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‘Co-opérative Society. It exmnes the* origins of the

ABSTRACT ®'s

This. thesis is a case study of the Fo;'
Society and the' social and economic context within’ihich
it was formed' and was compelled to operate. Afur"
outllning the social and ecnnnn\c context of Fogo Island
and the North-east Coast, the thesis briefly outhnes

some. of the enrly co- ops and development commiuees on

the Tsland. Tt then traces the' emergence of the present
co-op from its infancy to the.present. Particular
attention is paid to the way in which the co-op has been
attempting to dedl with the present crisis in the Atlantic

fishery and how it has struggled’ for financial stability

. while :et/iﬂ;_hb demands imposed on it by the community.
The wa: which the co-op-is perceived’by the membership

and the community is considered in detail, as is the
co-op™s intepnal structure and decision making. r i

The thesis focu‘s{es on a particular co-operative

‘but-attempts to evaluate the co-operative 'model' in

general and-the Fogo 'model’ in particular-as an. i

alterriative way “to facilitate social and economic

development in other Névfoundland. and Labrador conmunities.
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work -but -who nften do not get to share the beneflts ((if

thesis ahd

there are, any-) - L'sincerely hupe that ¢
future work that.I do will help. usher /in a'new society P B

based on -more” equil ownership and cuntrol nver ou'r
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CHAPTER. T~ .

1% . AINTRODI‘!CTION[ ’

Many Newfoundland dnd Lahradut comm\mltiés are

expérienicing 4 severe social and econsmic ¢risis.’: Comhmd

with uncertainty and layoffs in themlnlng and forest

- industries ; msure Of. thé province's secondoil Tefinery,

departure of & major airline, and declining employment -

opportinities in ‘other parts of Canada, there‘is a

crisi

ish ccmpsmes have recently gone 1ntn recexvershlﬁ or

" voluntary. 11qu1dat10n* Tesulting, in plant closines

Toss .of employment and fish markets. This has had

' rnegative effects on, empluyment in the seryice| sector J

and- on Prnvlnmal Governnent. reyenués.’ Rising costs:

of production hnd rela_tlvely low fish prices’ (among
othér things) have forced many fishing people out of

the ‘industry, and mny' are technically bemkru/pt.

Problems m all the mdustues and partlcularly J
those m the fxshery havc created very critical social
and ‘economic problens for much of rural Newfoundland

and Labrador. -THé fishery has never been.a stable nor

problen-free industry; communities which depend on it

“have always been plagued by uncertainty, low incomes

and lack of local control. But the present crisis is

in' ‘the, f)shlng industry. - Some ‘of the mgesc‘ .

§
i

o



s :prubal?ly the worst since the demisé’ of the salt fish
\ “'trade approximately four décades ago. The crisis is
S0 deep and ‘widespread that it calls for a critique
. . .- of’past and present government and corporate fisheries
policy, and indeed, a critique of the structure.around

~which “the industry is organized.

Fisheries policies and general government economic '

strategies (which have been largely oriented toward ~~

' support of private at’:ompanies as generators’, of ‘development . .
Aand”around 'short term 'make work' programs as employers

. . of last resort) have been anything but successful 4n -

- ‘ L most 81‘8854. There are -very few examples of strong, '

vibrant lotally controiled ec\gnumies. in rural areas, ¢
£y comnuni ties vhich have full and stable employnént® ',

. " or-sufficient incomes. Evidently, there are also very

few communities which have either the vitality or
A 4

economic structures necessary to implement such long
b ST

. term development.

o g gpem "It has become ifcredsingly evident that present

v " models or theories ‘of development and the kinds of

) structures which they promote are problematic,’ Decisions
made in Ottawd and St.-John's by government policy makers
“have often proven to be ‘contrary to the interests of
fishing‘indﬁstry workers and their communities.

\
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: - : -
Centralized government decisions are frequently supposedly

made in the provincial or national interest but often

.'have a significant negative impact on local aréas and.

fail to deal adequately with the diverse needs of those

areas. The recent closure of the Burin-fish plant and w

_change of status of the St. Lawrerte and Fermeuse plants

g . : < 2 i
from offshore to inshore-Seasonal operations are clear

examples. [Local people had:little or no imput in the decisions.

Similarily, decisions made by corporate executives

have been based primarily or solely on company profits
or viability rather than on social need.- Their
decisions have. reflected little knowledge or concern
for the wishes of industry workers or-me‘lia_ﬁ\g term*
interests of:their comaunities. Fishery Prodicts'
initial decision to“tlose the Burin and:-St. str“cnce‘
plants’ and the Lake Group's decision to close the Grand
Bank plant are examples. Private companies have mot
attempted.to solve major social and economic problems
and in many ways they. have contributed to or helped
perpetuste. problens, (by exporting capital,
centralizing facilities, and using labour eliminating

technology) for exanple).
] ,

_Despite critical problems with the dominant ™
: A .

development theories)and strategies, they have changed: .

-3- S N




very little. Government and business leaders'continue to
operate on the assumption that chronic problems in rural.

communities.stem from a lack of pfivate, business -activity.

They tend to maintain.that solpti;ms }ie_ in increasing
the amount 6% the pace: of development, usially through.
government sponsorshkip of private enterprise or -
Favesmeiik creation of an apsropiisty Eilhate For
investmex’n capital. "The Newfcundland and Labrador
economy is seen to be in poor cumhmon Large)y hecause

it is unable to attract 1nvest1!\ent.
e
There is increasing evidence that the dominant’

‘features of the Newfoundland and Labrador economy relate

more to a specific kind of 'development' rather than to

the amount of activity:! This evidence indicates that

such features as heavy orientation around resource

extractmn, export of raw or only semi- prccessed materlals,

'expon of capital, relative poverty, high unemployment -

and \nderemployment relate more to. dependency and

underdevelopment than to 1.sck of acnvxtyA y - B

Indeed Nevrfoundland and Labrador have experienced a
considerable gmount of 'development' activity. .There have

been .many mines and some of them such as the ones at Bell

‘ Island, St. Lawrence and Wabush - Labrador City
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have produced large volumes of ore for long periods

/ of time; the |province has had large scdle pulpand /

N paper industries for many years; it is|a large producer
« of hydro-edectricity and the fishing and scaling industries

/.have been exploited for centuries. The' province has
-

had other industries-such as ‘two oil-refiperies, a
~linerboard mill dnd a boot factory. There is no doubt..

that it is well endowed with natural resources, but

N "', ‘despite this and despite all the economic activity,

the region remains the poorest in all of Canada.
[ " The adage 'poverty in the midst of plenty’ seems to - . .
el G . .

If the province is underdeveloped the question then
becomes how can that be changed? How can we 'reverse |
underdevelopment' and facilitate real development? |
Dependency theorists ‘see this situition of 'poverty |
in the midst of plenty' as stemming from the way in S .

.which the provincial economy is oriented ‘toward, reliant = |

upon, and controlled by external capital, external
- governments and individuals. Conservative theorists.

believe that solutions lie fin, among other things, .

substituting local capital for forbigh kapital,

replacing foreign-control with local control,. and

policies of import substitution.




. underdevelopment 'stems mot only_ from external control

=

‘More . Tadical dependency "theorists mainfain that

“and dependency but also from the inherent nature. of

capitalism.? Marxists suggest that real social and .

economic development or 'reversal of underdevelopment'

can” only. occur in tonjunctioh- wn:h sxgmf;cant structural i

change . * This usually: involves,abolitionof" Capxtallsm ;

“and replacement with socialism, partly by developmg

a.conscious, strong and militant lahour movement and

eventually ;revolutmnA

.. The strategies.of both the more comservative

dependency theorists and the moré radical Marxists have

whether Tocal or foreign, necessarily entails u high -

fundamental problems. The Maxist critique of 'nationalist

capitalism' seems to be legitimate: that apitalism;

degree of inequality, cnncentrstmn of suc)Jnl and economic

"power.in a. fow individuals ‘and corporations; and pursuit

g

of cu!npsny rproflts as a primary m‘onve, ‘in society.

For example, Fishery Products,’the Lake Group and other
companies were owned and -controlled loc‘all).' but -this
did not-prevent them from makmg decisions; Bgaxnst the
mterests ‘of local’ fishing people ‘and their conununlt)es‘
Nor did it prevent th_em‘ from exporting profits from the

communities and ‘the province. ‘ Local private companies

are not necessarily more conducive to promoting social




worker organxzatmn,s ai $he Fisharns én's’ Union:

On the other: hand the Marxn’t tendency to attzmpt

. to buxld revolution through the labour movement is »also -
prublematxc " For example, many’ revolutions w}uch have
Lo o - occurred in the world to date <cannot “be mamly s\:tnbuted

to- the orgxnxzed labour movement., Indeéd, much of that "

CRR ¥ 'movemenc« (the A'FL CIO for example) has beconie enormously .

centrahzed hureaucratlzed and reactionary.. Umuns in

capitalist sometles have tended to work for. 1mprcved
. working conditions and better incomes within the frame-
work of capitalism. The Canadian labour movement has e
attached itself to the federal' and provincial New '
Democratic Parties (NDP) which also have policies aimed
% . at improving capitalism rather{-than at its a‘bﬂlition.
To date the Newfoundland NDP hts been able to elect only

‘" one of its members in a  federal election and none

" provincially:” In short, 'revolut:onary consciousness'
is rare and the possibility of a successful revolution:

_‘taking place in Canada in thé near future is slim.~ It -
must also be noted that w)l.ere revolutions have occurred,
significant problems remain-such as aggression from one

Or moTre SuUper-powers, ovel-centralized\ government and

authoritarianism. i . B




Certainly there are enough problems w'm\ present

developmental strategies to warrant closer examination .

of alfernatives. The social and economic situation 'is
- so desperate for many pedple that it requires provision -

of immediate benefits, but the situation also requires

_that the ‘seeds be sown' for fundanental ichange toward

- fuller, . more. stahle employnent ;. more local’ control’and

a more egalitarian: ;.ac:ety‘ “Among the many thmgs

requxred arevalternative structures for orgamzmg

= productmn,

Th)s thesis is cpnzerned primarily thh an a:tempt

“to cregt.e so¢ial and economic development t»)\rough limited

(localized) and non-revolutionary structural change

change which aims -at altexing local social and economic

structures - within the wider context of capitalism. It is .

a case study of how people on Fogo Island (see map on
page 9) developed“a cpmmunity owned cooperative as an -

alternative to.private enterprise, and to government

sponsored resettlement from the Tsland. 'Thé thesis' ~ -

. considers the ‘successes and failures of the co-operative, its
advantages and limitations. It is a look at a model for
social and economic development, to deteriiné how suitable
or applicable the model is for devélopment elsewhere in the
.province. ' For example, could a network of such co-opera-

tives represent a.viable'and preferred alternative to
& f e
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pflvate enterpnse and centralized government‘l
Thcorencally, co-opemuves provide many advantages

to the presen ‘system. *Control of lncal facxhnes could

remain in the - ari?x and be more squatly dxstnbuted zhmugh» ;

out the community, Decisions on local issues could be-made

by the people’most affected and- decisions -affecting. larger

brofits frsm )ndustries could remain in the area to exther
increase workers' mtomes,,or hq_reinvested in local mdus»
try C_mapera_t’ives could facilitate integrated community

development better than private compames whose primary

interest %is in making cqmpany profits.

Several dttempts have been made at forming: fisheries
co-ops in, the province, particularly on the Great Northern
Peninsula, the West Coast, North-East Coast and’in Placentia
Bay. TFocusing primarily on pooling and marketing of fish,
but also venturing into supplying gear and equipment, these
co-ops have had varying degrees of success. Some have been
short-lived and virtually ineffecuve but ot{hers have
reaped significant advantages to- members mrbetter flsh
prices.and lower gear and equipment costsi> The most
siicgessful existing fishery producers’ co-0p (the Fogo
Island smpbuudmg and Producers Co- aperanve] was 74

ms:rumencal in reversmg a trend gi resettlmg from

areas could be ‘made through’ an assoc;at:on of co- opetatives..’;




|
|

Fogo Island: The United Mar1t1§ne F1she_rmens(co Dp4 .
operated succes'sfully in Neufoundland for more than four
®ades and in the past féw fears, sevekal new attempts
have been made to urgamze flSheX‘leS producers' co-ops 1n
the proyince . These include the Torngat, Co-op, the

Petite Forte Co-op and the Petty Harbour Co-op.

., ‘Despite the 1mpbrtance of “these co-ops and th n“ real
and potenual ‘contribution to social and econnm)c Y.
development in ‘the pro\%nce,]hterature on these end

“other co-ops is indeed sparsd. Only ‘one’major general :

work exists on the co-op movement in Newfoundlend and this™

_is out-dated.! Similarily, there are’ few studies of
specific co-operatives. Much of the work that’ does exist
‘on co-ops, dates back to the 1940s.and 1950s yhen attempts_
to organize co-ops were at their peak, and w},\"en government
played an active organizing role.’ This material stresses
“the need for co-gperative developrient; it outlines - T

government policy toward co-ops and government's involve-

‘-ment but it does not contribute much in the way of’

critical analysis. Simifarily, some later work such as
that published by Newfoundland Co:op Services offer5 no

anal)'sls and contributes little except certam facts

aboutco-op history. - It presents a rather romanticized
view of co-ops and does not delve into their limitations
andvpmblems:5

«11-" </ .




- associated with speclfi: Newfoundland co-ops but it is

important areas left untouched, but of the kiterature that

tial volune of Films mzde by Memorial Unxversny‘s

There is a small amount of sociological material-

mamly outdated or deals pnmanly with problems which -are ) o
not unique ‘to c_o-op;.7 McCay's work for .example, deals
primarily with the question of appropriate téchnology,®
Several reports of proceedings of mectiigs and conferénces

on- thie Fogo Co<op and fighery exist and ‘there is a ‘substan-.

Extensmn Servlce and ‘the Nat]Onal Fllm Hoard Two ve'ry . -

brief and 11m1ted studies of the Fogo_Co-op wer done by a

_ Fisheries—Go-op Trainifig Class 4Ad'CIDA students:® As | *

11 as ‘being outdated, these studies are reports from v
al very cursory glance at the Co-operative; -a brief history
of the Fogo Co-op by Sheppard is similarily limited.'®

Some of this material can

valuable data for a

critical sociological aralys

;. but in its present form
it does not Contribute much to an understanding of

co-operatives or che co-op movement.

4|‘ It is clear r,hen that there are mportant inadequacies

mth existing local co- op literature. Not only|are

does exist, much is outdated, limited in scope, based on

cursory observdtion and lacking in tritical sociological

analysis. A contribution to filling this gap could be

"important to the co-op movement. i
( P 3 . ¥ ) §




As well as making this type of practical contribution,
a'study of fisheries co-operatives could make a significant

contribution to understanding some of the processes,

values”and §tructures at work in rural Newfoundland. * = -
- Thi's might be, imyort‘ant, particulaﬂy‘ for persons
e, o gt Jinterested i "reveising underdevelopment" and students

© of rural social and écononic development.'d”

By including .,
.. structural factors in the analysis '(m— considering

do-cperatives in the wider social and ‘economic

- Context) some con:nbutmn could be made to the study P
of Newfoundland' political ‘economy. o ‘,
~Much of ;he literaturé on fisheries co-operatives in
: other reglons pumts to. the nece551ty of dealing with this .

12 i 1¢ ¢

-wider social and economic context. While some wnters

focus on lack of comp'eten: management as the major faccar

in the :failure. of co- aps, others (more apprupkafé]y)

cl:nslder the socio-economic, cultural and political

- 'céntgxt‘..u ‘Poggie. for ex;mple, argues’ that co-operatives
.are likely to fail if they are incompatible with the '3
members ' cu:nyral-vames or psychological characteristics.

# Sabella suggests that co-operatives which do not condider
the étvru‘cturg‘ and organizational patterns of target . -]
popul;tions ire _more likely to fail, and i)aunac focuses
on “the .opposition 6f ‘middlenen as a cause of faiture.15

.McGoodwin shows that failure can result from such factors




L " as unstable international markets, conflict with local
N people, competition and lack of autonomy..S
. This thesis will attempt to deal with major irtérnal

ithe

aspects. of the FogoIsland Co-operative but alvays
‘reference, to the wider social and economic confext.
Interat factors such: ss the Sospperstiveds Srructore aud” I
quality of management are important but these need to be

. " viewed-in the context of pressures’ and constraints exerted .

Loy PP on ‘the organization by the local and broader environment.

The Fogo Isiand Co-operative was chosen as a focus

.0 ldrgely because it’ 'was apparently quite’successful a

mplemenung lccal development in the context of.a
reLa;lvely hostile environment. Some of these

environmental factors were uniqLe to the area, others

vere quite comnon among rural atéas of Newfoundland and

Labrador. For example, like most riral areas.ip the

province}, Fogo Island suffered chronically from the’ effects
B of underdevelopment. 'Like much of Newfoundland and
Labrador, - Fogo Island suffered”from high' dependence on a

St bt sndhisely (flshlng), ‘Seasonal migration for i

: employmént ,» high unemployment and underemployment, ‘dnd.:

‘ veifare dependency. Tt appeared that the Fogo Co-operative. s
was able to successfully address many of éhese broblems, -

‘ . : ' The Fogo case is,also 4 good example of out51de .’lgencles'

(MUN Extension and- the Natlunal Film' Buard) nwulvement

‘ ; s * 14 . t




_present role 'in,£ish:

_while some othets have failed, aid permif some” evaluation

/in local development issues.’

The thesis examines the Fogo.co-op's past and e

ies and community development

M » 9
“on Fogo!lsland, and 1der5 “the suitability or

app11cab111ty of the Fogo prncess snd structure for .
other areas; of Nawfoundland. It is important, to discover
what made the co-op actually succeed.to. the . extenc thst
it has and. to assess what the co- op hss been ahle (and not
“-able) to do.’ it is also important- to know whg‘che‘f there.

‘Something peculiar to Fogo Island which facilitates

the: co-operative process sumethlng which can not be.

found outside the Island. - 3 y - "l

« Investigation of the c'o\-np's origins and ‘its-social Sk

and ‘economic setting should! help us understand what

really made the co- op the success that it is. - The degree

to which it is successful may be ¢stablished through
members' pétception of sutcess or failure, and of such o B
things: as control over their wnrkplaces.‘, Investigation

of che Jntemal structure and decision mak]ng ‘process

shvuld help us understand vhy this co-op hés parsisted

of the co- op as a democrauc mstuutlom

The ﬁuestion af how the co-op has fared inthe present

fishery crisis is of major importance; has it been :* B -

beset by the same problems and to the same extent &s

|
|
i




Mave the private fish corporations? 'Has the co- operatxve
o Pu s o]

structure permr,;ed a degree of flequb)hty ‘not afforded
by the private.corporations? Or has it- hee_m more lmlted

by this structure? < Did thé co-op experience a crisis,

- and if ‘'so, how was it able to.deal with this crisis?

& . .' - "Has'there been a pattern to crises in 'the co-op,-and has
it been $imilar to those of fhe private corporations? To

what ‘extent has the co-op been limited by participation in

a capitalist economy, depending as it did on a private
5 corporat;on. for marKeting its.products?, To what ‘extent’
b, o has ithe co-op been able to reducé its dependence on :
_private cmnpames7 Y : : L .
\ 3
| : . out’ of ;h;sé [ — insig\ht“s should-be attained .t
*.#" " which ‘can help us make projections and Suggest guideﬁneé ‘

for the co-op's future, and which should|be valuableto . =

‘ © ', the cosoperative movement in general.. The discussions.. -

shnuld also cun:nbute to-a badly peeded political

economy of develupment in Newfoundland and L-abrado:r b
s £
{ It will be argued here that the Fogo Island Co-operative l .
has implemented or facilitated substantial local social

\and economic development despite the numerous’ constraints

! " B imposed Jun the organization’ by. the soclal and economic
" 3 context /in which it has had to operate ‘The co-operative
has been successful in many important respects. For example

" 1" "7 it has succeeded in stopping a ‘trend toward de-population

. -16-




5 dévelapnent:

q i wg

of the Tsland; it has diver:

ified’ the économy and made it
increasingly vibrant; it has increased, incomes, the amount
of .employment and the number and quality of services to

people in the area. The co-operative has proven “to ‘be 2

‘relatively democratic’and stable organization and has

been generally responsive to members and the commmities’

demands and probllems.. ot o ° -7
‘Tt will alsa be argued that many i'mponan:‘ problems
remain'- among them seasonality, ‘under-utilization of
facilities and lack of capital. Alsg, ‘the co-op suffers’
‘Er'om ‘the many, pressures and constraints emanatlng £rom.
“an env:n'onment which'is un Conducive to co- operative -

" The secxet:y has been remarkshly capahle of

wnrkmg within the constraints posed by a capitalist

economic systen but it has been iess capable of altering’

this system outside of Fogo Tsland.: New _approaches “to
co-operative devolopnent will have m be found if the'

type of déveloprient experienced on Fogo, Tsland is to qeeur’
tiore broadly. One possibility. for nef _dpproaches’ to
development might be to merge the cé-operative and Labour

movements .

This thesis is the prodict of a gombination of original

research including participant observation, formal and

informal interviews,.library and archival reséarch and’

review of secdndary litérature," N . %

i 7 R
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*The f£irst step was, to search for and examine primary
and secondary sources of information related to the Fogo
- ', 1sland ‘area, the Fogo Co-op and the co-operative movement 1

“in general. Most of this research took place in the

[ : Céntre for Newfoundland Studies at Memorial University's
Iibrary and at the Newfoundland Provincial Achives.
fe ' The Archival tesearch focused on 61d files of the .
‘ . “Newfaundland Gove rmmént s Co-op Division. These files .
contained several hundred letters and‘repor!_:s Ty govaranine

co-operative field workers, auditors, inspectors dnd other

Co-op Division personnel; it also.contained correspondence Sl
: :

This material helped form the basis for & bfief history ' =~ ="

- between people in various.cosops

and government agencies.

of previous co-ops and a bacKground to the present coZop. ..
Rescarch at the Department of Rural, Agricultural and .’

Northern Development's Co-op Registry provided Annual

Reports of the Fogo co-op, a copy of the constitution,

informatiion ii the form of reports, and correspondence’' ' :
: e X .
| between the co-op and government. This provided valuable

. information on the history of- the present co-op and the

“context in-which it operated.. A series of films made .by

MUN Extension and the National Film Board contributed
]
‘ iy S, information on the background to the co-op and its early

Ee years .

~18-




| - - Interviews with co-op officials and Community residents = g

were done during.two visits of several weeks duration to’

Fogo Tsland (one’ in May 1982 and one in March 1983). A
. total of approximately one.hundred interviews on Togo
Tsland provided infomation on the co-op in the present

¥ fishery crisis and on the way in which the organization is

-
viewed in the community. Ijterviews were done with a

cross-section of Fogo Tstand residents and co-op members =
i - in.every Fogo Island community’. X " gt Y
- Interviews with plant ‘workers, - fishermen and community
residents were chosen with a view to ensuring a cross-

section of respondents. ‘Each plant ‘was visited {some of . -

Y " them several 'tines) and an attémpt was made 'in each case :

management ,

§ ) to jnterviev]persons from each member category:-
forenen, quality control people, production geople,
Fishermen etc. Most,interviews with fishermen and plant
workers were informal and were not tightly structured. In
some cases notes were taken during theinterview; Yin other
cases notes were made immediately after the términation.of
“ T the interview. r

Interviews were held with most senior management
people and several past and present board members. Again,
care was taken to ensure representation from a cross- .

section of the board. Interviews with management and

board officials were relatively formal and more structured.

-19- : L




J - i 2 3
Questions were asked from, a’'list and notes. were taken
during the interviews. . % ®
; i y R
Chapter Two discusses the socio-economic context in
which the Fogo [sland Co-operative was.formed.  Chapter
Three outlines the history of previous co-operatives in

the Fogo. Island area and the Fogo Island Improvement

' Committee which was instrumental in forming the co-op.

Chapter Four is an outline of the Fogo Island Co-op's
histoty £rom its origins to 1981. The Co-op's intermal
structure and [the decision making process i dealt with
in Chapter.Five. Chapter Six is-a brief accomt,of the
comminity's perception of the co-op. The co-op in’ the
present fishery crisis isdiscussed in Chapter Seven.

Chapter Eight is a summary and contlusion. References,

tables and the bibliography can be found after the text.




GHAPTER IL
i . (SN
. . SOGI0+ECONOHIC CONTEXT ;

The Fogo Tsland Co-operative can only be inderstood
with, reference to the political, social and economic
constext in which it was formed and wnder which it was'
forced to .operate, Most previous studies of this

coZop fail.to give due considerdtion to this context.!

.The first sections of this chapter will be an- attempt
to place the Fogo co-op in historical pygspective.  The

first wlll deal h iefly wltb the. broad context of

New foundland's socio- economic and . pclxtlcal situation in—

the 1940s), 1950s, and 19605. ‘Thenthe. focus will be
naxrrowed, with concentration on the Northeast copst and

__the Fogo Island ‘area. An: attempt will be made tp comtrast
and compare this area with otfiers in Newfoundland.

' Particilar enphasis will be placed wpon the fishery which '
N iR and S8R “CReMeger TdustEg it HoSt BE TUTE . .

Newfound1and and Labrador.

Background to the Co-operative: Rural Decline in an
- " Underdeveloped Area - ;
In the 1950s and 1960s,.nost of rural Newfoundland

and Labrador were in a state of decline. Fogo Island
# ; "

' ¥ B -21-




to, as well as a cause of rural decline. v ot

i was no exception. : : s
3 The decline of many Tural communities was largely

due’ to federal and provincial government policies which
favoured centralized, urban deve],oPmem over development

of rural‘ areas. These policies" themselves were rooted in

the context of Newfoundland's 51tuut10n in thc 19505 3

and 1960s. The urban-driented pohcles were a response

The salt fish trade twhich in the 1950s and. 1960s
was the_economic mainstay of rural Newfound 1and) o i :"_
a statd of chads and was on the brink of total collapse.’
+The failuri ‘uf the industry (and consequently rural .- J‘
deqline) wgre partly due to. government neglect and lack
of concern Tt was alse’ due to the unfavourble position
of ‘the region's economy in the larger national and )

international context, 0

‘The decline of free trade after World War TT and its
replacement withbilateral trade agreements caused
problems for Newfoundland because it had little to offer
in return for fish purchases by other countries. This
le ft Newfoundland in a poor bargaining position, partly
due to it; small internal market. The post -war
devaluation of ‘European currencies also caused problens

since Burope had been the major export market, while

-22




‘most imports came f£rom the.Unitéd States. The devaluation :

‘ meant that there was lgss money , in Newfoundland to. pay

for the more expensive imports. Partly as a result,
commercial“and government policy changed to selling on

the 'American market. This meant changing £rom a®salt

product Yo fresh frozen fish, a major factor in the. -

decline of the $alt’fish industry:

- |The economy of post World War IT Newfoundland jas
largdly dependent on corporations and- governments in
other areas for capital, entrepreneurship, . technology’

and n‘arkets. 1t was becomig.g incredsingly dependent:
" [ ...upon crude; capital mtenslva
2 resource .extraction for the North ’
AmeTican industrial maw, largely
‘fxnan\:ad engmeered and operated *
outside’ t! local and national
econonies .

After Confederation with Canada “in 1949, nany of the
businesses in Newfoundland became -agents of méinla‘nd:‘
Canadian or American menufacfurers and service companies .
"'They moved out of maiufacturing and ‘ouf of the £ishery
to become & group of ‘niddlemen agents who profited by
the new consumerism."® ; . 3

The Snallwood go‘@rnmen WHEH c,-,_meg to, }')u‘wet in
1949 nade some attempts to develop 1ocax\'%dusn-y through

a. scheme of !import substitution' but the s trategy -was

-23-°




-largely unsuccessful; later attempts at industrialization
throdgh large scale resource extraction were similarily
not successful at stimilating long term econonic ;

i development. The salt fish trade and the inshore fishery

were largely neglected.

The Smallwood administration's industrialization
*,Plan included an attemt to rgsettle people from outport
. (rural) ‘comunities to.a Telatively small number of .
. "growth centres." The lousehold Resettlénent,Progran
"7 was initiatéd in 1963 and adninistered by the Provincial
l . Department of Public Welfare. It ad a revised (1965)
k Program administered by the Provincial Departient of
Fi'sheries, had‘at least tvo ssjor motives: to decréase,
the costs v‘f} supplying services to communities and to
oL, W Pu'sm;, sﬂssist_:;we»level society into a

n?

* market-oriented, industrial one- This included

transforming the inshore fishery into a more industrial,

natket-oriented trawler fishing industry.®

-, The Resettlenent Progran made it clear that federal
and provinciil governments' priorities did notlie in -
‘the‘deyel‘opm‘ant of outports or the inshore fishery, and
! . 7+ . it contributed to thé decliné or disappearance of K
iy o - hundreds of communities. While some commmities may have .

been in: favour of resettlement, many others weren't, and

-24-




whilef the P Tam was ’sni‘d, by "government ‘to be voluntary,
4

infact it wals not. Government could ",..entice people .
to volunteer’ to move by cutting off their local

4 a 8 -
services." Many commnities which may have anted to e

oppose _Tesettlement were unable to, partly because they

lacked formal local leadership and organizational |

resources for dealing with governments ' proposed changes.(’ p
Govemment pressure on families to leave the nutports,

‘wlthdrawal of m-ny merchants from the -inshore flshery,

‘and poor, ‘market conditions contributed to the

undernining of, the  rural Newfnundland economy, ' There . {

centres where 1nr|e travler fer plants were built to

prncess fresh frozen fxsh. ese plants were centred
on the South Coast and Avalon Peninsula. For the rest i
of rurat Nexfoundland there was little apparent i
alternative to despair, unelpluymenl, muntxon and 7 5
0 poverty . ‘ . = . o




Rural Decline on Fogo Island and the Northeast Coast: -
945-1971 ~ - T

Demographic Change

- 2
Between the years of 1945 and 1966, the population . |

of Census Subdivision 8 increased by approximately 50

percent, slightly lower than the percentage.increase in the

i
i
'
]

“provincial population (53 percent) for the same period.:?

;Betucen 1966 and 1971, the population of Subdivision 8 .

; )
creased by 1.8 percent compared to 5.8 percent for the

}ﬁrnvince. , A . )

S S ’ | The }/)npulation increase of Subdivision 8 declined each
%énsu‘s ydar between 1945 and 1971, except between 1961 and
1966, Except for this five year pe'l"i?d, the population’
"Jincrease of Subdivision 8 was:consistently lowet than that
for the province as a whole. .Table 1 (page 213) shows that

while the population of the Northeast coast increased

between 1945 and 1971, populatilon growth is cohsiderably
Tower after 1966. Between 1066 and 1971 the population.~
growth in Subdivision 8 is nearly 10 percent lower than it

was between 1945 and 1951, N

Within Subdivision 8, Fogo Island and ‘vicinity

_experienced the lowest population increases between 1945
and 1961, Table 2 (page 214) shows that im terms of

|
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population, Fogo ¥sland and its neighbour Twillingate

Island, were in a state of stagnation between 1945 and
1961, .Change Islands, Fogo's mearest neighbour,
experienced negative population growth. Meanwhile, other
areas of the Northeast coast (particularly Lewisporte,
pringdale and the Baie Verte areas) were growing quite
apidly. :

Table 2 shows that while the population of the
Northeast coast in general was increasing, SEAEETEL
“widely among specific areas. [t appears that people
were leaving some of the islands off the coast and some of

- the smaller commumities, and that the population was

P X i y E
becoming centralized in'.certain areas of the mainland.

On Fogo Island itself, some énmbnmes grew while
others experienced substantial population decline between
1945 and 1966. Most population growth® oiburzed in the
southernmost communities, nearest to and with cas fest

_scess to the mainland.. While some commmities such 4

Barr'd Islands and Shoal Bay experienced population
decline, and while the two largest commmities (Fogo and:
Joe Batts Arm) experienced little ¢hange, the southern.
commmities of Seldom Come By and Stag Harbour had growth
rates of more than 60 percent in the twenty year pem{d.
‘(See Table 3, page 215.) R

Prior to the Resettlement Program, so;r}e Fogo ‘Island

3 o A B ERE |




|
i
comnunities expemenced population decrenses of over . !
15 percent in a five year period. The Resettlement

Program hastened the population decline. 'Between

April 1, 1965 and Decenber 31, 1968, almost tem percent

of Fogo Island's population was resettled from the Isiana’

_as part of the Smallwood administration's Household
Resettlement Program. The program was responsible for
the relocation of approximately 81 families or 400

_persons in that pericd. (See Table 4, -page 216.)

] ;! .
The e£fect bf, the population loss hust B ve been - G e

severe on some of the communities. Table 5 (Rage 217).%

shows that some Con'lmunities’_lost_ mowe than a quarter of

their -population, and one community"(lost nows Hlisn’s

third. Even the sout)\ernmast communities, which had

grown in previous periods, were hard hit by the Resettleme!\t
P‘mgram Fogo Town and Joe Batts Arm were. least Lo 3

affected.

In 1966 the porcentage of the populaiion which . o
was generally of labour force age.(15 - 64) was slightly |
Lover on Fogo fsland than in the Newfoundland total, .
While 50.3 percent of Fogo Island's population was between

the age of 15 and 64, the Newfoundlanﬂ percentage was“53. 7

4 -28-"




D
While these flgurTs probably indicate resettlerent of :
sbme of the potential labous force, they.probably do not g

do justicé to’ the|fact’that many of the people of labour
£orce age vere leaving Fogo Island temporarily to find
woTk, but were. counted in the cehsus as residing on the .

Island. .

.
L *Several Commlntatdgs state that many 0f those’ of

labour, forcerage Were' leaving Fogo Island for temporary
employrent, Poet Arthur Gill in his paen{ “"March Thaughts

in Fogo" renarked:

"Thc ‘mail plane soon will end its winter labour

‘The ''Fogo- Flyer!' soon’ will start its year

- “'Twill bring us eggs and fresh, as well as mauhags,
'Twill bring us bacon, friends and even beer.
The fishermen will soon’return from winter's
Work in lumbervoods amd mines and Great Lake boats
“To 1ive once more in happiness a-fishing
To'help their sons keep chicken, Sheep and goats.

We talk of men returning to their -homeland

fie think of vedding rides around the fown

We long for tiles and dances in the schoolhouse
Wic drean of fishing boats all loaded down

In March it's easy'to be optimistic

In May we' 11 witness much activity.

In August we'll ship codfish .to the Indes

Next Christmas we'll engage in gaiety."14

The Eastern NewZfoundland Settlement Survey of 1953
states that a few men from Fogo Town and Joe Batts Arm :
leave for woods work with the ‘p_\]lp and paper compapies

" and that pr;uicmy all phe"aﬁe-}wdie& nen f£rom

15

Tilting leave for this type of employment. Woods work

ot




was a seasonal activity, Eapried ot pri;arily during
el YAFEST, An0IWEE us‘ually supplemented by fishing

ii‘\ e summer, By the late 19505 many of those seasonal
loggers were no longjr needed by the companies, due to

. mechanization and prjfesslcmallzat]cn of the wdads

*, indus try

Most people on Fugc Island wete nvmg in formally "
unorganized areas until the 19705, Except for Togo.

’ Tawn the communities had ot orgzn1zed 1oca1 governments,

and accordlng to some cammentat?rs llttle was lnltlated
.and determined locally on the Island. "When erievances

and dissatisfaction arise, lines of redress in almost
" every field are feu %o 196 Wutside £he Nemmgpzeren. T
As we sallisee later, the major exceptions to this pattern
(of 'external decision making' were thé various
‘cu-uper;tive crganizations in the arca.  With respect
to-Tack of munlupal governments, Fogo Island was

similar to ieh sot gan Newfoundland -and particularly.

o Mher ‘aréas. of the Northeast Coast.. As Table & (page 218)

shows Subdlvxsmn 8 had ‘the largest 'percentage (43.2) of its
" population living in im-organized areas in 1971. Bitween -
1951 and 1971; Subdivision 8 had-the sixth largest percentage

increase in the number of people living in organized areas.

2 ©ow30-,




Housing . g

In 1966 gs “peident of the occupied dwellings in
Subdivision 8 were owner occupied, a percentage similar
to that of most of rural Newféundland.'® A study
conducted in the early m7ds found that about 58 percent

of the homes on Fugn lsland were heated by fuels other

than wood. Most/of the residents uSn\g wood, used it %

. [
as a supplement to—bther-: fue1s.19 This syggests then,

that most of the residerits were reliant. upon-the market Tl

economy for hone hemng, addlng to their cash’needs.

Education

In 1951, 1.4:percent of the .pcpukvati' n of Subdivision
8 was attending high schaol, the ‘lowest of any subdivision
except Labrador. This compared to a provincial figure
of 2.3 percent. In 1971, 0.5 per‘cent of the population
of ‘Subdivision 8 had University degrees, compared to a -
provincial Figure 'of 1.3 percent. (See Table 7, page 219.)

Regarding students leaving school ‘a teacher remarked in 1970.

<. ..what would happen to the
& k " senior students, or those who ool 2
* would simply leave school? Few
would ‘turn to fishing, even
* less.would go on to university
...most of them would simply be
unemployed, even unemployble,
. and would drift. to St. John's
and Totontu. - ""20
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‘median Canadian wages for females.

'.27 and 39 weeks a year.

.- Labour. Force and Earnings °

In 1961, mxes in Fogo Town were earning approximately
88 percent of the’ average‘ annual wages of males in
Subd1v151on 8; they ea%ned 62 percent of the median

wages of males in_ Newfnundland and only 45 percent of

the médian wages of Canadu_m ‘males...Females in ‘Fogo Town

“earned slightly more thén the average for females in .

Subdivision 8. They earned 74 percefit of the median

Newwfoundland’ female.wages,, and.only 47 percent of the

21" Conpared. to,wage .~

‘eatners in other parts of Newfoundland ‘and mainland

Canada, Fegolwarkers were subsuh:uliy underpaid.

The ma;onty s’ percent) of ese summess reptH
earnings in Fogo-Town, eamed less than $2,000 in 19617
approximately 28 percent earned less. than §1,000.
Sixty-four percent.of the‘wage earner; reporting .
carnings in Subdivision § earned less than §1,000.°%

Approximately 20 percent of Fogo Towr's labour force

had full time jobs. Arother 20 percent worked between

23




“The Fishery e .
L k ' i ‘ '
: Since 1965 the total number of bbats used in the

fishery in Statistical Area B (Cape St. John to Cape

, Freels inclusive) decreased each year. Betyeen 1965
_and 1968 the total number decreased by 20 percent. The

ke decrease is accounted for by smallet bdats, as the number

: ¥ ot long liners increased by 305 ‘percen in the”same by

three year period. (See Table 8, page 220, )" This

resembles What was happening in the ‘whole Newfaundlmd R Ry

. flshery " The :ocal number. of motor boats in; t}\e

e N Provincial fishery fell from 19,865 in 1965 t0.16,630

in 1968. " The total numberwof long 11ner5 1ncrgased
.41, the “same period £rom 498" to 1,169.%% Between 1967
and 1968 the number of boats on Fogo Island dec:ea's’ed
by almost ten percent, with the latgest decrense in

* boats between 20 and 35 fect jong. About 90 percent
of the Fogo Islsnd boats were under 35 feet in-.1967

and 1968. R

, T While the number of boats decreased between 1965
and 1968, the value-of capital equipment employed in

. the fishery in Area B increased by 50 percent. The

" . average value of boats used in the fishery e deubTed, 5 . .
in this penod from 5473 to 3905. (See Talﬂe 9, page 951
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The volume of landings in 1965 was down 'by 39 percent )
£rom thosé of 1960. and down 50 percent From 1955. Given
the decreased 'real' value of the dollar'in 1965 compared
to 1955, the teal value of 1965 landings was considerably

lower. UE see then that there were, rapid increases

in the | rage value of boats and equxpment " but real- - &

decreaseshn earnings, frum fishing:

Due -1argexy o over ﬁsl\lng offshure, the volime of '

landxngs of most 5pec1es were" lower Ain. 196E than th

“were "in 1955 and 1960, and it appears that smsll bodt:

fishermen were particularly hard hit. Inshore fishermen

depend \_le:ry heavily:on cod, and cod landings decreased
dramatically (38, percent between 1955 and 1968). . (See °
Table 10, page 222.) - ‘Lobster.land_ings also decreased
(by 40 percent) in thar-feriod. ~The volupe of landings
of some species (such as turbot, plaice, gi:eysole 'agrl
redfish) wWhich are caught primarily by longliners,

Gors oF Khe: THéreabe, oF ohiy becans wavketebly after
1955. For lomgliner fishermen these.increased volumes

could have helped offset the effect of lower landings

+; of the major species - cod.”

In 1968, 649 ano and Change Islands f:\shermen f)shed 3

for..cod, compdred to 152 for'salmon, 206 for lobster and




" 152° for seals. 2 n 1968(1:)he average annual earnings. for

“'a.(cod) trap crewman on Fogo Island was about $850.

| The average annual earnings from other species varied
from §33 through séaling to ses through' salma;\ and

$89- through Lopster. flshlng, . : <

The slcuatmn on Fogo Island rn the 19605 closely

resenbTed that for. mich 42 the Northeast,coast. MWhile

: the number. of- fishermen was decreasmg, the average

“annual cod catches decreased even more rapidly, resulting
in lower catches per fisherman. This is illustrated in
Table 11 (page 223).. The number of fishermen on Fogo

" Island decreased £rom 780 in 1964 to 579 in 1969.28
The number dropped in one cnm'munlty by 30 percent and -
6rEF thih 20 percent in three others. ' (See Table 17 on
page 224.) S~

Approximately 80 percent of Foge Island fish was

processed off the Island.  Fogo Town had no public -

landing facilities, no commuiity stage, and the facilities

that were there, were privately owned-and deteriorating.Z’

Arthur Gill of Fogo wrni\e that "Fishin's A Helluva Job":

"The washin' and makin' of cod ° v
Is gettin' me down, be God. ; : :
If it weren't fer me baccy i . @
I'm siire 1'd go wacky E
_Attemptin' to live on this sod.

By-jabbers I'1l never be happy

With maggots and livers -and slob



T

I'n sorry, I'm sick and“I'm sappy
Fishin"s the helluva job.

The prablem of keepin' me boat

In fair shape -is gettin' me gaat.
With tar, paint and oakum

And._codtraps. I soak 'em

In échre; I'm red:to me t'roat. .

A feller'd'be next to St. Peter e W

Not to cuss and to swear,'yes, begob . s g
I lnngs for work .that .is neater. "
Fishin's 'one helluva job.

When I'm tryin' to finish me nap
Mé'son on’ the ‘door gives a'rap.
Though I prays for-a win! starm
I knows. we won't. get narn . T
- I got”to.go haul. me cod trap. S =
How T envies the' clerk and the culler 3 N
. They's paid more to sleep and near rob
While we works harder than any fuller
Fishin's a helluva job:"30 1

Withdrawal ‘of -Meréhant Firms . Fogo Island Area =
A mhio¥ Faefor which was in part a result of the
declining inshore fishéry (léwer landings, lower. incomes’
etc.) and the decline of many. rural commumities
(populat10n decline or stagnation, decreasing opportunities
for carning income inlother occupations etc.) also heiped
cause or hasten rural decline.’The pull-out of many
nerchants meant -a loss to £ishing €amiliés of both markets
for fish and sources of provisions, gear, equipment, -and

credit. .
- . oe Nal . b
" From the early 18005 Fogo Island had been a major

exporting centre for much of the Noftheast Coast. The
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edrliest merchants on the: sland.included John Slade
,and Company of Poolé, England, and Miir &d Dudes,
Barle and Sons took’over from the Slade Company in’ the
1860s. Prosecuting both ‘the local and Labrador fishety,
_some’ f the ‘merchant" firns (including the Earles) were
sble to expand 1nto othex comm nltles ih the area.
“Earles came to owh premises. in‘several communities on.

" Fogo Island as:wéll: as branches on”Change“Islands and -
in Tmumga:e.“ According to one researcher, a1l
“fish under the merchants' contial werd tiken fo' Fogo
for export  This export trade facllltated the growth
of other siall scale indiistries ‘such as coopering,

b1a:ksm:hmg, tlnsm.\th)ng and cod Tiver oil factoriesi32.

Earle and sons bought fish,, operated retdil:stores

quipment and credit. It letout.

‘ and supp‘ned gedr,:
boats. to hshemen and.cuned’ schaoners whick part)clpated
in’ the Labrador sthery It dried cod and seal carcasses;
“and barreled seal‘ ana f:sh 0ils.™ The company later
diversified into such products as tinned fish and cat

foad. 33 _In the 1940s’the Earle Company was being. watched

+by othets who wcre also lnterjfted in encerlng the f!sh

canmng business, 3¢

During the' early 1950s the'Earle Company, hired about

fifty.men and.twenty women: when in..full praduction. . At




i
1

that time the company was in need of about $100,000

for,tmedgani_ution.ss The co-paq} apparently made some’

s ©atfempt at lo\:{ng into.the fresh fish trade as it did
, e

£ - purchase freezers,30 However, it gradually clésed its
operamens in the 1960s, ‘and finally ceased in 1967.

37

‘1t operated_m ‘its final year with government assistance.

Semeznf the Eafles® commercial and residennal

Temises _suu exist in Fogo. Town. A teacher on’ the 1siznd

zemarked in 1970 that the Earle house "...yas Teminiscent

of those colonial mansions of the South of the United

Fogo."38

_Stdtes.” It still dominated the harbour of

S b % .
The Newfoundland and Labrador -Export’ éompany operated ‘- -

n several communities on Fogo Island from about 1919.

It had a large' retail store and warehouses for handling

had a branch at Change Islands. In peak periods %
the company h:red about fifty-five staff. It ceased

- oferations in 1958.

Fishery Products owned a filleting plant at Joe

atts Arm but,ceased operations in 1946 at which time s, 3
‘the equipment was Temoved. Until 1953 the buildings

‘were used as storage space for dried fish. The Buildings

5 -38- . "2 /
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renovated for new machinery and reofened as a
frozen filletting plant in 1955 but only. operated ‘for
o few yoars.3? The company pre{erred to buy fish from
Fogo Island apd pr;cuess it in their other plants
since their fresh operations in Twillingate and

Greenspond were operating only at minimal levels.*?

* The' Fisherman's Union Trading Coftpany (FUTC) stemmed
from the Fishermen's Protective Union. It conducted ',
operations from several communities on Fogo Island,
including Seldom (where it had access to government

owned.artificial drying facilities), Tilting, and Joe

Batts Arm. .In the 1950s and 1960s the company became

" .then shipped to Port Union.

increasingly reluctant to extend credit (partly because
many families had large debts) and began to phase oit
its buying of light salted, sun dried fish, preferring
to take only heavy salted, semi-processed cod Which was
41

. The Uni;n'deing Company did, however, ‘opetate at’
Jeast until 1970 in the community of Tilting| There

the community's fisheries committee decided to lease

-~fisheries facilities to the FUTC in 1970, 'largely

because the company also had a consumer outlet and the
committee felt the community could not do without it.




Apparently the é;adicioﬂal nerchants were hurt by
) oo Hoberxendily abeilabie ash as-wall s by, Sheienormous
problens of the failing salt fish industry (suh as Tow: " R,
cod landings which made.it more-difficult for fishing
a families to pay their debts to merchants, and 'soft!,
salt cod markets). With more cash came a fairly rapid
o _ Throliferation of small grocery shops run by former o ow $
Fishernen and their wives. Small consumer co-ops whith
alse fuictivned 98 credit nzons also helped decrease
42

peoples' dependence on ‘the merchants.

; i
Due largely to the' 'pullout' of the merchant firms)
government had to assume the Tole of local entrepreneur.

It built three new community stages on-the Island and a -

e mg drying plant at Seldom in the-early 1960s.

According to Wadel, the pull-out gave the Fogo’
Island people: "...clear examples of their lack of
control in the mainténance of crucial facilities and

thus their dependence on the 'outside’."43 . . g ! Y .

Merchents in:the’ Notre Dame Bay atea had tended
to spend their scarce capital and credit oh short term
.. market speculation rather than'oh long term investment
in cecﬁno1ogica1 and organizational innovation among
producers. ~ When they did invest in technology in

response to declining fish production, they invested
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in their own vessels, Under, the traditional merchant

system fishermen had not received high enough fish prices

! to facilitate accumulating sufficient capital to invest in

Tl ‘.. better technology. Most families had no savings and few

¢ & o possessions to serve as collateral for bank loans.?

: .. This may help explain the.emergence of many buying clubs,
_co-ops and credit unions in the-area - as an alternative :

i ; g way to raise money for operating capital and to purbhas‘e

new _t_echnology‘ However, these organizations were 3

. ", - unable to provide the relatively large amounts -of

ca{pral needed to,. for example, putchase‘long‘ liners. ' 3 el

-




"SUMMARY : e

Like much .of rugal Newfcundlzrvid, the Nartin:mst
_.goast in general and Fogo Island in particular were
experiencing dramatis decline or S‘Fagﬂatiun ixi the
1950s and 1‘9605. The chaotic salt fish trade which
“'had been_the economic mainstay of the area was unable
to provide -residents with income‘s Sursideind to kéep
‘:hem in the £ishery or even on’the Island. Many peoplé
! were 1eavmg the Island, e)ther for temporary wurk
(in which case traditional opportunities. such as woods
work were on the decline) .or permanently, to, settlc

in more urban centres in Newfoundland or ma)nland

Canada

Interiiational factors such s soft saltfish markets
"“aid devaluation of European currenciés contributed to
_the demise of the daltfish trade and its eventual
re\)lacement by fresh frozen product:on ‘Areas like
Fogo Island w}nch Had relied heavily on salt'fish and
towns like Fogo which had been centres of trade and
commerce, experienced dininishing returns From the Fiskery

‘and were not’quick'to 'gear up' ‘for fresh production.

The exploitative.traditional merchant system had

not -provided sufficient returns to most fishermen for.
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.-ceased operations, thereby adding to the commuiities’

. will deal with some of thése organizationms.
¥ . v

improvements in technology, so except for a few relatively

‘well to do' fishermen, (some of whom were able 'to také
advantage of government boat subsidies) “ighernen could '
not combat lower landings with 'bigger boats. Nor did the. » S
merchants successfully transform their uperat_ions fiom

the 01d salt trade to more modern frgsh fish processing.

_The traditional merchant”firms, and even a company ..

which was established by and for fishermen, gradually N

problems: But, perhaps ironically, the pulling olt of

‘the ,merchants .also. forcéd a slow, painful solution.

Some of the groundwork for this solution had been
laid in the years sincé 1940 when several 'peoples'. :

organizations were formed. They were established, if

not jo rid themselves of ‘the capitalist merchants, then
at 1dast to solve some of the many problens assuc:.ated
with functioning in an economy dominated by firms. wh)ch

had private profit as-their main mofxvg. Chapter 111
' ‘
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*CHAPTER 111 .
EARLY CO-OPS AND THE IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE. = , ' '

: \ .
' e fougm Bard to keep the selfish ; *
man down and to give pra1se to the .
Co-operative spirit."l. v L #

ance the early 1940s the Fogo -Island area has been one

of the major centres of co- operauve activity in

Newfoundland. Most, Commentators on the present Fugo co-

seem unaware of this history, 1gn0te it or regzn-d 1t as o

being unimportant. Wadel for example, suggests' hat

unnl recently (w]th the develcpment of ruads, telephones
etc.) co-operation and communvxcatlon on the Island were

limited, due to poor transportation,.poor communication

networks and relative self-sufficiéncy of-The communities. @

He states that there was some ad hoc co-operation such

as«in the construction of schpiﬂs: churches etc. but

there weTe no pen;\ar[ent organizations. This he

ex‘plained b‘y factors such as inter-community rivalry, N
' demoninationalisn, fanily based economic activity,

dyadic relatwnships between flshermen and merchants,

and relatlvely simple fishing technology whxch a:d not ’ ¢ g

require that large,groups of people work"together.

4 \§im'i1ar'uy, McCay states: that®

C-a4-,




3 "Until the mid-1960s, interaction

among Fogo Isiand communities-

was restricted to occassional
. . visiting, intermarriage, sharing
I of fishing grounds, and joint ’
dependence on the several large R
meTchant -firms. that controlled
the trade."3

.~ -Whiie. MeCay 1§ -aware of-:he"'..'.'éowpe-rative buying
__clubs Which sprang up on the: isTand during the 19405

and 1950s!"

she, 1iKe \‘ladel,- does not attnbute much

" significince to-the early co-operatives.'

The' co-opsfatives were.more than buying Clubs;

there were also™ “credit unions and: consumer stores which »—-—4 -

w partlmpated in a co-operative wholesale hzsed on Change

; Islands; and I;elatively successful attempts at

co- operatlve producnon and market-lng. * While 1t 1( .

important not to overstate the success of the co-nperat:ves, B

a better awareness of their history.is necessary for -

understandifig the presént stdte of co-operation on-the’

"island.”

A complete e)}amn\atlon of early coop history in
the Fugo Xsland area.is not within. the scope of ﬂus
‘work. That would involve much original research which
15 not poss1b1e at present,-and ig ot the ma)or focus

cf thls thesis. -fowever, some -archival research.and

B interviews. have provided the basis for a little more




< detailed look tlhian' has been provided by other writers.
Early co-operatives on Fogo Island and in its
immediate vicinity may Have been important in several

respects. A history of attempts to establish co-ops

prgvided residents with a history of successes and .y

failures, a set of lessons suggesting what and what
not to do. gt probably made people more aware of the
‘advantages of'co-operatives, of their lkimitations, and®

of the :fact Lhay therc are., alternzuves tu prlvzte

enterpr1se Depending largely- upon people' expenence,

co- nperauves were seen as a blesslng or a plague.

One leader in the p\'esent co-op movgment on Fogo Island

suggested that 'failure' of the earlier co-ops:

g "...resulted in some people

F + looking at the negative side.
They haven't worked and,
.therefore, can't work. If
somebody was negative fowards
~co-ops, those were examples
to show they couldn't work."§

.. The early co-ops were important in that some‘}:eapl§
" were encouraged by their performance  and saw them as”
Beihg a workable altem;tive to 'resec'nemenc in the
1960s. - Some of the Tedders ¢ the, garly co-ops also
hecan\e leaders in the Shlpbulldmg and Producer s
+Society. However, there is probshly wisdom ‘in the adage

* toncg bitten: - twice shy'. Some people on Fogn Island

5 %




were 'once bitten' earlier by the Fishermen's Protective
. Union (FPU).of which many residents were members.' Some
‘membérs lost considerable amounts of monmey through’ ¢ .

failure of some of the branches. .
Co-operation on the islaid ‘probably has roofs " :
< ” x .
s ; in the FPU which provided the basis for_strong anti- T
mercantile as'so‘ciations between 1911 and. the mid 1920s.

Through the Union's co-operative buying system, members

! were - able td attain a fair degree of econonic independence

~from the Local merchants.s Some Branches:of -the union :

:nntmued operatlcus on Fogo_Island intil the date

;.19605,- and ns nmng.branch was -operating in 1970 ,‘
v WL o under the name’ Fishermen's Union Trading Company (FUTE).’
L § In 1(5 later years the cumpany .operated similarly to most %
.- . private Companies which it had been originally

established to épp‘ose.

Despite some’ ‘bad experxences with the orgamzan " ¢ @
(and perhaps ‘partly dueto" some_good expetiences) Fogo . .y
Islanders were willing ‘to organue co-o_perz:we societies
and ‘to, invest sond of their 'scarcé cash’in the early 1940s:.

Part: of ‘the impetus for the -co-operatives was provided by .-

.o ' the Commissioh of Government which at the time had a

policy®of promoting the development of-co-op societies.
3 ; v .
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After several relativel“y unsuccessful approaches
=3 . : to- forming govpperatiy,és, such as_having government
; , dire;:tly forming sncie:ies_, lending money to
philanthrophists to form them, aid a government sponsored
"land settlement' scheme, the Commission adopted n -
approach which borrowed heavily from the 'Antigonish
. Movement' . This e approach involved basing field

workers in ‘rural areas to hélp facilitate co-Gp dévelopment

e by gpreadmg cd-op education, assigting groups to get~

and asslstm thcm to develop organizational - ) §3 !

started,

A standzrd tacuc was to encourage

“
clubs’, then thnft clubs (w}uch . . .

were muu ture crerht un ons) and cnnsumer suc,\etles.

Sone. of the. consner Socicties, became *general purpose'

~ 1 % colops and-involved themselves in producing and marketing .} -

.- membérs' -agricul tutal and fish prodicts.

The gm(er‘mn‘ent fieldworker moved his headquarters

from, Bridgeport to Change Islands in September of 1945:7
w:th the assistance of this and suhsequem f1e1dwurkers, )
co- opetanve socxenes were formed in almust evéry Fogo

‘Island community ,. and on Change !slands._ Co-ops on Fogo . X

\Island were very. much: interconnected with those on Changg . N o

Islands so thare will be some dxscussmn here of the Change

©. . Islands socigties. . .t I e
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“One of - the carliest ‘co-ops to be formed in the
area was the' Viking Credit Society on Change Istandsh
"It started in 1938 with six memhlers. By 1945 it had-a
-mesbership 0f:127 and had nade -§15,438 worth of loans.
“In 1944 it paid & 30y percent pitronage dividend to
its membership and by October of 1945 had doubled the .
. -loan Jbusiness o'f' t~);°, préviaus: year18 ! ¥

> .

The Seaway Co- uperauve Soclety was also formed Lo

on Change Islands by the farly 194057 It became one of

" the most active’ and succebsful socxetles in the area,
“.but . in 1944 was. suffermg from-lack. of share capltal i A
and heavy debts The government fieldworker reported

that: <L 7 s B T i

-« "The co-op runs too much in. o
. debt to be a sound concern
and’should raise fore share.
capital. It has been as i o B
much as $28;000 in -debt -
‘during the season, sixteen .. *
1to Water Street and twelye
to the fishermen."9:.

At that time "the society was constructing a large ‘o

storey fish store with sixty hnurs af free labour from

e ach member.

In June of 1946 Seaway was having problems paying

for a carload of flour worth $5,000. which was at the dock

/-’m Change Islands. The society was not in a-position
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to pay but” was aware' that if -it d1dn t pay, :here wculd "
be no. flour, -The mamager.wired tD St, John's. for a

loan of $10,000 from a private merchant. 'The- lodn was

‘a'matter of great concern for the society's board, as

N .
. the amount due to creditors

ould ‘have been equal to : N N

its share capita1,l0”
Later that summer, Seaway helped organize 2 co-op .
conference with Fogo Island societies with wiich it was

doing business. One.of the major. topics ‘of discussion’

was ‘the fact that- the cho socxenes were ﬂot reglst.e'ted

‘under the ‘Co- operanve Societies Act, and therefure F om om o

could not be considered actual members of -Seaway, ‘although i

they Lould snll do busmess robxems "were expenenced

becduse sales to non-members were subject: to higher;- i . Cuince

* rates of taxation than” were member, sales. It was agreed .

% " that each non-member society would pay for its” proportion

of income .tax which Seaway would have to pay.the
"gbverhmev{t'.u' Other problems® arose over price
differentials between selling nn; retail and wholesale
basis to Fogo Island Societies. Séawsy attempted to
"' " solve this problém by. encouraging the Fogo ca-ops t&t -

buy only large amounts on a wholesale Pas-;s.l.z

!

Despite these and other -difficulties, the rélationship

between' Scaway and the Fog Socicties appears to have beén
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) healthy ‘and prcgresswe. Seaway yolunteered part of
“Lits educatmml Find for co- -0p education on Fugo Island
© for example, and helped organize and fund othisn mestirigs

and confercnces mvolvmg Fago and Change Islsnds

snuetxes Delegates £rom. '%e various soc)eues wnrked
together on establ:shmg a rkgmnal co- opetanve :cuncﬂ.
-Societies on Fago\and Change Islands coml{lned w!uth
$eéwa¥ to buy s‘alt aﬁd oth‘er s_}xpplies in bulk 6rders,

and Seaway became a marketing agent for societies in

" several areas along the Nuythe‘ast”[:o_a_s"n, selling (améné‘ B

other .things) .fresh salmon’and: tinned lnbstei‘, to the
Unifed States. In 1946 for examle, a group in-LaScie
. had 350 qu)ntals of Fish picked up by Seaway for sale-

on [he lnternanonal market, 13’

A group attemptxng to

: establ;sh a consumer s society in Birchy Bsy stated

thf\t they 1ntended to,purchas'e_ from and do b}lsxness

" with the-co-op stoTe at Change ls_umgs,lf In 1947
Seavay stated its’intentiois to join other fisheries /-
¢o-ops and become: a joint member of the Fish Exporters -

‘Association. i

By 1947 it was recognized in the co-op movement
that the Fogo - Change Islands area was a leader. A
fieldworker stated: . R

P——



I ‘¢an visualize.Cow Head ;* for c . -

i K 2 P instance, another St. Anthony - B
or Change Islands:. .I think the

North West Coast is ready for a

B Y get together Like Change Islands,

3 W 5 St. Anthony area."15 *

In the early 1950s Seaway installed, artificial £ish ..
dryers -at it's Change Islands ! premises.. In 1952 'another
Change Islands' co-op, North Eastern Co-op (possibly
a‘re-incamiation of Seawiy) had fish dryers, & chill <
room, and was considering establishing a Eresh fish .

. plant on the Island.'® 1t is ‘not :i}ear‘vz‘hy'the Change ‘_ n
Islands! societies: eventually disbanded, but problems’ ‘

were Likely caused by the failufe of the. salt £ish

trade upon which the co-ops were heavily, based.  Other ..
private businesses and co-ops alike had difficulties ’

with moving into the new, mome capital intensive fresh. -

froen industry. For example, a Placshtim Bay co-op

based at Kingwell and Long Harbour had much success

in marKeting fresh lobsters and some salt fish but the
s attempt to move into the fresh frozen industry contributed
to its failure.!’ s ) ey ek
A The Fogo Island Co-ops

Most of the early co-aps on Fogo-Island were organized

- “between 1044.-and 1947,

BYES
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-
"In the mid forties residents.
of Joe Batts Arm, Barr'd
Islands and Shual Bay got an ,
aching in their stomachs for ,
the birth.of a Co-operative
movement. The cause for this B e
. - % / was mainly -dye to the. reports | 5
. : . of benefits received fron the
: - menbers of "Seaway Co-op" at
- . 2 *  Change Islands,'"18

In September of 1944 the co-op fieTd Worker for the

area spent time in Fogo, Joe Batts Arm and Tilting. ‘He

_‘reported that there was: CRLERS B g R
; o “, -

,,.misch desire by- peop}e to. . }
learn about Co-operative W %
=B Societiés and how to organize . 2
o E them. "'19 A & v g

. 54

“He left co-operative literature in the communities and

" people- 'pronised’ to” start styly clubs.” In December of =

: § that year he reported .that interest in Tilting vas still
alive and that-the Joe Batts Arm aid Barr'd Islands § o

groups were still holding meetings.

i . The Fogo Thrift Club was organized in December of
1944 with sixteen nembers. . The Joe Batts.Arm based

’ © - Atlantic Thrift Club was organized in ‘March, 1945 with

sixty-two members and in one year accumulated over $400
"in ‘share ‘saviigs. -This Club snd most othersthrift clubs
alsu formed buylng clubs. They usually accumulated

sivings: made Erow’co—opsiative bu:\ng in the thrift

'
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clubs for making loans to members.

The Seldom Thrift Club, the HAmilton Thrift Club

on the Ind)an Islands, and r.he [cefln Thrift Club at
Barr'd Islands’ were all organized 1n 19467 The

Tiltonia Thrift Club was organized in Tilting in 1946.

In 1945, total business for the buying clubs was

approximately §5,500. The fieldworker expected.the

volume of business in 1946 to be abgut $20,000,, depending

in-part on the fishery. ALl the buying clubs did"

- ‘bisiness -with Seawar. Co-0p on Change Islands. Seaway

_’:harged the clubs a commission of 2 percent for all
purchases bought on a wholesale basis. Seaway marketed
the clubs' produce on' the same basis as it did for its
own Tegular members. In 1945 the Fogo Island clubs
received a rebate of 53¢ per quintal of salt cod from
Seaway. The fieldworker reported that one fisherman:

who was a. charter member of both the Fogo Thrift and.

Buying Clubs and who had a: "small boat .and'a large -

family, this time For the first year does not owe money
to local suppliers.”?® The men purchased all his
necessary: supplies through the buying club,’ borroved
fron thé thrift club and paid back the loan with money

earned from a co-operative herring pack.
% o

The first herring pack on.a co-operative basis
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at Fogo. appéars to haye _be"'en in the £ishing season of
1946. - About nine members of the Thrift.and Buying
Clubs there wérked together at catchingand barrelling
herring. Labour was divided aviodg group nembers with-
some making nets, others prepzrxng barrels -and pe*rformng
‘other duties. ° In the spring of 146 the zroup bought
d house w)nth they 1ntended to. float- to another locatwn
] for use ‘as a hernng factory, meetmg house and officg.
“The Fogo Buying ‘Club hought barrels for pnck:ng herring”
on a'contract with UNRRA. (This herring was to be u;ed 4
‘ as .'relief packages ' .)ZI : i

The “Snap Rock Comsumers Co-op ias forned by a seall:
gronp of fxshemn in Joe Batts Am in 1905 Tt gn’t
sta\‘t:d by obtalnlng supplies from the co*Pp at . Change

Islands and built a store- in 1947. For several years .

it bnught fish and sold it to the best huyerA ", ..vhich

§ br‘ougj\t in a few dollars.,_e)(_tr;_ to:its.members above

w22

the normal price. In ten years of operation it made

refunds of approximately .$30,000 to-its members.

Ironically, it ran into difficultiés partly du

formation of the Shipbuilders and Producers Co-op.
Eveleigh states that:
) "Now with so large,a fish
. business being handled by
the (Shipbuilding amd

5. - L b




. Producers)| Co-op on the island,
“and with more money available,
it is regrettable that the .
. oL . members are not makifig use of i
their store,"23

In the springof 1946 the -government fieldvorker

suggested that Joe Batts Arm;

...is an ideal spot to build a
good sound credit union, due to
.the fact that a fresh fish plant
' *dis in their midst and the fish
can Be turned into ready cash
T “t -t the close of every days
how catch."24 =]

" In ‘1946 one of the prominent merchant f£irms on

Fogo Island tuined a large degree of control over to one
of the famny's'sonsA» Accordmg to the government

f£ieldvorker the son wagi
|

..favourably inclined towards the
co-operative movement and would.
welcome and even assist any effort
_ by a Co-operative Fieldman to
o o * : organize his efployees into some . .
. ) : sort of a co-operative group. ..He¢
7 hates credit trading and the credit
system and will readily see the %
“‘advantages of a Credit Union. .
Deep down in his heart he is not
greatly interested in making money
through the handling of supplies
but it would probably be premature
just yet to expect him to see  the
advantages of a Buying Club among
his own workers."25 P

This seemingly enlightened attitude on. the part of one .
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of the x‘nnst‘poﬁ(erﬁul, merchants appe;srsvin sharp co‘ntrast,
to the situation in mény ofher'comfunities’where the
private merchant was one of the major obstacles in the

" way,of co-operative organization. A’ typical tactic

used by merchants in opposmg coropswas to temporarlly
raise prices paid for fish, give fishernen better.. culls
and charge lower prices for supplies. In somé. cases’
nerchants could m:\ke che 'deals’ attractlve enough that

people. would Tose: 1nterest in co- operatmn, vnly to:

3 S
,f:.nd that when the 'danger‘ of .co- aperatw‘n was- no longer

existent, neither were tlie fivourable'prices. Occasionaly,

however, these tactics-backfired. " For example, in

t. Anthony a man'whohad been seiling, «cod livers to a

menhant, stopped selhng them to him.when tfie mercham

‘raised his pnces, “The_ fishernman saw it as'a ruse FOJ
; a :

break the :a-op.

In 1951 a co-op group attempted to assure operation

nf fish plant facllltxes which were built and vacated
by -Fishety Products at Joe Batts ‘Arm. (Fishery. Pruducts
mformed the grnup that “the plant cost them close to

Slol] 000 and "that plant is available to.anyone who wants
27

it for a ftactwn of the cost."?’ Fishery Products
-also mfemed the Deputy Minister of Flsherles that. the
‘8t of improvenents at’Joe Batfs Arm vas approximately

$140,000. According to ‘Snowden the Joe Batts Arn group,




began raising money for the -plant but Fishery Products
re-opencd and dealt in salt fish, destroying the co-op.
(Previously, the plant was a fresh £{3h operation.)?8

By the early 1950s fishermen in several communities

on Fogo Island began forming a regional fisheries®

o-op.
Many meetings were held with representatives of the
various Fogo Island co-ops and Somefimes had Change
Islands; co-operators in attendance.. In 1954 and 1955,
regional go-op conferences were held on Fogo Tsland,
sp'onso;—ed by the cozop division of the Provincial
*sGovernmént: , Among the items discussed at these confer-
encés was poolipg.of purchasing power by combining
registered consumer co-ops and unregistered buying clubs.
'A.re&icnal co-op wholesale was established at Fogo in
1956 and by 1958 was doing busines with an agricultural
co-op in Western Newfoundland.?? ) :
The Stag Harbour Co-operative society reported
having a "very successful" year- in bisiness during
1969 - 1970. Sales had increased, despite the fact that
2 svo‘me nembers had moved away. The remaining: forty-six
nembers received 6 percent on their puréhases, of which
30

.3 ‘percent went “back into the business. It was still

in operation in 1976, according to McCay partly due

to the fact that the community's "...self-image is one
o« e 5 E o
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" of thrift and co-operation.'

The Central Consumer Co-op Store in Fogo has been

in operation for about twenty-oné years and-operates -

‘ “r..- - ' nowwith approximately seventeen members. . While.the
: s e

store is run on a co-operafive basis, it.is not

‘ T = “.registered under the Co-op Societies Act. .
, ! A
Fogo Island Improvement.Committee
‘ B * In 1968, the Fogo Island Improvement Committee was s 0L

the dnly agency, goverriment 'or.otheriise which functioned .

e ¥i 7T 7th counteract tesetflement tendencies on Fogo Tsland. %

Most observers ‘and persons responsible for establishing ° g -
. the. Shipbuilding and Producers Co-operative feel that
the Improvement Committee was instrumental. Wadel fo'r

example, called the co-op a "...child of the
o.n33 :

Tmprovement

Committe

Prior to the Improvement Committee there were,
except for the co-operatives in the 1940s and 1950s,

few.associations or organizations established to deal

with social and economic problems on the Island. The

Fishermen's Protective Union had ceased to exist as a

political group., The Fishermen's Union Trading Company

«which stemmed from the Protective Union still had a

branch. at Seldom in. the, 1960s but it acted as a fish

" . - -59- o .4 .
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company rather than.a lobby group. In 1968 the_ Fogo
Town Council was. the’ only qffxcxal pul)txcal body on

the Island.

Local Road Boards had existed until 1963 at which
time ‘the provmcial government assumed responsibility
for roads. Several fishermen, clérgy, teachers and
nerchants. were dissitisfied with the abolishmént of
the Road Boards and formed thé Fogo Island Road
Inprovement Association. Its initial concerns with rdad

improvements were expanded to include pressuring the |-

- provincial and federal governments,for other major

improvements. The Committee collapsed in its first
year, largely due to community rivalry, conflicts, and

feelings of futility.>® . )

: -

In 1964 the Fogo Island Improvement Committee was
formed, largely to seek alternatives to resettlement.
According to Wadel, the committee was responsible -for
creating an 'enlarged 'sense. of community' on the island,
partly by stressing that all communities .had to stand
35

together.®> 'Two years later a major topic of discussion.

within the committec was whether to attempt forming

an Island-wide fisherman's co-operative.

‘In 1966, two members of the Improvement Committee

attended a fisheries conference on Newfoundland's West

260~



Coast: There they became ac;uaint'_ed with the United
. Maritime Fishermen (UMF), a co-operative marketing.
union based in Nova Scotia. In 1967 a-similar
“conference was held-on Fogo Tsland and members of UMF
attended. A strategy of organizing under the UMF was
generally approved at the conference and the [mprovemcni
Committee présented 'A Plan for the Development of Fogo

Island'. w Blois . "

as developed.with the assistance of

‘The 'Plan’

Memorial University's Extension Department. It stated
that. the major zegson for the depressed stite of the
cconomy on the ‘Tsland was "...lack of local organization
and capital invéstment on the part of fishermen, merchants
and Government."36 It stressed the need for investment
into improved flshing technology and more efficient
exploitation of fish resources o(her‘th:n cod. It
suggeste}l that long liners were necessary to catch more
species and higher volumes in, order to increase fishermen's,
incomes. ; »

The area already .had government owned facilities
-for storing and salting fish. This included a salt-fish -
drying plant at Seldom, abandoned fish plants at Joe
Batts Arm and Change Islagds, and community stagl

located at Island Harbour, Deep Bay and Tilting. The

<61<
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'Plan’ stated that: #

N .these facilities should be
I : : - improyed and operated under one
management which would be
X locally’ controlled..’.Should
— such an organization operate
~ under’ co-operative principles,
: there would be-a smaller profit
- : margin than a private ‘concern
E and, local fishermen'would have:
uperatlonal security and control."37

The mersvemenc Commitlee was mainly Tesponsible- for
s the clrculatlon of a peuuon cxlllng for the

establishment of a E:-nperatwe, rne petit)an met w:th

somé. résist ome people remembered the failures
or poor. ‘performance of earlier co-ops and some were:
bitter over the fa:lure of a Joe Batts Arm co- 0P . to
operate a salt fish plant in that community in the 1850s.
The strongest opponents were people who had applied

for resettlement assistance.>8 However, faced with

the prospect of having no supplier of fishing:-cquipment *
_and no buyer of fish in Island Hatbour, Deep Bay and.

Hose Tows, and the £et tRAL the TUTC W begin 16 s
off credit, many people believed they had no choice

but to form a co-op.>?

The Committee did obtain approximately 1,000. N
signhatures on the petition and sent a delegation to the

_then Premier Smallwood. He denied the Committee's request
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for a guarantee of a loan making lt*posslble to org nize

under the UMF, and discouraged the group from orgamzmg

.under-that co-operative. Oné'effect of the decision
was.that if a corop was formed, it would exist
‘independently from other corops and hence would be more——
* “vulnerable to carly failure.!0 ;

Partly due to pressure exerted by the Export

“Askociation of private merchants, the provincial

* ‘government dec)ded to-allow the Spanish-Japanese owned,

Yellow Fish Company to-operate on the Island: .It also

assisted he Earle Company to rémain open for the 1967
hsmng seasor. S
. The Improvement Committee was advised to redirect

its effofts to the Rural Development Division of the
.Department of Community and Soeial Development and to
make a request for funding to this agency and in effect:
.to allow the agency to take over decision-making."*!
‘The Rural Development Department provided funds, for
Commﬂ.tee membets to travel the northeast coast in search
of private markets for Fogo Island fish. Meanwhile,
the Department was investigating the problem and making
plans. Essentilally, the Department narrowed the. many
problems of the Fogo:Island economy to lack of ‘an
addquate supply of fish.*? The Improvement Committee
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wasyless interested in increasing -the ability to catch
"fish. than it was in improving the Island's économy, by
obtaining the:facilities and organization for a
centralized fish processing ahd marketing co-operative.
It was felt that ‘a regional co-op which could ' *
centralize the fishing operations would be viable at
existing levels of fish catches wherepS smaller operations
with separate faeilitiss.would rot ba, The Committes

was concerned about jobs, dependable marketing, and
maximum prices for fishermen, and sought to increase
producer contzdl of the profits from processing and
marketing fish.%3 ; : T

According to McCay, the Improvement Committee wanted -
an’ institutional change to solve the problems, but in
the 'precess‘uf‘ohtzining assistance from government, the
leaders of the co-op movement lost control over decisions
and the provincial government reacted to the problem
with primarily technological. sqlutions. The Government
defined the problem as being a technical one,.the solution
being to improve the technology - by building & long limer
fleet. "The plan was'that with consequent incréases
inFish catches, private industry would be encouraged- fo
come back onto Fogo Island."*! However, whén it became
obvious that private companies could notMe persuaded to

stay on the Island, the Government had little choice
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all of the Dn-ecmrs were

of MUN Extenslon and ,the National

but to give the Committee assistance and access to -

" fishing facilities. However, Government didinsist that

the.Fogo Islanders were to sell. through private firms.

rather than tl\rough UMF. -

ln the. fall of 1967 the.Pruvlnclal Depazxmsnt of
Community and Social Development,- throtgh Newfoundland _
Co-op Services agreed. to build'a shipyard.for longliners

on the I$land. Several meetings were held 'acru‘ss the

lslﬂnd in December of . 1967 and -the co-op was established

with- 127 charter members They contributed 5635 00 in

" share capital and elected a'Board of Dlrectops. " Almost’

mprovement Commi ttee: members.

The co-op was officially registered on December 17, 1967.

@  Tew people doubt that the: Conmitree was instrumental

in helping establish’the co- op The €ommitteé was largely

'responsme for artlculatxng the wishes' of the Fogo

Island people, ‘for pressuring government into ‘acting in

the lslanders' interests, and fur obtaining. thé involvement

glm Board. It
encouraged people to work for the benefit. of the ‘whole
Island by stressing cv»op_eration among communities rather

than inter-town Tivalry. 'As a resylt: . "The major

change that has occurred on Fogo Island would seem to

be that .some people’ from all the settlements are cdmmitted
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to an Island-wide community."4S

‘According to leaders in the co-op moyement success
was contingent upon a spiritof co-operation and a great
deal of public inyolvement.

"Jevelopment could-only come...
with the.involvement and

participation of'many interested
people on an Tsland-wide basls.”46

. The Imprcvement Committee continued to operate -and

in 1978 saw itself as playing:

.a multi-faceted role as sounding
board,: conscience,. intermediary. with
government, even soul of the islard.
(It) is the one organization that
works on behalf of the entire island
and represents all communities,
religions and occupations through
its members and the composition of
its executive."47

The Improvement Committee still exists in the form
of & Rursl Development Association and often works 'hand’
in hand' with the co-op. The two organizations maintain
a close relationship which appears to be beneficial to

both, and to the community. That the two are closely

_related is shown by the fact that some of the leadérs

“in the co-op organization are also among the leadership

of the Development Association. On one occassion for

example, the chairman and vice hairman of the Development
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Association were also respectively, vice-president and
' - president of the co-operative. The Development
Association's Co-ordinator was also on the co-op's Board

" of Directors and recently became the co-op's president.

o . Whereas the Development Association was largely

" responsible for establishing' the co—»op“,,the co-op is
now instrumental to the success of the Development

[ A E : ‘k\'s_sociation. The co-op provides funds of approximately

) 's's,ooo‘ per year to the Association and these funds are

fnatched by government.. The co-op also provides the

‘Association with free office space in its head office . i

building.

The Association often agts in conjunction with the.

‘ ¢ l . co-op to Tobby for such things as chingés in governmemt

“\ ‘policy and assistance for pa):ticular‘ projects. The
Association can obtain some’ funding for which the co-op
is not eligible, and often uses this.funding to (Zvelup

the fishery or for community infrastructure - both of

which ‘cantribute to the co-op and the community. ~Some
AL of the assistance obtained b‘y the Association forLfis_heries
‘ . development on the Island include grants of approximately
$22,000 for completion of a herring plant at Seldom;
$14,000 for completion of the plant at Deep Bay; $162,000

for tHe purchase and installation of blast freezers and

-67-"




T BN S T

_ cold storage at the Fogo plant.

345,400 Tt also investigated the poss

48 X
NG eveLlopment SesvETREINR NaE ENaYE AbreRpEeR 65
have represel:u‘.ation from ‘each community on|Fogo Island.
At present there are two Tepresentatives f#om each
community on the Regional Board Y Bach community has
a local committee which, among obhor: Biings; olects
metibers for the Regional Board. The Regional-Board
then decides upon its executive, and is the body to

which thé Association's co-ordinator is responsible.

In the Spring of 1983.the Association erected a
'multi-purpose’ building with a_government grant of
i

y of .

establishing a consumers co-op store in the centre of

Fogo Island.-




SUMMARY .

! e . .
The. preseiit, cg~operative on Fogo Island was preceded

| . . _“'by several decades of co-operative activity in the region.

The FPU -(which had co-operative features).and small

credit unions, consumer stores and marketing .co-ops

1 " were. formed to address some of the problems associated

with dependence on and control by local merchants... While

e PEGRLe MdITERRIVA N pETTEERS, ek £hesE ‘ovganiza-

tions,, they did make people dwire.of the alternatives

to private enterprise and of the advantages and ]imjtafiuns : et

to co-operatives.. Some of these societies existed in’

s+ ithe-mid-1960s when the.area was ‘thrust- into-the severe- -- - “-m—-—
crisis and some of them had éither been involved in or hatl
‘ . attempted to enter the fishing industry. It is pmbzh)y
hot surprising then that many people saw co-operation’as

a way to deal with this crisis. . % ¥ #,

The present co-operative was also partly the product
B 2 of a- serxes of boards and committees which had been

e_stnblished to deal with such-matters -as roads development

and general developmefit on the island. By 1967 the Fogo
‘ X .. Island Improvement Committee was working toward island-

wide co-operation as a way out of the crisis, since it felt

*  that private enterprise could not make either ‘the fishery . - v
N : : 3
or the communities viable.
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It was funded by the Federal Fisheries'Department and

-revolving funds, with no time limit. - This money was’

. guaranteed-by Newfoundland Co-operative Services (NCS).

“the co-op had to market its fish through the ‘company. .. :

CHAPTER 1V
THE. FOGO [SLA‘ND CO-OPERATIVE 1967 - 1981

in the"winter of 1968 a shipyard was built in Shoal
Bay, an area chosen by the Improvement Committee as being
central, as favoring mo single town and as being least -
likely tio s{Rdice: inter-community rivalry or jealousy.
the Provincial Department of Community and s‘écia;,\_
Development. The provincial department Frovided.a

$75,000 loan to the co-op for working capifal or

One -of the organization's first tasks was to obtain |

Girces. of credit. One Director recently-suggested:

uth7

"We had 127 members and we had :
§635. in share capital. We had T -
no credit. It almost sounded +

foolish. The Bank of Nova y

_Scotia in St. John's laughed : =
at us when we applied for a. o :
loan."1 .

“'The co‘op found a partial solution to’ the problem of

credit in a private brokerage company - Earle's Freighting
of Carbonear. The firm advanced supplies on crédit and

‘guaranteed the co-op approximately $80,000; in return
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to one Director, "They weré taking ‘advantage of us.

For colldteral’the cQ-up had 'first call’ on- members'

fish pruduced at' any time within one year from the d@te
when f1s}ung supplies iere advanced or money was tent.?
The Society did husiness with Earle's for several years

and thei terminated the relationship because, actording
w3

In the winter of 1968, comstruction began- dn four
Fifty foot longlin;rs‘, Four' inshore fishermen'applied: .
for governmeht assistance (bounties, loans and other
sibsidies) to purchase.the boats. At that.time . .e
approximately 90 fercent ofinew, fully equipped long-
liners ‘cnul@ be met by gu\}erv]\:ﬂent funding, and part of -
the down payrent could be paid to the co-op by providing
labour and materials at the shipyard.? In the first

year of operations, about 45 percent of the,down payments

‘was met by credit for labour and timber. Until 1973
;

the co-op made ten year low interest loans available to
ahe !

_cover all or part of, the down payment.®

B
Prospective Tong liner owners could set up accounts
receivable with the co-op for the amount which was not
provided by either governient or by members' labour or .
materials. Apparently, collateral was not required.
According to its constltutlcn, the co-op was not to act.

“as a credit union and memhers were legally perm)tted to
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borrow only up to 75 percent of their own share capital.
The only legal exception was the necessary outfitting
6f fishermen before the fishihg season.® In this matter
the co-op conti_nued to ignore its constitution and the
Co-op Societies Act. “This procedure has frequently

come under scrutiny and Kas beem s subject of éhncern.

For example, the registrar warned the co-op that:
5
P .the maximum credit you may-
extend to.members under the act
is 75 percent of each member's .
share capital .unless you have
chattel mortgages, conditional:
. sales agreements, contragts or
. other such like documents."7

The co-op itself could not legally borrow more than

© 50 percent of its total paid-up share capital without

the approval of-the registrar and thé minister

el
responsible for co-opératives.® This regulation has meant

government scrutiny and control over the co-op's borrowing

activities. However, every appeal to the registrar and
& ¢ . )

minister for approval of increases in borrowing power

seems to have been granted. This does not mean that g

government guaranteed the loans, and this was dlways

- clearly specified on the approval notifications.®

In /\pri\yof 1968, with a membership of more than
200, the co*6p planned a program of activities fpr the
coming fiFhing season. - In addition to building longliners

A




it would operate the compunity stage at Deep Bay as a
pilot project, purchise- fish from fishermen in the area,
and provide fishing supplies on 4 limited basis to all :
Fishermen.who agreed to a sales 'agrccnent giving the co-op
first right to the fish. Five percent of fishermen's
gross catch income was to he used to purchase shares in
“the co-op. All employees at the shipbuilding yard would
{ also pay § :percent of their wageé to buy shares in the ' 4 145
co-op. Apart from loans, -this percentage of members'
earnings has been a major source of capital f:_or the" .
organization. Any profits stemming from sales were'also . »

usually credited to share capital.

The co-op made an agreement with the Fishemen'sff}

Union Trading Company at Seldom to“use its kalt fish drying -
facilities on a short term rental basis. This activity

created about $40,000 worth of ‘labour during the 1968 - |
season. « The co~op did/about one-hel€ willion dollars

worth .of business in its first year.10

In March of 1969 a conference was held on Fogo Island, .

sponsored by Memorial University of Newfoundland Extension
p

. Service at the request of the Improyement Committee. At

the conference, Island residents discussed problems of ¢

co-operatives, fisheries and agriculture. An Extension
.

&(verson sent a copy of resolutions passed at the Conferenc
h ¢ Vo ¢
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. v
to the Co-op\Division Inspector, stating} |

"I believe you will be interested
in they as they represent the

concensus of a large group of -

Newfoundland residents who believe
they can contribute to any planning
for rural development."1]

The resolutions in‘dic.!te‘ that the conference participants
wete interestpd in much more than promotion of a single
co-operative they were also interested in reversal

of governnent policies which supported centralization

and other policies which-were problematic for rural
areas. While some resolutions called for i;nprovements;_
in‘freight, educatiopal and marketing services, othets
went beyond and called for fundamental changes in
Government's approach to rural communities. One
resolution asked that the Federal and Provincial

Governments: 5 ~

...reconsider their policy of

investing in large processing
facilities only and investigate .
L) the possibilities of investing

5 in' small diversified—plant

facilities suwitable to local

needs."12

Another asked the Goyernments to: e 3

involve local people at all
stages of planning and decision "
making related to resettlement."13 =
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The co-op requested permission from. the minister
to borrow up to’§200,000 from a commercial bank. He

gave approval to the co-op to:

& "...borrow an amount not to exceed -
the committments which the Bank

. of Noya Scotia or other lending

. 2 agency offers to the Society..."14

The Bank agreed to lend the co-op an amount up to |40

percent of the market valie of £ish on hand, to a ‘maximum

of $95,000. This.was subject to mémbers' authorizing the

co-op to use their £ish products as security for the
loan. Members authorized this at an April Annual General
Meeting and also gave the Board of Directors power to

“freeze all share capital for sixty days.

IR April of 1969 the co-op requestpd and received

_periission to lease ,the Seldom facilities from the

Provincial Department of FiSheries. The co-op had
arranged terms for financing the“plant, marketing for
cod, salmon, lobster and turbot, and a probable market

15 The conditions of the '

for lumpfish roe in Germany.
lease included: . that m(?‘,;mop purchase to plant
’ Vcapanity at compeciti&e prices, all commercially
acceptable.species of fish offered by fishermen in the
‘area; that the co-op, & far as possible, perforn a1l

primary processing; and obtain written approval from .
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the minister before making any changes. to the plant.

“During the 1969 season the co-op was sble to borrow

Rofe imdhey’ ‘Eroi’the bank aid Galaverdile., Coon sons

BT I wholesalers: ) Fy | age Eenss B

- 7 By 1969 the co-op was being.seen in many circles
as an example or model of successful community development
and as a possible alternative to reésettlement. An .

Evening Telegram Editorial claimed Fogo had been "brouﬁht

i 16

f .back to life'. The Western Star declared:

" "Fogo seems to keep itself well
out in front when it comes to
new.ideas. For an- island which
was all set to be deserted under

" the centralization program it is

® “very much alive and kicking. It ¢
is, in fact living proof that’ - AT
many of the communities wiped % o
out by offfcially sponsored . P
Tesettlement could possibly have
survived to become prosperous.

N self sufflcxent places.
1

A Daily News editorial suggested that: .

"In many respects Fogo Island lends &
itself to becoming a pilot plant e B
for experimentation in a .
comprehensive plan of rural %
devﬂlopment. '18 o2

ik The WByfare‘r felt thnt Fogo was: .

L ...a symbol of a soclcty in o,
5 tru\sxtxon and what happens there * 3 PR iy
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s : o may be the key to what we g «
L g ¢ may expect in many other *
plaCeS M9, k4

That writer realized that the Fogo Islanders (and 'rufal

i ‘devélopers' in general) faced enormous problems since: . \£
K #'...the changing pattetn of social
. x ‘thought and aspirations in
3 Néwfoundland is opposed- to the 4
concept. of the developnent of .
* * virfle ‘and viable communities .
on the offshore islands.''20

It seemed that people closer to the Fogo situation were,

if not less optimistic, then at least nore concerned,

¢

both for the Fogo Islanders and for the modél itself.

A co-op field worker felt that the. government had to:
. ..concentrate on the operation . h
as much as we possibly can,. for
© if this one fails, the people .

on Fogo Island may as well pack
. their bags, and any other .' -
fishery proposition - that may be
in the offing might as well be
forgot ten."21

. - ] r
Some Fogo Island residents yere not convinced that
. government really intended to let them stay, and they
attempted to convince goverment to . facilitate development,

on the Island. The Fogo Island Profile comiented that:
| . i

e "There is good resson why the L C ey

i % 2 government should put as much

‘ E drive and effort into helping

" iy




those who nsh to remain where
they are as it does in helping
=y & those who wish. to relocate. |
= This may not fit the prophet's
£ 2 (Smallwood's) dream, but it does
fit many of the peop!es."zl

\ Other people requested guvemment st.atements on its lony s

range developrent plan for Fogo Island.’3

Success of the developmerit attempts was less than
certain but the co-op did facilitate gignificant ferioTe
ments relatively quickly. For example, between 1967 and
1972 the co-op added approximat;ly $800,000 to the
incomes of Fogo Island fishing fowilies. The co-op's
annual sales volumes increased from $440,000 in the
first season to more than §1,510,000 in the 1971 - 1972
season, and betveen 1968 and 1971 the co-op made small

.profits each year. it made profits of: 56,10/ in its,
first seston (léas - 1969), $3,906 in its second season
and $2,080 in the third.?!

By its second fishing season the co-0p had lamched
four longliners, built £ish boxes, run a saw mill
throughout the winter, marketed cod, lump roe, salmon

and partridge berries.’S Approximately sixty full time

and forty part-time jobs had been created at the saltfish -

plant in Seldom, and about eighteen people worked at the

Shipyard. Twenty longliners were in use and work

197 i .
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associatéd with longliner development accounted for

about 44 percent-of the wige labour fofce on the Isiand.26"

In its second season the co-op - ne-opened the old

Fishery Products -plant at Joe Batts A and used it to
Laia " and. Fe-shipover s1% a1 Tism pounds of Fogo Island
fresh fish té Carbonear fof processing. Twenty-five
hundred drafts of heavy salted codweresplit and salted:
at'Joe Batts Am, ‘and then taken to Seldom for drying,

27 Since the Seldom

grading and packaging for export.
plant was.working under its full capacity, the co-op
negotiated with'the Canadign Salt Fish Corporation
in.an attempt to purchas¢ more fish. A fishermen's
landing wharf and breakWater wereconstructed at

Fogo Town and the FogZTown Council boughe the ol
Newfoundland and Lan’radm Export Company premises had

built a cummumty/stage with a Winter Works.Project.~_
/
‘Leaders irf the co-operative novement appeared to
see Co- operatwn as part of a mechanism wh1ch could
" help bring about 'total development' of the Island.

Persons attending a 'mini-conference' stressed the need

for:’
oy "Tutal development of “Fogo~Island,
ie. fisheries, education, héilth,
transportation, utilities, etc.
If the government has no defmxte

T S e . iy




and clerly defined policy
regarding the above matters,

then we want to help formulate
it. This would be a democratic

¢ expression of local people working
with the government."28

The Proyincial and Federal Governments were invited .

to tour Fogo Island, view developments there, and to.
assess potential future development. The governments .

were asked to make an investment in development on the

i
Island Yhere is evidence that leaders were seeking
to come as close as was possible to a self-help process.

One leader stressed that:

"We do not want handouts or charity
but we want the Federal Government
to make an initial investment in
<, Fogo Island of one million dollars
for a centralized educational
system, for harbour and marine
development, for fish plant ¢
improvement and equipment , and -for.
an‘‘improved tTansportation and
- communications system.'29
(Emphasis in original)

By now the govemments appeared to be looking more .

favourably towards development on the Island. Provincial °

_and Federal officials stdted that their goverhments

were interested in and able to inyest money in areds:
' "Which have already initiated a
deyelopment program and are well
undeyway. Fogo Island is one of -
them."30

. -80-.




By 1971 the 'tide of resettlement’ had been largely

. ‘stemmed and theré vere ether indications of $ignificant
development on” the !sland Between 1968 and 1970 the
nunBer of people leaving Fogo Island declined by 89 ’
‘petcent and the amount of money grar\t‘ed for resettlement
fell by 79 percent, from §75,750 to $15,250. Between
- 1967 and 1971 the number of people receiving able bodied

. social ass1stance declmed by 57 percent; six new

i businesses 'were: established on the Island and scven’
3 ) existing ones were renovated. 3!

Howevety despite some major imprgvements in
conditions on the island, the population did decrease
by 5.1 percent £rom 1971 to 1976 (from 4,074 to 3,867).32
By 1971 the cofop began to experience major problems: = -

Neither the co-Op nér the community were through the

crisis. 7 -

Before beginning the 1971 season‘the co-op had to
Tequest permissibn to borrow $50,000 to .cover operating q
. expenses at the shipyard. Approval was given and the N

Bank of Nova Scotia gave the co-op ‘a loan to pay

salaries and purchase materials for boat building. The
withdrawal of shares was again prohibited and “the Joam .

: G . was seglired by assignment of gdvernmont subsidids and .

{ bounties due to. £ishermen. - C i W

/
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. Problems with ‘the co-op's system of accotnting
were beginning to emerge by the spring of 1971, causing
concern at the Provincial Government's Co-op Registry
office. The registrar was also concerned that the co-op

“was acting as a credit unionj'he’suggested that:

"Credit to members is the
business of the credit union
to lenable cash purchases

beciause co-operatives are

% seldom provided by members
with suEI:c: nt capital to
Tinance credit. Our great

[ i Concern is that a fishery

failure could seriously
handicap a co-operative..."33
(Emphasis added) e
The establishment of acredit union was recommended by

the reglstrar both to enable the co-op to operate on a

cash basls and\‘to ellmmate dzscnmmmamon between

" cash.and credit patrons. The lack of a credit union

has caused problems from the beginning and has been a
major reason why many co-op movement leaders have called

for an integrated system of cd-ops on the island.

By October of '1971 the’ co-op had to borrow an

"additional $100,000. -'By the end of the 1971 season

it had become increasingly. clear that the crisis was
not over. The registrar expressed that he was "very
_mieh concerned about the Financial affairs...(of the
“cozop) " - The Bank of Nova scotla was advancing
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$100,000 for boat building on the security of subsidies,
bounties and loans; also the society was making loans

to members which was contrary to the Co-op Societies
Act, and issuing nets, and supplies which was contrary

to the co-op's constitution and beyond the limit provided
in the Act.- As an example the(regisnar»ciced one
prospective longliner owner who supplied $3,000 in labour
" and materials and got‘a loan of $3,700 from the.co-op
which constituted his full down payment./"If this

were carried to the extreme, any min could got a boat
without a down bpayment."ss .

i

_ The co-op suffered a loss in the 1971 season 'of
approximately §110,000; $42,750 of this was attributed
to fish spoilage. Fish spoilage resulted from lack

of fresh processing and freezing facilities on the
. Island and the co-op's weak bargaining position vis 3
vis the larger private fish firms. This weak bargalmng
position was scen as. a major problem by co-op léaders
on the island and they stressed the need for strong
organization to stahilize and increase prices and

to deal with the private companies. .The co-op marager

stated that:’ . :

"Without strong fishermen's

. . organizations the fishermen ' .
have no bargaining power they o
are. at the mercy of the larger-
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fish buyers...I have made
many trips to St. John's... .
(nainly to),..exercise our = T
bargaining pover.,.This as
you can well imagine,
requi red negutlatlons wnh
yarious .Fish Companies-. .
Negotiating with t]\e darge~- .~
companies was a new “
experience for us, and it '
sl Py was a new experience for . g g
them. .,It was obvious that

. : they were mot used to
/ bargaining with, represen-

§ tatives ofl fishermen, a It

was more like -|"This is '

what - we will do and 1£

ou don't Iike it, we will
. do it anyway."36

TEmphasis in ariginal)

The co-op was able to negotiate a.'deal' with Earle
Freighting Services Limited of Carbonear to collect !
Fogo Island fish and take it to Carbonear for pmcessil\g. g
The 'deal''stipulated that any fish lost by spoilage .

“en route from Fogo Island to Carboiear was at.the co-0p's

expense. Regarding thefagljeeme'nt vith Earles , the
registrar remarked that the -opwas: '"...at the mercy

of the carrier and the processor..."S’

The fish’ spoilage md the Finmcialloss mde it
nore evident thiat fresh processing was required on the
Isiand, and thaL the co-op would haye to try: and do
its own marketing, The co-op presented a proposal to =
government for a fresh fish plant; asking govermment. |

to. help Taise $2.5 million for a plant at Shoal Bay.

o




..This proposal waft™ scted won by govemment. - A

mew proposal Sought' $400, ooo £rom gvvemment to convert
the Seldom Plant into a fresh operation, - Again the

co-op was,not successful.in obtainingmassistance, -

It had also become eyident that the co%op's -

By nanagement le£t something to'be- desired. A Newfoundland .-,

Co-op-Sorvices report blamed the Co-0p'szloss in part’ . .’ = il

on the: "...cost-be-damed attitude’ of the' co-op - R
n38

manager and his staf . Other deficiencies were — ~ >

found'in the co-op's method of accounting and control

of fundsy supplies and shipment
P .

“The Bpard of Directors @imounced to'the membeTs

‘that it had: . 2 b

. fcund itself in an awkward 1
-  position of having to make ’ %
= sone unpopular decisions,"39

The Board felt that‘ in addxt)cn to problems 1dent1fled

by the NCS report groblens were arising fron other

sources, such as competition from private buyers {which

. ‘was increasing as the co-op grew and exercised more
influence in the comnunity) ‘and lack of sufficient |
“opexation ‘capital. The Board felt that problems were |

w40 '

2156 due to the: "...utter disregard that some.members
r( their Co uperanve o) .

have fol
f
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_ +The Board recommended that the co-op charge interést §
\
. on 'dccounts which are not paid-up after December 31 s

0 of any year, Jthat flshermen‘s settlements be every, °

b two ‘weeks u\stead af every week and that stricter
quality control procedures be introduced; These - . .

£ . Tecommendations were passed hy the general membership.
. . Lo O

A management consultant was hired from NCS to

A . help put the co-op's financial affurs in a’ better

cond1t1on. However," these measures. were ‘not suffxcient . =

to cause a 'turnaround', By mid-summer of 1972 NCS

37 ety was worried about its own interests which were being
affected by the Fogo sitdation. Sinée NGS was .- -+
responsible for the $75,000 provided in 1968 by'the
Départment of Eomnunity_ and Social Development, it

now began corisidering wiys in which to protect itself. :
One proposal suggested segrégating the shipyard from .'--_ B
si%iing opeTELions, NEDATALS ECOUNES FIX LHS EHD, . ;
that_all decisions relating to the shipyard should have i
the approval of NCS, and that longliner owners invest !
50 percent of their share capital into the. fishery ) i

£ . and 50 percent into the shipyard operations,*!

S | L .
The AnnualiReport for[1972 reported that the boaj
 building cperations had lost more money but that the

shipyard would be upgraded to ensure against any future,

} ) 7 ‘g6~
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deficits. Negotiations had been ongoing hetween the

\ :
Lco-op and an American firm, W. R. Grace Limited which

" indicated xnterest in building a single centralized

frozen fish prucessmg facility on ‘the Island, It
was announced that the Canadian Saltfish Corporation
would provide a splitting ‘machine for the Joe Batts
ATm plant and that Fishery Products would collect fish

from that plant and the one at Fogo. . . -

Thé Board recommended a freeze in_all members'

shares until January 31, 1974 except for members deceased,

retired, disabled, or who have left the area, that

the manager of the Bank of Nova Scotia at Fogo be elected
to the Board, and’ that -no ‘permanent co-op employees be
elected to the Board.?? (This final recommendation
arose mainly out of difficulties with having top
mxnagemer‘}’t people on the Board. Simnce (it also prevented
plant. employees from Board positions it helped create

a sense of alienation among those werkers.)

\ By 1973 major problems were being experienced
with the co-~op’s ship building operations. .It had

built twenty-five longliners from thitty-five to fifty-
eight feet, four of which were tied up due to difficulties
obtaining crews and/or credit. 'Some owners were i

to pay their debts to the co-op and the Fisheries
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Loan Board. .The co-op had accumulated debts from
hm/glmer owner accounts and suffered ).cs‘ses fn- other

snnrces at the shspyn-d A3

In 1973 the co-ap ceased advancing loans. to mémbers
for the plirchase of longliner?;'at least until some of
the money was repaid'. Also, che‘ manager felt th'at.
the fleet had grown? “almost large emough considering

:vmlahle local greunds nad

Acco::llng to McCay, fishermen using longliners
_had experienced diminishing returns between 1971 and .
1973, des‘pite increased fishing effort, Problems with
declining eamings were most significant for those
fishermen who had bought boats in the 1971 and 1972
seasons, since higher costs ‘of constructidn meant
‘larger debts. Some of the owners experienced severe
losses and at least two were expelled from the co-op
because of defaults in payments and landing fish
elsewhere.?S

By the fall of 1973 the co-op Was on the verge
“—of banktuptcy largely because of losses at the shipyard,

_~ Profits from the salt fish business were being used to

cover losses at the yard and.according to McCay the
¢
yard was being:




...msmannged under the assul\pt:én
that orders for new longliners

- would continue to come in and
help cover previdus losses...As
the longliner fleet experienced .
diminished returns’, no new orders Oid K

« came in, and the .losses finally e« .
app:ared on the accountants'
¢ books . |
- L : |
McCay felt that the problems stemmed from the fact that
' the success of the co~op was: '...tightly constrained
; by a development policy that placed greater priority . o

on tec)\nologxcal “modernization, than on institutional

change"'”

Other reasons for the poor cond)tlon of the .
5 ¥
co-op included its inability to expand into its own

pmcessing-. Unable to sigmfxcantly 1ncrease the value

of 1:5 fish the co-op was thus forced ‘to mcrease the

' volume of fish landings in order to remain vi\a}le.
. ; . N
The inexperience of the Board of Directors and management

did not help the situation. One director admitted that:

. "The Board was bad - anll I was
. e ; a part of it. We didn't. have
any business experience, We
had inexperienced people in
management and supervising
+  positions. We underbid on boats
and it cost more to build them
than we could get for them.
The manager was on the Board
i then. We changed the
. constitution after that-to
w not allow any employees on the
Boar
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On the biink of bankruptcy the cd~op was: ‘''rent i

S ey politicall factionalism, and “losing the suppart of
’ its shareholders."*® . The factionalism appeared partly

in the form of a- feud' between the: manager, who the

a merchant prince of

Evening Teleg\ram dubbe

the Change Island) clan," and the shipyard foreman‘
whu also acted as the co-op's secrotary (he had been

‘manager “of the o1dFiskiermén's Union Trading Company

and yas one of the first tG have'a longliner on Fogo

= Is1an).5% The foremsn'was fired by the manager which s

P caused ‘a walkout at the shipyard and caused members

i
“ ' sto take one s1da ot Ehe ‘other. / A voté was (nken by i
! * the memhershxp which turned gut in favour of the : foreman. _

The nmanager uffered t.o res)gn but this was not accepied

“by the Board. The Board supported thé firing and:
Bgainse the membership's decision.’®
|

In late Summer of 1973 the co-op was being viewed

\a‘pparen tly acted

by some people as a business failure although it was

intributed mich to the development

recognized that\i: had's

of the Island. Evening Telegram reporter stated that:

. "In absolute financial terms -
* in’ direct .benefits to the people
° of Fogo Island - the co- op is a
high.success. But in
ability to diversify ns opera(mn

L
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: i
and take.full advantage for
rofit,.it is d panifest” . ~ - |
ailure,, .. o
That the co-op moyement has -
. brought massiye. tarigible:and
i % ° attitudinal changes to Fogo
Island is above dispute;
It stemmed the ‘tide of a
destructiye resettlement -
schene. . It has helped warp
N the strict religious lines
that*have Kept the pecg::
apart. for centuries. d,
in meatierjterms, it has H
meant a substantial.injection
of governmént dollars."sz |-

Despite the fact that the co-op was in a crisis;’
it had Helped create significant positive development
in Fhe commun ity.—~ ‘I"nﬁ;oruntly, it-was largely re:apnnsi.l‘:‘l‘e~

for c'nnvincin‘g;;veﬁmen:‘s of the possible viability -
of development on the island.  One:indication of this
_was. the amount, of government ‘money being spé.vnf'on ‘the
island. Between 1968 and 1973 the Fedoral and
. Provincial Governments spent approximately 3.6 million '
dollars on marine fa;ilitias; a past_ office, a seasplane )

landing flgat)\roads and a new high school.’’
L

¢ .Still, havil}g come a lon_g_ way the co-op  and’ .,
the development moyement w;re in a yery }mce‘rta_ih and ~
precarious po‘sition. Early in 1974, the registrar
£eared that the Fogo co-op had taken the 'four steps

to oventual failuge and liquidation' - a good start, -
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. ‘assistance of $200|,000 be.made available - $100,000

prsntu:g axpmsion, loss oi member conhdenu and

s\lp‘ml't and - financial rllfﬂ:uluu. 5

As avay ou_t' of the crisis the co-0p and-NCs signed _
a management lgrean‘nnt which gave -Mcé_ ;ll authorities
nornl:ly vested in - a general manager. Ncévappointeﬂ
a manager which was ‘acceptable to the .Board, and the
manager was an employee of NCS. Because of this agreement
NCS .wus nh];a to ferminnte the former mln‘uger‘ 's cun‘tnct
and to pluéa restrictions on the co-op's credit po lcles.
In Februn'y\ of 1974, Nes presented a hriaf to the
* Provincial chemment which outlined pllns for 'futuru

expansion. ‘It re‘q‘uested that immediate financial

as s long térm loan and the remainder on 2 ‘two year
basis. At the time the co-op was owed $110,000 by

_ fishermen with "...many of those outstanding debts

nSS

being vVery poor-accounts. It vas reported that

the co-op now wished to:

"...divorce itself entirny £from
:)\ipyn’d operations and
-concentrate on fish hmdlxn!
and. processing"'Sé

fa responte %o ‘the fequest, the Minis'tsr of Fsheites

stated that the; t. vy

92 . .
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...continudmn of t| I
fishing effort in 1974 is
dependent ‘upon a Provincial “
inyolyement and the ‘enticement
of private .enterprise :Tzihis
late’ date is totally u =
isticy The:only recourse is -to -
grant the requeited £inancial
assistance iwr t‘he fishmg
season 1974."57

The ninister recomended that government lend the co-op
$200,000. subject to certain govermeng controls, that
the co-of take all necessary\measuves :{» recover ‘the
money owed,to it, and e the, granting bf Gradit e

dlscanclnued. o\ o

¥hile'the co-op’ was waiting eagerly for governnent
f1nsnclal assistance ,.some government officials were

not yet coivinced that support for the co-op was the

proper strategy. At a meeting of'the Fisheries
Department in” April, four ‘rough proposals' were

discussed: that government would appoint a Board: to

""take the co- op out of the picture;" that the Canadian

Saltfish quporstiun be responsible for-disposition

of frosh cod and other species; that Newfoyndland -
Quick Freeze take over and ba the agent.of the saltfish
"Corporation (in which-case it was suggested that
government would not hn‘(e to provide any workmz
establish.a managenent

cnpnul)‘ and that g
board which would Nn‘rk with NCS and the Tocal co OP

-93-
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board. In this \c\use it was estimated that $250,000
would be ‘required to pay creditors 'and afford the new
A

management sufimlent working capztal 58

I¢ as decided a veek later that the co-op would
be pemltted to continue operaunns. with a provincial
govemnment” guaranteed loan of $200,000. One half of ¥ »

s the loan was on a two year tetm, one half was on a

; ; ten year term.: The loan guarantec was.granted on the

. 3 . o] "
condition that the co-op liquidate its ‘4ccounts

receivable as soon as possible |(collectithe money: oved
by fishernen members); that um co-op_ provide ‘the

-government With quarterly audited financial stntements, R

\ that for each year of the ten year petiod, 25, perce‘ht d
i N of the co-op's net profits were to be placed in'a reserve

fund; that _government reserve the tight to m\pose . L
femedial ‘iction; end. Thig the Mmis:er of hshm,es, &
: the Newfoundland and ‘u& !

dor Development Corporation

(NLDC) and NC§ consider es abllshmg a mnagement

comnittee. 5%

= '\" . e

The 1974 fishing. season\was plagued by severd ice

=

- conditions which permitted ‘only’ two and one halt weeks®
of Fishing. Despite the shortness,|the co-op had a
“Telatively successful season and made some payments

on the loans. A letter to the Minister of Provincial -

:
% s s 45 S At L 3 | ¥ “ ; §
S s T & ¥
|
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Affairs described the value which some Fogo Island

the ‘co:op as being; :

* residents placedon their co-operative. They described 1

God-sent,..and is' thg onlz
thing that has kept the 4,70
residents,..in a sane frame

of mind, and has <also kept . of
most of them off welfare."60 E Ty

By April ‘'of 1975 the Provincial Government had
established an Advisory Committee which consisted of
people from the NLDC, the Canadian Sdlt Fish Corporation,

i

{

1

. i
the Fisheries Loan Board, the Departments of Fisheries % '
and Finance, the Registfy of Co-ops and NCS. Clause 5 - T 4
~of the agreement made in May of 1974 between the < {
H

i

Department of Finance and the co-op provided for ‘the:

"...said committee to have the .
- ultimate management authority . . il
and control over the Co-op. !
All management and management . . R
decisions shall be subject to B % H
the ultimate.control and 5, s
. % direction of ‘the said n |
= ¥ e Management. Advisory Committee <. i
8 andno. change shall be made
by the Co-op in the .
managemen't ‘or management .
policies without the conmsent,
. in writing, of.the Management
= ° Adyisory Committee."61 .

‘The agreement was to be in placc until the loan was repaid . - A

(scheduled for 1984). There were infrequent meétings

between the Board ahd the Committee and it appears .that <
leose : N
N : -




e o

" industry of Newfoundland.

v

the relationship was.not particularly close, and }

deteriorated oyér“ihe years, One constant problem

was that Advisory Comnittee members had difficulty L

£finding nutually convenient times in which to meet.'%

Another was that the co- ap's Bon[d did'not (accory mg,

By 1976 the co-op was seen by the Advisory Committee

to the Committee) consult the comnittee before m_ak ng 7/ :
.major decisions. Nevertheless a government committee o L
had ultinate legal control over managemenc'decisions. }
Otdinatily these are the’ respomsibilities of a co-op's T j
directors and management . ’!
" : i
Out of the Crisis - N )'

’ {

{

.one of the shining lights in the fishing-

as: ;
w62 : : ?

Much was attributed to

the new mandgenent -and board. The Registrar reported

that the’ co-op had ‘made comsiderable progress during the
‘past two years and that' the ratio of members' equity C i
to liabilities had risen to four to one. The co-op - ’ '
was then given permission by the Minister: and Registrar

o borrow $30,000 fron NLDC for equipment.S?

In the 1976 season the co-op was plagl ehy fore
problems stemning fron lack of facilities afla having to

sell semi-processed fish to a private buyer. For example,
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Fishery Products rejected a shipment of about 507000
pounds of.iced fillets which cost' the co-op approximately

$48,000. . Accordlng to Flshery Pruducts the problem

st:mlled from lack of ice at Fogo, m:h spoilage resultlng
on route to Twillingate (where Fishery Products further

‘processed the skin-on fillets). However, there was i

“evidence to show.that the problem also stemmed from
inidequate icing at the Twillingate, plant. . Fillets o
that were sent to 'B. C. Packers atjHarbour Breton and i
to H. Hopkins, Port Moriens, Nova Scotia, were juwirg

accepted. St ’ L e g

"\ Discoloration of fish fillets.was also being

|experienced due to shipping in the 'skin-on' state

prompting management to attempt to raise money for a .

skinning machine. in August of 1976 the’ co-ap made

submissions to Canada Manpower for funds under the o :
Local Initiatives Program (LIP) for construction of a
warle:house, f£ish boxes, offal disposal barges and upgrading i
of facilities.% :

"In September of'1976 the co-op's Board of DiTectors
met with the government Advisory Committee; partly .
to discuss whether government would tur over its plamt
facilities on the Island to the co-operative. They 5

also dibcussed a proposal made by Bay Bulls Sea Products
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offenng to consn'uct : freezer plant on the Is]and,

and to purchuu the. co~op's fillets. It 'was decxdgd
§ v motro accept the offer and to attempt to znnm their )

| own freézing fmums.“ N

‘In Jlnunry of 1977 the co-op board Was presented- -
with a petition from land residents, disapproving .- -
of a xecumendm'on made at ‘the Annual General Meeting.

The Bunrrl had re:ommended thsc 3 paﬂ:ent of everyone i

gross earmngs ]:e paid to- t_l\e co- o;a, up to a, e11

‘ v T 000:. “This was an, nttempt by the Board to”raise
| : e “Sugfitent upannng capital, Byt At ne th

resistance. Abouc two hundred peaula signed the petltion 3

ot wluch stated that though they dxd not 1\|ck cunfldence §
in’ the’Board, t_hey would: make ‘other arrmxements ‘to, sen

fish if the recomndntlons went into effec:.

I'Z "‘IS .-
found thuit Jome of ‘the jeople signing werk mot co-op. -
sembers; .some were minors ‘and apparently sorie were of
the. undex-sunding that the pétition was dr:ul-uted b)'
. the_ Board of Directors.’6 -
In" the Spring of 1977 ‘the- co-op nade a proposal to

" \Lhe Deplttmnt of Rutal»l)evelnpm-nt for funding of

‘@ new fresh fish plant at Fo, The biiilding alone
G‘m’uld cost $120,000 and would be ;u@.dgd by a LIP grant’
\ of $100,000 with the remainder being paid equally by -

wa b v wSeRy . N




the co-op and the Proyincial Department of Fisheries.
LIP was also granting $71,000 for a. reiugeuted

warehouse at Seldnn 67

At about the same time the co-op was Ahavingr
discussions with Witless Bay Fishmeal Limited, regarding
that ;:ompany e‘scablishing fishmeal operations on Fogo ~
Island, The company agreed to establish _the meal plant
if a feasibifity study showed that it would be profitable.
It pruposed that a new company be forned to run-the
meal .plant, to be julntly owned by the co-op, other
fishermen ahd the E. W. Twohig family which owned
Witless Bay Fishmeal.5® The coZop was informed by the

< anistrar: that co-operatives are prohibited by law from
holding shares in a corporation, however, any individual

mémber could buy shares.

Fish“spoilage again plagued the co-op in 1977
and again it showed the necessity for proper facilities.
By August it had lost more than $33,000 worth of fillets.’
The Fishery Products‘i»}ant, at Twillingate was experiencing
good landings and could not handle the co-op's
productmn in'time to prevent spoilage. Some fillets
weTe trucked to Catalma and Trepassey but spoilage
was alsn- exper:enced‘ with this nrrangament. The Flshihg

!ndustry Advisory Board was asked to contact Newfoundland’

% s . . -99-
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+
Quick Freeze, Nickersons, and Booth Fisheries to attempt.
to get a better arrangemeﬁt for the co-op. Whereasin
previous years the co-op had a contract with Fishery
Products, in 1977 it had no such contract. United

Maritime Fishermen'$s co-op was also coritactgd and it

expressed an interest in marketing Fogo's fresh products.®®

The .registrar suppotteﬁ Fogo going with UMF to:
.remove dependericy on the competltlon' , and, bexng

a member of ‘another co-op it would have a measure.

of control and receive patronage ref|1nds, ensuring

that people on Fogo Island received ﬂammum returns

70

for their labour. The arrangement between -the two

"“co-ops did not materialize, and in ‘Septemher Fogo sent

trial sh:pments of fillets to Booth Flshe'rles at

" Fortune, “Booth indicated In.ntevest in buying the entire

Fugu productmn in 1978

In November of 1977, NLDC did a repart on the Fogo |
Co-op s f;nances pith reference to its ab111ty to purchase

freezing capacity. It was fu\ind that the cotop' s debt
to equity ratio was:

favorable in terms of the

industry average...(however)

a high amount of capital .
expenditure at this time '

might impair the ability qf

the co-op -to'meet...(peak .

wo:kmg capxtal require- -

ments)." .

7 S o




supported; however, additional debt of $200,000 would -

It was concluded that at that time the co-op could
not safely borrow the amount necessary to purchase

freezing facilities. A loan of $100,000 could be

ifcrease the debt to equity ratio so much that the co-op

would be in a precirious financial position in"a down
2

year.” - -

- The problem of lack of facilities and dependence

on a private company for marketing caused more concern
for the co-op in the spring of 1978 when the Lake

Group bought the Booth Fisheries plant and indicated

. it was not interested in purchasing fillets from Fogo.

The main reason given was that because of the long’
distance involved in transporting the fish, most of
it had to go into blocks and the block markets were

soft. National Sea Products at La Scie also stated

that they were not interested in Fogo Island Fish.’’

In Novembér of 1978 the Cozop requested permission
to be able to borrow up to $400,000 on a short term
basis because large amounts of cash were necessary
to pay for gish and labour between June and September.
Returns. for products sometimes took. several' weeks,
leaving t}‘xe co-op with 'cash flow problems. '_ I-n' December -

theco-op iequestgd extension of credit for an additional
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 before the co;op made decisions.

3711,000 in long term loans for freezers, cold storage,

and processing equipment. NLDC advised the co-op that

it Was willing to Iend the money and the equipment  °

was installed during the 1979 seas'cn,”

In 1980, the co-op was. ’perceived by the Government

Advisory Committee ‘as- attempting to meet 'social' needs

" without due consideration.for the 'economic' comsequences.

“At a meeting between the Advlsury Committee and the

Board of Directors’:

« $ -
"...considerable discussion was
held on the issue.of running
the Co-op to meet both social -
and economic needs. With
) social needs of the Island
having taken a tremendcus
i * boost, it is felt that the
economics ‘of the business
w ¥ must be given greater
S consideration for the future."7§
| . .

Betwebn 1981 and 1983 several letters were sent to the’
Board by, the Committee asking for closer communication,

for copies of-Board meeting minutes and for consultation
76

‘ By 1981 the co-op was skinning, freezing and storing -
its own filleted pyodycts but was still dependent ‘upon
Fishery Products for marketing. In 1981 the Boardv hired
a new 'general manager and a new divisional manager.
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- problﬂm& The co-op reported that; - :

« B

One of this new management's first tasks Wwas to change
the co-op's structure, It also began an extensive
upgrading and expansion program with assistance from the

Departments of Rural Development’, Fisheries, and Canada _

Works. These departments provxded grants of. approxlmately

5350 000 but there were cost over-runs. .of nlmost SBOD 000
on- the pruJects. As a resulg the co-op had to reqqest
pernmission ‘from the Miniéter to borrow -an additional
$739,000. ‘With this permission granted, the co-op's
credit limit nov.’stood ‘ac $2,250,000.
[l
As at August 3y \19&1 the cé-op had a long ‘term

“debt uf moTte than a mlllmn dollars. The c_ost aver-runs

- faised the long'term debt to apprdximately one and three -

,quarter million dollars. In addition, -the co-op had

current liabilities of approximately half a million

dollars. The 1981 fishing season was ‘so bad that many

fishermen were:unable to pay for gear purchased from the

co-op,-adding to .the co-op's costs -and cash £low problem.-

Co op members and the co-op were cnnfronted by senous

Ly -
° "...the past season” ot‘ ‘the:
: fishery on Fogo Island was
extremely poor due.to poor -
i landings of some species and
L poor marketing conditions
for ‘others. On top of
2 everything else we too are
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victims of the high interest =

¥ rates, and consequently we
. ! : are seeking all possible ¢ . 3
J | E avenues to relieve our .
burdens."77 E

At that time the co-op requested that government : %

- . “forgive the remaining' $60,000 of the 1974 loan. . * Wl

Government- refused, one reason being that: the Advisory
Committee would lose'any authority over the co-op.

Dissolving the Advisory Committee, according to the
- -Committee Chairman would: !

n

"...in light of the financial G . <
problems...during the past . N H
H s year,...appear to be very b !
s ) g undesirable at this time. &
‘Indeed, the Department of X o
Fmance tenids to perceive a - - .
more active role by the Advisory _

Committee in the overall

management process of the co- op

in future years."78

The Advisory Committee suggested to the Assistant ‘ R o
Deputy Minister of Finance that' the Committee's terms . .
of reference be re-eXamined. It was suggested that the s

j o ) Board of Directors of the co-op resented the Commn:tee 5

authonty and that-there was 11n1e commumcatwn betvleen
the two parties. It'was also suggested that the co- op N ) i
could, with proper leadership and control, hecome‘ a gy B i
very profitable-busifiess. But; R#
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"Alternatiyely, 1f the F o i/
co-operatiye’ continues to.
make serious blunders such
is in the past year; without..
proper consultation ‘vit

the Adyisory Committee,- the
co-operative could easily - 3

get into yery serious . g o o

. financial difficulties."79 5 o “ .

i

s Ing January of 1983 the Chairman of! the Advxsory Conumnee
suggested that the agreement between it and the co-op §

2 "'was not working and that the Committee be dissolved. : | b
: i

The Provincial Government“agreed to dissolve. the ) Y
poe e A .-, ~CcomMittee, effeétive Ap'ril,:s, f983, after which time sny; 2

future ﬁop@toring,df_ the 4co—op would be done by an

_existing Interdepartmental Monitoring Comni'ttee ‘(which .

‘examined’ issues ‘relatirg to Provincial Government~lodns-’

or’ Loan gua’ran'tees).so . N ¥ 5 ®
< ) In'thé meantime the cosop was experiencing difficulties

related to lack of cap‘ital JIn February of 1982 'it asked . 4

the Federation of Co-ops” to examine the puss1bil1ty of

+ having government leglslaunn changed to allow pnvat

investment into co- cps.ufl A year later the, co= op proposed

i
to ‘enter 1nto a joint yenture ‘with a pnvate Portugese’ o !

company . The deal would, invelye. Portugese boats landxng

+ . fish pt’the corop. and Portugese assistance in.marketing

lsalt cod. - For the co~op this would mean increased

e * catching capacityand)an lextension of the fishing




\ .
- ) i R i 73

vsslson.u The co-op 'was advised that legislation did™-

‘mot permit direct joint ventures but it could start’
.a wholly owned subsidury company which could conduct : i |
this business L Other attempts at solving the cnpital

'sharnxe yroblen é.ncluded an \msu:cessful roquest to

K aml in June ef 19!3 the co- op requésted nnd was guntad

permisn‘qn to /borrow up to two and a half million dullars..“ i
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Fron the beginning the co-op has been plagued by

” shortage of capital and has had’ to abtam e’i\penswe .

- a5 aredxt from private, fish compsn:les and ‘banks. Shortage

:+ of .capital also prevented the co-op from acquiring cold

“storageand vther necessary facght:\es and made -it depen "

derit on the private compames._. It p-l.!_ced the. society

in a weak bargaining position when it came to negotiating S

such things as'markécing-cunttacu‘ Despite numerous.- 1 e & |

requests for guvernment assxstance to mnal freezmg

§ fucxlnxes. ne help came until more thm ten years sftez‘ ¥
| . x
v the co* op was formed. . c

- - A serious crisis’ developed in the- early 19705 due

largely to fx*nnpial prnblems at the shapyarr}, and by ) ‘\
1873 _the co-dp was oh.the verge of binkruptcy, As.a

s " way out of me crisis the society’ borrowed from the
Provincial Guvernmer\t but at a cost of some of.its

¥ - autonomy. : The terms of ‘the loan stlpulated that a

. 2 “d
| .7 . V" Government appomted Advisory Committee would have some o & :

contra} over.tha co-op's ‘operations. %5

Despite the financial problems of the co-operative,

the Social and economic situation on Fogo Island did . . i

i inprove considerably. ‘Although the shipbuilding operations

ceased, the. co-op had built & fleet of longliners Which
- :




“+° . was_able to substantially increase,fish landings. Incomes..
-and the amount of employmgnt were nls‘o lﬁcre}sed due to i
,‘ the socuty S. npeutions, and the co- ap acted as an

upornnt provider of sehxces (sush as u-edn far fxslung

upplies and eqniyunt) ‘r.o the lul rsl'u.p and cnn\nu(y.




" - . CHAPTER V

+ %" ‘INTERNAL STRUCTURE AND DECTSION MAKING

The Constitution 3 T

f

The. structure. of thel Fogo Island Co-operative;

like all other cc operatives in_the I’rovm:e, is’ I’argely
o

dnermmed by the requirements of the- Prov)rr:1§1

Government s Co-op Reglstry. ALl registered co-ops §

‘ must conform to the rules and regu‘lznons governmg
. .co-op societus (undez‘the Cc—opera_txve Societies Act),
Ll Buit withii these rules”and regulations' there ‘is room
) for' diversity. Each co-operative has some fréedom’
‘to write .ifs own .constitution to suit.local conditions.
Thus the Fogo Island co-op's constitution‘ c(‘mfprm& to
@ the requireménts of Provincial Government laws régarding

producer &nd marketing co- ops but there are components

. toits cunscxtunon which are specific to Fogo Island.

- 3 3
%6 Ti\e constitution is an extensive du_:gment‘_which
ijestablishes ‘rules. and ‘relgulations governing most ASpects
ot the organization's activities. It’ States the Aims
and Ob]ecnves of the ‘organization, ‘and the Condltmn§
under which people may become mel\\hers, d)rectors and
‘officers. Tt cutlines.the roles and duties whiih
“ " these three play in the co-operative, and deals with:

8 4 SEN : -109-
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- o~ operltive mavements 0

Afinancial as‘pe:ts such as shzre'capital, audits, annual.

returns, investments, borrowing powers, marketing
cuntricts and the null.zatum uf surplus and reserves.

vlitheut intending to be exhaustxve we need to state

" here som€ of the moSt important.features of the ° ’

constitution, ' . : .

Aims .and Objectives

mterest of its, members by usmg their combinad f\mds
and efforts to develup the fxshing industry’. The - il |
organlzanon acts as.a senmg agent ior !lemhers‘ § :

products; it leases and purchases bc:ts, eun.pdent

““and facilities which may be needed.to px.'cm_)te the members'’

economic ‘intereést. It purchases and trades in equipment
and goods 'ngcessary for-the catching and 1prm:essi.ng
of marine products, and conducts educational work among

its meli:ership to help attain its objectives. . It also

.aims ‘to promte the pmvmcxal, national and international

Membership

The Fogo Island Co-op has exPanded its membershxp

£rom 127 persons in 1967 to alvrost 1,500 in 1983,

; . -110- :




| eighteen years of dge or older. Howeyery steps were

“'Also 'ngw ds. a period of probation before one can become

. of members. without jobs in the co-op.)

"and, over time, purchase .shares up to the' limit.
" of their.gross annual earnings, to the co-op; up to $700; .
5 pércent of their gross-annual earnings, to ' maximum b

- 0f $700. Share capital is

- salaries and from fishermens' earnings: from fish landings.

ApproXimately 750 members are fishermen; :about 400

are :plant employees and there’ are 'approximately 300

members {at large's- It is ot strictly an organization  * i

for fishing industry workers, nor. is it restricted to
Fogo Island residents.. Membership is open to any 5 @

resident of Fogo Island.or Change Islands who is v I

taken Tecently to restrict new membership to those who
Y $

are either fishermen or people for whom there is a job.

‘a member. :(Those.steps were taken to réduce. the number

o , . - %
‘Applications, for membership are considered'by the. '

Board of Directors, and any person who Is- approved

mist purchase ‘at least ‘three $5.00. shares initially . 4

Longliner owners and"trap’skiff owners must pay 5 percent

at which point a 2 percent fee is charged annpally, # .

to .a maximum of $2,700.  AIl other members migt pay

deducted from employees'

|
[

"The ‘Board of Directors has the right to suspend

- e . N




repayment of share capital to members wishing to- withdraw;
for up to twa months, Any ‘extension of this pefiod .
requires, the permission of the Goyernment's Registrar,

Members may be expelleﬂ by the Board if ‘they are found . 7

tu be actlng agamst the best mtetests ‘of the Society,
In this case the expelled member is automatically -

refn;.dgd his or her shares; less any money’ owed ‘to. the

Society:

Share Capital o .

) Thé_va@of each share'is $5.00; and remaing: at

par Value (§5.00). . Shares can be used'as[secirity '

against members with out\staﬁding aehts.' .

i S Interest on mémbets‘ share capital is pald by the \

organization but unlike With private cumpanres, that

. rate is restncted by" govemment regulatluns -The e

co-op's mterest rate can not exceed that estabhshed .

the Cc~operat1ve Societles Act. While the rate may ° Sl

fluctuate from year to year, the current 11m1t is 9

percent Intersst does. not have to be paid hy the

Socxety if such’ payment elther creates ‘or|increases a

P deficit. le g EE R . .
‘It can be decided at the'Annual General Meéting

to-either credit interest to members' share capital e
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or to lend it to' the Society, in lieu of payment. This ..

of cgurse would glye the crganlzat)on more capltal wlth -

4 - which to begin the next season.

£ J ¢".  Membership Meetings
4 = o

The Society™s Annual General Meeting is held near
“the end of fts fiscal year. Other special meetings
o ’ may bé called at any time by the Board or upon the

petition of at least ten percent of the members. If

‘ the Board does not arrange a meeting then the petitioners

Lo f "% may convene the meeting. Providing a quorum (10 percent

“of 'all members) is present, all\acts of the meeting

~are binding on the Society. Tf a quotun is not rédched,

o a lesser number may meet within fourteen days, in which °
case all business is binding,on the Society whatever the

; “ nunbet of members presént. - ;

“Gnly members who Kive satisFien the. condleions Of _
nembership are entitled to vote and each person has only
e one vote. (This constrasts with priyate companies in
P which the Aunber ¢f an individual's votes is determined
| "' by the number of shres that individual owns,) ALl

|
ques‘;img are decided by a majority vote.
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i

. from offite .at any time by @ two-thirds Vote of the

Board of Directors

K :
The cg-op's president appoints a nominating committee.

which nominates one member to £i1l each.yacancy. .Other

nominations may be received. 'from the floor' at.the

Annual Geﬁ'eral Meeting. ‘The Sociefy elects a niné member

Board, for different terms so that a full expenenced

>Bnard is not replaced at ‘the end of its term by a new

inexperienced Board. Between 1974 and 1982 no employee’
of the Society was eligible to be a.Board member. This"
rule was changed -in 1982 to permit one employee to sit

on the Board. Any member of the Board may be removed

members  present..
L

The' Board may hold meetings as often’ as business
requires, and a majority of members represents a quorum,
ALl questions are decided by a majority vote, ‘and in .
the case of a tic the chairman has the right to cast| o »
the deciding vote.. The Board may delegate any of its

power to one or more special commttces.

The Board's duties include genernl management of

the Society's affairs;, such as reyiewing applications

for membéership, preparation of reports for the membership,.
responsibility- for products handled by the Society,
and the Society's contracts.’ Thé Board acts in .
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conjunction with the General Manager ‘to formulate the .

general trading.policy of the Society, No Board member

is remunerated for wheir services.

. ¥ N
Officers and Manager | -
| . : 3 . .
i . .
% o : The Board of Directors elects its uf(&tcers at its -
<t
_ * first meeting following the annual general meei{ing. The

officers include a President; a Vice-President land a
_ Secretary who pay or may not'be a Board member. The
Board appoints a General Manager who is résponsible for
l ¢ the .day to day jbusiness operations of ‘the Society.

)

{

Always subject to'the provisions of the Co-operative

. Investment and Borrowing Powers

Societies Act, and Rules and Regulations, the Board may '
invest the Society's funds at its discretion. -One of .

Hil X N 4
these regulations states that the co-op can not -invest

airectly in’ private copanies, can.not participate in
joint ventures with private companies, and can mot' . |
z accept private company investment in’ the;organization: v
£ . ) 5 y
. - The Board may borrow money from. any source .up td-a : .- ..
total which does not exceed fifty percent of the co-op's

{ g paid share capital. Additional borrowing.can only be . _

) done with the approval of the Registrar and the Minister

=118~
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. used as an Educational Fund.for its members or be

,unions or societies (such as the Federation Df

- of Rural, Agriculture and Northern Development.' In 1982,

however, the total share’ capltal in n;e organization

¢
was $676,940. The total liabilities, by comparison, were
$1,627,544, approximately two and one third times larger

than' the amount of sh%re capital.

To secure the repayment of any loan made to the:
Society, the Society may restrict_the withdrawal of shares,
payment of interest,- patronage refunds etc.

.

-Surplus and Resetves -

At the end of each'fiscal year the Society has to
'set’ aside not less than five pércept of ifs, net Surplus
‘to a general reserve (vhich is intended ‘to guarantee the
financial stability of-the organization)., Up to tem °

percent of the remaining balance of net surplus may be °

contributed to Tegional or provincial co-operative

|
i
\Co operauves) = |

Y »
Any surplus may be paid or credited to members on

the basis of the value of produce processed and marketed
for -each member. THowever, this surplus may also be used

instead to underwrite previoéus losses.or for the common

benefit of the Society. No dividend, patronage refund
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Marketing™ Contracts . N

:the Society. .Any member who does not conform-to this’

“contract may be evicted.

or bonus’ is approved until the balance sheet has been

certified by'an auditor. (Some'.co-ops which have not

on. th“e_basis' of anticipated surplus, only to find a loss

at season's end). . - =

U

The Society may maké marketing contracts -with.any of .

its fembers, requiring them to sell their products,to

Geieral © < . W

The. co-0p must submit an audited annual return to

the Registrst and to the members at the annual meeting.

Suggestmns or complumts should he. -sent in wntmg

to the Board of Directors. Any member with an interest .

the co-op is also required to have ‘on hand a’copy of -
the Act, Statutory Rules and the society's constitution,
all of which are open to inspection.

* followed this rule have lost money by paying out dividends

“in the society i permltﬂed to inspect the co-op's buoks, .




. Tilting.

Personnel Policy % :
- Lo
he Fogo Island

In addition to the Constitution’,
To-op has’a personnel policy which covers ,all its
" employees except Head Office staff, ca_nte:_‘\anq stockroom
'actendancs, ‘foremen and other éupgrvisory‘ personnel. The
" policy deals with most aspects.related to employment,
“‘including: rates of pay; hours of ‘work, holidays,’

senlonty, disciplinary proceduresv and safety o
| i~

Structure of the Co-operativ®

o«

In an attempt to imprové thé structure of the co-op,

"'two 'divisions' were created in 1981 after the appointment..

' of a new -general manager; The 'east' and 'west' divisions

each operate under a 'divisional manager and the amsmm

mmagers report directly to the géneral manager. The

west.division includes: Seldom, Fogo, Deep Bay -and Island'

“Harbour! The east division include Joe Batts Arm and

The Seldom piant is primarily used for salt cod *

production but does process some other groundfish.’ All '

drying is.done it Seldom if the plant's mechanical driers.
Until 1982 the Fogo'plant-was used to process

gioundfish and pelagic species. Jt has facilities for -
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1

“freezing and is now mainly a:crab processing plant.

' in storage, they act ds convemem storage facilities.

.. and pel

" groups of peoplé, most of whom are employed: by the co-op o

The plants at Deep’ Bay, Island Harbour. and Tilting
are primarily collector and feeder units f£or the major
plants . salt fish is also prepared and stored there .fu'r
eid;er drying at Seldon’ or for shipment as. salt bulk.
While these collector/feeder plants,add to the co-op's

expenses, and are used for unly short penods each year,

they provide a convement sarv:ce for f\shermen who wou1d~

o:heruuse have to truck their fish to one cf the ma]or i G 1

plants.  They also pruvlde some g}’npl yment in'the: smaller,

communities’ and whgn there is -a lnrge alwunt of sall fish.

'Th‘;Joe- Batts’ Afa plait processes f}r‘esh'grouﬂdﬂsh

gic species.’ It also has freezing. capacity. ..

The ‘organizational structure of .the co-operative is

illustrated in Figure Two on page 229.°

The general membership is comprised of-many different '

or sell’ their fisK there. It is composed of fishing people
from Change Islands and _Fogo Island, jomgliner owners,
longliner sharemen, trap skiff owners |and crews, and

small baat’owners. There ‘are several categories| of plam i 538

'wm-kers. cutbers, packers, trunmers, quality :ontrnl

i




“democratic.

*'grievances.

pecple, salters, graders ptc. £rom six dlfferent plants.
In addition, office staff, forepersens, md nanagers are
also part of the géneral membership.-, ‘Somchow all these
Péople with their different interests must- elect a nine

person, Board of Directors and somehow the oxganization

‘must attempt to'accomodate each group's needs.
\

While any member may attend annual general meetings
and (as non voters) some Board mectings, and while' ‘Board
menbers are. elected by the general membprship; not all
menbers feel that the organization is 'sufficiently . s
Mmiy'penpxe have felt that small boat
£ishermen and ‘plant workeTs have been’ under-represented
on the Board al:hough they | cﬁl\-xstlfute the vast ‘majority
of riembers.,
(plant workers and supervisory staff) were nmot pernitted
én the Bosrd betwesn 1974. and 1983, however the co-op
tecently took measures to. deal with this problen: The
constitution was changed to pen‘}m one emloyee on the
Board and the co-op, introduced a sysr.em of 'elected
delegates' in the plan[s ﬂ'nd began a series of communrty

meetings. . 2y

1. .
_—Board membets. and managenent call public meetings in

the different communities to deal with their particular

=120~
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5 und Saldom) workers elect delegates to* represent the

“That's where the people ‘really
have their say, with the smaller

crowd and all from the same - - ]
et .place.

According to a manager, 'they're ‘wide open meetif\gs’_ and
they increase communication, which is essential to prevent

a bu)ld-up of grievances.?

In 1983 the co-op changed its policy from ensiiring

that all communities had amleast one Board membér. As [P
one_director suggested: -~ R H <
“Just, 'because someone is. from a

certain community doesn't
mean he. is -a good Board member.3.

Now ‘the. co-op. £orms .sub-cammittees, in the communities from

which there are no elected Bosrd members. ' These sub-

' committees are’ Largely comprised of people who Were

nominated ‘for Board po’sicions but who failed to get
elected. Tiey -do not have voting povers but  they -can
“attend Board meetings, give input from their respectlve
communltlgs and: incréase communication between. these.. |

communities and zhe Board: s § % B .

‘In the three lnrgest plants (at Fogo; Joe Batts Arm

1§|t ests vis & vis management and the Board. _These
delegdates have a committee which can meet to discuss . @

whdl = ¥ od et B




issues of concern to the.plant workers, managefient of the

Board. mki the sub-committees in the different commmities,

/thé delegatqs ', conmittee :can request meetings with',the s-¥wf
v . Board. According to oge manager: g O

. 4 ‘o e :

% @ "We want the workers to come

to us if they have a problem.”
I want.to deal with problens
as quickly as I can, and
: . + don't want ‘them.put on paper . B
1 : i g . and not dealt with. The &, -
S : delegate system works well
)n that

‘Like all‘ot#er ﬁ.emers- the elected delegates should
: b . follow a designated procedure ‘for voicing employee

- grievances. Fm‘t they should approach “the immediate

supervxsor such as the plant foreperson, ‘then the d1v1s1on

"nanager, “the general _manager and finally the Board if it .o,

) ‘needs to. be taken that far. In reality the ' proper’ ]
+ . channels are }uftén not foTloved, and delegates and other
" members by-pass.supervisors and management to voice
W grievances and suggestions: directly to Board members. - T
This of course may be’ difficult to wvoid; phrbidilazly 48

a Board member is.a:relative, friend or next door

" neighbour. ¢

A}
t ©' Board and Management

' One, constant prohlem for the Board and Management
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i

* one ‘Director: f

“"is to know each. other's role and 'stay out of, the other's
- territory'.. For example|, the Board has been approached

by members who feel they were unfairly laid off or fired.~
o >

Acording to one Board member, the issue might come up
in a Board meeting but it is management's responsibility.
“iThe only one we hire i's ‘the manager and we have to let

him do these- things."® ;

In the area of general policy and other issiies, the
Board is the proper decision makifg body.. According to

"The Board sets all policies, |
for.instance to enlarge this

. plant or open that plint;

- “ °' Most major decisions are - 2

brought to the membership
. at “te Annual Meeting."6

The Board must approve all major'decisions, including

decisions to spend.large amounts of money.. Management

" may prepare policy or help prepare it, but dnly the Board

‘may dispenic the resources needed for its implementation.’

According to one manager, managemént has to be strong

and has to get the Board to support decisions which are
. sometimes even harmful to Board members. He stated that

“some Board members have been known to.waiver on certain

decisions (such as on the dock side grading program) and

in cases like these thére is need for strong management.
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‘menbership to adopt measures which are not necessarily the

Also, he said, the Board has to be stromg since it has to
make decisions affecting. their own: relatives and friends.
"Everyone knows everyone else.'.In some cases, such as
dealing with over-extending credit to mefibers, management
has "had to lay down the lav To the Board. They were
wanting us to extend too iuch credit for the good of the

organi zation."}

The Board members agree that management does, in

‘many.’ iristances know best as far as business decisions go:

But at the same time, Board members are pressured by s
their own immediate needs‘and thise of the general e
best ones for the long term stability-of the organization.
Despite this), Board members and managenent people feel
that they do have a good understanding and a good working

relationship. As one manager stated. "We'Te given -enough

f£reedom to make decisions; of course we're ruled by Board -

pollcles, but they r¢ not overly restnctlve

Within the structure uf’managemenz itself,. thé lines
of authonty and’ respanslblllty are similar to those in
most busmesses. pnvntq, co- operatxve or public.

Foremen are respuns)ble ‘to divisional managers who in turn
Teport to ‘the assistant manage T and/or the manager. The

assistant manager reports tuJ the manager, and lines of
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authority run. in'the opposite ditection: - g

Flexibility and &mécramcs o
The structure of the Fogo Co-op- (and of Co-opeTatives

‘generally) creates some impoftant constraints, but at the
_same.time it «ontributes to the degree of success -and

stability. ' One manager suggested that: "If government
- pulled out its help for all the Newfoundland fish
¥ éperationsiand let-the Healthiest survive, the co-op would
survive while the hig companies wouldn't."'? In the
autum of 1983 ‘the co~op was, according to the press,
‘near bankruptcy' and it requested and received financial
assistance from the Provincial Governmeént: " However, the
co-op's president.stated that the organizat‘inn would have
survived with or without that assistance., The co-op had .
relatively large inventories resulting in cash flow
problems but if government had not provided the requésted
asistance, the problen coutd have been solved internally:

11 150, the

mainly by increased membér investment.
organization can withold payment of interest on share.
capital ‘and patronage rebates to reinvest in the business

or to help it survive, short term cash shortages.

Because the co-op is owned by the people who depend

on %t for a livelihood there tends to be more dedication




to its. lomg term'survival. Ohe member suggested:

34 . % 'We're better fitted for a F y

: - crisis than private enterprlse st S

il : Because the people own it, we .

P ) y won't give it up because oBa

.bad ‘year or two.: If we.were i

- sh@reholders in Toronto we'd B - N
pull out, but because we own ;i
.it and-depend on it we'll fight :
when our backs are to the wall "2

, TRe . co*operative has longer term-and .often different

interests from -those of many private fish bliyers:

W "They. (private buyers) would -come
w0 . around if. they kney they'd. get
. good prices and if conditions o man R
were Tight' for them.. They'd. come
: Bk e . .in, make-a quick buck ‘and -then
% the hext year we .probabl;
: S weuldn't see them. . Tts'not like ;

. thﬂt with the co-op."1 .
fis L B Some factars can be better controlled dnternally in .
co-ops than in .many pnvate companies - Accor(hng toa . .

co-op manager

"Uperanqn costs ‘and labnur costs are . "

S .controlled internally and can stimilate a more. competitive
.1t

... product. price wis In part, this :internal comtrol
relates td the fact that the co-op operstes without's
union.  Thus employee wages ' example, can be 'adjusted'
to other factbrs such as the prices received for Finished
products, rather than to an arbitrary union scale.

Fishemen-ard paid the approximate; uiton-negotiated o

fish prices but co-op employeés are pald somewhat 1ess

0 . . . -126‘—




‘have Wigher rates of pay, théy, often have less control

_~than uhion scqle. 15 The lower wage rates are a matter of

* concern to some ‘employees and was a major cause. of ‘a

vwxldcat walkaut at the Joe Batts Arm plant in the 1981

1082 season. But the 'flexibility ' and the c’ompetiti\ve
_edge which it helps provide, dges no doubt have certain
benefits even for the employ;e;‘ FoT one ;hing it helps
gusrantes the sirvival of the organization and the

existence of their jobs. .As one person suggested: “Most

people Tealize that they're lucky to'be working."™S
: o !

In a sense, the issue.is one of 'several hundred o
people unemployed at union rates or the same-number
_employed at rate.s.v_lhich.are slightly lower.' Management
does,_howevér, appear to be in fayour of raising the rates
to the maximum affordable and could conceiwably go abpve '
.unio;| 'scale. Employees have. received at least a § percent

increase per year over the last three years.

. The co-operative system differs in many ways from
that uf confrontatmn between puvate companies’ and inions.

For one thjng, employees in c operativés have certain

controls over management which private company employees
do mot. Co-operative employees can for examplé, do more!
to pmven‘: their employer from 'pulling out' -than can

[ private ‘company employces. While unionized 'empmyeés nay
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uver the stability of their employment and communities. ©

Also co-op employees a.re " much less likely to 1ose income
v"through strikes whu:h is a major instrument for mcreasmg

unfon member wages. However, there is no doubt that

“recent .improvements in wage ratesv.for provincidl, fish plant ©

*-employees ‘are Wainly -attributable to the,Fishermen's
Union? . g

B
Accordmg to management, the degree to which the co-op

i§ more flexible. than private companies depénds largely
orl member education about constraints on the organization
» and ‘about required measures. For example, members have '
‘to be aware’ of the benefits involyed in re- investing or
lending monie$ such as interest on share capital to the

.organization

Management and Board members feel that the co-op.is

more productivé because it is owned by.the fishermen
and workers,. They feel that people aré more’ concerned
about “the business since ‘they own it.- Cohtrols and’

supervision are-still required, since not-all people

..realize that since their own money is
17

‘in the, business’

they should look out to i

According to management,
there are: still- some individuals who will take advantage
of the organization for their personallgain or who might
give.a f‘r\iey a ibreak’, but generally people "take mote .
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* the one on Fogo Island) are mainly comprised-of people

.a relatxvely “Tong per)od of time to bu11d UT enough , .. i

pnde' in the orgamzacmn than if they didn't:own it.

This'’ 'pride’ reveals itself in such things as the quality-"-:

_of the end products®
While the’co-op is more ' flexible! -than private.
.
compames in some ways it is more consttained in other
ways. - For example, the..demands from the community.to
provide services may put ipressure on the co-op to

establish unviable facililties. ) v

"In private companies managers
can do’what they want but not.
in a co-op. -Sometimes members

¢ want two times what th¢ busmess
can .afford."18

Again the problem is largely one of education. As

manager suggested these serv1cgs have to cmne out of

somethlng *“either the prices’ of fish or d1v1dends, or the
costs will make the organization more vulnerdble.. Members -
have to be aware of the’

impTications of their demands.'®
- The co-op is-also more constrained :han"'priva:e
compani

es in that, they have more limited*access .to working -

and 1nvestmen'_ Capltal Most co-operatives, (mcludmg

-who need money for subsistance'rather than people who

have capital: for investment. It usually takes co-operatives:”
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“capital to operate efficiently and effectively. The Fogo
‘Istand co-op for éxample, began with 127 members paying
$5.00" per person, giving it approximately: §600.00 with

which to begin operations-and to inspire confidence in

© credit granting institutions. The co-op's liabilities are

still about two and one third times.larger than its share

capital, yet members do not hdve to pay into Share capital

7

above their required limits.

"The anount of interest’ FE1d 6% Share CapLEal’ is

restr1cted by government regulatlons, (partly to attract

m,vescmenz_, aimed at develnpmg lohg teérm viability tather

than for speculation or 'fast dollars') and ddes not_
bittract people’with largé amounts of money to invest.

“RG

-opératives -cannot accept Jnvestment by private

companies, not ¢an they invest in private companies nor
‘participate in joint ventures with theém. On several
occasions ythe Fogo Island co-op has requested cixanggs
in''these government regul/ations as it has ag:einptedvm”
dfversify‘ (into fish meal production), to increase ifs .
. fish 1andxngs and to extend the upetutlng season. -
Although the co-op is. constFained by such regulations’,
it must tompete with companies which are not similarily

constrained. . ' i i . .
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The Federation ‘of Co-operatives: _' . i g g

The Fégo Tsland Co -op 15, like most. non: heuslng corops
in the Prcvmce, parr. uf a central Federation.. The :
Newfaundland and Labrador Fe&eratmn of Co- operatlves is

otlonal

: <. funded by ‘member. co-ops ‘and the provincial |government to’
- perform mainly educational support and pro

functions.  The Fogo Island Co-op contributes approximately

5, cuo to the Federatwn each year, = . B e

& Among other things, the Federation has prvduced a %

slide tape show about the Fogo I5laid Co-op and in the T

» ',135: few years has ontenirated mostly: on promotmg co-ops '~ -
“in the worker/producer’ sector.?® The Federation is.a. "~

Te-incarnation ‘of the Newfondland Co-op Union and

/ Newfoundland Co-op Services which Was Targely responyible

fo:

stablishing the Fogo Co-op, and for obtaining

fin,s{ial assistance with which. to begin operations. The.-

Federation has no' authority over the Fogo Island. Coop

/. and membership in the Organlzatlun is vqlum.ary. RN i

/ - The Co-op Division of Government

The Provincial-Co-operative Registry dates back to.-

1939 when ‘the Newfoundland Government enacted the

Co-operative ‘Societies Act and created a co-operative . -~ T

development agency within government. Under thé Commission o
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of Governmént and origipally under the Smallwood . . - . .

admifiistration, the CZ:p Division had promotional and
. regulatory functions. From Confedération until 1058 |
- . |
the Division was part of the Department of Fisheries and *

Co-operativgs. , In 1958 the Division became part of the

Department of Mines, Agriculture and Resources, keeping -

- its function of regulation and promotion. In 1962 s e
Government withdrew from promotion and maiptained only
its regulatory. function. Promotional activities were

assumed to be ‘the role of .the co~

p movement itself.: From
about 1972 to 1980 the Division was part of the Department. = - 5
of Provincial Affairs and Environment (later to become .

Consumer. Affairs) and performed regulatory functiqps... In

1980 the Division was moved fo the Department of Rural, ~ ..

o Agricultiral’ and Northern Development where it again. . . - :

assumed a "developmental support approach.’

The Corop Division works closely' with the Federation

of Co-ops in providing assistance to new,and established

Co-ops such as the -one.at Fogo Island.- It helps provide

" information, Consultative services, training programs

*and advice as well as.tegulating’ co-ops.

The Registry does have authority ‘over the Fogo Island,

Co-op. Like othér co-ops-in the province, the Fogo Co-op. :

must operate undér a constitution which meets. the
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'heal(‘.hy and poslt e. o

o JF R - By .
'c'ondi‘tiuns,» rules and regulations of the ‘Registry and

the Co«operxnve Societies Act. In some instances, '

_ (such.as toborrdw large sums of money) the cG-op has

to seek pernissi £rom the Registrar. The.relationship

- between tHe co-op| and the regxstry appears to be generally
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‘plant workers. Benefns from the SDCle\‘.y s actlvrues

Act Dutllnes suth thi

SUMMARY - : wy, 5

The Fogo Island Co~operative has a mandate to develop
the fishery in the area and to generally work in the
i'nceresc of its approximately 1,500 members., Although
it ds orlented toward the fishing industry, the coop i

ovmed by members tat large".'as well as Fishernen aRd

accrue: even to non- members. since- the econumy of the

’revulves are inid, the co-operatxv

Like ‘all- co-ops in the _province, the chc Go- up has”
to Confnrm ta the P.rcvlnclal Government's Co-op Act but
it has had some freedom to introduce Tocal rules and L
regulations ‘to Sult spec_xfxc 1;ocal C‘1rcurpstances. The-

as . the duties.and r‘es-p"ansihumes

of the general: nembership, the Board and Management and .

requires that all soc:etlas conform to certam prin, 1p1es

: such. as one member - -orie vote; 'open books', decision

’I'hese general pflnc1p1es help

d1f£erentlate cu ops: fmm Othgr prgamzatmns (su:h as

private cnmpmes) and help easure such things: s coop .

* democracy. . However, soii. of ‘the. general requxrements

restr1ct the co-op's ability to sutvive and develop. @

: For‘ example, governméent has restrictions on How and

where the co-op can invest, and restricts-it from accepting

E
i
i
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'communlcatlon with euch nf the communities on Fego Island

The cu-op alsu estabhshed its own b mess structure -

control over its.operations.:- Members tend.to be more
- productive: and’committed-to the orgamization's’long ‘term

sviability.

1nvesrment from nnd )o:nt ventures wnh the pr:wate
is

" sector.” It- alsb has .restrictions on the extent to wh:c)l

- co<ops. can barrbw, and limits the interest they can pay

on share. ¢apital (wluch tends to act as a dxs mcennve

.to investment)! L . g

.o .
Despite these. general requirements the co-op has
B
mtroduced some’ uxuque measures . Fur‘example"it established

a'systen of community meetings'to ensure mput from .and_

aq_d.system of delegate representgtmn in the fish plants.

While the'co-operative is restricted. in.some respects,

for example in its gbility to capitalize itself - it also

has. several -important advantages -over -other organizatiomal.. -

forms. ' Among these advantages is the fact that fishermen

. and employees own the-enterprise and have' substantial..
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. CHARTER VI -
) COMMUNITY ATTXTUDES TOWARDS THE CO- OP

"The co-op is nke feeding
hens - if you don't put -
“anything .in you won't get
anything out."1

The success or failure of a co-operative largely

depends on the comm1tt’ment of.its members, on Lts
're.\atwnshlp thh the cmnmunlty at latge, and on creatlng

ma maintaining a‘sense’ of leg)tlmacy. .In turn legitinacy

depen

the perceived of real needs of - the membersh1p and of the

largely upDn the cq operative's abuny to meet

commurii'ty. Board and management declslons have to maintain

a h;gn degree of cred)brllty.

_is important to understand how it‘is perceived by

" Community. . This perception goes far’:owarci evaluating -

and unduubtedly, is an 1mportant factor determmng itst 0T Y

future.

One of the major differences between private

and co-operatives'is that co-op members expect to’

control over co-operatives which employees do not

expect to have over private employers. Employees

-136-
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,arder to assess the l'ugo Islanrl Co- operanve, it

the

‘the co-op's’ success or failure in the past and present; .

companies J :
1

have t :

typically a

in private




i
}

+ that private companies have cert;

..of. any partlcular policy. . An exanple of this; decording

to ‘one manager was when:

firms generally expect that the enployer hag the i
prerogative in détermining the number of employees, who
‘these employees will Be etc. Private employers are seen
as. havxng that‘ authanty by vnrtue of the fact that they
own the - means af producnon. “Sone labour unions do

attempt to influence company decisions but they recognize

rights by viTtue-

of ownershlp‘v In cot operatlves, .meribers are thé owners
and in the* Fogo case, some members feel that the co- up

has a moral and légal obligation. to ,provlda them with®
- ? ks 3

such things as employment. Fof the Fogo' Island co-op

this puts pressure' on management, on the Board ‘and even

on the. géneral nembership to address the social’ implications

'...ong of the fishermen whose

son was laid off at the plant

stormed - in through the plant,

* 'up 'to"the office and started

t°.+ - “banging the desk, demanding .
that his son be glven his ;ob
back."2

The first section of this chapter will deal with the
more positive ways in which the co-op is viewed in-the

community. .Then we will deal with some of the more -

important community and member complaints ‘and conflicts.

A8 o £
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. .Theé Co-op ‘as Provider of Service . : .. ’ 5

G : g "7 ™ou can’ call’ the-co-op the
\ . .~ . .- heart beat of, Fogo Isiand."3

For many people on.Fogo Island, an. assessment of.-the
co-op begins with the feeling that had there been no co-op,

-, Fogo, Island would be uninhabited. The older people. vividly

| remember the situation in the 1960s and the decade before,

when pecple weré either moving from the Island or. thinking .~ « i
about it. They.remember that & large percentage of them 3

:did-Teave. Some 0f the people theré now, had moved but

returned to-the island'largely because of employment- or.”
g o O P

FE “optimism provided by the co-op. Comménts such as 'there.
’ ze

i
A

‘wouldn!t be too many on Fogo Island now if -it weren't
.+ for the co-dp', or 'the co-op saved Fogo Island; if it
. wasn't here there'd: be mobody on-the island' indiéate

that most Islanders feel the co-op was instrumertal in

- ... ... .stopping thé resettlement trend and in creating stability. - "o -

1 . t — .
Many people ‘compare the co-bp to the old merchant
: - 3

.. system and private opefations in general. Knowledge. of

the situstion in many other.rural Newfoundland communities
where private plants hdve been closed, has caused many o §
on ‘the island to appreciate the stability that ‘the co<op

has so far provided. A fisherman in Seldom suggested .

that




A

o - .5 "If there was a private company C

4 ' here it would have left after
the fishery last year. But ’
P . . .. the co-op won't léaye. It ‘

b _can't leave; the co-op is the
perle "

/

5 “ A plant’worker in Fogo Town. stated: “one good thlng abour. .

, & % AE hefE 18 yon nevex haradny Edik mhont Clasingidenndiie

In comparison to the salt.fish trade under the: old

‘ . merchant-system, fishermen now feel that the co-op is

better in that it has a system of hiring people to do

‘the 'splitting, salting and drying:.

"iersia big improvement on what
! we had before. We used tohave
to.split and-salt our own fish
even if we got in late in the 6.
3 night, .. We used to have to store
S . all our fishyin our own. sheds and
everybody would have to look
after his own. Now the co-op
G S . . pays somebody to'do that for us.
8E, - ; .. Even when the community stage
Sy e . ¢ was built (before the.co-op)
the fishermen had to ‘look after
w8 s . their own fish in the stage,
. Cae and we had to look after the
electricity and maintenance.
B T w = Now the co-op does that and we . I
L™ » * don't have to worTy about 1t ¢ i

‘Many fishermen like the division of labour, preferring

‘ : to concentrate on fishihg: However, as we shall see later,

some fishermen are also adversely affécted by specialization -

‘ : # . since some want to cease fishing and take.temporary shore
jobs when the fish aré scarce. .

CRE ©o o139
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2 " 3y " 7/ g ° . &
! S '+ ‘Many people sug&st-thac a major advantage .of the - . i

: » L6
5 ... - co<op over the merchant system is that the co-op pays

cash for:fish whereas the merchants took the fish and

i ¥ used it agdinst f1shermen's accmmq‘7 Fishermen would

Gt usually not know witit

much later. the amount of prﬂflt ) i

ason, or. the“extent to which, they

‘ T ‘they madé’ from a :

were snu 'in the hQ,,le‘ W th the mexrchant. One. *

fishernan stated tha : .

£ J "The cosop pays ‘cash’for even .
"l v 4 B salt fish.."With the merchants .
H ., s . .you had to:wait for'a long.time

- . -to_even know how much you would

o P " 'Another person suggcscéa. that’

Under the merchants the 4 ; e
fishermen would have to wait T »
a long time for their money

52 “and even then they wouldn't

' Ve get much; now they're paid’.

s : - every week.!8

Other people compare thé co-op to private operations -

.7 7 with regard to the provision of employment. A plant . " it A
: forehan stated: L / ; . 2 7

. MA.private company wouldn't
L have ‘done what the co-op is
. - ‘doing. bt wouldn't have looked - . 7
G after the people as well. For .
instance, when this used.td be . O
. ‘private, the fish was shipped 'out.” - i 5 -
K e salt bulk (un-dried). Now'its '
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‘of non-confrontation:

dried here and it creates

jobs. We're even bringing

.+ +salt bulk in to dxy now... A #

® Portugese dragger was landing
here last-year.. It creates

" a 1ot of work for the winter LoR

E s munthsﬂ'g N

A'plant worker stated that although the co‘op

union rates, there are advantages to, warkmg in a sy&tem
?
5 "...the co-op ‘makes up for it,
I There's mor% ork. d we
don't lose any time to’ strikes;
when the union was on strike”.
last year, fishermen.in Changé
Islands and a few other places
¢ landed here."10

A .town council worker suggested that a private company

would not have served the people as well as the co=op- « *°

ddes :

"It wouldn't have small plants
around the Island. A private .

. company would have centralized T

everything. Any profit wouldn't
go back into the fxshery like

it does now, and they wouldn't.

) do as much of the work locally."1l

Some f1shermen feel that the co-op is fauer thzn
the prlvate fish buyers.  One ﬁsheman who usually
fishes-on the Labrador coast brings much of his fish back
to Fogo because of a better cull, He - saids ‘”t;tgntyt-fi'x"é
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* guintals, here is .as good as seventy - five on the Labrador
" . coast."lz X o S G ® 5P »

Smue peqple feel: that the co-op is more democrat:c .

“than a prlvate ‘company . | A Fogo 'lrmglmer fisheTman ~
istated: £ i k A
R 3 yo‘u"v'e got a problem here < 0w g
LS . .all you've got to-do”is go.to i »
. the Board of Directors and w =
- tell them and they'll havé a . 5
. . meeting.. If what you're saying T
W - .makes sense_they'11. do sometking g B .
H s v sbout if."13 g B g Vo

PR xz{dee'd leaders. in' the’ Fogo Island co-operative Lt

L A movement continue to Stress, the advantages of .co-operation
over pnvate enterpnse © An ed)torlal in. nne of'the [
Development Association’s newsletters stateds ¢ .

ompanies
fish companies

"There are fis
T privately owne!
) : that won't even allow the
* 4 fishermen to usg their fresh
s water supply. AWhy? Because

too, ‘and the businessman must.

provide for himself. All.the

.fish plant owner wants from the

fisherman is his-fish and then
4 * pay him accordingly, that's all. .

The private companies don't feel
5 % can ol lxgatmn to provide any
} service,

L5-7 sinilarily, another editorial suggested: B

°
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“"The polxtlclans gave - us nothmg, . E %
n-return for our votes and the -
merchants barely fed us in s
retum for our fish, :They got- o g
tich on our ignorance while we
B .were conditioned not. to expect
. g any, better."15

i Others feel that the co-op is Better because people

work tcgether and this enables them to 1mprove their §

g ¥
pcsxtlon‘more than if they acted as 1mhvxduals~ B

4 . . ."Befvre the.ca-up,’ each' of the : . 5
T e - fishermen. had their. own stages

f B 2 : all around the harbour.and with

low water you couldn't get near

ot p ".them'in a boat; now everybody's E
Be e S W % By fogether in the one stage and:- * .
. 2 they don t have to worry "16 . .

“There is also recognition that Tho tomnpt "help‘s people i

get gear and boats that they wouldn't be able to get with
" their. own resources . "’

The co-op is also seen as being
able to get grants and loans for facilities which individ-

o uals would not be-able to get. " - 5 : i

S ¢
In general, the co-op.is seen as providing services

over and above the level provided by private operations

and the level wim:h many people had come to wexpect

A [
pfant worker stated.

"The co-op is great for the'services

B it gives the people. Anything you &
want for fishing you can get it on B

credit. You can get paint, salt,-
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Another fisherman in another town echoed this same

sentiments .-

Naturally, riot everyone on Fogo Island mor all the..

-Simi'lun_l'-y a fisherman st}essed that:
&% ] >

gear, anyth)ng You don‘! .
have to truck the fish like
they have to do in most places.
There's a plant in every - s
community. They take almost

. anything- (any- species) ; not

much gets throun away."18

“The co-op gives us real good v

service. Anytime you want
some thing like a bag of salt
or some ice all you've got to

. do is call them, and they'll =+ 7.
- comé and collect the fish

even if it's only a’small bit.
We've got it alright here now;-
all we want is the ‘fish."19

"There s nnthmg wrong with the
.gystem here now; all we want
1§ sonethmg to guanntee the
fish

lembers are-entirely satisfied with the co- op s operations:

As one nan said:

"'The co-og“is doing a good job,
but you know what it's like

with three or four hundred
fishermen together in a meeting -
you can't please everybody. Even
the fellow up above can't ple,ase
uverybody. 21
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" Conflicts and Complaints
i‘ 30ne of the major points of contention for many co-op " %
| members is' thatthe Board of Directors has been dominated - &

by longliner fishermen,-and consequently, ‘small boat

fishernen and plant workers do not have equal control

over management. "The small boat fishermen dori't have that

nuch say in how'she's tun. The longliner, fishermen have
S " mote_say," suggested a small bcrn fisherman,??

While theré” may be some . validity to” gomplaints of

. =+ .- over-representation by .longliner fishermen it fiould appear

that “Since. siall’ boat ‘fishermen. greatlysputnimber longiiner.

fishermen, that they should have nore access to board

pnsltlons Board menbers are’ elected at ‘the Annual

General Meetmgs and 811 nembets have a right to voté.

One manager suggested that the reason for over-

gepresentation may be that:’

=, mést of "the small boat ' .. "
o fishermen are less aggressive - .- o
] you get. elected on the-basis. . .°
5 of invollement in’the- ’ ‘ .
communlty "23 4 Lo L4

A small boat . fishiernin supported this:

X . ..the longliner fisherman H
. have so_nmuch say. Only a wi
: - few of the small fellows get
up .and’ have someth'ing to sa)'
at the meenngs."z




-A-Board member felt that many people don 't Tun because of

lack of educanon, "'they feel that being & Board member

25 i

1 , is ney territory and they lacks lme self Confidence to go .
; " for i i

‘ ] . There ‘are, however, at least two small boat fishermen
and one plant worker on the' Board-of Directors now, and = T T "

: . . perticularly in the earlier-years. ﬂ\e Board was ﬁmsuy

‘ i X ‘comp.userl of

is. real or - powce: ved,”

t does suLface in nany chfferem 5 o

instances. It emerges for example, over the issue of

o graanng credit. . B et

-0
‘ : s . Some members feel that different access to,crodit

‘ T stems latgely fram the way the co-op is dcmmatgd by

- 1cng1mer g A trap skiff fishéTnan stated that

v “"The worst thing with the co-op
‘ 4 o Lo i is that it favours the longliner o

- fishermen. I-went to the co-op
2, oy * ' this year for credit to buy gear o P
=\ - - They'd only give'me $500~ The . L

» }_longlmer fellows get thousands "26

iis ‘credit of §500 was direct from the ‘coop; but thé coop .~

‘ i also guarantees member lodns at the bank. -The- sac A

: ' fishernan- complained that the co-0p Will also guarantee :
o |
“od wore for the lmglizer” fishemen.
o
| W st afﬁciany, credit is extended to members on the 5
: . } N
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basis of their share capital. Pefsons could be granted

credit up to 75 percent of their share capital which is

.~$700 for punt. fishermen and labourers, and $2,700 for ¢

trapboat and .longliner fishermen. According to one
manager this was not practical and the co-op has not

followed this rule. He stated that:

T "For the most part credit is
based ofi.merit, on things S
_1ike.landings rather than on
the amount of share capital.or

fisheman or small bogt.
fisherman; it's based on past
performance, Like any.credit
compsny” we look at the person."27

While theré are some complaints about disc¥imination,.

the majority of people seem to appreciate the fact that

* the co-op will help solve some of the probléms associated

with cash shortages. A trap boat owner in Tilting said -

he had ordered an engine from St. John's last year. The

company called-and said it couldn't send the engine until

. it received another $400.°

"At the time I didn't have $400.

T went to the co-op and they

called the company and guaranteed

the money. I got the engine on

the co-op truck (which happened ’
¢ to be in St. John's at the nme) "28

Conflict generated by di fferent access to credit is offset

T

¢ whether somebody is’a longllner A




in na—ny cases by member appreciution of the co-op's
"y servyce. However ; -many people:fecl that by virtue of

i A bemg a member, ‘théy should be gunlll entitled to credu,

dbs and other services. 11?.\5 yuts pressure on the o-op - .
. “to exther meet nember denands, or to’ pxplam vhy lhe

demands are not,bemg met, or mot being met equally. L

S Other cemylmnts 'that the “co- op is "more for the

ol o WY 1onghner flshermen stem ‘From ‘the fuct that since abou: *
1!74 ‘the co-ag llas not pemltted employees td s1t ‘on’ the

R Pl T Board This rule was.made following diff1culties éxperi- KO )

~enced. by financiallosses at” the’ shipynrd “dui

time the shipyard manager and foreman were also Board
5 members, B;xt preventing access to the Board by employees
also meant that plant.workers could not run £or Board
- positions. -As'a result.some plant workers have f&lt
. alie.nsted from decision making at the co-op. A féw
suggested that the lack of':control by plant workers is
‘enoigh to warrant: foring a'union, ‘A plant worker at Joe* ‘

= Batts Am stated: :. .

"The only thing wrong with the
. = @ co-op is that there's nohody b
i . to fall back on if you have
B 3 4 a gnevancc, if you had a union,
you would."29

. . 3
He referred to the fact thit plant workers at Joe Batts
Arn wention strike for better pay in the 1981 - 1987

I & .
‘ s 8 o T me .
i

i




Line wnh managemen

. picked out a couple of pcople

. to speak for ‘them and they were

i fired from the co-op. The g
general manager fired them.’ R

, Nobody’ else had any.say in it."30

fnother plant worker, Teferring to the same event, stated

'that "you can go to the Board of Duectors but they're
w31

(Ac cording

one mfc-nnan:
reason for _the firings was that the workers had nl‘lowsd

fxsh_ to spml,xn the plang.) . . e LR, e

The constitution was changed at a recent Anmial

- General -Meeting to entitle one plant worker to be elected

to the Boa;d. One Board membg‘rvfelt that this was largely
due 't the ney management of the co-op which is: "...very
conscious of people getting a fair.and equal opportunity.’'3?’
As the next Chapter will ﬁlustrate, other measures have

been taken to'deal with' this problem.

% In Some commuiities.there is a feeling that the

co- op discrimirates against the smaller towns. A pe:son
.in Deep Bay for example,-complamed that the co-op had
éeducted a higher percentage. from ' fish landings for wateér
content in his community than elsewhere. He also gaid
that gas prices were higher there than in Fogo, Seldom

or Joe Batts Arm.. Inter-town rivalry and suspicion are
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vE ©' not new.on Fogo Island,.nor do they originate with the
co-op.’ For example, Wadel suggests.that "before the co-op,

inter-town rivalry was-stemming froi the fact that .the

merchants had their major pr’emi_ses in Fogo and only

relatively small branth operations in most other towns.">3

"...a clinate of altuisn

. which there'is a committrent
by the membership to.the ; ] "

principle that individual T B

interests are most effectlvely -

. served by deference to grou;

& goalsjand decision mzkmg "54 i

Intér-town Fivalry was one of the majﬂr problenms for ;ne .
co-op to overcome, particularly in its earliest stages

" S Accordxng to one of the present managers~ ¥ . o

= . “There've always been problems - ]
B between the communitjes. If -
you gave one community too

B \ much, the other would complain. i
. T, . - When we closed the Fqgo plant i Co 3
S ©+' last year (due to low landings) . :

people mistrusted us at first
but then they began to .
n understand."35

From the start the co-op leaders have had to try and instill’ i

in’ the people: "...a pride in belonging to.Fogo Island;

’ we tried to get Island wide co- nperatxon rather than for,

36

“ sdch community."3® The !mprov%ent Comnittee has. attempted
[ % h .
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. Until these probiems are resolved, it can perhaps be

_sometimes ‘difficul't to work ‘in ths mterests of the whole uk Vol

to do ‘the ‘sane, and.to a large extent: they dppear to be,

successful. As one plant worker stated: '"The.work gets

w37

shared around. A1l hands get the ‘sane. However,.

elements of suspicion and resentment remain, perhaps

naturally, given that the communities aré still plagued

by inadequate services and. limited employment opportunities R e =

expected that people in each communny will find n R "

island rather” than in theu,own’-mdlvxdual interests.

Observers of other co-operatives have found that

" 'sometimes’ conflicts which originate in the community

at 1arge, or even outs1de the cummumty, can become

focused on the co-operative. -Students of co- opera::ves"

it Northern and Western.Canada, for example, found. that:’’

'...the initial organization of .

a co-operative is a unifying. . o
- force which brings together 3 e *

diverse groups for the purpose d .
of common, dction.. .wheteas . = Ny
once established and viable, ¢ taan
the co-op, paradoxically, can N
become a divisive force in the
movement or community.''38 -

The' Fogo, Co-op was a major unifying force in its initial s
stages as it provided a focus for people 1nterested in. o
opposing resettlement. Desplte the Cnnfllcts and pressures

P R . 3
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coning to bear on the.co-op it appears.to remain a unifying
force. The co-op serves to unite communities by acting

o i , o
as d lobbyist on issues which affect.the majority of L

4 .'.. members or ‘the whole community. .The co-op tends .not to get
involved in disputes which originate from outside the

i nrganvizatinn.s.g, e 1 -

o % . One of’the-important conflicts anong fishermen in

the area is over access' to, &r use.of the favoured

fishing grdunds. This usually takes the form of small

w12 boat, fishermencin :0nf11ct with longlmer fishermen. \ One *
v « A

trip skiff fisherman in Fogo. put’ it tis way:

"I don't agree-with the fact
that the -longliner ‘fishermen -
+can'also have six ‘or.eight
.cod traps. We small boat .
AT . g fellows only have about two "
* o “ .. “each. -It's not easy for us
: to run into the kind-of money
you need for a cod trap.
The longliner fishemen can .
- o start early in the spring and
4 . . .. they're at.it till late in -
R 2 the fall. They'can go a long
[T way offshore. But when ‘the "
fish comes along shore they
come in with ‘their cod traps.
Since they haye more traps 2 . ¥
? than us. they have more chances . . "
- at the better berths in the draw. .
I'm not blaming that on the o . (
co-o0p, but that‘s the way u G 5
is."40 : it T o,

l..ongl \E'r\flshermen are more apt to mmmm the anount of .

confllct and feel that th:re is nothing else for them tn

7152- : S i




do for certain periods,, except fish.inshore even-if it
means competing lwm{ the small hoat operators;

"There!s not much conflict’

between fishermen here because

most of the time, longliner

fellows are fishing offshore.

There's about four to six

weeks in mid summer when thie

water. ofifshore gets slubby

and we can't use gill nets. .

Then we have to come inside

and use cod traps."d1 S
While sach conflicts stem from ou:side‘ the.co-op. they do
sometimes. affect the organization.  This particulir
conflict may for example, broaden the gap. between the. two
kinds of fishermen. ' Among.small boat Eishermen,. it, may
intensify the. feeling that they can no longer identify
with the organization, especially given that many.alTeady
feel that the Boart™is dominated by longliner fishermen.
Conflicts stemmlng from outside may serve to consolidate

already existing divisions within the co-op.

Other conflicts and member',cumplamts stem from high

_prices charged at the Go-op supply outlet. Board and

state: that high prices stem from thé fact that members

want to (or have to) buy on .credit, which forces the co-op

todo the same. Buying from wholesalers on credit raises

- the wholesaler's prices; sipplying goods:on credit to.

-
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members means thaL ‘the co- op must hear the costs Eor an

extended petiod, “the reby tying up operatmg capital.

Management people stress that high prlces alsc stem -from o
.the n\oncpoluatnn of the gear and equipment supply ’
. . md»pstry. Many géar suppliers »havs Vgn\:me ou® of_ buglme'ss‘ -
\ .o or nave fecent Iy been. bought out by. Lazger £ims., 42

Member complin'ts of high prices- at the co-op nake’

i some Board ‘nembers fe‘el that.the co-op’ should discontinue ..’
oo itk o part the conflict ‘s tems, fmn'

msunderstandlng about, the reasons for such hlgh pnces.

: As orie’managér suggested,’ people ” Fon ¢ kg the :osts af, .
credlt Instead, people blame the pr1ces on the co—ap s

ronopoly -position as - selle¥. of eq\upmem and supp’iies",‘

" charge’ Which seems to be unfounded. Go-op éric'es‘for o o g

goods which ax'e also available at the Marine Servu:e Ccnter

are hlgher Lhan those nf the. Servlce C_g

Some other major cm\fl)cts in the cummumty relate tDr\

. government fisheries policies, in which case the. co-op

: may be -able to affect change. *The Co—Dp may” {or example,




community’ generally. -As one fisherman said:

“The ‘corop dan't do anything

about some things; it can't
stop the fishery frop going
downhill. It can't survive
without the fish. But it's
trying hard to ‘improve what
it can. That's the main
thing."43 5




~1n‘ the .co- cperatwe amd in the commumty at large.
Generally the co-op is seen in'd ‘very p051t1ve minner
both’ among the members)up and wlthm the: communxtyA

Knowledge , cof how Fogo Islanders. 'have had - it better' than

many uther cummumues contuhutes to’ the pos;uve

percepuon of the e op, as: does the- gencral satlsfactlpn

over. the co- op s services.

° Huwever, the ‘cotop ‘15 perceiveéd by sone as ‘not being

’tor Us' or as .'being for the longliner Fishetmen'., This

“creates :ensmns, particularly when conflicts which stem
frnm elsewhere also surface within ‘the co-op, These =
easistens: nd «conflicts have been with tho co- op and.-the
cnmmumty fnr many years now. -The events of the 19805

. have caused new tensions and conflicts, ‘a_nd in_some ways

have exacerbated the old ones. For some people. the

general economic cfisis and the co-op'$ response. to it
has placed a great-strain on their committment to the
co-op. ‘This makes it increasingly mecessary foF the

Board and management to be' more representative, and

be seen to be moré representative.of the total membership -

than it has in the past. Ft is -also” ncreas)ngly Hecessary

that constraints on"the co-op and” the decisions .it.must -
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bé unders:oud by. the cummumty A major challeng‘e-

“for the co-op' is to adopt :ertaln necessary measures: for

. flnanclal survival w] 1le at] thre same time attemunng,to

-ded1 with. the fact that many people are depending on it

f£or services; and are expecting such necessities as

fairly paid employment.
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4 . CHAPTER ¥1T
K 5 e THE FOGO ISLAND CO~OPERATIVE
- "IN THE PRESENT FISHERY CRISIS

The Fogo Island Co-op is and always has been plagued
by shortage of working and investment capltal. A prevmus
rrease its a

borrowing ability from a few hundred thousand dollars

chaptef showed how the co-op has had to

in the early years to two and a half millfon dollars .
today. The co-op entered the 1983 season with almost
‘half a milljon'dollars in current liabilities and

approximately one million dollars in.long term debt.

As _Table 13 (page 225) illustrates, most of the long et

tern debt was acquired since 1979.

The present fishing industry crisis and general

economic recession increased the co-op's need to borrow .
\ and at the same time, increased the costs of that borrowing

(through high interest rates). A consequence is an

)nten&lflcatlcn of the sl‘ruggle for an apprnprl:_\te balance

be tween the co-op's economc viability ﬂnd service. to B ' .

the membership and community. Finding that balance is .an_

issue for most, if not all co-operatives, and there ‘taude ¥

. clear or easy solution.' As the Fishing Industry Advisory

Board stressed in 1977: - . 4
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. "The highly combustible mixture
of economic and 56cial factors ;s
will make the solution.a complex' 1
one, perhaps, even Solomon would
have a sleepless night or two."l

. ." ..On one side of the issue are those who maintain that

co-operatives should emphasize service over profit. ,0n
the other, some people conclude that:

.co-operativés should not be = -
1 oy s viewed as multi purpose “instru- .
i B . ments designed to.simultancously

E . effect, with a bold’ stroke,social,

: psychnlug)cal.\Cultural and
economic_change.. They are in
essence. a form of economic organi-

oo zation and their operation should
be the governing consideration.
a

From the operatiom—of

) successful enterprise the
P . community will undoubtedly realize

" ) many side benefits without
consiously adopting them within .
the framework lof goals the co:op
aims to achieve."Z

For the Fogo management and Board:the problém is one’
of being able to meet the community's needs and yet ensure

* financidl security. Dne_msnﬂgcr suggested:

"We've got to operaze somewhere

between a business ‘and’a co-op.
We have to try and see what we ¢
can find to make work and make .
~a profit. We have to work on

i s behalf of the people...Some
of the small plants are unviable
but ‘we're hanging on_to them to

F . provide a service. You can't

. ch:mge everythlng for economics."3
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Tlatis generally believed on Fogo Island that the co-op

Hah SRS e NG e e profitability.. One person

stated for example, that the corop has:

.gone all out to provide F :
. ‘seryices; its a service.co-op. p
- iy Its stuck to the philosophy : o
@ = : of service and that's partly
J why it doesn't have a large 5
bank account. Somé of the. |
services cost a lot of money.'

Indeed, the ‘co-op has been concerned with meeting the needs
, © . of its membership and the community; at least part of the,
reason for this is pressure exerted on the co-op by that

£5 g community, People have seen the co-op as having a gréat

deal of Tespopsibility for the provision of such services
as employment and convenient fish marketing, since the
“devastated Fogh Telaid. scondiy 6f the 10605 Teft 1iftle
except.the co-op to fill theseé needs. -‘In attempting to
meet the needs of the membership and the communi’t‘y the
co-op has sacrificed the 'big bank account'. This has
+ added to its success in the sense that the community
has éxperienced signigicant development which probably
would not have othérwise occurred, and, his has increased
many peoples' committment to the co-op. - However, it/ has
probably contributed to the co-op's sometimes rather

.precarious financial situation. For example, in September

- of 1983 the co-op had to approach-the provincial and .

E o - . T -160-




measures which emphasize economic ?

constrained ‘by, among other uung

federal governiments for assistancs

The general economic recession has changed ‘the issue

from one of service versus profit to one of 'how.to ensure

-financial survival’. 'The crisis is placing increased

pressure on the management and Board to lean more toward

bility. 1In ’mis it

the needs and

expectations of the community.. Unliké most private:firms

the co-op has assumed a high degree of 'social obligation'

_to the community, yet it must compete with'companies

v
which are not similarily comstrained.®

Several private companies have gone into receivership

even though they have been freer to adopt unpopular

policies to ensure their survival. Many of the same
factors which caused a crisis for the private companies

(low market prices compared to the’ costs of production,

“ high interest rates etc:) have also affected the co-op.

In :addition, the ‘co-op has suffered from very low.landings
in the past fow Seasons and is prevented by law from

taking measures’ (s'ud;.as. joir;t‘ventures., accepting private
company investment tc.) which are open 'to private companies.
Many co-op members were sub;e:ted to a charal Gwernment
income tax audit'in 1982 and have, in addition to low

incomes due to low landjngs, been forced to pay a large.
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proportion of their income to' the tax department. Despite

these and other problems the co-op is:in a healthler

financial condition than many other enterpnses. o

7This: chapter will deal jin more detail with: spme of-
the major pressures on the co-gperative as it s:rugg;e;
through a general fishing industy cifsis and econonic
recesslanA It should be femembered that . the co-op has
to operate in a province in which most rural areas are in
s tate of Social and sconomic.grisis. THe ca-op 18
attempting to deal with some of the enormous problems
whiChi pervade most of Newfoundland and Labrador. Tt

operates in the context of failure of other imstitutions

-

and policies to solve social, and économic problems: |

Therefore, if the co-op is not meeting all the demands

placed upon it; the question arises as to-what extent

‘it can be seen as.a failure-of the co-op, and to. what

extent is yt a failure of government policies and

private enterprise?

In 1980, the co-op hired a new general manager and a

divisional manag They were hired to provide the co-op

with professional management, capable of operating a
large business in an internationally competitive industry.
The new mnnagement brought with it a somewhat new approa:h

to rnnnlng the co-op, an approich peEkups. best sunmarized
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economic viability. The major ratiomality measures were’
the introduction of an {neentiversystens a’ policy which
opts for a 'professionall labour force and eliminates a
tten week hiring policy'; and the introduction of 4 new
quality control program. ' In addition, ‘the co-op’ has
attempted to improve its facilities and to diversify,

into crab processing for example. L

Development of a 'Professional' Labour Force

As carly as 1970, a system of rotation of plant

workers, attempting to give each worker enough work to

.as proyiding community and member service through improved .

obtain Unemployment Insurance 'stamps' was causing problems

and concern. .In that year it was reported tha

"The Directors felt that a

permanent -well-trained

staff would earn the

fisherman more returns on

his product.'"}
The reason for the rotation system was the extreme shortage
of employment, and dependence of a large number of people’
on Unemployment Insurance Bemefits.. Workers would be  * .
hired long enough to get ten ' \a.mps" and then: be replaced
by. other workers. This was a way to distribute 'inadequate
employment and income, a. system not peculiar to Fogo

Island as it is also used by some private fish companies.
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In 1980 the Co-op Board directed management to phase
out the ten week work policy. As one Board ‘member

rationalized the decision:

"As long as you have a policy
like that you'll never get
a good staff and you'll mever
decrease your costs of
. production."8
The ten week hiring policy was changed to a system .
whereby people were hired on a long term basis and on the
basis of performance. Thus if workers proved they could

perforn well, they kept their jobs. '

The' change was not without its problems since it meant ' "'

. however; a plant workef (who was able to remjin employed)

at=some—pcople would have relatively stabic employment

and others would have none. One trap skiff fisherman

Tt will keep some of the members employed
w9

suggested that

and the others on Nelfﬂre

Many people recognize the need for the change,

“suggested that: . =

"If you try to get everybody

their stamps, you might hel]
everybody on Fogo Island, but
you'll put the co-op down.

Because a lot of fellows just

want their stamps and don't
care.about the quality of the
work. .So the co-op will lose =
in the end. You have to get

-164- ¥




fellows who care about their
work and hold on to them.'"10

. ‘This was -echoed by a Board member who adhmitted that as a

result of the change in policy:

"...We have ome hundred former
. employees*who are members that
we don't have jobs for. Right : ~
now its either one hundred or® -

eleven hundred unhappy people.
But we'll have to work towards
secondary processing or .
something to provide work for,
the ones who don't have jobs."11

J . 5
*" . Prior to the new policy of hiring on the basis of

performance, many people admit that hiring was 'very

politicalr.

"Some of the fishermen thought
they should get their sons
jobs above the labourers' sons... %
people were thinking 'if I'm .
g = a member I should be able to
§ get on the payroll'."12 ?

The new hiring policy, while creatipg problems of its own,

acted to'reduce accusations and suspicions that people

were being hired on the basis of who they were, and

replaced it with a more formal approach characterized by

hiring on the basis of .demonstrated.performance.
One of the results of the chdnge was that some
people who had previously survived on employment earnings-
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and Unemployment Insurance now had to turn to Social

13

‘Assistance. Although the co-op's-constitution prevents

more than two percent of the total share capital to be
withdrawn per year some Board members feared b vrunt
on ‘shares® In 1982, approximately $1,000 was paid out

per month to members wishing to withdraw. -Approximately

" one'half of this amount was paid to members withdrawing

‘because of the change’ in hiring policy.  About fifty

people, ongmally wanted to thhdtaw for tha: reasun
but fifteen penple changed their mlnds.“ g

The change, in niring policy alsc facilitated the
development of a more specialized division of labopr.

Whereas_bef £ish i gl el g et

B
-+ and then cease fishing to take: a'plant”job, they are

Ak

.
now discouraged from this practice. Now they tend to

fish longer, using more forms of gear.

To eliminate problems stemming £rom having members
Without jobs, the co-op instituted a system of probation.
Previously, an application for membership was also an
application for a job. If a person was accepted as a
memBer then that person was assumed to also have the right
to,a job. Potential members must now vork for a
probatignary period and can become members only 1f they
are considered satisfactory. They can algo only become
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members now if they are willing to go fishing or if there

is'a shore job available for them.

Under the new management, the co-op also reduced the -
number of workers in some areas of the plants' operations.
Like the change in hiring policy this created some protest

_‘dmong co-op members. As one manager admitted:

"When 1 came ‘to. the plant I

reduced the‘number of workers

and that brought quite a few~

complaints. But if some - st
- didn't go the whole co-op 2

would have. There was no . :

need for a lot of people

there."15

Incentive System

Together uit)‘n changes %p the hiring system, the co-op
hired a St. John's engineéring firm to help-design and
install an incentive systen:for plant émplayees.® The
systen cost gpproximately $40,000, seventy-five peFcenE
of which was paid by the Federal Department of Industry,
Trade and Commerce. The Board and management consider.it
a good ipvestment.. The system helped reduce the costs:of,
production, partly by giving management mote control .over
the organization of work and the quality of workmanship.

Among other things the new system provides a daily record
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of many. individuals':performance, by amount produced and ‘by
quality of the poduction. h

; Although- the- employees work
in their own business, according to ‘one manager:

©+ "+ "You dan't trust workers or
: A A% fishermen just because its .
their own business; you've .’ . N
still got’ to have controls. ¥
This is partly because of
a lack of understanding of
the co-op concept."'16

Aother manager confi’med,ch‘a: the co-op has had to:
..

convince people- thaf its. in their own interésts to
produce."? But along with 'g‘en'tle-gersuas'ion' or

co-operative’ education, ,many of those whg do St perforn
will find th':f they .ar? among the 13'5: to ‘be called back
o wotk,

or are among the first to be laid off when there
is little.work to.be dome.

Some may not be hired at all.

"I people don't perforn we
have to tell them they're
.not and there are others
4 who “perform better and .we
. want them. Me can't function
under the 0l1d seniority system.
3 We've got to hire on the basis
¢ of performance.”18
P

The incentive systep and the gencral 'scientific approach'
to: work organization also helped.managemént "...realize
where pedple should be placed in the -organizacion'."” .

It contnbuted to a streamlining of the operstlon, reduction

in costs of productlun, and an .improvement in quality, which
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in"d sense is to the advantage ;:f the membership. Their

business is made more viable by the measurés and this helps

guarantee jobs and the cconomic base of the community.

However, particularly in the fresh filleting plant the
'scientific approach' created a strictly, defined division'
of labour in which employees pave to perform specialized

functions hour after hour, day after day. These measures

R tgken by the co-op to ensure survival have made many

workers' jobs more monotonous, routine and more subject

“to scrutiny.

In the initidl stages, many plant workers resisted

- the incentive system and the new approach to work.

According to a manager, workers: =

A "...wanted to do things their
. way; they've always been able ~ "
to do what they wanted. We
had td get .them to do what
-we say - but not with a heavy
hand - you can't expect people
to be like robots out there;
you have to treat tnemeke
humans. "20 J (

A plax{: worker éuggested that introduction of the new
system caused proble‘ms because people were 'mot used

to it' and didn't know what was ex{)ected of fhem. He
felt that once people got used m‘.n,? system it .worked

well and they were 4ble to earn more mm\ey./ A Board

member suggested ti\at the incentive system was good

because peop{e liked getting paid fo; what they praduv.:e.21
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Dock Side Grading N
Another major c(ﬁnponent of the co«ol;'s 'scientific
approach' was experimentation with dock side grading.
While:measures in the plant (such as the incentive system)
helped improve quality and yield of fish in the plant,
dock side graq{ng helped imp‘mv‘e the quality of fish going
into .thc\pl;n}t, and naturally affected the end product.
Partly as a consequence, the co-op produced the first
‘select’ saltfish that the province has produced in ,
years.z2 /
vofo /
Dock side grading involves grading fish as it cones  *
out of fishing boats, before it enters the plant.
' Fishermen get paid for the qualityghich they land and

. it gives the co-op more control over the. quality which

fishermen deliver. It also acts as an incentive for

fishermen to-deéliver high quality products.

- The ‘dock, sids prading progran was conducted as a

) pilot project and was subsidized byfhe Federal Department

. of Fisleries. The Department paid the co-op and the ’
fishermen the difference between the costs of delivering
fish under the prograh and what it would cost ordinarily.
(The ‘co-op was reimbursed for additionalemployees who
administered the program, and the fishermen were paid for

the extra effort they took to ensure better quality - 1
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immediate gucting, bleeding and icing of fish). This

government subsidy was necessary hecause although the co-op
was’ producing better quality and more expensive fish,

it was not being paid for higher quality in the marketplace.

The program.was feasible only with government paying

the difference. It was important to thg co-op that until

the better quality brought better market piiées,

Government conéinue,to support the program since it

helped produce, higher quality fillets at higher fillet

to block ratios, and in conjunction with containerization,: »

helped produce superior salt cod. (Salt cod was procgsse_;l :

and stored in special containers provided by the - .

Department of Fisheries and Oceans).2>

b . lack of recognition for superior quality points

" to what has been & constant problem for.the co-operatives ¢
having to market through other companies afd the Canadian
Saltfish Corporation (CSC). While the co-op's relationship
with the CS‘E: has generally been a favourable 'one, and
while the co-op's success is partly attributable to

'steady' markets provided by the CSC it has, nevertheless,
experienced some problems. For one thing, the CSC's
labellihg of different grades of Saltfish has not identified '

t}\e superior quality.

" The co-op's relationship with private fish companies
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through which it has done its marketing have been somewhat
le;s hvo\.:'rahle. For example the co-op was forcéd'to
s .. pay forall spoilage en route to the private agents and as
discussed earlier, lack of récognition for high quality has
been. another problem. When the cozop marketed through .
Fishery Products, Fogo Island fish were combinedlui;h those @
from other plants, even if the quality of the other fish
was lower. Despite being more expensive to produce, the
Higher qualify £ish d4id not bring higher prices nor any
'othervkind of re-:‘ognition since al{ fish was packed f
under Fishery Products' labels., (These were among the

factors compelling the co-op to do its own marketing.)

_The dock sif{e-grsding p}ogram also- caused problems i
for some fishermen. They felt that the differential paid-
by gov:mnent was msuffx‘nent and- they began landing
!hexr fish at Beothlc Flshenes plant in Valleyfield.

Sincé the co-og has 'first call' on members' fish ’

(reaning that members must take their: fish to the co-op-

if the cotop is willing &nd able to by it), the delivery
- of ish to Valleyfield constituted a breach of the »
agreement. A;‘though some of the fishermen were Board
nenbiggs and orle was a vic:'e—president, and they were among
"the co- op's h:ggest shareholders, all were expelled from

Lhe co-op Eur their bchavwr




The decision to expél the members was a difficult
“one. for the co-op to make. Thé offenders were also

fnends and leaders m :he co- operative mnvement . But,

. according to one Board member:

"If we didnt expell them
and other members took
their fish somewhere else,
management would be left
with a policy which we all
5 agreed to, and nobody to
3 g0.along with it and no
fish for the co-op."24

The decision causeéd copsiderable personal animosity and

conflict among people in the community, but according

fo one director it also had ity good side. He suggested
that 'some of the penple ‘who were not very suppcrnve

of the Baard before the. dction, saw ﬂ\at even Board

fiembers hid to follow the rules, and consequently they

became . more positive.?> As a solution to 'the problem
of Eishernen aveiding Tanding their fish under the
\quality conscious' dockside grading prograf, the co-op
Slggestad that.docksids grading become. universal.’d

Marketing.

The co-operative. has been ‘attempting for some time
to eliminate its dependence.upon agents such as Fishery

Products by doing ‘its own marketing. The marketing of
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fish products is a sophlsncated lntematlonal busmgss

and some people felt that the co- -0p. was incapable of

effectively doing its own' . The co-op was seon as being
too small“to market its fish -internationally and too
large to depend upon the donestic market, o However,

it has now developed its own trade name for frozen

'products and is freed from havmg to’ pay marketmg fees

t companies such as Fishery Products. Salt fish still
goes to market .under the CSC brand and is identified
only by a plant numbér but high quality salf fish from
Fogo, Island Tecently created a new markeét in Ttaly.’®
One manager suggested that the co-op was forcéd to

experience the same -crisis as lggger companies partl
p P P

because of its dependence on' marketing services. The

large companies experienced enormous difficulties selling

fish, -particularly between 1980 and .1983. ~

‘ The co-op has been fortunate in that it has relied
qui:e‘ heavily on species such as flounder and halibut,
since’' markets have been better for these species than

for cod, and particularly for %od blotks. Also the

recent quality control measures helped decrease. dependence

upon lower quality blocks. In 1980, for example, about
40 percent of the co-op's turbot was exported {in large
blocks. In 1981 only 10 percent went to maiket in

4 ! ) ]

- ;
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block form, the remainder being in more profitdBle consuner
sized packages. The co-op is also more flexible by
producing both salt and fresh products, a definite

advantage when one market goes soft. »

Almnst all Fogo Island fish is landed wlthlr\
- twenty-four hours of the time that ityis cnught, and ll\uch’

is'landed within five or six hours. Now, with gutting,

bldeding and: icing being done on the boats, the fish is

B mich more likely to:be of high quality than it is for 2
example in a plant which relies.on offshore fish. There’,
the fish is on'ice for-up to ten or twelve days before
“it.reaches. the,plans, and the fish which is caught
first.are crushed by enormous weights of £ish and ice.

 'THo ‘comphrative high yuality will no doubt ‘be asnjor

contributing factor in the co-op's marketing attempts .
. - - :

) . Jinolesalers purchasing £ish normally want relible, 3

" regular supplies. They want to be assured that a given
anount of fish of a certain quality will-be available
at a given time. Here it'seems that the co-op may &

experience problems. -In relying upon S HreRsweL M

R i Tongldiner, €ishery the co-op is Telying upon a very
i ~unpredictable and seasonal resource base. For example,

@ . the 198) landings of the, co- op were 28 percent less

.

. than those of 1980. Also a large nmount of the technolugy




used to catch the co-op's fish is passive, meaning that
it lies in the water wWaiting for the fish. Tf the fish
do not Come to the inshore waters, host of the boats
are not capabletof going in search of the fish, or of
fishing in other areas. This contrasts with offshore
'trawlets which are used by some ma]or private companies
and the govemment/hsnk owned 'super company These
vessels arc fioré ‘capabie of guarantaexng that the

resnurce will be 1anded and on’ ‘a regular basis.

Drift ice along the northeast coast has delayed
fishing act)\utles in some seasons, comphcaung the
problem of guaranteeing supply. It has also contributed
to the fact _thatvthe co-operative normally operates at
under-capacity, a major factor in reducing the efficiency
of the ‘overall operation.. This.has led the co-op to
lobby government for introduction of the Resource Short

Plant Program. This Plan would involve offshore trawlers

. landing fish at under-utilized seasonal plants in. order

to lengtHen the plants' period of operagiod.

The co-op has also had 'definitive discussions' with
«
a Portugese vessel ‘owner who was prepared to enter into

an arrangement with the co-op. The Portugese. vessel
|

would fish und\‘er directions of the co-op for whatever

species it required. -The.higher volumes of £ish would
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increase the level of productivity of: the plants and nake

the. co-op a more predictable supplier to the market.2?

N 5 z
Some problems are encountered by the fact:that the

co-op nust often wait .several months to receive payment
for frozen fish it has sent to market. Despite the delay’
the co-op must meet its expenses such as payroll which

in ssome pedk weeke ahowits to 5 quarter-of @ wititon

dollars. Fortunately, the co-op does not have to wait

" as long for payment for salt fish. Weekly saltfish

~landings are graded and reported to the Canadian Saltfish

Corporation, which forwards payment. The challenge then '

, for the co-op is to ensure’ that the,fish remains in the

san’\e,quslity when th‘e fish is gollected at the end of
the year by the Saltfish Corporation as when it was
graded. . Otherwise the co-op might originally be paid
for Number One grade and have only lower quality Number
Two when it is collected by the CSC. In this case the

co-op would have to reinburse the differénce.

Diversification - .

As.another attempt to improve economic viability and

.to increase employment the co-op has been diversifying -

its operations. The major mew project is the purchase and °

processing of crab. Tt was anticipated thaj Crab
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production which began <in 1983 would lengthen the

operating season in some cases by about two'months.
>

Crab processing is done at the -Fogo Town plant.
which was previously used to process gmnﬂfis};. Since
landings were insufficient to warrant keeping plants

open at Fogo and Joe Batts Arm for groundflsh and yelag)c

species, the Fogo plant had been closed by the new

management. A crab processing license “enabled the co-op

to re-open this plant and to hire approximately - seventy.
more people. The three major plants have become more
specialized, with Fogo processing crab, Joe Batts Arm

procéssing fresh groundfish and-pelagic species, and

. Seldom processing salt fish. ,

Three licenses were granted by the Provincial

Government to'fishermen for the harvesting of crab, and

-each fisherman uses approximately eight hundred pots. The

number of jobs created in the plant and in the harvesting
sector have enabled the co-op to rehire many of those who

were laid off due to the rationalization measures.

In the spring of 1983 before the crab processing
went inko opesation; ‘the proiised new jobs were TR
an 'air of optimism' among many rqsidents. One woman
felt that' soms ofiher sons who vexe working in Alberta’

might be attracted back to Fogo Island. - Two others who °
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worked for minimum wages in a service establishment were *
applying for new jobs in the Crab plant. Said one
woman: "You can't blame us for wanting something

better.n 0

The co-0p did Tun into 'cash £low' preblems. partly
as a result of the crab operations. According -to one
informant, the co-op was late getting the plant into :
operation but in the meantime was buying crab from the
fishernen. The crab was trucked to Bonavista for

processing until the Fogo plant became operational and *

" the co-op apparently lost money from spoilage en route.

The co-op also had to bear the costs of tralnmg workers
for the new operauon and when the plant was fmally
redy For ‘processing, the markets went soft.> )
. p |
%
The co-op is also hoping to diversify by developing
a sealing industry. In December of 1982 thé co-op
submitted a preliminary proposal to the Federal Minister

of Fisheries asking that it be considered in the process

of revitalizing the sealing industry.’’ Also, the co-op

has already established a centre for the development of
inshore f1shery technclogy for productivity and quality

controt.’
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Credit

TRe co-op experiences some problems due to the credit
requirements of many of' its members. Many members can
not (or are not willing) to pay cash for goods purcased
through the co-op, and this forces the organization to
either purchase on cre it which ;s more expensive, or to’
use‘ some of its scarce capital to purchase fishernen';
supplies. This contributes to the cash £low problems
since it ties up money w}uch might otherwise be used to
pay wages. and salaries, and is one of the factors

compelling the co-op to borrow from the bank. .

From the beginning to the end of the fishing season
the co-op does not charge interest on members' accounts,
yet it must pay interest whenever it borrows or buys on
credit. However, credit buying on the part of the members
does raise the co-op's supply prices.. It has a 30 percent
markup on goods bought on credit; 10 percent is deducted

£ron the 30 percent for cash purchases. High prices

also derive from the fact, that the supply store is.too /

small to buy in large quantities.

One of the managers suggesied that .credit problems
also stem from the old 'truck' or credit system. Whep !
the fish merchants left, the tradition of and need for

Euying on credit run;}aiﬂed.34 McCay argues that“the old,
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credit system.remained lomger in the Fogo Island.area
e
than anywhere else in Newfoundland.’® Apart from the

Bank . of Nova Scotia in Fogo Town and the small retail

-.stores, the co-op was the only place where people could

g0 to get credit. The small.stores might provide credjt
for son;e consumer goods, I:ut usually did not and Couldl
not meet fishermens' needs at the beginning of the
fishing season. Many people did not have the security
needed to qualify for bank loans. ' The co-op was therefore
the ‘oni)' Tesort. A Director "suggested that in addition
to need for credit many people see it as a convenience.
"But we see it ag a cost."® oe . ) -
Boat owning fishermen are the major ‘userfiof credit
and the co-op normally extends credit only for pl_m:thases
related to the fishery. While plant workers may.putchase
small items such as knives, rubber boots, .etc. , boat
owners need credit for such expensive items as fishing
equipment ‘and engines. Like plant workers, crew members
of longliners usually onl_y‘requireA credit for personal
cquipment. They only usg:their credit for purchasing
gear or equipnent for.the boat if they have shares in_#
tHe boat but most longliners are owned by a single
i;\dividual. This individual (usuafly the‘ captain) h_as

the Tesponsibility for .outfitting the'craft for fishing.
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‘Boat expenses are recovered by deducting a 'boat share'

from the totwl®Eish landings . . oo ow

. o p
One of the major 'Rochedale Principles' for successful

co-operation.is that business be done on.a strictly

: 37 < =t T il

cash basis?’ While this may be poSsible in some instances

g, it was next to impossible on Fogo Island.: Low earnings

p and relatively high capital and maintenance costs make
z 24, ‘ credit :b;sblutely essential, pa\lcularly at the b.g,glmung

of the fishing season.

During the 'push' for widespresd co-operation by the

Commission of Goyernment, the Co-op. Division attempted. .  ¢-

to deal with this feature of rural Newfoundland and - Cod

. . 1y 4 L *
Labrador. It recégnized the need for credit and felt e :
that producét co~ops would have enormous difficulties

operating without'it. The Commission's preferred

e . strategy Was to first attempt study clubs, then 'thrift"
P " lubs and buying clubs. Thrift clubs were rudilﬁe’ntar’y
credit unions and fere considerdd essential starting points
for the co‘-oper.ati\ge movement,. In 1942 the acting- 5 o

.- registrar of co-ops declared: X i

"§e think that the Credit 2 et

. Society in time will break . <5

3 the credit system of doipg R
i “ business. ' (The truck s{stem)

#° . " Wedo knew that it is t »

: credit system-that keeps &, o
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: e people in debt. Ifwe ' . e R

3 o . can, through the Credit .

. ) Society, teach people to |
save, and.teach them how’ 3 % % i |
to borrpw. properly, one . -
. - of Newfoundland's biggest

: : .problems will be ‘solved. "SB-

T % ‘W'hlle there had been several such thrift clubs .
3 on Fogo Island in the 19405 and 1950s, there was

o apparently no attempt to establish one in cun]uncti‘gn with

. ' the pres

co-op’s Althoughcash is more readily

i ;,avaiyxe than in the 1940s and 1950s, credit continues

E to be/needed. Fishérmen's incomes have not increased

dnﬁnancauy above 1940 and 1050 levels in many cases) :

aﬂd—pnces (parncularly for relatwely Sophlstu:ated ., :
‘technology such as longllnel‘s) often put-items out of

,reach of fishetmen. - E i . g
. ; - G ’ :

After the. 1982 sSeason, approximately: $32;,000 in *

interest on ‘share capithl pas paid to the members for the.

first ‘time, as opposed to reiavesting it in the

co-operative. Some people felt at:the :‘imé that this
: interost should be used to begin a credit unioh. One.

“ - factor possxhly standing in the way of such a venture

3 ' E is'the fact that the established credit union network L e

prefers spreading the movement by opening branches of Mg (

its St. John's operation rather than fostdring the grcwth

)1 g of small mdependgnt credit. unions. > . ',"«“‘6/

- w ° .
1+
!
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Governments and the Covop ~, . =~ ' :

) L e

= : There is a feeling myng leaders of the Fogo !sland.
co- operatlve movement that the provincial and federal

- governments have been discriminating against Fogo Island

. and the co‘opérative because it'is.a co-operative. Although - .-,
some of the facilities on the Ts1and were’ constructed

o with the assistance of government grants and ‘make wurk‘
'programs, people feel that most other® commumtles also get

- ©» ' these monies and: N I R

—__ "We're still further behind E
~than other areas .of the
province in‘espect to -
community se%cpﬂ’ Fogo N &
Island's fishery has pumped ¥ o
millions of dpllars into the : =
- country's.economy over the
past -few years...Yet, in \
return from the Federal ' !
. . Government. we get NOTHING - e
o g a few Canada Works grants . o
_to get the unemployed N
worhng for their. s s
unemployment insurance «
benefits.'"40 .

Between 1967 and April /1981 the corop received
- - approximately two and one half million dollars from
" goberiment. (See Table 14 on page 226.) This sum ‘
. included grants from Canada Works, Department of Regional . '
Economic Expansion (DREE), Small Crafts and Harbours and’
i ‘the Provincial Department of Rural Developnent. Assiming

o ' that there are approximately 1,150 p%qple in the Fogo
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Island fishing jndustry, the sum is equivalent o' one’
hundred and forty-three dgllars per i_pd"us(ry worker*

per year invested by goyernment.” Indeed much of the
money is an investment. Money spent on developmg the
_fxsher)' has reaped 'returns' even u\ a strictly ecnnomc
sense by refiuclng,mr maintaining the level of such ‘costs ’

‘as Social Assistance payments. Table 15 (on page 227) shows

that since 1968, ‘Social Assistance payments on Fogo Island

were consistently lower, with the exceptidfi of the
fireancial year gnd‘ing March 31, 1982, T, Social‘ Assistance
payment; had r_éma;ned even ‘at the level they whte during
the co-ép's first year of operation, the provincial
government Would have paid’ over two hundred thousand

dollars more than it actually-paid. Given the lower 'real!

" value of the doller in the 1980s compared to that of 1967

the smag 15 higher. “

Many of the government grar\ts to the Foga ‘co- op had
to be complemented with co- op funds, an arrangemen: wlnch
in bad years sometimes prevented the society from uslng
such monies. In  thg, 1981-1982 season fo example, the
Board decided to limit capital works projects due to & poor
fishing‘season. ! Tahle 16 (on page 228) shows some "of the
grants which' the cn op did receive in that year and the use
of these grants.

Grants to the co-op and to comminities on Fogo Island
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have to be 'vi_ewed in the context.of government spending

" on other comuﬁitiqs and on private cminies[ Many- people

‘- “on Fogo ISland feel that. the area is, discriminated against.

For exanple, “one Hanags-r suggested that Fogo Island is left

out of a lot of Provincial 'Govemlilent noney becuase it- isa

ba%al district and: 5"There s not- a lot of sympathy for
"‘2, He sa[ the Fadual Govemment as snmnvhat morc
i helpful hut the co-op-had to” pers)st in its efforts for,

assistance.’ & o

Another ‘manager stated that: = - ", . - I
“* "Governments treat co-ops | A A

different from private .

- companies.. They ask)

*, - whether they should give . o
assistance to co-ops - since - ‘e
“ they night have to gab
private compsqies the
same.’ We've been denied = °
help because of thnt "43 oo e

A Director felt thst.
q '"Government is .like a bﬂCK
wall for gettimg financial
assistance. Tt won't give - g
! # . us the kind of assistance
that the private companies
get. They look at co-ops
as doomed for failure.
j The Bank-of Nova Scotia
i here has more confidence .
in us, than the government s
does."44 .

One example that he used to illustrate governments' prefer-

. ence of private enterprise over co-ops was its denial of a

co-op request in 1981 to opcraté the plant at Change Islands.
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¥ % Few leaders in the TIsland's co-op movement are’ . W

callxng for 'hmd-outs' but most feel that they shoﬂid.

R

be treatéd more fairly, and be recognized for their

* .progressiveness in such areas_as quality, and the way ~

; they have diversified their operations. One Director
suggested that goverment should help establish a .

s develuplunt bank for co- ops

Whi].e tTle discontent with government as‘sis’r_ance . i *
centres primarily around Tack® of financial cummttment W tas 3ok
' to the. co-op, there are ouher issues of concern such as
* the 'bottle-neck' in the co op's operations caused

by a poor transportation network'to and érom Fogo Island.
The. 1nfrequent ferry service occassionally does nmot - 3
operate due to factors such:as ice cond‘lnnns, and
this prevents the co-op £rom delivering fish to market s i

and from receiving necessary supplies’ S

Another issue is that of co-operative and fisheries - . - .
educatiop. Co-éperative leaders are attempting to _ i
“influence schaol curricuh;n in o.rder to increase
Students' awarendss of the fishisg industry and of the
co-o0p. Bducation is seen as one of the Keys to better. L
community awareness and participation in'both the
co- operative and’the'community. ‘Many paop}e 'feel that
government is dding- very little to facilitate this type
of -education.
-187- L (O
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. problems the co-op was not as Ever-extmdcd as many of the

it and 1ts dvesas linn of prnducts.

‘Thebgen‘en-l keCm"l.ﬂliC r:c_esslov_l which ,l;ls :a‘fie:tl_ed ‘the *,
whole Atlantic fishing industTy has also ;ab@y affected
éhe Fogo Island Co-operative.  Like most of‘it's" cupetvitqrs,

“the c’o-ug‘u:s affected by lslw markets and high interest
‘rates. However, despite its constant capital shortage

‘private fish canpanies. Also, the corop ‘had fewer

mrketmg dzfﬂcul!ias d'ue to its emphnsis on high quallty

The recession did intensify the struggle to find 4 P
balance between meeting the many ‘demands of the community » ‘
and being economically visble, and dié compel the co-op '
_to ldoi)t certain measures ‘to ensure its viuhility'. Among
these * measures vcre changes in employment policies,”
1ntroducnon of an incentive system, more spu;ahunon ¥
of labour, greater. diversification and generally, a more ~. . !
'scienyific' approach to’_\‘.he society's opgritions. Some

Aof these measures were unpopular and caused some conflict

in the comunhy. Some _had 'serin;us.dlplications for
workers (such as increased monotony due to increaud

specialization). However, many people regard the measures

A s S et

as having been Necessary, to guarantee the society's
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ccmcwsxov AND IMPLICATIONS . - m

FOR A DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
|
The Fogo Island Co-operative was formed and developed
as 3 respunse toa szvcré social snd economic crisis in the

late 1960s. The crisls was partltulatly severe for Fogo

. Islapd but it also nffected much of the North East Coast

and ‘ndecd most of runl Newfoundland and Labrador. The o B

cnsis m}s‘ largely duc to the provlncn's unfavourable

. position in the international economy. The provincial

e:onomy was .to begin with, underdeveloped and dependent. ' -

It was highly dependent on outside capitalists and govern-

ments for capital, technolagy and markets and was largely

oriented toward facilitating appropriation of economic | P
surplus by foreign capitalists, their local agents and

independent local businesses. The cconomy was essentially

undiversified and oriented around primary resource extraction

ﬁ‘)r other areas, and was highly dependent upon imports. The
material standard of living was well below the Canadian
a‘venge.. The salt fish industry, upon v;dch much of rural
Newfoundland and Labrador was based, was in a state of

decline. The forced chlnge from a'salt to a fresh. praduu

7caused many disrnptions and hnrdships.

Many of the local businesses were moving, or had-
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~ highl +isk areas. .There was'a tendency £o. invest, xnstead,,
X | B

moved out of the fishery into suvu:e 1ndustr1es sm;h

as 1‘surance in an attempt ‘to thh:lraw from relatlvely

Jn the relatively  secure field of selling cibumar Lralb’

“This was done largely by becoming agenfs of mainland

Cmu‘dian'an_d Anerican £irms. i

THO development policies of the federal and provincial

governments did little to solve the provinces social

and| economic problems and in'many ways made the prohiems
, worse, particularly in' the more isolated rurdl aress.

Ess;unt1ally, government development™ policies in the 19605

favoured large scale, capital intensive development

ovqr smaller scale .development .in rural areas. This

'development' was encouraged under the auspices of . -

foreign capxtalists espec:ally after an attempt at more *
|
local level, import substitution met.with little success.

While governments provided incentives to foreign -
vcapitalisés For large scale projects, they decreased
“their promotion of local cemmunity based enterprise.
Fm‘; e:'campla; the provincial énvemmént abandoned much
oflits promotion-and support of co-operatives, turning
that role over to a co-op movement which was incapable

of adequately supporting and promoting itself.t




as the petro chemical complex at Come By Chance, the
Stephenvzlle Linerboard Mll‘l and several hydro-electric: :
pru;ects went 'hand in hand‘ w1th a centraluztxun of ©

popuyiation. A progran of resett]sement was introduced
v ]

‘to decrease the, costs of providing services and to
4 . e

Centr llzeAthe provmce s qukacrce Thousands of*

3 > people were moved (somtmes voluntarily, sometimes '
involuntarily) from rural f:shmg communities to relatlvely
urban areas, known as gxlouth centres',' Immediately : “

ten following Confedsration, |émphasis was placed on developing

‘roads, schoals and other. infrastructure with much léss

emphssxs on develupu\g ehe .productive base for this X

1nfrnstructure (a factnr which plagues the provxnc:al
economy even today). Must rTural commumues did not
experience a temporary ‘sconomic boom provided to more
urban areas; many experienced temporary and permanent
K T Losssof population due to ‘the attraction of relatively
i 3 well paying jobs at various construction sites, and

+ the resettlement program. . w

Most of chese‘ factors came, to bear on the North b
East Coast and in particular, on the Fogo Island area. - s N
Communities there experienced population declme or 4
stagnatxon iow fish landings and earnings, and declining

oppm'tunltles in other traditional uccupatlons

such as sensonal woods work. Like the majority of
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fishing families, fish companies in the area experienced

lower retumns, and some of the major ones withdrew. <

_Pressure from government to resettle from Fogo Istanld-
' initially -met with little opposition and many families
e
i
left, Opposition to resettlement developed largely B

3 due to the efforts of an Improvement Committee which

had its origins in local roads committees.

- ‘Among its ‘activities the Improvement Committee .
"obtained. the assistance of the National Film Board and

i . Memorial University's Extension Service, They cdrried

out an extensive film project aimed at increasing
communication ‘and awareness among Island residents. -
The project helped facilitate the emergence of a strong
anti-resettlem;m, pro-Island development movement and -*

formation of an Island-wide co-operative. ) i

d ’ It is important to view the’ co-op in light of what
was happening on the micro level® becausé it had to become
established and operate under conditions which were
affected by the international, national and provincial

climate. For example, the ca-op had to deal with

intemational -markets which dictated the price-of fish
l and the quantities that the co-op could sellj it had to
E confront government policy which was opposed to the

écvelopment of isolated rural areas ;’-and it had to
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. development philosophy of the Commissiondf ‘Gove rment:.

i ! . ‘ E
o s Jo
operate in a climate of general rural crisis-with‘méndm

dlsllluslnnment, apathy, and hlgh unemployment. The

success of the co- operatxve would depend on its ablllty

| to'circuivent or solve a whole set of social and economic

problems. The ‘co-ophad to be a successful business;

but it ‘also had to be.much more.

‘Co-operation OT Fogo Island had roots :in the

Fisherman's Protective Unich and in the pro-cq-operative

The Fogo Island - Change Islands.area hid ‘Séme of the.:
most successful co-operatives during and after the
c;ammissionjs era. Some leaders in the pro-development -
movement had éxperience in'the carlier co-ops and some
were involved with ‘existing buying clubs and consunmer,
stores. ‘Co-operation was not a fore1gn notion to the
Island, nor was 1r_ considered a panacea by most residents =
some had had negative encouters vith co-operatives.
But for some community, leaders, ‘co-ops. 'did “contain pos1t1ve
possibilities and they worked for the formation :and
development of a co-opetative, aga'/r,sr. the wishes of the

provincial government which preferred private enterprise

on the Island

Largely as a way to attract private énterprise back

‘to Fogo Island, the provincial government helped finance

194~




| the constiuction of a¥hipyard. Government-felt that a

fo, = ' fleet of new. longliners would increase fish landings '

Bt and help attract a ney £ishicompany to the Island. The -
‘provincial goveriment nade 4 Loan fo the £ledgling
co-operati“le, a'loan guaranteed by Newfoundland Cos0p .

i Services. wn:h government’boat subsi dies , several L
hmdrsd meabs s arid iy 1 EELE enpi val L6 ther than [the
Toan, the co-op constructedia fleet of longhners anfd .

L bégan purch351ng, processmg and marketmg members'

saltflsh : : 2wl 9 .

It 'i’s important to emphasize tha the w-op started . "o

‘smau‘ and developed and xpanded ove T more than a decade. | 5
3 It was “able to rent—or lease, faclllrles ra_ther thsl\

being compelled to purdlase its owm. " " The processing of -
salt fish in these facilities Tequired relatively little

capitalv conpared to establishing fresh £50%on: Gperationsy

Yet the organization has continued to be plagued by

lack of spfficient working and :anestment capital, The’
2 rental #fd leasing arrangements also worked against

the co-op:since buildings could not be used.as security

for borrowing badly needed capital. Many of the loans

. that were obtained in the early years|were on the

. Security "of government boat subsidies -and £ish inventories.
L o lack of capital in the organjzation cointided with
R e 2

. -195-




3 Tos P Fhuls,
t and was partly ® consequence of lack of capxtal anong :
- - ‘cb'op members.  Membérs were unsbie fo invest ‘lsrge s i
gnounts of capftal in the organizat{on and meny. have g %
. . looked to'the co-op as a source of credit rather than | =)

as a place to invest. Alsn, co-ops ]\n\'e more restricted

cann; “acceépt private company investment, and cannot E
participate in many other bwiness arrangements_which
are open.to private companies). La¢k of capital has

.7 forced the co-op to obtain expensive credit from banks

and wholesalers, thus raising the prices of fishing

: } .. cauipment and supplies, and making the er‘anxzatmn S

more vulnerab!.e to- changmg international clrcumstances

s "o . such as Aluctusting marketS and high intevest Tates. . - SN

= . * A séries ;f problens. with th shipbuilding operations : -

i X ¥ T put the co-op in a-very bad financial position and almost S -

" led to bankruptcy.’, It was able to obtain a gevernment ' )

="t - loan onii by negotiating its independence away ( at—
least formally) to a goveriment management committee. -

The: shipbuilding operations -had to be terminated but

only after the harvesting capacity of the fleet had been'

. increased subs:antully and it was able to hurwest more .. |

. species. he longliners built’ hy the co-op cuncnbuted

O & ta the lncer,suc:ess of its Processxng and marketing
: N [ .

operations. . . & |
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The Fi'sh purchasing, processing and marketing'

operations wére constantly plagued by lack of adequa

Jfacilities. The co-op experiénced major difficulties.

in movmg irto, freih frozen producuon, 1argely because

" .of the high dosts of facilities such as freezing and

cold storage ejulpmqnt. For years the co-op did some

_ primary processing of fish (iaking fillets) but was

unable to freeze it - This fish had to be trucked on

ice to pnvate freezing fucll‘ltles elsevhere in the

province, and this led to substantial iésses due.to”

‘spn‘ilage Due to the 'co-ep‘s.v weak bargaining ‘position

vis-a vis the private compames through wluch the co-op
was compelled to do its marketmg, the Iosses were all

borne by the co-op. 3 e : o ' .

Tha co-op's pcnr barga1n1ng position made it.-

*dependent on pri,va.te compames not similarily dependent

on the co-op. The private companiés' first prlonty was

to process and market their own fish; the co-op's’

production was only sécondary. Until recently the co-op

3 wus unable to.lrave its own products identified in the

market place, wluch meant that 1t _was unable to get

recognition for its Iugh quahty.r

(The, recent crisis in"the Atlantic fishing industry
affected the co-op in many of the same ways that private
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_ companies were affected. In particular; high interest

rates affected the co-op's operations but fortunately

for the organitation, it had not over-extended itself to
the degrée that Some of the private companie had’done.
This reflected good management, the co-op's p ‘licy of
gradual growth and development, and concern fo Yong. term
stability, but was also.perhaps a reflection o goverBhE

regulations which' do not allow co-ops.to borrdw above a

certain limit. While these regulations are a hindrance when'

.the cc-vop.s want money to expand, they can:glsn prove to be
beneficial when (as happened in the early 1980s) intérest:
rates rise dramatically. Fortunately for the to-op it was
relatively diversificd; it produced a-fairly wide-selection
of products,: including halibut: and’ Elounder which were
selling well compared to cod blocks. Also the co-op Wwas
prodycing high quélity products. and partly as a
:onseque;nce of this high quality, was producing minor
 amauits jof fish blocks: A large. proportion of the o~ op's
cod'production went ints salt bulk and dried fish, which

again had relatively good markets through the Canadian

Saltfish Corporation. After a pilot quality program| S

(irfeluding live bleeding and gutting, and.dock side
grading)’ the co-op was producing top quality salt flsh

which was able to penetrate new markets.

‘One important feature of the co-op which.some privaté




competitors did not‘ have was a better ability to control
wages_and salaries within the organization.’ Without
havihg to conform to union negotxated pay scales the
co-op was able to pay closer to what.it' could afford "
to pay, or what the market qu'ld bear. It could not,
hovever, do the same with fish prices as it felt if -
Had to ‘pay what unionized fishermen iere, ecaiving,:
(mainly -to ensuré that fishermen would not land their
fish elsewhere). Lower wage: rates were a cause’ for '
concern anong ‘sorie employees but many felt ‘they 'were
lucky to have a JDb[' and. some” employees (or other'family

members) rece)ved other benef1t5 such as’ the relat1yely

hlgh level of service. which the co<op was provldlng.

The co-op did introduce several measures to ensure

.its economic viability in the ‘crisis. These included:

ending a'popular ten week hiring policy; introducing
an.incentive system and quality controi pm@ram; further
diversification (into crab processing); and terminating
its dependence upan the pr:vate companles for marketing. )
Except for attempts to move into.seal processing ‘the
neasures achievéd generally positive resulfs. However,
problems did arise in the autumn of 1983 when the soc§9ty
encountered cash flow "problens stemming in part £rom

delays in opening the new crab plant, and soft maTkets

"in'/crab and other species. The problems were £olved
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_‘opposition to board and management decisions can and

!

mainly through provincial government assistance. D -

Like most inshore fish phants the co-op generally
operat:s at less :han fu11 capacity, and only seasanally,
¢onstituting a major problem for the ‘co-op. Bad weather
‘and drift Artic ice have in some cases reduced the
effective fxshmg season to less than a. month., »Ihis.
substantlally reduces the oppnrt\mltzes to.accumulate
capital or repay debts. The co-op -recently tno_k several!
steps to increase.the Tength of the season, including
dintroduction of ;:;rab processing ‘and (un‘succeS‘Squy) y #
joint ventures v\ith'a Portugese company. i " .

The co-op has to uhtum or maintain a high dcgrec
of legitimacy among members of :he community ‘and the.’
organization is more accountable to that community than

R
ave private companies. Board and mansgement decisidns

. have tq reflect the concerns of comm\m1ty members as

Wwell as the' immediate and Tong.term viability of the

enterprise. As the conflict Ax’ound the issue of phasing

out the ten week “hiring pollcy shuwed deusums are

not always easy to make nor 1nsn,tute. " Considerable R

. W

does. arise.
Generally the co-op is percieved by the membership

and the community as being.a Vvery positive force. Many
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-context in-.any. meaningful discussion of co- opentxve

people base their assessment on the systen in place
prior to the’ co- op, and on what they lmaw about some
other communities in which pnbne covlpnnies have

either tenpouruy or pamnenzly ceased operations.

Some feel that their employment hase is broader and

more stable now than ever and is more secure than private
fishing companies, despite “the recent cash flow problems.
Many pec;ple feel that they‘ have  more control over .the
organization t_har{ do employees of private :ompani'es’,
though there are also complaints about discrimination,
low wnges‘ anfi under-rép;'esentltiun. Some recent measures
such as changing the constitution to allow an employee

i blie Boasi, commmiity Nestings; ‘the systen ot slectad
delegates and vnri‘_n‘us committees do address some of these
problems. ? i

B

Implications for a Development Strategy .

This examination of the Fogo Island Co- operative has: .

shown the necessity of ircluding the broad socm economic

* Problems and consnamts which stemmed from the local®

and more. general environments have been among the prmury
determinants of the degree of the,co-op's success.- These

> : % &




constraints include factors like high unemployment and ‘\
poverty which put pressure o the co-op to increase

employment, sometimes at a cost to the organization's * -

i 4 economic viability. The fact that most members had

little money to invest-in the organization:and-looked o8

i .- to'the co-op as a source of credit also placed constraints ° L
|

on what the co-op was able to-do.‘ These kinds 6f - . = .

i " factors, together with legislation regulating co-eperatii’es ;

K and the short operating season, restricted the co-op's
P ! i~ability to accumulate enough capltal for purcl‘\aslng B Lo

. such things as bndly needed processing-and freezxng

b facilities. &

The co-operative was compelled to sperate in'
competition with many private companies, some of which | ° ) i
. yere longrestablished 4l eps much larger than the
co-op. Tt had to market its pr&duczs through’ private
: cumpanleﬁ which were also the, co -op's cumpetlturs
Governments clearly favour pnvate enterpnse over

1 co-operatives and at least nrlgxnally, they were
|

L., , reluctant to invest in the development of Fogo Island.

v+ The ca-opctative was buffetted by chénging international '

condn:mns such.as’ declxnmg market opportunities,

% i economxc Tecession and skyrecketlng interest rates. * 54

i o At i

~202-




In short the conop has been affected by a ;érgg number
of social and economic problems, many of which were

beyond its control. The failure of conventional

government policies and private capital to develop the

Fogo Island area (and rural areas in. general), and the

underdeveloped and dependent nature of the- provincial

1 econony all .came to bear on the co- op. iy

Given the constraints wid! 1initations; the seople
of Fogo Island and their co-operative l;ave done -a 1 :
s Temarkable job of solving.some of their own local J
problems. " They have succeeded if building an organization

which is probably more stable and vibrant than most

alternate forms: of bus_iness organizagions such as priva.te
companies; the organization is owned locally‘and is B
I controlled democratically, especially in comparison to
: private companies. 'Théy have succeeded in: revérsing 5=
{ o a. trend ‘which would have seen the Is and cDmlnunltxes

’ i - vanish; they heve dramatically incredsed the dmount of
: ‘1 " employment-and ‘the benefits from that work and théy have

substantially diversified the local economy. While

there.has been and perhaps always will be some amount

of conflict on the Island, compared to most.commum

&
. B
and work environments Fogo Island's degreee of success

is largely founded on an air of inter-community, -

I .~203-
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fnter: group, ‘Co-ojeration. The co-operative; the o
i development association, and municipalities exhibit

what is perhaps anunparalleled . degree of inter-group

co-operation in the province. imFike most areas they

have developed .institutions to deal positively with

community conflicts. While there are still chargées of

'elitism' directed at management officials, the -

_organization has a very broad ‘grass roots' support base. .

Inportant’ problens and challenges vemain, ‘not :
*the. least of vhich Is the lack of capital; also the co-op
= Lo still has to.find and- adheré to the appropriate balance
“ ' Setwsen providing valuable services to the| community
" “and its membership, and being economically| viable; it _
still has to work on developing a structure which provides
management with the amount of freedom that it requm;,
ey while ensuring democratic control by the general :

membership. S e

chever‘, e‘ven. in ‘the present Atlantic fishery crisis PR
the co-operative has been ‘doing relatively well. In - :
contrast to some pri\mte companies which have gone into . "
receivership or bankruptcy, or which have simply ceased

\ or phased down operations, the co-op has continued to grow.

- (For example, it began crab processing operations during

one of the most critical periods in/the industry3. The
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co-gperative is an example of a possible alternative

[ RN
i

structure to that of centralized gnveznment assisted !

. private enterprise. The co-op has-proven.its,viability

over (the years) certainly as well as or better than nost”
private companies in the Atlantic fishery. It has shown
that it is not only viable but, is..also preferable in
* many v{sys' in terms of loéal control, more democratic
decisx‘gn malfing, and increased employment and services
to ;the\membershxp and community. ' In short, it appears‘ '
“that (I?e co- operanve has proven itself to be quite

capablé of implementing sxgmhcant social and economic

: developmem. on a 1m:al ‘level amd=at workinf thlun the

‘constraints ul\pcsed by & capitalist economic system.

o
The _cbsop has proven its ability to adjust br adapt to

/the constraints but it is l_nuch less capable of (and

less oriented toward) changing the system fin which it

is forceld to operate. The problem remains, h‘ow)‘c'an the
type 'ef"aevexapmem experienced on Fogo Tsland be improved
and how Lan it be spread more generally? " The coop:

has gune\far tuward 'reversmg underdevelopment' on a
local level, but how can underdevelopnent bé reversed

in the p{‘;qvincg or in'the whole region?

It seens that the Fogo 'model' or the Fogo

|
'experience' can not be simply transported and repeated

in other aréas. The Fogo co-op developed the way it did’

' “.205- ; ) y




largely because of the specific circumstances sutrounding

" ‘the Island's situation; for example it ererged out of a
fairly long history or tradition of cooperatién, and its
e,ague‘r,'s?ccess chwe largely ‘trom fnvolvement: in # labour
intensive salt fish industry. Few iress Coday Favh such
co-operative traditions, and the present Fishery is -
heavily oriented around capital intensive frozen production;

‘.to'name only a few dlfferences hecweeﬂ the Fogo co-op' s

cantext and that of most other Areas. bd i

s ,
The patter lof small individial co-operatives - = -
developing'in relative isolation froml each other may”

“be sufficient to facilitate development in some. local

areas but it if probably incapable of Créating fundamental
chilemioohange. ke iselated sutities bach co-op' would
only develop slowly if at'all, given_such pressures as
‘competition from'private firms, the nded. £or large amounts
of ‘capital 4nd government preférence of private enterprise.
It appears that something more radical and un-conventional-

may be necessary fo reverse undefdevelopment in the region.

A possibility which is rarély considered is a kind *
of 'marriage' between the co-opergci’vz and labour

movements. Such a unification.could fo far towards. solving

some of ‘the most basic problems of each movement; and

could facilitate 'real' social and economic development
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at a pace so.far unprecedented in the province.

The labour movement in this province has lost a
significant part of its membership and has been unable
t6 prevent layoffs, company pull-outs etc. Even in ¢
better times for the companies fishermen and other workers
have had problems obtaining what they. considered adequate
fish prices and wages. Unions have frequently had to

use the strike weapon as an instrument to pry benmefits

from. the companies.: In the fishing industry and
particularly.in areas where the fishing season is short,
strikes deal severe blows to the people they-are designed

to assist. By subscribing to and working for

co-operative principles such as worker ownership, unions

could more directly affect the decision making process;
they. could better ensure the stability of their .
employment base, and efisure that business enterprises.
are oriented ardund producing benefits for ‘the local

and regional communities rather than for a-small group .

of private investors.

Workers in' the £ishing induser? are already well
organized under the NFFAWU which could relatively ea;'ily
facilitate the development -of co-operative worker -
ownership: :The Union could work-on at least two fronts:

by utilizing its organizational networks and contacts

5 -207- .
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. -to promote the development of local and regional’ 4

co-operative networks; and it could use its‘political

" power (i

cluding the strike weapon) -to demand worker

b s ownérship and control over industry. The organized
political power of the two movements could be used to
enisure. that government policy is changed from favouring

private compunies to support of worker-co-operative
AP

ownershlp and control. For exumpla/ govnmment could R .

be préssured into accepting a system of worker 'buy-’

i ¥ " back' of shares in-the largely.state owned Fishery

e i ‘ Products International.Company, rather than.allowing
it to return to private investors if or when it-becomes

‘financially viable. -Given the difficulties involved . ° -

in raising the amount of capital required for Such - -

" enterprises, share purchase through such a buy back

> system has to \gq;cnnsihéred as an option for acquirimg

-ownership_and control. . ; s

The labour and co-operative movements have not

always worked well together. Although both are = . . B

potentially (but not necessarily) progressive and have ’

“ similar aims’ such as improving conditions for!the

. working class,.as consumers and primary producers, they have
77 often been at odds with each other.. Oakeshott argues for '

example, that one of the reasons for the success of the °

post-Rochedale iconsumer co-ops was the absence of hostility .
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] through strikes and other similar tactics.
‘Ditector of Co-operatives advised a fieldworkér: to
fefrain ffom attending union conferences.® By 1949 the

'stated that the. two movements should be unxte\i He .

'clnmed that' L : o

S i lto work towards a more

: ’
g s, ¢
from the labour movement.?* Present unions’and co-ops o -

still have differences which occassionally are: resolved
i 5% 45

Newfoundland and Labrador the relatlnnshg between

the two ‘movements has varied. In 1944. the vaemw-nc' .

President of the Newfoundland Federation of Labour

~. "(The labour. and co-op .i.
w3t . movements are)...kxndred 0
o in design or formation B P " .
| Dbecause vwe give ca'ngible s i
lexpression to man's desire ;

balanced society and a Vo \
more equitable d1scuhutmn i i
of this world's goods. We & .
differ only in that we
are’seeking the same goal
by different methods. Labuur B g
by making, use of the strength
of its numbers brings pressure
to bear upon those who control
.the greater Share of the
profits of mdustry and
usually succeeds in being
grudgingly” given as a favour
*- :what js actually its right, J
. ;:is method often requires
,-the assistance.of legislation.
- The best we™ can hope: to accom- 4 i
plish in this manner’'is the # e
- highly desirable partnérship . :
© system already referred to, : |
but we cannot hope to control - - i
-+ ‘the authority of management. .’ - . % !
. : The co-operative movement on *
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; * s the othet Rand enables the
. ‘ worker to better utilize the. - ° ¥ -
L4 fruits of his ‘labour for ‘his \
i ) * own benmefit or his fellowman.
i £ K It trains him to become
i . managementaitself and even
; . though authority is vested in‘ .
a fow he still controls that
- P authority. Therefore the - .
= y * < Co-operative Movement goes
one step further than Labour."s

The two movements have come together &n some
instances, usually in the form of workers or their
unions organizing credit unions or consumer stores.

. For example, the Newfoundland Industrial Workers
]

Association attempted to introduce the Rochedale 'system

: p \ .
., [of consumer coops' to the country'in the early 19003,

and retail clerks in such firms as Bowrings and the

Printing and Allied Trades and the Nail and Foundry

WorkeTs all opened credit unions in the early 1940s.®

TR Government employees and the Newfoundland Teachers

fAssciation also formed credit unions, s
$ ; ; ) K
The provincial labour and co-op mm}e_menr.s appbar
to generally acknowledge each other's legitimacy and o
/| to be on reasonably good terms but'they continue to
| operate ‘s isolated entities. However, there are .
! ihdications-that this may be changing, particularly
in the. Fishing industry, At'least some union leaders -

« 3 ; are looking seriously at co-operative worker ownership
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and the NFFAWU is assisting a group of union members

7

form a co-op in Petty-Harbour.” A co-op advisory -

board recently established by the Federation of Co-ops

‘has a NFFAWU repteseﬁtative: It is clear that much

needs to be done to get the Jemt labour- ca-op novelents
to the 'take~off' stage but some of the groundwork has
already been doneé, and the political-social-economic

climate seems conducive to.alternatives.

It is apparent that goVernmsnfs have' to becomé more

sympaLhetlc and supportive of worker co- operauve |

-ownersh)p. Whue concems in the co-op movement about

gave‘mmehc mvolvement desnoyug the self-help nature

of-co-ops {r: often 1egitmate, government can

nevertheless play a sxgnxfxcant role. Rather than
necessarily acting as a guaxtanteed source of in‘colle or
bailout for co-ops, governments can and should use'their

ecenomic-and legislative power to help create ‘a‘climate

.in which cosoperation can flourish. .lmporténtly;

governments can help dengn policies whxch fcster long

term 1ncally controlled development, and vorker ownersh:\p.-

Success is probably as much contingent upon value
and cultural C)\Bllges as they are upon develupmg altemate
business s\tmcgutes. Co- nperanves must be vxewed as.
more than simply néw ways of ‘doing business. Sucésssful *
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co-operatives and significant social and econonmic

3 : development also depend on promotion of a set of 'values

; + T which are in-many ways opposed to the dominant values

in v_este.rn capitalist secieties today. For example ;

the value presently placed 'm! private profit and
individual success will likely h‘n{to be rejected in
favour of a high value on people working together and .

.. commun@t.z development. Similarly, the high'value .

p_:laced on consumption of (df_ten expensive and frivolous

imported goods and on the ability of the 'market! \;:o

. ' deternine production may have to be supplanted by an ! :

emphvasis on useful local products and-ratiéna’l o p’l‘anned'

production. Without an educational and cultural’

transformation co-nperatives.uould perhaps be as

inqapnble of meeting peoples needs (or wants) as-are other

4 - business enterprises. Bué together with a positive y
... - cultural change the co-operative stficture.could be the -

basis for facilitating substantial social and economic

development.




TABLE 1
" PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN POPULATION

, SUBDIVISIQN 8 AND NEWFOUNDLAND

. ; ' Vigas - 1071 N
1945-1951 1951-1956  1956-1961 1961-1966 1966-1971
Subdivis_ion ] 11.4 - 10.4 : 9.9 11.4 1.8
i

Newfoundland 12.3 14.8 10.3 7.7 5.8

'So‘urce: Compiled from Censjus of Canadn 1951, 1961, 1971,

" various canlnguss

i e : -




A .. . TABLE 2 & S p %
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN POPULATION, f
SELECTED. AREAS WITHIN SUBDIVISION §

. 1945 - 1961 :
AREA 0 | PERCENTAGE CHANGE 1945 - 1961 -+
White Bay South i Ms E 68.5 .
Halls Bay - Sprimgdale - Little B,ay - South Brook . 68,5 )
& Lewlsporte - ’ o 1ms
Twillingate Island - o 0.8
Change Islands " a ) = - =113

Fogo Island T ; . g A ;

' Note;, Figures arg not available for these specmc areas after 1961 due to changes
in Cénsus break-downs, L % )

. *Source: Census. of Canada, 1951, 1961 o

=21 K




*Source: ‘Canada Census: Cat. 98-1951, M-7
; ! ; " .

Dy

. . s 4 g
.
1
. v TABLE 3 )
' : * POPULATION uumconponﬁau PLACES AND TOWNS
: “~FOGO ISLAND . Sl
1945 - 1966 . 1o
PLACE . = POP. 1945 POP. 1951 % CHANGE -POP. 1966 oy
Barr'd-Islands 278 229 -17.6 274 To19.6
Eastern Cove 106 97 - 8.4 i
Hare Bay . 132 148 L 12,1 N
Indian Islands =~ 141 .. 169 - 19.8 ‘I ‘ .
Island Harbour 226 = 222 - 1.7 368 65.7
- Joe Batts Arm " T oes0 950 <. .o 993 45
Little Harbour . 190i" - 184 - 3.1 i
Little Seldom ©o166 1 L2258 © 35,5 - 109 -s1.5
Seldon Come By 312 389 - 24,6 509 30:8
Shoal Bay ST et 95 7 d1.5 .79 5.3
Stag Harbour .23 267 19.7 379 41.9
Tilting 392 ot 378 -4.8. 444 19
Fogo Town & -~ . . 1,078 - 1,150 6.6

= % CHANGE
CHANGE 1945-1966

-1.4

62.8
4.5.

-34.3
63.1
-13.1
69.9
13.2




: TABLE 4
T HOUSEHOLDS AND PERSONS RESETTLED [FROM FOGO ISLAND -
BETWEEN APRIL 1, 1965 AND DECENBER 31, 1968

NO. HOUSEHOLDS 4 AVG. NO. * APPROX. No. pensous RESETTLED
RELOCATED BETWEEN ERSONS PER (HO J.Ds
“'APRIL-1/65. §& FEC. 31/68 HDUSFHOLD AVE NO. 5
FROM| "~ vansous)
Sandy- Cove = Y i
Wild Cove 1 .
Little Seldom T ¢ 6.41 6
Barr'd Islands 4 3.65 15
Joe Batts Arm 7 5.28 37
Deep Bay 9 5.04 45
“Fogo 1 4.96 55
- Island Harbour 12 6.57 79
Stag Harbour 14 499 70
Seldom . 21 '5.04 106
81 413

2L

*Source: Government of Canada, Industrhl Development Service, Survey
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5 TABLE § °
) PERCENTAGE OF 1966 - POPULATION RESETTLED
: ! ,  FROM FOGO ISLAND COMMUNITIES o
“Toi ' FROM APRIL 11965 TO DECEMBER 31, 1968 gy
. . . BY COMMUNITY: ;
. ¢ [ 4 = .
COMMUN ITY PERCENT OF'1966 POPULATION RESETTLED
Little Seldom S P o
Barr'd Tslands ' 5.4
- * Joe Batts Arm Jr e 3.7 = :
(A - . .
Deep Bay S . 35.7
Fogo tar
Island Harbour S L S .
, “ Stag Harbour ; T | i
an - Seldom a 20.8
: ; b (
. TOTAL . ) S S o Tap o
' *Source: Compiled £rom Government of Canada, lndustritl Deyelopment Service, Survey,
i : pp. 27-28 A % -




Ty e alw of " TABLE 6
POPULI\TION OF CENSUS SUBDIVIS]UNJ NFLD.
~ 4 OF FEOPLE-LIVING IN WORGANIZED AREAS BY—CEISUS sunmvxswu

PTGl T e Y s T80 eme ) .

SUEDIVISION - 1951 . 1961 ... 1971 % Changa 1961-71 % Change 1951-71
i 40.2 22,7 R 215
2 ' 63.5- © 24.8 - 60.9 52.8
3 : 45.4 26,4 .8 Y- N
4 “si.20 | 38.7 9.7 .t 61.3
s 22.1 18.5- 6.2 5 W
6 -85 3.9 10.8 T g 75
7 (83,6 . 7397 39.5. ;4.5 kel 541
8 92.1 67.3 4302 .. 3.8 RS-
9 84.7° | 61.3 | 30.7 - 49.9 ¢ 54
10 100 69.6  25.3 63.6 74.7
' *Source: CensuszCanads, 1971, Cat. 92-702; Vol. 1, Part 1,
. 2- s "

coo-as- d £ A o




SUBDIVISION

1

_TABLE 7
NUMBER OF PEOPLE ATTENDING HIGH SCHOOL

GRADES 9-12) 1951 .
NFLD. “BY CENSUS SUBDIVISION

NO. ATTENDING
HI SCHOOL -

POP. OF unmvlg_ia " HIGH *. 4 ATTENDING HIGH SCHOOL

“149,543 4,183 ¥z
22,366 . 582 . 2.6
20048 " I 1.5

© 15,982 . 276 i 1.7

© 28,089 122 D T2

fam,968 .- 790 X 2.8
35,204 - 122 H *
36,799 : 526. 1.4

<17;081 - e 290 1.7

, Sz a8

361,416 S, 88 2.3 :

f

* ASource: Canada.Census, 1951, Vol. 1, pp. 60-61 '




& ' TABLE 8 .
R CAPITAL EQURPMENT EMPLOYED IN PRIMARY OPERATIONS -
Y d AREA B )

Type of Boat Number of Boats

Long Liners: 1956 1960 . 1965 | 1966 1967 1968 1970 1973
25 tons t - @l < 2 PR 2w - 50 24
10 - 24toas " S 16 28 —r i 69 95
Row/SailBoats 1,182 1,541 1,403 1,182 = 1,057 740 S5 137
Gas/Diesel 1,5{30 2,046 2,633 2,615 . 2,547 - 2,416 2,104 1,624
T + 7
Total 2,864 3,588, 4,054 . 3,820 .. 3,654 - 3,233 2,758 - 1,887}

_ *source: Fisheries Statistics of Canada, Newfoundland Cat. 24-202
Note: Area B is-Cape St. John to Cape Freels inclusive
4 P
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TABLE 9 -

g ¥ i, A
| £ i VALUE!OF CAPITAL EQUIPMENT IN PRIMARY OPERATIONS '

B
$(000)
Long Liners: 1956 1960 . 1965 1966 = 1967 - 1968 . 1970 1973
25 tons t .28 18.5 57 148 203 s60 713 629
10 - 24 -tons. 204 329 940 573 781 1,373
Row/Sail Boats  40.4 - 6.1 58 50 46 36 2% 11
Gas/Diesel © 770.8 929.3 1,622 1,677 1,637: 1,760 . 1,418 '3,-279

839.2 1004.9 1,941 2,204 2,826 2,929 2,938 3,292

Total Value

|
!

*Source: Fisheries Statistics of Canada, Newfoundland Cat. 24-202




©TABLE 10 p

- LADINGS, QUANTITY )
BY SPECIES
. AREAD .
(LBS) . . o ?
Species . @ - 1960 - +71965 - 1966 ' . 1967 - 1968 ' % Change 1955-68
Cod - 61,594 . 50,555, 27,218 3?%75 27,388 37,856 . - 38
Halibut' - 7 oo 8 .t 27, : T
Turbot 823 .-1,012 2,389 3,173, 3,173 4,156 404,91
Plaice and . . . L T
Greysole Lo 32 . 393 520. 520 595
Redfish . e 37 44 e 44 6l - %
Catfish . . R 1 225 v 225 - 87 e
Viscera 4,580 '3,449°° 02,529 2,162 2,062 3,228 - - 20.6
Caplin 3,654 2,179: 876 1,270 1,270, 1,704 - - 533 .
Herring 468 401 - 792+ - 556 556 847 80.9 -
Mackeral 351 272 100 . 100 166 R
‘Salmon . 172 207 ©1s9 ' 3s3 tL 353 397 . 130.8 -
Lobs ter 1,305 1,286 - .- 778 488 488 79 . - 403
Squid - 548 800 842 654 654" 2
Total = . 73,510 59,978 36,392 44,715 36,957 49,857

*Source: Fx‘shenes Statistics of Canada, Newfoundland Cat. 24-202 Annual
Notes: --Viscera is cod livers, halibut liyers. Numbers may not add to Total
because some 1ns)gn1f1cant species o5, smelts are not included here.
2
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‘. 4 i ' TR "\-‘ ‘( .
2 s . TABLE 11 : T ‘ e
‘ INSHORE CATCHES OF CDD, G E ) ‘J .
.. NUMBER OF INSHORS FISHERMEN . . |

> g AND- YEARLY CATCH PER FISHERMAN,
oy ity e THREE YEAR AVERAGE
TCNAF DIVISION 3K
hicLunme w0 Ts1410)

1958 - 1972 .
M, y AVERAGE ANNUAL’ - R\ (Y NO
PERIOD - 0D CATCH (1,000 1b) FNEN
‘9ss-60 51,970 - . 4,672
196163 40,487 D 4,50
1964-66 . T 33,126 e 60
1967-69 . g 3,108 5, 364 . iz
1970-72 wee2 2,8 ‘a.s

fSource: B. MeCay, "Systens Ecology., People Ecology and the
Anthropology of Fishing Commuriities," Human

Ecology, Vol. 6, No. 4, 1378, p.408
¥ = =223~




E ‘l ' N . ’
B T Tans 12 '
p P .
ne . . CHANGE IN NUMBER OF FISHERMEN 7
o . Z FOGO_ISLAND = B
ay? 1967 - 68
N g B
39 Number of_ Fishefmen
G Commuhi . e1967 1868 % Change
' Fogo . o 140, 107, B .
© Little Fogo Island . . 14 " 10
‘. Shoal Bay - ° o 14 . T
Barr'd Islands 80T 65 .
Joe Batts Arm - 195 . 197 ]
g Tilting b 29005 6 . 0 BT ¥
: Little Seldom D RO | TR B8
Seldon ’ e o 0B BN ey RS
i , Stag Harbour 75 b SUEE Fy 3
Island Harbour . . 46 . S 'Y SN
S Deep Bay. B 46 - =4 3z b
(7 . TOTAL e 7T . 15— vz
s
- ! - *Source: Industrial Developmerit Service, op. ‘cit.;
¥ AU e ;
. w224~ " A
& ) .




IO > il TABIR 13 ; X
FINANCIAL SITUATION OF FOGO ISLAND CO-OPERATIVE
69 - 1982

3 : TOTAL CURRENT . . *“ MEMBERS

YEAR TOTAL ASSETS  SHARE-CAPITAL  LIABILITIES -' LONG TERM DEBT.  TOTAJ EQUITY
1969 172,810 C, 21,039 o 144,793 G Ry : 28,061
1970 190,004- ©40,527 139,976 « 49,342
1971 236,798 70,941 © 161,738 75,000 75,060
.1972 511,517 120,417 "368,617 .- <. 75,000 67,899
1973 49’5,097. . 158,384 339,947 e 75,000 75,150 )
1974 327,850 184,707 ©. 192,180- .0 138,670
1975 384,416 195,173 ©.94,221 - 100,000 190,195
1976 _ 418,940 208,850 - 195,118 102,779 121,043 +
1977 . 500,420 220,203 175,115 175,417 . 149,888
1978 | | 604,851 - 250,779 173,573 174,226 Z 257,052

1979 ' 1,384,633 352,078 334,995 181,669 849,969 :
1980 2,429,808 — 426,030 462,650 . 944,715 961,533 .
1981 . 2,751,478" 559,643 619,096 . 826,717 . 1,190,027
1982, - 3,083,089 676,940 4a, d2s 1,183,521 1,322,500 .

*Source: - Annual Returns, Fogo Isiand Co op; 1969-1982, Co-op Registry,
201/51, Vols: I, II; 1T W

*Share Capltal is part of. Total Mellbers Equlty

-ZZS- .




Community
Seldom -
Joe Batts Arm
Fogo
Tilting
Deep Bay
Island Harbour
Stag Harpour .

*Total

Grand Total

*Source:

TABLE 14
ANOUNT RECEIVED THROUGH GOVERNMENT GRANTS

up 'ro APRIL 8, 1981 L

FOGO' ISLAND. . =

g : GOVERNMENT - DEPARTMENT

. LT Small Crafts  Dept. Rural -
Canada Works - .DREE & Harbours Development
-325,000 " 420,000 o
400,000 122,000 ; "' ga,000
400,000 %y 222,000
128,000, v il o 38,000
ios,000 . Tl S 14,000

109,000 . -

80,000 = - . 70,000 . B
1,538,000 122,000 ° 490,000 388,000
A T o - s s
2,508,000

Fago ‘Island Co-op,’ Submission to the Kirby Commlsslon ¥y
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SVOCIAL‘ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS
g FOGO ISLAND
1967 to 1982

Yz March
- March
March
March
" March
March
March

" March’
S March®

March
March

TABLE . 15°

Year Ending -

31/67
31/68 o
31/69
31/70
31/71
31/72
31/73
51/74
31/75
31/76
31/77
31/78
31/79
31/80
31/81
S8z 5

Amount (§
35,479

45,970
29,517

“. 28,368

28,932
27,374
26,081
36,007
30,427
34,380
26,263

25,643 ~

28,927
‘32,242
41,088.
47,266




Low" o TABLE ‘16

* TOTAL GRANTS ACQUIRED BY THE FOGO CO-OPERATIVE
AND USE OF THESE GRANTS

; g i BY COMMUNITY
| 1981 - 1982
i s : Grant . ¢, Eom .
X Communi ty Amt ! Purpose of Grant ° .
fh s Joe Batt's Arm . : §$-40,000.00. - For Sidinig on Salt Fish _

. a R Shed, and Canopy .

Fogo 25,000.00 . For Completion of Holding
Room and Stockroom

Seldom . .7 . .65;000.00 -New Boiler and Upgrading
- of Dryers, Saltfish .Divid-
e . ers and Insulation of Cool
g Room i

Tilting ' . 75,000.00 Gemeral Plant Upgrading and

N ¢ ‘ Construction of Bumper .
Wharf Along Full Length of
the Stage 5

L . *" *Joint Consultative e
- Committee . 20,000.00 To Study Some of the Im-
= J s B g . .provements Which Can Be
Effected Relating to the
Business and Make Recemmen-
dations to the Board

. Industry Trade §
- +Comme rce

(Dept. of.Fisheriés = - : e
“§ Oceans) © 9,000.00 Marketing Trip to. Europe
anllis to Look at Market Prospects
for Products we are Now
. Producing as Well as Future
Prospects °

Total $273,000.00
*The $273,000 Total consisted of $144,000 from Federal

Government sources, $64,000 from Provmcml Government sources
and $65,000 from the Canadian Saltfish Corpuratlon

Source: Fogo Island Co-op, Annual Board Report, 1981-82,
3 . R

- . . -228-




. 'FIGURE TWO

General Membership

Board “o f-Ditectors

West Division

Manager
Foreman/Woman Assistant Manager
) . ol .Administration and
-Electeld, Delegates Merchandizing
Employees

STRUCTURE OF “THE FOGO ISLAND CO-OPERATIVE . <+

East Division
Manager

Foréman/Woman
i
Elected Delegates

Employees




FIGURE THREE
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Quantit;
(lbsg

Value

%)

1,865.5
- 2 ; Sl

*Source: . Fisheries Statistics of Canada,
s , Newfoundland Cat. 24-202 Annual

1,900.9 1,863 2,276 . 1,066 - 2,224 2,

X —
MY
.. APPENDIX THO.
TOTAL SEA-FISH LANDINGS B e N
. QUANTITY AND VAL
P A - A
195.5 oot 1960 ©.1965 1966 . . 1967 - 1968 1970

52 % B -
73, 150 59,978 36,392 . 44,715 36,937 49,857 ° 565616 :

974

.4,787
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.
= .
- £ .
APPENDIX THREE . ;
o ; . g .
N NUMBER OF FISHERMEN ON FOGO TSLAND
- AND CHANGE ISLANDS o
i v By BY SPECIES FISHED ’
: % % . : - 1968 - .
e . T 3 i o
. . - Cod ".Salmon’ Lobster Sealing Traps °
g, 4 . Fogo Tsland 649 + 152 - 209 coaszeoiaes
% ; ' Change Islands 90 48 3 28 22 S {
5 K : TOTAL. .’ - 739 200 . 282 | 180 186 )
S . S . % g ?
. 2 _«- *Source: Industrial Development Service, p. 51 i
.
i g -
o P
-
’ i . 8 )
i ; i
o ‘ ' * J
L3 . .
o X WY
e . -266-
4 o




G APPENDIX FOUR .
EARNINGS AND EXPENSES |

.
/- ESTIMATED*, AVERAGE FISHERMANS'
| FOGO ISLAND AND ‘DRINITY BAY [
AVERAGE =/ i : .
RECEIPT | AVERAGE' . ANNUAL
FROM FISH  MANITENANCE§ AVG. OTHER AVG. . AVG. EARNI
SALES REPAIR COSTS- OPERATING EXPEND. CAPITAL EXPEND. FROM FISHI
TRAP CREW  TRAP. CREW TRAP CREW TRAP CREW cRei INCLUDING
- : g SKIPPER (4).
$4,788.19 $346.15 $622.22 ; $169.55 . Skipper  $1,099.52  _
) \ ‘ Crew 850.25
‘From a Budget ‘Study .Conducted by. the Newfuuzdland Departmem of Flsheues, 1968,
Surveyed' 10 trap créws in Trinity Bay 7 . 3
Surveyed 13 trap crews in Fogo Island Area . - :
*Source: .Industrial Development Survey, 39
. T S
: |
o




A} APPENDIX_ FIVE V

+' NO. OF PUPILS IN unmconrommn COMMUNITIES Vo
FOGO ISLAND 1968
. BY COMMUNITY AND. RELIGIOUS DENOMINATION
. DENOMINATION : ! X
Sl
COMMUNITY ~  R.C. °UNITED ANGLICAN  PENTECOSTAL:
Barr'd Islands 164 o “ el i
Shoal Bay 3 18 sy
. Island Harbour 73 @ g gl B :
-Joe Batts Arm 104 30 Q04 - w
Little Seldom 42 . &f
Seldom : 87 27.
Stag Harbour 104 B *
Deep Bay . 53
TOTAL 341 191 LT 27

Source?  Industrial Development -Survey, p. 55 ~..

.0

'r268- .




L \
@ - e
P i .
S 9o " | APPENDIX SIX B H
PERSONS WITH UNIVERSITY DEGREES ;
UBDIVISIONS, NFLD. 1971 - . § i,
i ; . - . :
” b No. of persons .
- in Subdivisions '$ With
Subdivision Pop. of Subdivipion with University Degrees University Degree
1% 216,378" 1 4 ,405 2 "
2 | "27,320 s 125 . .4
3 : 24,516 . . 90 . ¥
4 28,350 - . 170 - 25
5 44,879 . ‘528 . % A
6 - 40,089 540 s & 1.8
7 40,576 : 225 & .5 -
8 50,690 g 300 =5
9 ... 23,140 105 . Y LA
10 © 28,166 . 460 - i 1.6
ToTAL: - g s22,d04 ) 8,958 , * i -
' ,*So\ﬁe: 1971 Census, Vol. 1-2, pp. 39A-1 to 39B-1' & ’
-269- S . V. r
. . ’ F . (SN
. g L4 E B N o




'NO.. FOGO I'SLAND HOUSEHOLDS RESETTLED
(BETWEEN .APRIL 1/65 § DEC 31/68)
E RESETTLED TO:

. Notre Dame Bay

" Trinity Bay

Source:

Hamilton Sound .
Central Newfoundland
Avalon Peninsu}a
Conception Bay
Burin Peninsula
South Coast '

West Coast |

Baie Verte Peninsula

\Unknown

‘TOTAL-,

Industrial Dévelopnent Survey, pp..29-32

.~ APPENDIX ' SEVEN

1



K - APPENDIX EIGHT ' :
4 © NUMBER OF MEMBERS OF THE FOGO ISLAND CO- oyeunw

ATTENDING. ANNUAL GENERAL MEETINGS 5

1971 - 1982 : . :

Number Attending

X, © 121

Sotirce: Fogo Island Co~opeuuve Society's Amnuat . -
: L Returns, 1971 - 1982. ) U at¥

~211- !




_APPENDIX NINE

SAL}RIES/WAGES OF MEMBERS
4 FOGO ISLAND CO-0P ?

1979 1981

1979 1980
.Staff/Supervisory ‘90,308 T125;612
Plant Workers - E 897,152 1,322,560
Fishernen 2,558,653 3,612,600 -
Namber of Fishermen 740 R 1]
Number of Labourers 452 460

Source: Fogo Island Co-op Submission to Kirby ;rask Force
i 5 2
. v-272- g

1981

281,240

~1,179,046
2,527,240

. ]

747
449

e PRI
TR e
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Produce Co-operatives.

.- APPENDIX TEN

LA STATISTICAL. OVERVIEK OF .
CO-OPERATIVES IN NEWFOUNDLAND

Kinds of Co-operatives:

[SYSIERN

Corsumer o : ) W
Agricultura . 3 :
Craft i
Film e .
Fishéries N
Financial
(Credit Unions)
Housing ¥}

~ G

Total

4

Consumer Co-operatives:

Annual Sales $41,305,000.00

Assets 9,927,000.00
Share Capital 3,349,000.00
. ‘Membership > 20,000
Employees - 450

1

Annual Sales $11,466,000.00

Assets A B . 3.593,000.00 -
Share Capital 446,000.00
Menbership - o 41 1,900

Employees - 1,000

Financial Co-operatives f
(Credit Unions) | |
Loans to Members . §20,000,000.00
Share Capital : 9., 851,000.00
Assets ' 30, 181,000.00
* Membership 7 O ‘ 13,000

*Source: Cosoperatives Division, Department of Ryral, ;-

Agricultural and Northern Development

14 . -273-. . s
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