
For the HLA-DR cells, age (p<O.OOl), occupation (p-0.005), current 
cigarette smoking (p<O.OOl), and lifetime cigarette smoking history (p<O.OOl) 
exhibited significant covariate associations. Averages for the HLA-DR cell 
counts decreased with increasing age. For fhose individuals born in or after 
1942, the average HLA-DR was 450.1 cells/mm. Older individuals, born between 
1923 and 1941, had a lower average HLA-DR value of 41S.0 cells/mm3

• Those 
participants b?rn in or before 1922 had the lowest HLA-DR average value at 
346.9 cells/mm

3
• For enlisted flyers, the average HLA-DR cell count was 

44S.1 cells/mm , a~ compared to 443.6 cells/mm for the enlisted groundcrew 
and 402.5 cells/mm for the officers. For the current cigarette smoking 
covariate, tho~e who never smoked had the lowest HLA-DR average at 
37S.S cells/mm

3
• Former smokers had a higher HLA-DR average value of 

396.9 cells/mm. Those individuals not s~oking over 20 cigarettes per day had 
a higher HLA-DR average at 515.6 cells/mm. Smokers oyer 20 cigarettes per 
day also had a higher HLA-DR average at 527.6 cells/mm. Based on the 
lifetime cigarette smoking history covariate, the average HLA-DR cell count 
increased as number of pack-years in~reased. For nonsmokers, the average 
HLA-DR cell count was 3S1.3 cells/mm. Smokers with at most a 19 pack-year 
value for this covariate had an HLA-DR average of 427.9 cells/mm. Those 
smokers with over 10 pack-years lifetime cifarette smoking history had an 
average HLA-DR cell count of 463.4 cells/mm • 

The adjusted group contrast of Ranch Hands and Comparisons was not 
significant (p.0.26S) for the HLA-DR cell counts. This adjusted analysis had 
the following significant covariates in the model: batch-to-batch variation 
(p<O.OOl), blood draw day-to-day variation (pmO.003), age (p<O.OOl), current 
cigarette smoking (p<O.OOl), current alcohol use (p~0.027), and lifetime 
alcohol history (p.0.022). 

CD4/CDS Ratio 

No group difference was found for the unadjusted analysis of the CD4/CDS 
ratio (p-0.537). Only the covariates of batch-to-batch and blood draw 
day-to-day variation were used. 

Current cigarette smoking and lifetime cigarette smoking history 
exhibited significant associations with the CD4/CDS ratio (p-0.043 and 
p-0.041, respectively). Lifetime alcohol history also displayed a significant 
covariate relation with CD4/CDS ratio (p.0.050). For current cigarette 
smoking, the participants who never smoked or were former smokers had average 
CD4/CDS ratios of 1.75 and 1.S6, respectively. Smokers not exceeding 20 
cigarettes per day had an average CD4/CDS ratio of 2.00, and those individuals 
smoking more than 20 cigarettes per day had an average CD4/CDS ratio of 1. 97. 
Based on lifetime cigarette smoking history, nonsmokers had an average CD4/CDS 
ratio of 1.75. Smokers at or below 10 pack-years had an average CD4/CDS ratio 
of 1.97, and those smokers with more than 10 pack-years had an average CD4/CDS 
ratio of 1.89. For the lifetime alcohol history covariate, the average 
CD4/CDS ratio increased as number of drink-years increased. For lifetime 
nondrinkers, the average CD4/CDS ratio was 1.73. For those .individuals with 
at most 40 drink-years on lifetime alcohol history, the average CD4/CDS ratio 
increased to 1.85, and for those over 40 drink-years the average CD4/CDS ratio 
increased to 2.01. 
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For the adjusted analysis of the CD4/CDB ratio" the Ranch Hand and 
Comparison group contrast was not significant (p-0.707). Significant 
covariate terms in the adjusted model were the batch-to-batch and blood draw 
day-to-day covariates (p-0.003 and p~0.03B, respectively) and current 
cigarette smoking (p.0.03l). The interaction of current alcohol use-by­
occupation was also significant (p=0.032). 

Laboratory Examination Data: Quantitative Studies--TLC 

The results of the unadjusted analyses, as presented in Table 19-7, 
showed that the Ranch Hand and Comparison group contrast was not significant 
(p-0.790). Only the batch-to-batch and blood draw day-to-day covariates were 
used in this analysis. 

As shown in Table P-2 of Appendix P, age (p<0.001), occupation (p~0.016), 
current cigarette smoking (p<0.001), and lifetime cigarette smoking history 
(p.0.001) exhibited significant covafiate associations with TLC. The mean TLC 
decreased with a,e (2,066.5 cells/mm for those born in or after 1942, 3 
1,966.7 cells/mm for those born between 1923 and 1941, and 1,651.5 cells/mm 
for those born in or before 1922). For yccupation, the.,highest mean TLC was 
in the enlisted flyers (2,065.6 cells/mm). The mean 'c!ounts for th~ officers 
and enlisted groundcrew were 1,905.1 cells/mm and 2,041.5 cells/mm , 
respectively. The mean TLC was also found to have increased with increasing 
levels of both current and lifetime cigarette smoking. FOf current cigarette 
smoking, the nonsmokers hfd a mean TLC of 1,849.7 cells/mm , as compared to 
means of 1,862.5 cells/mm fOf former smokers, 2,251.5 cells/mm3 for moderate 
.smokers, and 2,323.2 cells/mm for heavy smokers. Bas~d on lifetime cigafette 

:~~k~~~7~~:t~~iis;~:3m~~~ ~~~~!~k:~~~ !~~:~;~ec:!!:~~:,'a~dO~:~~Yc:!!:~~:,' 
respec ti vely • 

No significant difference between the two groups was detected in the 
adjusted analysis (p-0.597). Age, batch-to-batch, and blood draw day-to-day 
variation were significant covariates in the adjusted model (p<0.001 for 
each). The model also contained a significant occupation-by-current cigarette 
smoking interaction (p=0.016). ,The results are present.ed in Table 19-B. 

Laboratory Examination Data: Quantitative Studies--Ouantitative 
luunoglobulins 

Tables 19-7 and 19-8 present the results of unadjusted and adjusted 
analyses, respectively, for IgG, IgA, and IgM. Table P-2 of Appendix P 
summarizes the dependent variable-covariate associations for these variables. 

No group difference was found in the unadjusted analysis of IgG 
(p.0.205). 

Significant associations with IgG were found for age (p-0.028), race 
(p<0.001), occupation (p<0.001), current cigarette smoking (p<0.001), lifetime 
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cigarette smoking history (p<0.001), current alcohol use (p-O.043), and 
lifetime alcohol history (p.O.040). 

The mean IgG was 1,054.7 mgldl for those born in or after 1942, as 
compared to means of 1,032.0 mgldl and 1,081.7 mgldl for those born between 
1923 and 1941 and those born in or before 1922, respectively. The mean for 
Blacks was higher than the mean for nonblacks (1,264.2 mgldl vs. 1,029.1 
mg/dl). The enlisted groundcrew had the highest mean (1,067.6 mg/dl), 
followed by the enlisted flyers (1,027.9 mg/dl) and the officers 
(1,020.8 mg/dl). 

The mean IgG decreased with smoking intensity for both current and 
lifetime cigarette smoking. For current smoking, the nonsmokers had a mean of 
1,094.2 mgldl, as compared. to means of 1,043.4 mgldl, 1,015.5 mg/dl, and 
986.3 mgldl for former, moderate, and heavy smokers, respectively. Based on 
lifetime cigarette smoking history, the nonsmokers had a mean IgG of 
1,094.1 mg/dl. The means for moderate and heavy smokers were 1,041.2 mgldl 
and 1,013.4 mgldl, respectively, based on lifetime cigarette smoking history. 

For current alcohol use, the moderate drinkers had the lowest mean 
IgG (1,016.2 mg/dl). Heavy drinkers had a lower mean than nondrinkers 
(1,039.0 mgldl vs. 1,049.2 mg/dl). IgG decreased with lifetime alcohol 
consumption (1,079.0 mgldl for nondrinkers, 1,043.8 mgldl for moderate 
drinkers, and 1,028.7 mgldl for heavy drinkers). 

In the adjusted analysis, there was no significant differenee between the 
two groups (p.O.406). In the adjusted model, there were five significant 
covariate-by-covariate interactions: age-by-lifetime cigarette smoking 
history (p<0.001), race-by-eurrent cigarette smoking (p.O.046), race-by­
.lifetime cigarette smoking history (p.O.027), lifetime alcohol history-by­
lifetime cigarette smoking history (p.O.030), and current eigarette smoking­
by-lifetime cigarette smoking history (p.O.012). 

In the unadjusted analysis of IgA, no significant difference between the 
Ranch Hands and Comparisons was deteeted(p-0.406). 

The covariate tests for IgA revealed significant or borderline 
significant associations with race (p.O.035), occupation (p.O.070), current 
alcohol use (p=0.060), lifetime alcohol history (p=0.003), and current 
cigarette smoking (p.O.032). Blacks had a higher mean IgA than nonblacks 
(226.06 mg/dl vs. 208.08 mg/dl). Of the three occupational categories, the 
officers had the lowest mean (203.56 mg/dl), followed by the enlisted flyers 
(210.24 mg/dl) and the enlisted ground crew (213.40 mg/dl). IgA decreased with 
smoking intensity based on current smoking patterns (213.46 mg/dl for 
nonsmokers, 211.81 mg/dl for former smokers, 208.03 mg/dl for moderate 
smokers, and 196.97 mg/dl for heavy smokers). IgA increased with increasing 
aleohol eonsumption based on current aleohol use and lifetime alcohol history • 
. For current aleohol use, the means were 207.36 mg/dl, 213.07 arldl, and 
232.37 mg/dl for nondrinkers, moderate drinkers, and heavy drinkers, 
Tespeetively •.. Based on lifetime aleohol.history, the nondrinkers had a mean 
of 197.06 mg/dl, as compared to means of 207.24 mg/dl arid 220.52 mg/dl for 
moderate and heavy drinkers, respectively. 
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Based on the results of the adjusted analysis of IgA, no significant 
difference between the Ranch Hands and Comparisons was revealed (paO.499). 
Age-by-current cigarette smoking and lifetime cigarette smoking history-by­
lifetime alcohol history interactions were significant terms in the model 
(paO.020 and p.0.032, respectively). ' 

Based on the unadjusted analysis of IgM, there was no significant 
difference between the two groups (p~0.855). 

Significant associations for IgM were detected for race and current 
alcohol use (p<O.OOl and pKO.011, respectively). The association with age was 
marginally significant (p.0.088). IgM decreased with age (113.80 mgldl for 
those born in or after 1942, 109.09 mgldl for those born between 1923 and 
1941, and 106.58 mgldl for those born in or before 1922). Nonblacks had a 
higher mean than Blacks (111.95 mgldl vs. 96.70 mg/dl). IgM was found to 
increase with current alcohol use. The nondrinkers had a mean of 
110.08 mgldl, as compared to means of 111.91 mgldl and 129.93 mgldl for 
moderate and heavy drinkers, respectively. 

\.,-

The adjusted analysis of IgM also did not detect a significant group 
difference (p.0.876). Race was a significant covariate in the adjusted model 
(p<O.OOl). 

Laboratory Examination Data: Functional Stimulation Tests 

Tables 19-9 and 19-10 summarize unadjusted and adjusted group contrasts 
for the functional stimulation studies of PHA, MLC, NKCA, and NKCI. Table P-2 
of Appendix P summarizes the dependent variable-covariate associations. The 
summary of group-by-covariate interactions is provided in Appendix Table P-3. 

The following PHA response variables were analyzed: unstimulated PHA 
responses for day 1 and day 2 concurrently, six PHA net responses for each of 
two harvest days at three ,mitogen concentration levels,48n overall simul­
taneous analysis of the six PHA net responses, and the maximum of the six PHA 
net responses over day and concentration level. Analyses for the two unstimu­
lated PHA variables were performed on the natural logarithm of the cell counts 
(Le., the natural logarithm of cpm). No transformations were used for the 
analyses of the PHA net response variables. 

For the HLC test, analyses were performed on an unstimulated HLC response 
and a HLC net response. Analyses of the unstimulated HLC variable were based 
on the natural logarithm of the counts (in cpm). The HLC net responses were 
analyzed without transformation. 

For the natural killer cell assays, the following variables were 
analyzed: NKCA 50/1 net response (cpm), NKCA 50/1 percent release, NKCI SOil 
net response (cpm), and NKCI 50/1 percent release. These variables were 
analyzed without transformation. 
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TABLE 19-9. 

Unadjusted Analysis* for Functional Stimulation Test Variables by Group 

Groul! 

Variable Statistic Ranch Hand Comparison p-Value 

Unstimulated n 368 468 
PHA Response Hean' 1,965 1,979 0.840 

95% C.l." (1,869, (1,894, 
2,067) 2,067) 

PHA Net n 373 473 
Response Hean 100,142 100,483 0.915 
(day 1, 95% C.l. (95,221, (96,229, 
concentration 1) 105,064) 104,737) 

·PHA Net n 373 473 
Response Hean 160,626 160,741 0.976 
(day 1, 95% C.l. (154,885, (155,778, 
concentration 2) 166,368) 165,703) 

PHA Net n 373 473 
Response Hean 147,511 145,368 0.538 
(day 1, 95% C.l. (142,139, (140,723, 
concentration 3) 152,883) 150,012) 

PBA Net n 369 471 
Response Hean 159,602 162,849 0.337 
(day 2, 95% C.l. (154,389, (158,326, 
concentration 1) 164,816) 167,372) 

PBA Net n 369 471 
Response Hean 179,173 181,369 0.511 
(day 2, 95% C.l. (174,023, (176,900, 
concentration 2) 184,324) 185,837) 

PHA Net n 369 471 
Response Hean 127,510 127,034 0.886 
(day 2, 95% C.l. (122,385, (122,587, 
concentration 3) 132,635) 131,480) 

Overall n 365 467 
PBA Net Hean 145,509 146,038 0.841 
Response 95% C.l. (141,429, (142,511, 

149,589) 149,566) 
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TABLE 19-9. (continued) 

Unadjusted Analysis* for Functional Stimulation Test Variables by Group 

Groul! 

Variable Statistic Ranch Hand Comparison p-Value 

Maximum n 365 467 
PHA Net Hean 205,322 205,072 0.506 
Response 95% C.!. (197,898, (198,826, 

212,745) 211,318) 

Unstimulated n 370 467 
MLC Response Heana 4,067 3,813 0.221 

95% C.l. a (3,752, (3,554, 
4,409) 4,091) 

HLC Net n 370 467 
Response Hean 87,966 86,693 0.647 

95% C.!. (83,709, (82,980, 
92,223) 90,406) 

NKCA 5011 n 370 467 
Net Response Mean. 410.6 420.9 0.435 

95% C.!. .. (390.2,430.9) (403.1,438.8) 

NKCA 5011 n 370 467 
Percent Hean 35.2 35.8 0.569 
Release 95% C.l. (33.5,36.8) (34.3,37.2) 

NKCI 5011 n 371 472 
Net Response Hean 807.5 813.2 0.462 

95% C.l. (795.4,819.5) (802.8,823.6) 

NKCI 5011 n 371 472 
Percent Mean 66.4 67.1 0.270 
Ralease 95% C.l. (65.5,67.4) (66.3,67.9) 

*Adjusted for batch-to-batch variation and blood draw day-to-day variation. 

aTransformed from natural logarithm scale •. 
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TABlE 19-10. 

Adjusted Analysis for Flmcticml StiIIi1atim 'laIt Variables by GmJp 

Groop 
COvariate 

Variable Statistic Ranch Hand CoIp!risoo p-Value ReIBIks 

UlstinJJlated n '!il7 466 BA'roI (p<O.O)1) 
PIIA P.espoose I!dj. Mean" 2,182 2,176 0.933 Ili\Y(BA'roI) (p:O.02l) 

95% C.l." (2,017, (2,018, IQ. (p<O.001) 
2,'!il1) 2,347) RACE (poO.001) 

Al.C*C9D< (poO. 007) 
AlD'oI:R<YR (poO.039) 

PIIA Net n 372 472 Q\P*AlC (poO.042) 
P.espoose I!dj. Hean** 107,678 106,996 0.817** BA'roI (p<O.001) 
(ds,y 1, 95% C.l.** (99,934, (99,522, . Ili\Y(BA'roI) (p<O.001) 
coocentration 1) 115,423) 114,411) IQ. (p<O.001) 

RACE (poO. roI) 
00: (poO.012) 

PIIA Net n 373 473 BA'roI (p<O.001) 
P.espoose I!dj. Mean 169,663 167,524 0.540 Ili\Y(BA'roI) (p<O.001) 

. (ds,y 1, 95% C.l. (160,525, (158,712, CHI{ (poO.044) 
coocentration 2) 178,801) 176,335) ~ (poO.044) 

PIIA Net n 372 472 BA'roI (p<O.OOl) 
RespaISe I!dj. Mean 152,113 147,780 0.185 Ili\Y(BATCH) (p<O.OOl) 
(ds,y 1, 95% C.l. (141,n3, (137,597, IQ;Ii8I{2. (poO.048) 
coocentration 3) 162,454) 157,963) N21<AlC (poO.035) 

IWE*PItOOR (poO.043) 

. PIIA Net n '!il9 471 BA'roI (p<O.OO1) 
P.espoose I!dj. Mean 160,389 162,m 0.474 Ili\Y(BA'roI) (p<O.001) 
(ds,y 2, 95% C.l. (151,973, (154,582, IQ. (p<O.001) 
coocentration 1) 168,805) 170,972) 00: (poO.OO4) 

~(poO.015) 

PIIA Net n '!il9 471 BA'roI (p<O.001) 
RespaISe I!dj. Mean 179,568 18O,n 0.820 Ili\Y(BA'roI) (p<O.001) 
(ds,y 2, 95% C.l. (174,573, (175,966, D*PItOOR (poO.027) 
CUIIlI!IItration 2) 184,563) 184,645) 

PIIA Net n '!il9 471 BA'roI (p<O.001) 
P.espoose I!dj. Mean l'!iJ,095 134,758 0.683 Ili\Y(BA'roI) (p<O. 001) 
(d&,y 2, 95% C.l. (128,066, (127,088, IQ. (p<O.OO1) 
CUIIlI!IItration 3) 1~,124) 142,428) RACE (poO.OO9) 
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TABI.B 19-10. (cmtillJed) 

hljusted ~ for Fmctimal Stiailatioo Test Varlah1es by Gr:cql 

Gtoop 
Covariate 

Variable Statistic Ranch IIaOO Conparisoo p-Value RenBrks 

0veJ:all PIIA n 364 466 BA'roI (p<O.OOl) 
. Net Response hlj. IIean 151,983 151,OOS 0.720 IltW(BA'roI) (p<O.OOl) 

95% C.l. (145,766, (145,158, RACE (poO.014) 
158,199) 157,012) 1GE*Al£ (poO.035) 

Maxinun PIIA n 365 467 M'lUI (p<O.OOl) 
NetResponse Adj. IIean 203,157 203,488 0.914 llt\y(BA'roI) (p<O.OOl) 

95% C.l. (198,322, (199,298, ICE. (p<O.OOl) 
207,991) 207,679) C9O< (poO. 006) 

\lIstimJlated n 369 467 BA'roI (p<O.OOl) 
HlC Response Adj. Ileana 4,971 4,590 0.116 llt\y(BA'roI) (poO.027) 

95% C.l." (4,387, (4,073, RACE (p<O.OOl) 
5,633) 5,172) f!GE!\Il1KYR (poO.014) 

HlC Net n 370 467 Q\PI\RAC2 (poO.039) 
Response Adj. 1Iean** 93,751 92,383 0.617** BA'roI (p<O.OOl) 

95% C.l.** (86,960, (85,845, llt\y(BA'roI) (p<O.OOl) 
100,543) 98,921) ICE. (poO.014) 

ocx:: (poO.014) 
C90<*Pl!a<YR (poO.032) 

N<CA SO/l n 369 466 Q\PI\RAC2 (poO.04O) 
NetResponse Adj. 1Iean** 409.5 418.4 0.494** BA'roI (p<O.001) 

95% C.l.** (376.2,442.8) (385.9,450.8) llt\y(BA'roI) (p<O.001) 
~ (poO.014) 
<XX:*Pl!a<YR (poO.OO4) 
C90<*Pl!a<YR (poO.Q41) 
1GE*Al£ (poO.031) 

N<CA SO/l n 369 466 Q\PI\RAC2 (poO.022) 
Percent Adj. Hean** 35.1 35.5 0.710** BA'roI (p<O.001) 
Release 95% C.l.** (32.3,37.8) (32.8,38.1) llt\y(BA'roI) (p<O.001) 

~(poO.OO6) 
<XX:*Pl!a<YR (poO.02O) 
1GE*Al£ (poO.034) 

N«:I SO/l n 371 472 Q\PI\RAC2 (poO.003) 
NetResponse hlj. IIean - - - BA'roI (p<O.OO1) 

95% C.l. - - llt\y(BA'roI) (p<O.001) 
~(poO.02O) 
<XX:*Pl!a<YR (poO.031) 
C90<*Pl!a<YR (poO.OO4) 
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TAIIlB 19-10. (OCIltbued) 

Adjustal ~ for Fln:timal StiJulatim "lWIt Varlables by ~ 

Groul! 
Covariate 

Variable Statistic Ranch IIarxI CorpIrism p-Value RsIarks 

N<CI SO/l n 371 472 QU>/IIWE (pooO.OO3) 
Percent Adj. Mean - - - BAnlI (p<O.OOl) 
Release 95% C.l. - - JlI.Y(BATaI) (p<O.OOl) 

RA£EIcC9D< (pooO.013) 
(IDrPAOOR (pooO.020) 
CS«K*PAOOR (pooO.OO3) 

°Transfotmec! fran natural logari tbn scale. 

1WoGroup-by-covariate interactim (O.Ol<p<O.05)--adjusted mean, cmfidelce interval, ard 
p-value derived from a model fitted after deletim of this interactim. 

***ioGroup-by-covariate interactim (p<O.Ol)-Mjlisted mean, cmfidelce interval, ard p-value 
not presented. -
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Unstimulated PHA Response 

For the unstimulated PHA response, the unadjusted group contrast was 
essentially based on a two-factor model (containing group, day, and the 
group-by-day interaction) assuming repeated measures across days. For the 
unadjusted analysis, the model was expanded to include the batch-to-batch and 
blood draw day-to-day covariates. The Ranch Hand and Comparison contrast was 
not significant (p~0.840). 

Significant or borderline significant associations with the unstimulated 
PHA responses were noted for the following covariates: age (p=0.002 for day 1 
responses and p(0.001 for day 2 responses), race (p.O.007 for day 1 responses 
and p(0.001 for day 2 responses), occupation (p.0.002 for day 1 responses and 
p.0.003 for day 2 responses), current alcohol use (p.0.018 for day 2 
responses), and lifetime alcohol history (p.0.079 for day 2 responses). For 
both day 1 and day 2, average unstimulated PHA responses decreased with 
increasing participant age. For younger participants, born in or after 1942, 
the average unstimulated PHA responses were 2,043 cpm and 2,224 cpm for day 1 
and day 2, respectively. For those individuals born between 1923 and 1941, 
the average unstimulated PHA responses were 1,844 cpm and 1,918 cpm for day 1 
and day 2, respectively. For ,the oldest group of parttcipants, born in 1922 
or before, the average unstimulated PHA responses,wer.e"~, 629 cpm and 1,604 cpm 
for day 1 and day 2, respectively. 

For race, the average unstimulated PHA response for day 1 among Blacks 
was 2,308 cpm and 1,902 cpm among nonblacks. For the day 2 responses, Blacks 
.had an average of 2,749 cpm and nonblacks had an average of 2,001 cpm. 

'l The average unstimulated ,PHA response was highest for the enlisted 
groundcrew (2,050 cpm and 2,184 cpm for day 1 and day 2, respectively); 
followed by the enlisted flyers (1,851 cpm and 1,955 cpm for day 1 and day 2, 
~espectively); and officers (1,809 cpm and 1,904 cpm for day 1 and day 2, 
res pee ti vely) • 

The average unstimulated PHA response for day 2 was highest for partici­
pants with current alcohol use values of more than four drinks per day 
(2,375 cpm), followed by· those participants. having ze!::!!. to one drink per day 
(2,057 cpm), and those with more than one but not over''1:our drinks per day 
(1,843 cpm). For lifetime alcohol history, the average unstimulated PHA 
response for day 2 was 2,247 cpm for nondrinkers. For those participants with 
average lifetime alcohol values not exceeding 40 drink-years, the average 
unstimulated PHA response for day 2 was 1,977 cpm. For those participants 
with a lifetime alcohol his·tory value over 40 drink-years, the average 
unstimulated PHA response for day 2 was 2,105 cpm. 

For the repeated measures adjusted analysis of the unstimulated PHA 
'~esponses for day 1 and day 2, the group contrast of Ranch Hand and Comparison 
was not signifieant (p.0.933) following adjustment for covariates. The 
~djusted model had the following significant terms: batch-to-batch variation 
'(p<O.OOl); blood draw day-to-day variation (p.0.021) I age (p<O.OOl); race 
.(p.0.001); current alcohol use-by-eurrent eigarette smoking (p.0.007); and 
eurrent alcohol use-by-lifetime aleohol history (p.0.039). , 
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PDA Net Response for Day 1 at Concentration Level 1 

Ranch Hands and Comparisons did not differ significantly on the 
unadjusted analysis of the PHA net response for day 1 at concentration level 1 
(p.0.915). The group contrast for this PHA net response variable was 
performed without adjusting for covariates, except batch-to-batch and blood 
draw day-to-day variation. 

Significant associations were found for the PHA net responses for day 1 
at concentration level 1 with age (p<0.001) and race (p=0.014). Average PHA 
net responses decreased with increasing age. For younger participants born in 
or after 1942, the average PHA net response was 111,953 cpm. Participants 
born between 1923 and 1941 had an average PHA net response of 91,675 cpm, and 
those born in or before 1922 had an average net response of 86,669 cpm. 
Blacks had a higher average PDA net response than nonblacks (116,774 cpm vs. 
99,550 cpm, respectively). 

For the adjusted analysis of the PHA net response for day 1 at 
concentration level 1, there was a significant group-by-current alcohol use 
interaction (p=0.042). In addition, the following covariates were significant 
in the adjusted model: batch-to-batch variation (p<O.OOI), blood draw day-to­
day variation (p<0.001), age (p<O.OOl), race (p.0.008), and occupation 
(p.0.012). As a result of the group-by-current alcohol use interaction, 
Table P-3 presents group contrasts performed and significance levels within 
each of the following current alcohol use strata: at most one drink per day 
(p.0.305), over one but not more than four drinks per day (p.0.489), and over 
four drinks per day (p.0.024). Comparisons having over four drinks per day 
had a significantly higher adjusted mean PHA net response for day 1 at 
concentration level 1 than Ranch Hands also having over four drinks per day 
(114,309 cpm vs. 73,793 cpm). Vithout the group-by-current alcohol use 
interaction in the model, there was no significant difference between the 
Ranch Hands and Comparisons (p.0.817). 

PBA Net Response for Day 1 at Concentration Level 2 

The unadjusted PHA net response for day 1 at concentration level 2 was 
not significantly different between Ranch Hands and Comparisons (p.0.976). 
This group contrast analysis accounted for only the batch-to-batch and blood 
draw day-to-day covariates. 

The following covariates displayed significant relationships with PHA net 
responses for day 1 at concentration level 2: age (p<O.OOl), race (p.0.035), 
and occupation (p.0.012). The average PDA net responses were inversely 
related with age. For participants born in or after 1942, the PHA net 
response was 177,443 cpm; followed by those born between 1923 and 1941, having 
an average of 149,059 cpm; and those born in or before 1922, with an average 
of 129,819 cpm. Blacks had a higher average PDA net response than.nonblacks 
(177,087cpm vs. 159,905 cpm). Among the enlisted groundcrew, the average PHA 
net response for day 1 at concentration level 2 was 166,943 cpm. The average 
,PDA net response for enlisted flyers was lower at 158,066 cpm. Officers had 
the lowest average PHA net response at 154,669 for day 1 at concentration 
level 2. 
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The Ranch Hand and Comparison groups did not differ on the adjusted 
analysis of the PHA net responses for day 1 at concentration level 2 
(p.0.540). For this adjusted analysis, the following significant covariates 
were found: batch-to-batch variation (p<O.OOI), blood draw day-to-day 
variation (p<O.OOI), and current cigarette smoking (p.0.044). This adjusted 
model also contained a significant age-by-race interaction (p=0.044). 

PHA Net Response for Day 1 at Concentration Level 3 

Ranch Hands and Comparisons did not differ significantly on the PHA net 
response for day 1 at concentration level 3 (p.0.538). The unadjusted 
analysis used only the batch-to-batch and blood draw day-to-day covariates. 

As for day 1 of concentration level 2, the covariates of age, race, and 
occupation exhibited significant relationships with the PHA net responses for 
day 1 at concentration level 3 (p<O.OOI, p.0.005, and p.0.002, respectively). 
Lifetime cigarette smoking history displayed a borderline significant 
association (p.0.055). For younger participants, born in or after 1942, the 
average PHA net response for day 1 at concentration level 3 was 162,016 cpm. 
Participants born~between-1923and 1941 had an average~A net response of 
135,851 cpm.lndividuals born in or before 1922 had an average PHA net 
response of 110,263 cpm. Blacks had a higher PHA net response for day 1 at 
concentration level 3 than did nonblacks (166,867 cpm vs. 145,282 cpm). The 
average PHA net responses for enlisted groundcrew, enlisted flyers, and 
officers were 152,947 cpm, 145,781 cpm, and 138,662 cpm, respectively. With 
respect to the borderline significance of the covariate lifetime cigarette 
smoking history, participants with lifetime smoking values greater than 0 
pack-years and less than or equal to 10 pack-years had the highest PHA net 
response at 153,032 cpm. Participants with a lifetime cigarette smoking 
history value over 10 pack-years had an average of 143,911 cpm, and nonsmokers 
had an average of 143,768 cpm. 

For the adjusted analysis of the PHA net responses for day 1 at concen­
tration level 3, there was no group difference (p.0.185). The model had the 
following significant-covariates and covariate interactionsl batch-to-batch 
variation (p<O.OOI), blood'draw day-to-day 'variation (p~.OOI), age-by-race 
(p.0.048), age-by-current alcohol use (p.0.035), and lifetime cigarette 
smoking history-by-race (p.0.043). 

PBA Net Response for Dal 2 at Concentration Levell 

Ranch Hands and Comparisons did not differ significantly on unadjusted 
analyses of the PHA net responses for day 2 at concentration level 1 
(p.0.337). This group contrast was based only on the batch-to-batch and blood 
draw day-to-day covariates. 

The covariates age (p.0.040), occupation (p.0.046), and current cigarette 
smoking (p.0.019) displayed significant relationships on the PHA net responses 
for day 2 at concentration level 1. For participants born in or after 1942, 
the average-IRA net response was 165,370 cpm. For individuals born between 
1923 and 1941,- the average PHA net response was 159,549 cpm. The average PHA 
net response for those born in or before 1922 was 144,773 cpm. For day 2 at 
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concentration levell, officers had the highest average net response at 
165,673 cpm. The next highest average net response was 161,299 cpm for the 
enlisted groundcrew. Enlisted flyers had an average PHA net response of 
153,648 cpm. For current cigarette smoking, former smokers had the highest 
average PHA net response at 166,067 cpm. Those individuals who never smoked 
had the next highest average at 163,835 cpm. Individuals who smoked at most 
20 cigarettes per day had an average PHA net response of 152,397 cpm. 
Participants smoking over 20 cigarettes per day had an average PHA net 
response of 156,143 cpm. 

For the adjusted group contrast of the PHA net responses for day 2 at 
concentration levell, there was no significant group difference (pzO.474). 
The adjusted model had the following significant covariates and covariate 
interaction: batch-to-batch variation (p<O.OOl), blood draw day-to-day 
variation (p<O.OOl), age (p<0.001), occupation (p.0.004), and current 
cigarette smoking-by-race (p=0.015). 

PHA Net Response for Day 2 at Concentration Level 2 

The unadjusted Ranch Hand and Comparison group contrast was not 
significant 'for thePlfA,netresponse for day 2 'at concentration level 2 
(p.0.511). This analysis used only the batch-to-batch and blood draw 
day-to-day covariates. 

Age exhibited a significant covariate association with the PHA net 
responses for day 2 at concentration level 2 (p<O.OOl). Occupation was a 
borderline significant covariate (p.0.055). Participants born in or after 
1942 had an average PHA net response of 190,416 cpm. Participants born 
between 1923 and 1941 had an average PHA net value of 174,418 cpm, and those 
born in or before 1922 had an average of 152,011 cpm. The average PHA net 
responses were 184,678 cpm for enlisted groundcrew, 180,597 cpm for enlisted 
flyers, and 175,499 cpm for officers. 

The adjusted analysis of the PHA net resp.onses for day 2 at concentration 
level 2 was not significantly different between the Ranch Hand and Comparison 
groups (p-0.820). The. adjusted model had significant batch-to-batch and blood 
draw'CIay-to-day covaris tes {p<O.'OOland.p<O. 001, respec ti vely), and a sig­
nificant covariate interaction of age-by-lifetimecigarette smoking history 
(p.0.027) • 

PHA Net Response for Day 2 at Concentration Level 3 

Ranch Hands and Comparisons did not differ significantly for the 
unadjusted PHA net response for day 2 at concentration level 3 (p.O.886). 
The unadjusted analysis used the batch-to-batch and blood draw day-to-day 
covariates. 

Age (p<O.OOl), race (p.0.005), and occupation (p-0.023) were significant 
covariates with the PHA net responses for day 2 at concentration level 3. 
Participants born in or after 1942 had an average PHA net response of 
134,016 cpm. For those individuals born between 1923 and 1941, the average 
PHA net response was 123,717 cpm. Individuals born in or before 1922 had an 
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average PHA net 'response of 100,378 cpm. The average PHA net response for 
Blacks was 146,588 cpm versus 126,291 cpm for nonblacks. The average PHA net 
responses for enlisted flyers, enlisted groundcrew, and officers were 
131,229 cpm, 130,709 cpm, and 121,213 cpm, respectively. 

For the PHA net responses on day 2 at concentration level 3, the adjusted 
group contrast of Ranch Hands and Comparisons was not significant (p.0.683). 
The adjusted model contained the following significant covariate terms: 
batch-to-batch variation (p<O.OOI), blood draw day-to-day variation (p<O.OOI), 
age (p<O.OOI), and race (p.0.009). 

Overall PDA Net Response 

For the unadjusted analysis of the sixPHA'net'responses (for 2 harvest 
days at each of three concentration levels), a three-factor repeated measures 
model (containing group, day, concentration level, associated two-factor 
interactions, and a three-factor interaction) was used to evaluate the Ranch 
Hand and Comparison group contrast. In the context of this model, the 
repeated measures factors were the day and concentration level effects. The 
unadjusted model also included terms for batch-to-batch""variation and blood 
draw day~to-day variation. The group contrast was not 'significant (p.0.841). 

The six PHA net responses were also analyzed using covariate adjustment 
Within the framework of the three-factor repeated measures analysis described 
above. The adjusted group contrast was not significant (p=0.720). The model 
had the following significant terms: batch-to-batch variation (p<O.OOI), 
~lood draw day-to-day variation (p<O.OOI), race (p.0.014), and age-by-current 

~ alcohol use interaction (p=0.035). 

Kaximum of Day and Concentration Level PDA Net Response 

In the unadjusted analysis of the maximum PHA net response (maximum net 
response of the six PHA responses), the Ranch Hand and Comparison group 
contrast was not significant (p.0.506). The batch-to-batch and blood draw 
day-to-day covariates were used in the analysis. ,~" 

As in other PHA analyses, significant covariate associations were found 
for age and occupation (p<O.OOl and p.0.008, r~spectively). The mean maximum 
response decreased with age (220,904 cpm for those born in or after 1942, 
196,253 cpm for those born between 1923 and 1941, and 163,872 cpm for those 
born in or before 1922). The enlisted groundcrew had the highest mean maximum 
PHA net response (212,528 cpm), followed by the officers (199,887 cpm) and the 
enlisted flyers (198,386 cpm). 

For the adjusted analysis of maximum PHA net response, there was no 
significant difference between the Ranch Hands and the Comparisons (p.0.914). 
Age (p<O.OOl), current cigarette smoking (p.0.006), batch-to-batch variation 
(p<O.OOI), and blood draw day-to-day variation (p<O.OOI) were significant 
covariates in the model. 

" 
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Unstimulated MLC Response 

The unadjusted Ranch Hand and Comparison group contrast was not 
significant for the unstimulated MLC response (p-0.221). The analysis 
included only the batch-to-batch and blood draw day-to-day covariates. 

Age (p<0.001), race (p<0.001), and occupation (pmO.002) displayed 
significant associations with the unstimulated MLC responses. Participants 
born in or after 1942 had an unstimulated MLC average response of 4,647 cpm. 
Individuals born between 1923 and 1941 had an average unstimulated MLC 
response of 3,516 cpm. Those participants born in or before 1922 had an 
average unstimulated response of 2,541 cpm. Black participants had a 
significantly higher unstimulated MLC response than non black participants 
(6,246 cpm vs. 3,831 cpm). For enlisted groundcrew, the average unstimulated 
MLC response was 4,359 cpm. Officers and enlisted flyers had average 
unstimulated MLC responses of 3,635 cpm and 3,573 cpm, respectively. 

For the adjusted analysis of the unstimulated MLC response, Ranch Hands 
and Comparisons did not differ significantly (p_0.116). For this adjusted 
analysis, batch-to-batch variation, blood draw day-to-day variation, and race 

'were signU:icant..covariates (p<0.001, p-0.027, and p<0.001, respectively). 
Also, the age-by-lifetime alcohol history interaction was significant 
(p.0.014). 

MLC Net Response 

The unadjusted group contrast,of Ranch Hands ,and Comparisons was not 
significant for the MLC net response (p=0.647). The analysis included only 
the batch-to-batch and blood draw day-to-day covariates. 

Current cigarette smoking (p<0.001) and lifetime cigarette smoking 
history (p.0.012) displayed significant covariate relationships with the MLC 
net responses. Age exhibited a borderline significant association (p.0.063) 
with the MLC net responses. For the current cigarette smoking covariate, 

'participants who never smoked and who were ,former smokers had sverage HLC net 
'~' """'responses'of i8h169 "cpm .-and 084,935 cpm, respectively. For those individuals 

smoking no more than 20 cigarettes per day and those smoking more than 20 
cigarettes per day, the average MLC net responses were 91,349 cpm and 
99,745 cpm, respectively. For individuals with a lifetime cigarette smoking 
history above 10 pack-years, the average MLC net response was 91,447 cpm. For 
those with lifetime cigarette smoking history values between 0 and 10 pack­
years, the average HLC,net response was 86,642 cpm. Nonsmokers had an average 
MLC net response of 81,368 cpm. Participants born in or after 1942 had an 
average MLC net response of 90,828 cpm. Individuals born between 1923 and 
1941 had an average MLC net response of 84,924 cpm, and those born in or 
before 1922 had an average HLC net response of 78,324 cpm. 

For the adjusted analysis of the HLC net response, there was a signifi­
cant group-by-race interaction (p=0.039). In addition, the following 
covariates and interactions were significant in the adjusted model: batch-to­
batch variation (p<0.001), blood draw day-to-day variation (p<0.001), age 
(p-0.014), occupation (p-0.014), 'and current cigarette smoking-by-lifetime 
cigarette smoking history (p.0.032). Because of the group-by-race inter­
action, Ranch Band and Comparison group contrasts were performed separately 
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for Blacks and nonblacks. For the Blacks, Ranch Hands had a lower adjusted 
mean MLC net response than the Comparisons (87,383 cpmvs. 109,376 cpm), and 
this group contrast was borderline significant (p.0.059). For the nonblacks, 
the group contrast was not significant (p.0.341). The adjusted means for 
nonblack Ranch Hands and nonblack Comparisons were 87,867 cpm and 85,200 cpm, 
respectively. Vithout the group-by-race interaction in the model, there was 
no significant difference between the Ranch Hands and Comparisons (p=0.617). 

NKCA 50/1 Net Response 

The unadjusted group contrast of the NKCA 5011 net response was not 
significant (p=0.435). The analysis included only the batch-to-batch and 
blood draw day-to-day covariates. 

For the NKCA 5011 net response, significant covariate associations were 
displayed for the following: occupation (p.0.032), current cigarette smoking 
history (p=0.007), current alcohol use (p.0.006), and lifetime alcohol history 
(p.0.048). Officers had the highest average net response at 439.1 cpm. 
Enlisted flyers and enlisted ground crew had average net responses of 405.0 cpm 
and 401.4 cpm, respectively. For the covariate current cigarette smoking, 
participants who never smoked or those who quit had average net responses of 
436.4 cpm and 429.7 cpm, respectively. Smokers above 20 cigarettes per day 
had an average net response of 384.6 cpm, and those not exceeding 20 
cigarettes per day had an average net response of 382.3 cpm. For participants 
with current alcohol use of more than four drinks per day, the average net 
response was 506.1 cpm. Individuals consuming more than one drink per day but 
no more than four drinks per day had an average net response of 443.9 cpm. 
For those individuals having at most one drink per day, the average was 
408.1 cpm. Among participants with lifetime alcohol history scores above 
40 drink-years, the average net response was 445.8 cpm. Participants with a 
lifetime alcohol history value of more than 0 drink-years but not exceeding 
40 drink-years had an average net response of 412.8 cpm. Individuals with a 
lifetime alcohol history of 0 drink-years had an average net response of 
388.9 cpm. 

For the adjusted analysis of the NKCA 5011 net response, the group-by­
race interaction was significant (p.0;040). The batch~to-batch and blood draw 
day-to-day covariates were significant in the adjusted model (p<O.OOl for· both 
covariates). The following covariate interactions were also significant for 
this analysis: current cigarette smoking-by-race (p.0.014), lifetime ciga­
rette smoking history-by-occupation (p.0.004), current cigarette smoking-by­
lifetime cigarette smoking history (p.0.041), and age-by-current alcohol use 
(p.0.031). To examine the group-by-race interaction, Ranch Hands and 
Comparisons were compared for Blacks and nonblacks separstely. The group 
contrast for the nonblacks was not significant (p.0.268) and the group 
contrast for the Blacks was borderline significant (p.0.065), with the Black 
Ranch Bands having a higher adjusted mean net response (467.1 cpm) than the 
Black Comparisons (359.3 cpm). Vithout the group-by-race interaction, the 
adjusted group contrast was not significant (p.O.494). 
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NKCA 5011 Percent Release 

No significant unadjusted group difference was found for the NKCA SOil 
percent release (p.0.569). The analysis included only the batch-to-batch and 
blood draw day-to-day covariates. 

For the NKCA SOil percent release, occupation (p-0.039), current 
cigarette smoking (p.0.007), and current alcohol use (p=0.022) displayed 
significant associations. Officers had the highest average percent release at 
37.3. Enlisted flyers and enlisted ground crew had average percent releases of 
34.4. For participants who never smoked or were former smokers, the average 
percent releases were 37.0 and 36.7, respectively. For smokers not exceeding 
20 cigarettes per day, the average percent release was 32.5, and for those 
smoking more than 20 cigarettes per day the average percent release was 33.1. 
Participants with current alcohol use over four drinks per day had an average 
percent release of 41.8; those above one drink per day but not exceeding four 
drinks per day had an average percent release of 37.4; and those individuals 
not exceeding one drink per day had an average percent release of 34.9. 

The adjusted analysis contained a significant group-by-race interaction 
(p.0.022). The batch-to-batch and blood draw day-to-day covariates were 
significant in the adjusted model (p<O.OOl for both covariates). In addition, 
the following three covariate interactions were significant: current 
cigarette smoking-by-race (p.0.006), lifetime cigarette smoking history-by­
occupation (p-0.020), and age-by-current alcohol use (p.0.034). Because of 
the group-by-race interaction, Ranch Hands and Comparisons were contrasted for 
Blacks and nonblacks separately. For the nonblacks, Ranch Hands and 
Comparisons were not significantly different (p.0.392) on their adjusted mean 
percent release. The Black Ranch Hands had a significantly higher average 
percent release than the Black Comparisons (p.0.031, 40.4% vs. 30.1%). 
Deleting the group-by-race interaction from the adjusted model resulted in a 
nonsignificant group contrast (p.0.710). 

NKCI 5011 Net Response 

The unadjusted group contrast of the NKCI 5011 net response variable was 
not significant (p-0.462). The analysis included only the batch-to-batch and 
blood draw day-to-day covariates. 

Current cigarette smoking (p<O.OOl) and lifetime cigarette smoking 
history (p.0.034) exhibi ted significant covariate associations wi th the 5011 
net responses for the NKCI. Occupation also displayed a marginal association 
with these net responses (p .. O.077). For enlisted flyers and officers, the 
NKCI average net responses were 822.7 cpm and 816.3 cpm, respectively. 
Enlisted groundcrew had an average net response of 801.2 cpm for the NKCI. 
For those participants who never smoked or were former smokers, the average 
net responses were 827.7 cpm and 817.4 cpm, respectively. Individuals who 
smoked no more than 20 cigarettes per day had an average net response of 
787.0 cpm, and those who smoked over 20 cigarettes per day had an average net 
response of 789.9 cpm. For the covariate of lifetime cigarette smoking 
history, those participants who never smoked had the highest average net 
response at 827.0 cpm. Smokers with lifetime cigarette smoking history not 
exceeding 10 pack-years versus those above 10 pack-years had average net 
responses of 806.3 cpm and 802.7 cpm, respectively. 
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For the adjusted analysis of the NKC! SOil net response, there was a 
significant group-by-race interaction (p=0.003). This model also had the 
following significant covariates and interactions: batch-to-batch variation 
(p<O.OOl), blood draw day-to-day variation (p<O.OOl), current cigarette 
smoking-by-race (p=0.020), lifetime cigarette smoking history-by-occupation 
(p.0.03l), and current cigarette smoking-by-lifetime cigarette smoking history 
(p.0.004). Because of the significant group-by-race interactions, group 
contrasts were performed separately for Blacks and nonblacks. Black Ranch 
Bands had a significantly higher adjusted mean net response for the NKC! than 
did the Black Comparisons (S2S.6 cpm vs. 734.7 cpm, p.0.007). The nonblack 
Ranch Bands and Comparisons were not significantly different (p.0.146). 

NKCI 5011 Percent Release 

No significant unadjusted group difference was found for the NKC! SOil 
percent release (p=0.270). The analysis included only the batch-to-batch and 
blood draw day-to-day covariates. 

For the NKC! SOil percent release, current cigarette smoking and lifetime 
cigarette smoking history exhibited significant covariate relationships 
(p<0.001 and p.0.019, respectively). For the first covariate, participants 
who never smoked or were former smokers had average percent releases of 6S.2 
and 67.3, respectively. Smokers, categorized as those with current cigarette 
smoking levels not exceeding 20 cigarettes per day and those exceeding 20 
cigarettes per day, had the same average percent release of 65.0. For 
lifetime cigarette smoking history, nonsmokers had an average percent release 
of 6S.2. For those participants between 0 and 10 pack-years, the average 
percent release was 66.6. Those participants with more than 10 pack-years of 
lifetime cigarette smoking history had an average percent release of 66.0. 

For the adjusted analysis of the NKC! SOil percent release, the 
group-by-race interaction was significant (p=0.003). In addition, this 
adjusted model had the following significant covariates and interactions: 
batch-to-batch variation (p<0.001), blood draw day-to-day variation (p<O.OOl), 
current cigarette smoking-by-race (p.0.013), lifetime cigarette smoking 
history-by-occupation (p=0.020), and current cigarette smoking-by-lifetime 
cigarette smoking history (p.0.003). To investigate the group-by-race 
interaction, Ranch Bands and Comparisons were compared separately for Blacks 
and nonblacks. For the NKCI, the Black Ranch Bands had a significantly higher 
adjusted mean percent release than the Black Comparisons (67.9% vs. 60.5%, 
p.O.OOS). For the nonblacks, the Ranch Bands had a lower adjusted mean 
percent release that was marginally different from that of the Comparisons 
(66.5% vs. 67.7%, p=0.069). . 

Exposure Index Analysis 

The unadjusted and adjusted results of the exposure index analyses of the 
Ranch Bands are presented by occupation in Tables 19-11 and19-12,respec­
tively. The adjusted models investigated effects of the covariates of race, 
age, current cigarette smoking, lifetime cigarette smoking history, current 
alcohol use, and lifetime alcohol history; and the exposure index-by-covariate 
interactions. An overall summary of the significant,exposure index-by­
covariate interactions is provided in Table 19-13. For these interactions, 
detailed results are presented by strata in Table P-4 of Appendix P. 
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DIU 19-11. 

Ex\lo9Jre JDIex Expoau:e 
JDIex Fst. Relative 

Variable ~tiat Statistic low IteditD B:igh Qnttast Risk (95% C.l.) p-Value 

a..xmte Office: n 93 96 102 Overall O.tro 
Still Test ~I% 
Dl..,ms AiDJJ:Ba1. 8 8.6% 4 4.2% 2 2.0% M VB. L O.lo6 (0.13,1.59) 0.342 

tb:aBl 85 91.4% 92 95.8% 100 98.0% B VB. L 0.21 (0.04,1.03) 0.073 

" PhlistEd n IIJ 44 IIJ Overall 0.100 
Flya- ~I% 

AImaal 6 15.0% 1 2.3% 3 7.5% M VB. L 0.13 (0.02,1.15) 0.(113 
rtJnal 34 85.0% 43 'fl.7% 37 92.5% B VB. L 0.46 (0.11,1.98) 0.482 

... PhlistEd n 118 lffi 110 Overall 0.127 

~ ~ !WJa-I% 
AImaal 6 5.1% 13 12.4% 8 7.3% M VB. L 2.64 (0.'fl,7.21) 0.007 
tbaBl 112 94.9% 92 87.6% 102 92.7% B VB. L 1.lo6 (0.49,4.36) 0.600 

aJl Oells Officer D 51 51 48 Overall 0.518 
MeeD" 1,489.1 1,0;.3 1,574.4 M 118. L 0.254 
9S% C.l." (1,344.1, (1,482.7, (1,419.0, B VB. L 0.457 

1,649.8) 1,711J.2) 1,7lo6.8) 

PhlistEd D :!) 24 24 Overall 0.597 
Flya- MeeD" 1,656.2 1,569.2 1,722.1 M 118. L 0.589 

9S% C.l." (1,414.7, (1,392.9, (1,528.9, B 118. L 0.695 
1,938.8) 1,767.7} 1,m.7} 

&!listed n 43 64 47 Overall 0.733 
GmnIcn!Ii MeeD" 1,701.5 1,693.2 1,615.1 M VB. L 0.941 

9S% C.l." (1,~.4, (1,554.7 (1,437.4, B VB. L O.~ 
1,867.3) 1,844.1) 1,814.6) 



EIqlcBme InIex Expasure 
InIex Pst. Relative 

variable ~tim Statistic Low IIed1IR High ODttast Risk (9S!: C.r.) 

~ Cells Officer n 51 53 48 Ove:all 0.311 
Mean" 823.2 932.3 842.7 M vs. L 0.100 
9S!: c.r." (735.9, (847.2, (722.8, 8 vs. L 0.1m 

920.9) 1,<YlS.9) 982.5) 

&!listed n 20 24 25 0vSall 0.852 
F¥l" Mean" m.9 914.7 cm.9 M vs. L 0.610 

9S!: c.r." (794.8, (817.2, (831.0, 8 vs. L 0.856 
1,188.4) 1,023.9) 1,008.0) 

If &!listed n 43 63 47 Ove:all O.~ 
Gm.ala:ew Mean

a '114.7 977.6 'XII.2 M vs. L 0.966 I:ll 9S!: c.r." (883.6, (895.0, (796.3, H vs. L 0.391 
1,075.3) 1,067.8) 1,033.5) 

(]II Cells Officer n 51 53 47 Ove:all 0.817 
Mean" 461.7 ;. 452.6 400.3 M,vs. L 0.831 
9S!: c.r." (401.7, (401.3, (421.3, 8 vs. L 0.689 

5.'D.7) 510.4) 547.6) 

tiisted n 20 24 25 Ove:all 0.398 
fiye: Mean" UJ.9 465.7 527.0 M vs. L 0.600 

9S!: c.r." (~.1, (392.0, (442.2, H vs. L 0.210 
~.2) 553.2) 628.1) 

tiisted n 43 64 46 Ove:all 0.971 
Gm.ala:ew Mean" 500.9 489.4 494.8 M vs. L 0.005 

9S!: c.r.· (4».2, (438.4, (427.7, 8 vs. L 0.909 
:.ro.3) 546.4) 572.4) 



DIU 19-11. (cmtiIud) 

DaijIBtaI ..... w:e liIIs fiE r_lqpC Variables b.r ~tiCIl 

-"'" 

E!C[JOSIIIe IIxIex ~ 
IIxIex Fst. Relative 

variable ~tim Statistic 1m IlediIJll High Cmtrast Risk (95% C.!.) p-Va1ue 
i 

am Oills OffiCel" n 51 53 48 0veI:all 0.939 
1Iesn- 142.8 146.0 140.4 H YS. L 0.848 
95%C.I.- (124.6, (122.7, (122.6, B YS. L 0.864 

163.6) 173.7) 160.8) 

T!nlisted n 20 24 25 0veI:all 0.388 
Flyel' 1Iesn- 176.2 148.0 142.0 H YS. L O.DJ 

95% C.l.- (135.1, (121.2, (115.4, B YS. L 0.209 
229.8) 18).7) 174.7) 

.... T!nlisted n 43 64 47 0veI:all 0.825 

~ GmDIcrew 1Iesn- 173.5 161.5 167.1 H YS. L 0.540 
95% C.l.- (147.5, (138.7, (141.6, B YS. L O.~ 

204.1) 1118.1) 197.1) 

aJ14 Oills OffiCel" n 51 54 48 0veI:all 0.692 
1Iesn- 31.9 31.3 35.1 H YS. L 0.889 
95% C.l.- (26.5,38.4) (25.9,37.9) (28.6,43.1) B YS. L 0.505 

T!nlisted n 20 24 25 0veI:all 0.078 
~ 1Iesn- 39.4 29.8 22.9 H YS. L 0.241 

95% C.l.- (28.4,54.8) (21.7,41.0) (16.7,31.4) B YS. L 0.025 

I!nlisted n 43 64 48 0veI:all 0.897 
GmDIcrew 1Iesn- 31.4 29.8 31.5 H YS. L 0.714 

95% C.l.- (25.8,38.3) (24.7,36.0) (26.1,37.9) B YS. L 0.987 



E!qorure IDIex ~ 
IDIex Pst. Relative 

Variable OcoJpatioo . Statistic low 1Iedi\JII High O:Ilttast Risk (95% C.I.) p-Va1ne 

ax!5 Cel.lsb Officer n 39 37 D 0IIerall. 0.579 
Kean" 10.9 11.0 14.0 K vs. L 0.975 
95% C.I." (8.0,14.9) (7.9,15.3) (9.1,21.6) II vs. L 0.359 

n 51 54 48 0IIerall. 0.318 
MBIer/% 
0 12 23.5% 17 31.5% 18 37.5% K vs. L 0.490 
>0 39 76.5% ~ 68.5% D 62.5% H vs. L 0.196 

&illstaI n· 13 15 18 0IIerall. 0.360 ... Flyer Kean" 13.3 9.2 8.3 K vs. L O.D! 
~ 95%.C.I." (8.8,2D.2) (5.4,15.8) (5.6,12.5) H vs. L 0.134 ...... 

n 2D 24 25 OVerall 0.766 
RIIIler/% 
0 7 lS.at 9 ~.5% 7 2B.at K vs. L 0.9'JJ 
>0 13 6S.at 15 62.5% 18 n.at II vs. L 0.854 

.;.' .t: 
I!hlisted n 31 48 ~ 0IIerall. 0.283 
Gm.nk:n!Ir Kean" 13.8 11.1 9.3 M vs. L 0.356 

95% C.l." (10.0,19.0) (8.1,15.1) (6.7,12.8) H vs. L 0.095 

n 43 64 47 0Ye!:all. 0.764 
RIIIler/% 
0 12 27.9% 16 25.at 10 21.3% M vs. L 0.906 
>0 31 n.l% 48 75.at 37 78.7% H vs. L 0.626 



DIU 19-11. (cmtiDEd) 

EHp:.sure InIex Exposure 
InIex Est. Relative 

Varlable Occupatim Statistic MediUl High QntIast Risk (95% C.I.) p-Va.lue 

III.A-m Officer n 51 54 ~ 0veI:all 0.7~ 

Cells Meal- «>1.0 41fJ.7 4Zl.6 K vs. L O.~ 
95% C.I.- (362.4, (366.4, (300.8, H vs. L 0.413 

443.7) 483.1) 400.1) 

&illsted n 20 24 25 Oveiall 0.137 
Flyer 'Meal- 3)(0.1 416.1 389.0 K vs. L 0.133 

95% C.l.- (414.1, (357.0, (322.9, H vs. L 0.069 
613.7) 1084.9) lt68.6) 

.... 8illsted n 43 64 ~ 0veI:all 0.700 

~ GmnIcIev Meal- "10.7 439.5 447.8 K vs. L 0.462 
95% C.l.- (417.6, (396.7, (400.1, H vs. L 0.626 

519.4) 487.0) 501.1) 

aMI8 OffiCl!l" n 51 53 47 0veI:all 0.251 
Ratio Meal- 1.78 2.06 1.82 K vs. L 0.152 

95% C.I.- (1.54,2.06) (1.81,2.35) (1.63,2.04) H vs. L 0.825 

&illsted n 20 24 25 0veI:all 0.2~ 

FlJ'lS Mean- 2.21 1.96 1.00 K vs. L 0.])4 
95% C.I.- (1.83,2.68) (1.n,2.24) (1.52,2.15) H vs. L 0.128 

&illsted n 43 63 46 Ovemll 0.425 
GmnIcIev Meal- , 1.95 2.01 1.81 K vs. L 0.684 

95% C.l.- (1.69,2.24) (1.83,2.21) (1.61,2.04) H vs. L 0.446 



- - -

Exposure :rmex Exposure 
:rmex Fst. Relative 

Variable Occupatim Statistic MediIJl High CmtIaSt Risk (95% C.I.) p-Value 

TIC Officer n 51 54 48 Ovei:all 0.551 
Kean- 1,845.6 1,9n.6 1,922.9 K YS. L 0.279 
95% C.I.- (1,6116.0, (1,821.7, (1,750.5, H YS. L 0.516 

2,alO.3) 2,135.4) 2,112.3) 

&!listed n 20 24 25 Ovei:all 0.544 
Fl~ Kean- 2,179.9 1,978.5 2,<87.0 K YS. L 0.275 

95% C.I.- (1,867.9, (1,766.6, (1,885.8, H YS. L 0.620 
2,544.0) 2,215.9) 2,DJ.8) 

~ &!listed n 43 64 48 Ovei:all 0.681 

~ GroInIc:tew MEBl· 2,0!19.4 2,112.4 2,0:>3.1 K YS. L 0.925 
95% C.I.· (1,925.7, (1,951.5, (1,788.3, H YS. L 0.504 

2,2118.7) 2,286.6) 2,243.8) 

f&G Officer n 125 U9 118 Ovei:all 0.973 
Kean 1,006.11" 1,010.3 1,013.3 K V$. L 0.8',;6 
95% C.I. (910.5, (971.5, (966.6, H YS. L 0.816 

1,042.8) 1,00.2) 1,060.0) 

&Ilisted n 53 62 53 Ovei:all 0.420 
Fl~ Kean 1,008.6 1,016.8 979.8 K YS. L 0.615 

95% C.I. (974.9, (959.0, (914.6, H YS. L 0.194 
1,102.4) 1,074.5 1,045.1) 

&!listed n 145 m 138 Ovei:all 0.973 
GranIcrew Kean 1,061.6 1,070.5 1,063.5 K YS. L 0.924 

95% C.I. (1,027.3, (1,025.5, (1,022.3, H YS. L 0.890 
1,107 .9) 1,115.4) 1,104.6) 



T.A1U 19-n. (WllhU51) 

Exp ... Jre Index EIipasure 
Index Est. Relative 

Variable ()cc:qlatim Statistic 1DW MediIJl1 High Cmtrast Risk (N C.I.) p-Value 

JgA Offi~ n 125 119 118 Overall O.~ 
Mean" 'JJJl.42 199.05 193.35 M vs. L 0.:0> 
N C.I," (191.65, (100.98, (In.39, a vs. L 0.248 

224.50) 218.92) 210.54) 

I!nlistai n 53 62 53 Overall 0.218 
Flye: Mean" 225.57 195.85 215.75 M vs. L 0.091 

NC.I." (:D).60, (174.65, (190.56, a vs. L 0.606 
253.64) 219.62) 244.27) 

~ 
I!nlistai n 145 150 138 Overall 0.632 
GmDk:rew Mean" 2116.57 216.95 212.n M vs. L 0.341 

NC.I." (192.53, (:D).86, (197.85, Ovs. L 0.574 
221.63) 234.32) 228.82) 

Offi~ n 125 119 U7 Overall 0.718 
Mean" lC8.S9 113.16 113.73 M vs. L 0.509 
NC.I." (100.97, (102.52, (lm.48, a vs. L 0.461 

n6.78) 124.90) 124.99) 

Frillstai n 53 62 53 Overall 0.495 
Flyer Mean" 110.62 101.04 110.00 M vs. L 0.316 

N C.I." (97.43, (90.31, (95.50, a vs. L 0.986 
125.60) 113.03) 128.55) 

&1listed n 145 150 138 Overall 0.442 
GmDk:rew Mean" 109.32 116.54 111.26 H vs. L 0.217 

N C.I." (101.28, (100.00, (103.03, a vs. L 0.740 
118.(0) 124.83) 120.14) 



- -

~Jl'e IDiex Exposure 
IDiex Fst. Relative 

Variable ~till1 Statistic Low Meditm High ODttast Risk (95% C.!.) p-Va1.ue 

Il1stiIulated Officer n !iI 53 t,6 oVerall 0.511 
l'IIfl RespaISE! Mean" 1,953 1,756 1,940 K vs. L 0.313 

95% C.!." (1,703, (1,~, (1,683, H vs. L 0.948 
2,239) 2,(45) 2,237) 

&\listed n 20 23 25 Overall 0.275 
Flyer Mean" 1,m 1,706 2,168 K vs. L O.!m 

95% C.!." (1,470, (1,375, (1,848, H vs. L 0.412 
2,491) 2,117) 2,544) 

~ 
&\listed n 41 63 47 Overall 0.883 
GI:Iuldcrew Mean" 2,198, 2,005 2,102 K vs. L 0.6f.8 

95% C.!." (1,824, (1,822, (1,834, H vs. L 0.701 
2,6f.8) 2,387) 2,400) 

l'IIfl Net Officer n !iI 52 47 Overall 0.714 
R I_lISe Mean 96,518 103,412 95,338 ltils. L O.~ 
(day 1, 95% C.!. (83,ai2, (88,672, (79,062, H vs. L 0.913 
aile. 1) 109,984) llB,151) 111,615) 

aillsted n 20 24 25 Overall 0.494 
Flyer Mean 92,996 79,423 97,148 K vs. L 0.420 

95t C.!. (69,412, (57,034, (76,811, H vs. L 0.794 
116,581) 101,812) 117,484) 

&\listed n 43 64 48 Overall 0.004 
GI:Iuldcrew Mean 98,018 97,832 104,742 K vs. L O.~ 

95t C.!. (8),279, (85,059, (85,375, H vs. L 0.620 
115,757) 110,605) 124,109) 



DIU 19-1l. (cmtimed) 

1bIdjuItaIlipan IDIelt fir r_mlqpC kiab1ES by fm",tlm 

~ID:Iex ~ 
ID:Iex Est. Relative 

Variable Oa:qlatim Statistic lDw' MediIE High O:ntrast Risk. (95% C.!.) p-Value 

l'IIl Net Officer n ~ 52 47 Overall 0.439 
P [ ... se Mean 141,287 159,755 148,838 H vs. L 0.182 
(day 1, 95% C.l. (123,201, (139,855, (125,933, B vs. L 0.611 
cmc. 2) 159,374) 179,654) 171,743) 

8Jlisted n 20 24 25 Overall 0.111 
Fl}'l!!l" Mean 173,558 136,739 171,8X> H vs. L 0.077 

95% C.l. (143,420, (110,393, (11t6,076, B vs.L 0.931 
203,696) 163,005) 197,524) 

~ 
8Jlisted n 43 64 48 Overall 0.955 
~ Mean 172,510 1n,0l8 174,00 H vs. L 0.766 

95% C.l. (149,(J54, (158,601, (m,550, B vs. L 0.'11.7 
195,967) 195,434) 197,615) 

l'IIl Net Officer: n ~ 52 47 Overall 0.471 
P 11I\!Ie Mean 127,960 143,~ 136,m H vs. L 0.203 
(day 1, 95% C.l. (111,672, (126,212, (116,978, B vs. L 0.500 
cmc. 3) 144,248) 100,8X» 156,565) 

&!listed n 20 24 25 Overall 0.00 
Fl}'l!!l" Mean 165,631 126,209 158,427 H vs. L 0.033 

95% C.l. (140,D7, (102,257, (134,311, B vs. L 0.691 
190,955) m,161) 182,~) 

&!listed n 43 64 48 Overall 0.686 
GrOInIcIew Mean 166,100 165,540 155,349 H vs. L 0.968 

95% C.!. (143,296, (149,491, (136,431, B vs. L 0.476 
1B8,903) 181,589) 174,268) 

- - -



Exposure !JxIex Exposure 
!JxIex &st. Relative 

Variable OcaJpatiat Statistic MediIJll High Onttast Risk (95% C.!.) p-Value 

PBUlet Officet' n ~ 54 47 0Ya'all 0.127 
Resptc- Mean 163,987 169,754 1~,635 H vs. L 0.674 
(day 2, 95% C.!. (145,159, (m,760, (123,096, H vs. L 0.126 
CDIC. 1) 182,815) 188,749) -162,175) 

&!listed n ro 23 25 0Ya'all 0.406 
Flyer Mean 161,962 135,314 156,092 H vs. L 0.262 

95% C.!. (132,926, (100,n6, (135,114, H vs. L 0.744 
190,997) 169,853) 1n,071) 

~ 
&!listed n 41 63 46 0Ya'all 0.943 
GmnIcrew Mean 169,072 164,D 167,752 H vs. L 0.750 

95% C.!. (146,217, (146,038, (146,929, H vs. L 0.933 
191,926) 182,578) 188,574) 

l'IIl Net Officet' n ~ 54 47 0Ya'all 0.104 
P ;tnII! Mean 169,5~ 176,020 151,107 . H.r-;. L 0.596 
(day 2, 95% C.!. (151, , (159,598, (135,717, H vs. L 0.127 
CDIC.2) 187,(48) 192,443) 166,496) 

tiisted n ro 23 25 0Ya'all 0.369 
Flyer Mean 197,005 173,968 199,]83 H vs. L 0.279 

95% C.!. (169,446, (143,925, (174,547, H vs. L 0.912 
224,723) 204,012) 223,818) 

&!listed n 41 63 46 0Ya'all 0.953 
GmnIcrew Mean 192,394 196,1IX> 193,698 H vs. L o.m 

95% C.!. (170,00J, (1n,728, (172,282, H vs. L 0.935 
214,78) 215,873) 215,113) 



'IIIU 19-tt. (cmtiDEd) 

ExpaJIe IoIex ~ 
IoIex Est. Relative 

Variable ~tim Statistic Medillll High Onttast Risk (95% C.l.) p-Val.ue 

l'Il&Net OffiCE n SO 54 47 Ov&all 0.294 
Pzs,"'"", Ileal tt7,323 120,887 105,378 M vs. L 0.732 
(day 2, 95%C.I. (102,922, (106,533, (91,859, H vs. L 0.240 
cmc. 3) 131,724) 135,240) 118,897) 

Fnlisted n 20 23 25 Ov&all 0.549 
Flye: Ileal 133,841 122,395 141,992 M vs. L 0.S09 

95% C.I. (116,575, (93,518, (1l5,6:D, H vs. L 0.615 
151,107) 151,271) 168,354) 

~ 
Fnlisted n 41 63 46 Ov&all 0.701 
GmnIcrev Meal 141,118 139,131 131,379 M vs. L 0.870 

95% C.I. (124,293, (123,531, (1l5,m, H vs. L 0.«8 
157,943) 154,732) 147,(46) 

Ov&all l'Il& Officet' n I/J 52 46 Ov&all 0.433 
Net P sp I"", Meal 135,1Bl 144,003 13),914 M vs. L O.tm 

95% C.I. (121,m, (129,m, (115,200, H vs. L 0.650 
150,461) 159,835) 146,623) 

I!hlisted n 20 23 25 Ov&all 0.217 
Flye: Meal 154,179 129,797 154,107 M vs. L 0.159 

95% C.I. (132,437, (105,199, (134,375, H vs. L 0.996 
175,920) 154,395) 173,839) 

I!hlisted n 41 63 46 Ov&all 0.998 
GmnIcrev Meal 156,700 156,360 156,002 M vs. L 0.976 

95% C.I. (137,890, (142,764, (138,963, H vs. L 0.957 
175,527) 169,957) 173,041) 

- -



TAIU 19-11. (wrt:iwtd) 

J;)p Bite IoIex Exposure 
IoIex Est. Relative 

Variable ~tilll Statistic IlediID High Omtrast Risk (95% C.!.) p-Va1ue 

tmi.- 1'110\ Office: n 49 52 t,6 Ouerall 0.351 
Net lbtU- Mean 1B8,315 199,.596 179,981 K vs. L 0.4Ol 

95% C.!. (169,815, (181,336, (158,967, H vs. L 0.547 
206,816) 217,856) 200,995) 

&ill.sted n ID 2.3 25 Ouerall 0.32.3 
Flyer Mean 214,337 1~,274 216,475 ~ vs. L 0.2.31 

95% C.!. (184,2.36, (159,944, (194,428, H vs. L 0.913 
244,438) 22O,fffi) 238,522) 

~ 
&ill.sted n 41 63 t,6 Ouerall 0.852 
GmnIctew Mean 216,339 223,889 217,546 K vs. L 0.614 

95% C.!. (192,781, (205,245, (195,6:J>, H vs. L 0.9l!O 
2.39,8911) 242,534) 2.39,1061) 

IIBtiiulated Office: n 49 54 47 INe!:all 0.352 
!Ie lbtUlSI! Mean· 4,187 3,96) 3,m K vs. L 0.731 

95% C.!.· (3,394, (3,131, (2,669, H vs. L 0.144 
5,167) 5,(09) 4,154) 

&ill.sted n ID 2.3 24 INe!:all 0.393 
Flyer Mean· 3,709 3,177 4,404 K vs. L 0.526 

95% C.!.· (2,650, (2,279, (3,136, H vs. L 0.lt89 
5,192) 4,429) 6,184) 

&ill.sted n 43 62 1,8 Ouerall 0.834 
GmnIctew Mean· 5,001 4,549 4,566 K vs. L 0.555 

95% C.!.· (3,900, (3,711J, (3,476, H vs. L 0.633 
6,414) 5,533) 5,996) 



TA1IE 19-U. (c:mtimed) 

ElqJosure Index ElqJosure 
Index Fst. Relative 

Variable OcaJpatim Statistic 1Dw Hediun High O:ntrast Risk (95% C.l.) p-Valne 

MlC Net Officer n 49 54 47 Overall 0.9n 
'!SInISI! Mean 91,587 90,282 89,528 K vs. L 0.1m 

95% C.!. (n,545, (76,340, (78,400, H vs. L 0.823 
lffi,629) 104,225) 100,656) 

inlisted n ~ 23 24 Overall o.m 
Fl)"!£ Mean 104,31) 90,817 111,932 K vs. L 0.263 

95% C.!. (84,185, (78,839, (93,191, H vs. L 0.r06 
124,975) 102,795) m,673) , inlisted n 43 62 lt8 Overall 0.900 

~ Mean 96,778 , 92,!:m 94,910 K vs. L 0.638 
95% Co!. 1(82,289, (81,676, (OO,3lt8, H vs. L 0.860 

111,266) 103,3») 109,473) 

MQ3lI1 Officer n 51 53 lt8 Overall 0.829 
M!t B , ..... Mean 470.6 444.7 450.6 K vs. L 0.556 

95% C.!. (400.0, (385.8, (386.4, H vs. L 0.664 
533.2) !:m.6) 514.9) 

inlisted n 19 24 25 Overall 0.934 
Fl)"!£ Mean 387.9 399.5 381.0 K vs. L O.~ 

95% C.!. (324.1, (327.8, (:JlI>.7, H vs. L 0.897 
451.8) 471.2) 457.4) 

inlisted n 42 62 lo6 Overall 0.700 
~ Mean 3'lI.9 410.9 426.6 K vs. L 0.7lt8 

95% C.!. (336.2, (368.3, (374.2, H vs. L 0.:0') 
lo61.6) 453.5) 478.9) 

-



DIU 19-1l. (CDltimed) 

ExpcaJre Index: ExpcaJre 
Index: Pst. Relative 

~tim Statistic low MediUII High Qntrast Risk (95% C.I.) p-Value 

trD. 5011 Offic:el" n 51 53 48 0IIeIall 0.853 
l'em!nt !!em 39.1 38.0 37.2 H vs. L 0.7~ 
Reb 'e 95% C.I. (34.3,43.9) (33.8,42.2) (32.7,41.8) B vs. L 0.586 

&!listed n 19 24 25 0IIeIall 0.819 
Fl~ !!em 33.0 34.1 31.6 H vs. L 0.779 

95% C.I. (27.8,38.2) (28.8,39.4) (25.7,37.6) B vs. L 0.746 

&!listed .n 42 62 46 0IIeIall 0.859 
GmnIcJ:ew !!em 33.2 34.5 34.8 H vs. L 0.677 ... ; 95% C.I. (28.6,37.9) (:Jl.8,38.1) (31.1,38.6) B vs. L 0.595 

R(CI !n'l Offic:el" n ~ 53 45 0IIeIall 0.200 
Net Rasp.lise !!em 009.6 838.7 888.4 H vs. L 0.514 

95% C.l. (748.9, (776.5, (831.1, B vs. L 0.069 
100.4) 901.0) 945.7) 

I1nllsted n ~ 24 25 Overall 0.247 
Fl~ !!em 829.2 756.6 862.4 H vs. L 0.291 

95% C.l. (718.6, (677.4, (775.7, B vs. L 0.641 
939.8) 835.8) 949.2) 

I1nllsted n 42 64 48 Overall 0.363 
GmnIcJ:ew !!em 867.9 1m.6 846.5 H vs. L 0.211 

95% C.I. (781.7, (749.6, (781.3, B vs. L 0.696 
954,1) 855.6) 911.7) 



, 

DIU D-U. (CDJt:iDJed) 

Exposure Iniex Exposure 
Iniex Est. Relative 

Variable Occupatim Statistic lDw MediIJll High Cmttast Risk (95% C.!.) p-Value 

RIC[ !nil Officer n 3) 53 45 Overall 0.765 
Pel:a!nt I!I!an 69.2 68.2 67.6 K vs. L 0.659 
Fe1 e 95% C.I. (65.8,n.5) (65.3,71.1) (65.5,69.8) B vs. L - 0.454 

Ihlisted n 3) 24 25 Overall 0.421 
Flya- I!I!an 65.2 64.3 68.2 K vs. L 0.779 

95% C.I. (60.8,69.6) (59.5,69.0) (64.0,n.5) B vs. L 0.337 

inlisted n 42 64 48 Overall 0.798 
GmDIcreIr I!I!an 64.5 65.3 66.1 K vs. L 0.746 

95% C.I. (61.6,67.5) (62.4,68.1) (63.2,69.0) B vs. L 0.475 

-I'stiaated relative r:isIt mt applicable. 

""a's"'''' no. mtm:a1lqjarltlll scale. 

bdlZS cell <DIlts cmtained both zero values ani positive vallEs. Exposure iIJIex categories were ~ m IIIB1 of positive <D25 
cell <DIlts inI m plupoLtim of zero <D25 cell <DIlts. 



-- -- --
TAII.B 19-12. 

AIijustaI BIqrra!re IDIE!x _ T_mlcglc Vadab1es by ~tim 

EIqxaa:e IDIE!x EIqxaa:e 
IDIE!x Adj. Relative 

Variable ~ticn Statistic lDw Kedillll High O:.ntrast Risk (95% C.I.) p-Value 

a..xmte Officel' n 92 94 102 0veEall 0.131** 
Stin Test. M vs. L 0.52 (0.14,1.88)** 0.321** 
D:\atPIIsis B vs. L 0.23 (O.Q5.,i.13)** 0.070** 

Fnlisted n 39 43 40 0veEall 0.014** 
Flya- M vs. L -** -** 

B vs. L 0.57 (0.12,2.70)** 0.482** 

&!listed n 115 105 IIl1 0veEall **** GmnIcrew M vs. L **** **** ... 
~ 

B vs. L **** **** 

<Dl Cells Officer n 51 53 48 0veEall 0.559 
Adj. Ileana 1,~.9 1,558.1 1,521.7 M vs. L 0.288 
95% C.I. a (1,016.3, (1,112.2, (1,071.5, B vs. L 0.478 

2,(l)IJ.9) 2,182.7) 2,161.0) 
~ .. 

aveian Fnlisted n 20 24 24 **** Flya- Adj. IIean **** **** **** M vs. L **** 95% C.I. **** **** **** B vs. L **** 
Phlisted n 42 64 47 0veEall 0.961** 
GmnIcrew Adj. lfean**a 1,635.9 1,616.5 1,601.2 M vs. L 0.867** 

95% C.I.**a (1,432.0, (1,432.9, (1,412.3, H vs. L 0.700** 
1,868.9) 1,823.5) 1,815.4) 



D1U 19-12. (cmtimed) 

ElqJtaIl'! IBIex Exptmre 
IBIex Adj. Relative 

Variable ~tim Statistic lDw Medillll High O:ntrast Risk (95% C.l.) p-Value 

ror. Cells Office: n 51 53 i,8 0YeIall 0.188 
Adj. Meana 686.0 789.8 694.6 H vs. L 0.104 
95% C.l. a (W.9, (520.2, (449.9, H vs. L 0.887 

1,062.5) 1,199.1) 1,072.6) 

&ilisted n 20 24 25 0YeIall 0.724** 
Flyer- Adj. Kean**a 929.1 958.2 1,012.0 H vs. L O.T/8Id< 

95% C.l.**" (734.0, (758.5, (798.0, H vs. L 0.438** 
1,176.2) 1,210.5) 1,283.5) 

... &ilisted n 42 63 47 0YeIall ***" 
~ GmnIcrew Adj. !lean ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 95% C.l. ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 

aE Cells Office: n 51 53 47 0YeIall ***" Adj. !lean ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 95% c.r. ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 
&ilisted n 20 24 25 0YeIall ***" Flyer- Adj. !lean ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 95% C.l. ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 
&ilisted n 42 64 46 0YeIall ***" 

. GmnIcrew Adj. !lean ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 95% C.l. ***" ***" ***" H vs. L ***" 



&<posure Inlex Exposure 
Inlex Adj. Relative 

Variable ~tim Statistic 1Dw Hediua High QmtIast Risk (95% C.!.) p-Va1ue 

am Cells Officer: n 51 53 t.s Overall **** Adj. Heal **** **** **** M vs. L **** 95%C.I. **** **** **** H vs. L **** 
&!listed n 20 24 25 Overall 0.783 
Flya- Adj. Heal- 186.8 175.1 166.4 M vs. L 0.694 

95% C.!.· (131.0, (123.2, (116.4, H vs. L 0.t.s6 
266.3) 2t.s.8) 237.9) 

8Jlisted n 42 64 47 Overall **** 
tp Gmnfcrew Adj. Heal **** **** **** M vs. L **** 95% C.l. **** - **** H vs. L **** .... ... 

an4 Cells Officer: n 51 54 t.s Overall 0.638 
Adj. Heal- 31.7 29.5 33.6 M vs. L 0.00l 
95% C.I.- (15'.6,64.7) (14.9,~.1) (16.6,68.1) H vs. L 0.690 

.~'t 

&!listed n 20 24 25 Overall 0.185 
Flya- Adj. Heal- 32.0 26.9 20.3 M vs. L 0.491 

95% C.I.- (18.6,54.9) (15.7,45.9) (U.8,35.0) H vs. L 0.075 

8Jlisted n 42 64 t.s Overall 0.813** 
Gmnfcrew Adj. Itean**- 26.2 24.6 26.7 M vs. L 0.654** 

95% C.I.**- (20.2,34.0) (19.4,31.1) (21.0,34.1) H vs. L 0.891** 



F:qxan:e Inlex Exposure 
Inlex Adj. Relative 

variable OcaJpatioo Statistic IDw Medim High Calttast Risk (95% C.l.) IrValue 

<D25 c::enJ' Offi~ n 39 :rl » Overall 0.852** 
Adj. Mean**a 13.8 13.6 15.6 K vs. L 0.966** 
95% C.l.**a (4.6,41.7) (4.8,38.7) (5.1,47.6) H vs. L 0.6l>** 

Ihlistel n 13 15 18 Overall 0.702 
Flye: Adj. Keena 11.1 8.8 8.2 K vs. L 0.547 

95% C.l. a (5.1,24.2) (3.7,20.8) (3.8,17.8) H vs. L 0.413 

IhlisteI n » ItS :rl Overall 0.433 
Gromdcrew Adj. Keena 12.5 10.5 8.9 K vs. L 0.477 .. 95% C.l." (7.7,20.4) (7.0,15.8) (5.7,14.0) H vs. L 0.197 

~ 
III.A-lR Offi~ n 51 54 ItS Overall 0.664 
Oills Adj. Keena 391.2 416.3 420.9 K vs. L 0.1.68 

95% C.l. a (253.3, (275.0, (273.4, H vs. L 0.402 
604.2) 6».1) ~.1) 

IhlisteI n 20 24 25 Overall 0.511 
Flye: Adj. Keen" 476.3 435.1 1IB.7 K vs. L 0.491 

95% C.l." (359.0, (328.8, ('!JJl.4, H vs. L 0.249 
632.0) 575.9) 543.6) 

Phlistel n 42 64 ItS Overall 0.629** 
Gromdcrew Adj. Mean**& 1,47.4 419.4 41,4.4 K vs. L 0.397** 

95% c.!. **a (388.2, (368.9, (389.1, H vs. L 0.934** 
515.5) 476.8) ~.6) 





'DIU 19-12. (cmtimed) 

AIijIBtaII!!!pwue JuII!II: fir r_lqpC Variab1es br CkaJpltim 

~InIex Exposure 
InIex Mj. Relative 

Variable CkaJpltioo Statistic low Medilft Bigb OIlttast RisK (95% C.!.) p-Val.ue 

Officer n·. 125 119 118 Overall 0.032 
AIlj. Meal 962.6 1,032.7 1,242.6 M w. L 0.492 
95% C.l. (00f0.8, (903.4, (1,004.8, H w. L 0.012 

1,120.3) 1,162.1) 1,1m.4) 

8ilisted n 53 62 53 Overall 0.344 
Flye: Mj. Meal 1,039.0 1,020.1 975.5 M w. L 0.660 

95% C.l. (976.0, (961.8, (912.3, H w. L 0.156 
1,102.0) 1,07H.5) 1,038.6) 

&illstei n 145 ~ 138 Overall -... 
t Q:QnIcrew AIlj. Meal - - - M w. L -..,. 95% C.l. - - - H w. L -

Officer n 125 119 118 Overall 0.500** 
AIlj. Itean**. 'JfJ7.42 199.05 193.25 M w. L 0.500** 
95% C.l.**A (191.65, (100.98, (1n.39, H w. L 0.2411** 

224.!:0) 218.92) 210.54) 

&illsted n 53 62 53 Overall 0.218 
Flye: Mj. MealA 225.57 195.85 215.75 M w. L 0.091 

95% C.l.· (200.00, (174.65, (190.56, H w. L 0.r06 
253.64) 219.62) 244.27) 

&illsted n 142 ~ 136 Overall 0.423** 
Q:QnIcrew Mj. Itean**A 'JfJ7.48 2'JfJ.96 209.32 M w. L 0.223** 

95% C.!. **A (192.19, (205.56, (194.06, H w. L 0.866** 
223.28) 237.52) 225.19) 



'DIU 19-12. (cmtbued) 

Mjustal1llrpaJre JoIeI[ fir T_lqpC Variables l!r OcI:qJatim 

ElqxaJre InIex EIqxaJre 
InIex Adj. Relative 

Variable OcI:qJatim Statistic Low Medi\JII High Ontrast Risk (95t C.l.) I>-Value 

Office: n 125 . U9 U7 <M!tall 0.694 
Adj. Mean' 88.92 93.01 93.16 M'iS. L 0.469 
95t C.I." (72.88, (76.39, (76.29, B vs. L 0.455 

100.49) 113.25) 113.n) 

&!listed n 53 62 53 <M!tall 0.290 
Flya- Adj. Mean" 111.53 99.29 112.16 M vs. L 0.188 

95t C.I." (98.(1), (88.10, (98.59, B vs. L 0.951 
126.87) 111.90) 127.60) 

lP 
&!listed n 145 m 138 <M!rall 0.479 
Gt-ruIIcrev Adj. Mean' 101.29 lfJI.47 102.61 M vs. L 0.249 

iJI 95t C.I." (92.35, (97.87, (93.22, B vs. L 0.005 
111.10) llB.02) 112.94) 

tiIstiIu1ated Office: n !O ;, 53 46 <M!tall 0.135 
Hll\P (-1"\91! Adj. lIEBl' 4,449, 3,891 4,4D M'iS. L 0.201 

95t C.I." (2,632, (2,359, (2,629, B vs. L 0.968 
7,521) 6,419) 7,1«16) 

8IlistaI n 3) 23 25 <M!tall 0.171 
Flya- Adj. lIEBl' 1,477 1,m 1,627 M vs. L 0.270 

95t C.I.' (1,010, (907, (1,176, B vs. L 0.518 
2,008) 1,722) 2,253) 

&!listed n 40 63 47 <M!rall 0.690** 
Gt-ruIIcrev Adj. Mean**' 2,635 2,412 2,529 M vs. L 0.395** 

95t C.I.**" (2,173, (2,029, (2,115, B vs. L 0.711** 
3,196) 2,866) 3,(25) 



DIU 19-12. (CDltiIued) 

Exposure l!xIex Exposure 
l!xIex Adj. Relative 

Variable ~tim Statistic 1Dw IlediID High Cmtrast Risk (95% C.!.) j>-Va1ue 

l'HI\ Net Officer- n 50 52 47 Overall 0.433 
l!espti&Se Adj. Mean 86,335 98,207 86,596 M vs. L 0.265 
(daf 1, 95% C.l. (32,891, (47,238, (33,514, R vs. L 0.981 
calC. 1) 139,779) 149,176) 139,679) 

&!listed n 20 24 25 Overall 0.393 
Flye: Adj. Mean 76,112 58,796 78,920 M vs. L O.D! 

95% C.l. (39,658, (22,663, (42,179, R vs. L 0.869 
112,566) ~,928) 115,661) 

... &illstEd n 42 64 48 Overall 0.525 

:e GI:ruIdcIeIf Adj. Mean 100,607 95,~ l.(JI,m M vs. L 0.675 
CI' 95% C.l. (78,824, (75,900, (88,314, R vs. L 0.514 

122,:Bl) 115,4(7) 129,1(0) 

MNet Officer- n 50 52 47 Overall 0.296 
Ra:t:- Adj. Mean 139,055 162,259 148,140 M w. L 0.124 
(daf 1, 95% C.l. (63,435, (90,141, (73,033, R w. L 0.554 
calC. 2) 214,675) 234,377) 223,249) 

&illstEd n 20 24 25 Overall 0.<li3 
Flye: Adj. Mean 149,371 110,819 151,799 M vs. L 0.<li3 

95% C.l. (107,014, (68,836, (109,110, R vs. L 0.902 
191,n7) 152,001) 1~,lo89) 

&!listed n 42 64 48 Overall 0.863 
Gmnicrew Adj. Mean 171,479 168,295 176,226 M vs. L 0.831 

95% C.l. (143,737, (143,189, (150,217, R vs. L 0.765 
199,221) 193,401) 202,236) 

- .-. 



- - -

&1" iSUle InIex Exposure 
InIex Adj. Relative 

Variable OI:cqBtioo Statistic 1m KediIJll High CmtIast RisK (95% C.l.) p-Va1ue 

FMNet Officer n !j) 52 47 Overall o.m 
1lesju\9l! Adj. !lean 122,226 143,061 133,568 K YS. L 0.116 
(~ 1, 95% C.!. (55,726, (79,640, (67,517, H YS. L 0.4Ol. 
cmc. 3) 1.8II,n7) 2l)6,482) 199,619) 

&ilisted n :.!) 24 25 Overall 0.056 
Fl~ Adj. !lean 143,234 109,316 145,490 K YS. L 0.057 

95% C.!. (105,462, (71,878, (107,421, H YS. L 0.898 
181,005) 146,754) 183,558) 

~ 
&ilisted n 42 64 48 Overall 0.889 
GmnfcIer Adj. !lean 1n,265 168,127 165,482 K YS. L 0.755 

..... 95% C.!. (147,'517, (145,785, (142,335, H YS. L 0.631 
196,953) 190,470) 1.811,629) 

FMNet Officer n !j) 54 47 Overall 0.103 

R '''\91! Adj. !lean 146,025 154,299 125,562 K vs. L 0.552 
(~2, 95% C.l. (75,758, (87,285, (55,721, H YS. L 0.151 
cmc. 1) 216,292) 221,313) 195,4(3) 

&ilisted n :.!) 23 25 Overall 0.226 
Fl~ Adj. !lean 136,615 102,547 128,967 K YS. L 0.111 

95% C.!. (91,292, (51,467, (83,216, H YS. L 0.717 
181,937) 147,626) 174,718) 

Fnlisted n 40 63 46 Overall 0.787** 
GmnfcIer Adj. Kean** 167,346 151,783 165,018 K YS. L 0.521** 

95% C.l.** (139,776, (133,(97, (139,354, H YS. L 0.884** 
194,916) 182,469) 190,682) 



DIU 19-12. (CIIIt:iDEd) 

AdjlBbid Iqiog_ JDIs fir T_m1"c 'kiab1eJ by I):rqatim 

Jmposure IIIfex EIqnsure 
IIIfex Adj. Relative 

variable Occqatim Statistic: low Mediua High Q:ntrast Risk (95% C.l.) p-Value 

FMNet Officer n 3) 54 47 Overall o.m 
Respmse Adj. Mean 163,115 173,869 149,009 K vs. L 0.388 
(day 2, 95% C.l. (100,237, (113,903, (86,513, H vs. L 0.268 
CCIIC. 2) 225,992) 233,835) 211,3>6) 

&!listed n 20 23 25 Overall 0.225 
Flya- Adj. Mean 161,115 1.36,315 l£l,492 K vs. L 0.220 

95% C.!. (118,107, (93,537, (124,077, H vs. L 0.73> 
204,123) 179,(92) 210,906) 

~ 
&ilisIEd n ItO 63 46 Overall 0.979 
Gt'oIDk:Iev Adj. Mean 194,693 194,349 197,217 K vs. L 0.982 

95% C.l. (l£l,006, (169,63), (171,518, H vs. L 0.874 
222,E) 219,0)9) 222,916) 

... Net Officer n 3) 54 47 Overall 0.315** 
P fUR Adj. Keen** 118,963 124,010 100,261 K vs. L 0.636** 
(day 2, 95% C.l.** (65,096, (72,637, (54,721, H vs. L 0.327** 
CCIIC. 3) 172,829) 175,112) 161,1m) 

&ilisIEd n 20 23 25 Overall 0.393 
Flya- Adj. Mean 111,834 105,m 127,972 K vs. L 0.714 

95% c.r. (72,694, (66,199, (88,461, H vs. L 0.378 
13>,974) 1~,(60) 167,482) 

&ilisted n ItO 63 46 Overall 0.711> 
Gt'oIDk:Iev Adj. Mean 152,385 148,116 143,553 K vs. L 0.716 

95% C.!. (m,631, (128,637, (123,m, H vs. L 0.482 
174,11tO) 167,595) 163,003) 

..-.. 



~D"e InIex ~ 
InIex Adj. Relative 

Variable ~tilD Statistic low Kedillll High Omttast Risk (~ C.!.) p-Value 

Ovetall Officer n 49 52 46 Ovetall 0.320 
l'IIA Net Adj. Ileal 129,589 142,335 l26,748 M vs. L 0.255 
Respmse ~C.!. (73,758, (89,096, (71,241, H vs. L 0.1m 

185,420) 195,574) 1.82,255) 

&!listed n 2D 23 2S Ovetall 0.109 
Flye:- Adj. Ileal 129,862 104,152 133,554 M vs. L 0.109 

95% C.!. (95,920, (70,392, (99,291, H vs. L 0.815 
163,Im) 137,912) 167,817) 

... &!listed n I,() 63 46 Ovetall 0.860 

~ GromicIew Adj. Ileal 160,O'Xl 154,928 160,093 M vs. L o.~ 
95% c.!. (139,057, (136,095, (11,(),514, H vs. L 0.999 

181,124) 173,762) 179,672) 

Ihri·· l'IIA Officer n 49 52 46 Ovetall 0.351 
Net Besp I tiE! Adj. Ileal UIB,315 199,596 179,981 M vs. L 0.1,Ol 

95% C.!. (169,815, (181,336, (158,967, H vs. L 0.547 
206,816) 217,8S6) an,995) 

Fn1isted n 2D 23 2S Ovetall 0.122 
Flye:- Adj. Ileal 176,006 149,623 184,617 M vs. L 0.149 

95% C.!. (134,833, (109,261, (143,857, H vs. L 0.664 
217;239) 189,986) 225,377) 

&!listed n 41 63 46 Ovetall 0.999 
GromicIew Adj. Ileal 219,613 220,200 219,669 M vs. L 0.968 

95% C.!. (196,953, (201,858, (198,322, H vs. L 0.997 
242,273) 238,559) 241,017) 



'IllIIB 19-12. (CDlt:imed) 

ExpQgure IIJIeox ExpQgure 
IIJIeox Adj. Relative 

Variable ~tim Statistic low IlediID High QntIast Risk (95% C.!.) p-Value 

tmtiIulate:l Offic:et" n,. 49 54 47 Overall 0.419 
IIlC Resp:ise Adj. Kema 5,102 5,050 4,185 K vs. L 0.951 

95% C.!. a (2,189, (2,255, (1,8)6, B vs. L o.m 
11,894) 11,313) 9,699) 

Fnliste:l n ID 23 24 Overall 0.2411** 
Fl)'l!l" Adj. Kean**a 2,900 2,379 3,613 K vs. L 0.382** 

95% C.!.**a (1,725, (1,300, (2,060, B vs. L 0.4Sl** 
5,148) 4,101) 6,338) 

~ 
Fnlisted n 42 62 48 Overall 0.629 
GmDIcn!v Adj. Kema 6,017 5,1n 5,734 K vs. L 0.355 

95% C.!. a (4,449, (3,929, (4,320, B vs. L 0.700 
8,136) 6,009) 7,610) 

EMet Offic:et" n 16 54 47 Overall 0.955 
R (Use Adj. Kem 89,613 88,876 86,664 K vs. L 0.941 

95% C.!. (39,335, (40,971, (36,739, B vs. L o.m 
139,890) 136,781) 136,589) 

&Ilistei n ID 23 24 Overall 0.ID1 
Fl)'l!l" Adj. Kem 82,:un 69,394 92,162 K vs. L 0.332 

95% C.!. (54,314, (41,725, (63,598, B vs. L 0.445 
109,891) 97,064) W,727) 

Fnliste:l n 42 62 48 Overall 0.605 
GmDIcn!v Adj. Mean 92,968 ffj,497 93,926 K vs. L 0.432 

95% C.!. (75,424, (69,517, (77,469, B vs. L 0.924 
110,512) 101,477) 110,384) 



E!q.lSI!Ie Index Expooure 
Index Adj. Relative 

Variable ~tim Statistic lDw Kediun High Omtrast Risk (95': C.l.) p-Value 

RfQ.~ Officer n 51 53 48 Ove:all 0.559 
Net Rasp'_ Adj. !!em 476.5. ~.1 441.4 H'IS; L 0.293 

95% C.l. (244.0, (20).6, (210.7, H vs; L 0.452 
70M) 649.5) 672.2) 

Fnlisted n 19 24 25 Ove:all 0.1I13k* 
Flyes: Adj. IIean** 471.2 495.8 l,65.1 H vs. L 0.658** 

95% C.l.** (354.7, (300.3, (348.2, H vs. L 0.912** 
~.7) 611.2) 581.9) 

... Fn1isted n 41 62 46 Ove:all 0.827 
~ GmDIcIew Adj. !!em 432.3 442.7 456.4 H vs. L 0.778 ... 95% C.l. (363.9, (381.0, (392.2, H vs.L 0.541 

500.7) ~.4) 520.6) 

RfQ.~ Officer n 51 53 48 Ove:all 0.711 
l'I!n:alt Adj. !!em 3l.0:';': 35.8 35.5 H w;; L O.~ 
Fel e 95% C.l. (21.2,54.9) (19.8,51.8) (18.7,52.2) 8 vs. L 0.448 

Fn1isted n 19 24 25 Ove:all 0.731 
Flyes: Adj. !!em 37.9 39.5 36.5 H vs. L 0.7Ul 

95': C.l. (28.8,47.0) (:D.5,48.5) (27.4,45.5) 8 vs. L o.m 

aillstf!d n 41 62 46 Ove:all 0.910** 
GmDIcIew Adj. IIean** 36.0 37.1 37.0 H vs. L 0.682** 

95% C.l.** (:D. 7 ,41.2) (32.4,41.9) (32.1,42.0) 8 vs. L 0.732** 



mu 19-12. (cmt:iDJed) 

EIqIooure InIex EIqIooure 
InIex Adj. Relative 

Variable OcdJpatim Statistic low IfediIlD High (lmtrast Risk (95% C.l.) p-Value 

r«r:r !W1 Officet" n ~ 53 45 Overall 0.243 
Net Resp liSe Adj. !lean 874.1 868.6 936.8 K vs. L O.'XO 

9S% Col. (651.8, (656.7, (715.4, H vs. L 0.170 
1,006.4) 1,<B>.5) 1,158.2) 

&!listel n 20 24 25 Overall 0.270 
Flya Adj. !lean 853.5 747.2 821.7 K vs. L 0.126 

9S% C.l. (700.3, (600.3, (672.4, H vs. L 0.646 
1,001.7) 894.1) 971.1) 

~ 
&!listed n 41 64 48 Overall 0.:D7 
GmDIcttv Adj. !lean 895.5 824.0 874.6 K vs. L 0.145 

9S% C.l. (8)4.6, (742.3, (790.1, H vs. L 0.687 
986.4) 9(l).7) 959.1) 

r«r:r !W1 Officet" n ~ 53 45 Overall 0.688 
l'Iacslt Adj. !lean 70.9 69.3 69.5 K vs. L 0.421 
Release 9S% C.l. (60.3,81.6) (59.1,79.4) (58.9,00.0) H vs. L 0.495 

&!listed n 20 24 25 Overall 0.705 
Flya Adj. !lean 66.3 64.3 66.9 K vs. L 0.567 

9S% C.l. (58.9,73.6) (57.0,71.6) (59.4,74.3) H vs. L 0.864 

&!listed n 41 64 48 Overall 0.001** 
GmDIcttv Adj.1fesnio* 66.1 66.5 67.6 K vs. L 0.836** 

9S% C.I.** (62.0,70.1) (62.9,70.2) (63.8,71.3) H vs. L 0.521** 



va 19-.12. (~~ 
Adj1Btal1q!oare 1iIdeIt fir T __ lqpC 1&rjables by ~tim 

"'" **ExjllQl[e irxIex-by-covariate interactien (O.01~.ffi)-adjusted mean or relative risIt, cmfidence interval, ani p-va1ue 
derival fmI a mdel fitted after deletien of tliis interactien. 

-hf.N;ted relative risIt rot applicable for cmtimoos aWysis of a variable; relative risicltmfidence interval! 
1>-;va1ue rot givm rue to cells with zero frequEncy. 

"TraiSf(4 gel fmI natural logarithR scale. 

**uExjxowre irxIex-by-covariate interactien (p4).01)-adjusted mean or relative risk, tmfidence interval, ani p-va1ue rot 
presented. -

"Expooure irxIex categories ~ en adjusted means of positive cell camts. 



Variable 

Composite Skin Test 
Diagnosis 

Composite Skin Test 
Diagnosis 

Composite Skin Test 
Diagnosis 

CD2 Cells 
CD2 Cells 
CD4 Cells 
CD4 Cells ... CDS Cells 

\0 CDS Cells I 
a> CDS Cells ~ 

CD20 Cells 

CD20 Cells 
CD14 Cells 

CD25 Cells 
HLA-DR Cells 
CD4/CDS Ratio 
CD4/CDS Ratio 
TLC 
IgG 
19A 
IgA 
Unstimulated PHA 
Response 

PHA Net Response 
(day 2, conc. 1) 

PHA Net Response 

e (day 2, conc. 3) 

TABLE 19-13. 

su-ary of Exposure Index-by~variate Interactions 
FrOli Adjusted Analyses for r-mologic Variables* 

Oecupa tion Covariate 

Officer Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Current Alcohol Use 

Enlisted Flyer Lifetime Alcohol History 
Enlisted Ground crew Lifetime Alcohol History 

Current Alcohol Use 
Enlisted Flyer Current Alcohol Use 
Enlisted Groundcrew Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Enlisted Flyer Current Alcohol Use 
Enlisted Ground crew Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Officer Age 
Enlisted Flyer Current Alcohol Use 
Enlisted Groundcrew Current Alcohol Use 

Lifetime Alcohol History 
Officer Current Cigarette Smoking 

Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Enlisted Ground crew Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Enlisted Groundcrew Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 

Current Alcohol Use 
Officer Lifetime Alcohol History 
Enlisted Groundcrew Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Officer Age 
Enlisted Ground crew Current Alcohol Use 
Enlisted Ground crew Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Enlisted Groundcrew Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 
Officer Current Cigarette Smoking 
Enlisted Groundcrew Lifetime Alcohol History 
Enlisted Groundcrew Current Alcohol Use 

Lifetime Alcohol History 

Enlisted Groundcrew Age 

Officer Current Cigarette Smoking 

e 

p-Value 

0.017 
0.018 

0.037 
0.002 

<0.001 
0.001 
0.017 
0.035 
0.005 
0.002 

<0.001 
0.012 
0.008 
0.013 
0.009 
0.004 
0.020 
0.043 
0.012 
0.011 

<0.001 
0.015 
0.004 
0.001 
0.032 
0.012 
0.047 
0.027 

0.035 

0.014 

e 



... .., 
. I 
0> .... 

--

Variable 

Unsti.ulated MLC 
Response 

NKCA 5011 Net Response 
NKCA 5011 Percent 
Release 

NKCI 5011 Percent . 
Release 

tABU 19-13 •... (continued) 

l!! ry of Exposure IncIex-by-Covariate Interactions 
Fr_ Adjusted Analyses for :r-mologic Variables* 

occupation 

Enlisted Flyer 
Enlisted Flyer 

Enlisted Groundcrev 

Enlisted Groundcrev 

Covariate 

Age ; 
Lifetime Cigarette Smoking History 

Age 

Age 

~ *Refer to Table.P-4 for a further investigation of these interactions • 

p-Value 

0.046 
0.015 

0.014 

0.042 


