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Workplace alcohol-testing programs:
prevalence and trends

Although testing for illicit drugs is more prevalent
than alcohol testing, results from two nationwide surveys
reveal that alcohol testing of employees is on the rise

hnce the beginning of theindustrial era, em-
Sloyers have been concerned about the
osts and consegquences of inappropriate
alcohol consumption by workers on and off the
job. “By far the most common of the drugs that
can affect work performanceisethanol (alcoholic
beverages),” according to the Institute of
Medicine.!Many studies have shown that both
heavy drinking over time and the misuse of a co-
hol in safety-sensitive situations have had signifi-
cant negative effects on worker productivity and
health, and on employer costs and profits.?2 Asa
consequence, several strategies have emerged to
control this behavior. Modern interventions in-
clude occupational alcoholism programsand their
successors; employee assi stance programs, health
promotion programs, and education and training
efforts.

Inthe 1980s, impairment testing programs al so
became a popular workplace method to address
substance misuse.® Testing programs are prima-
rily intended to detect the use of illicit drugs, but
also are used in many worksites to detect inap-
propriate ethanol use among employees.

Thisarticle describesthe prevalence and char-
acteristics of alcohol-testing programs in U.S.
worksites. The dataare derived from two national
prevalence surveys of worksites. These surveys
were conducted in 1993 and 1995 with support
from the National Institute on Drug Abuse. We
present national preval ence estimates of alcohol-
testing programs for job applicants and current
employees. Prevalence is presented by worksite
size (number of employees), type of industry, and
census region. For programs that test current
employees, these estimates are given for both
1993 and 1995. We then compare the prevalence

of alcohol- and drug-testing programs for appli-
cants and current employees in 1995. We also
describe employee and worksite characteristics
by alcohol-testing prevalence at the worksite. Fi-
nally, we present alcohol-testing prevalence by
type of testing program, testing method, and or-
ganizational unit responsible for testing. (For a
description of the methodology, see appendix.)

Background

A vast amount of literature has consistently docu-
mented the negative effect of a cohol use on pro-
duction costs and worker and public safety. Re-
search indicates that chronic and situational
misuse of alcohol ispositively associated with ab-
senteeism,* job turnover,® industrial accidents,®
poor job performance, lack of self-direction, poor
interpersonal relations,” lower levels of job sat-
isfaction,® theft, vandalism, and negative work
behaviors.®

Historically, employers have relied on super-
visors to identify alcohol misusers. Some of the
telltale signs are: deterioration of job perfor-
mance, poor work habits, antisocial behavior, ac-
cidents, absenteeism, and ahost of other incidents
that could cause management to inquire about al-
cohol misuse.’® These approaches have their
shortcomings, such asthe reluctance of supervi-
sorsto monitor and i ntervenewith a cohol -rel ated
behaviors,™* their tendency to cover up the al co-
hol misuse of workers under their supervision,*?
and their failure to handle the reactive nature of
alcohol misusers. Many managershbelievethat al-
cohol testing is a valuable approach to control-
ling the workplace consequences of chronic and
situational alcohol misuse. Onereasonfor thisis
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I National estimates of alcohol testing among private nonagricultural Urine tests d_o not, however' SI”!OW
worksites by size, industry, and census region, 1995 whether there is alcohol-induced im-
[In percent] pairment, whether alcohol has been
Worksites that test— usedintheworkplace, or whether there
Applicants | Government isacohoal in the blood while at work.
Characteristic Applicants | Current employees and/or r?gglljairtg)sn Establishing impairment due to alco-
employees’| i ing, hol isimportant becausethe Americans
1995 1993 1995 1995 1995% with Disabilities Act (ADA) does not
Al WOTKSIEES eeevvevveeeer s 21.7 20.3 ©8.4 36.0 317 protect current usersof illicit drugs, but
- a4 1.0 () 1.6) (29 it doesprotect thosewho are diagnosed
Worksite size .
50-99 eMpIOYEes ... 19.2 15.8 250 314 337 asalcoholics. Thusunder theADA, any
(2.4) (1.6) (2.6) (2.8) (6.1 test result that isto bethebasisof nega
100-249 employees ................... 19.7 19.3 326.8 33.6 26.2 . . - .
23) (1.6) 2.5) @7 (3.9) tiveaction hasto establishimpairment.
250-999 employees ................... 26.5 28.4 34.1 42.9 33.8 This requirement inevitably leads to
(3.0) (2.0) (3.2) (3.3) (4.9) .
1,000 employees or moe ......... 333 375 40.0 55.2 383 the need to establish threshold blood
Industr 5.0) 5) (52) (56) (6.) alcohol concentration (BAC) above
ustry .
MaNUFACKUNNG .oovomroeeee . 337 251 338.1 495 243 which the employee may be presumed
_ (2.8) 1.9 2.8 2.9 39 to be under the influence of acohol
Wholesale/retail .........ccccceevennene 19.4 18.0 26.3 331 37.3 . . .
(3.5) (2.5) (3.9) @.1) (7.4) with attendant physiological and be-
Communications, utilities, and haviora impai rments.” 16
transpOrtation .......................... 30.3 32.3 7.4 52.7 67.7
(4.1) (3.0) (4.6) .7 (6.5)
Finance, insurance, and Pr@ently an acceptab|e blood al-
real estate .............cooocoovvvrrreenn. 5.8 6.8 7.3 11.0 11.6 R .
(1.4) (1.3) 2.3) @5 6.0) cohol concentration level inthework-
Mining and construction ............. 29.3 26.6 39.0 455 46.3 p| ace has not been established. There-
(4.1) (3.9 (4.6) (4.8) (6.4) f acohol | ; el
SEIVICES ..o 13.3 16.1 20.2 26.5 21.4 ore, alcohol imparment guidelines
_ (2.3) @7 @7 (1) 3 for many employersremain discretion-
Region 4 ; . .
NOMNEASE ...rrrroverreererreeeeree 19.2 117 20.1 27.2 39.2 ary. While presidential Executive Or-
_ (3.2) (1.6) (2.9 B4 (7.1 der 12564, signed in 1986, mandated
MIAWESL ... 245 21.0 27.3 36.0 26.3 h | leqallv allowed
@.7) 2.0) 2.8) 3.1) (4.0) that employers are legally allowed to
SOULN coooovitvssisissstsss s (129-32) (213-72) 3(3275 (4313; (?;12-17) test for illicit drugs, the guidelines es-
WESE e 24.7 23.2 233 34.7 313 teblished in 1988 by the Department
(3.4 (2.5) B.1) (3.8) (5.9) of Health and Human Services ex-
1 Worksites that test applicants only, current employees only, and both applicants and current cluded alcohol as a substance for
employees. Columns 1 through 4 are not exclusive categories. ' which workers were to be tested. The
2 Percent of worksites that test for alcohol in which Government regulation requires testing. onIy exception to this omission of al-
3 Difference between 1993 and 1995 is significant at the .05 level. cohol istherecent Omni busTranspor-
Nore: Data are based on worksites with 50 or more employees. tation Act of 1991, which requi resthe
Data in parentheses represent the standard error. Departmem of Transportation to in-
clude alcohol as a target drug in its

the apparently objective, scientific nature of testing proce-
dures. However, whiletypical substance screening procedures
(urinalysis, breathalyzers, and blood tests) arereliableindica-
tors of the presence of ethanol, they only link the levels of
inebriationtoindividua job performanceimpairmentinavery
genera way.*®

Giventherelatively pervasive nature of alcohol misuseand
its associated work-related problems, it isironic that alcohol
testing ismuch less prevalent thaniillicit drug screening pro-
grams.** This could be attributed to several factors, including
differing social tolerances of alcohol and illicit drug use® and
applicable Federal policy regulations. For instance, accord-
ing to a 1994 study by Jacques Normand and others:
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testing program.

In summary, whilelabor and management have attempted
to control the problems associated with alcohol misuse in
the workplace, historically, alcohol-testing programs have
not been adopted in great numbers, certainly relative to the
prevaenceof illicit drug-testing programs. Our research, how-
ever, suggests that the prevalence of testing for alcohal is
increasing.

Survey results

Who gets tested? Worksiteswere morelikely totest current
employees than job applicants for alcohol misuse. (Seetable
1.) In 1995, 28.4 percent of all worksites conducted alcohol



Gl IEMW National estimates of alcohol and drug testing among applicants,

nonagricultural worksites, 1995

employees, and combinations of both groups in private

percent).

More than twice as many worksites test applicants for drugs (45.9 percent) than for alcohol (21.7

Worksite conducts drug testing on current employees

percent).

Slightly more worksites test current employees for drugs (33.7 percent) than for alcohol (28.4

Worksite conducts drug testing*

Note: Data in parentheses represent the standard error.

Data are based on private nonagricultural worksites with 50 or more employees.

When aworksite tests for drugs, it usually also tests for alcohol. Only 2.6 percent of worksites test
for alcohol and not drugs. Conversely, many worksites test for drugs and not alcohol (20.2 percent).

Worksites that test applicants only, current employees only, and both applicants and current employees.

testing on current employees, and 21.7 percent of all worksites
tested applicants. Also, testing of current employeesincreased
from 20.3 percent in 1993 to 28.4 percent in 1995 (which is
statistically significant at the .05 level), representing a 39.9-
percent increasein alcohol testing prevalence. (Note, the 1993
national survey did not inquire about al cohol testing for appli-
cants.) Further, in 1995, 36 percent of worksites conducted

Census region.

alcohol testing for applicants, or cur-
rent employees, or both.

[In percent] Worksite size. Table1alsoshowsthe
Worksite conducts drug testing on applicants posj tiverdationshi p between worksite
y N Total size and the prevalence of an alcohol-
e ° (alcohol testing) | testing program. In 1995, approxi-
Worke g mately 40.0 percent of the large
a,‘;;ﬁ';‘f;;‘;’t?n; o ves e 5 o worksites, thosewith morethan 1,000
applicants No 52 530 783 employees, conducted testing on cur-
(1.4) .7 (1.4) rent employees (33.3 percent tested
applicants), compared with 25 percent

Total 45.9 541 100.0 1 i
(drug testing) ) an of small worksites, thosewith 50 to 9_9
employees (19.2 percent tested appli-

cants). However, among small
worksites, the prevalence of acohol-
testing programsfor current employees
increased significantly from 15.8 per-

Total

ves No (alcohol testing) | cent to 25 percent from the 1993 survey

_ Yes 227 57 284 period t_o the 1995 period. This com-

Worksite conducts (1.4) (8) (1.5) pares with the 37.5-percent (1993) to
alcohol testing on

current employees No 11.0 60.6 716 40.0-percent (1995) rate among large

(&.1) &.7) (£.5) worksites. Thus, the prevaence of a-

cohol testing isincreasing morerapidly

Total 33.7 66.3 100.0 i i
(drug testing) (1.6) (1.6) insmaller worksites.

Type of industry. The prevalence of
alcohol testing varieswidely acrossin-
dustry groups both for applicants and
current employees. (See table 1.) For

Yes No Total example, in 1995, thecommunications,
(alcohol testing) e . . .
utilities, and transportation industries
_ Yes 335 2.6 36.0 had a testing prevalence of 47.4 per-
Worksite conducts (1.6) (1.6) (1.6)
alcohol testing cent for current employees (30.3 per-
No ) e oo cent for applicants), while the preva-
lence for the finance, insurance, and
Total 537 463 100.0 real estateindustrieswasonly 7.3 per-
(drug testing) 1.7 1.7 cent (5.8 percent for applicants). For
all industry groups, the prevalence of

testing usually increasedfromthe 1993
to 1995 survey periods, and this in-
crease was statistically significant in
the manufacturing; communications,
utilities, and transportation; and min-
ing and constructionindustries.

Differencesin the prevalence of alcohol test-

ing by the regions defined by the Bureau of the Census show
the South having the highest prevalence (37.9 percent) and
the Northeast (20.1 percent), the lowest prevalence for cur-
rent employeesin 1995. All regions except the West had in-
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creased testing prevalence for current employees from 1993
to 1995, with the Northeast and the South having relatively
largeincreasesthat were statistically significant.

Government regulation.  Of theworksitesthat test for alco-
hol, in 1995, 31.7 percent of them were required to do so by
the Federal Government. (See table 1.) The association be-
tween testing and regulations is differentially manifested
across types of industry, however. For example, required al-
cohol testing is most prevalent in communications, utilities,
and transportation (67.7 percent), which isan industry group
regulated by the Omnibus Transportation Act of 1991, while
least prevalent in the unregulated finance, insurance, and real
estate industries (11.6 percent). Thus, as expected, thereisa
positive, athough variable, correlation between worksite
prevalence of alcohol testing and Government regulation re-
quiring testing. Table 1 also shows that the Northeast has a
relatively high Government-required testing prevalence of
39.2 percent for worksitesthat test.

Alcohol versus drug testing

Clearly, drug testing is still more prevalent than al cohol test-
ing.Y” For example, 36.0 percent of worksites with more than
50 employees conduct alcohol testing for applicants or cur-
rent employees or both, while the corresponding prevalence
for drug testing is 53.7 percent. (See exhibit 1.) In addition,
when aworksite conductsal cohol test-

ing, it ailmost always tests for drugs,

In general, table 2 indicates that worksites with testing pro-
grams have a significantly higher percentage of males, full-
time employees, and unions, while they have a significantly
lower percentage of employeeswith college degrees. Neither
the percentage of younger employees (under age 30) at a
worksite nor the percentage of employees with a high school
diplomashow statistically significant differences.

If aworksite conducts acohol testing, it is more likely to
test for drug use, (92.9 percent), have an employee assistance
program (49.2 percent), and have awritten alcohol and drug
use policy (97.3 percent). (Seetable 2.)

Frequency and type of program.  For worksitesthat conduct
alcohol testing of current employees, we examined the fre-
guency and type of program in place during 1995. Table 3
shows the prevalence of programs that test on an uncondi-
tional and on a conditional basis. Unconditional testing in-
cludesrandom and regular assessmentsto which any employee
could be subjected regardless of conduct or job per-formance.
Conditional testing consists of assessments that occur for se-
lected employees, and is based on conditions, such asfollow-
ing an accident, after determining areasonable cause, or fol-
lowing up as a completion to substance abuse treatment.
Ingeneral, worksitesaremorelikely to conduct conditional
than unconditional testing of employees. For worksites that
conduct conditional alcohol testing of current employees, over-
all, theprevalencein 1995ishigher following an accident (73.9

while a worksite that tests for drugs
does not always test for alcohol. For
example, only 2.6 percent of worksites

test for alcohol (on applicants or em-
ployees, or both) and do not test for
drugs. By contrast, 20.2 percent of
worksitestest for drugs, but do not test

for alcohol. Exhibit 1 also shows that
the prevalence of drug testing for ap-
plicants is more than twice that of al-
cohol testing (45.9 percent, versus
21.7 percent).

Alcohol-testing details

Characteristics. The presenceof al-
cohol testing varies by worksite and
individual characteristics. For ex-
ample, for worksites that conduct al-
cohol testing, 23.4 percent of employ-
ees have college degrees, while this
percentageis 28.6 percent in worksites
with no alcohol testing. (Seetable 2.)
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I C8 Employee and worksite characteristics by alcohol-testing status among
private nonagricultural worksites, 1995
[In percent]
Worksites that test for
. All alcohol use Statisticall
Characteristic : y
worksites significant!
Yes No
Employee characteristics:
Male ..o 52.0 60.2 474 Yes
Full-time job ................ 84.4 88.1 824 Yes
Under 30 years of age . 35.6 33.7 36.7 No
High school diploma ... 85.9 84.7 86.7 No
College degree ............ 26.8 234 28.6 Yes
Union affiliation .............ccccccceeee 10.8 17.0 7.4 Yes
Worksite characteristics:
Tests for drug use .........ccceeeeeueenne 53.7 92.9 317 Yes
Implements employee assistance
PrOgram ......c.ceeveueineereeeieeeeiennes 36.3 49.2 29.0 Yes
Maintains written policy regarding
drug or alcohol use ............c........ 91.3 97.3 87.9 Yes
Applies Drug Free Workplace
ACE . 29.1 33.3 26.7 No
1Significant difference in percentages for worksites with or without alcohol testing at the .05 level.
Nore: Data are based on private nonagricultural worksites with 50 or more employees.
Percentages for employee characteristics are means of percentages of employees at worksites with that
characteristic; the statistical test was the t-test. Percentages under worksite characteristics are percentages
of worksites with that characteristic; the statistical test was the chi-square test.
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percent) andfor reasonablecause(77-9 National estimates of unconditional alcohol-testing prevalence, among
percent) thanit isafter substanceabuse worksites that test current employees, by type of testing program and by
treatment (50_9 percent). In general, worksite characteristics, 1995
testing for alcohol after anaccidentde- |- percen]
creasgﬁ asworksitesizeincreases (77.0 Unconditional testing Conditional testing
percent for small worksites, versus62.3 - _ Follow-up to
. Characteristic Random | Regular | Following | Reasonable| substance
percent for large workst%), whereas testing testing an accident cause abuse
testing increases after substance abuse treatment
treatment as worksite Size iINCreaseS | All WOrksites ..., 48.4 12.4 73.9 77.9 50.9
(47.8 percent for small worksites, ver- Worksite size @1 (1-9) (29) (2:8) 3.2)
sus 64.4 percent for large worksites). 50-99 employees ..... 59.9 10.7 77.0 75.3 47.8
Thefinance, insurance, andreal estate 100-249 employees s460112; (13443 (75642) (7554:2; (5'?152)
industries havearelatively low testing ) 5.2) (3.5) 4.8) 5.2) (5.4)
prevalencefollowinganaccident (36.3 | 250-999 eMplOYees ........c........ (454-7‘; (130-31) (7505 (8345 (459;
percent) and a relatively high testing 1,000 employees or more ........ 455 15.7 62.3 785 64.4
prevalence for reasonable cause (92.0 Industry @7 (4.5 88) (7.8) ®.2)
percent) andfollowi ng Substance abuse Manufacturing .......c.ccceceevvereenne. 34.1 12.6 77.0 80.3 49.3
treatment (67.6 percent). Compared Wholesale and retil (g‘isz (13613 (74;7) (631.92 (;168%

i H olesale and retall .................. . . . . .
withthe other_ threeregions, the North- 1) ©63) (75) @7 ©.0)
east had the highest prevalence of test- Communications, utilities, and
; transportation ...............cc...coe.... 82.4 18.6 77.9 84.3 60.4
ing after substance abuse treatment @.2) .0) ©5) 58) ©6)
(61.5 percent). Finance, insurance, and

i ; real eState ..........cooveereereeerennn. 26.0 6.7 36.3 92.0 67.6
Among_unc_ondm onal testing typ@ (11.6) (5.1) (14.9) 6.7) (14.2)
theresultsindicate that random testing Mining and construction ............. 70.5 221 79.1 82.6 61.9
; (6.0) (5.6) (5.8) (5.6) (7.0)
(484 percent) IS more pre\/al ent than SEIVICES e 38.7 4.3 63.8 815 45.4
regular testing (12.4 percent). In 1995, _ (7.2) (1.6) (7.3) (5.8) (7.5)
the prevalence of random testing was Northeast Region 48.9 19.5 77.9 70.8 61.5
highest in small worksites (59.9 per- _ (8.1) (6.6) (6.4) .7) 7.7)
cent), inthecommunications, utilities, | Midwest... é9-73)’ (29-;; (753; 2{‘5’ (45793)'
andtransportationindustries(82.4per- | south ... 49.7 13.7 75.1 76.9 52.6
cent), andintheWest region (59.1per- | (;"égl) (3617) (5‘7-‘2 (74653), (4153;12)
cent). Regular testingwashighestinthe | (7.5) 2.6) 7.7) (7.4) .7
mining and construction industries _ _ o _
. Note: Data are based on private nonagricultural worksites with 50 or more employees. Worksites that
(22-1 percent) and in the northeast re- test only job applicants are not included in this table. Figures do not add up to 100 because they are not
gion (19.5 percent). In 1995, for those | mutually exclusive.
worksitesthat conduct random tests, we Data in parentheses represent the standard error.

asked whether the employees selected
for testing were told before the day of the test or only after
reportingtowork ontheday of thetest. Our estimatesindicate
that 14 percent of worksites that conduct random testing tell
their employeesabout their selection beforethe day of thetest.

Testing methods and who conducts testing. The prevalence
of alcohol-testing methods and the group responsiblefor con-
ducting the tests can be examined by workplace size, type of
industry, and region of current employees. Urinalysisisby far
the most popular testing method (72.2 percent overal), with
blood analysisand breathal yzers used in only about one-fourth
of the worksites that do testing.® (See table 4.) The breath-
alyzer is used more by large worksites than small ones (35.2
percent for large worksites, versus 18.4 percent for small
worksites). By industry, there are large differencesin the test-

ing methods used. For example, the finance, insurance, and
real estate industries use urinalysis 95.4 percent of the time
and the breathalyzer only 6.9 percent of thetime, whereasthe
communications, utilities, and transportation industries use
the breathalyzer 51.4 percent of thetime. By region, the West
hasthe highest prevalence of urinalysistesting (78.7 percent)
and the lowest use of both blood analysis (14.1 percent) and
the breathalyzer (14.9 percent). The Northeast has the high-
est prevalence of performance testing.

Overall, outside contractors do most of the alcohol testing
(72.9 percent), but as worksite size increases, a much larger
percentage of testing is done at the worksite by worksite em-
ployees. For example, 62.4 percent of the testing is done by
employees of the worksite for large worksites, but only 21.3
percent for small worksites. Most industry types have 60
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to 70 percent of their testing done by outside contractors. One
exceptionisthewholesale/retail tradeindustry which has87.9
percent of itstesting done outside. Thus, testing by an outside
contractor isby far the most popular model overall and across
industry types, but larger worksitestend to have more al cohol
testing conducted by employees of the worksite.

What the results show

Theresults of our study show that alcohol testing, while less
prevalent than testing for illicit drug use, is widely imple-
mented in worksitesand isincreasing in prevalence. Testing
for alcohol misuse is conducted most likely in worksites that
have the resources to implement such a program, and such
testing issignificantly morelikely to occur in larger worksites
thanin smaller onesthroughout the Nation. However, smaller
worksites have experienced the fastest growth in adopting test-
ing programs between 1993 and 1995.

Testing programs are more likely to occur in worksites
where job turnover tendsto below (and in industries such as
communications, utilities, and transportation; mining and con-
struction; and manufacturing, which have more full-time
workers) and where employees are perceived to be at greater
risk (males, unionized, and fewer years of education) due to
jab stress or the presence of workplace drinking cultures, or
both.?®* Accordingly, testing programs are more likely to be
conditional in nature; following an accident, finding a rea-
sonable cause, or following an employee’ scompl etion of sub-
stance abuse treatment. Consistent with other studiesof illicit
drug testing, we found that random testing isthe most preva-
lent method of unconditional testing.®

Growth in the prevalence of alcohol testing in the work-
placeis somewhat surprising. From the objective standpoint,
positive resultsfor the presence of alcohol do not necessarily
indicate intoxication or apsychological or behavioral inabil-
ity to perform job tasks. These problems arise when alcohol

IEJCR:M Prevalence of alcohol-testing methods and conductors of tests among private nonagricultural worksites that test

current employees, by worksite characteristics, 1995
[In percent]
Alcohol testing methods Conductors of alcohol tests
Characteristic
. . . Performance Outside By company
Urinalysis Blood analysis Breathalyzer testing contractor employees
All WOrKSItes .........cccovrcinucune 72.2 27.7 23.6 7.3 72.9 27.1
(2.5) (2.6) (2.2) 1.9) (2.9) (2.9)
Worksite size
50-99 employees.................... 70.1 26.9 18.4 4.7 78.7 21.3
(5.0 (4.9 (3.8) (2.9) (4.5) (4.5)
100-249 employees............... 74.2 28.4 225 6.2 76.3 237
4.2) (4.6) (3.6) (2.5) 4.2)
250-999 employees.............. 73.2 27.3 27.7 11.3 74.4 25.6
(4.6) (4.6) (4.5) (3.9) (4.0 (4.0
1,000 employees or more ...... 70.8 29.2 35.2 10.3 37.6 62.4
(6.6) (6.5) (6.4) 2.7) 6.7) 6.7)
Industry
Manufacturing ..........ccccoeeveeeee. 775 28.2 19.5 7.6 73.2 26.8
(3.9) (3.7) (3.1) (2.0 (3.5) (3.5
Wholesale and retail .............. 68.5 19.7 20.4 4.3 87.9 121
(7.0 6.1) (5.8) (3.5 (4.9 (4.9
Communications, utilities,
and transportation ................ 62.5 19.4 514 4.9 67.6 324
(5.3 (3.7) (5.9) (1.8) (5.0 (5.0
Finance, insurance, and
real estate ..........ccccoeeeveiennne 95.4 20.3 6.9 24 64.7 35.3
(3.9) 7.7) (4.8) .7) (13.9) (13.9)
Mining and construction ......... 80.4 344 26.5 8.2 65.4 34.6
4.7) (6.1) (5.4) (3.2) (6.1) (6.1)
SEIVICES .ocviiiiiiciieieiieeceeeine 67.6 37.2 20.5 10.6 64.4 35.6
(6.4) 6.7) (5.1) (3.9 6.3 6.3
Region
Northeast .........ccceeevvciniennne. 74.9 23.2 24.3 13.6 69.0 31.0
6.3 (5.9 6.3 (6.0) (6.5) (6.5)
MiIdWESE ... 70.6 32.6 27.1 8.5 78.3 21.7
4.7) (4.8) 4.2) (2.6) (3.8) (3.8)
SOUth .o 69.0 33.0 25.3 5.6 71.2 28.8
4.2) (4.5) (3.6) (1.8) (3.9 (3.9
WESL ..ot 78.7 14.1 14.9 3.9 71.9 28.1
(5.6) (4.5) (3.9 .7 (6.1) (6.1)
Norte: Data in parentheses represent the standard error.
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is used in relatively large quantities over a short period of
time. Moreover, the effect of alcohol on job performance is
mediated by a humber of influences, including, physiologi-
cal, psychological, and metabolic differences; work condi-
tions; and performance requirements.?

From another viewpoint, it is ironic that alcohol-testing
programs in the workplace are only one-half as prevalent as
programsthat test for illicit drugs, given consistent epidemio-
logical research estimating amuch greater occurrence of em-
ployee alcohol misuse. The growthin acohol testing has par-
alleled that of drug-testing programs, and very few
alcohol-testing programs exist in worksites that do not aso
test for illicit drugs.2 On the whole, alcohol testing rarely
occurs as a single strategy to combat substance abuse in the
workplace, and ishighly likely to occur in worksitesthat en-
gagein awiderange of strategies, including the use of formal
policies and empl oyee assistance programs.

Footnotes

An independent influence that cuts through general pat-
ternsof alcohol testing isthat of Federal Government regula-
tions. Legidation has a targeted effect on certain worksites
and industries, and it can mandate particular testing strate-
gies. In the case of the Omnibus Transportation Act of 1991,
transportation industries are mandated to implement random
alcohol testing (as opposed to more common conditional test-
ing), amethod that has proven to berelatively cost ineffective
for detecting substance abusers.? Another influence on a co-
hol testing is the Americans with Disabilities Act which de-
fines alcoholic workers asamedically protected group. With
these workers, alcohol-related job performance impairment
must be confirmed before the worker may be sanctioned;
something that testing programs per se cannot demonstrate.
In contrast, unprotected illicit drug users merely have to be
confirmed as having consumed drugs at some point either on
or off the job to be subject to sanctioning. []
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employees are aware that they are being tested for alcohol impairment, and
that coming to work with excessively high blood acohol content levels is
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management detecting the employee's impairment caused by the urinalysis
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from arriving at work under the influence of alcohol.
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The National Survey of Worksites and Employee Assistance Pro-
grams conducted two national probability sample surveys, one in
the spring of 1993 and the other in the spring of 1995. Both national
surveys were conducted by telephone. The target population was
private nonagricultural worksites in the United States with 50 or
more employees. For this study, a worksite is defined as any busi-
ness location with a unique, separate, and distinct operation, includ-
ing the headquarters unit within an enterprise. The sampling frames
were congtructed from the Dun’s Market |dentifiers database from
Dun’'s Marketing Service, a subsidiary of Dun and Bradstreet.

Each sample was stratified by industry (manufacturing; whole-
sale and retail trade; utilities, transportation, and communication;
finance, insurance, and real estate; services, and mining and con-
struction) and worksite size grouping (by number of employees: 40
to- 49, 50 to 99, 100 to 249, 250 to 999, and 1,000 or more). The 40
to 49 stratum was added to the survey to improve coverage of the
target population because the number of employees at a worksite
may vary from the number in the database. However, only worksites
reporting 50 or more employees during data collection were included
in the analysis.

Geographic location (four census regions) was used as a second-
ary dratification factor to alocate the sample proportionally across
geographic regions within industry and worksite size. The 6 indus-
try classifications, 5 size categories, and four census regions com-
bine to give 120 strata. The final sample was selected with equa
probability within each stratum. The sampling frames included ap-
proximately 421,000 worksites in 1993 and 431,000 in 1995. The
fina stratified sample contained 6,488 worksites in 1993 and 5,471
in 1995, of which 3,204 and 2,098 were eligible and responding
worksites for 1993 and 1995, respectively.

During data collection, the response and €eligibility rates were
monitored and the sample size in each stratum was supplemented to
accommodate differences between projected and actual response and
eligibility rates. The final probability sample ensured adequate
sample sizes for national estimates broken down by industry and
worksite size.

The 1993 survey instrument contained about 130 questions on
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drug and acohol testing, worksite demographics, characteristics and
costs of employee assistance programs, employee benefits, and
worksite programs. These areas were expanded for the 1995 survey
instrument, which contained about 160 questions. Approximately 2
weeks prior to administering the surveys, a lead letter was mailed to
the director of human resources or the personnel department. This
letter introduced the study, ensuring confidentiality, and prepared
the recipient for the telephone interview. The interview was con-
ducted using computer-assisted telephone interviewing (caTi). The
introductory section of the survey instruments confirmed that the
correct worksite had been contacted, that the worksite was digible
to participate, and that the interviewer was speaking with the person
most knowledgeable about the employee benefits. After collecting
this preliminary information, interviewers determined whether the
worksite had an employee assistance program. The full question-
naire was administered to those worksites with such a program, and
a shortened version was used for those without one.

A worksite's sampling weight was initially computed as the in-
verse of its selection probability. A nonresponse adjustment was
applied to compensate for nonresponding worksites. Finally, sam-
pling weights were further adjusted for each sampling stratum by
poststratifying to the worksite count in the February 1993 Dun’'s
Market Identifiers database for the 1993 survey, and the average of
the worksite counts from the February and September 1995 data-
bases for the 1995 survey.

Because of stretification and the difference in the weights across
the strata, computing valid national estimates and variances required
taking into account the complex survey design. Weighted total,
means, frequencies, and their standard errors were computed using
the Research Triangle Ingtitute's Survey Data Anaysis software.!

Footnote to the appendix

1 subaAN software was used in this analysis. See B. V. Shah, B. G.
Barnwell, and G. S. Bidler, subaan User’s Manual: Software for Analysis of
Correlated Data, Release 6.40 (Research Triangle Ingtitute, Research Tri-
angle Park, Nc, 1995).




