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Abstract

During the resources boom in Western Australia, the remoteness and nature of work contracts
led to an increase in the use of fly-in fly-out (FIFO) working arrangements. The associated
compressed work periods, alternating patterns of residence, and the harsh worksite living
conditions were compensated for by high wages. The combination of these factors led to
controversy around whether employees were committed to their employers (Walford, 2012),
if their working arrangements conflicted with family arrangements, and the impact on their
mental health (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015). This thesis explored the
impact of FIFO working arrangements on workers in each of these areas using correlations
and path analyses. The resources boom (circa 2012) provided the opportunity to survey FIFO
workers (n = 980; 75.6% male) across Australia by a cross-sectional online or paper survey.
A convenience sample was recruited through multiple methods including social media, radio,
and snowballing. Affective commitment and normative commitment were strongly predicted
by perceptions of organisational support. Preference for a different roster had a small but
significant impact on employees’ intent to leave their jobs. Employees’ preference for a
different roster was positively associated with their perceptions of work-family conflict
(WFC), which was also positively associated with poorer mental health outcomes. When
work and personal factors were combined, preference for another roster was related to higher
WEFC and subsequently many organisational and individual outcomes, while high
continuance commitment was related to poorer mental health outcomes. The implications of
the findings of this thesis are that organisations should focus on enabling choice of roster as
well as improving perceived support in order to increase affective commitment and reduce
turnover intent and perceptions of WFC, which is likely to lead to better mental health

outcomes for their employees.
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Glossary

Affective commitment (AC): the emotional attachment that the employee feels towards the
organisation

Continuance commitment (CC): the extent to which an employee remains with their employer
because of a lack of better alternatives

Co-Worker Support: perceived usefulness of support from co-workers

Employee level: an employee's position within the organisational structure, for example
worker or manager levels

Even-time roster ratio: to determine how balanced days on are with days off, calculated as
days off / days on

Fly-in fly-out (FIFO): where the worker commutes (usually by plane) to work and is
accommodated near work for a group of shifts before returning home for a leave period

High compression: working schedule when there is a large discrepancy between the number
of working days and days off, where the number of days off divided by the number of days
on results in a number closer to zero than one

Mental Health: when referring to mental health in this thesis, it is referring to depression,
anxiety, and stress

Normative commitment (NC): the sense of obligation that the employee feels with regards to
staying with their organisation

Organisational commitment (OC): an employee’s commitment, or bond, to their employing
organisation

Perceived organisational support (POS). the extent to which employees feel that they are
valued and appreciated by their employing organisation

Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS): the extent to which an employee feels that their
supervisor cares, helps, values, and invests in them

Relationship quality (RQ): perceived quality of the worker's personal relationship
Swing: a group of shifts when working away from home
Time in FIFO: years an employee has worked a FIFO working arrangement

Turnover intent: a worker's intent to resign or not retain their employment with their
employer

Work-family conflict (WFC): a conflict between work and home roles
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Fly-In / Fly-Out Working Arrangements: Employee Perceptions of Work and Personal
Impacts

Working arrangements across multiple industries have varied greatly over the years
and can present challenges for the workers and organisations (Whaples, 2001). Over time,
distances between home and work have been extended due to the demand for resources
leading to a need for workers in remote locations (Kiinn-Nelen, 2016; Lyons & Chatterjee,
2008). This resulted in an escalation in the use of fly-in fly-out (FIFO) working
arrangements, where workers alternate between residing at home and at work based on
rosters, to an estimated 60,000 workers in Western Australia alone (Education and Health
Standing Committee, 2015). The increasing use of FIFO led researchers to query the link
with an increase in unexplained turnover (Beach, Brereton, & Cliff, 2003) as well as a rise in

the number of suicide attempts (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015).

There is not one overall theoretical framework in existence for this area of research.
The relevant theoretical frameworks that sit within the models outlined in this thesis are all
outlined where relevant, including: Becker's side-bet theory, organisational support theory,
expectancy theory, organisational commitment theory, conflict theory, Conservation of
Resources theory, cognitive theory, hopelessness theory, spillover theory, interpersonal-
psychological theory, self-determination theory, and Karasek’s job demand/control theory. In
determining the contribution this thesis makes to the field, it first establishes how different
working arrangements impact differently on work and personal lives, and that looking at
these theories through the lens of a unique type of working arrangement such as FIFO is

important to understand the nuances and relationships in context.

This thesis will initially establish the importance placed on working arrangements

historically, as well as a rising awareness of the impact they have on individuals and
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organisations, followed by an explanation of how FIFO has developed over time as a specific
type of working arrangement. Then existing theory is drawn on to understand how FIFO
working arrangements relate to employees’ perceptions of their organisation and turnover
intent as well as the personal impacts involved with FIFO. This thesis contributes to the
literature as the first large-scale research project to combine these variables to explore how

these inter-relate with FIFO working arrangements in a large sample.

Historical Working Arrangements

The impact of work schedules is not a recent issue having been debated throughout
the last century (Whittelsey & Hadley, 1901). Historically, the trend worldwide has been a
decrease in the average number of hours worked, perhaps not accounting for nuances in
working arrangements and casualisation (Whaples, 2001). As will be outlined below, over
time we have learnt that business and personal outcomes are not simply linked to time at
work; rather, there is value in better understanding workers’ needs (Whittelsey & Hadley,

1901).

Working more hours was once considered not only good for business, but also good
for individuals. Colonial America perceived hard work as positive and idleness as evil, so by
1670, Massachusetts enacted legislation requiring a minimum of 10-hours work per day
(Rodgers, 1979). Similarly, Virginia adopted the Statute of Artificers which was an English
law that was designed to banish idleness (Atiyah & Atiyah, 1979) in which men had to be
productive from sunrise to sunset. In the 1800s, hours of 60-70 hours per week were
documented (Whaples, 2001). Some work was seasonal; however, for many people work

continued throughout the year. Long hours and hard work were the norm (Whaples, 2001).

The 1800s saw a gradual shift as the beginnings of work-family conflict (WFC), or a

conflict between work and home roles (Coser & Rokoff, 1971; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985),
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began to be discussed and resistance grew against long working hours (Lebowitz, 2015). By
the beginning of the 1800s, England had adopted a 10-hour working day (The Federation of
International Employers, n.d.). In the United States of America (US), government working
hours for employees were reduced to 8 hours per day in 1868. In Massachusetts, the 10-hour
law of 1874 restricted the hours women and children could work because of overwork, ill
health, and a lack of a social life which are all indicative of WFC (Whittelsey & Hadley,
1901). Further legislated limitations spread across the globe and eventuated in the
International Labor Organisation (ILO) determining in 1919 that the standard should be an 8-

hour day, capped at 48 hours per week (The Federation of International Employers, n.d.).

It is evident that there was already an awareness that certain working arrangements
were harmful to health. Goldmark and Brandeis (1912)’s book “Fatigue and Efficiency”
presented evidence that longer working hours could be counterproductive for businesses as
well. Data from workers in World War I regarding hours worked and output produced also

added strength to this argument (Whaples, 2001).

In the US during the Great Depression, businesses cut working hours to save jobs, and
there were repeated attempts to limit the length of shifts (Whaples, 1990). America legislated
a 40-hour maximum work week for many employees in 1938. In Australia, work time had
also decreased from around 57 hours per week in 1870 to around a 40-hour week in 1950. In
2000, France limited the working week to 35-hours (The Federation of International
Employers, n.d.). Figure 1 shows the decrease in average hours worked across numerous
western countries. This, however, represents a reduction in the average hours worked. As
mentioned earlier, some work was seasonal, and this average does not consider the unique
nuances of compressed working periods (Costa, 2000) which is an increasingly common type

of working arrangement (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015). An additional
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complication caused by urban expansion and wanting a choice of living location means that
the modern workday has been extended for many because of increasing distances commuting

to work (Kiinn-Nelen, 2016; Lyons & Chatterjee, 2008).

Interestingly, there is a distinct gap in our understanding of how changes in the
working arrangements described above have influenced psychological wellbeing outcomes
over that time period. Global wellbeing data since the early 1800s show an upwards trend in
education, height, life expectancy, remuneration, and positive environmental and equality
indicators (OECD, 2014). These data fail to capture psychological wellbeing, leading to a gap
in our understanding of the psychological impact that different working arrangements have
on our perception of work and personal life. More recently, changes to commuting
arrangements have led to researchers examining the impact of such arrangements on
wellbeing (e.g. Hilbrecht, Smale, & Mock, 2014; Urhonen, Lie, & Aamodt, 2016; Zhu, Li,

Chen, Liu, & Zeng, 2017).
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Figure 1. Weekly working hours for various countries over time (created with data from
Huberman & Minns, 2007).

Commuting to Work

Changes in urban population and employment decentralisation have led to longer

working days because employees live further from their workplace (Axisa, Scott, &

14

Newbold, 2012). Research has found that this tends to mostly impact men, as females tend to

commute shorter distances to work (Clark, Huang, & Withers, 2003; Crane, 2007; Crane &

Takahashi, 2009) with employment status, marital status, and presence of children among the

factors influencing “choice” of commute length (Axisa et al., 2012; Cassel, Macuchova,

Rudholm, & Rydell, 2013; Reuschke, 2010). On average, 30-40 minutes was deemed an

acceptable commute time although more educated people, public transport users, females,

and older workers all had a higher tolerance for longer commute times (He, Zhao, & He,

2016). It is evident that some people choose working arrangements based on their individual
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needs and tolerance for a commute, but perhaps do not consider the possible negative

outcomes of longer commutes (Hilbrecht et al., 2014; Urhonen et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2017).

Longer commuting has been associated with negative personal wellbeing outcomes,
such as a decline in physical and mental health as well as life satisfaction (Hilbrecht et al.,
2014; Urhonen et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2017). Loss of sleep is also evident as the time
remaining for sleep is limited by the extra time required to travel (Petrov et al., 2018; Pfeifer,
2018). Stress levels have been found to increase as the length of commute increases
(Gottholmseder, Nowotny, Pruckner, & Theurl, 2009) particularly in females (Lachmann,
Sariyska, Kannen, Stavrou, & Montag, 2017); however, one longitudinal study found this
stress was short-lived (Friman, Olsson, Stahl, Ettema, & Garling, 2017). Time for leisure
(Hilbrecht et al., 2014; Urhonen et al., 2016), an indication of WFC, has also been reported as
a concern with more time taken in commutes. Additionally, long commutes have been
associated with an increased risk of relationship breakdown, particularly for those with a
temporary perspective of their longer commute (Sandow, 2014), indicating expectations and

a lack of control over the commute may have an impact over personal outcomes.

Interestingly, Lachmann et al. (2017) found that for some business commuters, there
was a higher satisfaction with their commuting working arrangements. Some commuters
preferred longer commutes because it allowed time alone, enjoying scenery, and listening to
music (Jain & Lyons, 2008). In support of this, research has shown that people prefer to
commute further rather than move house, preferring the option to live where they want to
(Vincent-Geslin & Ravalet, 2016). This appears to be a strategic choice for many (Sandow &

Westin, 2010).

Vincent-Geslin and Ravalet (2016) argue that it is time, not distance, that should be

considered in the literature around long-distance commuting. This is because of the
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differences in speed to travel on different road systems and different modes of transport.
Isolated or remote workplaces are more suited to less frequent commuting to work because of
the longer distances between home and work or if infrastructure for more expedient
transportation is lacking (Gramling & Brabant, 1986). In such cases as these, provision of

accommodation at the workplace is more commonplace.

Commutes with Accommodation

Commuting patterns have become increasingly varied (Pisarski, 2007), particularly as
the operational requirements of some industries require staff to work in remote locations
(Gramling & Brabant, 1986). Relocating workers to remote locations is frequently not
possible, feasible, or viable for the organisation (Gramling & Brabant, 1986). The boomtown
model outlines a generic overview of the impact of natural resource finds on local
communities (Gramling & Brabant, 1986). It also helps to explain why the infrastructure of
these remote towns cannot cope with surges in demands placed on medical facilities, schools,
law enforcement, and housing needs. The impact on increases in salary for part of the local
workforce changes the local economy, where those who are not working for the resource
companies find it difficult to compete (House of Representatives Standing Committee on
Regional Australia, 2013). The impact on local communities has been criticised as
detrimental, particularly for those locations where the majority of workers are only required
for an initial construction phase (Gramling & Brabant, 1986; Saxinger, 2016). This is
especially relevant in Australia and America which have scattered ghost towns reflecting the
historical challenges associated with the boom or bust economy (Graves, Weiler, & Tynon,

2009; Marais et al., 2018).

In order to reduce the strain on mining towns, alternate working arrangements have

become the norm (Saxinger, 2016) whereby the worker commutes to work and is
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accommodated near work for a group of shifts before returning home for a leave period
(Gramling & Brabant, 1986). This type of working arrangement has been known by many
different terms in the literature and has been researched internationally using a variety of
names including shift-work (Gramling & Brabant, 1986), transient workers, mobile
workforce (Donatelli, Murray, Lionais, & Nicholson, 2017; Storey & Hall, 2018), FIFO,
drive-in drive-out (DIDO), bus-in bus-out (BIBO), helo-in helo-out (helicopter transport;
HIHO), ship-in ship-out (SISO; e.g. Meredith, Rush, & Robinson, 2014), super-commuting,
long distance commuting (LDC; e.g. Vincent-Geslin & Ravalet, 2016), weekly boarding
(Jacks, 2016), periodic transitioning (Kazakos, Howard, & Vetere, 2013), and military
activities or deployments (Kaczmarek, Sibbel, & Cowie, 2003). The definitions do vary,
however, with most LDCs commuting daily; shift-workers sometimes sleeping away,
sometimes returning home; and others remaining at work with accommodation provided for
working periods. For the purpose of this thesis, FIFO and DIDO are conceptualised as a type
of LDC. While overlap may exist with other types of working arrangements, FIFO is

conceptualised as a unique type of working arrangement.

Long Distance Commuting

LDC is used broadly throughout the literature and largely encompasses all the
commuting-related working arrangements mentioned previously. Perceptions of long
distances are all relative to urban sprawl and vary across the world (O'Kelly & Niedzielski,
2009; Vincent-Geslin & Ravalet, 2016). Some studies consider longer commutes to be over
1-hour total travel per day and others refer to distances (e.g. Axisa et al., 2012; Lorenz,
2018). Vincent-Geslin and Ravalet (2016) define mega-commuters, super-commuters, or
extreme commuters as those who travel more than 2 hours a day to work at least three times a

week, but not those who have one-off or random trips. This can also include people who stay
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in accommodation for the working week and return home at weekends (Green & Canny,
2003). Travel and accommodation are generally not provided by the employer; however,

research suggests that it can be built into remuneration costs (Lorenz, 2018).

While a type of LDC working arrangement, military deployments have different
work-related factors influencing attitudes towards work and personal impacts, especially
around mental illness outcomes and the nature of commitment required (Kaczmarek et al.,
2003). Therefore, while some relevant findings will be incorporated into this literature
review, the differences in work factors limit the generalisability of the military research to

FIFO working arrangements.

FIFO, DIDO, BIBO, HIHO, SISO, and Boarding

These terms all refer to an arrangement where workers travel to work, sleep at or near
their workplace, and then travel home again for non-work periods. They include travel to the
site camp where accommodation, meals, recreation, and medical facilities are generally
provided by the employer (Storey, 2016). The differences in most of the titles indicate the

mode of transport.

Storey (2016) highlights the need for more encompassing terminology, as neither
LDC nor FIFO describe the complexity of the working arrangement incorporating the
extended working days of 12-hour shifts, the commute, and the camp. Whilst this is correct,
to be consistent with the Australian nomenclature, this thesis will hereafter refer to these
working arrangements as FIFO. This encompasses workers who commute a long distance to
work, either by driving or flying, and who have accommodation provided for them by their
employer. Workers who return to their home to sleep between shifts will be referred to as

residential workers.
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For employees who are provided accommodation at work, the group of shifts is
sometimes referred to as a swing (Funston, 2012). For some, this is a regular and predictable
pattern, but for others it can be an irregular pattern. With these types of working
arrangements, roster patterns are dictated by the employer and are considerate of costs
associated with transport to and from the worksite (Aroca & Atienza, 2011). The optimal
length of the swings has been a contentious topic of debate for many years, with many

industries preferring a longer work period (Rolfe, 2013).

Different industries often require different rosters because of the nature of the work,
industry pressures, or the logistics and safety associated with being able to get back home.
Military employees and academics who FIFO can be away for up to seven months at a time
(Kazakos et al., 2013), and offshore workers generally work longer swings because of the
safety risks of helicopter flights as well as costs associated with the travel (Brown, Susomrith,
Sitlington, & Scott, 2014; Vinnem, 2013). Conversely, other work can vary from six weeks
away down to five days away. It is important to therefore remain cognisant of these factors

when looking at the worker’s perspective.

A Unique Working Arrangement Brings Challenges

In Australia, FIFO work became a topic of interest because the economic boom over
the last decade meant that there was a sudden increase in the number of, and demand for,
FIFO workers (Haslam-McKenzie & Hoath, 2014). Although there was no official census,
many put the number of FIFO workers in Western Australia alone in 2015 at around 60,000
(Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015). Employees who otherwise wouldn’t have
worked FIFO transitioned into this different working arrangement, and some did not cope

with the challenges associated with it (Pickles, 2015).
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As a result of an increase in the number of reported suicides in the FIFO worker
community a WA state government inquiry was launched into FIFO working arrangements
and mental health outcomes. One implication arising from the Education and Health Standing
Committee (2015) was that more evenly timed rosters were associated with better mental
health outcomes, and high compression rosters resulted in worse mental health outcomes
(Deceglie, 2015). A “high compression” working schedule is when there is a large
discrepancy between the number of working days and days off (Clifford, 2009), where the
number of days off divided by the number of days on results in a number closer to zero than
one. For example, a schedule with one week on and one week off would be considered even
(1:1=0) , while one week on a two weeks off would be very low (1:2=0.5) and two weeks on,

to one week off (2:1=2) would be considered high.

Even-time rostering might allow more recreation time (Costa, 2000) potentially
decreasing perceptions of WFC which, as mentioned previously, is known to increase with
long commutes. The potential dissatisfaction with FIFO working arrangements could
potentially also influence organisational commitment and turnover intent and actual turnover,
which reportedly costs industry AUD2.8 million a year (Beach et al., 2003). The research in
this area to date has explored a few variables in isolation and is largely based on small sample
sizes much of which is qualitative (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015). No
published research has combined these variables into one model to determine how these

inter-relate with FIFO working arrangements.

There is a tendency to view workers in the context of production rather than from a
social and human perspective (Saxinger, 2016). However, workers’ perceptions about these
types of employment arrangements are more complex because of their social and emotional

needs (Saxinger, 2016). The current research is concerned with the impact of FIFO on two
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main areas of workers’ lives: their work and personal lives. It is an exploratory study of the
nuances of the FIFO working arrangement on; workers’ perceptions about their job (model
1); the interface between work and home, and the association with mental health outcomes
(model 2); and in combining models 1 and 2, model 3 considers work and personal impacts

(model 3).
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Model 1 — The Impact on Work with FIFO Working Arrangements

This section provides the rationale for a model exploring the impact of FIFO working

arrangements on employees’ commitment to the organisation and their turnover intent.

Literature on the costs of commuting has indicated that workers value their time and
will seek jobs that compensate them for commuting (Van Ommeren & Fosgerau, 2008).
Compensation for length of shift, as well as time of shift (e.g. nightshift), are generally
expected and are in many employment awards (Bosworth, 1980; Saxinger, 2016; Van
Ommeren & Fosgerau, 2008). Although their sample only contained residential workers,
Lorenz (2018) found that people were compensated for longer commuting times by
financially rewarding jobs and would only commute longer distances if they were
compensated for it. Saxinger (2016) proposed that people knowingly decide to tolerate longer
commuting if the benefits compensate them adequately. Ross and Zenou (2008) found that
employees were more likely to shirk work if they had longer commutes, and especially if they

weren’t financially compensated for the commuting time.

To compensate for mobilising to site for an extended period of time, and the often
harsh working conditions, FIFO employees are paid more than an equivalent residential
position (House of Representatives Standing Committee on Regional Australia, 2013;
Paredes, Soto, & Fleming, 2018). While some admit only staying in FIFO because of the
remuneration (Gardner, Alfrey, Vandelanotte, & Rebar, 2018), there may be a broader
assumption that all FIFO workers are only staying in a FIFO working arrangement because of
the increased remuneration and therefore may not feel committed to their organisation (Pryce,
Welters, Lynch, Murphy, & Blackman, 2013; Walford, 2012). However, Gutiérrez-i-
Puigarnau and van Ommeren (2010) found that commuting time did not influence workers’

employment decisions and research suggests that other factors beyond remuneration
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influence the workers’ choice for a job involving a longer commute (Burdett & Mortensen,
1998). Furthermore, levels of remuneration have only been shown to be a weak predictor of
turnover intent in the literature with employees’ connectedness to their organisation being

more relevant (Allen, Bryant, & Vardaman, 2010).

The following section provides the rationale for a model exploring the impact of FIFO
working arrangements on employees’ commitment to the organisation and their turnover

intent.

Voluntary Turnover

Voluntary FIFO turnover has been reported as a costly problem to organisations and
the economy, with estimates of AUD2.3 million reported in costs resulting from productivity
losses and associated recruitment and training for a single site (Beach et al., 2003; Brown et
al., 2014). Within the same time period as this thesis, two studies examined rates of turnover
intent in FIFO workers; one finding a 23% per annum rate for a range of industries, which is
in line with non-FIFO turnover rates (Blackman et al., 2014; Welters, Lynch, Pryce,
Blackman, & Murphy, 2013), and the other reported a rate of 35% per annum for mining
which reflects a considerably higher cost to industry (Brown et al., 2014). Because FIFO
workers don’t relocate, and retain their homes and social networks, they are able to change
jobs more easily as their potential employers cover a greater geographical range (Gramling,

1989).

Turnover intent is one of the strongest predictors of actual turnover (Allen et al.,
2010). Literature on an employee’s intent to leave their job shows that commitment to the
organisation is a key antecedent and research shows that higher organisational commitment
(OC) significantly decreases turnover (Park, Christie, & Sype, 2014). We would expect the

same relationship between OC and turnover in a FIFO sample.
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During the resources boom in Western Australia, smaller resource companies found it
difficult to attract suitably qualified workers for a reasonable remuneration and increased
rewards. Given this, it is not surprising that the remuneration was reportedly the uppermost
advantage of working FIFO (Blackman et al., 2014; Gardner et al., 2018; Welters et al.,

2013).

A desire for increased remuneration levels was identified as an antecedent to turnover
in FIFO workers (Beach et al., 2003), and organisations sought to reduce turnover by
increasing remuneration (AWPA, 2012). This, somewhat ironically, resulted in a pattern of

ever-increasing wages as companies battled with attracting and retaining workers.

Research suggests that while some FIFO workers squandered their remuneration
leading to workers feeling trapped, and reportedly not being able to resign unless offered
more money (Hoath & Haslam McKenzie, 2013; Sibbel, 2010), other workers invested or
saved a portion of their income (Hoath & Haslam McKenzie, 2013) enabling them make
decisions regarding turnover based on factors other than remuneration. However, contrary to
this, other research found that despite being offered increasingly attractive remunerative
packages, turnover rates were notably high (Beach et al., 2003; Saxinger, 2016). This
suggests that other factors influence FIFO workers’ commitment to their organisations as
indicated in a meta-analysis outlining various antecedents such as management support and
FIFO working arrangements (Beach et al., 2003). That research found that the most

significant consequence, or outcome, from OC was the intention to leave.

Commitment
Historically, definitions and understandings of OC have varied greatly. This thesis
adheres to the definition proposed by Mathieu and Zajac (1990) which is an employee’s

commitment, or bond, to their employing organisation. Over the past 40 years, researchers
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have proposed many correlates of OC in an attempt to understand what makes an employee
more committed (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Attempts to explain the differing foci of OC
within an individual have also been made, with many researchers focusing on attitudinal OC.
This reflects an individual’s belief in their organisation’s values, as well as exhibiting
organisational citizenship behaviours, with no intention to leave (Mowday, Porter, & Steers,

1982).

Another model widely accepted in the literature conceptualises the employees’
commitment to the organisation they work for into three components (Meyer & Allen, 1991).
The first is normative commitment (NC) which is the sense of obligation that the employee
feel with regards to staying with their organisation. The second, affective commitment (AC),
is the emotional attachment that the employee feels towards the organisation. The third
component is continuance commitment (CC) which reflects the extent to which an employee
remains with their employer because of a lack of better alternatives. Even though all elements
of OC have been found to predict turnover, the strongest predictor of turnover intent is AC

(Jaros, 1997).

Research has also found strong positive relationships between AC and perceived
organisational support (POS) (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Conversely, negative

relationships have been found between perceived support and CC.

Even though all three types of OC have been found to correlate negatively with
turnover intention, only AC and NC had a positive relationship with positive work behaviours
such as positive attendance, increased job performance, and more organisational citizenship
behaviours (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Conversely, CC was found

to be seemingly dependent from AC and NC. It does, however, follow that if you feel
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attached to, or feel an obligation towards, your employer that this would form part of your

decision-making process when weighing up whether or not there is a “better” job elsewhere.

Beach et al. (2003) suggest that because of the transient workforce for FIFO in the
mining industry, it is difficult to build organisational commitment. Walford (2012), however,
found that mixed-industry FIFO workforces were able to build affective commitment,

reducing turnover.

OC research suggests that there are factors other than remuneration that impacts on an
employee’s commitment to the organisation and their intent to leave their job. A mixed-
industry survey indicated that just over three quarters of FIFO workers found remuneration,
job security, and rosters to be important retention factors (Watt & Ashby, 2013).
Furthermore, McLaughlin (2017) found that FIFO workers’ OC was influenced by physical
distance while those who spent more time away from work felt more isolated, had lower OC,
and had a higher turnover intent. This would suggest that the more days off built into a swing

would negatively impact an employee’s OC.

However, the relationships between these constructs is not conclusive. For example,
an earlier meta-analysis of organisational commitment research (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990)
concluded that remuneration is a correlate of OC, rather than an antecedent, therefore
challenging the assumption that FIFO workers are only committed because of their higher

remuneration levels.

While it may seem logical that FIFO workers would seek residential work if FIFO
working arrangements didn’t suit them, many reported being trapped by the “golden
handcuffs” (Vojnovic, Jacobs, Brook, Ashton, & Pule, 2014). This occurs when higher

salaries are used as an inducement to join an organisation and the employee then becomes
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accustomed to the additional money and spends accordingly. When not properly managed,
expenses begin to match the inflated income. Investments become riskier resulting in workers
needing to maintain the higher income in order to meet their financial obligations (e.g. higher
mortgages, private school fees). This can then result in employees feeling trapped in FIFO
working arrangements. This aligns with Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory (Meyer & Allen,
1984) which posits that CC rises with the increase of investments. It may mean that workers
may stay in FIFO longer and that the feeling of being trapped may negatively influence their

commitment and turnover intent.

Time in FIFO

Time in FIFO is likely to be related to work outcomes. Research into expatriates has
shown that time in a position is related to their adjustment and turnover intent (Zhu,
Wanberg, Harrison, & Diehn, 2016). Adjustment in FIFO has also been shown to be
positively related to AC (Behr, 2012). Therefore, we would expect that time in FIFO would
increase affective commitment (Behr, 2012), and those who didn’t adjust would leave FIFO
(Zhu et al., 2016). However, it may be that FIFO working arrangements might influence this

relationship differently if they felt trapped by the higher remuneration levels.

Employee Level

Along with length of time, employee level within the organisational structure has also
been linked to work outcomes (Cohen, 1993). The organisational commitment literature has
established that along with tenure, career stage also influences workers’ commitment to their
organisations (Cohen, 1993). Those who are in earlier career stages, or lower levels in the
organisation, are less likely to be committed to an organisation and are more likely to express
their intent to resign (Brimeyer, Perrucci, & Wadsworth, 2010; Levinson, 1978; Ornstein,

Cron, & Slocum, 1989).
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Perceptions of Support

Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, and Rhoades (2002) define
workplace support as the perception that the workers’ wellbeing is valued by their
supervisors and the broader organisation. Others extend this to all sources, including co-
worker support (Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). Kottke and Sharafinski (1988)
found that perceived supervisor support (PSS) was distinct from perceived organisational
support (POS). Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) is the extent to which an employee feels
that their supervisor cares, helps, values, and invests in them (Gordon, Adler, Day, & Sydnor,
2019). The employees who participated in Kottke and Sharafinski (1988)’s research reported
a preference for supervisory support over organisational support. However, the two are
inextricably linked whereby supervisors who perceived that they were supported by the
organisation increased their support towards their staff (Wu, Hu, & Jiang, 2012). Therefore, it
is important to consider the extent to which POS directly, and indirectly via PSS, impacts on

employee commitment and turnover intent.

Perceived Organisational Support (POS)

According to organisational support theory (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, &
Sowa, 1986), employees assess whether or not they feel that they are valued and appreciated
by their employing organisation (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001;
Eisenberger et al., 1986) based on the extent to which they feel that their contributions are
valued and the concern shown for their welfare. POS can then have a negative or positive
impact depending on the extent to which the employee believes that the employer is
providing support or resources without being mandated to do so (Rhoades & Eisenberger,

2002).
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The expectancy theory of motivation (Vroom, 1964) would then posit that the
employee would feel that their good work and loyalty would lead to the organisation valuing
them. The norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) explains that if the employee feels that their
organisation values them and invests in their needs, they in turn feel more loyal to that
organisation (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003). This loyalty would be evident in their OC and NC,

where they feel an obligation towards the organisation (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003).

Both PSS and POS have been shown to be negatively related to turnover intentions,
with POS demonstrating a stronger relationship (Tuzun & Devrani, 2011). Perceived support
has also been found to positively influence levels of OC, and particularly AC, in non-FIFO
populations (Casper, Harris, Taylor-Bianco, & Wayne, 2011; Rousseau & Aubé¢, 2010). This

thesis, therefore, investigates whether this relationship is also found in the FIFO workforce.

Although organisational commitment theory (Meyer & Allen, 1997) would predict a
positive association between POS and CC, findings related to this association have been
mixed with some researchers reporting non-significant results (e.g. Shore & Tetrick, 1991)
and others reporting negative relationships (O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002; Shore & Tetrick, 1991). Meta-analytical research (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002) concluded that there was a significant negative relationship between POS

and CC, albeit the strength of this relationship was weak.

Some explanations have been proposed to explain these findings (see O'Driscoll &
Randall, 1999; Shore & Tetrick, 1991). Specifically, focus is drawn to how an employee
justifies staying with an organisation. When they feel supported by their organisation and
consequently demonstrate high affective commitment, they do not require alternative

justifications for staying beyond wanting to remain. However, when organisational support
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and AC is low, employees need to deploy alternative explanations, or they may experience
cognitive dissonance. In extending these arguments and drawing on employee turnover
models (see Mobley, 1977; Mowday et al., 1982; Price & Mueller, 1981), when an employee

does not want to stay, they would look at other employment options.

Organisations also benefit from POS as employees who feel supported by the
organisation are less likely to be absent from work (Byron, 2005), are more likely to arrive at
work on time (Eder & Eisenberger, 2008), are less likely to resign (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002), and demonstrate more organisational citizenship behaviours (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002) that are beyond the tasks required for their job, such as helping other people and

improving things within the organisation (George & Brief, 1992).

Not surprisingly, POS also increases positive affect towards the organisation
(Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002) including job satisfaction and self efficacy (George & Brief,
1992). Consequentially, in this thesis, it is expected that there will be a strong relationship
between POS and OC, particularly AC although it is worthwhile noting that a qualitative
analyses of a small sample of FIFO workers found that, in general, they did not feel

supported by their employers (Gardner et al., 2018).

Perceived Supervisor Support

Kossek and Distelberg (2009) noted that workplace trends involve shifting
demographics, longer hours, greater shiftwork, as well as intensifying work. It has been
suggested that PSS can provide some reprieve from these pressures by reducing the potential
for burnout due to increased work demands, whilst also leading to a perception of personal
accomplishment (Gibson, Grey, & Hastings, 2009). PSS has been shown to be instrumental

in reducing turnover intent (Galletta, Portoghese, Penna, Battistelli, & Saiani, 2011) as well
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as increasing performance and job satisfaction (Babin & Boles, 1996; DeConinck & Johnson,
2009; Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman, 2011; Kossek & Hammer, 2008).

Employees are more likely to judge the quality of their relationship with their
supervisor based on their perceived support from their supervisor (Cole, Bruch, & Vogel,
2006; Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002). Individuals who do not perceive support from their
supervisors are more insecure, lack coping ability, and have low self-efficacy (Cole et al.,
2006; Graves, Cullen, Lester, Ruderman, & Gentry, 2015).

Unsurprisingly, PSS has been positively associated with organisational commitment
outcomes, specifically CC and AC (Payne & Huffman, 2005). That is, the support of the
supervisor assists the worker to be emotionally attached to the organisation as well as
ensuring that they see it as a strength of their current employer above other potential
employers. If workers feel supported by their managers, they feel less isolated and less likely
to quit (McLaughlin, 2017). While these results described above have been studied in
traditional rosters it is expected to also be present in FIFO workers in this thesis given the
greater time spent at work.

According to organisational support theory, these positive feelings towards their
supervisor would then extend to the organisation itself (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger
et al., 2002). Employees infer POS from PSS, likely due to the close proximity of the
supervisor to the employee (Eisenberger et al., 2002). Supervisors who are providing support
might be perceived as the main support and as a representative of the organisation, (Kalemci
Tuzun & Arzu Kalemci, 2012). Therefore, rather than POS and PSS merely being correlated,

the literature indicates that PSS influences POS (Kalemci Tuzun & Arzu Kalemci, 2012).
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Preference for a Different Roster

As remuneration has been shown to vary based on working hours (Huberman &
Minns, 2007), some workers prefer to work longer hours in order to receive the remuneration
they want and/or need (Bell & Freeman, 2001). Rosters can range from a few days away, up
to months away with days or weeks off, and some workers have even-time rosters such as 4
weeks on, 4 weeks off (Storey, 2008). In construction, however, the rosters tend to be 4
weeks on, 1 week off (Pickles, 2015). A recent survey of 1,056 FIFO workers in mining
found that the greatest preference was for an 8-days on, 6-days off roster (30.21%); followed
by 2 weeks on, 1 week off (25.85%); and 12-days on, 9-days off (20.74%) (Mining People
International, 2017). Interestingly, only 15% of employees preferred moving close to work
(residential) with the majority preferring a FIFO roster. This is supported by the LDC
research that shows that workers prefer to live where they want to, rather than having to live
near to their work (Trouteaud, 2005). In choosing where they wish to live, factors like
housing affordability (Plaut, 2006), climate, and weather were reportedly important to
workers (Storey, 2016). Therefore, once they have chosen a FIFO position rather than a
remote residential position, the challenge then becomes getting a swing that suits their

preferences.

Rostered Days On and Off

A desire for recovery from work, such as wanting more days off, has been shown to
be positively related to increased turnover intent (De Croon, Sluiter, Blonk, Broersen, &
Frings-Dresen, 2004). Working schedules, and specifically the resulting days off in more
even-time roster ratios, were the second highest rated advantage of working FIFO across
industries (Blackman et al., 2014; Welters et al., 2013). Mixed-industry workers reported

reasons such as having more time to spend with their families, as well as doing jobs around
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the home (Blackman et al., 2014; Welters et al., 2013). Mining FIFO workers in another

study were more dissatisfied with rosters that were not even-time, as well as longer rosters

(Clifford, 2009). In both studies, not only was the amount of time at home important, but it
also allowed greater quality time with their families (Houghton, 1993). Therefore, although
longer periods of leave are detrimental to work factors such as OC and turnover intent, they

appear to be beneficial for personal factors such as household chores and family time.

The number of days on is also related to perceptions of support. In a small sample of
FIFO construction workers, perceived supervisor support levels declined 3 days into the
roster (Albrecht & Anglim, 2018). Therefore, shorter working cycles could be more
beneficial in this instance and has been reported as being desirable by FIFO mining
participants in a small qualitative study (Misan & Rudnik, 2015). However, shorter cycles
appear to be more harmful emotionally. The emotional cycle as a result of detachment and
reattachment to families was found to be more intense when rosters had fewer days off
because the adjustment time consumed much of the short leave period, as reported by a
sample of mining FIFO wives (La Forte, 1991). Therefore, in the literature, there exists

contradictory evidence for short rosters versus longer rosters.

The Proposed Models in this Thesis

Using a model derived from the literature to examine the impacts of FIFO working
arrangements will enable us to explore how FIFO relates to the fundamental relationships of
workplace commitment and turnover (Meyer et al., 2002). The first model seeks to
understand the nature of the relationships between FIFO working arrangement factors,
support, commitment, and turnover. The hypothesised relationships are outlined in Figure 2

and Figure 3 below (more detail can be found in Appendix A).
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Due to the inconsistency in the literature regarding the importance of analysing days
on and days off (a) versus roster compression ratio (b), these have been separated into two
separate models in order to explore the impact of each of these respectively. This should
enable a better understanding of which is more meaningful in terms of exploring the role of

roster impact.
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FIFO Factors
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/ Days On
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Figure 2. Proposed model 1(a) including hypothesised relationships for days on and days off separated, for FIFO working arrangements and

work factors.

NOTE: PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective Commitment, NC = Normative

Commitment, CC

= Continuance Commitment
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Figure 3. Proposed model 1(b) including hypothesised relationships, using roster ratio, for FIFO working arrangements and work factors.

NOTE: PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective Commitment, NC = Normative

Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment
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Model 2 — FIFO Workers’ Perceptions of how their Work Impacted on their Personal

Life

The second model outlines the impacts of FIFO working arrangements on the impact
on home life, as well as individual mental health. This is a topic that has attracted
parliamentary inquiries in the last decade (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015;
House of Representatives Standing Committee on Regional Australia, 2013; Queensland
State Parliament, 2015). As a result of nine suicides of FIFO workers in a year, a Western
Australian parliamentary inquiry was launched into the impact of FIFO work practices and
mental health (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015). The inquiry found that
there were at least 25 suicide-attributable deaths at mine sites (including accommodation
facilities) between 2011 and 2015 and perhaps an additional 20 may have occurred away

from the mine sites.

There is a long list of the potential negative effects of FIFO work on employees
including exhaustion, fatigue, stress, anxiety, loneliness, homesickness, isolation, sadness,
depression, suicide risk (MacBeth, Kaczmarek, & Sibbel, 2012; Peetz & Murray, 2011),
health problems associated with obesity and poor diet, alcohol and other substance abuse
(Lenney, 2010; Newhook et al., 2011), family dysfunction, mistrust, resentment, and

relationship breakdowns (Pini & Mayes, 2012; Taylor & Simmonds, 2009).

Furthermore, FIFO work incorporates many factors that have been found to increase
WEFC (Hosking & Western, 2008; Jansen, Kant, Kristensen, & Nijhuis, 2003; Voydanoff,
2005b). During the inquiry (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015), it was noted
that FIFO working arrangements may also be negatively impacting on relationships and
work-family balance leading to WFC and when compared to non-FIFO workers, FIFO

employees report significantly greater WFC (Dittman, Henriquez, & Roxburgh, 2016). As a
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result of the inquiry, a code of practice regarding FIFO working arrangements has recently
been released (DMIRS, 2019). Thus, this thesis provides a timely analysis of the contribution

that FIFO working arrangements play in relation to WFC and mental illness.

Work-Family Conflict

WEC describes the inability to engage in one life-role consistently because of another
(Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). This has been studied from both directions
namely: work interfering in family (e.g. Major, Klein, & Ehrhart, 2002) and family

interfering in work (e.g. Lapierre, Hammer, Truxillo, & Murphy, 2012).

According to the scarcity hypothesis, we do not have endless time and energy (Goode,
1960) and our life roles can conflict with each other (e.g. Role Conflict hypothesis; Coser &
Rokoff, 1971). These theories provided a foundation for research into WFC and led to further
theories such as conflict theory (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985); the belief in the incompatibility
of the two life roles which led to research to determine the impact of gender roles on this
conflict. Eagly (1987) suggested that role conflict should be greater for women, given their
traditional family roles, while others (e.g. Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa,
1991; Zuo, 2004) suggest that men also experience role conflict because of their perceived
priority to work rather than raise a family. Weak gender differences such as those identified
in a meta-analysis by Byron (2005) suggest that it is the roles people take on that impact
WEC rather than their gender per se. A recent meta-analysis by Shockley, Shen, DeNunzio,
Arvan, and Knudsen (2017) confirmed men and women did not differ on reports of WFC.
Regardless, research shows a negative relationship between an organisation’s support of an

employee’s dual life roles and perceptions of WFC (Kossek et al., 2011).

The work-family fit model (Voydanoff, 2005b) emphasises the need for individuals to

balance their personal resources between the demands of both work and the family. If the
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resources are not available to meet the family’s needs, this results in strain (Voydanoff,
2005b) and leads to WFC (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1997; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).
Conflict can arise from either work interfering with family (WIF) obligations and the ability
to meet family demands or family interference with work (FIW) when family obligations
interfere with the ability to meet work demands (Greenhaus & Powell, 2003; Nomaguchi,
2012). Longer shifts and total number of hours at work reduce the time available to commit
to family (Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997). For example, WFC has been found to increase
for fathers whose rosters incorporated irregular work hours or weekends (Hosking &
Western, 2008). As a consequence, time - or rather the lack of available time - directly
impacts perceptions of WIF (Gutek et al., 1991; Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk, & Beutell,

1996) and WFC (Byron, 2005; Voydanoff, 2005a).

Hobfoll (1989) proposed the conservation of resources model (COR) explaining that
people try to maintain their resources while attempting to acquire new ones. However, stress
arises when resources are lost, such as when trying to attend to both work and home roles
(Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). This may help to explain why stress has been shown to be
similar across FIFO and non-FIFO samples, except for those who were dissatistied with their
current roster (Clifford, 2009). According to this theory, longer rosters and the associated
perceptions of an imbalance between available resources and work, as well as home
demands, can lead to perceptions of role conflict or negative spillover (Kim, Kim, & Kim,
2017). This results in stress, which has also been shown to be strongly positively associated
with WFC (Byron, 2005). In an attempt to recover resources, time and support are sought

(Sonnentag, 2001).

However, there is the potential for positive spillover (e.g. Crouter, 1984; Hanson,

Hammer, & Colton, 2006) when different roles benefit each other, making it easier to fulfil
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the requirements of the other (Allen & Martin, 2017; van Steenbergen, Ellemers, &
Mooijaart, 2007). Some of the positives of FIFO employment that make it easier to fulfil
home roles include financial rewards and the associated improvements in lifestyle and
personal satisfaction (Houghton, 1993; MacBeth et al., 2012). Positive work elements include
training, study, career opportunities, and the intrinsic motivation of the work itself which can
lead to improved self-efficacy (Houghton, 1993; MacBeth et al., 2012). Compressed work
schedules and extended leisure time allow for longer periods of uninterrupted family time
between rosters that can enhance personal, interpersonal and family well-being, and the
quality of life at home while minimising family and educational disruptions (Houghton,

1993; MacBeth et al., 2012).

However, shorter rosters that strike a balance between time at work and time on leave
have less of a negative impact on FIFO workers and their families (Clifford, 2009; Gallegos,
2006; Gent, 2004; Hoath & Haslam McKenzie, 2013; Sibbel, 2010; Watts, 2004). For
example, longer roster cycles with work-to-leave ratios greater than two seem particularly
challenging, perhaps because of the longer time apart but also because families may feel that
they are trying to achieve as much as they can whilst home together (Clifford, 2009). This
may also account for the evidence that departure to, and return from, work are particularly
stressful as couples and families prepare for separation and adapt to reconnecting (Fresle,

2010; Gallegos, 2006; Henry, Hamilton, Watson, & MacDonald, 2013).

The more time away from home means that workers spend a large amount of time
away from their families, leading to a reduction in quality time available to perform family
roles (Blackman et al., 2014; Pocock, van Wanrooy, Strazzari, & Bridge, 2001; Welters et al.,
2013; Wilson, Polzer-Debruyne, Chen, & Fernandes, 2007) and less time to participate in

leisure activities (Urhonen et al., 2016). The majority of FIFO workers found that working
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arrangements interfered in their family life and ability to complete tasks at home (Barclay et
al., 2014; Gardner et al., 2018). Particularly noteworthy was the issue that longer absences
hindered family birthday celebrations, school pick-ups, sharing family meals, and other

routines (Lau, Ma, Chan, & He, 2012; Schultheiss, 2006).

Not only did FIFO workers feel that they missed out on events and activities, there
were additional challenges for those with families. They reported difficulties in providing
consistent parenting over the roster cycle (Lester et al., 2015) and missing out on shared
social experiences (Gardner et al., 2018). While some workers enjoy being separated from
home when at work, they miss out on the routine of the family at home (Lorenz, 2018) and
disrupt the routine when they return (Haslam-McKenzie & Hoath, 2014). Furthermore, that
lost time might not be able to be caught up as they become distanced from the social system
at home resulting in the FIFO worker feeling like an outsider in their home (Lorenz, 2018). In
one study, participants described it as “psychological detachment” (Gardner et al., 2018).
This lack of a sense of belonging in the family unit can cause misunderstandings and a

necessity to renegotiate ground rules (Gramling, 1989).

Interestingly, having a clear work-life separation was an advantage of FIFO where the
workers felt that their roles between home and work didn’t spill over into one another
(Blackman et al., 2014; Welters et al., 2013). This was observed in qualitative research that
noted that FIFO workers viewed work and life as separate lives where they had different
roles, responsibilities, and even different “personalities” (Gardner et al., 2018). Some FIFO
workers reported time apart as being reinvigorating and an opportunity to enjoy personal time
(Haslam-McKenzie & Hoath, 2014). Others noted that the even-time compressed working
arrangements led to fewer hours worked per annum than a residential job, sometimes only

working for 6 or 7 months a year (Misan & Rudnik, 2015). Further it has been argued that the
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time off was required because higher perceived WFC was related to a higher need for
recovery time (Jansen et al., 2003). During this time off, they reported spending the time with

family and valuing a slower pace of life (Haslam-McKenzie & Hoath, 2014).

Social Integration and Support

As with the long-distance commuting literature, being able to live where you like was
listed as a benefit of FIFO (Blackman et al., 2014; Hubinger, Parker, & Clavarino, 2002;
Welters et al., 2013). Being able to stay within your regular community was a strength. It
follows, then, that there was frustration around the lack of ability to remain integrated, with
FIFO workers reporting a desire to have more contact with their sports and social clubs
(Welters et al., 2013). Some qualitative research with mining FIFO workers indicates that
they do not participate in community sports because of their rosters (Torkington, Larkins, &
Gupta, 2011). However, Haslam-McKenzie and Hoath (2014) reported that their mining
FIFO participants were actively involved in a wide range of community-based volunteer
organisations as well as sporting teams that adapted to their working arrangements.

It has also been argued that the conflict between work and family may be influenced
by social support (Vojnovic, Michelson, Jackson, & Bahn, 2014). For example, a survey of
mining and non-mining employees found that workplace social support was the only link
between WFC and stress, but only in the mining employees (McTernan, Dollard, Tuckey, &
Vandenberg, 2016). It was proposed that this was due to the isolation of worker groups in
mining, leading to more benefit gained from social support (Gardner et al., 2018; Misan &
Rudnik, 2015). It may be that this workplace social support is more important in the FIFO

context given a lack of family support when at work.
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Relationships

Having positive relationships help people cope with stress caused by perceptions of
WEFC (Cohen, 2004). To understand the impact of FIFO on relationships, one source of
evidence is the long-distance relationship literature. While previously the results have been
mixed, more recent research has shown that people in long-distance relationships reported
higher levels of relationship quality and less perceived, but not actual, likelihood of breaking
up (Kelmer, Rhoades, Stanley, & Markman, 2013). The proposed explanation was because
the couples may make the most of the time together rather than focus on daily hassles.
Research has found that they tend to avoid or postpone conflict (Sahlstein, 2004). The
“honeymoon effect” or emotional rollercoaster (Westefeld & Liddell, 1982) has also been
reported in the long-distance relationship literature with emotional highs and lows, as well as
peaks in women’s sexual desire prior to reunions with their long-distance partner (Hamilton
& Meston, 2010). Similar emotional transitions have been reported in FIFO workers as well,
particularly impacting the mood and stress levels in the worker while away and improving

when the couple reunited (Clifford, 2009; Diamond, Hicks, & Otter-Henderson, 2008).

Research shows that FIFO partners can also feel the impact of a weekly commuting
working arrangements (Green, Hogarth, & Shackleton, 1999). The challenges faced by FIFO
partners trying to manage family cohesion (Kaczmarek & Sibbel, 2008) has led to negative
implications for relationships (Torkington et al., 2011). A small qualitative FIFO study,
however, found that the psychological distance in FIFO adversely impacted on relationship
quality (Gardner et al., 2018). In another study, concerns about infidelity have been shown to
negatively impact coping (Lau et al., 2012). Gent (2004) and Voysey (2012) also identify

significantly poorer relationship satisfaction in FIFO samples.
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However, when comparing 222 daily commuters and FIFO workers, Clifford (2009)
found that on average, FIFO work didn’t have a negative impact on the quality of
relationships. Similarly, a study looking mostly at FIFO partners found that there was no
difference between relatively small FIFO and non FIFO samples (Dittman et al., 2016). Some
FIFO studies report relationship satisfaction to be in line with norms for married couples
(Bradbury, 2011; Sibbel, 2010) and no more likely to have lower relationship quality than
daily commuters (Clifford, 2009). In Gent’s (2004) study, FIFO workers scored significantly
higher on affectional expression and were similar to non-FIFO workers when looking at
relationship cohesion. Greer and Stokes (2011) analysed census data containing divorce rates
in mining employees and, based on known FIFO localities, found that FIFO did not influence
divorce rates. Saxinger (2016) found that over 70% participants reported satisfaction with
their relationship, indicating that factors other than long-distance commuting were
influencing divorce rates. Haslam-McKenzie and Hoath (2014) argued that FIFO working

arrangements may merely exacerbate relationship difficulties.

One fact that must be noted is that there are a range of individual differences where,
for some couples, time apart may in fact strengthen their relationship. Some couples reported
that having time without their partner was positive, while others reported a greater level of
loneliness, but the majority reported that long working hours negatively impacted on mood
and energy to maintain intimate relations upon their return (Pocock et al., 2001). The lack of
consistent findings may suggest that where relationship or personal problems are already
evident, or likely to arise, FIFO may exacerbate the situation and emotional responses (Hoath
& Haslam McKenzie, 2013; Pocock et al., 2001). Context or conditions play a role where
greater negative effects of FIFO arrangements, such as increased time away from home or

having younger children under 5 years old, may influence relationship outcomes (Gent, 2004;
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Watts, 2004). Given the small sample and the discrepancy across studies, the impact of FIFO

working arrangements such as rosters on relationships is not definitively known.

While the impact of FIFO working arrangements on relationship quality is not clear, it
may exacerbate the impact of relationship difficulties on the workers. Relationship
difficulties were found to be a significant differentiation between the prevalence of suicides
in mining workers compared to non-mining workers (McPhedran & De Leo, 2013). While
this doesn’t differentiate FIFO from non-FIFO workers within the mining industry, the

impact of relationship quality on mental health in this workforce is important to consider.

Mental Health in FIFO

When looking at mental health prevalence, a sample of 380 FIFO workers reported a
lower prevalence of doctor-diagnosed mental health problems when compared to shift
workers and other employment types (Weeramanthri & Jancey, 2013). This, however, is not
surprising given the “macho” culture and fear of reporting mental health issues evident in

FIFO contexts (Henry et al., 2013).

Rather than relying on diagnoses, a survey of 629 resources industry FIFO workers,
asking participants to identify symptoms, found that more than one third of the sample had
depression, anxiety, and/or stress (Vojnovic & Bahn, 2015). More specifically, 28% of
participants reported a moderate to very high level of depression, 22% reported moderate to
high levels of anxiety, and 19% experienced more than moderate stress. While very weak -
albeit statistically significant - correlations were found with mental illness outcomes and
increased age (ranging from -0.081 to -0.098), there was no relationship found between

mental illness and gender or the existence of a partner at home.
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Another contradictory result was a study of 286 FIFO workers who found that despite
high levels of loneliness and sleep difficulties, the rates of depression, anxiety, and stress
were lower than the general population (Barclay et al., 2014). Although depression, anxiety,
and stress levels are not consistently higher than the general population, unfortunately

suicidality has been (Miller, Brook, Stomski, Ditchburn, & Morrison, 2019).

When discussing the mental health of FIFO workers, we generally mean mental
health difficulties. Understanding how thoughts and feelings are interrelated helps to
understand how perceptions of FIFO working arrangements can influence mental health
outcomes. Cognitive theory (Beck, Brown, Steer, Eidelson, & Riskind, 1987) posits that
dysfunctional thoughts lead to extreme emotions which then lead to maladaptive behaviours.
According to hopelessness theory, a combination of a genetic predisposition and cognition of
negative challenges leads to affective disorders, (Abramson, Metalsky, & Alloy, 1989;
Hankin, Abramson, Miller, & Haeffel, 2004). For example, diathesis-stress based theoretical
approaches posit that the risk of depression depends on stress and individual vulnerability
(Colodro-Conde et al., 2018). The combination of levels of vulnerability and stressors vary
from person to person (Liu, Kleiman, Nestor, & Cheek, 2015). In people who have a
vulnerability to depression, additional stressors can cause an internal threshold to be reached,
causing depression (Lewinsohn, Joiner, & Rohde, 2001). The non-FIFO literature has also
examined other variables perceived to be related to stress. Personality, self-esteem,
environment, relationships, and psychosocial stressors have all had significant relationships
with stress, as has an increase in hours worked (Gottholmseder et al., 2009). Thus, it is of

particular interest to consider the impact of FIFO working arrangements on stress.

Of all the mental health workers’ compensation claims in workplaces, 91% were

attributed to stress (Safe Work Australia, 2018). Karasek’s job demand/control model (JDC)
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was designed to determine mental strain at work (Héusser, Mojzisch, Niesel, & Schulz-Hardt,
2010). Job demands include workload, role conflicts, and physical and emotional demands
(Karasek et al., 1998). Job control involves the amount of decision latitude a person has over
their use of skills and decision authority at work. In this model, higher levels of demand and
lower levels of control lead to situations of high strain (H&ausser et al., 2010). This may be
similar to the way some perceive the FIFO working arrangements and subsequent perceived

WEFC as strain, particularly if roster control is low.

Despite one relatively small mining study that found that FIFO was not related to
average cortisol levels and perceived stress (Clifford, 2009), there were fluctuations found
based on the impact of the roster. However, in a larger construction industry study, rosters
with 1 or 2 weeks on, 1 week off were found to relate to a higher risk of distress than 4 weeks
on, 1 week off (Bowers, Lo, Miller, Mawren, & Jones, 2018). This study also found that
participants who were stressed about their roster length also experienced higher levels of
distress. A generally high level of distress was found in this study, with 28% of the sample in

the high to very high range.

Albrecht and Anglim (2018) suggested that FIFO specific demands, such as rosters,
be explored further when looking at mental health in FIFO workers. They highlighted the
roster recovery period (days off) as potentially important when analysing mental health
outcomes. The effort-recovery model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) posits that effort at work
leads to negative reactions, such as stress and fatigue, in employees. When work demands are
continuous, and recovery time is scarce, recovery is hindered and the negative reactions
compound which can lead to negative psychological impacts (Sonnentag, 2001; Sonnentag &
Fritz, 2007). However, FIFO working arrangements allow separation from work, thus

facilitating better recovery which helps to reverse these reactions (Sonnentag, 2001).
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Other challenges reported by FIFO workers were the long hours and early starts
(Barclay et al., 2014; Welters et al., 2013). Longer shifts and early start times are linked to
shorter sleeping and greater sleepiness (Folkard & Barton, 1993; Ingre, Kecklund, Akerstedt,
Soderstrom, & Kecklund, 2008; Sasaki et al., 1999). FIFO workers have also reported a lack
of privacy (Gramling & Brabant, 1986) and difficulty sleeping (Barclay et al., 2014;
Torkington et al., 2011). A lack of quality sleep negatively impacts mood (Riedy, Dawson, &
Vila, 2018; Shattuck & Matsangas, 2018) and was found to be a cause of psychological

distress and sleepiness in FIFO workers (Atkins & Lay, 2018).

The job demand/control model was expanded to include social support recognising
that support can potentially act as a buffer against the impact that increased demands and lack
of control have on stress outcomes (Johnson & Hall, 1988). This also aligns with the
literature in FIFO that indicates that co-worker support, which is social support at work, is

important in helping protect against depression (McTernan et al., 2016).

Feelings of isolation occur when people who have a need for social relatedness
(McLaughlin, 2017) are lacking support and understanding (Taha & Caldwell, 1993). In a
study of 284 FIFO workers, more than half reported feeling isolated (Barclay et al., 2014) and
lonely (Torkington et al., 2011) which has been shown to negatively impact mood,
specifically increasing depression (Cacioppo, Hughes, Waite, Hawkley, & Thisted, 2006).
Isolation and loneliness were also themes that emerged in small FIFO samples in Australian
qualitative studies (Gardner et al., 2018; Lovell & Critchley, 2010). Research suggests that
the negative media coverage of FIFO workers had further isolated them and they were
reluctant to seek help from services (Gardner et al., 2018). Henry et al. (2013) found that a
macho attitude and a limited insight into their own stress, mental health, and wellbeing

resulted in FIFO workers not seeking help (also see Torkington et al., 2011).
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Preference for a Different Roster

Being able to have some control in roster choice has been shown to improve WFC
outcomes. Research into different working arrangements in workers at a coal mine found that
longer rosters had a positive impact on workers’ family life because of the reduction in ratio
of commute time to hours worked and increased time at home (Hanoa, Baste, Kooij,
Sommervold, & Moen, 2011). That particular study, however, followed those workers who
chose to switch from a 7-days on, 7-days off roster to a 14-days on, 14-days off roster
because they perceived it would be better for them. Similarly, higher levels of control over
aspects of shifts was found to be related to lower work-life conflict indicators (Ljosa & Lau,
2009). Therefore, it is likely that preference for a different roster will influence perceived

WEC.

Time in FIFO and Employee Level

It has been suggested that time in FIFO may also impact family relationships because
there might be a period of adjustment to this new dynamic (Lorenz, 2018). In a qualitative
study of Canadian mining FIFO workers, participants who worked in FIFO for a longer
period found it easier than those who were new to FIFO working arrangements (Jones &
Southcott, 2015), possibly indicating lower perceived WFC. Participants who were new to
FIFO indicated more stress and fatigue than those who had been working FIFO rosters for
longer periods, possibly due to a lack of adjustment when new (Behr, 2012). Length of time
in FIFO is, therefore, likely to positively influence mental health outcomes. Additionally, the
level of an employee within the organisation may impact their stress, as the higher level
employees may have more work demands; however, also greater levels of control (Kim,

Murrmann, & Lee, 2009).
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The Proposed Model in this Thesis

Controversy surrounds the reported impact that FIFO work has on the FIFO worker’s
life outside of work. There are many individuals who attribute relationship problems and
challenges associated with social commitments, mental health difficulties, and suicidality to
the FIFO working arrangements and this thesis seeks to understand the FIFO working

arrangements’ interaction with employees’ personal lives.

As with model 1, model 2a and 2b respectively seek to understand if days on and
days off (a) is related to personal outcomes or if even-time roster ratio (b) is more important.
The hypothesised relationships are outlined in Figure 4 and Figure 5 below (more detail can

be found in Appendix A).
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Figure 4. Proposed model (2a) including hypothesised relationships for exploring the impact FIFO working arrangements, using days on and
days off separated, have on individual factors.

NOTE: RQ = Relationship quality; WFC = Work-Family Conflict
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Figure 5. Proposed model (2b) including hypothesised relationships for exploring the impact FIFO working arrangements, using roster ratio,
have on individual factors.

NOTE: RQ = Relationship quality; WFC = Work-Family Conflict
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Model 3 — Combined Model with Work and Personal Impacts

The literature tells us that there is an overlap between work and personal life domains,
and that the demands (and/or resources) of one life domain may spill over into the demands
(and/or resources) of the other causing interference or conflict (negative spillover) or
alternatively enrichment (positive spillover) (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992). In negative
spillover, conflict can arise from either work interfering with family obligations and the
ability to meet family demands, or when family obligations interfere with the ability to meet

work demands (Greenhaus & Powell, 2003; Nomaguchi, 2012).

Recent research has shown a significant relationship between affective commitment,
wellbeing, and positive emotions (Maleka, Mmako, & Swarts, 2017). POS has also been
shown to influence how people handle work-family conflict (Frone et al., 1992; Kossek et al.,
2011; Pan & Yeh, 2012). Furthermore, it has been established that a lack of POS and PSS
increases mental health challenges, including strain and burnout, from workload pressures
(Beehr, Farmer, Glazer, Gudanowski, & Nair, 2003; Campbell, Perry, Maertz Jr, Allen, &
Griffeth, 2013; Gibson et al., 2009; Willemse, de Jonge, Smit, Depla, & Pot, 2012). PSS may
reduce the risk of mental health such as depression and anxiety (Rugulies, Biiltmann, Aust, &
Burr, 2006; Sinokki et al., 2009) as well as significantly reduce the risk of stress and other
health-related outcomes (Hammig, 2017). In combining the first two models, it is hoped that
a greater understanding of the relationship between work and personal impacts in the context

of FIFO working arrangements will be found.

The Proposed Model in this Thesis
There is no published research demonstrating a relationship between these work and
personal factors in the context of a FIFO working arrangement. The aim of this model is to

explore these factors together in this context. Models 1 and 2 were integrated into a combined
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model which explored how the FIFO working arrangements were related to perceptions
around work and family and how they were related to organisational and mental health
outcomes. model 3a (Figure 6) combines model 1a and 2a to hypothesise the relationships
when looking at days on and days off separately, and model 3b combines model 1b and 2b to
hypothesise roster ratio (Figure 7). More detail about the hypothesised relationships are also

listed in Appendix A.
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Figure 6. Proposed model (3a) exploring the impact of FIFO working arrangements, days on and days off separated, on work and individual factors.

NOTE: PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective Commitment, NC = Normative Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment, WFC =

Work Family Conflict, RQ = Relationship Quality
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Figure 7. Proposed model (3b) exploring the impact of FIFO working arrangements, using roster ratio, on work and individual factors.

NOTE: PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective Commitment, NC = Normative Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment, WFC =
Work Family Conflict, RQ = Relationship Quality
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Method
Design
This thesis used a cross-sectional quantitative survey design (Appendix B for a copy
of the survey) that was exploratory in nature. It was part of a larger research project
conducted from 2012 until 2015; however, only results relevant to the aims of this thesis will

be reported here.

Participants

Responses were analysed from FIFO workers (n = 980) from across Australia who
completed an online or paper survey. Ages ranged from 18-69 years with a mean of 37.9 (6 =
10.89). Males made up 75.6% of participants, and females 16.7%, with 26.0% in a
relationship at the time of the survey and 29.8% with children. The mean total time employed
in a FIFO capacity was 6.16 years (g = 5.57; range 0-30). Mining participants were the
largest group (43.8%), followed by oil and gas (10.2%), and construction (3.3%).
Educationally, 36.2% reported completing some form of university degree; 30.1% reported
completing a TAFE or apprenticeship qualification; 22.4% reported that they had completed
high school, and 3.6% reported that they had not completed high school. The majority of
participants indicated that they were general workers (54.8%), followed by office staff
(24.3%), with managers the next highest group (6.8%), and supervisors and apprentices the
smallest groups (3.3% and 3.0% respectively; 7.9% missing). Permanent employees
accounted for 52.8% of the sample, contractors 37.7%, while 8.5% did not respond to this

item.
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Measures

Due to the logistics, the target population, and the number of constructs under
consideration, adapted shorter versions of scales were used in instances where reliability and
validity could be maintained by drawing on existing literature associated with the underlying

psychometric properties and structure of the original scales.

Demographics
A range of demographic items were developed to capture sample characteristics.

These included age, biological sex, job role, employment status, and relationship status.

FIFO Working Arrangements
Questions relating to FIFO work included days on / days off, length of time in FIFO,

preference for a different swing / roster, and employee level.

Even-Time Roster Ratio

Even-time roster ratio was calculated as days off / days on. As the ratio of time off to
time on is particularly relevant in this thesis, numbers closest to 1 indicate less discrepancy
between days on and days off and therefore the more “even-time” the roster is. Numbers

closer to zero indicated a “high compression” roster.

Organisational Commitment

This was measured with a modified version of the AC, CC and NC organisational
commitment scales (Allen & Meyer, 1990). These scales had internal consistency which was
at, or above, an acceptable level (Cronbach’s alpha ranges: AC = (0.74-0.90); NC = (0.52-
0.83); CC =(0.69-0.85) (Allen & Meyer, 1996). Because this was part of a larger study, each
scale was reduced to 6 items for the sake of brevity. The original factor analysis (Allen &

Meyer, 1990; Culpepper, 2000; Fields, 2002) was used to determine which two items loaded
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the least on the scales and these items were removed. Items (such as “I do not feel like “part
of the family’ at my organisation”, “I would feel guilty if I left my organisation now”, and “I
feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organisation”) were rated on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) with the AC items

reverse-scored. Higher scores indicated greater levels of the respective type of commitment.

Perceived Supervisor Support

PSS was measured using a modified 4-item version (Walford, 2012) of the Survey of
Perceived Supervisory Support developed by Kottke and Sharafinski (1988) where
participants were asked to consider the support received by the supervisor to whom they
reported to most frequently (e.g. “My supervisor shows a lot of concern for me”). These
items demonstrated high factor loading (range .90-.94; Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988) and were
rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) with
higher scores indicating greater supervisor support. In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha

indicates excellent internal consistency (a=.95).

Perceived Organisational Support

POS was measured by a modified 3-item version (Walford, 2012) of the Eisenberger
et al. (1986) measure of POS. These items all demonstrated high factor loading (range 0.80-
0.84) on the scale, which itself has been shown to demonstrate good uni-dimensionality
(Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger et al., 2002; Gibson et al., 2009; Shore & Tetrick,
1991; Shore & Wayne, 1993). This thesis found that this POS measure demonstrated
excellent internal consistency (0=.92). Items (e.g. “The organisation really cares about my
well-being”) were rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7

(strongly agree) with higher scores indicating greater organisational support.
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Turnover Intent

Turnover intent has been found to be a good predictor of actual turnover behaviour
(Parasuraman, 1982). When the construct is concrete, clearly defined, and unidimensional a
single-item measure has been reported to be the best approach (Rossiter, 2002; Sackett &
Larson, 1990). Further, researchers have demonstrated comparable predictive validity
between single and multi-item scales (Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007, 2009). Research has
indicated that FIFO workers often have short-term financial goals to meet (Gallegos, 2006),
therefore a question asking about turnover intent in the next 2 years was asked: “Within the
next 2 years, how likely are you to leave your current organisation for a job in another

organisation?”’

Work-Family Conflict

The work-family conflict measures used in the thesis are validated measures taken
from peer reviewed publications, so are well established in the literature as measuring work-
family conflict, not work-nonwork conflict. A composite scale was created using items from
established measures of WFC that had good reliability (Funston, 2012). The Work-Family
Conflict scale (Gutek et al., 1991) was used along with the Lifestyle and Relationship
Dissatisfaction scale (Clifford, 2009). The latter was designed to assess work-life conflict
(WLC) with FIFO specifically (e.g. “My roster causes me to miss important events with those
close to me (eg. birthdays, Christmas, kids’ milestones, anniversaries)”’). The former consists
of two previously developed scales; namely the Work Interference with Family scale (WIF;
Kopelman, Greenhaus, & Connolly, 1983) and the Family Interface with Work scale (FIW;
Burley, 1990). To suit the FIFO context, the word “swing” was inserted into three questions

to enable clarification for items asking about activities occurring after their shift (e.g. “After
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my swing at work, I am too tired to do some of the things I like to do”). The responses were
measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)
with higher scores indicating greater conflict. The WFC scales have reported Cronbach’s

alphas of .0.80 (WIF) and .75 (FIW) (Funston, 2012).

Mental Health

The 21-item Depression Anxiety and Stress scales (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995) are
validated scales measuring depression, anxiety, and stress (e.g. "I couldn’t seem to
experience any positive feeling at all", "I was aware of dryness of my mouth", & "I found it
hard to wind down"; Henry & Crawford, 2005). Likert scale responses ranged from “Did not
apply to me at all” (0) to “Most of the time” (3). Items were then summed for each scale,
doubled, and then the levels’ severity determined as per the scoring instructions (Lovibond &
Lovibond, 1995). Cronbach’s alpha for the scales is .88 (depression), .82 (anxiety), .90

(stress), and .93 for the overall scale (Henry & Crawford, 2005).

Co-Worker Support

Social support was measured by participants rating co-worker support as useful on a
scale of strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). As outlined above, single item measures
have been shown to be valid when a construct is clearly defined (Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007,
2009; Rossiter, 2002; Sackett & Larson, 1990). Higher scores indicated co-workers were a

useful support.

Relationship Quality
Relationship quality was measured using a 12-item version of the Quality of
Relationship inventory (Pierce, 1994). Items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale from “Not at

all” (1) to “Very much” (4). Research has shown the scale internal consistency was adequate,



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

62

ranging from 0=.73 to 0=.83 (Yearwood Travezan, Vliegen, Luyten, Chau, & Corveleyn,
2018), and similar results were found in this thesis where 0=.88. An example question is: “To

what extent can you turn to this person for advice about problems?”.

Procedure

Ethical approval was provided by the Human Research Ethics Committee at Murdoch
University (Project Number: 2012/073). Participants were recruited via FIFO support
organisations, social media, snowball sampling, and personal contacts. Some media interest
was also generated (e.g. radio interviews) which supported participant recruitment. The
objective of the convenience sampling was to obtain as large and as representative a sample
of FIFO workers as possible and it was recognised that a minimum sample of size of 501
would be desirable in order for the analysis to have sufficient power (Faul, Erdfelder,
Buchner, & Lang, 2009). For the online survey, individuals were directed to a website
(www.FIFOresearch.com). After selecting the appropriate link, individuals were presented
with information about the survey and a consent page. A paper version of the survey was also
developed which contained the same information, consent form, and measures. Participants

completing the paper survey (n = 3) posted their survey to the researchers.
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Results

The means, standard deviations, and normality output for all scales are shown in
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Table 1 below. Years as a FIFO worker, days off, and the DASS subscales all demonstrated a

highly positive skew, while RQ demonstrated a highly negative skew (Field, 2009), and there

were normal levels of depression, anxiety, and stress on average.

Table 1.

Mean, standard deviations, skew, and kurtosis for variables.

Skewness Kurtosis
N Mean SD Statistic Std. Statistic ~ Std.

Error Error
Age 904 37.86 10.89 0.39 0.08 -0.75 0.16
Sex 905 1.18 0.39 1.66 0.08 0.75 0.16
Education level 905  3.30 1.23 0.39 0.08 -0.45 0.16
Preference for another Roster 880 1.52 0.50 -0.08 0.08 -2.00 0.16
Even-time Roster Ratio 850 0.62 0.27 -0.02 0.08 -1.10 0.17
Days On 873  13.26 7.18 0.68 0.08 -0.27 0.17
Days Off 867  7.60 5.00 2.14 0.08 6.04 0.17
Employee Level 903  6.11 1.54 2.27 0.08 4.84 0.16
Years as FIFO worker 863  6.16 5.57 1.62 0.08 2.61 0.17
PSS 910 448 1.63 -0.54 0.08 -0.63 0.16
POS 894 397 1.57 -0.19 0.08 -0.85 0.16
Co-worker Support 325  4.07 1.18 0.17 0.14 0.70 0.27
AC 829  3.90 1.62 0.07 0.08 -0.87 0.17
NC 829  3.53 1.52 0.13 0.08 -0.75 0.17
CcC 829  4.01 1.51 -0.11 0.08 -0.76 0.17
Turnover Intent 828  4.57 1.92 -0.32 0.08 -1.03 0.17
WEFC 892 471 1.27 -0.51 0.08 -0.01 0.16
RQ 605 3.36 0.51 -1.10 0.10 1.29 0.20
Depression 464  1.69 1.19 1.63 0.11 1.50 0.23
Anxiety 464 1.51 1.13 2.20 0.11 3.60 0.23
Stress 466 1.53 0.91 1.85 0.11 2.99 0.23

NOTE: PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC =
Affective Commitment, NC = Normative Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment,

WFC = Work Family Conflict, RQ = Relationship Quality.
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Spearman’s Rho was used to calculate correlations (Field, 2009) as some scores
violated assumptions of normality and were not able to be rectified by log and square root
transformation methods (Field, 2009). These correlations are shown in shown in Table 2
below along with the reliability coefficients for the measures, which all exceed the

recommended minimum of .7 (Nunnally, 1978).

Higher age was positively correlated with time in FIFO and negatively related to
employee level and wanting a different roster. Being male was weakly correlated with higher
WEFC and a longer time in FIFO, as well as a lower education level. There was also a weak
relationship between being younger and being female. Being younger weakly correlated with

a higher turnover intent, PSS, depression, anxiety, and stress.

Even-time roster ratio had weak negative correlations with turnover intent, WFC, and
mental health difficulties, as well as a negative relationship with wanting a different roster
(moderate). Having a preference for a different roster had a weak negative correlation with
POS, PSS, and AC, as well as having a weak positive relationship with turnover intent, WFC,
and mental health outcomes. POS and PSS had a large positive relationship with each other,
as well as both having weak to medium relationships with increased AC, NC, and a negative
relationship with turnover intent, WFC, and mental health difficulties. AC had a moderate
positive relationship with NC, weak negative relationships with CC and mental health, and

moderate negative relationships with WFC and turnover intent.

Depression, anxiety and stress had a positive relationship with CC (weak) and WFC
(moderate for depression and stress). WFC, depression, anxiety, and stress all had weak

positive relationships with CC.
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Table 2.

Spearman’s Rho Correlations and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
1 Age (N/A)
2 Sex 16" (N/A)
Education -
3 vl -05 13 (N/A)
Preference for
4 another -.10™ -.06 .08" (N/A)
Roster
Even-time . - -
5 Roctor Ratio 09 04 -14 -46 (N/A)
6 DaysOn 04 -.02 01 28 43" (N/A)
7 Days Off A1 -.06 L1270 09T 347 5T (N/A)
Employee - o .
8 Level -.16 .05 -.13 .00 .07 -.05 .05 (N/A)
Years as o o o . . o
9 FIFO worker .38 -13 -.14 -.08 .10 .00 .05 -.13 (N/A)
10 PSS -10™ .09° .06 -18™ .04 -.04 -.05 -.06 -05  (.95)
11  POS -.06 .05 .00 23" .05 .00 .05 .00 .01 58" (.92)
Co-worker -
12 Support .09 .04 18 -.02 -.06 .07 .06 .01 -.07 .04 .07 (N/A)
13 AC -.03 .05 .00 -19™ .07 -.02 .02 -.01 .00 397 557 .07 (.89)
14 NC -.04 .02 .02 -.09™ .00 .01 -.01 -.03 .03 32" 417 .02 317 (.84)
15 CC -.04 -.04 -17 .03 07" -.06 .01 137 -.05 - 11 -.09™ -.02 -23™ .16™ (.80)
16 gnger -10™ 01 14™ 207 .21 06 -.097 -07 -06 247 2307 01 -437 26" 02 (N/A)
17 WFC -.02 -.08" .03 38" -20™ .16™ .00 -.02 .03 -25™ -22" .00 -35™ -07" 257 317 (.92)
18 RQ .00 .05 -.06 -.09 .00 -.03 -.01 .08 -.03 127 127 13" .07 .02 -.05 -.02 -15" (.84)
19 Depression -11° .00 .01 23" -12° .00 -.08 .04 .00 -23™ -25™ -.06 -23™ -.04 26" A7 A4 -17 (.93)
20 Anxiety 14" -.02 -.05 127 -.06 .01 -.06 .05 -.01 18 -.10 -.04 117 .06 217 17 26" -.09 .60™ (.88)
21  Stress -11° .00 .03 197 -.07 .02 -.03 .07 -.05 -23™ -23" -.02 -17 -.02 27" .16™ 427 -15™ 76" .68 (.90)

NOTE: Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities are presented in parentheses; PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective Commitment, NC =
Normative Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment, WFC = Work Family Conflict, RQ = Relationship Quality.
*.p <0.05 level (2-tailed); ™. p <0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Model 1 — The Impact of FIFO Working Arrangement on Work Factors

Common Method

Common method bias has the potential to inflate or deflate any relationship found
because of the use of a single method for gathering the data. However, it is argued that
common method bias is unable to explain interaction effects (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira,
2010), with common method bias making interactions weaker rather than stronger. To
prevent common method bias, it is recommended that separation of measurement, protecting
anonymity, counterbalancing question order, and improving clarity of scale items are
undertaken where possible (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). While this
thesis was able to ensure anonymity and clarity of scale items, it was not able to
counterbalance question order or include separation of measurement, therefore there is a risk

of bias.

There are several methods that have been used throughout the literature in response to
common method bias, including Harmon’s single-factor method. While none of these
methods are without limitation (Podsakoff et al., 2003), Harman’s single factor method has
been criticised because it does not control for common method, rather it helps to illustrate the
extent to which the results may have been influenced by the survey methodology
(Krishnaveni & Deepa, 2013; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Therefore, it was used in this thesis to
explore the impact of common method. Harman’s single factor test found that a single factor

did not account for the majority of the variance in the data (33.19%).

Factor Analysis of the OC Scale
Because our scale used a modified version of the OC scale (Walford, 2012),

exploratory analysis using principal components analysis with promax rotation was
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conducted on the OC items. The OC analysis resulted in three factors with eigenvalues over
Kaiser’s criterion of 1 which, in combination, explained 71.35% of the variance as presented
in Table 3 below (Field, 2009). This is comparable to the original measure, with the

components reflecting the AC, CC, and NC subscales.
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Principal Components Factor Analysis of the OC Items.
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NC

Component

AC

CC

I would feel guilty if I left my organisation now.

I would not leave my organisation right now because I have a
sense of obligation to the people in it.

Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to
leave my organisation now.

My organisation deserves my loyalty.

I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organisation.
I do not feel "emotionally attached" to my organisation.
I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organisation.

I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this
organisation.

One of the few serious consequences of leaving this organisation
would be the scarcity of available alternatives.

Right now, staying with my organisation is a matter of necessity
as much as desire.

Too much in my life would be disrupted if [ decided I wanted to
leave my organisation now.

0.90
0.87

0.83
0.67

0.92
0.89
0.89

0.86

0.85

0.77

0.67

Eigenvalues
% of Variance
Cumulative %

3.52

32.00
32.00

2.97

27.04
59.04

1.35
12.32
71.35

NOTE: n = 640; NC = Normative Commitment. AC = Affective Commitment. CC =

Continuous Commitment.

Path Analysis for Model 1

In order to understand the impact of days on and days off as separate variables, as

well as looking at them represented as an even-time roster ratio, both variations were

analysed in the model. Assumptions of linearity, causal closure, and unitary variables were

met (Wright, as cited in Lessem, 2002). Due to missing responses, maximum likelihood

estimation was conducted (Lleras, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).
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Model 1(a) Work Factors with Days On and Days Off Working Arrangements. A
chi-square test was significant (x> (18, n = 980)=17.46, p = 0.49), although this is known to be
sensitive to sample size (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Incremental fit indices
including the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), the normed fit index (NFI; Bentler
& Bonett, 1980), the relative fit index (RFI; Bollen, 1986), and the Tucker Lewis index (TLI,
1973) also indicate good model fit by comparing the chi-square of the model with the null
hypothesis. Incremental fit indices are generally acceptable with minimum cut-off around
0.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) and all were around this level or above (CFI = 1.000; NFI = 0.987;
RFI=0.967; and TLI = 1.001). The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was
below the recommended 0.07, indicating excellent fit (RMSEA = 0.000) (Hooper et al.,

2008).

The path diagram, including standardised estimates and removing non-significant
pathways, is presented in Figure 8. Turnover intent was predicted by days off, preferring a
different roster, AC, and NC. PSS and POS were predictive of AC and NC. Preferring a
different roster predicted AC, PSS, and POS. CC was predicted by employee level and PSS.
CC was the only type of organisational commitment not directly related to turnover intent.

This model explains 25% of the variance in turnover intent.
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Figure 8. Model 1(a) showing standardised pathways and days on and days off separated.

NOTE: *p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p < 0.001; PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective

Commitment, NC = Normative Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment.
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Model 1(b) Work Factors with Roster Ratio. The model looking at even-time roster ratio
had a non-significant chi-square (x> (18, n = 980) = 22.84, p = 0.197), indicating that there was no
significant difference between the observed and predicted model which demonstrates good overall
model fit (Hooper et al., 2008). The model fitted the data well (CFI = 0.997; NFI = 0.985; RFI =
0.962; and TLI = 0.992) and demonstrated a good approximation of the population (RMSEA =

0.017).

Figure 9 below shows the path diagram with standardised estimates with non-significant
pathways removed. Even-time roster ratio had a weak positive relationship with CC, and a weak
negative relationship with turnover intent. As with model 1(a), this model shows that 25% of the

variance in turnover intent was explained by these variables.
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Figure 9. Model 1(b) showing standardised pathways and including roster ratio.

NOTE: *p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p < 0.001; PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective

Commitment, NC = Normative Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment.
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Model 2 — The Impact of FIFO Working Arrangement on Personal Factors

As with model 1 above, we tested for common method bias similar to other research
(e.g. Li, Feng, & Jiang, 2018). Harman’s single factor test demonstrated that a single factor
did not account for the majority of variance (32.74%) (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Given this,
and our scale design being varied with different response options (Podsakoff et al., 2003), it

is unlikely that the effects found are caused by common method bias.

Path Analysis for Model 2

As with the previous model, the even-time roster ratio was analysed separately from
days on and days off. Assumptions of linearity, causal closure, and unitary variables were
met (Wright, 1968; cited by Lessem, 2002). Paths were tested with maximum likelihood

estimation because there were missing responses (Lleras, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

Model 2(a) FIFO Impacts on Personal Factors with Days On and Days Off
Separated. A chi-square was significant (y* (9, n = 980) = 7.12, p = 0.625), although this is
known to be sensitive to large sample sizes (Hooper et al., 2008). Other fit indices
demonstrated that the model fitted the data well (CFI = 1.00; NFI = 0.994; RFI = .98; and
TLI = 1.005) and was a good approximation of the population (RMSEA = 0.00). The path
diagram, including standardised estimates where non-significant pathways were removed,

appears in Figure 10.

The preference for a different roster to the WFC pathway demonstrated a stronger
pathway to mental health outcomes. Days on, days off, employee level, and years in FIFO did
not have any significant relationships with other variables in the model so were removed. Co-

worker support was significantly positively related to relationship quality, which was
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negatively and weakly predictive of stress and depression. Weak negative relationships were
demonstrated between RQ and preferring a different roster, as well as with WFC. The
strongest positive relationships were between preferring a different roster with WFC and

between WFC and depression, anxiety, and stress.

Model 2(b) FIFO Impacts on Personal Factors with Even-Time Roster Ratio. The
model exploring even-time roster ratio indicated that even-time roster ratio had no significant
relationships with other variables in the model. Therefore, it was removed from the model.

As model 2(a) also had removed days on and days off, the resulting models were identical,

and will be referred to simply as model 2 for the remainder of this thesis.
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Figure 10. Model 2 showing standardised pathways.

NOTE: *p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p <0.001; WFC = Work Family Conflict, RQ = Relationship Quality.
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Model 3 — The Impact of FIFO Working Arrangement on Work and Personal Factors

Path Analysis for Model 3

Assumptions of linearity, causal closure, and unitary variables were met (Wright,
1968; cited by Lessem, 2002). Paths were tested with maximum likelihood estimation

because there were missing responses (Lleras, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

Model 3(a) Combined Work and Personal Factors with Days On and Days Off
Separated. The chi-square was significant (¥ (56, n = 980) = 88.72, p = 0.003); however,
this is unreliable as an indication of fit given the large dataset (Hooper et al., 2008). Looking
to other indicators, the model fit the data well (CFI =0.99; NFI1 = 0.97; RFI = 0.94; and TLI
=0.98) and was a good approximation of the population (RMSEA = 0.024). The path

diagram, including standardised estimates, appears in Figure 11.

In this model, increasing CC was predictive of poorer mental health outcomes. Co-
worker support was no longer significantly related to any other variables and was removed
from the model. A small amount of variance in relationship quality was predicted by PSS.
Higher levels of anxiety, depression and stress were predicted by lower PSS and higher WFC.
WEFC was predictive of all individual and worker outcomes except NC. WFC was moderately
predicted by preference for a different roster. Finally, mental health outcomes were not

related to turnover intent.

This combined model explained an additional 8% variance for AC, an additional 7%
for CC, as well as an extra variance explained for turnover intent (3%), WFC (2%), stress

(3%), anxiety (3%), and depression (2%).
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Figure 11. Model 3(a) showing standardised pathways and including days on and days off separately.

NOTE: *p <0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p <0.001; PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective Commitment, NC = Normative
Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment, WFC = Work Family Conflict, RQ = Relationship Quality.
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Model 3(b) Combined Work and Personal Factors with Even-Time Roster Ratio.
The combined model exploring even-time roster ratio had a significant chi-square (y* (55, n =
980 =82.87, p =.009); however, other indices indicated good fit for the model (CFI = 0.99;
NFI=0.97; RF1=0.95; and TLI = 0.98) and demonstrated a good approximation of the

population (RMSEA = 0.023). Figure 12 shows the path diagram with standardised estimates.

This model showed a weak positive relationship between even-time roster ratio with
CC, and a weak negative relationship with turnover intent. The inclusion of even-time roster
ratio increased the variance explained in CC by 1.4%. However, it did not change the

variance explained in turnover intent, depression, anxiety, or stress.
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Figure 12. Model 3(b) showing standardised pathways and even-time roster ratio.

NOTE: *p <0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001; PSS = Perceived Supervisor Support, POS = Perceived Organisational Support, AC = Affective Commitment, NC = Normative
Commitment, CC = Continuance Commitment, WFC = Work Family Conflict, RQ = Relationship Quality
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Discussion

This thesis aimed to explore the impact of FIFO working arrangements on work and
individual factors separately, and then combined. Correlations indicated that there were
significant relationships between less even-time roster ratio (higher compression roster) and
higher turnover intent, WFC, and depression, as well as between increased days on and
increased WFC. Preference for another roster was highly correlated with a less even-time
roster ratio, and weakly related to higher days on, as well as being related to lower PSS, POS,
RQ, AC, and NC, and related to higher turnover intent, WFC, and poorer mental health
outcomes. The correlations indicate there are significant relationships between work and
personal factors, as well as with factors relating to FIFO working arrangements. The models
explored these relationships further and demonstrated mental health was mostly predicted by
WEFC, which was largely predicted by roster preference; and organisational outcomes were

largely predicted by perceived organisational support and WFC.

The models demonstrated good fit and accounted for a moderate amount of variance
in the dependent variables. Days on and days off, as well as even-time roster ratio,
contributed minimally to the models containing work variables, and the variance explained in
the work and individual factors did not vary between the two, except CC increasing by 1.4%
when roster ratio was included in the model. Preference for a different roster had the most
significant relationship with WFC, which was predictive of both work and personal
outcomes. The most influential pathway in model 1 was PSS to POS, impacting on AC, and
subsequently turnover intent. Model 2 showed that preferring a different roster was related to
WEFC, which was linked to all three mental health outcomes. For the individual impacts, co-

worker support had a weak relationship with RQ, but when expanded to model 3, co-worker
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support was no longer significant, with PSS predicting RQ. Model 3 also suggests that
preferring a different roster was related to perceptions of WFC for FIFO workers, and that
their feelings of needing to stay in their FIFO job because they have no better option (CC)
was related to poor mental health outcomes. WFC was also negatively associated with AC
which in turn was negatively related to intent to leave their jobs. Interestingly, CC acted
differently from the other types of commitment as it is not related to turnover intent but was

positively associated with all three mental health outcomes.

The models showed that very few of the interactions were related to actual FIFO
working arrangements; rather, they were related to preferences and perceptions and showed
how work and individual factors are impacted by FIFO working arrangements. The models,

limitations, and implications will be discussed further below.

Correlations

Shared variance in the path analyses means that some of the correlational
relationships are not evident in the models; however, these are important to note. Roster
preference was associated with both roster ratio (negatively) and days on (positively). This
indicates that those who are on a less even-time roster, known as a high compression roster,
are largely related to those who would prefer a different roster. More days on was weakly
related to an increasing desire for a different roster. Further, people who preferred a different
roster, and those with a less even-time roster ratio, were more likely to report that they

wished to leave their job, albeit this relationship was weak.
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Model 1 — The Impact of FIFO Working Arrangement on Work Factors

This thesis explored the relationship between FIFO work arrangements and
employees’ perceived support, commitment to the organisation, and turnover intent. As
expected, we found that AC had a strong negative relationship with turnover intent, and that
the pathways from preference for a different roster to PSS, POS, then AC and NC were the

strongest paths leading to turnover intent.

Roster Ratio and Work Outcomes

Even-time roster ratio had a weak positive relationship with CC, where more even-
time rosters were weakly linked to more organisational commitment based on not having a
better alternative. There was also a weak negative relationship with turnover intent, indicating
that the more even-time the roster was, the lower the turnover intent. Given much of the
discourse around the impact of roster compression is in the context of mental health outcomes
(e.g. Clifford, 2009; Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015), it is not surprising

that roster ratio only had a weak impact on work factors.

Days On and Days Off With Work Outcomes

Contrary to the findings of McLaughlin (2017), there was a negative relationship,
albeit small, between the number of days off and turnover intent. That indicates that
employees value roster patterns with more days off when compared to other alternative jobs,

leading to increased turnover, although it was only a small effect.

Work Outcomes Relating to Preference for a Different Roster

The preference for a different roster was positively associated with turnover intent,

both directly and via negative relationships with PSS, POS, and AC. POS and PSS positively
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influenced AC and NC, which in turn were negatively associated with turnover intent. While
research has demonstrated the impact of roster choice on reducing WFC (Hanoa et al., 2011;
Ljosa & Lau, 2009), it has been theoretically linked to stress (Karasek et al., 1998) and
employee satisfaction (Bryar, 1996), however the impact on work factors had not been
demonstrated in this population. Job control has been shown to have a moderate positive
relationship with PSS and POS (Giorgi, Dubin, & Perez, 2016), so it would follow that an
element of perceived control, through roster choice, may then positively influence POS and
PSS. The model in this thesis shows that preference for a different roster did not appear to be
directly related to a lack of alternative jobs (CC), or a sense of obligation to staying in their
job (NC). Rather, this appeared to largely indirectly influence OC through negative
relationships with PSS and POS which were positively related to AC and NC, which were
subsequently negatively related to turnover intent. Thus, an employee’s preference for a
different roster may negatively influence how they view their organisation and their
supervisor’s support of their needs, decreasing their commitment to the organisation, and
increasing their intent to leave. This is supported by OC literature which has shown that when
employees experience a sense of control at work, it increases their OC (Brimeyer et al.,

2010).

Employee Level

The employee level in the organisation was positively related to CC, albeit weakly.
The higher in the organisational hierarchy an employee was, the higher their need to stay
because of a lack of more appealing alternative jobs. Those employees who are lower in the
organisational structure are more likely to have less commitment, which is consistent with the
organisational commitment literature (e.g. Brimeyer et al., 2010; Levinson, 1978; Ornstein et

al., 1989).
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The results of this thesis suggests that the higher up in the organisation an employee
is, the more likely they are to feel commitment only because of a lack of a better alternative
(CC). This may be due to limited employment opportunities for more senior management
levels. This is contrary to reports that some newer workers may feel trapped in FIFO because

of the money, indicating higher CC (Vojnovic, Jacobs, et al., 2014).

The literature indicates that the more supported the supervisors feel, the more
supportive of their staff they are (Wu et al., 2012) and that supervisors are sometimes viewed
as representatives of their organisation’s support (Kalemci Tuzun & Arzu Kalemci, 2012);
however, this model did not find a significant relationship between organisational level and

POS or PSS.

Timein FIFO

Adjustment to FIFO has been shown to be positively related to AC (Behr, 2012);
however, years in FIFO was not related to any work or personal variables in this thesis and so
was removed from the final model. The experience model in organisational commitment
literature (Cohen, 1993) indicates that commitment should increase as a function of tenure;
however, that was not supported in this thesis. It is possible that time in FIFO does not
necessarily relate to levels of experience in people’s careers. Furthermore, the transient and
dynamic nature of FIFO work; that is, working for multiple organisations across different

sites may limit the association with OC.

Perceived Supervisor Support and Perceived Organisational Support
The literature reports a strong positive relationship between POS and PSS, while
recognising that they are separate and influence outcome variables individually (Burns,

2016). This thesis supports this strong relationship and also the requirement for separation of
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the concepts. As outlined above, preference for a different roster largely led to a lower POS
and PSS, which then led to lower AC and NC. Unsurprisingly, the more support an employee

felt from their supervisor and organisation, the more they felt AC and NC.

PSS was strongly related to POS, which in turn positively impacted AC strongly, and
similarly positively and moderately influenced NC. Increasing levels of perceived
organisational support therefore appears to be key to retaining committed employees. Given
the strong relationship between POS and PSS, it would seem that increasing POS can be

achieved by increasing levels of supervisor support.

Interestingly, PSS was negatively associated with CC, or avoidance of costs of
leaving, perhaps because of insecurity or feeling both unsupported and having no viable
alternative, or perhaps due to a lack of confidence in obtaining a good reference for the next
job. Although only a small effect was found in this thesis, it would be interesting to

understand this influence with further research.

Affective Commitment

This thesis confirmed the results of earlier research whereby higher affective
commitment was the strongest indicator of lower turnover intent (Jaros, 1997). AC was
mostly positively influenced by perceived organisational support. Given the strong positive
relationship between POS and PSS, it is important to consider that almost a third of the
variance in AC is explained by POS and PSS combined. Because of the strong influence of
higher AC in reducing turnover intent, it seems that it is important to strengthen employees’
POS, via PSS or otherwise. If employees feel that they are supported and valued by their
organisation (and supervisor), they are more likely to have a higher affective bond and are

less likely to consider seeking employment elsewhere.
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Normative Commitment

Feeling a sense of obligation to stay with one’s organisation was weakly associated
with turnover intent, whereby more felt obligation (NC) led to a lower turnover intent. This is
similar to other research which found that increasing NC led to decreasing turnover intent
(e.g. Ramalho Luz, Luiz de Paula, & de Oliveira, 2018). The current research showed AC to
have a stronger relationship with turnover intent than NC; however, other research has found
the opposite (Yao & Wang, 2006). Regardless, this may contribute towards reducing turnover
intent by focusing on the NC antecedents such as onboarding and socialisation experiences,
as well as congruence of values between the employee and organisation (McCormick &

Donohue, 2016).

Continuance Commitment

As discussed previously, employee level was positively associated with CC.
Furthermore, PSS was negatively associated with CC; however, CC was not predictive of
turnover intent. In other words, a lower level in the organisation and more supervisor support,
impacted workers’ commitment based on a lack of better alternatives; however, they did not
intend to resign from their job. Research has shown that employees sought jobs that pay for
their contribution rather than viewing pay as recompense for poor working arrangements
(Barrett, Bahn, Susomrith, & Prasad, 2014). When they were paid as compensation for poorer
working arrangements, they still had the same salary expectations when applying for jobs
with better working arrangements. These results indicate that participants may view their
employment as a transactional relationship; however, in this case, they did not intend to leave

their job.
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Turnover Intent

Turnover intent is the best indication of actual turnover (Allen et al., 2010). Model 1
showed that a quarter of the variance in turnover intent was, in order of effect, influenced by
AC, a preference for a different roster, NC, and fewer days off. Therefore, in order to reduce
turnover, organisations should initially look to improve employee’s AC and meeting roster

preferences.

Implications of Model 1

Within the FIFO workforce, there is the commonly held belief that the employees will
go where the money is (Things Bogans Like, 2010) and that there is no loyalty held towards
the employer. Some research reports FIFO workers feeling trapped because of the money
(Gardner et al., 2018). The results of this thesis indicate that this does not appear to be the
case — in this context, at least. CC measures whether employees would look to change jobs if
the employment conditions were better; if money was the sole motivating factor, it would be
expected that there would be a significant relationship between CC and turnover intent. The
results of this thesis show that CC was not a significant predictor of turnover intent. Instead,
high turnover intent in FIFO employees was strongly linked to lower affective commitment
towards the organisation, which is more of a sense of belonging and affective attachment.

This is similar to results found in non-FIFO populations (Jaros, 1997).

In this thesis, the strongest direct pathways to reducing turnover intent were via
improving AC and meeting roster preferences. Affective commitment antecedents established
in the literature include perceived organisational support, job characteristics, self-efficacy,
and purpose (McCormick & Donohue, 2016). As the strongest of these, POS can be

improved by increasing PSS, and research suggests other work-related factors such as
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recreational facilities at work can also increase POS (Perring, Pham, Snow, & Buys, 2014).
Interestingly, it wasn’t the roster itself that was most influential; rather, it was the employees’

preference for the roster, which is reflective of other research findings (Bryar, 1996).

If turnover intentions are to be reduced, organisations could offer employees a choice
of roster patterns and, more importantly, strengthen the POS that the employees feel, which
in turn could be expected to strengthen the AC of the employees. The more that the
employees feel supported by the organisation, and the more that they feel the organisation has

invested in them, the lower their intent to leave that organisation.

Model 2 — The Impact of FIFO Working Arrangements on Personal Factors

This thesis explored the relationships between FIFO work arrangements, co-worker
support, relationship quality, perceived WFC, and employees’ reported psychological
outcomes. As expected, we found that preference for a different roster was positively related
to participants’ perceived WFC, which was positively related to depression, stress, and

anxiety.

Even-Time Roster Ratio and Personal Impacts

As outlined in the literature, the impact of roster ratio on negative mental health
outcomes has been raised as an area of concern and that more even-time roster ratios are
considered to be better for mental health. High roster compression, where there is greater
disparity between days on and days off, has been purported to lead to higher stress, anxiety,
and depression severity (e.g. Clifford, 2009; Education and Health Standing Committee,
2015). Despite the correlation indicating a weak relationship with depression, model 2 found
that even-time roster ratios had no relationship with stress, anxiety, or depression severity

levels, and it was removed from the model. This is, however, inconsistent with the literature.
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One possible reason for this lack of consistency between this and past studies might be that
this thesis is likely to be more representative because of the breadth and size of the sample,
and that when roster preference was included, the relationship with the roster itself was not as

relevant to mental health outcomes.

Contrary to suggestions in the literature, the model found that even-time roster ratio
was not related to perceived WFC. The literature outlined reasons for employees preferring
an even-time roster including those relating to WFC; for example, having more time to spend
with their families as well as time to complete jobs around the home (Blackman et al., 2014;
Welters et al., 2013) which is consistent with the correlation results. It was not, however,
consistent with the model. The model’s variance in WFC was accounted for by roster
preference, rather than even-time roster ratio. However, as Houghton (1993) suggested, in
addition to the amount of time at home, consideration should also be given to the quality of

time as well as individual differences in needs.

Days On and Days Off with Personal Impacts

When viewed as separate variables, neither were significantly predictive of personal
outcomes in the model. Interestingly, in the model, days on and days off were not related to
mental health outcomes, nor to relationship quality. The literature indicates that longer
rosters, specifically days on, led to increased perceived WFC (Gent, 2004). However, while
the correlations in this thesis confirmed a relationship between these two variables, model 2
did not support this assertion similar to the roster-ratio model, indicating that the WFC
variance in the model was accounted for by roster preference. This again lends support to an

argument for individual differences in rostering needs.
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Personal Impacts of Preference for a Different Roster

Preference for a different roster was related to relationship quality and work family
conflict. There was a weak but significant indication that when participants preferred a
different roster, their relationship quality was reduced, and subsequently depression and
stress severity increased. The literature suggests that relationships may be influenced by time
together and time apart; however, this model indicates that there is not a blanket rule for any
number of days on or days off; rather, it is more individually based and weakly influenced by
preference for a different roster. Research has found that too much time spent together may
exacerbate problems in couples who are experiencing relationship difficulties (Haslam-
McKenzie & Hoath, 2014) and some couples report that time apart may in fact strengthen the
relationship (Pocock et al., 2001). This thesis shows a weak relationship between being

desirous of a different roster and having poorer relationship quality.

The model indicated that preferring a different roster had a moderate positive
influence on increasing WFC and subsequently more negative mental health outcomes. This
supports Karasek’s JDC model where higher levels of demand, and lower levels of control,
lead to situations of high strain (H&usser et al., 2010). Where the job puts demands on the
workers, and the workers would prefer a different roster but have no control over it, this
would lead to strain. This is line with other research which found that more control over

shifts led to lower perceived WFC (Ljosé & Lau, 2009).

Employee Level
As indicated previously, an employee’s level in an organisation can impact the way
they feel towards the organisation, and because the pressures and roles vary, increasing levels

within an organisation may negatively impact personal outcomes. Previous research found
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that organisational level can negatively influence reported levels of stress (Kim et al., 2009).
It was hypothesised that this may extend to the level of an employee within the organisation,
whereby higher-level employees may have more work demands (Kim et al., 2009) and
therefore more stress and mental health outcomes. This, however, was not supported in the
data. There was no significant relationship between employee level and any mental health

outcomes.

Time in FIFO

When considering adjustment (Behr, 2012), and perhaps longer-serving employees
being those who perhaps preferred to remain in FIFO working arrangements, it was
considered whether there may have been a connection between time in FIFO and relationship
quality, WFC, and mental health outcomes. The model fit indicated time in FIFO did not
significantly influence any of these variables, so it was removed from the model. This finding
was also supported by Vojnovic and Bahn (2015) who also found that length of time in FIFO
was not related to depression, anxiety, or stress. This may be because there are also individual

differences with regards to how well people adjust and adapt to the unfamiliar (Ramalu,

Rose, Uli, & Samy, 2010).

Relationship Quality

Given the small negative influence that preference for another roster had on
relationship quality, it is perhaps unsurprising that relationship quality only weakly
negatively influenced the perceived conflict between work and home. The results of this
thesis suggest that relationship quality is largely influenced by other factors outside of FIFO
working arrangements. This is similar to other research that found that there was no

difference between divorce rates in those with FIFO working arrangements compared with
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employees with non-FIFO working arrangements (Dittman et al., 2016; Greer & Stokes,
2011). There are indications that, in general, FIFO workers have positive relationships
(Saxinger, 2016) and that FIFO working arrangements do not cause relationship problems
(Clifford, 2009) but perhaps may exacerbate existing difficulties (Haslam-McKenzie &
Hoath, 2014). Further supporting this is the weak negative relationship that was found in this
thesis between relationship quality and depression and stress. It is understandable that

relationship difficulties may be linked to depressive feelings and increased stress severity.

Depression, Anxiety, and Stress

Between 7% and 21% of the variance in depression, anxiety, and stress severity was
explained by high WFC and, to a lesser extent, poor relationship quality also explained some
variance in depression and anxiety. The effect of WFC on negative mental health outcomes is
weak for anxiety, but moderate for stress and depression. The way we perceive stressors,
such as the conflict between our work and home lives, can exacerbate predispositions to
affective disorders (Hankin et al., 2004). It may be that this additional variable is sufficient to
push some workers over their internal threshold and cause depression, anxiety, or stress

(Lewinsohn et al., 2001).

Using the JDC model (Karasek et al., 1998), when proposing model 2, it was argued
in this thesis that demands could include FIFO working arrangements, and subsequent
perceived WFC. Higher levels of demand, and lower levels of control, lead to situations of
high strain (Hausser et al., 2010). Therefore, if a worker feels that their working arrangements
are a strain, and they are not able to control those FIFO arrangements, this is likely to lead to
stress outcomes. Although there were weak positive correlations between roster preference
and mental health outcomes, model 2 found that preference for another roster, or a lack of

control over their roster, was not directly associated with mental health outcomes. However,
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it was positively related to whether or not employees perceived a strain or conflict between
work and family, thus supporting the JDC model’s applicability for FIFO working
arrangements. This lack of control and perceived high WFC was then associated with

negative mental health outcomes.

Social Support

Subsequent research using the JDC model (Karasek, 1998) incorporated social
support in as a protective factor (Johnson & Hall, 1988). A lack of social support can lead to
feelings of isolation (Taha & Caldwell, 1993) and this has been reported previously in FIFO
workers (Barclay et al., 2014; Gardner et al., 2018; Lovell & Critchley, 2010; Torkington et
al., 2011). Research has shown that feeling isolated from social support can negatively impact

mood, leading to depression (Cacioppo et al., 2006).

Social support in FIFO has been shown to significantly reduce stress resulting from
WEFC in the literature (McTernan et al., 2016). Research has suggested that there is a kinship
gained from social support at work (Gardner et al., 2018; Misan & Rudnik, 2015) that may be
a protective factor for mental health difficulties. However, in model 2, co-worker support had

no relationship with any mental health outcomes.

It has been argued that higher levels of social support may reduce the felt conflict
between work and family (WFC; Vojnovic, Michelson, et al., 2014); however, this model did
not find a significant relationship between co-worker support and WFC, rather finding a weak
positive relationship with co-worker support and relationship quality. This indicated that
perhaps concerns about personal relationships may have been allayed by co-workers when

workers were away from home (Lau et al., 2012).
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Implications of Model 2

In a male-dominated population, FIFO workers are likely to also feel pressure to
conform to a macho stereotype, thus not seeking help with mental health issues (Gardner et
al., 2018). The data in this thesis suggested there was a weak relationship between being male
and having worse mental health outcomes. There have been varying accounts of mental
health difficulties in FIFO workers using differing methodologies and samples (Barclay et al.,
2014; Bowers et al., 2018; Vojnovic & Bahn, 2015; Weeramanthri & Jancey, 2013);
therefore, this thesis sought to examine whether FIFO working arrangements impacted on

mental health difficulties.

Research suggests that a more even-time roster ratio leads to better mental health
outcomes (Clifford, 2009). When rostered days on and off are more even-time, the research
suggests that mental health outcomes would be better and that higher compression rosters
would lead to an increased severity of depression, anxiety, and stress. However, even-time
roster ratio was only significant with depression in the correlational analysis. Within the
model, there was no significant relationship between even-time roster ratio and mental health
outcomes, suggesting that it is not the answer to improving mental health outcomes in FIFO

work. Conversely, the model suggests that roster preference and perceived WFC are key.

Preference for another roster was positively related to a perceived WFC, which was
the strongest relationship with increased depression, anxiety, and stress severity. Allowing
employees an opportunity to choose a roster is likely to improve the perception of WFC and
indirectly lead to better mental health outcomes for workers. The results from this thesis can
help inform organisational interventions that might reduce the mental injury risk for

employees.
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Model 3 — Combined Work and Individual Impacts

Role separation has been found in qualitative research where FIFO workers reported
having two different lives, different personalities, different roles, and different
responsibilities (Gardner et al., 2018). However, spillover theory (Frone et al., 1992) posits
that one domain will impact on the other. This thesis found that work and non-work factors

were interrelated.

Preferring a different roster was moderately and positively related to perceptions of
WEFC, which was negatively related to AC, and positively to CC. AC was negatively related

to turnover intent and CC was positively related to mental health outcomes.

As discussed previously, AC and NC appear to be different from CC in that AC and
NC are the only two to have a positive relationship with positive organisational behaviours
(Meyer et al., 2002). Unsurprising then is the finding in model 3 that AC and NC were
negatively related to turnover intent; however, this thesis appears to be the only research
showing that CC is positively related to poorer mental health outcomes. Given Becker’s side-
bet theory (Becker, 1960; Meyer & Allen, 1984) which refers to an increase in CC because of
an increase of investments, it may mean workers are feeling trapped, and that WFC may
contribute to that feeling. However, rather than it leading to a turnover intent, it is related to
poorer mental health outcomes or potentially indicating that poorer mental health outcomes

mean the workers do not want to risk leaving.

Previous research has suggested that stress and mental health outcomes are negatively
related to employees’ OC and intent to stay in their job (Kamau, Medisauskaite, & Lopes,
2015). However, this model found that only CC was related to mental health and that mental

health did not have a significant relationship with turnover intent.
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This model suggested that supervisor support can increase relationship quality;
perhaps the support helps to ease any concerns about personal relationships when workers are
away from home (Lau et al., 2012). The relationship was weak, however, suggesting while

they may help some people, they do not influence all workers’ personal relationships.

Employee level of seniority was positively related to CC, which may mean that those
employees who are higher in FIFO organisations are feeling like they are trapped and lacking

a better alternative.

While organisational support has generally been researched alongside supervisor
support as one of POS’s antecedents (Eisenberger et al., 2002), other researchers have
included co-worker support as part of a broader interpretation of POS (Leveson & Joiner,
2004). The results of the current study reveal that co-worker support was not significantly
related to POS or PSS. Research suggests that co-worker support is positively related to AC
(Leveson, Joiner, & Bakalis, 2010); however, model 3 found no significant relationship
between co-worker support and AC. Further, research has found that co-worker support is
related to stress in mining employees (McTernan et al., 2016); however, co-worker had no

significant relationships in model 3.

POS has been shown to be influential in how people handle work-family conflict
(Frone et al., 1992; Kossek et al., 2011; Pan & Yeh, 2012). In the current study, POS and PSS
were both negatively correlated with WFC. However, model 3 reported that only PSS was
related to lower WFC, meaning that the more supported employees felt by their immediate
supervisor, the less conflict they felt between home and work. This indicates that there may
be shared variance between POS and PSS. According to Eisenberger et al. (2002),

antecedents of POS are PSS, job conditions, and perceived fairness. PSS is based around the
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extent to which a supervisor cares, helps, values, and invests in their employees (Gordon et
al., 2019). As such, it could be inferred that it is the caring, helping, and valuing employees

that is more relevant to employees’ perceived WFC than fairness and job conditions.

When considering the impact that POS and PSS have on a worker’s mental health,
research suggests that it should have a negative relationship in that they may be a protective
factor (Beehr et al., 2003; Campbell et al., 2013; Gibson et al., 2009; Willemse et al., 2012).
For example, research suggests that PSS reduces the risk of depression, anxiety (Rugulies et
al., 2006; Sinokki et al., 2009), and stress (Hadmmig, 2017). Similarly, Model 3 also found
that PSS was negatively related to all three mental health outcomes. However, the
correlations indicated that POS was negatively related to depression, anxiety, and stress.

Again, this indicates some shared variance between POS and PSS for anxiety and depression.

Implications of Model 3

FIFO working arrangements are related to how workers feel about the amount of
support they perceive from their supervisors and their organisations, as well as the amount of
WEC they report. Having a preference for another roster was directly related to higher

turnover intent, as was a lower number of days off, albeit weakly.

In model 2, the hypothesis based on previous research suggesting that a more even-
time roster ratio would lead to better mental health outcomes (Clifford, 2009) was tested.
Correlations indicated that more even-time roster ratios were related to higher CC, as well as
lower turnover intent, depression, and WFC. Higher numbers of days on were positively
correlated with WFC, indicating more days away from their family were translated into
increased WFC. However, model 2 found that there was no significant relationship between

any of the variables and even-time roster ratio, or with days on or off. Model 3, however,
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showed that fewer days off and higher compression rosters (less even-time) were related to
higher turnover intent. Higher compression rosters were also predictive of decreasing CC,
which in turn was related to better mental health outcomes. This indicates that more even-
time rosters, via CC, may negatively impact mental health. Perhaps employees with even-
time rosters feel that they will not be able to find similar even-time ratio rosters elsewhere,
thereby feeling trapped and increasing negative mental health risk. Given the cross-sectional
nature of this thesis, inferences regarding causation are not possible and is, therefore, a

suggestion for future research.

Model 3 demonstrates the difference between the types of organisational commitment
and their impact on organisational and personal outcomes. As discussed previously, research
indicates a difference between high AC and NC which are both related to positive
organisational outcomes (Meyer et al., 2002), including lower turnover intent, and high CC
which the current research has shown is not related to turnover, but instead to poorer mental
health outcomes. As the golden handcuffs (Vojnovic, Jacobs, et al., 2014) based on monetary
investments align with Becker’s side-bet theory explanation of CC (Meyer & Allen, 1984), it
may be interpreted that the golden handcuffs may lead to a decrease in mental health
outcomes; however, this again warrants future longitudinal research on these concepts to be

able to determine causation.

Seemingly central to model 3 is WFC. As discussed previously, perceived WFC has
been alluded to as a reason to reduce working times historically (Whittelsey & Hadley, 1901).
It is unsurprising, therefore, to find that WFC mediates the relationship between preference
for another roster with some organisational and individual outcomes. The model shows that a
preference for another roster has a direct effect on increasing WFC, which has a negative

effect on AC, and positive direct effects on CC, turnover intent, stress, anxiety, and
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depression. The effect size indicates that WFC has strong relationships between FIFO
working arrangements, work factors, and individual factors. This would imply that
organisations should primarily focus on decreasing WFC as well as increasing POS and PSS.
This may be influenced in part by employees’ roster preferences or a sense of control over
their roster. The impact of focusing on improving these is likely to have positive impacts on

organisational and personal outcomes.

Overall FIFO Work and Personal Impacts Conclusion

Strengths and Limitations

The results and conclusions of this thesis should be interpreted in the context of the
study’s limitations. First, although SEM allows us to make causal assumptions in construct
relationships, the cross-sectional methodology utilised in the current study does not allow
definitive causal statements to be made on the relationships observed. For example, POS
cannot be concluded to cause affective or normative commitment, only inferred based upon
the existing empirical literature and theoretical underpinnings. Previous longitudinal research
(Eisenberger et al., 2001) on the direction of construct relationships tested in this thesis does
suggest the causal inferences made here are likely. However, longitudinal research is needed

to test the relationships outlined here.

A smaller response rate regarding mental health questions may have indicated survey
fatigue as the items were at the end of the survey. An alternative explanation is that it may be
indicative of one of the difficulties in this “macho” culture where there is a reluctance to
discuss mental health issues (Henry et al., 2013). Research with more focused questions in a

longitudinal design may help clarify this further.
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Another limitation is that the current research used a proxy measure of employee
turnover; that is, being turnover intent. This was due to both time constraints and practicality.
Therefore, the current research cannot definitively conclude that increased organisational
commitment will necessarily lead to reductions in actual turnover. However, as turnover
intent is one of the best predictors of actual turnover (Carsten & Spector, 1987; Chew &
Chan, 2008; Steel & Ovalle, 1984; Tett & Meyer, 1993), it is highly likely that reductions in
actual turnover will also be observed if recommendations are implemented. Nonetheless,
turnover intent itself is also likely to be of interest to organisations as there are significant
relationships with decreased organisational citizenship behaviours and an association with

decreased productivity (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000).

Finally, caution should be used in generalising the current results to the FIFO
workforce as a whole as the sampling method used may not have facilitated a representative
sample. For example, the current sample appears to contain a slightly higher percentage of
mining representatives than might be expected in the broader FIFO workforce, and given the
differing sized groups of industry representation, this thesis was unable to explore this

further. These differences may therefore have influenced the findings in this thesis.

The timing of this thesis meant that data collection predated much of the media
coverage regarding the negative impact of FIFO on mental health, and it also predated the
parliamentary enquiry into FIFO mental health report (Education and Health Standing
Committee, 2015). This was the largest sample of FIFO research at the time it was collected.
Research that followed the parliamentary enquiry on the impact of FIFO on mental health,
where mental health in FIFO was an explicit focus, may not necessarily be representative of
the larger FIFO population given the greater media focus on mental health in FIFO (e.g.

Parker et al., 2018). Because the research for this thesis had greater breadth, and data
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collection for this thesis pre-dated much of the media attention around FIFO and mental
health outcomes, the sample is unlikely to have been skewed by any motivation involving

mental health.

Given the large sample size, it exceeds the minimum recommended ratio for path
analyses of 10 participants for every 1 parameter, and even exceeds the ideal ratio of 20 to 1
(Suhr, 2008). Similarly, post hoc g*power analysis indicates that for a moderate effect size
and an error probability of .05, the current sample size has a power of 1.0 for correlational
calculations (Faul et al., 2009). This indicates that the sample size is more than sufficient to

make reliable inferences from the analyses.

Future Research

Expanding the combined model to include other known psychosocial risks may give a
more comprehensive understanding of the impacts of the interaction between work and home
in this population. Antecedents of AC have been shown to include other work factors (Ross
& Altmaier, 1994), such as role clarity, that have been shown to influence mental health
outcomes (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Schmidt, Roesler, Kusserow, & Rau, 2014). Looking at
these other work-related wellbeing factors in a FIFO sample, however, may clarify the extent
to which these work factors are problematic, if they are consistent across FIFO work, or if

they vary by industry or individual worksite.

In further analysing the impact of FIFO on mental health, perhaps research could look
at the belongingness and burdensomeness felt by FIFO workers. These two psychological
states are described in the emerging interpersonal-psychological theory of suicidal behaviour
(Joiner, 2009). Given that this thesis found some support for interpersonal relationships -

namely supervisor support - and mental health outcomes, and given the link made by the state
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inquiry (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2015) between FIFO and higher suicide

rates, it would be pertinent to explore this theory further in the FIFO context.

While the current research focused on working arrangements unique to FIFO,
challenges with sleeping have been reported in this population previously (Barclay et al.,
2014; Torkington et al., 2011). This is particularly relevant as research shows that the length
of sleep when separated from partners has been shown to decrease (Diamond et al., 2008).
Given a lack of quality sleep impacts on mood (Riedy et al., 2018; Shattuck & Matsangas,
2018), and shift work disorders and mental health outcomes are significantly related (Booker
et al., 2019), it may be that the impact of FIFO working arrangements on mental health
outcomes is exacerbated by night shifts. Previous research has found that shift workers have
more diagnosed mental illnesses than FIFO workers (Weeramanthri & Jancey, 2013);
however, it would be interesting to explore the prevalence of shift workers with FIFO
working arrangements. This may help to elucidate the impact of FIFO working arrangements

independently from the combination of shift work and FIFO working arrangements.

Alcohol and other drug use were not included in this thesis as they did not appear to
be directly related to the FIFO working arrangements; however, their interaction with
negative mental health outcomes may be an area for future research (Education and Health
Standing Committee, 2015). Research has shown that FIFO workers drink more, and more
frequently, than both shift workers and other employment types (Goldenberg, Shoveller,
Koehoorn, & Ostry, 2010; Weeramanthri & Jancey, 2013). However, in Russia, long-distance
commuting did not necessarily lead to greater alcohol use (Saxinger, 2016) and it largely
depended on individual characteristics. Adding further weight to this, Tynan et al. (2017)
found that alcohol use in mining workers was contingent on age, sex, smoking status,

previous alcohol and drug problems, needing money, and having higher psychological
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distress. Another factor influencing alcohol use was where people worked, underground or
above ground, suggesting a contextual influence. Further research could explore the extent to
which FIFO workers drank before, during, and after FIFO work and if location has an impact
on it. This will enable inferences to be made regarding the impact of FIFO on the use of

alcohol, and further understand drinking motivation.

Given that there are a large proportion of workers who do not experience difficulties
related to the FIFO working arrangements, future research in this area could focus on an
enhancement model, rather than a conflict model (Warner & Hausdorf, 2009). The
enhancement model is where the spillover from work to family and vice versa focuses on
positive elements such as competence, relatedness, and autonomy, as in self-determination

theory (Ryan & Deci, 2008).

Conclusion
It has been suggested in the literature that workers might feel that they need to

emphasise the negatives of the work arrangements in order to justify their continued higher
remuneration (Saxinger, 2016). However, FIFO workers are a diverse group that is far from
being homogenous (Saxinger, 2016) so it is more likely that there are some who experience
negative outcomes. Because of this diversity, understanding the relationship between FIFO
working arrangements and organisational and personal outcomes is more useful than merely
citing prevalence of negative outcomes. Only through understanding this relationship can we

move the conversation beyond merely taking stock, into the realm of prevention.

This is the first study to look at a combined model of work and personal outcomes in
a FIFO sample. It found that AC and NC were related to organisational outcomes, whereas

CC was related to mental health outcomes. Further, perceived WFC, and to a lesser extent
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POS and PSS, is central to understanding work and personal impacts of FIFO working
arrangements and, in particular, roster preference. Additionally, poorer relationship quality
was weakly related to more WFC and higher depression; however, when put into model 3, it
was not related to the roster or WFC and had no relationship to OC or turnover intent. This
supports the research showing that FIFO is not a significant influence in relationship
breakdowns (Bradbury, 2011; Clifford, 2009; Dittman et al., 2016; Greer & Stokes, 2011;

Saxinger, 2016; Sibbel, 2010).

This thesis shows that preference for a roster has a positive relationship with both
organisational and personal factors. This individualisation reinforces Karasek’s demands-
control model (Karasek, 1998), where control over roster enables employees to balance the
demands of FIFO working arrangements. This thesis has shown a preference for another
roster was negatively related to the amount of support employees felt from their organisation,
which was positively related to them feeling more affective commitment and less desire to
leave. It was also positively related to perceived work family conflict and consequently

increased mental health difficulties.

The correlations indicated that there was a relationship between more even-time
rosters and higher WFC, and more days on and less stress. When looking at model 2, neither
roster ratio nor days on were related to mental health outcomes; however, when viewed as an
holistic model in model 3(b), the relationship between a higher compression roster (less even-
time roster ratio) and poor mental health outcomes is via CC, lending support to the notion of

feeling trapped, resulting in poor mental health outcomes (Vojnovic, Jacobs, et al., 2014).

By allowing employees some choice in their rosters, thereby decreasing perceived

WEFC, increasing perceived organisational support by demonstrating the organisation values
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their employees, and increasing the extent to which an employee feels their supervisor cares,
helps, values, and invests in them (Gordon et al., 2019), it is likely to reduce turnover and
improve mental health outcomes. Reducing employees’ sense of continuance commitment, or
perhaps monetary investments, may be helpful in improving mental health outcomes.

Beyond this thesis, interventions based on the enhancement model of spillover theory could

lead to a reinforcement of the positive elements of a FIFO working arrangement.



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

106

References

Abramson, L. Y., Metalsky, G. L., & Alloy, L. B. (1989). Hopelessness Depression: A Theory-Based
Subtype of Depression. Psychological Review, 96(2), 358-372. doi:10.1037/0033-
295X.96.2.358

Albrecht, S. L., & Anglim, J. (2018). Employee engagement and emotional exhaustion of fly-in-fly-
out workers: A diary study: Fly-in-fly-out worker engagement diary study. Australian Journal
of Psychology, 70(1), 66-75. doi:10.1111/ajpy.12155

Allen, D. G., Bryant, P. C., & Vardaman, J. M. (2010). Retaining Talent: Replacing Misconceptions
With Evidence-Based Strategies. Academy of Management Perspectives, 24(2), 48-64.
doi:10.5465/AMP.2010.51827775

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The Measurement and Antecedents of Affective, Continuance and
Normative Commitment to the Organization. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63(1), 1-
18.

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1996). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the
organization: An examination of construct validity. Journal of vocational behavior, 49(3),
252-276. doi:Doi 10.1006/Jvbe.1996.0043

Allen, T. D., & Martin, A. (2017). The work-family interface: A retrospective look at 20 years of
research in JOHP. J Occup Health Psychol, 22(3), 259-272. doi:10.1037/0cp0000065

Aroca, P., & Atienza, M. (2011). Economic implications of long distance commuting in the Chilean
mining industry. Resources Policy, 36(3), 196-203.

Atiyah, P. S., & Atiyah, P. S. (1979). The rise and fall of freedom of contract (Vol. 61): Clarendon
Press Oxford.

Atkins, M., & Lay, B. (2018). Association between k10 psychological distress score, epworth
sleepiness scores and physical health in fly in-fly out mine workers. Internal medicine
Jjournal, 48(Supplement 5), 24-24.

AWPA. (2012). Resources sector skill needs: report 2012. Retrieved from
https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/resources-sector-skills-needs-2013-
final.pdf

Axisa, J. J., Scott, D. M., & Newbold, K. B. (2012). Factors influencing commute distance: a case
study of Toronto’s commuter shed. Journal of Transport Geography, 24, 123-129.

Babin, B. J., & Boles, J. S. (1996). The effects of perceived co-worker involvement and supervisor
support on service provider role stress, performance and job satisfaction. Journal of retailing,
72(1), 57-75.

Barclay, M. A., Harris, J., Everingham, J.-A., Kirsch, P., Arend, S., Shi, S., & Kim, J. (2014). Factors
linked to the well-being of'fly-in, fly-out'workers. AusIMM Bulletin(2), 40.

Barrett, R., Bahn, S., Susomrith, P., & Prasad, K. (2014). The flip side of fly-in fly-out: The use of
457 visas by smaller firms in the Western Australian resources sector. Australian Bulletin of
Labour, 40(2), 138-158.

Beach, R., Brereton, D., & Cliff, D. (2003). Workforce Turnover in FIFO mining operations in
Australia: an exploratory study: Centre for Social Responsibility in Mining, University of
Queensland.

Beck, A. T., Brown, G., Steer, R. A., Eidelson, J. I., & Riskind, J. H. (1987). Differentiating anxiety
and depression: A test of the cognitive content-specificity hypothesis. Journal of abnormal
psychology, 96(3), 179.

Becker, H. S. (1960). Notes on the concept of commitment. American journal of Sociology, 66(1), 32-
40.

Beehr, T. A., Farmer, S. J., Glazer, S., Gudanowski, D. M., & Nair, V. N. (2003). The enigma of
social support and occupational stress: Source congruence and gender role effects. Journal of
occupational health psychology, 8(3), 220.

Behr, A. (2012). An examination of the relationship between cultural adjustment, work locus of
control and organisational commitment in fly-in fly-out workers in Australia. (Honours in
Psychology), Murdoch University,



https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/resources-sector-skills-needs-2013-final.pdf
https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/resources-sector-skills-needs-2013-final.pdf

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

107

Bell, L. A., & Freeman, R. B. (2001). The incentive for working hard: explaining hours worked
differences in the US and Germany. Labour Economics, 8(2), 181-202.

Bergkvist, L., & Rossiter, J. R. (2007). The predictive validity of multiple-item versus single-item
measures of the same constructs. Journal of marketing research, 44(2), 175-184.

Bergkvist, L., & Rossiter, J. R. (2009). Tailor-made single-item measures of doubly concrete
constructs. International Journal of Advertising, 28(4), 607-621.

Blackman, A., Welters, R., Murphy, L., Eagle, L., Pearce, M., Pryce, J., . .. Low, D. (2014). Workers'
perceptions of FIFO work in North Queensland, Australia. Australian Bulletin of Labour,
40(2), 180.

Booker, L. A., Sletten, T. L., Alvaro, P. K., Barnes, M., Collins, A., Chai-Coetzer, C. L., ... Howard,
M. E. (2019). Exploring the associations between shift work disorder, depression, anxiety and
sick leave taken amongst nurses. Journal of Sleep Research, €12872. doi:10.1111/jsr.12872

Bosworth, D. L. (1980). Compensation for workers' disutility. Time of day, length of shift and other
features of work patterns. Scottish journal of political economy, 27(1), 80-96.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9485.1980.tb00558.x

Bowers, J., Lo, J., Miller, P., Mawren, D., & Jones, B. (2018). Psychological distress in remote
mining and construction workers in Australia. The Medical Journal of Australia, 208(9), 391-
397.

Bradbury, G. S. (2011). Children and the fly-in/fly-out lifestyle: Employment-related paternal absence
and the implications for children. Curtin University,

Brimeyer, T. M., Perrucci, R., & Wadsworth, S. M. (2010). Age, Tenure, Resources for Control, and
Organizational Commitment. Social Science Quarterly, 91(2), 511-530. doi:10.1111/j.1540-
6237.2010.00705.x

Brown, A., Susomrith, P., Sitlington, H., & Scott, G. (2014). Determinants of employee-turnover
intentions in atypical employment: The FIFO mining industry in Western Australia.
Australian Bulletin of Labour, 40(2), 116-137.

Bryar, P. J. (1996). An analysis of shift working rosters used within the Australian Army component of
the Defence Integrated Secure Communications Network (DISCON). Victoria University of
Technology,

Burdett, K., & Mortensen, D. T. (1998). Wage Differentials, Employer Size, and Unemployment.
International Economic Review, 39(2), 257-273. d0i:10.2307/2527292

Burley, K. A. (1990). Work-family conflict and marital adjustment in dual career couples: A
comparison of three time models.

Burns, K. L. (2016). Perceived organizational support and perceived supervisor support as
antecedents of work engagement.

Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work-family conflict and its antecedents. Journal of
vocational behavior, 67(2), 169-198. do0i:10.1016/.jvb.2004.08.009

Cacioppo, J. T., Hughes, M. E., Waite, L. J., Hawkley, L. C., & Thisted, R. A. (2006). Loneliness as a
Specific Risk Factor for Depressive Symptoms: Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Analyses.
Psychology and Aging, 21(1), 140-151. doi:10.1037/0882-7974.21.1.140

Campbell, N. S., Perry, S. J., Maertz Jr, C. P., Allen, D. G., & Griffeth, R. W. (2013). All you need
is... resources: The effects of justice and support on burnout and turnover. Human Relations,
66(6), 759-782.

Carsten, J. M., & Spector, P. E. (1987). Unemployment, Job-Satisfaction, and Employee Turnover - a
Meta-Analytic Test of the Muchinsky Model. Journal of applied psychology, 72(3), 374-381.
doi:Doi 10.1037/0021-9010.72.3.374

Casper, W. J., Harris, C., Taylor-Bianco, A., & Wayne, J. H. (2011). Work—family conflict, perceived
supervisor support and organizational commitment among Brazilian professionals. Journal of
vocational behavior, 79(3), 640-652. d0i:10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.011

Cassel, S. H., Macuchova, Z., Rudholm, N., & Rydell, A. (2013). Willingness to commute long
distance among job seekers in Dalarna, Sweden. Journal of Transport Geography, 28, 49-55.



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

108

Chew, J., & Chan, C. C. A. (2008). Human resource practices, organizational commitment and
intention to stay. International Journal of Manpower, 29(5-6), 503-522. doi:Doi
10.1108/01437720810904194

Clark, W. A., Huang, Y., & Withers, S. (2003). Does commuting distance matter?: Commuting
tolerance and residential change. Regional Science and Urban Economics, 33(2), 199-221.

Clifford, S. A. (2009). The effects of fly-in/fly-out commute arrangements and extended working hours
on the stress, lifestyle, relationships and health characteristics of Western Australian mining
employees and their partners. (Ph D), University of Western Australia, Retrieved from
http://repository.uwa.edu.au/R/-?func=dbin-jump-full&local base=GENO1-
INSO1&object 1d=12690

Cohen, A. (1993). Age and Tenure in Relation to Organizational Commitment: A Meta-Analysis.
Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 14(2), 143-159. doi:10.1207/s15324834basp1402 2

Cohen, S. (2004). Social relationships and health. American Psychologist, 59(8), 676-684.
doi:10.1037/0003-066x.59.8.676

Cole, M. S., Bruch, H., & Vogel, B. (2006). Emotion as mediators of the relations between perceived
supervisor support and psychological hardiness on employee cynicism. Journal of
Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and
Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 27(4), 463-484.

Colodro-Conde, L., Couvy-Duchesne, B., Zhu, G., Coventry, W. L., Byrne, E. M., Gordon, S., . . .
Major Depressive Disorder Working Group of the Psychiatric Genomics, C. (2018). A direct
test of the diathesis—stress model for depression. Molecular Psychiatry, 23(7), 1590-1596.
doi:10.1038/mp.2017.130

Coser, R. L., & Rokoff, G. (1971). Women in the Occupational World: Social Disruption and
Conlflict. Social Problems, 18(4), 535-554. doi:10.2307/799727

Costa, D. L. (2000). The Wage and the Length of the Work Day: From the 1890s to 1991. Journal of
Labor Economics, 18(1), 156-181.

Crane, R. (2007). Is there a quiet revolution in women's travel? Revisiting the gender gap in
commuting. Journal of the American planning association, 73(3), 298-316.

Crane, R., & Takahashi, L. (2009). Sex changes everything: the recent narrowing and widening of
travel differences by gender. Public works management & policy, 13(4), 328-337.

Crouter, A. C. (1984). Spillover from Family to Work: The Neglected Side of the Work-Family
Interface. Human Relations, 37(6), 425-441. doi:10.1177/001872678403700601

Culpepper, R. A. (2000). A Test of Revised Scales for the Meyer and Allen (1991) Three-Component
Commitment Construct. Educational and psychological Measurement, 60(4), 604-616.
doi:10.1177/00131640021970754

Dasborough, M. T., & Ashkanasy, N. M. (2002). Emotion and attribution of intentionality in leader—
member relationships. The Leadership Quarterly, 13(5), 615-634.

De Croon, E. M., Sluiter, J. K., Blonk, R. W., Broersen, J. P., & Frings-Dresen, M. H. (2004).
Stressful work, psychological job strain, and turnover: a 2-year prospective cohort study of
truck drivers. Journal of applied psychology, 89(3), 442.

Deceglie, A. (2015). New 'code of practice' to protect FIFO workers from mental distress. Perth Now.
Retrieved from https:/www.perthnow.com.au/news/wa/new-code-of-practice-to-protect-fifo-
workers-from-mental-distress-ng-08c95c¢1e3323a4dd6816290561b78ec4

DeConinck, J. B., & Johnson, J. T. (2009). The effects of perceived supervisor support, perceived
organizational support, and organizational justice on turnover among salespeople. Journal of
Personal Selling & Sales Management, 29(4), 333-350.

Diamond, L. M., Hicks, A. M., & Otter-Henderson, K. D. (2008). Every time you go away: Changes
in affect, behavior, and physiology associated with travel-related separations from romantic
partners. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(2), 385.

Dittman, C. K., Henriquez, A., & Roxburgh, N. (2016). When a Non-resident worker is a non-resident
parent: investigating the family impact of fly-in, fly-out work practices in Australia. Journal
of Child and Family Studies, 25(9), 2778-2796.



http://repository.uwa.edu.au/R/-?func=dbin-jump-full&local_base=GEN01-INS01&object_id=12690
http://repository.uwa.edu.au/R/-?func=dbin-jump-full&local_base=GEN01-INS01&object_id=12690
https://www.perthnow.com.au/news/wa/new-code-of-practice-to-protect-fifo-workers-from-mental-distress-ng-08c95c1e3323a4dd681629056fb78ec4
https://www.perthnow.com.au/news/wa/new-code-of-practice-to-protect-fifo-workers-from-mental-distress-ng-08c95c1e3323a4dd681629056fb78ec4

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

109

DMIRS. (2019). Mentally healthy workplaces for fly-in fly-out (FIFO) workers in the resources and
construction sectors: Code of Practice. Retrieved from
http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/Documents/Safety/COP_Mentally healthy workplaces FIFO w
orkers_resources_construction_sectors.docx

Donatelli, C., Murray, C., Lionais, D., & Nicholson, M. (2017). Our practice has had to change
because of this: Professional perceptions of long distance commuting in Atlantic Canada. The
Extractive Industries and Society, 4(3), 606-613. doi:10.1016/j.exis.2017.05.003

Duxbury, L. E., & Higgins, C. A. (1991). Gender Differences in Work-Family Conflict. Journal of
applied psychology, 76(1), 60-74. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.76.1.60

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: a social-role interpretation (Vol. 1985.).
Hillsdale, N.J: L. Erlbaum Associates.

Eder, P., & Eisenberger, R. (2008). Perceived organizational support: Reducing the negative influence
of coworker withdrawal behavior. Journal of Management, 34(1), 55-68.

Education and Health Standing Committee. (2015). The impact of FIFO work practices on mental
health: final report. Perth, WA: Western Australia Parliament Legislative Assembly.

Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, P. D., & Rhoades, L. (2001). Reciprocation of
perceived organizational support. Journal of applied psychology, 86(1), 42.

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational support.
Journal of applied psychology, 71(3), 500.

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe, C., Sucharski, I. L., & Rhoades, L. (2002).
Perceived supervisor support: Contributions to perceived organizational support and
employee retention. Journal of applied psychology, 87(3), 565-573. doi:Doi 10.1037//0021-
9010.87.3.565

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G* Power
3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior research methods, 41(4), 1149-
1160.

Field, A. (2009). Discovering Statistics Using SPSS (3rd ed.): SAGE Publications.

Fields, D. L. (2002). Taking the Measure of Work: A Guide to Validated Scales for Organizational
Research and Diagnosis. Thousand Oaks, California.

Folkard, S., & Barton, J. (1993). Does the ‘forbidden zone’for sleep onset influence morning shift
sleep duration? Ergonomics, 36(1-3), 85-91.

Fresle, N. (2010). The Role of Social Support Systems in Reducing Loneliness and Social Isolation for
Parents Whose Partner Work Fly-in/Fly-out. (Honours thesis), Edith Cowan University,
Perth.

Friman, M., Olsson, L. E., Stahl, M., Ettema, D., & Gérling, T. (2017). Travel and residual emotional
well-being. Transportation research part F: traffic psychology and behaviour, 49, 159-176.

Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992). Antecedents and outcomes of work-family
conflict: testing a model of the work-family interface. Journal of applied psychology, 77(1),
65.

Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1997). Relation of work-family conflict to health
outcomes: A four-year longitudinal study of employed parents. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 70, 325-335.

Frone, M. R., Yardley, J. K., & Markel, K. S. (1997). Developing and testing an integrative model of
the work-family interface. Journal of vocational behavior, 50(2), 145-167. doi:Doi
10.1006/Jvbe.1996.1577

Funston, D. (2012). Work interference with family life in Fly-In/Fly-out (FIFO) employment: I need a
better swing mate. (MAppPsych), Murdoch University, Perth, Western Australia.

Gakovic, A., & Tetrick, L. E. (2003). Perceived organizational support and work status: a comparison
of the employment relationships of part-time and full-time employees attending university
classes. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial,
Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 24(5), 649-666.

Gallegos, D. (2006). "deroplanes Always Come Back": Fly-in Fly-out Employment: Managing the
Parenting Transitions: Centre for Social and Community Research.



http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/Documents/Safety/COP_Mentally_healthy_workplaces_FIFO_workers_resources_construction_sectors.docx
http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/Documents/Safety/COP_Mentally_healthy_workplaces_FIFO_workers_resources_construction_sectors.docx

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

110

Galletta, M., Portoghese, 1., Penna, M. P., Battistelli, A., & Saiani, L. (2011). Turnover intention
among Italian nurses: The moderating roles of supervisor support and organizational support.
Nursing & health sciences, 13(2), 184-191.

Gardner, B., Alfrey, K.-L., Vandelanotte, C., & Rebar, A. L. (2018). Mental health and well-being
concerns of fly-in fly-out workers and their partners in Australia: a qualitative study. BMJ
open, 8(3), e019516.

Gent, V. M. (2004). The impact of fly-in/fly-out work on well-being and work-life satisfaction.
(Honours), Murdoch University, Perth, Western Australia. Retrieved from
www.ifap.asn.au/Documents/News%20and%20Media/FIFO_Report 2004.pdf

George, J. M., & Brief, A. P. (1992). Feeling good-doing good: a conceptual analysis of the mood at
work-organizational spontaneity relationship. Psychological Bulletin, 112(2), 310.

Gibson, J. A., Grey, I. M., & Hastings, R. P. (2009). Supervisor support as a predictor of burnout and
therapeutic self-efficacy in therapists working in ABA schools. Journal of autism and
developmental disorders, 39(7), 1024.

Giorgi, G., Dubin, D., & Perez, J. F. (2016). Perceived organizational support for enhancing welfare
at work: A regression tree model. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1770.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01770

Goldenberg, S. M., Shoveller, J. A., Koehoorn, M., & Ostry, A. S. (2010). And they call this
progress? Consequences for young people of living and working in resource-extraction
communities. Critical Public Health, 20(2), 157-168. doi:10.1080/09581590902846102

Goldmark, J. C., & Brandeis, L. D. (1912). Fatigue efficiency: Charities publication committee.

Goode, W. J. (1960). A Theory of Role Strain. American sociological review, 25(4), 483-496.
doi:10.2307/2092933

Gordon, S., Adler, H., Day, J., & Sydnor, S. (2019). Perceived supervisor support: A study of select-
service hotel employees. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 38, 82-90.
doi:10.1016/j.jhtm.2018.12.002

Gottholmseder, G., Nowotny, K., Pruckner, G. J., & Theurl, E. (2009). Stress Perception and
Commuting. Health economics, 18(5), 559-576. doi:10.1002/hec.1389

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American sociological
review, 161-178.

Gramling, R. (1989). Concentrated Work Scheduling: Enabling and Constraining Aspects.
Sociological Perspectives, 32(1), 47-64. doi:10.2307/1389007

Gramling, R., & Brabant, S. (1986). Boomtowns and Offshore Energy Impact Assessment: The
Development of a Comprehensive Model. Sociological Perspectives, 29(2), 177-201.
doi:10.2307/1388958

Grandey, A. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). The conservation of resources model applied to work—
family conflict and strain. Journal of vocational behavior, 54(2), 350-370.

Graves, L. M., Cullen, K. L., Lester, H. F., Ruderman, M. N., & Gentry, W. A. (2015). Managerial
motivational profiles: Composition, antecedents, and consequences. Journal of vocational
behavior, 87, 32-42.

Graves, P. E., Weiler, S., & Tynon, E. E. (2009). The economics of ghost towns. Journal of Regional
Analysis and Policy, 39(2), 131-140.

Green, A. E., & Canny, A. (2003). Geographical mobility: Family impacts: Policy Press.

Green, A. E., Hogarth, T., & Shackleton, R. E. (1999). Longer distance commuting as a substitute for
migration in Britain: a review of trends, issues and implications. International Journal of
Population Geography, 5(1), 49-67.

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources of conflict between work and family roles.
Academy of management review, 10(1), 76-88.

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2003). When work and family collide: Deciding between
competing role demands. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 90(2),
291-303. doi:Doi 10.1016/S0749-5978(02)00519-8




FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

111

Greer, L., & Stokes, K. (2011). Divorce and separation in the Australian mining sector: Is it what we
expect. Report for the Minerals Futures Collaboration Cluster in CSIRO Minerals Down
Under National Research Flagship Regions in transition: Social impacts of mining.

Griffeth, R. W., Hom, P. W., & Gaertner, S. (2000). A meta-analysis of antecedents and correlates of
employee turnover: Update, moderator tests, and research implications for the next
millennium. Journal of Management, 26(3), 463-488. doi:Doi 10.1016/S0149-
2063(00)00043-X

Gutek, B. A., Searle, S., & Klepa, L. (1991). Rational Versus Gender Role Explanations for Work-
Family Conflict. Journal of applied psychology, 76(4), 560-568. doi:10.1037/0021-
9010.76.4.560

Gutiérrez-i-Puigarnau, E., & van Ommeren, J. N. (2010). Labour supply and commuting. Journal of
Urban Economics, 68(1), 82-89.

Hamilton, L. D., & Meston, C. M. (2010). The effects of partner togetherness on salivary testosterone
in women in long distance relationships. Hormones and Behavior, 57(2), 198-202.
doi:10.1016/j.yhbeh.2009.10.014

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmerman, K. L. (2011). Clarifying
work—family intervention processes: The roles of work—family conflict and family-supportive
supervisor behaviors. Journal of applied psychology, 96(1), 134.

Hammig, O. (2017). Health and well-being at work: The key role of supervisor support. SSM-
population health, 3, 393-402.

Hankin, B. L., Abramson, L. Y., Miller, N., & Haeffel, G. J. (2004). Cognitive Vulnerability-Stress
Theories of Depression: Examining Affective Specificity in the Prediction of Depression
Versus Anxiety in Three Prospective Studies. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 28(3), 309-
345. doi:10.1023/B:COTR.0000031805.60529.0d

Hanoa, R., Baste, V., Kooij, A., Sommervold, L., & Moen, B. E. (2011). No difference in self
reported health among coalminers in two different shift schedules at Spitsbergen, Norway, a
two years follow-up. Industrial health, 49(5), 652.

Hanson, G. C., Hammer, L. B., & Colton, C. L. (2006). Development and Validation of a
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Work-Family Positive Spillover. Journal of
occupational health psychology, 11(3), 249-265. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.11.3.249

Haslam-McKenzie, F. M., & Hoath, A. (2014). The socio-economic impact of mine industry
commuting labour force on source communities. Resources Policy, 42, 45-52.
doi:10.1016/j.resourpol.2014.09.002

Hausser, J. A., Mojzisch, A., Niesel, M., & Schulz-Hardt, S. (2010). Ten years on: A review of recent
research on the Job Demand-Control (-Support) model and psychological well-being. Work &
Stress, 24(1), 1-35. doi:10.1080/02678371003683747

He, M., Zhao, S., & He, M. (2016). Tolerance threshold of commuting time: Evidence from Kunming,
China. Journal of Transport Geography, 57, 1-7.

Henry, J. D., & Crawford, J. R. (2005). The short-form version of the Depression Anxiety Stress
Scales (DASS-21): Construct validity and normative data in a large non-clinical sample.
British journal of clinical psychology, 44(2), 227-239.

Henry, P., Hamilton, K., Watson, S., & MacDonald, N. (2013). FIFO/DIDO mental health research
report. Perth: Sellenger Centre for Research in Law, Justice and Social Change, Edith Cowan
University.

Hilbrecht, M., Smale, B., & Mock, S. E. (2014). Highway to health? Commute time and well-being
among Canadian adults. World leisure journal, 56(2), 151-163.
doi:10.1080/16078055.2014.903723

Hoath, A., & Haslam McKenzie, F. (2013). The socio-economic impacts of long distance commuting
(LDC) on source communities. In. Perth: Co-operative Research Centre for Remote
Economic Participation and Curtin Graduate School of Business.

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of Resources - a New Attempt at Conceptualizing Stress.
American Psychologist, 44(3), 513-524. doi:Doi 10.1037/0003-066x.44.3.513



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

112

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. R. (2008). Structural equation modelling: Guidelines for
determining model fit. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 6(1), 53-60.

Hosking, A., & Western, M. (2008). The effects of non-standard employment on work-family
conflict. Journal of Sociology, 44(1), 5-27. doi:Doi 10.1177/1440783307085803

Houghton, D. S. (1993). Long-Distance Commuting: A New Approach to Mining in Australia. The
Geographical Journal, 159(3), 281-290.

House of Representatives Standing Committee on Regional Australia. (2013). Cancer of the bush or
salvation for our cities? Fly-in, fly-out and drive-in, drive-out workforce practices in regional
Australia. Retrieved from Canberra:

Hu, L. t., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural equation modeling: a
multidisciplinary journal, 6(1), 1-55.

Huberman, M., & Minns, C. (2007). The times they are not changin’: Days and hours of work in Old
and New Worlds, 1870-2000. Explorations in Economic History, 44(4), 538-567.
doi:10.1016/j.eeh.2007.03.002

Hubinger, L., Parker, A., & Clavarino, A. (2002). The intermittent husband-impact of home and away
occupations on wives/partners. Paper presented at the Queensland Mining Industry Health
and Safety Conference 2002.

Ingre, M., Kecklund, G., Akerstedt, T., Séderstrom, M., & Kecklund, L. (2008). Sleep Length as a
Function of Morning Shift-Start Time in Irregular Shift Schedules for Train Drivers: Self-
Rated Health and Individual Differences. Chronobiology international, 25(2-3), 349-358.

Jacks, T. (2016). Weekly boarding an answer to full-time work and parenting? The Age. Retrieved
from http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/weekly-boarding-an-answer-to-fulltime-work-and-
parenting-20161112-gsnwnf. html

Jain, J., & Lyons, G. (2008). The gift of travel time. Journal of Transport Geography, 16(2), 81-89.

Jansen, N. W., Kant, 1., Kristensen, T. S., & Nijhuis, F. J. (2003). Antecedents and consequences of
work-family conflict: a prospective cohort study. J Occup Environ Med, 45(5), 479-491.

Jaros, S. J. (1997). An assessment of Meyer and Allen's (1991) three-component model of
organizational commitment and turnover intentions. Journal of vocational behavior, 51(3),
319-337.

Johnson, J. V., & Hall, E. M. (1988). Job strain, work place social support, and cardiovascular
disease: a cross-sectional study of a random sample of the Swedish working population.
American journal of public health, 78(10), 1336-1342.

Joiner, T. (2009). The interpersonal-psychological theory of suicidal behavior: Current empirical
status. Psychological Science Agenda, 23(6).

Jones, C., & Southcott, C. (2015). Mobile miners: work, home, and hazards in the Yukon's Mining
Industry. Northern Review(41), 111.

Kaczmarek, E. A., & Sibbel, A. M. (2008). The psychosocial well-being of children from Australian
military and fly-in/fly-out (FIFO) mining families. Community, Work & Family, 11(3), 297-
312. doi:10.1080/13668800801890129

Kaczmarek, E. A., Sibbel, A. M., & Cowie, C. (2003). Australian Military and Fly-in/Fly-out (FIFO)
mining families: A comparative study. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55, 187-188.

Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R. P., Snoek, J. D., & Rosenthal, R. A. (1964). Organizational
stress: Studies in role conflict and ambiguity. Oxford, England: John Wiley.

Kalemci Tuzun, 1., & Arzu Kalemci, R. (2012). Organizational and supervisory support in relation to
employee turnover intentions. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 27(5), 518-534.

Kamau, C., Medisauskaite, A., & Lopes, B. (2015). Inductions Buffer Nurses' Job Stress, Health, and
Organizational Commitment. Archives of Environmental & Occupational Health, 70(6), 305-
308. doi:10.1080/19338244.2014.891967

Karasek, R. (1998). Demand/Control model: A social-emotional, and psychological approach to stress
risk and active behavior development. In ILO encyclopedia of occupational health and safety:
ILO.



http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/weekly-boarding-an-answer-to-fulltime-work-and-parenting-20161112-gsnwnf.html
http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/weekly-boarding-an-answer-to-fulltime-work-and-parenting-20161112-gsnwnf.html

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

113

Karasek, R., Brisson, C., Kawakami, N., Houtman, 1., Bongers, P., & Amick, B. (1998). The Job
Content Questionnaire (JCQ): an instrument for internationally comparative assessments of
psychosocial job characteristics. Journal of occupational health psychology, 3(4), 322.

Kazakos, K., Howard, S., & Vetere, F. (2013). Revisiting the relationship between reunion and
technology-mediated separation in periodically transitioning families. Paper presented at the
Proceedings of the 2013 conference on Computer supported cooperative work.

Kelmer, G., Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S., & Markman, H. J. (2013). Relationship Quality,
Commitment, and Stability in Long-Distance Relationships. Family Process, 52(2), 257-270.
doi:10.1111/.1545-5300.2012.01418.x

Kim, B. P., Murrmann, S. K., & Lee, G. (2009). Moderating effects of gender and organizational level
between role stress and job satisfaction among hotel employees. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 28(4), 612-619. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.04.001

Kim, H., Kim, Y., & Kim, D.-L. (2017). Negative work—family/family—work spillover and demand
for flexible work arrangements: the moderating roles of parenthood and gender. The
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 1-24.
doi:10.1080/09585192.2016.1278252

Kopelman, R. E., Greenhaus, J. H., & Connolly, T. F. (1983). A model of work, family, and interrole
conflict: A construct validation study. Organizational behavior and human performance,
32(2), 198-215.

Kossek, E. E., & Distelberg, B. (2009). Workplace policies: Opportunities to improve health and well-
being. Work-life policies, 3-50.

Kossek, E. E., & Hammer, L. (2008). Work/life training for supervisors gets big results. Harvard
Business Review, 86(11), 36.

Kossek, E. E., Pichler, S., Bodner, T., & Hammer, L. B. (2011). Workplace social support and work—
family conflict: A meta-analysis clarifying the influence of general and work—family-specific
supervisor and organizational support. Personnel Psychology, 64(2), 289-313.
doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01211.x

Kottke, J. L., & Sharafinski, C. E. (1988). Measuring perceived supervisory and organizational
support. Educational and psychological Measurement, 48(4), 1075-1079.

Krishnaveni, R., & Deepa, R. (2013). Controlling Common Method Variance while Measuring the
Impact of Emotional Intelligence on Well-being. Vikalpa: The Journal for Decision Makers,
38(1), 41-48. doi:10.1177/0256090920130104

Kiinn-Nelen, A. (2016). Does commuting affect health? Health economics, 25(8), 984-1004.

La Forte, J. (1991). Long distance commuting in the mining industry: a wives point-of-view. CIM
Bulletin, 84(953), 65-66.

Lachmann, B., Sariyska, R., Kannen, C., Stavrou, M., & Montag, C. (2017). Commuting, life-
satisfaction and internet addiction. International journal of environmental research and
public health, 14(10), 1176.

Lapierre, L. M., Hammer, L. B., Truxillo, D. M., & Murphy, L. A. (2012). Family interference with
work and workplace cognitive failure: The mitigating role of recovery experiences. Journal of
vocational behavior, 81(2),227-235.

Lau, Y. K., Ma, J. L. C,, Chan, Y. K., & He, L. (2012). Risk and protective factors of marital
adjustment to cross-border work arrangement of Hong Kong residents: The perspective of
stationary spouses. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 715-730.

Lebowitz, S. (2015). The dramatic history of how the 40-hour workweek became the standard in
America. Business Insider Australia. Retrieved from
https://www.businessinsider.com.au/history-of-the-40-hour-workweek-2015-10?=US&IR=T

Lenney, J. (2010). Research into the impacts of fly-in/fly-out on Western Australian communities.
Perth: WA Local Government Association.

Lessem, J. (2002). 3 Assumptions of Path Analyses. Retrieved from
http://ibgwww.colorado.edu/twins2002/cdrom/HTML/BOOK/node76.htm



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.04.001
https://www.businessinsider.com.au/history-of-the-40-hour-workweek-2015-10?r=US&IR=T
http://ibgwww.colorado.edu/twins2002/cdrom/HTML/BOOK/node76.htm

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

114

Lester, L., Waters, S., Spears, B., Epstein, M., Watson, J., & Wenden, E. (2015). Parenting
adolescents: developing strategies for FIFO parents. Journal of Child and Family Studies,
24(12), 3757-3766.

Leveson, L., & Joiner, T. (2004). Organizational commitment, organzational support and social
support: Dual effects for contract workers. Industrial management data system, 40.

Leveson, L., Joiner, T., & Bakalis, S. (2010). Dual commitment in the Australian construction
industry. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 48(3), 302-318.
doi:10.1177/1038411110378957

Levinson, D. J. (1978). The seasons of a man's life: Random House Digital, Inc.

Lewinsohn, P. M., Joiner, T. E., & Rohde, P. (2001). Evaluation of Cognitive Diathesis-Stress Models
in Predicting Major Depressive Disorder in Adolescents. Journal of abnormal psychology,
110(2),203-215. doi:10.1037/0021-843X.110.2.203

Li, Y., Feng, T., & Jiang, W. (2018). How Competitive Orientation Influences Unethical Decision-
making in Clinical Practices? Asian Nursing Research, 12(3), 182-189.
doi:10.1016/j.anr.2018.07.001

Liu, R. T., Kleiman, E. M., Nestor, B. A., & Cheek, S. M. (2015). The Hopelessness Theory of
Depression: A Quarter-Century in Review. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 22(4),
345-365. doi:10.1111/cpsp.12125

Ljosa, C. H., & Lau, B. (2009). Shiftwork in the Norwegian petroleum industry: overcoming
difficulties with family and social life—a cross sectional study. Journal of Occupational
Medicine and Toxicology, 4(1), 22.

Lleras, C. (2005). Path analysis. Encyclopedia of social measurement, 3(1), 25-30.

Lorenz, O. (2018). Does commuting matter to subjective well-being? Journal of Transport
Geography, 66, 180-199.

Lovell, J., & Critchley, J. (2010). Women living in a remote Australian mining community: Exploring
their psychological well-being. Australian Journal of Rural Health, 18(3), 125-130.

Lovibond, S. H., & Lovibond, P. F. (1995). Manual for the Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (2nd
ed.). Sydney, N.S.W: Psychology Foundation of Australia.

Lyons, G., & Chatterjee, K. (2008). A Human Perspective on the Daily Commute: Costs, Benefits and
Trade-offs. Transport Reviews, 28(2), 181-198. doi:10.1080/01441640701559484

MacBeth, M. M., Kaczmarek, E., & Sibbel, A. M. (2012). Fathers, Adolescent Sons and the Fly-
in/fly-out Lifestyle. The Australian Community Psychologist, 24(2), 98114.

Major, V. S., Klein, K. J., & Ehrhart, M. G. (2002). Work time, work interference with family, and
psychological distress. Journal of applied psychology, 87(3), 427.

Maleka, M. J., Mmako, M. M., & Swarts, 1. (2017). Antecedents of affective commitment of human
resource management practitioners attending a professional body convention. Journal of
Economics and Behavioral Studies, 9(3), 121-132.

Marais, L., McKenzie, F. H., Deacon, L., Nel, E., van Rooyen, D., & Cloete, J. (2018). The changing
nature of mining towns: Reflections from Australia, Canada and South Aftrica. Land use
policy, 76, 779-788.

Mathieu, J. E., & Zajac, D. M. (1990). A Review and Metaanalysis of the Antecedents, Correlates,
and Consequences of Organizational Commitment. Psychological Bulletin, 108(2), 171-194.
doi:Doi 10.1037//0033-2909.108.2.171

McCormick, L., & Donohue, R. (2016). Antecedents of affective and normative commitment of
organisational volunteers. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 1-24.
doi:10.1080/09585192.2016.1166388

McLaughlin, R. (2017). Examining isolation and commitment as mechanisms by which remote work
influences subsequent individual and organisational outcomes. (Master of Science in Applied
Psychology), University of Canterbury,

McPhedran, S., & De Leo, D. (2013). Suicide among miners in Queensland, Australia: a comparative
analysis of demographics, psychiatric history, and stressful life events. Sage Open, 3(4),
2158244013511262.



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

115

McTernan, W., Dollard, M., Tuckey, M., & Vandenberg, R. (2016). Enhanced co-worker social
support in isolated work groups and its mitigating role on the work-family conflict-depression
loss spiral. International journal of environmental research and public health, 13(4), 382.

Meijman, T. F., & Mulder, G. (1998). Psychological aspects of workload. Handbook of Work and
Organizational Psychology. Volume, 2.

Meredith, V., Rush, P., & Robinson, E. (2014). Fly-in fly-out workforce practices in Australia.
Retrieved from https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/fly-fly-out-workforce-practices-australia-
effects-children-and-fam

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1984). Testing the "side-bet theory" of organizational commitment: Some
methodological considerations. Journal of applied psychology, 69(3), 372-378.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.69.3.372

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational
commitment. Human resource management review, 1(1), 61-89.

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace: Sage Publications.

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, continuance, and
normative commitment to the organization: A meta-analysis of antecedents, correlates, and
consequences. Journal of vocational behavior, 61(1), 20-52.

Miller, P., Brook, L., Stomski, N. J., Ditchburn, G., & Morrison, P. (2019). Suicide risk and social
support in Australian resource sector employees: A cross-sectional study. Journal of
Community Psychology, 47(3), 652-662. doi:10.1002/jcop.22145

Mining People International. (2017). What is the best FIFO roster according to miners? Retrieved
from https://www.miningpeople.com.au/news/what-is-the-best-fifo-roster-according-to-
miners

Misan, G. M., & Rudnik, E. (2015). The pros and cons of long distance commuting: Comments from
South Australian mining and resource workers. Journal of Economic & Social Policy, 17(1),
119-157.

Mobley, W. H. (1977). Intermediate linkages in the relationship between job satisfaction and
employee turnover. Journal of applied psychology, 62(2), 237.

Mowday, R. T., Porter, L. W., & Steers, R. (1982). Organizational linkage: the psychology of
commitment, absenteeism and turnover. Organizational and Occupational Psychology, 10(3),
2008.

Newhook, J. T., Neis, B., Jackson, L., Roseman, S. R., Romanow, P., & Vincent, C. (2011).
Employment-related mobility and the health of workers, families, and communities: The
Canadian context. Labour/Le Travail, 67(1), 121-156.

Nomaguchi, K. M. (2012). Marital Status, Gender, and Home-to-Job Conflict Among Employed
Parents. J Fam Issues, 33(3), 271-294. doi:10.1177/0192513X11415613

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric Theory. New York: McGraw Hill.

O'Driscoll, M. P., & Randall, D. M. (1999). Perceived organisational support, satisfaction with
rewards, and employee job involvement and organisational commitment. Applied Psychology,
48(2), 197-209.

O'Kelly, M. E., & Niedzielski, M. A. (2009). Are Long Commute Distances Inefficient and
Disorderly? Environment and Planning A, 41(11), 2741-2759. doi:10.1068/a41327

OECD. (2014). How Was Life?

Ornstein, S., Cron, W. L., & Slocum, J. W. (1989). Life Stage Versus Career Stage: A Comparative
Test of the Theories of Levinson and Super. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 10(2), 117-
133.

Pan, S.-Y., & Yeh, Y.-J. Y. (2012). Impact of value congruence on work-family conflicts: The
mediating role of work-related support. The Journal of Social Psychology, 152(3), 270-287.

Parasuraman, S. (1982). Predicting turnover intentions and turnover behavior: A multivariate analysis.
Journal of vocational behavior, 21(1), 111-121.

Parasuraman, S., Purohit, Y. S., Godshalk, V. M., & Beutell, N. J. (1996). Work and family variables,
entrepreneurial career success, and psychological well-being. Journal of vocational behavior,
48(3), 275-300.



https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/fly-fly-out-workforce-practices-australia-effects-children-and-fam
https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/fly-fly-out-workforce-practices-australia-effects-children-and-fam
https://www.miningpeople.com.au/news/what-is-the-best-fifo-roster-according-to-miners
https://www.miningpeople.com.au/news/what-is-the-best-fifo-roster-according-to-miners

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

116

Paredes, D., Soto, J., & Fleming, D. A. (2018). Wage compensation for fly-in/fly-out and drive-
in/drive-out commuters. Papers in Regional Science, 97(4), 1337-1353.
doi:10.1111/pirs.12296

Park, H. Y., Christie, R. L., & Sype, G. E. (2014). Organizational commitment and turnover intention
in union and non-union firms. Sage Open, 4(1), 2158244013518928.

Parker, S. K., Fruhen, L., Burton, C., McQuade, S., Loveny, J., Griffin, M., . . . Jorritsma, K. (2018).
Impact of FIFO work arrangements on the mental health and wellbeing of FIFO workers.
Centre for Transformative Work Design. Australia.

Payne, S. C., & Huffman, A. H. (2005). A longitudinal examination of the influence of mentoring on
organizational commitment and turnover. Academy of management journal, 48(1), 158-168.

Peetz, D., & Murray, G. (2011). ‘You get really old, really quick’: Involuntary long hours in the
mining industry. Journal of Industrial Relations, 53(1), 13-29.

Perring, A., Pham, K., Snow, S., & Buys, L. (2014). Investigation into the effect of infrastructure on
fly-in fly-out mining workers. Australian Journal of Rural Health, 22(6), 323-327.

Petrov, M. E., Weng, J., Reid, K. J., Wang, R., Ramos, A. R., Wallace, D. M., . . . Giacinto, R. A. E.
(2018). Commuting and Sleep: Results From the Hispanic Community Health Study/Study of
Latinos Suefio Ancillary Study. American journal of preventive medicine, 54(3), e49-e57.

Pfeifer, C. (2018). An Empirical Note on Commuting Distance and Sleep During Workweek and
Weekend. Bulletin of Economic Research, 70(1), 97-102.

Pickles, S. (2015). Some FIFO workers pay high price for riches. The Sydney Morning Herald.
Retrieved from http://www.smh.com.au/national/some-fifo-workers-pay-high-price-for-
riches-20150106-12ioki.html

Pierce, G. R. (1994). The Quality of Relationships Inventory: Assessing the interpersonal context of
social support.

Pini, B., & Mayes, R. (2012). Gender, emotions and fly-in fly-out work. Australian Journal of Social
Issues, 47(1), 71-86.

Pisarski, A. E. (2007). Commuting in America. Issues in Science and Technology, 23(2), 76-80.

Plaut, P. O. (2006). The intra-household choices regarding commuting and housing. Transportation
Research Part A, 40(7), 561-571. doi:10.1016/j.tra.2005.10.001

Pocock, B., van Wanrooy, B., Strazzari, S., & Bridge, K. (2001). Fifty families: what unreasonable
hours are doing to Australians, their families and their communities: a report commissioned
by the Australian Council of Trade Unions: Australian Council of Trade Unions.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common Method Biases
in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and Recommended Remedies.
Journal of applied psychology, §8(5), 879-903. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Price, J. L., & Mueller, C. W. (1981). A causal model of turnover for nurses. Academy of management
journal, 24(3), 543-565.

Pryce, J., Welters, R., Lynch, P., Murphy, L., & Blackman, A. (2013). Identifying and profiling
potential FIFO workers: Perspectives from Far North Queensland (Report) (0987310941).
Retrieved from Cairns, Queensland:

Queensland State Parliament. (2015). Inquiry into Fly in, fly out and other long distance commuting
work practices in regional Queensland (9). Retrieved from QLD:
https://www.parliament.gld.gov.au/documents/committees/IPNRC/2015/FIFO/02-rpt-009-
090ct2015.pdf

Ramalho Luz, C. M. D., Luiz de Paula, S., & de Oliveira, L. M. B. (2018). Organizational
commitment, job satisfaction and their possible influences on intent to turnover. Revista de
Gestdo, 25(1), 84-101.

Ramalu, S. S., Rose, R. C., Uli, J., & Samy, N. K. (2010). Personality and cross-cultural adjustment
among expatriate assignees in Malaysia. International Business Research, 3(4), 96.

Reuschke, D. (2010). Job-induced commuting between two residences—Characteristics of a

multilocational living arrangement in the late modernity. Comparative Population Studies,
35(1).



http://www.smh.com.au/national/some-fifo-workers-pay-high-price-for-riches-20150106-12ioki.html
http://www.smh.com.au/national/some-fifo-workers-pay-high-price-for-riches-20150106-12ioki.html
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/IPNRC/2015/FIFO/02-rpt-009-09Oct2015.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/IPNRC/2015/FIFO/02-rpt-009-09Oct2015.pdf

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

117

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: a review of the literature.
Journal of applied psychology, 87(4), 698.

Riedy, S. M., Dawson, D., & Vila, B. (2018). 0174 U.S. Police Department Rosters: Public
Complaints and On-Duty Accidents. Sleep, 41(suppl 1), A68-A69.
doi:10.1093/sleep/zsy061.173

Rodgers, D. T. (1979). The work ethic in industrial America, 1850-1920. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Rolfe, J. (2013). Predicting the economic and demographic impacts of long distance commuting in the
resources sector: a Surat basin case study. Resources Policy, 38(4), 723-732.

Ross, R. R., & Altmaier, E. M. (1994). Intervention in occupational stress: A handbook of counselling
for stress at work: Sage.

Ross, S. L., & Zenou, Y. (2008). Are shirking and leisure substitutable? An empirical test of
efficiency wages based on urban economic theory. Regional Science and Urban Economics,
38(5), 498-517. doi:10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2008.05.009

Rossiter, J. R. (2002). The C-OAR-SE procedure for scale development in marketing. /nternational
Jjournal of research in marketing, 19(4), 305-335.

Rousseau, V., & Aubé, C. (2010). Social Support at Work and Affective Commitment to the
Organization: The Moderating Effect of Job Resource Adequacy and Ambient Conditions.
The Journal of Social Psychology, 150(4), 321-340. doi:10.1080/00224540903365380

Rugulies, R., Biiltmann, U., Aust, B., & Burr, H. (2006). Psychosocial work environment and
incidence of severe depressive symptoms: prospective findings from a 5-year follow-up of the
Danish work environment cohort study. American journal of epidemiology, 163(10), 877-887.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2008). A Self-Determination Theory Approach to Psychotherapy: The
Motivational Basis for Effective Change. Canadian Psychology/Psychologie canadienne,
49(3), 186-193. doi:10.1037/a0012753

Sackett, P. R., & Larson, J. R. (1990). Research strategies and tactics in I/O psychology. In M. D.
Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology (2nd
ed., Vol. 1). Palo Alto, California: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Safe Work Australia. (2018). Mental Health. Retrieved from
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/topic/mental-health#overview

Sahlstein, E. M. (2004). Relating at a distance: Negotiating being together and being apart in long-
distance relationships. JOURNAL OF SOCIAL AND PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS, 21(5),
689-710. doi:10.1177/02654046115

Sandow, E. (2014). Til work do us part: the social fallacy of long-distance commuting. Urban Studies,
51(3), 526-543.

Sandow, E., & Westin, K. (2010). The persevering commuter—Duration of long-distance commuting.
Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 44(6), 433-445.

Sasaki, T., Iwasaki, K., Oka, T., Hisanaga, Naomi, Ueda, T., Takada, Y., & Fujiki, Y. (1999). Effect
of working hours on cardiovascular-autonomic nervous functions in engineers in an
electronics manufacturing company. Industrial health, 37(1), 55-61.

Saxinger, G. (2016). Lured by oil and gas: labour mobility, multi-locality and negotiating normality &
extreme in the Russian Far North. The Extractive Industries and Society, 3(1), 50-59.

Schmidt, S., Roesler, U., Kusserow, T., & Rau, R. (2014). Uncertainty in the workplace: Examining
role ambiguity and role conflict, and their link to depression—a meta-analysis. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 23(1), 91-106.

Schultheiss, D. E. P. (2006). The interface of work and family life. Professional Psychology-Research
and Practice, 37(4), 334-341. doi:Doi 10.1037/0735-7028.37.4.334

Shattuck, N. L., & Matsangas, P. (2018). 0173 The Effect of Sleep on Mood of U.S. Navy Sailors.
Sleep, 41(suppl_1), A68-A68. doi:10.1093/sleep/zsy061.172

Shockley, K. M., Shen, W., DeNunzio, M. M., Arvan, M. L., & Knudsen, E. A. (2017). Disentangling
the relationship between gender and work—family conflict: An integration of theoretical
perspectives using meta-analytic methods. Journal of applied psychology, 102(12), 1601.



https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/topic/mental-health#overview

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

118

Shore, L. M., & Tetrick, L. E. (1991). A construct validity study of the survey of perceived
organizational support. Journal of applied psychology, 76(5), 637.

Shore, L. M., & Wayne, S. J. (1993). Commitment and employee behavior: comparison of affective
commitment and continuance commitment with perceived organizational support. J Appl
Psychol, 78(5), 774-780. doi:Doi 10.1037/0021-9010.78.5.774

Sibbel, A. M. (2010). Living FIFO: the experiences and psychosocial wellbeing of Western Australian
fly-in/fly-out employees and partners. (PhD), Edith Cowan University, Perth.

Siemsen, E., Roth, A., & Oliveira, P. (2010). Common Method Bias in Regression Models With
Linear, Quadratic, and Interaction Effects. Organizational Research Methods, 13(3), 456-476.
doi:10.1177/1094428109351241

Sinokki, M., Hinkka, K., Ahola, K., Koskinen, S., Kivimiki, M., Honkonen, T., . . . Virtanen, M.
(2009). The association of social support at work and in private life with mental health and
antidepressant use: the Health 2000 Study. Journal of affective disorders, 115(1-2), 36-45.

Sonnentag, S. (2001). Work, Recovery Activities, and Individual Well-Being: A Diary Study. Journal
of occupational health psychology, 6(3), 196-210. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.6.3.196

Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2007). The Recovery Experience Questionnaire: development and
validation of a measure for assessing recuperation and unwinding from work. Journal of
occupational health psychology, 12(3), 204.

Steel, R. P., & Ovalle, N. K. (1984). A Review and Meta-Analysis of Research on the Relationship
between Behavioral Intentions and Employee Turnover. Journal of applied psychology, 69(4),
673-686. doi:Doi 10.1037/0021-9010.69.4.673

Storey, K. (2008). The evolution of commute work in Canada and Australia. Paper presented at the
Biography, shift-labour and socialisation in a northern industrial city—the far north:
Particularities of labour and human socialisation, Novy Urengoy, Russia.

Storey, K. (2016). The evolution of commute work in the resource sectors in Canada and Australia.
The Extractive Industries and Society, 3(3), 584-593. doi:10.1016/j.exis.2016.02.009

Storey, K., & Hall, H. (2018). Dependence at a distance: Labour mobility and the evolution of the
single industry town: Dependence at a distance. The Canadian Geographer / Le Géographe
canadien, 62(2), 225-237. doi:10.1111/cag.12390

Suhr, D. (2008). Step your way through path analysis. Paper presented at the Western users of SAS
software conference proceedings.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2014). Using multivariate statistics (Sixth, Pearson new
international ed.). Harlow: Pearson Education Limited.

Taha, L. H., & Caldwell, B. S. (1993). Social isolation and integration in electronic environments.
Behaviour & Information Technology, 12(5), 276-283.

Taylor, J., & Simmonds, J. (2009). Family stress and coping in the fly-in fly-out workforce. The
Australian Community Psychologist, 21(2), 23-36.

Tett, R. P., & Meyer, J. P. (1993). Job-Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, Turnover Intention,
and Turnover - Path Analyses Based on Metaanalytic Findings. Personnel Psychology, 46(2),
259-293.

The Federation of International Employers. (n.d.). History of Working Time. Retrieved from
https://www.fedee.com/labour-relations/history-of-working-time/

Things Bogans Like. (2010). #60 — Going to Work in the Mines. Retrieved from
https://thingsboganslike.com/2010/01/08/60-going-to-work-in-the-mines/

Torkington, A. M., Larkins, S., & Gupta, T. S. (2011). The psychosocial impacts of fly-in fly-out and
drive-in drive-out mining on mining employees: A qualitative study. Australian Journal of
Rural Health, 19(3), 135-141.

Trouteaud, A. R. (2005). Traveling longer to stay in place: Understanding commuting in rural and
urban America. (Dissertation/Thesis), ProQuest Dissertations Publishing,

Tuzun, I. K., & Devrani, T. K. (2011). The impact of perceived employee identification on the
relationship between customer company-identification and customer citizenship behaviour:
Practice from Turkish hotels. African Journal of Business Management, 5(5), 1781-1786.



https://www.fedee.com/labour-relations/history-of-working-time/
https://thingsboganslike.com/2010/01/08/60-going-to-work-in-the-mines/

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

119

Tynan, R. J., Considine, R., Wiggers, J., Lewin, T. J., James, C., Inder, K., . . . Kelly, B. J. (2017).
Alcohol consumption in the Australian coal mining industry. Occupational and
Environmental Medicine, 74(4), 259-267. doi:10.1136/0emed-2016-103602

Urhonen, T., Lie, A., & Aamodt, G. (2016). Associations between long commutes and subjective
health complaints among railway workers in Norway. Preventive medicine reports, 4, 490-
495.

Van Ommeren, J., & Fosgerau, M. (2008). Workers' marginal costs of commuting.

van Steenbergen, E. F., Ellemers, N., & Mooijaart, A. (2007). How work and family can facilitate
each other: distinct types of work-family facilitation and outcomes for women and men. J
Occup Health Psychol, 12(3),279-300. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.12.3.279

Vincent-Geslin, S., & Ravalet, E. (2016). Determinants of extreme commuting. Evidence from
Brussels, Geneva and Lyon. Journal of Transport Geography, 54, 240-247.

Vinnem, J. E. (2013). Offshore Risk Assessment: Principles, Modelling and Applications of QRA
Studies. Netherlands: Springer

Vojnovic, P., & Bahn, S. (2015). Depression, anxiety and stress symptoms among fly-in fly-out
Australian resource industry workers. J Health Safe Environ, 31(3), 207-223.

Vojnovic, P., Jacobs, L. A., Brook, L., Ashton, C., & Pule, P. (2014). Submission to the Health and
Education Standing Committee of the WA Legislative Assembly Inquiry into mental illness
and FIFO workers. . Retrieved from Perth, Australia:

Vojnovic, P., Michelson, G., Jackson, D., & Bahn, S. (2014). Adjustment, well-being and help-
seeking: Among Australian FIFO Mining employees. Australian Bulletin of Labour, 40(2),
242,

Voydanoff, P. (2005a). Consequences of boundary-spanning demands and resources for work-to-
family conflict and perceived stress. Journal of occupational health psychology, 10(4), 491.

Voydanoff, P. (2005b). Toward a conceptualization of perceived work-family fit and balance: A
demands and resources approach. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(4), 822-836. doi:Doi
10.1111/J.1741-3737.2005.00178.X

Voysey, W. (2012). Satisfaction with a fly-in/fly-out (FIFO) lifestyle: Is it related to rosters, children
and support resources utilised by Australian employees and partners and does it impact on
relationship quality and stress? (Honours Dissertation), Murdoch University, Perth.

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. NY: John Wiley & Sons.

Walford, M. (2012). Fly-In Fly-Out (FIFO): The Uncommitted Workforce? (Masters of Applied
Psychology), Murdoch University, Murdoch, WA.

Warner, M. A., & Hausdorf, P. A. (2009). The positive interaction of work and family roles: Using
need theory to further understand the work-family interface. Journal of Managerial
Psychology, 24(4), 372-385. doi:doi:10.1108/02683940910952732

Watt, A., & Ashby, N. (2013). Making the FIFO Choice Work. Retrieved from
http://www.creatingcommunities.com.au/wp-content/uploads/FIFO_Life Survey.pdf

Watts, J. (2004). Best of both worlds? Seeking a sustainable regional employment solution to fly-in
fly-out operations in the Pilbara. Pilbara Regional Council: Karratha.

Weeramanthri, T., & Jancey, J. (2013). Fly-in, fly-out (FIFO) work in Australia: the need for research
and a health promotion framework. Health Promotion Journal of Australia, 24, 5-6.

Welters, R., Lynch, P., Pryce, J., Blackman, A., & Murphy, L. (2013). FIFO Workforce in Cairns:
Perspectives from Cairns Based FIFO Workers Employed in North-West QLD and Groote
Eylandt in NT. Townsville: School of Business, James Cook University.

Westefeld, J. S., & Liddell, D. (1982). Coping with long-distance relationships. Journal of College
Student Personnel.

Whaples, R. (1990). Winning the eight-hour day, 1909-1919. The Journal of Economic History,
50(2), 393-406.

Whaples, R. (2001). Hours of work in US history. EH. Net Encyclopedia. Retrieved from
http://eh.net/encyclopedia/hours-of-work-in-u-s-history/



http://www.creatingcommunities.com.au/wp-content/uploads/FIFO_Life_Survey.pdf
http://eh.net/encyclopedia/hours-of-work-in-u-s-history/

FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

120

Whittelsey, S. S., & Hadley, A. T. (1901). Massachusetts Labor Legislation, An Historical and
Critical Study. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 17, 1-
157.

Willemse, B. M., de Jonge, J., Smit, D., Depla, M. F., & Pot, A. M. (2012). The moderating role of
decision authority and coworker-and supervisor support on the impact of job demands in
nursing homes: A cross-sectional study. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 49(7), 822-
833.

Wilson, M. G., Polzer-Debruyne, A., Chen, S., & Fernandes, S. (2007). Shift work interventions for
reduced work-family conflict. Employee Relations, 29(2), 162-177.
doi:10.1108/01425450710719996

Wu, T. Y., Hu, C., & Jiang, D. Y. (2012). Is subordinate's loyalty a precondition of supervisor's
benevolent leadership? The moderating effects of supervisor's altruistic personality and
perceived organizational support. Asian journal of social Psychology, 15(3), 145-155.

Yao, X., & Wang, L. (2006). The predictability of normative organizational commitment for turnover
in Chinese companies: a cultural perspective. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 17(6), 1058-1075. doi:10.1080/09585190600696671

Yearwood Travezan, K., Vliegen, N., Luyten, P., Chau, C., & Corveleyn, J. (2018). Validation of the
Quality of Relationships Inventory in a Peruvian Sample of Adolescents: Associations to Peer
Attachment. Psykhe (Santiago), 27(1), 1-11.

Zhu, J., Wanberg, C. R., Harrison, D. A., & Diehn, E. W. (2016). Ups and downs of the expatriate
experience? Understanding work adjustment trajectories and career outcomes. The Journal of
applied psychology, 101(4), 549-568. doi:10.1037/apl0000073

Zhu, Z., Li, Z., Chen, H., Liu, Y., & Zeng, J. (2017). Subjective well-being in China: how much does
commuting matter? Transportation, 1-20.

Zuo, J. (2004). Shifting the Breadwinning Boundary: The Role of Men’s Breadwinner Status and
Their Gender Ideologies. Journal of Family Issues, 25(6), 811-832.
doi:10.1177/0192513X03259144



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

Appendix A — Predicted relationships
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CC

Turnover intent

NC
CC

AC
NC
CC

Turnover Intent

Stress
Anxiety

Depression

Stress
Anxiety

Depression

Stress
Anxiety

Depression

Stress
Anxiety

Depression

Positive relationship

Positive relationship

Negative relationship
Positive relationship
Positive relationship

Positive relationship

Negative relationship
Negative relationship

Negative relationship

Negative relationship
Negative relationship

Negative relationship

Positive relationship
Positive relationship

Positive relationship

Positive relationship
Positive relationship

Positive relationship
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A hit about you

+ 1. What is your age?

£ 2. What isyour sex?

L

£ 3. What is the highest formal education that you have completed?

I

t4 YWere you born in Australia?

() Yes
!

Y R
J %]

FIFO Work Qrganisational and Individual Impacts
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Wiork

5. What country wers you horn in?

G. Hmie miany years have you lived in Australia (if you don't live in Australia, please tell uswhich Country)?

* 7. How wwould you rate your English speaking abilig?

L

FIFO Wk nisational and Individual Impacts

Work

£ 8. Do you currently wark

() FIFD [Fly-In Fly-0ul
) DIDO [Driva-in Criva-Oull

( :‘ Dl [plase spacily

+ 0. Hoe many years have you heen a FIFO ) DIDO
wiarker?

Fo kL v s e you weonked ina FIFD S DIDD
capacily?

Fovae iy yeis e o eeon kad inypau connl
b?

Favwa ywou v Dad a bigak hom FIFD S DICO? 1] 20

hewe kg e 2

10. What is your current job?

+11. What is the postcode of your worksite (or name of your warksite if no postcode)?

12 What is the postoode of your home?
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*13. Do yau usually work offshore?
Yes
No

) Other (please specify)

*14. Approximately how many hours TOTAL is it from your home to your warkplace / accommodation?

15. While getting TO work (or site accommaodation), approximately how many HOURS do you spend:

Flying | |

Driving | |

Being driven (bus / taxi
etc) |

On a boat | |

If you work as a driver
please indicate time
driving before first break
here: | |

* 16. Are you a contractor or permanent employee?

) Contractor
) Employee

Qther {please specify)

*17. How would you describe your industry?

( Transport
Qil & Gas

) Mining

| Services

) Education

") Medical f Health Services

) Civil Construction
| Maritime

Government

Other {please specify)
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18, What type of wiork are you currently undertaking?
':_:) Sonslivelion

G M e

Y i
J Sliul dowen

pha

:] Dpenalions

( Ol [plrass spaeilyy

£ 10, What level of employee best describes you?

L]

£ 20. What is your Employment Status?

L

* 21, Is your immediate supenvisor usually on-site?

[ ]

—— Thanks o Weal, Ui el page s o bil shols ——

FIFQ Work Cryganisational and Individual Impacts

Famiby

22, Which of the folloviing members of your family, if amy, are lving in Australia?

[] Paen

|:| Clildien
|:| Faanlish
|:| Silling] 53

D Ol [plase spacilyy

£ 23. Howe many children do you have?

L

FIFOQ Work Gryanisational and Individual Impacts
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24. Please indicate if you think that FIFO is a majar contributing factor in not having children at this time or
not.

C \‘, Yes - if it wasn't for FIFO, | would have tried to have children by now

| Somewnhat - it is making it difficult for us to try to have children

") Ne-itis irrelevant to FIFQ

’ Other {please specify)

FIFC Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

25. What agefs are your child/ren?
over
21- 30 Not

ly 2y 3y 4y Sy 6y 7y 8 9y 10y 1ly 12y 13y 14y 15y 16y 17y 18y 19y 20y 30y years Applicable
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26, For each child (please keep the same order as above) please indicate vwhen they reside in the home

You return to after your swing.

Pan e ly
Tt s a1l iy
[T
Thikd £ &
o Y
Chik 2 L)
Chikd 3 r
Cliiki4 _']
ZHikd 5 8
Chik 5 )
Chik 7 ":J
Chikd & @

Dby al ey
[CANTRTTEN N
wliukr i

petiod

'

Ay

O
)

O

®
O

—— Thanks, nasl U albmpolanl wsle quasliong -—-

Dby al iy
T fon el <l
nny ki pariod iy lgave peniod

'
A

®

®

00000
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Rostaer

& 27. Is your roster predictable?

OV vae Y Bomelimas ¢ b - abeises dilleig
) Y-s.\_) SJIII_lIIII_b.\_‘J b - abvinys dillaranl

Dl [plase spacibyd

Sl al iy
linnig
QAo by
rogdlssal

GO

]

v,

O O RO

£ 28. would you prefer a different roster ! swing?

[ ]

+ 20, Rosters (Please enteryour MAIN roster - if you have multiple then
enter the first here, and the second in the 'other’ box)

WLl i oo usual sl ?

Wl sk veoukd you sl ?

Dl [plrase spacily

DAYS O

DAYE Ol

Doesapl liee i

iy e al all

Y
LN

)
L

R
b

Ty

Y
W

L

o

Poolapplicablks
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* 30. Where are you currently on your roster / swing?
C) Start of swing
(—:] Middle of swing
() End of swing
O Start of leave
(D Middle of leave

() End of leave

* 31. Do you work any night shifts?
(] Yes
O o

FIFOC Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

32. How many night shifts in a row?

33. How many night shifts in total for one swing?

34. If you had a cheice, how many night shifts would you do in a row?

FIFO Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

Work Family Conflict
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* 3b. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement.

Neither
Slightly  Agree nor
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree

Strongly

After my swing at work, | am too tired to do some (». (r\ ~
of the things | like to do. bt b Y
. . . Fan ~

My work impacts on time for my personal interests ) CoF
My work takes up time that I'd like to spend with ( ~ 'S N
family and friends - P \_d
I'm often too tired at work when | first start my
swing because of the things that | have to do at (\ Ii > '\;‘
home.
| find it hard to manage my personal demands and C_\ ~ &
it takes away from my work. e =
| wish | was more involved in the daily lives of

ose close to me (e.g. Partner, kids, relatives, { ) (" i)
those close 1o me (e.g. Partner, Kids, relati € C C
friends) en days when I'm working
| feel tired and need to restin my first L or 2 days C«— e ~
of leave =
I'm in a bad mood during my last 1 or 2 leave days f:\‘- If‘ :N\
It takes 1 or 2 days to 'fitin' to the lives of those
close to me {e.qg. partner, kids, relatives, friends) (‘:'- '\(j :1‘"
again at the beginning of my leave periods
My roster makes it difficult for me to participate in (“‘. e ~
community events and/or team sports - o
The first 1 or 2 days of leave are stressful (e.g. & (r—-\ '
difficult, demanding, tense). i s =
My roster causes me to miss important events with
those close to me {e.g. Birthdays, Christmas, kids® f'ﬁ‘ LF Th\

milestones, anniversaries).

FIFO Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

Work Support and Adjustment

* 36. Please think about who you report to most frequently when answering the following.

)

Slightly
Agree

—
)

Strongly
Agree Agree

C fff
¢ C

S
Q C
o O

Please tick the box which indicates the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement.

Neither
Strongly Slightly Agree nor
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree
M i 1} bout % — <
Yy SU[.)ENISDI’ really cares about my fﬂ_‘ r -\" (—\‘ (4—
wellbeing o > -~
My supervisor strongly considers my — “— ~~ (
goals and values A s e
My superviser cares about my ( ~ [ S ( ~ 'S
general satisfaction at work = = = s
My superviser shows a lot of concern { N r— N € f'

forme

Slightly
Agree

Strongly
Agree Agree
O )
- .
O O
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* 37. Now think about your ORGANISATION

Please tick the box which indicates the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement.

Neither
Strongly Slightly Agree nor Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

My organisation really cares about (- - [...\
\ S
my wellbeing

My organisation cares about my ( ~ (.‘,.
general satisfaction at work d g

My organisation is willing to extend
itself in order to help me perform my (__\ f_\
job to the best of my ability

2 & ® C QO

C 0 0 O O

OO O O O

* 38. In relation to your current FIFO/DIDO job, please indicate to what extent you have ADJUSTED to the

following factors.

Not at
all  Slightly Somewhat Reasonably Considerably Completely
Living conditions in general {'_\ (_\ F ;’T‘
Housing conditions C (‘w ’_‘
Entertainment / recreation facilities and opportunities C‘, {Fw "
Socialising with other workers ‘\'__‘“: f_ﬁ‘w

Interacting with other workers on a day to day basis
Living away from family and / or friends

Specific job requirements

Weather

Transportation

Job Responsibilities

Performance expectations

General standards of work

OO0000000000 00

FIFO Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

Organisational Commitment

®
/i') -
o (0] ¢ [s] oi[e] ¢ [e]

(NOEHRDOERO RO

0

S

o] ool o] o/fs] e le] o

N
ol e
SEDES)
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* 30. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement about commitment to

your arganisation.

| do not feel like "part of the family' at my organisation
| do not feel 'emotionally attached' to my organisation

| do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organisation

Even if it were to my advantage, | do not feel it would be right to

leave my organisation now.
1 would feel guilty if I left my organisation now.

My organisation deserves my loyalty

| would not leave my organisation right now because | have a

sense of obligation to the people in it.

Too much in my life would be disrupted if | decided | wanted to

leave my organisation now.

Right now, staying with my organisation is a matter of necessity

as much as desire.

| feel that | have too few options to consider leaving this
organisation.

Qne of the few serious consequences of leaving this
organisation would be the scarcity of available alternatives.

Within the next 2 years, | am likely to leave my current
organisation for a job in another organisation.

*40. | want to leave

6 Months 1 Year
My Job
FIFO / DIDO
This industry

My trade

Neither

Agree
Strongly Slightly nor Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

Not in the
forseeable
2 Years 5 Years 10 Years future

10
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* 41. Please indicate to what extent you agree with each statement

Neither

Agree
Strongly Slightly nor Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

| admire people who own expensive homes, cars and clothes ( i (“‘ ( \ (nf (\‘ ." N |: o
The things | own say a lot about how well I'm doing in life ( 1 ( f ™ O [' B :‘\ ( \
| like to own things that impress people I:- 7 (-‘ ( § ( 3 (\ M ( \;
1 try to keep my life simple as far as possessions are ’ ; e -
concerned c Cc ¢ Cc O O C

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure

—~
o
)
J

& @
o C
o C
O 0

I like a lot of luxury in my life

®

My life would be better if | cwned certain things | don't have

s] o (3] @
B iale
o] o [o] &

I'd be happier if | could afford to buy more things

It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that | can't afford to buy
all the things I'd like

O 00
N
o 8]

®
®
Y
)

7

-

Things would get better if | had more money

@
0

More money will make you happier

It is hard to be poor and happy

0

You can never have enough money

y

ook o

Money is power

Money would solve all my problems

)
S

When things look hopeless, | don't give up. ff\ (_\
| am able to adapt to change C_\w (:_\
| can deal with whatever comes C\ r\
| tend to bounce back after illness or hardship CW

Coping with stress can strengthen me

>
(DD

| can achieve goals despite obstacles

o] oilol's o] olo] oi[o) 0ifo] olfe
olllocloQoootio

I'm not easily discouraged by failure

| think of myself as a strong person

LIOELAORIOELAOCEHORAO K]

LA OE 1
@’

QEHOELIOEIOLNOKHDENO LY O
QEAOEIOEIOKNOEHNDOERQ KN

\’"\ ’\
sle

)
QEHC

| enjoy dealing with new and unusual situations

,
)

| feel like 1 am trapped in FIFQ / DIDO because of the money,
to pay my expenses.

FIFOQ Work Organisational and Individual Impacts
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Y
J
N
J

O C

“
_J
R
-
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*42. Has FIFO / DIDO ever been a significant factor in a relationship breakdown for you?

Very Significant
() Significant

( : Neutral

() Insignificant

{ Very Insignificant

() NotApplicable
FIFO Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

43. How many relationships do you feel that it has had an impact on?

FIFO Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

Relationship

* 44. What is your current relationship status?

TN e
Q Single

| With Partner

) Married

L

() Divorced (if with another partner, please select ‘pariner’)

( 'j Widowed

(;\ Engaged

| Separated

() Other {please specify)

FIFC Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

45. Does your partner work?

() Yes
L

12
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FIFC Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

46. Do they work in a FIFO / DIDO capacity?

() AIFO

DIDO

() Neither

47. What is the employment status of your partner?

Full-Time

Part-Time

| Casual

) Other {please specily)

FIFC Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

Relationship

48. Approximately how long have you been in your current relationship?

49. Please describe your current relationship with your current partner by choosing the most appropriate
response for each statement

Not at all Alittle Quite abit  Very much

To what extent can you really count on this person to distract you from your
worries when you feel under stress? bt

To what extent could you count on this person for help with a problem?

Howr angry does this person make you feel?

Howr upset does this person sometimes make you feel? ()

How often does this person make you feel angry? ) {

How much do you argue with this person?

How significant is this relationship in your life?

Howr positive a role does this person play in your life?

13



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

144

50. Communication availahility at your site

Not at all
Notat all because | have
{but l could no access to
multiple once every Once every oncea if lwanted/ communication
times aday onceaday twodays 3-Gdays week needed to) methods Other

On average, how often
do you communicate
with your partner while
you are off swing (on
leave)?

Approximately how
often do you
communicate with your
partner whilst away at
work f on swing?

51. What methods do you use, and to what extent?

Hardly
Every now ever/
All the ime  Quite alot Sometimes and again never

Telephone
voice call

Satellite
phone

Text
message

Skype,
Tango or
similar

Video Call
{mabile)

E-Mail

Internet
instant
message
{e.g. msn
messenger)

Letter by post

Other (please specify)

14
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52. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with these statements.

Strongly Strongly Not
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Applicable

My organisation SUPPORTS my communication with my partner by
providing facilities

My organisation ENCOURAGES me to communicate with my partner
Comminication with my partner while | am on swing is very important
My partner is always available for communication while | am away

| chose this job because | knew communication with my partner was
not going to be a problem here

Arguments arise because of a lack of communication whilst | am on
swing

My partner calls me too often during my working hours

53. How long per phone conversation (or skype or video call) would you usually spend talking to your
partner?

2-5 minutes

5-10 minutes

10-20 minutes

30 minutes or longer
Varies too much to say

Don't call partner whilst on swing

Please answer the folowing questions in regard to the use of formal support services. 'Formal Support Services' refers to any
designated service or company that provides support in the form of counselling and/or therapy (individual, couples or group),
telephone support (such as Men's Domestic Violence Helpline, Lifeline) and counselling via the internet (eHeadspace).

54. Which of the following do you consider to be a barrier to you seeking support for RELATIONSHIP
ISSUES?

Strongly
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

Unsure of what services are
available and / or how to link in with
them

My roster - cannot attend reqularly
My roster - not enough time at home

Have tried therapy / support services
before and did not like the
experience

Have tried therapy / support services
before and it did not help

Partner is not willing

Do not want others to know | am
experiencing relationship difficulties

Too expensive

Other (please specify)

15



FIFO: WORK AND PERSONAL IMPACTS

146

55. Which of the fallowing do you consider to be a barrier to you seeking support for YOUR MENTAL
HEALTH AND WELL-BEING?

Remember support services include counselling / therapy either in person, online or by phone (e.g Lifeline,
eHeadspace etc)

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Disagree

Unsure of what services are available and / or how 1o link in with them

My roster - cannot attend regularly

My roster - not enough time at home

Have tried therapy / support services before and did not like the experience
Have tried therapy / support services before and it did not help

Partner is not willing

Do not want others to know | am experiencing relationship difficulties

Too expensive

Other (please specify)

56. Which of the following options would you consider as likely to increase your willingness to engage with
a support service far things like relationship issues, mental health concerns and alcohal consumption?

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

If such services were cheaper
It I had more information about what was available to me

If my employer would centribute to the overall cost of the
support | was accessing

If | could attend face-to-face support f therapy sessions while
away at work so that it does not impact on my time off {e.qg. if
there was a psychologist or counsellor available to meet with at
your work site on a regular basis).

If there was a flexible way of staying regularly engaged with the
service - such as using Skype or telephone sessiens from my
private bedroom at work after hours.

If others I work with were also utilising support services

Other (please specify)

*57. We want to know how your health has been in general aover the last few weeks.
Please read the questions below and each of the possible answers. Indicate the response that best
applies to you.

Betterthan Sameas  Lessthan Much less
usual usual usual than usual

Have you recently been able to concentrate on what you're doing?

16
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* 58. Health
Rather
Nomore  more than Much more
Notatall than usual usual than usual

Have you recently lost much sleep over worry?

Have you recently felt constantly under strain?

)00
@)

Have you recently felt you couldn't overcome your difficulties?
Have you recently been feeling unhappy or depressed?

Have you recently been losing confidence in yourself?

o
slislolls)e)
®

Have you recently been thinking of yourself as a worthless person?

Have you recently been feeling reasonably happy, all things considered?

CHOEAD
SHGE O
(O

* 59. Health
More so Same as Less s0 Much less
than usual usual than usual  than usual
Have you recently felt that you are playing a useful part in things? ( C 3 ( b f B
Have you recently felt capable of making decisions about things? ( b ’: 3 ( 3 ( b

Have you recently been able to enjoy your day-to-day activities?

®
o
®
0

Have you recently been able to face up to yoeur problems?

™
/
N
J
e
p
ras]
)

*60. AUDIT Questionnaire

How often do you have a drink containing alcohol?
7 Never

«

7 Monthly or less
: " 2-4times amonth
) 2-3times aweek

C“\ 4 or more times a week

FIFOC Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

61. How many standard drinks containing alcohol do you have on a typical day when drinking
7 1or2

.

Y Zors

AN

“ 50r6

T 7009

f—\ 10 or more

17
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62. AUDIT continued...

Less Daily or
than almost
Never monthly Monthly Weekly daily

Howr often do you have six or more drinks on one occasion?

During the past year, how often have you found that you were not able to
stop drinking once you had started?

During the past year, how often have you failed to do what was normally
expected of you because of drinking?

During the past year, how often have you needed a drink in the morning or to
getyourself going after a heavy drinking session?

During the past year, how often have you had a feeling of guilt or remorse
after drinking?

During the past year, have you been unable to remember what happened the
night before because you had been drinking?

*63. AUDIT continued

Yes, but notin  Yes, during the
No the past year past year

Have you or someone else been injured as a result of your drinking?

Has a relative or friend, doctor or other health worker been concerned about
your drinking or suggested you cut down?

64. Which of the following do you consider to be a batrrier to you seeking support for YOUR ALCOHOL
CONSUMPTION?

Please skip this question if not applicable.
Remember suppert services include counselling / therapy either in person, online or by phone (e.g Lifeline,
eHeadspace etc)

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  Neutral Disagree Disagree

Unsure of what services are available and / or how te link in with them

My roster - cannot attend regularly

My roster - not enough time at home

Have tried therapy / support services before and did not like the experience
Have tried therapy / support services before and it did not help

Partner is not willing

Do not want others to know | am experiencing relationship difficulties

Too expensive

QOther (please specify)

18
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* 65. STRESS
When you are stressed or upset, to what extent do you do the following:

Not at Quite Very
all  Somewhat Moderately abit Much

Take some time off and get away from the
situation

Focus on the problem and see how | can
solve it

Blame myself for having gotten into this
situation

Treat myself to a favorite food or snack
Feel anxious about not being able to cope
Think about how I solved similar problems
Visit a friend

Determine a course of action and follow it
Buy myself something

Blame myself for being too emotional about
the situation

work to understand the situation
Become very upset

Take corrective action immediately
Blame myself for not knowing what to do
Spend time with a special person

Think about the event and learn from my
mistakes

Wish that | could change what had
happened or how | felt

Go out for a snack or meal
Analyze my problem before reacting
Focus on my general inadequacies

Phone a friend

19
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* 66. DASS
Please read each statement and indicate how much the statement applies to you OVER THE PAST
WEEK.
There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one statement.

To some A considerable

degree, or degree, or a
Did not apply ~ some of the good part of Most of the
to me at all time the time time
| found it hard to wind down ( b ‘( b ( ( )
| was aware of dryness of my mouth O m O f
| couldn't seem to expetience any positive feeling at all f i r N (ﬁ? f\

| experienced breathing difficulty {(eg, excessively rapid
breathing, breathlessness in the absence of physical exertion)

"1
D
e
H)

| found it difficult te work up the initiative to do things (4 4 ) ('_\ [\‘;
| tended to over-react to situations F f—l C\ (_‘
| experienced trembling (eg, in the hands) F f_- r:_ r‘
| felt that | was using a lot of nervous energy (_ f\. F C'\
| was worried about situations in which | might panic and make («— .,;-xl (-\“ '
a fool of myself A = e B

| felt that | had nothing to look forward to (“ f— ’\h C"
| found myself getting agitated li_“ :‘_ ! C\ C_\
| found it difficult to relax O O O O
| felt down-hearted and blue r ‘!_' \i_\‘ f‘
| was intolerant of anything that kept me from getting on with ( ~ {-‘
what | was doing - ‘v S~

| felt 1 was close te panic (\ r- ( P
| was unable to become enthusiastic about anything (:_\ ‘:“. {:— f'_‘
| felt 1 wasn't worth much as a person h :q'l C F
| felt that | was rather touchy I‘:_\ f__“l (_\ f_\
| was aware of the action of my heart in the absence of physical r N ( ~ -
exertion {eg, sense of heart rate increase, heart missing a beat) = — = i

| felt scared without any good reason C\ § (\ (
| felt that life was meaningless f? 'f" C_\ f:

If you are not coping, it is important to seek assistance.

Useful contacts include:

+ Your doctor - Talk to your doctor about how you've been feeling to find the most appropriate treatment for you. Your doctor can also
refer you to a psychologist or other health professional.

+ Lifeline (24/7) — 131 114

+ Beyond blue — 1300 224 636

FIFO Work Organisational and Individual Impacts

Support Resources
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The following section looks at the resources and supports you and your family may be aware of and used in the past. Please
indicate below the resources which you are aware of, have used in the last 6 months, and how effective you thought they were.

67. Supports and Resources

Aware of  Used in last
this 6 months

Employee Assistant Programs (EAP's)

Support for Families When a Parent Works Away {Department for Communities, Government of
Western Australia)

The Survival Guide for Mining Families (Mining Family Matters)
Working Away: A Survival Guide for Families (Mining Family Matters)
Mining Family Matters website

FIFO Families Website

Parents Working Away Workshop (NGALA)

Fly In Fly Out Workshop (Relationships Australia)

Family

Friends

Co-Workers

Doctors/Health Professionals

Religious

Other (please specify)
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68. If | have used this resource, | have found it useful for my needs

Neither
Strongly Agree or Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Employee Assistant Programs (EAP's)

Support for Families When a Parent Works Away {Department
for Communities, Government of Western Australia)

The Survival Guide for Mining Families {Mining Family Matters)

Working Away: A Survival Guide for Families (Mining Family
Matters)

Mining Family Matters Website

FIFO Families Website

Parents Working Away Workshop (NGALA)

Fly In Fly Out workshop (Relationships Australia)
Family

Friends

Co-Workers

Doctors/Health Professionals

Religious

Other (please specify)

Thank you for completing our survey.

We really appreciate your time and hope that we can use these results to inform organisations and community services about ways
to improve FIFO and DIDO, as well as telling them the things that work well already.

*69. It would help us if you could please briefly indicate where you heard about our survey so that we can
spread the word!
Thanks
The research team
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