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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

rrhe goals of t.his survey werc.~ to obt.ain f.1aine ml1nilg(?Hn(~nt. 

and labor (1) perceptions/estimates of the adverse effects of 

alcohol and illegal Crug use/abuse on work performance ill the 

Maine workplace and (2) evaluations of existing workplace 

treatment./referral programs that address these problems. It 

is important to note that this 8tudy £.?:9 __ nyt involve estimat.es 

of wor kpl ace drug use/abuse i.n __ SLeJ~e..~~l incl uding non-war kt illlG 

or other alcohol/illegal drug use/abuse that. is not related to 

work performance. 

Questionnaires were sent to (1) all chief eX8cutive 

off ieer s of non-governmental l\1<::tine cOlTlpanies/o.~lencies tbilt h::Hl 

at leilst one union local and (2) the stewards of all union 

locals at the:::;e companies. ~rhis included 192 companies with 

209 locations (sites) and 188 unions with 338 locals. The 

results are based upon usable questionnaires from 96 company 

sites and 77 union locals. 

The management responses represented 22,251 employees of 

whom 15,178 were members of union locals. The labor responses 

represented 12,134 members. Forty two percent (42~) of the 

management and 33% of the labor responses were from locations 

with more than 100 employees/meInbers. Over 40 types of 

primary services/products of the company \'lere represented by 

the respondents with the major unes being paper, paper 

products, wood, lumber, construction, textiles, and 

transportation. 

An overview of the resul ts concerning the in1pact of 



---.-_._-------------------------------------------------..--

alcohol and illegal drug use/abuse on y?'9.l:J~ 1~~l~t9.~!p,9!1.c9 is as 

follows: 

1. A large percentage of both nlt.ma~JenlC'nt and lnbor 

.~s~}212.~tes are that 0'0 of the employee£; (both 

hourly and salaried) had problems with worksite 

alcohol and illegal drug use/abuse as measured 

by reduc~~_~2E15_eJ~eE(<?EI.!!~~~~' 

2. For those that estimated that there is a 

problem, the large majority estimate that less 

than 5% of the salaried and huurly workers had 

problems aD mea~mred by reduced work. 

performance. 

3. Both man.J.gemcnt and lo.bor tend to estirrate tbat. 

the problem (if it exists) was greater for 

hourly than for salaried workers. 

4. Labor estimates of the problem are higher than 

the estimates of management. 

S. Both management and labor see alcohol as a 

greater problem than illegal drugs in terms of 

reduced work production. 

'rhe reslll ts concerning the presenc(~/.:lbsence and qUcll i ty 

of Itlorl<si te substance abuse/use EE.9.9E~I'£_l? ,J.re sumwt::lrized o.~l 

follows: 

1. Al though there is a tendency for: !E:F .. H~E comI!any 

'§_l:,!~E and 1.9:F3_e_E. union locals to have pragran's 

to treat/refer individuals with alcohol/illegal 

drug problems, over 1/3 of the sites/locals 

with over 200 n1ember s/empl oyeas do no!, havt~ 
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programs/serviceD to address the prublem of 

substance abuse at the workplace. 

2. The presence/absence of progrnms/services roav 
.•• , • .&.. 

be related to the type of industry and sex of 

industry has a high rate of programs while the 

textile/fabric (primarily women) and 

construction (mobile workforce) industries have 

few pro 9 r aro s • 

3. None of the treatment/referral programs/ 

serviceti ure sponsored by the union LHlly cmt! 

the majority of the pro0raws/scrvi~eG ute off 

the company ground~}. 

include the lack of a problem, the lack of need 

for the service, and the company is not large 

enough to need such a progruw. 

evaluations of existing prograros are that the 

program workn and confidentit:llit.y. 

6. The negative comments vary and do not indicate 

a common trend. 

7. The recommended changes emphasize the need for 

better communication and the training of 

suparv isor~; and ampl oyeaiJ. 

B. Less than l2~ of the locals ~nd slightly over 

50% of the management received a report 

') 

-
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concerninq th(;) numbc~r of indiv iclul:11n nf!rvcd by 

the De pr(l~lrams. 

9. Compar i ~ions betw('~en n1(magelllcnt [uHl .1 aiJor 

responses from the same location suggest th~t 

when only one union is involved, both 

management and labor tend to agree (positive or 

negative) in their evaluation of tl1e 

prugram/~ervi~e. 

10. When multiple unions are located at a single 

8i te, t.h8re Cire diff(~n::nc€:~~;i between nnillll 

10ca18 and bc'twc:en union/manclqcn1ont: a~j t.t) thu 

poni tivE:) mid netJ~tti.ve charC1cterit;t.i'_~~:i ",t thf~ 

exh:tinq pro~Jraj(!r;. 

Overall, the rceul t~; of thirj ~;llrvey DWJ(.H.;:~:t a l'J[gE.? 

per centcJ.~Je of the? rnanagemcmt Llnd 1 abor Ft:p;pondc:nt~; Gf;t ima te 

that (.';i ther O:~; or lest;; than 5':. of the emploYGc!s had \wrksi te 

alcohol cmd ille'}:ll dru(J Llse/allU!3c problmTlG i:W HH?i.u:;ured by 

work perforwa.nce diffic111ti(:u OVl::r the p;;wt y\::.:lL Ft<l:t1H:r, 

there llPE:c~arG to LIC wore IT1t:lnagel1lent/lc::d;(H agrecr.'ent than 

disilgrc:olN:Hlt .:u: to the valUll of, ~H1d neQd fur, L~t1h::;tan"'Q 

ubuso progl.' Qn~8/i..iGrV iceG at the ~V!.)r krl ace. A m':1j Gr over .:ill 

problem is the lack of, or poor, comrnllnicatiolw. Suwc of the 

findings of thi s survey appeilr t.o be inconsi stent '!:l i th 

earlier research conducted at worksites outside of Maine. 

&lJIj 
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Intro~uutiun/RQvi0W of Literature 

'l'here has been ,:-t [; iqni f i cant, iner ecwo in publ icly 

agree that thc:re i~J iJ. s1Slnif h:;1l1t worl<si t.e t:iubstanue abuse 

probl em r many hClVe e}{pre~:;r:;0d concern about the Dta tcnN~nt;; 

related to the extent and worl< performance impact of the 

problenH3 wnd tht~ proposed [,()1 ut.ions wh1 ch often l'::lCk an 

ebjcetivc infnl'f(lation haEC. 

£:;aler;/di;::;tributi()l1 rii~Jn.ify (1) bet-ten: law enforcen1Emt, (2) an 

inCrC;.H3e in oVl~rall drl1g lW(~, (3) a t.'hi.1nq~} in drug f!}:~.§:L~~f:~l~~ 

by current druq lWenj or: (4) a (~oII1bination of many factors? 

Nas the use of tb(,: GOO-COCAINE llmnber due to an existing or a 

new problcm? How du (iIty (If thG:::~c ai'ply to r·1aine'? Your. 

II sol ut i(Jl1 II to t.he subk;tanCG QL:tH3G rrobl E~nl is highly dt:pendent 

upon which "~n~we[1I you select. 

Heqardl ef.":if,\ of th(;) confl icts, t.hE~rC' nr e .:l number of 

cons i st ent f indi nCJs ()f .~:(:::;>e,~~r ('.:.1:. <:?~~:.19_Ll.C_\~e..~.~ n _~)~:~~~L_~t:~~~5:. 1 

1. 1\1 cohol if; by f.:l[ the mo~;t abused/misllsed drug 

in gcnerrll and in the workplace. 

I--'-Por a sumlIl,Hy f;(~C: "Alcohol and Drugs in the worlq?l.:lL~e: 
Cost, Controls and Cuntr0vcrsieo,1I Bureau of National Affairs, 
1986 and the var ious ~~t udi es conducted by the r·1aine 1\1 cohol and 
Drug Abuse Planning Commit.tec, St.:lb.! House Station II, ll..ugust.a, 
rfiaine 

------------------~----,~-----.-.. ".--.-.. " 



2. Alcohol abuse/misuse is the most problematic 

drug in the workpl~ce. 

3. It is estimated that 7-8~ of the workforce 

abuse alcohol. The estimates of use of 

marijuana (2-3~), amphetamines and cocaine 

follmv in decreasing order of use by the 

workforce. 

4. Although research has suggested that there is 

no major sex difference in terms of the ~ of 

men and women with su~stance abuse problems, 

women (including those in the workplace) are 

less likely to be identified as having a drug 

abuse vroblem and less likely to be referred 

for treatment. 

5. The percentage of workers with worksite 

drug/alcohol probleIfls rnay differ in terms of 

type of industry (e.g op construction) and/or 

job (e.g? electrician). 

6. Substance abuse by managers "may" be higher 

than that by hourly workers. 2 

7. Both management and labor may engage in 

"denial" in terms of their observations or 

identification of substance use/abuse by 

employees/members. This may lead to the 

complete denial or underestimation of the 

problem. 

8. This "denial" may resul t in behav ior by 

2 See Business Research publications, New York, 1986 
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management, co-workers, etc., that allows the 

employee/member to continue to use/abuse 

drugs/alcohol in the workplace. 

9. Substance use/abuse during non-worktiwe mayor may 

not affect ~ork performance. 

10. 1-\ treatment program may be viewed as a IIbargaining" 

issue rather than as an approach that benefits the 

individual, organized labor, and the company. 

11. Studies conducted in other states estimate the 

financial loss due to workplace substance abuse at 

$500-$1,000 an employee. The individual substance 

(lost productivity, destroying company property, 

increased medical insurance, etc.) over $7,000 a 

year. 

12. Evaluations of E~ployee Assistance programs have 

shown that they can save the employer money. 

It is not clear ho"" the above apply to the over 373,000 

Maine c1 tiz ens in the non-_g_o_~~!:.!!~~E...!:_al wor kf or ce and the 

approximately 79,000 members of the labor organizations in 

this workforce. Based upon Maine statistics3 it is estimated 

that 10-12% of the adul t population are abusing substances b.,., 

such a degree that it se~~el~_~E~~!J_er~s with their work, 

social behavior and/or health. An additional 10-12% 

r-The Haine Alcohol and Drua Abuse Plannina Committee and 
other: State agencies, have conducted a number of studies of the 
substance abuse problem as it rel~tes to the Maine population 
in general, various age groups, county jail inmates, etc. 
'Ehese reports are avail abl e upon req uest. 

:==-
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1?_~IL(~(1~_9.~~rly ll',imu:.w 'abuse: i311bf;t.allCN' in ullch a ml'JlllWl' t.lI<'lt it. 

E~.r,J:g.<:l~s~l+Y inttHft~!'eL) with work (e.~J. F Monday In(;rninq 

hang-over) f £;u\_~ial behaviou; (c.q., OOIi, Lll1'ily lib; dlld/Ol 

heal tho The 1>[obl enl apPGi:Hti to Ix: (:qually c'vident i:ltTOn; 

sex, aUG, and income groups. It is not clear how th~s~ 

problems rel;:1b::.~ tt' ~:!~i]1~. manLlqemcnt: nnd labor l![otiIll(,ltt:;:.:; of 

worksi te subst;;w(:e l1Se/ablwc on \'JOrk perfonnancG. 

~i'he purpor.;;es of t.hi.s survey were to ident.ify Ill(Hli:lqoll\ont 

and labor perceptions/estimates of (1) the impact uf 

workpl ace sub~;tance abl1~~(]/IPi}.~Ul3r.: upon \Vl)rl< r'(~rforTfillnL'l' (wll 

(2) the vCilup of vJOrlqdaL~u f"mbf't,ll1L'E~ ClilL1E,(J t r(~Ltt.n't~nt/rc'f(.'rrc,l 

progra.n1 :::;. In order tc' [hldl tlh;}r;e qoalu, it wa~i \ic·t:uu"iw!il 

t.hat a :C:'.urvc'}" \,1: Hainu H1('i!l~H.lenleIlt .::tnt! labor 9"Le!:,i"n!;1.t;t:f:~.11.:1 

ev~~l,~l..:lt.~\:·I~E could pr(jvid(~ ~f!F}.S and V~·~~lJlf.in(~r:~· inf.ulIll<:d:i<.·n 

that ~ould be utilized to ~larify a number of N~inQ is~ucs 

concernin9 these problemG. 

Althou9h the IPethodolo~jY cmpl(1:YE~d did not 1e:n(\ itEiclf to 

"hard reDear~h" and "facts", it allowed for th~ systematic 

co118ction and .::malysiG uf C:~'3timlltes and evalu<1tic'llfJ of a 

largo and diverGe (Jro1.11' of reprC1scntativ1C;::; uf 1l!C1ll.:1\jelTlent ~il1cl 

labor. The rc[-;ul t::, l.'epren::nt tho a.nc11Yf:~i~) of the resvon:;;e;-; 

of over 160 individuals ft'ow vcu::ium3 E3iz0 COIl1t:aliies/union 

locals throughout the State that produce over 40 different 

products. 

The methodology employed also has ,1 i~l_it.§ and the r('sul ts 

must be considered within these limits. Although the 

responses represent the interest of diverse groups, 

companies/employees producing various products, geographical 

eemmr 
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araas of the state, 0t~., it mnv ~Q inappropriate tu 
-~, 

genoral ize to 9:~.1. non-Ijovernll:ental cnmpal1ici::~/ag(~nci(?l:.i or a 

specif ie cOlIlpanY/il~JeIll~Y nut included in the' flurvey. Hmv0ver, 

effectively address the iSBues related to alcohol and illegal 

drug use in the wnrkplace. 

11 
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Appruach/Method01ogy 

~rhe survey of managt;:>ml:;nt and L1bor WiH'; COllt:it.lctud llul'in9 

the Fall 0f 1986. Detai1ed de~Jcr:iptiorw of t.he 11lethudology, 

design of the questionnaire, etc., are contained in Appendix 

A. 

In order to obtain the perspectives of both management 

and labor, this survey included (1) the chief executive 

hud at lea,at one ~;::~,~i.ll:, organi.zed en1l?luyee group and (2) the 

union lucalE: wer:e obtained fr(Jnl the r-1aine Bureau of Labor 

Standard~, • The followi.ng presents a summary of the number of 

cowpaniE~f3/agcncicEi and union localr; ~mrveyed and 

questionnaires ret.urned. 

1. Total surveyed 

a. Companies: 192 

b. Union[;: 188 

::!. Different lucations: S0111(2 conlIk1niE)fi and unic'ns 

wer:e located at n'lore than une Dite. A --=--_-.._ ... _._, ,P" ~ ~ ___ ",. ~"_. ~ •• ___ ~_ ." _. PO __ "'_ 

a. Company §'~!:5~s receiv lng questionnai rE~: 209 

questionnaire: 338 

3. Questionnaire returned 

b. Union locals: 107 or 32~ of the sites 

I? 
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4. Usable questi0nnairoH 

b. Union locals: 77 

5. Labor/HanageIllcnt r: espol1ses f n>TIl thEl ~junIC~ 1:1i t e (N:::30) 

b. Onion loculs: 42 

The questionnaires (see Appendix B) were designed to 

elicit information related to the svecific worksitc. There 

were four major ureus of interest. 

membon;bip, priwnry type of employee 

(G.q., wa...:hiniGt), and product/service of 

th i S l!OIllL'<WY s i to. 

~. Labor questionnaire: total employees, 

total roelllbert'hip of !}1'~4i.E 10(;.:11, primury 

product/Gervi~e at this company site. 

2. Worksite substancQ use/a~uso: both ID.:1nagewent 

and labor were asked fur estiwates of the 

was adversely affected during the last year 

due to the use/abuse of alcohol or illegal 

3. Worksitc treatroent/r0fetrol services: both 

management and labor ware acked to provid~ 

characteriEtics (sponsorship, location, nuwber 

1 i 
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served and positive/negative aspects) of their 

~~d_E':t:.i.rlSl worl\cite pro<jramG for trl':ut:inlj/ 

referring worl<cnJ who havt2 problc!n1c \\lith 

al cohol/drugs at the \'101' ks i te. 

4. Absence of worksite treatment/referral 

services: both management and labor were 

asked to give what they thought wero the 

reasons why BubBt.ance abuse proqrarns did not. 

eXif:it at !~!~.C:: .. 12\:~EE!.t;:}:l~':1:E_'vV~r:k~~.!:.~ i:mc1 what 

would bc~ n~qllired for a SllCCefJBful profJram. 

~~!fj l::lu .r,~Jl~' r,~ . ..i y~ b;:H:<:d llP~)ll the .~. <: ~3V~)I1.r~~:;_ or 90 .. ~.()nlE[~I}I 

~~.t..e:":;.~~~1~0,?? ll~liOl} Inl;~1fgo Al though the rer:lll U, r(;1.)n~[·(:nt: 

estiroates, attitudec, anJ opinions, these are often the bafi~ 

of major l1eci~"ions concerning the problems of, ane] solllti()n~ 

to, sub£:"tance u:::'~(':/~lbm:c: in thc; workpl ace 0 In cont r ast to 

many approaches, tnis report oampleu and compares/contrasts 

the opinions, estimates, etc., of 173 individuals who 

reprer;ent at);~(~0t!,;~pe"::t.F~1l~~ of ~l0-i~ng induBtry and organized 

labor. 

1," 

" 



- 7TH* 

Hesult.s 

'rhe rasul ts of the survey <':lr(~ ba~;ed upon the reBponi::iC)fj of 

representatives of 96 comyany sites and 77 union locals. The 

information is presented primarily in the form of frequency: 

the number of company 81 t.e£) and local unions prov idi n9 a --... --....~.~."-- . 

particular response. 

r!'he mana(jement and 1 al'or response::; are pre sented in e i gh t 

sections that follow tlH~ questionnaire outline. 

I. The nurnb(~l:' of ernpl(lYN~D and union local 

II. Primary ty~e of workers and Bervi~e/pruduct 

of the cOIl1pany. 

III. g[~tiIllntes of 1!:,5:EJ"-,E~E;2E~~<:t!~~ deficits due 

to alcohol and illegal drug problems at the 

worksite. 

IV. ~tl:"l15::t.l1r9,9 prograIl's tu refer/treat worksit.e 

substance use/abuse. 

V. Sponsor, location and reports concerning 

worksite treatment/referral programs. 

VI. The reason why a treatment/referral prograro 

does not exist at the location. 

VII. Evaluations of existing worksite treatment/ 

referral programs. 

VII 10 Com)?ar i son of I'Clanagc;n1ent/labor responseD 

frorr the srunc site. 

Although there are temptations to utilize cowplex 

analyses, such \vould be inappropriate and may rcsul t in 

I', 

ew: 
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misleu(Jing Gtat.(,H1ellt~;. Within the lin1it~.3 of: thiL~ ~:lUt'Vl~y, 

variolls ~jroup£~, ;:.111d cClfl1parirmllu with previoUl:~ f:indin~F.i, lEIV{: 

result€~c1 in sufficient i:md significant information th.:tt l'dll 

be utilized to develop strategies to address Borne of the 

issues and further study the problems. 

'I'he rcriUlts TIlust also be interpretcd witllin the 

constr~ints of a survey_ Due to the lack of controls, 

c~eneral izc: 
~L'". __ ' ......... "0' _.", , 

of the 173 indivi<1ual~j who returned llUllbl~) (.iuQf;t:iunnait'(l~~, 

variety of industriQ~ located throughout the ~tutQ. 

and t t'(~Clt.n1\;;nt i B hiSJhly dependent upon the pc~r copt i ClIW of Uw 

groups add[e~sing t.ho problem. 
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represented by cOIl1LJCl.ny flitl:B nnd union locals t.h(tt re:ipnI1<Jc·d 

to the survey. '1'110 96 l~on)1)dny reSpOnBGS reprccent 2:2 ,2~11 

employees with 15,]78 being members of organized labor. The 

77 union local t:e~)vomH~s n;:~prcsent. a Illembcrnbip of 1:2,134. 

r.!'he union local inrorn1atioll rt::;Ii.1t(~d to total cl1'pl(\y(~~w ~It: 

these locations is not usable. 

202 un ion me:rnbeni with tlwi r hJcal 

rrtable 3 Bhm'H3 that 42':; of the cornpany [ii tQO and 3 3 ~'. of the 

It, i:::; clear tlw,t IlILtny of the COlllpany ui t(>~i and union 

and 20~ (N=l5) of th0 rosponding union locals would 

1 7 
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fl'i.lhl c' 1 

Man':i~JQrlicnt RCr;p()lH:ieL~ Labo!.' R(~[;pom;ou 
C'l)mpany -;:H'tc!s :-~.'. - ........ ~ ... - ··~···~nn "l~On)1)a'i1-y-"sIteE;-: .. - ... ~~ ... ~. ,... "'(j(r 
lI'ota! c:mployccs: 22,2511 Total employees: Jut.a poor 
NumLer 0f locals: 1421 NUIDDer of locals: 77 
IJOGCll nk?l\lbership: 15,17B 1 I.oct11 n'culhert;hil': 12,)34 

r.1anL.l90n1 c:;nt;. IhJ :;po nf,C" U 
K"v~ o'r ,:itlc' '" CI\li,i (.);;:u C;:i' : .• .,. 
(96 (!()j\1I.1i.m'/ ult(':~:) 

AV()l':LlIJO tlllion n~(~lllb{;r dlit, 
of Q(; l..:ol1lpanv ~;j,tQl~: 
Av (} r LlqC 1 () C~ll HI (!ll1 llc rub i1.': 
(14::: i.t)(!(11 ~j) 

'l'abl c 2 

Labor H0r;l.J()n!~Qr; 
':Ull' i\\il;'ri.1~i(:' 81;'1)1 t)yc'Q~o': d,H.~l rn(,r 

I (60 clHl1ll~my ~3itc:') 
I Averaqt~ lll~it,n l.n:'llllH.::n~hiu 

1 riH I of 60 COJ11pCiny ~;i t c;~;: :~n:: 
107 I l\vt2rLlIjC? 10c;:\1 fi1c'111b?r :::ihip~:: 

I (77 lo~als) 158 

'l'clble :3 

'1'110 Nlillll,c' l' 1.11: CUWPLl.IlY ~Ht.e:; (ind Union Lo\.'alE; l'f 
Spel' if i. ,! Enlpl \ l?(!t.!, 11c:n,t.er SizQ[j 

t:n~l)loyl!Q or: r·lc:mbcr Group ~ji.zc 

..-....--. 

11-' :2 l3 I:'! (1 ~~ f; () ! f) 1 -01 II 0 I :I 0 1-:; 0 0 I ~~ n 1 - t; 0 0 I 50 1-] 0 0 0 ! 1 0 0 1 + I ( H:!p,:; r I '1'(' l. : 
(:i:)Ul 1.;;] n i un 
!,t) c,ll u 

: 2;!c! I~l[i' I 1.1' 113 '''II,r ' f'7 0, r fS"', '1' , 19l) i 
I 20 I ]'3 I ] 9 I 10 I <) I <1 1:2 I 0 177 1 
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II. Pr imary Type of \VLll' \(Gr G nlld f.~Qrv icc/Product: of the Company 

'rlH) rospondin~J CL)lnl.)cw'y Eitl~~; llnd ullion l(lt'dJtj rcprc::cmt '::t 

broa.d bcH:e of "type::.; of vH~rk(;;r~~1I (e.~)., electrician). IhlwC?Vf:l, 

d f3ufficil-mt nUIlIl..cr uf i:t partic~11ar type of \Vorkor was nut 

reprc~.H?nted tc) allow for a n'{;'?aningf ul analy si Eo; of t.he probl (~nl 

Ll tit rela tOD tu j Gb t.ype. 

tl'able 4 present:::; the ~)E~~~ilry pr()L1~.Gy"t~/~~(:~yJ:~:~:! of tlle sit.eu 

as idE;ntified by l':lbol llIld n1ana~lC!nlcnt.. Th(~ reSpOIl!:30S 

reprc[jented OVQr 40 prudtld~rj/~j(>l'vh'c~u with [d(Jnifi~~nnt numbEHs 

reI't'c;S(;nt.inq r;~lrC~r, lUlcll.(,r/wl.od prl)du""~t;J f "ulI:.;tr lIvt i 1m, 

tl'allL~vurtati.(\n, rabri('~: 't:.t~},till\n, lltilitll!C, C't.I'. 

AI,pro~dll!\,,!t.c'l y '1'2' ui tile prudud: L;0rvi~'(!;.~ ,He! r0VlE!~;l;nt(·d 10:' 

b\\th H'1naqC?lIi i :nt. cil!d :1 ;!I',IL r(;~;p(imiO;.;. 

1'1 



'l'abl E' 4 

1'1' ima1'Y 'J'~T(' uf Pr\Jdul't:/i3(~J:'v i \'l~ of 
Cowp.:.mics of lWfip()IlrlL'llt:~,~ 

Pappr 
Paper Products 
Lumber 
~I/ood ProduL:tG 
Nood (WOOCtLHw.m) 
Const. r l1ct i ('n 
Pa b r i Cl]/'J'c; xt. i1 () 
'I'r i.lnspor tll t. i on 
l;'ood Pro,"~I2~J:;.dnq 
fl (;':11 til l:a r c! 
N ravl,; 1-'~1 pc r 
Printinq 
tl t ill tic; L; 
Elevator: Inst. H(:lklir 
Het.:!l Conto.ilwl'E: 
Leual Sorv i.cGS 
pipel inc (Oil) 
lJ'r lIck/ell r :3a1 e~~ 
Sheet H~tal 
Insurance 
Food Dist:l::ibutinil 
Chel11i{~;:'tl::.; 

Other Ll 

Labor 
~\ e ,£3 Eon fi(~ 

:23 
4 
4 
4 
2 

11 
3 
7 
1 
.3 
3 
1. 
<1 
.) 

] 
1 
J 

1 

') 
~. 

'7~/ 

_ llLSUllJ 

Ivla tin U e!ll(, n t 
!~~~:!:OJ?,O.ll~~:' 

r' ,) 

5 
"/ 

J 0 
9 
4 
r' .J 

:~ 

] 

:I. 
J 

a Other rQflel~tE n.'~:~}ltmB(;c,; of d Binqle> I,rl.)(ll1ct/~)erv il.:(~ v~u'Y i1H3 
from f:l,::::dc~::; (nut iLiontific:d) ttl wl101e::ictle di~itribution (produl..'t 
not identitiod). 

h One C0i111}cil1~' 
pr oduct:;;) • 



III. f<:f,t"ill1atcE of ~1\ltk ['errorrrlQncc IJc'fid.tfJ Dne tll l\lCt,hol 
and Il1ol]al Dl.'LIIJ Pn)bl~nl:;.: at the \vurkt;i tp. 

percentage of employees (salnried and huurly) whuse wurk 

alcohol and illegal drug use. Adversely was defined as a w()rk 

performance level that was lower than usual for the individual 

know." This rc~ponse mny te dUG in part to not 

wishing t·) iCh~ntify the problew in writin~J. 

'1 
~, . Est in'uteu of the vrobloro: Oni.on local 

(use don't know, not app] icahlc or leave it 

the site had n substance use/abuse problem that 



TablE' 5 

The Number of Union Locals Estimating Various Percentages of 
Workers with Work Performance-I)6)l.)fems Due to Alcohol and 

Illega~CDrlig-~use7Abuse at the Worksi te 

Estimate of 
Problem 

0% 
0+-5~; 

5.1-10% 
10.1-\73 
Sub Total 

Don't know 
Not Applicable 
Blank 
Sub Total 

Total 

Number of Responses for 
Alcohol 

Salaried Dourly 
Worker Worker 

16 a 15 
8 28 
2 3 
') 3 .<. 

28 2J 9 

30 24 
2 1 

17 3 
49 -28 

77 77 

Each Category 
Illegal Drugs 

Salaried Dourly 
Worker Worker 

15 19 
5 14 
1 8 
0 2 

2T 43 
3 ') . .) 25 

') 1 "" 21 8 
E) (j 34 

77 77 

a--y6 union local respondents estimate that O~; (none) of the salaried 
workers at their worksite had a problew with substances that resulted 
in impaired work performance. 



a. 0% estimates related to salaried workers: 

estiwate no (0",) W0E..k.J2~.~~9E.!!I"0}~~~ pn)blcI111:; 

due to alcohol, and 71% estinlate no (0';;) 

wo~J~J?~E"~gEI£1E.!1_ce. problems due to illegal 

drug use/abuse at the worksite by sa].-"·~.FiE2.9 

workers. 

b. 0% estimates related to hOll.r).x. worke:rs: Of 

the union locills m~~}E_~_~§t;:~!!1.?~_e~, 31% 

estimate no (O~) problen1s due to alcohol, 

and 44~; est irnate no (0",) probl ems dUE! to 

illegal drug use/abuse at tho worksite by 

hourly workers. 

c. Summary: A significant number of union 

locals making estimates, estimate that 0% of 

the hourly and salaried workers had work 

performance problems due to worksite 

substance use/abuse. 

4. Union locals er.::timates that over 5~; of the 

workers had work performance problems due to 

alcohol/drug use/abuse at the worksite: 

a. Over 5% estimates related to salaried 

workers: Of the union locals ma~~~ 

esti..m..:..~'t:-esp l4!3 estimate that over 5!?; of the 

problem due to alcohol and 6~ estirrate that 

over 5% had a problem due to illegal drugs. 

b. Over 5~j estimates related to hO~.E}.Jr:' ..• ~2E~~.E'§: 

:1.1 



Of the union l(lcalB I!:.~:~I~~JljJ Qu~_i_n'at(n~, 12P,; 

estin~ate that OVf::l.' 5~; of th~: hourly workers 

had a~2.E}~ J:~~~r f () r 111.EH1.Cg p r II b 1 (~ m due to 

alcohol, and 23% estimate that over 5% of 

the hourly workers had problems due to 

illegal drug use. 

c. Summary: Only a small percentage of the 

estimat.es made by union locals are Cl0f;C to 

the percentages (7-8~) found in studies 

conducted in other states concerning work 

performance deficits due t.o substance 

ubu:.:;c. 

5. Summary: For the union locals making estimutes, 

a large percentage estimate no (O~) work 

2~_~f_o_~!!:.~!~~~~ problE~TIlG due to alcohol or illegal 

drug use at the worksite. For the respondents 

estimating that 1% or more of the employees had 

work performance problems due to substance 

abuse, the problem is scen as greater among 

hourly workers than among salaried workers. The 

respondents that estirrnte that the problem 

involves more than 5((; of the h(~...r)j' __ ~2!:.!5~EE' 

also estimate that illegal drugs may be a 

problem equal to alcohol for hourly workers. 

Table 6 presents the rnan ... ~<;I~_~C:f.l!- (company site) estiroates 

of worl~J~.~~fo!"!!'~.!1..s::e problems due to alcohol and illegal drug 

use for salaried and hourly workers. The following presents 

an overview of management's responses. 

-



Table (; 

'1'11e Number of Manaqement Sit(!i3~~~~)Il),L~t;in~ Variolw pE:,rcenta~3E'l:; of 
\VOrken3 with VJurk Pe:rforwance Prob1c::ms Dlltz tu Alcohol t:mll Ill(;(JaJ 

--'-'Di'11<:Jtfse7ALu£H~ at t.he work;;3ite 

Estil!1<:lte ()£ 

Problem 

O~; 

0+-5:.'; 
501-10~i 
lO.l'~; 
Sub 'l'otal 

Don't Knnw 
Not Applicable 
Bl clnk 
Su Ll '1'(1 tell 

'l~otal 

Nllwbcr (Jf H(:r3ponses f(l!: 
l~l cohol 

Salaried Hourly 
Worker warkei 

45 a 36 
19 27 

4 9 
5 3 

73 7rf -) 

16 J (j 
2 2 
~ ,,' :3 

:~ ~~r 21 

96 96 

Eat.!h Cate~lOl'~7 
III egal Dr uss 

Salaried Huurly 
Worker Worker 

54 
6 
3 
2 

65 

21 
~~ 
il 

:3'1 

96 

41 
21 

4 
:1 

67 

2 :~ 
') 
<. 

4 
::9 

96 

a 45 respondents estiwate that 0 (none) of the salaried workers at 
their site haJ a problew with suL8tances th~t resulted in impaired war 
perf onnance. 

7'> 

-----____________________________ "'~--~-"',, ___ ,I 
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1. Don 't knovl: Al th()U~lh the perccnti.l(Jl::: of "don 't 

known refjp(Hl~je[C; if: relatively hi~Jh, it: iu 

lower than that of the union lucal reLpOnU0G. 

This CQuid also reflect a relatively high 

concern related to identifying the problem in 

writing. 

Estimates of the problen1 : HanageTI1('nt' 1:.) 

failure to estimate the vroblem is hiyhly 

dependent upon the population and the 

~3Ub}.,tance with from 1/4 to 1/2 of th(~ 

response£~ bein~J ndon It knowll or nnot 

3. EGtinli1t0r~ of no (O':i) problen;s at the 

worksite: Table G shows that a large 

percenta~Je of the management sites tllat n:ade 

problems due to illegal drug or alcohol use/ 

abuse at the worksitc. 

B. 0% estimates related to salaried workers: 

problems due to alcohol, and 83% estiwate 

no (0%) problems due to illegal drug 

workers. 

b. 0% estimates related to hoy.J)X worker s: 

Of the management si tes ~~~j..E.<J .. _~§t~~FE_t::...es, 

48% estimate no (O~) wO~~~~~2E~~Ece 

problems due to alcohol, and 61% estimate 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------.~--~------

no (OZi) work pt~rformance pr()blenl~3 due to 

illegal drug use/abuDc at the wurksitc by 

~.r.ly' . \I?~;: l<9 E s. 

c. Sl1mmar~l: A large perc('!ntage of the 

management site respondents estimate no 

(O'd) ::'2E~k_J?erfotI,!l~l!1_c.e problen1s tlue to 

alcohol or illegal drug use/abuse at the 

worksite. 

4. Management uite estimates that over 5~ of the 

workers have work performance problems due to 

alcohol/drug use/abuse at the worksite. 

u. Over 5% estimates related to salari~d 

Of the management sites makillg 

estimates, 12~ estimate that over 5~ of 

the snlaried workers had worl< perform;:ln\.~e 

protl ems due to al c.O!!ylJ and 8!ci est imate 

that over 5~ had probl ems due to l-~_!_~stal. 

d~-,=lg use/abuse ['1t the war ks i te. 

workers: Of the management sites making 

est imatef), 

the !!g_~r)y \I]or kar shad wor k perf ormance 

probl ems due to ~~.£9_h~ol.f and 7% est imnte 

that over 5~ had problems due to ill~e51al 

drEg use/arluse cJt the wor ksi te. 

c. Summary: Only a SIlldll percentage of the 

est iroates of vll~J~ .. J2.~r:.~ ~~~'9.!l_ce. pr obI em s due 

to substance use/abuBe in the workplace, 

:'7 



-----------------------------------------------------------~---------------------~ 

are cloi3c t.o tJ:WBQ found in Btlldi(~B of 

suLstance use/abune in the workplace in 

other states. 

5. Summary: E'or the company 8i t.e ret:;pondent.s 

making estimates, a large percentage of the 

estinlates are no (O~) employee~; had \i2"El~ 

.E~Ef.~.r_m.~I~2.~ problems due to substance nbuse in 

the workplace. The estimates of work 

pe..E.f.~~,~~~~l~~ problems due to substance abuse 

are higher fot' hourly war-ken, thnn salnriE!d 

workers, with nlcohol bein~j the n1lljol 

problem. 

'rhe overnll resul ts of the e[itill1ate of the probl en1 by 

labo!:.".i:!:~~~!!.1~!1~_~J~~~l'!.~. are; 

1. With the exception of one category (hourly 

workers/alcohol) the most con~on estiwate is 

that EO (O~i) employees had ~~I.E~ P~E_f,_~r_11!.;:~n.9~ 

problems due to substance use/abuse at the 

worksite. 

2. Both management and labor estimate that when 

the problem exists (estimates of 1% or higher) 

it is greater for hourly workers than for 

salaried workers. 

3. Labor estimates of the problem with both 

hourly and salaried workers are £~9P~r than 

the estimates made by management. 

4. These findings related to estimates of work 

imp_~J_Il2.~nt appear to be inconsi stent wi t.h the 



finding8 of research conducted in other stntes 

which show 7-8% of the workers with problems 

and equal prevalence among salaried nnd hourly 

workers. 

7.9 

-



IV. structured Programs to Refer/Treat Worksite Substance 
Use/Abuse 

The following presents the number of sites with/without 

programs to refer/treat employees wi th worksi te alcohol and 

illegal drug abuse/misuse problems. 

Management Responses 
Numberof-company-'sTte's:- 96 
Sites with programs: 29 

Total employees: 14,318 
Average employees: 494 

Sites without program: 67 
Total--employees: 7,006 
Average employees: 105 

L~s>.r_)3.c~~P'9!~~~ l3 
Number of locals: 77 
Sites with programs: 43 

Total--members: 8,934 
Average members: 208 

Sites without program: 33 
Total-members: 3,195 
Average member s: 97 
Don't know sites: 1 

It is clear from the above and Tables 7 and 8 that union 

locals and company sites with treatment/referral programs tend 

to be larger than those without such programs. However, a 

significant number of E.!!1_~~1 locnlE) and COI'llpnny 8i tes have 

progr ams v whil e 1/} __ .~(_t:.!}~_1~.9_~~l_§..~l}2_1l}_ .~_f __ ~l?:~_£9E'_P_~~ _~!!:gs 

with over 200 members/employees dO~~~2t have formnl substance 

use/abuse treatment/referral programs. 

Table 9 presents the availability of treatment/referral 

programs based upon the primary product of the company. A 

number of points are clear. 

1. trhe large mnjority of the responses from pap~r 

producing sites report t.he availability of 

treatment/referral programs. Although these 

sites tend to have multiple union locals, this 

does not fully account for this high number of 

programs. 



ex -

Number of Union Locals uf SVecific Membership Hi20U 
With and Without Troatment/Reforral Progruws 

Onion LOCL\ls 
1~Tt1i*-I)ioqrni[~ 
No Program 

Membership Group Size of union Local 
I 1-25126-50151-1001101-2001201-5001501-100011000+ITotal! 

T"g'Ll" r--5~--r -'"1j"'1' '-~6'~""'r-' - 5"- r"'-r- "1 "2' r' 43 ~ I 
III I 7 I 6 I 4 I 4 I 1 I 0 I 33 I 

a 9 union locals with 1 to 25 xnewben, havt.~ i1 [eftcnral/t.r(w.tIl10nt pro~Jrr'il.. 

Nllrnb(~r ui' C:uxnpany fiiteD of ;)}/l'cii:l,,' En1ph,ycH;) SiZl: 
With L1Ud without fI'roatnlE::nt/lwic'rrdl Proqrari'[~ 

EmploYe(: Group S iz (; of Company Site 
Company SitesI1-25126-50151-1001101-2001201-5001501-100011000+IBlankIT.! 
wTBi· .. ·pYogram~T'2"iT ,.' r "';C' T '-'3 '. '1 ,," :,' r, 'r ~ 13"~' T ~ --2),"' ---1"'--5 "J " ir "! .. 1 

No Progr<:Ul1 126 I 12 I 11 I B I 6 I 3 I 0 I 1 I L; 

i I 
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'l'ablc> 9 

'l'hc Nurilb0.l: of CompaniC!G Wi th '1'r;0<1tnlent./Roff}rt'al Pro~rmnc 
B~H3Qd Upon Pr ilfliHY product/ SQJ.'V i L~(; 

Paper: 
Papel: Pl:oducts 
Irllll1be r 
Wood Product,s 
Nood nvoodsman) 
Fabrics/Textiles 
Transportat.ion 
I-'ood Pr()ceG£jin~J 
Construct;j,on 
Health Care 
NOvJSpap0r 
printing 
tlt il i tiorj 
Ship 1311ildin(J 
ElGvatorB 
'Jlruck/Car Baler: 
Sheet rlJetal 
Insurance 
I"ood DitltI'iblltioH 
Chemical::; 
Hetal ContaiwJrfJ 
IJo9al Serv.icc . .!!:} 
Oil Lino Servi~es 
Specialized Tools 
Other 

IJabor RCBponse 
ServIce "'servl'cQ Not 
Ay fli,l,abl (] l\ya,iltl,k~\5'! 

21 
2 
') 
L> 

') 

'" 
6 

") 
~ 

2 

3 
" " 
1 

:2 
2 
1. 
<1 

3 

1. 
11 
1 
1 
1. 
1 

1 

1 
.1 
1 
] 

33 

~lana~lQrnont Ho£t)ons(! Se-rv{c e .~".'. I)e~rvt ce'-N (j t 
Available Available 

2 
3 2 
') 3 ., 
.1 r ) 

') 7 J.. 

1 :3 
1 4 
0 ]0 
"~I 
.:, 1 
1 3 
0 ] 
'I 1 L, 

a 0 
1 1 
0 2 
0 

., 
£> 

') 
L, 0 
0 '') ... 
<) 0 L. 

0 1 
0 1 
0 ] 

0 0 
') 14 u 

3 'on 6~i 

a The total labor response was 77. Dna response waD don't know. 
b 29 companicn.; ~ .. lith ona Gowpany bailH3 u Ill.J:jor I,Jrodllcer of 2 products 
(vaper and wood products). 



2. All of: the respolwcB Goncerning~~2!1B_t:r..u~:t;.!9~ 

report. a l~ly1s. of ref or ral/traa tment programs. 

Respondents attribute this to the brief 

employment periodB and the mobility of the 

A large majority of both management and labor 
.. .-=A"" c=· '_ ..... 4 

reSpOnf;QS from !fl~~FAc;Lt,~lS,t;.~,~.2 Bit~e[)y note a 

1~2~. of serv ice/treatment prograrns for 

Bubstance uoe/abuse. Further inquiry revealed 

t:hat these tended to be large indm.it.rie~i that 

employod pr imal:' ily ~:,>rr~e!1,o 

4. Althou~Jh a COIl'P<:Ul.Y site n,ay hav(; a !.1l·o~rilln, it. 

does not neuouourily include all employees at 

the site. 

Al though r t.he number of enrpl oyees!rnember B, the type of 

industry, the sex of employee, etc., may be a factor in 

establishing a worksite program, there are a number of 

inGoxu:;ist(.m.cie~J Go (]., GOWG 8ma11 ci teB have progranu:,j \'I'hi1 E2 

large ,.']i taG may not have programs. 



------·------------------------·--------------------------------------. __________ mWA __ ~-------

v. Sponsor, Location and Reports Concerning Treatment/Referral 
Prograll18 

rl'ab1e 10 shows that!},2!1S::. of the treatlllent/referral programu 

of the respondents were sponsored by the £!l.:i:Pl~~5'?l!!X. '.1'he union 

locml responses show a slightly higher rate of union/company 

joint sponsorship while approximately 2/3 of the management 

Table 11 shows that the majority of the programs are located 

off !-h~e.,51l:~~~I}<?C;i __ o~_.~~~e.s~:ppa~ly.. In a few caseB, where the 

ref er ral OCCllr red on grounds and the ~.r.~~i1.t:n!c:n~. (Jff ground::;, t.he 

respondent recorded the location of the program as off gruunds. 

81 ightly oval.' 1/3 of the programB nre on company 9rOlmU[;. 

Table 12 8ho\,18 that ~~.qg,,,t:l1g~~ 12~; of the 1~~1~pn~.,.~29~J 

res;poncients and .sJ}5tllt:~x_.2Y~E_?Q.Si of the muna~jement rer;pondents 

I:eceived a I~J??£1: on the number of indiv iduals Berved by the 

program. The reason for the lack of reports i~ not clear and is 

further complicated when one considers the finding~ that 22 

program!] are (!o-sponsorE~d by management and labor (Table 10) and 

only ( ~Table 12) union locals received a report on the number 

of individua1D served. 

Overall g none of the reBpOl1:3eS rlote a union sponsored 

program. A Significant number of programs are sponsored by both 

management and labor. Although the majority of the programs are 

located off grounds, approximately 1/3 are on grounds. Pew of 

the union locals and slightly over half of the management 

respondents received a I.-aport from the treatrnent/referral 

program indicating the nq~p~L of individuals served. 
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'llabl e 10 

Sponsor of Treatment/Referral Program 

§P2E.!55-:E. 
Cowpany 
Union 
Both 
Blank 
Total 

Labor 
~~E1~!lf>e 

o 
22 

2 
4'3 

'lIable 11 

Hanagement 
~.-9,EEC?J!,f~ ~. 

19 
o 

10 
o 

2'9 

Loc~tion of Treatment/Referral Program 

IJoc.:ltion 
6Tt(fr~6~und 

Off Ground 
On/Off 
Blank 
'l'otal 

I,ubo r 
~~~,~Pc(~~"u g 

Ej 
26 

1 
1 

43 

rrab1e 12 

HanagcwGnt 
~5~"~lP9'!!" ~~ 

11 
1.6 

2 
o 

29 

Peport Received by Labor/Management from 
Tr eatm(:;>nt./Hef ar r u1 FrogI' a1'(l8 Concer ni ng ~!l~~!?~_r~ ~,§.~EY5?d 

Report Received Yeo ~" '" .. ," , ' . ~, ., -
No 
Blank 
Other 
Total 

Labor 
~t~ .!Sl?~}ll:~£ 

::J 

37 
1 
o 

IfJ 

Manageroent 
!~ . .s1-~,!l-s e 

11 
2 
1 

29 



VI. The Reasons Why a Treatment/Referral Program Does Not 
Exist at the Location 

As previously noted, 33 (of 77) labor and 67 (of 96) 

management responses state that they do not have a treatment/ 

-~ ... 

referral program. The reasons (some give more than one) are as 

follows: 

Response 
Union 

Respon_ses 
Company 

Responses 

No problem with substance abuse 
No need (not needed) 
Not large enough 
Lack of company/management interest/support 
Union problem/lack of interest 
Cost too much 
Cost too much at bargaining table 
Apathy/no interest 
Workers on move 
Other program available 
Other 
Don't know 
No response 

7a 
3 
3 
4 
o 
1 
1 
3 
8 
o 
o 
5 
a 

26 
19 
10 

2 
2 
o 
o 
o 
1 
3 
3 
o 
4 

35 , ";;-0 

a 7 union locals responded that there were no substance 
use/abuse problems at their worksites. 

The no problem/no need responses reflect the same issue (no 

problem) with many representing local/company sites that have 

sufficient employees/members to establish a program. For 

exarople: 

1. Of the 10 union loca~ responses indicating no 

need/no problem, 5 are located at sites of over 

50 employ~~~ (one over 600) and two have local 

membership~ of over 100 and over 600. 

2. Of the 45 corn~~~y sit~ responses indicating no 

need/no problem, 18 employ over 50 individuals; 
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7 employ 50-l00 r 4 employ 101-200, 6 employ 

201-500, and 1 employs over 1,000 individuals. 

The "workers on the move" (including brief stays at any 

one site) was a common response from con3t~~~~i2~ companies/ 

locals. Unfortunately, some of these groups traditionally 

have had high rates of substance use/abuse problems. A number 

of the textile/fabric companies/locals reported "no need" or 

"no probl em. " 
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VII. Evaluations of Existing Worksite Treatment/Referral 

Programs 

The respondents were asked to evaluate their existing 

worksite treatment/referral program. 

The gosJ~~e characteristics are presented in Table 13. 

The most common union local and management responses 

concerning the po~itive characteristics of their program are 

confidentiality, "the programs work" and "nothing is 

negative." The responses do not appear to reflect a 

particular type of industry (product/service) and there is a 

high degree of commonality between the responses of 

management and labor. 

Table 14 presents the responses concerning the negative 

characteristics of the worksite treatment/referral program. 

The negative responses are difficult to combine into larger 

groups. 

Table 15 presents the recommended changes the respondents 

identified, regardless of their evaluation of the existing 

program. The most common recommendation for change involves 

communications (training of employees/supervisors, 

information, etc.). The poor communication is consistent 

with the finding that few labor groups and approximately only 

50% of management receive a report on the number of 

individuals served. 

In summary, the evaluation of worksite referral/treatment 

programs and recommended changes are as follows: 

1. the strengths are their effectiveness and 
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Table 13 

positive Characteristics of Worksite Substance 
Use/Abuse Treatment programs 

It helps/works 16 
Confidentiality 5 
Privacy 2 
Joint management/labor 
effort 2 
Availability/accessibility 2 
Other 2 
Nothing is negative 5 
Don't know 5 
No response 4 

Total responses 43 

Success rate/salvage good 
staff 5 
Confidentiality 10 

Response time I 
Other 5 
Nothing is negative 8 

No response 2 
Outside assistance/decisions 4 
Comprehensiveness 3 
No employee cost 2 
Self referral 2 

Total responses 42 

Table 14 

Negative Characteristics of Worksite Substance 
Use/Abuse Treatment Programs 

Labor ResI2ons~s Management Responses 

No confidentiality 3 
Puni tive 2 
Not well publicized/not 

used 3 Not visible I 
Steward not involved 2 
Run by company only 2 
Program people-company 

oriented 2 
Location 1 
Cost I Expense to company/employee 2 
Doesn't cover all 

departments 1 
Other 6 Other 2 
Nothing is good about it 5 
Don't know 7 
No response 8 No response 5 

Used to avoid discipline I 
Supervisor don't use I 
Time out of work 1 
Distance from work I 
Union/management conflict I 
Lack of training I 

Total 43 
Lack ·of outside agency I 

Total 17 
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Table 15 

Changes Recommended For Existing Worksite 
Substance Use/Abuse Treatment Programs 

Labor Responses 

Train employee/supervisor 4 
Inform employees 3 

Company assume more cost 1 
Union/management support 1 
Move off worksite 2 
Cover all departments 1 
Confidentiality 1 
Remove company involvement 1 
Completely changed 2 
Cover serious problem 1 

None 2 
Total 19 

4-0 

Ma_nage~~~~ Respo~~es 

Train supervisors 4 
More employee info/awareness 6 
Better communication 6 
Low/no employee cost 3 
More company commitment 2 
Use outside agency 1 

Exclude union 1 

More family involvement 1 
Follow-up needed 1 
Closer to place of employment 1 

'fotal 26 



confidentiality. 

2. the weaknesses are too diverse to summarize. 

3. communication is a major issue in terms of 

recommended changes by both management and labor. 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

VIII. Comparisons of Management and Labor Responses from 
the Same Site 

Responses were received from 30 sites that represented 

both management (N=31) and labor (N=43). The following 

presents an analysis of these responses. 

1. Who E..poI].~~r_~_ .. ~_h_~,_~ub~~~E_c_:=_~bu§.~_.!_E!=at:.m_~~~L 

ref er r ~!.,.J?E2.9!..?m? Ther e appea r s to be some 

confusion concerning who is sponsoring the 

program. Within the same company, one local 

may respond that it is co-sponsoring the 

program wi th the company while a second local 

may respond that it was not involved. In other 

cases, neither management nor labor knew who 

sponsored the program. 

2. Is there a progra~? In a few cases, there are 

inconsistencies in the responses of both 

management and labor as to the existence of a 

program. 

3. wh~t __ .~~ __ !=:E~ __ p_o s i t;.!.~~LEe g a 1:.~_~~_~§">~ ct_~ of 

ex i ~t:..~r.!SLE! og r_~ s? 

a. When on±Y __ o..~~_~!}i2.!l_}o~al is involved, 

(regardless of the size of the company) 

there is a high degree of consistency 

between management/labor in how the program 

is rated (positive/negative) and the 

characteristics (e.g., confidentiality) 
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used to rate the program. 

b. When !nore_t:.ll~~9£l_~_.~E):~._.!9£§tl: is involved, 

the union ratings of the programs and the 

reasons for their ratings may be 

inconsistent with those of other locals at 

the same site. 

4. ~\~E.L.5~.~~.~~~_~._p~~~~.~l!!~_~}d_st? The reasons 

given by management and IC'.bor of the same 8i te 

for the lack of a program, tend to be 

consistent. For example, 

a. Textile/fabrics (2 sites). Although these 

are large companies, both management and 

labor tend to view substance abuse as only 

a minor problem not warranting a program. 

b. Construction (5 sites). Both management 

and labor see no problem with worksite 

substance use/abuse and add that the 

workers are on the move. 

Overall, comparisons between management/labor responses 

from the same site suggest that there is some confusion 

concerning the sponsorship and existence of programs. When 

one union is involved (regardless of the size of the company), 

there is a higher degree of consistency between 

management/labor in terms of their rating of the program and 

the characteristics used to rate the program. fv1anagement and 

labor tend to agree as to why a program does not exist. 
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AnalYBis and DiscuBsion 

The goals of this survey wero to obtain Maine management/ 

labor (1) perceptions/estimates of the adverse effects of 

worksite alcohol and illegal drug use/abuse on work 

pe1:£2..;"I!'_~I]:5!~ and (2) evaluations of existing workplnce 

treatment/referral programs that address these problems. 

Thl s survey 9i(\ .. Jl_0J:.. address the issue of \.;or ks i te dr ug use/ 

abuse in general, non-worksite drug use/abuse or worksite 

testing for drug use/abuse. 

Questionnaires were sent to (J) all chief executive 

officers of Maine non-governmental ('!ompanies/agenL:ies thnt 

had at least one union local and (2) the stewards of all 

union locals of these companies. The results of the survey 

are based upon usable questionnai res returned by the 

representatives of 96 company sites and 77 union locals. 

The following presents an overview of the findings of 

this survey concerning the impact of wcrksite drug/alcohol 

use on work performance. l 

I. A large percentage of both management and labor 

estinlates were that !:!£!le (Ot;) of the employees/ 

members (salaried and hourly) had a \-lork 

perJ_~~~~gs: problem due to alcohol and illegal 

drug use/abuse during the last ~ar. 

2. The large majority of the management/labor 

respondents, who estimated that so~_~~~l2Y~~s 

1--8ee Alcohol and Drugs in the Workplace: Costs, Controls 
and Controversies. Bureau of National Affairs, MD, 1986 



had a problem \vith alcoholi(h:u~Js as measured by 

vJork performanc~f e8tiroated that this involved 

less than 5~ of th' en1ployees (both hourly and 

salaried). 

3. Both management and laber tended to estimate 

that the problem (if it exists) is greater for 

hourly then for salaried workers and that 

alcohol is a greater problem than illegal 

drugs. 

40 Laberus estimates of the prublem tended to be 

higher than the estimates of management. 

It is difficult to resolve what appears to Le a conflict 

between the rasul ts of this §~~~EY§.¥~ and the inforn)ation thi.1t 

has been obtained through r:G:search condul.':ted in other 

sta te s. ~t_,.:~~~~~_ ~5LLe.~~_c>.1::~~!:", !-11e.E"~_~~E~"~ E:: E J.2_r..n~.!:~Il£~,~,1~!2J:~1..,q~"~. 

in ~~ __ ~~~ !12-~?..2.EJ{pl~2~_ tll.~t:~,_~~~ _ ~E.?95~1 Cl ~~9 r ~.t~l~_~q.~)s.~t!:~ 

could estimate that 7-8% of the Maine workforce abuse alcohol 

with an additional 2-4% abusing illegal drugs. The resultD 

would be impaired work performance measures such as increased 

absenteeism, industrial accidents, industrial injuriesl 

fatalities, etc., among this population. Although it is not 

clear how these estimates/findings apply to Maine, it would 

be inapI2..r_'2.E.£!.~.!=-e to say that f>laine doesn't have a probl em. 

The differences between the results of this survey and 

those of other studies may reflect a very important 

difference between the approaches utilized and the questions 

It '; 
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L:W ked. '1'lli!1 r ern r t. L:ll1d.l Y z ud TIw.nLl(Jonllmt/ labo 1: G e~t. in1a.to t; 

("at~t.ual" dJ.ta w.:w not Ll.vai1abh~) uf thl~ vrubloH1 as it. 

t:olattH, to ~()FJ~ F(:!,~,ot:rnCl.l,l~~e. 'l'hi!;; approad1 i~j "-ltd te 

dii:feront Ironl i.l ~!~,~c.:1il(~Si analy[,iG of worlc rocord13 ttl 

uetormino tho V.:1u:::m of '::loaenteoimu y indust.rial. accidents, 

etc. It is impot tant ttl nota that tho results of: the on-8i to 

analyt:iiG of rOl'\)['dG I)ruvidoG "fat~ts" whid1 ~l~lY" or cn~~~' not be 

utili~od in tho dociGiun-mukiny prO~OG6 and may be in 

<.:on£1 i~t \'lith thQ opinitlIw l\L t.he dGIo~iGion-mak.Qrs. 

In addi ti~m tu tho l'ntullticLl. Io'lmfl h:t. l,otWCGlI opiniulHl 

Llnd "[(let:;", bl)t:h tho nnllll.l)Yt:c and Ollll.Jlc'YUL rnay (3n~JalJe in .:1 

!HlUll)l)l tit l:uhL:1Viul'u tlwt hid8 the problolll. 'rhe lW()l' ll(ui 

IJreat: 61,i.ll~j in hidi!1q the l)t:uhlC1Il .Jnd WClY CIl':JC1IjC in 

lJehavh)rs (c~. 'J. I ab~JGntQQi6ul) t.hat H13}" not be sVGcif:ical1.y 

uGSOt:ii1to\l \'1 i th \V'urkui to i.mbtjt.an\~e une/abuse. 

r-'13n3~JQIfient/lQb(lI' fila}" not bc \vi11i11.1;3 to dc;u.l with the problE~rr 

ur: idont:i.f:y thc behavior: lU~ a problem) until it e~cGeeds 

certain "expected" or "acceptable" levels, c.g., the Monday 

morn'i.n~j htJ.ntJ-ovor may be both e}{pet;tcd .:md accepted al though 

it may result in dccreased work performance. 

If \:JO cu:e to DUCCOBi3fully i1ddre~~::Ci the problcIl\ of worksite 

substance use/abuse prul~Qrns we must first address the 

dissonan<.:c croated when tho "facts" and "opinionB~ conflict. 

As mCll)br.:rs of the Steer ing Committee noted, ~2):.h __ 1ll.~~~<J~1!1.9P...!: 

~~1d_}~~~~E. (1) hii've diffi<mlty in identifying an employee ,..,ith 

a problem until it is extreme or influences other aspects of 

his/her life and (2) require training to understand the 

cause, identify the existence of a problem, and use 

J 



appropriate resources to help the individual. 

Results concerning the prescnce/aLuence and quality of 

programs/services to address worksite substance use/abuse 

reflect a number of significant points. 

1. The presence of a treatment/referral program 

way be related to the size of the 

t:ompany /local f sex of. the pr imary Bwpl oyee, 

and/or type of the company product. 

2. The primary sponsorship of treatment/referral 

pro~1rams \'las n\arHl~Jement or mana~Jernent/labor" 

3. The most common positive characteristics of 

Gxistinu programs are that they work and 

confidentiality. The negative comments varied. 

4. 'rhe chtlntjQs recomnt<mded fOl: exi£lting programs 

Qmphasi~ed the need for better communication 

and training. 

S. The majority of the programs/services are off 

the company g1:'O UnO£). 

6" The most S:£l!~!'n~r~ r.easons given for the lack of 

progl'.'un's/servlc:cs vlere that no problem existed, 

there "'las no need, and the company is not large 

enough. 

7. There is a high degree of consistency between 

managamentis and labor's recommendations 

concerning the mH~d for progr an's and thai r 

positive and negative characteristics. 

An_ ClA~"+)~§!§,_.~9!~<_t..12~_r~~p.9~se~._£~B9~.!Ej._!!'(J_~1~_!.~2.:~S~n.~.J:9E 

not _1!.~,?:~!!9 .<~_":1~o_r J~.~;.~~ .. _.§~J:l_~.t:_~.Il<:.~~~l?E_s..§ __ :e.;-.529:E~!!,_.:?_ug~~~~_E 
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P~~§o_tl.iJ~):,q H!l1.Llpn. f()t~ ~\V!l~tt.,aI~pqq~~? t9 be, 1m,! (Wt,i~l.(t"t;(!iJ. QL~·J.().rJ~ 

E<3.E~s).r:..1T)q!!~1f ,1)r.()l~1"f:?,~~.~1~1'~~dt5? _£:1gk:~~t;:~o!\(:e_ m:;e/:aot~!-lH.9. A 1 urge 

percentage ()f respondent. s r Opt' 0 SE:.'nt ing !:.¥~_ti;l.o/ 1,.: .:itll::JcfJ 

(pr inlar i1y fernal e cmpl oyoe B) and gOll§i.t::..E .. ~!S~t9!1 indi ell t:ed thl1t. 

they did not: have a program f:\E~. t.here was no need/no 

problem. Research continues to show that a large portion of 

society (including management and labor) continue to be 

heiJitant to aCGcpt t.he filct t.hl1t a woman iB an alcoholic (lr 

problem drinker. Although the construction industry has had 

EiUbl3tance l1bllllC by cunGtrul..~tion \llOL'!<GHl Ult1Y be dea.lt with 

The Steering Committee Guggcsted that in most cases, 

mana~lenlent/labor do not have the Imm'lledge roq ui r(~d t.o 

recognize and address the prublem of workoite substance 

use/abuse. One member suggested that it may do little good 

to address the problem of workplace substance use/abuse until 

we identify and address the ~:c~l~§S: of, or probleu1s assoc.'iClted 

with, substance use/Clbllsco It WClB further suggested that we 

way do more harm than 900d H' \ve ~!:~t<9JI112!-: to addresfJ the 

substance abuse problem without addressing it within the 

broader context of the work, fClmily, and social problems of 

the abuser. 

The Committee members also suggested that the first step 

in addressing substance use/abuse in the workplace must 

involve the training and education of management/labor 



L~onGernin\1 \vhat tmb8tLmG€~ uso/ablwe i[3, the Cil uses f tlH~ 

prevalence, etc. Until this is completed, attempting to 

identify and implement II sol utiorm \I to ttl i.~ohol and illegal 

drug use/abusQ in the workplace would be ineffective. In 

addition, this tr~ining/educution must include those 

indiv iduals in manag(~m(~nt/lab()r who g2.,11.()~ usually attend 

such training/ education programs. 

Ovorall, the results of this survey suggest that 

management/labor eotimacos and opinions may differ 

significantly frum "facts" concerninq the impact of worksite 

al coho1 and ille(JQl drllq uso upon VIOl' l~ po rftHll1cHICC. It if, 

sugge~:ited thllt thODe opiniorm/eBtimatG£..:; rnt;1Y bQ signl! i~ant 

factors in doter:minin~J the nQc~d to ill1plement programs to 

..1ddre[;lS these problenH3. Purther f it may be neCefijSnry to 

train/educnte ,!2(~~E. ITlana<jeml..mt and labor P!'J.(~E> tt) irnplGmenting 

new prograll11'3. 

.. 



Appendix A 

Methodology 



"'I' "'II ~ • '''l - -' .... ,..;..;a .1 .. ',...a:" .J... 

The overall methodology \-'las designed in conjunction with 

the Maine Labor Group on Health, Inc., and their Labor­

Management Steering Committee on Substance Abuse in the 

Workplace. Although there were diverse interests, it soon 

became clear that the scope of this study had to be focused 

if we were to address the issues of substance use/abuse in 

the workplace and the quality of current workplace substance 

abuse treatment/referral programs. 

It was generally agreed that if we were to analyze 

differences between the perspectives of management and labor, 

it would be necessary to survey both management and labor 

f [om _~~_~~!!:~ __ C:5?~2~;:"ll~9~_~_cy.~ Further, if we expe cted to 

obtain a sufficient number of responses, the questionnaire 

had to be brief. Confidentiality of responses was the roost 

significant issue. 

The overall methodology (and the questionnaire) was 

designed within these guidelines as approved by the Labor-

Management Steering Committee on Substance Abuse and the 

Maine Labor Group on Health, Inc. The Alcohol and Drug Abuse 

Planning Committee, (ADPC) provided the research and 

technical staff. 

The questionnaires were designed to elicit information 

from both management and labor concerning the same issues. 

The questionnair.es were reviewed by the Steering COIT,mittee 

and the following guidelines were established. 

1. Codes (rather than names of companies and union 

locals)" were utilized. Access to the codes was 

limited to one staff member of the ADPC. 
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2. Questionnaires were sent to chief executive 

officers of all non-governmental companies/ 

agencies with at least one union local and all 

stewards of union locals of these companies. 

The listing was obtained from the Maine Bureau 

of Labo~ Standards. 

3. Questionnaires were mailed during the months of 

September and October, 1986. Two follow-up 

mailings were conducted at two-week intervals. 

4. Returned questionnaires were reviewed by the 

ADPC staff member with access to the codes. If 

a response was not received within two weeks, a 

second (or 3rd) questionnaire was mailed. 

5. The returned questionnaires were analyzed and 

the draft and final report wri tten by a sec_and 

ADPC staff person who did not have access to 

the code. 

6. The data was hand tabulated and presented 

primarily in terms of frequency. Due to design 

constraints, no attempt was made to cross 

tabulate the responses or utilize complex 

analyses. 

The interpretation of the results and the final product 

represent a cooperative effort of the Maine Labor Group on 

He~lth, Inc., their Labor/Management Steering Committee on 

Substance Abuse in the Workplace, and the Maine Alcohol and 

Drug Abuse Planning Committee. The report was written by the 

staff of the ADPC. 
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Appendix B 

Questionnaires 



It is requested that you answer all of the questions. Please uu 
not )_~~~~_§.i.ny. J:~l_~D~_s. If the answer is zero/none, please unea·-(j.·-· 
If you donUt know the answer or don't wish to estimate, please use a 
DK (don I t know). 

1. Em121C?Y.~~L.l1!1Jgn 
a. Company/agency code ____ b. Comvany luca ti on .. ~_~ __ , __ .. ___ > 

c. Yuur union code 
d. Total number of 1ndividuals employed at this location .. _ 
e. Number of your union members employed at this loca.tion 
f. prt.m...C!r"Y (or most common) type of ~voJJ~e..!' your local 

represents (such as machinists, paperworkers) ____ . ________ . __ 
g. PriJl~~~_§er~.LE.t.:9.£uct of this compa.ny/agency (such as 

paper, health care) at this location: _____ . __ .. __ .>.~_»_. ____ .• 

2. prot.!,.1_9EI: Please £Ettn1-~_te the percent .. ltJE:.! of elllploYl·t~~; dt thi!; 
location whose \'Jork performance was adversely affected ~~Ul)J~ 
~_~ la~~_JL~~ due to the use of alcohol or illegal drugs. 
Adversely is defined as a performance level that is lower (!:illch 
as increased absenteeism, injuries, and/or lower levels of 
~ruductiun) tha.n that which is usua.l for the indiviuual. 

Salaried workers 
Hourly '-vorkers 

Alcohol 
% 

Illegal Drugs 
\l; 

3. Services: Is there a stru~~~~_9 l?rogrilfll to treat or refer to 
treafrne-nt individuals who work at this location and have 
problems with alcohol/drugs? Yes No 

4. IF Y~ES (If no, skip to question 5) 
a. Who sponsor sit? Company ___ Uni on Both 
b. Where is it located? On company grounds Off COUl1JUrI1' 

grounds (Identify location) ___ . _________ = ___ _ 
c. Did you receive a report on the number of individuals 

treated and/or referred to treatmentJ)y this program during 
the last year for problems with alcohol or drugs? Yes __ 
No 

d. IF YES, provide figures from the report. IF NO, provide 
est iJTI_a t.e s. 

Salaried workers 
Hourly \.'lorkers 

Alcohol 
(nUmber) 

Illegal Drugs 
(n umber) 

e. Are the above figures actual or estimates? 

(continued on t'dck) 
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f. \oI)'hat do you like about the pro~Jram? 

g. What do you di81il1:8 about the program? 

h. Even if you like the program, what changes would you 
recommend to improve it? 

5. L~-Y()~ ._gQ~}~_!-_.!l_a.Y.Et_,~ __ Pf2.9.Lam 
a. Why do you thinl( a substance abuse tr. ea tlIIent or l' (;~i er r <.11 

program does not. e:dst at this location? 

.' ~ 

b. What do you thinlt are the necessary rt."quirements fo!' a 
succe ssf ul substance abuse tr ea tment O( ref er r a1 pf()(]r ani (d' 
your-company/agency? 

6. Other: PI ease add any addi tional ideas/comments concerning 
drug/al cohol pr obI ems in the wor kpl ace and hm'\l you woul d 
approach the problem. 

Please place the completed questionnaire in the enclosed returrl 
addressed stamped envelope o If you haVE:! any q uestions, ~\.>n~t::t Hiny 
the questionnaire, please contact Ron Speckmann (tel: 289-2595) of 
the Maine Alcohol and Drug Abuse Planninq Committee. 
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It is r eq ue sted that you anS'l'Jer all of the que st ions. l>..te"qsl! tlu 
,nq_t:.-_~_~~'!:..~_~!.1L~I_CV!:~..§. If the ans'V'Jer is zero/none, please use a O. 
If you don't know the answer or don't wish to estimate, please use il 

DK (don't kno\'l). 

1. 

2. 

_~®2.~_o'y~ ~L !J!l J./1} 
a. Company/agency code b. Company location 
c. Total number of indiVTduals-employed at t.his locution"" -
d. Total number of unions at this location 
eo Total number of union members at this lo"caTl<>n 
f. Pr imary (or most common) type of wor ke r (mach inTrjt", nun;(', 

paperworker) employed at this 10cafTon---" _____ ,,,., _________ ", __ ._. __ 
g. P£.tl!l~IJl E_~ry i~~/pro.9~_ct of company/agency (such as paper v 

health care) at this location: ____ - _-___ . ____ ~~., ___ "" ___ ,, ___ _ 

prob~e~: Please es~l~~~~ the perc~nt~~ of employees at this 
loca tion whose wor k per formance was adver sely aff ected dU.r:_i.r1!] 
.th~_L~§~-'y~,9-'!:' due to the use of a1 coho1 or illegal dr UqB. 

Adversely is defined as a performance level that is lower (such 
as increased absenteeism, injuries, and/or lower levels of 
production) than that which is usual for the individual. 

Salaried workers 
Hourly workers 

Al cohol 
% 

Illc(}al nruq~; 

% 

3. §.~.~'yj! .. ~q.§: Is there a §~.!_lLs-t..ured program t.o treat, or refer to 
treatment, individuals who work at this location and have 
problems with alcohol/drugs? Yes ___ No 

4. 11' YF;S (If no, skip to question 5) 
a. Who sponsors it? Company _,_ Union Both 
b. Where is it located? On company grounds---=- Off comyany 

grounds (Identify location) ____ _ 
c. Did you receive a report on the numb_~ of individuals (botb 

union and non-union) treated andTor referred to- treatment bv 
this program during the la~~_~~ar for problems with alcohol 
or drugs? Yes No 

do IF YES~ provide figures~om report. If NO, provide 
~_s..t)=~~ ~e._s . 

Salaried workers 
Hourly \'lorkers 

Alcohol 
(number) 

Illegal Drugs 
(number) 

e. Are the above figures actual or estimates? 

(continued on back) 
56 



f. What do you lil~e about the proyram? 

9. What do you dislike about tht! prot..!t'd.ltI': 

h. Even if you like the program, what changes would you 
recommend to improve it? 

5. If you ~ dOD.' <t • .h'l~~_~ .. Pl~SlrJ~!TI 
<.10 Wby do you think a subst.in~.:e .:!UlWL' tJ:l~Lltlll\.mt til. Il'f~!tI"l 

pr ogr am ~.§......n..9..~ Ellti st at this 1 o ell ti on? 

b. What do .Y.2E thinlt are the nE.H::el:j~;ary 1 L'l.lui t'ell\ent ~ i ot d 
successful substance abuse treatment or referral proyrctll1 dt 
youT"colllr;d ny /agency? 

6. Ot~: PI ease add any addi tional ideas/comments conce r ni ng 
druq/alcohol problems in the ~ .. Jor:kplace and how you \'JOuld 
approach the problem. 

Please place the completed questionnaire in the enclosed retuLn 
addressed stamped envelope. If you have any questions, concerniny 
the questionnaire, please contact Ron Speckmann (tel: 289-2595) of 
the Maine Alcohol and Drug Abuse Planning Committee. 
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