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Abstract

Using a concurrent multi-methods design employing both quantitative and
qualitative methodologies this study investigated the psychosocial wellbeing Western
Australian fly-in/fly-out (FIFO) mining employees and their partners. The quantitative
phase of the study assessed the psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and
perceptions of family function of 90 FIFO mining employees and 32 partners of FIFO
employees using the General Health Questionnaire 12, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale
and the Family Assessment Device. Analyses revealed that both FIFO employees and
their partners are within the norms for healthy functioning on the scales and sub-scales
of the measures of psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and perceptions of
family function, and that there were no statistically significant differences between the
scores of the two groups on any of these measures. Further, there were no significant
differences when data were analysed according to family type or profile of absence.
Thus, despite perceptions that regular FIFO employment related absence would have
adverse impacts on various aspects of wellbeing, the group of FIFO employees and
partners in this study report similar levels of psychological wellbeing, relationship
satisfaction and perceptions of family function to those of the general Australian
population.

The qualitative phase used constructivist grounded theory methodology to
explore the experiences of FIFO employees and partners of FIFO employees in order to
develop an understanding and theoretical scheme of the role of contextual factors in
their adaptation to the FIFO lifestyle. In-depth interviews were conducted with a
medium sized sample of 16 FIFO employees and 12 partners of FIFO employees. The
findings from the qualitative phase are discussed in light of existing literature and the
findings from the quantitative phase.

The data revealed a number of individual, family, community and workplace
factors that impact on individual experiences of and adaptation to the FIFO lifestyle.
Informants generally made purposeful and informed choices to undertake FIFO
employment based on the notion that “the benefits outweigh the costs”, that the lifestyle
associated with FIFO employment would considerably increase individual and family
access to financial and psychosocial resources, and that the net gains in personal and
family resources would outweigh any losses. These findings challenge earlier
presumptions that the regular absences associated with FIFO employment would result

in a loss of individual and family resources and would impact negatively on the



v

psychosocial wellbeing of FIFO employees and their partners. The strengths and
limitations of the study are outlined as are suggestions for future research. Implications
of the findings at the individual, community, corporate and government levels are

presented together with recommendations for future actions.
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Chapter 1

Setting the Context
This chapter sets the context of the study. First, the concept of the interaction between
work and home lives, in conjunction with the general prevalence and impacts of non-
standard working hours is introduced. Next, fly-in/fly-out employment is defined, and
its history and current practice within the context of the Australian resources sector
portrayed. The personal motivation for the study and its significance for the resources
sector and the wider community are explained. Then community psychology, the
discipline within which this study is contextualised, is described and the contribution of

the study to the field is established. Finally, the structure of the thesis is provided.



Chapter 1
Setting the Context

Above all the mining fields were the stage and backdrop for hundreds of thousands of
lives. .. (Blainey, 1994, p.2)
Introduction

An extensive field of research has demonstrated that as a result of social change,
work and home are no longer viewed as separate worlds but as parts of life-systems that
intersect and overlap and mutually influence each other (Bourg & Segal, 1999; Lewis &
Cooper, 1999; Pitt-Catsouphes, Kossek, & Sweet, 2006; Pocock, Skinner, & Williams,
2007; Voydanoff, 2005). Changes in the composition of the workforce (e.g., increases
in the number of dual earner families, single parents, and women in the workforce),
working arrangements and the structure of families have resulted in the need to better
understand the interrelationships between work and home/family life (Hosking &
Western, 2008; Schultheiss, 2006). Research to date has examined issues associated
with the nature of the relationship between work and home. For example, investigating
how the overlap can lead to tensions resulting from the multiple time and task
requirements faced by employees as they juggle work and family responsibilities and
the demands of work and home life (Boles, Howard, & Donoftrio, 2001; Thomas &
Ganster, 1995).

Trying to maintain the balance between family and work has been shown to
impact on both domains including the psychological wellbeing of personnel (Bedeian,
Burke, & Moffett, 1988; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992), job satisfaction (Adams,
King, & King, 1996; Bacharach, Bamberger, & Conley, 1991; Bedeian et al.; Boles et
al.; Bourg & Segal; Burke, 1994; Good, Grovalynn, & Gentry, 1988; Netemeyer, Boles,
& McMurrian,1996), turnover and intentions to turnover (Aryee, Fields, & Luk, 1999;
Burke, 1988; Good et al.1988; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Greenhaus, Collins,
Singh, & Parasuraman, 1997; Lyness & Thompson, 1997) and family relationships
(Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). These impacts have been found across the employment types
(Pocock et al., 2007) including blue collar workers (Babin & Boles, 1998), accounting
and other professionals (Bedeian et al.1988; Elloy & Smith, 2003) and managers
(Carlson, Derr, & Wadsworth, 2003; Good et al.1988), in police (Burke), nurses and
engineers (Bacharach et al.), teachers (Netemeyer et al.1996), retail (Good et al.1988),

female administration staff (Snow, Swan, Raghavan, Connell, & Klein, 2003), married



male naval personnel (Jones & Butler, 1980) and health care workers (Thomas &
Ganster, 1995) amongst others.

The interaction between the two spheres has variously been referred to as “work-
family balance”, “work-family equilibrium” or “work-life collision” implying the need
for some sort of balancing or juggling to successfully meet the competing demands of
both domains and the “spill-over” effects between them (Hein, 2005; McKee, Mauthner,
& Maclean, 2000; Pocock, 2003; Voydanoft, 2005). These terms focus on the degree of
separation and conflict between the two spheres often without acknowledging the
complex, overlapping individual, relational, cultural and other contextual factors that
contribute to the interaction. In the style of Pocock, Skinner, and Williams (2007), and
in acknowledgement of the systemic interactions between these contextual factors the
present study uses the term ‘work-family interaction’ rather than those mentioned
above.'

Recent reviews of the literature (e.g. Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000;
Schulthiess, 2006) identified that the majority of research on work and home lives has
focused on the negative side of the interface investigating the occurrence, antecedents
and consequences of work-family conflict (van Steenbergen, Ellemers, & Mooijaart,
2007). Few studies have investigated other areas such as how different work and family
roles can benefit each other (Voydanoff, 2004a), on the interactions between work,
families and communities including the impacts on social networks, social cohesion and
social capital (Gallegos, 2006; Pocock, Skinner, & Williams, 2007) or the work family
interactions for single individuals and minority groups (Pitt-Catsouphes, Kossek, &
Sweet, 2006). Indeed, while employees and their families rely on paid work for
sustenance, employers also rely on families and communities to provide and sustain the
workforce, as such, these symbiotic roles require greater acknowledgement and
understanding (Squire & Tilly, 2007; Voydanoft, 2004b).

Further, the work and family life literature has often concentrated on the
traditional two parent family with dependent children to the exclusion of different
family structures and those at other stages of the life course (e.g., single parent families
or those couples with independent children). There have been substantial changes to the
structure of Australian families over the last 20 years. As illustrated in Figure 1,

Australian 2006 census data reveal that only 37.0% of families comprise a couple with

! See Pocock, Skinner & Williams (2007, p. 5) for a more detailed discussion of these terms.



dependent children, while 37.2% are couple families without dependent children, and
15.8% are sole parent families (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 2007a), thus
highlighting the need for continuing work/family research that acknowledges these

changes and includes a life course approach.

OCouple with dependent children

BCouple with non-dependent children
OCouple only

DOOne parent family with dependent children

BOne parent family with non-dependent
children

OOther families

Note. Source: ABS (2007a), based on 5,219,165 families
Figure 1. Australian family types (ABS, 2007a)

An inclusive definition of family that recognises the current diversity of family
structures in Australia was used for this thesis. Based on the definitions of Fassinger
(2000) and Marks (2006) and congruent with the definitions used by the ABS (ABS,
2007a) family includes traditional two parent households (including shared biological,
step or adopted children), single parent families, extended families, lesbian, gay and
bisexual families, couples (married or cohabiting) without children, single people
(usually networked with other households through kinship or “chosen” family) and
other unions in which some form of home or family life exists.

Much of the work and family life research has taken a more traditional view of
working hours and non-work life. That is, it has focused on the way in which the
demands of fulltime employment in a standard 9-to-5 job, based on a five day week
impact on accommodating family and other requirements (Wilson, Polzer-Debruyne,

Chen, & Fernadez, 2007). However, the modern trend toward a 24-hour-society has



resulted in non-standard working hours such as shift work, weekend work and
compressed work schedules, which in the past have been restricted to particular sectors
such as nursing, mining and the military, becoming more prevalent and visible in the
urban areas of Australia and other industrialized nations (Costa, 2003; Hosking &
Western, 2008). The services (e.g., hospitals, police, security and utilities), hospitality
(e.g., hotels and restaurants), retail (e.g., 24-hour fuel outlets and supermarkets) and
industrial (factories and heavy transport) sectors all have extended these work options in
response to increasingly flexible market demands (Department of Consumer and
Employment Protection [DOCEP], 2004; Wilson, et al.). Working hours now more
commonly include evenings, nights and weekends, and the hours of duty have become
more variable with compressed shifts®, split shifts® and part-time work. Casual, on-call
and fixed-term work contracts have also become more common. This diversification of
work arrangements is a result of societal and organisational demands and individual
preferences including an increase in the participation of women in the labour force
(Hosking & Western; Presser, 2000).

To date in Australia, few studies have investigated the impacts of non-standard
working arrangements on the wellbeing of employees and their families and the
interaction of their work and home lives (Hosking & Western, 2008). Of those few that
have been completed, many have focused on the impacts of different shift work systems
on the psychological, social and physiological wellbeing of employees and their
families working in industry sectors that have traditionally used shift arrangements (e.g.,
nursing, residential mining). Working night shift was found to have the most negative
impacts on employees' wellbeing (Gent, 2004). In particular, the disturbance to normal
circadian rhythms resulted in ‘shift lag’ syndrome, the symptoms of which (e.g., fatigue,
digestive troubles, irritability and poorer mental agility) indirectly impacted on family
and social interactions leaving some shift workers feeling “out of sync” with their
families and local communities (Bohle & Tilley, 1989, 1998; Heiler, 1998, 2002;
Presser, 2000). Furthermore, fathers who worked on weekends reported more work-
family conflict than those who worked a “standard” Monday-to-Friday schedule
(Hosking & Western, 2008).

* Compressed shifts refers to “the use of a set block of shifts of increased length to allow for shortening of
the work week thereby providing extra days away from the workplace” (DOCEP, 2003, p. 46)

3 Split shifts refers to “when the work period is broken by an extended unpaid ‘free’ period, thereby
constituting an extended working day consisting of two (or more) work periods” (DOCEP, 2003, p. 46)



Fly-in fly-out (FIFO) is a concentrated work schedule used extensively
throughout the Australian resources sector (Chamber of Minerals and Energy Western
Australia [CMEWA], 2008a). Not only are FIFO employees required to work long
hours with inflexible, compressed work schedules, they are also separated from their
homes and families on a regular basis, and many have shift arrangements while on site,
thus potentially impacting on work and home interactions. The examination of how the
particular combination of shift work and compressed work schedules impacts on the
wellbeing of mining employees and their families has to date mainly focused on
residential mine workers (see for example Heiler, 2002; Keown, 2005). We currently
have a limited understanding of how individuals and families experience the FIFO
lifestyle and its impact on their wellbeing (DOCEP, 2004).

FIFO Work Practices

The resources sector has traditionally been and continues to be a major
contributor to Australia's economy and infrastructure. It is a major earner of export
income, provides nation-wide employment and supplies the raw materials for the
nation’s basic industrial requirements (ABS, 2001, 2007b; Department of Industry and
Resources [DOIR], 2007a). The infrastructure established to serve the mine sites has
also contributed to the decentralisation of Australia’s population and its industry
(Blainey, 1994). Western Australia, in particular has vast oil, gas and mineral assets. In
2007 there were 560 commercial mineral projects including operating mine sites (open
pit, underground and quarries), processing plants and oil and gas fields in operation
(DOIR, 2008). During 2006, the Western Australian mining and petroleum sector
employed more than 61,700 people directly and 216,000 people indirectly. The increase
in direct employment in the mining industry from 1995 is displayed in Figure 2.
Western Australia’s share of national mining capital expenditure rose from 54% in 2005

to 61% in 2006 (DOIR, 2007b).



§5,000 -

§0,000

£5,000

£0,000

4:3,000

Number of Emplovees

40,000

35,000

50,000

1985
1996
19587
1995
1989
2000
2001
2002
2005
2004
2005
2006

Figure 2. Number of People Directly Employed in the Western Australian Resources
Sector (DOIR, 2007b).

The preference of the Australian population to live in proximity to the coast,
coupled with the usually remote geographical location of Australia's natural resources
has always posed a problem for the mining and petroleum industry (Storey &
Shrimpton, 1991a) (see Figure 3 for the location of Western Australia’s major mining
projects). The resource sector traditionally resolved this issue by constructing mining
towns near or at the mine or processing plant (e.g., Newman). More recently, however,
changes in the structure of the mining industry, together with financing considerations
and changes in the attitudes and aspirations of the mining workforce, have caused the
long distance commute, more commonly known as fly-in/fly-out (FIFO), to emerge.
FIFO has been used by the offshore oil industry since the 1950s but has only become
common in the Australian land-based mining industry since the 1980s (Storey &

Shrimpton, 1991b).
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An industry-accepted definition of FIFO operations is “those which involve
work in relatively remote locations where food and lodging accommodation is provided
for workers at the work site but not for their families” (Storey, 2001, p. 135). Workers
spend a fixed number of days at the mine-site followed by a fixed number of days at
home (Shrimpton & Storey, 1989). The employees usually commute from a home base
located in a large city, coastal community or large established mining town (Gillies, Wu
& Jones, 1997). Although flying is the most common form of transport for these
commute arrangements, some Australian mine employees drive-in and drive-out
(DIDO) from the mine using either company provided or private road transport. For the
purposes of this report the term FIFO incorporates both FIFO and DIDO. Fly-in/fly-out
1s sometimes referred to as the Long Distance Commute (LDC) in international settings,
but this term is not commonly used in Australia (Storey, 2001).

A number of factors, including improved communication and aircraft safety,
lower employee absenteeism, access to a wider pool of potential employees and a
preference for metropolitan living by many workers and their families continue to
encourage the use of FIFO. In addition, other factors inhibit the further development of
resource towns in remote locations adding to the attraction of the FIFO option
(CMEWA, 2008a). These include the longer lead times and costs associated with new
housing developments and construction, diminished financial and infrastructure support
from government, the ecological footprint of large resource towns, and concerns for the
sustainability of the town following the conclusion of the operation (Storey, 2001).
Indeed, many smaller operations would not be viable without the economic benefits
afforded by FIFO (CMEWA, 2005).

FIFO: The practice

The conditions of employment for FIFO employees such as shift and roster
arrangements, accommodation facilities, availability of psychosocial support for
individuals and families, and their terms of employment impact on how they experience
the lifestyle and subsequently on their health and wellbeing (Keown, 2005). These
conditions can differ according to the particular site setting, that is, the site location,
employer and job type. For example, FIFO work arrangements vary in duration and
symmetry and incorporate compressed work schedules in which FIFO employees work
10- or 12-hour shifts while “on site”. Many employees such as machinery and plant
operators and their direct supervisors are also likely to have “shift” work in which they

work a number of days of “day shift” followed by a number of nights of “night shift”. A
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common pattern is one week of night shift, one week of day shift followed by one week
at home. The proportion of time spent at home and at work depends on the symmetry of
the work roster offered by the employer. Symmetrical rosters such as two weeks on site
followed by two weeks at home (2/2) are more likely to be offered by offshore oil and
gas companies, whereas asymmetrical rosters such as two weeks away followed by one
week home (2/1) or nine days away followed by five days home (9/5) are more
commonly offered by land-based mining companies (Watts, 2004). Roster patterns can
vary in length from those such as five days away and two days home (5/2) to six weeks
away and one week home (6/1) and variations in-between. Common rosters at the time
of writing include two weeks away and one week home (2/1), nine days away and five
days home (9/5) and increasingly eight days away and six days home (8/6). Many
employees across the resources industry prefer the shorter rotation lengths such as 9/5
or 8/6, however contractor companies have tended to offer the longer rotations such as
2/1 (Watts).

FIFO employees can work for any one of a number of different types of
companies found on a mine site and work conditions can vary between companies.
While each site is different, a typical profile might be as follows. The “principal”
company is the mining company that owns the lease and therefore all of the products
from the mine, and its employees characteristically include all of the general managerial
and administration staff and frequently those responsible for the operation of the
processing plants as well. A number of contractor and sub-contractor companies also
provide services to the site. These can include employees involved in the open pit or
underground mining of the ore, maintenance of plant and machinery, and provision of
catering, cleaning and transport services. Contractor company employees are more
likely to move from site to site depending on the contracts their employer has with the
different mining companies.

The accommodation facilities on the mine site are usually provided by the
principal company, and the standard of individual rooms can vary. For example, rooms
can have individual ensuites, shared ensuites or employees may have to use facilities in
external shared ablution blocks. Contractor employees are more likely to be allocated
the poorer standard rooms (Sibbel, Sibbel, & Goh, 2006). Availability of
communication to and from home also varies across sites. Larger sites are more likely to
have a mobile phone tower or perhaps land-lines in all rooms whereas smaller or more

remote operations might only have a limited number of satellite lines thus limiting
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availability of communication with home. Employees can be classified as staff or award
depending on their position in the company. Mine staff are usually employed on an
annual salary whereas operators may be on an award agreement or other individual
workplace agreements. Employees may also be employed on a permanent basis, on a
fixed term contract or on a casual basis. Some mine sites are located near regional towns
and are able to offer their employees the choice of FIFO or residential arrangements
(e.g., Newman, Kalgoorlie and Kambalda). FIFO accommodation for such sites may be
located within the townsite offering FIFO employees access to town facilities such as
shops, communication and sporting and social activities (Sibbel, et al.).

The support provided for employees and their families to manage the
psychosocial impacts of a FIFO lifestyle varies between companies and from site to site,
often depending on the size and profitability of the mine but also on the management
style of individual mine managers (Sibbel, Sibbel, & Goh, 2006). Such support
includes, for example, flexibility in roster options, availability of communication, both
phone and internet, between home and site, and the provision of support materials for
families (e.g. information booklets such as Fly-in/fly-out families: Helpful ideas and tips
for living a fly-in/fly-out lifestyle). Those more remote minesites, for example, may only
be able to offer limited satellite communication between home and site, whereas those
sites located close to a large regional centre such as Kalgoorlie or Newman could have
both land-lines and mobile phone connections as well as the internet thus facilitating
easy and regular communication between FIFO employees and their families. Further,
some positions (e.g., administrative roles) provide employees with phone and internet
access as part of the job, thus providing opportunities for communication between these
employees and their families during working hours, whereas others such as truck drivers
might have more restricted access, only be able to access phones or the internet after
their shift has finished. Similarly, the availability of different roster options can depend
on the particular job requirements, on the availability of flights or the distance of the
mine from, for example, Perth or a regional centre (CMEWA, 2008a; Sibbel, et al.).
Significance of this Study

The introduction of FIFO to the land-based mining industry led to much public
and private debate about the relative merits of FIFO and residential mining
employment, focussing in particular on the impact on the sustainability of regional
towns and on the wellbeing of individuals and families (Bowler, 2001; Watts, 2004).

Community perceptions regarding FIFO have been often stereotypical and negative. For
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example, some public rhetoric has described FIFO as “the cancer of the bush”, a cause
of “marriage break up” and “children running amok” (Loney, 2005). There has also
been a tendency to attribute a wide range of problems to FIFO. Shrimpton and Storey
(2000, p. 2) aptly describe this as the “attributability problem”, in which the image of
FIFO leads to a tendency to attribute all problems to it when in reality the issues are
more complex and there are many other influences on people's lives and wellbeing such
as stage in the family life cycle, availability of social support or the presence of pre-
existing issues (Sibbel, 2004). Both residential and FIFO mining lifestyles offer
different benefits for and challenges to the wellbeing of employees and their families
depending on their particular needs at different stages in their lives, for example, FIFO
allows access to a wider choice of education and health facilities for families with
school aged children, while residential employment allows parents to be home every
night and share the “first steps” of babies and toddlers (Sibbel & Kaczmarek, 2005;
Watts, 2004).

In resource-rich Western Australia many people will continue to have the option
of FIFO employment for the foreseeable future. As a result of the ongoing growth in the
resources sector the state has more than 78 mining operations that use FIFO
arrangements (Richard Price, personal communication, March, 2008) compared with
38 in 2001 (Department of Minerals and Energy [DME], 2001). Interestingly, the
proportions of FIFO and residential mining employees from 2003 to 2006 have
remained relatively stable as shown in Figure 4, (CMEWA, 2008a) compared with
100% residential in the 1970s (CMEWA, 2005).
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Figure 4. Proportions of FIFO and Residential Employees 2003 - 2006 (CMEWA,
2008a)

Although FIFO has become increasingly common in mining industry over the
past 20 years, there has been only a small number of Australian research studies on the
psychosocial impacts of this employment practice, and consequently our understandings
are limited (CMEWA, 2005; Reynolds, 2004). Government agencies, non-government
agencies, the mining industry and the wider community have expressed the need for
more research in this area (CMEWA; Lambert, 2001; Watts, 2004). Thus, this study
sought to respond to this need by investigating the psychological, relational and family
wellbeing and the factors that contribute to this wellbeing of a group of FIFO employees
and their partners across the life-cycle. The results of this study will help provide a
better understanding of the impacts of FIFO employment on the wellbeing of mining
employees and their families which in turn may enable employers and other policy
makers to develop policies and instigate strategies to further support and strengthen
these individuals and their families. Supportive employee and family policies can result
in healthier families and communities, higher productivity and safety, lower
absenteeism, lower staff turnover and greater organisational commitment (Behson,
2002; Boles, Howard & Donoftrio, 2001; Bourg & Segal, 1999).

Personal Motivation for the Study

In addition to the contribution to academic understandings, the choice of

research topic for some researchers can also be prompted by personal experience

(Creswell, 1998; Crotty, 1998; Patton, 2002; Prilleltensky, 1997). The selection of the
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current research topic was in part motivated by my personal experiences as the wife of a
FIFO employee during the early 1990s. As FIFO became increasingly common in the
mining industry during the 1990s and early 2000s I began to wonder how others were
experiencing the lifestyle and if there were particular ways in which psychological
understandings could contribute to support for FIFO families. My reading in the area
established that very little research undertaken with Australian FIFO families has been
published in the public domain. The majority of understandings were based on survey
research undertaken with North American and Canadian mining and North Sea oil FIFO
employees and their partners (e.g., Collinson, 1998; Lewis, Porter, & Shrimpton, 1988;
Morrice, Taylor, Clark, & McCann, 1985; Storey, Shrimpton, Lewis, & Clark, 1989).
The impact of working conditions of the North Sea offshore oil platforms on the
physical and psychological wellbeing FIFO employees was also investigated using
empirical measures of wellbeing (e.g., Parkes, 1999; Parkes & Clark, 1997). Other
researchers had drawn on the experiences of employees from other industries that
required their employees to be away from home on a regular basis such as the military
(e.g., Finkel, Kelley, & Ashby, 2003; Jensen, Grogan, Xenakis, & Bain, 1989; Kelley,
Hock, Bonney, Jarvis, Smith, & Gaffney, 2001) and transport industries (e.g., Foster &
Cacioppe, 1986; Jupp & Mayne, 1992; Parker, Clavarino, & Hubinger, 1998; Parker,
Hubinger, Green, Sargent, & Boyd, 1997; Rosenfeld, Rosenstein, & Raab, 1973;
Sutherland & Flin, 1989 ). These findings did not fit with my personal experiences of
FIFO within the Australian context. Further, as a community psychologist it seemed
inappropriate to try understand the unique experiences of Australian FIFO employees in
terms of employees from other countries and other industries. A thorough understanding
of the Australian experience of FIFO could only be achieved using a contextual
approach to the research (Duffy & Wong, 2003; Thomas & Veno, 1996). Consequently,
I decided to investigate the experiences of FIFO employees and their partners within the
Western Australian context using a multi-methods approach as detailed in Chapter 4,
with the quantitative component to establish the levels of psychological, relational and
family wellbeing of FIFO employees and their families, and the qualitative section to
explore their particular experiences of the FIFO lifestyle that contribute to their
wellbeing, thus providing an indepth understanding of the impacts of FIFO
employment.

The Western Australian resources industry includes the offshore oil and gas and

land-based mining sectors. Each provides different employment settings and conditions
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for their employees and families. Within the land-based mining sector the employment
context depends in part on the type of ore being mined and the size of and projected life
on the mine. In particular, there are differences between the iron ore, coal and base
metal sectors. In acknowledgement of these differences, this study focuses particularly
on the experiences of employees and their partners from medium-sized metalliferous
mines located in the Goldfields-Esperance region of Western Australia. I chose this
profile of land-based mining because of personal experience in the area and because of
the increasing number of people being attracted to FIFO employment in this region.
Community Psychology

Community psychology is a field of psychology which “emphasises the context,
culture and socio-political structures within which groups and individuals function”
(Gridley, Fisher, Thomas & Bishop, 2007, p. 15), focusing on the strengths and
competencies of community members. The principals of flexibility, equity and respect
for diversity guide the practice of community psychology. It emerged in Australia
during the 1980s having originated in North America during the 1960s in response to
concerns with mainstream psychology (Rappaport, 1977; Sarason, 1981), and in
recognition of the need to address issues of social change (Bishop, Sonn, Drew, &
Contos, 2002). Using an ecological systems metaphor, community psychology
incorporates various levels of analysis, from the individual to families and the
community in its promotion of wellness, with its focus on prevention rather than
treatment, and its concern with the wellbeing of society as a whole (Cowen, 1991;
Kelly, 1990; Prilleltensky, 2001; Prilleltensky & Nelson, 1997). In this context
wellbeing is “defined as a favourable state of affairs, for individuals, and communities,
brought about by the presence of psychological and material resources” (Prilleltensky,
2001, p. 750). Wellbeing is not just absence of illness, but includes both psychological
and physical components that in turn are dependent on various individual, social,
economic and political factors (Cowen, 1994; Cowen, 1996; Keyes, 2007; Prilleltensky
& Nelson, 1997). Investigation into the wellbeing of FIFO employees and their partners
therefore requires a determination of not only their levels of wellbeing, but also an
understanding of those individual, relational, employer and other contextual factors
which contribute to their adaptation to the lifestyle.
Contribution of study to community psychology

As discussed earlier, the current global economic climate and in particular, the

continuing rapid industrial development in China and India, has resulted in exceptional
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growth in the Australian resources industry and a subsequent substantial increase in the
number of people choosing a FIFO lifestyle (CMEWA, 2007). The experiences and
impacts of FIFO and its contribution to the wellbeing of individual employees, their
families, communities and society as a whole is poorly understood. The principles of
community psychology with their emphasis on an integrated approach using multi-
methods and ecological systems perspectives that are sensitive to social context and
diversity, provide an appropriate basis for guiding this research into the complex area of
the impacts FIFO employment. Moreover, not only do FIFO employees and their
families constitute a discreet community, their wellbeing contributes to the wellbeing of
the Australian society as a whole (Prilleltensky & Nelson, 2002; Rappaport, 2005).

This study contributes to the field of community psychology in Australia in
general and Western Australia in particular. It extends community psychology’s
engagement with natural resources management from the environmental and social
impacts of natural resource allocation to include the wellbeing of those employed within
the resources sector in a FIFO capacity and the families and communities of which they
are part (Bishop & D’Rosario, 2002; Bishop, Sonn, Drew, & Contos, 2002).

Western Australia arguably has the highest proportion of FIFO employees per
head of population in the world (CMEWA, 2005). Despite the recent downturn in the
global economy, the Western Australian minerals and petroleum industry has achieved
an average annual growth of 15% over the last 10 years and forecasts continuing
expansion and widespread use of FIFO employment (DMP, 2010). Thus, this study will
have relevance for and contribute to community psychology’s current and ongoing
involvement with the wellbeing FIFO employees, their families and communities. More
broadly, this study could contribute to the development of company and social policy in
the wider areas of the work/family interface and non-standard working arrangements
(CMEWA, 2005).

Structure of the Thesis

The thesis has the following structure. Chapter 2 provides a review of the
relevant literature exploring the interface between the work and home/family domains.
Chapter 3 reviews the work-family interface literature which relates specifically to the
impacts of work related absence and FIFO working arrangements on individual and
family wellbeing and relationship satisfaction. The theoretical and methodological
framework of the thesis is described in Chapter 4, with an explanation of the research

methods employed and the justification of these decisions. A detailed description of the
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quantitative research process and discussion of the findings is provided in Chapter 5 and
the qualitative phase is presented in Chapter 6.

Chapter 7 includes the qualitative findings, integrating these with the results of
the qualitative phase. Finally, Chapter 8 presents recommendations at the individual,
corporate, government and community levels. It includes a summary of the findings and

the limitations for the study, suggestions for future research and the concluding words.
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Chapter 2
Work Life, Home Lifeand Wellbeing

This thesis is premised on the understanding that work and home are no longer viewed
as separate worlds but as parts of life-systems that intersect, overlap and mutually
influence each other. The following chapter presents a review of literature on the work
family interface and different models and approaches for understanding these processes,
and discusses the implications of the findings for investigations into the impacts of

FIFO working arrangements on employees and their families.
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Chapter 2
Work Life, Home Lifeand Wellbeing
Introduction

“The work-family interface consists of relationships between characteristics in
the work (family) domain, and activities, attitudes, and interpersonal relationships in the
family (work) domain” (Voydanoff, 2004a, p. 275), and successfully managing this
interface can be a challenge for individuals, families and organizations (Kossek &
Ozeki, 1998).

As referred to in Chapter 1, extensive empirical and theoretical studies have
examined these relationships and their impacts on work and home lives from a number
of different perspectives (Allen, Herst, Bruck & Sutton, 2000; Behson, 2002; Lu, Kao,
Chang, Wu, & Cooper, 2008; O’Driscoll, Brough & Kalliath, 2006). This research has
been undertaken by a diversity of disciplines including psychology (e.g., organisational,
clinical, counselling and occupational health), business (e.g., Human Resources,
Occupational Health and Safety), social work and sociology, each focussing on different
issues and outcomes. For example, organisational psychologists and human resource
researchers are more likely to consider work related outcomes, whereas counselling
psychologists might concentrate on family-related outcomes such as adaptive strategies
used to integrate work and family lives (Voydanoff, 2007).

This range of approaches highlights the complexity of issues associated with the
work-family interface, and the number of disciplines for whom the area has relevance
and interest. However, it has also resulted in a lack of theoretical focus, and knowledge
that is somewhat fragmented (Voydanoff, 2007; Westman & Piotrkowski, 1999). In
fact, despite the voluminous research undertaken, many questions remain about causal
precedence and domain specificity of the relationships between stressors, work-family
interface outcomes, and moderators of these outcomes (Sikora, Moore, Grunberg, &
Greenberg, 2007). This lack of a comprehensive theoretical framework is related to a
number of research design issues. For example, the majority of the studies have been
quantitative in design thus limiting our understandings of individual experiences. In
addition, a wide variety of measures including self report scales developed specifically
to measure antecedents or outcomes of work-family interactions (e.g., Kopelman,
Greenhaus, and Connelly’s [1983] four-item scale), adaptations of these scales, study-
generated measures (e.g., Weirsma & Van Den Berg, 1991) or more general measures

of wellbeing (e.g., GHQ 12 [Goldberg & Williams, 1991]), and job (e.g., Job
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Satisfaction Scale [Warr, Cook & Wall, 1979]) or marital satisfaction (e.g., Dyadic
Adjustment Scale [Spanier, 2001]) have been used to measure various aspects of the
work-family interface. The measure used depends on the researcher’s particular
discipline, preference and the population and aspects of the work-family interface under
examination (Allen et al. 2000). Moreover, a number of studies examined particular
work contexts (i.e., at a certain work place or with a specific employment group), or
used homogenous samples (e.g., dual earner couples) thus limiting the generalisability
of the results (Westman & Piotrkowski). Furthermore, most of these studies were cross-
sectional in design and focused on particular individual outcomes rather than wider
systems effects such as those on the family or the community (e.g., Allen et al.;
Zimmerman, Haddock, Current & Ziemba, 2003), and only a small number have
developed models of the processes of work—family interaction (e.g., Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006; Voydanoff, 2004b;).

Despite the diversity of disciplines investigating this area, to date, much of this
research has also focussed on employees working standard working hours (Boyar,
Maertz, Pearson & Keogh, 2003). The current broadening of diversity in working
arrangements, together with changes in composition of the workforce, and structure of
families has resulted in the need to expand our understanding of these interrelationships
(Schultheiss, 2006; Voydanoff, 2005), particularly the impacts of increasingly common
non-standard work practices including casual and fixed-term contracts or intensive work
arrangements such as FIFO, on individual, relationship and family wellbeing (Hosking
& Western, 2008; Pocock, Skinner & Williams, 2007). The standard work schedule
sixty years ago was eight hours a day, five days a week, Sunday work was limited and
work undertaken outside of these hours attracted penalty rates of pay (Costa, 2003).
Changes in the global economy, competition between developed and developing
nations, and local demands for extended business operating hours have led to more
flexible working arrangements and the deregulation of working schedules thus
impacting on when people work (Strazdins, Clements, Korda, Broom & D’Souza,
2006). Currently more than half of Australia’s labour force works hours other than the
standard nine-to-five week days, and more than 73% of fathers have non-standard
working arrangements (Baxter, Gray, Alexander, Strazdins, & Bittman, 2007). The
number of mothers participating in the workforce, especially in part-time positions,
continues to increase and dual earner families have become the most common family

form in Australia (Gray, Qu, de Vaus, & Millward, 2003; Renda, 2003). These figures
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imply the need for work family interface research to focus more on the impacts of non-
standard working arrangements on diverse family groups.

This chapter first reviews the work-family interface literature, including
determinants and outcomes of work-family interference and facilitation, and the roles of
moderating variables and access to resources. Next, current research directions,
including the use of ecological systems approaches (Bronfenbrenner, 1986) and the
Conservation of Resources (COR) framework (Hobfoll, 2002), which allow a better
understanding of the impacts of work-family interactions and the role of resources and
moderating variables, are presented. Finally, the implications of these findings for
investigation into the impacts of FIFO working arrangements on employees and their
families are discussed.

TheInterface Between Work Lifeand Home Life

Work and home life were originally regarded as separate unconnected domains
that did not impact on each other and earlier studies investigated them as such, however
more recent research has recognised that although the two fields are distinct, they are
interconnected with bidirectional impacts that take place across their boundaries
(Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). These “spillover effects” between work and home lives have
been widely investigated from organisational and individual employee perspectives, and
to a lesser extent, family viewpoints (Allen, et al., 2000; O’Driscoll, Brough & Kalliath,
2006; Voydanoft, 2004a). Although both negative (work-family conflict or interference)
and positive (work-family facilitation) spillover effects are recognised, research to date
has particularly focused on the antecedents and consequences of conflict, or interference
between these two domains, rather than on the role of moderating variables or the
beneficial ways in which work and family can support or enhance each other (Frone,
2003).

Work-family interference processes

Greenhaus and Beutall’s (1985) conceptualization of work-family conflict as “a
form of inter-role conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains
are mutually incompatible in some respect” (p.77) is regarded by many as the seminal
definition in this area, and as such, underpins much of the work-family interference
research (Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson & Kacmar, 2007). Based on the role scarcity

hypothesis* (Goode, 1960), and role theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978) this model proposes

* See Goode (1960) and Sieber (1974) for further discussion of role theory
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that work-family conflict can arise when an individual has to perform multiple roles as a
worker, spouse, parent and community member, the demands of which require the
commitment of finite time, psychological and other resources. Roles are defined as “a
pattern of expectations which apply to a particular social position” (Sieber, 1974, p.
569). A stressful appraisal by individuals that these demands exceed their available
resources can result in conflict between these competing demands (Voydanoff, 2004a).
Accordingly, the demands and strain from one domain can spillover and impact on
wellbeing and performance in the other domain. The degree of strain experienced can be
mediated by the value and meaning an individual puts on a particular role (Greenhaus &
Beutell). For example, despite having what might appear as substantial family demands,
a mother working outside of the home might experience minimal work-family conflict if
she has low attachment to the family role and has transferred that role to others
(Thornwaite, 2002).

Two distinct constructs of work-family interference, each of which has
independent antecedents and outcomes, have been identified based on the direction of
the interference, namely work to family conflict and family to work conflict (Frone,
Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Netemeyer, Boles & McMurrian, 1996). Work to family
conflict is “inter-role conflict in which the general demands of, time devoted to, and
strain created by the job interfere with performing family-related responsibilities”
(Netemeyer et al., 1996, p. 401), for example working long hours prevents performance
of home duties (Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998). On the other hand, family to work conflict
refers to interference with work responsibilities that result from time demands and strain
associated with home and family responsibilities such as when child illness prevents
attendance at work (Frone et al., 1992). Work to family interference has been found to
be more common than family to work interference for both women and men (Frone et
al., 1992; Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998; Pocock, Skinner, & Williams, 2007), suggesting
that family boundaries may be more permeable than work boundaries (Carlson & Frone,
2003). That is, it may be more “socially acceptable” to allow work to interfere with
family than the other way around (Brotheridge & Lee, 2005). Despite description of the
work-family interface as a reciprocal system, in general, more research has been
conducted with work to family interference than family to work interference (Kossek &
Ozeki, 1998). This research has particularly focused on the determinants and outcomes
of work-family interference and an overview of the findings is presented in the

following sections.
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Work-family interference antecedents

According to Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) the key determinants of work-family
conflict can be categorised into three main types, namely; time-based, strain-based and
behaviour-based. Work-related time based pressures shown to be associated with
conflict between work and home roles include the number of hours spent at work,
inflexible work hours, shift work and overtime, and the degree to which people identify
with and centre their interests around work (Baxter et al., 2007; Byron, 2005; Ettner &
Grzywacz, 2001; Judge, Boudreau, & Bretz, 1994; Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk, &
Beutall, 1996). For example, in their examination of work-family impacts on Australian
families with young children Baxter et al., (2007) found fathers working more than 55
hours per week reported higher levels of work-family strain. On the other hand, home-
related time pressures mainly centre on family demands such as household duties and
child or elder care (Baltes & Heydens-Gabhir, 2003; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992).
Such time based pressures can also occur when an individual is physically present in
one domain but mentally preoccupied in the other, thus making it difficult to fulfil
particular role obligations (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Strain refers to those work and
home factors which can result in psychological stress and tension spilling over from one
domain into the other (O’Driscoll, Brough, & Kalliath, 2006). For example, negative
emotional reactions to work situations might result in irritability towards family
members in the home setting. Antecedents found to be related to such work-related
stress include work role ambiguity and perceptions of work overload (Hobson & Beach,
2000; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992), while home and family related antecedents that have
been linked to strain include marital and parental conflict (Byron, 2005). For example,
Rantanen, Kinnunen, Feldt, and Pulkkinen (2008) found in their longitudinal study of
work-family conflict and psychological wellbeing, that within a one-year time lag, low
marital adjustment preceded high psychological distress.

Behaviour based determinants of work-family interference occur when
behavioural expectations in one domain are perceived as incompatible with behavioural
expectations in the other domain resulting in behaviourally based conflict. Thus norms
and role expectations at work might be incompatible with those expected in the home
and family based setting (Carlson & Frone, 2003). For example, successful job
performance might require aggressive, task-oriented actions, while home roles require

loving, supportive behaviours (O’Driscoll, Brough, & Kalliath, 2006).
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A number of studies (e.g., Aryee, Fields, & Luk, 1999; Carlson & Kacmar,
2000) have provided empirical support for Greenhaus and Beutell’s (1985) model of
work-family conflict and the bidirectional nature of the effects (Eby, Casper,
Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Pocock, Skinner, & Williams, 2007), however,
the majority of research to date has focused on strain and/or time based conflict, and
only a few studies (e.g., Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Stephens & Sommer, 1996; van
Steenbergen, Ellemers, & Mooijaart, 2007) have included the behavioural component of
Greenhaus and Beutell’s model of work-family interference.

Work-family interference consequences

Allen, Herst, Bruck, and Sutton (2000) identified three groups of consequences
of work-family conflict, namely work-related outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction,
commitment and turnover, absenteeism), non-work related outcomes (e.g., marital and
life satisfaction, family function) and stress-related outcomes (e.g., psychological strain,
depression, burnout, work and family stress). In relation to work-related outcomes,
conflict between work and family has been associated with impacts such as lower job
satisfaction, together with lower organizational attachment and commitment for
individuals. For example, Greenhaus, Collins, Singh, and Parasuraman (1997) found
increased levels of work-family conflict were positively related to intentions to leave the
organisation. Non-work related negative outcomes include lower levels of life,
relationship and family satisfaction. Although many studies have found a negative
relationship between life satisfaction and work-family conflict (e.g., Aryee et al., 1999;
Bedeian et al., 1988; Netemeyer et al 1996), some earlier studies such as Cooke and
Rousseau (1988) found a non-significant relationship.

Stress related outcomes of work-family conflict include increased burnout,
increased psychological (e.g., depression and anxiety) and physiological (e.g.,
headaches and insomnia) distress, and increased relationship stress amongst others
(Allen et al.; Byron, 2005; Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998;
Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005). Recent reviews and meta-analyses of the
work-family literature (e.g., Allen et al., 2000; Byron, 2005; Ford, Heinen, &
Langkamer, 2007; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005)
concluded that regardless of the direction of influence measured (i.e., work to family, or
family to work) and despite some mixed results, a negative relationship frequently
exists between work-family conflict and various indicators of work, family and life

satisfaction and wellbeing. The inconsistency in some findings was attributed to issues
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such as differences in populations under investigation, the use of different types of
measures and changes in expectations of individuals and families during the last 20
years (Allen, et al., 2000).

Although fewer studies have investigated consequences within the family
domain, there is evidence that work-family conflict has resulted in poorer parenting and
perceptions of increased family dysfunction (MacEwan & Barling, 1994). In some
studies married or partnered employees were more likely to experience work-family
conflict than single workers (Lu, Kao, Chang, Wu & Cooper, 2008). Furthermore, the
presence, age and number of children were associated with the degree of strain. Parents
experienced greater work-family conflict than non-parents, as did those with young
children compared with couples with grown children (Beutell & Greenhaus, 1980;
Rothausen, 1999). Pocock, Skinner and Williams (2007) for example, found in their
study of Australian families that people with more caring responsibilities such as those
with younger children (under 4 years), or more children (more than 2 children) had
worse work-life outcomes, while those younger than 34 or older than 55 years had
better outcomes than did those in between these years. In addition, the combination of
long working hours and long daily commute resulted in especially negative work-life
spill-over effects. The key antecedents and outcomes of work-family interference are
summarised in Table 1.

Thus, as individuals attempt to integrate their work and home lives their
perceptions of insufficient resources to successfully fulfil work, family and community
roles have been associated with job and family dissatisfaction, work and family tension,
depression, and life stress (Beutell & Wittig-Berman, 1999; Boyar, Maertz, Pearson, &
Keogh, 2003; Burke, 1988; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1991; Greenhaus, Collins, Singh,
& Parasuraman, 1997; Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998; Squire & Tilley, 2007).
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Key antecedents and outcomes of work-family interference

Antecedents

Outcomes

Time-based
Work-related
o Inflexibility
e Shift work
e Evening and weekend work
e Overtime
e Job involvement
e  Work support
Home-related
e Household duties
e Child/elder care

e Family support

Strain-based
Work related
e  Work role ambiguity
e Work role overload
e Work role conflict
Home-related
e Relationship conflict

e Parental conflict

Behavioural-based
e Family stress

e Incompatible role expectations

Work-related
e Job satisfaction
e  Work performance
e  Work commitment
e Turnover

e Organisational commitment

Home-related
e Life satisfaction
e Relationship satisfaction

e Family function

Stress-related
e Psychological wellbeing
e Burnout
e Family stress

e Physical wellbeing

Work-family facilitation

In contrast to the notion of work-family conflict is the concept that work and

family are interdependent and complementary, where involvement in one domain can
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beneficially influence functioning in the other domain and is not an inevitable source of
stress and strain (Hill et al 2007; Werbel & Walter, 2002). Proponents of this
perspective have shifted the focus to concentrate on the adaptive strategies families use
to integrate their work and family lives (Zimmerman, Haddock, Current & Ziemba,
2003). Others have proposed a number of different constructs to explain the beneficial
effects, in particular positive spill-over (Kirchmeyer, 1993), work-family enrichment
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) and work-family facilitation (Carlson & Grzywacz, 2008;
Hanson, Hammer & Colton, 2006; Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007).
These constructs are based on the enhancement hypothesis (Marks, 1977) which, in
contrast to role scarcity theory, proposes multiple roles can be life enhancing if they
provide additional resources such as social support and increased skills. Research
studies provide support for the multiple roles thesis. For example, Baruch and Barnett
(1987), found women who had multiple roles such as mother, wife and employee
reported less depression and higher self-esteem than men and women who had fewer
life roles.

Although often used interchangeably, there are key distinctions between each of
the constructs of positive spillover, enrichment and facilitation. In particular, positive
spill-over focuses on the transfer of “positively valenced individual attributes (e.g.,
mood, behaviours) between work and family” (Carlson & Grzywacz, 2008, p. 58),
whereas enrichment refers to the “extent to which experiences in one role improve
performance or the quality of life in the other role” (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 76).
Both spill-over and enrichment focus on individual level consequences, while
facilitation focuses on system level consequences (Carlson & Grzywacz). Facilitation is
“the extent to which an individual’s engagement in one social system (e.g., work or
family) contributes to growth in another social system (e.g., family or work)”, (Carlson
& Grzywacz, 2008, p. 58). Thus, it too is a bidirectional process whereby the resources
associated with one role (e.g., affect, skills, self-esteem, financial benefits) facilitate
participation in the other role (Voydanoff, 2004b).

Although both work-family interference and work-family facilitation contribute
to the interrelationships between work life and home life (Balmforth & Gardner, 2006;
Voydanoft, 2004a), as previously mentioned, earlier research has focused particularly
on the conflict/interference perspective (Bakker & Geurts, 2004; Frone, 2003;
Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Sumer & Knight, 2001), and fewer studies to date have

investigated the theoretical basis of facilitation or its impact on work and family roles
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(O’Diriscoll, Brough & Kalliath, 2006). Similar to much of the work-family conflict
research, the majority of studies investigating the positive interaction between work and
family to date have been at the individual level of analysis, describing the impacts on
individuals’ performances in specific domains (e.g., Frone, 2003; Grzywacz, 2000;
Grzywacz & Bass, 2003; Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson & Kacmar, 2007). In particular,
individual level outcomes that have been found included improved physical health and
psychological wellbeing, greater occupational commitment and marital satisfaction
(Frone; Grzywacz). Hill (2005) found work-to-family facilitation was positively related
to job, life and marital satisfaction,and negatively related to individual stress and
organizational commitment.
Family and relationship crossover effects

In addition to the impacts on individuals, some research has shown work-family
conflict and facilitation impacts on functioning within family systems (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985), including relationships between employees and their partners and family
members, and wellbeing of family members. These so-called “crossover” effects occur
when an individual’s experiences in the work domain influence the wellbeing of others
in the home and family domain (Matthews, Del Priore, Acitelli, & Barnes-Farrell,
2006). Both positive and negative crossover effects have been found. An individual’s
physical health, psychological wellbeing and behavioural adjustment have been shown
to be related to their partner’s levels of family satisfaction, and satisfaction with the
other partner’s work (Jackson, Zedeck, & Summers, 1985). Bolger et al. (1989) found
that stress experienced by the individual at the workplace led to stress being
experienced by the spouse at home. Parents’ job insecurity was also to be found to be
associated with children’s grades at school (Barling & Mendelson, 1999). However, a
number of these studies were conducted with dual earner couples thus limiting the
application of these findings to families in which only one partner works outside of the
home (e.g., Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997). In particular, Chan and Margolin (1994)
found for a sample of dual earner couples that the women’s work fatigue was associated
with their partner’s reactions at home, as was the women’s home mood and their
partner’s work mood. Westman and Etzion (1995) found symmetrical burnout between
couples both employed in the military. Thus, in addition to spillover effects between
work and family domains, there are also work-family crossover effects between
individuals and their family members, that is, work role demands of one family member

can directly impact the wellbeing of other family members (Brotheridge & Lee, 2005).
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Therole of moderating variables

Whereas much of the research has focussed on the determinants and outcomes of
work-family interference, a number of studies have highlighted the presence of various
moderating individual, family, organizational and job characteristics including the value
of each role to an individual, life stage, working arrangements, job characteristics and
the availability of social support (Baxter et al., 2007; Brough & Kelling, 2002; Carlson
& Frone, 2003; Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007; Kossek &
Ozeki, 1998; Pocock, Skinner, & Williams, 2007; Presser, 2000). These moderating
variables are summarised in Figure 5.

Baxter et al. (2007), in their examination of paid employment on the wellbeing
of Australian parents of young children, found individual, family and work-related
moderating variables on various outcome measures of wellbeing included parents’
gender and age, their relationship status (partnered or sole parent), the number of
children in the family, the age of the youngest child, the parents’ employment status
(unemployed, part-time employment, full-time employment; dual earner family), their
job type (permanent/ongoing, self-employed and casual) and working arrangements
(flexible hours, working evenings/nights or weekends, job security and job autonomy).
For example, mothers’ wellbeing varied by their relationship status. Single mothers
reported significantly higher levels of difficulty combining work and parenting and
lower levels on measures of wellbeing than did partnered mothers. For fathers, self-
employment was associated with more difficulties and more distress, while greater job
security was associated with better coping and less work-family strain for mothers.
Other studies have shown the impacts of long working hours can be moderated by job
characteristics such as evening/night work or weekend work (Alexander & Baxter 2005:
Barnett, 1998). Thus, while work-family conflict mediates the relationship between the
work and family domains, the above mentioned moderator variables determine the
strength of this relationship (Baron & Kenny, 1986).

Various explanations of the moderating processes associated with these
variables have been proposed (e.g., O’Driscoll, Brough, & Kalliath, 2006; Voydanoft,
2008). For example, O’Driscoll, Brough and Kalliath, theorised that moderating
variables work in two ways. First, they can influence the strength of the association
between the work and family demands and the degree of work-family conflict, and
second, they can impact on the relationship between the work-family conflict and the

outcome (e.g., work satisfaction). A comprehensive model of the process, however, has
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yet to be developed and the majority of studies continue to focus on the determinants
and outcomes of work-family interference rather than on the processes that lead to the

outcomes (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999).

Work Domain Variables Work Domain Outcomes
¢ Full-time employment e Job satisfaction
o Shift work e Career satisfaction
e Work schedule ¢ Organizational commitment
e Work load e Intention to turnover
o Perceptions of work stress o Absenteeism
e Job type
e Job autonomy
Nonwork Outcomes
WORK . .
— - e Psychological well-being
Individual Variables > FAMILY >

. o Life satisfaction

o Life Stage INTERFACE . .
¢ Somatic/physical symptoms
e Gender
e Substance abuse
e Single or partnered
Family Domain Variables Family Domain Outcomes

e Presence of children o Relationship satisfaction
e Age of children o Parental satisfaction
e Employment status of spouse e Family function

Figure5. Summary of work-family interface moderator variables and outcomes

(Sibbel).

Alternate Approaches

As discussed earlier, role strain theory has been commonly used as a conceptual
framework for the study of work-family interference (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). The
notions that experiencing ambiguity and/or conflict within a role (intrarole) can result in
an undesirable state, and that having to perform multiple roles can lead to personal
conflict (interrole) as it becomes more difficult to perform each role successfully, due to
conflicting demands on time, lack of energy, or incompatible behaviors among roles
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Katz & Kahn, 1978) have guided much of the work-family
research. However, critiques (e.g., Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Voydanoft, 2008;
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Wayne et al.) of this research have identified various limitations to the approach, in
particular, role strain theory’s emphasis on the individual level of analysis and its focus
on work-family interference and conflict to the exclusion of positive spillover effects.
Furthermore, role strain theory does not address the role of moderating variables which
mediate the impacts of work and family stressors and stress outcomes (Grandey &
Cropanzano).

Systems levels approaches

In response to these limitations, and in acknowledgement of the influence of the
complex interactions of individuals with the multiple contexts within which they exist, a
growing number of researchers (e.g., Carlson & Grzywacz, 2008; Eby, Casper,
Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Voydanoff, 2004b) have recognised the need to
extend the focus of work-family research from the individual to a systems levels of
analysis, including for example, the family or the community. The ecological systems
perspective (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), recognises that individuals are inextricably
embedded in a series of complex and interactive historical, cultural and political
contexts, and is increasingly being used as appropriate model to guide investigation of
the work-family interface (Voydanoft, 2007). Employing such a perspective provides a
broad unifying theoretical framework for work-family research and facilitates better
understanding of the processes between members of the system, moderating variables
and systems levels outcomes such as organizational performance or relationship
satisfaction (Carlson & Grzywacz, 2008; Mullen, Kelley, & Kelloway, 2008; Westman
& Piotrkowski, 1999).

The ecological perspective has a long association with psychology and the study
of human behaviour. It originated from the ecological framework used in environmental
biology to understand the interaction of individual biological organisms in the
environments in which they exist. The environment is understood as an open living
system consisting of different interactive levels (i.e., the biosphere, ecosystem,
communities, and populations) which adapt over time. Change can occur at all levels in
the system and such change impacts across the other levels. Change at one level is then
understood in terms of the context of the whole system (Kelly, 2006). Both ecological
and human communities are open living systems which have various levels of
organization. As such, the ecological framework has been adopted as an appropriate
metaphor for developing understandings about people in their life settings (Kelly,

2006).
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Bronfenbrenner's (1977, 1986) ecological systems model, as illustrated in
Appendix A, recognizes that people live and function in a series of progressively more
complex and interactive embedded systems across time so that every unit is
simultaneously both a whole and a part. Whether an individual, a family, a community
or an institution, each system is influenced by the status and nature of the other systems
of which it is part, and as such is fluid and transactional. These systems include people's
home and work environments, their social and cultural settings, their life course stage,
as well as society's broader political and historical contexts. Individuals located in the
centre, are participant in various microsystems such as family and work places which
influence people in their immediate environments. Microsystems are comprised of
"patterns of activities, roles and interpersonal relationships experienced in networks of
face-to-face relationships" (Voydanoff, 2005, p. 822). Thus for example, FIFO
employees’ microsystems include those relationships at home and on the minesite. The
linkages and processes which occur between these various microsystems and the
manner in which they influence each other are situated in the mesosystem
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977). For example, a FIFO employee may experience feelings of
fatigue and irritability on the first day home after working a week of 12-hour night
shifts at the mine which could negatively impact on family relationships.

The exosystem refers to those broader social settings which interact with and
influence the microsystem and mesosytems. For example, in the FIFO context a
particular minesite might have limited communication options which impact on the
ability of an employee to communicate with the family while he or she is on site. Or a
FIFO family may have relocated from their ‘home’ state to access FIFO employment in
Western Australia, thus removing them from their usual family and community support
systems and resources. The macrosystem includes the cultural, political, historical and
social contexts in which all three systems are embedded. The number of FIFO
employment opportunities currently available in Western Australia is a result of,
amongst others, the 'in ground' availability of the minerals, the environmental clearances
to mine the resources, the international market for the mined product and the regulatory
permits to export the materials. Further, the hours worked by FIFO employees are
influenced by government policy on working hours (DOCEP, 2003), and the support
provided for FIFO families depends on company policies. Thus Bronfenbrenner's (1977,
1986) ecological systems model has been deemed an appropriate framework to further

investigate the complex interactions between work and home lives. It considers the
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person-environment interactions between individuals and the multiple levels of their
social-political contexts, including life stage, family, home, and worksite, and the
subsequent impacts on wellbeing. In particular, it acknowledges and allows for
understanding of the interaction and mutual influence between work and home
(Voydanoft, 2005).

There is a growing body of work-family research incorporating the ecological
model (Bellavia & Frone, 2003; Mullen et al., 2008). For example, Voydanoff’s (2008)
conceptually complex model of the positive and negative interconnections between
work, family and community is based on an ecological systems framework integrated
with aspects of general stress, resilience and border theories’. Various linking processes
are described which form the mesosystem linking two or more microsystems (i.e., work,
home or community). This model posits that the demands and resources associated with
participation in the work, family and community domains impact on role performance
(behaviours) and role quality (affect) in the other domains, and on individual wellbeing.
Demands refers to those role requirements, expectations and norms that require physical
or mental responses from individuals within each domain. On the other hand “resources
are structural or psychological assets which may be used to facilitate performance,
reduce demands or generate additional resources” (Voydanoff, 2008, p. 39).

Two distinct types of demands and resources are described in Voydanoff’s
model. Within domain demands and resources are those associated specifically with
characteristics within a particular domain (e.g. job pressure or family support), while
boundary spanning demands and resources are those that belong to both domains (e.g.,
bringing work home or family friendly work policies). Thus boundary spanning
resources and demands operate as demands and resources in domains other than the one
in which they originated. Furthermore, demands and resources in one domain are related
to cognitive appraisals of work-family balance, work-family conflict or work-family
facilitation across these domains. Work-family balance refers to appraisal by an
individual of the adequacy of work and family resources to meet the role demands of
each domain. In Voydanoff’s model work-family conflict is defined as a form of inter-
role conflict where participation in one role is appraised as being made more difficult as
a result of participation in another role. Work-family facilitation is an appraisal that

resources associated with one role enhance participation in another role. Both work-

> See Voydanoff (2008) for a comprehensive discussion of this multifaceted model
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family conflict and work-family facilitation are regarded as separate constructs and their
impacts as bi-directional.

Voydanoff proposes that it is these appraisals that provide the linking
mechanisms that mediate the relationships between demands and resources and role
quality and performance. The linking mechanisms lead to boundary-spanning strategies
which are the actions individuals and families undertake to reduce any appraisal of
misfit between work, family and community demands and resources. For example, by
reducing work hours (thus reducing demands), or engaging outside help with home
maintenance (increasing resources). According to the model, these boundary spanning
strategies can have both mediating and moderating effects on the relationships between
work-family linking mechanisms and work-family balance. This model also proposes a
direct relationship between the linking mechanisms and work-life balance, “which in
turn is associated with work and family, and community role performance and quality
and individual wellbeing” (Voydanoff, 2008, p. 41). A number of feedback effects from
boundary-spanning strategies to work, family and community demands and resources
are also proposed. This recently developed model, based in part on ecological systems
theory, is posited as a useful conceptual framework for future work-family interface
research at the individual, family and community levels (Whitehead, Korabik & Lero,
2008). However, it does require further conceptual and empirical work to extend its
development and test its breadth of application (Voydanoft, 2007).

Therole of resources

In further acknowledgement of the limitations of role theory in understanding
the role of moderating variables (e.g., gender, age, working conditions, job type, life
stage) on the work-family interface, some (e.g., Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Wayne
et al., 2007) have suggested the use of a more general stress theory to guide research
into work-family conflict and work-family facilitation. In particular, Hobfoll’s (1989)
Conservation of Resources (COR) theory has been proposed as an appropriate
theoretical framework to further these understandings (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999;
Lapierre & Allen, 2006; Wayne et al.). Using an ecological systems framework, this
model takes into account the impact of a change in resources on wellbeing, that is, how
the loss and gain of material, social and psychological resources mediates the impacts of
life stressors on psychosocial wellbeing (Hobfoll, 1989, 2002; Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis,
& Jackson, 2003). For example, resources act as buffers against strain and conflict, thus

those individuals who have many resources will experience less work-home related
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strain and conflict (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). Individual or personal resources and
processes include positive emotions, personal beliefs, coping styles and a sense of
mastery or control of the environment, especially in challenging situations (Bandura,
1997; Holahan, Moos, Holahan, & Cronkite, 1999; Rappaport, 1981). Social resources
and processes include emotional support, guidance and assistance from different levels
within the social system including family (e.g., family cohesion and communication)
(Hobfoll & Speilberger, 1992), friends and the community (Sarason, Sarason, Shearin,
& Pierce, 1987; Thoits, 1995). Protective resources are also found within the macro
levels of social organization such as institutions, governments and cultures (Hobfoll,
1998; Sandler, 2001). The formal structures and policies developed by these
establishments can impact on the availability of and access to protective resources
(Braver, Hipke, Ellman, & Sandler, 2004).

COR theory proposes that conservation of resources is central to the successful
adaptation of individuals, families and wider systems to life's stressors. As discussed
above, individuals and families have a variety of resources available to them. According
to COR theory, people and families strive to maximize the gain of these resources and
to minimize their loss. As such, major stressors include threats of the loss of resources,
actual loss of resources or "failure to gain resources after significant resource
investment" (Hobfoll & Speilberger, 1992, p. 108). Resources are evaluated by
individuals in their particular contexts, and how an individual interprets a situation
results in either resource loss or resource gain (Hobfoll, Freedy, Green, & Solomon,
1996). While resource loss can have negative adaptive consequences, a gain in
psychosocial resources can lead to positive adaptive consequences (Hobfoll, Lilly &
Jackson, 1992; Holahan & Moos, 1990). This gain becomes particularly salient after a
resource loss has occurred (Billings, Folkman, Acree & Moskowitz, 2000). However,
resource loss can have a more intense impact than resource gain because resource loss
can set up an adverse cycle in which further loss is likely as fewer resources are
available to adapt to further stressors. Alternately, individuals might search for resource
gains by attempting to perceive their situation in a more positive light (Folkman &
Moskowitz, 2000; Hobfoll, 1998; Holahan, Moos, Holahan & Cronkite, 1999).

While acknowledging the role of personal resources, COR focuses particularly
on sociocultural resources that are developed across the life course and which exist in
resource caravans rather than in isolation (Hobfoll, 2002). Thus, resources, or their

lack, aggregate such that, for example, individuals with high self esteem are more likely
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to have a greater sense of mastery as well as more supportive social systems. Similarly,
those with low self esteem may be less likely to access social support in times of stress
(Hobfoll, 2002). Resources then, are those tools which facilitate successful interaction
with and adaptation to the environment, and thus contribute to wellbeing. However, the
fit of resources to demands, that is, the interplay between resources and situational
needs changes over time as the contexts of people’s lives change (Grandey &
Cropanzano, 1999; Hobfoll, 1986).

When applied to the work-home interface, COR relates to both inter-role and
intra-role positive and negative stress outcomes. In terms of positive outcomes, COR
theory implies the availability of more resources will increase the potential for
facilitation which has been shown to result in improved work (e.g., work group
cohesiveness) and family (e.g., marital quality; family wellbeing) system functioning
(Hill, 2005). While resources such as social support can have a direct impact on
subjective outcomes, the strongest effects have been found to be on the domain in which
they originated (Frone et al., 1997; Parasurman et al., 1996). For example, support from
co-workers has been shown to have a greater impact on reducing job distress than on
increasing home satisfaction (Durup, 1993) and spousal support has been positively
associated with home satisfaction (Bedian, et al., 1988; Parasuraman, et al., 1996).
Variables such as gender, marital status, age, job type, status and tenure have been
classified as resources in this context and their moderating roles can be explained in
terms of COR theory (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). For example, having security in
job tenure may be regarded positively and thus could contribute to an increase in
individual and family resources, which in turn impacts positively on wellbeing
(Grandey & Cropanzano).

When applied to negative outcomes, COR theory implies work-family conflict
occurs when demands associated with attempts to integrate work and home lives lead to
a loss of resources which has been associated with increased job distress and reduced
marital and life satisfaction (Brotheridge & Lee, 2006). For example, Geurts, Kompier,
Roxburgh, and Houtman’s (2003) investigation into the impact of workload on
wellbeing suggested that the inability to recover from workload demands worsened over
time as resources in both domains were continually depleted.

A number of studies have demonstrated empirical support for the
appropriateness of COR for work-family interface research (e.g., Edwards & Rothbard,
2000; Lapierre & Allen, 2006). Grandey & Cropanzano (1999) used a COR framework
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with a time-lagged design and path analysis for their investigation of the relationships
between work and family stressors and work, family, and life distress, physical health,
and turnover intentions. They found this model better predicted their results than did
role strain theory. In particular, chronic stressful experiences were related to a desire to
minimise resource losses. Further, having a partner was viewed as a means of both
instrumental (help with home-related duties and responsibilities) and emotional support
(encouragement and understanding), and thus regarded as a resource. Similarly,
Lapierre and Allen’s (2006) study of university graduates found family-provided
instrumental and emotional support helped avert family interference from work. Such
findings are in contrast to other results based on role strain theory (e.g., Lu et al., 2008)
which posited that having a partner and thus having multiple roles to fill, that is
employee and partner, would lead to heightened stress. Thus the use of an ecological
systems approach and a COR framework could allow better understanding of the
impacts of work family interactions and the role of resources and moderating variables.
Implications of Work-Family Interference and Facilitation for FIFO Employees
and Families

The preceding review of the general work family interface literature established
that the competing demands of work and family roles can impact negatively on the
psychological wellbeing of individual family members, and on family and spousal
relationships as a whole. Specifically, it has been associated with psychological strain
including, for example, depression and anxiety, reduced marital satisfaction and poorer
family function. However, the developing work-family facilitation research also
suggests that access to personal and environmental resources can result in positive
impacts on the wellbeing of individuals and the work and home systems of which they
are part. Furthermore, these impacts can be moderated by various individual, family and
work related variables. The review proposed that future research should adopt an
ecological systems approach to expand investigations beyond that of the individual and
that use of a COR framework would facilitate understanding the role of resources and
the processes of moderating variables. Thus, in terms of these findings, the impacts of
the particular demands (i.e., long working hours and regular absence) of FIFO
employment on the psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and family
function of FIFO employees and their families could be associated with access to
individual and environmental resources, and the aforementioned individual, family and

work related factors.
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The following chapter reviews the work-family interface literature which relates
specifically to the impacts of work related absence and FIFO working arrangements on

individual and family wellbeing and relationship satisfaction.
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Chapter 3
FIFO Research

The following chapter reviews the work-family interface literature which relates to the
impacts of work related absence. In particular, it evaluates research investigating the
impacts of FIFO working arrangements on individual and family wellbeing, and
relationship satisfaction. First earlier international FIFO research is discussed followed
by an in depth review of Australian FIFO research studies in both the oil and gas and

land-based mining sectors.
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Chapter 3
FIFO Research
“Work and family decisions are made in the context of a broad set of
interacting factors including opportunities and preferences, family
formation, parenthood, caring and intergenerational arrangements,
education, and work and learning opportunities later in life, and
retirement prospects’ (OECD, 2002).
Introduction

The previous chapter examined the interface between work and home lives, and in
particular the impacts of work-family conflict and work-family facilitation. The review
of the work-family conflict/facilitation literature established that although the demands
of work and family can impact negatively on the psychological wellbeing of individual
family members and on family systems and relationships, access to personal and
environmental resources can result in positive impacts on wellbeing. However, much of
the research was conducted with individuals living in traditional relationships with
standard working arrangements. The impacts of non-standard work arrangements such
as compressed work schedules have received less attention (Presser, 2000). FIFO is one
such non-standard arrangement, combining compressed work schedules with regular
employee absence and often involving shift work.

As discussed in Chapter 1, the number of people choosing FIFO employment has
increased as a result of continued expansion in the Australian resources sector
(CMEWA, 2008a). Despite this growth, there have been few research studies
investigating the impacts of FIFO working arrangements on the interaction between
work and home for FIFO mining employees and their families. In particular, the impacts
of FIFO employment on psychological wellbeing, and family and social relationships
and the role of contextual factors such as personal and environmental resources on these
impacts are poorly understood. Consequently, research from other industries that require
their employees to be absent from home on a regular basis has frequently been used by
researchers, policy makers and industry to provide theoretical frameworks and guide our
understandings of FIFO impacts (Arnold, 1995). Those sectors that require their
employees to be frequently absent from their homes include the military, as well as the
merchant marine, deep-sea fishing, forestry, construction, transportation and the off-
shore oil and gas industries, amongst others (Shrimpton, Storey, & Husbers, 1995;

Vormbrock, 1993). Salespeople, corporate executives, and airline personnel are also
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required to regularly be absent from home for employment related duties (Boss,
McCubbin, & Lester, 1979; Espino, Sundstrom, Frick, Jacobs, & Peters, 2002; Jupp &
Mayne, 1992). However, differences in the employment conditions, including for
example the profile of absences, means that findings from research with these groups
has limited application to FIFO circumstances.
Employment Related Absence

Early understandings of the impacts of work-related absence on employees and
their families were based mainly on research conducted during the last thirty years with
the international offshore oil and gas (e.g., Morrice and Taylor, 1978; Morrice, Taylor,
Clark & McCann, 1985; Solheim, 1988; Storey, Lewis, Shrimpton & Clark, 1988) and
to a lesser extent international mining workforces (Storey & Shrimpton, 1989), and
American military personnel (e.g., Jensen, Grogan, Xenakis & Bain, 1989; Jensen,
Richters, Ussery, Blodeau & Davis, 1991; Jensen, Xenakis, Wolf & Bain, 1991;
LaGrone, 1978). The majority of these industries were (and still are) traditionally male
dominated and as such, much of the research focused on the impacts on male
employees, their female spouses and their children (Eastman, Archer & Ball, 1990;
Jensen, Martin & Watanabe, 1996; Parker, Hubinger, Green, Sargent & Boyd, 1997).

There are however a number of differences between the employment conditions in
the different industries that need to be acknowledged when reviewing the findings. For
example, the profiles of absences differ between the employment groups. Some
employees such as those involved in offshore oil and gas experience continuous rostered
absences such as two weeks away followed by two weeks at home and so on, whereas
others such as the Australian military might be required to be absent for up to eight
months at a time on an irregular basis (ABC, 2008; Arnold, 1995). On the other hand, as
described in Chapter 1, mining operations’ FIFO employees are more likely to have
short, non-symmetrical rosters, for example two weeks away and one week home or
eight days away and six days home (Brereton, Barclay, Beach, Laffan, & Arts, 2006).
Further, in some industries, employee absence can be seasonal, that is, only at certain
times of the year when climatic conditions or government policies allowed access to the
resource. For example, particular types of deep sea fishing (Shrimpton et al.,1995), or
on a needs basis, for example ships’ pilots within the Great Barrier Reef (Parker,
Clavarino & Hubinger, 1997). Work schedule practices also vary between industries
with some working compressed schedules such as 12 hour shifts, eight hour continuous

shifts or other industry- particular shift arrangements, while others follow more standard
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practices such as the eight hour day. Other differences between the employment types
include the degree of hazard associated with the workplace; work environment (e.g.,
based on land or at sea; fixed or variable location, international or local travel); type of
accommodation provided, access to communication facilities and support provided for
employees and their families (Sibbel, 2001). These differences all have potential to
impact on the way in which employees and their families experience work-related
absences, and integrate their work and home lives.
I nternational research

Many of the earlier international studies on work-related absence were premised
on the understanding that employment that required regular absence from home was
“non-standard” and as such was a risk factor for psychosocial problems for employees
and their families (Bray, 1991; Forsyth & Gauthier, 1991). This premise resulted in
theories such as the “Military Family Syndrome” which was characterised by families
with “depressed” and overprotective mothers, children with emotional and behavioural
problems, and authoritarian fathers (Jensen et al., 1991; Kelley, Herzog-Simmer, &
Harris, 1994; LaGrone, 1978), and the “Intermittent Husband Syndrome” which was
typified by a triad of symptoms comprising anxiety, depression and sexual difficulties
for oil workers’ wives associated with the ongoing partings and reunions with their
husbands (Morrice & Taylor, 1978). Both conditions were based on the families’
presumed inability to cope with the work-related absences, however subsequent
research discounted the existence of these syndromes (Eastman et al., 1990; Jensen,
Watanbe, Richters, Corte, Roper, & Liu, 1995; Morrice et al., 1985; Storey, Shrimpton,
Lewis, & Clarke, 1989).

In contrast to the earlier studies (e.g., Morrice & Taylor, 1978), Taylor, Morrice,
Clark, and McCann (1985) found no significant differences on measures of physical and
psychosocial wellbeing between the wives of on-shore and off-shore oil workers,
although the wives of offshore workers did report some mood changes associated with
the regular comings and goings of their husbands. There was no evidence of the
“Intermittent Husband Syndrome” described earlier, and the majority of wives
successfully adapted to the lifestyle. The approximately ten percent of the wives who
reported unhealthy levels of wellbeing were more likely to be those women who were
newly married, had pre-school aged children and no previous experience of husband
absence, those who had employment outside of the home or those whose husbands had

irregular absences (Taylor et al., 1985). Particular sources of stress were continually
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having to adjust to the regular comings and goings, and difficulties with
communication. It was proposed that those who had more traditional spousal roles, that
is, those who accepted the primacy of the husband’s work and the role of the wife as
supportive homemaker were more likely to cope with the lifestyle (Clark & Taylor,
1988). This is in keeping with Solheim’s (1988) conclusion that those with “traditional”
marriages required less adjustment to FIFO and thus were better suited to the lifestyle.
In these types of couples both the wife’s role as homemaker and the husband’s role as
provider continued despite the repeated comings and goings. Clark and Taylor (1988)
also outlined some of the coping strategies used by those wives who successfully coped
with their husbands’ absences. These included: positive appraisal of the lifestyle
focussing on the benefits rather than the costs; personal resources such as sense of
competence and self-esteem; social resources, both emotional and practical, provided by
friends and family; and manipulating the environment such as increasing opportunities
for social interaction by taking paid or unpaid work.

These findings concur with those of Storey and Shrimpton (1989), and Storey,
Shrimpton, Lewis and Clark (1989) who conducted a series of studies with Canadian
offshore oil and gas and mining workers and their spouses. In this series of studies, it
was concluded that although the majority of families coped well, there was an
association between the length of roster and relationship wellbeing, that is, those with
longer rosters (e.g., nine weeks away and three weeks home, compared with seven or
fourteen days away and seven days home) generally had more difficulty with the
lifestyle. Further, each family’s experience depended on the way in which they
perceived and evaluated the costs and benefits associated with FIFO employment.
While many cited the extended periods of time at home and financial rewards as the
main advantages, problems included transitions within the family, and maintaining
relationships with friends and other community members, and negotiating the use of
leisure time. They concluded that the majority of couples seemed able to cope with the
lifestyle, indeed for a few it “may be the glue that holds the relationship together”
(Storey & Shrimpton, 1989, p. 159), although others sooner or later found it
unacceptable and either left the industry or the relationship broke down.

For those families with children, there were differences in spouses’ reports of
whether children’s behaviour varied when the worker was at home or away. While 48%
of spouses reported no change, 34.6% reported children’s behaviour was more difficult

to manage when the worker was away and the remainder when they were home. Single
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workers were also included in this research and particular issues for this group included
problems with establishing and maintaining relationships, although it was also reported
that FIFO provided single workers with greater opportunities for travel and leisure
activities (Storey & Shrimpton, 1989; Storey et al., 1989).

Arnold (1995), in her review of this earlier literature concluded successful
adaptation by employees and their partners to work-related absence was associated with
individual factors such as the profile of time away, perceptions of the degree of hazard
associated with the workplace; work environment (e.g., based on land or at sea; fixed or
variable location, international or local travel); stage in the family life cycle; attitude to
the lifestyle and access to social support. In addition to the “economic and temporal”
compensations of the lifestyle, Arnold also concluded from the earlier studies that the
FIFO work pattern was problematic in some ways for virtually everyone involved.
These difficulties were related to family relationships, loneliness and isolation,
psychological wellbeing and stresses associated with the constantly changing roles.

Much of this earlier research referred to nuclear families with traditional gendered
household roles. Indeed the findings reflect family structures and values at the time. For
example, in relation to the Canadian mining industry which commenced FIFO
operations in 1972 (Storey & Shrimpton, 1991c), Bray (1991) highlighted the stress for
FIFO workers was associated with living an “abnormal” life — “fluctuating between an
isolated high-pressure, extremely structured, macho work environment and an
unstructured period in the haven of the home and family” (p. 26). Living FIFO was
postulated as more problematic for the spouse at home as a result of having dual roles —
that of a traditional home maker as well as periodically having sole responsibility for
running the home (Bray, 1991). The wife at home was often cast in a “waiting role”” and
the problems of adjustment were regarded as hers (Storey, et al., 1989). At this time
(i.e., prior to the 1990s), the assumption underlying the use of FIFO and the wellbeing
of the employees was that of traditional family roles in which men were responsible for
providing financially for their families and women were responsible for caring for
children and the house. Thus it was expected “that workers will, between periods at the
mine site, be able to return to a family home to rest and be cared for in preparation for

the next hitch. In effect, the success of LDC® depends on an invisible workforce at

® FIFO has also been referred to as Long Distance Commuting (LDC) by a number of researchers such as
Storey and Shrimpton (1989).
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home, supporting the visible workforce at the mine” (Storey, et al., 1989, p. 26). It was
evident from both the Canadian (e.g., Lewis et al., 1988) and the Norwegian (e.g.,
Solheim, 1988) research that the FIFO husbands in these studies had little understanding
of the changes that occurred within their families as a result of their regular comings
and goings and the consequent demands made upon their wives. Furthermore, Solheim
(1988) reported a similar lack of understanding within the community in which these
families lived. Thus community based help and support for the family was not
necessarily forthcoming.

While this earlier research does provide some insights into FIFO impacts,
contextual issues such as differences in the profile of absences, availability of and
access to social and other family support and resources, together with industry and
country related cultural differences limit the degree to which these findings can be used
to understand the particular experiences and impacts of FIFO on current Western
Australian mining employees and their families. For example, many of the international
studies focused on North Sea Oil workers, many of whom lived in close proximity to
each other in FIFO communities such as Aberdeen in Scotland (Mauthner, MacLean, &
McKee, 2000) with access to community support that is not necessarily experienced by
the Australian FIFO population (Heiler, Pickersgill, & Briggs, 2000). Furthermore, the
structure of families and gender role expectations have changed since that time (Squire
& Tilly, 2007).

Australian Research

The adoption of FIFO working arrangements by Australian mining companies in
the 1980s resulted in a number of studies during the following decade that used survey
methods to canvas the attitudes of FIFO employees, and to a lesser extent their families,
to their working arrangements and its impacts on their work and home lives (e.g.,
Gillies, Just, & Wu, 1991; Gillies, Wu, & Jones, 1997; Limerick, Crane, Roberts, &
Baillie, 1991; Pollard, 1990). The findings were generally consistent with those of the
Canadian mines and oilfields, and the North Sea oilfields. The Australian employees
valued the advantages of extended periods of leisure and the relatively high earnings, as
well as their families' continued access to services, facilities, families and friends.
However, the results of these studies were generally descriptive in nature and did not
speculate on theoretical processes of the impacts of FIFO on employees and their

families.
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Gillies et al. (1997), surveyed 227 FIFO employees on 15 Australian FIFO
operations during 1996. While a large proportion indicated they did not believe their
families were seriously disadvantaged by the lifestyle, approximately 30% of the
respondents indicated that their family “categorically” did not like the FIFO lifestyle.
Furthermore, 25% felt that their immediate family relationships had been seriously
disadvantaged by the FIFO employment. In summary Gillies et al., reported “a large
portion of FIFO workers either greatly dislike, are impartial to or greatly like FIFO” (p.
91). This study, however, did not survey the employees’ family members. Jackson
(1987), in his discussion of FIFO in Australia asserted that the “family lives of workers
have been greatly improved” and that “the family's satisfaction with the wage earner's
job seems to be radically improved” (p. 164). Unfortunately, Jackson did not provide
any evidence in support of these assertions. Pollard (1990) interviewed workers and
their spouses from three Western Australian FIFO mining operations. Some couples
reported a high degree of impact on “normal family life”, particularly associated with
the division of household labour and child care. Restricted access to childcare (expense
and limited to working mothers), limited spousal employment opportunities and a sense
of alienation from the community exacerbated these impacts for FIFO families living in
regional centres such as Broome (Pollard, 1990). Availability of communication was
also described as an important ameliorating factor to the family disruption, however the
availability of access to phones and lack of privacy when making calls on site together
with the expense of long distance calls limited these positive effects. Pollard concluded
there was “a significant social impact on the families of fly-in/fly-out workers” (p. 30).
Australian Resour ce Sector Research

Since the 1990s there has been ongoing increase in the number of Australian
workers adopting the FIFO lifestyle (CMEWA, 2008a). Despite this growth an
extensive search revealed only a small number of recent research studies investigating
the experiences and wellbeing of Australian mining and offshore oil employees and
their families since the late 1990s. These are presented in Table 2. Of these studies
Beach (1999); Keown (2005); Sibbel (2001); and Sibbel and Kaczmarek (2005) focused
solely on land-based mining, each of the other studies included participants from the oil
and gas sectors. Three of these studies (Gallegos, 2006; Keown, 2005; Watts, 2004)
were funded by and conducted on behalf of government and/or industry bodies.

Similar to the work-family interface research that was reviewed in the previous

chapter, research into the impacts of FIFO working arrangements on the wellbeing of
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Australian employees and their families has also been undertaken by a number of
different disciplines (e.g., counselling psychology [Reynolds, 2004; Taylor, 2006],
clinical psychology [Keown, 2005], community development [Gallegos, 2006; Watts,
2004]; sociology [Beach, 1999]), using various qualitative and/or quantitative designs,
as outlined in Table 2, and thus lacks a single, uniting theoretical framework. Other
research has investigated FIFO related organisational issues such as job satisfaction
(e.g., Brereton, Barclay, Beach, Laffan, & Arts, 2006), work performance, safety, and
employee turnover, attraction and retention (e.g., Beach, Brereton, & Cliff, 2003), and
changes in FIFO work attitudes and practices (Graham, 2000), as well as regional
implications and economic perspectives of FIFO (Maxwell, 2001; Price, 2008) using
literature review and survey designs. Those projects that investigated aspects of the

psychosocial wellbeing of FIFO employees and/or their families are summarised below.



Table 2
Australian FIFO Research
Authors Title Industry Sector Participants M ethod
Beach R The impact of intense work schedules on family =~ Mining 10 FIFO couples Interviews
(1999) structure: A case study of a 4:1 fly-in/fly-out
schedule in the Australian mining industry
Gallegos D Aceroplanes always come back: Fly-in fly-out Mixed" 32 FIFO Couples Surveys & Interviews
(2006) employment: Managing the parent transitions®
Gent V The impact of fly-in/fly-out work on wellbeing Mixed 2 114 male & 18 female FIFO DAS
(2004) and work-life satisfaction employees
Kaczmarek EA  The psychosocial well-being of children from Mining and Military 30 8-12yo children of FIFO CDI
& Sibbel AM Australian military and fly-in/fly-out (FIFO) employees & their mothers, with RCMAS
(2008) mining families age and gender matched FAD
community control group
Keown N Digging deep for better health: A study of the Mining 148 FIFO & 362 residential male Interviews & Surveys
(2005) health status of men in the Goldfields mining employees . .
: -5 Various standardized
industry of Western Australia .
53 female spouses measures of wellbeing
Macbeth M “He’s My Best Mate™: Fathers, Sons and the Fly Mixed' 8 13-21yo males who have FIFO  Interviews
(2008) In/Fly Out Lifestyle fathers
Pirotta J An Exploration of the Experiences of Women Mining 20 female FIFO employees Phenomenological Interviews
(2006) Who Work at Mine Sites on a
Fly In, Fly Out Basis
Reynolds S The effects of fly-in fly-out employment in the Offshore Oil and Gas 22 female partners of male FIFO  Interviews
(2004) oil and gas industry on relationships in Western employees
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Sibbel AM
(2001)

Sibbel AM &
Kaczmarek EA
(2005)

Taylor J
(2006)

Watts J
(2004)

The psychosocial wellbeing of children from
fly-in/fly-out mining families

When the dust settles how do families decide:

FIFO or residential?

Family stress and coping in the fly-in fly-out
workforce

Best of both worlds: Fly in-fly out research
project final report®

Mining

Mining

Mixed!

Mixed®

30 8-12yo children of FIFO
employees & their mothers, with
age and gender matched
community control group

25 male & 10 female residential
employees & 22 male & 8
female FIFO employees

33 FIFO employees and 30
partners of FIFO employees

33 FIFO employees, 28 partners
FIFO employees, 39 residential
employees, 15 former FIFO
workers, 91 non-mining Pilbara
community members

CDI
RCMAS
FAD

Interviews, focus groups and
written survey

FACES IV

Interviews & focus groups

Notes: ' Mixed includes participants from both the mining and offshore oil and gas sectors. > Mixed includes participants from construction, mining and oil and gas

sectors.

3 Mixed includes participants from construction, mining and oil and gas sectors and non- resource sectors.

* Research funded by CMEWA and Lotteries Commission of WA

> Research funded by the Department of Health Western Australia and Goldfields Men’s Health Inc.
6 Research funded by Pilbara Regional Council
CDI - Children’s Depression Inventory; DAS — Dyadic Adjustment Scale; FACES IV — Flexibility and Cohesion Evaluation Scales IV; FAD - Family Assessment
Device; GHQ 12 — General Health Questionnaire 12; RCMAS — Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale
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The following section reviews the studies as presented in Table 2. Due to the paucity
of studies related specifically to mining personnel and their families, this review will
include the research from both the oil and gas and mining sectors in order to provide the
context of our current understandings of the impacts of employment related absence on the
wellbeing of employees and their families. First, differences between the employment
conditions and working arrangements between the sectors are acknowledged, followed by
a review of the studies and their implications for further research in the area.

The main differences between the FIFO employment practices of Australian off-
shore oil and gas and the land-based mining industries are the roster profiles and work
place locations. As discussed earlier, off-shore oil and gas rosters are more likely to be
even-time (e.g., two weeks away followed by two weeks home [2/2] or four weeks away
followed by four weeks home [4/4]) whereas mining rosters are more likely to be uneven
such as two weeks away followed by one week home [2/1] or nine days away and five
days home [9/5]). In respect to work-sites, mining activities are land-based, whereas off-
shore oil and gas employees predominantly work and are accommodated on sea-based
installations. Their physical work environment is constrained by the size of the platform or
rig resulting in limited work and recreational space, greater use of 'hot bedding'’, and a lack
of privacy for employees. There can be a perception of greater hazards associated with the
offshore workplace including; adverse weather conditions, the confined physical
environment (e.g., noise, ventilation and lighting), fire®, and transport to and from the
worksite (typically by boat or helicopter) (Parkes, 2002).

Similarities between the off-shore oil and gas and land-based mining industries,
other than being in the same sector, include remote work locations, compressed work
schedules and continuous rosters that result in regular separations from and reunions with
family and community. They may also include shift work and monotonous or repetitive

work (Parkes, 2002; Sutherland & Cooper, 1996). The families of FIFO workers from both

’ Hot bedding refers to the practice whereby people on opposite shifts use the same bed and accommodation
facilities on site.

% For example the Piper Alpha disaster of 1988 in which 167 men died in an explosion and fire on the North
Sea production platform.
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sectors are likely to live in a capital city or large regional centre (Watts, 2004) with access
to community facilities and social support. In addition to family and community resources
some company support is also available however the type and degree of support provided
by companies to families of FIFO employees is more likely to differ between individual
companies rather than between industry group (i.e., land-based mining or oil and gas)
(CMEWA, 2008a).

As detailed in Table 2, each of the research studies listed investigated the impacts
of FIFO employment from different perspectives and on different profiles of employees
and/or their families, thus each study will be reviewed individually. Despite having
different theoretical bases, all but one project (Gallegos, 2006), was premised on the
proposal that regular employment related absence would have various negative
psychosocial or physical individual or relational impacts on FIFO employees and/or their
families. The research focusing on employees, both single and partnered is reviewed first,
followed by couples, partners and children. Finally, those relevant findings from the
organisational and other studies are presented.

FIFO employees

Mining has been the major industry in the Eastern Goldfields region of Western
Australia since 1893 when gold was first discovered in Coolgardie (Blainey, 1994). Both
residential and FIFO minesites provide employment in this area of which Kalgoorlie is the
regional centre. Premised on anecdotal and limited empirical evidence of “unhealthy
lifestyles, risky and maladaptive behaviours” (p. 17), Keown (2005) used a multi-methods
design to investigate the general, psychological and social health of 510 male residential
(71%) and FIFO (29%) mining employees from 29 organisations in this region. Semi-
structured interviews together with survey instruments (e.g., items from the HILDA
Survey)’ and standardised psychometric scales (e.g., General Health Questionnaire 12
[GHQ 12], [Goldberg & Williams, 1991], Short Form 36 Health Status Questionnaire [SF
36], [Ware & Sherbourne, 1992]) assessed levels of general health, role limitation due to

physical and emotional health problems, psychological distress, sleep disturbance, chronic

? See Wooden (2003) for further information on the HILDA Survey
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fatigue, extraversion and neuroticism, social functioning, social and domestic satisfaction
and interference, work-family balance and social support (Keown, 2005). A total of 53
partners of residential workers also completed self-report questionnaires on the wellbeing
of their partners. Of particular interest to this review are the findings relating to the FIFO
employees included in the study. For this group no significant differences between the
general and physical health, levels of chronic fatigue, and perceptions of availability of
social support from work colleagues, family and friends were found between the
residential and FIFO workers. Further, there was evidence of greater use of more effective
and positive coping strategies by FIFO workers. This group also recorded healthier
lifestyle habits; for example they had greater levels of physical activity, lower caffeine and
tobacco consumption, as well as lower risk of harm from alcohol in both the long and short
terms. However, compared with residential workers, the FIFO employees reported higher
levels of sleep disturbance and disruption to their social and domestic lives. In common
with earlier findings (e.g., Adams, 1991; Gillies et al., 1997) some workers reported their
initial short term plans to be in the industry were extended due to the “golden handcuftf”,
that is disliking the lifestyle but needing to remain in the industry to meet personal
financial commitments (Adams, 1991; Gillies et al., 1997). The report generated to date
from this study presented mainly summary data which was generally descriptive in nature
with little attempt to explicate the results. As such, the findings cannot be discussed in
further depth.

An earlier study by Gent (2004) investigated the interaction between the job
satisfaction, life satisfaction and relationship satisfaction of a total of 132 (86.4% male and
19.7% female) land-based (65.9%, n = 87) and off-shore oil FIFO employees (45%, n =
45) using self-report instruments. No significant differences between the land-based
mining and off-shore oil workers on all measures of satisfaction were found, however,
differences were reported between various roster and shift arrangements. The rosters
worked included both symmetrical (e.g., 2/2) and non-symmetrical (e.g., 2/1) arrangements
and ranged from five days on and two days off to five weeks on and five weeks off. Those
employees who worked only day shift reported significantly higher levels of job

satisfaction than those who worked only night shift or a combination of days and nights,
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although shift type did not impact on relationship or life satisfaction. Further, those who
worked a roster of five days away and two days home expressed significantly higher job
satisfaction than those who worked non-symmetrical rosters of more than three weeks
away. There were, however, no significant differences between the employees’ roster
cycles and satisfaction with their relationship with their partner. Nonetheless, when
compared with established norms married and cohabiting FIFO workers reported
significantly lower (less healthy) scores on measures of dyadic consensus, dyadic
satisfaction and total relationship satisfaction as measured by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale
(Spanier, 2001). There were, however, no differences on the measure of relationship
satisfaction. Furthermore, the FIFO workers reported significantly higher scores on the
measure of affectional expression than the norm. Gent reported that those FIFO employees
with children younger than five had significantly less relationship satisfaction, and
expression of affection than those with adult children or no children. In addition, those
with children aged between 13 and 17 years had less healthy total relationship scores than
those with older or younger children. However, it was not reported how these results
compare with the particular lifecycle stages of the wider Australian population and some of
the statistical analysis for this study was undertaken with very small cell sizes.

Similar to earlier findings (e.g., Storey & Shrimpton, 1989; Storey et al., 1989),
positive aspects of the FIFO lifestyle included higher income, separation of work and
home, and time to spend with the family and in the community. In contrast, negative
impacts included long working hours, extended periods away from family and friends,
difficulties forming and maintaining relationships, negotiating roles within the family,
interruptions from site during the break and difficult working conditions. In addition,
longer rosters (e.g., three weeks away and three weeks home) were viewed less favourably
than shorter arrangements such as two weeks away and two weeks home. Gent concluded
that FIFO employment did impact on job, life and relationship satisfaction, and that those
employees who liked their jobs and had stable relationships were more likely to adapt
successfully to a FIFO lifestyle.

Pirotta (2006) used qualitative methods to investigate the experiences of Western

Australian female FIFO employees and found both work and individually focused impacts.
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Similar to previous findings, positive aspects of the lifestyle included level of
remuneration, the nature of the work, and career opportunities. The sense of belonging
within the mine site community, making enduring friendships and the attention at work
that resulted from being in the minority'® (minesites have a higher proportion of male
workers) were also valued. Challenges included difficulties maintaining friendships and
relationships, coping with community living, loneliness, feelings of depression, and on-
going fatigue. The female FIFO employees in this study reported a number of issues
specifically associated with working in a male-dominated environment, such as little
female contact, lack of privacy, maintaining appropriate boundaries with male work
colleagues and coping with discrimination and harassment. Most of the women did not
regard FIFO as a long-term work option. One of the few studies to particularly discuss the
role of resources in moderating the impacts of FIFO, Pirotta concluded that amongst
others, personal resources that contributed to women's successful adaptation to the FIFO
lifestyle included being open-minded and independent, sociable, resourceful and
determined to reach one's goals.

In summary, these investigations into the impacts of FIFO work arrangements on
male and female employee wellbeing and job, life and relationship satisfaction found no
significant differences between the levels of job, life and relationship satisfaction of oil and
gas and land-based mining FIFO employees, or the levels of psychological wellbeing of
residential and FIFO mining employees. However, roster and life stage effects were found.
Similar to earlier findings (e.g., Gent, 2004; Keown, 2005), the positive aspects of the
FIFO lifestyle included higher income, separation of work and home, and time to spend
with the family and in the community, while the challenges included extended periods
away from family and friends, ongoing fatigue, difficulties forming and maintaining

relationships, and negotiating roles within the family.

' Minesites have a minority of female workers — recent estimates indicate the resources sector averages 19%
female employees ( Minerals Industry Council of Australia, 2007; CMEWA, 2008)
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FIFO couples

A small number of studies specifically investigated the experiences of FIFO
couples. Focusing on relationships, Reynolds (2004) interviewed the female partners of 22
Australian off-shore oil and gas workers whose schedules were either four swings of two
weeks away and two weeks home which was followed by a six week break at home or
three weeks away/three weeks home/three weeks away/six weeks home. The findings from
this phenomenological study highlight the complex interactions and impacts for couples
associated with the lifestyle. Using the relationship developmental stage of the couples to
frame the study, Reynolds identified some advantages and stressors that were unique to
particular stages, and others that were common to all. Similar to findings from the previous
employment absence studies, the majority of the women valued the quality time they had
with their partners when they were home, the opportunities for independence and
maintenance of their own identity when their partner was away, and the financial rewards
offered by the lifestyle. They believed that the daily phone calls with their husbands while
they were offshore helped communication within their relationships. Further, Reynolds
suggested that many couples attributed problems and issues in their marriage to the FIFO
lifestyle removing the blame from the relationship to an external source and thus making it
easier to cope. This supports Storey and Shrimpton (1989) who proposed that FIFO
employment may help maintain some relationships. There was no evidence that the
increased independence of the women threatened the relationship as had been found by
others (e.g., Clark & Taylor, 1988; Collinson, 1998; Solheim, 1988). As discussed
previously, these earlier studies proposed that ‘traditional” marriages were best suited to
the lifestyle. The greater sense of independence that was felt by some wives as a result of
their husbands working away was presumed not to fit with the traditional gender role
expectations and thus threatened the marriage. On the contrary, Reynolds proposed that the
increased independence afforded by a FIFO lifestyle was more appropriate to current
relationship expectations and roles, and thus was viewed as a benefit to, rather than a strain
on, relationships.

Similar to earlier findings, the stressors associated with FIFO included ongoing

readjustment within the family as a result of the regular comings and goings, together with
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the "burden of responsibility of family and home for the women when the husband is
away" (Reynolds, 2004, p. 35). Loneliness was only identified as an issue for those without
children. Furthermore, these women, together with those who had adult children reported
the most satisfaction with the lifestyle. Those women with children, and particularly those
with teenagers, reported more negative experiences than those without as a result of coping
with childrearing for long periods on their own. These findings for the partners of FIFO
workers with teenage children support those of Gent (2004) for FIFO employees. A
number of women found the six weeks together to be too long, while others found it
stressful not living near family support. Reynolds also reported that fatigue was
particularly an issue for women who had employment outside of the home. However, most
women were satisfied with, and accepted the lifestyle.

More recently, Taylor (2006) examined the qualities that allow FIFO families to
function and experience relationship satisfaction despite the stressors associated with the
lifestyle. Using the Circumplex model of couple and family systems, the wellbeing of 28
couples and seven single employees (18% construction workers, 41% offshore oil and gas
and 41% land-based mining), was assessed on measures of coping, flexibility and
communication. Although the sample sizes were too small for detailed meaningful
statistical analysis, comparisons with the norms revealed very good communication and
high levels of cohesion and flexibility indicating healthy family functioning across the
sample. In contrast to Gent (2004), Taylor did not find any effect of family life stage on
employees’ perceptions of family satisfaction. However, similar to Taylor et al., (1985)
and Reynolds (2004), family life stage effects were reported for partners of FIFO
employees. In particular, Taylor reported partners’ family satisfaction increased as they
“move up the life stages” (p. 43).

Taylor found the impacts of partner employment outside of the home on family
functioning were associated with age of children. For families with teenage children, the
mother’s part-time work impacted on family functioning in a positive way, whereas full-
time work made coping more difficult. For those families with young children, the level of
family functioning was not associated with whether the mother stayed at home or had part-

time work. However, for those families with independent adult children, full-time work by
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the at-home partner was associated with significantly higher family functioning when
compared with part-time work. These findings support earlier research (e.g., Clark &
Taylor; Reynolds, 2004; Solheim, 1988) which concluded that, in addition to career and
financial rewards, partners of FIFO workers seek paid employment to provide a sense of
purpose and a means of social interaction when their partners are absent. However, such
work could limit the time together when the FIFO employee is home, and could result in
role overload for those with dependent children at home, thus many sought part-time and
flexible working arrangements. Taylor concluded that successful coping for FIFO families
was linked to a number of factors including life stage, roster, and previous FIFO
experience.

Similar to the mining practices in the Eastern Goldfields, the Pilbara region of
Western Australia has a blend of both residential and FIFO operations with a significant
increase in FIFO workers over the last ten years. Watts (2004) examined the impacts of
FIFO employment in the Pilbara as part of an action research project that aimed to develop
strategies to maximise the benefits and minimise the negative impacts of FIFO in that area.
This study used individual interviews and focus groups with thematic analysis techniques
to examine the experiences of 33 FIFO workers (22 male and 11 female) in the oil and
gas, mining and construction sectors, and 28 FIFO family members (two male and 26
female). Unlike other studies, 15 (ten male and five female) former FIFO workers were
also included. Arnold (1995), in her review of the FIFO literature, noted that the majority
of studies that used survey techniques were conducted with ‘survivor’ populations, that is,
those who currently had FIFO employment. She concluded the failure to include people
who had left FIFO employment and new-starters to FIFO might lead to surveys to “over-
estimate the acceptance of long distance commuting. Such over-estimation presents a rosy
picture which conceals the problems faced by inexperienced commuters” (p. 55).

Based on the experiences of the participants, Watts proposed a four stage model,
described as the “Continuum of Emotions”, to explain individual workers’ adaptation to
the lifestyle (see Figure 6). The duration of this adaptation process is mediated by various
factors such as the strength of relationships, personality and availability of support. The

first stage “changing concepts of self identity” (p. 62) is characterised by emotions such as



58

a sense of living in two separate worlds, dissociation from ‘normal’ life patterns, the
freedom to move away from responsibilities and a change in work ethic related to a feeling
of living more of life at work. The second stage “changing emotions” (p. 63) includes
amongst others, feelings of loneliness and depression, loss and grief associated with being
away, but also empowerment of the spouse left at home and resurgence of independence.
“Changing relationships”, stage three (p. 66) includes feelings of strain in some marital
relationships particularly associated with the changing roles in the household, but for other
households a strengthening in their relationships. The final stage “acceptance or rejection”
(p. 69) describes the categories of eventual acceptance or rejection of FIFO that result from
the deeper understandings by FIFO workers and their families of the cost and benefits
associated with the lifestyle. According to the model during this final stage people either
(1) accept and enjoy the lifestyle, (2) accept and make the best of the situation, (3) accept it
in the short term but limit the time they plan to do it, or (4) accept but passively reject
FIFO.

Commence FIFO work

\

Changing concept of self identity

1-2 months in FIFO employment

AW

Changing emotions

3-4 months in FIFO employment

N\

Changing relationships

4-6 months in FIFO employment

N

Acceptance or rejection of

FIFO lifestyle

Figure 6. Watts Continuum of Emotions: FIFO workers adaptation to the FIFO lifestyle
(Watts, 2004, p.73)
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In keeping with other research findings, Watts concluded the positive impacts of
the FIFO lifestyle included enhanced relationships for couples as a result of the time
together, role expansion within relationships, and the growth of personal coping skills.
Enhanced career opportunities and financial gains were also valued. Negative impacts for
some FIFO workers while they were away included feelings of loneliness and isolation.
Some also experienced guilt at leaving the family. This was associated with a sense of
abandonment of responsibilities. Watts cited evidence of individual depression and marital
and family dysfunction associated with longer rosters and poor communication, however
the prevalence of these problems was not reported. Similar to Keown (2005), Watts also
identified evidence of possible substance abuse amongst workers which could impact on
individual and family wellbeing.

In summary, these investigations into the impacts of FIFO employment on couples’
relationships support many of the earlier findings. The majority of couples generally
accepted and adapted to the lifestyle. In particular, they valued the financial rewards and
the extended periods of time together. However, there was some evidence that lifestyle
might be more stressful for the at-home partner. Issues for the at-home partner included
fatigue associated with long periods of sole parenting and caring for the home, loneliness
and limited access to support. There was evidence of the moderating role of factors such as
roster, previous FIFO experience, age of children, spouse’s employment outside of the
home, and life stage.

FIFO families

A small number of studies have examined the impact of FIFO employment on the
wellbeing of children and families (Beach, 1999; Gallegos, 2006; Kaczmarek & Sibbel,
2008; Macbeth, 2008; Sibbel, 2001). Beach (1999) conducted a qualitative study that
examined the impact of a 4/1 (four weeks away/ one week home) roster on ten Australian
miners and their families. Partners indicated that the “repeated cycles of long separations
and short reunions generated a high level of conflict between work and home” (p. 289)
which altered the family structure and made it unstable. Furthermore, families with pre-
school and primary school-aged children reported the most difficulties adapting to this

lifestyle. All families in the study believed that a shorter roster cycle (i.e., more time at
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home and less time away) would enable them to function better as a family unit. These
findings of life stage effects for partners of FIFO employees support those of Gent, (2004),
Reynolds (2004), and Taylor (2006).

In an exploratory study of the impacts of regular father absence on the primary
school aged children of FIFO mine workers, Sibbel (2001) found no significant differences
on measures of depressive symptomatology, anxiety and perceptions of family function
compared with those of a non-FIFO community sample matched on age and gender.
However, the home-based mothers reported less healthy perceptions of family function
than the community sample in the areas of family roles and behaviour control. In addition,
they expressed concern with child-father attachment, availability of communication,
maintaining relationships, roles within the family and fears for safety while their partners
were away. In a further study, Kaczmarek and Sibbel (2008) used identical measures to
investigate the effects of employment-related father absence and mothers’ perceptions of
family functioning with a sample of primary school-aged children of FIFO employees,
children whose fathers were in the military and a community sample of children whose
fathers’ employment was neither mining nor military based, and who did not have
extended periods of absence from home. Results indicated that there were no significant
differences between the groups on all measures of child well-being, and all groups were
functioning at healthy levels. However, similar to Sibbel, mothers from the FIFO families
reported significantly more stress than the military and community groups with respect to
communication, support and behaviour control within the family. Thus, despite mothers’
perceptions of disruption to family routine, the well-being of children in this small sample
was not affected.

Macbeth’s (2008) investigations with male teenagers who had a FIFO father found
those children were aware of the benefits associated with the FIFO lifestyle including the
opportunities afforded by the good income, as well as the good quality of interactions with
their fathers resulting from the stretches of time at home. Some believed the separation
between work and home allowed them to have stronger relationships with their fathers and
described these relationships as no different from those of their friends who had non-FIFO

dads. A number were aware of negative community attitudes to FIFO and some reported
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that FIFO could at times be more stressful for their at home parent. In general they
described being used to FIFO as their family’s normal way of living (Macbeth, 2008).

In contrast to other research, Gallegos (2006) based her survey on the positive
coping experiences of 32 two parent off-shore oil and gas and land-based mining FIFO
families who had at least one child under six years of age. This study concluded that those
families who successfully adapted to FIFO developed strategies to manage the allocation
of certain decision-making roles within the family such as financial, parenting and
household tasks. In common, with Reynolds (2004) and Taylor (2006), Gallegos
concluded the flexibility of these roles to adjust to changing family circumstances, (e.g.,
the birth of a baby or changing ability of children to share in household tasks) was
associated with the families' successful coping with the FIFO lifestyle. Other studies (e.g.,
Gent, 2004; Reynolds, 2004) revealed that families with younger children can find FIFO
more difficult, however, Gallegos’ study of families with children under six years of age
demonstrates the uniqueness of individual families’ experiences of FIFO and the diversity
of coping strategies they employ. In support of Watts’ (2004) model of adaptation to FIFO,
Gallegos reported families needed to allow time to adjust to FIFO and that the first few
months were probably the hardest. There was also support for the notion of the “golden
handcuff”, as described earlier in this review, and its implications for ongoing family
adaptation to the lifestyle (Adams, 1991; Gillies, et al., 1997).

Gallegos (2006) proposed two models of the cycle of emotions to explain how
families adjust to the regular comings and goings of the FIFO worker and the
accompanying transitions in and out of the family. Based on a two and one roster in which
the employee worked one week of 12 hour day shifts, one week of 12 hour night shifts
followed by one week at home these models describe the emotions associated with the
adjustments family members go through. The first model as presented in Figure 7 relates

to the range of emotions experienced by FIFO fathers as they go through the FIFO cycle.
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Figure 7. Gallegos’ (2006) Model of the range of emotions experienced by FIFO fathers
during the FIFO cycle (p. 24).

The second model as illustrated in Figure 8 describes the range of emotions

experienced by the partner at home during the FIFO cycle.
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Figure 8. Gallegos’ (2006) Model of the range of emotions experienced by FIFO mothers
during the FIFO cycle (p. 30).

Gallegos’ (2006) models illustrate emotional processes that have previously been
documented in other studies of FIFO employees and their families (e.g., Arnold, 1995;
Reynolds, 2004; Storey & Shrimpton, 1989; Taylor, 2006). They summarise the
differences and commonalities between the emotional experiences of FIFO employees and
the at home partners, particularly at the times of transition in and out of the family, and
how the interactions between these experiences and adjustments to changed roles can
impact on the household. The emotions associated with these transitions can be
exacerbated by tiredness and anticipation of loneliness. For example, the times
immediately following arrival home from the site and just prior to departure are
highlighted as potentially the periods of greatest stress for FIFO employees and their
families as the emotions associated with these transitions can be exacerbated by fatigue

and anticipation of loneliness (Gallegos). Thus, on arrival home the worker’s sense of
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relief at being home, coupled with extreme fatigue resulting from two weeks of 12 hour
work days interacts with his partner’s relief that he is home and her need to “unload’ all of
her experiences and issues from the previous two weeks of coping with the family on her
own. The needs of both partners at this time are different and if unresolved can result in
tension between them. Similarly, just prior to leaving both partners experience other, often
conflicting emotions, that can cause tension in the relationship. The FIFO partner may be
beginning to withdraw from home life and focus on work, whereas the at- home partner
may be noticing the effects of their partner’s withdrawal, feeling sad about the imminent
departure, but also wanting the partner to go so the household can return to their ‘normal
routine’.

Gallegos’ (2006) models focus particularly on the negative emotions and as such do
not describe the whole range of emotions experienced by FIFO workers and their families.
For example, she labels the time at work as a time when employees feel helpless and
lonely, however other studies (e.g., Gent, 2004; Pirotta, 2006; Sibbel, 2004) have found
that employees can experience a range of both positive and negative emotions while on
site. Thus in addition to the loneliness and helplessness depicted by Gallegos they also can
experience feelings of relief at not having to deal with family issues for a period of time
(Sibbel, 2004), satisfaction associated with the separation of work and home lives, thus
being able to focus on work tasks (Gent, 2004) and a sense of belonging associated with
being part of the work community (Pirotta, 2006). Similarly, Reynolds (2004) found the at
home partners described positive emotions associated with increased independence when
their partner was away.

While these models do provide some understandings of the cycle of emotions
experienced by FIFO employees and their families, they are based on a small sample (32
families), and a particular roster (2/1) and have not been validated beyond this sample.
They are also based on families in which the father was the FIFO employee and the mother
the at-home partner. However, Gallegos (2006) acknowledged that “many participants
described an emotional cycle and while not all families experienced this pattern in its

entirety, all couples described components of this emotional range” (p. 23).
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Choosing FIFO

There is evidence that people remain in FIFO employment for differing amounts of
time and for different reasons (Beach, Brereton & Cliff, 2003). For example, a survey of
professional FIFO employees found that while they did not necessarily dislike the FIFO
lifestyle, over time it “wore them out”, and that they left FIFO employment as a result of
this “FIFO fatigue” (Beach et al.). Sibbel and Kaczmarek (2004) investigated how
residential and FIFO mining employees and their partners chose one mining lifestyle (i.e.,
residential or FIFO) over the other. Their results indicated that employees generally made
informed choices based both on employment satisfaction which includes remuneration,
working hours and opportunities for training and advancement, and on the developmental
needs of family members, including children’s educational needs, availability of family
support, health services, and employment and career opportunities for family members.
The salience of these needs varied according to the family’s position in the family life-
cycle. At certain stages, one particular mining lifestyle option might be perceived as being
more suitable to meet the family’s developmental needs than at another time. However,
while some people would move between the two lifestyles others would only ever consider
one option, that is FIFO or residential. Only employees were included in this project and as
such the results do not reflect how partners contribute to these life choices.
Other organisational studies

As stated previously in this section, other research has investigated FIFO related
organisational issues such as job satisfaction (e.g., Brereton et al., 2006), work
performance, safety, and employee turnover, attraction and retention (e.g., Beach et al.,
2003), and changes in FIFO work attitudes and practices (Graham, 2000), as well as
regional implications and economic perspectives of FIFO (Maxwell, 2001; Price, 2008)
using literature review and survey designs. Measures of satisfaction with various aspects of
FIFO employment have been included in a number of general industry-based surveys of
mining employee professionals (e.g., Beach et al., 2003; Brereton et al., 2005). In
particular, these surveys found that in comparison with residential professionals FIFO
employees were more likely to express intentions to change employers because of the

strain FIFO employment puts on their personal lives than were residential employees.
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Indeed for both residential and FIFO employees maintaining a balance between work and
home lives was considered the single most important consideration when choosing a job
(Brereton et al.).
Conclusion

The preceding review indicates that despite the different employment conditions
and research frameworks used, there was some consistency across the findings. The
majority of studies were premised on the notion that the wellbeing of employees and their
families was at risk because of the strain resulting from regular work-related absence from
home that was not “normal”. There was, however no evidence of an “intermittent husband
syndrome”, and indeed, many employees and their families reported overall satisfaction
with the lifestyle. Nonetheless, a number of stressors relating to relationships at work and
at home, living in the work environment, adjustment to the comings and goings, loneliness
and social isolation, and safety concerns were identified. There was some suggestion that
the FIFO lifestyle could be more difficult and demanding for the partner at home. There
was also evidence throughout this review that a number of individual, employer, workplace
and family contextual factors such as profile of absence, life stage, work conditions and
access to personal and environmental resources contribute to successful adaptation and
wellbeing. However, due to the small number of studies undertaken to date and the
subsequent paucity of substantive theorizing, the processes through which these impacts
occur continue to be poorly understood.

Although each of the reviewed studies investigated a different profile of oil and gas
and/or mining FIFO employees or their families, including male employees (Keown, 2006)
and/or female employees (Gent, 2004; Pirotta, 2006), FIFO couples (Gallegos, 2006;
Taylor, 2006), partners of employees (Reynolds, 2004), and children of employees
(Macbeth, 2008; Sibbel, 2001) using various methods, no research to date has specifically
investigated the psychosocial wellbeing of land-based mining FIFO employees and their
partners in relation to established norms and to each other, or determined those resources
or contextual factors which influence their adaptation to the lifestyle and hence their
wellbeing. This current study therefore aimed to determine and compare the psychosocial

wellbeing of Western Australia FIFO employees and their partners at the individual,
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relational and family levels. Further, it sought to further describe and develop an
understanding of the role of those various individual, employer, family and other
contextual factors and resources in facilitating and inhibiting the wellbeing of fly-in/fly-out
employees and their partners. The following chapter describes the research framework of

the study.



Chapter 4
Resear ch Design
This chapter establishes the research framework for the current study and provides an
overview of the multi-methods design, including the research questions for both the
qualitative and quantitative phases. The role of the researcher, the study’s relevance for

community psychology and ethical considerations are also discussed.

68
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Chapter 4
Resear ch Design
Introduction

This chapter first describes the research framework that guided this investigation
into the wellbeing of FIFO mining employees and their families and provides the strengths
and details of the multi-methods design used. Next, the study’s relevance to the field of
community psychology is discussed, and finally, the role of the researcher and ethical
considerations are considered.

Resear ch Framework
The research paradigm

The research paradigm is the interpretive framework or basic set of beliefs,
assumptions, understandings and values about the social world (the nature of knowledge
and reality) that provide the philosophical and conceptual framework that guides the
research process and position the researcher within this process'' (Denzin & Lincoln,
2003; Greene & Caracelli, 2003; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Mertens, 2003). Specifying the
research framework acknowledges the impact of the researcher’s world views and values
on the research process (Dokecki, 1992; Ponterotto & Greiger, 1999; Sarason, 1981;
Wicker, 1985).

Although there are numerous classification schemes, the three major interpretive
paradigms posited as currently guiding behavioural and social research are the
positivist/post-positivist, constructivist/interpretive, and transformative/emancipatory
frameworks (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Mertens, 2003; Ponterotto, 2005). There are
multiple, often overlapping forms within each of these perspectives, and they may be
viewed as on a continuum rather than separate entities (Miles and Hubermann, 1988).

Psychological research has traditionally been conducted within a positivist or a
post-positivist paradigm (Burgess-Limerick & Burgess-Limerick, 1998; Denzin & Lincoln,

2000; Gergen, 2001; Ponterotto, 05).'* Positivism relies on an ontology of a single

' See Morgan (2007) for a detailed discussion on the development of paradigms in the social sciences

12 See Gergen (2001) and Ponterotto (2005) for a more detailed discussion
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knowable reality which can be discovered through hypothesis testing, and on an objective
epistemology in which the knower and known remain independent of each other (Mertens,
2003). It relies on experimental and quasi-experimental “quantitative” methods to
understand and predict the social world. The inquiry aims to be value free and to provide
time and context free generalisations. Similarly, the postpositivist framework accepts a
single reality and generally relies on quantitative methods, however, it also acknowledges
that researchers bring their own values to inquiry. Both adhere to the hypothetico-
deductive method using true experiments or quasi-experimental design involving
systematic observation and description of phenomenon, hypothesis testing, and inferential
statistics aiming to predict and control phenomena. Positivism relies on “theory
verification”, while post-positivism uses “theory falsification” (Lincoln & Guba, 2000, p.
107). The language used is precise, scientific, objective and detached, with no personal
voice.

During the latter half of the twentieth century, dissatisfaction with mainstream
psychology’s reliance on this narrow paradigmatic focus became increasingly evident
(Bishop, Sonn, Drew, & Contos, 2002). There was concern that psychology could become
isolated “from the major intellectual and global transformations of the past half century”
(Gergen, 2001, p. 803), thus limiting the profession’s ability to significantly contribute to
the increasingly complex world (Ponterotto, 2005, p. 126). In particular, adherence to the
positivist tradition and the limitations of “one way of knowing” were recognised as major
challenges to the effectiveness and relevance of psychology to the promotion of wellbeing
in today’s global society (Gergen, 2001; Trickett, Barone, & Buchanan, 1996).
Subsequently, in common with other social sciences, postmodern perspectives, both
constructivist/interpretivist and transformative/emancipatory, together with the associated
qualitative methodologies became increasingly evident in psychological research (Gergen,
2001; Hanson, Creswell, Plano Clark, Petska, & Creswell, 2005). A postmodern ontology
understands that there are multiple and dynamic realties which are socially, historically and
politically constructed.

The constructivist/interpretive stance acknowledges that people shape their own

social worlds and meanings through interactions with others, and that these meanings are



71

continually constructed and re-constructed (Mertens, 2003; Ponterotto, 2005), thus
challenging the traditional psychology view of research. Rather than a single reality that
can be understood through value free inquiry, there are multiple realities that are
apprehendable and equally valid. In addition, the researcher is acknowledged as an
inherent part of a research process which is no longer viewed as value neutral. This
assumption of shared meanings implies that psychological phenomena are better
understood through understanding individuals’ constructions of their own worlds (Gergen,
2001; Burgess-Limerick & Burgess-Limerick, 1998).

Transformative/emancipatory positions also incorporate a critical perspective that
challenges the status quo (Ponterotto, 2005). In common with the constructivist stand, they
acknowledge multiple socially constructed realities; however, this research aims to
facilitate emancipation of oppressed and marginalised groups. The research focuses on and
analyses power relations that privilege particular groups in society with the aim of
empowerment and addressing issues of social justice (Rappaport, 1990).

Thus, in recognition of the increasing complexity of addressing psychological
phenomena there has been a gradual widening of the paradigmatic base and an increased
acceptance of multiple inquiry methods within psychological research and practice
(Denscombe, 2008; Fassinger, 2005; Morgan, 2007). However, despite this increasing
acceptance of alternate paradigms and world views, both positivist/post-positivist as well
as constructivist and emancipatory approaches and their associated methodologies
continued to be regarded as mutually exclusive by many. That is, quantitative
methodologies with their reliance on notions of a single knowable reality were seen as
appropriate only to positivist frameworks, whereas qualitative methodologies with their
understanding of socially, politically and historically constructed realities were regarded as
relevant for the constructivist and emancipatory paradigms (Guba & Lincoln, 1990, 1994;
Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998). Some researchers (e.g., Brewer & Hunter, 1989; Morse,
2003) argued that the paradigms that underlie the methods are incompatible, therefore
psychological research could only be legitimately situated within one framework or the
other, and consequently restricted to either qualitative or to quantitative methods of

inquiry; thus regarding methodological pluralism as untenable (Giddings, 2006; Ponterotto,
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2005). Adherence to this “incompatibility thesis” accordingly limited the researcher to a
single methodology depending on the world view guiding the research.

This stance, however, has been challenged on a number of levels (Giddings, 2006;
Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003) and increasingly there is evidence of a greater acceptance and
use of a mixed or multi-methods approach, that is, using both qualitative and quantitative
methods in a single study (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Jiao, 2007; Creswell, 2003; Rappaport
& Stewart, 1997, Wilkinson, 2000), in for example, the fields of community psychology
(Darlaston-Jones, 2005; Rappaport, 1990; Wicker, 1990), and counselling psychology
(Hanson et al., 2005; Ponterotto & Grieger, 1999), work and family (Agazio, Ephraim,
Flaherty, & Gurney, 2002; Neal, Hammer & Morgan, 2006) and evaluation research
(Creswell, 2003; Tashakkori & Teedlie, 2003). Indeed, the first international conference
focussing on mixed methods research was held in 2005 (Giddings, 2006) and the Journal
of Mixed Methods Research was launched in 2007 (Tashakkori & Creswell, 2007). Multi-
method designs are broadly defined “as research in which the investigator collects and
analyzes data, integrates the findings, and draws inferences using both qualitative and
quantitative approaches or methods in a single study or a program of inquiry” (Tashakkori
& Creswell, 2007, p.4).

Multi-method designs

Multi-method research designs are “relatively new” as a distinct research approach
in the human and social sciences and as such a brief history of its development and
description of the method and its appropriateness for this investigation into the impacts of
FIFO employment follows (Creswell, 2003; Neal, Hammer & Morgan, 2006; Tashakkori
& Creswell, 2007).

Education and some social science studies have used combined research methods in
their data collection since the 1930s, however, the more wide spread interest in the
approach is commonly attributed to the use of combined methods by Campbell and Fisk in
1959, who used a "multimethod-multitrait matrix" of data from multiple quantitative
methods to study the validity of psychological traits. Multiple methods were employed to
ensure the variance was due to the trait in question rather than to the method that was used

(Creswell, 2002; Hanson et al. 2005; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Recognising that all
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research methods have limitations, this approach of using multiple methods of data
collection (for example, combining qualitative data such as interviews with quantitative
methods such as surveys), was subsequently employed by other researchers on the notion
that the use of multiple methods would limit the inherent biases in each technique. It
provided a means of checking convergence across both methods - the process of
triangulation. In addition to triangulation, a review of 57 multi-methods studies conducted
during the 1980s listed the purposes of using a multi-methods design as (a)
complementarity (discovering overlapping and differing aspects of the phenomenon), (b)
initiation (discovering new perspectives, paradoxes or contradictions), (c) development (in
sequential designs the methods inform each other) and (d) expansion (each method adds to
the breadth and scope of the investigation) (Creswell, 2003; Green, Caracelli & Graham,
1989; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).

More recently, it has been proposed that multi-methods can also be used to better
understand the research question by converging numeric trends from quantitative data with
the more specific detail from qualitative inquiry. They are also used to identify variables
and constructs that are subsequently measured through the use of existing instruments or
for the development of new instruments. Furthermore, they may be employed to obtain
statistical quantitative data and results from a sample of the population which are
subsequently used to identify individuals with whom to expand on results through
qualitative inquiry. Finally, they can be applied to convey the needs of marginalised or
underrepresented groups or individuals, for example they have been used to advantage in
transformative studies which advocate and seek social change for groups such as women or
ethnic minorities who are marginalised in society (Hanson et al., 2005, Mertens, 2003;
Murray, 1998).

Despite their increasing acceptance and use multi-methods designs present a
number of challenges to the researcher. These include the need for extensive data
collection, the time-intensive nature of multi-method analyses, the need for the researcher
to be competent in both qualitative and quantitative forms of research and issues with
integration of the findings (Creswell, 2003; Giddings, 2006; Neal, Hammer, & Morgan,

2006). Furthermore, the legitimacy of this type of research design may be questioned on
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the basis of the compatibility of a researcher's worldviews and the choice of research
methods, that is, the paradigm/method fit (Creswell; Giddings; Hanson et al, 2005; Miles
& Huberman 1994; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). It has been argued that a researcher must
hold the particular worldview associated with the research method being used, and as a
single world view appropriate to both qualitative and quantitative methodologies does not
exist, it can be concluded that multi-method research is philosophically untenable
(Creswell; Tashakkori & Teddlie). Moreover, it has been contended that the
positivist/postpositivist paradigms can only use quantitative methods while qualitative
methods are confined to those who hold constructivist/interpretivist or emancipatory
worldviews.

This stance, however, has been challenged from a number of perspectives
(Denscombe, 2008; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003). For example, Reichardt and Cook
(1979) argued that this position creates a false dichotomy. Their acceptance of the
existence of both objective and subjective realities meant that the paradigms were indeed
compatible. Further, the dialectic stance values all paradigms but understands them to be
only partial worldviews, positing that paradigms themselves are “social constructions,
historically and culturally embedded discourse practices, and therefore neither inviolate
nor unchanging, but rather highly mutable and dynamic” (Greene and Caracelli, 2003 p.
95). As such, they are not intrinsically bound to one particular type of research method but
are intentionally blended in the belief that the tensions that arise allow a better
understanding of the phenomenon under investigation (Giddings, 2006; Hammersley,
1992). These multiple, diverse perspectives have been deemed necessary to understand our
increasingly pluralistic society (Rappaport, 1990). In particular, the
transformatory/emancipatory paradigm values multi-methods approaches in the creation of
a more just and democratic society (Mertens, 2003, Prilleltensky, 2001). Similarly, others
(e.g., Schwandt, 2006) support the view that while some research methods are more
closely aligned with one worldview rather than the other, they are not exclusively
associated with a particular worldview, and as such, a multi-methods design is legitimate
(Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). Moreover, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003)

described support for the use of multi-method designs on the bases of first, a belief in the
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independence of method and paradigm which allows for a-paradigmatic designs, and
second, a belief in the complementary strengths position which allows for the legitimacy of
a multi-methods design if each of the methods is kept separate from the other to preserve
the strengths of each paradigm. The focus is on the method rather than on methodology
(Hanson et al., 2005; Morse, 2003).

Finally, the use of multi-methods has been justified on the basis of methodological
pragmatism (Denscombe, 2008). Drawing on ideas first mooted by, for example, William
James, George Herbert and John Dewey (see Morgan, 2007) this framework acknowledges
the contextual nature of knowledge and emphasises shared meaning, and as such gives
precedence to the research question — thus allowing methodological pluralism (Barker &
Pistrang, 2005; Kelly 1990; Morgan, 2007). It recognises that a variety of approaches is
needed to understand complex phenomena and to be responsive to people’s contexts, and
accepts that qualitative and quantitative methodologies are not necessarily bound to a
particular world view (Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2003). Thus the
legitimacy of the use of multi-method research has been established from a number of
different perspectives.

In summary, the pluralistic approach assigns greatest importance to the research
questions, giving them predominance thus providing opportunities to interweave
viewpoints, to incorporate multiple perspectives in an integrated approach that
acknowledges the benefits and limitations of both methodologies (Tashakkori &Teddlie,
2003; Wilkinson, 2000).

A Resear ch Framework for Community Psychology

As discussed in Chapter 1, community psychology is concerned with the relational
aspects of individuals and the communities and societies of which they are part. Research
within community psychology locates individuals and communities in their socio-historical
contexts and aims to promote individual and community psychological wellbeing through
effecting social change (Bishop, Sonn, Fisher, & Drew, 2001; Dalton, Elias, &
Wandersman, 2001; Gridley & Breen, 2007; Pretorious-Heuchaert & Ahmed 2001). This
contextualist approach grounds the research in the community’s terms, it legitimises their

world views and values their experiences (Bishop, Sonn et al., 2002; Bond, 1990; Kingry-
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Westergaard & Kelly, 1990). It recognises that communities are complex multilevel
systems and as such require a comprehensive research framework that incorporates an
ecological perspective. It also endorses the use of conceptually integrated multi-methods
chosen on the basis of their ability to address the particular research question/s (Dokecki,
1992; Shadish, 1990).

Knowledge about how these systems operate aids in the understanding of the
multiple levels of psychosocial issues and acknowledges the perspectives of all of the
different stakeholders in a social system. As such, an ecological approach gives precedence
to the research question and can be empirical, exploratory, multivariate, multi-level and
systematic (Kingry-Westergaard & Kelly, 1990). It does not, however, limit the
understandings to positive or negative consequences (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).

An ecological systems perspective, as discussed in Chapter 2, provides an
appropriate framework for this community psychology investigation into the impacts of
FIFO mining employment on employees and their families. In congruence with community
psychology principles, it recognises the need to understand people in context requiring a
collaborative, contextual style of investigation (Kingry-Westergaard & Kelly, 1990; Toro,
Trickett, Wall & Salem, 1991). It also acknowledges the social construction of meaning,
the shared meanings of the interaction between researcher and the researched (Tolan,
Chertok, Keys & Jason, 1991). When applied to FIFO employees and their partners it
allows understandings of the impacts of a FIFO lifestyle through the constructions of the
people who are experiencing it and in the context of the systems in which they live (Toro
et al.). The experiences of FIFO employees are a result of complex interactions between
FIFO employees, their families, the communities of which they are part as well as various
company and political policies and processes. To address these complexities a multi-
method approach was used combining both quantitative and qualitative processes as
outlined below.

Resear ch Design
The broad objectives of this research were to determine the wellbeing of Western

Australia FIFO employees and their partners at the individual, relational and family levels,
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to describe their experiences of FIFO and to develop an understanding of the contextual
factors which impact on their wellbeing.

A number of typologies of multi-methods research have been proposed (see for
example Creswell, 1994; Morse, 2003; Neil, Hammer, & Morgan, 2006; Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2003). These are based on issues such as the sequence in which the data are
collected and the results integrated, the priority assigned to each method, and the function
and purpose of the research. This exploratory community psychology study incorporated a
nested concurrent multi-method systemic research framework with a variety of data
sources to facilitate understanding, analysis and generation of theory with respect to the
experiences and wellbeing of FIFO employees and their partners at the individual,
relational and family levels (Cutcliffe, 2000; Dokecki, 1992; Hanson et al, 2005; Teddlie
and Tashakkori, 2003).

Both quantitative and qualitative methods were employed in two discrete
components (Cutcliffe, 2000; Morse, 2003; Neil, Hammer & Morgan, 2006), as presented
in Figure 9. Priority was given to the qualitative component. The findings from the
quantitative component informed the qualitative component as illustrated in Figure 9.
Each method was matched to a specific purpose within the overall study thus providing a
more comprehensive understanding of the complex phenomena of the experience of FIFO

employment (Barker & Pistrang, 2005; Mertens, 2003; Morse).
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This methodologically pluralistic approach facilitated the study’s responsiveness to

the needs of the broader FIFO community, incorporating employees’, their partners’, and

families’ needs, and to a lesser extent those of the corporate and bureaucratic sectors, thus

acknowledging the different interpretive communities within the FIFO domain (Bishop,

Higgins, Casella, & Contos, 2002).

The quantitative measures of psychological, relational and perceptions of family
wellbeing using standardised measures provided an overview of the impact of FIFO
employment on the psychosocial wellbeing of FIFO employees and their partners. It
incorporated an approach that used language and data that is particularly relevant and

meaningful to the corporate and bureaucratic stakeholders whose policies and practices
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impact on the employment conditions, and hence the wellbeing, of FIFO employees and
their families (Bishop, Higgins et al., 2002; Kossek & Friede, 2006). It particular, it
allowed comparison with normative data from large scale studies on individual, family and
community wellbeing.

The qualitative component of the study allowed exploration and understanding of
how FIFO employees and their partners interpret and make sense of the lifestyle, and the
role of individual and social resources in their adaptation to the lifestyle. This recognized
that how people interpret and construct their experiences is dependent on the contexts in
which they occur, and allowed substantive theorizing about these phenomena (Bishop,
Higgins et al.2002; Prilleltensky, 2001; Prilleltensky & Nelson, 1997). The use of different
but complementary methods aimed to provide a more socially responsible and responsive
knowledge of FIFO by valuing the experiences and legitimizing the perspectives of
different members of the FIFO community. Understanding how FIFO is experienced by
employees and their partners, and identifying the contextual factors that influence their
wellbeing can contribute to recommendations for policy and the provision of support for
fly-in/fly-out employees and their partners.

Each study is presented as a conceptual whole with explicit rationale thus avoiding
confounding the conclusions through epistemological differences (Creswell, 1998;
Cutcliffe, 2000; Neil, Hammer & Morgan, 2006). The design, validity and reliability and
procedure of each of the methods used in this multi-methods design are addressed
separately in the specific method chapters for each component.

Quantitative phase

Purpose statement and research aims

In response to earlier FIFO research findings as reviewed in Chapter 3, and in
particular those of Gent (2004) and Keown (2005), the quantitative component aimed to
further explore the impacts of a FIFO lifestyle on wellbeing at individual and relational
levels using measures of psychological and relationship wellbeing and family function.
The research questions were as follows:

Question 1: What is the level of psychological wellbeing of FIFO employees and their
partners as measured by the GHQ 12?
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Question 2: What is the level of relationship satisfaction of FIFO employees and their
partners as measured by the DAS?

Question 3: What are the levels of family function as perceived by FIFO employees
and their partners as measured by the FAD?

Question 4: Do FIFO employees and their partners differ in terms of their reported
psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and perceptions of family
function as measured by the GHQ 12, the DAS and the FAD?

Question 5: Do the levels of psychological well-being and relationship satisfaction of FIFO
employees and partners as measured by the GHQ 12 and the DAS differ
according to family type?

Question 6: Do the levels psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and
perceptions of family function of FIFO employees and partners as measured by
the GHQ 12, the DAS and the FAD differ according to profile of employee
absence (i.e. the roster)?

Quantitative design
A cross-sectional design with two naturally occurring groups of FIFO employees

(employees), and partners of FIFO employees (partners) was used in this study.

Standardised instruments and a survey as detailed in Chapter 5 were used to determine

their levels of psychological and relationship wellbeing, and perceptions of family

function.

Qualitative phase

Purpose statement and research aims

The broad aims of the qualitative section were to explore the experiences of fly-
in/fly-out employees and their partners in order to develop an understanding of the role of
contextual factors such as resources in supporting employees and their partners in coping
with and adapting to the lifestyle.

The specific research questions were as follows:

1. What are the experiences of fly-in/fly-out employment of employees and their
partners?

2. What factors influence the wellbeing of FIFO employees and their partners?
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3. How do these factors influence the wellbeing of FIFO employees and their
partners?

4. What are the implications at the legislative, company, community and family levels
in supporting FIFO employees and their partners?

Qualitative design

A constructivist grounded theory approach was used in this study into the
experiences of FIFO employees and their partners because the aims were exploratory,
applied and situated in a non-manipulated setting (Charmaz, 2000, 2003; Creswell, 2005;
Strauss, 1997; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The qualitative method is described in detail in
Chapter 6.

Multiple Per spectives

A reflective iterative-generative process was employed in this study, and as such,
required acknowledgement of my position in the research process and the impact of my
values, personal history and world views on the collection, analyses and reporting of the
data (Bishop et al., 2002). In particular, I was mindful that my earlier experiences as the “at
home” partner of a FIFO employee, my current professional and personal involvement in
the mining industry, and my attitudes to the global impacts of the Australian and
international resource industries’ economic, environmental and social policies and
practices would impact on the research process.

To facilitate this personal reflexivity I maintained an ongoing journal which
documented the research process, including my thoughts, ideas and reactions. My ongoing
scrutiny of and reflection on these entries contributed to the rigour and integrity of the
research process (Hill, Bond, Mulvey, & Terenzio, 2000). In addition, I engaged in
ongoing conversations and discussions about my reflections with colleagues who have
knowledge of the process, thus further clarifying my understandings. This helped me
articulate my position and to reflect on its impact on my attempts to understand and
interpret the experiences of others in the FIFO community. While my primary role within
this study was that of researcher, my other life roles as consultant to the mining industry,

partner, parent and close relative of mining employees, and grandmother to children of a
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FIFO employee allowed and indeed compelled me to consider multiple perspectives which
at times were contradictory.

Finally, throughout the process I held discussions with the informants and other
members of the FIFO community to ensure my findings were indeed reflective of their
experiences. This helped to reconcile some differences between my world views and those
of the different sectors of the mining community and facilitated a shared understanding
that is representative of a variety of perspectives.

Ethical Considerations

The study was subject to and satisfied the ethical processes for research involving
human informants as required by the Edith Cowan University Ethics Committee. Issues
regarding informed consent were addressed by providing informants with written
information relevant to the nature and purpose of the study and their right to withdraw
from the study.

My involvement with the mining industry on both personal and professional levels
required that further ethical considerations be addressed. In particular, it was important that
informants were assured of their anonymity in the process so they felt confident to share
both negative and positive experiences of FIFO without fear of possible consequences. In
order to protect their identity, informants were informed that no-one other than the
researcher would know the names of those who participated in the study. Furthermore,
informants were not referred to by name during the taped interviews, and no identifying
information was included in the transcripts or databases. All participants were identified by
a code known only to the researcher. The master list of participants was kept separate from
the databases and the questionnaires. Additionally, as one of my supervisors had personal
links with the mining industry I ensured that their identities were not revealed during

supervision meetings or in any written material that was submitted for any reason.

Conclusion
This chapter established the research framework for the current study and provided
an overview of the multi-methods design, including the research questions for both the

qualitative and quantitative phases. The role of the researcher, the study’s relevance for
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community psychology and ethical considerations were also discussed. The following
chapter details the method and findings of the quantitative phase of this investigation into

the wellbeing of FIFO mining employees and their partners.
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Chapter 5
Quantitative Phase Resear ch M ethodology

Chapter 5 describes the research process for the Quantitative Phase of the project. First the
aims of the study and the associated research questions are restated. These are followed by
a description of the research instruments used and the method of data collection. Details of
the statistical analyses undertaken and the results are presented. Finally the results are
discussed in light of the research questions and the findings obtained from previous

studies.
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Chapter 5
Quantitative Phase Resear ch M ethodology
Introduction

The previous chapter presented the research framework that guided this
investigation into the well-being of FIFO employees and their partners, and provided
details of the multi-methods design used, including an overview of each of the quantitative
and qualitative phases of the project. This chapter describes the quantitative phase in detail.
First, the research questions and demographic details of the research informants and their
employment profiles are presented. Next the research procedure, including the quantitative
measures used and analyses undertaken, is described. Finally, the results are discussed in
light of findings obtained from previous studies.

The earlier review of the FIFO research literature indicated that although many
employees and their families reported satisfaction with the lifestyle, a number of stressors
relating to relationships at work and at home, living in the work environment, adjustment
to the comings and goings, loneliness and social isolation, and safety concerns were also
identified that could impact on individual, relationship and family well being (Arnold,
1995). There was some indication that the FIFO lifestyle could be more difficult and
demanding for the partner at home, and evidence that a number of individual, employer,
workplace and family contextual factors such as profile of absence, life stage, family type,
work conditions and access to personal and environmental resources contribute to the
adaptation and wellbeing of FIFO employees and their partners (Clark & Taylor, 1988;
Gallegos, 2004; Keown, 2005; Pollard, 1990) In particular, profile of absence (i.e., roster)
and family type (i.e., single or partnered, children or no children) have been shown to
impact on individual and family experiences of FIFO employment (Beach, 1999; Gent,
2004; Kaczmarek & Sibbel, 2008; Reynolds, 2004; Storey & Shrimpton, 1989; Storey,
Shrimpton, Lewis, & Clark, 1989; Taylor, Morrice, Clark, & McCann, 1985). However,
due to the small number of studies undertaken to date, these impacts continue to be poorly
understood. In particular, little research has specifically investigated the psychosocial
wellbeing of Australian land-based mining FIFO employees and their partners in relation

to each other and in relation to wider population using standardised procedures. Therefore,
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in order to extend understandings of the impacts of a FIFO lifestyle on the wellbeing of

employees and their families this quantitative phase of the current study aimed to

determine and compare the levels of psychosocial wellbeing of Western Australia fly-
in/fly-out employees and their partners using standardised measures of individual,
relational and family well-being and satisfaction.

Resear ch Questions

To determine the wellbeing of FIFO employees and their partners at the individual,
relational and family levels the research questions were as follows:

Question 1: What is the level of psychological wellbeing of FIFO employees and their
partners as measured by the GHQ 127

Question 2: What is the level of relationship satisfaction of FIFO employees and their
partners as measured by the DAS?

Question 3: What are the levels of family function as perceived by FIFO employees
and their partners as measured by the FAD?

Question 4: Do FIFO employees and their partners differ in terms of their reported
psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and perceptions of family
function as measured by the GHQ 12, the DAS and the FAD?

Question 5: Do the levels of psychological well-being and relationship satisfaction of FIFO
employees and partners as measured by the GHQ 12 and the DAS differ
according to family type?

Question 6: Do the levels psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and
perceptions of family function of FIFO employees and partners as measured by
the GHQ 12, the DAS and the FAD differ according to profile of employee
absence (i.e., the roster)?

Resear ch Design

This cross-sectional study used two naturally occurring groups of FIFO employees

(employees), and partners of FIFO employees (partners). Both groups completed a series

of questionnaires, as detailed below, to determine their levels of psychological and

relationship wellbeing, and their perceptions of their family function.
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Informants

A combined total of 122 informants participated in this study, 70 males and 52
females. All resided in the south-west region of Western Australia, including suburbs of
Perth, as well as south-west regional towns (e.g., Bunbury) and rural areas (e.g.
Boddington). Further demographic and other information about the informants’ FIFO
arrangements follows. Earlier research (e.g., Beach, 1999; Gent, 2004; Sibbel &
Kaczmarek, 2008) indicated length of roster cycle could impact on employees and their
families’ experiences of FIFO, therefore details of the informants’ roster arrangements and
preferences are included below.
Employees

The 90 FIFO employees included 65 males and 25 females whose ages ranged from
20 to 61 years (M =37.26, SD = 9.37). Their number of years experience in mining and
FIFO employment are detailed in Table 3.

Table 3

FIFO employees years mining and FIFO employment

Employee work experience Range M D
Years in mining industry 2mths — 30yrs 11.82 8.75
Years working FIFO 2mths — 20yrs 5.12 441
Time at particular site 2mths — 7yrs 1.64 1.60

The sample was representative of both principal and contractor, and underground and
surface personnel, including employees in operating, managerial, supervisory and
administrative roles. Informants came from the Mining, Geology, Metallurgical,
Maintenance, Occupational Health and Safety, Environmental, Human Resources,
Administration and Business Development Departments of their respective employers.
Specifically, their jobs included mining, mechanical and chemical engineers, geologists,
metallurgists, plant and machinery operators, drillers and drillers offsiders, shot firers,
fitters, auto electricians, safety and training officers, grade controllers, nurses, information

technologists and surveyors.
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Partners

Thirty-two partners of FIFO employees (27 females and five males) participated in
this study. Their ages ranged from 21 to 58 years (M = 38.57, SD = 10.29). Twenty-two
had full-time or part-time employment, two were tertiary students, one was self-employed
and ten were full-time home-makers. None had worked away from home on a regular basis
during the previous 12 months.

Relationship profiles: Employees and Partners

The distribution of relationship/family profiles is shown in Table 4. Sngle referred
to those people who were not currently co-habiting in a long-term relationship, who were
not divorced and had no children. Couple, no children were in a long-term relationship but
were not parents. Divorced referred to those people who were divorced but were not
currently in a relationship and did not have children living with them. A nuclear family
consisted of biological mother, father and their child/children, while a blended family had a
mother and father together with children from their current and/or previous relationship/s.
The final category of other type of family comprised those families who did not fit into any
of the other groups, for example a widower with 2 children. The informants’ children were

aged between 3 months and 40 years of age. Two of the Partners were pregnant at the time

of survey.
Table 4
Frequencies of Family Types for FIFO Employee and Partner Groups

FIFO Employees Partners Total
Family Type Freq. % Freq. %  Freq. %
Single, never married 18 20 18 14.8
Couple, no children 16 17.8 9 28.1 25 20.5
Divorced 9 10.0 9 7.4
Nuclear family 32 356 18 56.3 50 41.0
Blended family 12 13.3 4 12.5 16 13.1

Other 3 33 1 3.1 4 33
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FIFO profiles: Employees and partners

The most common roster for informants at the time of data collection was two
weeks away on site followed by one week at home (2/1). The other roster frequencies are
shown in Table 5. As discussed in Chapter 1, the profile of rosters was dependent on those

offered by particular employers at the time this study was conducted.

Table 5
Current FIFO Rosters of Employees and Partners

FIFO Employees Partners Total
Current Roster Freq % Freq % Freq %
9/5 (days) 28 31.1 10 31.3 38 31.1
2/1 (weeks) 34 37.8 12 37.5 46 37.7
3/1 (weeks) 12 133 6 18.8 18 14.8
5/2,4/3 (days) 11 12.2 3 9.4 14 11.5
8/6 (days) 4 4.4 1 3.1 5 4.1
7/7 (days) 1 1.1 1 0.8
Total 90 100.0 32 100.0 122 100.0

Satisfaction with current roster cycle: Employees and partners
Employees and partners frequencies and percentages of satisfaction with their current

roster cycles are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6
Employees and Partners Satisfaction with Current Roster Cycle
Employees Partners Total

Freq % Freq % Freq %
Not at all 11 12.2 5 15.6 16 13.1
satisfied
A little satisfied 13 14.4 4 12.5 17 13.9
Neutral 23 256 4 12.5 27 22.1
Satistied 26 289 11 344 37 30.3
Very satisfied 17 18.9 8 25.0 25 20.5
Total 90 100.0 32 100.0 122 100.0

Roster preferences: Employees and partners

The informants’ most preferred rosters of those available at the time are presented in Table
7. Roster preferences depended on a number of variables such as family situation, job type
and requirements, and any trade off between roster and annual leave or pay. The three most
favoured by both employees and partners were 8 days away and 6 days home (8/6), 9 days
away and 5 days home (9/5) and 2 weeks away and 1 week home (2/1). Some employees
travelled to and from the mine in their “break” time while others travelled in “company”
time. This, as well as the flying time impacted on the amount of time they had at home,

and their roster satisfaction and preference.
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Table 7

Preferred Rosters of Employees and Partners

FIFO Employees Partners Total

Preferred Roster Freq % Freq % Freq %

8/6 (days) 25 28.4 6 19.4 31 26.1
2/1 (weeks) 20 22.7 6 19.4 26 21.8
9/5 (days) 16 18.2 8 25.8 24 20.2
2/2 (weeks) 8 9.1 2 6.5 10 8.4
7/7 (days) 9 10.2 3 9.7 12 10.1
3/1 (weeks) 4 4.5 3 9.7 7 59
5/2,4/3 (days) 5 5.6 2 6.2 7 59
4/1 (weeks) 1 1.1 1 3.2 2 1.7
Total 88 100.0 31 100.0 119 100.0

Preferred and expected future years FI FO employment: Employees and partners
Employees and partners indicated how long they wanted to have FIFO employment
and how long they expected to have FIFO employment. These are presented in Table 8 and
Table 9. More than 25% of both Employees and Partners expected they would be in FIFO
employment for an unknown number of years. However, while 31.2% of partners wanted
to have FIFO employment for less than 1 year, only 9.4% expected this would happen.
Figure 10 presents the comparison between employees and partners wants and expectations

for FIFO employment.
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Table 8
Preferred Years Future FIFO Employment: Employees and Partners
Wanted Years FIFO Employees Partners Total
FIFO Freq % Freq % Freq %

<1 16 17.8 10 31.2 26 21.3
1<>3 23 25.6 8 25.0 31 25.4
3<>5 12 13.3 5 15.6 17 14.0
>5 11 12.2 5 15.6 16 13.1
Unknown 28 31.1 4 12.6 32 26.2
Total 90 100.0 32 100.0 122 100.0
Table 9

Expected Years Future FIFO Employment: Employees and Partners

Expected Years FIFO Employees Partners Total
FIFO Freq % Freq % Freq %
| 13 14.4 3 9.4 16 13.1
1<>3 25 27.8 10 31.2 35 28.7
3<>5 15 16.7 6 18.8 21 17.2
>5 12 13.3 5 15.6 17 13.9
Unknown 25 27.8 8 25.0 33 27.1

Total 90 100.0 32 100.0 122 100.0
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Figure 10. Wanted and Expected Future Years FIFO Employment: Employees and

Partners

FIFO and residential

A number of employees (n = 63, 70.8%) and partners (n = 18, 56.3%) had previous
experience living and working in one or more Australian mining towns. Their preferences
for FIFO or residential living are shown in Table 10. Although they were in FIFO
employment at the time the survey was completed, 32.2% of informants stated they
preferred a residential lifestyle. Interestingly, 36.7% of partners reported their preference
as neither FIFO nor residential employment suggesting they would prefer city based
employment while only 15.3% of employees reported a similar preference. This
incongruence between the informants’ lived and preferred lifestyles is discussed in Chapter

7.
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Table 10
FIFO and Residential Preferences. Employees and Partners

Employment Employees Partners Total

Preference Freq % Freq % Freq %

FIFO 42 49.4 12 40.0 54 47.0
Residential 30 353 7 233 37 322
Neither 13 15.3 11 36.7 24 20.9
Total 85 100.0 30 100.0 115 100.0
M easur es

A number of psychometric instruments and one survey instrument were completed
by the informants. The details of these are presented below.

General Health Questionnaire 12 (GHQ-12) (Goldberg & Williams, 1991)

The GHQ-12 is a 12-item self-report inventory which assesses the psychological
health and wellbeing of adults. It is designed to be maximally sensitive to changes in
normal functioning and to the appearance of new and distressing symptoms. It covers
feelings of strain, depression, inability to cope, anxiety based insomnia and lack of
confidence, and is based on the respondent’s assessment of their present state relative to
their usual state. This shorter version of the GHQ has been shown to be as effective as
longer versions and has the added advantage of being easier to complete (Goldberg et al.,
1997). It is widely used to assess psychological wellbeing in community and occupational
samples (e.g., Alford, Malouff, & Osland, 2005; ABS, 1997; Avery, Betts, Whittington,
Heron, Wilson, & Reeves, 1998; Banks, Clegg, Jackson, Kemp, Stafford, & Wall, 1980;
Goldberg & Williams, 1991; Goyne, 2001; Hardy, Shapiro, Haynes, & Rick, 1999; Lawrie
& Pelosi, 1995; McClennan, 1998; Winefield, Gillespie, Stough, Dua, Hapuarachi, &
Boyd, 2003; Winefield, Goldney, Winefield, & Tiggemann, 1989). It focuses on mental as
opposed to somatic symptoms (van Hemert, Heijer, Vorstenbosch, & Bolk, 1995).
Informants are required to tick one of four categories, namely (1), “not at all” or “more

than usual”; (2) “no more than usual” or “same as usual”; (3) “rather more than usual” or
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“less so than usual”; and (4) “much more than usual” or “less than usual”, for each of the
12 items according to the degree to which they have recently experienced the particular
symptom.

The Likert system of scoring the GHQ-12 was used in this study (Goldberg &
Williams, 1991). This scoring system provides an indication of the severity of symptoms.
Responses were scored with 0, 1, 2 or 3, with 3 being the presence of the symptom “much
more than usual”. A global score is produced by summing the item scores with a range
from 0 to 36. Higher scores indicated an increased likelihood of psychological distress
(Banks et al, 1980; Donath, 2001).

The GHQ-12 has good internal reliability (.89, Hardy et al., 1999; .91, McCabe,
Thomas, Brazier, & Coleman, 1996). Test-re-test over 2 weeks was acceptable at .73
(Hardy et al.). Cronbach’s alpha for the current study was .85 (Total sample), .82
(Employees Group) and .88 (Partners Group) indicating an acceptable level of reliability
for research purposes (Hammond, 1997; Whitley, 2001). The GHQ-12 has been
extensively validated in a number of cultures and languages (Goldberg et al., 1997) and has
been widely used with the Australian population (Alford et al., 2005; Goyne, 2001; Muir,
1986), including the 1997 National Survey of Mental Health and Wellbeing conducted by
the Australian Bureau of Statistics in which 4705 males and 5936 females across all
Australian states and territories completed the GHQ-12 (ABS, 1997). Data from this
survey is available across a wide number of categories including urban/rural residence,
marital status, labour force status and housing tenure. (See Appendix B for examples of
items from the GHQ 12).

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) (Spanier, 2001).

The DAS is a widely used 32 item self-report measure of relationship satisfaction
which was explicitly designed as a measure of relationship adjustment in both married
couples and unmarried cohabiting couples. It is also appropriate for use with non-
heterosexual couples and can be used by one or both partners and is a widely used
instrument to assess dyadic adjustment in Australian community samples (e.g., DeLongis,

Capreol, Holtzman, O’Brien, & Campbell, 2004; Lam, Hiscock, & Wake, 2003;
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McMahon, Gibson, Leslie, Cohen, & Tennant, 2003; Meegan & Goedereis, 2006; Russell
& Russell, 1994; Wilson, Charker, Lizzio, Halford, & Kimlin, 2005).

The DAS consists of four sub-scales. Dyadic Consensus (13 items) measures the
frequency of agreement between partners on matters important to the relationship such as
money, religion, friends, household tasks and time spent together; Dyadic Cohesion (5
items) assesses the couple’s common interests and frequency of shared activities;
Affectional Expression (4 items) gauges the areas of affection and sex, and Dyadic
Satisfaction (10 items) considers the amount of tension in the relationship including the
frequency of quarrels, discussions of separation and negative interactions. The response
format for the items varies as follows: for ratings of agreement: a scale from 0 = always
disagrees to 5 = always agrees is utilized; similarly for ratings of frequency: a scale from 0
= all the time to 5 = never is used; and for dichotomous ratings: 0 = yes, 1 = no. The DAS
produces an overall score of dyadic adjustment (DAS T)(32 items) as well as a score for
each of the subscales. Scores on the DAS T range from 0 to 151, with higher scores
indicative of more favourable adjustment. Each item is scored on only one subscale.
Partners with scores below 98 are classified as discordant. It is written for Year 8 reading
level and can be completed by most people in less than 10 minutes.

The DAS has acceptable levels of validity and reliability with reported internal
consistency of the total score greater than .90 for both men and women, and 3 week test-
retest reliability of .87. Two week test-retest reliability for the sub-scales was Affectional
Expression .75, Cohesion .77, Consensus .85, Satisfaction .81 and .87 for the total score
(Carey, Spector, Lantinga, & Krauss, 1993). Discriminant validity has been demonstrated
by distinguishing between married and divorced couples and concurrent validity by
correlating with the Marriage Adjustment Scale. The validity of the total score as a
measure of marital adjustment has been demonstrated repeatedly in marital literature
(Carey, Spector, Lantinga, & Krauss, 1993; Heyman, Sayers, & Bellack, 1994). Carey et
al. reported no significant differences on the total score or any of the subscales when
analysed according to gender. Cronbach’s alpha for the DAS in the current study for total
participants was: Affectional Expression .91, Cohesion .86, Consensus .75, Satisfaction .88

and .95 for the total DAS score; for the employees group was: Affectional Expression .91,
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Cohesion .88, Consensus .77, Satisfaction .89 and .95 for the total score. For the partners
group Cronbach’s Alpha was Affectional Expression .92, Cohesion .84, Consensus .70,
Satisfaction .88 and .94 for the total score, indicating an acceptable level of reliability for
research purposes (Hammond, 1997; Whitley, 2001). (See Appendix B for examples of
items from the sub-scales of the DAS).

Family Assessment Device (FAD) (Epstein, Baldwin & Bishop, 1983).

The FAD is a 60 item self-report questionnaire designed to evaluate families
according to the McMaster Model of Family Functioning (Epstein, Baldwin, & Bishop,
1983). Based on systems theory, this model views the family as “an interactional system
whose structures, organisation, and transactional patterns determine and shape its
members’ behaviour” (Byles et al., 1988, p. 98). Assessment by the FAD reflects the
manner in which the family system provides the supports necessary for family members to
accomplish the necessary individual and group everyday tasks (Dickstein et al., 1998).

The FAD consists of seven sub-scales which measure the following domains of
family functioning; Problem Solving (6 items), Communication (9 items), Roles (11
items), Affective Responsiveness (6 items), Affective Involvement (7 items), Behaviour
Control (9 items) and General Functioning (12 items). Successful performance on each of
these subscales is required for families to function in an effective and healthy manner.
Problem Solving measures the family’s ability to resolve instrumental and affective issues
at a level which maintains effective family functioning. Communication refers to the
degree of clear and open instrumental and affective communication within the family.
Roles addresses those specific patterns of behaviour such as meeting basic needs and
responsibility for household tasks which family members must perform for successful
everyday living. Affective Responsiveness assesses the degree to which family members
experience and express their feelings to each other, and Affective Involvement describes
the degree to which family members are interested in, concerned about and value each
other. Behaviour Control refers to the standards and norms that govern family member’s
behaviour and their emergency procedures. Finally, general Family Function is an overall

measure of the family’s ability to accomplish everyday tasks across all of the domains
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(Byles, Byrne, Boyle, & Offord, 1988). Each item on the FAD is included in only one of
the seven sub-scales.

Responses to each item were made on a 4 point rating scale which ranges from
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. For each of the sub-scales, the item scores were
totalled and then divided by the number of items belonging to the particular sub-scale.
Higher scores are indicative of greater family dysfunction. The recommended cut-off
scores for unhealthy family functioning on each sub-scale are as follows; Problem Solving,
2.2, Communication, 2.2, Roles 2.3, Affective Responsiveness, 2.2, Affective
Involvement, 2.1, Behaviour Control, 1.9 and General Functioning, 2.0 (Miller, Epstein,
Bishop, & Keitner, 1985).

The FAD has been validated in both community and clinical samples (Byles et al.,
1988; Kabacoff, Miller, Bishop & Epstein, 1990; Sawyer, Sarris & Baghurst, 1988) and
with single parent, blended and intact families (Slattery, Smith, Krapf, Buchenauer &
Bean, 2001). It has acceptable levels of validity and reliability with reported internal
consistency of between .72 and .92, and one week test-retest reliability of between .66 and
.76 (Epstein et al., 1983; Halvorsen, 1991; Kabacoff, et al., 1990). One week test-retest
reliability for the sub-scales were: Problem Solving .66, Communication .72, Roles .75,
Affective Responsiveness .76, Affective Involvement .67, Behaviour Control .73, and
General Functioning .71 (Byles et al., 1988). Cronbach’s alpha for the FAD sub-scales in
the present study for the total participants were: Problem Solving .75, Communication .83,
Roles .76, Affective Responsiveness .84, Affective Involvement .78, Behaviour Control
.77, and General Functioning .90. For the Employees group Cronbach’s Alpha scores were:
Problem Solving .76, Communication .86, Roles .70, Affective Responsiveness .82,
Affective Involvement .76, Behaviour Control .78, and General Functioning .89. Finally,
for the Partners group Cronbach’s alpha scores were: Problem Solving .73,
Communication .74, Roles .84, Affective Responsiveness .87, Affective Involvement .81,
Behaviour Control .78, and General Functioning .92, indicating acceptable levels of
reliability for research purposes for all groups (Hammond, 1997; Whitley, 2001). Social

desirability does not seem to exert a strong influence on FAD responses with correlations
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for the sub-scales and social reliability ranging from -.06 to -.19 (Byles et al., 1988). (See
Appendix B for examples of FAD items for each of the sub-scales).
FIFO Lifestyle Survey (FLYS)

The FLS is a multi-faceted survey instrument developed by the researcher to assess
informants’ perceptions of various aspects of their FIFO lifestyle. These items were
developed on the basis of earlier research findings (e.g., Sibbel, 2001). They include
demographic questions and a number of items investigating current FIFO employment
such as information about the FIFO roster, the length of time the informant has been
involved in FIFO (see Appendix B for the complete survey). Employees’ responses to the
eight items relating to FIFO experiences were made on a five point rating scale with
responses which ranged from “not enjoyable or rewarding” to “very enjoyable or
rewarding”, “not at all like I expected” to “very much like I expected”, “not satisfied” to
“very satisfied”, and “no benefit” to “a lot of benefit”. Similarly, Partners responded to the
6 item Partners’ FIFO experiences items on a five point rating scale with responses which
ranged from “not enjoyable or rewarding” to “very enjoyable or rewarding”, “not at all like
I expected” to “very much like I expected”, “not satisfied” to “very satisfied”, and “no
benefit” to “a lot of benefit” (see Appendix B for the complete survey). Cronbach’s alpha
for the current study for the FIFO Experiences Scales was.76 (Employees group) and .77
(Partners group), indicating an acceptable level of reliability for research purposes
(Hammond, 1997; Whitley, 2001).

Procedure

The Managing Directors of four medium sized Western Australian base metal
mining operations located in the Western Australian Goldfields- Esperance region were
initially contacted by phone and subsequently agreed to allow potential informants to be
approached through their companies. These companies were selected on the basis of
previous contact with them through the Western Australian Chamber of Minerals and
Energy and the Western Australian branch of the Australasian Institute of Mining and
Metallurgy. Each site was solely FIFO and had both principal company and contractor
employees. Two were combined open cut and underground operations and two were solely

open cut. Following discussion with management from each of the mining companies, two
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recruitment techniques were employed to accommodate the particular site management
requirements.

All potential informants were provided with an information package containing the
information letter and invitation to participate in the study, an informed consent form and a
reply-paid, addressed envelope. An invitation to partners of FIFO employees was also
included in the package for those employees who were in a long term relationship.

Ethical considerations of voluntary participation, data management and
confidentiality as required by the Edith Cowan University Ethics Committee for research
involving human informants were addressed in the letters of introduction and the consent
form (see Appendix C for a copy of the letters and the consent form).

The recruitment procedure for each of the sites is described below.

Ste 1. An information package was placed in each accommodation unit by village
catering/cleaning staff. This is a normal form of communication with employees on this
site and protects the privacy of the individuals. During this time the researcher spent three
days on site addressing small groups of employees at the beginning of their shifts and
answering any questions about the proposed study. Reminder posters were put on notice
boards in the village and mine work places.

Stes 2, 3 and 4: Staff from the Human Resources Departments informed
employees about the study and invited their participation. Those interested employees were
able to collect information packages in confidence on site, thus protecting their privacy.
Information and reminder posters were also put on notice boards around the sites.

Informants were requested to return the signed consent form to the researcher by a
specified date. On receipt of the signed consent form a package containing the survey
instruments, an information letter and reply paid envelope was posted to each informant’s
home address. Informants completed the survey instruments according to the instructions
at home and returned them in the replied paid envelope to the researcher.

The GHQ 12 was scored as soon as possible to identify any informants displaying
high levels of psychological distress, none of whom were identified. Similarly the DAS
was scored as soon as possible to identify any couples displaying distress in their

relationship. Contact details for a selection of psychological and relationship counselling
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services were provided to those informants whose scores on the DAS were indicative of
relationship distress.
Results

A series of parametric and non-parametric analyses with alpha set at .05 were
undertaken in order to test the research questions. Non-parametric analyses were chosen to
address issues associated with some small cell sizes and some violations of assumptions of
normality. Detailed descriptions of data screening processes, decision criteria and the
results for each analysis follow.

Data Screening

Prior to analyses demographic data and scores on the GHQ 12, DAS and FAD were
examined through SPSS Version 15 for accuracy of data entry, missing values and fit
between their distributions and the assumptions of univariate and multivariate analysis.
The variables were examined in both grouped and ungrouped conditions. There were no
missing values for FIFO Employees or Partners on variables associated with the GHQ12,
DAS, FAD, or the FIFO Lifestyle survey. Five univariate outliers were identified. One
case from the Employee group scores on the Dyadic Consensus, Affectional Expression
and total Dyadic Adjustment of the DAS; one case from the Partner group on Dyadic
Cohesion, and one case from the Partner group on the GHQ 12 because of their extreme Z
scores (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). These cases were retained in the data set. It was
reasoned that these cases were from the intended populations because the distribution of
variables in the populations had more extreme cases than a normal distribution, that is,
there appeared to be a wider scatter of scores in the Employee and Partner groups and
therefore these extreme scores were acceptable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

Tests of normality revealed normality could not be assumed for a number of
variables in both grouped and ungrouped conditions. In the ungrouped condition normality
could not be assumed for the GHQ 12, Dyadic Consensus, Dyadic Cohesion, Affectional
Expression and the total DAS from the DAS, and Problem Solving, Affectional
Responsiveness, Affectional Involvement, Behaviour Control and General Functioning
from the FAD. In the Employee group condition normality could not be assumed for

Dyadic Consensus, Dyadic Cohesion, Affectional Expression and the total DAS from the
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DAS, and Problem Solving, Affectional Involvement, Behaviour Control and General
Functioning from the FAD. In the Partner group normality could not be assumed for the
GHQ 12, Dyadic Cohesion, and Affectional Expression from the DAS, and Problem
Solving from the FAD. The implications of the results of these tests of normality are
discussed separately for each of the analyses below.
Individual Wellbeing: Employeesand Partners: GHQ 12
Research Questionl: What isthelevel of psychological wellbeing of FIFO employees
and their partners?

The psychological wellbeing of Employees and Partners was assessed using the
GHQ 12. Mean scores obtained using the Likert scoring method are reported in Table 11.
Table 11
Means and Sandard Deviations of FIFO Employee and FIFO Partner Group Responses to
GHQ 12

GHQ 12
M D N
Employees 9.76 4.03 88
Partners 11.53 5.12 32
Total 10.23 4.40 120

Note. * Maximum score = 36. Higher scores indicative of increased likelihood of psychological distress.

Results indicate that scores for both the Employee and Partner groups are within the
healthy functioning range as assessed by the GHQ 12.
Research Question 4: Do FIFO employees and their partnersdiffer in terms of their
reported psychological wellbeing as measured by the GHQ 127

In order to test the research question whether the Employees and Partners groups
would have significantly different means on the GHQ 12, an independent samples t test
was conducted with alpha set at .05. Although tests of normality revealed normality could
not be assumed for the scores of the Partners group, the independent samples t test is
robust to violations of assumptions of normality provided the sample for each group is

greater than 30 (Coakes & Steed, 2006). Thus it was deemed acceptable to conduct this
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comparison using an independent samples t test. However, a parallel non-parametric test
was conducted and revealed identical results with respect to significant differences
between the groups. The results show that there were no significant differences between
the mean scores of the Employees group and the Partners group, on the GHQ 12, t (118) =
-1.97, p=.05 (see Appendix D).

Relational Wellbeing: Employees and Partners: DAS

Research Question 2: What are the levels of relationship satisfaction of FIFO employees
and their partners as measured by the DAS?

Further analysis was conducted to explore the Employees’ and Partners’ perceptions of
relationship satisfaction as determined by the DAS. Mean scores on each of the sub-scales
and the total DAS are reported in

Table 12. All scores were within the healthy functioning range for each of the sub-scales

and the total DAS for Employees and Partners.

Table 12
Means and Standard Deviations of FIFO Employee and FIFO Partner Group Responsesto
the Sub-scales of the DAS

Employees n=58  Partners n=32 Total n=90

DAS Sub-Scale M D M D M D

Dyadic Consensus 48.10 8.78  48.66 9.38 48.30 8.95
Dyadic Satisfaction 39.53 6.49 38.81 6.07 39.28 6.32
Affectional Expression 8.76 2.75  9.25 248 893 2.65
Dyadic Cohesion 15.31 4.85 1531 581 1531 5.18
DAS T* 111.71 20.11 112.03  20.07 111.82 19.98

Note. * Maximum score = 151, higher scores are indicative of healthier relationships, scores below 98
classified asdiscordant . DAST = Total DAS

Research Question 4: Do FIFO employees and their partners differ in terms of their
reported relationship satisfaction as measured by the DAS?
A series of independent samples t tests with alpha set at .05 was conducted to

investigate whether the Employee and Partner groups had significantly different means on
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each of the sub-scales and the total DAS. Tests of normality revealed normality could not
be assumed for Employee group scores on the sub-scales of Dyadic Consensus, Dyadic
Satisfaction, Affectional Expression and the total DAS, and for scores of the partners
group on Dyadic Satisfaction and Affectional Expression, however the sample for each
group is greater than 30 (Coakes & Steed, 2006). Thus it was deemed acceptable to
conduct this comparison using a series of independent samples t tests. A parallel series of
non-parametric tests was also conducted and revealed identical results with respect to
significant differences between the groups. The results indicate the differences between the
two groups were not significant on any of the DAS sub-scales, Dyadic Consensus, t (88) =
-.279, p=.78, Dyadic Satisfaction, t (88) =.517, p=.61, Affectional Expression, t (88) =
-.839, p = .40, Dyadic Cohesion, t (88) = -.002, p=.99, and DAS T, t (88) =-.073, p=.94
(see Appendix D). Thus FIFO employees did not significantly differ in their reports of
relationship satisfaction as assessed by the FAD.
Family Function: Employees and Partners. FAD
Research Question 3: What are the perceptions of family function of FIFO employees
and their partners as measured by the FAD?

Employees and Partners perceptions of family functioning were assessed using the
FAD. Mean scores on each of the sub-scales for the FAD are reported in Table 13. The
Employee group’s mean for Behaviour Control, M = 1.90, was equal to the cut off score
for healthy family functioning, all other means for both groups on the FAD sub-scales
were within the ranges for healthy family functioning (Miller et al., 1985).
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Table 13
Means and Sandard Deviations of FIFO Employee and FIFO Partner Group Responses to
the Sub-scales of the FAD

Employees n=61 Partners n=30 Total n=91
FAD Sub-scale M D M D) M D
Problem Solving 1.97 035 2.02 0.34 1.98 0.35
2.2)*
Communication 2.06 043 207 036 2.06 0.41
(2.2)*
Roles 2,18 033 222 045 2.19 0.37
2.3)°
Affective 206 049 1.87  0.59 2.00 2.01
Responsiveness
2.2)°
Affective 205 037 2.05 048 205 041
Involvement
2.1)*
Behaviour Control 1.90 0.36 1.84 041 1.88 0.37
(1.9°
General Function 1.80 0.40 1.77  0.54 1.79 045
2.0)°

Note. ? = cut-off score for healthy family functioning. Maximum score for each sub-scale = 4. Higher scores
are indicative of greater family dysfunction.

Research Question 4: Do FIFO employees and their partners differ in terms of their
perceptions of family functioning as assessed by the FAD?
FAD sub-scale comparisons

A further series of independent samples t tests with alpha set at .05 was conducted
to explore the differences between the Employee and Partner scores on each of the sub-

scales and the General Functioning Scale of the FAD. A parallel series of non parametric
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tests revealed identical results with respect to significant differences between the groups.
The results indicate there were no significant differences on any of the FAD sub scales,
Problem Solving, t (89) =-.704, p = .48; Communication, t (89) =-.133, p=.89; Roles, t
(89) =-.490, p=.62; Affective Responsiveness, t (89) = 1.582, p=.12; Affective
Involvement, t (89) =-.061, p=.95; Behaviour Control, t (89) =.683, p=.50; and General
Function, t (89) = .323, p=.75 (See Appendix D).
Family Type, Wellbeing and Relationship Satisfaction
Research Question 5: Do the levels of psychological wellbeing and relationship
satisfaction of FIFO employees and partners as measured by the GHQ 12 and the DAS
differ according to family type?
Psychological wellbeing and family type

Earlier research (e.g., Arnold, 1995; Reynolds, 2004) suggested a link between
family type and FIFO experiences. Thus it was deemed appropriate to conduct further
analyses to explore the impact of family type on Employee and Partner wellbeing.
Employees were classified into the following categories: single; couples with no children;
couples with children. Family profiles for Partners were classified as: couples with no
children; couples with children.

Employee wellbeing and family type

A Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximation was conducted to determine if there
were differences between each of the family types on the GHQ12 scores for Employees. A
Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximation was deemed appropriate for this analysis as
there were small and uneven sample sizes together with violation of the assumptions of
normality. The mean ranks and mean GHQ12 scores for each of the family type categories

for Employees are shown in Table 14.
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Table 14

Family type ranked means and group means for Employee scores on GHQ12

Family Type n Mean Rank Mean Score
Single 17 43.21 10.71
Couple, no children 16 31.78 8.50
Couple, children 43 39.14 9.87

For the Employee group the Kruskal-Wallis Chi-Square approximation, corrected
for ties, x2 (2, N=76)=2.31, p= .31, indicated that the GHQ12 scores were not
significantly different across the three groups (See Appendix D). Thus, there were no
differences between the psychological wellbeing as measured by GHQ12 for Employees
according to their family type.

Partner wellbeing and family type

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to determine if there were differences
between the couple no children and couple with children family types on the GHQ12
scores for Partners. A Mann-Whitney U test was deemed appropriate for this analysis as
there were small and uneven sample sizes together with violation of the assumptions of
normality. The descriptive statistics for each group are reported in Table 15.

Table 15
Descriptive statistics for Partner Family types on GHQ12

Family type n Median Mean Score
Couple, no children 8 13.06 10.62
Couple, children 23 17.02 12.00

For the Partners group the Mann-Whitney U test, with correction for ties and z
score conversion, was not significant, z=-1.06, p = .29, indicating that the GHQ12 scores

were not significantly different between the two groups (See Appendix D). Thus, there
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were no differences between the psychological wellbeing as measured by GHQ12 for
Partners according to their family type.
Relationship satisfaction and family type

A further series of nonparametric tests was undertaken to determine the impact of
family type on Employee and Partner relationship satisfaction.

Employee relationship satisfaction and family type

A series of Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to determine if there were
differences between the couple no children and couple with children family types on the
scores of the sub-scales of the DAS for Employees. Mann-Whitney U tests were deemed
appropriate for these analyses as there were small and uneven sample sizes together with
violation of the assumptions of normality. The descriptive statistics for each group on the
DAS sub-scales are reported in Table 16.
Table 16
Descriptive statistics for Employee Family types on DAS Subscales

Dyadic Dyadic Affectional Dyadic
DAST Consensus  Satisfaction  Expression Cohesion

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank

Family type n M M M M M
Couple, no

children 14 34.54 34.00 34.14 31.25 34.25
Couple,

children 42 26.49 26.67 26.62 27.58 26.58

Note. DAST = Total DAS.

For the Employee group the Mann-Whitney U tests, with correction for ties and z
score conversion, were not significant, DAS T z=-1.60, p=.11, Dyadic Consensus 1 z= -
1.46, p= .14, Dyadic Satisfaction z=-1.50, p= .13, Affectional Expression 111 z=-.74, p
= .46, Dyadic Cohesion z=-1.53, p=.13, indicating that the scores on each of the DAS

sub-scales were not significantly different between the two groups (See Appendix D).
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Thus, there were no differences on the various aspects of relationship wellbeing as
measured by the DAS for Employees according to their family type.

Partner relationship satisfaction and family type

A series of Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to determine if there were
differences between the couple no children and couple with children family types on the
scores of the sub-scales of the DAS for Partners. Mann-Whitney U tests were deemed
appropriate for these analyses as there were small and uneven sample sizes together with
violation of the assumptions of normality. The descriptive statistics for each group on the
DAS sub-scales are reported in Table 17.
Table 17
Descriptive statistics for Partner Family types on DAS Subscales

Dyadic Dyadic Affectional Dyadic
DAST Consensus  Satisfaction  Expression Cohesion

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank

Family type n M M M M M
Couple, no

children 8 19.94 20.13 18.06 20.25 17.81
Couple,

children 23 14.63 14.57 15.28 14.25 15.37

Note. DAST = Total DAS

For the Partners group the Mann-Whitney U tests, with correction for ties and z
score conversion, were not significant, DAS T z=-1.42, p= .15, Dyadic Consensus z= -
1.49, p= .14, Dyadic Satisfaction z=-.75, p = .45, Affectional Expression z=-1.56, p=
.12, Dyadic Cohesion z=-.66, p= .51, indicating that the scores on each of the DAS sub-
scales were not significantly different between the two groups (See Appendix D). Thus,
there were no differences on the various aspects of relationship wellbeing as measured by

the DAS for Partners according to their family type.
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Impact of Roster on Psychological Wellbeing, Relationship Satisfaction and Family
Function
Research Question 6: Do the levels psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction
and perceptions of family function of FIFO employees and partners as measured by the
GHQ 12, the DAS and the FAD differ according to profile of absence (i.e., the roster)?

A series of nonparametric tests was undertaken to determine the impact of roster
cycle on the individual wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and perceptions of family
function of Employees and Partners. Previous studies (e.g., Arnold, 1995; Gent, 2004;
Storey et al., 1989; have indicated an association between length of roster and individual or
relationship wellbeing). Employee current roster cycles were classified into the following
three categories according to the time away; 6 or fewer days away (including rosters 5/2,
4/3 days), from 7 to 13 days away (rosters 7/7, 8/6, 9/5 days), 14 or more days away
(rosters 2/1, 3/1 weeks).

Employee psychological wellbeing and roster

A Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximation was conducted to determine the
impact of time away on Employee psychological wellbeing as measured by the GHQ 12.
Employee Mean Ranks and Mean Scores on the GHQ12 are shown in Table 18. The
Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximation was appropriate for this analysis as there were
small and uneven sample sizes together with violation of the assumptions of normality.
Table 18

Grouped roster ranked means and group means for Employee scores on GHQ12

Grouped Roster n Mean Rank Mean Score
Away < 6 days 11 43.09 9.91
Away 7 to 13 days 32 40.73 9.22
Away 14 days or more 45 47.53 10.11

For the Employee group, the Kruskal-Wallis Chi-Square approximation, corrected
for ties, x* (2, N=88) = 1.37, p= .50, indicated that the GHQ12 scores were not
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significantly different across the three groups (See Appendix D). Thus, there were no
differences for the psychological wellbeing as measured by GHQ12 for Employees
according to their time away.

Partner psychological wellbeing and roster

A Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximation was conducted to determine the
impact of time away on Partner wellbeing. Partners Mean Ranks and Mean Scores on the
GHQ12 are shown in Table 19. The Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximation was
appropriate for this analysis as there were small and uneven sample sizes together with
violation of the assumptions of normality.
Table 19

Grouped roster ranked means and group means for Partner on GHQ12

Grouped Roster n Mean Rank Mean Score
Away < 6 days 3 10.33 8.00
Away 7 to 13 days 11 14.59 10.00
Away 14 days or more 18 18.69 13.06

For the Partners group the Kruskal-Wallis Chi-Square approximation, corrected for
ties, xz (2, N=32)=2.76, p= .25, indicated that the GHQ12 scores were not significantly
different across the three groups (See Appendix X). Thus, there were no differences for the
psychological wellbeing as measured by the GHQ12 for Partners according to the FIFO
employees’ time away.

Employee relationship satisfaction and roster

A series of Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were conducted to
determine the impact of time away on Employees relationship satisfaction as measured by
the DAS. Employees Mean Ranks and Mean Scores on all sub-scales of the DAS are
shown in Table 20. The Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were appropriate for
this analysis as there were small and uneven sample sizes together with violation of the

assumptions of normality.
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Table 20
Grouped roster ranked means and group means for Employee scores on DAS

DAST Dyadic Dyadic Affectional Dyadic

Consensus  Satisfaction Expression Cohesion

Grouped Mean Rank Mean Rank  Mean Rank  Mean Rank  Mean Rank
Roster n M M M M M
Away < 6 27.39 27.94 28.78 24.94 26.72
days 9 109.89 47.89 39.44 7.89 14.67
Away 7 to 13 25.94 28.00 25.92 23.47 25.39
days 18 108.28 47.28 38.67 8.11 14.22
Away 14 32.18 30.82 31.79 34.32 32.69
days or more 31 114.23 48.65 40.06 9.39 16.13

Note. DAST = Total DAS

For the Employee group the Kruskal-Wallis Chi-Square approximations, corrected
for ties, DAS T * (2, N=58) = 1.72, p= .42, Dyadic Consensus % (2, N=58) = 41, p=
.81, Dyadic Satisfaction xz (2, N=58) =1.40, p= .50, Affectional Expression x2 (2,N=
58) =5.60, p= .06, Dyadic Cohesion XZ (2, N=58) =2.43, p= .30 indicated that the
Employee scores on each of the sub-scales of the DAS were not significantly different
across the three groups (See Appendix D). Thus, there were no differences between
relationship satisfaction as measured by the DAS for Employees according to time away.

Partner relationship satisfaction and roster

A series of Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were conducted to
determine the impact of time away on Partners relationship satisfaction as measured by the
DAS. Partners Mean Ranks and Mean Scores on all sub-scales of the DAS are shown in
Table 21. The Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were appropriate for this
analysis as there were small and uneven sample sizes together with violation of the

assumptions of normality.
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Table 21
Grouped roster ranked means and group means for Partner scores on DAS

Dyadic Dyadic  Affectional Dyadic

DAST Consensus  Satisfaction Expression  Cohesion

Grouped Mean Rank  Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank
Roster n M M M M M
Away < 6 17.50 16.67 17.50 16.67 15.33
days 3 112.67 49.00 39.67 9.33 14.67
Away 7to 13 16.00 15.41 16.00 14.73 13.82
days 11 109.45 47.64 38.82 8.73 14.27
Away 14 16.64 17.31 16.64 17.56 18.33
days ormore 18 113.50 49.22 38.67 9.56 16.06

Note. DAST = Total DAS

For the Partner group the Kruskal-Wallis Chi-Square approximations, corrected for
ties, DAS T X2 (2, N=32)= .48, p=.79, Dyadic Consensus X2 (2,N=32)=.31,p= .86,
Dyadic Satisfaction X2 (2, N=32)=.07, p= .97, Affectional Expression x2 2,N=32)=
.65, p=.72, Dyadic Cohesion xz (2, N=32) = 1.64, p= .44 indicated that Partner scores
on each of the sub-scales of the DAS were not significantly different across the three
groups (See Appendix D). Thus, there were no differences on relationship satisfaction as
measured by the DAS for Partners according to FIFO employee time away.

Employee family function and roster

A series of Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were conducted to
determine the impact of time away on Employees perceptions of family function as
measured by the FAD. Employees Mean Scores on all sub-scales of the FAD are shown in
Table 22. The Away 7 to 13 days group was just above the cut-off scores for healthy
functioning for the Affective Involvement and Behaviour Control sub-scales. The Away
more than 13 days group was also just above the healthy functioning cut-off score for

Behaviour Control.
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Table 22
Means and Mean Ranks of FIFO Employee Roster Group Responses to the Sub-scal es of
the FAD

Away < 6 days Away 7 to 13 days Away 14 days or

n=9 n=18 more n= 34
FAD Sub-scale M MRnk M MRnk M MRnk
Problem Solving
2.2)° 2.04 35.17 1.99 32.28 1.94  29.22
Communication
2.2)° 1.94  26.39 2.11  33.11 2.07 31.10
Roles
(2.3)" 2.07 23.78 2.18  30.08 2.21 33.40
Affective
Responsiveness
2.2)" 2.02  27.33 203  29.67 2.08 32.68
Affective
Involvement
2. 1.95 27.28 2.14*% 3494 2.02 2990
Behaviour Control
(1.9)° 1.73  23.50 1.97*  33.64 1.91*  31.59

General Function

(2.0)° 1.67 25.94 1.79  30.28 1.85 32.72

Note. * = cut-off score for healthy family functioning. Maximum score for each sub-scale = 4. Higher scores
areindicative of greater family dysfunction. * = equal to or above the cut-off score for healthy functioning

The Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were appropriate for this analysis
as there were small and uneven sample sizes together with violation of the assumptions of
normality. For the Employee group the Kruskal-Wallis Chi-Square approximations,

corrected for ties [problem solving xz (2, N=61)=.96, p= .62, communication x2 2,N=
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61)=.87, p=.65, roles x* (2, N=61) = 2.18, p= .34, affective response x* (2, N=61) =
.80, p=.67, affective involvement X2 (2, N=61)=1.48, p= .48, behaviour control X2 (2,
N=61)=2.08, p=.35, general family function xz (2, N=61)=1.09, p=.58] indicated
that Employee scores on each of the sub-scales of the FAD were not significantly different
across the three groups (See Appendix D). Thus, there were no differences on perceptions
of family function as measured by the FAD for Employees according to FIFO employee
time away.

Partner family function and roster

A series of Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were conducted to
determine the impact of time away on Partners perceptions of family function as measured
by the FAD. Partners Mean Scores on all sub-scales of the FAD are shown in Table 23.
The Away less than 6 days group was just above the cut off score for healthy functioning
for Affective Involvement and the Away 7 to 13 days group was on the cut off score for

healthy Behaviour Control.
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Table 23
Means and mean Ranks of Partner Group Responses to the Sub-scales of the FAD

according to FIFO employees days away

Away < 6 days Away 7 to 13 days Away 14 days or

n=3 n=10 more n=17
FAD Sub-scale M MRnk M MRnk M MRnk
Problem Solving
2.2)" 2.05 15.50 2.08 17.15 1.98 14.53
Communication
2.2)" 2.18 18.67 2.06 15.50 2.06 14.94
Roles
(2.3)° 2.15 15.67 2.26 16.05 221 15.15
Affective
Responsiveness
2.2)" 1.94 17.00 1.93 17.05 1.82 14.32
Affective
Involvement
2.1)* 2.24*  19.50 201 15.10 2.04 15.03
Behaviour Control
(1.9)° 1.78 12.33 1.91*  17.25 1.82 15.03

General Function

(2.0)° .72 16.17 1.67 14.20 1.84 16.15

Note. * = cut-off score for healthy family functioning. Maximum score for each sub-scale = 4. Higher scores
areindicative of greater family dysfunction. * = equal to or above the cut-off score for healthy functioning

The Kruskal-Wallis Chi-square approximations were appropriate for this analysis
as there were small and uneven sample sizes together with violation of the assumptions of
normality. For the Partner group the Kruskal-Wallis Chi-Square approximations, corrected
for ties [problem solving %> (2, N=30) = .74, p= .59, communication > (2, N = 30) = .46,
p=".79, roles ¥ (2, N=30) = .07, p=.97, affective response % (2, N=230)=.71, p=.70,
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affective involvement x* (2, N = 30) = .70, p =71, behaviour control %* (2, N = 30) = .84,
p = .66, general family function % (2, N= 61) = .33, p=85] indicated that Partner scores
on each of the sub-scales of the FAD were not significantly different across the three
groups (See Appendix D). Thus, there were no differences on perceptions of family
function as measured by the FAD for Partners according to FIFO employee time away.
Discussion

This quantitative phase investigated the psychological wellbeing, relationship
satisfaction and perceptions of family function of FIFO Employees and Partners of FIFO
employees according to group, family type and roster. In particular it sought to answer the
following research questions: what are the levels of psychological wellbeing of FIFO
employees and the partners of FIFO employees; what are the levels of relationship
satisfaction of FIFO employees and their partners; what are the levels of family function as
perceived by FIFO employees and the partners of FIFO employees; whether FIFO
employees and their partners differ in terms of their psychological wellbeing; whether
FIFO employees and their partners differ in their perceptions of family function; whether
family type impacts on FIFO employees and partners reports of psychological wellbeing
and relationship satisfaction; whether roster arrangements impact on FIFO employees and
partners reports of psychological wellbeing and relationship satisfaction and family
function. This section discusses the results of the analyses in relation to the above research
questions and findings from earlier research as presented in Chapters 2 and 3.
FIFO Employee and Partner Psychological Wellbeing, Relationship Satisfaction and
Per ceptions of Family Function.

The results revealed that both groups, namely the FIFO Employees and Partners of
FIFO employees, were within the norms for healthy functioning on the scales and sub-
scales of the measures of psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and perceptions
of family function. Furthermore, there were no statistically significant differences between
the scores of the two groups on any of these measures. The results for each of the measures

are now discussed individually.
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Psychological wellbeing

Earlier FIFO research was premised on the assumption that stress associated with
regular employment related absence could impact negatively on FIFO Employee and
Partner psychological wellbeing (Arnold, 1995). The current findings however, suggest
that for this sample, both groups’ levels of psychological wellbeing are similar to those of
the general population.

The findings for this group of FIFO Employees are in keeping with those of Keown
(2005) who found no significant differences in levels of psychological well-being as
determined by the GHQ 12 between male FIFO and residential mining employees in the
Goldfields region of Western Australia.

Further investigation revealed that although there were no statistically significant
differences between the psychological wellbeing of the Partner and Employee groups, the
Partners did report higher levels of psychological distress. Previous studies (e.g., Reynolds,
2004; Taylor, 2006) found that while partners of FIFO employees were generally satisfied
with the lifestyle, there was a suggestion FIFO presented more challenges for the partners
at home which might impact on their wellbeing. These challenges for Partners included
continual adjustment in the household to the on-going comings and goings (Clark &
Taylor, 1988; Watts, 2004) and the division of household labour and childcare, particularly
having sole responsibility for the household while the FIFO employee was absent (Pollard,
1990). Others (e.g., Reynolds, 2004; Taylor, 2006; Watts, 2004) however, found that these
challenges could have positive outcomes for the Partners such as increased independence
and resourcefulness that allowed them to successfully manage the stressors associated with
the lifestyle.

Relationship satisfaction

The results indicate that there were no statistically significant differences between
the Employee and Partner groups’ reports of the various aspects of their relationship
satisfaction and adjustment, and that both groups were within the norms for healthy
functioning on each of the sub-scales. Thus, their reported frequency of agreement on
matters important to the relationship such as money, religion, friends, household tasks and

time spent together was similar to that of the wider Australian population, as was their
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satisfaction with the number of common interests they had and the frequency of shared
activities, their expression of affection and sexual relationships. Satisfaction in terms of the
amount of tension in the relationship including the frequency of quarrels, discussions of
separation and negative interactions was also within the range for healthy functioning.
These findings are consistent with those of Taylor (2004) who found FIFO employees and
partners of FIFO employees reported very good communication and high levels of
cohesion and flexibility in their relationships. However, Gent (2004) found that married
and cohabiting FIFO employees reported significantly lower (less healthy) scores in
comparison with the established norms on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1989)
sub-scales of Dyadic Consensus, Satisfaction and the overall DAS. Furthermore, there
were no significant differences between the norms and these employees on the measure of
relationship cohesion, but they did score significantly higher than the norms on the
measure of affectional expression. Gent partially explained these mixed results in terms of
the length of time away (roster cycle), proposing that a longer time away would place more
strain on dyadic relationships. Two thirds of the FIFO employees in Gent’s study were
away two or more weeks of each roster cycle, and 50% of these were away for more than
three weeks at a time.

Perceptions of family function

The results revealed no statistically significant differences between the FIFO
Employees and Partners on any of the FAD subscales. Further, scores on each of the FAD
sub scales were within the healthy range for both groups, although the Employee group
score for Behaviour Control was on the cut off for healthy functioning. Partners reported
healthier scores for Problem Solving, Communication and Roles. Thus this sample of FIFO
Employees and Partners perceived their families as generally functioning well.

These findings extend and partially support the findings of Sibbel (2001) and
Kaczmarek and Sibbel (2008). In Sibbel’s study, partners of FIFO employees reported
scores outside the cut-off for healthy function in the areas of Roles and Affective
Involvement. Furthermore, although still within the healthy range, there were significant
differences between FIFO partner and the Control partner scores on the subscales of

Communication, Affective Response, Behaviour Control and General Functioning. Each of
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the participants in Sibbel’s 2001 study had primary school aged children whereas there was
a greater range in the present sample including partners from across the life cycle.
Family type and psychological wellbeing and relationship satisfaction

Earlier studies (e.g., Gent, 2004; Reynolds, 2004; Storey & Shrimpton, 1989;
Storey, Shrimpton, Lewis & Clark, 1989) reported differences in the effects of FIFO
employment according to the family type of the Employee. Thus the impacts of FIFO
employment on wellbeing could vary depending on whether Employees were single, in a
relationship with no children or in a relationship with children. The results of the current
study however, revealed no significant differences between Employee and Partner
psychological wellbeing and relationship satisfaction according to family type. Although
the issues and impacts associated with FIFO employment are different for each family
type'”, all groups seem able to generally adapt to and cope with the lifestyle. Thus, it could
be that the degree of stress associated with the FIFO lifestyle does not differ between
family types, rather it is the type of stressors that varies between groups.
Roster and psychological wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and family functioning

Profile of absence (i.e., roster) was shown by earlier studies (e.g., Beach, 1999;
Gent, 2004; Kaczmarek & Sibbel, 2008; Reynolds, 2004; Storey & Shrimpton, 1989;
Storey, Shrimpton, Lewis & Clark, 1989; Watts, 2004) to impact on individual and family
experiences of FIFO employment. The results of the current study however revealed no
significant differences between Employee and Partner psychological wellbeing,
relationship satisfaction and perceptions of family function according to profile of absence
(i.e., away < 6 days, away 7 to 13 days; away > 14 days or greater). Each of the profiles
of absence for the Employees reported healthy levels of functioning on the subscales of the
FAD except for the away 7 to 13 days group which was just above the cut off score for
healthy functioning on the Behaviour Control and Affective Involvement sub-scales, and
the away > 14 daysor greater for Behaviour Control. Similarly all absence profiles for
partners reported healthy functioning on the sub-scales of the FAD except for the away < 6

days which was just above the healthy functioning cut off for Affective Involvement, and

" These issues are discussed in detail in Chapter 7
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the away 7 to 13 days group which was just above the cut-off for healthy functioning on
Behaviour Control.

The differences between these current findings and those of earlier studies could be
accounted for by differences in the profiles of absence included in each of the studies. For
example, Beach (1999) examined the impacts of a four weeks away/one week home roster,
concluding that the ongoing cycles of lengthy separations and relatively brief periods at
home altered the family structure and made it unstable. Families in this study believed that
shorter roster cycles would enable them to function better as a unit and thus better adapt to
the FIFO lifestyle. Similarly, others (e.g., Gent, 2004; Kaczmarek & Sibbel, 2008; Storey
& Shrimpton, 1989; Storey, Shrimpton, Lewis & Clark, 1989) reported those with longer
rosters (e.g., nine weeks away and three weeks home, compared with seven or fourteen
days away and seven days home) generally had more difficulty and were less satisfied with
the FIFO lifestyle. In the current study, the longest absence was three weeks away
followed by one week home, and this roster was experienced by a minority (14.8%) of
participants. The greater number had 14 or fewer days of absence in any one roster cycle.
Moreover, the majority expressed satisfaction with their roster cycles. Thus participants in
the current study had shorter roster cycles with which they were generally satisfied, which
in turn could positively contribute to their generally healthy levels of psychological
wellbeing, relationship satisfaction and family functioning.

The slightly elevated sco