadequate data on the 
extent of the problem and on the effectiveness of programs in dealing with 
it (p.  
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b .  Workers pre fer program offi ces  to be off company J;roperty. Some program 
offices are still on company property (p . 140 ) . 

c .  Directors agree that the best organization al placement for EAPs is where 
adequate funding , visibility , and authority are ensured ( p . 14 1 ) . 

d .  Labor' s role is  often undefined and sometimes not welcomed by rai lroad 
companies , yet ,  workers ' trust is related to the degree of participation 
allowed labor ( p .  141) . 

e .  Man agement give s programs ample leeway to run day-to-day operations 
within company policy.  Management doe s  not receive adequate evaluation data 
upon which to make program and funding decisions (p .  142 ) . 

f . Railroad workers ' suggestions on dealing with problem drinking co-workers 
are enlightened and nonpunitive (p . 143 ) .  

g.  There is often insufficient cooperation and information-sharing among 
the programs and related company offices , such as the medical department , 
the safety department ,  and the labor relations office (p . 143-144) . 

2 .  Input Variables 

a .  Company policies are sometimes unwritten . They differ among themselves 
in the elements they contain . None of the railroads have a policy statement 
that specifies an adequate relationship between the program and the disciplinary 
proces s  (p. 155-157 ) . 

b .  Most programs do not currently possess enough staff or resources to 
handle the increase in demand that would occur if re ferral s  were more numerous 
(p.  156) . 

c .  Most programs do not make sufficient use of volunteers to free up time 
for what the staff is best suited to do (p.  171 ) . 

d .  Most programs provide assessment referral services . Five are broadbrush , 
one is chemical dependency , and one is alcohol-only ( p .  151) . 

e .  None of the three foci (broadbrush , chemical dependency , alcohol-only) 
clearly provides better alcohol-related services than the others . Each has 
its strengths and weaknesses ( p .  151 ) . 

f .  Supervisors are not clear with regard to proper reasons for makin g  
referrals for inadequate performance an d  referrals for drinking rules 
violations (p.  152-153 ) .  

g.  Criteria for accepting cl i ents and recommending services are often 
inexplicit and vague (p . 155 ) . 

h .  Program staff do not always possess the kind o f  experiential diversity 
required by their cliente le (p.  158 ) . 

i .  Program staff and directors do not have adequate performance evaluation 
systems that wi ll he lp improve performance of geographically dispersed staff 
(p o 155 ) . 
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j .  Some o f  the programs are short of needed staff for present client 

case10ad (p .  56-57 ) . 

k .  Some programs have a markedly better client/cost ratio than others 
(p.  159 )  • .  

1 .  Most health insurance coverage for alcohol problems pays only for 
in-patient care and restricts the use of out-patient services , even where 
those services are adequate and meet the client ' s  needs (p . 160) . 

3 .  Functions/Services ' 

a. More resources are needed for program informational efforts . Content 
usually focuses on the needs of those with problems . Little attention is 
given to prevention (p.  162-163 ) . 

b .  Some counselors provide time-consuming services such as extended treatment , 
which can best be handled by community agencies (p . 167-168) . 

c .  Some program staff conduct assessments in a disturbingly subjective 
manner (p . 167) . 

d.  At most programs , referrals to treatment appear to be too heavily 
weighted toward in-patient care . In some case s , program staff have found 
in-patient care to be more e ffective than out-patient care , but in other 
cases reliance on in-patient care seems rooted in the restrictions of the 
company ' s  insurance package (p . 160) . 

e .  Railroad workers , program staff , and program participants all think 
highly of Alcoholics Anonymous as an extremely helpful method for reinforcing 
treatment gains ( p .  170) . 

f .  Primary prevention e fforts aimed at reducing the incidence of new cases 
of problem drinking are virtually nonexistent (p.  172-173 ) . 

g. Program evaluation depends too much on data provided by the programs . 
Across railroads , these data often re late to different objective s and time 
frames and are not easi ly comp ared (p . 174 ) . 

4 .  Results 

a. Outputs 

Most employees know that their company has an employee assistance program , 
but they do not know much about what it does ( p .  175) . 

Last year all seven programs reached an average of 4 percent of the clients 
in need of services . ( Range = 1 . 9 percent to 9 . 9 percent) (p . 183 ) . 

Per-client costs were lowest among programs with the highest penetration 
rate , for an assortment of reason s (p.  177 ) . 

Programs report that 65 percent to 95 percent of referred clients accept 
services (p . 178 ) . 
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b.  E ffects 

Programs report that 75 percent of those who accept treatment are 
successfully rehabilitated--at least in the sense that they have returned 
to adequate work leve ls (p . 179 ) . 

Program clients indicated they experienced reductions in the following 
job-re l ated events : 

Missing work because drunk or hung over 

Going to work drunk or hung over 

Trouble with boss (p . 180 � .  

Program clients also indicated reductions in off-the-job alcohol-related 

problems : 

Trouble with spouse 

Auto accidents 

Problems with police 

Serious family arguments (p . 1SO ) . 

Most program clients in our sample speak wel l  of their employee assistance 
programs to fellow workers (p .  lSl) . 

Eighty-five percent of the client sample attribute their rehabi litation 
to participation in their company programs (p. lSl ) . 

Ninety percent of clients in our sample gave high ratings to program 
staff for their competence , willingness to help , respectful attitude , 
trustworthiness , and confidentiality (p .  lS2 ) .  

The vast maj ority o f  the work force as wel l  as virtually all management 
and labor interviewees like having an employee assistance program in their 
company (p . 180 ) .  

Conclusion 
r I 

SELECTED CHANGES IN PROGRAM INPUTS AND OPERATIONS (p.  lS2 ) CAN INCREASE \ AND IMPROVE EAPS ' CAPACITY TO SUCCESSFULLY DEAL WITH EMPLOYEE DRIt�ING PROBLEMS . 

G.  Ways the Study Data Can Be Used 

1. The study provides participating rai lroad companies with data for future 
program planning--that is , data on the size , nature , and costs of employee 
drinking problems and suggestion s  on ways of managing the se problems more 
effectively . 

2 .  The study provides information that wi ll enable future monitoring efforts 
to determine how well voluntary company efforts are working in controlling 
j ob-related drinking problems . Thi s  information will assist decisions about 
whether and what kind of additional action s may be required . 
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Conclusion 

THIS STUDY PROVIDES DATA AND TOOLS TO ASSIST IN THE FORMULATION OF 
PLANS FOR EFFECTIVE WAYS TO CONTROL EMPLOYEE DRINKING PROBLEMS . IT ALSO 
PROVIDES BASELINE DATA AGAINST WHICH TO GAUGE THF. EFFECTIVENESS OF COMPANY 
PRACTICES AIMED AT CONTROLLING EMPLOYEE DRI��ING PROBLEMS . 

RECCMMENDATIONS 

On the basis of the findings and conc lusions supported by the documentation 
in this report , we make these recommendation s .  

1 .  The railroad industry and rail labor should j ointly and immediate ly 
work with the FRA to develop more e ffective ways of me asuring , documenting , 
and controlling the impact of employee drinking on railroad safety. 

2 .  Railroad companies should adopt and implement explicit policies regarding 
the application of drinking rules.  These policies should be disciplinary 
(that is , educative and restorative ) rather than s imply punitive in practice . 
They should be aimed at promoting increased reporting and contro l of rule 
violations and should include the following e lements : 

a. Maintain existing drinking rules.  

b.  Explicitly and consistent ly apply these rules to  all  workers including 
exempt employee s .  

c .  Allow drinking rule violators ( first offenders) to retain an employment 
relationship as long as they enter and progress in treatment (prob lem drinkers ) 
or enter and complete some educational regimen prescribed by the proqtam 
(nonproblem drinkers) . 

d .  After a first offense , keep problem-drinking rule violators out of 
service only unti l  program counse lors certi fy their fitness to return to 
service . 

e .  Instead of dismissing nonproblem drinking rule violators on a first 
offense , suspend for the average time needed by problem drinkers in treatment 
to return to service (use no more than three months until an average is 
established) • 

f. Abandon all minimum terms for be ing out of service for drinking rule 
violations.  

g .  Dismiss all second offenders . 

h. Promulgate and explain this new re lationship between the company program 
and company rules in the company policy statement and program materials . 

3 .  Railroad companies should develop their company-based capability for 
making referrals to the pr09ram. 

xxxi 



a.  Supervisors : Clarify two-fold responsibility of supervisors to refer 
employees to the program on the basis of unacceptable job performance 
as we ll as to refer them on the basis of drinking rule violations.  Arrange 
systematic ongoing training of supervisors on how to handle referrals based 
on unexplainable deterioration in work and observed rule violations • 

b .  Local chairmen : Institute and maintain an ongoing peer intervention 
program among local chairmen and company contract employees under the 
supervision of the director of the employee assistance program . 

c.  Medical officer and consulting physicians : In cooperation with the 
medical office , develop and implement a campaign to encourage consulting 
physicians to refer workers with alcohol-related problems to the program • 

d.  Employee receptivity: Plan , increase , and regularize program promotional 
efforts and provide railroad labor with a formal ly recognized process for 
making input and a defined role in the program to enhance worker receptivity 
of program services . 

4 .  Railroad companies should make four maj or changes in EAP operations to 
enable them to handle a greater volume of clients caused by increased re fe rrals :  

a. Responsibilities of program staff : Make assessment and referrals , develop 
referral mechanisms and worker receptivity , and monitor treat�ent providers 
are the principal responsibi lities of all program staff. Enj oin counselors 
from doing extended counseling , except where counselors are clearly qualified 
to treat and where it is cost-efficient to provide treatment within the program . 

b. Systematic volunteer utilization program : Isolate especially time­
consuming program functions that can be done by volunteers ( for example , 
follow-up) . Train the director in how to set up a voluntee r  utilization 
program ,  including ongoing training of volunteers in selected services and 
functions . 

c .  Selective increases in program resource s :  On roads that are already 
getting relatively cost-effective results and have a high volume of unmet 
needs , provide additional facilities ( re source s) and staff to serve more 
people . 

d.  New strategies aimed at reducing demand for services : In addition to 
improving and increasing services to financially feasible limits , initiate 
plans aimed at the worker and his environment to reduce the incidence of 
company-related drinking problems . 
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s .  Employee assistance programs should implement the following steps to 
enhance the use and success of their services .  

a .  Contextual Variables 

Use this study ' s  data on the magnitude and impact of problem drinking 
and on the effectiveness  of programs to make presentations aimed at initiating 
or maintaining/expanding company programs . 

Where possible , locate or relocate program offices off company property. 

Seek an organizational position for EAPs that ensures adequate funding ,  
visibility , and authority and , therefore , continuation . 

Initiate and continue a formal relationship with labor repre sentatives 
and assign a specific role to labor in plannin g  and monitoring program 
progress . 

Provide adequate data to management upon which informed program decisions 
can be made . 

Initiate and sustain a more cooperative relationship with the company ' s  
medical , safety , personne l ,  and labor re lations  offices . 

b. Input Variables 

Together with other program directors , identify and standardize e lements 
and content of company policies . 

Whatever the program type , foster confrontation of worke rs over work 
performance as an essential ingredient in encouraging re ferrals of employees 
with alcohol-related problems . 

Clarify the relationships , responsibi lities , and access procedures of 
supervisors in program literature and presentations . 

Deve lop explicit criteria for accepting clients and for making specific 
kinds of re ferrals to community service organizations.  

In recruiting new staff , aim for a dive rse mix of professionals (with 
whom managers often seem to be more comfortable )  and para-professionals with 
railroad experience (with whom contract workers often seem to be comfortable ) 

Examine the program' s relative cost-effectiveness by calculating per­
client costs and compare these to costs for other rai lroads. 

C .  Functions/Services 

Revamp promotional and training materials to inc lude information on 
prevention . 

Train counselors in assessment referral skills , basic communication 
skills , and alcohol abuse combined with drug abuse . 

Install a regular process for staff performance evaluation aimed at 
se lf-improvement . 
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Consider outpatient care as a referral option if finances and the client ' s  
predisposition or circumstance s indicate its use . 

Engage outside assistance to make the program more amenable to evaluation . 
Do a better j ob of substantiating results.  

Together with other program directors , select criteria and measures for 
evaluating programs and standardize re cord-keeping practices to allow 
comparability of data. 

5 .  Railroad companies should institute preventive practices aimed at reducing 
problem-drinking and j ob-re lated drinking. These strategies ought to be 
aimed principally at changing the work-related drinkin� practices and 
environment of railroad workers. 

6 .  At least for the present , the Federal Railroad Administration should 
confine itself to promoting the initiation and development of the company 
practices and programs described in this report by sponsoring activities such 
as the following : 

a .  Delivery o f  Technic al Assistance 

To the study roads 

To the nonparticipating roads with programs 

To companies interested in starting a program. 

b.  Development of Training Packages 

To train supervisors 

To set up a labor peer inte rvention program 

To train local chairmen 

To deliver the findings of this  report. 

c .  De livery o f  Training 

To EAP directors on e stablishing a voluntee r utilization program 

To directors on program evaluation 

To counselors on assessment referral skills and basic communication skills 

To directors on staff evaluation . 

d .  Additional Research 

Continuing analysis of study data in response to program directors ' 
needs for specific  information 

Examination of drug abuse among railroad workers . 
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7 .  The Federal Railroad Administration should support interested participating 
railroads in conducting additional studies to determine : 

The degree to which voluntary company e fforts are controlling employee 
drinking problems 

The possible need for additional action . 

8 .  Individually and collective ly program directors should analyze and 
selectively implement the results of Project REAP .  
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1. INTRODUcrION 

This report describes the methods and contains the findings of a study 
conducted both to determine the e ffectiveness of railroad programs that identi fy 
and assist railroad employees with alcohol abuse prob lems and to specify how 
such programs can be improved . 

University Research Corporation (ORe) conducted the study for the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Transportation Systems Center 
(TSC) . Named Project REAP ( Railroad Employees Assistance project ) , this 
research effort had the following obj ectives : 

Gather data on the extent of problem drinking , the impact and costs of 
problem drinking , and methods to alleviate the practice and e f fe cts of problem 
drinking ; 

Specify ways railroads can use and benefit from this data ; 

Identify railroads ' policies and practices used to locate and rehabili­
tate problem drinkers , thereby reducing the incidence of problems caused to 
the railroads and the public by these individuals .  

We conducted the study in two phases : a background data-gathering and 
methods-development phase lasting one year,  and a data collection and analysis 
phase also lasting one year. Each phase included several discrete tasks . 

Phase I t asks were to ( 1) review the August 1976 Department of Transpor­
tation (DOT)  sponsored report " Alcoholism and Drug Abuse in the Railroad 
Industry , "  conduct a critical review of the literature on alcohol programs in 
industry , and provide operational definitions of key terms ; ( 2 )  devise methods 
for calculating the prevalence and cost of alcohol abuse in selected railroads ; 
( 3 )  devise a method for evaluating the effectiveness of railroad programs for 
dealing with alcohol abuse ; and ( 4 )  select a sample of seven railroad programs 
now being used to counteract alcohol abuse on which to conduct the study. 

Phase I I  tasks were to ( 5 )  apply the methods developed in numbers 2 and 3 
above to measure e ffectiveness of employee assistance programs operated by 
sample companies ;  ( 6 )  determine strongest and weakest characteristics of programs ; 
and ( 7 )  make recommendations for the railroad industry as a whole . 

1 . 1 PURPOSE 

The study was based on three premises :  First that alcohol abuse adverse ly 
affects industry in several ways . For example , alcohol abuse increases opera­
tional costs through lowered employee productivity and abnormally high absenteeism 
rates .  Second , that effective occupational programs can lead to a reduction 
in alcohol abuse.  Third , that the programs operated by railroads when the 
study was launched had not reached a very large number of affected employees . 
Moreover , the Federal Government had serious doubts about the utility of 
establishing regulations on alcohol abuse in an industry already considered 
overregulated by railroad officials.  
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The FRA hoped that individual railroads could get practical information 
upon which to deve lop effective voluntary alcohol abuse programs . Our findings 
are intended to form guidelines acceptable to management , labor ,  and government 
for launching voluntary employee assistance programs and for improving existing 
programs . 

We surveyed the rai lroad work force to determine the prevalence of 
drinking problems among workers , including problems on the j ob ,  at horne , with 
the law ,  and in various other aspects o f  life . The study drew correlations 
between the types of individual problems experienced and the personal charac­
teristics of individuals inc luding age , sex ,  type of j ob ,  and working conditions . 
In addition , we described the impact and, if possible , the cost o f  alcohol abuse 
to railroads . Seven railroads participating in the study have reliable infor­
mation on the impact and cost of problem drinking to their companies , and other 
railroads can use these cost e stimates to make informed decisions.  

We also identified the characteristics of  existing employee assistance 
programs and thei r  accomplishments , including employees ' awareness of and 
acceptance of programs , extent of contact between employees and the programs , 
and extent of employee rehabilitation .  

We collected data from management and labor leaders , program c lients 
(past and present) , and the general railroad work force . We then compared 
the data with data in the literature on the operation o f  employee assistance 
programs so the study team could make recommendations on possible methods for 
improving employee assistance programs , inc luding methods re lated to organizing 
and putting programs into e ffect. 

1 . 2  BACKGROUND 

In this study , we obtained information that would be useful to several 
groups in the rai lroad industry. Labor union representatives were primarily 
concerned with the health and well-being of workers ; they also fear j ob 
dismissal as a result of individual drinking problems . Managers face incre asing 
costs as a result of drinking problems among their work force and the loss of 
valuab le employees . Railroad safety officers ' concerns were associated with 
the already-documented re lationship between drinking and several serious 
rai lroad accidents . Employees were reluctant to report drinking by fellow 
workers , and directors of employee assistance programs needed information 
that would increase their understanding o f  how widespread drinking problems 
were and how best to conduct programs to assist workers . 

Prior to this  study , five alcohol-related accidents occurred during 
a la-year period and involved 11 deaths and $5 million in damage . A freight 
train accident focused attention on the problem. The train , with 5 locomotives , 
70 cars , and a caboose , had hit another train because of the engineer ' s  

failure to respond eithe r to mechanical signals to slow down and stop or to 

signals from flagmen on the train that was hit . Two people were ki�le� , 

five others were injured . Damage to equipment was more than $ 1 . 5  m�ll�on , 

and the cost of clearing the wreck was great . 
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An autopsy found that the engineer ' s  blood alcohol concentration (BAC) 
was l� times as high as the legally de fined minimum intoxication leve l in the 
state where the accident occurred. The National Transportation Safety Board 
(NTSB) conc luded that : 

" • • • the probable cause of the accident was the failure 
of the crew. • • to stop their train , which was being operated 
at excessive speed by an engineer under the influence of 
alcohol .  Contributing to this failure was the ineffectiveness 
of the Lrailroad/ in assuring compliance with its Lo� operating 
rules and procedures which were specifically designed to prevent 
an accident of a crew member who failed to perform his duties . "  
(NTSB , 1974 , page 2 )  

The NTSB recommended the development and installation o f  new types o f  
accident-preventing hardware and the training of employees to take positive 
action to prevent such accidents .  I t  also recommended that the FRA establish 
recommendations to prohibit use of narcotics and intoxicants for a specified 
period prior to reporting for duty.  The industry preferred voluntary action 
to the administration of federally imposed tests for operating crews when 
they reported for duty . The FRA , labor , and management recognized the 
seriousness of having employees perform duties while under the influence of 
mind-altering substances but viewed with disfavor adding new federal regulations 
to an industry they considered as overregulated already . In a later FRA review 
o f  the situation , then-FRA Administrator Asaph H .  Hall indicated that " the 
rail industry is moving positively to solve the problem without adding further 
outside governmental pressure . "  (NTSB , 197 5 , p.  5 )  

1 . 3  OTHER RAMIFICATIONS OF PROBLEM 

Rule G of the General Rules in the Consolidated Code of Operating Rules 
of the Association of American Railroads prohibits railroad operating crafts 
employee s  from possessing or using intoxicants while on cal l ,  on duty , or on 
corporate property. Railroads which are not subj ect to the Consolidated Code , 
including Amtrak , have equivalent rules , and most railroads have explicit or 
implicit rules for exempt and nonoperating crafts employees.  Many representatives 
from management , labor ,  and the government have expressed the view that drinking 
rules alone have not solved the problems created by drinking among railway 
employees . 

Often , Rule G and similar rules are not obeyed or enforced . Perhaps 
because violation of drinking rules is punishable by firing , supervisors are 
o ften reluctant to take action that will lead to an employee ' s  dismissal . 
Even i f  Rule G is strictly enforced , employees are entitled to a formal 
investigation and can file grievance s ,  precipitating costly proceedings to 
adjudicate or dispose of the matter.  In some case s , dismissal triggers 
action by the union if the employee is covered by a collective bargaining 
agreement .  Appeals can be made , under terms of collective b argaining agreements , 
to the carrier officer assessing the dismissal . I f  the dismissal is upheld , 
the appeals can go on to the highest designated officer of the carrier and 
even to the national Railroad Adjustment Board or to special boards of 
adj ustment on the individual roads . A neutral arbitrator or referee then 
makes a final decis ion , either sustaining the carrier ' s  decision or ordering 
reinstatement with or without pay, depending on whether disciplinary action 
was considered excessive . 
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Individuals dismissed for rules violations are sometimes experienced 
and talented employees . In 1976 , three railroad employment programs described 
typical members of the work force with drinking problems . The typical problem 
drinker on railroad number one was between 30 and 49 years old with 1 1-2 0 years 
of service . Railroad number two ' s  typical drinker was 4 3  years old with 17 
years of service . Railroad number three ' s  problem drinker typical ly was 3 5- 4 1  
years old with 1 0  years of service . The problem drinkers reported were those 
in employee assistance programs . Data from other railroads indicate that 
employees dismissed for drinking violations are from the same age groups 
with 10-20 years of service and are highly trained and experienced workers . 
(Hitchcock and Sanders , 1976 ) 

Certain features of railroad work may make employees particularly 
susceptible to the deve lopment o f  alcohol-related problems . These features 
are primarily requirements and circumstances regarding the use of time . 
Often , railroad workers do not work fixed hours and cannot plan their social 
lives so that drinking does not coincide with a call  to work , for example , on 
2 hours ' notice . Many workers spend many hours on the j ob unsupervised.  
Researchers suspect that low employee visibility can lead to an incre ase in 
on-the-job drinking. (Trice and Roman , 197 2 )  For example , a sign al maintainer 
may spend many days on the j ob without ever seeing a supervisor . Other rail ­
road personnel often spend long layovers away from home with few ways t o  fill 
their time productive ly. Trice ( 1966) has discussed how repeated absence from 
the family can lead to the development of a deviant drinking pattern . 

From 1975 until 1977 , several e fforts were made to study the problems 
associated with drinking among railroad employees . In 197 5 , the FRA held 
a conference on detection , prevention , and rehabilitation of the problem­
drinking employee , followed in 19 76 by another confe rence on employee assistance 
programs . In 197 6 , other researchers conducted a survey of alcohol and drug 
abuse programs in the railroad industry .  Finally , we began the present study 
of employee drinking patte rns and associated problems and solutions in 19 77 . 

1. 4 LABOR-MANAGEMENT COOPERATION IN STUDY 

Prior to beginning this  study, we held brie fings with representatives 
of managements and labor to obtain their ideas and assistance in the study ' s  
design . We worked to ensure the cooperation of personnel on each of the 
participating railroads so that all the required data could be obtained 
efficiently. We anticipated that , even though briefings had been held , 
respondents might have reservations about the study . Directors of employee 
assistance programs , for example ,  might fear that findings would cause them 
or their programs to appear to be deficient in some respects . Labor might 

fear that the results would ident�fy individual workers .. Management might fear 
that the infonnation would give their roads a bad image with the government , 
stockholders , or passengers . Therefore , we met with labor leaders , corporate 
officers , and employee assistance program personnel to keep everyone in fonned 
and to alleviate concerns .  

As a result o f  these meetings , URC received the support needed to conduct 
the study from labor and management at the national and local levels . The 
Railway Labor Executive s  Association (RLEA) and the Association of American 
Rail roads (AAR) assigned liaisons to Project REAP . Each of the study railroads 
designated contacts to faci litate preparatory and study visits to the seven 
participating railroads . The directors of employee assistance programs pro­
vided intensive support in setting up the logistics of the study and in providing 
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or acqu1r1ng relevant information . All of these labor and management 
representatives advised URe on study methodologies and assisted in imple­
menting the study design . 
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2 • STUDY METHODS 

This section records the proce ss by which we carried out our pre­
liminary re search (Phase I) and formul ated the methodology to be used in 
Phase II , the data collection and analysis phase . The work took one ye ar 
and involved four tasks : critically reviewing literature , devising methods 
for calculating the prevalence and cost of al cohol abuse in se lected rai lroads , 
devising a method for evaluating the e ffectiveness of railroad programs for 
dealing with alcohol abuse , and selecting a sample of up to eight rai lroads 
with employee assistance programs (EAPS ) . 

For ease of reference , this section i s  divided into three part s . 
Part A deals with the way in which the above four tasks were carried out . 
Part B deals with the product of that research and the methodology and 
instruments developed a s  a result of it . Part C de scribe s how the research 
was conducted. 

2 . 1  DEVELOPMENT OF STUDY METHODS 

2 . 1 . 1  Critical Review of Literature 

Our first task was to review e xisting sources of in formation on alcohol 
and drug problems in the rai lroad industry . This re se arch e ffort served three 
ends : to analyze those elements of the rai lroad working environment which may 
contribute to alcohol-related problems ; to identify existing data on prevalence 
of alcohol prob lems , costs to the industry , and evaluation of tre atment and 
remedies ;  and to generate a standard lexicon of terminology with which to 
evaluate exist ing data. Achieving these obje ctives involved both a review o f  
over 200 reports ,  books , and article s ,  and several consultations with experts 
from the field. 

a .  Railroad Working Environment 

A review of the literature found that s ince the rai lroad work force is 
over 90 percent male* , problem drinking rate s are probably higher for railroad 
workers than for the general popul at ion . Existing lite rature (e . g . , Trice and 
Roman , 1978) suggests that several other characteristics of the r ai lroad working 
environment probably contribute to problem drinking : 

Some employees are on eight-hour call and thus cannot always dist inguish 
social from on-the-j ob drinking ; 

Many railroad employees are subject to extensive layovers , alone , and 
away from home ; 

Employees are often not under direct observation by supervisors and 
are subj ect to frequent supervi sor turnove r :  

* 
Because the railroad work force is so predominantly male , we use the 
masculine forms of personal pronouns when re ferring to railroad workers 
throughout ,this report . 

7 



Stringent penalties prescribed for alcohol use make supervisors 
reluctant to report observed infractions of the rule s ; 

Drinking rules create a costly and cumbersome process for appeals of 
drinking-related dismissals of contract workers and result in both lack of 
reporting and the returning of the offender to the work force; 

Supervisors frequently report drinking rule violators on ly after the 
employee ' s  drinking has reached the point of alcoholism or chronic use . 

Largely on the basis of these facts , a 1975 FRA-sponsored conference 
held in Evanston , Illinois , recommended that remedies for the problem of 
drinking among railroad workers be confined to voluntary programs , developed 
by and tailored to the needs of individual railroads . As evidence of its 
support ,  the FRA in 197 6  sponsored a literature search on occupational programs 
in other industries and a descriptive analysis of 20 railroad employee assis­
tance programs by the Naval Weapons Support Center. The report from that 
study , entitled A Survey of Alcohol and Drug Abuse Programs in the Railroad 
Industry (Hitchcock and Sanders , 1976) , was a central resource to us in 
beginning the next phase of our literature survey. 

b .  Existing Data on Prevalence , Costs , an d  Evaluation o f  Present Programs 

We conducted an extensive literature review to collect data on prevalence , 
costs , and evaluation . Our findings on prevalence and costs were considerably 
less than we had expected. Evaluation data were more abundant . 

Prevalence data were flawed by seve ral defects : 

Prevalence data were based on extrapolations from other industries 
even though certain characteristics of railroad workers and railroad work are 
possibly more conducive to alcohol problems than is the case in other industries ; 

Many prevalen ce data were based on alcoholism data derived through indirect 
estimation of a given geographic area or occupational group ; and 

Many of the data were based on surveys of client records ( from tre atment 
programs) or from surveys of supervisors , ne ithe r of which can be taken as 
an unbiased estimator for the total population . 

Because of this dearth of reliable information , only one method appeared 
useful to calculate the extent of alcohol-related problems : to collect data 
ourselves by surveying the overall railroad work force. 

The main challenge in dete rmining costs of problem drinking was to 
choose a suitable system for calculating these costs .  Three methods o f  cost 
calculation were identified:  the Winslow approach ( a  cost-accounting medel)  , 
the cost-benefit model , and the cost-effectiveness model . 

The Winslow approach is essentially a method for calcul ating costs 
of alcohol problems. It involves the calculation of costs in four general 
areas : cost of impaired productivity , cost of interpersonal friction , cost 
of absenteeism , and cost of health and accident problems . This approach 
does not compare alcohol-related costs with program results in any way . After 
reviewing the literature on the estimation of these costs , we determined that 
the limitations of railroad policies , the intangibility of some costs 
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and recordkeepinq pract ices would restrict our ability to derive estimates 
for some cost cateqories in the nins low s chema. DOT l ite rature , for example , 
revealed that most railroad employees do not receive sick pay . The effects 
of interpersonal friction are too vague to me asure in dollars and the employee 
health records from railroad medical departments are like ly to omit mention 
of drinkinq problems . 

The second model was the cost-benef it model .  By using this method , 
the cost o f  an employee assistance program would be c ompared to the estimated 
dollar value of proqram benefits in order to develop a cost-benefit ratio. 
Although it is possible to estimate a fairly incontrovertible dol lar value 
for some proqram bene fits ( for example , reductions in alcohol-re lated absentee ism) , 
it is not possible to do so for other important proqram bene fits ( for examp le , 
group morale , reduced alcohol-re lated illnesses , and reduced on-the-job inj uries ) . 
Since any dollar value assiqned to some important proqram bene fits are like ly 
to be controversial , we decided not to apply a cost-bene fit methodology . 

A third method--one more suited to the proj ect ' s  purpose and the kind 
of cost in formation likely to be available--was the cost-e ffectiveness method . 
This method involves de scribing and comparing the impa ct of alcoho l problems 
and program results in ways that do not exc lude , but are not confined to , 
dollar estimates . This method permits the evaluation of programs against 
important impact criteria whi ch are not easi ly translated into doll ars ( for 
example , reduced labor-management tension or reduced employee-custome r disputes )  
as we ll as other impact c riteria which are more eas ily conve rted into do llar 
savings . 

In conductinq a review of l iterature on evaluation of social proqrams 
in indust ry ,  we relied on several resources :  

NIAAA Nationa l C le arinqhouse for Information ; 

Rutqers Center for Alcohol Studies ; 

The Naval Weapons Support Center ' s  Survey of Al cohol and Drug Abuse 
Programs in the Railroad Industry ; and 

Relevant pro fessional j ourn al s .  

We did not restrict ourselves t o  programs dealing exclusively with 
alcohol abuse , since the purpose of our research was to explore the methods 
for undertakinq such evaluations .  

Our review identified three methods o f  evaluation : the goal-attainment 
mode l ,  which describes the population before and after intervention ; the 
systems model , which gathers process and outcome data ; and the cost-bene fit 
model identified above . (A detailed critique of the three systems and the i r  
application in both soc ial programs an d  alcohol programs c an  be found in 
"Evaluation and Process Outcomes of Railroad Alcohol Problems , "  an interim 
product o f  this project . ) For e ach of these evaluation methods three implemen ­
tat ion methods may be used: 
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Experi emental design , involving a control and expe rimental group ; 

Quas iexperimental des ign , involving a treatment group and a comparison 
group ; and 

Nonexperimental de sign , in which no comparison or contro l group is used . 

Our evaluation review determined that our own survey should combine 
e lements o f  the goal-attainment and systems models and that a quasiexperimental 
design be employed because , although comparisons would be necess ary , it would 
be impossible to employ true control groups . 

c .  Generate Standard Lexicon o f  Terminology 

During the literature review phase , we worked with a panel of nationally 
prominent experts to deve lop definitions of terms whi ch would be crucial to 
the study. Included on this panel were alcoho l spe cialists , spe cialists in 
oc cupational programs , and directors of railroad employee assistance programs . 

Before this meeting panel members were sent an initi al list of 2 9  terms 
specified by FRA and were asked to submit definitions as we ll as additional 
terms whi ch they fe lt needed de finition . 

The pane l was then assembled for a full day ' s  conference to reso lve 
discrepancies in definition s .  The final glossary included more than 80 items . 
( See the second section of this report for the dictionary of de finitions . )  

d .  Summary of Lite rature Review 

Our literature review resulted in seve ral decisions : First , we speci fied 
research question s and formulated hypothese s .  Se cond , we decided that a survey 
would be nece ss ary to gathe r data on the extent of the problem . Third , we 
cho se a cost-effectiveness model to evaluate the sample emp loyee assistance 
programs ( EAPs ) .  Fourth , we dete rmined that our own survey technique s would 
require a quas iexperimental approach to a combin ation goal-attainment systems 
mode l .  

2 . 1 . 2  Devising Methods for Calculating the Prevalence and Costs of Alcohol 
Abuse in Se le cted Railroads 

a. Prevalen ce 

This study undertook three activit ies to devise methods for determining : 

The number of problem drinkers employed by all the s ample railroads , by 
individual railroads and within different j ob categorie s on individual rai lroads . 

The frequency of drinking problems on all the se railroads , on individual 
rai lroads , and within different j ob categories on individual railroads . 

These activities included : the convening of an expe rt  pane l on prevalence ; 
the des ign of surveys , with panel guidan ce , of EAP clients and other rai lroad 
workers ; and the collect ion of information from company records re levant to 
alcoho l-re lated problems. 
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Prevalence panel members included three prevalence researche rs , an 
epidemiologist , and a dire ctor of a railroad alcohol abuse program. 

Before the meeting , we sent the members copies of pre liminary drafts 
of our literature review to elicit their comments and to provide direction for 
the meeting. 

Paneli sts concurred with our literature review findings that existing 
data were insufficient for indirectly estimating the prevalence rate of problem 
drinking on railroads. After reviewing three methods current ly in use , the 
Jellinek method , the Marden method , and the method being used by Creative 50cio­
Medics , we determined that each of these methods of indirect estimation would 
produce e stimates of dubious uti lity . Methods developed by Jellinek and 
Cre ative SociOMedics are designed to generate estimates of alcoholism , not 
problem drinking . More importantly , the Je llinek method is circular ; it 
actually require s and assumes an e stimate of alcoholism in the formula use d 
to generate the estimate . The kind of me dical in formation required by Creat ive 
50ciOMedics ' method is n ot available for railroad workers . Marden ' s  te chn ique 
use s problem drinking data from the population at large -- a population that could 
di ffer in important respe cts from the railro ad employees in thi s study . �'1hat 
is more , the principal demographic variables used by Marden--sex and age--are 
not very precise predictors of problem drinking . We concluded that only by 
conducting a survey would we be able to generate valid and reliable estimates . 

We also planned to examine other sources of data on prevalence including 
emp loyers , doctors , supervisors , and other man agement sta ff of the study 
railroads . Through personal interviews and questionnaires ,  we intended to 
assess the effects of problem drinking on such important aspects of railroading 
as emp loyee health , labor relation s , and safety . 

We created a panel to review methods and procedures identi fied during 
the literature review. Cost panel members in cluded URC staff , a ra ilroad 
economist , two program representatives who h ave done pioneer work in estimating 
the cost of alcohol problems to industry , an e conomist , an evaluator/researcher 
of occupational programs , and a railroad employee assistance program director.  
We determined that neithe r cost-benefit techniques nor the Winslow me thodology 
was completely suitable to our purposes .  Cost benefit analysis would necessitate 
dropping real but nonquantifiable program benefits from the study ' s  purview . 
Winslow ' s cost categorie s  did not correspond to accounting categorie s used 
on railroads . We modified Wins low ' s accounting technique to match the way in 
which railroads themselve s tracked costs for some aspe cts of the study. In 
addition , we c lassified e ach type of potenti al cost as to whether we could 
generate estimate s ,  could not generate estimate s ,  or might be able to generate 
e st imates .  For other aspects of the study we applied a gene ral cost-effectiveness 
mode l .  

We sought to obtain cost data by extrapolating cost estimate s from 
other industries , by ascertaining costs from company records , and by integrating 
cost que st ions into the p revalence survey. Cost estimates would be derived 
for accidents , grievance proceedings , dis ciplin ary action s , turnovers , absen ­
tee ism , health and medic al costs , and disability. Although advised to e liminate 
deterioration of morale and loss of productivity as areas to be examined , we 
decided to see if impact or cost data could be derived for the study rai lroads . 
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Con sequently , the prevalence survey was expanded to include new categories 
of cost e stimate s .  

2 . 1 . 3  Devising Method for Evaluating Effe ctiveness o f  Rai lroad Programs for 
Dealing with Alcohol Abuse 

OUr first step in devising methodS for evaluating existing programs was 
to convene a panel of experts on such evaluation s .  The pane l included : the 
dire ctor of an earlier FRA-sponsored study on alcohol abuse , an epidemiologist , 
a former staff member o f  the Occupational Branch of the National Institute on 
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, two alcoholism researchers , and an evaluator . 

Panel members were presented with our findings from the literature 
review , and we told them that we wished to conduct a process and outcomes 
evaluation incorporating the fol lowing e lements : 

a . Process Variables 

The sequence of events that le ad to program development 7 

The company ' s  written policy specifying its attitude toward employees 
with alcohol problems 1 

Education o f  the work force on the pOlicies and procedure s for as sistance ; 

Channel s  through which c lients are identified , counseled , and re ferre d ;  

Cooperation b y  labor an d  management i n  p roviding program SUpport 7 

The extent to which the program aids man agement and employees ;  

Program sel f-evaluation ; 

Numbe r and involvement o f  paid and unpaid staff;  

Enforcement of drinking rules and interaction with the program ; and 

Awareness o f  supervisory personnel and wi llingnes s  to help subordinate s .  

b . Outcome Variables 

Effe ctiveness in reaching entire company work force ; 

Improvement in work and social performance ; and 

Cost reduct ion to industry Q  

In assessing the criteria o f  program performance stated above , we would 
use three ratios when calculating outcomes :  

The awareness ratio , or the proportion of employees who know about 
the p rogram and its services ;  
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The acceptance ratio , or the proportion of employees who have used the 
prOCJram; and 

The rehabilitat ion rate , or the proportion o f  emp loyee s whose progr am 
participation i s  successful . 

Data gathering could be incorporated into the overall survey process 
with appropriate leve ls of staff inc luded to provide all evaluation data 
needed. 

The evidence gathe red from our panels was synthe sized into one program 
fo r data collection , using a variety of instruments and techniques . Prevalence 
data would be gathered by a mail survey and inte rviews with company of ficials , 
and cost and evaluation data would be obtained through records , surveys , and 
interviews . 

2 . 1. 4  Selecting Sample of Up to E ight Railroads With Employee Assistance Programs 

The FRA Administrator invited presidents of all Class I railroads to 
participate in the Proj ect REAP study . Nine railroads volunteered to partic i­
pate , of which eight were selected based on the following criteria : willingne ss 
to cooperate , willingness to share company records , s i ze , geographic spre ad , 
age of the EAP , numbe r o f  employees in the EAP , and avai l abi lity of computer­
based file s .  The e ight se le cted railroads cover the continental United States , 
emp loy about 2 34 , 000 workers , or about half the nat ion ' s  rail road workers , 
have track mileage ranging from 322 to 2 3 , 000 mi le s ,  emp loy from 1 , 400 to 90 , 000 
persons , and provide a wide variety of EAP s .  

2 . 2  STUDY RAILROADS 

The following rai lroads * were chosen : 

a.  The Burlington Northern (BN) , wit� �e s  i n  St. Paul , Minnesota , 
was incorporated in 196 1 .  It emp loys � �e .  Of the railroads par­
ticipating in the REAP study , the BN owns and operates the most track miles , 
almost 22 , 500 mile s .  The BN ope rates primarily in the Midwest an d  Northwe st 
but has a maj or link to the Gulf coast . The road also se rves Canada through 
a subsidiary , Burlington Northern (Manitoba ) , Ltd . BN carries field farm 
products ,  metallic ores , coal , food products , and lumber and wood product s .  
Approximately 90 percent o f  the BN ' s  revenue train miles were the result of 
freight carriage . 

b .  The Chicago , Milwaukee , St . Pau l ,  and Pacific Railroad Company** 
(Mi lwaukee Road) has corporate offices in Chi cago , I l linoi s , and serve s the 

Midwest and the P acific Northwest . The Milwaukee Ro ad was incorporated in 
192 7 and reorganized i �45 after bankruptcy . In 197 1 ,  the Mi lwauke e Road 
joined the Amtrak work . he Mi lwaukee Road ope rates 5 , 500 mile s of main 
track and employ 11 , 4  rsons . Freight commoditie s carried include farm 
product s ,  food products , lumber products , motor vehi cles , and pulp 
and paper .  The Milwaukee Road also runs a commuter line for Chicago and its 
suburbs. 

* Although the following paragraphs are lettered " a" through "h , "  only seven 
of these rai lroads are referred to in the text , and not necessarily in �his 
sequence . 

* *The Mi lwaukee Road has been used in pre-te st studies only , and no findings are 
reported here in .  
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c .  The Consolidated Rail Corporation ( ConRail ) ,  e stablished in 1976 

pursuant to the provision s  of the Re9ional Rail Reor9anization Act of 197 3 ,  

resulted from a consolidation of six bankrupt united States railroads 

(Central Railroad Co . , Erie Lackawanna Railway Co. , Lehi9h and Hudson Rai lway 

Co . , Lehi9h V ley Railroad Co. , Penn Central Transportation Co . , and Re adin9 

Co . ) .  Co iI , ith corporate offices in Phi ladelphi a ,  Pennsylvania , operates 

17 , 000 les of t,ack in the northe aste rn United States and Canad a  and employs 

almost 4 , 000 people . ConRail is primari ly a frei9ht carrier with frei9ht 

�����approximatelY 90 pe rcent of its revenue train miles . 

d. The Duluth , Missabe and Iron Range Railway Co . (OM & IR) , with offices 

in Duluth , Minnesota , is totally owned by U . S .  Steel . In 1937 , the Duluth , 
Missabe and Northe rn Railroad Co . merged with the Spirit Lake Transfer Rail 
Co . and in 1938 acquired all c apital stock of Duluth and Iron Range Rai oad 
Co. ( incorporated 187 5 )  and Interstate Rai lway Co . The OM & IR emplo s 1 , 400 
person s , h as only 441 mainline track mi le s ,  and operates solely withi �he 
State of Minnesota .  However , it is the largest carrier of iron ore in 
United States . 

e .  The I llinois Central Gulf Railroad Co . ( ICG ) has corporate offices 
in Chica90 , Illinois . The ICG was incorporated in 19 71 to effect the me rger 
of the I llinoi s Central Railroad Co . and the Gul f ,  Mobile , and Ohio Railroad 
Co . The 9 , 000 main track mi le s form a band which j oins the Great Lakes and 
th� of Mexico . Primarily a freight carrier (90 percent ). , the ICG 
�tanspor s farm products , coal , food ( me at and 9rain ) , lumber , wood, pulp 
and pape products , chemi cals , and transportation equipment . More than 
20 , 000 n and women are employed by the ICG .  

The Lon9 Island Railroad C o .  ( LIRR) i s  owned b y  the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA) of the State of New York. Of the railroads 
involved in the REAP study , the LIRR is the olde st , incorporated in 1834 

r New York laws . In 1966 , the LIRR was sold to what is now the MTA. 
he M A now controls all railroad lines on Lon9 I sland. The line employs 

6 , 500 people to operate the 325 track mi les on the commuter railroad. 

g. jI The Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Co . (SCL) is controlled by Seaboard 
Coast Line Industries with corporate office s in Richmond , Vir9inia . SCL 
was incorporated in 1944 as Seaboard/ Railway Co . The name was changed to 
Seaboard Air Line Railroad Co. The/ present name was adopted in July 1967 
afte r a merger with Atalntic Coast ine R�lroad Co. SCL operates almost 
9 , 000 mi les of track and has almost 20 , 000 J�mployee s .  Passenger servi ce 
was discontinued in 197 1 .  SCL now ansp rts nonmetallic minerals ,  food and 
food products , and lumber and wood pr cts in the Southe ast . 

h. The Southern Pacific Transportation Company (SP ) is control�� the 
Southern Paci fic Co . with main offices in S an  Francisco , Cali fo ia . Tpe SP 
se rves the Southwe st and West with over 11 , 000 track mi les and 41 , 000 employees .  
SP i s  primarily a frei9ht c arrier and transports farm products foo�;�roducts , 
lumber ,  pulp and paper products , chemicals , pet roleum and coal ucts , and 
transportation equipment .  

From amon9 thi s group , one railroad was se lected as a pretest company 
to provide in formation for revisin9 the methodo l09Y , i f  necessary . We as sured 
representatives o f  these railroads that we would maintain the anonymity of 
railroads in presentin9 results . Therefo re , the order of railroads as pre sented 
in this section is alphabetical . Code letters used in later parts of this 
report ( for example , Railroad A) to identi fy railro ads do � paralle l thi s  
order . 
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2 . 3  DESCRIPTION OF STUDY METHODS 

2 . 3 . 1  Data Collection 

We gathered data through records search , questionnaires ,  and interviews 
involving nine categories of personn e l :  top management , supe rvisors , union 
general chairmen , union local chairmen , medical officers , safety officers , 
grievance officers , employee assistance program directors , and staff of 
employee assistance programs . 

a. Records Search 

The records we used for backup data came from the FRA files in Washington 
and other sources at the railroads , unions , the Railroad Retirement Board ( RRB ) , 
and EAPs .  We collected these data directly and through the mai l .  

b .  Questionnaires 

We administered two surveys : the first was a general survey of randomly 
chosen employees by prescribed categorie s ( exempt , operating , and nonope rating ) 1 
the second , a survey of program clients . We chose the general survey samp le 
from computerized employee lists . Through the EAP director , we selected the 
client survey sample from client records at the employee assis tance programs 
chosen within parameters est�lished by REAP staf f .  

c .  Interviews 

We conducted five interviews among selected respondents in each of the 
categories of top management , work supervisors , union general ch airmen , and 
union local chairmen ; a total of 2 00 interviews . On each o f  the railroads , 
we also interviewed the medical o fficer , the safety office r ,  one grievance 
officer , and one employee assistance program director--a total of 28 inte rviews . 
In addition , we interviewed all EAP counselors . In preparation for these 
inte rviews , we drew up separ ate interview guides for each c lass of pe rsonne l. 

2 . 3 . 2  Pretest and Revision s  to Instruments 

Members of the Social Research Group from the University of California 
at Berkeley and a staff member of the Epidemiology Branch of the National 
Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism reviewed the surveys and interview 
instruments .  

The railroad on which we prete sted the instruments was the Chi cago , 
Milwaukee , St P aul and Pacifi c  Railroad Company (or the Mi lwaukee Road) . We 
mailed the gene ral surve y to a total of 2 10 employees in a random s amp le 
( 70 from each occupational category- -operating , nonoperating , and man agemen t) . 

The re spon se rate was 7 2  percent . 

We mailed cover letters s igned by the Mi lwaykee ' s  Vice P resident for 
Management Servi ces .  Union rep resentatives to the Milwaukee program s igned 
cover letters to the contract employees . 

During the pretest , we inte rviewed the program director and staff of the 
employee assistance program , five supervisors , five vice presidents , five 
union genera l chairmen , and grievance , medic al , and safety officers .  
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After the test , we recorded several questions on the survey for c larity 
and changed quest ion format s .  

Seve ral of the interview guide s required revision s as we ll . The staff 
interview was too long , lasting in many cases as long as four hours . The 
supe rvisors interview test revealed that although the instrument was acceptable , 
interviewees needed to be chosen from a step lower on the organizational 
ladder in order to assure contact with workers.  Interviews with vice presidents 
proved acceptable in content and length , although it was noted that people 
at this level found diffi culty in discussing observed drinking problems in 
leve l s  other than their own . We found the single interview guide used for 
both general and local chairmen inadequate for use with both groups . We 
adapted the guide for use with e ach kind of chairman. We did not pretest the 
medical interview guide , because the Milwaukee , like most maj or railroads , 
provide s no direct medical services . 

In order to calculate time requirements for Phase II testing , we kept 
detailed records of interview length . 

2 . 3 . 3  Data Tabulat ion and Analys is 

We used statistical procedures to reflect situations on the railroad , 
to determine correlates of drinking behavior , and to make comparisons among 
groups or organizat ions where such comparisons were relevant to the research 
e ffort . 

We generated prevalence e st imates for e ach of the railroads and occupational 
categories .  Nonstudy railroads can use these e stimates for speculating about 
their own prevalence rates or can make indirect estimations of the extent of 
the problem based on the Project REAP data . 

By combining data from the general survey , the interviews , and various 
types of records , we described the impact of drinking problems and attempted 
cost estimates in these categories :  absenteeism , lost productivity , inj uries , 
accidents and property damage , illnesses and di sabilitie s , budgets of employee 
assistance programs , and grievance p rocedures .  Railroads not involved in the 
study can extrapolate costs and/or use the method we used to calculate costs 
themselve s . We describe the method wh ich we used to derive various costs in 
those parts of Section 4 where we present the alcohol-re lated costs of individual 
cost categories ( p p . 65-104 ) . 

The evaluation methodology relies heavily on subj ective evaluation of 
labor leaders and management o fficials , bec ause program acceptance by these 
groups is critical to program uti lization and success . The genera l  survey 
taps general employee awareness o f  and knowledge about the program and its 
services . Program dire ctors ,  staff , and records provide much of the information 
about daily ope rations of the programs and their practices and policies .  
Finally , we will asses s the tangible consequences of program parti cipation 
and c lient reactions to program participation . 

2 . 4  IMPLEMENTING METHODOLOGY 

The most impqrt ant data-gathering tools of the study--the que stionnaires 
and the· interviews--required spe cial attention to provide dependable data for 
program use . 
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2 . 4 . 1  Survey of General Work Force 

We conducted probability sample surveys of the populations of seven 
railroads by mail.  The sample on e ach road was large enough to permit us 
to estimate a hypothetical populat ion value of 10 percent plus or minus 
2 percent , with a 95 percent level of confidence . ·  (Cochran , 1977)  
In addition , e ach sample was increased in size by one-half to allow for potential 
nonresponse . 

a .  Stratifie d  Sample 

We proportionately allocated the sample on each road to three strata 
based upon occupational category. The strata were management or exempt workers , 
employees not covered by union contract s ;  operating-crafts w2fkers , employees 
who work with the moving train and engine ; <and nonoperatin2 cr�fts workers , 
employees who are covered by union contracts bUE do not work on the moving 
train or engine . Examples of exempt workers are computer programmers and 
general managers . Conductors and engineers are operating crafts workers. 
Carmen and welders , who work on stationary trains , and bookkeepers are non­
operating crafts workers . 

The re la�ixe �roportion s  o f  e ach catego�9�_.�Q��rs dj ffaL 0n t� 
eight railroads. We chose to stratify along occupation dimensions because 
or the differences in the working conditions among the three strata . For 
example , exempt workers are usually on 2 4-hour call , and they are o ften 
responsible for making decisions which affect railroad policy . More than 
anything e lse , the consequences o f  an exempt worker ' s  being alcohol impaired 
are likely to be different than the consequences of alcohol impairment in 
a contract employee . Exempt workers have worked for the railroads many 
years ; many of them have come up through the ranks or have a higher degree 
of education with training in such fields as accounting or computer science . 

The consequences of alcohol abuse by operating crafts workers , on the 
other hand , are like ly to be more immediately dramatic.  For example , an 
engineer who is alcohol impaired might run the train off the tracks , or 
collide with another train. As we have seen in Section 1 ,  such an accident 
instigated FRA ' s  research into alcohol-related problems on the railroads . 
Some operating c rafts workers also travel more than other workers and are , 
the refore , away from direct supervision in many cases . They are o ften sub­
jected to the pressures of stress or boredom while they are away from home 
on a layover .  

* 
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The nonoperating craft workers , like operating crafts workers , often 
have opportunities for drinking, and their impairment can have serious 
consequences for themselve s  and others . For example , bookkeepers may record 
figures incorrectly , a mechanic may fail to tighten ne cess ary bolts , and a 
maintenance-of-way worker may inj ure himself or others through misuse of heavy 
equipment used for track repair.  

Differences among these strata in their work conditions and personal 
background and in the potential consequences of their drinking make it 
important to consider these groups of workers separately . 

Operating crafts workers and nonoperating crafts workers are referred 
to respectively throughout this report . For the sake of readability , they 
are often referred to as " OpS" and "nonops , "  respectively . 

b .  Data C ategories 

The questions we have tried to answer with the general survey are 
divided into several broad categories .  On the questionnaire , we first 
asked questions of railroad employees about their j obs . We wanted 
to know what j obs they held , how long they had worked for the railroad , 
and the characteristics of their jobs . For example , we wanted to know 
if they had the freedom to set their work hours , how much they liked their 
jobs , and whether they considered themse lves work addicts . Our purpose 
in asking questions about railroad workers ' jobs was to assess the 
relationship of various j ob factors and stresses to problem drinking . 

In the second section of the questionnaire , we asked questions 
related to drinking on the job to determine how many workers in different 
types of jobs are likely to take a drink , either on duty or while they are 
subj ect to cal l .  We also wanted to identify some of the potential 
effects of railroad employees ' drinking. For example , we were interested 

in the psychological e ffects on-the-job drinking has on co-workers , the 
incidence of workers ' filing claims after injuring themselves after 
drinking , and the incidence of damage to company-owned property while 
drinking . We also wanted to identify the norms of drinking. All of the 
railroads have strict rules against drinking . People often do not obey 
rule s , however , even though the rules are valid . Individuals often 

work by an informal set of rules which can be called the norms of work . 
We tried to identi fy the norms related to drinking on the rai lroads . 
In othe r words , we examined the degree to which employees abide by 
existing drinking rules and conditions under which workers approve 
of a coworker ' s  drinking . 

We were also interes ted in learning the condi tions under which 
a worker is likely to report a coworker ' s drinking and the like ly con­
sequences of being reported . In other words , we wanted to know how 
serious a potential consequence of drinking would have to be before 
a worker would comply with drinking rules and report a coworker ' s  
drinking or drunkenness . We asked a final ques tion in this section 
to find out how workers think drinking affects the company . 

The next se t of ques tions were about the workers ' own drinking 
habi ts , not on the job,  but in the ir daily live s .  The main focus of 
Project REAP is on the work-re lated consequences of employees ' alcohol 
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use and on-the- j ob drinking or drinking when subject to cal l .  
s tudy i s  not primari ly concerned with whether employees drink 
does not take place on the j ob and does not have an impact on 
mance . 

The 
if drinking 
work perfor-

The complete picture of a respondent' s drinking history is 
difficult to obtain in a survey , particularly when the survey instru­
ment is mai led to respondents and not administered by an interviewer .  
The survey pre test indicated that many people were having difficulty 
answering ques tions . We had to make the survey as brief and as simple 
as possible . For example , we reduced the number of ques tions on 
drinking not re lated to the j ob because job-re lated drinking was more 
important to this survey . Many of the measures we developed are use ful 
for determining th e  e xtent to which railroad workers are drinking and 
for comparing their levels of drinking with those of the general 
population . 

We asked questions about problems respondents have had either 
following periods of drinking or during periods of drinking in the 
las t year and life time problems that they attribute to the use of 
alcohol . We asked not only about specific problems but about the 
frequency wi th which these p roblems have occurred; we also tried to 
ge t an indication of the severi ty of the problems . 

Another issue which we have tried to deal with is how the workers 
fee l about the rules , such as Rule G or its equivalent , that forbid drinking . 
Are they aware of the rules forbidding drinking on the Tailroad? Do they th.:nk 
the rules work? Do they think some people are treated more fairly or 
unfairly by the rule s? Have they ever reported anyone for violation of 
the rules ? Do they know anybody who has ever reported anyone for 
vi olation of the rules? t-lhat happened to tne las t person that they 
know to have been reported? 

The next section of questions dealt with workers ' responses to 
drinking problems . If they thought they had a problem,  who would they 
be willing to tell about i t? In particular , would they dis cuss the 
problem with a person from the employee assis tance program? Would 
they go to the program for help? If not ,  who would they go to for 
he lp? Did they know about the employee assistance program and its 
services on their railroad? How had they heard about it? Did they 
know anyone who participated in the program? 

The final section of questions dealt with demographic variables 
( that is , the age , sex,  race , re ligion) of the respondent .  Any of these 

variables may be re la te d to drinking and to problem drinking . We were 
interes ted in wheth er the re lationships betwepn drinking and these 
variables in society also exis t among railroad workers . Identification 
of such re lationships might make i t  possible to predict that certain c lasses 
of workers are more likely to need program services . 

Such relationships are only s tatis tical and refer to aggregates 
and not to individuals . Thus , for examp le , to s ay ��at a relationship 
exis ts between sex and problem drinking only means that men are more 
like ly than women to be problem drinkers and not ��at any one man i s  
a problem drinker o r  any one woman i s  not .  

19 



c .  Value of Self-reported In formation on Drinking 

Researchers often ques tion the validi ty of responses to que s ti ons 
about " s ocially undesirable behavior . "  It is likely that the frequency 
of some behaviors will be underreported be cause o f  the social unde s i rability 
associated with them , bec ause people are l ikely to forget some things , 
and because of fear of identi fi cation and possible puni tive acti on . 
However ,  a well-conducted probability sample s urvey was the only means 
for getting much o f  the information we needed . No offi cial records 
exis t on drinking among railroad workers . We have to trus t our 
respondents . I t  i s  true that many forms of behavior may be unreported ,  
but i t  i s  also true that relationships among vari ab les are not as like ly 
to be influenced by underreporting as the es timates of prevalence of 
certain phenomena . That is to s ay ,  relationships are often unaffected 
by underreporting . ( B lane et al . ,  197 7 )  

d .  Con fidence Intervals 

Sample surveys represent a practical solution to ob taining a 
maximum amount o f  information at a gi ve n  level of re sources avai lable 
to gathe r that information . We ll developed mathematical mode ls allow 
the rese arche r to spe cify the pre cision o f  samp le values obtained through 
the survey , and to use those speci fications to make comparisons be tween 
and among es timates . 

We have provided a table of values (see Appendi x )  which can be 
used to create 95 percent confidence intervals for each of our tab le 
values . These confidence intervals can be used to determine how 
precise given es timates are and to judqe the s tatis tical signi ficance 
of di ffe rences among table entries . Instructions ·Dor use of the table 
are in the Appendi x .  

e .  Response Rate s 

The rate of response to the survey was hi gher than we had been led to 
expect either by the literature or by the experience of the rai lroads them­
se lves in conducting their own internal surveys . Response rates range from 
60 to 82 percent with a median value of 69 percent .  There were approximate ly 
8 , 000 in our total sample . �le re ce ived response s from 5 , 7 04 on the seven 
railroads . The response rates are based on size of the original sample 
adjusted upward to account for individuals whom we discovered had e ither 
retired , died , or were no longer working for the rai lroad ( 2 . 8  percent ) . 

We allocated our subjects to strata in proportion to the size of these 
strata in the population . The respondents in each stratum , however ,  did not 
respond to the general survey at the same rate . In general , managers were 
more likely than either the operating or nonope rating employees to respond 
to the survey . S ince the final samp le was not strictly proportional , we 
we ighted each of the strata during data an alyses in order to generate our 
populat ion estimates .  
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f. Nonresponse Bias 

One of the problems which all survey researche rs have to face is 
t."e possibility of getting a " low" response rate . Exactly what " low" 
means is hard to determine , but anytime the response rate is less than 
100 percent,  the possibili ty exists that those who did not respond to 
the survey are different in some way from those who responded.  This 
introduces the problem of nonresponse bias . That is , the picture of 
the population obtained by considering the responses of those who 
.t'esponded to the survey may be biased or misleading since important 
information was not received from the nonrespondents . Consequently , 
whenever possible , i t  is good practice to look at the differences , or 
possible differences , between respondents and nonrespondents . It  is 
very unlikely that one wi ll have direct measures of variables such as 
drinking, since i f  direct measures existed,  it would not be necessary 
to conduct a s urvey . I t  is possible to identify and study factors 
suspected of being corre lated with problem drinking . If these factors 
differ between respondents and nonrespondents , one might suspect that 
the measure one is interested in also differs be tween respondents and 
nonrespondents , and, there fore , results should be interpre ted wi t.� 
caution . Another technique which is sometimes used for de tecting 
potenti al bias is comparing the responses of early and late respondents 
to the s urvey . The assumption is that late respondents are more like 
nonrespondents than early respondents are . Therefore , if the answers 
of late respondents differ from the answers of early respondents , 
it can be concluded that the answers of the nonrespondents also would 
have di ffered from the answers of the respondents . 

We were able to employ both of these methods to de te rmine the 
presence or absence of nonrespondent bias . 

Using data from the computerized personne l files of two s tudy 
rai lroads , we compared respondents wi th nonrespondents on character­
i s tics which we be lieved might be related to problem drinking . Under 
the assumption that they would be related , if differences \oJere dis­
covered between the two groups on these variables , we would be forced 
to conclude that a s trong possibility of bias because of nonresponse 
did exi s t .  If no re lationships be tween these variables and responses 
we re discovered,  we would conclude that such bias was unlike ly , though , 
of course ,  we would not have proved that it did not exis t (such proof 
of a negative is empirically impossible ) .  

Because of di fferences in the personnel files of the two cooperating 
railroads , there were some differences in the information which they 
were able to provide for us although there were many common i tems whi ch 
both provided . Rai lroad F supplied data on all respondents and all 
nonrespondents for a total of over 1 , 000 cases . Railroad G supplied 
data on all of the exempt nonrespondents , 25 nonrespondents for each 
of the remaining occupation categories , and on 75 respondents sampled 
equally from the three occupational categories . 

On neither of these railroads did we find any evidence for non­
respondent bias . The variables considered for Rai lroad F were age , 
sex, length of time employed by the railroad , occupational category , 
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number o f  accidents involved in,  number o f  injuries i nvolved i n ,  and 
number o f  absen ces in the pas t year . The only s igni fi cant di fference 
found be tween respondents and nonrespondents on any of these variables 
was for occupational category . Exempt workers were more likely to 
respond than contract emp loyees . However ,  we conclude tha t  this 
di f ference is probably due to the greater tendency of exempt employees 
to respond to a mai led survey and do not feel that any relationship 
to problem drinking produced the result .  

Railroad G provided data o n  sex, age , occupational category, number 
of dis ciplinary actions , number of rule violations , number of i nj uries , 
and length of time emp loyed by the rai lroad . Not one of these seven 
measures showed any signi fi cant relationship to response or nonresponse . 
Here , too , we were able to conclude that no evidence suggests the 
exis tence of nonresponse bias . 

The resul ts of our othe r  approach to the nonrespons e bias problem 
are not as unequivocal . 

We calculatod how many days afte r the in itial que stionnaire ma iling 
the comp leted que stionnaire was returned by e ach respondent . On e ach 
railroad we determined the relationship o f  this length o f  time for return 
to the me asures : whether or not the respondent drank , a drinking problem 
frequency-seve rity score ( See Section 5 )  , and a dichotomous indicator of 
whether or not the respondent is a problem drinker .  

On Railroads B ,  C ,  E ,  an d  G none o f  these drinking-rel ated me asures 
was related to the speed of a questionnaire return and we concluded whether 
no evidence exists for non response bias . On Railroad F ,  drinkers tended 
to respond e arlier than nondrinkers , although no re lationship was found 
between either of the problem me asures and the response date . 

On both Rai lroads A and 0 ,  problem drinkers re sponded later than 
nonproblem drinkers , although no relation ship was found between whe the r 
or not a pers on drank and the response date . This finding does indicate 
the possibility of nonresponse bi as which might affect some of the results 
for the se two rai lroadS . 

On the other hand , because multiple stati stical tests were performed 
to detect the presence o f  the potential bias , the validity of any one 
of those te sts , itself , i s  questionable . (E . g . , Cohen and Cohen , 1975 ) 
When the criterion for detection o f  bias i s  strengthened to allow for the 
21 statistica l  tests which h ad to be conducted ,  on ly Railroad 0 produced 
reliable evidence of a potential for bias . 

To summarize , using two diffe rent methods we found no re ason to 
suspect nonresponse bias in the data from most o f  our study rai lroads . 
Although some equivocal eviden ce exists for at least a potential for non­
response bias on two or three of the railro ads , on ly on Rail road 0 was the 
potential stil l evident when te sted by the most rigorous techniques .  
Although , o f  course , all o f  these techniques are only inferential and do 
not prove or disprove the existence of nonresponse bias , we con cluded 
that in most case s this type of bias did not exist in our dat a .  

2 2  



2 . 4 . 2  Survey of Program Participants 

The survey of program participants was distributed to a random sample 
of individuals who come into con tact with the employee assistance program on 
each of the eight railroads . Some individuals have been through treatment .  
Others are currently in treatment . Other have been re ferred to the program 
but declined to accept its services .  Others may have been refe rred to the 
program, and the program may have decided not to offer them se rvices either 
be cause they did not need servi ces or because a referral was more appropri ate . 

a. Sampling Plan and Method of Administration 

Because of the confidentiality of EAP records , administration of the 
client survey presented special problems . REAP staff did not have direct 
access to client files or even client names . Consequently ,  special arrangements 
were worked out with each of the program dire ctors for REAP staff to supply 
sample s ize info�ation and directions for phys ically drawin g the sample so 
that program 'directors could actually distribute the questionnaire s .  Respondents 
mailed the questionnaires directly to Project REAP . Using this technique , 
followup mailings were impossible . 

About 100 program participants were randomly se lected from each rail road 
program to receive questionnaires . This sample size was se lected to be suf­
ficient to e stimate any population proportion with a tolerance of � 10 pe rcent 
at the 95 pe rcent leve l of conf idence . The questionnaires we re de livered either 
in pe rson or through the mails at the director ' s  convenience . Whi le dire ctors 
retained a veto over any client se lected for the sample , they were instructed 
not to apply it indiscriminately . 

b .  Data C ategories 

Many of the issues in the program participant survey are the s a�e as 
those in the survey of the general work force . Actually , program participants 
are members of the general work force and can provide much of the same 
information . The added advantage is that they may be particularly attuned 
to alcohol problems and certain ly can report personal experiences . Although 
the ir responses could not be used to generate estimates of prevalence in the 
work force , sti ll they could provide information about relationships among 
variables and the e tiology o f  problem drinking in the railroad environment and 
poss ibly in the industrial environment as a whole . These respondents ,  we 
hoped , would provide unique information which only program participants could 
provide , such as benefits of program participation , both subj ective and in 
behavioral terms , as well as factors about the program that they considered 
to be negative . Such information would be invaluable in he lping to de sign 
future programs and to improve the one s  which currently exis t .  

c .  Response Rate s and Limitation o f  Data 

Response rates to the survey of program participants were disappointing . 
Although most program directors did not supply us with enough information to 
calculate exact response rates , the overall response rate was about 33 percent . 
Only two responses were received from one o f  the railroads and eight from 
ano ther . By any standards , these respon se rates have to be considered un­
acceptable for drawing hard conclusions . The possibility of nonresponse bi as 
is too great , and it is impossible in this case to as se ss it . 
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Nonethe less , we may be able to draw inferences from the response s 
rece ived from program p articipants . We wi ll present the findings from 
program participants .  We wi ll present the findings from the program 
participant survey , but it is important to remember that these findings 
are based on low response rate data and are presented only as sugge stions . 
We will not attempt to make inferences about individual railroads or programs 
based upon these responses . 

2 . 4 . 3  Interviews 

Key individuals in diffe rent roles on railroads have unique perspec­
tives on the problem drinking s ituation in the railroad and have spe cial 
re asons to be concerned about problem drinking there . Specifically , these 
individuals include top management ,  the safety officer , the medical officer , 
the labor- relations or grievance office r ,  the work supervisor , the union local 
chairmen and general ch airmen , and the employee assistance program director 
and counselor . 

We interviewed five representatives of each of the following categories 
on each rail road : top management , work. supervisors , general chairmen , and 
local chairmen , program directors , and program staff . On any railroad , the 
number of occupants o f  many of these categories wi ll be large , ranging perhaps 
from a few dozen top managers and general chai rmen to a few thousand work 
supe rvisors and local chairmen . 

a. Profiles of Interviewee s 

We thus interviewed about 175 supervisors and management exe cutive s and 
labor representatives (besides program staff who are described in Section 6 )  • 

We interviewed 38 supervisors . They supe rvised an average of 45 men (range 
10 to 700 employees supervised) , se rved as supervisors an average of 7 years 
( range 1 year to 2 5  ye ars ) and worked on railroads an average of 2 8  ye ars 
( range 5 years to 39 years ) . They supervised virtually every kind of 
operating personne l ( for example , locomotive engineer s ,  switchmen , conductors , 
yardmasters , etc . )  and nonoperating personnel ( for example , maintenance of 
way , machine operators , clerical , e lectricians , pipe-fitters , bridge and 
bui lding personne l ,  crew dispatchers , inspec tors , c arpenters , we lders , 
telegraphers , laborers , security police , etc . ) 

In addition to the medical , s afety , and grievance or labor relations 
officers on each road , we interviewed 35 other railroad exe cutives including 
managers serving as regional or divisional manager, vice president of 
personnel ,  director o f  police , manager o f  sales and service , vice pre sident 
of operat ions , senior assistant chief of coal ope ration s ,  director of 
administration , vice president of the executive department ,  chie f mechanical 
officer , supervisor of communications apd signalR . 

The 74 labor repre sentatives we interviewed were from the United 
Transportation Union ( UTU) , Brotherhood of Railway and Airline Clerks (BRAC ) , 
Brotherhood of Maintenance Way ( BMW) , Intern ational Brotherhood of Electri cal 
Workers ( IBEW) , Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineer ( BLE ) , Transport Workers , 
Sheetmetal Workers , and the International Association of Machinists and 
Aerospace Workers ( lAM) . 
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We interviewed 38 general chairmen . They have served in that 
capacity an average of 4 years (range 1 month to 20 years ) ,  have worked 
on the rai lroads an average of 31 years (range 10 years to 40 years ) , and 
represent a total of 120 , 000 workers or more than half the workforce on the 
seven �ailroads . We also interviewed 36 local chairmen . They have 
been in  their current posi tion an average of 7 years ( range 3 months 
to 25 years ) , have worked on the railroads an average of 2 7  years 
( range 1 year to 39 years ) and represent a total of about 10 , 000 contract 

workers . 

b.  Sample 

Although it  would have been desirable to obtain information from 
all of the interviewers listed above or at least from probabiJ ity samples of 
the groups large enough to make reliable quantitative estimates related 
to prevalence and costs of problem drinking , such a procedure was 
prohibitively expensive . We interviewed five occupants of each of 
these roles . In additions to being a few in number , the interview-
ees were � randomly selected. They were selected by Proj ect 
REAP field s taff working in concert with a project liaison officer 
appointed by each railroad. They were se lected nonrandomly in ways 
expected to maximize the amount of information we were likely to get 
from a limited number of people . The liaison office r ,  typically a 
vice president , chose the top management and work supervisors : and 
a general chairman , typically one who has worked with the liaison 
officer or with the employee assis tance program, chose the other 
general chairmen and the local chairmen . 

The criteria for selecting these interviewees were that the 
individual had had experience with the railroads and knew about 
working conditions there and that he was willing to share his 
opinions about problem drinking on the rai lroad and about the employee 
assistance program. We speci fically reques ted of the rai lroad ' s  liaison 
o fficer that the interviewees not all be " friends of the employee 
assistance program. " 

Each railroad had zero , one , or several employee assistance program 
counse lors distinct from the program director . These counselors were 
sometimes geographically spread throughout the rai lroad sys tem. Because 
the counselors , more than any other indivi duals , have had close contact 
with a large number of problem drinkers on the rai lroad and because each 
counselor knows many o f  the strengths and the shortcomings of his or her 
own employee assistance program, the information which the counse lors 
could provide was considered among the most valuable of the entire data 
collection effort . There fore , Project REAP interviewed every counse l or 
of every employee assis tance program, as well as the program director 
(who in all but two cases served as a couns�lor) . Because the amount 
of information which the director and the counselor could provide was 
so great and because it was thought to be so important, the interview 
guides for these individuals were substantially longer than any of the 
other interview guides . 
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c .  Preparatory Visit 

Prior to each data collection visit , the liaison team made a 2- or 3-day 
visit to each study rai lroad to explain what was needed for the visit and to 
reassure railroad personnel about what to expect during the visit . The trip 
followed letters and te lephone calls reconfirming needs and appointments . 
As a result of these effort s ,  railroad personnel were generally well prepared 
for the data collection visit . All scheduled interviews , except one , we re 
conducted . 

d. Data Categories 

All the interviewees we re asked about the ir views on drinking problems , 
the drinking situation , drinking rules on railroads , and treatment services 
provided by their company' s program . Individual categories of interviewees 
were asked que stions about those dimensions of drinking about which they had 
special in formation or insight : for examp le ,  grievance office rs were asked 
about the number and costs of alcohol-related grievan ces , safety officers 
we re asked about inj uries and accidents ; medical officers about alcohol -re lated 
health problems , etc .  

All of the study instruments are presented in a separate vo lume . 

2 . 4 . 4  Order o f  Report 

We sought four types of data through the administration of these instru­
ments and from professional literature and have organized the rest of this 
report in accordance with these informational categories : 

a .  Drinking Practices an d  Norms ( Section 3 )  

Drinking pattern s  of railroad workers on and off the j ob ;  rule s 
governing drinking ;  worke rs ' opinions about permissible drinking ; and the 
practice of reporting and covering up rule violations by members o f  the work 
force . 

b .  Drinking Problems : Frequency , Impact , and Costs ( Section 4 )  

Job-re lated drinking problems ; the kinds , numbers , and costs of 
alcohol-re lated j ob problems that management and operating and nonoperating 
pe rsonne l have on individual roads. Off-the -job drinking prob lems : frequency 
and impact of familia l ,  lega l ,  safety , health , and other kinds of drinking 
problems . 

c .  Problem Drinking Rai lroad Workers (Section 4)  

The defin ition and measurement o f  problem drinking ; numbe r o f  problem 
drinkers by j ob categories on individual roads ; method for estimating number 
of problem drinkers on railroads that did not partic ipate in the study ; 
demographi c ,  j ob-related , and drinking-related corre late s o f  problem drinking . 

d .  Current Program Approaches t o  Problem Drinking ( Section 6) 

The environment in which programs began and continue to ope rate 
( conte xt) ; resources committed by the company to the program ( inputs)  ; major 
activities carried out by program staff ( services/functions) ; principal outcomes 
attributed to program " ( results ) .  
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3 .  DRINKING PRACTICES AND NORMS 

Company officers , labor representative s , government o fficia ls , and 
railroad workers themselve s are understandably concerned about the job­
related drinking o f  railroad employees .  Our investigation revealed 
these statistics for the year before the study . 

Fourteen pe rcent , or an estimated 32 , 000 , of the 2 34 , CCO railroad 
workers emp loyed by the study roads drank on duty an estimated 9 6 ,000 times . 

Thirteen pe rcent , or an estimated 3 0 , 000 , drank at lE' ast on ce l ast year 
when subject to cal l .  

About 5 percen t , o r  a n  estimated 12 ,500 , reported to work very drunk or 
got very drunk on the j ob . 

Over 20 percent reported to work with hanqove rs .  

Over 3 0  percent o f  exempt workers witne ssed a violation o f  company 
drinking rule s ,  but only a =ew workers eve r reported such viol ations .  

About 1 2  percent o f  contract employees and 6 percent o f  exempt workers 
covered for , or hid , a worker who was drunk on duty . On one road , 19 percent 
of the contract employee s  and 13 pe rcent of exempt wo rkers covered for an 
intoxicated employee . 

Similar figures could easily be cited within diffe rent j ob c lassifica­
ti ons on individual railroads . 

solutions to these j ob-related drinking problems require an intensive 
examination of the drinking practices of railroad workers on and off the 
j ob and o f  the procedures through which railroad companies handle the 
drinking employee . The first half o f  thi s chapter will deal with the 
drinking practices o f  the railroad workers : the prevalence , frequency , and 
amounts of alcohol use ; the prevalence and frequency o f  heavy drinking ;  and 
the prevalence and frequency of intoxication and binge drinking . 

The second half of this chapter will concentrate on the disciplinary 
aspect of the rai lroad companies ' methods for dealing with employee s '  
job-related drinking including the content , employee awareness , applica­
bility , and impact of company drinking rules ; typical violations , detection 
pattern s , and disciplinary procedures ;  the actual current enforcement 
of drinking rule s ; the personal standards on drinking held by workers ; and 
the pe rsonal opinions o f  workers , managers , and labor representatives about 
current company drinking rules . 

3 . 1  DRINKING HABITS OF RAILROAD EMPLOYEES 

a .  General Drinking Practices 

About 75 percent of Ame rican male adults currently drink ( Cahalan and 
others 1969 ; Johnson and others 1976) . In our survey of 6 , 000 rai lroad em­
ployees , we , too , found that 75 percent currently drink . As we have s een , 
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work forces of the seven railroads employ about 2 35 , 000 workers and were 
surveyed with sample sizes ranging from 5 2 6  to 990 . Table 3-1 shows 
the prevalence rates of drinking on each of the seven study railroads . *  

TABLE 3-1.  DRINKERS BY RAILROAD 

Railroad Percent Ewr Drinkers Percent Currently Drinkers 

A 94 84 

B 9 1  80 

C 7 3  5 5  

D 92 78 

E 85 69 

F 92 84 

G 89 75 

Weighted* *  88 75 
Average 

Considerable variation exists throughout the industry , however ,  since 
results on individual roads range from 55 to 84 percent . 

Table 3-2 breaks these figures down into occupational categories .  Exempt 
workers are all nonunion and mostly managerial- leve l employees . Operating 
personnel (ops ) are union workers engaged in the operation of engine s , trains , 
and yards . Nonoperating personne l (non-ops ) are union workers engaged in 
other activities . (Of the three categories , exempt workers exceed the 
sample mean ,  but the others fall below it . )  

When the se p revalence figures are given for separate classes of workers 
by individual roads , as they are in Table 3-2 , ewn wider differences become 
apparent . Differences are significant in the prevalence o f  drinkers among 
the railroads and among the occupational categories . More exempt worke rs 
drink than contract employee s . * * *  

* 
A table for computing 95 percent confidence intervals appears in the 
Appendix A .  Alphabetical de signation s of rai lroads are held constant . 

** 

* * *  

The weighted average i s  an average value taken across railroads 
where the value for each railroad has been multiplied by a factor 
�qual to the relatiw number of employees of the rai lroad . The e ffect i s  to 
produce estimates which are based upon individuals and not upon rai lroad� . 

See Appendix A .  

2 8  



Railroad 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

Weighted 
Ave rage 

TABLE 3�2 . CURRENT DRINKERS BY OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Exempt Cps Non-Ops Weighted 

88 8 3  82 8 4  

84 78 80 80 

64 5 4  52 55  

8 7  7 3  78 78 

78 72 65 69 

8 7  8 9  8 2  84 

88 72 72 75 

81 7 3  7 3  75 

b. Frequency 

Average 

Table 3 -3 shows the frequency with which drinking workers drink by 
railroad ( Part A) and by occupational category ( Part B) . These frequency 
rates indicate that railroad workers drink with regularity , since 82 
percent drink at least once a month , more than half drink once a week , and 
over one- fourth drink three time s or more a week . Ten percent report 
drinking every day . Equivalent figures for the national population are 
shown in Table 3-4. As Table 3 -4 shows , daily drinking is as frequent 
among railroad workers as the gene ral population . Males in the general 
population , however ,  are more likely than railroad workers to be dai ly 
drinkers . The same is true for drinking several time s per week . Railroad 
workers are about as likely as males in the general population to be 
weekly drinkers , and railroad workers are more likely than males in 
general to be monthly drinkers . The se results are shown graphically in 
Figure 3-1 . 

The road with the lowe st percentage of drinkers , Railroad C also has 
the lowest frequency of drinking among drinkers . About the same percentages 
of worke rs from all three occupational categories drink at least once a 
week ( exempt = 6 2  percent , operating = 6 2  percent , and nonoperating = 5 6  pe rcent ) . 
A slightly higher percentage of exempt workers drink on a daily bas is than 
do operating or nonoperating personnel . 
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TABLE 3 - � . DRINKING FREQUENCY ( OF DRINl<ERS ) BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

At Least 3 or 4 Days 
Railroad Once a Day Per Week 

A 9 19 

B 13 19 

C 7 14 

D 9 14 

E 9 16 

F 10 15 

G 12 2 0  

Weighted 10 17 
Average 

o ccupationa l  C ateaorv 
Exempt 13 2 0  

Ops 9 19 

Non-Ops 10 15 

100 

90 
.-.jJ c 80 CD CJ ).j CD 70 01 

r.:I 60 
C) Z 

i 5 0  

40 , /' 
,. 

Po. 
30 

20 
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0 

Daily 3 or 4 Weekly 
Times 
Per Week 

FREQUENCY 
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T�LE 3-4 . DRINKING FREQUENCY OF RAILROAD DRINKERS AND OF NATIONAL POPULATION 

Males in Drinking Frequency Railroad Workers General Population General Population 

At least • . . 

Monthly 82 5 7  70 
Weekly 58  38  54  
3 or  4 times weekly 2 7  2 2  34 
Daily 10 10 16 

c .  Amounts Consumed 

Americans who drink drink an average of 19 ounce s  of ethanol a month .  
Railroad workers who drink drink the same amount . Table 3-5 shows the 
average monthly alcohol consumption of workers in di fferent jobs on indi­
vidual roads . 

In the aggregate , ops and non-ops drink about equivalent amounts , 

* 

which tend to be about half again as much as the exempt workers drink . This 
ratio is not evident , however , in individual roads . In no case do exempt 
workers drink significantly more than contract employees ,  but on Railroads C 
and G they drink about equivalent amounts .  Some railroad ops drink more 
than non-ops , but on other roads , the reverse is true • 

.,. 
An ounce of ethanol is roughly equivalent to the amount of pure alcohol 
cont ained in two l2 -oun ce bottles of beer ,  two 4-ounce glasses of wine , 
or two l�-ounce shots of whiskey.  This estimate is  based upon survey 
data. Data based on tax revenues would produce an estimate from 50 to 
100 percent higher (HEW , 1979) . 
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TABLE 3-5 . MONTHLY ETHANOL INTAKE OF RAILROAD WORKERS IN OUNCES 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops Wei ghted Average 

A 11 20  13 l.!:I 

B 8 12 19 14 

C 9 9 8 8 

D 9 15 17 15 

E 12 13 12 11 

F 12 2 3  14 16 

G 12 14 13 13 

Weighted 10 15 14 13 
Average 

d. Regular Heavy Drinking 

We also tried to find out the percentage of workers who regularly drink 
heavily and the percentage who drink heavily at least occasionally . 
Eighteen percent of American males drink at least 30 ounces of ethanol 
a month (Johnson et al , 1977) . By contrast , only 11 percent of railroad 
worker drink that amount o f  ethanol each month . National estimates were 
obtained through personal interviews , but our data were collected through 
mailed questionnaires .  Obtaining consumption data through our mailed 
questionnaires proved difficult . Almost one-third of our respondents 
did not answer the complex questions in this  section , and some respondents 
may have misunderstood them. Our estimates of consumption , there fore , 
may be greatly underestimated .  Table 3-6 shows according to our data , 
the percentages of workers on each railroad who drink more than 30 ounces 
of ethanol a month . 

* 
A regular he a\-y drinker is de fincd here as one \/no drink= at le azt 

30 ounces of ethanol a month ( rou�hly either GO l2 -0��ce bottles of beer ,  
6 0  4�-ounce glasses o f  wine , 60 l�-ounce shots of whiskey o r  an equivalent 
ccrnbination of these beverages) . Thi s leve l was chosen for comparability to 
Johnson et al ' s  national data. An episodic heavy drinker is defined as one 
who drinks at least 2 . 4  ounces o f  ethanol on a single day ( roughly one 
six-pack , one fifth of wine , or four shots of whiskey) . 

Because of low response rates to this question , we cannot be sure of 
the accuracy of values in thi s  table . We do note , however ,  that contract 
emp loyees appear more likely to be regularly heavy drinkers than are exempt 
employees . Because of suspected low data quality , these fiqures were not 
subjected to statistical tests . 

* 
T�e consumption of this amount of alcohol C � �  not necessarily constitute 
heavy drinking or drinking that is excessive . This de finition was chosen 
for comparability to the RAND (Johnson et al , 1977) de finition of "heavier 
dr inkers • It 
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TABLE 3-6 . PERCENTAGE OF REGULARLY HEAVY DRINKERS 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops Weighted Average 
A 9 2 1  9 13 
B 5 13  12 11 
C 6 6 5 5 
D 6 11 18 15 
E 6 10 10 10 
F 9 2 1  13 14 
G 7 12 12 11 

Weighted 7 13 11 11 
Average 

e .  Occasional Heavy Drinking 

We also tried to characterize drinking patterns of railroad drinkers 
by defining episodic heavy drinking as the consumption of at least 2 . 4 
ounces o f  ethanol during 1 day at least once in the previous month . 
Table 3-7 shows the distributions of prevalence of this amount of drinking 
as wel l  as those for twice this amount . Of the 71 percent of rail road 
workers who drank during the month before the survey , 64 percent had 
episodes of heavy drinking-- ( 45 percent of the total sample ) . Twenty-eight 
percent of all drinkers--20 percent of the total sample--drank at least 
twice that amount on at least 1 day . (As with the previous section , these 
numbers may be underestimates . )  

Number 
Days 

0 

1-5 

6-15 

16-25 

2 6-31 

TABLE 3-7 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS CONSUMING AT LEAST 2 . 4  OUNCES AND AT 
LEAST 4 . 8  OUNCES OF ETHANOL IN ONE DAY IN THE PAST MONTH 

At Least 2 . 4  At Least 4 . 8  
Ounces of Ethano l Ounces of Ethanol 

of At least At least At least At least iAt least At least 
one · �ix- one fifth four shots two six- Itwo fifths eight shots 
pack beer wine whiskey packs beer Iwine whiskey 

70 93 74 87 96 89 

18 20 18 8 1 7 

6 0 . 6  4 2 0 . 3  1 

2 0 . 4  2 1 0 . 2  1 

3 2 3 2 2 2 
*Beer is calculated as 12 oz . servings of 4 percent ethanol , wine as 4 oz . 
servings of 12 percent ethanol , and disti lled sp irits as l . 5-ounce shot glasses 
of 40 percent ethanol . 
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O f  all drinkers , 2 3  percent consumed 2 . 4  ounces at least 6 times during 
that month , while 9 pe rcent consumed it on at least 26  days . These figures 
contrast strikingly with those who drank twice that amount ( 4 . 8  ounces) . 
Three percent drank the greater amount at least 6 days that month , while 6 
percent did so on at least 26 days . 

To illustrate the distribution of heavy drinking ,  Table 3-8 shows 
how the 2 8  percent of drinkers who consumed 4 . 8  ounces at least once during 
that month are distributed among the study roads and occupational categories . 

TABLE 3-8 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS CONSUMING AT LEAST 4 . 8  OUNCES OF ETHANOL ON 
ONE DAY AT LEAST ONCE IN PAST MONTH BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL Cl.TEt;ORY 

Rail road Two Six-Packs Beer Two Fifth s Wine Eight Shots Whiskey 

A 14 5 15 

B 14 3 9 

C 9 4 10 

D 16 3 18 

E 15 3 9 

F 11 5 12 

G 15 3 8 

Weighted 12 4 12 
Average 

Q(,!("!l1o;:at-i.onal �at 
Exempt 5 2 7 

Ops 16 4 14 

Non-Cps 15 3 12 

Weiqhted 12 4 12 
Average 

Two six-packs o f  beer are sufficient when consumed in a 7-hour period * 

by a 170-pound pe rson to raise the blood-alcohol content to . 19 ,  or almost 
twice the illegal level for driving in most states . 

As Table 3-9 shows , 7 percent of drinkers consume at least 4 . 8  ounces 
of ethanol at least once a week , 1 percent almost daily . 

* 
Average amount of time our respondents took to con sume this quantity . 
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TABLE 3 -9 .  FREQUENCY WITH WHICH DRINKERS DRINK AT LEAST 
4 . 8  OUNCES OF ETHANOL AT ONE SITTING 

Frequency Percentage 

Never 63  

At least once per year 37 

At least once per month 13 

At least once per week 6 

Almost every day or every day 1 

In the month be fore the study , 11 pe rcent drank 30 ounces of ethanol . Worke rs 
who drank one form of alcoholic beverage heavily on some occasion may also 
have been among those who drank another form heavily on the same or another 
occasion . The same kind of overlap is possible in episodic drinking. 
To make the data on heavy drinking more revealing, statistics on the 
prevalence and frequency of intoxicat ion we re calculated . 

f .  Intcy.ic�tion 

Our s ample group , whi ch tends to drink heavily , gets intoxi cated fairly 
often . National studies show that 35 percent of American males get intoxi­
cated at least once every 2 years . About two-thirds of rai lroad workers 
got intoxicated at least once in 1 year . Even with only half the time 
period cons idered,  rai lroad workers tend to get intoxicated about twice 
as often as the national sample of males . � Table 3-10 shows how often 
they did so. Part A shows that railroad drinkers be come intoxicated 
( " drWlk " or "high " )  fairly often . Among all workers , 24 percent do so at leas t 
once a month ; 14 percent at least everJ 2 weeks ; 9 percent at least weekly ; 
and 3 percent more often . The breakdown into j ob categories (Part B of Table 
3-10 ) , shows that 11 percent of ops become intoxicated once or more per week , 
9 percent for non-ops , but only 3 percent of exempt personnel report doing so . 

Intoxication lasting more than 1 day is defined as "binge " drinking .  
Cahalan e t  a1 ( 1974) showed that 1 . 8  oercent of American males enqaqed in hinge 
drinking during the last 3 years . Our study showed that 3 percent of the 
entire railroad sample had done so within the last year . Binge drinking 
then , is more common among railroad workers than among the male population 
as a whole . Table 3-11 shows the percentages of workers and the percentages 
of drinkers binge drinking , broken down by railroad and by occupational 
category. Both intoxication and binge drinking occur more frequently among 
operating personnel and nonoperating personnel than amon g exempt personnel � *  

g . Summary 

Of all railroad workers on the study roads 75 percent drink at least 
once a year.  Individual railroads have prevalence rates of current drinkers 

* 
( Walter Clark , SRG , personal communication , 19 79) 

* *s A . ee ppend�x A.  
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that range from 55 percent to 84 percent . More exempt workers drink on 
a daily basis than either operating or nonoperating personne l .  Ten percent 
of rai lroad workers drink dai ly . Forty-eight percent drink at least once 
a week . Fifty-six percent drink once or twice a month . Sixty-two 
percent of exempt workers and operating personnel drink at least once 
a week . Fifty-six percent of nonoperating personnel drink at least 
once a week . The percentage of drinkers in the study roads is about 
the same as the percentage of male drinkers in the general population . 

Tl�LE 3-10.  PERc:gNTn.GFS OF D'R.rm<:F.'R� WHO (';R'T' "DRut!I�" Or. n EIGH " 
BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Once Less 
per than Every More 

Railroad Never year monthly Monthly 2 weeks Weekly Often 

A 2 4  2 1  2 8  1 3  6 6 4 

B 33  25  21  8 5 5 3 

C 5 3  22 15 5 2 3 1 

0 20 2 3  2 3  14 7 8 5 

E 37 18 19 11 4 6 4 

F 2 3  24  27  9 7 7 4 

G 32 21  2 4  10 6 5 2 

Weighted 32 22 2 3  10 5 6 3 
Ave rage 

Occupational 
Category 

Exempt 37 2 4  2 4  9 2 2 1 

Ops 2 9  19 2 4  12 6 7 4 

Non-ops 31  22  22 10 6 6 3 

Weighted 32 Average 
2 2  2 3  10 5 6 3 

Our data indicate that the prevalence of regular heavy drinking among 
railroad workers is only about two-thirds of what it is among American 
male s .  This may be a serious underestimate , howeve r .  Our questions about 
occasional heavy drinking indicate that between 12 and 2 8  percent of drinkers 
on the study rai lroads have had the alcohol equivalent of two six-packs of 
beer in one sitting at least once in the past month . ��atever the case , 
railroad workers are still about twice as likely to get drunk as American 
males ; about two out of three were intoxicated at least once in the past 
year. Railroad workers appear about twice as like ly as American males to 
binge drink;  about 3 percent bin�e dr�r.k la�� y�ar . 
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TABLE 3-1 1 .  BINGE DRINKING BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Percent of drinkers Percent of work force 
Railroad bing'e drinking' binge drinking 

A 4 4 

B 4 3 

C 2 1 

D 7 5 

E 7 5 

F 4 3 

G 3 3 

Weighted 4 3 
Average 

Occupational Category 

Exempt 1 1 

Cps 6 4 

Non-Ops 4 3 

3 . 2  JOB-RELATED DRINKING 

To determine the extent to which drinking affects employee j ob perfor­
mance , we calculated percentages of the work force observed exhibiting 
drink-related behaviors on the basis of interview responses , asked respon­
dents to estimate percentages o f  on-duty drinkers among people o f  their 
rank , and asked respondents to calculate their own number of days of on-duty 
drinking .  The latter two methods produced mutually consistent estimates , 
whereas both labor and management interviewees provided lower estimates . 
Table 3-12 shows the percentages of respondents ' work groups that displayed 
specific drink-related work behavior during the past year . 

Whi le nat ional estimates of the prevalence rates of most of the se 
behaviors are nonexistent , SRG * was able to provide us with an e stimate 
of the prevalence rate of getting "high "  or "tight " on the j ob .  This 
behavior includes our categories of getting slightly drunk and getting 
very drunk on duty . Since there is undoubtedly some overlap in the 
categories ,  our best estimate is that the prevalence rate of getting high 
or tight on the job among railroad workers is between 5 and 7 pe rcent . 
The comparable figure for males in the general population is 1 percent . 

* 
Walter Clark , SRG , personal communication , 1979) 
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TABLE 3-12 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS SHOWING VARIOUS JOB-RELATED DRINKING 
BEHAVIORS AS REPORTED BY CO-WORKERS 

Behavior Percentage 
Drinking on duty 12 
Drinking when subj ect to call 13  

Getting slightly drunk on duty 5 

Getting very drunk on duty / 2 ... 

Reporting to work slight1� drunk 10 
Reporting to work very drunk 3 

Reporting to -work with a hangover 20  

Up to 13 percent of our sample were obse rved at least one time in the 
last year reporting to work e ither "slightly drunk" ( 10 percent) or "very 
drunk" ( 3  percent) . Last year 20 percent reported to work hungover .  During 
the same period , 12 percent were observed drinking on duty and at le ast 
5 percent actually became drunk on duty. 

Applying these results to the work forces of the seven study railroads , 
we estimate that about 28 , 000 workers out of 2 34 ,000 drank on duty at least 
once during the past year and at least 4 6 , 000 reported to work hungover.  
At least 12 , 000 of them became drunk on duty at le ast once during that 
period . Rough estimates of the prevalence of these behaviors in the entire 
American railroad work force amount to 56 , 000 : 92 , 000 ; and 2 4 , 000 , respectively . 

Respondents also were asked how many workers of 20 like themselves 
drank while on duty . The resultant estimate is 13 percent , close to that 
based upon respondent ' s  observations of their work groups . 

Table 3-13 shows the percentages of workers observed drinking on duty 
on the study roads last year . 

TABLE 3-13 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS DRINKING ON DUTY BY JOB ON INDIVIDUAL RAILROADS 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops We ighted Average 

A 17 17 1 1  15 

B 14 17 16 16 

C 3 4 3 6 
" 

D 10 8 14 11 

E 10 11  8 11 

F 20  2 8  22  2 3  

G 18 14 9 14 

Weighted 12 13 12 12 
Ave rage 
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Clearly the most visible of those violating company drinking rules are 
those who either corne to work drunk or get drunk on the j ob .  Table 3-14 
shows the percentage of each occupational category on individual roads 
who either carne to work drunk or got drunk while on duty at least once 
in the last year . 

TABLE 3-14 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS WHO CAME TO WORK DRUNK OR 
GOT DRUNK ON DUTY 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops 

A 2 10 5 

B 0 . 4  8 6 

C 3 3 4 

D 4 6 5 

E 0 . 4  6 4 

F 3 14 7 

G 2 7 3 

As Table 3-15 shows , supervisors and general chairmen provided lowe r 
estimates of the extent of drinking on duty than did re spondents to the 
general survey. Local chairmen are marginally closer , but still provide a 
lower estimate of the prevalence rate . 

TABLE 3-15 . COMPARATIVE ESTIMATES OF WORKERS DRINKING ON JOB IN PAST YEAR 

Estimated Seen Estimated by Estimated by Estimated by 
Railroad by workers by workers supervisors qeneral chairmen local chairmen 

A 15 17 3 3 

B 18 13 6 * 

C 6 3 1 1 

0 9 11 2 1 

E 11 8 2 2 

F 2 3  20 8 * *  

G 14 11  1 5 

Weighted 13 . 7  11 . 9  3 . 3 . 2 . 4 
Average 

* 

* *  

No numerical estimates offered.  Opinions ranged from "no problem" to 
" tremendous problem. II 

No estimates offered . Concensus was that it is a II rare problem . " 
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Finally , workers were asked how many days out of 2 0  they usually drink 
on duty. Figures were adj usted to a yearly basis , calculated as a 260-
workday ye ar. Thet indicate that railroad employees who drink on duty do 
so on an average of 3 days during a ye ar. Thus , among our samp le of 
234 , 000 railroad workers there were an estimated 84 , 000 incidents of 
on-the-j ob drinking l ast year on the seven studied railroads . Table 3-16 
reports the self-reported drinking on duty by railroad and by occupational 
category. 

TABLE 3-16. SELF-REPORTED DRINKING ON DUTY BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Railroad Days per year per employee 
A 4 

B 4 

C 0 

D 1 

E 2 

F 7 

G 4 

Weighted 3 
Average 

Occupational Category 

Exempt 5 

Ops 2 

Non-Cps 3 

About 12 percent of non-ops both drink on duty and drink when subject 
to call .  However ,  exempt workers appe ar more like ly to drink on duty ( 17 percent) 
than when subject to cal l  ( 12 percent) . This difference is not significant. 
Operating personnel are more likely to drink when subj ect to cal l  ( 2 2  percent) 
than when on duty ( 14 percent) . * ASSuming that railroad workers drink while 
subj ect to call at the same frequency they drink on duty ( 3  days per year) , 
there were about 90 , 000 drinking rule violations on the seven rail roads last 
year . 

Summary 
An estimated one out of every eight railroad workers drank while on 

duty during the past year . At least on6 in ten rai lroad workers reported 
to work drunk at least once last year. One in 20 got drunk on duty at least 

* 
See Appendix A 
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once last year.  One in five railroad drinkers came to work hungover at 
least once last ye ar .  On-the-j ob drinking rates run a s  high as 2 8  percent 
among operating personnel on an individual road. Even managers and labor 
officials who are close to the front-line underestimate the severity of 
on-the- job drinking and intoxication . Thirteen percent of workers drank 
at least once last year while subject to call . 

3 . 3  DISCIPLINARY PROCEDURES 

Because of their concern for safety , all study roads have rules 
governing the j ob-related drinking practices of their employees . Data 
relating to these rules appear in the following section which is divided 
into four parts : ( 1) the content and applicability of railroad company 
drinking rule s ,  ( 2 )  violations and disciplinary procedures , ( 3 ) current 
enforcement , and ( 4 )  workers ' personal standards on drinking and opinions 
on drinking rules . We gathered information about what these rules are like 
and how they work from our interviews . 

a. Content , Applicability , and Impact 

All seven study roads have rules governing the j ob-related drinking 
practices of employees . These rules prohibit : possession of alcoholic 
beverages while on duty or on company propertY i use of alcoholic beverages 
while on duty or subject to cal l i  and being under the influence of alcoholic 
beverages while on duty or on company property . 

According to these drinking rules , workers are not permitted to have 
alcoholic beverages in their possess ion while working ,  even when they are 
not on company property , or while on company property even when they are 
off duty. A contract worker is subject to call eight hours after completion 
of any tour of duty. A worker would be in violation of the rule i f  he drank 
after that rest period even if the normally scheduled tour of duty is not 
on that day . Management personnel ,  who are subject to call 24 hours a day 
on at least some of the road� are technically in violat ion anytime they 
drink . Furthermore , the rules explicitly prohibit being under the influence 
of alcohol while working or while present on company property , but being 
under the influence o f  alcohol is not an acceptable reason for being 
absent from work on any of the roads . 

Drinking rules di ffer on various roads . One road extends its drinking 
rules by prohibiting the possession and use of alcoholic beverages at 
facilities furnished or paid for by the company and at any time possession 
or use would subject the company to "criticism and loss of good will . "  
Another road forbids the possession of alcoholic beverages while an 
employee is subj ect to call--presumably even in the employees ' own home . 
Operating rules on two roads explicitly state that drinking rule violators 
are subj ect to dismissal . The other study roads have similar , but unwritten 
policies . The operating rule on one road includes a provision requiring 
operating personnel suspected o f  being under the influence of alcohol while 
on duty to submit to a blood te st and/or urinalysis . Those refusing to 
take the test are subject to dismissal . 

The clear intention o f  the rules is to forbid employees both from us ing 
or being under the influence of any substance that is likely to have a 
negative effect on their ability to do their j obs safely and effectively 
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while on duty , subject to call , or on company property and from possessing 
any such substance while on duty or on company property . 

Ninety-four percent of the workers on the study roads are aware that 
the ir companies have rules regulating permissible drinking by employees .  
Ninety-five percent o f  the workers who are aware of these company rules 
think the rules apply to them, and , there fore , 10 pe rcent of rai lroad workers 
are unaware of the rules or think that company drinking rules do not apply 
to them. Thi s  percentage is almost as high as the percentage of workers 
who drank on duty last  year . All but 3 percent of the operating class 
think they are covered. Less than 80 percent of exempt workers consider 
themse lves bound by the rules. Several reasons account for this variation 
in awareness . First is explicitness of rule s : Operating personnel are 
all covered by operating codes that include an explicit drinking prohibition . 
Safety codes cover othe r workers but are usually thought of as being aimed 
most directly at nonoperating personnel .  Exempt workers usually consider 
themselves covered only by implication or , on one road, '  not at all . Secondly , 
workers believe that the rule is needed mostly for safety . Avoidance of 
drinking is considered most ne ces sary for safety among ope rating personne l ,  
se cond among nonoperating personnel , and third , i f  at all ,  among exempt 
workers . Finally , is enforcement : The more like ly the enforcement , the 
more workers are aware o f  the rule . Contract workers have more reasons 
to be aware of the rule than exempt workers . 

Almost 90 percent of the workers on the study roads think that company 
rules keep employees from drinking on duty at least sometimes . Table 3-17 
shows the e ffectiveness that employees think drinking rules have in keeping 
workers from drinking on duty. 

TABLE 3-17 . PERCENTAGES WHO THINK DRINKING RULES DETER 

Railroad At least sometLmes Rarely or never 

A 90 10 

B 85 15 

C 94 6 

D 91 9 

E 88 12 

F 81 19 

G 89 11 

Weighted 88 12 
Average 
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Among the occupational categories ,  exempt workers consider the rules 
to have the greatest deterrent e ffect . Nonoperating personne l think the 
rules have the least deterrent effect . Also, the railroads with the 
highest incidence of reported drinking on duty are the same rai lroads 
where workers think the rules are least e ffective . 

b .  Summary 

All but one study road have implicit or explicit rules which prohibit all 
workers from drinking on duty and while subject to call. The one exceptional roac 
does not prohibit exempt workers from drinking in most j ob-related si tuations .  
Out o f  2 0  workers , 19 are aware of  these rules , and o f  these 19 about 1 8  be lieve 
that the rules apply to them. Converse ly , about 1 in 10 workers either does not 
know about antidrinking rules or does not believe that he is cove red by the 
rules . Almost 9 out of 10 believe that the rules are at least sometimes effective 
in controlling employee on-duty and on-call drinkinq . 

c .  Violations and Disciplinary Procedures 

Drinking rule violations occur in many places on and off company 
property . One supervisor said : "They drink wherever they can get away 
with it. " This may or may not be the case , but some employees often 
drink at home or in bars before coming to work , on the road , or at the 
end of a run . Drinking can be common at away-from-home terminals or 
at lunchtime , especially when workers are allowed to eat off company 
property or when they are not closely supervised.  Supervisors say that 
favorite on-property drinking spots include locker rooms , railroad cars , 
locomotive cabs , cabooses ,  shantie s ,  washrooms , restrooms , and mailrooms . 
A popular drinking time and place on a commuter road is after rush hour in 
substations . Workers carry alcoholic beverages in a thermos bottle , lunch 
box, in their pockets or purses ,  or keep them in their offices . One 
supervisor indicated it was a common practice for workers like those under 
him to bury alcoholic beverages in the ground on company property or at 
stops along the tracks . 

Based on their own experience , supervisors interviewed in this study 
tended to underestimate the percentage of employees breaking company 
drinking rules .  They usually do not hear about the maj ority of rule 
violations . They say they often overlook suspected minor violations when 
infraction appear to be unprovable . 

Ten percent of the exempt workers on the study roads violate the 
drinking rules themselves . Only a small percentage of the workers seen 
drinking by supervisors are suspended or fired , and a fair percentage of 
managers actively coverup for workers drunk on duty . 

Supe rvisors say they generally find out about more flagrant rule viola­
tions by discovering employees drunk or hungover or by be ing informed by 
other employees or , on passenger lines,  by customers . Supervisors noticed 
alcohol on the breath , slurring of words , unsteady gait or erratic behavior , 
posse ss ion of alcoholic beve rages ,  and , least frequently , worker actually 
drinking . In the case of some employees who have serious drinking problems , 
supervisors init ially noticed unexplained lapses in the way the se employees 
did their work. For example , they were late regularly , did not do their 
work well or on time , and , in the case of office workers , were missing 
from the ir desks far more than their coworke rs . A surprisingly large number 
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of interviewed supervisors said that they found out about serious and 
repeated drinking rules violations from other workers who said they were 
concerned about possible inj uries and damage , personal liability for 
covering up , or extra work left undone . 

Interviewees at all levels and from all study roads indicated that 
smaller percentages of exe�t workers confronted for violating company 
drinking rules were dismi ssed than contract workers caught for breaking the 
same rules .  Respondents indicated that this practice probably stems from 
rules being considered safety precautions necessary to avoid inj uries , 
accidents , and damage . Exempt employees have far less opportunity to cause 
injurie s or accidents than contract workers . In any event , exempt workers 
reported for violating drinking rules we re more often demoted ,  suspended , 
or given assistance through alcoholism services , sometimes other than 
those offered by the company program . 

Responses to our general survey showed that only 55 percent of super­
visors would report first offenders and that supe rvisors report only a 
fraction of all observed violations . A common practice is to send workers 
home when they are noticeably affected by drinking . In those instances when 
supervisors decide they must take action against a contract worker in violation 
of the drinking rule , procedures vary among and often within roads . 

d .  Formal Dis ciplinary Procedures 

The usual practice on all the roads is  to remove drinking rule violators 
from service immediately . Firstline supervisors typically go to their 
superiors before taking a worker out of service . They call upon their 
supervisors or some other company officer to substantiate the charges at 
a disciplinary hearing . Decisions about whether or not to file formal 
charges are usually based on the seriousness of the incident , the provability 
of the charges , and the previous record of the worker with regard to 
drinking rule violations . Some union representative s  and a few managers say 
these decisions are occasionally dependent in some measure on whether the 
alleged offenders are perceived as productive , cooperative , or likable by 
their supervisors . 

e .  Reaction of  Confronted Rule Violators 

The reactions of confronted rule violators are fairly predictable . 
Supervisors report that they almost invariably say they were not drinking . 
When caught red-handed o r  obviously under-the-influence , workers often 
confess , admit drinking but insist they did not drink enough to impair 
their work . When it becomes clear their protests are o f  no avail ,  the 
alleged rule violator will frequently ask for another chance or at least 
for lenient puni shment . The maj ority taken out of service offer no re­
sistance, although some are abusive and a few become aggressive enough to 
require removal by company police agents . Those who re fuse to leave can 
be charged with insubordination , an offense that then makes them doubly liable 
to dismissal . Soon after their notice of dismissal , most seek the repre­
sentation of thei r  union representative . Some call a counse lor at the 
company program to try to avert discipline or genuinely to seek he lp . 
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f .  Immediate Actions After Removal from Service 

On six of the railroads , reported drinking rule violators are investi­
gated and , if found guilty , disciplined . Company rules on one road specify 
dismissal as the discip line to be assessed in such cases . The unwritten 
company policy on five roads is also to dismiss reported workers who are 

. given a hearing and found gui lty . One of  the study roads allows drinking 
rule violators who waive investigation and progress in treatment to 
maintain their j obs , and to be carried on company records as "off on account 
of illness " until responsible company officers certify he is fit for 
service . Termination is considered only when a worker is unwilling to seek 
required help for his problem or fails to follow a prescribed treatment 
regimen . The pertinent section of this  company ' s  policy reads as follows : 

''To remain in the service of /railroad/ , emp loyees with alcoholism 
and drug addiction problems are required to seek counseling and 
treatment . Every e ffort will be made to help employees to gain 
control of their problems . To this end , the company has engaged 
a counselor to whom employees with a suspected problem will be 
referred for counseling, diagnosis , re ferral for treatment and 
follow-up . 

" Individuals who are undergoing counseling and treatment for a 
drinking or drug-abuse problem will maintain an employement 
status with the company . Fitness for service wi ll be determined 
by the department head on advice of the Medical Officer and the 
Program Counselor . 

"Employees who cannot perform duties safe ly and e fficiently will 
be withheld from service and carried on company records as "off on 
account of illness . " 

"Only when an individaul indicates that he is unwilling to deal 
with his problem through failure to follow an agreed-upon course 
of treatment will consideration be given to termination of his 
service with the company . " 

Three important features of this policy distinquish it from policy on 
other roads : ( 1 )  Employees are required to seek and accept specialized 
treatment under threat of j ob termination , ( 2 ) Employees who cooperate 
with , and progress in , treatment are not penalized , ( 3 ) Employee fitness 
to return to work is certi fied by the road ' s Medical Officer and the 
Program Counselor . 

On this  road , company policy requires that workers suffering from 
seriouslY debilitating drinking problems or from alcoholism , are , from the 
first instance of detection , not to be subjected to a punitive dis ciplinary 
process . This policy is consistent with company policies characte rizing 
alcoholi sm as a disease since such a policy implies that sick people should 
be evaluated by trained specialists and subsequently be helped , not punished. 
The threat of an investigation and dismissal is intended to provide the 
company with leverage to get the sick employee into the program. However,  
this company policy is not consistently practiced--on occasion , fi rst 
offenders are automatically dismissed. 
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In the policy statements of the six other roads , discipline is considered 
as a punishment and not as leverage to get workers into treatment . On these 
roads , some employees may continue to be penalized whether they do something 
about their problem or not . And , on these roads , workers may be reinstated 
after an often lengthy period of time , perhaps a year or two . On some roads , 
they may be reinstated without having addressed the problem that got them into 
trouble in the first place . 

In summary , one railroad has a policy which allows supervisors to use 
threat of puni shment as leverage to get problem drinking workers into the 
employee assistance programs . In this case , practice does not always follow 
policy. On the other railroads , company policy statements ass ign a punitive 
rather than therapeuti c  or educational function to the application of disci­
pline in alcohol-related case s .  At the present time , none of the roads have the 
consistent practice of  using the threat of dismissal as a tool to foster 
remedial or restorative e fforts by a rule violator guilty of a first offense . 

g. Disciplinary Hearing 

When the company decides to conduct an investigation , the employee 
is presented with speci fi c  charges and served with a formal notice of 
disciplinary hearing. Supervisors involved in the confrontation prepare 
witnesses and build the ir case s .  

The rule violator usually contacts his local chairman for guidance and 
assistance . I f  he does not , the union will contact him and do whatever it 
can to get the worker reinstated. Local chairmen will sometimes try to get the 
dismissed employee to see a program counselor�  He will  intercede and request 
leniency. I f  all else fails , he wi ll help prepare the worker ' s  defense for his 
disciplinary hearing. 

Disciplinary hearings are fact-finding inve stigation s of al leged rule 
violation s .  They are usually conducted in an on-the-property office and 
are presided over by a local carrier officer ; for example , a superintendent 
of an operating department ,  shop or an office. Collective bargaining agreements 
give the accused employee the right to a hearing and to be accompanied by his 
union representative , who can cross-examine all witnesses . At the first hearing , 
workers are almost always represented by their local chairmen . 

In drinking rule viOlation cases ,  witnesses ' descriptions of the effe cts 
of drinking are accepted as sufficient evidence to establish that the alleged 
violator was "under the influence . " Evidence to the e ffe ct that someone 
witne ssed the accused drinking is not necessary . The carrier is not obliged 
to present evidence beyond a reasonable doubt as required in criminal cases 
or a preponderance of evidence as required in civil case s .  All that i s  required 
is substantial evidence--"relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept 
as adequate to support a conclusion � " ( International Rai lroad Police Academy , 1975 )  

h.  Assessment of  Discipline 

On the basis of the evidence presented during the investigations , the 
hearing office r ,  a company representative , decides whether and what kind of 
puni shment to assess.  Employees are reinstated when evidence is considered 
in sufficient. On occasion , they are suspended when evidence exists but is 
not considered strong enough to survive the subsequent appeal that almost always 
follows an assessment of dismissal . On two roads , dismissal is sometimes held 
in abeyance if the rule violator is wi lling to participate in the company 
program. On another road , discipline after the first offense usually means 
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a 1-3 day suspension ; after the second offense , a 15-30 day suspension , 
and after the third , dismissal--sometimes held in abeyance i f  the offender 
agrees to get help from the company program. 

i .  Grievance Process Within Company 

Di smissed exempt employees do not have a forrr.al medhanism through wh ich 
to appeal dismiss al for a drinking rule violation . In accordance with 
bargaining agreements ,  contract employees maintain a formal legal right 
to appeal the discipline assessed against them. Through his general 
chairman , a dismissed contract worker may appeal his case to a regional 
company official ( for example , the Ass istant Vice President of Operations) . 
If  this appeal fails , the worker has 60 days to continue his appeals up 
to the company ' s  highest designated official , usually the Vice President 
for Labor Relations . 

During these appeals , contract workers are generally represented by 
their general chairmen . As in the initial hearing, a company officer 
serves as presiding officer and j udge . Procedures and rules of evidence 
too are the same as they are in the first disciplinary hearing. 

j .  Grievance Process Outside Company 

After a contract worker is di smissed for a drinking rule violation , and 
has exhausted the grievance processes avai lable to him within the company , 
he may appeal his case to the National Adj ustment Board , or , by agreement 
with individual companies , to a Public Law Board . The Rai lway Labor Act 
grants j urisdiction over disciplinary cases to the National Adj ustment 
Board. The Adj ustment Board is made up of a company member paid by the 
railroad, a union representative paid by the union , and an arbitrator or 
independent member paid for by the National Mediation Board. The decisions 
of the management and labor members often result in deadlocks . Many cases 
are decided by the arbitrator ' s  position . 

Because of  the heavy volume o f  cases presented to the National Adj ustment 
Board, decisions often come only after several years of de lay . In 1970 , 
amendments to the Railway Labor Act permitted individual companies and 
unions to create public Law Boards by agreement . Public Law Boards handle 
the backlog of disciplinary cases including drinking rule violation cases 
as extensions of the National Adj ustment Board . These Boards are const ituted 
along the lines of the National Adj ustment Board : one carrier representative , 
one labor representativ� and an independent member .  To ensure prompt 
dec is ions , two of the largest railroad brotherhoods , the United Transportation 
Union ( UTU) and the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers (BLE) are now handling 
most of their disciplinary appeals through Public Law Boards . 

k .  Avoidance o f  Final Appeal Outside Company 

In practice , agreement employees and their union representatives appeal 
to the National Adj ustment Board or to a Public Law Board only as a last 
resort . Once a decision to dismiss an employee is sustained by either 
kind of Board , the worker loses all rights to reinstatement on the road 
where he was employed. The unwritten policy on othe r railroads is not 
to hire a worker who has appealed his dismissal to these appeal boards . 
A dp.c ision by the Board to sustain dismissal means an end to a contract 
worker ' s  railroading career .  Dismissed employees and the ir union repre­
sentatives therefore usually prefer to seek re instatemen t through informal 
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appeals for leniency and through participation in treatment ( even i f  these 
actions mean a lengthy period of unemployment) than to chance a decision 
b7 a Board that precludes the possibi lity of subsequent re instatement . 

1. De cisionmaking Throughout Appeal Process 

A review of over 250 cases submitted to these various boards in the 
last ten years indicates the same rather straightforward decisionmaking 
process described by labor relations officers and followed at dis ciplinary 
hearings on all seven study roads . Almost always , the crucial question 
at issue was whether the evidence indicated that the employee had broken 
the letter of the rule or not . In most cases , the que stions never arose 
as to whether the emp loyee ' s  culpability was les sened or rendered nonexistent 
by an incapacitating illness like alcoholism .  Typically , the carrier 
simply presents evidence to the e f fect that the rule was violated. In 
defense , union representatives attempt to re fute the evidence or to obtain 
a dismissal o f  the charges on the grounds of a defect in due process . 

In several recent board cases where the rule was violated by a diagnosed 
alcoholic , claims for reinstatement have been sustained , on the grounds 
that the employee was a victim of a disease not then in remission which 
disab led him from abiding by the rule . In these few cases where employees 
were reinstated because their alcoholism exculpated them from responsibility , 
payment for time lost from wo rk during the appeal was not granted. Conse­
quently , even in those few cases when the boards have acknowledged that 
a drinking rule violator was alcoholic and therefore not responsible for 
willfully breaking the rule , the boards made him pay punitive damages in 
the form of noncompensation for lost time . 

m. Discipline and Company Policy on Alcoholism as Disease 

All of the study roads have policies which recognize alcoholism as a 
disease . Howeve r ,  on all but one of the seven railroads , the implications 
of this posture do not seem to be fully applied in the enforcement of 
drinking rule violations . A problem drinking employee is punished for 
violating a rule he may have found unusually difficult to keep because of  
his condition . The opportunity to use threat o f  j ob loss as pressure to 
coerce workers to seek help is lost . And some workers who make no e ffort 
to rehabilitate themselves are returned unchanged to the work force after 
a period of punishment that is , from a therapeutic point of view , wasted . 

With the support of the medical pro fession , Federal and State governments 
now recoqnize alcoholism as a treatable disease . Many companies have developed 
policy statements which are consistent with this position . Drinking rules 
and their threatened enforcement can be used to motivate problem drinkers to 
seek help . Such an approach is more in line with the purpose of the rule 
than is punishment pure and s imple . 

n .  Current Enforcement 

The reporting of violations and the enforcement of rules is slight . 
Our sample population indicated that 10 percent of workers reported to 
work drunk , 14 percent drank on dut� and 13 percent drank when subject to 
call. These violations add up to an e stimated 174 , 000 incidents , 90 , 000 o f  whi ch 
involved on-duty drinking . Thirty-five percent of our sample witnessed 
violations at least once in the past year and 20 percent know someone 
whose supervisor witnessed a viol ation at least once in the past year . 



Nevertheless ,  in 1978 only an estimated 900 disciplinary notices were 
served. About two-thirds of  these cases were handled in nonofficial ways . 
Actual investigations were involved in on ly 384 of these case s .  Al l but 
one of  these 384 cases resulted in dismissal . A very small pe rcentage then--
0 . 004 of o�-duty drinking violations--lead to the prescribed j udicial process 
and prescr1bed outcome . 

Table 3-18 shows the percentages of  workers witnessing violations of 
drinking rule s .  

TABLE 3 -18 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS �HTNESS ING VIOLATIONS 
OF DRINKING RULES BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Railroad Percent Witnessing Violation 
A 36 
B 4 7  
C 12 
D 30 
E 2 8  

F 60 

G 36 

Weighted 35 
Average 

Occupational Category 

Exempt 3 1  

Cps 34 

Non-Ops 36 

Weighted Average 35 

The relatively constant level of reporting in Table 3-2 1 shows that 
reporting is only minimally related to the frequency of drinking on any 
road . The likelihood of  knowing a reporter may be limited by the size of 
the work group (which is also relatively constant across railroads) rather 
than defined by the frequency of rule violations , which varies by railroad . 
Also , as Part B of Table 3-2 1 shows , non-ops are much le ss like ly to know 
a reporter .  Exempt workers are four or five times as likely to report a 
violator . 

"Covering up " ( or hiding a rule violator) is a common method of dealing 
with an observed violation . Table 3-19 shows 12 percent of worke rs covered 
for a worker who was drunk on duty during the past year. operating employees 
were almost twice as likely as nonoperating employees and were over three 
times as likely as exempt workers to hide a drunken coworker .  Th is may be 
due to the greater enforcement of the drinking rules which is directed toward 
operating crafts employees . 
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I Railroad 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

':ieighted 
.'\verage 

TABLE 3-19. PERCENTAGE OF h'ORKERS �'1HO HAVE COVERED FOR 
DRUNKEN WORKER IN PAST YEAR 

Exempt Cps Non-ops Weighted Average 

7 26 10 15 

7 2 2  14 15 

3 9 3 5 

5 18 1 3  1 3  

5 16 6 9 

1 3  3 1  16 18 

6 19 9 12 

6 19 10 12 

TABLE 3 -2 0 .  PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS KNOWING EMPLOYEES WHOSE SUPERVISOR 
SAW THEM DRINK ON DUTV LAS� VF.�� .. - . .  - - .. . . 

Railroad percentage 

A 24 

B 29  

C 1 3  

D 2 1  

E 19 

F 38 

G 22 

Weighted 2 3  
Ave rage 
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TABLE 3 -2 1 .  

Railroad 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

Weighted 
Average 

REPORTING OF RULE VIOLATIONS BY �_ILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

personally reported 1 
Know reporter I 

46 12 

46 14 

49 14 

47  12 

4 1  8 

40 8 

41  11  

45 11 I I ------------_._-

Occupational Category 

Exempt 

Ops 

Non-Ops 

We ighted Average 

5 3  

55 

37  

45 

28 

6 

7 - . . .. - --- -- - -
11 

- - - I 

'-_ . . . _ - - - - - - - �----,---I...---.--- - , ------. - _. _ _  . _ _____ _ 

TABLE 3-2 2 .  DISPOSITION OF RULE VIOLATORS y1HOSE VIOLATIONS 
WERE WITNESSED BY SUPERVISORS 

I I Union got j 
Record ' I I Boss • .... orker ' s  I Refe rred I j RailrOad Nothing Dismissed Suspended marked I yelled j ob back EAP 

I A 37 29  16 I 7 8 11 49 
I 

B 38 20 30 14 15 2 4  2 6  

C 32 I 39 25 7 4 16 5 1  

D 33  6 14 10 I 15 5 78  

E 37  2 8  I 25 14 
I 

11 ! I I 11 16 

F 40 6 20 15 
I 

29 13 , 34 , 1 i G 4 1  33  28  12 8 20 22 I , 
I .  

I I I I 
; Weighted , 

37 , i 
i ! 22 , 2 3  12 I 14 ; 15 , 37 , 

,Ave rage , I , 
i I : ! _._ '-- , ._--

5 1  

i l:O � 
I --I I I 



Twen�y-three percent of our sample know at least one person who had been seen by h�s or her supervisor drinking on duty at least once during the past �:ar . Table 3-22 shows what happened to the last person whom the respondent Nlew who had been seen Since ' t  ' ' bl ( , • 1 1S POSS1 e and 1n some cases even reauired) th at more th� ?ne o f  these events could happen to the same person as a �esult of the same 1nc1dent , the percentages for each railroad total more than 100 pe rcent . 

At first glance , this table might seem to indicate that more than 
3�4 �orkers (�he number reported in other sections of thi s  report) were 
d1sm1ssed dur1ng 1978 for drinking violations . Closer examination reveals that 
thi s  i s  not nece ssarily the case . Twenty-two percent of the observed violations 
resulted in dismissals . However ,  15 percent of them resulted in reinstatement 
through union action , for a net dismissal rate of 7 percent . These 7 pe rcent 
are cases known to the 2 3  percent of the work force which saw supervisors 
observe violations , yielding an estimate of 1 . 6  percent of the work force 
knowing of a vio lation which led to a dismissal in the past year. Based 
upon a work force of 2 34 , 000 , this repre sents an estimated 3 , 744 known worke rs , 
or about ten times the actual frequency of dismissals . Remembering that 
3 , 744 is not the number of violators but the number of people who know a 
violator , and bearing in mind that the same violator and incident are undoubtedly 
known to more than one respondent , this number corresponds very we ll with 
the average work group size of 11.  In other words , if the othe r members of 
a work group knew about the violations , we wou ld obtain estimates almost 
exactly the same as those in Table 3-2 2 .  

Several items are important to note in the table . In over one-third 
of these cases , nothing happened to the individual whose supervisor observed 
the rule violation . The supervisor took no action either to discipline 
or to help the worker . * This percentage is constant across the railroads 
and indicates a general reluctance , reported elsewhere in the report , among 
supervisors to enforce the rules on drinking . 

Another element in Table 3-22 is the high percentage of cases that led 
to suspension and/or dismissal . Other data in this study indicate that 
these are unlikely consequences of drinking rule violations . These relatively 
higher numbers are due mainly to the fact these cases involve drinking which 
was "more public . "  Because it was widely known , the infraction may not have 
been as easy to overlook . 

A large percentage of those who were either suspended or dismissed 
got their j obs back through union action . Since thi s question asked only 
about infractions in the past year , it is poss ible that all grievance pro­
ceedings had not been concluded and that the percentage who were reinstated 
would go much higher .  

*
This conclusion may have to be softened somewhat . On Railroad D ,  i f  one 
adds the percentages to whom nothing happened and the percentages

,
who �ere 

sent to the EAP , the total exceeds 100 percent . Apparently on th�s ra1 1-
road , at least , some workers associate attendance at the program with 
"nothing happened , "  in the sense that if the client attends the EAP , no 
discip linary action is taken . Hence , in the case of this railroad , there 
is no contradiction in indicating both that nothing happened to the 
individual and the individual went to the EAP . 
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Perhaps the most inte res t ing part of Table 3-2 2 is the right-hand 

col'xmn which indicates the percentages of violators who entered t�e company 

employee assistance program . Great variation occurs among the ra� lroads in 

the percentage o f  violators who e nter treatme nt . only 16 perce�t o f  the 

violators on Rai lroad E are re ferred to the EAP , but almost 5 t�mes that 

figure are re fe rred to the program on Rai l road D. Rai l road 0 is the only 

road which has such re fe rral as a formal part of its policy statement on 

handling dri nking rule violations , and it appears from this data that the 

program i s  being uti lized for the asses sment of rules violators problems 

much more e f fectively on this railroad than on any of the others . 

About 3 . 5  percent o f  all dis cip l inary actions whi ch reached the Labor 
Re l at ions Offices on all the study railroads resulted from drinking rules 
violation s . The 384 reported violators were all ops and no�ops . No e xempt 
pe rsonnel were on record for dis ciplinary actions o f  any sort . Exempt 
worke rs by de:i�ition are not repres ented by labor organizations and there­
fore would not have cas es pursued through the Labor Re lations O f fice . 
S ixty pe rce nt o f  alcohol-re l ated di s c ipl inary actions were taken aga ir. s t  

ops , who constitute 31 percent o f  the work force . Forty percent o f  the se 
actions were initiated against nonops , who repre sent 4 9  percent o f  the work 
force . This discrepancy is highly s igni ficant stat i s tically and supports 
the in formation s upplied by our interviewee s that operating c rafts employee s 

are more l ikely to be charged with rule violations than nonoperating cra fts 

emp loyees . Thi s  result must be considered �n fight of the t�na�ngs , however , 

that although op s are not s igni f i cantly more likely to drink on duty ( Table 

3-13 ) , they are more than twi ce as l ike ly to get drunk on duty ( Table 3-14 ) .  

All but one of the 384 reported violators we re di smissed . According to 
the Labor Re l at ions o fficers on the seven roads , grievances were fi led by the 
union on behalf of all 384 , a standard practice by the brotherhood . About 
260 of thes e  cases were appealed to the regional leve l ,  and the remainde r 
were resolved through local chairperson ' s  appeals to a local superintendent .  

Only 3 percent of dis c iplinary actions for drinking were appealed to the 
National Adj ustment Board or Public Law Board . On five of the seven roads , 
s uch appeals have become virtually nonexistent : s ince decisions by the boards 
are fina l , union representative s  are re luctant to make s uch appeals where 
employee assistance programs are avai labl e .  

The estimated number o f  violations of the drinking rules were calculated 
for each railroad based upon the number of days per ye ar general s urvey 
respondents reported drinking on duty . The percentages o f  these rules viola­
tions which are actually p rosecuted to the leve l of the Labor Re lations O f fice 
are shown in Table 3-2 3 .  Even i f  thes e  numbe rs are multiplied by a factor o f  
3 to allow for the greater number o f  cases which are settled a t  the level o f  
the superintendent and local chairperson , only on 1 railroad are even 1 0  per­
cent of the estimated number of violations formally charged . 

An c � tim�tcd 1 7 � , 000 violat ion o occur=ed in the l ust yca r ,  of wh i ch on ly 
about two-tenths 0.;: 1 percent resultl;!d in ch:u:r.res \ .. hich rcuchon the r .lInor 
Relat i on s  Officer . Although many of these viol�tion s probably go un seen , 
survey dat a  tell us that many of them are seen . The fai lure to charqe known 
violators is probably due to many factors inc luding the e ffort invol�ed , norms 
of the work place , friendships , and most importan t ly , the poten t ial severity 
o f  the puni shment for the in fraction . 
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TABLE 3-2 3 . PERCENTAGE OF RULES VIOLATIONS 

Railroad Percentage of Violations Charged 

A 0 . 27 
8 0 . 19 
C 2 . 32 
D 4 . 08 
E 1 . 2 3 
F 0 . 16 
G 0 . 11 

As regards the severity of punishment , Table 3-24 shows the offici al 
policies and practices of the seven study roads towards proven vio lators of 
the drinking rules . 

TABLE 3-24 . REINSTATEMENT OF DRINKING RULE VIOLATORS 

Railroad 
Policy on time out of 
service before Reinstatement Practice Qualifications 

A 

9 

C 

o 

E 

F 

�unimum of 8 months 

No set policy 

6 months to 1 year or even 
even longer 

No set policy 

Minimum of 18 months 

No set policy 

8 months off No reinstatement 
without program 
certification of 
readiness 

30 days off 

6 months to 
1 year or 
more 

2 months off 

1 year or 
more off 

1st offense 
15 days 
2nd offense 
3.() day::: 

Program recommends 
return 

No reinstatement 
without program 
certification of 
readiness 

No reinstatement 
wi thC)ut program 

' certification of 
readiness 

Program recommends 
return 

Program reconunends 
return 

i I I I 

G No set policy 
i 

varies Program recommend� : 
return 
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o.  Summary 

Despite the fact that 35 percent of the work force studied w�tn�ssed 
drinking rules violations in the past year , formal charges for drLnk1ng 
rules violations were rare . Less than 1 percent of the e stimated number of 
violations were charged. Twenty-five percent of the worke rs know at le ast 
one employee whose supervisor saw him drink during · the past year . 
Forty-five percent claim to know the reporter of a rule violation and one 
out of nine indicate reporting a violation themse lve s . Since a much smaller 
number of formal charges were filed , we conclude that the officially prescribed 
system for dealing with such violations is not wide ly used. 

3 . 4  WORKERS ' PERSONAL DRINKING STANDARDS AND OPINIONS OF RULES 

The maj ority o f  railroad workers have stringent personal standards about 
situations where drinking or drunkenness are permissible off the j ob ;  hold 
personal standards about permissible on-the-j ob drinking that are , with 
several notable exceptions , consistent with company rule s ; be lieve that exempt 
workers are treated more fairly than contract employees under existing rules ; 
and rej ect the unqualified practice of automatic dismissal for drinking rule 
violations . 

a. Personal Standards for Off-the-Job Drinking 

The following table shows that 75 percent of workers think that drinking 
is acceptable in at least some social s ituations as long as it does not involve 
drunkennes s .  Some wil l  tolerate drunkenness on those occasions . 

TABLE 3-2 5 . PERCENTAGE ACROSS ROADS WITH DIFFERENT DRINKING STANDARDS 
FOR RELATIVELY PERMISSIBLE SOCIAL SITUATIONS 

I 1 or 2 drinks , High I Drunk 
Activity NO drinking not high not drunk is OK 

I Watching football 
I 

15 47  I 28 I 10 I I game on TV I I I . i Wedding receptior 13 43  37  I 12 
! 
I I New Year ' s  eve 13 27 42 I 1 9  

party 

But concerning drinking before driving , more than two-thirds of workers 
believe no drinking is allowable and 97 percent hold views consi stent with 
laws on legal intoxication and with facts about the usual e ffect of alcohol 
on driving ability. * 

* Ability to drive is usually not affected until  one ' s  blood leve l concentration 
is at 0 . 06 ,  a level reached when th ree unoxidized drinks remain in the blood 
stream. ( DHEW, 1974 ) 
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TABLE 3-2 6 .  PERCENTAGE ACROSS ROADS WITH DIFFERENT 
STANDARDS FOR DRINKING BEFORE DRIVING 

I -

1 or 2 drinks , I High Drunk 
NO drinking not high not drunk is OK 

67 30 3 0 . 2  

I 

I 

Most railroad workers hold moderate views about drinking in rel axed 
social settings and strict views about permissib le drinking in circumst ances 
requiring full powers of alertness and concentration . 

b. Personal Standards for On-the-Job Drinking 

Respondents also were asked to give their personal standards about 
j ob-rel ated drinking for :  

1) Any employee 

On the way home when not driving 
At birthday parties on and off company prope rty during working hours 
At retirement parties on and off property during working hours . 

2 )  Cle rks , shop workers , ticket agents , locomotive engineers , conductors , 
maintainence-of-way crew, salesmen with customers at lunch on and o ff company 
property , and before c oming to work. 

3 )  Officer in the office , shop worker in the shop , or maintenance-of-,,,ay 
worker on the track alone while on duty. 

4 )  Locomotive engineer on a locomotive , a clerk at a desk , a conductor , or 
ticket agent while on duty . 

5 )  A conductor of a train on a layover at a terminal . 

A principal axes factor analysis '''as perfort!\ed on the data to determine 
the factors that determine whether and how much drinking is allowable for 
different kinds of workers in different kinds of on- and off-the-job-re 1ated 
situation s .  * 

* 
The six factors extracted accounted for 76 pe rcent or over three-fourths 
of the variance in the original set of 41 situation s .  Accounting for 
this much variance is quite good. Having extracted the six factors , we 
rotated the matrix to improve interpretability according to the varimax 
rotationai scheme ( e . g. , Rumme l ,  1970) . 
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Workers consider the fo llowing factors in determing i f  it is all right 
to drink or not : 

a)  If one is on duty. 

Workers s ay four to one that on-duty drinking should not be permitted . 
Workers think o f  themse lves as on duty when e ating lunch on company property.  

b)  If  one is subject to call . 

Four out of five workers say one should not drink when subject to call . 

c )  If  one is on company property.  

Workers think it is more pe r.missible to  drink off company property than 
on company property regardless of whether one is on or off duty . Althou�h 
one out of two workers think it is  pe r.missible for a salesman to have a 
drink with a customer off company prope rty , nine out of ten think a salesman 
should not do so on company property. 

d )  I f  the drinking situation is not related to work . 

Almost nine out of ten workers consider social settings totally unre lated 
to work s ituations  acceptable occas ions for drinking .  Two out o f  three think 
it is acceptable to drink on the way home from work . 

e )  I f  the work-related drinking situation involves a party . 

Workers think parties are exceptions to company rules about drinkin� , and 
drinking is pe r.mitted at them off and even on company property , even during 
working hours . Workers do not consider these true socia l occasions as a 
factor;  however , drinking is to some extent curtailed. 

f )  I f  train operators such as conductors and enaineers are on a layove r 
at a terminal . 

Almost one out of two workers think train ope rators should be able to 
drink at away-from-home terminals .  

O f  the five job-related situations mentioned above , worke rs had strict 
standards in this descending order :  on duty , lunch on property , be fore 
work , parties on property , and layovers . 

In these five j ob-related categories ,  managers are slightly more stri ct 
than non-ops and non-ops are s lightly more strict than ops .  The on ly 
instances in which operating personnel were noticeably more permiss ive than 
management and the non-ops was in the case of engineers and conductors 
drinking before work and at lunch off prope rty and on layove rs .  The only 
time management was more permissive than either the ops or non -ops was in 
the case of salesmen drinking off company property with a custome r. 

5 7  



c .  Workers ' Opinions about Enforcement o f  Drinking Rules 

A s izable percentage of those who violate drinking rules are observed 
. I by

, 
fellow worke rs and supervisor . Despite " the possibility of dismissal for fa�lure to report , only a small percentage of workers report rule violators Only 384 rule violators , probably less than 1 percent of those b reaking rUl�s were investigated in the past year , and all except one o f  these violators 

' 

were dismissed . 
,
Drinking rules are seldom enforced , but when they are they 

are enforced str�ctly . CUrrent reporting and disciplinary practices do not 
touch the vast majority of rule violators . Why then do large numbers of 
workers violate rules with impunity and large numbers o f  supervisors fail 
to report violations ?  What can be done to enforce practices to reduce on-the­
j ob drinking and increase the reporting of observed violations? 

Workers were asked whether drinking rule violators should be fired always , 
sometimes , or neve r .  Table 3-27 gives their responses to this questions . 
The first column of figures indicates the percentage of workers who feel that 
drinking rule violators should always be fired . The second column sho\"s the 
percentage who think that the workers should not be fired or should be fired 
depending on the circumstances ; the third column shows the percentage of 
respondents who fee l  that drinking-rule violators should never be fired . 
The table has two parts . Part A shows the breakdown by railroad . Part B 
shows the breakdown by occupational category . 

Only small percentages ranging from 7 percent to 19 percent think that 
workers should never be fired for drinking on the j ob .  Most workers think 
that violators should be dismissed under some circumstances but be retained 
under others . 

When one adds the percentages that say "never fire " to those that say 
" fire sometimes , "  a majority of workers on all railroads except C favor 
abandoning automatic dismissal for drinking violations . When one adds these 
same two columns in Part B ,  a maj ority of each occupational category also 
favors doing away with blanket dismissals . Higher percentages of exempt 
and operating personnel favor universal dismissal than percentages of non­
operating personnel . Conversely , higher percentages of nonoperating personnel 
say " neve r  fire " than percentages of operating personnel ,  and higher percent­
ages of ops do so than exempt workers . 

When asked i f  they personally would report violators if  they were going 
to be dismissed , even fewer workers said they would do so in every case 
than did when they were asked about the reporting violations in the abstract . 
Only one in thre e  exempt workers s aid they would personally report a violator 
under those circumstances . One out of six operating and nonoperating per­
sonnel said they would do so . 

Workers' willingness to report violations rises sharp ly with the 
poss ibility of damage and steadily as the cost of possible damage increases .  
Their willingness to report rises even more markedly when there i s  a chance 
of personal inj ury . 

Table 3-28 shows the conditions or potential consequences under which 
the respondents say they report a coworker for drinking . As consequences 
become more serious , the percentage of railroad workers saying they would 
report somebody who might produce that con�equence increase .  Again figures 
vary among railroads and among the occupational categories . In particular , 
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TABLE 3-2 7 .  RESPONSES TO DRINKING RULE VIOLATIONS 
BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

I Fire Fire Fire 
Rai lroads Always Sometimes Never 

A 31 61 8 

B 31 61 I 8 

I I C 52 41 7 

D 18 63 19 

E 46 45 9 

F 13 71 15 

G 49 41 10 

Occupational Fire Fire i Fire 
Category Always Sometimes I Never 

I Exempt 40 56 5 ! i Cps 40 51 8 I I I 
Nonops I 33 54 I 13  I I I 

I I 
I 
I 
I I 
I 
I I 
I 
I 
I 

among the occupational categories , exempt workers appear much more likely to 
report drinking workers for violations for minor offenses . Also , exempt 
workers consider making a bad decision a more serious consequence than 
either the operating crafts or nonoperating crafts workers . In most cases the 
consequences of exempt workers ' decisions can be more detrimental to the 
company in the long term . A similar number of workers would report a worker 
who caused serious damage as those who would report a worker that made a 
bad decision . 

Workers were asked which i f  any of seven factors ought to affect whether 
or not an employee is fired for drinking on duty . Table 3-29 shows the 
factors which workers think ought to be considered and the range of percentages 
of workers se lecting each consideration . 
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TABLE 3-29 . PERCENTAGE THINKING SELECTED FACTORS OUGHT 
TO BE CONSIDERED IN DISMISSING VIOLATORS 

L... 

Willingness of problem drinker to enter 
treatment ( 79-89). 

Previous record of violations ( 67-761 

Inj uries inflicted ( 5 8-771 

Damage caused ( 55 -71) 

Person ' s  j ob ( 48-58) 

Family needs ( 39-49} 

Seniority ( 38-491 

Each of the individual railroads ranked these factors in the same orde r .  
Operating personnel and nonoperating personnel also ranked these factors in 
exactly the same orde r .  Managars ranked the first five factors in the order 
of their appearance above but ranked seniority in sixth place slightly before 
family needs . The consistency of these views is noteworthy . 

Respondents were asked whom they thought was treated most and least fai rly 
by the drinking rules . Between 60 and 80 percent of the respondents on all 
of the railroads thought that everyone was treated equally under the rules . 
However , when those who thought treatment is equal are e liminated from the 
analysis , the responses show that both exempt workers and contract workers 
agree almost unanimously that exempt workers are treated more fairly than 
contract workers under the rules . Those who believe that the application of 
the rules is not equal, believe that the exempt workers by far receive the 
best treatment and that ops get better treatment than non- ops . This is true 
on all roads except Railroad F whe re the ops are perce ived to receive worse 
treatment than non-ops . 

3 . 5  LABOR/MANAGEMENT VIEWS ON DRINKING RULES 

The local and general chairmen interviewed in this study consider  
drinking rules a necessity . They complain , however ,  that the rules are 
not uniformly enforced across occupational categories , rules are not con­
sistently enforced by supervisors within occupational categories , rules 
are unrealistic because they are too strict in what they prohibit , and the 
punishment of dismissal for violating the rules is too severe in some cir­
cumstances . 

Almost all labor interviewees thought rules should apply as much to 
management as to labo r .  Not only do they believe the same rules should 
apply to all , but enforcement and policies on case disposition should be 
the same for the three maj or classes of workers . As one operating worker 
opined : " I f  them that make the rules can ' t  keep ' em ,  why the --- should I ? "  
Virtually all the general chairmen said that different unions were 
treated similarly under the rules . 

61  



Whether anything is done and what is done after a rule violator is 
confronted is up to the individual supervisor . Many transfer the violator 
from the property , rather than cite him . Some supervisors tolerate drinking 
when the involved employee is a hard worker or personally liked . Sometimes , 
a supervisor will use the rule as a tool against an employee . 

On one road especially ( to a lesser extent on others ) ,  labor representa­
tives thought the rules forbade too much and were therefore unrealistic 
and unenforceable . As one general chairman said � " I. really don ' t  knot\/' 
how you would ever stop a man from having a beer with his lunch . And having 
one drink is far from a guy being an alcoholic or getting drunk on the job . " 

All lab?r representatives questioned whether dismissal is a j ust  punish­
ment for drinking rule violations in every instance . Many thought it too 
severe for first offenders, and inappropriate and possibl y counterproductive 
for a worker with a serious drinking problem. On at least one road , firing 
a first offender with a problem is now seen as reneging on the promise workers 
perceived in the establishment of the company program. 

Managers generally recommended changes in an existing rule only if the 
change would strengthen or clarifv it ( for example , specify an exact time 
before duty during which abstinence would be required) . Several managers 
called for predicatable sentencing . A few suggested the use of the threat 
of punishment as a tool to get the problem drinker into treatment . 

Labor ' s  suggestions followed their criticisms . Chairmen sugges ted 
managers be explicitly bound to the same rules and that they be enforced . 
Such an action , a few thought , would eliminate the common rationalization 
of contract workers : "Well if they can do it , so can 1 . "  Chairmen 
also asked for consistent application and punishments more in line with 
the severity of violations . They strongly opposed inflexible minimum periods 
of dismissal before reinstatement could be considered . Although several 
complained that the rules forbade too much ( for example , a beer with la�ch) , 
no one suggested changing the rules to permit, explicitly , certain kinds of 
drinking . 

Summary 

About nine out of ten workers on the study roads find drinking acceptable 
in at least some situations some of the time . About one-tenth say that on 
these occasions , it is sometimes permissible to get drunk . Most railroads 
workers , howeve r ,  do not feel  it is acceptable to them personally to drink 
on duty or on company property .  Their fee lings ag re� with company drinking 
rules . 

About two-thirds do not approve of blind enforcement of the rules , how­
eve r .  Although about a tenth feel that drinking rules violators should 
never be fired , almost half think that the rules violators should always be 
fired , and over half fee l  that extenuating circumstances should be considered 
in the application of the rule . Sometimes violators should be dismissed 
and other times they should not . The great maj ority of workers would not 
re ort a violation i f  they thought a coworker might be dismissed . Factors 
to be considered in the decision were consistent across railroa s and occupa­
tional categories . The two most important are the willingness of the violator 
to accept treatment , if necessary , and the violator ' s  prev ious record of 
infractions . 
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About two-thirds of the railroad workers thought that everyone was 
treated fairly ( even if not equally) by the drinking rules . The other 
third felt that exempt workers received better treatment than contract employees . 

All interviewees considered drinking rules necessary although many sug­
gested modifications to the current rules , including uni form application , 
incorporating a phrase about treatment in lieu of punishment , and lessening 
and/or explicitly stating the punishment . Only a few favored changing the 
rules to permit certain types of drinking ( for example , drinking at lunch) . 
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4 .  DRINKING PROBLEMS : FREQUENCY, IMPACT , AND COSTS 

This  chapter discusses the frequency , impact , and where possible , the 
company-incurred costs  of problems associated with railroad workers ' drinking , 
including those of drinkers who are prob lem drinkers . 

Among railroad workers some drinking problems occur on the j ob and some 
occur off the job .  Some workers drink repetitively and excessively . Their 
use of alcoholic beverages is regular ly and directly linked to causing 
private or public harm and to causing diffi culties in one or more important 
aspects of life . A drinker who drinks excessively and whose drinking repeti­
tively causes harm to himsel f  or others is called a problem drinke r .  This 
category of drinkers inc ludes the alcoholic or addicted drinker .  Chapter 
5 explains the method used in this study to define and estimate numbers of 
problem drinkers and provides estimates o f  the prevalence of problem drinking 
on individual roads by occupational category . Other drinke rs experience 
di fficulties in connection with their drinking although the problems they 
experience are re latively infrequent , unpatterned , and episodic . 

4 . 1 JOB-RELATED PPDBLEMS 

Almost without exception on all the roads studied , every manager and 
labor representative interviewed said that drinking posed serious problems 
for workers and for the company. Some sugge sted that although drinking 
problems are frequent today , things were far worse in the past . We cannot 
say whether this i s  true or whether interviewees underestimate the extent o f  
drinking problems the way they do the prevalence of on-the-j ob drinking.  
Some managers and labor representatives indicated that they thought rail­
roaders ' use of other drugs also caused thei r  roads serious problems . 
Interviewees said that workers with drinking problems hurt themselves by 
losing pay when absent , by j eopardizing their j obs through rule violation , 
by exposing themse lve s  to the risk of accidents , and by h arming their 
health . 

All respondents were asked to select the two most important ways in 
which employees ' drinking affects railroad companies .  The responses of the 
interviewees were surprisingly consistent with opinions that have been 
expressed by the work force at large . Table 4-1 shows the rank order o f  
speci fi c  problems identi fied as the major ways drinking affects railroad 
companies .  The table also shows the percentage o f  workers who identified 
e ach problem as one of the top two problems . 

Other choices , such as damage , were possible . When the percentage of 
respondents selecting damage ( 5  percent) is added to the percentage who 
sele cted accidents or inj uries , safe ty concerns account for 52 percent of 
the choices . Other problems ( interpersonal friction , violence , disagreement 
with supervisors , litter ,  property damage , or any othe r e ffect) were 
selected by fewer than 6 percent of the respondents . The responses were 
remarkably similar among respondents on all the roads except among ope rating 
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personnel .  One third fewer of these personnel viewed absenteeism as a top 
alcohol-related company problem. The difference is  probably related to the 
fa7t that operating pers onne l have a system for dealing with absenteeism 
wh1le exempt and nonoperating personnel do not . 

TABLE 4-1.  HOW EMPLOYEES ' DRINKING AFFECTS RAILROAD COMPANIES 

Factor PercentasLe 

Absenteeism 55  

Poor performance 55  

Accidents 29 

Inj uries 18 

Bad press 14 

4 . 2  ALCOHOL-RELATED ABSENTEEISM 

The 2 34 ,000 workers on the study roads were absent from work for reasons 
other than vacation an estimated 2 . 4  million days in 1978 , the ye ar of the study . 
They mis sed j ust under 4 percent of the maximum possible workdays available 
last vear. Approximately 1 . 5  percent of  absence , 38 , 000 days occurred because 
workers were drunk or had a hangover that prevented them from going to work . 
Of the estimated 9 , 2 30 man years lost through absenteeism for all reasons 
except vacation in 197 8 ,  about 135 man-years were lost because of drunkenness 
or hangovers . On the total of seven roads . about 100 e�loyees a day were 
absent for these reasons . �owever ,  the actua� amount of drinking-related 
absence varied greatly among the roads , ranging from two absences per day on 
one road to about 50 per day on anothe r .  Not all railroads paid workers 
their usual salary for sick days but if th�y had , the total amount paid for 
absenteeism related to drinking would have been almost $2 . 5  million , ranging 
from $ 18 , 000 on one road to $900 , 000 on another . ·  The amount that would have 
been paid is about two and a half times as much as the total budgets of the 
employees assistance programs . 

Table 4-2 shows the percentage of total absenteeism for reasons other 
than vacation whi ch are attributable to a worker ' s  being intoxicated or 
having a hangover.  

* 
Based on average annual s alary rate of $ 18 , 000 . 
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TABLE 4-2 . PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DAYS ABSENT 
ATTRIBUTABLE TO WORKER INTOXICATION 
OR HANGOVER 

Railroad Percentage 

A 1 . 0  

B 1 . 5  

C 0 . 7  

D 2 . 0 

E 1 . 6  

F 2 . 5 

G 2 . 0 

Weighted Average 1 . 5  

Tab le 4-3 shows the percentage of drinking workers who missed at least 
one day in the past year because of drunkenness or hangovers . 

TABLE 4-3 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS ABSENT AT LEAST ONCE BECAUSE 
OF DRUNKENNESS OR HANGOVER IN PAST V�A R 

Railroad I Exempt Cps I Non-ops 

"I 
I W ighted I I e 

Average 

A 6 12 11 10 I 
B 2 13  12  9 

C 1 3 3 2 
D 1 10 8 7 

E 3 12 8 8 

F 3 10 9 9 

G 4 16 9 10 
-

I Weighted 
Average 

3 11  9 8 

I 
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Eight pe rcent , or about 1 4 , 000 workers , missed work because of intoxi­
cation or hangover,  with an average of about 2 days of such absence during 
the year . On six of the ro ads , the percent of exempt workers who missed 
work because of the effects of drinking was only about a third as high as the 
percentages of operating and nonoperating personnel .  The data do not 
indicate whether exempt workers miss work le ss than contract workers because 
they are drunk or have hangovers less often or because higher-st atus 
employees who drink have more "on-the-job absenteeism"  while lower-status 
drinke rs stay away altogether .  (Compare Trice and Belasco , 1967-68 . )  On 
Rai lroad A ,  the percentage of absenteeism re lated to drunkenness or a 
hangove r for operating and nonoperating employees is twice as high as that 
for managers . Percentages of operating and nonoperating personnel are 
fairly close except on Railroads E and G .  On these two roads , operating 
personne l have rates that are 3 and 4 time s as hiqh , respectivelv , as 
percentages of absenteeism for exempt workers . 

4 . 2 . 1  Absenteeism Rates of Problem Drinkers Versus Nonproblem Drinkers 

In Chapter 5 ,  we de fine problem drinkers and estimate the number of 
problem drinkers on each of the roads by j ob category . We compare the 
se lf-reported overall absenteeism rates of problem drinkers with those of 
workers who are not problem drinkers . Workers in both categories may be 
absent for drinking-related problems other than being drunk or having 
a hangover ( such as he alth problems and family problems) . Problem drinke rs 
can be absent , too, for reasons not related to drinking . The di fferences 
that appear in absenteeism rates of problem drinkers and the absenteeism 
rate of workers who are not problem drinkers can be attributed primarily 
to drinking . 

Workers are absent for a variety of reasons . While these re asons include 
being drunk or having a hangover,  they are not limited to these reasons . other 
reasons include , for example , be ing ill or having family , legal , or financial 
problems . Our findings susggest tha� problem drinkers miss almost twice as 
many days of work (with resulting greater costs to their companies)  as 
worke rs who are not problem drinkers . These days of absenteeism may be due 
directly or indirectly to drinking;  they may, for example , be related to 
problems that result from drinking . 

Because of the nature of problem drinking , as de fined by our study, a 
pure test of  the hypothesis is difficult . One of  the characteristics defining 
problem drinking was missing work because o f  drunkenness or a hangover .  
Since the days that someone misses for being drunk or having a hangover are 
included in the total days of absenteeism, a correlation exists between the 
measures and the dependent variable is not totally independent of the 
de finition . Stil l ,  many factors beside s missing work because of drunkenness 
or having a hangover are related to absenteeism,  and the sugge stion that 
problem drinkers mi ss work more than those who are not problem drinkers is 
not without merit . 

Problem drinkers , in fact , are absent more often than other workers . 
Problem drinkers missed an average of 15 . 3  days during the year studied for 
reasons other than vacation , while other workers �issed an ave rage of only 
8 . 6  days in the studied year . 
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4 . 2 . 2  Supervisory Ooinions on Comparative Rates of Problem Drinkers and 

Nonproblem Drinkers 

Supe rvisors were asked to estimate the number of days per year that 
workers with drinking problems were absent from work for re as�ns other than 
vacation . Supervisors \..rere not randomly selected, but they dJ.d represent 
a broad cross-section of crafts . The consistency of their re spon ses lends 
credence to the ir est imates and suggests that the ir responses are both 
reliable and valid. 

On the average , supervisors estimated that problem drinkers miss four 
times as much work as other worke rs : 36 days of absenteeism for problem 
drinkers as compared with 9 days of absenteeism for other workers . Supervisory 
estimates of nonproblem drinkers ' absenteeism ranged from 2 days to 18 days . 
'Their e stimates of absenteeism for problem drinkers ranged from 4 days to 
60 days. The discrepancy between this  factor of four and the factor of about 
two reported above on the basis of the general survey data may reflect the 
comparatively strict definition supervisors apply to "problem drinker. " A 
worker may qualify as a problem drinker by our definition without man ifestinq 
on-the-j ob symptoms which a supervisor can observe . 

4 . 2 . 3  Impact of Alcohol -related Absenteeism 

When an employee is absent on any road , a supervisor decide s whether 
the missing employee is to be replaced during his absenteeism . The positions 
of absent exempt workers are usua'lly le ft unfilled , and other exempt workers 
perform the absent workers ' task to the degree they can . Some times the 
positions of nonoperating personnel are also left unfilled . Quite frequently , 
supervisors transfer a nonoperating worke r from one station to the station 
of an absent worker .  Some nonoperating personne l ,  such .as telegraphers and 
crew callers , must stay on duty until re lieved . When their replacements are 
late or absent,  they get paid time and a half for the extra time they have 
to work . Transferring a worker or leaving a position unfilled means fewer 
workers are available to do the work and, at least in theory , that productivity 
is lower.  

Among operating pe rsonnel ,  positions are usually filled when a worker 
does not report for work . Replacements are usually found for operating 
pe rsonne l from among the extraboard , the employees routinely on hand to 
fill in for absent workers . When qualified workers are not on extraboard 
duty , replacements  are found -from among other workers who are paid time and 
a half for this  overtime work .  No company records or interviewees could 
provide estimates o f  the relative percentages of cases in which positions 
were le ft un filled or were filled through trans fe r ,  from the extraboard , or 
by overtime workers . Although costs cannot be estimated for any of these 
options,  having to resort to any of them, except perhaps extraboard, results 
in increased costs and decreased productivity . 

4 . 2 . 4 Extraboards 

Most employees on extraboard are operating employees.  vlorkers with regular 
runs or assignments have won those positions on the basis o f  seniority . Thus , 
they know each day what time to report for work , the nature of the work to be 
pe rformed, the location of work and , in road service , the te rritory to be 
traversed and the layover terminal designated . 
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Workers with regular runs or assignments are known as regular employees . 
The nature of railroading , however , makes it essential to have a supply of 
trained employees to fill in for regular employees who do not report for 
work . In addition , wrecks or other situations often lead to more work than 
can be handled by regular employees .  To handle this extra work and to 
fill vacancies when regular employees cannot work , a number of operating 
employees are placed on extraboard as a regular assignment . Many extraboard 
employees are called to work on a rotating basis , with the ir names placed 
at the bottom of an on-call list after they have had a hours ' rest . In some 
cases , assignments are given to those with the most seniority who have 
completed 8 hour rest· periods . 

Extraboard employees are paid only for the actual number of hours 
worked . I f  there are more names on the board than there are positions to be 
filled individual earnings drop . Many interviewed supervisors and union 
chairmen think that the irregularity of service is associ ated with drinking 
rule problems . 

In addition to the cost of sick pay, i f  it is provided , the increased 
costs for replacements at pay rates of time and a hal f ,  and lost productivity 
caused by filling a post through temporary trans fer of an employee , the 
cost of supervisory time spent in finding a replacement needs to be considered.  
It is common for supervi sors to have to find replacements for worke rs who 
cannot perform their work because they are drunk or have hangovers . Over 
half of  the interviewed supervisors had to find replacements at least several 
time last year because of someone ' s  drinking .  The degree o f  inconvenience caused 
varied tremendously among the supervisors . For some , finding a replacement 
was no trouble at all and required 15 minutes of less . For others , the 
process took up to 4 hours . It is especially vexing and time-consuming to 
try to get employees to do emergency work on weekends . 

Operating personnel present special problems when they are absent or 
even late . They have a 30 minute grace period after their scheduled 
reporting time ; this period usual ly ends about 30 minutes before train 
departure time . If a worker has not reported by that time , a replacement 
is sought . The time spent looking for a replacement may be nonproductive 
for an entire train crew. If the scheduled worke r comes after a repl acement 
is called to work , contractual arrangements may require that the replacement 
be paid for a minimum number of hours even though he has not worked .  

4 . 2 . 5  Absenteeism Costs in Lost Productivity Because of Excessive Absenteeism 
of Problem Drinkers 

Among exempt and nonoperating personne l ,  absenteeism means the \-Jork force 
is short a hand either because a position is left unfilled or a position 
becomes vacant because of a transfer. According to our definition , problem 
drinkers make up 12 percent of the work force and are absent about twice as 
often as nonr'roblern drinke rs. 

Interestingly , problem drinking exempt workers do not miss any more 
time than nonproblem drinking exempt workers . Since the extraboard situation 
covers the costs of lost production for ops , the only occupational category 
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for which costs o f  lost production apply are the non-ops . Problem drinking 
non-ops miss an average of 12 . 2  days per ye ar. Other non-ops miss an average 
of 7 . 0  days per year. 

By subtraction , we estimate that each problem drinking non-op costs his 

company 5 . 2  days in lost production per year . We e stimate ( Chapter 5 )  

that 12 percent , or 8 , 670 workers , o f  the 72 , 250 nonoperating personnel on 

the seven study roads are problem drinkers . B ased upon an ave rage annual 

salary of $ 1 8 , 000 , and equating salary with productivity , we estimate that 

these 5 . 2  days 0= lost productivity per problem drinking non-op represents 
a cost to the seven railroad companies of over $ 3  million per year . 

4 . 2 . 6  Cost of Exce ssive Absenteeism Reported in Other Studies 

Unlike this study , none of the studie s  reviewed in our literature 
survey i solated the alcohol-related absences caused by all employees in 
individual work forces or the percentage o f  the work force that accounted 
for such absences . As we have seen , at least 2 percent of all missed calls 
to work on the study roads last year were traced to the effects o f  drinkin g ,  
an d  8 percent of the workers o n  these roads were involved i n  such absences 
at least once . Other studies report 1) the absenteeism rates of alcoholics 
or problem drinkers but don ' t  compare these rates to absenteeism rates of 
nonproblem drinkers , 2 )  compare the absenteeism rates of alcoholics or 
problem drinkers to nonalcoholics or nonproblem drinkers , or 3 )  e stimate 
the reduction in days previously missed because of alcohol problems by 
success fully rehabilitated alcoholics or prob lem " drinke rs . 

Data from studies that show reductions in absenteeism or absenteeism 
costs wil l  be summarized in the last chapter. Other studies simply report 
absenteeism rates for problem drinkers or compare these rates to those of 
problem- free workers . These studies are reviewed in this chapter .  Caution 
should be exe rcised in . interpreting the results of the se studies s ince at 
least some o f  them suffer from one or more defects ( such as , unspeci fied 
methodology or definitions , extrapolation of prevalence rates of problem 
drinkers and alcoholics from national data,  exclusive reliance on supervisory 
e stimates o f  absenteeism attributable to alcohol problems , small sample s , or 
evaluations by the programs themselves) . 

Study estimates for absenteeism by problem-drinking employees range 
from 14 days to one and one-half work-months a year. In a 10 year study of 
Consolidated Edison ' s  employee assistance pro gram , Franco ( 1960 ) reported 
that 400 diagnosed problem drinkers missed an average of 14 days a year 
prior to treatment .  Fisher ( 19 7 1 ) , using unspecified me thods , e st imated 
that employees with drinking problems miss 22 -30 working days each year 
because of their drinking problems . Pace ( 1975 ) put the absenteeism rate 
at 30 workdays a year for male alcoho1ics--a rate also affi rmed by Can ada t s  
Addiction Research Foundation . With caveats about aspects of the studies they 
were reviewing ,  Hertzman and Montague ( 19 7 7 )  summarized studies done at Allis­
Chalmers , Oldsmobile, and Illinois Bell . They reported that untreated problem 
drinkers miss an average of 2 1  workdays or one work-month a year . 
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The reported di ffe·rences in the absenteeism rates o f  problem drinkers 
or alcoholics and the re st of the work force vary widely from study to 
study . In a study in which they compared the absenteeism records of 
764 alcoholics and a control group of 863 nonalcoholics , Pell and D ' Alonzo 
( 1970) found that alcoholics mi ssed work 13 days a year and nonalcoholics 
missed work 5 . 8 days a year . Reporting on an evaluat10n of the Program 
for Alcoholic Recovery ( PAR) within the U . s .  Postal Service , Day ( 19 7 3 )  
said that alcoholics had an excessive absenteeism rate o f  from 2 2-46 days 
a year more than the average employee . Whitehead ( 19 74 )  reported an 
estimate by one company program director that alcoholic workers are absent 
16 times more often than regular employee s ; how this figure was de rived is 
not reported .  In a controlled study at General Motors , Pace ( 1975 ) reports 
that alcoholic workers were absent an average o f  93 days per year or nearly 
three time s  as often as other employees .  These average rates of absenteeism 
do not mean all workers with alcohol problems are excessively absent . 

4 . 3  LOST PRODUCTIVITY CAUSED BY DRINKING 

Railroad workers ' drinking sometimes has an e ffect of reducing personal 
and group productivity , lowering group morale , and inconveniencing and 
costing companies money . Dollar estimates cannot be drawn for the more 
intangible o f  these e ffects . It is probab ly more important to understand 
the magnitude and impact of drinking on productivity than to rely on 
necessarily arbitrary estimates o f  the costs of specific adverse e ffects . 
Dollar estimates that can be made must be understood and used as rough 
estimates .  

4 . 3 . 1  Personal Inability to Work Because o f  Intoxication or Hangover 

Three percent of the sample , of an e st imated 7 , 000 workers on the 
study roads , said they went to work but could not do their j obs because they 
were drunk or had a hangover at least once in the past year . The se 7 , 000 
workers went to work in this condition about 13 , 000 time s . Companies paid 
these 7 , 000 workers about $900 , 000 for days when they were on the j ob but 
did not do their j ob or could not do it wel l .  When all the roads i n  the 
study are considered together ,  the equivalent of 36 workers a day appeared 
on the j ob with a hangover or· too drunk to do the ir work ; the se occurrences 
ranged from one every three days on one road to 15 a day on anothe r .  These 
" absentees on the j ob" mis s  about one third as many days as those who stay 
home because they have hangovers or are too drunk to come in . Taken together 
these two groups of worke rs account for over 50 , 000 nonproductive days pe r 

year, or close to 2 00 nonproductive man-years . Because railroads pay workers 

who show up whether they work or not and , except for exempt workers , do not 

usually pay those who do not show up , railroads are , in fact , better off fin an ­

cially when a worker calls in sick than when h e  comes in but can ' t  perform. 

According to some interviewee s ,  the practice of not paying sick pay is a menace 

to safety because it places a high incentive on coming to work whateve r the 

circumstances.  

Table 4 -4 shows the percentage of workers on e ach road who reported 
in too drunk or hungover to do their j ob .  
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TABLE 4-4 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS COMING TO WORK 
TOO DRUNK OR HUNGOVER TO DO THEIR JOB 

Exempt Ops Non-:Ops 

3 7 9 

1 3 3 

1 1 2 

1 1 6 

2 1 2 I 0 . 0  4 4 
, I 

2 5 4 I 

2 3 4 

Weighted 
Average 

8 

2 

1 

4 

2 

4 

3 

3 

In general , higher percentages o f  nonoperating personne l (who make up 
half the work force ) come to work unable to do their j ob because of drinking 
than do operating personnel or exempt workers . Among the roads , operating 
and nonoperating personnel on Railroad A and nonope rat ing personnel on 
Railroad 0 score at least twice as high as the overall weighted average for 
the work forces on all the roads . Railroad A has the highest pe rcentage 
of workers who have stayed home ( see Table 4-3 ) or come in with hangove rs 
or too drunk to work . Railroad C has the lowest percentage of workers who 
have done eithe r .  

4 . 3 . 2  Supervisory Opinions on E ffect of Problem Drinkers on Productivity 

Supervisors were asked at what percentage of their potential capability 
average railroad employees actualiy work . Then they were asked at what 
percentage of their potential capability problem drinking employees actually 
work . 

There are some problems with this approach , not the least of which are 
that it is subj ective and that it required the supervisors to make a diagnos is . 
The method doe s ,  however, have a long history in the occupational alcoholism 
literature ( for e xample , Winslow et a1 , 1966 ) .  Moreover , s ince the super­
visors do have direct contact with the workers , and since the supervisors 
are o ften the best source to assess the workers ' productivity this approach 
is not completely without merit . As in earlier analys es , we present these 
results and caution the reader as to the possible weakne sses in the inter­
pretation . 

Some supervisors said that , when sobe r , problem drinkers we re often as 
good and sometimes better at the ir j obs than other workers . Some others 
emphasized that their estimates were rough and were based solely on thei r 
own experience and perspective s .  Neverthe le ss , the ir estimates were similar . 
Overall , supervisors estimated that on the average , railroad employees work 
at 70 percent of the ir potential capability , and problem drinking employees 
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work at 50 percent .  Thei r  estimates yie ld an average 2 0  pe rcent difference 
in productivity or a re lative di fference of 29 percent . Supervisors e sti­
mated that "problem free" employee s worked at from 60 to 85 percent of their 
potential , that p roblem drinkers worked at from 2 5  to 70 percent of the ir 
potentia l  and that problem drinkers were from 15 to 35 percent less productive 
than "problem free " workers . Supervisors were less sure about the impact 
that drinking or drunken workers had on the productivity of othe r members 
of the group . 

4 . 3 .3 Impact of Intoxicat ion and Hanqover on Work Groups 

During the studied year , over 15 percent of workers personally saw 
a worker on duty who was too drunk or whose hangove r was too �evere to 
permit him to do his j ob .  l.rine percent o f  exempt workers saw such a worke r .  
On Rai lroads A and F ,  more than 1 3  percent o f  exempt emp loyees observed such 
an employee at least once . In the operating and nonoperating classes of 
seve ral roads , over 20 percent of the worke rs witnessed an alcohol-imp aired 
worke r on duty . 

Workers were asked to check all the e ffects that the presence of such 
workers had on them. Table 4-5 sununarizes thei r  respon ses . It shows the 
overall respon se s by workers on all roads studied and the respon ses of 
workers in e ach occupat ional category . 

TABLE 4-5 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS AFFECTED IN DIFFERENT 
WAYS BY ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED �iORKERS 

Sent 
Occupational worked Got Worked Hid Violator Told 

Category Harder Mad Less Hard Worker to EAP Supervisor 

Exempt 46 44 6 8 36 4 3  

Cps 75 5 6  4 40 15 6 

Non-Ops 54 44 9 9 11 12 

Weighted Average 60 47 7 2 2 15 14 

Sent � l 
Violator \ 
Home 

5 3  

2 6  

39 

37 

Even when one subtracts the percentages of workers who work less hard 
from those who work harde r ,  over 50 percent of workers in work groups with 
alcohol-impaired co-workers work harder, albeit in a more distempered mood 
(almost 5 0  percent got angry) . This increased productivity must be taken 
into account in interpreting the $900 , 000 e st imate of the lost productivity 
of drunk and hungover workers reporting for duty . 

4 . 3 . 4  Other Effe cts Related to Productivity 

On-the -job drinking prob lems that affect productivity include p roblems 
with passengers , supervisors , or fel low workers . Only a very small percentage 
of worke rs reported problems with othe r people because of drinking during the 
studied ye ar . Fewer than 0 . 5  percent had problems with a passenge r because 
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of drinking .  Only 1 . 5  percent had problems with a supervisor , even though 
large percentages o f  supervisors apparently saw workers violating drinking 
rules . About 1 . 5 percent had problems with fellow workers because of 
drinking. Although these percentages are low and probably do not add up 
to much lost productivity , they can involve ugly confrontations and the 
creation of ill will . Though an estimated 450 reported alcohol-re lated 
�rOblems with passenge rs , for example , involve only 0 . 2  percent of the work 
force , they can be the source of serious problems for any company . 

4 . 3. 5  Cost o f  Lost Productivity 

We are hesitant about trying to estimate the cost of lost productivity 
because of the difficulty o f  assigning dollar values to inefficient work 
and because of the subj ectivity of some estimate s already reported .  Howeve r ,  
since problem drinkers seem t o  b e  substantial ly less productive than nonproblem 
drinkers we will attempt to estimate productivity loss . We caution that 
these are j ust estimates .  

Probably the best me asure o f  lost productivity caused by drinking 
is the reduced productivity of problem drinkers in the work force . To 
develop an estimate of thi s cost , we multiplied the percent of reduced 
productivity of problem-drinking workers (estimated by supervi sors--th at 
is , 2 0  percent) by the average annual sal ary ( S 18 , 000) of workers to determine 
the cost o f  reduced product ivity of individual workers with drinking problems . 
Then , we multiplied thi s number by the estimated number of problem drinke rs 
in the work force of the seven roads studied . According to this method of 
calculat ing , we estimate that the seven roads in the study suffered a productivity 
loss of more than $ 100 million during the year of the study . 

4 . 3 . 6  Cost of Lost Productivity Reported in Other Studies 

The costs to a firm of lost productivity due to problem drinking have 
not been reported ,  as such , in the literature . Instead , global statements 
have been made which include " lost productivity " or "poor per forman ce ll as 
one aspect of the total alcoholism-related costs to industry . In most 
case s , the derivation of these figures is not explained . 

Whitehead ( 1974 ) reports that alcoholism costs man agement an extra 
2 5  percent ( or about $2 , 500 per alcoholic) for absenteeism , poor performance , 
accident , and disease . Levens ( 1976)  suggests that the average employed 
problem drinker costs his employer about $ 2 , 900 annually , due to ineffi ciency , 
absenteeism , premature training of replacements , and excess utilization of 
employee bene fits . Finally , Von Wiegand ( 1976) sets the figure at $ 3 , 000 
annually per employee due to absenteeism , spoiled materials , poor j udgment , 
disciplinary actions , hospital and medical cost s , accidents , and other 
factors . 

Schramm ( 1974 ) proposes a method for calculating a firm ' s  total costs 
due to alcohol abuse . The method is built on four assumptions , which are 
based on the findings of a number of companies . One assumption is that 
the average alcoholic worker , through a combination o f  absenteeism ,  latenes s ,  
higher accident frequency , and poor work performance , is 25 to SO pe rcent 
less productive than a nonalcoholic employee . Day ( 19 7 3 )  reported that the 
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average alcoho lic performs at about 60 percent of his capacity . One strategy 

which has been proposed for establishing the cost of lost productivity is to 

obtain estimates from the employee ' s  supe rvisor . We were wary of this method , 

however , because we feared supervisors night have been thinking o f  a much more 

stringent definition of "problem drinke r" than this study ' s  definition of 

"problem drinker" when making their estimate s on re lative productivity. 

I f  this was the case , the $ 100 million estimate would be high. 

Although the number of interviewed supervisors upon which this estimate 

was based was limited (n=33 ) , our respondents represented supervisors of all 

kinds of workers , were drawn from seven different roads across the country , 

and came up with quite simi lar e stimates ( that is , 15 to 35 percent) . This 
consistency establishe s convergent validity. It is unlike ly that 33 supervisors 

would independently provide the same estimate of lost productivity , if , in 
fact , that e stimate did not have some basis in reality . Consequently , we believe 
that the estimate of 20 percent reduced productivity of problem drinkers is fairly 
accurate and that supervisory estimation is a valid technique in at least some 
situations . 

In addition to e stimates of lost productivity costs to the individual 
firm , estimates have been made for the nation as a whole . Berry et al ,  ( 1974)  
placed a $9 . 3 5 billion figure on the economic cost of lost productivity , out 
of a total alcohol abuse cost in 1.97 1  of approximately $ 2 5  billion . 

Four ye ars later , e stimates of lost productivity costs had risen to 
$ 19 . 6 4 billion ( Berry et aI , 1977) . As pointed out , however ,  in the Third 
Special Report to Congress ( DHEW , 1978 ) , inflation accounted for part of these 
increased cost s .  In addition , a more comprehensive analysis of cost factors 
was made in 197 5 vis a vis 197 1 , accounting for the remaining difference . 

The 1975 estimate of $ 19 . 64 bi llion represents the sum o f  three separate 
estimates :  $ 15 . 46 billion in lost market production among male workers , $0 . 41 
billion in lost military production , and $ 3 . 77 billion in lost future produc­
tions due to excess mortality in 1975 . The $ 19 . 64 billion figure is a 
conservative estimate , however ,  since it does not include the cost of lost 
services from problem drinkers not in the traditional market system ( for 
example , nonsalaried housewive s ) . 

4 . 4  DRINKING-RELATED ON-THE-JOB INJURIES 

Safety Officers on the seven roads studied reported 2 9 , 845 on-the- j ob 
inj urie s  during the past year.  According to responses of workers in our 
general survey , approximately 0 . 5 percent , or an estimated 1 , 200 workers on 
all roads , caused inj ury to themselves or to a fel low worker because o.f 
their drinking at least once during the year . None of these alcohol-related 
inj uries occurred among exempt workers . These alcoho l-re lated In] uries repre­
sent about 4 percent of the reported inj uries on all the roads last year . 

4 ,4 .1 View of Hedical and Safety Officers on Connection Bet"'een Drinkinq 
and Injuries 

All but one of the medical officers on the study roads fe lt they lacked 
the infornation upon which to base an e stimate of the percentage of in juries 
on the ir roads that are connected with alcohol use . One medical officer 
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thought that about 15 percent of the inj ured workers he examined were hurt 
be cause o f  the ir own drinking. Six o f  the safety offi cers felt that the 
responsibility for determining the cause of an accident lies with the work 
group divisions and that they had not instituted procedures to determine 
whethe r alcohol is involved in inj uries . One safety officer estimated that 
10 percent o f  all of the injuries on this road were alcohol-relate d .  Another 
safety officer said that alcohol is seldom given as the cause o f  an inj ury 
on reports submitted to his office , even when drinking is the cause . He 
thought this was true on all railroads . As a consequence , he thought , the 
causes of reportable injuries submitted to FRA usually fail to mention 
drinking even when it is involved . One safety officer indicated that four 
o f  six deaths that occurred on property during the seven years prior to the 
study were alcohol-re lated.  His experience indicated that problem drinkers 
are more likely to be involved in serious accidents . Finally , the safety 
officer on a railroad not studied told US that fully 5 0  percent of all 
accidents on that railroad are directly or indirectly related to employees ' 
drinking . 

There is strona excerient ial evidence of at least some safety and Medical 
office rs that far more accidents involving injuries are alcoho l- reiated than are 
reported. As we shall see be low , response s to the general survey indicate 
that this low reporting rate may also apply to accidents involving only 
equipment damage . 

4 . 4 . 2  Supervisory Estimates of Alcohol-related Inj uries Involving Problem Drinkers 

Supervisors were asked to estimate the incre ased chances of inj ury 
when a worker drinks on the j ob .  Most felt uncomfortable trying t o  assign 
such a risk factor . Every one of them thought that a drinking worker ' s  
chances of inj uring himself or othe rs were much greate r than a nondrinking 
worke r .  Hal f  based thi's opinion on their own experience, an d  half on 
conj ecture . These supervisors told of incidents in which drinking employees 
had in j ured themselves by slamming a car door on one sel f, throwing a switch 
with a foot on the track , falling off a locomotive , h itting one ' s  foot 
with a s ledge hamme r ,  and so forth . One self-inflicted death was reported . 
Supervisors told of incidents in which drinking employees inj ured others , 
for example , by setting off a torpedo in a box car , causing derailments 
that inj ured workers , letting a hammer slip out of one ' s  hand and hit a 

fe llow worker in the groin , operating a crane that struck a fellow emp loyee . 

4 . 4 . 3 Other Records of Inj uries 

Federal records only partially reflect the extent and costs of inj uries 
due to alcohol use by employees.  Many industrial accidents go un reported even 
to supervisors , let a lone to employers or the governnent . Even where accidents 
are reported , individuals and rai lroads are re luctant to record alcohol as a 
cause . 

l'le may c onclude that if alcohol is not a cause , it is at least a con­
tr ibut ing factor in many in j uries which are attributed to "human factors . "  
In 1977 , the latest year for which figures are avai lable , human factors 
accounted for 2 , 559 train accidents on C lass I and Class II rai lroads . Five 
fatalities and 272 in j uries resulte d .  
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Only 1 percent of al l inj uries and 7 pe rcent of all fatalitie s  occurred 
in accidents . The remainder occurred in train and nontrain incidents . *  Although 
in j uries incurred othe r than in train accidents are not recorded as to whe ther 
or not they were due to human factors , quite conce ivably many of these may 
have occurred because railroad workers ' faculties had been impai ree by alcohol 
use . The more than 60 , 000 in j urie s on the se railroads resulted in almost 0 . 5  
mi llion lost work days . 

4 .4 .4 Impact of On-the-Job Drinking on Fee ling of Sa fety in �·lork Groups 

As we have reported , an estimated 3 0 , 000 worke rs drank on duty on an 
e stimated 90 , 000 occasions during the year reported on . This on-the-job 
drinking creates fe ar among large numbers of worke rs . Workers were asked 
if they are ever afraid of what might happen to them when workers around them 
drink on the j ob .  Table 4-6 shows the percentages of workers on all roads 
and by occup ational category who say this kind of drinking make s them afraid 
for the ir own safety or we ll being. 

TABLE 4-6 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS AFRAID WHEN CO-NORKER IS DRINKING 

, Very Often , I O ften , or Almost Never 
Occupational Sometimes or Never 

Category Afraid Afraid 

Exempt 5 2  4 8  
I 

Ops 76 2 5  

Non-ops 65 36 

� Weighted Average 66 3 4  

Two-thirds of those workers who have been ne ar a drinking co-worker 
are frightened when c o-workers drink around them on duty . As \ole have seen 
above , they have good cause to be fe arfu l .  In Se ction 3 it was reported that 
35 percent of wo rkers s aw fe llow workers drink on duty last ye ar .  C alculating 
the f inancial loss to companies due to thi s  climate of fear is imposs ib le . 
However , the in ability to estimate costs does not lessen the seriousnes s  and 
magn itude of thi s e ffect . 

* 
Accidents are defined as moving train mi shap s  which 
excess of $ 2 , 3 00 .  All other mishaps are incidents . 
the cut-off value has been raised to $ 2 , 900.  
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4 .4 .5 C laims F iled by Employees for Alcohol-Related Injuries 

According to our survey respondents , the average size of work groups 
across the railroad is about 11 men . Survey data indicated that an ave rage 
of 0 . 3 percent of each work group has filed claims after suffe ring a self­
in flicted alcohol-induced inj ury . Across the seven study roads this amounts 
to an estimated 700 such inj uries last year , some of which might be quite 
costly . One safety officer on a nonstudy road told us that the most expens ive 
claim that railroad had to pay in the past year was for a worke r who got drunk 
and passed out on the tracks.  An oncoming car severed both of his legs . 

4 .4 .6 Cost of Alcohol-Re lated Inj uries and Death 

The total costs of alcohol-re lated inj uries to companies is the sum 
of the dollars paid for lost days to employees out with alcohol-related 
in j uries , disability c laims paid for these inj uries and the cost of time 
s9�nt on alcohol-re lated inj uries by c laims departments and operating 
Gepartments . ( Safety departments spend very little time , if any , investigat ing 
ir.j uries . ) Operating Divisions do not keep records on the time spent 
investigating inj uries . Claims Offices spend 75 percent of their time 
investigating inj uries , and 4 percent of this time investigating alcohol­
related injuries .  We were unable to get the budget of the Claims Departments 
on the study roads . Consequently , we are not able to include the cost of 
railroad staff time spent on alcohol-related inj uries in our cost estimates . 

We estimated costs of disability claims paid for these inj urie s by 
multiplying the total disability claims paid out by . 04 ( our estimate of the 
fraction o f  inj uries connected with drinking--see page ) . For the six roads from 

whi ch we could obtain in formation on the amount of e ach claim , this comes to 
about $ 500 , 000 . 

since we have covered the costs of days lost due to inj ury in our 
discuss ion o f  the costs of absenteeism ,  they are not computed here . 

4 .4 .7 Costs o f  Alcohol-Related Inj uries in Other Studie s 

There is a re lative dearth of research on the connection between 
drinking and indus trial accidents involving inj ury . The Thi rd Special 
Report to Congress ( DHEW 19 78 , VI II-8 ) noted that " studies are needed to 
compare the proportion of pos itive BAC ' s  of accident-involved workers to 
the BAC ' s  of a control group not involved in accidents . "  Such studies could 
help e stablish empirically the association between drinking on the j ob and 
industrial accidents ,  data whi ch currently do not exit . 

As e arly as the 1940 ' s , Je1linek ( 1947) reported that 1 . 3 million 
alcoholics employed as industrial worke rs in t.his country had twice the 
fatal accident rate of the nonalcoholic workers . This st imulated furthe r 
study into the relationship between problem drinking , lost production , and 
industrial accidents .  Few of the subsequent studies have actually examined 
the BAC levels of industrial accident victims , however . 

The controve rsy as to whether problem drinkers have a higher rate of 
on-the-job accidents than the "normal " population thus remains unresolved 
Trice ( 1957 )  argued that increased absenteeism, not accidents , was the 
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maj or impact caused by al coho lics in the work force . Observer and r-1axwe ll 
( 19 5 9 )  suggested that accidents were frequent among young alcoholics under 
40 , but much less frequent among older alcoho lics who had le arned to pace 
themse lves at work . Still,  prob lem drinkers in his study had ove r three 
and one half times as many accidents as employees in the comparison group . 
Pace ( 19 7 5 )  reported a simi lar estimate , based on a study of one large 
corporation ; he indicated that the alcoholic is three t imes as like ly as the 
nonalcoholic employee to have an industrial accident. Foreign studies 
report the p resence of alcohol in from 9-40 percent of industrial accidents 
involving a fatality and in from 7-47 percent of industri al accidents not 
involving a fatality (DHEt·" 1978) . 

* 

Experiments like those carried out by Wo!kenberg ( 19 7 5 )  have shown that 
alcohol has an adverse effect on the coordination , reflexe s , and motor skills 
required to perfo rm  work in industrial settin g .  Such an effect could poten­
tially lead to on-the-job accidents . Hilker et a1 ( 197 2 )  reported a "dramatic 
decre ase " in on-duty accidents ( from 5 7  to 11) after implementation of an 
alcoholic rehabilitation program at Illinois Bell . O ff-duty accidents were 
also reduced by 47 in the same time pe riod . Similarly , in an unidenti fied 
study reported in the Journal of American Insurance ( 19 75-76) , initial visits 
to a medical center for treatment of work-re lated injuries decreased 3 1  percent 
after a rehabilitation program was initiated . In a second study ( a lso 
unidenti fied) , o ff-duty accidents decreased 63 percent while on-duty accidents 
dropped 81 percent once a program was implemented . 

In summary , problem drinkers are probably more likely to be invo lved in 
industrial accidents than the general population . The Thi rd Spe cial Report 
to Congress (DHEW 1978 , VIII-8 ) suggests a relative risk of industrial 
accidents fo r alcoholics in the range of 2 -3 times as gre at as that for 
other workers . 

4 . 5  ALCOHOL-RELATED ACCIDENTS INVOLVING PROPERTY DAMAGE 

We do not know how many alcohol-related accidents the re were during the 
year studied . Nor do we know how many railroad workers observed such accidents 
during that period . We do know that alcohol-related accidents involving 
damage were seen about 45 , 000 times by railroad workers last year . We do 
not know what percentage of the se observed accidents were reportable to 
FRA ( accidents costing over $2 , 300 * ) . Table 4-7 shows the percentage of 
workers on all roads who saw various kinds of property damaged by workers 
who had been drinking. , . 

S ince the study , Federal Railroad Administrati on ha s changed its reporting 
requirements . Accidents with a cost below $ 2 , 900 do not have to be reported . 
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TABLE 4-7 .  PERCENTAGE . SEEING ALCOHOL-RELATED ACCIDENTS I��OLVING DAMAGE 

Trucks , I O ffice 
Occupat ional 

I • i <":I':'Jlstruction ! I 
: 

I 
Buses ,  I 

I and Factory 1 
• I Category I Tral.ns I Track Equipment Buildings i I and Autos I I Equl.Ement 

I I 
3 2 Exempt I 2 6 6 3 I 

Ops I 5 3 1 1 3 2 

Non-Cps 
I 

3 2 2 6 I 7 5 
I 

Weighted Average I 3 2 2 3 6 4 
I 

As T able 4-8 shows , the se percentages trans late into high numbers of 
the studied population who saw damage of one kind or anothe r  rel ated to 
dr inking .  

TABLE 4-8 . NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES SEEING VARIOUS KINDS OF ALCOHOL-RELATED D�AGE 

Approximate Number o f  workers Type o f  Alcohol-Related 

Seeing Damage Damage Seen 

Thou�ands 

7 Trains 

I 5 Track 

4 Construction Equipment 

7 Buildings 

13 Trucks , Buses . or Autos 

8 O f fice or Factory Equipment 

On one road , alcohol-related accidents were seen about one time by 
33 percent o f  emp loyees ;  on another , about once by 2 5  percent ; and on 
the road with the fewest witnessed events , about on ce by 5 percent of 
employees . 

4 . 5. 1  Company Data on Alcoho l-Related Train Accidents 

I 

The rail roads studied had a total o f  4 , 2 39 reportable train accidents 
( that i s , accidents involving more than $ 2 , 300 in damage ) in 1978 , or a 
total cost for damage of about $ 6 5  million . ( FPA ,  1978) �'!hen an accident occurs , 
all of the s afety o ffices rece ive reports from involved operat ing divi sion s on 
the cause o f  the accidents , but they do not make spe cial inquiries unle ss 
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a fatality has occurred . The s afety officers on four of the roads studied 
did not be lieve they had adequate information to estimate the percentage 
of accidents that we re alcohol-related . The othe r three speculated that 
1 percent , 3 percent ,  and up to 2 5  percent of all accidents were related to 
the use of alcohol . That would suggest a combined total of 36 reportable 
train accidents on the two roads with e stimates of 1 and 3 percent . The 
average cost of a train wreck on these two roads was $ 14 , 500 .  According 
to the e stimates ,  then , alcohol-re lated train damage on these two roads 
may amount to more than $ . 5  million a year . On the third road where 
2 5  percent of the train accidents may have had some connection with 
alcohol abuse , the prorated cost o f  alcohol-related train accidents alone 
may have been more than $5 million . 

4 .5 .2 .  Supervisors ' Estimates of P robability of Involvement in Accidents 

by Employees Drinking on Job 

Supervisors were asked if employees drinking on-the-job were more 
likely than other workers to damage equipment . All hesit ated to estimate 
the increased like lihood of damage , but they agreed that the risk of 
damage was much higher when employees were drinking on the job .  Many 
mentioned incidents they had seen : two train derailments , smashing into 
a company railroad car whi le driving a company automobile , ruining the t rans­
mission on a company truck by shifting gears without depressing the clutch , 
and ruining materials and equipment in shops . 

4 . 5 . 3 Impact and Costs of Alcohol-Re lated Accidents 

We cannot deve lop noncontrove rsial e st imate s o f  the costs of alcohol­
related accidents because we do not know what percentage o f  reportable 
accidents are related to drink ing . Large percentages of the workers on 
all the roads studied report seeing damage of some k ind or other caused at 
le ast partly by employee s '  drinking .  Howeve r ,  reports from operating 
divisions seldom , if eve r ,  mention alcohol abuse as a cause of these accidents . 

Many accidents in which alcohol is a contributing factor are probably 
classified as being due to "human error" with no further explanation given 
as to why a we ll trained ,  experienced, healthy individual should have made 
such an e rror . Although we do not know what portion o f  the amount is 
due to alcohol impairment , we do know that "human error " accidents resulted 
in over $65 mil lion worth of damage on C lass I and Class II railroads in 1977 , 
the most recent year for which figures are available . Over 2 5  percent of all 
accidents were of this type . 

One of our study roads , the Southe rn Pacifi c , recently suffered a 
major train accident . Although the accident is under inve stigation by the 
NTSB at the time o f  this writing, the accident has already been widely 
attributed to the intoxication of the train ' s  engineer in a report 
distributed to the news media by Associated Press (AP) . As this accident 
did not occur during the study year , its costs are not inc luded in our 
calculation . However , it may be typical of other alcohol-related accidents 
which were not officially designated as such . There fore , we inc lude 
in formation on the cost of this accident to indicate both the potential 
magnitude of this type of accident and the fact that our cost estimates are 
probably very low . 
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AP reported that the crash of Southe rn Pacific ' s  "Blue Streak "  fre ight 
train on July 2 4 ,  1979 , killed an enginee r and in j ured a brakeman and a 
conductor . An autopsy reve aled that the enginee r was legally drunk at the 
time he drove his locomotive into the re ar of another train . The value o f  
the three locomotives , eight boxcars , an d  the caboose which we re destroyed 
was $ 1 . 4  mi llion . Costs of destroyed lading ,  damaged track , clearing wrecks , 
disrupted service , and inj ury claims were not repo rted , but would p robably 
great ly increase this already substantial fi gure . 

There i s  more than enough eviden ce to make one suspe ct that drinking 
may play a part in many accidents :  numerous incidents of on-the- j ob drinking ,  
intoxication and hangove r ,  as we ll as numerous accidents witne ssed by workers 
and associated with drinking. Because of the high cost of engine s ,  trains , 
equipment and other company property , d amage May be one of the larger alcohol­
related costs incurred by companie s .  The rel ationship o f  drinking and accidents 
calls for further investigation . However ,  if we accept even the lowe st 
estimate received from safety officers of the percentage of train accidents 
due to a lcohol use by employees ( 1  pe rcent) , we conclude that the seven study 
railroads incurred $650 , 000 in expenses due to alcohol-related accidents ( that 
is , 1 percent of the $65 mi llion in damages documented for 1978) . 

4 . 5. 4  Cost o f  Alcohol-Related Property Damage in Other Studies 

Like the studies on accidents involving inj ury , there have on ly been 
a few studies on alcohol-related accidents involving property damage in 
industry . Observer and Maxwe ll ( 19 5 9 )  found that problem drinkers in one 
large company had three and a ha lf times as many accidents as othe r worke rs . 

Schramm ( 19 74 )  reported that the overal l  costs of damaged goods and 
property caused by the al cohol-impaired employee , as we l l  as the cost of 
workmen ' s  compensation premiums due to alcohol-related accidents , have 
not been established empirically . This sti ll seems to be the case almo st 
five years later . 

Lacking in any of the studies i s  empirical evidence on the direct 
connection between industrial accidents and drinking prior to the accident-­
the same kind of information we found lacking on the railroads studied .  Until 
this link is e stablished, it will be imposs ible to determine the pe rcentage 
of ac cidents that are precipitated by drinking and the cost of these accidents 
to companies . 

The public is becoming increasingly concerned about the operating safe ty 
of railro ads . In recent months , the public has become more aware of the 
potential for disaster in t rain accidents involving chlorine and other noxious 
chemicals . As the energy crisis force s renewed emphasi s on high-speed fre ight 
and passenger rail trave l , concern about raib'ay safety will be come accentuated .  
I t  i s  the responsibility of rai lroad companies to ascertain the causes of 
accidents and to take correct ive steps to e liminate the cause s and reduce the 
frequency of accidents . At the present time , rai lroad compan ies do not h7ve 
an adequate system for invest igating the possible involvement of alcohol �n 
railway accidents . Indeed , potential liabi lity claims create a strong incentive 
not to delve too deeply into the cause of accidents where alcohol is suspected 
as a contributing factor. 

8 3  



This studv indicates that drinkina could be a serious factor contributina 
to accidents in the railway industry .  The fragmentation o f  the investigative 
process has made it impossible to measure the degree to which alcohol is 
actually involved in these acc idents .  The connection between the use of alcohol 

by worke rs on duty or subject to call and railway accidents is a matter of 
grave conce rn .  Immediate action to estab l ish the linkage between employee 
drinking and accidents is imperative . consequently , the railway industry , rail 
labor , and the FRA should j ointly and immediately develop effective ways of 
measuring, documenting, and controlling the impact of emc loyee drinking on 
accidents within the industry. 

4 . 6 ALCOHOL-RELATED ILLNESSES 

Research has suggested a relationship between excessive consumption 
of alcoholic beverages and diseases such as cirrhos is , certain kinds of 
cancer ,  heart disease , pancreatitis , fetal alcohol syndrome , and other 
health problems . For example , many studies have associated alcohol use 
with from 40-95 percent of the deaths from cirrhos is of the live r ,  the sixth 
most common cause of death in the United State s in 19 75 ( DHEW 1978 ) . However , 
statistical data on case s  in which most other diseases are associated with 
drinking are sorely lacking . It is known that excessive drinking contri­
butes to and exacerbates a wide range of physiological pathologies . The 
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) e st imates that 
in 1975 , 12 . 1  pe rcent of all health expenditures for the Ameri can adult 
populati on ( about $ 13 billion )  was spent for alcohol-related health services . 
The numbers of people whose drinking has been a contributing factor to their 
illnes s  i s  not known .  Medical records in the railroad industry on alcohol­
related illnesses and disability are virtually nonexistent . Given the sparse 
informati on available on the railroads and in the epidemiologic literature , 
only the crudest kinds of e stimates are poss ible on the frequency , impact , 
and costs of alcohol-related illnesses and disabi lities . 

Six of the seven rai lroads studied have medical departments staffed 
by phYS ici an s  an d profe s s i onal health staff employed by the company . One 
company has no medical department but contracts its medical services out 
to a physician who is not a company employee . The principal responsibility 
of rai lroad medical departments i s  to proce ss and document examinations 
that te st the fitness of employees to do the j ob to which they are assigned . 
In general , the medical departments ' work i s  con fined to conducting routine 
physical examinations and periodic checkups of general office personne l ,  
conducting special examinations ( for example , for a person returning to work 
after a heart att ack ) , and e xamining and providing emergency care or first 
aid for injurie s . The number of examinations required exceeds by far 
the capacity of the small medical staffs on the rai lroads . Most medical 
work is contracted out to other physicians on a fee-for-service basis . 
These doctors submit reports on examinations to the medical department 
for their review . Thus , medical department staff actually see very few 
employees . Consequently , the me dical departments are dependent in large 
measure on the reports they receive from the doctors whom they have under 
contract for information on alcohol-related i llness . 
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Doctors are often reluctant to include even a secondary diagnosiS 
of a lcoholism in the ir reports , according to the medical directors on 
two of the roads . Unlike diagnosti c  test s for other disease s , diagnosti c  
te sts for alcoholism depend o n  the re lationship between circumstantial 
evidence about drinking and physiological e ffect s .  Seve ral medical directors 
also thought that doctors were reluctant to report alcohol -related i llnesses 
especi allY in formal , written reports because of the social stigma associated 
with these disease s . Finally , the physical fitness t ests administered 
to provide companies with required information are not always intensive 
enough to permit a diagnosis of alcoholism. Whatever the reasons , the 
fraction of worker s  who see the company physicians for alcohol-re lated reasons 
doe s not approach in size the 4 percent who stated in the general survey 
that drinking has hurt their health . 

Thi s  lack of information explains why some medi cal directors were 
re luctant to estimate the number of workers whose medical files they saw 
during the studied year , who have alcohol-re lated problems . 

Three medical directors did offer the following estimates :  1 percent 
of all cases were di agnosed as alcohol -related � 3-5 percent of all cases 
were diagnosed as alcohol-related � 1 percent of all cases were di agnosed 
as alcohol-related , and 5 percent of all cases we re suspected to be alcohol­
related , but were not o fficially diagnosed as such . 

On these three roads , between one and five percent of the employees 
examined were diagnosed as having alcohol-related problems . The 1 percent 
estimate comes from a road that has shown relatively less drinking and 
fewer drinking problems . The 3-5 percent estimate comes from a road with 
relatively more drinking and more drinking p roblems . Even though the figure 
i s  probably low because of a widespread reluctance to diagnose or report 
alcoholism and alcohol-related health problems , all of the railroads studied 
probably have a range of 1-5 percent of examined patients with a diagnosis 
of an alcohol-related problem . 

We attempted to obtain informati on from the Railroad Reti rement Boa rd 
(RRB) about how much money had been paid in claims for alcohol-related 
i llnesses in the past year . Although such s icknes s  claims are paid through 
the RRB ,  the ultimate costs are borne by the individual railroads through 
their RRB assessments .  Unfortun ate ly , the RRB was unable to provide us 
with this in formation . Such costs are probably substanti al , howeve r ,  
because of : a large numbe r  and variety o f  illnesses known to be re lated 
to heavy alcohol consumption ; large numbers of railroad workers drink 
heavily ; and RRB paid a total of more than $ 94 million to 74 , 800 sickness 
bene fit claimants in Benefit Year 19 76- 7 7 .  

1 . 6. 1  Retirement Age of People with Alcohol Problems Versus Other Workers 

Six of the seven medical direct ors said they had no in formation on 
the average age of retirement for workers with and without drinking problems . 
Based on the p ast experience , one medical director , long active and intere sted 
in al coholism studie s ,  made these e stimates of comparat ive retirement ages . 
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Occupational 
Category With Alcohol Problems Without Alcohol Problems 

Exempt 52-53 62-65 

Operating 5 2  5 7 -60 

Nonoperating 5 3  58-60 

According to this medical director , serious drinking problems cut 10- 13 
years out of the career of a manage r ;  they shorten the work life of a contract 
employee by 5 -8 years . Thus , drinking problems reduce the productive years 
of some of the railroad ' s  most expe rienced and sometimes most valued emp loyees . 
The investment that companies have in some of these employees is very high. 
For example , interviewees e stimated that it take about 2 ye ars and anywhere 
from S 15 , 000 to S 25 , 000 to train and develop a fully qualified engineer.  
When an engineer ' s career is cut short by 5 - 8  ye ars , the company fails to 
realize the full potenti al of its initial investment and must recruit and 
train another man to take his place . The company ' s  investment in qualified 
managers is less  de finable but probably no less costly . The premature 
loss of trained and quali fied personne l is a costly item across the board even 
if it is impossible to assign a precise dollar figure to such losses . Until 
better �ecords are kept on alcohol-re lated disabilities , it wi ll not be 
possible to estimate total dollar losses in curred through alcohol-related 
disabilities . 

4 . A . 2  Cost of Alcohol-Related I llne sses and Disabilities 

The costs incurred directly by companies for alcohol-related illnesses 
and disabilities include . the following expenditures : ( 1) budgets of railroad 
employee assi stance programs ; ( 2 )  portion o f  budgets  of medical departments 
spent on alcohol-related cases ; ( 3 ) portions of premiums paid to insurance 
=arriers or hospital associat ions for alcohol-re lated health problems ; 
( 4 )  on roads that have hospital associations,  hospital costs over and above 
those paid by insurance carriers for workers with alcohol-related illne sses :  
(5 ) costs connected with premature retirement of experienced employee s  

because of  alcohol-related problems not involving an on-the- j ob inj ury : 
( 6 )  costs of  disability payments made to workers filing alcohol-re lated 
disability claims ; and ( 7 )  deaths froro alcohol-re lated illnesses . I f  
adequate information were available , est imates could theoretically be 
made in each of these cost categories .  What is available allows us to 
draw a picture o f  probable costs bu� not to de rive satisfactory estimate s .  
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4 . 6 . 3  Budgets of Employee Assistan ce P rograms 

Program budgets across the roads amount to $968 , 802 or about $ 4  per 
employee per year . The total budgets of the medical departments of all 
the railroads exceed $3 million . Thi s  amounts to about $12 per employee 
per year . Because o f  the structure and function of railroad medical 
departments , probably only a very small portion of this amount is related 
to alcohol problems , and we there fore do not ass ign any medical department 
costs to alcohol problems . 

4 . 6. 4 Insurance Premiums Due to Alcohol-Related Health Problems 

Over 12 percent of the health expenditures of American adults go 
for alcohol-related illnesses ( DHEW 19 78 ) , even though only 7 percent of 
American adults are problem drinkers . We must anticipate that the railroads , 
where problem drinkers constitute 12 percent o f  the population , albeit by 
our alternative definition , a higher percentage of health expenditures 
would be alcohol related . For the s ake of conse rvative e stimate s , however ,  
we apply the 12 percent figure . 

Our seven study railroads paid a total o f  $ 19 , 2 71 , 760 in health insurance 
premiums during the year studied. Assuming that the share of the premiums 
due to alcohol-re lated i llnesses is equal to the portion o f  illne sses 
which are alcohol related , the seven study roads paid over $ 2 . 3  million 
in health insurance premiums for alcohol-related illnesses .  

4 . 6. 5  Costs of Alcohol-Related Illne sses and Disabilitie s in Other stuc.ie s 

In the NIAAA-commis sioned study on The Economic Costs of Alcohol Abuse 
and Alcoholism - 1975 , (Berry et al , 1977 ) estimated the national health 
expenditure resulting from alcohol abuse at $ 12 . 74 billion . These expendi ­
tures for health and medical services make health care the second largest 
economic cost of a�cohol misuse , problem drinkin g, and alcoholism . The 
fol lowing table , Table 4 -9 , reproduced from the Thi rd Special Report to Congress 
( DH�1 1978)  shows the percentage of alcohol-related health care costs , by 

type o f  expenditure . 

To provide the most precise estimates possible , two adj ustments were 
made in developing the following costs . First , the estimated health care 
costs included on ly those cost s .  re lated to the al cohol abuse and not those 
which normally could be expected if the individual were not an abuser .  
I n  addition , th e  expenditures for maj or health care an d  medical training , 
education , and construction of faci lities were adj usted to reflect only the 
share attributable to alcohol-induced problems ( DHEW 1 9 7 8 ) . 

4 . 6. 6  Studies Reported in Occupationa l Literature 

Studies reported in the occupational lite rature on the cost o f  alcohol­
related illnesses and disabilities fall into two categories : ( 1 )  those 
which compare the sickness/disability rate of alcoholics with those of the 
nonalcoholic worker ;  and , ( 2 )  those which report a reduction in sick 
bene fit s paid after intervention o f  a rehabi litation program . 
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�ABLE 4-9 . ESTL�TED U . S .  NATIONAL HEALTH EXPENDITURES AS �SuLT OF 
ALCOHOL ABUSE IN 19 75 , ACCORDING TO TYPE OF EXPENDITURE 

Total Adult 
Expend I tures 

Population 
Excendltures Resulting from 

Resulting from Alcohol Abuse 
Type of Expenditure Health 

Alcohol Abuse as a Percentage 
Expenditures 

(billion S) of Total (billion $) 
Expenditures (%1 

Health service and IUDPlias 

f HOIDttal carll 42.3 8.40 1 9 9  

; PI'lYSIClan's services 1 7 9  1.30 7 3  
, eennst's services 6.2 
. 

OIMr erofes5Iona' serviCes 1.7 0.12 7 3  
, a9 0.28 3.2 i Oruss and drug sundru!s ; 

Eye" 3Ises and acpliances 2.0 f 
i NurSln8 nome care 8.8 0.19 2.2 

! [xeens!!s for preoayment and , 199 I aamlnlstratlon 3.9 0.78 
I GO\/ornment oublic health actiVities 3.0 0.33 13 1 I 2.5 0 39 13.1 I Other health servlclls 

! Research and medical facII,tles 
I 

construction 6.1 0.78 13.1 ! 

ITralnlng anO �ucatlon 2.3 0.1 7  7.3 
- - --

rata' 5105.6 I 512.14 1 2.l�� 

SOURCE. On. ftom ila,cn a.flY. JamlS BOland. C"'''I. SINn. lno J,,,,., K4nl •. r,., C=�OtrtIC CoslS 01 Atc::MJI AII/se 'IIIJ AICOflOl,sm- 1 915, !!aDOt! 
OIoDlI., fill H,"onal 'n'bbll' on Alcencl ADuM ItIO AICCI'OIlsm unott ConU'CI No. 100M 291·76-0016 1977 

Among those comparing s ickness rates of alcoholics versus nonalcoholics , 
Fisher ( 19 7l) reports that the alcoholic worker re flects an increase in 
minor illnesses and requires four times as much medical attention as the 
nonalcoholic worker .  Similarly , Pace ( 19 75 )  reports on a General Motors 
study which found that the sickness and accident claims o f  alcoholic workers 
were greater than four times those of the "normal " employee . Based on 
the findi�gs of various firms which have conducted studies to estimate 
thei r  costs due to alcoholism, Schramm ( 1974) suggests that medical 
insurance and health services costs range from two to three times greater 
for the alcoholic employee . 

As early as 195 9 ,  Observer and Maxwell ( 1959) found that problem 
drinkers in one large company averaged two times more sick le ave occurrences 
than a comparison group , and cost almost three times as much in sickness 
payments . The methodology for this study has been criticized , however ,  
s ince the authors did not first determine whether or not an y  of the 
members of the comparison group were also problem drinkers , and because 
the definition of problem drinker was based solely upon supervisors ' 
assessments .  

Alander and Campbe ll ( 19 7 5 )  reported on a study of Ol dsmobile ' s  Alcohol 
and Drug Recovery Program. The study was de signed to compare changes in 
on-the- j ob behavior for farticipants i n  the re cove ry program and in a 
control group . One year after program involvement , the study group showed 
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a 5 percent drop in sickness and accident benefits , while the control 
group reflected an increase of 60 percent .  Von Wiegand ( 1976) reported 
re sults from the General Motors program as an example of the e ffectivene ss 
o f  employee alcoholism programs . The author reported a 70 percent 
reduction in the sickness and accident benefits paid to those treated , 
alon g  with a 47 percent reduction in sick leave . 

Hertzman and Montague ( 1977)  reported on several studies which have 
deve loped estimates of savings resulting from the establi shment of 
occupat ional alcoholism programs . One , at Illinois Bell , reporte d a 
s avings of $ 459 , 000 due to a reduction in sickness disability case s . 
The average cost of a disability case was figured at $1 , 500 per case 
( 5 0  days at $ 30/day for wage replacement ) .  

Again , an article in the Journal of American Insurance ( 1975-76 ) 
reported on one study in a company of 18 , 000 employees .  Among othe r 
findings on lost man hours , disciplinary action s ,  and injuries ( all reduced� 
this study found that the costs for medical bene fits were reduced 61 percent 
after a rehabilitation program was initiated . 

4 . 7  ALCOHOL-RELATED GRIEVANCE P ROCEDURES 

Labor Re lations Officers interviewed on the studied roads have re cords 
of only those alcoho l-related grievances that reach their offices . In 
one recent ye ar ,  these Labor Relations Officers heard 3 84 such cases . The 
alcohol-related grievances settled at lower levels of the organization 
are not recorded . By all accounts ,  locally settled grievances outnumber 
those heard by the Labor Re lations Officers . The local chairmen we 
interviewed ( five on each of the studied roads) repre sent a total of 
about 10 , 000 men or only 4 percent of the work force on the rai lroads 
studie d .  These local chairmen were asked by 42 men to assist them at 
disciplinary hearings for drinking rule violations last year . If the same rate 
of repre sentation occurred in all locals , then local chairmen on all the 
roads would receive more than 900 reques�s per year to repre sent men 
involved in grievances over Rule G violations . The re fore , we est imate that 
one in every 600 employees filed a grievance over an alcohol-related rule 
infraction at the local level . 

4 . 7 . 1 Impact of Alcohol-Related Grievance Procedures 

Grievance procedures are unple asant experiences for everyone involved. 
The cited employee faces the possibility of losing his j ob .  Supe rvisors 
face the unpalatable situation in which they must collect evidence and 
witnesses to prosecute a fe llow worker who may lose his j ob .  Labor 
representatives face the possibility of losing the appea l .  In cases 
where the evidence is clear ,  they know they will lose . The hearing officer 
has the burden of making the decis ion and the knowledge that a subsequent 
appeal may reverse that decision . The investigatory and prosecutorial 
atmosphe re is fraught with accusations and denials . Supervi sors and worke rs 
tend to be divided by these proceedings . 

In addition to the difficult ies grievance procedures cause 
everyone involve d ,  they take up people ' s  time : supervisors ' time in 
preparing their case ; labor ' s  time in preparing their .case ; management ' s  
time in hearing , rehearin g ,  and processing the case . This time costs 
money . 
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4 . 7 . 2  Costs of Alcoho�-Re lated Grievances 

At the local leve l ,  railroad companies incur costs of supervisory 
time in preparing and presenting cases at hearings and of company officicals 
and thei r  staff in processing cases . Thirty-two of the interviewed super­
visors e stimated it takes 1 . S  days to handle a drinking rule violation grievance 
procedure at the local leve l .  Hearing Officers spent ab·�ut ene-half day on each 
case . Company costs for alcohol-related grievance ' procedures at the 
local level can be estimated by adding the cost of the time spent on 
them by supervisors and he aring officials . Using this method we e stimate 
that the seven railroads incurred expenses in excess of $200 , 000  in 
handling these alcohol-re lated cases during the year studied . These 
estimates do not include typing and stenographic costs . 

At the level of the Labor Re lations Office , company costs include time 
of the Labor Relations staff and presentation time of involved supervisors . 
Labor Relations Office rs were asked to estimate the amount of time staff in 
their o ffices spend on alcohol-related c ases . Six officers gave estimates 
ranging from 1 percent to 5 percent . We multiplied the mean of the ir 
percentage e stimates by the budgets for each of these six labor relations 
offices ; this yields an estimate of S l15 , 000 for the six railroads . 

When appeals are made to the Labor Re lations Office , a supervisor loses 
about half a day on the average to prepare and present the evidence . The 
costs of the Labor Relations O fficers ' time comes to about' S 2 0 , OOO . 

By adding the se figures , we can estimate the total costs for alcohol­
related grievance procedures for one year to be about $ 3 5 0 , 000 . ( The se 
company costs do not include those of one l arge road . ) Adjusted for seven roads , 
grievance costs total an e st imated $408 , 000 . Uni ons , too ,  expend time and money 
on these cases--roughly equivalent to the time and costs incurred by management . ' 

4 . 7 . 3 Cost of Grievance Procedures in Other Studies 

Only four speci fic references to the issue of alcohol-related grievances/ 
disciplinary actions were found in the occupational literature , and three 
of them concerned General Motors ' programs . Pace ( 1975 ) reported on a 
GM study using a control group whi ch  showed that the alcoholic received 
over ten times the number of days laid off annually for discipline , and 
nearly half of these were for violation of Shop Rule Number 32 for drinking 
on the j ob or being under the influence . 

An article in U . S .  News and World Report ( 1974 ) reported the findings 
of a study of 101 participants in GM ' s Oldsmobile Division Program. Among 
other findings , the study showed a 78 percent reduction in grievances 
filed by the study group and a 63  percent decrease in disciplinary problems . 
It does not report resulting cost figures ,  nor does it specify the effect 
on time spent by labor relations personne l in handling disciplinary 
problems . 

Alander and Campbell  ( 1975)  also reported findings concerning the 
Oldsmobile Program in Lansing, Michigan . This study was designed to compare 
changes in on-the-job behavior for 117 program participants and those in a 
comparison group . One year following program involvement , the study 
group showed a 100 percent reduction in grievances compared to only a 
17 percent reduction among the comparison group . In terms of disciplinary 
actions , the study group experienced a drop of 70 percent , whi le the 
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comparison group increased by 190 percent for the s ame period . In another 
study reported in the Journal of American Insurance ( 1975-76)  disciplinary 
actions against employees involved in a company rehabi litation program 
decreased 74 percent . The name of the company was not given . 

4 . 7 . 4  Summary of Alcohol-Re lated Costs 

We were unable to develo9 estimates for several categories whi ch we 
know cost companies money . Other categories for which we do have costs 
represent minimum estimates .  li7e only consider costs to railroad companies , 
and ignore the quite real and potentially substantial costs to unions , 
individuals , and society . For all these reasons , our est imates o f  total 
cost must be considered as minimal , conservative , and lower-bound. 
The actual costs due to alcohol must certainly be higher . 

Total costs due to alcohol for the seven railroads were approximately 
$110 million in the year prior to the study . This represents almost 
$500 per employee , approximately 100 times the amount companies invest in 
employee assistance programs . Costs are distributed as fol lows : 

I 1 )  Absenteeism 

Paid days lost ( 1  railroad) 
Lost productivity on mis sed days-­

non-ops , 7 railroads 

2 )  Reduced productivity while working 

"Half-man" days 
Supervisory assessment 

3 )  Injuries 

6 railroad e stimate of $500 , 000 , 
proportionally adj usted 

4 )  Accidents/property damage 

5 )  Employee assistance programs 

6 )  Insurance premiums 

7 )  Grievance pmcess  

6 railroad e stimate 
o f  $ 35 0 , 000 proportionally adj usted 

TOTAL 

4 .1 .5 Other Work-Related Problems 

Thousands 

$ 100 

3 , 000 

900 
100 , 000 

583 

6 50 

1 , 000 

2 , 300 

408 

$ 108 , 94 1  

During the study year , it is est imated, more than 900 workers we re sus­
pended when drinking was involved . In many of these cases , the formal 
citation may not have been for the violation of drinking rules even though 
they were broken ( for example , suspension for coming in late for a person 
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coming in drunk or with a hangover) . Also , in many case s , suspen sions are 
imposed without a disciplinary hearing because workers waive investigations . 
About 700 workers are now working across the study roads who were dismissed 
at least once in thei r  l ives for drinking . 

4 . 8  OFF-TEE-JOB PROBLEMS 

More railroad worke rs have off-the-job drinking problems than on-the­
j ob drinking problems . In our survey of the work force , workers were asked : 

How o ften in the past year thei r  drinking caused such interpersonal 
problems as serious arguments and fights ; 

How often in their lifetimes drinking caused other more serious inter­
personal prnb lems such as deteriorat ion of home life and marital e strangement 

How often in the past year and in their lives drinking caused such 
othe r problems as accidents and legal problems ; and 

How often in their lives drinking caused other serious problems such 
as fin ancial problems and health problems . 

The tables in this section present the percentages of drinkers , � 
of workers , in the work force who h ave had these kinds of problems . 
Preva lence rates for the_ entire work force can be gotten by multiplying 
the percentages reported in this sect ion by the corresponding percentages 
of current drinkers for current problems and lifetime drinkers for lifetime 
problems ( Section 3 ,  Table 3-1) . 

4 . � 1  Interpersonal P roblems in Last Year 

Table 4 - 10 shows the percentages of railroad drinkers who have had 
interPersonal problems in the last year . The first part of the table shows 
the breakdown by r ailroad and the second section , by occupational c ategory. 
The figures in this table represent the percentages of drinkers who have 
had each kind of problem at least once . 

These figures show that almost one third of rail road drinkers drank in 
ways that upset their spouses .  Over hal f  o f  the se drinkers did so more than 
once . Almost 5 percent of all drinkers did so at least six times during 
the year of 1978 . The equivalent of about hal f of the drinkers whose 
drinking upset their spouses had serious arguments with them as a result 
of drinking. Here , again , for more than half the drinkers involved , argu­
ments took place more than one time . About 2 pe rcent o f  all drinke rs had 
drinking-related arguments with their spouses six times or more last year . 
An estimated 4 , 500 drinke rs , or 2 percent of the sample struck the ir spouses 
while drinking l ast year . There is no di fference at all in the percentages 
of drinkers on individual railroads who struck thei r  spouses .  

On Rai lroad B whe re the highest percentage o f  drinke rs are invo lved in 
fist fights , we find four times the percentage involved in them as on 
Rai lroad C ,  where the lowest percentage of drinkers is involved . Th is differen ce 
is statist ically significant . * 

* 
See Appendix A .  
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TABLE 4-10 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS HAVING DRINKING-RELATED INTERPERSONAL 
PROBLEMS AT LEAST ONCE IN LAST YEAR BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Serious � Rai lroad 
Spouse Argument Hit Fist 

I Upset with Spouse I Spouse Fight 

I A 3 3  17 2 2 

B 2 8  15 2 4 

I C 18 9 2 1 

D 38 18 2 2 I I I I E 2 5  14 3 3 I F 2 5  16 2 3 I G I 30 16 2 I 2 I I 

I 
I I I Occupational 
I Category 
I 
I Exempt 2 8  ! 12 1 I 1 
I 

I 

Ops 30 I 18 2 I 4 I I 
Non-Ops 2 7  I 15 2 

I 
3 I I I 

T able 4-10 shows on ly s light di fferences among the occupational 
groups except in the case of fist fights . Exempt workers were much less 
frequently involved than the other two classes in fist fights .  

The data reported here on the prevalence of alcohol-related i nterpersonal 
problems are not exactly comparable to similar data from the national 
studies on men conducted by Cahalan et al . Behaviors reported are similar 
but not identical . Some women are included in our sample . Cahalan considered 
behavior in the last three years . We inquired about behavior in only the 
previous year . Notwithstanding the se difference s ,  comparative approxi ­
mations are possib le and i lluminating .  Approximate ly 1 3 . 5  percent of 
males in the general population reported that their wives became angry or 
took more serious steps in reaction to their drinking.  This category 
is roughly equivalent to our " spouse upset " category in which about 
2 2  percent of our respondents rep lied affirmative ly . About 9 . 4  percent 
of the men in the general population reported a combination of fee ling 
aggressive or cross , getting into a fight , or getting into a heated argu­
ment while drinking . Thi s  combination of behavior is roughly comparab le 
to the percentages we obtained for " serious argument with spouse , "  "hitting 
spouse , "  or "getting into a fist fight . "  About 13 pe rcent of our respondents 
said they had manifested these kinds of belligerent behavi or at least 
once last year . Even without taking the di fferences in the study periods 
into account--male s in the national studie s had three times the opportunity-­
higher percentages o f  rai lroad workers appe ar to be involved in episodes of 
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alcohol-related bellige rence than men in the general population . 

4 .8 .2 Interpersonal Problems in One ' s  L i feti�e* 

Table 4- 11 shows the percentages of drinking workers who have had 
very serious interpersonal problems resulting from thei r drinking at some 
point in thei r  l i fetime s .  In most case s ,  the problems reported probably 
represent events culminating from a continuing pattern and not from a 
single episode o f  unacceptable drinking . The three problems in the table 
are deterioration of a worker ' s  home l i fe ,  abandonment by spouse , and 
loss of friends . 

TABLE 4-11 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS WITH VERY SERIOUS INTERPERSONAL PRCBLEMS 
n! TP.EIR LIFE BROUGl� on BY DRI�lKr.TG , BY RAI !ROAD /OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Home Life Spouse 
I Railroad Deterioration Le ft 

Lost I 
Friends 

I 

A 9 2 . 3 1 . 4  

B 8 1 . 8  1 . 1 

C 6 1 . 3 0 . 6  

D 10 1 . 6  1 . 7  

E 8 1 . 7  1 . 8  

F 5 2 . 2 1 . 0  

G 6 1 . 7  0 . 3  

, I I 

Occupational 
Cate gory 

Exempt 6 0 . 7  0 . 5 

Ops 9 2 . 4  1 . 3  

Non-ops 7 1 . 9  1 . 3  

We ighted Average 7 1 . 8  1 . 1 

* 
All prevalence rates reported for lifetime problems are based upon data 
which we had to edit in ways which actually changed respondent s ' an swers . 
We took this drastic step because of obvious evidence of response errors 
in the origin al data . Tho e ffe ct is to lower our estimate s of prevalence 
of each of the lifetime problems . 
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Anywhere from 5 - 10 'percent of zai lroad worke rs who drink have experienced 
deterioration of their home life . About one-quarter as many have had the ir 
spouses leave them. Many have lost their friends . In a work force where 
about 175 , 000 workers drink , these small pe rcentages repre sent nany peop le . 
For example , they mean that over 10 ,000 have gone through a deterioration 
of the ir home li fe , over 2 , 000 have lost a spouse , and over 1 , 000 have lost 
friends because of the ir drinking. Section B of Table 4-11 shows that although 
they are not without problems , exempt worke rs seem less likely t o  have these 
problems than either the operating o r  nonope rating personne l .  

Comparisons o f  our data with national figures must be made wi th caution 
both because of di ffe rences in question wording and be cause our survey 
was conducted by mail , whi le the national study used personal interviews . 
Bearing this in mind , 11 pe rcent of the national sample of drinking males 
reports having experienced deterioration of home li fe because of drinking . 
This figure is one and one half times the size of our s ,  and suggests 
that e ithe r railroad workers do not have this problem with the frequency of 
males in the gene ral popul ation , that they do not gauge the condition of 
their home life in the same manne r  as males in the general population , or 
that the questions are sufficiently diffe rent to be measuring different 
behaviors . 

When one draws comparisons between actual , dichotomous phenomena , the 
re sults are more comparable . Almost 2 percent of drinking American 
railroad workers have had spouse s leave them because of the workers ' drinking .  
The comparable figure for males i n  the American population i s  less than 
1 percent ( 0 . 9  percent) . Here we see that with an actual ,  observable 
behavior , the prevalence of the p roblem is twice as gre at among railroad 
workers as it is among males in the general population . Interest ingly , 
we find that the frequency is much higher among the crafts worke rs , 
expecially the operating crafts , than among the exempt workers . This 
di fference may be partly due to the greater amount of time operating crafts 
workers must spend away from home . 

4 � � Automobi le Accidents and Injuries During Last Year 

Table 4-12 shows the pe rcentage of rai l road workers who drink who have 
�ad eithe r automobi le accidents or inj uries re sult i�g from dri�king . Aga i :  . .  

the data are reported by rai lroad and by occupational category . 

About 2 percent , o r  an est tmated 3 , 500 drinkers were involved in an 
alcohol-related traffic accident during the year studied . We could not 
locate a comparable e stimate for males in the general population . About 
1 . 5 percent , or over 2 , 5 00 workers had alcohol-related inj urie s off-the -j ob 
last year . This is about 5 times the rate reported for males in the general 
population . There is wide variation among drinkers on different roads 
in these two kinds of accidents . 

One half o f  one percent of the drinking workers reported having an 
accident after or whi le drinking during the year on Railroad C ,  whe reas 
almost 4 percent reported such a frequency on Rai lroad E .  Similarly , 
on Rai lroad D ,  the likelihood of inj uring one se l f  a fte r or while drinking 
is three times as great as it is on Railroad C .  The table shows that the 
exempt workers are less likely to have automobile accidents or hurt them­
selves than the operating and nonope rating classes of workers . 



TABLE 4-12 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS HAVING AUTOMOBILE ACCIDENTS OR INJURIES 
RESULTING FROM DRINKING, BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

I • I 
Railroad Auto Accidents Self-In ; ury 

A 1 . 4  1 . 3 

B 2 . 2  1 . 2  

C 0 . 5  0 . 8  

0 3 . 1  2 . 4 
I 

E 3 . 7  1 . 4  

F 2 . 7  2 . 3  

G 1 . 0  1 . 1 
I 
I I -

Occupational Category 

Exempt 1 0 . 4  

Ops 2 2 . 0  

Non-Ops 1- 2 1 . 5  

4 . 8 . 4 Automobi le Accidents an d  Injuries to Another in One ' s  Li fetime 

Table 4-12 , above , showed the percentage o f  drinkers who had automobi le 
accidents or inj ured themselves in any way at least once in the year studied . .  
Table 4-13 , shows the percentage of drinkers who have had an automobile 
accident or who inj ured someone e lse seriously in thei r  li fetime . 

Almost 5 percent , or an estimated 8 , 000 workers , who currently drink 
have been involved in an alcohol-re lated automobile accident at least once 
in the ir live s .  About 1 . 5  percent or an estimated 2 , 5 00 workers serious ly 
inj ured another person at some time in the ir live s  bec ause of their drinking . 
Variations again exist among the roads and among the j ob categorie s .  Railro ad 
D ' s  rates fo r auto accidents and inj uries to others were more than three 
t ime s  greater than Rai lroad C ' s .  The se dif ferences are statistically 
sign i ficanto * Smaller percentages of exempt workers were involved in automobi le 
accidents than operating and nonoperating worke rs . The fact that some 
percentages for in juries in fl icted on others are zero prob ab ly re flects 
sampling error and an inab ility to discover a very infrequent phenomenon in 
a sample the size of ours . We do not as sume that Railroads B ,  E ,  and F really 
have no employee s  with such experience s 1  on ly th at they have ve ry few. 

* 
See Appendix A .  

9 6  

-, 



TABLE 4-13 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS HAVING AUTO ACCIDENTS OR SERIOUSLY 
INJURING ANOTHER IN LIFETI�m , BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGO RY 

Railroad Auto Accident 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

OccuEational Category 

I Exempt 
I 

Ops 

Non-Ops 

4 . 6 . 5  Lega l Problem in Ye ar of Study 

6 

4 

2 

7 

6 

4 

3 

3 

6 

4 

Serious Inj ury 
to Anothe r 

0 . 1  

0 . 0  

0 . 2  

0 . 8  

0 . 0  

0 . 0  

0 . 1 

, I 
I I 

0 . 2  

0 . 2  I 0 . 1  I I 

Table 4-14 shows the percentage of drinke rs having problems with police 
over drinking the year reported on . 

TABLE 4-14 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS HAVING ALCOHOL-RELATED LEGAL PROBLE:1S 

IN THE PAST YEAR BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Rai lroad 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

Occupational Category 

Exempt 

• Ops 

Non-Ops 

Sent Home by 

0 . 7 

0 . 6  

0 . 6  

0 . 9  

0 . 6  

0 . 5  

0 . 6  

0 . 4  

0 . 5  

0 . 8  

Q 7  

Police Arrested 

0 . 8  

1 . 4  

1 . 2  

0 . 6  

2 . 1  

1 . 4  
1 . 2  

0 . 5  

0 . 6  

1 . 8  
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Fewer than 1 percent of drinking workers employed by the seven rai lroads 
were sent home by police during the year studied . A litt le over 1 pe rcent , 
or about 2 , 000 railroad drinkers were involved in drinking-re lated arre sts 
last year . Cahalan and Room ( 1974)  did not speci fically ask the ir respondents 
about being sent home by po lice or be ing arrested, but they did ask some 
s imilar question s .  They reported that 9 percent of the male population 
had gotten in trouble with the law because of drinking , sometimes in re lation 
to driving ;  3 . 4 percent had problems re lated to one or the other and 1 . 4 percent 
had been questioned or warned because of their drinking. In j ust about 
every case , higher percentages of rai lroad drinkers confronted by police in 
an a lcohol-related incident were arrested than were sent home . Three time 
more nonoperating personne l were arrested than exempt and operating personnel . 

4 . 8 .6 Legal Problems in One ' s  L ifetime 

Table 4-15 shows the frequency of railroad worke rs ' having various 
legal problems in their lifetime . The two p roblems we are primarily concerned 
about are whethe r the respondents had been arrested or whether they had been 
sued for something done while under the inf luence of alcoho l .  

TABLE 4-15 . PERCE��AGE OF RAILROAD DRINKERS WITH DRINKING-RELATED LEGAL 
PROBLEMS AT LEAST ONCE IN LIFETIME BY RAILROAD/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Railroad Arrested Sued 

A 3 0 . 1  

B 2 0 . 0  

C 2 0 . 0  

0 4 O . S  

E 4 0 . 2  

F 2 0 . 5  

G 4 0 . 5  

Occupat ional Category 

Exempt 1 . 8  0 . 1  

Ops 2 . 7 0 . 4  
I I Non-ops 3 . 5  0 . 2  

Approximately 3 percent of drinkers were arrested and less than . 5  percent 
were sued for drinking-related offense s in the ir lifetimes . The se figures 
for the national populations are not available although we do know that no 
more than 1 . 6  percent of the national populati on report having "trouble with 
the law" because of drinking . (Clark , SRG , personal communic ation , 1979 ) 

Many of the patterns of Table 4 -14 are repeated in this tabl e .  There 
is not a great deal of variation in the arrest rate among workers on the 
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railroads studied and ,' in fact , Railroad E ,  although the percentage i s  
still high , does not stand out from the other railroads a s  i t  did when 
problems that occurred in the study year were looked at . Looking at 
Section B o f  Table 4-14 , we see the same p attern repeated here with respect 
to the like lihood of being arrested . Higher percentages of nonoperating 
personnel were arre sted for drinking-re lated incidents during their l i fe­
time than were percentages of ope rating and exempt worke rs . In addition , 
highe r pe rcentages of operating pe rsonne l than exempt workers were arrested . 
Figures in the column labeled "Sued , " show that it is not a COllUllon practice 
for an individual to be sued for something done wh ile unde r the in fluence 
of alcohol . No one in the samples from Railroad B and Railroad C were 
ever sued for such an offense . 

4 .8 .7 F inancial Problems in Lifetime of Respondents 

Table 4 -16 shows the frequency with which two financial problems have 
occurred in the lifetimes of the re spondents . The first of these is 
the loss of a home and the second is financial problems resulting from 
drinking. 

TABLE 4-16 . PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO LOST THEIR HOMES OR HAD FI�ANCIAL 
PROBLEMS BECAUSE OF THEIR DRINKING BY nAILROAD!CCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

, 

Railroad Lost Home Had Financi al Problems 

A 0 . 7  
, 5 I 

B 0 . 6  I 2 

C 0 . 6  1 

D 0 . 5 4 

E 0 . 2 5 
F 0 . 8  4 

G 0 . 6  3 

Occupational Category 

Exempt 0 . 1  2 , 

Ops 0 . 9 4 I I Non-Ops 0 . 6  4 

About one half of one percent of rai lroad drinkers have lost the ir 
homes because of their drinking.  Thi s  fi gure seems small until one take s 
into account that in 1977 only 2 percent of all home owne rs de faulted 
on mortgage payments for any reasons at all . I f  the de fault rate for 
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railroad drinkers is the same as for homeowners at large , then 2 5  percent 
of mortgage defaults among railroad drinkers is alcohol re lated . Smaller 
percentages of workers from Railroad E lost the ir homes than workers on 
othe r roads . Smalle r percentages of exempt workers lost their homes than 
worke rs in the operating or nonoperating classes . 

Cahalan ' s  national sample indicated that 4 percent o f  the population 
fe lt that drinking h ad been harmful to the ir financial position at some time 
during their lifetime . When the percentages that "had money problems " are 
adj usted to re flect percentages o f  drinking worke rs with those problems , 
we find that these numbers are lower than the general population . One 
possible explanati on for this is that rai lroad work is re l atively secure 
compared to work in general . That is , union s  can do a lot to he lp se cure 
the financial position of a drinking worker on the railroad . Many wo rkers 
do not have such support . It could conceivably be argued that , i f  this 
is the case , the exempt workers should not show fewer financial problems 
than either the ope rating or the nonoperating personne l .  One should also 
remember that on the railroads , most exempt worke rs have come up through 
the union ranks . Another possible explanation is methodological : Cahalan ' s  
questions are far more general and le ss specific and may include such 
minor incidents as losing a foolish bet made while drinkin g .  The figures , 
there fore , may not be directly comparable . 

Only 2 0  percent as many drinkers on Rai lroad C had money problems as 
individuals on Railroad A or Railroad E .  Section B shows that exempt 
workers were about one- half as likely as the operating or the nonoperating 
personnel to have had money problems . These diffe rences are statistically signi-

ficant. *  

4 . 8 . 8  Health Problems in One ' s  Lifetime 

Table 4-17 shows the percentages of drinke rs who bel ieve that drinking 
has hurt their health and the percentages o f  dr inkers who were ever told 
by a doctor that they drink too much. 

Table 4-18 presents the percentage s of drinkers that reported at least 
one general problem due to drinking in the past year . General problems 
include : getting into a fist fight , having an automobi le accident , being 
sent home by the police , injuring one ' s  se lf when not at work , and being 
arrested . 

Exempt workers consistently reported fewer problems than the operatin g 
or the nonoperating personne l .  In addition , Railroad C shows a lower frequency 
for problems than the other rai lroads . 

Cahalan et al ( 1974 )  used a simi lar item , asking re spondents about a 
three-year pe riod . They found that 4 . 8  pe rcent either agreed with a statement 
similar to ours and said that a doctor had told them to cut down drinking 
or had an accident or been hurt bec ause of the ir drinking .  In their study , 
8 . 4 percent of respondents had either agreed with a statement similar to ours . 
had been told by a physician to cut down drinkin g ,  had been involved in an 
accident , or had had an inj ury because o f  drinking. 

* 
See Appendix A .  
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TABLE 4-17 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS WHOSE HEALTH ylAS HURT BY DRINKING 
OR vlERE TOLD BY DOCTOR THEY DRINK TOO MUCH BY RAILROADj 
OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 

Be lieve Drinking Has Told By Doctor They 
Rail road Hurt The ir H�a1th Drink Too Much 

A 5 0 . 6  

B 4 1 . 5  

C 3 1 . 3 

D 5 1 . 1  

E 3 1 . 5  

F 4 1 . 9  

G 3 0 . 7  

I B . By Occupational Category 
I 

I Occupat ional Category 
Be lieve Drinking Has 
Hurt Their Health 

Told 
They 

By Doctor 
Drink Too MUCh] 

I I I Exempt 2 

6 

4 

1 . 0  I 
I Ops 

Non-Ops 

1 . 2  

0 . 5  

TABLE 4-18 . PERCENTAGE REPORTING GENERAL PROBLEMS IN PAST YEAR 

I 

i 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops We ighted Average I 

I I I I I 
I 

A 

B 

C 

D 
E 

F 

G 

Weighted 
Average 

I I I I 
I 
I 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

0 

3 

2 

8 

5 

3 

2 

7 

9 

5 

6 

I 
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4 .8 .9 Summar y  

Table 4-19 shows the percentage o f  drinkers on e ach of the railroads 
who reported at least one problem at horne because of drinking . 

TABLE 4-19 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKER REPORTING AT LEAST ONE PROBLEM 
AT HOME DUE TO DRINKING IN PAST YEAR 

Rt'l iJ roAd Exempt Ops Non-ops Weighted Average 

A 3 1  34 32 3 3  

B 2 8  32 2 5  2 8  

C 15 20 18 18 

D 36 43 37 38 

E 2 2  30 2 4  25 

F 3 8  2 9  2 4  2 5  

G 32 2 9  2 9  3 0  

Weighted 2 8  30 2 7  28 
Average 

These percentages are j us t  about identical to the pe rcent ages of 
worker s  reporting having had a spouse upset because of thei r  drinking .  

-

Finally , Table 4-20 shows the percentage of workers who have had at 
least one serious , life-altering problem ( for example , loss of one ' s  horne , 
arre st ,  or divorce ) in their li fetime as a result o f  their drinking . 

TABLE 4-20 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS HAVING RADICA.L ,  LIFE-ALTERING PROBLEMS 
AT LEAST ONCE IN LIFETIME AS RESULT OF DRINKING 

Railro ad Exempt Ops Non-Ops Weighted Average 

A 8 19 12 13 

B 6 10 12 10 

C 5 5 4 4 

D 7 14 14 13 

E 8 14 8 10 

F I 8 15 7 9 

G I 6 10 7 8 

Weighted 7 12 9 9 
Average 

-. 
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As the table shows; during the course of their live s , large numbers of 
rai lroad workers have had fairly serious problems resulting from drinking . 
Estimate s range from 4 percent of the nonoperating personnel on Ra ilroad C 
having at least one "life-altering" problem to 19 percent of the ope rating 
pe rsonne l on Rai lroad A having had at least one problem . As with current 
prob lems (Table 4-19) we note that exempt workers have had the fewest 
problems and operating workers the most . 
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5 .  PROBLEM DRINKERS AND CORRELATES OF PROBLEM DRINKING 

Thus far in this report ,  we have presented findings on the prevalence 
and frequency of various kinds of drinking practices and problems . We 
have not yet presented a way of deciding what kind of drinking-related 
phenomena are troublesome enough to constitute problem drinking , nor have 
we attempted to estimate the number or describe the characteristics of 
problem drinking . In this chapter , we describe four methods of defining 
and measuring problem drinking , estimate the prevalence rates of problem 
drinkers by road and job category in accordance with each of these methods , 
suggest a method other roads can use to develop s imilar estimates , and 
present statistically significant correlates of problem drinking . 

According to problem-drinking scales used in national studies , an 
estimated 19 percent of all railroad workers are problem drinkers compared 
with 15 pe rcent of males in the copulation at large . According to a scale 
based on the views of problem study directors ,  15 percent are problem 
drinkers . Our very narrow definition yielded a 12 percent estimate 
for problem drinkers among railroad workers . And according to a scale 
derived by combining our method with the nationally used scale , 20 percent 
of railroad workers are problem drinkers . 

No single variable or set of variables examined in this study con­
s titutes a problem-drinking pro file that can be used as the basis for 
identifying at risk groups in the railroad workforce . A number of variables 
do show statistically significant differences between problem dr inkers 
and non-problem drinkers . Principal among these variables are sex and age . 
Problem drinkers tend to be young and male . Other statistically s ignificant 
correlates include spending long periods of time away from home , feeling that 
one ' s  j ob is not worthwhile , and holding a low estimate of one ' s  own job per-o 
formance .  

We defined and measured problem drinking in five different ways . The 
first method used scales s imilar to those developed by Social Research Group 
( Cahalan , 1970) and ruu� Corporation (Johnson et al . , 1977 ) . The 
second method is the one developed for this s tudy . The third combines the 
Social Research Groups and this pro j ect ' s  methods . The fourth method--the 
program directors ' --is a slight modification of ours . The final method is 
self-identification by respondents to our general survey . 

5 . 1 METHODS USED NATIONALLY 

5 . 1 . 1  National Definitions 

Both the Social Research Group (SRG )  (Cahalan , 1970) and RAND 
Corporation (Johnson et al . ,  1977) have developed definitions of problem 
drinkers . The Social Research Group ' s  scale was developed to be applied 
to the Group ' s  own national survey data and was , therefore , tailored specif­
ically to SRG ' s  conception of problem drinking and to the survey instruments . 
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RAND ' s  work , on the other hand , was part o f  a trend s tudy of American drinking 
patterns and included the compilation of statistics from a number of sources 
including surveys by Louis Harris , Opinion Research Corporation , and Response 
Analysis Corporatio n .  The conception of problem drinking used by RAND 
had to be broad enough to allow for comparisons among different types of data . 
These two approaches to defining problem drinking will be summarized briefly 
below . The reader is advised to refer to the original source studies for 
a complete explanation of the SRG and RAND methodologies , many of whose subtle­
ties and details must be omitted from our discussion in the interest of 
brevity . 

For the SRG study , Cahalan developed " problem drinking score s "  for 
each respondent by summing up graded responses in each of 13 "problem 
areas . "  In each area , the respondent could pick a score between 0 and 
4 points depending upon the severity of problems in the area . Points 
were assigned as whole numbers and represented " steps . "  Someone who 
scored " Step 2 " for a problem area had a more serious problem than 
someone who scored " Step 1 "  in that area. Cahalan assigned problems to 
steps on the basis of the apparent seriousness of the problems . Generally 
speaking , the overall problems score was developed by weighting the 
seriousness of the problems in each of the areas by the following values : 

Severe 6 
Moderate 3 
Mild 1 .  

The problems scores for each of the areas were added together and the sum 
evaluated according to whether or not it exceeded an arbitrary value of seven . 

Cahalan resisted establishing a cut-off value for describing . 
who i s  and who is not a problem drinker both because of the inherent arbitrariness � 

of such a value and because establishing a cut-off could mask the multidimens ional 
nature of problem drinking . Problem drinking is not a unitary concept . For 
SRG the concept is composed of elements in the following 1 3  categories : 

Heavy intake 

B inge drinking 

Psychological dependence 

Loss of control 

Symptomatic drinking ( for example , drinking first thing in the morning) 

Belligerence 

Problems with spouse 

P roblems with other relatives 

Problems with friends or neighbors 
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Job problems 

Police problems 

Health and injury problems 

Financial problems . 

RAND had to vary the definition o f  problem drinker depending upon the 
particular data being considered . In general , ��D looked at responses to 
16 items that approximated the following six SRG categories : 

Symptomatic drinking 

Psychological dependence 

Binge drinking 

Loss of control 

Belligerence 

Heavy intake . 

In addition , for some data , a m1n1mum alcohol consumption criterion was added . 
This can be interpreted as another manifestation of "heavy intake . "  

RAND did not have Cahalan' s  compunctiGn about expressing problem 
drinking as a unitary concept . It considered problem - drinkers to be those 
individuals who had frequent symptoms . Thus problem drinkers were defined as 
those who responded " frequently" on 4 or more of the symptoms , " sometimes" on-
e or more (but none frequently ) , or combinations of responses with 1 ,  2 ,  or 3 
items answered " frequently" combined with 6 ,  4 ,  and 2 items answered "sometimes"  
respectively . 

5 . 1 . 2  Estimates Using National Scales 

SRG ( Cahalan , 1970) estimated that 9 percent of all American adults and 15  
percent of American men are problem drinkers . Comparable figures from RAND 
(Johnson et al . ,  197 7 )  are 16 percent for males and 10 percent for the general 

population ( calculated from estimates given for males and females) . Us ing the 
SRG scal e ,  we found that 19 percent of railway workers are problem drinkers . * 
Table 5-1 gives comparative railroad problem-drinking rates by road and category . 

We note in this table that the only group with a lower prevalence 
rate or problem drinkers than the national estimate for males is the exempt 
category . Similarly , only one railroad had a lower prevalence rate of problem 
drinkers than the national estimate . That railroad is Railroad C .  

*To adjust for three scales that tllere part of the SRG index but for which 
we did not have comparable items , all of our SRG prevalences have been multiplied 
by a factor of 1 . 4 .  
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TABLE 5-1 . PERCENTAGE OF RAILROAD WORKERS DEFINED AS PROBL�� DRINKERS BY 
SOCIAL RESEARCH GROUP CRITERIA (ADJUSTED FOR SCALE DIFFERENCES ) 

�7e ighted 
Railroad Exemot Ooeratina Personnel Nonooeratina Personnel Averaqe 

A 12 34 23 24 

B 11 17 2 3  18 

C 6 11 11 10 

D 7 21 24 21 

E 11 25 18 19 

F 14 30 23 24 

G 1 7  21 19 19 

l'leighted 11 2 3  2 0  I 19 -

Average 

In some categories we note quite high prevalence rates . For example , 
within the operating class on Railroad A ,  more than one worker in three is a 
problem drinker by this definition . Even where estimates are relatively low, 
however, the prevalence rate of problems is in an absolute sense , high . For 
example , one in ten workers on Railroad C is a problem drinker , and one in 
nine exempt workers across roads is a problem drinker . 

5 . 2  :.tETHOD OF ESTIMATING PROBLEM DRINKERS 

5 . 2 . 1  Project REAP ' s  De finition of Problem Drinker 

Neither the �� nor SRG conception of problem drinkers was suitable for 
Pro j ect REAP ' s  purposes . Both scales fell short in some aspects of combining 
the following three criteria : 

Attention to frequency 

Attention to severity 

Specific problem areas . 

In general , the SRG scale does not deal with the frequency of problems . 
While it is true that in some of  its 1 3  problem areas , frequency of occurrence 
is used to determine step placement , in others it is not.  �lso , although RAND 
does emphas ize frequency in its determination of problem drinking , the cate-
gories used to define frequency are vague . For example , a response of " frequently" 
by one respondent may not mean the same as " frequently" to another respondent .  
We wanted our definition of  a problem drinker to take greater account o f  specific 
frequency information . 

The RAND index did not take into account the severity of the problem , either. 
For making a determination about drinking , the index treated problems ( symptoms) 
that occurred with equal frequency as though they were of equal severity . 
For example , drinking at lunchtime is equally as serious a problem as drinking 
in binges or losing control while drinking . 
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S RG ,  on the other 'hand , tried to deal with differential severity of 
problems , but their method seemed not to go far enough for our purposes . 
First , their report gives no indication of who determined step criteria 
and weighting factors or specifically how they were determined . Second , 
each of their weights and s teps have integer values . Allowing for decimal 
number problem scores would have allowed greater discrimination of problem 
severity and provided a better understanding of the relative severity of 
problems . Again , we tried to improve upon these points in the development 
of our definition of problem drinker . 

Certainly the greatest problem with using one o f  the earlier problem 
drinking definitions is that our concept of problem drinker is much different . 
Both SRG and RAND emphasize attitudes ,  " symptoms " and states of mind in their 
definitions of problem drinker .* Thus , by the RAND scal e ,  a drinker can score 
points for hiding a bottle or getting sad while drinking , for example . On 
the SRG scale , a drinker can receive points for " drinking to forget , "  heavy 
drinking , feeling cross , or having a few drinks before a party . All of the 
actions , feelings and opinions used by S RG and RAND may indicate developing 
or existing dependence on alcohol . They do not ,  however , indicate problems 
as conceived by Proj ect REAP .  

We have , from the start , been interested only in obj ective physical 
and behavioral consequences of drinking . Attitudes ,  mood states , and con­
sumption patterns do not fall within our definition of drinking problems , 
although they may very well be precursors or correlates to the behavioral 
phenomena that are of concern to us . 

Similarly , our definition of problem drinker is much different from 
that of the two organizations mentioned above . By our definition , problem 
drinkers are those "whose use of alcholic beverages is regularly and directly. 
linked to private or public harm and is seen as the source of difficulties 
in one or more aspects of his or her life . The key concepts are regularity 
and harm . The drinker who has "occasional" trouble and the drinker whose 
condition leads only to mood alterations or behaviors that are not obj ectively 
harmful is not considered a problem drinker under this definition . 

5 . 2 . 2  DevelOpment of Frequency Severity Index 

Our definition of problem drinkers is operationalized through use of a 
Frequency-Severity Index (FSI ) . The FSI takes account of how frequently specific 
problems occur and how severe each of these problems is relative to other problems 
and also in an absolute sense . The FSI does not consider mental s tates or con­
sumption patterns . 

We first developed a list of 1 7  problems that an individual might have as a 
consequence of drinking or in association with drinking . t<1any of the items on 
the list are similiar or identical to items used by SRG .  The emphasis in our work , 
however , remained on manifestation of "private or public harm" as outlined in 
our definition . In addition , as our proj ect is , above all ,  an occupational 
study , we concentrated heavily on work-related problems . 

* SRG (Cahalan and Room , 1974) later placed greater emphas is on a "tangi ble 
consequences score " which was more in accord with the REAP problem drinker 
definition . Fourteen percent of their male sample would be considered problem 
drinkers by this definition . 



Our 17 problems fell into three maj or categories: events at home , events 
at work and general events . After the list had been generated and pretested , 
the final list was circulated among 17 working adults to determine the serious­
ness of each of the problems as a consequence of drinking . For each problem 
these 17 people independently assigned severity scores ranging from 0 ,  which 
represented " no drinking at all , "  to 10 , which represented " the mos t  serious 
problem a person could have . "  The average (mean) rating for each problem was 
assigned as the severity score . 

The raters in no way represent a random sample or a cross-sect ion of 
the American public . They are simply 17 individuals with a variety of back­
grounds and specialties ,  some with alcohol knowledge and some without , who 
were willing to consider each of the problem areas thoughtfully and to rate 
them. The 17 scores , therefore , have no great validity beyond the s tudy , but 
they do represent a view about both the absolute and relative seriousness o f  
the problems by a group of workers who are independent o f  the proj ect . Table 5-2 
presents the 17 problems and their assigned severity scores . 

Knowing the severity o f  each of the problems is only hal f  the task , - however .  
A minor problem that occurs repeatedly may b e  as serious as or more serious 
than a maj or problem that occurs only once . Therefore , when ques tioned about 
these problems , respondents to our proj ect ' s  survey were asked to indicate how 
many times they had had each problem during the past year . Although we had hoped 
to use exact frequency of occurrence here , pretestina indicated that man respondents 

1 not answer e ques tion in an open-ended format . Consequently , frequencies 
of occurrence had to be abstracted from categorized responses . The midpoints 
of categories were used as frequency indicators for all except the last category 
which was open-ended and for which a value of 20 was used . Categories and 
frequency indicators are shown in Table 5-3 . 

Having obtained both severity scores and frequency scores , a frequency­
severity score for each problem was computed by multiplying the severity score 
by its corresponding frequency score . A total Frequency-Severity Index (FSI) 
was computed by simply adding together the individual frequency-severity scores . 

Since the two key elements of our definition of problem drinkers are 
" private or public harm" and repeti tiveness , and since each of the problems 
listed in Table 5-2 represents private or public harm , what remain s before we 
can count problem drinkers is to define repetitivenes s . Again , we tried 
to consider the severity of problems . 



TABLE 5-2 . DRINKING-RELATED PROBLEMS 

Problem Severity 

1 .  Events at Home 

a .  Spouse Upset 3 . 3 8 

-/ b .  Serious Argument with Spouse 5 . 00 I 

c .  Hit Spouse 7 . 63 

d .  Hit Children 7 . 94 

2 .  Events at Work 

e .  Boss Upset 4 . 94 

f .  Self Injury at Work 6 . 13 

g .  Injure Another at Work 8 . 00 

h .  Serious Argument at Work 5 . 2 4  

i .  Miss Work Because Drunk or 
Hungover 4 . 64 

j .  Could Not Do Job Because 
Drunk or Hungover 5 . 18 

k .  Suspended 7 . 47 

1 .  Serious Argument with Customer 6 . 06 

3 .  General Events 

m .  Fist Fight 7 . 00 

n .  Automobile Accident 7 . 18 

o .  Sent Home by Police 6 . 59 

p .  Self Inj ury Not at Work 5 . 9 4  

q .  Arrested 7 . 7 6  
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TABLE 5-3 . FREQUENCY CATEGORIES AND INDICATORS 

Frequency Category Indicator 

Not at All 0 . 0  

1 Time 1 . 0  

2-5 Times 3 . 5  

6-10 Times 8 . 0  

More than 10 Times 20 . 0  

We looked under the general events problems and used the median severity 
( 7 . 0) as a moderate to serious problem which , if it occurred regularly , -

would certainly be cause for concern . We then proposed that if any problem 
with a rating of 7 . 0  occurred more than once a year as a result of drinking , 
then our criterion for repetitiveness would be met . 

If a problem with a severity score of 7 . 0  occurred more than once , it 
would be weighted by at least 3 . 5  ( the frequency indicator for problems 
occurring two to five times ) .  The product of this multiplication is 2 4 . 5 ,  
and we adopted this figure as the criterion for our definition of problem 
drinker .  Respondents with FSI scores equal to or exceeding 24 . 5  were 
classified as problem drinkers . 

It should be emphasized that this is an extreme definition of problem 
drinker . Ten of the 16 problems reported in Table 2 have severity scores 
less than 7 . 0 .  These behaviors or combinations of them would have to have 
occurred a minimum of up to six times (depending upon the particular com­
bination ) in the past year in order for the respondent to receive an FSI 
score exceeding 2 4 . 5 .  Such an approach should , therefore , be considered 
a conservative counting of problem drinkers , and our estimates of the number 
of problem drinkers should be lower than those developed under most other 
definitions of problem drinking. 

5 . 2 . 3 Estimates Using Frequency Severity Index 

Table 5-4 shows the percentage of workers by railroad and by occupational 
category who are problem drinkers on each of the railroads under our defini­
tion . As expected from previous findings , we see that the precentages of 
problem drinkers are lowest on Railroad C and in the exempt work category . 
Otherwise , the results are fairly constant across railroads and the other 
occupational groups . 
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TABLE 5-4 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS WHO ARE PROBLEM DRINKERS 

Railroad Exempt �s Non-Ops Weighted Aver�e 

A 11 15 16 15 

B II ' 15 16 14 

C 4 6 5 5 

D 9 14 16 15  

E 7 17 10 11 

F 11 17 11 13 

G 11 16 12 13 

Weighted 
Average 9 14 12  12 

TABLE 5-5 . PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS WHO ARE PROBLEM DRINKERS 

. 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops Weiqhted Average 

A 1 3  20  20  18 

B 13 18 19 17 

C 6 11 9 9 

D 9 20 21 19 

E 9 2 3  1 5  16 

F 12 21 15 15 

G 11 15 16 14 

Weighted 
Average 11 19 16 16 
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The table shows that across all roads and occupational categories , 
approximately one-eighth of all railroad workers must be c lassified as 
problem drinkers even by our conservative criteria . When one considers 
only drinkers rather than all workers (Tab le 5-5) , this figure rises to 
about one-sixth , or 16 percent of railroad workers who drink are problem 
drinkers on the study railroads . 

5 . 2 . 4  Directors ' Definition and Estimates 

Through interviews with directors of Employee Assistance Programs on 
the seven study railroads and throughout the industry , we discovered that 
their working definition is much looser than ours . While they would 
certainly accept that anyone who met our criterion is a problem drinker l 
they also cons ider that anyone who has had at least one work-related problem 
during the past year is a problem drinker . Table 5 -6 shows the percentage 
of all railroad workers who would be classified as problem drinkers by 
thes e  standards . 

TABLE 5-6 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS WHO ARE PROBLEM DRINKERS UNDER PROGRAM 
DIRECTORS ' STANDARDS 

Railroad Exempt O�s Non-Q2s We�hted Average 

A 1 5  22 20 19 

B 11 15 17 15 

C 4 7 5 5 

D 9 17 20 18 

E 9 19 12 14 

F 12 24 17 18 

G 18 20 14 16 

Weighted 
Average 11 17 15  15 

, , Ii 

-I 

I 
I 
I jl 
I 
I I 
\ 
I l 
I 

\ I 



TABLE 5-7 . PERCENTAGE CONSIDERED PROBLEM DRINKERS BY SRG OR RAILROAD 
EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROJECT DEFINITION 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops Wei9hted Average 

A 16 3 4  

B 16 21 

C 8 11 

D 11 25 

E 14 2 4  

F 18 30 

G 19 2 4  

Weighted 
Average 14 24 

5 . 2 . 5  Combined SRG and REAP Methods 

a .  Combined Definition 

2 4  2 5  

2 3  21  

11  10 

2 5  23  

18  19 

2 3 23 

21 22  -

21 2 1  

There i s  a very strong and statistically significant relationship 
between being classified as a problem drinkers by the SRG definition and 
being c lass ified as such by our definition (64 percent of those who would 
be classified as problem drinkers by our definition , would be so classi­
fied by SRG ' s .  Conversely , 56 percent of those who are problem drinkers 
according to the SRG definition are also problem drinkers by ours . )  I f  
we accept the validity of both de finitions , we can define problem drinkers 
as anyone who satisfies e ither the SRG definition or ours . 

b .  Estimates Based on Combined Definition 

Table 5-7 presents the prevalence rates for problem drinking as 
estimated by a combined SRG-REAP definition . *  Such a combined index creates 
an "either-or" condition and identifies those individuals who would be 
considered problem drinkers either by one definition or the other .  It casts 
a wider net and recognizes that there is validity in both de finitions . 

*To form these combined estimates , we adj usted the frequency of 
those c lassified as problem drinkers on the basis of the SRG index who 
were not so classified by the REAP index to compensate for the miss ing 
subs cales in the REAP investigation . 
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c .  Estimates Based an Self-perceived Problem Drinking 

Workers in our general survey were asked if they ever thought 
they or other members of their families had a drinking problem. Table 5� 
shows that 7 percent of the drinkers in our sample think sometimes 
��at they personally have such a problem. 

TABLE 5-8 .  PERCENTAGE OF DRINKERS WHO SOf-1ETIMES THINK THEY HAVE DRINKING 
PROBLEMS 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Op_s Weiqhted Averaqe 

A 5 10 6 7 

B 5 6 9 7 -

C 4 4 5 4 

D 7 8 12 11 

E 5 8 8 8 

F 4 5 6 5 

G 5 4 7 5 

Weighted 
Average 5 6 7 7 

Applying this figure to the estimated 75 percent of the study 
population who drink , we conclude that a total of over 12 , 000 employees 
on the seven railroads studied currently believe themselves to have 
drinking problems . If this number of clients showed up at the seven 
Employee Assistance Programs ( EAPs) , there would not be enough resources 
available to handle them. 

Table 5- 9 shows that more than twice the number of employees who 
believe themselves to have drinking problems , also believe another family 
member has drinking problems . 
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TABLE 5-9 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS WHO THINK SOMEONE IN FAMILY HAS DRINKING 
PROBLEl-l 

Railroad Exempt Ops Non-Ops Weighted Average 

A 15 13 17 15  

B 15 13 16 15 

C 12 9 13 12 

D 15 15 24 20 

E 19 16 16 16 
-

F 10 10 16 14 

G 15 13 17 15 

Weighted 
Average 15 13 17 15 

All of the railroad Employee Assistance Programs help families of 
employees as well as the employees themselves . If the EAPs are to con­
tinue to serve these family members and if this function is to be publicized 
throughout the work force , it is clear that further resources will have 
to be made available to deal with the potential caseload . 

The numbers presented in these tables are important because one 
group that railroad Employee Assistance Programs should certainly want to 
see is that which has diagnosed its own problem,  for if a worker thinks 
that he or she has a drinking problem , the chances are very good that 
he or she is right . In fact , in our data we see that there is a very 
s trong relationship between thinking one has a problem and actually being 
a problem drinker . 

d .  Estimations by Non-Study Roads 

1) Indirect estimations 

Probably the best way for a railroad to determine the prevalence of 
problem drinking in its work force is to conduct a survey similar to 
those conducted by Proj ect REAP .  Unfortunately , to be done well � such 
surveys are expensive , time consuming , and require specially trained 
personnel who may not normally be employed by the railroad . 
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An alternative and in many ways more desirable method for railroads 
to estimate problem drinking prevalence is to use a technique known as 
indirect estimation . Marden ( 1974)  developed one such technique for 
estimating problem drinking and the application of this technique has 
become widely accepted since its introduction . 

The philosophy behind !>1arden ' s method is simple : Take a prevalence 
rate generated in one population and apply it to another population . To 
the extent that the populations are "similar , "  the estimates might be 
quite good . When the populations are not similar , problems arise . For 
example , if one finds the prevalence of problem drinking in the American 
adult population to be about 7 percent ( DHEW ,  1979 ) , one might apply this 
estimate to any subpopulation or to another country ' s  population to deter­
mine the prevalence there . I f  this second population is fairly typical 
of or similar to American population , perhaps Canadians , then the estimate 
is probably very close ; but if the second population differs in important 
ways , take for instance the State of Utah with its heavy concentration 
of Mormons , the estimate may miss  the mark badly . 

Marden saw this problem and recommended using several prevalence 
rate estimates which , when properly combined , would yield a much better 
estimate . To do this , Marden simply took into account occupational 
category distributions , sex ratios , and age distributions of both the 
original and second populations . 

Using the REAP data , we tried to develop methods by which non-study 
railroads could estimate prevalence rates of problem drinking without 
collecting primary data . Unfortunately , multiple regression analysis 
(e . g . , Cohen and Cohen , 1975 ) revealed that the demographics which we 
used ( job category , sex , agA) were very poor ( albeit significant) predic­
tors of problem drinking ( R2= . 04 ) . 

This implies that an indirect technique similar to Marden ' s  would 
have very litt le utility in the railroad setting . In fact , when we 
attempted a quasi-cross-validation of the technique by applying estimates 
based upon the entire sample to individual railroads , we discovered that 
the indirect technique was sometimes in error by as much as 80\ .  Given 
this , non-study rai lroads should simply use the overall prevalence 
rate estimate of 12% as an indication of the extent of problem drinking 
on their railroads . 
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5 .  3 CORRELATES OF PROBLEl1 DRINKING 

There are many behavioral , demographic , and job characteristics that 
are statistically related to problem drinking .  Unfortunately , most of 
these relationships are significant only because of the large sample size . 
Few results represent effects of a size sufficient to have implications 
for programming . Although the statistically signi ficant relationships 
presented in this chapter do not provide data upon which to plan program 
services , they do provide some insight into the picture of problem drink­
ing on the roads . 

Because of the large sample size and because so many variables 
undoubtedly go into determining proble drinking , most of the relationships 
we report here , though statistical ly significant , do not explain great 
amounts of the differences we see among people regarding problem drinking . 
That is to say , for example , that although differences in age explain 
some of the differences in problem drinking (younger people are more 
likely to be problem drinkers) , they account for only a small percentage-­
about 4 percent . Other factors alone and in combination with each other 
and with age explain the remainder of the differences we see . In fact , 
none of the statistically significant relationships reported in this 
chapter explain those differences in problem drinking even to the extent 
that age does . 

As a result , while the findings reported in this chapter should be 
interesting and useful for understanding problem drinking from a theore ti cal 
viewpoint , they will be of limited utility for applied purposes . For 
example , we will present data that show that problem drinkers feel that 
their j obs are more obsolete than nonproblem drinkers . These are group 
effects , however ,  and are totally meaningless when applied to individuals . 
It makes no more sense to equate j ob obsolescence with problem drinking 
than it does to equate being male with it .  

We do find that problem drinkers are about five times as likely 
as others to drink regularly on the job .  In addition , they report highe r 
prevalence rates of drinking on duty , getting drunk on duty , and coming 
to work drunk or wi th a hangove r .  This may represent either a dis torted 
perception by the problem drinkers or may reflect di fferent norms within 
di fferent work groups . 

Problem drinkers consume greater quantities of alcohol and do so in a 
shorter amount of time than other rai lroad workers . Problem drinkers 
are also more likely than others to binge drink . Although all of these 
relationships to problem drinking exi st , consumption quantities and 
patterns are not a part of our de finition of problem drinking . 

Considering demographic variables , the groups most likely to be 
problem drinkers are young workers , unmarried and white males , Catholi cs , 
and those with high school educations . 

Ope rating crafts workers are more likely to be problem drinkers 
than others , followed by nonoperating crafts workers and lastly exempt 
personnel . Problem drinkers have spent fe' .... er years working for their 
rai lroads than other employees . 
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5 . 3 . 1 Drinking-related Correlates 

a.  On-the-Job Drinking Practices of Problem Drinkers 

Although on-duty drinking and other drinking rule violations may 
indeed get a worker into trouble on the j ob ,  such behavior is not , in 
and of itself , part of our definition of problem drinking . Still , the 
question might be raised as to what extent problem drinkers do violate 
rules governing such behavior . Since many clients seen at employee 
assistance programs are referred for rule violations , we are very 
interested in whether those who drink on the j ob are (more) likely 
to be problem drinkers and , therefore , whether the referrals are , in 
a strict sense , appropriate . First , we need to look at some character­
istics of problem drinkers .  

Problem drinkers are more l ikely than those who are not problem 
drinkers to drink on duty . l Nonproblem drinkers drink on the j ob an 
average of 2 . 1  days per year and problem drinkers drink on the j ob 
an average of 11 . 2  days per year . 

Problem drinkers are more likely t� 
themselves (hence) drink while on duty . 
like themselves are more likely to drink 
than others are . 3 

report that workers like 
They also believe that workers 

while on call or prior to duty 

Problem drinkers are also either more aware of violations of the 
drinking rules , more willing to discuss them ( anonymously) , or more 
inclined to exaggerate the amount of rule violations . Whatever the 
case , problem drinkers report higher levels of rule violations among 
their coworkers than other workers do . 

Being a problem drinker is significantly related �o seeing 
( reporting) drinking on duty4 , reporting to work drunk or hungover6 , 
and getting drunk on duty7 . Since respondents were asked to include 
their own behavior in their estimates of frequency of these rule viola­
tions , we controlled for whether or not they drank on duty themselves . 
Even when their own behavior is taken into account , they still report 
higher levels of witnessed rule violations than their nonprob1em 
drinking counterparts . 
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The high correlation between problem drinking and reported frequency 
of reporting to work hungover may mean that problem drinkers are more 
likely to identify their nonproblem drinking counterparts for this 
behavior than their counterparts are to recognize it in themsel'Tes .  
Conversely , the. relatively low correlation between getting very drunk 
on duty and problem drinking may reflect a reluctance on the part of the 
problem drinkers to admit this behavior of their own while the ir 
nonproblem drinking counterparts are relatively quicker to recognize it . 

Of course ,  the possibility does exist that the rule violations 
do occur with greater frequency in the work groups of problem drinkers . 
Since the questions asked about individual work groups , the differences 
may be real and not just perceptual . Such a case would be an instance 
of social facilitation . In groups under a condition of social facilita­
tion we find different norms' than in other groups . Here we find 
greater frequency of drinking because drinking by one individual 
encourages and sets the standards for another ' s  deviant behavior . It 
should be noted that another one of Trice and Roman ' s  (.1978 ) j ob-based 
risk factors is the presence of other deviants in the work groups although 
they postulate the factor ' s  applicability only to illegal drug use . It 
may well be that in the climate of company drinking rules alcohol is the 
functional equivalent of illegal drugs in other settings . 

b .  General Drinking Patterns of Problem Drinkers 

In addition to being more likely to drink on the job ,  we find that 
problem drinkers are more likely to consume greater amounts of alcohol 
than nonproblem drinkers8 • Nonproblem drinkers reported consuming an 
average of 9 . 2  ounces of ethanol in the month prior to the study while 
problem drinkers reported consuming an average of 40 . 0  ounces .  This 
translates to nonproblem drinkers consuming about 4 drinks per week 
and problem drinkers consuming about 19 drinks per week . Naturally , 
this implies that problem drinkers are more likely to be heavy consumers9 
In fact , we find that problem drinkers drink the maximum quantity of 
alcohol we asked about (eight shots of hard liquor , two six-packs of beer , ' 
or two bottles of wine in a single day , or 4 . S  to 6 . 1 ounces of ethanol) 
more frequently than nonproblem drinkerslO 

When they drink that quantity , they are likely to do so in a shorter 
period of time than the nonproblem drinkers do ll Although this relationship 
is statistically significant , owing to the very large sample size , 
the e ffect is not large . This implies that among the heavy consumers 
the speed of drinking is not a maj or factor in determining the likelihood 
of being a problem drinker .  Problem drinkers who drink this quantity do 
so in about 6 . 5  hours . It takes nonprob lem drinkers almost an hour 
longer to consume the same amount . 

8 .  

9 .  
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Perhaps the most extreme pattern of drinking behavior is 
binge drinking . We define this as staying drunk for more than one day 
in a row , at least once during the past year. This is a somewhat more 
extreme definition than has been used in some other studies ( for example , 
Cahalan and Room, 19 74) . Although the likelihood of either problem 
drinkers or others going on binges was extremely small , problem 
drinking was significantly and positively related to binge drinking12 . 

While at first glance the reader may find the results reported above 
trivial , obvious , and even tautological , he or she should keep in 
mind that consumption of alcohol , even in extreme amounts ,  is not a part 
of our definition of problem drinke r .  Our problem drinkers were classified 
solely on the basis of how much they consumed , patterns of consumption , 
or reasons for consumption . 

What we have shown here , then , is that certain drinking behaviors 
are significantly related to problem drinking as measured by tangible 
consequences . We have not demonstrated that heavy drinking causes problems . 
In fact , the relatively low correlation coefficients indicate that many -

. 

factors besides consumption are related to the development and/or determina­
tion of problem drinking . ( It should also be noted that the skewed 
distributions and dichotomous nature of the problem drinkers classification 
have probably caused the strengths of many of the relationships reported 
in this chapter to be underestimated. ) 

Previous research ( e . g . , Cahalan , 19 70 ; Johnson et al . , 19 77)  has 
demonstrated the relationship of a number of personal characteristics 
to problem drinking. Among these are age , sex , region of the country , and 
religious affiliation . The REAP survey also provides data on the relation- . 
ship of problem drinking to demographic factors , but it should be kept . 
in mind that problem drinking is defined differently in our work than earlier 
studies defined it . 

As expected from the earlier studies , we found that age was significantly 
related to problem drinkingl3 • Older individuals are less likely to 
be problem drinkers . 

We also found a significant , though apparently weak , re lationship 
between sex and problem drinking14 • Males are more likely to be problem 
drinkers than females . 

12 . 

13 . 

14 . 

r = . 12 ,  n = 409 1 ,  P <. 001 .  pb 
r = - . 2 1 ,  n = 5 118 , p <  . OOL pb 
r¢ = . 06 ,  n = 5149 , p� . 001 . 
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Marital status is also significantly related to problem drinking15 . 
Married individuals are less likely to be problem drinkers than those who 
are not married . 

Education is also s ignificantly related to problem drinking , ac least 
to a point . When education is considered in terms of grade level achieved , 
a highly significant , though weak , association results indicating that 
more educated workers are more likely to be problem drinkersl6 • If education 
is looked at another way , however ,  in terms of degree received ( ranging 
from none through high school and advanced degrees , all the way to the 
doctorate) , there is no observable relationshipl7 . This implies that 
the relationship between problem drinking and education is probably curvilinear 
quadratic , with problem drinking being associated with greater education 
through the high school level but with a levelling off of the relationship 
beyond this . Figure 5-2 shows this graphically . 

Finally , Cahalan and Room found higher rates or prob lem drinking in 
central city areas , but no reliable patterns when a simple urban-rural 
differentiation was considered . ��though we have no central city data , ­
we do replicate their latter finding . There is no simple relationship 
between living in city , suburbs , or country and problem drinking . 18 

c .  Job-Related Correlates 

Job-related correlates of problem drinking fall into several categories . 
The first of these addresses the issue of whether individuals with different 
types of j obs have different levels of problem drinking . Proj ect REAP ' s  
interest was : Do exempt , operating crarts , and non-operating crafts 
workers differ in the prevalence rates of problem drinkers among their 
ranks? 

Secondly , problem drinkers may differ from others in terms of their 
experience in railroading . Problem drinkers , for example , may float from 
j ob to job or railroad to railroad . 

Third ly , there may be certain characteristics of the work enviro�ment 
that either enable or encourage the individual to become a problem dr1nker . 
Roman and Trice ( 1976)  re fer to these as "etiological factors . "  

Finally , the problem drinker ' S  on-the-j ob drinking beha�ior may be 
different from that of other workers . Although those who drlnk on

,
duty 

are not necessarily problem drinkers by our definition , problem dr1nkers may , 

nonetheless , drink more on duty . I f  they do , then those reported for 
violating company drinking rules or similar violations should be 

,
referred

, 
to Employee Assistance Programs . If not , such ro ferrals may be lnappropr1ate , 

or at least an inefficient way of identifying those in need of help . 

15 . x2 = 13 . 44 ,  ¢ = . 05 ,  P < . OOL 
( 1) 

16 . rpb 
= . 0 5 , n = 5 12 1 ,  p < . 001 . 

17 . rpb = . 01 ,  n = 5005 , ns . 

18 . r = . 03 , n = 4872 , ns . 
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FIGURE 5-1.  THE RELATIONSHIP OF PROBLEM DRINKING TO EDUCATION LEVEL 

d .  Job Category 

While many of the railroad officials and program staff interviewed 
felt that problem drinking did not respec� rank and that it was distributed 
fairly equally across the occupational categories of exempt , operating 
crafts , and non-operating crafts , others felt that problem drinking was 
concentrated in the crafts and was less frequent or , in some cases , almost 
nonexistent in the exempt population . There seemed to be some fee ling that 
among the crafts workers problem drinking tended to be concentrated in 
the operating crafts , at least on certain railroads with unusual operating 
conditions . 



Analysis of the survey data indicated that this latter op1n10n was 
an accurate assessment . Nine percent of the exempt personnel turn out to 
be problem drinkers , 12 percent of the non-ops and 14 percent of the ops . 19 

e .  Railroad Experience 

One argument often made for implementing Employee Assi stance Programs 
is that the problem drinker is often an experienced employee with many 
years of service and that an employer has an investment in that employee , 
even an obligation to him or her . Employee Assistance Program directors 
on the railroads indicated to us that the clients whom they saw were older 
than the workforce in general and , in addition , that in almost every case , 
problem drinking was a chronic problem not an acute one . This is certainly 
in agreement with the traditional understanding of alcohol as a disease 
( Smithers Foundation , 1968 ) . 

Following this reasoning , one might expect a significant positive 
relationship between the existence of a drinking problem and the number of 
years one has worked for an employer . OUr data show j ust the opposite : ­
Problem drinkers have worked for their employers for fewer years than others . 2 0 
In addition , no matter how many railroad companies they have worked for , 
they have held railroad jobs for fewer years than other workers . 21 

Although these results are illuminating , a clear problem with their 
interpretation is that age is very highly correlated with both the years 
one might work for one ' s  current employer22  and the number of years one 
might have held a railroad j ob . 2 3 Put more simply , the older one is , the 
longer he or she has probably been working . 

Therefore , the effects of age were statistically controlled for the 
analysis . That is , a statistical situation was mathematically contrived 
so that a hypothetical population of workers all the same age was examined . 
The results of analyses on this population indicate there is no re lationship 
between problem drinking and the number of years one has worked for one ' s  
current employer . 2 4  

In other words , the apparent relationship indicating that problem 
drinkers have worked for their current employers for less time than other 
workers , though true , is an artifact since problem drinkers are , on the 
average , younger than other workers . The fact that program di:ecto:s �ee 
only older problem drinkers may mean either that they are not 1dent1fY1ng 
problem drinkers early enough or that the younger problem drinkers for 
some reasons are alienated from the Employee Assistance Programs . 

19 . 2 
= 13 . 19 , � = . 05 ,  P < . OOI . X ( 2 )  

2 0 . rpb = - . 15 , df = 4942 , P < . 001 . 

2 1 .  rpb 
= - . 17 ,  n = 4942 , P < . DOl . 

22 . r = . 79 ,  n = 4942 , P <: . OOI . 

23 . r = . 87 ,  df = 4942 , P < . 001 . 

24 . pr = . 02 , n = 4941 , ns . 
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Interestingly , when the effects of age are controlled for i we find that 
problem drinkers have held railroad j obs longer than other workers . 2 5  
Given that the previous analysis showed no relationship between years with a 
current employer and problem drinking once age is controlled for i one 
must conclude that problem drinkers have worked for more railroads than 
other railroad workers ( assuming age is held constant) . This , in fact , is 
the case . 26  Problem drinkers change employers more often than non-problem 
drinkers . 

f .  Etiological Factors i n  Job Situation 

Trice and Roman ( 1978) consider 12 j ob-based risk factors in the 
development of deviant drinking . Such deviant drinking may lead to , but 
is not synonymous with , problem drinking . These 12 risk factors are grouped 
into four categories . The first category is lack of visibility and includes 
both physical remoteness from supervisors and nebulous production goal s .  
Part of this lack o f  visibility i s  freedom to set work hours .  

The second category is lack of structure . This is represented by -
such factors as work addiction and occupational obsolescence . 

The third category is the absence of social controls . Included here 
are factors where drinking is part of the work role , where others in the 
organization benefit by one ' s  drinking , and where one changes j obs and 
the first j ob had controls over deviant behavior and the new one doe� not . 

Finally , Trice and Roman identify miscellaneous risk factors ,  including 
role stresses with relief mechanisms ( such as competition ) and social 
facilitation factors ( such as other problem drinkers) . 

Schollaert ( 1977 ) using data collected from patients in treatment , 
tried to test the relationships of  some of these variables to problem 
drinking . He found little support for the hypothesis that j ob-based risk 
factors are related to either job changes or termination among his sample 
of problem drinkers in treatment . Schollaert was forced to concede , however , 
that research design problems may have been responsible for the negative 
results and that the hypothesis might still be tenable . 

Proj ect REAP had the advantage of being able to collect data on a 
number of these supposed risk factors from a large number of railroad 
workers . As a number of the factors vary greatly among railroad j obs , 
potential for discovering potential effects was high. 

25 . pr = . 03 ,  n = 4941 , p < . 05 .  

2 6 .  pr = . 04 ,  n = 4941 , p <  . 01 .  
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R7spondents in o�r survey were asked 12 questions about the conditions 
of the7r work and the�r perceptions of their work situation . It should be 
emphas7zed �hat although Trice and Roman (�978)  talk about the effects of 
work s�tuat�ons on problem drinking , a more precise statement would be to 
talk

.
abo�t the effects of perceived work situations (�ee Thomas and 

Znan�eck� , �9�8-�920 ) . For example , in terms of influence on probl em 
drinking , the actual obsolescence of one ' s  j ob will not be as critical as 
how obsolete one feels it to be . While in many situations the oerceived 
and the real should be s imilar , there may be important excePtio�s that would 
influence problem drinking. Hence , our questions attempted to draw out 
respondents ' per:eptions of reality rather than reality itse l f , which would 
have been more d�fficult , if not impossible , to determine . 

. 
The general survey inc7uded 12 items intended to tap the hypothes ized 

r�sk factors . Some of the �tems can be classi fied into more than one of 
the four categories . Lack of visibility was measured by the ability to 
set one ' s  own work hours , the frequency of interaction with one ' s  boss 
the number of individual s in one ' s  work group , and the number of emp l��ee s '  
supervised . 

Absence of structure was measured by the hours per week the employee 
usually works , the employee ' s  self-assessment of how much of a work addict 
he is , and the perceived importance of the worker ' s  job to the railroad . 

We had few measures of social controls in our questionnaire . Trice 
and Roman find this category "particularly prominent where drinking is 
part of the work role . "  There are few , if any , j obs l ike this on the rai l­
roads . Bes ides , the railroads have a long history of anti-drinking 
policies which are applicable to all levels of employees . Other places 
where this category is important are where one ' s  drinking benefits other 
employees ,  a hard situation for the respondent to assess , and s ituations of 
j ob change between high and low social control positions , an infrequent 
occurrence . Hence , our only pos s ible measure is the size of the employee ' S  
work group , assuming that where there are more co-workers , there is more 
potential for social control . Unfortunately , thi s  larger work group might 
also encourage more drinking since one drinker might define the norms and 
facilitate another ' s  drinking . 

Under the final category of miscellaneous risk factors , including 
role stresses , we include competi tion , which Trice and Roman feel is 
important .  We also include other factors that are not so much physical 
characteristics o f  the work situation as they are psychological ones . 
These are j ob satis faction , how good a j ob one feels he is doing , how one 
feels his supervisor rates his work , and the difference between the last two . 

Because age and sex were discovered to be such strong determinants of 
problem drinking , the effects of these variables were s tatistically controlled 

for in assessing the relationships of each of the risk factors to problem 

drinking .  
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Lack of Visibility 

The number of days that the worker spends away from home is significantly 
related to problem drinking . 27 Problem drinkers ' j obs require them to spend 
more nights away from home than do the j obs of other employees . Problem 
drinkers average 4 . 1  nights away from home per month , others average 2 . 7 . 

Of course , lack of visibility is not the only result of spending nights 
away from home . Nights away may well fit into the category of miscellaneous 
role stresses . Especiall? consieerinq the o��en undesirable places where 
railroad \'Iorkers must spend these nights , stress ma·' he e.n alternative 
explanation for the development of problem drinking . Several management 
and labor officials on one railroad where layovers of indefinite length are 
common indicated that they were sure that boredom at the terminals led to 
many of the drinking problems . It is also noteworthy that across all rail­
roads and occupational categories , respondents were more tolerant of drinking 
by operating crews on layovers than they were of drinking in any other on­
duty situations . In fact , there are probably multiple explanation s of thi s  
effect , and the concept o f  causality may even be inappropriate here . 

The more a worker has to talk with his boss , the more visible his 
behavior will be . This is true not only for drinking behavior , but for 
drunken behavior as wel l .  A drunk who has to talk with a boss several 
times a day will  shortly be found out . This hypothesis was confirmed by the 
data . 28 Although problem and non-problem drinkers reported talking with 
their bosses about once a day , the contact is s lightly more frequent 
for non-problem drinkers . 

There is a problem with the interpretation of this risk factor as tllell . 
While we know that there is an inverse relationship between problem 
drinking and contact with one ' s  boss , we don ' t  know the direction of 
causality in this re lationship . While , as the hypothesis states , less 
contact may lead to more problem drinking , it is just as possible that 
problem drinkers actively avoid their bosses in order to avoid detection . 

As mentioned above , the size of one ' s  work group bears upon visibility . 
The more people one works with , the harder it is to behave covertly . 
Consequently , if visibility is important in preventing problem drinking 
on the j ob ,  size of work group should be inversely related to being a 
problem drinker .  This was not the case . We found no relationship 
between work group size and problem drinking 29 • Both problem drinkers and 
others had about 11 employees in their work groups . * 

*We :e7o?nize that as work groups become larger , there is often a greater poss1b111ty for covert action and anonymity if the individual desires it . Thus larger group size may , contrary to our original assumption , in many 7ases decrease visibility . In these cases , we are providing a relat1vely weak test of the visibility hypothesis . 

2 7 .  pr = . 0 5 ,  n = 4676 , p < . OO l .  

2 8 .  pr = . 04 ,  n = 4675 , p < . 02 .  

2 9 .  pr = . 01 ,  n = 4675 , ns . 
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A parallel argument can be made for numbers of employees supervised 
as for number in work group . The more employees one supervises , the more 
visible a worker is . If visibility is a factor in preventing problem 
drinking , number of employees supervised should be inversely related to 
the phenomenon . This hypothesis is not supported by the data 30 • The number 
of employees supervised is not related to being or not being a problem 
drinker .  

Finally , freedom to set one ' s  own work hours i s  proposed as an indicator 
of l�ck of visibility . The logic of this is that those setting their 
own work hours are hard to define as absent . Also , they can work during 
the hours when they are least likely to have their problems detected 
(Trice and Roman , 1978 ) . OUr data provide no support for this hypothesis 3 l . 
Problem drinkers do not differ from others in their freedom to set work 
hours . 

On balance , we must question the general hypo�hesis that visibility 
is negatively related to problem drinking . Freedom to set one ' s  own 
work hours was not at all related to the phenomenon . Although time spent 
away from home is very definitely related to problem drinking , this relation­
ship may be due to stresses rather than to lack of visibility . 

Although the frequency of interacting with one ' s  supervisor was 
significantly related to problem drinking , neither size of work group nor 
number of employees supervised was . This suggests that if lack of visibility 
is , in fact , related to problem drinking , it is not lack of visibility in 
general which is important ,  but only lack of visibility by superiors . 
Visibility by co-workers or subordinates is not important , at least not 
in the railroad environment .  

h .  Absence of Structure 

Under the rubric of absence of structure , Trice and Roman include 
work addiction and occupational obsolescence . Work addiction is offered 
as an example of compUlsive behavior. Such behavior may build up tens ion 
and emotional exhaustion that must be released . The work addict ' s  total 
devotion to work may cut off more socially accepted forms of release , and 
the work addict may turn to alcohol and eventually become a problem drinker , 
especially in the absence of social controls to check the problem. 

30 . pr = . 00 ,  n = 4675 , ns . 

3 1 .  pr = . 01 ,  n = 4675 , ns . 
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We had two measures of work addiction in our survey questions : a direct 
question asking the respondent how much of a work addict he or she is and 
another asking how many hours per week he or she works . Problem drinking 
is significantly related to the hours per week the employee works , but not 
to the self-diagnosis of work addiction . Problem drinkers tend to work 
more hours per week than other workers ,  althouqh for both qroups the 
average is around 40 hours 32 . Problem drinkers are not more likely than 
others to feel they are work addicts , a�ehough they report working more 
hours than others 33 • 

Occupational obsolescence is thought to lead to deviant behavior and 
problem drinking because the individual is forced into meaningless work 
until he can be conveniently dismissed.  Although Trice and Roman indicate 
that the placement of obsolete individuals in meaningless work roles is 
often a conscious decision on management ' s  part as a compromise with or 
avoidance of the unions , in a shrinking industry like the railroad , positions 
can become obsolete along with individuals and a de facto situation 
evolves without intervention by management .  Nevertheless , a worker can � 
actually watch himself become a fifth wheel , with little work to do and 
with the constant threat of j ob loss through neither personal , management , 
nor union fault . Under these conditions deviant behavior and problem 
drinking can ensue . 

The data clearly bear out this hypothesis . Problem drinkers feel that 
their jobs are less important to the railroads than other workers perceive 
their j obs to be . 3 4  As noted above in the context of interaction with 
supervisors , we must use caution in interpreting this resul t .  The stat­
istics only tell us that a relationship exists . They say nothing of 
causality . Although occupational obsolescence may lead to deviant behavior " 
including problem drinking , it may also be true that problem drinking 
leads to a devaluing of other facets of one ' s  lifespace including one ' s  
j ob .  

On balance , there i s  evidence that the category that Trice and Roman 
refer to as " absence of structure" is indeed related to problem drinking . 
Although the direction of causality is not always clear as the concept was 
made operational here , the hypotheses are nonetheless supported . 

i .  Lack of Social Controls 

As already mentioned ,  we have little data on social controls , and the 
nature of these factors did not lend themselves to investigation in our 
study . One possible social control , which we discussed above , is the size 
of the work group. But as we mentioned , this factor is apparently not 
related to problem drinking . Below, we look at the relationship of social 
facilitation to problem drinking . This phenomenon probably is on the other 

32 . pr = . 06 ,  n = 4674 , p < . OOl . 

33 . pr = . 01 ,  n = 4674 , ns . 

34 . pr = . 04 ,  n = 4674 , ns . 
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end of a dimension that Trice and Roman have labeled "social controls , "  
but we are not dealing with a dimension running from "presence of soc ial 
controls " to " absence of social controls . "  Rather , the continuum extends 
through "absence of social controls " to "social facilitation" and possibly 
to " social pressure , "  as in Figure 5-2 . 

Social 
Pressure 

Social 
Sanctions 
Against 
Problem 
Drinking 

-----------------------��------------------------------ Towards 
Absence Problem 

of Drinking 
Social 
Control s 

FIGURE 5-2 . SOCIAL CONTROL CONTINUUM 

j . Miscellaneous Risk Factors 

y 

Social Facilitation 

Competition is a common source of stress in American enterprise , and 
alcohol is a common tool used to relieve stress . If problem drinking results 
from its use , it may become harder for a person to compete , and stress wi ll 
be enhanced . Trice and Roman see competition as more likely to lead to 
amphetamine problems than to drinking problems because of the level of 
alertness nee�ed for competition . We include competition in our study as 
a representative of stress . OUr data show no relationship between problem 
drinking and levels of job competition , however .  35  

Several psychological factors are potentially related to j ob stress and 
to overall emotional well-being . Since coping with stress , or escape in 
drinking , could eventually lead to problem drinking , these variables were 
examined for relationships to problem drinking. 

How well a person feels he is doing his job is not related to problem
36 drinking , although the correlation does approach statistical significance . 

Apparently , more important is how the worker feels his supervisor evaluates 
him. Here we do find that problem drinkers feel that their bosses evaluate 
them more negatively than other workers feel their bosses evaluate them . 37 

35 . pr = . 01 ,  n = 4674 , ns . 

36 . pr = . 03 ,  n :: 467 4 , p <  . 06 .  

37 . pr ::: . 04 ,  n ::: 4676 , p < . 02 .  
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Perhaps , of course , it is not the negative evaluations by the 
supervisor that lead to problem drinking ( assuming we are dealing with 
causality , which we may not be) . The real psychological state encouraging 
the problem drinking may be the discrepancy between the perception of work 
and the perception of the boss ' evaluation of it . The effects of this 
descrepancy were checked in two ways : first by relating problem 
drinking to the difference between the two ratings , and second by 
relating problem drinking to perceived supervisors ' rating controlling 
for self-evaluations . 

In both cases we found no relationship . Problem drinking was not re­
lated to the- difference between one I s own perception of work and the 
boss ' perception of it . 38 Nor was it related to the boss ' rating while hold­
ing one ' s  own perception constant . 39 We conclude that the psychological 
state that is related to problem drinking is not the discrepancy between 
what the boss believes and what the worker believes . Rather ,  it is simply 
a more negative evaluation by the supervisor which is related to problem 
drinking . ( Incidentially , all workers , including the non-problem drinkers , 
felt that their bosses underrated the quality of their work . ) 

Another factor accounting for the relatively negative evaluation 
perceived of problem drinker work performance is that the problem drinkers 
may , in fact , be performing less adequately than other workers . Although 
the problem drinker may not see this  in his own performance , he does 
recognize that his boss feels this way . 

Job satisfaction was found to be as strongly related to problem 
drinking as any single j ob-related factor . 40 Problem drinkers are more 
dissatisfied with their jobs than other workers . 

Although competition appears not to be related to problem drinking , 
miscellaneous job factors ,  at least psychological ones , are re lated. 
Since many of the job factors already considered are related to each other , 
and still others , particularly psychological ones , are the result of even 
other factors , an additional analysis , which might prove enlightening , 
would be one that considers the effect of the total pattern of these 
factors and their interactions . This is what we look at in the next section . 

5 . 3 . 2  Hultiple Regression Analysis of Problem Drinking Correlates 

Just as many' of the demographic and work factors discussed earlier 
in this section are related to problem drinking , they are also related to 
each other . These variables are in part measuring the same entity . Thc �c ­
fore , if we are trying to determine the causes of problem drinking , this 
amounts to double counting . What is needed is a method that will allow 
us to assess the effects of individual correlates by removing the influences 
of other correlates . Multiple Regression/correlation (HRC) analysis 
( e . g . , Cohen and Cohen , 197 5 )  is such a method . 

38 . pr = . 02 ,  n = 5113 , ns . 

39 . pr = . 02 ,  n = 504 4 ,  ns . 

40 . pr = . 05 ,  n = 467 4 , p ",<:: , OO l .  
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In applying this method , we have made several assumptions about the 
relative importance of variables . Variables directly related to birth 
and thus unchangeable in most cases , were considered as covariates and 
were forced into the equation first . These included age and sex . Next , 
the demographic variables other than age and sex were entered into the model 
as a set . The reasoning was that , for the most part , all of these 
variables were prior to and not dependent upon one ' s  job or work conditions . 
Next a set made up of physical j ob characteristics was entered into the 
model . Finally , a set composed of the psychological job factors was 
entered into the equation under the assumption that they might be effects 
resulting from any of the previously entered variables , but were not likely 
to be causes of them. (An age-sex interaction term , an age squared term ,  
and all two-way interactions with the covariates were entered also . None of 
these proved significant , and they were deleted from the final model) . 
Under the concept of protected significance testing , individual variables 
were tested for significance only if the set to which they belonged was 
significantly related to problem drinking after all previously entered 
variables had been controlled for ( that is , the set resulted in a signifi- . 
cant increase in the variance accounted for of the problem drinking 
measure ) . Figure 5-4 illustrates the final model .  

When the variables believed in our hypothesis to be related to problem 
drinking are entered into a regression model in logical order ,  age and sex 
are found to be the primary determinants of problem drinking . 4l  Once they 
have been taken into account , none of the other demographic ·variables 
considered (race , religion , educational level , marital status , or size of 
community) was related to problem drinking . Two j ob-based risk factors 
seem important when considered in conjunction with other j ob factors and 
when all demographics are controlled for .  These two factors are the number . . 
of nights spent away from home42 and perceived occupational obsolescence . 43 -

Final ly ,  among the psychologic�l job factors considered , only how 
well the worker thinks he is performing his j ob was significantly related 
to problem drinking . 44 , 45 

We cannot emphasize strongly enough that we are only making correlational 
analyses in this report . We do not contend that any of the factors identified 
in our hypotheses cause problem drinking or even predispose an individual 
to it.  They are merely re lated to problem drinking . For example , spending 
time away from home may not be a cause of problem drinking , but an effect 

4 1 .  R = . 23 ,  F ( 2 , 32 38)  = 92 . 7 ,  p � . OO l .  

42 . F ( 1 , 32 19 ) = 13 . 75 ,  p c::: . 00 1 .  

43 . F ( 1 , 32l9 )  = 10 . 14 ,  p < . OO1 . 

44 . F ( 1 , 32 18)  = 4 . 61 ,  p <  . 005 

45 .  The final multiple R value is . 2 7 ,  F ( 2 2 , 3 218) = 11 . 37 ,  p � . OOl . 
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of it . Nonetheless , as relationships they are real and , where they exist , 
they offer support for the hypotheses offered by Trice and Roman . More 
importantly , they take into account relationships between the various risk 
factors and identify those that cannot be explained away by relationships 
with and among other variables . 

5 . 3 . 3  Conclusion 

This  chapter has shown that there are many personal and j ob character­
istics related to problem drinking . The majority of what we know about 
problem drinking can be explained by age and sex . Problem drinkers tend to 
be younger and are more likely to be male than other workers . This finding 
parallels findings of national studies ( for example , Cahalan , 197 0 ;  
Johnson e t  al . , 1977 ) . When these factors are controlled , we found that no 
other demographic variable predicts problem drinking . 

Although a number of work characteristics are individually related to 
problem drinking , when considered as a whole , after controlling for demo­
graphic factors , only three factors are important in predicting problem� 
drinking . They are time spent away from home , occupational obsolescence , 
and a worker ' s  personal evaluation of how well he is doing on the job .  

We also know that problem drinkers consume more alcohol in shorter 
periods of time than non-problem drinkers . They are also more likely 
to drink in deviant ways such as binge drinking , heavy intake and 
frequent intoxication than are non-problem drinkers . 

Finally , problem drinkers report higher levels of drinking rule 
violations both by themselves and in their work groups than do non-problem 
drinkers . While this may be due to exaggeration on the part of problem 
drinkers and/or underestimation by non-problem drinkers , the possibility 
exists that problem drinkers gravitate to work groups where deviant 
behavior is more tolerated because other individuals are behaving in a 
similar manner .  
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6 .  CURRENT PROGRAM APPROACHES 

6 . 1  APPROACHES OF FAILROAD EMPLOYEE t\SS ISTANCE PROGRAHS 

In the previous chapters , we described the drinking practices and problems 
of railroad workers and the impact these problems have on railroad companies . 
In this chapter we will examine the employee assistance programs , which were 
established by the railroads to alleviate the adverse effects of employee 
drinking . We will analyze the relative e ffectiveness of alternative stra­
tegies used in programs on various roads by comparing the processes they 
follow and the results they achieve . 

We will describe the programs as a system of relationships . In this 
system, a program will have a context , its historical and current organiza­
tional environment ; inputs ,  that is , what goes into it , such as staff time , 
money , materials , and knowledge ; functions and service s ,  that is , what 
program personnel do , for instance assess problems ; outputs , the case load 
receiving specific servi ces;  the immediate effects or outcomes such as a 
treatment plan ; and the longterm impact such as sobriety, improved he alth , 
or reduced absenteeism. 

Since thi s framework considers all aspects of program operations , it 
lends itself readily to both process and outcome evaluation . Speci fically , 
we will identify and measure the significant inputs , services , and results 
of the programs , analyze internal and external obstacles to .ope rating the 
program, and compare the procedures followed by each program, looking at 
overall effect and impacts .  This chapter is organized into the following 
maj or he adings : 

Context 

Inputs 

Functions and services 

Re sults ( outputs , effects , impact ) . 

6 . 2  CONTEXT OF RAILROAD PROGRAMS 

-Programs come into clearest focus when they are examined against the 
backdrop of several important contextual variables .  The first such variable 
is the program ' s  history , especially its origin s .  A second set of contextual 
variables relate to the program' s  organiz ational and geographical location . 
A third variable involves the roles of labor and management in conceiving 
and running the program. The fourth concerns the attitude s of the work force , 
and labor and management toward the program. The final contextual variable 
is the program ' s  relationship to other departments that have their own 
interest and perspe ctive on the alcohol-related work carried on by the 
program .  

137 



6 . 2 . 1  Origins of Employee Assistance Programs on Railroads 

The programs on the study roads have been in operation as few as three 
and as many as 28 years . Table 6-1 presents the programs in order of 
their longevity and gives the year they got started and the number of years 
they have been operating . 

TADT� 6-1. AGE OF EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Railroad Ye ar Program Started 

Burlington Northern 195 1  

Seaboard Coast Line 1966 

Duluth , Missabe , and Iron Range 1967 

Long Island Railroad 1970 

Illinois Central Gulf 1974 

ConRail 1975 

Southern P�i fic 1976 

Age of Program 

28 years 

13 years 

12 years 

9 years -

5 years 

4 years 

3 years 

Programs began on these roads only after top management , usually the 
company president , acknowledged the seriousness of  drinking problems and 
considered an assistance program to be a useful tool in handling these 
problems . One program was initiated when a recovering alcoholic employee 
persuaded the company president that the problem was widespread and that a 
program ought to be started both for economic and humanitarian reasons . A 
second program was started in large part because management responded to 
repeated requests from labor . Thi s railroad company formally recognized 
the unofficial role a recovering alcoholic employee could play in helping 
others with the same problem and the company engaged him to start a program. -
Economic reasons had little to do with starting this program although they 
are the primary reasons for its continuation . A third program got underway 
as a result of a study conducted by the head of the road ' s  medical department 
who also happened to be the personal physician to the company president . 
The study of thi s  medical department concluded that the railroad was losing 
talented employees through drinking rule violation dismissals . Here too , 
the persuasive e fforts of the top manager were a contributing factor. The 
president of this road was encouraged by the president of a road with a program 
to start an assistance program. A fourth program started as a result of a 
management study . In the fifth case , labor and management had come to a 
growing awareness of the problem, but the precipitating factor was a fatal 
accident caused by an intoxicated employee . The sixth and seventh programs 
got underway because of  gradually increasing concern on the part of management 
and labor that alcohol-related rules alone did not provide the solution 
to this widespread problem. All but one of the roads was at least partially 
motivated by economics to start programs . All the roads maintain the ir 
programs at least in part for economic reasons . 
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The process through which these roads started their programs reveals 
four key factors that contribute to starting an assistance program : the 
decisionmaker , the program promoter ,  the basis for action , and time . 
The decisionmaker was always the company president . A program promote r  
repeatedly provided the decis ionmaker with compelling reasons for starting 
a program. Program promoters included recovered alcoholics , a medical 
officer ,  labor representatives , and managers , and they were usually people 
who for personal or professional reasons had a certain degree of influence 
with the president . The reasons for taking action were usually testimony 
based on personal experience documenting the existence of  the problem and 
advocating programs as a humane and cost-saving mechanism to deal with it . 
Even though they usually lacked solid data on the problem and on program 
performance , program promoters were able to get programs started on the 
seven roads in our study . Finally , on each road it took a good deal of 
time and persistence on the part of the program promoters to get a program 
in place . Programs may have started up more quickly if more convincing 
evidence had been avail able to the promoters . Program promoters did not have 
the kind of informati on in this study on the prevalence and costs of drinking 
problems and on the effectiveness of programs when they tried to get programs 
started on these seven roads . 

6 . 2 . 2  Location of Programs 

The seven study roads now have program offices in 2 7  cities : The Southe rn Pacific 
in Houston , San Antonio , Pas adena , Oakland , San Francisco , and Eugene , Oregon ; 
the Burlington Northern in St.  Paul , Chicago, Lincoln , Nebraska ,  and Seattle ; 
the Duluth , Mi�sabe , and Iron Raqqe in Proctor , Minnesota ; ConRail in New Haven , 
New York City , pittsburgh , Detr01t , Toledo , Indianapolis ,  and Ph11adelphia (2 ) ; 
the Seaboard Coastline in Jacksonville and Waycross ;  the Illinois Central Gulf 
in Olympia Fields and Memphis ;  the Long Island Railroad in Jamaica and Babylon . 
The reason why offices were opened in these cities was mostly a matter of 
convenience in serving the work force . These program offices are usually . 
located where they are because of heavy concentrations of employees , central 
location , and available facilities and resources .  The study roads cover 
70 , 000 mi les o f  track and have a potential problem drinking clientele of 
over 40 , 000 employees .  For example , the Seaboard Coast Line proqram offices 
in Jacksonville , Florida , and Waycross , Georgia have people needing services ' 
in Virginia. The Burlington Northern has four offices in as many states 
serving over 50 , 000 employees in 19 states . Three other study roads also have 
many workers spread out beyond the program ' s  reach . 

Program services are not accessible to many workers in need . That is 
why the program directors and staff at all but one program think the ir 
railroads cannot be adequate ly served without adding more counselors and 
offices .  

Nineteen o f  the 2 7  program offices are located off company property . 
Two roads have a total of eight offices on company property . All but one of 
the rai lroads employ the program staff serving the ir workers . On the 
exceptional road, the program counselor i s  located in a social agency outside 
the road and reports to the safety officer . 

In our general survey workers were asked how likely they would be to 
go for help for a drinking problem to a} an alcohol program £2! run by the ir 
railroad, b) an alcohol program run by their railroad but not on company 
property , and c)  an alcohol program run by their railroad � company property . 
Table 6-2 presents their responses to these question s .  
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TABLE 6-2 . PERCENTAGE OF �'lORKERS WHO WOULD SEEK HELP FOR DRINKING 
PROBLEMS WITH DIFFERENT LOCATIONS AND OPERATIONS 

Not Run Run By Company Run by Company 
By Company Off Property On Property 

Definitely 3 3  3 2  2 3  

Probably 41 35 2 3  

Probably not 18 20 30 

De finitely not 9 14 2 2  

Sixty-seven percent o f  the respondents said the y would IIde fin itely goll 

or IIprobably goll to a program run by the company off company property . 
Only 46 percent said 'they would go to a program run by the company on 
company prope rty . Workers strongly prefer program offices off company 
property . One director , who has offices on company property, believes many 
employees are reluctant to come to the office because they fear they will 
be seen by another employee or someone they know . Worker preferences about 
program location and operation do not necessarily mean that programs run 
by agencies other than railroads or by railroads off company property serve 
the ir clients any better than programs run by railroads on company property . 
The se preferences simply mean that workers are slightly more inclined to 
go to agencies unconnected with the roads than to those run by the roads and 
very much more inclined to go to a program off company property than on 
company property . 

6 . 2 . 3  Organization of Programs 

Four of the programs are located in the personnel department . The 
directors at three of the se programs report to the vice president of 
personnel .  The fourth director in a personnel department formerly reporte'd . 
to the medi'cal director . He now reports to the director of labor relations . 
One o f  these program directors likes being in the personnel department because 
placement there gives the program clout and allows program staff to review 
personnel records . A second likes the latitude his personnel department 
gives him. Thi s director would never want to be located in the medical 
department because he believes employees view that department as the vehicle 
through which the company disqualifies workers . He would prefer to be in the 
company ' s  executive department where his program would gain more credibility 
and not be open to the vagaries of belt-tightening every time money is tight . 
Another director located in the personnel department would prefer to be in 
an operating department because financial support would be more ensured there . 
These four directors also serve as counselors.  Three of them supervise their 
program staffs . The program staff at the fourth program report to the 
regional general managers in each transportation region . One of these 
programs has offices on company property . One has some offices on and some 
offices off company property . The offices of  the other two programs are 
off company property. One of these last two programs has 11 of its offices 
in the homes of its counselors . 
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One program is located in its company ' s  medical department . When this 
program started ,  it was to be placed in the company ' s  personnel department . 
Concern over confidentiaiity led the company to place the program in 
the safety department instead. Eventually , the program was placed in the 
medical department . The director here feels this placement emphasizes the 
fact that alcoholism is a disease . It also makes it easy for the program 
to keep uncooperative clients off the j ob until they make genuine efforts 
at rehabilitating themselve s .  Program offices i n  this railroad are located 
in the counselor' s  home s . 

The employee assistance program on the sixth road is located in the 
company ' s  industrial relations department . Unlike the other program directors 
discussed so far, this director does not work full time on the program, but 
spends only 15 percent of his time on program work . The rest of his hours 
are spent in his other j ob ,  director o f  his road ' s  industrial relation s office . 
The seventh program is located in a social agency outside the railroad 
company . The company pays a counselor there who reports to the road ' s  
director of safety . Table 6-3 presents the organi zational location and re porti � �  
channe l s  o f  t�e employee assistance program. 

There is a general consensus on what is important about the position 
of a program within the railroad company . The ideal location is a position 
in the organization that gives the program latitude , visibility , credibility , 
leverage , a strong position of advocacy , and predictable leve ls of adequate 
and steady funding .  Directors of programs seem to have found these benefits 
in different departments . It appears there is no single "best organiz ational 
position"  for all programs on all roads . Directors agree on what they would 
like to get through their placement in the company ' s  organizational structure . 
Their diverse experiences indicate that the features that they all desire 
can be obtained in different organizational placements on dif ferent roads . 

6 . 2 . 4 Roles of Labor and Manaaement in Program 

Across the roads , a little over 80 pe rcent of exempt workers know that 
their company has a program to help workers with alcohol problems . In general , 
top and middle level managers know about the program. The smalle r and/or 
older the program is , the more likely ib i s  for frontline supervisors to know 
that the program exists and how to use it . However , even on roads where 
programs are well e stablished many frontline supervisors do not know exactly 
what the programs do or how they can use them. Even frontline supervisors on 
small roads or on roads with older programs expressed the need for " re freshe rs " 
on what the program is doing and how they can make bette r use of it . It 
is c lear that more supervisory training is needed to make the most of this 
potentially rich source of re ferrals . On roads where mergers have occurred , 
frontline supervisors on the road where the program first existed tend to 
know more about the program than those whose roads did not have a program until 
after the merger.  

On all the roads , basic policy and procedural guidelines are set by 
management .  Within these boundaries ,  the directors have a fairly free 
hand to handle day-to-day operations . One director does not manage his 
workers directly . Although there may be some advantages to this arrangement , 
the di rector on this ro ad cannot ensure the quality of service delivery pro­
vided by hi s counselors under this  arrangement .  On two roads , managers have 
some say in the way the program is operated through the ir participation 
in j oint management and labor committees . On the other roads , management 
is expected to make referrals and support the program in a general way , fo r 
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TABLE 6-3 . 

Ra ilroad 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

ORGANIZATIONAL LOCAT IONS AND REPORTING CHANNELS OF EAPS 

Organizational Location 

Social Agency Outside Railroad 

Industrial Relations Department 

Personnel Department 

Personnel Department 

Medical Department 

Personnel Department 

Personnel Department 

Offi cer to \'1hom 
EAPs Report 

Director of Safety 

Di rector of Industrial 
Relations 

VP/Per sonne 1 

Labor Relations Officer 

Medical Director 

VP /Per sonnel 

VP /Pe rsonne 1 

instance , promote its use , speak we ll of it , lobby for continued adequate 
=unding . In general , managers tend to be either knowledgeable and committed 
to the program or ignorant and indifferent to it . There is no strong 
opposition to the programs or what they do . For a variety of reasons , 
including concern about confidentiality and a lack of baseline data on 
individual clients ,  programs do not provide management with hard data on the 
degree to which the program effectively operationalizes the company ' s  program 
policies .  Although top leve l  managers intuitively believe the programs 
are providing the company with valuable services , they often feel uneasy about 
basing their evaluative j udgments on impressions and reports from the progr�s 
themselves . 

Almost without exception , general and local chairmen say that their 
brotherhoods are well  di sposed toward the co�anies '  e�ployee assistance 
programs . On two roads , labor representatives are members of j oint manage­
ment-labor advisory committees through which they can have some regular 
voice in the way the program is run . Whereas it is the case with many super­
vi sors that they do not understand their roles with regard to using the program , 
specific roles for local chairmen have not been defined . Consequently , all 
too often local chairmen con fine their program contacts to cases in which 
union members have been confronted on a drinking rule violation . Although 
local chairmen frequently know about a worker ' s  problems long be fore he gets 
in trouble for violating company drinking rules , local chairmen have not been 
taught to assume the role of referral agents before formal disciplinary actions 
are taken . As one local chairman put it : " I  wish that there was more that 
we could do--whatever that might be , I don ' t  know . " Ways of improving client 
referral rates from supervisors and local chairmen will be discussed in 
more detail under case findings in the section of this chapte r devoted to 
program functions and services . 
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6 . 2 . 5  Attitudes Toward Alcoho l Problems and Programs 

As we have seen , railroad workers hold a remarkably enlightened and 
nonpunitive attitude toward people with drinking problems . The maj ority of 
workers would be more likely to report a rule violator if they thouaht he 
would be helped rather than pun ished. Almost al l the management and labor 
interviewees in this study thought that specialized tre atment . could help in 
rehabilitating workers with drinking problems . By contrast , as recently as 
1975 , almost 40 percent of the American adult population thought II there 
really was no cure for alcoholism" in the sense that alcoholism was not a 
treatable condition (DHEW , 1978) . The vast maj ority of workers and of 
management and labor leaders overwhelmingly give at least moral support 
to the programs on all the roads . The only loud and consistent compl aints 
corne from labor , and neither is aimed at employee assistance programs . The 
first comp laint is against the practice of dismiss ing rule vio lators , espe cially 
after just one offense . The second is a complaint again st labor' s exclusion 
from active participation in the program. Workers appear to trust the 
program where labor is active ly involved. 

6 . 2 . 6  Railroad Departments Re lated to Proqram 

Alcohol problems can be health problems . Under some circumstances 
drinking can involve a violation of company rules , disciplines , and grievance . 
Under some circumstances , drinking can thre aten the safety of people and 
property. For these reasons , the medical , labor relations , and safety 
offices on all the roads have a particular interest in the al coho l-re lated 
work of various company ' s employee assistance programs . 

. 

Workers with alcohol problems sometimes have associated physical 
pathologies .  i�orkers with physical ailments  sometime s have drinking habits 
that contribute to the ir physical condition . The staff in the medical 
departments are capable of dealing with the physical manifestations of 
drinking problems and can certify a worker' s physical ability to work . Staff 
at the employee assistance programs have the means of seeing that workers 
with drinking problems are receiving and .responding to treatment for the 
behavioral dimensions of the ir condition . The se circumstances suggest 
the need for reciprocal referrals ,  mutual consultation , and frequent collaborative 
e fforts between the programs and the medica l  departments .  With the possib le 
exception of two roads , the medical departments and programs do not work 
together very c lose ly .  Even on these two roads , the level o f  col laboration 
could be increased. On all of the roads , programs rarely get refe rrals from 
the thousands of consultant physicians paid through the medical departments 
to conduct physical examinations and to treat ailments caused or at least 
accompanied by drinking problems. Some medical staff have not received 
training on anything but the physiological aspects of alcohol-related problems . 

The standard positi on on all the roads is that there is not and should 
not be any relationship between the labor re lations offices and the programs 
when drinking rules have been violated until afte r disciplinary action is 
taken . Company representatives usually argue that drinking rule vi olations 
should be treated like violations of other company rules . Since the con­
sequences of violating a drinking rule may be serious , the penalty for 
such violations should be severe . Some rai lroad spokesmen cons ider the 
disciplining of reported rule violations to be the exclusive domain of 
operating division s .  Labor re lations offices be come involved on ly on appe al . 
According to thi s view , employee assi stance staff should not become involved 
at all until discipline is assessed . Other rai lroad spokesmen contend 
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that even the alcoholi� must be held account able for his job-related drinking 
and its consequences , that the company interests are best se rved by dismissing 
drinking rule violators and that the company should not be in the business 
of rehabi litating dismissed employees . Many company representative s  think 
that changes in company poli cy might e liminate the fear of severe punishment 
necessary to reduce job-related employee drink ing. 

The labor relations office is the railroad ' s  last court of appeal in 
grievance cases .  Thi s  office disciplines workers--even those with drinking 
problems--who are proven to have violated a drinking rule . The employee 
assistance program provides he lp to problem drinkers who have not violated 
or have not been caught and reported for violating company drinking rules 
and to problem drinkers who have violated drinking rule s . The only formal 
connection any labor relations office has with the program exists on one 
railroad where a representative of the l abor relations office serves as 
a member of the program' s advisory committee . Even though programs and 
labor relations offi ces are not formally connected , many worke rs and most 
labor leaders associate these offices in their minds . In their eyes , these 
offices represent the railroad company ' s  two track system for dealing with 
problem drinkers . One track is punitive ; the other , therapeutic . The �rack 
on which a particular employee is placed sometimes is not based on his 
condition but on whether he is among the very few drinking rule -violators 
who are reported and investigated . Since both offices are viewed as agents 
carrying out company policy , what the labor relations office does has some 
bearing on the degree to which workers are willing to trust the company 
and the company program. 

With one exception , the safety offices on the study roads have never 
made any effort to study the possible connection between drinking and 
1nJuries or accidents . Most indicated that it was the' responsibility of the 
operating divisions to determine causes of accidents . The most frequent 
type of collaborative effort between the programs and the safety offices 
is presentations by program staff on alcoholism at safety meetings . 

6 . 2 .7 Summary 

All o f  the programs were started when an individual with access 
influence on a company president , persistently presented sufficient evidence 
from his own experience that drinking problems were se rious on the roads 
and a company program made sense from financial and humanitarian standpoints . 
Data of the kind generated by this proie ct on the extent of the . problem and 
on the e ffectiveness of programs were not available at the ti�e the se 9roqrams 
began . Programs were usually located in places that facilitated access to 
large numbers of employees , but because of the distances , many employees 
in need of program services do not have access to them . 

Workers prefer program offices to be located off of company property . 
Directors like their programs organizationally placed where they can be 
run with vi sibility ,  credibility ,  latitude , and adequate funds . Directors 
on different roads have found these assets present in di fferent organiza­
tional locations . Management generally sets program policy and guideline s 
and al lows directors a free hand in running daily operations . Yet , adequate 
systems are not now in place that would permit programs to be accountable 
for providing adequate evaluative data to demonstrate program effectivenes!: . 
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Many frontline supe rvisors do not unde rstand what the program does 
and how they are sUPPoJed to use it . Local chairmen do not have a speci fied 
role in relations to the program . The vast maj ority of workers and management 
and labor representatives give the ir programs at least moral support . Workers 
trust in the program appears stronger on roads where labor plays a prominent 
rol� in the program. Most workers have en lightened attitude s about providing 
ass�stance to people with drinking problems and are optimistic about prognoses 
for the se problems . Collaborative work on the part of the me 9i cal departments , 
labor relations offices , and safety offices on the one hand , and the employee 
assistance programs on the other , appear to be less than they could be . 

6 . 3  INPUT TO PROGRAMS 

A company program is an interactive me chanism through which workers 
are led to avail themse lve s  of the kind of as sistance that their problems 
require . A numbe r of e lements or inputs go into making thi s interaction 
possible . There is the company policy that sets out the company ' s  approach 
toward workers with alcohol problems , the clients who need service s ,  the 
program personnel who provide them , the money allocated by the railroad 
to cover program costs , program obj e ctive s  that operationalize company 
policy , mate rial s ,  and equipment to facilitate program work , and hea lth 
insurance coverage to pay or at least offset the costs of rece�v�ng recom­
mended health services . In this section we will describe e ach of these 
inputs .  

6 . 3 . 1  Company Po licy on Al cohol P roblems 

All but one of the study roads have a written policy describing the 
company ' s  approach to workers with se rious drinking problems . All of the 
company policy statements view alcoholism as a treatable health problem 
and hold out offe rs of assistance without penalty to workers who have not 
been cited for violat ing company drinking rules . All of the policy state - . 
ments indicate that clients will be protected by complete confidentiality -
and that the comp any ' s  policy doe s not affect any scheduled agreement or 
the normal disciplinary process for drinking rule violations . There is 
not a standard set of items addressed b.Y . .  all company policies nor are all 
the e lements that constitute the po licie s always found in official statement s .  
Some items are contained i n  other program materials such a s  a supe rvisor ' S '  -
handbook, and some policies ( for example , conditions and time for re instate­
ment of dismi ssed drinking rule violators ) are sometimes simply understood 
through practice and not wri : ��n in �IY publ ished p rogram �ate r: al s .  

Each o f  the following items i s  contained in at least one o f  the seven 
companie s '  policy statements : de finition of alcoholism , de signation o f  
alcoholism as a treatable disease , reasons behind the company ' s  intervention 
into these problems , the therapeutic po sture of the company toward rehabi­
litating employees suffering from drinking problems , de scription of program 
clientele ( for example , inclusion of worker ' s  family) , limitations of company 
involvement and speci fication of legitimate intervention in ce rtain kinds of 
alcohol-re lated problems , procedures through which workers with drinking 
problems are to be re fe rred to the company program, responsibility of 
supervisors and managers to re fer workers to the programs , basis for super­
visory intervention and refe rral , description of the services provided by 
the company program , description of the prefe rred mode of assist ance ( for example , 
physical and psychological exam ,  hospitalization , participation in follow-
up through Alcoho lics Anonymous , fami ly therapy , off-property contact) , role 
and description of commun ity resources used by the program, description 
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of rehabilitative goa�s , c onstitution o f  management or l�or-management 
steering committee and labor-man agemeRt advisory committee , confidentiality 
assurance s ,  responsibility of program staff , utilization of voluntee rs , 
program involvement with workers disciplined fo r vio lating drinking rules , 
minimum time and conditions for reinstatement after dismissal for vio lating 
drinking rules . 

The N at ional Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) and 
the Nation al Coun ci l  on Alcoholism (NCA) have issued separate guide lines 
on e ssential features in company alcohol pro�ams that should be re fle cted 
in company policy statements . Although these two sets of guide l ines di ffer 
in some respects as to how some of the e lements ought to be addre ssed , 
they are largely in accord on what these e lements are . Both also agree that 
these e lements should be explicit , written out , and widely disseminated.  
The maj or elements are : 

1) Company understanding of the nature o f  alcoholis� (both : a dise ase or 
health problem) 

2 )  Basis for company intervention (both : alcohol problems worsen j ob 
performance as we ll as hea lth ; contro l benefits company) 

3) Company posture toward alcoholic (both : rehabi litative rather than 
punitive )  

4 )  Procedures for case finding an d  re ferral 

a} Basis of identifying workers in need ( al cohol-re lated symptoms--NCA ; 
deterioration in j ob pe rformance--NI�AA) 

b) Hethod of intervention ( confrontation ove r drinking behavior--NCA ; 
confrontation ove r work performance--NIAAA) 

c) Responsibi lity for case finding (both : primarily managers and supe rvisors 
together with labor representative s )  

d} Consequences o f  continued undesirable behavior (both : discip line in cluding 
firing) 

5 )  Compe tent personne l within or outside company to assess worker problems 
and to channel workers to the correct kind o f  speci alized he lp 

6}  Acce ss to high quality treatment programs 

7) Training of supe rvisors and labor repre sen tative s to carry out role 

8) Role of labor 

9) Education of work force 

10) Effe ctive record keeping that ensures confident iality and adequate 
evaluation 

11)  Thi rd-party payment pa ckage . 
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The itemized li st� of policy items from NCA a�d NlAAA together wi�h 
the policies of rai lroad companie s provide a basi s  from which a tentative 
list o f  sugge sted policy elements can be drawn . We wi ll suggest that di fferent 
companie s develop a uni form format for thei r  policy statements . Program 
directors may want j ointly to delineate required items and recast their 
statements to incorporate the i r  road ' s  approach to e ach of the items . As 
we proceed through the rest of thi s  chapter , we will give our . recommended 
approaches to these elements and reasons for pre ferring one approach to 
anothe r .  

6 . 3 . 2  Company Policy on Program Focus and Type 

A program ' s  focus is identi fied by examining the kinds of problems 
the program deals with ( for example , alcohol only , alcohol and other 
drugs only , and other personal problems adversely affecting j ob performance ) �d the kinds of service s it provides ( for example , assessment re fe rral , 
d1agnostic re fe rral , outpatient diagnostic treatment . See Figure 6-1 for 
de finitions of the se services ) .  A close look at what programs are actually 
doing is more reveal ing than accepting the self-designations of programs . 
Tab le 6-4 p resents the self-designation of each program and estimates given 
by directors o f  the percentage of alcohol clients with other drug problems , 
the percentage o f  clients having problems exclusively with drugs othe r 
than alcohol , the percentage of employees with other personal problems 
beside s  alcohol and other drugs , and the correct designation of the program 
based on what it does . 

The table makes it clear that however programs think of themse lves , 
upwards of 70 percent of their clients have drinking p roblems . From 3 
to 30 percent of these clients with drinking problems also have problems 
with other drugs . Even the p rogram that considers itself an alcohol-only 
program serves p roblem drinkers who have other drug p roblems or take 
alcohol i n  combination with other drugs . To some degree , al l of the programs 
deal with the personal alcohol-related problems of their clients . These facts 
have important rami fications for staff competency . Be cause even the counse lor 
in a so-cal led alcohol-only program must- deal with polydrug use and other 
associated personal problems , he must have t raining in at le ast as se ssing . _ 

drug and other personal problems . 

Ra ilroads B ,  D ,  and F are both broadbrunh progra�s in the sence th at they 
provide service s to any employees with personal problems af fe cting the ir 
j obs whether or not these problems are assoc iated with alcohol or other 
drugs . Railroads E and G appear to have evolved beyond alcohol- and drug­
only programs even though thei r  policy s tatements still characterize them 
as an alcohol and other drug program or chemical dependency program. 
Program A is an alcohol and drug program even though it once was almo st 
complete ly an alcohol-only program and even though some of its staff thinks 
it is broadbrush because it deals with the alcohol- and drug-related 
person al prob lems of its clients . Program C is an alcohol-only program in 
the sense that it de al s only with problem drinke rs , some of whom mav also 
have as sociated drug and oersonal problems . Unlike the programs on other 
roads , this program does not provide a me chanism through which drug and 
personal problems affecting work can be handled by the company. As we shall 
see later ,  howeve r ,  we are not necess arily recommending thi s progr am ' s 
services be expanded to handle nonproblem drinkers with othe r drug problems . 
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TABLE 6-4 . DES IGNATION BY DIRECTORS OF PROGRAM TYPES AND SERVICES 

Per sonal 
Problems 

Alcohol and Othe r Other Than 
Se lf- Alcohol Other Drugs Drugs or Correct 

Railroad Designation Only Drugs Only Al cohol Designation 

A Alcohol and 90 0 10 0 Chemi cal 
othe r drugs Dependency 

B Broadbrush 91-94 3-4 4-6 1-5 Broadbrush 

C Alcohol J 100 15 0 0 Alcohol Only 
only 

D Broadbrush 70 10 15 15 B roadbrush 

E Alcohol and 70 30 10 20 Broadbrush 
other drugs 

F Broadbrush 90 30 10 0 Broadbrush 
-

G Broadbrush 85 0 9 6 Broadbrush 

Our review of the literature and previous studies of fec.era11y-funded 
occupational p rograms showed that programs can be characterized by type 
according to the sets of services/functions which they conduct .  There are 
basi cally three service delivery types in non fede rally-funded occupational 
progr ams . Figure 6-1 presents these three type s .  
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Type A - Assessment-Referral Mode l 

Distinctive Services 

Generic Functions 

Type B - Diagnostic-Re fe rral Model 

Distinctive Services 

Generic Functions 

Type C - Diagnostic-Treatment Model 

Distinctive Services 

Generic Functions 

FIGURE 6-1 . TYPES OF SERVICE DELIVERY 
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Assessment and General Referral 

Consultation 
Primary Prevention 
Program Promotion/In formation 
Case finding/Motivation 
Followup 
Management 
Evaluation 

Diagnosis 

and 

General Referral 

Consultation 
Primary Prevention 
Program Promotion/Information 
Case finding/Motivation 
Followup 
Management 
Evaluation 

Diagnosis 
and 

Inpatient Treatment 

and/or 

Outpatient Treatment 
Selective Re ferral 
Aftercare 

Consultation 
Primary Prevention 
Program Promotion/In formation 
Casefinding/Motivation 
Followup 
Management 
Evaluation 
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Figure 6-2 gives the definitions of each service and function for 
each program type . 

Program Promotion/Information --Disseminate information aimed at increas ing 
the awareness and receptivity of the workforce to program services and at 
stimulating the use of services by employees and families of employees who 
need them . 

Case F inding and Motivation--Develop a systematic process ( 1 )  to identify 
persons in the workforce in need of assistance for personal problems affect­
ing work performance and ( 2 )  to get the employee or family member with 

} 
I 

problems to seek help . I 
Assessment-- Make j udgments about the existence of potential person al problems 

') in order to �ake decisions about appropriate re fe rral for in-depth diagnos is . I 
Diagnosis--Determine the specific nature of an individual ' s  problem to de - - I  termine whether and what kind of treatment is required . ! 
General Referral --Direct client to an outside agency for treatment or diag- I 
nosis based upon initial internal assessment or diagnosis . : 

Selective Referral--Based upon formal diagnosis send �lient to treatment 
facility for spec ial ized care . 

Treatment--Apply medical , psychological and/or social processes in accordance 
with plan to improve the functioning of a person whose problem ( s )  have been 
diagnosed . 

Follow-Up or Client Monitoring--Ascertain and record how well re ferred cl ients 
are maintaining or increas ing gains made in treatment at another service agency 
following re ferral and furnish other service options should improvement not occur . -
Aftercare--Provide additional counseling and/or client contact when necessary 

t 
I 1 

. -� 
I to maintain improved function ing once intensive treatment/ass istance has been 

provided . r 
Management ( Internal ) --Administer and direct program resource s to achieve 
program obj ectives . 

Evaluation--Methodically j udge the program ' s  e ffec tivenes s and e fficiency on 
an on-going bas is . 

Primary Prevention--Forestall the occurrence of drinking-re late� e'.rents , prac­
tices , and pattern s  whi ch adversely affect the j ob performance , social fun ction­
ing and the phys ical and emotional health of employees . 

Supervisory Training--Train first l ine supervisors in the recognition of poor 
j ob performance which may be the result of personal problems , including 
problem drinking , and make them aware of the service available through the 
employee assistance program and how they can motivate the ir supervisors to 
go to the program for help . 

Management/Labor orientations - -Conduct short training sessions for manage­
ment and labor officials to make them aware of and seek their support for 
employee assistance program activities . 
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Table 6-5 designates the typology of each studied Employee Ass istance 
Program according to �he problems on which it focuses , the service/ 
functions it usually provides and the services and functions it occasionally 
conducts by way of exception. 

TABLE 6-5 . PROGRAM CLASSIFICATIONS 

Predominant Occasional Service 
Service Delivery Delivery 

Railroad Focus Pattern Pattern 

A Chemical Dependency Assessment Referral Diagnostic 

B Broadbrush Assessment Referral None 

C Alcohol Only Assessment Referral None 

D Broadbrush Assessment Re ferral Diagnostic 
-

E :aroadbrush Diagnostic Referral None 

F Broadbrush Assessment Referral None 

G Broadbrush Assessment Referral · �iagnostic 

Three of -the programs clearly fo llow the assessment referral model . 
Three others are usually assessment referral types but counselors on 
these programs sometimes diagnose and treat . The last program usually 
functions as a diagnostic referral program but its counselors also some­
time s  diagnose and counsel clients over extended periods . 

One kind of  program focus is not necessarily better than another 
for all roads . Decisions about the focus of existing programs have more 
to do with the service needs of the work force and the competencies of 
program staff than on the demonstrated superiority of one type over 
another. It is conceivable , for example , that a particular work force 
may not have a serious drug problem ( though none of the program directors 
in our study thought his road was a case in point) . In such a case , 
drug services might not be required . It is also possible for a given 
program to be staffed by personnel whose competence , experience , and 
orientation make it the best available mechanism for dealing with 
alcohol problems and an unsatisfactory mechanism through which to deal 
with other problems . A company then might consider other alternatives 
besides making an alcohol only program of this quality into a chemical 
dependency or broadbrush program. Once we have examined staff experience 
and training , program outcomes ,  and railroad alcohol-related service 
needs vis-a-vis staff counselor caseloads , we will provide reasons 
why we think assessment referral is the preferable service delivery 
pattern for railroad programs . 
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6 . 3 . 3  Company Policy on Role of Supervisor 

On all of the railroads , the supervisor ' s  role is to refer cl ients 
in need of service to the Employee Assistance Program and to report all 
violations of company drinking rules . On three of the roads , supervisors 
are told to look for changes in work performance that are unexplainable 
and irremediable ( for example , persistent absenteeism, ineffectiveness , 
or sloppiness on the j ob)  as indicators . The employee may need program 
services . On the se roads , supervisors are instructed to define work 
clearly , monitor it carefully ,  regularly document lapses , and refer 
employees whose work continues to be inadequate to the Employee Assistance 
Program without j udging the underlying reasons for lapses . On the other 
four roads , supervi�ors are told to look for drinking-related signs 
such as bloodshot eyes , flushed face , odor of alcohol on breath , and 
work-related s igns such as disregarding work , or marking errors , as 
indicators that the employee may need the program' s  services . 

On all the roads , supervisors are obliged to report employees who 
are in violation of company drinking rules . Signs of  rule violations 
besides clear possession and use are all s igns of the effects of consuming 
alcohol . Referrals to the programs and citations for rule violations are 
two distinct responsibilities . The signs that should be looked for in 
each case depend on whether the supervisor observes unexplainably poor 
work performance or a drinking rule violation . Poor work and rule 
violations both require action . Poor work involves the supervisor as the 
person finally accountable for performance . Drinking violations involve 
him as the person responsible for ensuring the enforcement of company 
rules . As we have explained , both problems should result in a referral 
to the program. In the section on case-finding , we will describe the 
kind of behavior that is the correct indicator of each kind of problem 
and how the supervisor should proceed in each instance . 

6 . 3 . 4  Re lationship of Drinking Rule En fo rcement and PrQgrarn 

On al l but two roads , company practi c� is to let the disciplinary process 
run its course wi thout any program inte rvention . On one road , company policy 
al lows rule violators to hold the ir j ob if they have a se rious drinking probiern 
and are" taking positive steps to deal \·tith it.  In Se ction 3 ,  we explained our 
reasons for pre ferring thi s latter course . 

As we have seen there , under present disciplinary procedures , most 
drinkin g  rule violations are not reported and only a tiny fracti on of violations 
result in dismissal. Current procedures do not en sure effective en forcement . 
They leave the vast maj ority of rule violators untouched . On Rai lroad 0 ,  
individuals who undergo counse ling for a drinking problem are pe rmitted to 
maintain their employment status with the company even if they are withheld 
temporarily from service because they cannot do the ir j ob safe ly or efficiently 
( p .  4 5 ) .  This new policy has not yet resulted in the adverse con sequences 
feared inevitable by officers on othe r railroads . The percentaqe of workers 
on Railroad D who drank on duty was le ss than the percentaae of wo rkers who 
did so on at least four other railroads last ye ar (P.  3 8  ) * . 

* 
Apolv confidence leve ls in Appendix A to the we ighted averages for Railroads 
A ,  S ,  0 ,  F ,  anc G in Table 3-13 on page Apply the appropriate confidence 
levels from thi s appendix to corroborate signi ficant differences in thp. com-

parisons made in the rest of thi s  paragraph. 
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The percentage o f  operating personne l who drank whi le on duty on Railroad 0 

was less than the percentage of operating personne l who did so on five of 
the other six railroads (P.  38) .  On-the-job intoxication rates on Railroad 0 

were about the same as they were on most of the other rai lroads ( p .  3 9 ) .  
Drinking rule violators averaged fewer daily violations on Railroad 0 than 
rule vio lators on othe r roads (p.  42) . About the same percentage of workers 
on Railroad 0 thought that drinking rules deterred on-the-j ob drinking as did 
on the other railroads (p.  5 4 ) .  Railroad 0 had the highe st percentage of 
reported and charged drinking rule violators (2 . 42 ) . The problem drinking 
rate was about the same as that on all the other railroads except Railroad C 
(p . 42 ) .  In addition , as we shall see later , Rai lroad O ' s  employee assistance 

program had the highest annual penetration rate o f  any studied program and had 
more than twice the percentage of referrals originating from drinking rule 
violat ions as other programs had . 

On all the roads , program counselors sometimes recommend whether or 
not a worker is ready to go back to work . On two railroads , it is virtually 
impossible for a dismissed rule violator to return to work without the 

. 

counse lor ' s  recommendation . This latter policy provides an effective way 
to ensure that an unrehabilitated problem-drinker does not return to the 
work force . 

6 . 3 . 5  Procedures to Protect Confidentiality 

On all the roads , programs at least informallY guarantee that they wi ll 
not divulge that an employee is a client unless he has been . c ited for 
violating company drinking rules in which case management and others 
already know. They always promise not to divulge what clients say .  On most 
roads , program staff info� clients that they wi ll te ll the company managers 
whether or not a given employee is , in thei r estimation , ready to re turn to 
work. 

Programs take special pains to reassure clients that their confidences 
will be kept , and program s taff generally emphasize the importance of 
developing personal credibility and trust with clients . The five programs 
that have all their offices o ff company property do so largely to protect 
client anonymity , and their staff at these offices keep client files 
at home . Other program staff mentioned keeping client files inaccessible 
or under lock and key . At least one program assigns each client a case 
number and marks all client records with this number rather than with 
the client ' s  name . Several programs periodically destroy client records . 
Interviewees :".ndicated , however, that worker trust among contract workers 
at least is related more to the degree to which the program is viewed as 
an exclusively management operation than it is to specific confLdentLalLty 
procedures .  When we deal with the evaluation function of programs , we 
will explain the precaution we consider important in maintaining confi­
dentiality . 

6 . 3 . 6  Parts of Policy Adhered to 

Program directors indicate that company policies require additional 
emphasis and implementation . Program directors report that supervisors 
often do not carry out their responsibility to refer employees to the 
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program. Some do not know how. Some find it personally difficult to 
make a referral either - because they do not like to approach an employee 
on the subject, especially when they have known him or worked with him 
for several years , or they fee l  they have failed as supervisors if  they 
must resort to referring the employee to the program . Twelve percent 
of the supervisors have drinking problems themselves . 

As has been pointed out before in this report , the most important 
policy statement that needs more adequate implementation is the one that 
says alcoholism is a disease and alcoholics will be treated in the same 
way that workers with other illnesses are treated . In practice , some 
are not . Some have gotten fired when their problem manifested itself 
on the j ob .  There are other indications that more work has to be done 
to ma�e this policy a reality . The principal problem here is an attitu­
dinal one . Like many in our society , railroad personnel tend to deny 
the very existence of alcohol problems in a way they would never do �n 
the case of other illnesses . Cover-up is widespread among employees .  
Medical departments seldom document the connection of dr�nk1ng w�th 
physical illnesses . Contract physicians seldom refer workers to the 
company programs . Safety offices seldom get reports from operating 
departments about the connection of accidents and drinking . As a matte; 
of fact , if one were to rely exclusively on company records for indi ­
cations o f  drinking problems , one would have to conclude that alcohol 
presents the companies with minor difficulties at most . 

6 . 4  PROFILE OF PROGRAM CLIENTS 

Program directors and staff were asked to cull their records to give 
the following information about their clients : Percentages of railroad 
employees and family members ; percentages of males and females ; the 
average age of clients I the average length of service for employee clients : 
the percentages of employees in management ,  operating , and non-operating 
positions . Four of the programs did not provide data on average length of 
service . 

Three roads had data on the average length of  service of their 
client s .  Length of service ranged from 14 to 21 years . Clients on 
these roads then were in the prime of their working years and had over 
10 years of experience on the railroads . These findings agree with 
the results of other studies by four Employee Assistance Programs in the 
last 5 years and confirms the view of many interviewees that many 
problem drinkers are experienced railroad workers . 

Among the study railroads , uhere are five programs that deal with 
clients having any kind of personnel problem adversely affecting work 
(broadbrush program) , one program that handles clients with alcohol 
and/or drug problems adversely affecting their work ( chemical dependency 
programs) and one program that serves clients who have alcohol problems-­
even if accompanied by an additional drug problem but never with a 
drug problem alone--that adversely affects performance (alcohol-only 
program) . None of the programs have a program component aimed at 
drinking rule '.rio lators '-'Tho are not probl em dr inkers . 

15 4 

! i 
I I 
I \ \ I I I - I  
I 
I 

! 
. _:..j 



6 . 4 . 1  criteria for Accepting Clients 

All the programs provide se rvices to employees and members of the ir 
families . On five of the roads , counse lors offer service s to any 
employee with a personal problem affecting his work and to any fami ly member 
who comes to get assistance for any kind of persona l proble� . On one road , 
counselor s  offer services to workers and thei r  family mernbe r� only i f  they 
have a drinking problem. On the final road , although comp any policy calls 
for the re fe rral of workers with any personal problems affe ct ing the ir work , 
some counselors provide se rvices to alcoholic clients on ly, and others to those 
suffe ring from chemical dependency . Still others offer assistance to workers 
and family members seeking assistance for any kind of problem. 

One surpri sing finding is that almost all counse lors offer servi ces 
to virtual ly every client whose s ituation involves drinking in one way 
or other .  One possible exp lanation is that employees referred to the program 
are clearly in need of services because the i r  drinking problems have progres sed 
to a serious and easily observable stage . In Se ction 3 ,  we s aw that super­
vi sors are reluctant to do anything about problem drinkers and usual ly make 
re ferral s only after drinking problems are serious enough to cause maj or 
disruption s . The supervisory pattern of late r re ferral is common among 
other source s of referral as we l l .  Anothe r reason wh� most clients are 
offered services is that asses sments or cl ient evaluations are sometime s 
not very discriminating . As we wi ll se e ,  in formation provided on assessment 
techniques in the next section corroborates this explanation . I f  the se two 
reasons expl ain the almost universal practice of offering service s to all 
assessed clients , then some clients are bein� seen only after the ir conditions 
have become chronic and some clients may be occasionally channelled into 
tre atment who do not need i t .  Prescribing treatment to clients who do 
not need it is espe ci al ly mistaken and costly when recommended tre atment is 
hospitalization or in-house care and the treatment goal is  sob riety . 

According to program directors and staff , between 75 to 90 percent 
of clients offered services accept them when first offered . Those who 
refuse help either do not feel they need it , think they can handle their 
problem themselves , or deny that a real problem exists . Program personnel 
say that most of those who initial ly refuse help eventually return to 
accept i t .  As we shall see , a very high percentage of those accepting 
treatment see it through to comple tion . 

6 . 4 . 2  Program Directors 

All but one of the program directors work full time at the Employee 
Ass istan ce Program and counsel clients as part of their jobs . Except 
for one program director who has no staff and another who works near his 
only other s taff member,  program directors supervise their counselors 
from a distance . Most have at least weekly telephone conversations . One 
director gets weekly reports as well as monthly status reports . One 
director makes most contacts by phone and limits reports to the 
submission o f  a short form for all referrals to and from the program . 
None of the �ograms has a mechanism through which staff members and 
directors can negotiate specific tasks and expectations to be carried 
out and evaluated on a periodic bas is . Yet , this kind of process might 
help alleviate the difficulties of supervising people who are geographically 
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dispersed as long as it is not excess ively time-consuming and does not 
entail a great deal of writing . When they are not counseling clients , 
program directors typically spend their time in administrative and 
liaison work ; orientation and educational work among managers , labor 
o fficial s , and workers ; attending AA meetings ; vi siting hospitals and 
community groups : identifying , negotiating for , and evaluating community 
services ; traveling ; and attending meetings . A few have helped other 
railroads and businesses start programs . At least one director would 
like to confine his work to program administration and promotion . Few 
of the directors appear to have ranked their activities to correspond 
with program obj e ctives , assumed those mos t  appropriate to their role , 
sys tematically delegated other responsibilities to staff or trained 
volunteers , and reduced or eliminated tasks not directly related to 
operating their programs . 

6 . 4 . 3  Program Staff 

The programs studied emp loy a total o f  3 3  counse lors--roughly one 
coun se lor for every 7 , 000 employees or one for every 1 , 000 problem 
drinkers as the te rm is de fined by program directors .  Table 6-6 
shows the ratio o f  employees and problem dr inke rs to counse lors on each of : 
the roads . 

TABLE 6-6 . RATIO OF EMPLOYEES AND PROBLEM DRINKERS TO COUNSELORS 

Number of 
Emp loyees Per 

Railroad single Counse lor 

A 4 , 700 : 1  

B 11 , 700 : 1  

C 9 , 600 : 1  

D 1 , 400 : 1  

E 6 , 700 : 1  

F 3 , 300 : 1  

G 6 , 800 : 1  

. _ .  

Number o f  Problem 
Drinkers Per 

Single Counselor 

1 , 3 00 : 1  

1 , 700 : 1  

483 : 1  

2 38 : 1  

950 : 1  

600 : 1  

1 , 100 : 1  

During a recent one-ye ar period , coun se lors served an average of about 
50 new cl ient s .  I f  programs set out to se rve 10 percent of the problem 
drinkers ( this 10 percent figure is hypothe sized to be a feasible goal that 
would represent a significant impact on company-related problems ) counselors 
who say they are alre ady over-extended would have to serve an average of 
85 new cl ients a year instead of S O .  I f  one assumed th at coun se lors are 
for the most part working at full capacity ,  serving 10 percent of the 
popu lation at need on each road at a rate o f  50 new clients per counse lor 
would mean the need for the fol lowing number of new counselors on e ach road 
based on cl ient load only as indicated in Table 6-7 .  (Geographi c  dispersion 
and trave l time would incre ase these figure s . ) 
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TABLE 6-7 . ES_TI!-1ATED NEED FOR NElv COUNSELORS 

Railroad New Counselors Needed 1 
A 8 

I 

B 20 

C 1 

D 0 

E 3 

F 1 

G 7 
----

Total 40 

Given the number of staff currently employed in company programs , 
new cases amounting to about 4 percent of the population at need , or 
about 1 , 500 clients , were handled by staff at existing programs i n  
1978 . This number represents a h igher number of workers than the number 
handled through discipline . As we shall see , this number of those going 
to programs also represents a high rate of employees whose problem was 
ameliorated. Staff s ize across roads would have to more than double 
from 3 3  to about 75 for existing programs to be able to reach 10 percent 
of the problem drinkers in a given ye ar ." - "Though 10 percent , of course , 
is an arbitrari ly s elected f igure , i t  can serve as a beginning point 
for railroads trying to decide what portion of the problem drinkers 
must be reached by the program to justify company expenditures for the 
program . However , in setting staff size ( and for that matte r ,  program 
obj e ctives and budgets ) the target percentage of the population at risk 
for a given year can be defined according to this formula :  

Total Work Force x 
Percent in Need 

of Services 
Percent to be Number Targeted 

x Served in = For Services in 
Given Year Given Year 

The product derived above can then be divided by the nutT'ber of 
clients whi ch counselors on individual roads estimate they can handle 
in a given year ( las t year the average across roads was 50)  to estimate 
the number of counselors necessary to do the j ob .  This final number 
can then be modified in l ight of other factors such as distances and 
other counselor responsibil ities and can be compared to the amount of 
money the company is prepared to provide to the program . 
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Across the roads , counselors have been counseling people with 
drinking problems for an average of s ix years . All but five have had 
some specialized education in alcohol studies , mos t  commonly they had 
participated in schools in alcohol studies . These so-called " summer 
schools " usual ly run for a week . These s chools o ften provide an excellent 
orientation and overview of alcohol studies but seldom provide intense 
training in service skills such as counseling . Others have studied at 
treatment centers like Hazelden . Twelve o f  the thirty-three counselors 
have more than a high school degree � five have bachelor degrees , five 
have masters degrees , and one has a doctorate . One counselor comple ted 
one year of college and the rest graduated from high school . All of 
the counselors are white as are 92 percent of the workers they serve . 
Six counselors are women , four on the road with the highest percentage 
of women in the work force ( 17 percent ) and two on a road with the second 
highest percentage of women ( 8  percent) . In addition to couns eling , 
staff carry out many o f  the same activities carried out by directors 
such as training of supervisors ; reporting and writing ; program promotion : 
phone contacts with clients , family members , and treatment facilities ; 
attending AA meetings ; talking to community group s , and so forth . 

Two directors thought that an ideal staff would be comprised o f  
pro fessionals with whom they say managers are comfortable and parapro­
fessionals from the railroad ranks , with whom contract personnel are 
comfortable . 

6 . 4 . 4 Program Budgets 

The s even railroad companies spent $996 , 000 for their employee assist ance 
programs last year . That comes out to about an ave rage o f  $ 4  per employee , 
$ 28 ner �roblem C!rinke r ,  as de fined by program di rectors , and S600 per new . .  
a lcohol-re l ated client in the last year. Table 6-8 shows the do ll ars indivi­
dual companies spent per emp loyee ,  pe r problem drinker ,  anc. per ne\>/ a lcohol­
re lated client Served in the l ast year . * 

* 
Pe r c lient c osts would be lower for a chemical dependency program ( for 
examp le , Railroad A) and for broadbrush programs ( for examp le , Rai lroads 
B ,  0 ,  E ,  F ,  G) if othe r than alcohol-re l ated clients were included in the 
ca lculations . Rai lroad E ' s  pe r c lient cost for al l new clients , for 
example , would be $ 508 . 28 .  In n o  case would any program ' s  pe r c lient cost 
for al l kinds of clients be more than 25 percent le ss than the cost pe r new 
a lcohol-rel ated client . 
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TABLE 6-8.  DOLLARS SPENT ON EJ,\1PLOYEE ASS ISTANCE PROGRAHS PER 
E"'PLOY� , PRO�LDI DRI::!�R, AND NE�': ALCOHOL-RELATED CLIENT 

Railroad 

A 

B 

C 

o 

E 

F 

G 

$ Per 
Employee 

$ 4 . 29 

2 . 65 

3 . 15 

19 . 2 3  

6 . 06 

3 . 9 7 

6 . 08 

$ Per 
Problem Drinker 

$ 21 . 46 

1 7 . 7 3 

6 3 . 15 

112 . 50 

32 . 41 

49 . 87 

38 . 0 2  

1 $  Per New Al cohoi-
� 

jRelated Client 

$616 .- 4 3  

325 . 94 

6 35 . 41 

77 1 . 4 2  

i02 . 2 9 

2 , 608 . 69 

1 , 488 . 09 

One would think that the more money a company put in per employee 
and per problem drinke r ,  the more clients it would be able to accommodate 
with its service dollar . Table 6 -8 above shows that this is not necessarily 
true . Railroad B ,  for example , pays less per employee and per problem 
drinker than any other road and yet was able to provide services at a 
lower cost per new client than any other road . Road F ,  by contrast ,  
spent the second highest among per employee and per problem drinker , yet 
ended up serving one new client for the cost Railroad B could serve 
eight . These and similar patterns on this table may have several 
explanations . For instance , staff on programs with higher 
dollar costs per new client may be : spending more time on 
program- related activities such as follow-up which could require 
trave l to great distances or on outs ide activities ; providing time­
consuming treatment s ervices and not j ust ass essment referral services ; 
or performing less efficiently than other programs in using program 
funds and in generating referrals . Also , a program may be located in a 
conspicuous on-property office that deters client access . 

There is some evidence that points to several factors as at least 
a parti al explanation for the s ituation . Some counselors spend a great 
deal of time in follow-up sometimes on clients who have been sober for 
years and have relatively less time for face-to-fac·:: contacts with 
clients . Other program s taff are s imply not getting out sufficiently 
among the work force to generate full- capacity workloads for their . 
programs . Counse lors on some programs o ffer extended treatment serv1ces-­
sometimes against the expressed guidelines of their directors . Some 
programs have lower labor costs and use volunteers . And at least one 
program suffers from its poor location on company property . 
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6 . 4 . 5  Budget and Admin istration 

Budgets are generally prepared by the department in which the Employee 
Ass istance Program is located with input from the director and final 
approval of the ch ie f o fficer in the departments or in some instances 
a higher official--the chairman of the bo ard or special assistant to 
the presiden t .  Directors can u�e funds as they see fit in operating the 
progr am .  All but one director were pleased with current fund�ng levels 
but added they could use additional funds for more staff . One director 
thought he needed larger and more inviting o ffice space o f f  of company 
property . Prospects for future funding appear promising on all roads 
except one where the business outlook is relatively poor . All but one 
director were s atis fied with the facilities , materials , and equipment 
at the program ' s  disposal . On all roads , services are planned on the 
basis o f  available funds . Not a s ingle company allocates funds on the 
basis of service needs . 

6 . 4 . 6  Program Obj ectives 

Tnree programs have measurable ofjective statements against which to assess program performance .  These statements address penetration of the popu�ation 
in need and other tasks required to reach more client� and del iver better 
services . Not a single program set obj ectives for rehabilitation . Two 
programs have broad written goal statements that are not directly 
related to program outcomes and cannot provide criteria and standards 
against which program performance can be gauged . Two pro9rams do not 
have a set of written ob j e ctives . Although it is perfectly possible 
for a program to be run with admirable effectiveness and efficiency without 
result-oriented , measurable , and time-framed s tatements of intended 
outcome s , we assume that programs can be managed more purposively and 
success can be more satis factorily demonstrated when programs have them . 
Programs with written statements could improve both the substance and 
form o f  the outcome statements . Programs without obj ective s  could 
use help in formulating and then monitoring them . Only two programs 
engage directors and staff in formulating program obj ectives . I t  is 
assumed here that joint formulation leads to gre ater commitment of staff 
and that collaboration is superior to formulation by the director alone . 

6 . 4 . 7  Health Insurance Coverage 

A final program input is he alth in�urance coverage for 
alcohol-related illnesses . Al l of th e  companies have coverage for 
alcohol-related illness consistent with national agreemen t  policies . 
Regardless of the carrier ,  these provis ions cover hospital care ( and 

. - .  

sometimes in-patient care outside of a hospital ) with a lifetime maximum I 
bene fit of $ 3 , 000 . Out-patient care is often not covered .  A recent study found I 
in-patient costs to be $ 1 34 a day and an out-pa tient vis it to cost $ 20 ( DHEW , 1978 ) .\ 
Lifetime benefits are a little higher in at least one new package now I 
being prepared by an insurance carrier that covers railroad workers . It does not I appear that out-patient services of any kind will also be covered . 
Insurance coverage restricted to in-patient care almos t forces counselors I to recommend such care . Some workers unable or unwilling to enter in-
patient care and unable to afford out-patient services probably rece ive I 

no treatment at all because of this restriction . 
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6 . 5  SERVICE AND FUNCTION OF PROGRAMS 

In the previous section , we explained the foci and services/functions 
that con stitute the program orientation of the seven studied compan ies .  
These orientations  represent the different approache s which companies take 
in combating the undesirable effects of employee drinking . In this section , 
we will  de scribe how the study programs implement key function � . 

6 . 5 . 1  P rogram P romotion/Information 

Our survey sample was asked how they first heard about the company ' s  
employee assistance program: from a friend , a boss , a company letter , union 
letter , company bulletin board , union bulletin board , this study , or in 
some other way. 

Table 6-9 presents the percentage of aware employees by occupational 
category who first found out about the program through each of  these sources .  

TABLE 6-9 . PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYEES BY JOB CATEGORY WHO FIRST HEARD OF 
EMPLOYEE ASSI STANCE PROGRAM THROUGH VARIOUS SOURCES 

Source Exempt Ops Monops I Overall i 

I Company Organization/ 
Agents' 

Boss 14 6 8 9 
Letter 56 3 3  3 3  40 
Bulletin Board 4 9 10 8 

l union Organization 

j 
I Letter 

3ulletin Board 
Chairman 

Friend 

This Research 

Other Sources 

1 
N/A 

1 1  

1 

13 

- . 

10 4 5 
1 1 1 

I I 
30 26 22 i 

1 3 2 

10 15 1 3  I I ---1 
About half of the workers first found out about the proqram through a 

company organization or agent . Twenty-five cercent found out from friends . 
Over 1 0  percent found out from other sources ;  only 6 percent found out from 
a union source . 

The pattern was di fferent for program participants . Table 6-10 presents 
the source from which they first heard of the program .  
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TABLE 6-10 .  PERCENTAGE OF PROGRMl CLIENTS FIRST HEARING 
ABOUT PROGP.AM FROt-J VARIOUS SOURCES 

Source percentage 

Friend 2 4  
Union Representative 20 
Company Newsletter 1 7  
Boss 1 3  
Other Sources 2 6  

In this case , more than 40 percent first heard about the program through 
a friend or union representative . 

Employees were also asked how they \'Iould like to be told about the pro­
grams and the services they provide : in a letter sent home , with a paycheck , 
in a hand-delivered lette r ,  on a company or union bulletin board , in the : 
company or union paper or through other means . The clear preference of all 
classes of workers on all roads i s  to receive personally addressed confidential 
communication in the form of  a letter sent home or with a paycheck . All 
classes on all but one road preferred the home delivered letter over inclu­
sion in a paycheck envelope almost two to one . On the one exceptional road , 
exempt and nonoperating personnel preferred inclusion in q paycheck 
envelope over a personal letter by a slight margin . Operating - personnel were 
about evenly divided between the two methods . Table 6- 1 1  shows the order in 
which the different classes of employees prefer to hear about the program and 
the percentages of employees with those preferences . 

. 
Exempt 

TABLE 6 - 1 1 .  PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS PREFERRING SPECIFIC 
PROMOTIONAL CHANNELS IN RANK ORDER 

Operatinq Nonoperating 

Letter Home ( 4 3 )  Letter Home ( 5 2 )  Letter Home ( 5 0 )  
Paycheck ( 28 )  paycheck ( 2 5 )  Paycheck ( 2 5 )  

, 
Company Paper ( 1 3 ) Company Bulletin Company Bulletin I 

Board ( 1 2 )  Board ( 10 )  
Hand Delivered Company Paper ( 4 )  Company Paper ( 6 )  . I Letter ( 6 )  
Company Bulletin union Paper ( 4 )  Hand Delivered 

I Board ( 5 )  Letter ( 6 )  
I Other Media ( 5 )  Other Media ( 3 )  other Media ( 4 )  
I 

Program directors said they promoted the ir programs by using handouts , 
company newsletters and magazines , supervisory and management orientations , 
union brie fings , and safety meetings . Several indicated they occasionally 
sent materials in personal letters or flyers in paychecks . Several directors 
indicated they would like to promote their programs more but do not have time . 
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One director feels that it is more cost effective to address frontline super­
visors than it is to · speak to employee groups directly . - .  Two other directors 
think that personal contact and visibi lity among members of the work force 
is vital in promoting the program . 

In our functional definitions , we have made a sharp distinction between 

program promotion/information and case finding/motivation . �e have done so 

because each function aims at a different obj ective , is best served by a 
particular message and is more successfully achieved by emphasizing a di fferent 

mix of means . Program promotion is aimed at making the entire work force 
aware of the program ' s  services and receptive to accepting these services . 
For reasons discussed in Section 2 ,  an essential ingredient needed in the 
message seeking to increase awareness and receptiviity is that a policy 
states that all oroblem drinkers in need of services--including first offenders 
of drinkina rules who are not problem drinkers--will be channeled to treatment 
and kept on the job as long as they are orogressing satisfactorilv in treatment. 
Only one road has this policy . Case-finding and motivation are aimed at put­
ting a process in place to identify people in the work force who need program 
services and to actually get the person to seek or accept help . 

Only 9 percent of workers first heard of their program through a -supervisol. . . 
As we shall see in greater detail ,  workers are less like ly to -go to super­
visors for help than to anyone else . We have already seen that the most 
frequent response of supervisors to their observation of drinking problem 
is to do nothing . And finally , supervisors are generally instructed to 
identi fy and refer employees to the program not to promote and explain its 
services . As a matter of fact , many supervisors know litt"!e more about 
the program than that it exists . For these re asons , indirect program promot ion 
through supervisory brie fings appears to be ineffectual unless supervisory 
roles and training are expanded to focus on what the program is as we ll as 
on referral . Thus as we discuss in the next section , the primary respons i-bil.�t.y -
of supervisors lies in the area o f  case finding .  -

Virtually all program directors and staff emphasized the crucial nature 
of employee trust in successful employee assistance programming . To a 
certain degree , trust may be engendered by word of mouth , second-
hand experience , through indirect communications and through the other 
mechanisms used by programs to promote program use . None of these means 
adequately substitute for personal contacts with program representatives . 
Yet it is clear that 3 3  program staff members cannot be in personal contact with 
large portions of the 2 34 , 000 man work force they serve . And the number 
of staff likely to be added to programs in the near future is not likely 
to change appreciably the counselor-worker ratio . But program directors 
and staff need not be the only ones who represent the program. For reasons 
we wi ll discuss later , directors and program staff should concentrate their 
efforts on activities connected with assessing clients , referring them to 
community resources , and on training supervisors and local chairmen . 
There is  a capable , willing , and trainable cadre of railroad workers who 
could be systematically mobilized to assume a maj or portion of responsibi lity 
for program promotion ( and follow-up)  under the direction of program staff . 
These otential extensions of program personnel would be specially selected 
former program clients . They could be trained and used as volunteers an 
become an integral part of the program . 
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6 . 5 . 2  Case-finding/M;tivation 

The purpose of this function is to get employees in need of services into 
the program . This function is also often called identification/re ferral . 
:ome labor representatives think the term identification smacks of witch-hunt­
long . t�e prefer case finding . Since we are confining the term "referral " as 
a function to describe program services to community agencie's and referrals 
involve persuading workers to do what they do not want to do , we prefer the 
word "mot�vation . "  pr

.
ogram personnel were asked the percentages of re ferrals 

they recel.ved from varl.OUS sources . Several companies do not keep records 
07  referral sources an� were able only to make estimates . Among the programs 
wl.th data , there are dl.fferences in the way referral sources are categorized . 
One pro�ram, for 7xample , lumps referrals fol lowing a violation of  drinking 
rules wl.th supervlosory referrals . Some programs single out and others lump 
some or all of the following referral sources under "other" : family , friends , 
physicians , court s , ministers , former program participants , and union . 

Despite the lack of complete comparability , program records generally 
give this overall picture of the sources in terms of the percentages of  refer­
rals they account for : 

Percentage 

Supervisors 
Se lf-re ferrals 

35 
25 

Reporting drinking-rule violations 15 
Family 10 
Others 15 . 

Even though many supervisors do not do anything when they have reason to 
be concerned over an employee I s unexplained performance lapses or �/hen they 
have reason to be lieve an employeee nas a Orl.nKl.ng p roo iem; supervisloors _ 

. 1 ccount for the hi hest ercenta e of referrals on all but one road . 
There appear to be at least two important reasons why programs should eve lop 
their supervisory capability to make referrals . Supervisors represent the 
legitimate point of intervention for companies whenever personal problems 
including drinking result in unacceptable work performance . Secondly , as 
Roman ( 1978)  has argued , almost alL \'/e know about drinking problems indieate 
that many if not most problem drinkers will not seek help unless they are 
confronted and motivated by being presented with a threatening dilemma--get 
help or lose your j ob .  One cannot assume that all so-called "sel f-referrals "  
take p lace through self-motivation and not through some kind of confrontation 
and presentation of an undesirable alternative . Threat of j ob loss is on� 
of the most compelling kinds o f  leverage available in getting problem drinkers 
to use the coapany program. 

Supervisors on all railroads have two related but separate responsibilities 
with regard to an employee ' s  unacceptable j ob-related behavior .  First , i t  
i s  their job to helo an employee with an undetermined and unexplaj nab1e prob­
lem affecting work to get his ,problem addressed and under control . On the 
roads where broadbrush assistance programs are in place , this means 
automatically r e ferring the employee to the program. On roads where alcohol­
only or chemical dependency programs are in place , there is no mechanism within 
the company for assessing the nature of an undetermined problem resulting 
in unacceptable work . These diverse situations could be accommodated by 
initiation and implementation of policies such as the fOllowing : 
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1 ) Supervisors shoul� be held responsible for identifying employees whose 
work i s  inadequate for whatever reason , including drinkin9 , not for making 
j udgments about whether or not a worker is a problem drinke r on the basis 
of alcohol-related symptoms . 

2 )  Supervisors should not make assessments about the nature of personal 
problems affecting work. 

3 )  Supervisors should document performance de ficiencies and confront 
offending employees about their  performan ce . 

4 ) .  During confrontation , supervisor.s should indicate he lp is avail ab le 
for whatever i s  causing job problems . 

5 )  They should refer positive ly disposed employees to prearranged sources 
of help--the company program where there is broadbrush orientation ; other 
sources whe re there is not .  

6 )  Employees who take positive steps should not be penalized. Employees 
who do not take positive steps and whose j ob performance does not improv� 
should be given normal discipline for whatever j ob problems they are causing . 

In addition to identifying problems in work , a second supervisory resoon­
sibility is to report emoloyees violating comoany drinkina rules . Although 
supervisors are not qualified to decide whether or not a worker has a drinking 
problem , they are qualified to assess evidence that a drinking rule has been 
violated . They can make these determinations on the basis of the observed 
effects of drinking and where tests are in use through blood or urine analysis . 
The conclusion supervisors should draw from these observations i s  that the 
rules were or were not broken . Under no condition should a supervisor decide 
that an employee has a drinking problem. 

Problem drinkers drink on duty an average of 11 days a year compared with 
nonproblem drinkers who drink on duty an average of four days a year.  Citation 
for rule violat ions could be an excellen� ·rne chanism for getting the population 
in need to service i f  rule violators were cited and not ignored. On a ll but 
one road , all rule violators are punished whether they take steps toward 
correcting the i r  problem

'
or not . Supervisors would be more incl ined to report 

these viOlations i f  companies would init iate several other policy changes : 

a) All workers violating drinking rules for the first time should be 
re ferred to the company program. 

b) First offenders of drinking rule violations should not be immediate ly 
penalized s ince they might be suffering from a health problem. 

c)  Those employee s  determined to have a drinking problem requiring 
specialized assistance should not be dismissed as long as they participate 
and progress in treatment supervised by the company program and would remain 
suspended only until program pe rsonnel certify they are ready to return to 
work. 
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d) Those employees who do not have a drinking problem should not be 
dismissed after a first offense as long as they participated in newly 
established emp loyee assistance education programs and would remain suspended 
only for the average pe riod of time problem drinkers remain out . 

e )  Supervisors should be trained in setting and evaluating performance 
standards and in referring those whose performance lapses cann9t be he lped 
through normal procedure s ( e . g . , additional train ing,  tran s fe r ,  j ob­
restructuring ,  etc . )  and handling drinking rule violations according to the 
practices in applying the rules which this study recommends . 

Self-re ferral rates have been on the rise on almost all the roads and 
this increase should be continually encouraged through program promotional 
e fforts . Howeve r ,  this promis ing trend may tend to lessen program efforts 
at generating referrals through essentially confrontational means like 
supervisory referral . It may also obscure the fact that many self-referrals 
result from confrontations with people like friends and family members , 
especially spouses . properly slanted promotional materials and less punitive 
policies might increase re ferrals from family members although there are 
problems with j ust about every way of accessing family members . Physician : 
referrals might be increased i f  medical departments would use whatever iever­
age they have with consulting physicians in the community to make program 
referrals . 

The most unorganized and underused source of referrals among agreement 
workers are the railroad local chairmen and members of the various brother­
hoods . On several railroads where labor ' s  active involvement is · not welcomed , 
referrals from unions are rare . On roads where labor participation is more 
positively viewed , some union-initiated referrals take place even though 
chairmen have no formally recognized roles in the assistance programs 
beyond membership on advisory committees . 

Coworkers are often aware of habitual rule violations and intoxication 
on the j ob before supervisors . In Section 4 ,  we saw that 66 percent of them 
are afraid to work with drinking employees . The most serious obstacle keep­
ing them from doing anything about their situation is that the only available 
recourse they now have would be to report a coworker and friend and see him . 
disciplined and possibly dismissed . Properly organized and instructed local 
chairmen could se rve as the foci of a pee r intervention program that 
would complement supervisory refe rral efforts as a €wo-pronge-d-company�Easea 
strategy for reaching problem drinking workers . 

The principal features of this peer intervention program would be : 

1 Obj ective s :  to identify employees whose drinking has become a matter 
of concern to other employees or family members ; confront offending employees 
,·lith the fact that the ir drinking is causing di fficulties for other workers 
or fami ly members ; and to use whatever leverage is available , to get the 
employee to go to the program to see if he doe s  have a problem be fore work 
deteriorates noticeably or drinking rule violations are observed or take 
p lace . 
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2 Roles : the local -chairmen would serve as the hub of this process . They would con front workers with or without coworke rs ( deoendina on the circumstances) 1 the focus of thei r  confrontation would n�t be that the �mploye� �s de fin itely a problem drinker--that may be the task of a counselor �n a c l�n�ca l  confrontation--but that his coworkers have problems with the 
way he is drinking. 

3 Organization and training : directors would work through general chairmen 
to set up training programs for local chairmen and with local chairmen to 
foster use of the peer intervention mode l among workers . 

6 . 5 . 3  Evaluation of Client Problems 

Most program personnel evaluate clients by gathering information about 
the existence of problems and by c lass i fying them into broad categories in 
order to make decisions  about appropriate referral for in-depth diagnosis and 
treatment . We call this type of client evaluation assessment . A few counse lors 
analyze more closely to determine the specific nature of an individual ' s  
problem so that they can decide whether and what kind o f  treatment is required. 
We call this type of evaluation diagnos i s .  

There i s  little uniformity i n  the way clients are evaluated. The objec­
tive of the first interview on six of the railroads is to determine whether 
and what kind of problem the client has and what should be done about i t .  
On the seventh road , program staff believe the original presenting problems 
may not be the root problem. They use the first interview to relax the 
client and subsequent interviews to identify the problem troubling the client . 
Staff at two programs pre!er to meet clients with their spouse s and family,  
if  possib le . 

Some staff members conduct their assessment in a very detailed manner . 
They may talk with the c lient ' s  supe rvi sor , union representative , and family 
members before they see the client in orde r to be prepared to ask questions 
of the client during the assessment . Counse lors probe drinking-re lated problems 
( for example , absenteeism ,  family problems , drunk driving , etc . ) ,  and/or 
drinking patte rns { for �amp le , intoxication , solitary drinking , morning 
drinkin g , etc . } . They sometimes use a variety of nstruments (.such as the 
John Hopkins test , Michigan State University test , or locally deve loped 
questionnaires) . Other counselors , especially those who are recovering 
alcoholics, make assessment decisions  after hearing clients discuss their 
problems on the basis of inexplicit criteria derived from past experience s . 

The state of affairs on assessment is fairly standard throughout the 
alcoholism fie ld . Symptoms that indicate the existence of a problem vary 
widely. Criteria for deciding how many of what symptoms mean what are 
slippery at best . The use of categories like health and di sease give these 
assessments an authority beyond appea l  and the counselor cannot be proven 
wrong. This uneasiness with the assessment proce sses now in use is rein forced 
by the fact that all counse lors cons ider assessments an easy task and almost 
all clients are offered services . Since , as we shall argue l ater , assessment­
referral should usually be the basic service employee assistance programs 
offe r ,  company programs , possibly through the association of directors , 
should make a major effort to make client assessments more explicit , 
disciminating, and uni form in terms of the symptoms diaqnosed and the criteria 
applied in order to make decisions about client disposition . 
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Assessments/re fer�als should result in a sound judgment about the 
possib le existence of  a personal problem adverse ly affecting \.,.ork , and in 
a commitment on the part of the client to go to qualified agencies for an 
in-depth diagnosis .  There are a numbe r  o f  reasons why staff at railroad 
employee assistance programs should not go beyond the kind of  evaluation 
we have been describing and get involved in diagnosis , that is , determining 
the specific nature of the problem so that a treatment plan can be developed .  
First o f  all , a diagnosis would be duplicative because i t  routine ly is done 
at the referral  agency to whi ch the client is sent.  Secondly , diagnosis , 
not to mention long-term treatment are too time-consuming for program personnel 
given the magnitude o f  need for service on the roads . Finally , many program 
personnel are not equipped to conduct the kind of intense diagnosis nece ssary 
to develop an e f fe ctive treatment plan . For all these re asons , as a general 
rule , the exclusive assignment of company employee assistance programs 
should be assessment-referral , and programs should conduct on ly those activities 
which support these primary service s :  program promotion , case finding/ 
motivation identification , se lect ion , referrals , se lective monitoring of 
referrals to treatment services , client followup , primary prevention , program 
evaluation , and management. Diagnosis and/¢r treatment should be considered 
as a program service only where unquestionab ly quali fied staff are on board' 
and when o ffering such services is demonstrably cost-efficient . 

6 . 5 . 4  Referral Practice 

While each of the employee assistance programs ( EAP ) provides initial 
assessment of client problems , what happens next varies greatly ?Utlong ( and 
even within) railroads . Varying percentages of clients are referred to 
medical inpatient services , typically located in hospitals . A staff of one 
program believe s  that few of the c lients need hospital inpatient treatment , 
and consequently they refer only about 2 5  percent of them to i t .  Staff at _ 

other programs refer almost all of their clients to such hospital-based 
programs . On one railroad , which has a large number of counselors , the 
program director told us that the decision to hospitalize a client is a 
personal one and rests with the counselo�, . Some counselors hospitalize 
almost none of their clients ; others hospitalize almost all of them . 

These hospital stays vary from 2 1  to 45 days with an average stay of 
about 30 days . All include detoxification , when appropriate , family 
therapy , group therapy , and indi vidual therapy . Regardless of whethe r 
they are medically oriented or not , inpatient facilities offer the advantages 
of placing the c lient in a controlled environment away from outside condi ­
tions , which may foster drinking , and leave him without access to alcohol . 
They also guarantee that the client will receive maximum support and monitor­
ing during the early stages of counseling.  At least one of the programs uses 
inpatient treatment facilities that are not medical ly oriented . 

Medically oriented in-patient facilities have the advantage of being 
covered by employee ' s  insurance plans.  Insurance coverage can be a very 
important consideration , since the costs of in-patient treatment range up 
to almost $ 5 , 000 in at le ast some o f  the private facilities being used. 
Even the least expensive in-patient faci lities cost about $ 2 , 000 for a 
month ' s  course of treatment . 
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by E� maj or disadvantage of medically oriented programs as pe . d pe rsonne l ,  is  tnat they sometimes reI too he . '. 
rce�ve 
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lOs�pny , and program counselors some time s find antabuse i�consisten� Wl. tne AA approach. -

In all cases except one , EAP counselors usually escort c lients to the 
inpatient facility and visit them every week to 1 0  days while they are in 
the hospital . On the exceptional road , where about 5 0  percent of  the clients 
are hospitalized , counselors only gain admission for clients to the faci lity . 
That program ' s  phi losophy is that the counselor should only serve as an 
access to resources , and whether the client is referred to inpatient or out­
patient care , no long-term, personal relationship is allowed to develop 
between counselor and client . 

One of the maj or reasons for selecting particular inpatient facilities 
is AA involvement at the facility . All programs encourage and require AA 
participation . Al-Anon is also involved where appropriate . AA is the only 
outpatient care to which some programs refer clients , maintaining that other 
forms are either too expensive , ineffective , or both . All programs support 
AA and make it a key element in their operation , altho�gh one d�rector 
indicates that there are many types of AA groups and finding the proper group 
for each client is necessary . He l ikened se lecting the proper AA group 
to buying a car and suggests that clients "test drive " di fferent AA meetings 
unti l  they find one they are comfortable with . Workers , interviewees , and 
program staff in railroads almost universally consider AA as an indispensable 
aid in maintaining treatment programs . 

. 

In conc lusion , it  appears that the initial assessment is a required 
step and must always precede further activity by the programs . Although 
some programs and some counselors appear to be j udicious in their re ferrals 
to hospitalization , others may be too automatic in such re ferrals . Many 
clients may be hospitalized without a true need for medical services and 
only because hospitalization provides the only kind of treatment for which 
third-party payments are currently avai iable . 

Programs and counselors who do practice such routine hospitalization 
should consider seeking out sources of outpatient care that could provide 
counse ling services and social support in those cases whe re medical care is 
obvious ly not required . S ince data from the general survey indicate that 
even most o f  those who drink on the job are not problem drinkers , re ferral 
to medical programs should never be automatic . 

In our opinion , the best policy would be one which specifies careful 
assessment of the existence and severity of an incoming client ' s  problem by 
the EAP counse lor . At least in those cases when there are no phys l.cal 
or medical complications and there are reasons why a client is unwi lling 
or unable to enter inpatient care , counse lors should re fer clients to out­
patient facilities and AA. 

Where the drinking problem is accompanied by medical complications , 
inpatient medical treatment is , of course , indicated . In some cases of  
severe problems , even without medical complications , inpatient care may be 
necessary . This care should be nonhospital , if possible , although lack of 
an appropriate facility or lack of insurance coverage for such a faci lity 
might dictate use of an alternative , medically oriented uni t . 
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The EAP counselors should not become involved in long-term counseling 

of clients . The potential number o f  c lients whom they must reach preclude 

such involvement . counselors should spe cialize in education of t�e work force , 

ear ly identi fication of case s , assessing prob lems , making approp:�ate re ferrals ,  

and identifying and monitoring the services of programs where c l�ent� are 

sent . Counselin g  and treatment should be left to the re ferral agenc�es 

�h h ave the resources for such treatment . The responsibility of the 

programs is to help the greatest number of workers they can , and this c an  

best be accomplished b y  finding new case s which can be assessed and referred 
to the most appropriate form and focus of treatment .  

The EAP counselors should not become involved in long-term counse ling 

of clients . The potential number of clients whom they must reach preclude 
such involvement . Counselors should specialize in education of the work 
force , ' early identification of cases , assessing problems , and making appro­
priate re ferrals . Counseling and treatment should be le ft to the referral 
agencies which have the resources for such treatment . The responsibility 
of the programs is to help the greatest  number of  workers they can , and 
this can best be accomplished by finding new cases which can be assessed 
and referred to the most appropriate form and focus of  treatment .  

Programs should use any influence they can develop , both w�thin their 
railroads and through professional organizations , to obtain insurance cover­
age for outpatient treatment for their clients . 

The emphasis which all of  the programs put on AA participation seems 
we ll founded since 80 percent of the respondents to the general ' survey 
indicated that they would seek help from AA if they thought' they had a drink­
ing problem . AA should continue to play an important role in the programs . 
On the other hand , 2 0  percent indicated that they would not seek help fr'om 
AA .  Provisions should be made within EAP policies for those clients who , 
for one reason or another , do not accept the AA philosophy . 

6 . 5 . 5 Follow-Up 

All of the programs emphasize the need for follow-up . Program staff , 
consider follow-up a critical element in the client ' s  recovery . Follow-up 
is especially intense in the first six months after entry into treatment , 
but usually tends to fall off after that . 

Follow-up may take one or more of the several forms . These include 
telephone calls to a client ' s  house , visits to a client ' s  horne , vis its 
during AA meetings , or inquiry through AA representatives or agents of the 
client ' s  treatment facility . Visits are only rarely made to clients at 
their place of work and if they are , it is only with the prior consent of 
the client . 

Several factors make follow-up especially di fficult in the railroad 
industry . P rincipal among these factors is the geographic dispersion of 
workers over wide areas . Individual clients may be hundreds of miles 
from a counselor. Another problem is that individual programs may have 
many active clients . One of the programs we studied has 3 , 000 active 
clients in 19 states . It seems impossible for the program staff on that 
rai lroad to personally fol low-up on each of these clients on a regular 
basis . 
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On o�e railro�d ,  the participation in follow-up activities is a part of the wr1tten pol1cy statement of the program . One program .director pro-po�es that incoming clients and counselors negotiate a contract in whic� c�1ents agree to parti�i�ate in follow-up for an agreed upon length of  t1me . All of the spec1f1cs of each individual ' s  responsibilities would 
be included in the contract . 

. 
�a�h of the programs recognizes the importance of follow-up act1v1t1es although everyone of them confesses to not having the staff resou:ces to do

.
wha� they consider an adequate j ob performing this 

f�ct10� . Cons1der1ng the nature of railroad work , especially the 
d1spers10n of the work force , it seems unreasonable to expect that 
counselors could personnally perform this function even if a reasonable 
number �ere added to program staf fs . As more counselors brought in 
more cl1ents , the demand for follow-up activities would grow faster than 
the additional counselors could handle them . 

Follow-up is a vital program activity and it should be done well . Client 
progress should be monitor.ed and impediments to progress assessed , both for 
the sake of the client and for the sake of future clients who might be referred 
to the same treatment facility . The new client should be handled sensitively 
and shown concern until he removes himself from treatment . . The . older client 
should be shown that the program and his employer have a continuing interest 
in his well being . The program should find out i f  the client is in danger 
of back s liding . 

We suggest that programs do not rely upon their counselors to pe rform -
the follow-up activities .  We know that it is physically impossible for 
counselors to perform this function adequately . Counselors are trained 
specialists who should concentrate on identifying and getting new cases 
into treatment .  Follow-up is a task that can be delegated to trained 
volunteers . perhaps AA members . and/or former clients , who could accept 
responsibility for this vital t ask . Professional materials currently exist 
that program directors could use to help themselves organize ,  train , and 
direct such a volunteer corps . Many of the programs have adopted the 
rudiments of this method already through their reliance upon �� or treatment 
agency representatives for follow-up . We merely propose that the methods 
be systematized and made a formal part of program operation , thus freeing 
the counselors to take on greater caseloads . 

We fee l  that the idea of performance contract for follo\.,.-up 
is a valuable one . Clients will know from the outset what their responsi­
bilities are and what those of the program are . This should reduce misunder­
standing and allow clients and staff to work together better .  Also , railroad 
workers are familiar with the concept of contracts and may accept them 
wi llingly . By negotiating with the counselor , the client takes an active 
role in his own treatment . The counse lor , of course , must take the lead 
role in the contracting process , and there may be individual cases where , 
in the counselor ' s  professional j udgment , contracting is inappropriate . 
The counselor ' s  right to make individual exceptions must be preserved,  and 
the entire follow-up process ,  whether or not it involves contracting , should 
be a part of the program ' s  written policy statements . 
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Finally , i f  set .periods of follow-up are establis�e� , either as a 

matter of policy or through individual contracts , prov1s10n must be made 

to revise those periods as the circumstances of individual cases warrant . 

6 . 5 . 6  Primary Prevention 

primary prevention efforts are aimed at forestalling o� reducing the 

incidence of undesirable alcohol-related events { for exampl� , dri�ki�g on 

the job) , hazardous drinking practices ( for example , excess1ve
,
dr1nk1ng or 

intoxication) incidental drinking problems ( for example , occas10nal alcohol­

related absenteeism) or habitual drinking problems ( for example , patt�rned 

productivity loses caused by drinking) . The principal targets for pr1mary 

prevention efforts as they are defined here are workers who do not currently 

have drinking problems . (Efforts at identifying problem drinkers in early 

stages of their problem to curtail them and hinder their exacerbation are 

sometimes called prevention or secondary prevention . )  There are three basic 
complementary and sometimes overlapping "prevention models open to alcohol 
programs . The first is aimed at the drinker and includes attempts to in­
crease knowledge , change attitudes , or directly influencing behavior with 
regard to drinking . The second model is directed toward modifying the drinker ' s 
environment and is directed toward chanqina the settina in which drinking 
occurs and the group mores that often govern drinking practices . The third 
model is aimed at alcoholic beverages themselves and attempts to reduce 
the content , curtail the availability or distribution or advertise the dangers 
of alcohol ic drinkers . 

Like many programs in other industries ,  railroad employee assistance 
program have been understandably "doing little or nothing" in the area of 
primary prevention . Programs have all they can to j ust meet demand for 
services on the part of those who already have drinking problems . They 
have their limited staff and resources concentrated on those needing 
rehabilitative services . In a word , they have reached out to help those 
actually victimized rather than to serve those who are only potential victims . 
It is assumed here however that a real dent in problem drinking rates can 
be brought about only if programs adopt a two-fold strategy: ( 1 )  facilitate 
the rehabilitation of  problem drinkers through assessment and referral 
services and ( 2 )  reduce the incidence of new cases through primary prevention 
efforts . Although this study did not dete rmine the pe rcentage of new cases 
of problem drinkers that develop in a given year , it appears from the 
data on correlates that more than one problem drinker in his twenties or 
thirties replaces eve ry  problem drinker in his forties , fifties , and sixties 
who are rehabilitated. As programs try to increase demand for services on 
the part of those now in need , they must also reduce the need for services 
since the likely available future resources probably will not be sufficient 
to enable programs to handle all the need were it trans formed into demand . 

Representative associations of directors should take the lead in develop­
ing and encouraging the implementation of primary prevention strategies .  
Data from this study suggest some possible approaches .  

a. Strategies Aimed at Railroad Drinkers 

Existing program materials describe the nature and treatabi lity of 
alcohol-related problems and the way the program works . They could also 
include information to help problem drinkers decide whether and how to 
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drink . In 1976 -7 7 , the National Center on Alcohol Education ( NCAE) identified 
and tested educational content aimed at educating adults to make more 
explicit and sensible choices about the ir drinking practices . Selected 
information from this source and from sections 3 ,  4 ,  and 5 of this report 
should be summarized and tailored to railroad workers and made part of all 
program educational e ffort s . These materials could form the content of 
newly established programs for reported rule violators who are not public 
drinkers . The establishment of this new program component should be one 
of the first primary prev.ention strategies considered by programs . Programs 
do not now provide ass is tance to rule violators who are assessed not to be 
problem drinkers ; yet their on-the-job drinking constitutes a clear danger 
to the company . Various kinds of group sess ions should be contemplated 
so that these workers can come to a realization of what are and are not 
sensible drinking practices . 

b .  Strategies Aimed at Drinking Environment of Railroad t'lorkers 

Companies probably do not have the power or the prerogative to inj e·ct 
themselves into the off-the-job contexts of workers live s .  They do have 
the capability and right to e ffect their work-related settings . Hany 
things can be considered in trying to reduce drinking rule vio lations : 
The following kinds of  changes might contribute to this  end : ( 1)  reduction 
through whatever means are possible in the frequency and duration of layovers , 
( 2 )  intensi fication wherever possible in the frequency and lenqth of supe rvisor 
contacts , ( 3 )  cons istency and applicability of drinking rules to al l oersonnel 
including management. ( 4 )  allotment of a portion of suoervisorv trainino 
time to their function as positive role models with regard to ·  drinking rules, 
( 5 )  incul cation of the ide a  that on-the-j ob drinkinq is not only a matter 
of safety but not good business for any employee , ( 6 )  installation and 
implementation of work-scheduling processes that ensure the greatest degree 
of predictability and ( 7 )  a policy that allows , even encourages , workers , . 
especially operatinq personnel to mark off when they are not fit for work . 

c .  Strategies Aimed at Reducing Availability of Alcoholic Beve rages 
_ .. .. .. .. .  • • • r ..  _ 

Although companies prohibit workers from bringing alcoholic beverages 
on compnay property , they do not forbid workers from having lunch breaks . 
off of company property . As we have seen , many workers do not tend to see 
drinking off of company property during work hours as a violation of company 
rules . In fact a good deal of on-duty drinking occurs off company property 
during lunch or meal breaks . Where it is possible to restrict employees to 
eating lunch on property without c ausing an unacceptable level of negative 
reaction , this policy should be considered . 

6 . 5 . 7  Program Evaluation 

All of the study programs develop some evaluative data on program performan ce . 
All of the programs can make improvements by increasing the possibility of 
evaluating thei r  programs , ,.,.orking with othe r di re ctors to loster compa rabili ty of 
evaluation data and by enhancing the credibility of the i r  reported results . 

Employee assistance programs strive to do three essential things : 

1 )  Get as many persons who need se rvices as p�ss ib le into the program . The 
obj ective here is to get a selected percentage of problem drinkers to the 
program . Essential means are promotion/information to increase receptivi ty 
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and case finding motivation to actualize receptivity into re ferrals . The 
des ired result is a high pentration rate . 

2 )  Get as manv as coss ible of those who �esent themselves to the _pr�g��_?E��� 
actuallv in need of services to sources of he lp suited to them . Essent�al 
means here are assessment/re ferral un out view , not treatment ) ,  identifi cation 
selection , and use and monitoring of high quality community resources . The 
obj ective is a h igh rehabilitation rate . 

3 )  Ensure the maintenance treatment gains . The essent ial means here is fol low­
up . The obj ective is to update and ensure rehabilitative process through 
frequent and effective post-treatment contracts with clients . 

P rograms should examine all of the required program fun ctions and 
services against specific criteria. They should also record and document 
data on the maj or outcome s described above . To be evaluated . a program 
require s :  a c le ar picture o f  what the program ' s  bus iness is (program mode l) , 
time-framed and measurable obj e ct ives to operationalize data collection 
systems to ascertain the degree to which re source s and activities are 
achieving program goals.  

Rai lroad programs are at a stage when collaborative efforts can pay 
dividends for individual roads as wel l  as for the state-of-the-art in 
occupational programming throughout the industry . A j oint e f fort by 
program directors can iso late approaches that return bette r results . 

Programs should be evaluated at least periodically by independent evaluators . 
There is a great deal of skepticism among managers on railroads and among 
researchers in the field on the results that are habitually reported from within 
the occupational field . Part of this doubt can be traced to the fact that ' . -

evaluative data i s  provided only by the programs . Installation of a thorough 
evaluation system should be an integral part of program initiation . Existing 
programs should make special e f forts to install such a system soon . In the 
immediate future , all exi sting programs may choose to use some or all of the 
instruments used in this study to get ideas about how to improve their services . 

6 . 6  RESULTS OF PROGRAMS 

So far in thi s Se ction , we have described ( 1 )  the context in which employee 
as sistance programs operate , ( 2 ) the resources companies put into their programs , 
and ( 3 ) the services and functions programs perform. All that remains is  to 
describe the results they achieve . Severa l  cautions should be kept in mind in 
weighing the evaluation data that follow . Evaluative cri teria examined were 
derived from our analys is of what are sometimes implicit goals or obj ective s .  
Much o f  the data on wh ich th is section i s  based are provided by 
the programs themselves and by a limited sample of program partic ipants . S ome 
programs do not maintain very detailed centralized data . Some programs do 
not keep records of important categories o f  in formation . In some instances , 
we had to develop estimates from information gotten through indirect sources . 
Sometimes programs keep the same in formation for employees only and family 
members separately or for dif ferent length of time so that compar isons are 
di fficult to make . 
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�1e will point out figures th at are e stimates and the limitations 0 f com­
parison s  whe re nece ss ar y .  The output and impact rates we pre sent represent c lients 

who are employee s  only (90 percent cas e load) and not members of emp loyee ' s  
fami lies . We wil l  conside r  two kinds o f  results : outputs , which are observable 
indicators that show the leve l  at which services are provided and received and 
e ffects or measures o f  impact whi ch are observab le indic ators that show the degree 
to which programs achieve the i r  obj ectives . The principal outputs cons idered 
are : awarene s s  (percentage of workers who know about the program) ; and penetra­
tion rates (percentage o f  problem drinkers as de fined by directors who present 
themse lves for s e rvices ) .  vie attempted to ascertain contact rates ( pe rcentage 
of wo rkers who contacted the p rogram for information and/or he lp but did 
n ot present themselve s  physically to the prog ram) but programs do not maintain 
this in formation . Pe r c lient costs and counselor cas eloads are the final 
outputs to be p resented . 

The principal e f fects to be pre se nted are rehab i litation rate s (percentages 
of c lients rehabi l itated who come to the p rogr am  and \.,.ho accept serv ices )  and 
reduct ion in se lected company-re lated p roblems c aused by drinking ( for 
e xamp le , absentee i sm ,  performance , etc . )  

6 . 6 . 1 Awa rene s s  Rate s 

Railroad workers were as ked if they were aware the ir company had an employee 
as sistance program . Table 6-1 2 shows their respon ses . 

: 

TABLE 6-12 . PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS AWARE OF COMPANY PROGRAM 

Railroad Yes No Don ' t  Know 

A 88 1 11 
B 58 10 " 32 I 
C 6 3  8 29 
D 94 0 6 
E 7 4  6 20 
F 7 2  6 22 
G 58 10 32 

I -. ---' 

Acros s  the roads , 75 pe rcent of worke rs know for sure the ir company has a pro­
gram , 6 percent think they do not have a program and 19 percent are not s ure 
one way or the othe r .  The three variables that affect awareness rates most 
are age of the program , size of the company , ann leve l of promot ional e f for t .  
The longer programs have e xi s ted , the smaller the numbe r to be reached and 
the greater explicit attention given to promot ion , the like l i er awareness 
rates are to be highe r .  On two pairs o f  roads of fai rly comparable �ize . and 
longevity . higher awareness rates appe ar to be re lated to higher promotional 
leve l s  of e f fort . The two roads with re l ative ly hi gher awarenes s rates also 
use personal letters or flyers in paycheck envelopes . 
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The two favored _communi cation mechanisms of employ�rs - - in genera l , the 
bigger and newer a program , the more promotional resources are needed . 

It appears that much lower percentages of workers , l ike supervisors , are 
likely to know what programs do than know about their exis tence . One indicator 
of this ignorance is exempli fied by worker responses to the question : " Does 
your railroad ' s  emp loyee as sis tance program help fami ly members ? "  
All o f  the s tudied programs do serve family members . Tabl e  6-13 presents workers 
answers to this question . 

TABLE 6-13 . RESPONSES TO AS SISTANCE PROGPAH ' S  AID TO FAl.�ILY MEMBERS 

Rai lroad Yes No Don ' t  Know 

A 4 7  3 50 
B 2 7  5 70 
C 25 7 68 
0 68 2 30 
E 4 2  3 55 
F 2 2  5 - - 7 3  
G 34 4 6 2  

Only about 40 percent of workers are s ure the i r  compapy ' s  program serve 
fami ly member s . There appear to be several cons iderations compan ies should 
ponder in deciding whether to adverti s e  family services more intens ive ly . 
First , is the company prepared to provide serv ices for the probable increase 
in demand for services such promotion would encour age ? Can the program handle 
increased demand from employees and the i r  fami lies or is the company interes�e� -
in concentrating limited resources on workers only? One advantage of adverising 
the availab i lity of company services di rectly to family members is that such 
promotional e f forts might be subtly used to generate fami ly re ferrals o f  
emp loyees, although thi s approach i s  Rot without i t s  hazards . In any event , 
if awareness about the availability of fami ly services is a legit imate indicator 
of employee knowledge on how the program works , many employees need to know 

more about the program be sides its existence . 

6 . 6 . 2  Penetration Rate s 

I n  our s ample surve y , workers were asked i f  they ever went to the ir 
employe e assistance p rogr am .  Le s s  than 3 percent of the respondents 
indicated they did at s ome t ime or other in the i r  rai lroad c aree r .  
Co lumn 1 o f  Table 6-14 pre sents e stimates o f  the percentage of problem 
drinkers as defined by thi s  study on individual roads who presented 
themse lves in the las t year for alcohol - related services . Column I I  
pre sent s the pe rcentage o f  problem d rinke r s , as de f ined by the directors , 
who did so. 
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TABLE 6-14 . PERCENTAGE OF PROBLEl-1 DRINKERS GOING TO ENPLOYEE 
ASS ISTANCE PROGRAl-1 LAST YEAR 

Railroad I S tudy Definit ion Director Definition 

A 4 . 6  3 . 5  
B 5 . 8 5 . 4 
C 9 . 9  9 . 9  
D 16 . 6  13 . 8  
E 5 . 8  4 . 9  
F 2 . 6  1 . 9  
G 3 . 1  2 . 6  

There are a few remarkable f acts about the se e st imated penetration 
rate s for a re cent one year pe ri od .  P rograms that spend more do l l ar s  per 
new c lient se rve d did not necess ari ly se rve higher pe rcent ages of problem 
drinkers in the i r  work forces .  As a matte r of fact , the re was a strong 
inve rse relat ionship between per c lient cost and penetration rate s . 
Column I of Table 6-15 shows the order of program per cl ient costs and �he 
amount programs spend on e a ch new c ase . 

TABLE 6- 15 . PER-CLIENT COSTS CONTRASTED WITH PENETRATION RATES 

I Rai lroad Per Client 

B $ 3 2 5  
A 6 16 
C 6 3 5  

I D 7 7 1  
E 702 
G 1 , 488 

I F 2 , 608 

Costs 

. _ .  

Penetration 

5 . 4  
4 . 6  
9 . 9 

1 3 . 8  
3 . 5  
2 . 6 
1 . 9  

Rate s  

There doe s not appea r  t o  b e  a s ingle variable o r  s e t  o f  variables 
examined in the study that explain v ariation in penetration rate s . On 
several roads , it appe ars tha t the low rat ios of coun selor s  pe r problem 
dr inker and of counselors per track mile have a be aring on the lowe r 
penetration rate s s cored on the s e  roads . Howeve r , one road with a 
re lative ly high penetration rate h as the worst counse lor pe r  employee rat io 
and the road \oIith the most track miles pe r counse lor has the be st penetration 
rate . 

Info rmation from our interviews of program staff suggest that other 
items may affect penetration r ates on individual road s .  The items that 
appear to reduce a p rogram ' s  penetrat ion rate a re : ( 1) Limited refe r ral 
mechani sms--for example , over-relian ce on referrals coming from rule 
violat ion s or from se l f-re ferrals ; ( 2 )  In adequate staff s ize-- programs 
understandably tend to p romote only the demand whi ch they are actually 
c apable of meetin g ;  ( 3 )  P art-time or partial program managemen t--p rogram 
manage rs who manage on a part-time b asis or who sha re manage rial re sponsi­
bil ities with others are at a dis advant age in p lann �ng and mon i toring program 
activit ie s that promote re fer�al s ;  ( 4 ) O f fice loc ation and atmosphe re-­
high ly vi sible on-property location s  do not provide poten ti al cl ie n t s  wi th 

177 



assurance s  of con fiden�iality . Sma l l , unattractive and poorly furn i shed 
o ffices do not engende r initial c l ient confiden ce in the compe ten ce o f  
program staff. The items that appe ar to in crease a program ' s  penetration 
rate are : ( I )  Provision of limited se rvi ces--program staff who as se s s  and 
re fer have more t ime to deve lop re ferral channe l s  than s ta f f  involved 
in protracted coun se ling ; ( 2 )  High leve l o f  program promotion and supe rvisory 
training--the more receptive wo rkers a re to program services through program 
promotion and the more e ffe ctive s upe rvisors be come at confronting and 
re fe rring through training , the higher the penetration rate ; ( 3 )  De legation 
of re sponsibi l ities--the more staff are able to organize and delegate 
fol low-up responsibilities to ve ry se lectively chosen and trained volunteers , 
the freer staf f  wil l  be to strengthen company-b ased re ferral me chan i sms . 
( 4 )  Curtai lment of follow-up activities--a concentration of fol low-up 
activitie s  on recent clients and s e lected others actually re quiring follow-
up also fre e s  s ta ff to increase re ferral rates ; ( 5 )  Trust of orogram among 
wo rkers and labor representat ives--the e ssent i al ingredient of this trust 
is the � surance worke rs have that if they succes s fully cooperat e  with the 
program , they wi ll maintain or be restored to the i r  j ob s ;  ( 6 )  Intens ity 
of staff work--not surpris ingly , there i s  a close re l ationship between staff 
commitment mani fe sted in t ime- consuming e ffort and penetrat ion rates . 

. 

- -

We h ave reported that a l l  seven rai lroads spent $408 ,000 l as t  year during 
grievance p rocedures to d ismi s s  384 emp loyees who violated company drinking 
ru le s .  Rai l road companies paid about S l , OOO to di smis s  e ach of the se rule 
violators . During that same ye ar , emp loye e assistance programs spent about 
$ 970 , 00 0  to serve 1 , 5 5 4  c lients . Company programs spent about $�25 to 
se rve e ach c l ien t .  Consequently , compan ies spent more l as t  ye ar to dismiss 
a rule violator than they did to serve the average program client . 

6 . 6 . 3 Service Acceptance Rate s 

Penetration rate s indicate the pe rcent age o f  those in need of servi ces 
who actual ly appear at the program for an inte rview in a given time period . 
Se rvice acceptance rate s reve al the per cen t age of those in need of s e rvices 
and the percentage of those who �ome to the p rogram and are offe re d  servi ces 
"who accept services in a given per iod . II Directo rs on all the ro ads est imate 
that from 80 to 95 pe rcent of the c lients they interview eventually accept 
recommended services or re fe rrals--an astounding rate for alcohol p roblems 
which are often marked by denial . The se service a cceptance rate s indi cate 
that program staff are adept at clinical motivation . Another way o f  putting 
this is that once re ferrals to the program are succe s s fu lly made , chances 
that c lients with drinking problems wi l l  ac cept he lp is dramatical ly increase d .  

6 . 6 . 4  E ffects 

The first e ffe ct e xamined i s  rehabil itatio n .  All p rogram dire ctors 
emphasi zed that in the case of serious a lcohol problems , a client ' s  
p roblem can not be cured .  At best , his condition i s  a rre sted and he is in 
a state of remis s ion . Al l of the d i re ctors also agree that from the company ' s  
point of view , rehabilitation minimally me ans re storation to adequate 
level s  of j ob pe rformance . Al l directors con s ider abstinence the ideal if 
not the go al through whi ch re stored j ob per formance can be insured . Several 
di re ctors consider continued abs tinen ce as the ind ic ator of succes s ful 
rehabi litation . One director claims some o f  h is p roblem-d r ink ing employees 
have been returned to productive work by curtai ling the i r  drink ing . An othe r 
dire cto r observed that some abs tinent cl ients did not re turn t o  acceptab le 
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wo rk pe rformance . some di re ctors de f ine rehabi l it ation in terms of one ' s  
entire l ifestyle and s ay that a worke r is rehabi l i t ated when he acts respon­
sibly and product ively in all areas of h i s  l i fe .  Other di rectors emphasize 
the j ob-related result s--"getting e ight hours work for 8 hours pay" as one 
director put it-- as the primary indication of rehabi litation . 

Amid thi s seemingly wide divergen ce of views , there i s  s-trong con sen sus 
on one c ruci al item that make s it pos sible to de fine rehabilitat ion in a way 
that i s  acceptable to a l l  and to make comparisons among reh ab ili tation rate s .  
A l l  dire ctors agree that the compan y ' s primary intere st , the maj or reasons 
why comp an ie s  run p rograms to begin with , is to return problem drinke rs 
to productive work . I f  a cl ient i s  functi on ing and improvin g  in a ll the 
a spects of living , or i f  a cl ient stopped drink ing for good but sti ll doe s  not 
improve his work to acceptable l eve l s , comp any man agers would not conside r  
the worker s '  treatment a succes s  o r  the resource s expended on him a j ust i fi ab le 
company expense . Program dire ctors agree with that position . All of the 
other di f ferences about de fining rehabilitation p a le be fore thi s  fact . 
Programs should remain free to dis agree on the points mentioned above . 
According to manage rs de scribing the i r  expectations of p rogram resu lts , 
howeve r , restor at ion to adequate j ob performance i s  the princ ipal des ired 
outcome of those who pay for p rogram co st s .  �fuatever fti fferen ce s programs 
have in de fining rehabilitation , n one con s i ders a c lient to be rehabilitated 
unle s s  his work ha s  returned t o  acceptable leve l s .  

Programs report phenomenal success among those to whom services are 
offered . Of the 1 , 55 4  c lients served last year , 1 , 087 we re - rehabi litate d .  
Company budget s  totaled about $970 , 000 last ye ar . P roar aMS spent le s s  than 
$900 to rehabi litate a p roblem drinki ng wo rker-- Iess th an would have been 
needed to p roce ss his dismi ssal . T ab le 6-16 pre sents program sel f-reported 
rehab ilitation rate s .  

I 

TABLE 6-16 . ESTIMATED REHAB ILITAT ION RATES 

Rai l road Percentage 

A 81 

B 70 

C 7 4  

D 7 0  

E 6 5  

F 95  

L_. G 80 
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The average reported succes s  rate for programs in other industries 
is 70 percent or b�tter . Railroad success rates of the five roads for 
which we have figures compare favorably with succe ss rates of other programs . 
Directors report that they experience higher succes s  rates with inpatient , 
mostly hospital care than they do with outpatient care . Unfortunate ly , 
as has been observed in the section on functions , these impressive figures 
are sometimes taken with some skepticism by others in the alcohol or 
general health care fields because they are derived from data provided 
by program operators whose raw files are unavailable because of confiden­
tiality requirements . 

6 . 6 . 5  Reduction in Company Drin king Problems 

We do not know the average amount of money each problem drinker costs 
his company for al l the company incurred costs described in Section 4 .  
As we have seen , i t  i s  not pos s ib le to develop exact financial losses 
for items like absenteeism ,  damage , productivity , etc . related to drinking � 
We have seen , however ,  that j ob-related costs are substantial and ran 
conservatively at $ 108 mil l ion last year--an average of $ 3 , 000 per 
problem drinker . 

In the data collected from program participants , we have evidence that 
participation in the program resulted in a reduction of j ob-related drinking 
problems at least among our limited random sample ( n=2 3 4 ) . Our response 
rate from this samp le was almost 35 percent . Program particip ants reported 
the reduct ions in alcohol-re l ated problems on and off the j ob .  After parti� 
cipating in the p rogram , they missed work less often because of drinking , 
came to work drunk or hungover les s  often and got in t rouble with thei r bosse s 
because of drinking less frequent ly .  They also reported reducti on s  in a lcohol­
rel ated marital discord , auto accidents , and problems with police . Since the 
respondents reporting these re sults are only 3 5  pe rcent of our sample , the i r  
views may not be represent ative o f  a l l  the program clients i n  the samp le .  

6 . 6 . 6  Worker and C lient Satis faction 

An average of 57 pe rcent of workers across the roads know of a fel low . .  
worker who has gone to the company ' s  emp loyee assistance program. Pe rcentages 
of workers who know program p articipant s ,  range from 32 pe rcent on one road 
to 80 pe rcent on another .  These worke rs were asked how sati s fied c l ients 
told them they were with the program. Tab le 6-17 shows that �ost c lients 
were satisfied with the ir programs --very few were dissatis fied , a very 
sizab le minority we re neutra l .  

Our participant sample was also asked t o  rate the ir programs . They 
were asked whethe r or not the i r  drinking problems improved. About 85 percent 
of the respondents from all j ob classificat ion s  said that the i r  problems did 
get bette r and that the program he lped them. Then they were asked the 
degree to whi ch the comp any ' s  program contributed to thi s imp rovement . The 
vast maj ority think the ir program p layed a crucial p art . Table 6-18 present s  
the ir re sponse s .  
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TABLE 6-17 . PERCENTAGE OF CLIENTS REPORTING SATI SFACTION/ 
DISSATISFACTION {'lITH EMPLOYEE ASSI STANCE PROGRAM 

Rai lroad S atisfied I Neutral Unsatisfied 

A 63 33 4 

B 52 42 6 

C 77 22 1 

D 60 3 6  4 

E 39 45 3 

F 49 48 3 

G 61 3 1  1 

TABLE 6-18 . PERCENTAGE OF CLIENTS ATTRIBUTING IMPROVEMENT 

Railroad 

A 

B 

C 

D * 

E 

F 

G 

IN VARYING DEGREES TO EMP LOYEE ASSI STANCE PROGRA!<1 

All 

36 

38 

5 2  

100 

3 3  

2 8  

29 

Most . - .  

. 56 

47 

3 8  

0 

4 3  

57  

6 0  

Little o r  Nothing 

18 

15 

10 

I 0 

2 4  

1 4  
I 
i 1 1  I I-

* B ased on on ly 2 respon ses . 

-: -
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C lients overwhe lmingly gave program staff high ratings for the ir 
competence . We l l  over 90 percent of the participant sample on all raads 
fe lt that program staff really wanted to help them , showed them respect , 
and were trustworthy . Ninety percent also said th at they would recommend 
the p rogram to a co-worker with a s imi l ar problem. 

Most c l ients feel their partic ip ation in the rrogram did not worsen 
their status or positi on in the company and that it improved their home 
live s .  Less than 10 percent o f  the participant s anple ind icated they thought 
program staff broke the i r  con fidentiality . As we have seen before , although 
labor and management representative s  have ideas about improving the program ,  
most , if not all , are favorably disposed to it or at least not opposed to i t .  

6 . 7  OVERALL S UCCESS OF PROGRAMS 

Different rai lroad companies maintain the i r  employee assistance 
programs for vari ous reason s or combinations of reasons . Ultimate ly , they 
may want the i r  program to cut costs ( for example , reduction in costs caused 
by al coho l-related absenteeism , lost productivity ,  accident s ,  et c . ) and/or 
they may want programs to preserve their worke rs we ll-being . Therefore � 
a wide range o f  c rite ria might be selected to evaluate employee assistance 
programs . Any fair comparison of programs must be don� against - common ly 
accepted eva luat ive c riteri a. But as we have seen in the beginning of this 
section , program obj e ctives are o ften gene ra lized and sometimes imp li cit . 

The f irst compar ison that follows is b ased on the assumption that a 
common obj e ct ive of the seven study roads i s  to rehabilitate as many problem 
drinkers in their work force as they can . One important me asure o f  a program ' s  
success is the degree to whi ch it is instrumental in rehabi litating problem 
drinking emp loyees . We call this measure a program ' s  basic suc ce ss rate--
the pe rcentage of all p roblem drinkers in the work force who have been 
rehab ilitated in a given ye ar .  The basic succe ss rate combines program 
outcomes expre s sed in two other measures of program effectiveness :  ( 1 )  the 
penetration rate--the measure of how we ll the program is do ing in reaching 
workers in need of services and ( 2 )  the rehabilitation rate--the measure of 
how wel l  the program is doing with cl ient s referred into the program. It . 
is a measure of a program ' s  case finding and as sessment/re ferra l or diagnosti c/ 
re fe rral services . Reaching large numbers of problem drinkers i s  not enough 
i f  they a re not succe s s fully rehabi litated . Reh abilit ating program clients 
is not enough if the c liente le is only a small fraction of those in need . 
Together , howeve r , reaching and rehabili tating large percentages o f  problem 
drinkers is one important me asure of p rogram effe ctiveness . 

6 . 7 . 1 Comparison o f  Basic Success Rates on Seven Rai lroads 

Table 6-19 presents the penetrat ion rates , the rehabilitation rate s and 
the basic success rates of the seven study rai lroads . The re is a much wide r 
range in the penetrat ion rates than in the rehabilitat ion rate s reported by 
programs . The highe st penetration rate ( Railroad D ,  at 13 . 8  percent )  i s  
more than seven times highe r than the lowe st pene tration rate ( Railroad F , 
at 1 . 9  percent ) .  

By contra st , the highest rehabilitation rate ( Railroad F ,  at 95 percen t )  
is about one third higher than the lowest reported rehabilitation rate 
( Railroad E ,  at 65 percent ) .  Railroad F , with the highe st re hab i l i t ation 
rate had the lowest overall succes s  rate . Rai lroad E ,  with the lowest reported 
rehabi litat ion rate had the fourth bes t  overall success rate . Railroad D 
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Railroad 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

TABLE 6-19 . PENETRATION , REHABILITATION AND �AS IC 
SUCCESS RATES OF THE SEVEN PROGRAMS 

Penetration Rate Rehabilitation Rate Basi c  Succes s  

3 . 5  81 2 . 8  

5 . 4  70 3 . 9  

9 . 9  74 7 . 3 

13 . 8  70 9 . 7  

4 . 9  65  3 . 2  

1 . 9  95 1 . 8  

2 . 6  80 - 2 . 1  -

Rate 

( 5 )  

( 3 )  

( 2 )  

( 1 )  

( 4 )  

n) 
( 6 )  

had the best overal l success rate last year ; the p rogram there successfully 
rehabi litated 9 . 7  percent of all the problem drinkers in the work force . 
Ra ilroad C was second with a 7 . 3  percent succe ss rate and was fol lowed 
in order by Rai lroad B ,  E ,  A ,  G ,  and F .  

6 . 7 . 2  Comparison of Cost-Effectiveness on Seven Railroads 

In addition to comparing the service del ive ry capabi lities of prog rams , 
one may compare thei r  c ost e ffectiveness . Table 6-20 presents the suc cess. 
rate of each program together with the amount expended by the program to 
rehabilitate each client . 

Rai lroad A ,  which ranked fifth in ove ra ll succe s s  rate s ,  i s  the mo st 
cost-e ffic ient in the dol lars it expends to rehabilitate a program c lient . 
Rai lroads F and G ,  whi ch ranked lowest in overal l suc cess , again carne in 
l ast in rehabilit at ive cost-effectivenes s .  

n . 7 . 3  Other Measures of Program Effectiveness 

Othe r measures of program e ffe ctivene ss are savings which the company 
real izes as a result of returning problem drinkers to work as nonproblem 
drink ing emp loyees . These measures include reduction s  in lost time , 
productivity loss , d amage to company property , and other work-re lated costs . 
Our in itial p lan was to compare the work expe rience of probler.l drinkers \"ho 
have succes sfully comp leted tre atment with those who are still in the 
work force . The forme r data was to have been obtained from the survey 
of program participant s ;  the l atter from the respon ses of individua ls 
identified as problem drinkers in the gene ral survey . Un fortun ate ly , the 
low 35 percent response r ate to our partici9ant survey doe s not warrant thi s 
k ind of ana lysi s .  Information from the gene ra l survey , however , does 
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TABLE 6-20 . PERCENTAGE OF ALL PROBLEM DRINKERS REHABILITATED 
AND AVERAGE COST PER REHABILITATED CLIENT 

Average Co st Per 

Railroad Percentage Rehabilitated Rehabil i tated Clie nt 

A 2 . 8  $ 762 . 71 

B 3 . 8  473 . 48 

C 7 . 3  857 . 14 

D 9 . 7  1 , 080 . 00 

E 3 . 2  1 , 082 . 00 

F 1 . 8  - 2 , 8� 7 . l4 

G 2 . 1  1 , 865 . 67 

allow us to e stimate reductions in t ime lost and in the costs of lost 
productivity brought about by employee ass i st an ce programs last ye ar . 

6 . 7 . 4  Comparison of Reduced Absenteeism Brought About by Seven P roarams 

( 2 )  

( 1 )  

( 3 )  

( 4  ) 

( 5 )  
-

( 7 )  

( 6 )  

Problem drinkers mis sed an average o f  15 . 3  days last year for rea sons 
othe r than vac ation , wh i le other worke�s . mi s se d  an ave rage of only R . 6  
days in the same pe riod .  P roblem drinker s  were absent an average of 6 . 7  
days more a year than nonproblem drinke r s .  Every rehab ilitated problem 
drinker returned to the work force then , repre sents an annual reducti on of 
6 . 7 days that would have othe rwise been mis sed . Table 6-2 1 p resents the 
number of days of reduced absentee i sm brought about by the return of a 
rehabilitated p roblem dr inker for every day of s t af f  work expended at e ach 
of the programs . 

For every d ay worked by program staff on Rai lroad B l as t yea r ,  there 
was a reduction of 2 . 5  days in the absenteeism o f  problem drinking worke rs . 
Rai l road s  C and E reduced this kind of alochol-re l ated absentee i sm by 
s l ightly more than a day for every p rogram staff day worked . Rai lroads D ,  
A , an d  G reduced such absenteei sm a little le s s  than a full day for every 
day of staff work . On Railroad F ,  program sta f f  worked three days for 
every day of reduced absenteeism .  Across the seven roads , there is slightly 
more than a ful l  day ' s  re duction in the exce s s ive absentee i sm of problem 
drinkers for every day worked by program staff members . 
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TABLE 6-2 1 . DAYS OF REDUCED ABSENTEEISM BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
THE PROGRAI.'1 FOR EVERY PROGRAN STAFF DAY t<10RKED 

Days of Reduced Ab sentee ism 
Rai lroad for Staff Day Worked 

A 0 . 86 ( 4 )  

B 2 . 50 ( 1  ) 

C 1 .  22 ( 2 )  

0 0 . 91 ( 6 )  

E 1 . 10 ( 3 )  -
F 0 . 30 ( 7 )  

G 0 . 73 ( 5 )  

6 . 7 . 5  Comparison of Reductions in Lost Productivitv B rouaht About by 
Seven Programs 

-

In Se ction 4 ,  we estimated that the reduced productivity of problem 
drinkers cost the railroads about $ 100 mi l lion last year--about $ 3 , 500 pe r 
problem drinker as that term is defined- -

in this study . Eve ry rehabil itated 
problem drinker returned to work then represents a $ 3 , 500 reduction in 
lost productivity . I f  this $ 100 mi l lion figure is not ove rly inf lated 
( see page 7 5  ) ,  each program reduced the costs of lost productivity by 
an amount that exceeded the ir annual budgets . Even if the cost of los t 
productivity i s  too high , the same figure s will be used in calcu lating each 
program ' s  effectivene ss in this area so that comparative program pe rfor�ance 
will be accurat e .  Table 6-22 presents the do llar amount of re ductions 
in alcohol-re lated lost productivity b rought about by programs for every 
dol lar spent by programs last year . 
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TABLE 6-22 . DOLLARS IN REDUCED ALCOHOL-RELATED PRODUCTIVITY 
LOSSES FOR EVERY PROG�� DOLLAR SPENT 

Dollars Saved for Every 
Rai lroad Program Dollar Spent 

A $4 . 50 ( 3 ) 

B 7 . 91 ( 1 )  

C 4 . 08 ( 5 )  

D 4 . 54 ( 4 )  
� 

E 4 . 83 - ( �  

F 1 . 22 ( 7 )  

G 1 . 83 ( 6 )  

Railroad B had the best record i n  reducing al cohol-re lated p roduct ivit? -
losse � . It reduced these losses by close to $8  for eve ry program dollar 
spent . Rai lroads E ,  D ,  A ,  and C ,  all did about ha lf as we ll . Rai lroads F 
and G ranked s ixth and seventh , respectively. 

6 . 7 . 6  Comparative Summary of Program Performances 

Above we have compared the e ffectiveness of the seven programs ac cording 
to the ir basic succe ss rate , the i r  rehabilitat ive cost e ffe ct iveness and 
the i r  performance in reducing alcohol-re lated absenteeism and lost product ivity. 
These criteri a were the on ly one s which our data permitted us to use . 
Were comparison poss ible using other crite ri a ,  program ranking could wel l  
have been diffe rent . 

Table 6-2 3 pre sents a summary o f  comparative pr ogram performance based 
on a combinat ion of the criteria used above . A p rogram that scored fi rst 
again st any of the four criteria receives seven points ( for example , Rai lroad D 
had the best basic succes s  rate and wi ll receive seven po ints ) . A program 
that scored second against any of the four crite ria receives six points 
and so forth . Points scored by each o f  the p rograms on each of the four 
criteri a will be summed to develop an ove ral l e ffectivene ss ratin g .  

186 



TABLE 6- 2 3. SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL PROGRAL"IS- ON 
FOUR SELECTED EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 

Cost  
Overall 

Lost Effectiveness Railroad Success Rate Effectiveness Absenteeism Productivity Rating 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

3 6 3 4 

5 7 7 7 

6 5 6 3 

7 4 4 5 

4 3 5 6 

1 1 1 1 - -

2 2 2 2 

The order in which progr�s ranked against the combined criteri a was : 
Rai lroad B ( first) , Railroads C and D ( second) , Railroad E (third) , 
Rai lroad A ( fourth) , Railroad G ( fifth) , and Rai lroad F ( sixth ) . 

6 . 8 IDEAL FEATURES OF RAILROAD EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

16 

26 

20 

20 

18 
� 

4 

8 

There is no demonstrable causal link between program process variables 
( context or environment , inputs and services/function) and specific desirable 
program outcomes like the ones used in the previous sections . Our examin ation 
of process variables in the beginning of this section , however ,  revealed that 
there appear to be stronger and less  e ffective ways of creating the environment 
that surrounds a program , of apportioning and allocatin� resources and of 
planning and de livering services .  In planning their proqrams , railroad 
companie s have options in selecting the feature s that will character ize each 
of these process  variables . In what follows be low, we recommend opt ions for 
each variable based on the examination of the contextual , input , and service/ 
function variables reported in the beginning of Section 6 .  

6 . 8 . 1 Ideal Envi-tonrnent for Railroad Employee Assistance Program 

Figure 6-3 pre sents the desirable and undesirable characteristics of 
key environmental variab les which need to be taken into account in setting 
up and running a railroad employee assistance program. 
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Environmental variables 

1 .  Program Initiat ion 

2 .  O f fice Locations 

3 .  Organizational 
pos ition 

4 .  Role of Labor 

5 .  Management Role 

6 .  Work force Attitudes 
Toward Workers 
With Alcohol 
Problems 

7 .  Railroad Depart­
ments Related 
to Program 

Desirabl e  Characteristics 

Undertaken with genuine com­
mitment on the bas is of per­
ceived benefits to the 
company and to employees . 

Organized in accordance with 
recommended features de­
s cribed below . 

Off of company property . 
Within reasonab le dis­
tances to concentrations 
of workers . 

Wherever program receive s 
assured latitude , visibil­
ity , credib il ity , a strong 
position of advocacy and 
steady adequate funding . 

Involved from the begin­
ning in planning and ad­
v�s �ng . Provided an on­
going ro le as members of 
an advisory council .  
Given a specific role 
through a peer inter­
vention program . 

Involved throughout in 
providing advice through 
a formal mechanism .  

Basically therapeutic at­
titudes of workers are 
embodied in company 
pol icy . 

Plan and coordinate 
activities re problem 
drinking and on-the­
j ob drinking with the 
program . 

Undesirable Characteristics 

Launched by half-convinced 
managers for other reasons 
( for example , being � 
courant . ) 

Organized with little ref­
erence to the learning ex­
perience of programs both 
within and outside the 
railroad industry . 

On company property , espe­
cially in a h ighl y  vis ible 
or uninviting setting . Re- • 
mote to many workers . 

Wherever program ' s  impor­
tance and suppor� are not 
ensure d .  

Prog�am cons idered 
strictly a management 
affair . 

Program is strictly affair 
of the department in which 
it is located . 

Company pol icy out of tune 
with workers- -pun itive . 

Little or no collaboration 
and in formation sharing . 

FIGURE 6-3 . DESIRABLE/UNDES IRABLE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM FEATURES 
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6 . 8 . 2 Ideal Resource Mix for Railroad Employee Assistance - Programs 

Figure 6-4 summarizes the desirable and undesirable characteristics 
of re source or input variables for employee assistance programs on railroads . 

6 . 8 . 3  Ideal Service/Function Variables of Railroad Employee Assistance 
Programs 

Figure 6-5 presents the desirable and undes irable characteristics of 
key functional variables which ought to be considered in conceptualizing 
a company ' s  programmatic appro�ch to employee drinking . 
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Input Variables 

1 .  Company Policy 

Desirable Features 

Understanding of alcoholism 
as a health problem; 

Intervention on bas is of 
job performance and rule 
violations ; 

Threat of dismissal used as 
leverage for entering 
program; 

Adequate referral mechanisms 
including supervisors , 
local chairmen and medical 
consultants . 

Competent personnel who 
assess-refer . 

Assurance of job retention 
for those who cooperate 
succes s fully with program 
when counselors say they 
are ready to return . 

Use of qualitative trea��ent 
agencies . 

Outpatient/inpatient 
insurance coverage . 

Integral role fO� . Lab9r . 

Systematic , on-going 
credible evaluation . 

Confidentiality 

Streamlined record-keeping 
to serve evaluation , con­
fidentialy and insurance 
needs . 

Adequate program promotion 
mechanisms . 

Undesirable Features 

. 

Moralistic or punitive treat� 
ment of problem drinkers . 

Cover-up . Toleration . Punisr 
ment only . 

Dismissal used s imply to get 
rid of employees . 

Unactivated, untrained , un­
motivated referral agents . 

Unqualified counselors . 
Qualified , motivational 
counselors who diagnose 
or treat . Too few- counse lors 

Disallowing rehabilitated 
workers from retai�ing th�i% 
j ob .  Keeping workers off 

. the job. when they are ready 
to return . Failure to give 
primacy to counselor certi­
fication of readiness . 

Over-reliance on in-patient 
care or . treatment modalities 
that do not fit in with 
client ' s  situation or life­
style . 

No insurance . Inadequa�� in� 
surance ( e . g . , $ 3  K life- " ­

time benefit) . In-patient 
coverage only . 

No role . Token role . 

No evaluation . Sporadic eval­
uation . Evaluation con­
ducted only by program . 

Make-shift , personalized , 
understandardized systems . 

Haphazard conduct of program 
promotion function . 

FIGURE 6- 4 . DESIRABLE/UNDESIRABLE FEATURES OF PROGRAM RESOURCES 



Input Variables 

1 .  Company Policy ( cont) 

2 .  

3 .  

4 .  

Program Focus 

Service Delivery Pattern 

Rule Enforcement 
and the Program 

5 .  Confidentiality 

6 .  

7 .  

Target Population 

Criteria for Accepting 
Referring Clients 

8. Program Director 

9 .  Program Staff 

Desirable Features 

Strategies aimed at reducing 
problems . 

None of three models ( alcohol 
only , chemical dependency , 
broadbrush )  proven better 
with alcohol problems . 
Broad-brush equipped to 
deal with variety of pro­
blems affecting work and 
with personal problems 
affecting alcoholics . 

Assessment referral (diag­
nostic referral with 
qualified staff and where 
cost effective ) 

Integrally related so that 
threat of dismissal is used 
to pressure client to treat 
ment and rehabilitated 
worker can return to work 
after counselor certifica­
tion . 

Active and visible partici­
pation of labor in the 
program. Office location 
off company property . 
Circumspect staff . 

Expand beyond pr��lem� 
drinkers to include non­
problem drinkers who break 
drinking rules for the 
first time . 

Specific criteria for accept­
ing clients and for making 
different kinds of refer­
rals . 

Directly supervises program 
staff . 

Demonstrably competent 
alcoholism coun selors . 

Undesirable Fea tures 

Exclusive emphasis on reacl1irn] -
workers after problems -

develop . 

Counseling of alcoholics with 
other drug and personal pro­
blems- by unqualified staff .  
Over-reliance on self­
referral and downplaying of 
confrontation in alcohol­
related cases . Lenient 
handling of wayward alco­
holics in program. 

Delivery of protracted treat­
ment services by program 
staff . 

Unrelated . Program merely 
_ "reconun�nds " client return 

to work . 

Widespread perception that _ 

program is exclus ively a 
management operatiop . Of��_  
property office location .  - -� 

Careless staff . 

Discriminate against non­
problem drinkers . 

Indiscriminate assessments 
and referrals . 

Shares managerial responsi­
bility with other people . 

Counse lors considered compe­
tent solely on the basis of 
previous personal education 
or experience . 

FIGYRE 6- 4 . DESlRABLE/UNDERSIRABLE FEATURES OF PROGRAM RESOURCES ( continued) 
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Input Variables 

10 . Program Budgets 

11 . Program Obj ectives 

12 . Health Insurance 

Desirable Features 

Budget set in terms of de­
sired penetration rate (A 
10 percent penetration rate 
requires one counselor for 
every 50 new clients an­
ticipated) . 

Measurable , time-framed , 
specific and explicit . 
Substantive about basic 
success rate and selected 
company goals ( for example , 
reductions in grievance 
costs for alcohol-related 
cases )  . 

NIAAA model package ( DHEW , 
1978 ) . 

Undes i rable Features 

Budget totals coincide with -
arbitrarily set "available 
funds . "  

No objectives . No articulated 
obj ectives . No measurable 
obj ectives . Measurable ob­
j ectives measuring poor in­
dicators of program 
effectiveness . 

Low lifetime benefit . Re­
strictions to in-p�tient 
or hospital care . 

- ' .  

F IGURE 6 - 4 . DES IRABLE/UNDESIRABLE FEATURES OF PROGRAN RESOURCES ( continued) 
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Functional Variables 

1 .  Program Promotion 

2 . Case-Finding Motivation 

3 .  Evaluation of Client 
Problems 

4 .  Follow-up 

5 .  Primary Prevention 

Des irable Features 

Concentration on high pay-off 
channels , that is , person­
ally addressed communica­
tions . Other channels 
budgeted in accordance 
with their demonstrated 
effectiveness . 

Concentration on company 
based referral capacity : 
supervisors , co-workers ,  
local chairmen and medical 
consultants . 

Assessment only (with rare 
exception) . 

Done by volunteers . 

Initiation of prevention 
strategies aimed at re­
ducing problem drinking 
and on-the- job drinking 
through designation of 
a line item on program 
budgets for prevention . 
Budget should �� increased 
by one quarter for pre­
vention efforts alone . 

Undesirable Features 

. 

Little or no program promotion 
Program promotion through 
relatively ineffective 
channels . 

Over-reliance on self­
referrals . Failure to 
encourage Rule 6 referrals .  

Diagnoses by staff who are 
unqualified or whose 
qualifications are not 
recognized . 

�ot done �t all .  Not done 
adequately . Done on old 
stable cases . Done on 
those who need follow­
up by staff . 

No prevention starts . Un­
systematic prevention 
starts . Prevention starts 
without additional pesiq- . - . 

nated resources . � 

FIGURE 6- 5 . DES IRABLE/UNDESIRABLE FUNCTIONAL FEATURES OF PROGRAMS 
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6 . 8 . 4  Most Important �lements for Plann ing Railroad Programs �I 
Although all of the previously described "desirable features "  are 

part of an idealized employee ass istance program , not all of them are 
equally necessary for a reasonably e ffective program. Some features are . 
They inc lude the 13  items listed above under company policy . They are 
essential ingredients for occupational programming in the railroad industry . 
These 13  items constitute the "basic" of a good program. Programs in the 
railroad industry could be improved by a careful appli ca tion of these 
13 items to current program functioning .  

a .  Understanding o f  alcoholism as a health problem. 

The implicat ions of this understanding are not now adequate ly appl ied 
to the disposition of problem drinking ru le violators or to the way in which 
medical consultants work with the employee assistance programs . 

b .  Intervention on the basis o f  job performance an d  rule violation s .  

The evidence is clear that the work performance of problem drinkers i� 
often le ss than adequate , that they account for higher. percenta�es of rule 
violations than their numbers warrant , that they are seen doing less than 
their  j ob requires and breaking rules and that often nothing is don e .  

c .  Threat o f  dismissal used a s  leverage for ente ring a program. 

In virtually every industry , this program feature is the d{fference 
between havina a program and not having one . In the rai lroad industry, 
this practice is not in force . 

d. Adequate referral mechanisms . 
-

.. . . -
.. 

supervisory capacity needs strengthening . The re ferral roles of local 
chairmen , co-workers , and consultant phys icians must be promulgated and taught . 

e .  Competent personnel to assess  an d  refer.  

Recruitment and training policies need to be devised and implemented.  

f .  Assurance of job retention for successfully rehabi litated problem drinke rs . 

The re is little sense in having an employee assistance program i f  those 
who avail themselves of its services are treated on a par with those \.,ho do 
not . A guarantee of job retention for coope rative employees is an essential 
e lement in the policy of an employee assistance program . 

g. Use of qualitative treatment agencie s . 

Programs generally refer c lients to five treatment agencie s .  Programs 
need to promote coverage for and refer clients to outpatient facilities 
at least when other alternative s  are unduly difficult for certain clients to 
use . 

h .  Insurance coverage . 

Current alcohol-related coverage is often not adequate because of the 
low life-time bene fit and exclusion of coverage for out-patient care . 

I I 
I 
I I 

\ I 

\ I I 
, 
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i .  Integral role for'" labor . 

Active , ongoing , and specific labor collaboration is necessary to 
promote trust and use of the program. 

j .  Systematic ongoing evaluation . 

To survive and thrive , programs need not only to do a good j ob ,  but 
also demonstrate convinc ingly that they are being e ffective . At the present 
time , even the most e ffective programs are not adequately demonstrating the ir 
success . 

k. Confidentiality. 

Programs need to continue their generally good record in confidentiality . 

1.  Stre amlined record-keeping to serve evaluation , confidentiality , and. 
insurance needs . 

Programs are now at a stage when a comparison and standardization of 
record-keeping systems is in order . 

m .  Adequate program promotion e ffort s .  

A receptive work force i s  essential to increasing referral rates . 
Program promotion must be thought of as more than an ancillary activity . 

n .  Reducing the incidence of drinking problems . 

r.lost program plans are geared toward supplying servi ces to people 
with drinking problems . No program dollars are now earmarked for preventive 
strategies to reduce the need for service s .  

6 . 8 . 5  Procedure for Continuous Program Evaluation 
.. . 

Three steps are required to develop data about program effect iveness 
on an ongoing basis : ( 1) the establishment of an evaluation system that 
spe cifies obj ectives , evaluative criteria , measures , and standards , as 
well as data collection procedures ,  instruments , and guide lines ; ( 2 )  the 
collection and documentation of the information required by the evaluation 
design ; and , ( 3 )  the corroboration , analyses ,  and interpretation a the 
collected data. 

The e stablishment of an evaluation system will require resources of 
spec ialized expertise and funds not like ly to be found in the studied 
programs . We suggest that the FRA offer to provide the resources ne cessary 
to help programs set up a practical and discerning evaluation system . 
Program staff can be ass isted in developing and using the data collection 
tools called for by the evaluation design . The original designe rs can 
provide technical assistance on an as needed basis and perform the analyse s 
and interpretation of data at the end of designated evaluat ion periods . 

6 . 9  CONCLUSION : PROCEDURES FOR ENCOURAGING AND IMPROVING PROGRAMS IN 
RAILROAD INDUSTRY 

The railroad industry , rail labor, and the Federal nai lroad Administration 
have a joint interest in facilitating the initiation and improvement of 
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employee assistance programs . These three parties are now completing the 
first of three phases in a cycle of activities aimed at promoting e ffective 
voluntary company approaches to solving the problems caused by employee 
drinking. Phase I of this collaborative effort was a research phase whose 
purpose was to define the problem and suggest solution s .  Thi s study 
represents the completion of Phase I .  Phase II involves the experimental 
implementation of the findings , conclusions , and recommendati9ns of the 
research phase . Phase III  will consist of evaluating the re sults of the 
implementation phase against the baseline data of the research phase and in 
reformulatin g  revised approaches for the future . 

We are now entering Phase II , the implementation phase . The goal of 
this phase wi ll be to assist the study railroads and other railroads 
with programs to put the study results into practice and to encourage 
and assist railroads without programs to start programs . We suggest that 
the FRA first sponsor a technical assistance effort to the rai lroad programs 
which participated in this study. As this effort gets underway , the FRA 
can approach railroads with programs and other rai lroads interested in 
starting programs to see if they are interested in receiving techn ical 
assistance based on the REAP study. 

In addition to improving the de live ry of se rvices- by the dissemination 
of this study ' s  results through a highly individualized and con fidential 
technical assist ance , the FRA might consider othe r activities aimed at 
improving programs . Among them are : ( 1 ) the development of training 
packages to train supervisors , to set up a labor peer inte rvention program, 
and to train local chairmen ; ( 2 )  the de live ry  of training to program 
directors on program and staff evaluation and on volunteer utiliz ation and 
the del ivery of training to program staff on assessment referral and 
basi c  communication skills . 

Planning for Phase III should begin simultaneously with the implementation 
of the study results . The purpose of this phase will be to determine 
the degree to which voluntary company efforts are controlling employee 
drinking problems and to identify futura di rections for handling these 
problems . The FRA has supported and promoted voluntary company efforts to 
deal with the problems caused by employee drinking . The end result of 
Phase III will be the determination of whether these voluntary e fforts on 
the part of companies are an adequate response to the problem or whether 
alternative actions are required. 

In the last analysis , changes initiated and implemented by the indust ry 
itse lf will probably make the most immediate and long-lasting impact on railroad 
employee assistance programming. Individual directors and their representative 
organization s ,  therefore , will be vital in this process . A first step , therefore , 
might well  be the j oint analysis by directors and a selection and implementation 
of se lected action . 
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APPENDIX A--SA}WLING ERROR 

l'lhenever s amples are drawn from a population , the prevalence statistics 
which are calculated represent the observed frequency of phenQmena in the 
s ample . Thus , if we find that 200 out of 1 , 000 respondents report a particular 
behavior , we calculate that 20 percent of the sample display that behavior . 
These are the percentages reported in the tables of this report . 

O ften , howeve r ,  a reader i s  interested in what percentage o f  the 
population from which the sample is drawn displays the behaviors . Our 
best gue ss is simply that the percentage is the same as that observed in 
the sample (provided that the sample is proportionately drawn and/or 
appropriately we ighted as was Project REAP ' s ) . Stil l ,  be cause the reader 
is making gue sses about percentage s  in a �roup based only upon in format ion 
gathered from a subgroup of its members , the gue ss wil l probably not be 
exact . This phenomenon is spoken of as " s ampling error . " 

Fortunately , although this error will always exist whenever a sample 
survey is conducted , mathematical methods have been developed which al low 
to dete rmine the extent of the error . Such sampl ing error is usually 
expressed in terms of " confidence intervals . "  These intervals provide a 
range , centered on the sample value , within which the true population 
value is reasonably certain to lie . 

Table A-I provide s  a handy reference for determing the con fidence 
intervals for the s tatistics reported in this pape r .  An appreciation of 
Proj ect REAP ' s  maj or findings is not dependent upon the understanding or 
use of thi s  table , but the inte rested re ade r may find it use ful . 

There are six columns in the table . The first of the se is he aded 
"Reported Percentage . "  The seven entrie.s in thi s column are the 
percentages which may be reported in tables o f  thi s  p ape r .  I f  one wants 
to develop the confidence interval for a particular table entry , first 
find the closest percentage to that entry in Table A-I .  

The remaining five columns of Table A-I refer to di fferent groups 

one 

which the percentages may refer to . Group sizes are the average for each 
type of group . Average group s izes are used to protect anonymity of the 
railroads . Confidence intervals for proportions are only approximations 
( Hayes , 1973 ) , and only a very small percentage of the confidence intervals 
calculated by this table will vary e ven as much as 1 percent from the values 
which would be obtained were the reader to calculate each confidence interval 
based upon actual sample sizes . 

The entries in the body o f  the table are the deviations on eithe r  side 
o f  the sample percentage which de fine the population confidence interval . *  

For example , suppose the prevalence of a particular behavior on 
Rail road A is 22 percent , and we want to know prevalence of that behavior 
in the entire work force of Railroad A .  Re ferrin g to Table A-I , we see 
that in Row 4 of the table , 20 is the closest percentage to our obse rved 
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percentage o f  2 2 .  Looking in the column headed "Railroad,. " where it inter­
sects the row "20 or 80 " ,  we find the entry " 3 " .  This means that the 
populations prevalence is 22 percent �3 percent , or in the range 19-25  percent . 

Statistical significance of any difference can be determined by 
calculating the confidence intervals for any two table entries . I f  the 
confidence intervals do not overlap , the difference is "significant at 
the . 05 level . "  

* 
Table values were calculated using the fol lowing formula from Cochran 

c . ! .  = p! [ t J 1 - f J pq/ (n-ll + 2� . J . where 

C . I, =  confidence interval 

p = proportion 
-

t = standard normal deviate 

f = s ampling fraction 

q = 1 - P 

n = samp le size 

198 

( 1977)  . 



..... 
W 
ID 

---

�ported 

Percentage 

50 

40 or 60 

30 or 70 

20 or 80 

10 or 90 

5 or 95 

1 or 99 

- ._-----' 

TABLE A-I . SAMPLING Eimon IN P ERCENTAGE BY GROUP REPORTED 

Overall 

(N = 5704) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

< 1  

-- ---------r----------
Railroad Non-Ops Ops 
( N  = 815) (N = 4 19 )  ( N  = 2 19) 

3 5 7 

3 5 6 

3 4 6 

3 4 5 

I 2 3 4 

1 2 3 

1 1 1 
, 

-- - ---.----� - ---- ... --�--------< ---- - .. - - - ---_._ -------

Note : The chances are 95 in 100 that the value 
be ing estimated lies with in a range equal 

o to the reported pe rcent age plus 9r minus 
the n umber' of percen tage points shown 

above . 

" I  

--.- -� . --------- . 

Exempt 

( N  :: 144 ) 

---_ .. -

8 

7 

7 

7 

5 

4 

2 

� .  __ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _  n 

, OJ 



,. ' . . . .. 

I \. 



APPENDI� B--REPORT OF NEW TECHNOLOGY 

No subj ect inventions were achieved during the 
performance of work under thi s  contract . 
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