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ABSTRACT

Satety training can significantly reduce injury and death among workers. A survey of fish
harvesters in Newtoundland in the early 1990s (post-moratorium) found that all
participants had incurred some form of injury. There is, however, no published literature
evaluating the impact of safety training programs in the Newfoundland fishery. This
thesis examined the impact of a basic and augmented safety-training program on fish
harvesters and other seafarers. _.e M ine and Emergency Duties Al programme is a
basic 3-day safety-training course created by Transport Canada that all marine workers
must complete. A sample of 40 fish harvesters and marine workers were allocated to
either the basic or an augmented course =« d to as standard group and enhanced
group respectively). All participants w : surveyed before and after the training to assess
their attitudes, perceptions and knowledge of safety issues. Results indicated an overall
increase in knowledge in both groups with the enhanced group scoring significantly

igher than the standard group. ™ iscussion with the participants also revealed changes in
attitudes toward the Marine Eme _ 1cy Duties Al programme mandate: from a general
aversion (pre-training) to support for the continuation of the program (post-training).
Whilst there was no signifi  t o difference in attitudes between the two groups,
the enhanced gro | 2d a significant difference in more of the inc  dual attitude
items and the subscales  compared to the standard group. Further evaluation of the
programme is necessary to understand its specific strengths and weaknesses as these

relate to fishing and the industry.
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CHAPTERI1
Problem

Fishing is a traditional occupation that pre dates recorded history. For centuries
fish harvesters have battled with the dangers of the sea to maximize benefits for all
(Harrington, 2000; Herbert, 2000). [LEven today, commercial fishing contributes
significantly to the economy of countries with large fishing grounds (FAO 2000; 20006).
Commercial fish harvesters work in harsh weather conditions, limited space, unstable
boats and often far away from any kind of help — medical or technical (Conway, 2002;
Norrish & Cryer, 1990). Inherent dangers of fishing include: unpredictable weather,
unstable working conditions and risk of boats capsizing. Their work is further
complicated by fatigue, anxiety and physical stress created by the working conditions and
the requirements of long hours of work during peak season (Neitzel, Berna & Seixas,
2006). Sophisticated equipment, advancement in technology and learning from lived
experiences has resulted in improved safety measures for this extremely hazardous
occupation. Commercial fishing, however, remains a notoriously dangerous occupation
(Abraham 2000; FAO 2000; ILO 1999; Meng 1991).

A comparison of fishing-related fatality rates from countries including Canada,
Denmark, the Faroe [slands, Greenland, Iceland, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, Russia, the
U.K. and U.S.A. show that they exceed their national average occupational fatality rates
(Abraham 2000). More recently, fishing decks have evolved into ‘complex industrial
environments’ introducing a range of new risks in this industry (Conway, 2002; Thomas,
Lincoln, Husberg & Conway, 2001; Neitzel et al., 2996). For instance, 36" of the deaths

in Alaskan fishing industry resul | from med and slippery decks suggesting that




there is a need to examine the relationship between fishing equip  :nt, machinery, the
vessel and the crew (Thomas et al., 2001).

In 2005, 20211 tishing vessels were registered in Canada representing 74% of all
registered vessels in the country (Transport Safety Board [TSB], 2005). Statistics from
TSB (2005) show that fishing vessel accidents accounted for nearly 50% of the shipping
accidents in Canada over the past 11 years. The TSB also estimated that 83% of the crew
involved in reported fishing vessel accidents during that period had unknown or no
formal safety-training certificate.

Safety training is defined as any activity that aims to increase a person’s capacity
to respond more quickly, efficiently and innovatively to the situation facing them (Hale
1984; Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001). It is axiomatically entwined with injury reduction
(Hale, 1984). While education provides a knowledge base from which all other forms of
activities of individuals are determined at subsequent stages, training is less general and
tends to focus on specific skills or knowledge development. A review of 80 reports on
workplace health and safety published between 1980 and 1996 shows evidence to
support the direct and indirect benefits of training to ensure a safe and healthy work
environment (Cohen & Colligan 1998). Furthermore, research has shown that
inadequate training or lack of training is a significant contributory factor to workplace
injury and death of workers (Cohen & Colligan 1998; Lincoln & Conway 1999). Various
training techniques ranging from abstract education to practical hands-on training have
been shown to enhance the ability to better deal with risky situations (Salas & Cannon-
Bowers, 2001). Appropriate measurement ot the effect of safety training, however, is a

contentious issue (Cooper & Cotton. ~ 00; Hale 1984).
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1. Background/Rationale of this Study
The International Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping

v seafarers (STCW-F 1995) requires that all seafarers must mcet the minimum
mandatory requirements of basic safety-training. As a signatory to the International
Maritime Organization’s STCW-F 1995 Convention, Canada is required to implement a
training and certification program for all seafarers which provides seafarers with
familiarization as well as some basic training on fire fighting, personal safety, social
responsibility and personal survival techniques.

In keeping with the STCW-F, Transport Canada (TC, 2009) developed six
training courses, effective 1999, to be conducted by schools, shore establishments and
employers under the Marine Emergency Duties (MED) Program. The Basic Safety
Course (Al) is the first of the six courses, which aim to create awareness and
understanding of hazards, associated with the marine environment and vess , and to
provide training for skills that are necessary for survival and appropriate functions in an
emergency onboard. The Al course outlines seven specific topics with a total duration of
19.5 hours involving both practical demonstrations and classroom participation.

The Offshore Safety Survival Centre (OSSC) of the Marine Institute (MI), St.
John’s, Newfoundland is approved by TC to conduct MED training programs in
Newfoundland and Labrador (NL). In addition to the current MEDAL course outline,
the OSSC has developed instructional video clips to be included in their regular lecture
materials. These short clips augment the course by showing participants various
examples such as how to wear a flotation device, what to do in an emergency, how to
deploy a life raft and so on. These clips are generally short, lasting about 3-5mins. Only

when instructors are talking about certain safety equipment such as a personal flotation
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vice (PFD), do they run the clips showing participants how to wear these. Classroom
instruction and video clips precede practical sessions where each participant completes
physical tasks such as wearing PFDs, deployving life rafts, jumping from heights and
other emergency procedures.

In 1997, TC (TC, 2009) amended the Crewing Regulations of the Canada
Shipping Act to mandate marine emergency duties for all fish harvesters. This goal,
however, could not be reached by 2002 for various reasons including insufficient
resources allocated for the delivery of the course to accommodate the large number of
tish harvesters who were required to take it at that time. The deadline was thus
postponed to April 1, 2007 giving all fish harvesters a 10-year time frame to complete
the course. According to TC, any non-compliance with the MED training requirements
could result in a fine of up to $10,000 under the Regulations of the Canada Shipping Act.

Although this training program has been in place for a very long time and it
became mandatory for all fish © vesters a decade ago, the MEDAT1 has never been
evaluated to see how participants perceive the course or indeed if this training enhances
their skills, challenges their attitudes to safety or increases their knowledge. As the course
is both a time and cost investment for the fish harvesters and the government, it is
crucial to investigate tl  z{ :t it has on fish harvesters. Currently, there is no published

literature evaluating the impact of safety-training on seafarers in Newtoundland.

1.2. Research Question and Obijectives
The purpose of this study is to answer the tollowing question: What is the impact of the
MEDATI training on fish harvesters’ and other seafarers’” knowledge and attitudes?

[ have attempted to address this question through the following research objectives:




Objectives:
a) To describe fish harvesters’ and gencral seafarers’ knowledge of safety
b) To describe fish harvesters’ and general seafarers’ attitudes toward safety
c) To describe fish harvesters’ and general seafarers” attitudes toward safety-
training
d) To evaluate the impact of the regular MEDALI training program, and an
enhanced MEDAT training program that incorporated video clips, on fish

harvesters and general seafarers’ knowledge and attitudes.

1.3. Methodology

Health is a complex phenc :non that is genetcally, politically, culturally and
socially constructed (Larson, 1999). In this thesis, I explore the concept of health
through one of its social determinants namely, education. I am especially interested in
how safety-training, a particular form of education, impacts participants’ knowledge and
attitudes. [ have used both quantitative and qualitative research methods to gather
information and analyse data on attitudes/perceptions and knowledge.

Participants’ experiences, emotions, reactions and their thoughts are crucial
elements to the research prc s and for the creation of knowledge to the benefit of all
(Banister, Burman, Parker, Taylor & Tindall, 2002). I do not subscribe to a naive realist
view of qualitadve research where [, as a researcher, am simply giving ‘voice’ to the
participants, instead, my qualitative analysis involved active participation where |
selected, cdited, listened, spoke and together constructed the meaning of the questions,

its implications and the answers to these questions (Wilkinson, 19¢
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My biases are inherent in the questions and the selections of themes that [ chose
to represent in my analysis. [ approached the research through a social constructivist
epistemology to analyse data and to explore some of the social determinants of health.
Under the social constructivist methodology, I used focus group discussions as a method
to generate and create knowledge that relates to participants’ experiences and

erspectives on safety and safety training.

Focus groups allow for a dynamic negotiation of meaning in specific context. It
is arguably one of the strong methodological tools for the construction of meaning and
knowledge and has been used to explore issues relevant to the person-in-context

(Wilkinson, 1998). Limitations of the method are discussed in chapter 6.

1.4. Social Determinants of Health

A number of factors affect the health of workers. The World Health
Organization (WHO, 2009) defines health as “a state of complete physical, mental and
social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity.” Disease, illness and
inequalities in health arise as a result of the conditions in which people live, work, grow
and age (WHO, 2008; Wilkinson & Marmot, 2003). Social and economic policies have a
determining impact on life and health (R _ 1ael, 2004). Social and economic conditions
interact through education, income stability, meaningful work and working conditions
and collectively they all impact the health of individual workers and in turn the
populaton (Health Canada, 1999). The Commission on Social Determinants of Health
argues that there is enough evidence to act now on the social determinants of health. It
urges governments and international organizations to work together to  Hrove

research, monitoring and traini  infrastructures (\. ..QO, 2008).
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One of the most important determinants of health is education and training
(Raphael 2004). It influences persons’ incomes, employment opportunities and their
working conditions; it builds their confidence and level of participation and quality of life
(Health Canada, 1999). Another determinant of health is stable employment: it has a
significant impact on people’s physical, social and emotional health not only because it
provides them with financial security, but also because it provides them with a sense of
meaning, identity, social contacts and opportunity for personal growth. Working
conditions, the work environment, the degree of support in the workplace and stress-
related demands associated with the workplace also affect the health of workers. All of

ese health determinants have consequences and affect the lives of fish harvesters of
Newfoundland.

Fishing is a very dangerous occupation and therefore physical and emotional
safety is a very important det  inant of fish harvesters’ health. This not only atfects the
fish harvesters, but also their families, as well as their communities since their very
livelihood depends upon the fishi . Safe, stable source of income and job security are
important determinants of health. People with higher incomes are often healthier and
live longer than people with lower incomes (Health Canada, 1999). All the social

terminants ot health are inter-related. The positive impact of one reverberates through
the other. In this thesis safety-training is viewed as a strategy to improve on some of the

social determinants of the health of fish harvesters.

1.5. Significance of this Study
This study will contribute to our understar = g of the imp ~ of the MEDAI on

trainees. Seafarers and especially fish harvesters have vears of experience ot dealing with




dangers associated with life at sea. They have learned trom experiences and generadons
of wisdom on how to deal with hazards of the sea. We need to understand how they
perceive this course and to what extent they feel that the training and lessons of MEDAL
connect with their reality. Their reaction to the training is of paramount importance
since applications of lessons rests in their hands. The result will also be of interest to
policy makers, proponents of fishing safety, Transport Canada and to those
organizations that are involved in . itime safety allowing them to retine and enhance

current programs.

1.6. Outline of Thesis

[n this chapter, I have briefly described the nature of the problem in fishing
industry, provided a background to the study and the rationale for conducting this
research. 1 presented my res ch queston and objectives and also described the
methodology used in this thesis.

In Chapter 2, [ reviewed some of the existing literature to describe the magnitude
of the problem in the fishing industry; identified some of the common causes of
accidents and presented a model that * cribed accident causation. T then looked at
safety training in other occu ions and also introduced and assessed a training
evaluation model that is useful in measuri  the impact of training. I also looked at
fisheries and training followed by risk mitigating factors for commercial fishing both
internationally and nationally before giving an overview ot the NL fishery.

[n Chapter 3, I described the method, design and data collection procedures as
well as the ethical considerations. [ also described the qualitative and quantitative

methods used in this study to analyse the dara.




In Chapter 4, I described the pre-training discussions, post-training discussions
and highlighted some relevant themes that were common to both pre- and post-training
situations.

In Chapter 5, I presented statistical analysis of the questionnaire findings and
highlighted elements that changed as a result of training.

[n Chapter 6, I discussed the results in relation to the literature reviewed earlier. [
offered some cridcal analysis of the results and the models used for evaluation; and
identified some limitations of this research and recommended future directions and

research.



CHAPTER 2: Literature Review

2.1 Magnitude of the Problem

2.1.1. Extent of Fatality and Injuries in the Fishing Industry

Work-related hazards contribute significantly to injuries and fatalides worldwide
(Takala, 1999; Hamalainen, Takala & Saarela, 20006). Work-related hazards or
occupational hazards are inherent dangers of the work environment that include risk of
accidents, diseases and deaths (Webster’s New World Law Dicdonary, 20006). According
to a recent estimate of global occupational accidents some 970 people die every day
because of work-related hazards (Hamalainen et al,, 2006). There were neatly 350,000
¢ mated workplace fatalities and more than 260 million occupational accidents
worldwide in 1998. It is estimated that one fatality occurs for every 760 occupational
accidents. Occupational accident and fatality rate in the Established Market Economies
(EME) are reported to be 3240 and 4.2 per 100,000 person years, respectively. Higher
than average accident and fz "~ y rates are reported for Italy, Portugal, Spain, USA and
Canada. Among these EME countries, Canada has the third highest occupadonal injury
(4852/100,000) and fatality rates (6.4/100,000).

Commercial fishing is regarded as one of the most hazardous occupations in the
world today (Abraham, 2002; FAO, 2000; ILO, 1999). Even though less than 1% of the
global workforce is emploved in the tishing industry, the ILO and FAQO estimate that 7°%
of all occupational fatalities occur in this industry alone (Antdo, Almeida, Jacinto &
Guedes Soares, 2008; Lincoln, Hudson, Conway & Pescatore, 2002). Meng (1991)
analysed job related ~ 7 in 482 occupatons 1in Canada and identified commercial
fishing to be one of the most hazardous occupations with a fatality rate of 114.65 per

100,000 person vears. More than half of all vessel-related accidents in Canada are fishing
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vessel related accidents (TSB, 2005). While there has been a significant decrease in 2005
from 2000-2004 in the vearly average ot marine accidents (45, down from 58), fatalities
(19, down from 28) and injuries (62 down from 84); fishing vessels accidents and
fatalities still accounted for the most (42%% and 83% respectvely).

This pattern of higher accid ~ rates in the fishing industry is also visible in other
countries, especially in those with large fishing tleets (FAQ, 2000; Turner & Petursdottir,
2002). In New Zealand, the average fatality rate was 260/100,000 fish harvesters per year
berween 1975 and 1984 (Norrish & Cryer, 1990). In Britain, fish harvesters are 52.4
times more likely to have a fatal accident at work than the general workforce (Roberts,
2002; 2004). Between the years 1976 and 1995, 74% of the deaths that occurred in the
fishing industry were due to accidents at work with a fatality rate of 103.1 per 100,000
fish harvester vears. Accident and fatality rates amongst all seafarers in the UK were
reported to be 27.8 times higher than those in the general workforce (Roberts & Marlow,
2005). Similarly, in Australia, fisk 3 ated fatalities are 18 times higher than those in
the entire Australian workforce (Driscoll, Ansari, Ha: "~ on, Frommer & Ruck, 1994).
Higher fartality rates in the fishing industry when compared to the general workforce are
widespread and have been reported in many countr’ d~  dicdons st as Alaska,
USA (6.7x), R _ 1blic of Korea (16x), Estonia (10x), laaly (3x), Lithuania (12x), Spain (6x)
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevenuon [CDC], 1993; [LO, 1999).

Rates for non-fatal injuries 2 also very high in this industry. Hospitalisation of
574 tish harvesters between 1991 and 1998 gave an injury rate of 146/100,000 fish
harvesters per vear in the Alaskan fishing industry (Thomas et al., 2001). In Sweden, 431
serious accidents were reported to a Swedish insurance company between 1983 and 1995

corresponding to an injury rate of 1200/100,000 fish harvesters per vear (Torner &
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Nordling, 2000). In New Zealand, 307 claims were compensated for fishing related
injury between 1987 and 1988 corresponding to an injury rate of 10,400/100,000 fish
harvesters per year (Norrish & Cryer, 1990). In Norway, the estimated injury rate
between 1991 and 1996 was 760/100,000 workers per vear (Bull, Riise & Moen, 2001).
High rates ot injury in the fishing industry are also reported in other countries with large
fishing tleets. Additionally, insufficient data on the actual number of injuries and deaths

make it ditficult to assess the full extent of the problem.

2.1.2. Insufficient Data

Despite such high numbers of fatalities and injuries reported in the literature, it is
v lely acknowledged that the rates may actually be much higher due to under reporting
of incidents, especially by self-employed harvesters, differing datasets and no formal
system of data collection (FAO, 2000; ILO 1999; Petursdottir 2002; Wang, Pillay, Kwon,
Wall & Loughran, 2005). The ILO (1999) estimated that 24,000 fishing related deaths
occur annually world wide in this industry alone but the FAO contends that the death
rate 1s much higher since 90% of the 15 million fish harvesters employed globally are
emploved in Wl fisk ;- els (less than 24 meters) and a significant portion of them
are in countries that do not collate such data (FAO 2000).

Another problem in clearly defining the magnitude of the problems has to do
with comparing dittering datasets. Countries that collate occupational fatality and injury
data vary in their classitication and system of recording making it difficult to compare
data (Driscoll et al., 1994; Loughran, Pillay, Wang, Wall & Ruxton, 2002; Wagner, 2000
Windle, Neis, Bornstein & Navarro, 2005). Additionally, most countries do not have a

central recording system for fishery-related incidents and accidents and instead rely on




several agencies and/or government bodies (be they national or regional). This
sometimes results in data overlap despite best efforts (TC, 2002) and in some instances,
individual cases may slip through the cracks it they do not fall within pre-designated
categories including self employed individuals who are reputed to work through many
injuries to avoid income delays (Norrish & Cryer, 1990; Wagner 2000).

Despite insufficient and inconsistent data collation, the high rates of fishery-
related incidents and accidents point to two very important realities: the hazardous
nature of the job and the shared global problem, especially for countries with large

fishing grounds, to do something about it (Conway 2002; FAO 2000).

2.1.3 Causes of Accidents and Hazards in the Fishing Industry

Hoyos & Zimolong (1988, p. 9) describe hazard as “the possible effects that
physical bodies have on other physical bodies as a result of energy transter.”” As such
physical bodies or “hazard carriers” (termed by Skiba 1973 cited in Hoyos & Zimolong,
1988) could be anything (such as water, fish slime, human beings, ice, wind) and could be
anywhere with the potental of causing harm and becoming dangerous. A hazard that 1s
avoided becomes an incident and a hazard that is not avoided becomes an accident.

There are many factors that contribute to hazardous conditions leading to
accidents at sea (Abraham, 2002; Antio ct al, 2008; Binkley, 1995; NRC, 1991;
(YConnor & (Y’Connor, 2006; TC, 2002). A wide range of studies are dedicated to the
study of factors that may mitigate, if not climinate, some of these hazards. Although
accidents are commonly attributed to sit 3 factors in the fishing literature (e.g. vessel-
related, rough weather, man overboard, drowning, deck injuries and so on), more often

than not, multiple factors interacting with one another are ultimately responsible




(Acheson, 2000; Antio et al., 2008; ILO, 1999; NRC, 1991; Windle et al., 2005). In this
complicated web of interacting factors, it is difficult to discern the primary cause from
the underlying factors that contributed to accidents (NRC, 1991).

Vessel-related

Vessel-related factors are one of the most common causes of accidents at sea
(Abraham, 2002; Driscoll et al., 1994; Harrington, 2000; Thomas et al., 2001). Capsizing,
fire, sinking, grounding, foundering (excessive water intake) and collision are identified
as some of the primary causes of vessel-related accidents worldwide claiming half or
1 ore than half of the fatalities in many countries (Abraham, 2002; Roberts, 2004;
Thomas et al., 2001; Lincoln & Conway, 1999). Vessel-related accidents account for a
greater total loss to life and vessel (Jin, Kite-Powell & Talley, 2001). The primary causes
of vesscl-related accidents and fatalities are also similar worldwide and include: poor
condition of vessel, damaged machinery, lack of training in emergency response, not
wearing personal flotation d ces (PFDs), lack of training in the use of survival
cquipment and lack of attention to stability issues (Jin & Thunberg, 2005; Lincoln &
Conway, 1999; Roberts, 2004; TC, 2002; Wang et al., 2005).

In Canada, 287 people on vessels died between the years 1990 and 2000; of these
deaths, 23% were attributed to capsized vessels and 21% to foundered vessels (TC
2002). While rough weather was  ed as the main cause of accident for some of these
cases, most of the accidents and fatalities were due to underlying factors such as
overloaded boats; obstructed drains; open doors and hatches; lack of training in survival
situations including using specific language to request help, launching a life ratt, and not

wearh  PFDs or survival su



Similarly, a majority of accidents in British fishing vessels were primarily
attributed to machinery damage (64.4%) followed by foundering and flooding (14.23%%)
and grounding (10.25%; Wang et al., 2005). The underlying causes tor these vessel-
related accidents were attributed to multiple interacting factors that include: poor
maintenance of equipment, incorrect operation, inadequate training and lack of
automation. In Australia, vessel-related deaths accounted for 62% of the fatalities, which
in turn were caused by non-seaworthiness of vessels, failure to use PFDs and inadequate
safety-training (Driscoll et al., 1994). It is noteworthy that 11% of the deaths were
directly linked to job inexperience (less than 1 year of experience).

Rough Weather
Rough weather is a significant and inherent danger of commercial fishing (Jin &
urnberg, 2005). It explained 53% of all fishing related fatalities in Australia between
1982 and 1984 (Driscoll et al., 1994) and 01% in New Zealand between 1975 and 1984
(Norrish & Cryer 1990). Probability of an accident is ¢* ificantly higher during rough
weather, higher wind speed and the winter season (Jin & Thurnberg, 2005). Some of the
underlying factors that magnify weather-related accidents are inaccurate weather
reporting, restrictive fishing season  king it mc  likely that hi  esters will go out for a
catch despite inclement weather (Power, Neis, Brennan, and Binkley, 2007) and ftish
arvesters, compromising vessel stability by retrofitting and/or overloading vessels
(Conway 2002).
Fall Overboard/Man Overboard

Man overboard (MOB) is the top ranked non-vessel related cause of injury and

fatality in the fishing indu: s (7 2002, T s& L coln, 200,

Abraham, 2002; TC, 2002; Bull, Ritse & Moen, 2001). [t accounted for the single largest




percentage ot deaths in the Canadian ftishing industry (24%) betwecen the vears 1990 and
2000 (TC, 2002). Internationally, MOB represents almost a quarter of all tishing related
fatalities: 25% in the US, 33% in Iccland, 20% in Ireland, 30% in Denmark, and 27% in
Norway (Abraham, 2002).

MOB typically results from gear entanglement and heavy weather and chances of
falling overboard are higher when harvesters are working alone (Murray & Dolomount
1995). While each fall results from a series of interconnected circumstantial factors, the
threat to life is magnified when personnel onboard do not wear PFDs or take other
protective measures (Lincoln & Conway, 1999; Conway & Lincoln, 1995; Lucas &
Lincoln, 2007; Thomas et al., 2001; Lincoln, Husberg & Conway, 2000).

Drowning

Most deaths at sea are the result of drowning (Thomas et al., 2001; Lincoln &
Conway 1999; TC, 2002). Vessel-related accidents such as capsizing, sinking and non-
vessel related accidents such as MOB, especially in rough weather conditions, put the
harvester at risk of injury or death. While the primary cause of accidents (such as
capsizing, MOB, etc.) may not be as detrimental to life, it is the underlying causes such as
not wearing PFDs, inadequate knowledge of how to operate safety equipment (such as
life rafts; emergency position-indicating radio beacons [EPIRBs], ctc.) that prove to be
tatal. Falling into the frigid waters off the northern shores of Alaska and Newfoundland
for instance, causes rapid hypothermia that increases the likelihood of death.

In Alaska 88% of all the tatalites between 1991 and 1998 were due to drowning
or hypothermia (Lincoln & Conway, 1999). Between the yvears 1991 and 1992, drowning

cla. d94.3%ofal :fa Co0,1993). Czod of s tc wer

a l._ are ... times higher than the odds of survival for persons not wearing one




(Lincoln & Conway 1999). However, ot those who died in vessel-related accidents
between the years 1991 and 1998, 72% of the tish harvesters were not wearing PEFDs
even though they were available to them. Similar high rates of non-PFD use in deaths
due to drowning are seen elsewhere: 87" in UK (Roberts, 2004); 68% in Australia

(Driscoll et al., 1994); 94% in New Zealand (Norrish & Cryer, 1990).




Deck Injuries

Unstable, wet and slippery work surfaces are a signature feature of this
occupation. Additionally, commercial fishing vessel decks have evolved into an industrial
environment (Conway, 2002; Thomas et al., 2001; Roberts, 2004; NRC, 1991; Lincoln et
al., 2000). The extent of injuries and fatalities caused by deck layout, gear and other items
on the deck have often been cited as a major cause of concern (Thomas et al.,, 2001;
Husberg et al, 2001; Bloswick, Husberg & Blumhagen, 2003). Equipment and
machinery onboard were cited as the cause of 44% of all injuries that required
hospitalisation between 1980 and 1987 in New Zealand (Norrish & Cryer, 1990).

More than half of all injuries that occurred in Canada between 1990 and 2000
were due to fishing gear, machinery onboard or wet and slippery surface (TC, 2002). Fish
harvesters are more prone to accidents during the ‘hauling’ and ‘shooting’ of trawl nets
(Murray & Dolomount, 1994; Rob s, 2004; Torner, Karlsson, Saethre & Kadefors,
1995). Failure to secure openings on decks and below decks directly contributed to 28
fatalities and at least 20 vessel losses in Canada between 1975 and 1999 (Ayeko, 2000).
[nvestigations have consistently found that fish harvesters were not aware that breaches
of watertight integrity provided by the hatches was detrimental to the vessel and

subsequently to their safety.

More than half (57%) of all non-vessel related individual accidents that resulted
in fatalities in the UK between 1976 and 1995 were due to operations such as haul-in or
shoot-out of trawl nets (Roberts, 2004). Over 40% of the non-vessel related individual
accidents were due to gear entanglement in trawling or other equipment on deck. Fish
harvesters are frequently | cked or ¢ ged overbo:  and drowned or dragged into

winches (NRC, 1991). Deck clutter such as nets, wires and ropes and other hazards such




as oils and ice make it easy for harvesters to slip and fall (Roberts, 2004; Lincoln et al.,
2000), but often these injuries are under reported as most harvesters consider injuries to
be a part of their job (Power et al., 2007).

Government Regulations

Fisheries management and government regulations that have been put in place to
reduce pressure on declining fish stocks have increased economic pressure on fish
harvesters (NRC, 1991; Kaplan & Kite-Powell, 2000; Roberts, 2004). This in turn may
influence high risk-taking behaviour and decreased attention to safety at sea (Kaplan &
Kite-Powell, 2000). Some of the regulations that intluence risk and contribute to hazards
include: reduced crew size (creating overworked and tired crew), limited fishing season
(forcing harvesters to stay out in bad weather or with faulty fishing vessels), limited
fishing areas (causing congestion), limited vessel length (causing them to build on vessel
height and create instability) and specific gear allocation (NRC, 1991; Power et al., 2007
Kaplan & Kite-Powell, 2000).

Since the moratoria in the groundfisheries of Newfoundland and Labrador, the
fish harvesters have also had to face another new challenge: their years of experience
were turned into inexperience as they learned to ad” t themselves to new fisheries
(Power et al, 2007). They are often fishing with inappropriate vessels and without
relevant equipment. Most harvesters are reluctant to discuss safety problems and
fisheries management because they believe that their voices will not be heard (Kaplan &
Kite-Powell, 2000). There is, however, an urgent need to incorporate fish harvesters’
perceptions and comments into the regulaton process (Kaplan & Kite-Powell, 2000;

NRC, 1991; Poggie, Pollnac & Jones, 1995)
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Crew Factor

Crew factor are hazards faced by fish harvesters that are specific to their job. For
instance, the crew aboard some of the large catcher/processor vessels catch and process
75 tons of fish into packaged products within 12 hours or less (Neitzel, et al,, 2006).
Noise level from the equipment on some of these large fishing vessels can cause
permanent noise-induced hearing loss. Fish harvesters have to deal with the hazards of:
living and working in confined spaces; working with dangerous equipment (to process
catch); unstable work surfaces; decks and work surfaces covered in oil, fish-slime, ice and
water (Thomas et al., 2001). The nature of fishing dictates that workers are away from
home for a significant period of time and, moreover, in an instance they are required to
be a fire-fighter, a paramedic, a mechanic and the judge and jury of all matters relating to
the group while out at sea. These are some of the potential hazards that fish harvesters
are exposed to by the very nature of their occupation (Binkley, 1995). And, as noted
previously, often these are the pre-existing conditions that help to exacerbate if not
actually cause the firstin a set  of actions leading to accidents.

Automation

Marine safety developments in the last decade or so have made significant
progress in terms of technology and vessel efficiencies through the introduction of
sonar, radar, global positioning system (GPS), dimensions/quality of fishing holds,
EPIRBs but less attention has been paid to improvements in human-machine
interactions (Antdo et al., 2008). Generally, attenton to marine safety has focused on the
seaworthiness of vesscls from an engineering point of view but little attention has been
addressed to improving vessel designs for satety in context of human factors (LLoughran

ctal,, 2002, NRC, 1991)
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For example, automation is a widely hailed advancement of modern technology.
The underlying assumption of automation is that it reduces human error and workload
and thereby increases efficiency. While automation does enhance efficiency and mitigate
risks, in some contexts it can contribute to risk (Power et al., 2007; Hetherington, Flin &
Mearns, 20006). Increased reliance on automation (particularly for navigation) has meant
that seafarers must now learn to operate, identify possible faults and constantly be
vigilant of the machines at work. Hetherington et al. (2006) argued that these in turn
impose increased cognitive demand on the already reduced workforce thereby increasing
the risk of error.

It has also been argued that automation induces cognitive laxity (Lutzhoft &
Dekker, 2002). Lutzhoft and Dekker (2002) used the example of the Royal/ Majesty vessel
which ran aground as a result of incorrect GPS positioning despite contradictory
information from all other radars. This illustrates the extent to which fish harvesters
have come to rely on some newer and supposedly superior forms of technology (such as
GPS) or other forms of technology (such as radar). Reliance on automation has
consequences and it does not simply replace human work with machine work, but
instead can create new human weaknesses and magnify existing ones (Lutzhoft &
Dekker, 2002).

Human Factors

Fvidently, the literature suggests a multifaceted causal factor of accidents. Due to
a lack of systematic and uniform causal analysis, however, what is being overlooked is
the overwhelmingly significant contribution of human tactors toward accident causation
(Abraham, 2000; Antdo et al.,, 2008; M. .2, 1991; O’Connor & (Y’Connor, 2006). Human

factors here are defined in broader terms than just human behaviour, error, ignorance




and incorrect decisions (which are commonly identified in most literature), to include
decision making at a higher level such as the policy level, skipper level and the level of
the individual crew member and any human attribute that has any bearing on safety
(NRC [National Research Council], 1999). Human factors have long been cited as a
major source of concern, but their magnitude has not been sufficiently appreciated by
marine accident investigations which tend to focus on primary causes (such as machine,
weather or human behaviour [Harrington, 2000]) without looking into the underlying
causes (such as whether right decisions or qualification standards were met which may
have triggered the series of events (NRC, 1991).

Indication of the role of human factors as playing whether a latent or an active
role, in the causation of accidents, is visible in most maritime safety literature.
Hetherington et al. (2000) identified 20 studies in maritime safety that shows how human
factors  permeated through design  issues,  personnel issues and
organizational/management issues. They proposed that monitoring and modifying
human factor issues would contribute to greater safety in the industry. This is explained

further by applying Reasons model to the fishing industry.

2.2. Reason’s Model

An accident occurs when hazards (whether active or latent) are ignored on
multiple levels as exemplified by the studies above (e.g., Hetherington et al. 2006; NRC,
1991). This was best described by James Reason (1990). Reason’s model of accident
causation, also known as the Swiss cheese model (Reason, 2000), was developed

primarily to understand what underlying forces were at play that governed thoughts and
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actions of the workers and caused some of the relatvely non-random errors. He
approached the problem using a systems approach.

Reason (2000) argued that the widespread and traditional use of the person
approach to error management relied heavily on identifying the individual or group ot
individuals responsible for errors, thereby isolating the system error. In the person
approach, risk management relies heavily on a culture of trustworthy reporting (of
incidents, near misses and accidents) and on a reactive strategy that tries to reduce
unwanted variability in human behaviour. The fishing industry is an example where
much emphasis has been placed on identifying person error and remedies have tended to
focus on the idea that fish harvesters needed to be guided on how to fish safely (NRC,
1991).

The system approach on the other hand views errors as part of human nature
and focuses on changing the conditions in which humans work by building a system of
defences. Here, errors are seen as a consequence not the cause of system failure.

The Swiss cheese model depicts a number of defensive layers - one standing
behind another “on guard” (Fig. 1). The first layer consists of defences that should
mit" te the risk. Second is the unsafe act itself, the third consists of preconditions, the
fourth is line management and the {  consists of high-level decision makers. In the real
world, these layers are never as solidly int:  as one would hope for, instead they are full
of “acdve” and “latent” holes (hence the name Swiss cheese), that open and close to

accommodate the changes of our dynamic world (Reason, 2000).
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Figure 1: Reason’s Model (Petursdottir, 2002)

The presence of holes in any particular layer in itself does not result in an adverse
situation. It is the momentary alignment of the holes in each layer that brings a hazard in
direct contact with the victim. The holes are the result of active failure within a layer
(such as slips and mistakes, inexperience and other obvious hazards) or some latent
conditions embedded in a layer (such as top level decisions made by policy makers,
safety-training, regulators, vessel designers, government, etc.) which may have an adverse
eftect on safety but are more subtle and are usually dormant until they combine with
active failures or other local triggers.

The accident causation model can be applied to the fishing industry to get a
better and in-depth understanding of where errors most often occur and how to mitigate
if not climinate them altogether. The FAO (Petursdottir, Hannibalsson & Turner, 2001),
tor instance, used Reason’s model on a hypc * ‘dcal situation to show how the holes

aligned in cach laver of defences to result in a tragedy common to the fishing industry:




Country X does not mandate safety training for newcomers (decision layer), nor does the
owner of a fishing vessel require the skipper to conduct safety drills onboard (decision
and line management). An inexperienced fish harvester is asked to substitute for an
unwell, experienced crew member (line management). The weather is rough
(preconditions), everyone is fatigued (preconditions) and the inexperienced newcomer
goes too close to deck gear (unsafe act). Vessel moton causes him to lose his balance
and fall on a winch which does not have proper guard (defence) thereby severing his
arm. Here, the accident occurred as a result of holes of each layer aligning at the “right”
moment for the hazard to come into direct contact with the victim.

Commercial fishing is laden with active failures and latent pathogenic factors that
contribute to the high number of accidents at sea. The risks have long been recognized
nationally and internatonally as evidenced in the literature reviewed earlier. Attempts to
alleviate some of the risks have mainly focused on eliminating active failures by, for
example, identifying and addressing the diverse causes of accidents at sea. To use
Reason’s words:

“(A)ctive failures are like mosquitoes. They can be swatted one by one, but they

still keep coming. The best remedies are to create more effective defences and to

drain the swamps in which they breed. The swamps, in this case, are the ever-
present latent conditions.” (2000, pg.769)

One of the ever-present late  conditions of accident causation in the fishing
industry is the lack of safety-training (Peturdottr, 2002). In the example cited above, a
lack of training in first aid could result in the loss of an arm or cven death of the
newcomer or it could save his life and arm if met with appropriate actions (not to
mention that safety-traini could have prevented the newcomer from venturing too

close to the unprotected winch, and the  «ch would not have been left unprotected).

Although concerted efforts must be directed at reducing the number of holes in each
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layer of defence, this study is concerned with the role of safety-training in mitigating

some of the risks of this industry.

2.3. Safety-training In Other Occupations

Training is an axiomatic part of injury reduction. Hale (1984) defines training as
any activity that aims to increase a person’s capacity to respond more quickly, efficiently
and innovatively to the situation facing them. There has been a dramatic increase in
training in organizations in recent years, so much so that there is now a tendency to
incorporate training as a strategic part of organizational plans instead of a separate or
stand-alone event (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001).

A cursory review of literature on the impact of training suggests there are two
opposing camps: those that say training works (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001) and those
that question the adequacy of training (Darragh, Stallones, Bigelow & Keefe, 2004; Tan,
Fishwick, Dickson & Sykes, 1991). . or ¢ Jle, in one study industrial workers who
had received safety-training prior to cc  nencing work showed no significant reduction
in the incidence of hand injuties compared to those without training (Tan et al., 1991).
Measures such as guards on machines were believed to be more successful in preventing
accidents in high-risk industries than stand-alone safety-training aimed at changing
behavioural patterns.

In the logging industry, companies that participated in a safety-training program
showed no significant decline in injury claim rate compared to companies that did not
participate (Bell & Gruscheky, 20006). There were also no significant decline in the injury

rates amongst the participant companies tollowing the safety-training program.
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Mcchanizing logging tasks, employee retention and performance inspections were
suggested as possible ways to address the high injury rates of this industry.

The construction industry, also notorious for high injury and fatality rates, did
not show any decline in injury rates following a safety educadon and training program
(Darragh et al., 2004). Methodological problems with the evaluation of safety-training
program such as designing the intetvention plans and integrating it with plans for
evaluation from the start were cited as possible limitations.

[n other areas, training programs have been shown to increase knowledge
(Dauer, Kelvin, Horan & St. Germain, 2006), reduce injuries, induce positive attitudes
and willingness to change worksite conditions (Becker & Morawetz, 2004; Cohen &
Colligan, 1998), to name a few benefits. In an evaluation of a safety orientation and
training program in the plumbing and pipefitting industry only 3.4% of workers who had
received safety orientation experienced injury compared to 11.1% of workers without
safety ortentation (Kinn, Khuder, Bisesi & Woolley, 2000). Similarly, 42% ot emergency
responders who had previous safety training claimed that they had experienced incidents
which might have resulted in their injury or death without the training (Weidner, Gotsch,
Delnevo, Newman & McDonald, 1998). Construction workers who received safety
training were 12% less likely to claim for workers compensation than workers without
the training (Dong, Entzel, Men, Chowdhury & Schneider, 2004).

Organizations are increasit ; investing in learning technologies and other
methods of continuous performance improvement processes in order to remain
competitive and to cater to the needs of an increasingly diverse workplace population. In
today’s information  , for example, workers are no longer confined to otfice spaces

but can instead work from the convenience of their homes (Harrington & Walker, 2004).
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Ensuring health and safety ot dispersed emplovees can prove to be a challenge for
employers of this dynamic job market. Innovatve training strategies such as using
computer based training programs have helped to reach out to a wider work population
(Harrington & Walker, 2004; Wallen & Mulloy, 20006).

Training techniques such as using notitication messages or mass presentations to
inform workers of occupational health risks have also proven to be effective (Tan-
Wilhelm et al, 2000). A group of workers receiving bulletin, posters and stickers,
containing information on beryllium risk, showed significant increase in the perceptions
of threat, more positive attitudes toward safety practices and behaviour than those
without. Face-to-face training such as teaching in a classroom to train hairdressing
students on the hazardous nature of chemical handling practices also show positive
associations between participants’ knowledge and risk perceptions and their intention to
practice safe behaviour (Wong et al., 2005).

A few authoritative reviews suggest that perhaps it is not training that is at fault;
rather, there maybe a2 mismatch between the requirements of training and the level of
analysis. The Annnal Review of Psychology has produced six reviews on training and
development over the past 40 ye:  (see Campbell, 1 _; Goldstein, 1980; Latham, 1988;
Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001; ...nnenbaum & Yukl, 1992; Wexley, 1984). Two reviews
(Tannenbaum & Yukl 1992; Salas & Cannon-Bowers 2001) have focused on describing
cmerging trends to argue that training etfectiveness can be enhanced by keeping the
tollowing factors in mind: needs assessment, pre-training conditions, training design and
methods, post-training conditions, and training evaluation. These reviews help inform
our understanding ot whether or not training works 1 it so, when, how and why it

actually improves satety.
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2.4. Kirkpatrick’s Model of Training Evaluation

Among the various models for evaluaung the effectiveness of training,
Kirkpatrick’s (1979, 1996) four-level model of training evaluation is considered the most
influential (Alliger & Janak, 1989; Alliger et al., 1997; Bates, 2004; Kraiger, Ford &
Salas, 1993; Russell, Wexley & Hunter, 1984; Thackwray, 1997). This model, devcloped
five decades ago, revolutionized the area of training evaluation and unul today, remains
one of the most commonly used approaches (Alliger et al., 1997; Bates, 2004; Beech &
Leather, 2006; Thackwray, 1997).

Within this framework, questions about the effectiveness of training are defined
within specific categories: reaction, learning, behaviour and result. It is conceptually the
most appropriate framework for the f  ent study because the model outlines that the
objectives of training should determine the appropriate assessment criteria. So effective
evaluation of training revolves around the question: effective in terms of what: reactions,
learning, behaviour and/or results?

Kirkpatrick argued that the first step of any training evaluation is to measure the
reactions to training. He del  d this as an  ure of the degree ich trainees liked
or disliked a particular training program. He cautioned that while this is the same as
evaluating trainees feeling toward a program, this does not measure or indicate if any
learning has taken place. It is, however, important to evaluate reaction in order to
understand and scan the general fecling. 5 evaluate reaction, he suggested using forms
that are pre-designed to clicit specific informaton, such as:

i) [dentifying specitically what we want to find out;
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i) Using a written sheet to list the specitied items above for participants’

comments;
i1f) Designing the form such that their reactions can be quantitied and tabulated;
iv) Making the forms anonymous to help obtain honest reactions;
v) Providing space for additional comments that were not covered by pre-

designed questions.

Evaluation of learning is more difficult than the evaluation of reaction.
Kirkpatrick acknowledged and limited the definition of learning as the extent to which
participants understood and absorbed knowledge, principals/learning objectives and
skills delivered in the training course. He recommended using experimental research
methods such as a before-and-after approach, measuring each participant’s knowledge
objectively, using multiple choice tests or behavioural tests when facts and principles are
being taught, and using statistical analysis and control groups whenever possible. He
contended that the marketability and status of a training program is proven by how
effective it has been in terms of its learning and reaction evaluation. He suggested that to

evaluate learning, we need to:

1) Measure each participant’s knowledge to obtain quantitative results;

it) Use a pre- and post-training approach to relate learning to the training
program;

11) Measure learning on an objective basis;

iv) Use a control and experimental group to measure the ettects of training;

v) Use statstical analvsis to prove learning in terms of correlatons or

confidence intervals.
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The third assessment criterion is behaviour. Behaviour evaluation measures the
transfer of knowledge and skills learnt in training back to the job. This is more ditticult
to measure than learning. To evaluate training programs in terms of behavioural changes,
he suggested:

1) A systematic appraisal of before and after the specific trained behaviour has

taken place;

11) An appraisal of behaviour by the participant, their supervisor(s), peers who
are tamiliar with the individual’s professional development and so on (the
more the better);

1i1) Statistical analysis of performance before and after training that relates the
change to the training;

iv) Post-training appraisals should be conducted after 3 months or more to
allow participants to put in practice what they learnt;

V) Using a control group for comparison.

Finally, results evaluaton measures the impact of training on the organization in
terms of the its stated desires and als (such as performance and profitability). This is,
by far, the most difficult to measure given that there are several extraneous variables
affecting an organization. Kirkpatrick gave examples of and suggested a participative and
collaborative approach to evaluating results.

Critics of the Kirkpatrick model have argued that while its popularity and power
lie in its simplicity, this is also its weakness (Alliger & Janak, 1989; Alliger et al,, 1997,
Bates, 2004; Kraiger et al, 1993). As mentioned previously, there are factors on an
individual and organizational | | that can intluence training cttectiveness betore, during

and after the training process (Tannenbaum & Yukl 19¢7 Salas & Cannon-Bowers



2001). The model does not consider or account for the complex network of these tactors
that surround and interact.

Unfortunately, implicit assumptions within the model have led to
misunderstandings and overgeneralizations (Alliger & Janak, 1989; Alliger et al., 1997,
Bates, 2004; Kraiger et al,, 1993). The first implicit assumption of the model is that these
levels provide information that is in some ascending order in terms of value (Alliger &
Janak, 1989; Bates, 2004). For example, a measure of behaviour provides more
information than does a measure of learning which in turn provides more information
than a measure of reaction. In this regard, level four is assumed to be the best indicator
of training effectiveness. Advocacy for bottom-line dollar criteria at level four thus
became more frequent in research journals, practitioner journals and textbooks even
when, in reality, this may be an inappropriate measure. Also, not all training is meant to
effect change at all four levels. For instance, a measure of reaction is sufficient to detect
company pride.

A second critique of the model is the interpretation that each level is causally
linked to the other. This assumption has led to a linear view of the model (Fig. 2) such
that positive reactions are assumed to lead to greater learning which influences positive
behaviour which translates to positive organizational results (Alliger & Janak, 1989;
Alliger et al., 1997; Bates, 2004). Unfortunately, this has led to a widespread belief that a
positive measure of reaction can serve as a proxy measure for training outcomes at other
levels (Bates, 2004). One study, for instance, tound that over 94%% of training evaluations
in business organizations used reaction measures as an indicator of training effectiveness
(Bassi, Benson & Cheney, 1996; v cited from Bates, 2004). Alliger and Janak (1989)

have presented an alternative view of the causal linkages among the levels where level
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one is unrelated to the other levels, level two is important to some degree to level three

and four, and levels three and four are causally interdependent on each other (Fig 2).

' Result Result

1 L

Bcehaviour Behaviour
) Lecarning
Leamning |

Reaction I Reaction l

a. Traditional model b. Alternative Model

Figure 2: Traditional Hierarchical Model vs. Alternative Model. Adapted from
Alliger and Janak (1982)

Despite its limitations, Kirkpatrick’s model has made significant contributions to
evaluating training over the years and has helped focus training evaluation practices on
training outcomes (Newstrom, 1995). It has also helped to show that single outcome
measures are not sufficient to evaluate training and promoted the importance of multiple
measures of training cffectiveness (Bates, 2004). The model distinguishes between
learning (level two) and behaviour (level three) and has thereby promoted an awareness
of the lcarning transter process that is crucial in making training effective. Most
important of all, it serves as a useful preliminary heuristic for training cvaluation (Alliger,

et al. 1997; Alliger & Janak, 1989; Bates, 20
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2.5. Fisheries and Training

Some countries have started to legislate safety-training for tish harvesters.
Norway was the first country in the world to start a systematic training program for fish
harvesters (Langaune, 2000). Safety Training for Fishermen (STF) started as a trial
project in 1981 comprising a 2-day curricullum that emphasized rescue and fire
protection. By 1989, regulations were drawn up to mandate STF for all personnel
onboard with course duration of 40 hours and a refresher course of 20 hour after a 6-8
vear gap. The course was comprised of basic safety-training in the areas of fire fighting,
working conditions, protective measures, first aid and hazard recognition. The program
was evaluated in 1989 and 1996 concluding that training increased participants’
knowledge about and attitudes toward the importance of workplace safety (Langaune,
2000). The number of work related fatalities also declined when comparing data from
before 1981 to that from recent years. By August 2000, nearly 27,000 people (the
majority being fish harvesters) had participated in the course. The number of people
participating in refresher courses was less than the number ot people participating in the
basic course due to out-migration of experienced fish harvesters to other occupations.
Experienced fish harvesters we  being replaced with inexperienced fish harvesters.

Similarly, Icclandic  ithorities established a satety-training centre, The Maritime
Safety and Survival Trammi  Cer  (MSSTC) in 1985 onboard the vessel Saebjorg, to
train fish harvesters in basic satety and survival and accident prevention at sea
(Snorrason, 2000). The primary objective of the MSSTC training was to increase fish
harvesters’ knowledge of safetv issues. It presently offers a 40-hour course (extended
trom the initial 30 hours) and by e 1 of 1999, a total of 15,000 scatarers had

participated in the course. In additon to a reduction in the number of accidents at sea,
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Snorrason (2000) cites its popularity and acceptance by the seafarers as a strong
indication of its success. The Suelyorg has called at every seaport of Iceland making it
easier for trainees to attend the course by minimizing travel and living expenses. By 1999
all of the Nordic countries to some extent were offering safety-training for fish
harvesters (with Finland being the last to join in). While safety program varies in the
length, financial support, mandatory requirement for training and training style, the
courses revolve around similar training elements: accident prevention, rescue, first aid,
safety apparatus, safe work environment, fire prevention and fire fighting (Petursdottir,

2002).

2.6. Risk Mitigating I ctors: Global (FAO/ILO/STCW)

Internationally, safety in the fishing industry is extended through the help of
global organizations such as the International Labour Organization (ILO), the
International Maritime Organization (IMO) and the Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO) of the United Nations (UN). These international organizations, together with
Nation States, have developed several conventions, regulations and guidelines focusing
on safety at sea. Some of the | © 1 ones are discussed below.

One of the first-ever international conventions that dealt with safety at sea was
SOLAS (Safety of Life at Sea; IMO, 1974; Petursdottir et al., 2001), This was held in
London in 1914. Prompted by the 1911 Titanic disaster, SOLAS stipulated the minimum
standards for design, construction, equipment and operation of ships. While regarded as
the most important of all international treaties, SOLAS did not cover fishing vessels or
older ships that were not propelled by mact s. Subsequently, SOLAS 60 approved

three resolutions that were directly applicable to fishing vessels by requiring vessel
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stability; rescue equipment on board and calling upon governments to report to IMO on
the extent to which SOILAS was being implemented on these vessels.

Another important international convention that related to safety at sea was the
UN Law of the Sea Convention of 1982 (Petursdotur et al., 2001). This convention gave
nations rights and responsibilities to maintain their marine resources and stipulated that
each state should exercise its jurisdiction, administrative control and social matters
related to ships flying its flag. Furthermore, the flag nations were responsible for taking
necessary steps to ensure that ships were compliant with safety at sea regarding:
equipment, vessel construction, vessel seaworthiness, manning of vessels, crew training,
communication maintenance, using signals and preventing collisions. The idea was that
while each state is free to deal with safety issues of vessels flying their flag, the stipulated
safety initiatives meet international standards and must be compliant with international
regulations.

The first ever international convention that dealt directly with the safety of
tishing vessels was the Torremolinos International Convention for the Safety of Fishing
Vessels 1977 (IMO, 1977; Petursdottir et al., 2001). Formulated along the lines of
SOLAS, this convention outlined stability requirements for fishing vessels for the first
time ever in an international convention; requirements for equipment and watertight
integrity; fire fighting and protection, lifesaving equipment, emergency procedures,
protection of crew, mustering and drills, radiotelegraphy and radiotelephony and
onboard navigational equipment. _..e problem with this convention was that many
member states felt that the requirements were either too strict or too lenient tor their
fishing fleet. Subsequently, a protocol to the convention was prepared but it is vet to be

ratitied by the nation states.
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[nternational organizations (ILO/INMO/FAQ) have also assisted in research and
publication of documents that are aimed at improving the occupational health of tish
harvesters such as the Code of Satety for Fishermen and Fishing Vessels, Part A and B;
the Voluntary Guidelines for the Design, Construction and Equipment of Small Fishing
Vessels; the Document for Guidance on the Training and Certification of Fishing Vessel
Personnel (Wagner, 2000). These documents are intended as educational tools and
guides to supplement but not supersede any of the existing national/international
regulations.

Additionally, the ILO has also had several meetings at the international level to
discuss and promote dialogue between the various sectors in the fishing industry (ILO,
1999; Wagner, 2000). The Tripartite Meeting on Safety and Health in the Fishing
Industry is one such example that brought together international governments,
employers and employees of the fishing industry (Wagner, 2000; [1.O), 1999). Drawing
on literature from around the world, a report was prepared by the ILO secretariat for
discussions at the mecting that *~ ntified how some countries had extensive training
programs (often reflecting the guidelines provided by the various international
organizations) whilst others had none or was very limited. The three representative
parties negotiated extensively befc  prioritising health and safety-training as an area in
need of urgent improvement and also agreeing that the Standards of Training,
Cerafication and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW)-F convention be ratitied and fully
implemented.

The STCW-1978 (IMO 1978) was one of the first internatonally agreed
Conventions that addressed the minimum standards of training for scafarers but was

nev  ratited. Revised in 1900 (L. OW-E, 1995), the STCW-F contained  special
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recommendations for crews on tishing boats. It stipulated that fish harvesters must
complete a basic safety-training course in survival techniques, fire fighting, emergency
procedures and tirst aid. Although this has not yet been ratified, the application of this
convention has exceeded the minimum requirements in some countries while it is
virtually absent in others. Canada, along with some countries in Europe, South America
and Australia, has implemented STCW-F’s requirements into their training programs.
Commercial fish harvesters are now mandated under the Crewing Regulations of Canada
Shipping Act to participate in a Marine Emergency Training program.

These conventions, documents, protocols and guidelines are few amongst others
that evidently point toward the enormous efforts made at the international level to
mitigate some of the risks and to improve safety at sea (Wagner, 2000; Petursdottr et al.,
2001). While there seems no shortage of regulations and guidelines at the international
levels, it is apparent that in  any cases there is a serious lack of implementation at the
national level and that the benefits are not reaching a majority of the harvesters for
various reasons, including the fact that  ost of these standards/regulations are yet to be

ratified (Wagner, 2000).

2.7 Risk Mitigating Factors: National

In Canada, legislative authority over vessel safety falls under three governmental
departments: the Marine Safety Branch of Transport Canada is the federal representative
body to regulate satety in the fishing industry. The Transportation Satety Board ot

Canada {TSB), under Trar Canada is responsible for investigating accidents whilst

the Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) under the Department of Fisheries and Oceans

(DFQ) is responsible for search and rescue operations and for promoting satety in the
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industry. In addition to these, Newtoundland also has a host of other agencies that are
cither pro-actively engaged in or play an important role in the safety of fishing vessels
such as the Canadian Coast Guard Auxiliary, Marine Instwte (M) of Memorial
University, and the Professional Fish Harvesters” Ceruficaton Board (PFHCB) to name
a tew.

The oldest picce of legislation that governed marine safety in Canada was known
as the Cunada Shipping Act (CSA, 2009). This was based on the British Shipping Merchant
Act 1894 of more than 100 years ago. On July 1, 2007, the CSA was replaced by the
Canada Shipping Act 2007 (CSA 2001). This is the principal legislaton in Canada that
governs marine safety for all vessels operating within Canadian waters and for all
Canadian vessels operating in all waters. The objectives of the CSA 2001 are to protect
the health and well being of individuals and crew of vessels participating in marine
transportation; promote safety and an efficient marine transportation system; cnsure that
Canada meet its international obligations and agreements with respect to shipping and
navigation; and to promote harmonization and protection of the marine environment
from navigation and shipping related damages. This new Act has shifted from being an
inspection-based regime (under the previous one) to a compliance-based regime. It is
less prescriptive than the previot  one and places more emphasis on owner and operator
responsibilities.

An important set ot Regulatons that came into effect as a result of the CSA 2001
is the Martne Pervonnel Regnlations. These regulations are divided into three parts and are
concerned with safety, health and well being of individuals and crew, and ensuring that
Canada meets its international ob. 1tions. The first part of these regulations deal with

certificates ot competency for seafarers and, as a signatory to the international
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convention on STCW, these regulations outline the specitic knowledge, skills and
abilities required to function appropriately on Canadian vessels.

The Marine Emergency Duties (MED) training courses deal with basic safety at
sea with regard to emergency response to fire, first aid and ship abandonment. MED
training has been mandatory in Canada since the late 1970’s on large commercial vessels,
but under the Crewing Regulations of the CSA, this course became mandatory for all
seafarers on July 31, 2000. This deac”  was later extended to July 2002 and
subsequently to April 30, 2007 due to a lack of resources required for the
implementation of these courses. The MED courses have been modified in accordance
with the STCW requirements and continue to be mandatory for all seafarers under the
Marine Personnel Regulations of the new CSA 2001.

There are three MED courses: Al, A3 and A4. MEDAT1 is the standard course
consisting of 19.5 hours of training. It provides information on how to recognize and
react to hazards and emergencies; how to deploy, store and care for safety equipment;
how to provide assistance for self and others during an evacuation; and the knowledge
and skills necessary for survival and rescue at sea. The MEDAT is a combination of in-
class lessons and hands-on practical lessons especially on extinguishing fires and using
survival skills and safety equipment in the water. Although the ME™ A3 and MEDA4
also provide knowledge of basic safety at sea, these two courses are much shorter and
comprise of 8 hours of in-class instruction only. The MEDA3 is limited to vesscls
operating no more than 25 miles from the shore and the MEDAY 15 limited to vessels
operating no more than 2 miles frc  the shore. In Newfoundland and Labrador, TC-
approved MEDATL courses are of  ed only at the MI while the M. A3 is offered

through the Protessional Fish Harvesters’ Certitication Board (PFHCB). In 1997, the
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PFHCB in Newfoundland became operational under proclamation of the Professional
Fish Harvesters Act of the Newtoundland government (PFHCB, 2009).

In the early 1990s, the conc  t of professionalization came about as a strategic
way to restructure the fisheries: to give it stability and recognition in the wake of the
moratorium (PFHCB, 2009). The objectives were to promote fish harvesters as a
professional group, to standardize levels of training and experience, and to play a greater
role in the management of the fishing industry. It was discussed at the community level
by fish harvesters and the FFAW, DFO, Department of Fisheries and Agriculture and
other government agencies and educational institutes. Three certification levels were
created: apprentice, level I and level II. Existing fish harvesters were ‘grandparented’ into
this new system. With the exception of level 1I, all other harvesters were required to
complete a specified number of hours fishing with a level II and complete some
education/training to upgrade to the next level. Also, fish harvesters needed to be at
level II for DFO to consider access to species license. New entrants were required to
register under the sponsorship of a professional skipper and only after a defined number
of years of fulltime fishing activity and the completion of a basic safety-training course
(which includes some of the MED training) were they allowed an upgrading to the next

level.

2.8. Overview of the Newfoundland Fishery

Fishing is an integral part of Newtoundland culture. The scttlement of
Furopeans in the carly 1800s was driven by the abundance ot fish and it was the fisheries
that laid down the foundation, culture and norm of the scttler society that subsequently

built itselt as Newfoundland (Schrank, 2005). Fishing was initally a seasonal activity that

n
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gradually changed with favourable market conditions and when Great Britain realized the
economic advantages to having a more permanent base in Newfoundland. By the [800s,
Newfoundland was reputed to be the world's largest exporter ot salt codfish (Murray,
Macdonald, Simms, Fowler, Felt, Edwards & Gates 2005; Newfoundland and Labrador

Heritage, 2005).

The lives of the earlier tish harvesters were such that they were tied to merchant
companies that provided, on credit, supplies and the necessary equipment for tishing
whilst taking fish in return for the goods. Fishing soon became a family tradition where
all family members (male and female; young and old) had some part to play in the whole
process starting from sailing or rowing out to catch the fish to splitting, salting, tending
and drying, By the 1880s, fishing was at its peak with a population of 200,000 people
residing in the various coastal communities and 99% of the male work force engaged in
the fishery business. Fishery related products became the colony's main (90%) export

(Roy 1997; Murray et al., 2005; Newfoundland and Labrador Heritage, 2005).

This extensive fishing enterprise brought its own set of challenges to
occupational health and safety. Fish harvesters are the product of many generations of
experiences and therefore rely heavily on career-wisdom (Gray, 1987). Surviving
situatons that involved risks increases their acceptance and accommodation ot cven
greater risks. An carlier report on the occupational health and safety in the Atlantic
fishery of Canada (Gray, 1987) portrayed how the seemingly non-existent government
regulation of occupational health and safety, no established employer/employee
relationship (hence no accountability for occupauonal health and safety), low level of

formal cducation and a lack of clear understanding of the risks involved, compounded
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by the physical demands of the job, had significant impact on the health and well-being

of workers in the industry.

Over time, extensive foreign fishing, industrializatton and economic
diversificaton in Newfoundland and Labrador had a detrimental impact on the fishing
industry (Schrank, 2005). By the late 1960s, groundtish stocks in particular, had been
severely damaged due to foreign over fishing. Canada declared a 200-mile economic
exclusion zone in 1976 to reduce the amount of foreign fishing off the coast of
Newfoundland, but domestic fishing filled the gap. Realizing the immense pressure on
fish stocks, the federal government declared a moratorium in 1992 for a two-year period,
but it soon became evident that the moratorium would need to be extended far beyond
the stipulated period because of the continued depletion of the fish stock (Murray et al,,

2005).

Fish harvesters consider tI  r job as a way of life and an identity (Murray, 2007;
Murray & Rodgers 2005). This strong bond and their sense of pride in the job is a result
of generations being raised in fishing communites. Indeed commercial fishing has been
described as an occupational subculture — it is a group of individuals operating within a
larger society with their own unique set of values, beliefs, attitudes, customs and
behaviour (Murray and Rodgers, 2005; Pollnac, 1988; Poggie, et al., 1995). Poggie et al.
(1995) report that the harsh nature of the sea, heavy reliance on technology for
production and safety, unstable and seasonally dependent income; and, physical distance
from immediate help are some factors that help shape and characterize this tishing
subculture. The tish harvesters of Newfoundland are a typical example of this

occupational subculture.



A survey of fish harvesters in Newfoundland in the early 1990s tound that all
those who were surveyed had incurred some form of injury in the fishing industry
(Murray & Dolomount, 1995). The study was conducted right after the moratorium with
the aims of describing the character of accidents, extent of satety knowledge, practices,
attitudes and beliefs of the inshore fish harvesters of Newfoundland. This study
confirmed the high rate of accidents in the Newfoundland fishery and concluded that
despite being knowledgeable of safety regulations and placing importance on safety
precautions, a large number of fish h:  sters still engaged in risky fishing practices. The
CCG conducted a review of fishing vessel safety from 1993 to 1999 to conclude that
injury rates, workers compensation claims and search and rescue operations were on the
rise in Newfoundland (DFO, 2000). In particular, they noted that the number of

fatalities in fishing vessels less than 35 feet in length was substantially high.

2.9. Summary and Concluding ..:marks

The causal mechanisms tor risky practices have been studied from various
angles. Some studies suggest that the inherent dangers associated with fisheries help
select a certain personality type (Binkley 1995; Poggie et al,, 1995; Pollnac, Poggie &
Cabral, 1998) that helps to psychologically adapt the individual to this occupation.
Notably, the fatalistic attitude of fish harvesters has received much attention in previous
research (Binkley, 1995) as a protection mechanism tor psychological adaptation. Other
studies (Murray & Dolomount, 1995; (Power et al., 2007; Kaplan & Kite-Powell 2000)
have suggested that fisheries management leaves room for risky practices and that fish

harvesters have no choice but to engage in risk taking behaviour in order to survive
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cconomically. Whatever may be the case for risk taking practices, safety-training may

help to mitigate some of the inherent dangers of this hazardous occupation.

The Canadian Transportaton Accident Investigaton and Safety Board,
commonly known as TSB, mandated by the federal government to improve
transportation safety, cites lack of training and safety awareness as one of the main
underlying cause of accidents in the Canadian fishing industry (Ayeko, 2000). Applying
Reason’s model to investigate accident causation, TSB identified many safety deficiencies
and made several safety recon ndations. Two of the most commonly identified
deficiencies by the TSB are: 1) inadequate safety-training and awarencss; and 2)
inadequate survival equipment, skills and drills. Over the years, TSB has recorded several
fishing vessel-related incidents where “(o)ne person’s knowledge of life raft deployment,
distress signal use or emergency response could (have) easily save(d) an entire vessel and
crew” (pg. 205, Ayeko, 2000). Conversely, it has also recorded incidents where entire
crew were recovered after drifting in severe winter conditions in the North Atlantic

waters because they were able to deploy and use life saving equipment as intended.
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CHAPTER 3

Method

This study was one component ot a multi-component and multidisciplinary study
of fishing safety funded jointly by the Canadian Institutes tor Health Research (CIHR)
and by the New Initiatives Fund of the Canadian Search and Rescue Secretariat.
SafetyNet has major funding from CIHR to study occupatonal health and satety of
marine and coastal work. It has nine inter-related research projects under the three broad
categories of: Fisheries-related, Oil & Gas, and Human Cold Working Conditions. Of
the nine projects, this study is under the umbrella of SafeCatch (Fisheries-related), which

conducts research on fish harvesters’ occupational health and fishing vessel safety.

3.1 Design: This study used a mixed method experimental design. Two groups of
seafarers registered in the OSSC MEDAI1 program in St Johns NL in 20006, were
randomly chosen to be in either a standard group or an enhanced group. The standard
group underwent regular MEDAT1 training, which consists of 12.5 hours of in-class
lessons and 7 hours of practical training, totalling 19.5 hours. Their training focused on
seven areas: introduction and safety, hazards and emergencies, fire fighting, emergency
response, life saving appliances and abandonment, survival, and rescue. In addition to
the regular training program, the enhanced group watched a series of video clips on
satety. A total of 12 short video clips (approximately 3-5 minutes in length) on safety at
sea and sate cmergency responses were integrated into the multimedia classroom
presentations. Thev were developed by staff at the OSSC and partially tunded by

SateCatch. They were intc  ed - findings trom previous a (Murray &
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Dolomount, 1994, 1995; Murray & Rogers, 2005). These were shown to the enhanced

group as a supplement to their regular training and course materials.

3.2 Sample: Fifteen classes of MEDA1 were conducted on-site at the Offshore Safety
and Survival Centre of the Marine Institute, Foxtrap, St. John’s. One class conducted
off-site in Eastport, Newfoundland, was also included in this research because of the
suitability of the group (which consisted entirely of fish harvesters) and to help attain a
good sample size. Thus a total of 16 classes with a total of 130 students who registered
with OSSC between September and December 2006 were informed of this study and
solicited for their participation. The study only included participants whose professional
work experience was related to the marine environment. Out of the 16 classes of
students, 1 class was excluded after they had completed the first part of the study
because they were later combined with another class of students (for logistical purposes
of OSSC). Of the 130 total students of OSSC, 8 declined participation and 28 consenting
participants’ questionnaires had to be removed (due to incomplete information) which
resulted in a total sample size of 94. The following equation was used to calculate sample
size N = 7z° x p x q / d*. Alpha was set at 0.05; p = q = 0.50; d = 0.15. Using this
equation, the minimum sample size was calculated to be 43. To determine change
between pre-test and post-test scores within a group with power set at (.80, alpha set at
0.05 and a medium size etfect of 0.50, the minimum sample size required was 27

(Cottrell & McKenzie, 2005).



3.3 Questionnaire: A Training Evaluation Form (TEF, Appendix A) was developed to
clicit information on perceptions, attitudes and knowledge of satety. This TEF was
adapted from Murray and Dolomount (1995) and it consists of four sections.

Section [ [ vhics: This included six questions on the demographics of the

participants (gender, age, experience, principal occupation, role on vessel and size of

boat)

s;: This section

Section I ™
contained two parts. The first part was a list of 25 potential causes of accidents at sea.
Participants were asked to rate a series of ~~ factors as not important, slightly important,
important or very important in causing accidents at sea. Of these 25 causes, 20 were
derived from a measure developed by Murray & Dolomount (1995). These 25 causes
were classified as internal/behavioural (i.c., factors that are determined by the behaviour
of individuals) and external/situational (i.e., factors that are determined by the context or
situation in which individuals are working). In this thesis it was hypothesised that after
the intervention the participants would rate the internal/behavioural causes as more
important and that this change would be greater in the enhanced group. An additional
five potential causes to accidents at sea (water temperature, type of fish, time of day,
colour ot boat and individual’s h ~ " t) were added to the questionnaire.

The second part lists a series of 23 statements of safety derived from Murray &
Dolomount (1995). As per the original questonnaire, these wcere categorized into 6
subscales: skepticism, responsibility, boarmanship, vessel restrictions, regulations and risk
acceptance and participants were asked to indicate if they strongly agreed, agreed, didn’t
know, disagreed or stre ly disagreed with each of the statements. In this thesis it was

hypothesized that after the interventon, participants would show a significant change in



their agreeableness or disagreeableness (as appropriate) with each of the subscales and
that this change would be greater in the enhanced group.

Section I Safety ™~ ° “ger Questons in this section were taken from the

tormal OSSC examination of the MEDAT course. [t included a list ot 20 muluple-choice
questions that tests their knowledge of safety at sea. This list of questions was developed
and provided by TC to be used by all establishments conducting and issuing the
MEDAT certificate. The questions were not modified or amended in any way.

Section IV Safer ™ ° ° This section included a list of open and close-ended

questions regarding OSSC and other safety-training issues.

A pilot version of the questionnaire was administered to a group ot MEDAI
participants in July 2006. Their comments and responses led to revisions and removal of
certain items from the questionnaire. The post-training questionnaire for the standard
group only included Section I, 11l and a few items from section IV (See Appendix B).
The post-training questionnaire for the enhanced group included some open ended
questions on the video clips and was otherwise identical to the standard group’s post-

training questionnaire (See Appendix C).

3.4 _.hical Considerations: ...e Human Investigation Committee (HIC) ot Memorial
University of Newfoundland approved this study (see Appendix D). The OSSC also
granted permission to conduct research with instructors and participants of MEDAI
courses. The project was explained to all participants of MEEDAL Permission was given
by HIC for instructors to be involved during focus group discussions to aid in facilitating
as and when necessary. Only those who voluntarily consented to participate in this study

were asked to complete a consent form preceding any actual research (Sce Appendix F
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and F for consent torms tor the standard and enhanced groups, respectvely).
Participants were also assured of complete contidentality of their responses. An arbitrary
number known to participants only was used to match participants’ responses on the

questionnaires betore and atter the course.

3.5 Procedure: All instructors of MEDAI were informed in advance of this study by
the research coordinator of OSSC. T arrived half-hour early on each day of the class to
brief and meet with instructors and hand them a copy of the tocus group questions
(Appendix G). Assignment of participants into a control or enhanced group was driven
by both practical and statistical reasons: [ arrived at OSSC with questionnaires and
consent forms for both the standard and enhanced group, it there were technical or
logistical ditficulties with the video clips that day, we proceeded with the regular safety-
training program and classified them as the standard group.

Participants were not aware of the research until they had registered for the
course and were seated in class. Once all participants were ready to begin their lesson,
the instructor introduced me. I explained the research, my intention and the nature and
signiticance of this project solicited their help. I informed them that their
participation in the research en ed completing a questionnaire and discussing issues on
safety and training before and after the completion of their 3-day course. Participants
were advised that the group discussions would be audio taped and that only [, and any
transcribing assistants (it any) would be listening to the tapes. There are several dialects
of English spoken in Newfoundland, many of which are very strong and therefore
ditficult to understand. —  ing the tocus group discussions, some instructors joined in

collaboratively to help out with language /accent barriers.
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Once all queries had becn answered and consent torms completed and signed, [
handed out questdonnaires to individual participants. Instructors asked participants to
call out a number between one and ten or to twelve (depending on the number of
participants in class) and explained that these numbers were to be used during their tire
drill to count off evacuees. [ asked them to remember their number and to write it on
their questionnaires to be able to match their responses before and after the course.
These numbers do not match up to any personal identification. Participants were assured
of confidentiality and that anything they said or wrote as part of the study that could
potentally identify them would be kept confidendal.

[ and/or the instructor assisted in reading the questions aloud or writing
responses ot participants on their behalf when requested to do so. After the pre- and
post-training  questionnaires were completed, classroom participants were invited to
participate in a group discussion on safety and training. This group discussion was led by
myself and in some instances instructors joined in to help me deal with the language
barrier. The discussions were audio taped and lasted between 10 to 45 minutes. A repeat
of survey completion followed by group discussions took place at the end of their 3-day

training.

3.6. Analysis: Quandtatve and qualitative analytical tools were used for data analysis.
Perceived causes of accidents (¢ don [I) were analysed individually and clustered using
Murray & Dolomount’s (1995) classification  scheme: ‘internal/behavioural” and
‘external/situational” categories. Rough sea, safety awareness of crew, lack of a safety

boat size,s.  deck, poor fery leck, experience ot ¢ v,

stress and bad luck were coded as ‘external/situational” causes, and alcohol, safety




awarcness ot selt, overloading, carelessness, level of safety training, overworking,
tiredness,  overpowering/speeding,  rushing  and  sickness  were  coded  as
‘internal/behavioural” causes. All remaining perceptions items were categorized as “other’
causes including: water temperature, tvpe of fish, time of day, boat colour and individual
height.

Attitude items (Section [I) were also analysed individually and clustered using
Murray & Dolomount’s (1995) classitication scheme: skepticism, responsibility,

boatmanship, vessel restrictions, regulations and risk acceptance.

3.6.1. Quantitative Analysis: The quantitative data were entered onto a database and
analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for windows version
11 (Brace, Kemp & Snelgar, 2003). Descriptive statistics (frequencies) were computed
for the demographic data. To compare the change in scores over time (i.e. before and
after the intervention) the paired sample t-test (for total knowledge scores), the
McNemar test (for individual knowledge items), and the Wilcoxon signed ranks test (for
individual perceived cause of accidents and attitude items) were used. To compare resuits
of the standard and enhanced groups, independent samples t-test (for total knowledge

score) and the Mann-Whitnev U test (for total cause and total attitude items) were used.

3.6.1.1. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks 1 t: The Wilcoxon signed ranks test is widely used
in different fields of study to assess change in scores (Pett, 1997). The following critical
assumptions were met:

a) Matched « from randd samp” the data consists of |

obsenvations from participants who were tested pre- and post-training,




b)

Scale of measurement must be at least ordinal if not continuous: A Likert-tvpe
scale ot measurement was used where 1 = Not Important, 2 = Slightly
Important, 3 = [mportant and 4 = Very Important (for perceptions scores); and,
1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Don’t Know, 4 = Agree and 5 =
Strongly Agree (for attitudes scores) of pre- and post-training questionnaires.
Attitude items 1, 2, 3,4, 6,7, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20 were reverse coded for analysis,

Symmetrical distribution: the pre- and post-training  scores  tollowed a

symmetrical distribution.

3.6.1.2. Mann-Whitney Test: The Mann-Whitney test is employed to test the difference

between two independent groups. This is a commonly used nonparametric test in the

field of health care research and the data satisfied the following three critical assumptions

(Pett, 1997):

a)

b)

Scale of measurement: the independent variable (standard and enhanced groups)
was dichotomous and the scale of measurement for the dependent variable was
ordinal (attitude scores ranged from 1 being Strongly Disagree to 5 being
Strongly Agree [reverse coded where appropriate] and perceptions scores ranged
from 1 being Not Important to 4 being Very Important).

Random sample of independent observations: there were no  repeated
observations in the data for the same participant and the two groups were
mutually cxclusive. Although groups of participants were randomly assigned to
watching video clips or not, the initial sample of students at the OSSC were not

rande  vsel  dtv  acom ce 2).
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c) Unspecified but similar population distribution shape: although the distribution
of the dependent variable (attitude scores) for the two groups is not required to
tollow normal distribution (for non-parametric test), in this case it did. For cause
scores, the combined score of differences took a symmetrical shape (almost a
bell curve), but the individual standard group’s pre and post cause scores were
slightly skewed.

These findings are presented in Chapter 4.

3.6.2. Qualitative Analysis: Group discussions were recorded on tape. Two tape
recorders were present during focus group discussions. Before recording, [ would test
the recorder by recording my voice and giving it an ID by saying: “Focus group. Sept
13", Fxperimental. Before”. On the tape, I would also mark the appropriate 1D as such:
FG.13.Sept.Expt.Bef. This ID was established with the intention of separating pre- and
post-training discussions between the standard and enhanced groups. [ wanted to
analyze and present my data comparatvely.

Unfortunately, the quality of the recordings was poor. Classes were held in four
different classrooms of the OSSC building. Extra noise that was not audible during
taping was picked up during the taping and made it impossible to hear clearly what was
being said. I tried to get the groups to sit closer in one group, alternatively, for a big
group (ot 8-12) I placed a recorder closer to a bunch of people huddled together, sitting
in a semi-circle, near each cu | The recordings were still unclear, due to noise from
perhaps the overhead projector and/or other unknown clectrical appliances that were

present in the room. 1 also tried using computer sottware and recorded the discussion



directly into my laptop on a disc with the hope that the extra noise could be washed
down using sottware, but this was not much help cither.

Another barrier for me was the strong Newtoundland accent. Instructors were all
informed of this in advance and helped by either restating my question or by repeating to
me what was said. Permission was taken from HIC for instructors to be involved in the
focus group discussions. This allowed for the discussions to proceed in context of their
class with minimal ‘disruption’ due to research and also helped my research discussion
flow despite language barrier.

[ initially transcribed the tapes. This allowed me to really look at what was being
said and/or not said by participants. Graham Small (co-researcher of the project) also
helped by transcribing some of the tapes and we would also go over each other’s
transcripts to see if we could complete them any further. Unfortunately, due to the poor
quality of tapes, time constraints and the accent barrier, I had to send the tapes to be
transcribed by a professional. Once  received the transcripts, I read them actvely
(Braun & Clarke, 20006).

Remembering the actual focus group discussions helped with the interpretation
of the transcripts. However, large ¢t s of data were lost, particularly frc¢  those
discussions that had left me enriched and more knowledgeable about how participants
saw the training program and this had in turn made an impression on me personally.
Often as I read the small chunk of each transcript that was audible, I could place these in
the larger context of what had been said, and [ knew the thread of the discussion that
followed, but I did not have it in data form. [ decided to work with onlv the available

transcribed data. This mc .t that I did not have sutficicnt material to separate the
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enhanced and standard groups. Instead, I decided to separate pre- and post-training
categories for the qualitative analysis.

Thematic analysis 1s a very widely used and useful tool for analyzing qualitative
data (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Attride-Stirling, 2001.). Put simply, thematic analysis
involves sifting through the dataset to idendfy patterns or themes. This is the base or
foundation trom which most qualitative analysis including thematic analysis begins.
Complexities of thematic analysis are reflected in the varied forms of analysis that
‘emerge’ out of a thematic analysis such as grounded theory, content analysis and
discourse analysis. I chose to follow the guidelines as outlined by Braun & Clarke (20006).
They outline six steps for qualitative data analysis:

1. Familiarizing yourself with the data: this involves transcribing, reading, re-reading,
and jotung down notes to help organize.

2. Generating initial codes: identifying interesting features of the data set and collating
them accordingly.

3. Searching for themes: collated codes soon evolve into broad themes, so this phase
involves searching for more sim  * themes

4. Reviewing themes: this involves checking the themes against the codes and the data
set, reorganizing, deleting and/or generating more themes.

5. Defining and naming tt  s: refining cach theme according to the overall aim of the
analysis and generating appropriate names tor themes and their definitions.

6. Producing the report: sclecting examples, reli © g them back to the research
questions and literature.
Part of doing good qualitative analysis is to use guidelines as guidelines only. I read

through my data corpus to tamilia = myselt and for clanty of thought. My data e 1s
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consisted of the cntire set of transcripts, the tapes and my own understanding based on
tirst hand discussions with participants before, during and after the training. My dataset
evolved after | had seen a pattern of responses in my data corpus. [ sometimes used one
particular thematic thread (code) such as “safety equipment” to look for similar patterns
across the data corpus. At other times, I looked through one particular data item (i.e.,
transcript) to identfy a new thread of thought and identified it as a new theme. [ read the
transcripts on their own and also with tapes. Excerpts that were similar to each other
were placed under some of the codes that | was already anticipating, for instance:
attitudes, knowledge, satety- nir  and regulatons. When going back and forth trom
transcripts and looking closely at what was being said in each sentence, themes emerged
that were different from each other within these codes and could be further subdivided
or made redundant. So I began to isolate threads that were associated differendally. This
led to shifting themes and codes, rearranging, generating more codes and deleting
previous ones. [ had a Microsc  Word document that was ‘live’. Analysis was done at a
semantic level: given the limitations of my transcripts, [ decided to pull together similarly
patterned data and describe the patterns. The codes eventually evolved into broader
themes or categories. Similar themes were placed in broader categories and summarized.
There was a clear distinction between pre- and post-training categories so these were
subdivided accordingly. However,a  td broad category also appeared: general concerns
common to participants both before and after their training where training appeared to
have no impact.

To lay out the results and present my analvsis of the group discussions, I decided

to summarize cach of the three bre  subdivisions of categories (pre, post and common
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grounds), describe the categories that fell under each of these subdivisions, and provide a

summary ot the analysis. This is presented in Chapter 4
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CHAPTER 4

Focus Group Findings
4.1 General Pre-training Attitudes and Perceptions

Four broad categories were identitied that best described some of the pre-
training discussions. These included: attitudes toward safety, attitudes toward safety-
training, attitudes toward safety equipment and attitudes toward regulations. Within each
category there were a number of themes each of which is detailed below. Pre-training
participants expressed a nonchalant attitude toward safety. They knew the risks involved
in their occupation were very high and had therefore learnt to be resilient. They
perceived safety through a framework of risk.

There was a fecling of general apprehension amongst participants, as they felt
intimidated by some of the requir  ents of the training program. Most of them were
unaware of what to expect during their 3-day training but were hoping to acquire a
general overview of how to prep  : for an emergency. While they were not denying the
benefits of safety training per se, they believed that it really would not add much to their
overall experiential knowledge.

Participants repc 1 that safety equipment that was required onboard vessels
was not tested to see if and how it operated, or if it was maintained. Most participants
reported being unaware of co  :t handli-  procedures for their safety equipment.

Discussions of regulations elicited a strong negative reaction cxpressed with
cmotion in most participants to the point that discussions of other topics would
generally revolve back around regulatory enforcements. The main frustration with
regulations was the belief that the government’s ulterior motive was to make money.
P: s were s ed the for  Ht raking a proactive and holistic

approach to regulating safety in the fishing industry.
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4.1.1 Category 1: Attitudes . oward Safety

L've been in sttuations. .. then I say | not doing that no nore — never again. Three months later 'm

saying 'm never doing that again. (laughter)

Three themes were identified that described different aspects of the participants’
attitudes toward safety. These are described as nature of the job, occupational freedom
and safety as common scnse. Participants described their occupation as dangerous and
perceived the risks involved in their occupation as a part and parcel of their livelihood.
The concept of safety the  ore revolved around the limitations | osed by the risks of
their job. In an occupation laden with dangers, making judgement calls was considered
the norm, which in turn was associated with a certain kind of exhilarating freedom.
Cognisant of this fact, participants looked at safety as requiring that they be
conscientious Or use COMMON Sense.
Theme 1: Nature of the Job. Fishing involves dealing with uncertainty. Participants
realized that fishing was a very risky operation. Therefore, to survive they learned to be
resilient and persistent. Making judgement calls and ‘pushing one’s luck’ were idenufied
as common characteristics of this occupation.
Purticipant: You know, a lot of times with us — we’re often at our Jone - and we get ont there. .. you get
out there; you get the bad forecast called for with the. .. you get out there and it'll be a bad day and you
say 'm steaming for three bours now; i ot going to be back in. I'm going to have ro try to put up with
a hit more than what she'd regularly put up with, you know, but still. ..
Participant: Yeah.
Participant: .. . you're pushing it like that.
Facilitator: We all do that, right — push.
Participant: Qb yeah.
Participant: ['re been in situations. .. then I say I'nr not doing that no more — nerer again.

Yarticipant: Yeah, until next time.
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Participant: Three months later 1'm saying I'm never doing that aguin. (luughter)
Participant: Yeah, nell. ..

Participant: The conditions change so fast. You know, when we've done....dogens of times you'll
overfoad your boat. Conditions are good at the tine...

Participant: That's right.

Participant: .. .but on the blink of an eye they don't be long changing.

Theme 2: Occupational Freedom. Participants perceived the risks associated with
their occupation as an expression of their own freedom. They were proud of being free
individuals bound only by Nature’s laws. Some of the safety rules and regulations in the
fishing industry were perceived to be inhibitors to enjoyment of their way of life.
Participant: Fishermen are that way. They're all...

Participant: Yeah.

Participant: .. free individuals or we wouldn't be at it, right?

Participant: Yeah.

Purticipant: Certain freedom — that's why 1t’s getting so dammn bad now. There's so many rgulations and
things being forced on yon — oh my Christ. ..

Participant: Yeah.

Participant: Y eah.

Participant: .. .turns yonr stomach — turned a lot of older fellows from fishing.
Participant: Yeah.

Participant: Oh yes.

Participant: Y ou know, it makes mre stomeach sick.

Participant: Y eab.

Parttcipant: You got no say in anything.



Theme 3: Safety is Common Sense. For some, staying safe was a matter of common
sense. Satety courses were for naught it harvesters lacked the experience that would give
them the common day-to-day knowledge to survive at sea.

Participant: | look at it — you can take all these courses but... the thing I look at is common sense. 1f
they haven't got that, this means nothing.

4.1.2 Category 2: Attitudes Toward Safety ..aining

They can offer what safety course they e, the people are stilf going to do what they want to do and more
than likely now I'll take that course d I'm still going to go out and go lobster fishing alone

Five themes were identified in this category including: reluctance toward the mandatory
training program, expectations of the training, intimidated by the requirements of the
training, cost as a deterrent to training and shift in paradigm. Most participants’ attitudes
toward the training program were a reluctant compliance. They were unsure of what to
expect in their 3-day training course other than a general boost in confidence and an
increase in knowledge. They were intimidated by the thought of being in a classroom
setting, being in the water and jumping from heights (which would be part of their
practical lessons). They also felt that the overall out-of-pocket cost for the training
program was too steep for them and believed this was acting as a deterrent tor others.
Participants felt that there was a shift in the paradigm in the fishing industry from being
a traditional occupation to a more professional occupation. They perceived the training
program as a reflection of that change but while some were able to accept the change
and look at the positive side of the training, others telt angered by this change. Their
frustration over the move toward a “professional” tishery manitested itself as reluctance
to participate in the training prc_ms.

Theme 1: Reluctant compliance toward mandatory training program. Participants

elt compelled to enrol in the safety training course. They believed that they would not
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have come for the training if this was not a regulatory requirement. There was a strong
negative emotion surrounding the institutionalization ot the training program. While they
felt that any training would be good and necessary in their tield of work, the association
of training with government requirements spoiled it for them. Some of their reluctance
was assuaged by the positive feedback they had received trom previous participants.
There was still, however, a strong sense of resistance toward the training program in
general.

For example:

Participant: They forced us to come here. (langhter)

Participant: Yeab, the only thing about this Is we're getting some experience too — something new out of
it. At least you know what to do.

And another example was:

Participant: To be quite honest about, | didn't want to do it.

Theme 2: Generalized expectations of the training. Participants were expecting a
general increase in awareness and knowledge after their training. They were unsure of the
specifics of how the training may be of help in their daily life, but were hoping for a
boost in confidence and increased knowledge. For example one participant said:

Participant: -1t least now we will know n to do if ever we haie the opportunity to be in an emergency
[ guess.

Another said:

Participant: Well, see, it you did this course then you should be prepared for some of those things.
Theme 3: Intimidated by some of the requirements of safety training. Participants
telt intimidated by some of the requirements of their training program. Most participants
had left tormal education at a* * voung age. They expressed concern about being in a

classroom setting and participating in tormal lessons. In addition to that, they were also
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afraid of swimming and jumping from heights. They cited these as some of the most
common deterrents of safety training and felt that these factors not only intimidated
them but that they were inhibiting others from attending MEDAL

For example:

Participant: Why? Well, first of all I can’t swinm and 1 got a fear of it so (luughs) that'’s my biggest thing.
And also:

Participant: Yeah. Even if you can'’t swim. .. it's the thought of jumping in the water is the... Right?
Erom the heght.

And another example was:

Participant: 1 fot of fellows in the fishery too, right, who are nervous to go back to school. 1 know there’s
two on our boat — old fellow skippers... actually, our skipper said we're supposed to do this course. Now
they were nervous.

Theme 4: Cost as a deter 1t to training. Another inhibitory factor for the training
program was the overall out-of-pocket cost. Most participants were able to receive a
government subsidy for their training program, however, other fees associated with their
training such as travel and lodging, e health check, being out of work for the three days
of training, and the balance of the training fees added up to be a deterrent for them.

One participant said:

Participant: There's tuo things bere: one is t and one is money.

And another said:

Purticipant: Well, then again by, getting people in — we've got to drive back and forth come
Christmastime — anytime — 1 mean gas right now going back and forth trarveling I mean sure they're
going to belp you with school. [zverybody is not next door to the school. You know, bt I mean it's going
to spoil 50... 75 dollars for some people when they're trareling back and forth here. - 1nd like you say
you're not getting a lot of people in bere. 1 lot of peaple can't afford to come in, probabh.

Theme 5: Professionalization  the fishit  indus . Participants felt that th 18

a shin the 1 im be | a tradional occup T n to a more protessional

occupation, The implementation of 1 mandatory satety-training program was a retlection
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of the new changes that were seeping through the industry. Some perceived and
accepted this change as the new way (especially the younger generation) while others telt
that this move was the root cause of much of their frustration. They saw a gap between
the needs of the industry (such as an experienced worker) and availability (such as a less
expericnced but more certified worker). Their frustration over this dichotomy
manitested itsclf in the form of reluctance toward the training program.

For example:

Particapant: Because I think that the whole thing bebind it is professionalization; and tomorrow morning
I'm going to be... one of these days I'm going to have to say I'm looking for a man and I'll hare to leare
the thing in and they're going to put ont what they want. [ might not be able to take Harry becanse he's
a best kind of a fishermen but he haren't got bis teeth cleaned so he can't come with me. So [ got to hare
mate orver there who got bis papers up the length of his arm but. ..

And another example was:

Participant: The biggest problens 1 find with that is the person in charge may have a policy in place, but
1t’s not chasing after people to enforce it all the time. What I've been finding with the younger generations
going fo sea — you don’t hare to tell them anymore. It is antomatic becanse it's starting to (...) some

years ugo we bad a hard time getting the guys to put an emergency suit aboard, and now it’s become
second nature

4.1.3 Category 3: Attitudes Toward Safety Equipment

We don't even know bow to put it on. They're in the bottom of our bunk and we don't knon nothing
about them, only they're there.

Three themes emerged in this category. These are: inappropriate storage and misuse of
safety equipment, safety equipment as a necessary evil, and poor or non-existent
maintenance of satety cquipment. Participants had the basic mandatory cquipment
onboard to be complaint with the law but were mostly unaware of their proper use and
maintenance. They perceived the equipment as clutter of space aboard a vessel but

deemed it necessary to have onbo. . Most participa si”* that they had never worn
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their suits, deployed a life raft or used a tire extinguisher and were unsure of the correct
handling procedures for most of their onboard equipment.

Theme 1: Inappropriate storage and misuse of safety equipment. Participants
reported that some safety cquipment was stored in locations that were not readily
accessible in the event of an emergency or was used for purposes other than survival.
This was a common occurrence with life jackets in that participants kept them onboard
to be compliant with the law but used them as pillows or cushions for support. Prior to
their training, they were unaware ot the damage that could result from improper use.

For example:

Participant: Makes a good pillow.

Participant: Yeab... up under the cuddy. I know, sure, growing up — ont jigging ny whole life, right?
Where are the life jackets? Up in the cuddy. ~Ind someone got... if someone got... started to get sick or
something, what wonld we do — lay him up and let him go to skeep on 1t.

Participant: Yeab. [ put two or three in a garbage bag and make a good pillow.

And another example:

Participant: We don't eren... we don’t eren know how to put it on. They're in the bottom of onr bunk
and we don't know nothing about them, only they're there.

Theme 2: Poor or non-existent maintenance of safety equipment. Participants were
not testing their safety equipment to see it and how it operated. Even though they
possessed the right gear on board (which was often misused or inappropriatcely stored as
noted above), they were not maintaining it appropriately.

For example:

Participant: Well, by, to tell you the truth [ never ever scen neither suit. [ never cver put one on. I're had
1t out. Rolled 1t vt and looked at it. Rolled it upy and put it hack in the bag.

And another example was:

Participant: Not how many people nho have not put them on. .. how many people have not taken them
wiet of the bag i over a year?
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Theme 3: Safety equipment as a necessary evil. Carrying safety equipment onboard
was not just a fulfilment of regulatory requirements, it was also a reassurance of safety.
Fiven though participants were unhappy about the amount of equipment that had to be
onboard, they appreciated the importance of having the cquipment at hand in case of an
emergency. [t gave them a reassuring scnse of being prepared for an emergency:

Participant: ~Ind another thing — nith all this equipment. .. then you got to get an extra boat to lug
around, you know what | nean? (laughter)

Participant: Yes. Yes.
Participant: You can only take so. 4 so...

Facilitator: That's true, and there’s so many safety gear that you have to carry. Do you think it really. ..
1 mean it takes up space; 1t clutters the space.

Participant: 1t do, but you know, the other side of it is thar 1'd rather it took up a bit of space than me
taking up a bit of space in the gronnd. (langhter)

Participant: Yeab, that's part of it.

Participant: You know, it’s... well, it’s better to be prepared than not at all.

4.1.4 Category 4: Attitudes Toward Regulatory Requirements
The fishermen are licensed to death.

Four themes eme  :d in this category that best described participants’ attitudes toward
regulatory requirements of the fishing industry. These themes included: expensive satety
requirements, cnforcement of regulations for profit, haphazard, incongruent satety
procedures, and loopholes in the regulations. Pre-training participants perceived
regulations to be a bane to their survival. They felt that the industry was being regulated
haphazardly and only in the wake of tragic events. W hile this was not a carte blunche denial
of the value of satety regulations, satety training or even safety cquipment, participants

felt that they were being overwhelmed with unsystematic regulations that involved
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exorbitant tees and bureaucratic hurdles. Paving individual fees for individual regulatory
requirements in the long run was adding up to a substantial cost. Participants blamed the
government for not taking a more holistic and proactive attitudes toward regulating
safety in the industry.

Theme 1: Expensive Safety Requirements. Fishing is an expensive activity and not as
profitable an occupation as it used to be. Most harvesters were finding it hard to keep
their operations going and to earn a living. Given their situation, participants telt that
safety regulations that required purchasing additional safety cquipment, vessel
inspections in combination with other fishery-related fees were being changed and
implemented too often and were becoming too expensive a burden to carry. For
example:

Participant: No. It’s not... you're reading me wrong. ['m not talking abont too nmch crab in the boat.
I'm talking abont there’s not enongh of a quota of crab there to pay for the expense — I bave to buy this

stuff.

And another example was:

Partrcipant: See, there’s another thing that'’s going to be within another fow years. For our sige of onr
boat right now — 34 — like we can't even afford to put fuel in them right now. So this is getting shored
down our throats und, all of u sudden, I'm going to need a suit and then I'm going to need a life raft?

Participant: I agree. Right now all you need is a life jacket. You're not. ..

Puarticipant: But [ mean within another two to three years it’s going fo be coming to that. So it I'm not
making money, why do I need a life raft or a sutt on if [ can’t agford to go out.

Theme 2: Enforcement of R« 1lations for Profit. Part of their frustration with the
expense was the belief that regulations were being implemented for governmental profit.
While they appreciated that they might gain some knowledge through the safety-training
course, they strongly objected to it being forced on them. Theyv likened it to other past
experiences where they telt torced to purchase safety equipment or pay tees that they telt

were unnecessary. Participants were skeptical ot new rules and regulations and some felt
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that they were being forced to justity someone else’s existence or profit. Having to do
the MEDATI training was no exception. For example:

Participant: Might learn a nice bit, but 1 resent the fuct that 1've been forced to do this in order to keep
my license.

Facilitator: Yeab.

Participant: The same thing with that black box' too. I was forced... there was something forced on me
that 1 didn't need or want, and I was forced to pay for it in order to go fishing.

Facilitator: Yeah.
Participant: The same thing with the radios.

Participant: Yeah, same thing with the radio. W'e bad a ""HF aboard and that was only a 1 ' HF same
as what we had, only a more expensive one,. ..

Participant: It was just miore expensie.
Participant: ... that’s ull.

Participant: Yeab.

Participant: And that was forced on us.

Participant: | don't like... I mean in = of cases we're forced into situations to justify somebody else’s
profit or existence. That's the point I don’t like abont it, right?

Facilitator: Yeah.

Participant: I think, no doubt, like be said, to open up a - I don'’t know how much I'm going to learn. |
don't know what to expect, but all I'm looking for, really, is a piece of paper at the end of the neek. ..

Facilitator: Yeah.

Participant: ... hut by the time the end of the week comes, L' Laping that you got my mind changed.
Participant: Yeah.

Participant: That L'rve picked up a lot. -1 ot of fellows do say that, right?

Sarticipant: hat's rght, 0y, [ mean 1. ..

' Vessel Monitoring Systems commonly known as *Black Box' is a device that allows to help monitor
vessel activity with regards to compliance with fisheries regulations
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Participant: But [ do pick it up so. ..

Participant: Yeab, and that's one thing I find, you knonw. ..

Participant: ' a doubting Thomas until you prove it. 1w abrays that way.

And another example was:

Participant: It's the expenses.

Participant: 1¢'s the expense that you got to go through to get this stuff, und it's not like it's a rolunteer

thing or you're getting a discount on this becanse it’s... mean the government don't care... the

Lovernment is going to come and say you need this, it'’s going to save your life, but we're going to charge

three times the price. So, really, all they want is the money grab ont of 1t.

Participant: You got to have it now so the price... we're going to put the price on it.

Theme 3: Haphazard and incongruent safety procedures. Participants felt that

safety in the fishing industry was being regulated rather haphazardly and procedures were

usually put in place after an accident. For instance, they felt that regulatory restrictions

on vessel length instead of vessel weight had caused more harm than good with respect

to safety issues. While they were not denying the value of all safety procedures per se,

they were frustrated by the way the procedures were being implemented. They were also

trustrated by the bureaucracy involved and felt that instead of making things easier for

them some of the regulations brought about overwhelming logistical and financial

hurdles. Citing experiences that left them less than satisfied with regulations, some

participants conceded to feeling apprehensive toward the MEDA T mandate as well.

For example:

Participant: What amages me is they're gaing fo put... they oot these programs in place and, helieve e,
\ . Long A PSS g

L think 1t’s probably worthwhile. Hon: can they justify spending all this money in safety and on the other

hand they design @ boat — 64 ft. 11 — that can tip orer, and they knew it can tip over and hare her 35

Jeet high from the keel to the top. sk buddy there. We went arer and watched one being built in

Trinry. Now [ sard how high is she¢ She's 35 peet. That's fine and dandy, but how can they justify

something like that, you &now: and these are the sume guys that drew that plan up — the naral architects

= that tomorvow morming, if you wanted to go and get a license, get your boat that you fished in for the

last 25 years — rery stable — is gong to tl you that your boat is not stable. So you ot to spend
$6000... 85000 15 112 — 1o gt that. ..




And another example was:

Participant: Well, that's even like this course. [ mean I're heard — and 're said it; I'm gnifty of saying
it — it's nothing now only a money racket

Facilitator: 1t's quite expensire but you knon what. . .¢

Participant: But it’s not... | know... I mean if it was 5000 dollars to do this course, it's worth it in
the long run if one life is sared; but it'’s the way that it comes across. 1ike no matter. .. they're licensed to
debt. The fishermen are licensed to debt. | an erery time they turn around it's. ..

Participant: Money.

Participant: ...money; and now it se  like it’s going to be more. Erery time there’s a tragedy
something comes in place. There's nothing nerer included. It's always individual prices for something, and
that's the frustrating part in all this.

Theme 4: Loopholes in r  1lations. Participants felt that the requirement to complete
MEDAT to avoid losing their license was not a very uscful way of regulating safety in the
industry. They suggested that there i no way of ensuring, without an expiration date
on the MEDAI certificate or r ar spot checks, that participants were actually
complying with or reviewing their training. They perceived this to be a loophole in the
regulation and this reinforced their perception that the government was interested in
profits as opposed to ensuring participants were up to speed on survival techniques in
the long run.

For example:

Pearticipant: But 1 was only talking about the goremment. They're forcing me to do this, right. In order
Jor me to gt my Jicense, they're forcing  to do it and then they leare it up to me then to carry out. I ike
as Jong as [ paid this 500 or 700 dollars to start in there and get that piece of paper, | can go off fishing,
nght. That's all they ve worried about. "Uhey're not going around saying there's soing to be spot-checks on
you or spot-checks on you to make sure that you know how to use that zear.

And another example was:

Participant: That's what I'm saying, but the gorermment is not following on throngh. s long as you oot
that certificate. .. that diploma at the end of this ek, you're okay.

o
to




4.2 General Post-training Attitudes and Perceptions

Five broad categories emerged from the post-training discussions. These were: attitudes
toward safety; knowledge, skills and attitudes toward safery cquipment and the practical
training session; attitudes toward safety training; atutudes toward regulatory requirements
and recommendauons.

There was a change in participants’ perceptions of safety. Post-training
participants felt that the presence of safety equipment onboard and the limited
knowledge of safety that they had prior to completing the course had given them a false
sense of security. They learned to redetine safety within a context of possibilities.

By being trained to use a variety of safety equipment under ditferent conditions,
participants believed that they were now better able to judge the necessity and
appropriateness of their safety equipment. They believed that the training helped them
trust, use and know how to maintain their equipment better. Attitudes toward safety
equipment shifted from seeing it as a necessary evil onboard to seeing it as a trusted and
respected life saver.

Before their training, participants were apprehensive about the demands of the
physical training but once they had gone through the chailenges and confronted their
fear they felt empowered. Participants learned to understand their own strengths and
weaknesses as these related to equipment, survival techniques and emergency response
techniques. They attributed this greater self-understanding and the subsequent changes
onboard vessels and in their lite as these related to emergency preparedness (such as
being more organized, buving equipm  that was above the minimum requirement and
evervone being more vigilant and proactve about safety) as a direct impact of their

training.
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There was a marked ditference in participants’ attitudes toward the MEDAL
regulatory requirement after the training. Not only did they tecl that it was necessary for
them to have participated in the program, they deemed it necessary tor all seatarers to
undergo the training. Those who had partcipated in MEDA3 and could compare the
two programs believed that MEDAL was better suited to the needs of scatarers because
it involved a lot of practical lessons.

Realizing the benefits of the program, participants recommended that the
training be given to extended tamily members of all scafarers, that the MEDA3
(mandated for vessels within 25 mile radius) be abolished requiring everyone to do the
MEDAL They also recommended that first aid training be included with the MEDAL,
survival suits be a mandatory requ  nent onboard and that a refresher MEDATL course
should be available and required.

4.2.1 Category 1: Attitudes Toward Safety

Fishing and that and survival suit and lifeboat training is not the sane

Three themes were identified in this category. These are labelled: dispelling common
myths, facing fear, and change in fatalistic attitudes. Post-training participants viewed
hazards and risks as something definable and manageable. Realizing that they did not
know how to operate or maintain their safety equipment prior to the training, thev felt
that they had been instilled with a false sense of security. Their concept of safety shifted
from being detined by the limits imposed by risks to being defined by understanding
their own strengths and potentials and realizing the specitic possible uses of the various
satety items.

Theme 1: Dispelling common myth. P:  :ipants telt that what they had previously

known with regards to being safe and the trust that they had placed on their equipment
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may have given them a talse sense of sceurity. The definition of being safe changed from
being compliant and possessing satety cquipment to being aware of what kind of
equipment they possessed and how it could be of help or even how to use it.

For example:

Participant: Well, there’s a lot of stuff that we had and we never got to use it and we didn’t now, so we
know hon' to use it. That's the whole thing. We probubly all have it, but we didn’t know how to use ity
and what we got home — some stuff what we bave got aboard 1s no good, which harve changed but we did
not kHow.

And another example was:

Participant: And you see what fulse sense of secunity a fire extinguisher gives you. Yon see a |0-pound
oylinder dvesn’'t last very long.

Theme 2: Facing Fear. The sea was a tragic reminder of loss for most fish harvesters.
They appreciated the treacherous nature of the sea and were intimidated by the thought
of being in the water. Having gone through the training and having tested some of the
survival equipment on the water, they telt like they had confronted their fear and built
their confidence. Their concept of safety was redefined not only by knowing of the
possibilities of survival equipment and the knowledge of how to use it, but also by an
overall change in their attitudes tow  being able to tace their fear and realizing that fear
as something manageable.

For example:

darticipant: 1 can swim. | used to swim all the time when | was a kid, but my frrend drowned u
conple.... a fow years ago, and since then | afraid to go... [ love the water.. .but [ don’t know. [ just
can't do it, but 'mr not scared non if | had like a life vest on or one of the emergency suits. [ Knon with
that L' fine.

And also:

drticipant: Mine ton — mine was fear tanymore thongh. 1 can get in the water now with one of
tem emervency suits on. [ lore it [ was d.
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Theme 3: Change in fatalistic attitudes. Participants felt that the MEDAL
tamiliarized them with equipment, increased knowledge and boosted their level of
confidence. While they were cognisant of the fact that life at sca was unpredictable and
uncontrollable and that they could not be prepared for all eventualities, they were
appreciative of the fact that the training gave them enough knowledge, contidence and
strength to respond to an emergency. They reported a change in their attitudes toward
survival possibilities and risk management and their notion of safety was re-
contextualized within a framework of survivability. For example:

Participant: No, not 100% but you're just learning more about the equipment and how to use it and
bhandle it. 1t will never prepare you for on the water because every day yon go out there it's a different day.
1t's never like coming in bere. You abvays got the. .. day after day it's a routine; but every time you go on
that water and I're been there for about 35 years — I never saw two days alike yet. [ tie up my boat the
same when I come in the barbour. When I'm ten und fifteen mile off land, it’s always a different day —
tide, winds, fogs, anything. So it will never prepare you until you're ont there and the situation happens,
but it will... it did learn a lot — that maybe I could save my life and belp sare someone else’s Jife now.
And another example was:

Participant: To some extent, right, bec e _you go out there... when something goes wrong ererything is
going wrong the one time, but it'll prepare you for so much of it, and you'll gradually go on with the rest
of it. Everything will keep... it'll fall into place. 1t's still not going to prerent anything from happening
and when something does happen, you're not going to prevent all the chain... all the links of chain

beyond that because there's still going to be stuff go wrong after that point, but it will... you know, at
least you'll now have some idea of what to do right from the start.

4.2.2 Category 2: Knowledge, Ski  and Attitudes Toward Safety Equipment and
the Practical Training Session

W-ell then, if you dedn’t know how to do 1t or was never showed it you wonldn't know it. You'd say —
Jucky 'm going to drown anyway. (langhter) There's more roons for somebody else. (langhter)

Six themes were identitied in this category including: knowledge of equipment, skills and
cquipment, attitudes toward equipment, practical lessons and self contidence, survival
techniques, and practical training is the “best part” of MEDAL Participants believed that

they gained substantial knowledge through the practical traiming sessions. They felt more
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familiar with their equipment onboard and felt that they learnt to properly use it for
survival. They believed that the physical training helped them realize how their body
responded in the water and in an emergency, and therefore gained more contidence 1n
dealing with emergencies. They learned survival techniques that they did not know
before the course and felt that this increased their confidence in their possibility of
survival,

Theme 1: Knowledge of Equipment. Most participants were unaware of the correct
procedures for putting on suits/life jackets and how to get into the water wearing them.
Deploying lite rafts, turning over an upturned raft and getting into the raft directly from
water required some practical experience that participants did not know. These
experiences were new to them and had they not undergone the training, they believed
that they would not have been able to respond to an emergency situation. For example:
Participant: We had... I had life jackets now aboard the boat... a PF1)... but never more or less put
it on, but the proper way of putting it on when you get in the water and the same thing with the suit —
and the raft — you use the raft now to get in it upright. There’s a lot of stuff like that I didn't know. 1
wonldn't even have a clue before so. ..

And also:

Participant: Now basically I did. .. you saw these rafts on the boat but we didn't see them operate it or
anything else. You know, I thought, you know, you wonld take these straps off and you leare them and
Just hang the thing orerboard.

Theme 2: Skills and equipment. Participants had not tried or tested most of their
cquipment prior to the training. They had also not tried wearing survival suits in the
water. Survival suits give better protection and increase potental survival time in cold
water compared to a litejacket (which is the minimum requirement onboard). By trving
on a range ot different kinds ot equij  ent during the MEDATL training, they fele that
thev were given the opportunity to experience the difterence in quality and comtort tor

themscelves and get a better feel for the equipment. For example:




Participant: Y 'eab, just to experience it in the water with nothing — just even with the life jacket, you
know, compared to using the suit — you wouldn’t give o second thonght now in regards to getting a smit.

And another example was:
Participant: Well, you got a better nnderstanding how to handle them, that's jor sure — darn right.

Sarticipant: I got awful taken in though on those fire extinguishers. Boy, I really thought there was more
stuff in them than what’s in them. ..

Theme 3: Attitudes toward equipment. Post-training participants developed a better
understanding of their life saving equipment. Even though they were compliant with
safety regulations prior to the course and kept the minimum required equipment
onboard, they were often apprehensive about using it or they did not trust its
effectiveness. Not only did their training familiarize them with the equipment, it also
helped them develop a sense of trust in their equipment. For example:

Participant: Youn know, before e 1g here I had no idea at all what it would be like.

Partecipant: No.

Participant: I had a rery mistrust of 1 survival suit and all that. .. life jacket would never float me
but.. I always thought it was something like we got onboard. W'e only got them life jackets. But |
always thonght 1t wonld be jusi  well take a rock in your hand as to jump ont (langhter)

Theme 4: Practical lessons : 1 self-confidence. Putting on suits, deploying life rafts,
using fire extinguishers were new experiences for most participants. Along with learning
to operate safety equipment, another new lesson for them was the art of responding to
an cmergency quickly in adverse situations. Participants believed that the practical
training helped them realize a self-potential that they would otherwise not have known.
I'or example:

Participant: Woll, it’s like... that’s like in Decenier. putting on a surveval suit — 1 didn't think yon
conid put ot on in two mienutes in the derk, bt we did it.

And also:
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Participant: I think, if nothing else, it gives us all nore confidence. I think tf we had to get in
sttuation, probably. .. I know I feel niore confident because you know what to do now tpe of thing.

Theme 5: Survival techniques. Part of the practical training involved learning survival
techniques such as righting an overturned lhite ratt and using satety equipment in the dark
and so on. Most participants felt that these new techniques gave them an essential tool
for survival and increased their confidence in preparing for emergencies. They felt that
these new techniques were imperative in their line of work and that they increased the
possibility of survival.

Parttcipant: I don't know. 1 certainly remember coming in orer that raft — you know, front up like that.

Dve never seen that done before. I hare one of those emergency suits. I'm after trying that on probubly fire

or six: times. 'mr a bit familiar with that. 1 wasn’t familiar with getting 1t on in the dark. (langhter)

Now [ can do i, you know; but uprighting that raft .....getting info the raft was something ¢lse.

Participant: Yeah.

Purticipant: Yeah, the sume thing there like when you take him (referring to life rate) up... float
him up to get Lim out of the water und that... that, you know. ..

Participant: Yeah,
Participant: Y eal.
Participant: .. .well then, 1f you didn’t Know how to do it or wus never showed it you nouldn’t Lnow it.

You'd say — fuck, I'm going to drown anyway. (laughter) There’s more room for somebody else.
(tanghter)

Theme 6: Practical trainit is the “best part” of MEDAIL Participants found
practical training to be more cducational and cnjoyable than their classroom lessons.
They felt that they learned a lot more by doing the tasks themselves than by hearing or
sceing someone else do it For example:

darticipant: Yeah. I thonght it wes a rery good conrse. Specially all the hands on stuff. 1 viean you can
sit in the chassrooni all day and read about stuff, but until you actueily do 1. ..

Participant: lands on is about the hest part.

Participant: -\nd this 15 the stuff you will remember at the exad. ..
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And another example was:

Participant: You know how to get on your suit. You know a lot of stuff — how you harve to get on a life
raft. We wever seen that done before.

Participant: W'e know how to get in it.

Participant: When you're dose something you'll remeniber it. If you just had read something, it would
Just go tn and ount.
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4.2.3 Category 3: Attitud Toward Safety Training

L wonldn’t even have a clue before
Six themes werce identified that described changes in participants attitudes toward safety
training including: pertinent training, discovering body skills, impact of training onboard
a vessel, impact of training on awareness, shared responsibility and preparing for
emergency. Participants described a change in attitudes toward the training both on the
philosophical level (Le., the regulatory mandate as noted above), and the practical
usefulness of the program. They felt that they realized the implications of its usefulness,
and that they had gained substantial new knowledge about themselves, their strengths
and potentials, and the basic utilization of some of the satety equipment, which up unl
now, most of them had not used. They felt that their training had given them the
capacity to be able to judge for ~ 'mselves the usefulness and necessity of their safety
cquipment.
Theme 1: Pertinent trainit  Participants felt that their training helped them gain new
knowledge that was necessary for them to perform their jobs safely. They felt that they
would not have known how to 1 tin an emergency had they not taken the course.
They also felt that their training v relevant and applicable not only to their line of duty,
but that it could also be applied in ¢l - daily life. Their training gave them necessary and
pertinent information. IFor example:
Participant: Do you remember... 1 told you that the we are discussing with the University to have & one
day course to replace this three days conrse Jor the scientist. . bnt in fact, 1 think, having gone through
ths conrse, I think 1t is not a good idea. 1 think doing the three days is ibsolutely necessary. Becarse we
are tolally ronorant! -Ind just haveng. . Af it 15 not necessary at the boat it will be necessary at home!
Awyway it is fantastic!
And also:

Participant: T mean if you g0 ont now and she sinks, it means you have half i chance — more than yon

drd /h_’/bft’.
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Themc 2: Discovering body skills. Participants felt a positive change in themselves as
a direct result of their training. They telt that they were able to do certain things that they
had no knowledge or experience of before. Most participants had never been in the
water and so they did not know, prior to their training, if their bodics would float or sink
in water naturally. Discovering the limits and potentials of their own body was a major
new lesson tor them. I'or example:

Participant: Well, climbing up the net now and up the ladder I didn’t find hard, but keeping ny feet
down in the water. 1 jound that hard becanse they always come np.

And also:

Participant: Now I wouldn’t get in the — ‘er now without one of them suits on becase I know I'nr going
1o sink.

Theme 3: Impact of training onboard a vessel. Post-training participants indicated
that they would be making some serious satety changes onboard vessels as a direct result
of their training. Their training made them think of the changes that were necessary
ranging from buying specific sat  equipment (that was above the minimum
requirement) to maintaining safety equipment to ensuring that the crew were compliant
with safety procedures. For example:

Participant: Well, I said 1o him the other night, them emergency suits are on his boat fonr or fire years,
suppose, and they were put on and put in a closet and they never cane ont since. So I told hin affer
Christmas we’re going to bring them down to the house. .. and they’re probably all appered up and. ..
right? We'll haul them out and dry th - out and stnff, right?

And also:

Jarticipant: And before. .. before next s r before the wext fishing season is orer, they V] be.. the
whale crowd aboard of my boat will be in the water with them ) on too.

Theme 4: Impact of training on awareness. Participants felt that they were more
conscientious as a result ot their training. They felt thae their training gave them an

experiential knowledge about certain satety equipment and procedures that they would
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otherwise not have acquired and this in turn made them more alert and vigilant. They
telt a difference in their atutudes toward safety issues and claimed to be more proactive
in dealing with hazard management. For example:

Participant: 1t made me more aware of what. ... and stuff like that on her becanse they may not be
checked the equipment and all. They're not, I wonld say, on a regular basis. Now I'l] be more. .. you'd
better make sure that’s ready, right?

And another example was:

Participant: I don’t know — like other stuff that we need to put on a boat, but you know what I mean, it
miakes you realise how unsafe we truly are.

Theme 5: Shared Responsibility. Instead of relying on the skipper for instructions,
participants felt that their training made them realize the importance of everyone being
vigilant about possible hazardous situations. Dealing with safety issues such as ensuring
that the equipment is in working order or that it is kept in accessible places became a
shared responsibility. Participants felt that their training gave them all equal knowledge
and therefore cqual responsibility about safety procedures. For example:

Partecipant: They'd be more concerned, yes, and they’d be more aware of it too because there’s nothing. ..
there’s nothing wrong with a crew member checking on a raft to make sure the raft is ok, right? 1Why
does the crew member got to wart for the skipper lo tell him to do it, right? [Like he said, they
shonld’ve. ... the crew member shonld say someth ... like come to the skipper and say: this is outduted.
Let him. ..

Participant: 1f truth be known, the skipper shouldn’t have to look around. There’s enough people going
around that boat to puss a look at the date on this or took at the date on that and come and let you
know that it Is outdated.

Participant: Y eah.

And another example was:

Participant: I can see where you definitely need ereryone fo be trained.

Participant: Yeah.

Participant: Yeah.
Participant: Lorerybody knows what to do for sure.
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Theme 6: Preparing for emergency. Participants felt that their training made them
realize the importance of being prepared for an emergency and instead of leaving
survival to fate, participants’ attitudes toward emergency was to be prepared for it at all
umes. They described a change in their behaviour, perceptions and attitudes toward
emergency preparedness. For example:
Purticipant: 1t's u lot better to be prepared with jumping in with the suit on for the first time than haring
it in your locker in your bunk and saying. .. getting the call fo say - get out now — because like cven
before, being on a boat, just taking it out we hardly ever fook it out of the bug to look at it but now I'll
take 1t out of the bag and mafke sure, right? Muake sure 1t’s going to fit and make sure that I don’t have
a leaky one. (chuckles)
And another example was:
Participant: 1t miakes you more aware foo like of different stuff on the boats, say... like when you get on
her before — there’s probably a mess on the deck — you just walk by it and just shove it off like; but now
when you got on and you see i, you probubly mijght straighten it up or something, right?
4.2.4 Attitudes Toward Regulatory Requirements

D' a belrever
Five themes emerged in this category including: MIEDAT puts everyone on the same
level of preparedness/response; change in attutudes toward the MEDAT requirement;
MEDAT should be mandatory for all; MEDA3J is incomparable to MI:DAL; and,
expensive safety requirements. Post-training group discussions indicated there was a
dramatic change in attitudes toward the regulatory requirement to complete the
MEDAL Participants telt that the training brought about a sense of shared knowledge
and understanding — a bascline from which they could build a sense of trust in cach
other in terms of dealing with an emergency. They also acknowledged a change from
teeling a strong repulsion towards the mandatory requ nt to take the MIEEDAL to
being “happy” about being there. Having experienced the training first hand, they were

able to judge the necessity and importance ot the traming as 1t related o thelr
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occupational environment and conceded that it was nccessarvy for all seafarers to

undergo the training before embarking on sea. They suggested that the MIEDA3 (which
some participants had taken and could compare) be replaced by the MIED AT In spite of
fully endorsing the MEDAL, their concern of the expenses involved i tultilling
regulatory requirements remained strong.

Theme 1: MEDAL puts everyone on the same level of preparedness/response.
Participants believed that the [ ""DAT training put everybody on the same level in terms
of responding to an emergency. They felt that it helped them build trust in cach other
and felt strengthened by the knowledge that everybody onboard would be on the same
level in terms of dealing with a hazardous situation. For example:

Participant: Well, I found on the ship now onboard. .. I was on ( 1) = it’s only a fishing boat

= but, you knosw, there’s people coming from different backgrounds and nobody got the conrse. This
conrse puls everybody pretty miuch on the same level of response and everybody has got the same ideus on
how they're going to respond to that emergency.

Theme 2: Change in attitudes t ird the MEDA1 requirement. After they had
undergone their training program, participants appreciated the requirement to complete
the MEDATL. They felt that it was worth doing the course and that they had gained
substantially. For instance:

Partecipant: Well, actnally, 1 probably wouldn’t have come in; but now that 1 ot it done, | would
request someone to come in and do it. [ probably wouldn't come in only becunse it was reguired — but ity
nice to know

And also:

Facilitator: Well, coming in now one of you said you're here because it’s required — mandatory. Does
that still stand? 1 low do you feel now?

Participant: 1 feel different abont it now.
Participant: Y eah,

Participant: I mean 1t’s a vood learning experzence. 1 learned a fot. Keep 1t fresh in your mind and the
Jeshing season is wot that far awdy again and 1l do things different altogether non.
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One participant summed it up:

Participant: ['ne a belierer.

Theme 3: MEDALI should be mandatory for all. .\t the ¢nd of the three-day course,
participants appreciated the benefits of their training to the extent that they felt that it
should be mandatory for all seafarers. Participants who were new to the job and had not
had any safety orientation onboard felt the benefit of this training even more. They
believed that had they not undergone the training, they would not have known how to
deal with a hazardous situation. In addition to learning how to respond to an emergency,
participants felt that the training made them understand how little they had known about
hazards and about emergency preparedness. For example:

Participant: I think it went good. It was exciting and it's... I don’t know.. ... (langhs) No, but you
shouldn’t be allowed to go to sea without knowing all this stuff. Like [ did a couple of trips one lime on
this boat, the Ocean Convcord; and when I first gof on it, they wever took me around fo show mre therr. ..
I think the skipper showed me the fire stations, but that was it. He never showed me like anything,
really.

Fadlitator: Yeah.

Participant: Right? 1ud like if I had gone down then, I wonldn’t have bad a clue what I was doing

becanse [ never had any training.

Factlitator: Yeah.
Participant: Yeab, so erveryone shonld be forced to do this.

Another example was:

Participant: 1f truth be known, we showld've never been alloned ont there withont...

dartécipant: No, we showid not hare.

Theme 4: MEDA3 and MEDALI are incomparable. Somc participants had previously
participated in the MEIDAJ3 course which 1s required ot seatarers going out within a 23-
mile radius. The MEDA3 delivered by the PEFIIC is part ot a larger apprenticeship

course which includes first-aid and basic seamanship, however, 1t does not involve
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practical training. ‘The participants believed that the MEDAT was more suited to the
needs of all seafarers regardless of how far they travelled from shore. They felt that the
MED A3 was less effective as a tratning program and that they had learned a lot more in
the MEID.\T training because it had practical training. Ior example:

Participant: No, but it should for ererybody — inside and all ( : - — the same
course that we just took. If you're aboard u boat. .. you should have to tike this exact same course 7
Jou're going fishing. | took the other one, but it wus nowhere wear like this one. It was o longer course
but I learned a lot weore here than 1 did in that course for five duays

Another example was:

Participant: There was no hands-on, right. They're looking at structural franing and no hands-on with
it. Well, you told us a lot of stuff; but when we see it, it was different.

Participant: 1 lands-on stuff'is a lot better.

Theme 5: Expensive Safety Requirements. This was a common theme in both pre-
and post-training group discussions. They were frustrated with all of the fees associated
with the new regulations and believed that the overall cost resulting from meeting all of
these regulatory requirements was + stantial. For instance:

Participant: 1 mean for example, like the physical, right? | mean my money — 80 bucks — and ten
mitntles in an office is a bit stecp i my of  m,_you know.

And another example was:

Participant: But like I say, anyone with a big boat. .. like I said, that I hare two of thase. Then there's
boat insurance. Then it’s your dockside  nitoring. Fhew it's the observer fees. If you do calulate it all
up, you'd be surprised what you pay out in a yedr.

4.2.5 Recommendations

You could probably hare a gronp of 25 or 30 and a feilow just come in and go thronsh all this dedin jist
lo... (smaps fingers for emphasis) that in your mind, right?

Partueipants recommended that everybody going out to sea complete the MEID AT
course. They believed that there should be no difference in training between the inshore

dess than 25 miles) and offshore ‘more than 25 miles) seafarers. In addition to training
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all scafarcrs, participants also recommended that the MEDAT training be given to the
seatarers’ tamily members to help raise wider community awareness. [aving tested some
of the equipment onboard, participants also recommended that the survival suit be made
a regulatory requirement since they telt that it gave better protection than a hife jacket
(which is the minimum requirement). In additon to the current MEDAL training
outline, participants also recommended the inclusion of tirst aid training. They telt that
dealing with an emergency situation would potentally require dealing with injured
persons, theretore some knowledge of first aid was necessary and thus 1t needs to be
included in the emergency preparedness training program. Some participants in the
enhanced group found the instructional safety wvideo clips to be outdated and
reccommended showing more relevant clips. Participants also strongly recommended
implementing retresher MEDA1 courses. They felt that the knowledge gained during
their 3-day would nced to be refreshed over time to get the maximum bencfit.

Theme 1: Community Awarer s. lishing is a family traditdon. Post-training
participants felt that the MEDAL training should be extended to all other family
members of fish harvesters even those who were NOT going out to sca. They telt that
involving the larger community would increase safety awareness of the community as a
whole and also exert a stronger influence on other harvesters to complete MEIDATL
They believed that the training would also help them manage their fear.

Participant: Sometimes too. .. this course should be opened to not just the Jisher people who are on the
boat, but maybe to extended family = becatse I'm sure that 1f your girlfizend or yonr wife or... kuew
what... you know, what can happen — who knows; they could light v fire under themr and say, you
Lnow, this should be done. I mrean when my hushand leaves the whaif in the morniug, if's him and my
three sons on the boat. Sa 1 mean. .. and like mentality just goes into overdyire. You're prcturing stuff

bappening and coming. .. and sometimes we're ali out there — the five of ns, rght — and | vican yon try
not to think negative, bt you're wondering like, you know.
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Theme 2: Same MEDAI1 course for all. Participants who underwent the MEDA3
coursse (the training recommended for boats within the 25 mile zone) and could compare
their experiences with the MEDAT course felt that everybody going out to sea should
take the MEDAL The MEDA3 delivered by the PFHCB s part of a larger
apprenticeship course. \nd, although it includes basic seamanship and first-aid training
they felt that because the MEDA3 lacked practical training sessions it was insufficient to
prepare seafarers for emergencies. For example:

Participant: ... that whether yor're 100 miles offshore or | mile offshore, you still cun’t swim. You still
Lot 1o know how to get in them suils and get in out of the way. ..

Purticipant: "That’s right.

Particapant: ... becanse that’s still survival. iren though you're mile in and you see the land, you're strl]

not going. ..

And another example was:

Participant: One thing 1'd like the government. .. there’s one thing I'd like the government to change is
the requirement should. .. this course itself should’ve been required for all Jishermen, no matter how far a
distance you go. I'd really like to see that — e erybody got the same conrse — and 1 said that from dlety
one. Should be offered at. . .the extent that we just did. Shouldn’t be no less. .. 50 now we're after learning
a nice bit so it shouldn’t be no less.

Theme 3: Include first aid with MEDAL. Participants felt that part of learning to deal
with emergency and survival at sea was also learning to take care of medical cmergencies
such as dealing with an injured person onboard a life raft. They recommended some first
aid training be included in the MEDAL o complete it as emergency preparedness
training. FFor example:

Participant: Yeah, 1'd recommrend that - should be o little bit of first aid — tonch « bit on first aid,

Yarticipant: 1f they 're burned by fire or of they're cut by something, then if you weren't trained, | Suppose,
what to do with thai, right.

And another example was:
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Participant: You know, eren the MIZD13.... like the first course [ done — | mean even some of the Jirst
ard and just knowing — well, if this happens, this is what you should do now — I'd be able to implenrent
ot with something else. 1ike you said, you don’t know unless you're in the situation, how you’re going to
react, right?

Theme 4: Mandatory Survival Suits. Post-training participants felt that a survival suit
was better suited to their needs than a life jacket. One of the changes they would like to
sce is the mandatory implementation of the survival suit. Despite the cost (and despite
arguing against the implementation of new rules, and newer safety equipment that they
had come to sce as “regular hurdles” of the current fishing industry) they felt that
survival suits were appropriate to their needs and would be a wise investment. [For

instance:

Participant: [ think those suils — those survival suits — they should be mandatory for ererybody. Vive or
six hundred bucks — they're there for years and years and years, if you just look after them they'll save
your life.

Participant: 11’s not much for..

Participant: I1’s not a big investient.

Participant: No.

Parttcipant: .. like over... however many years yon got lefl in the frshery — 10... 15 or whatever it Is.

Participant: Yeah.
Another example:

Participant: That shonld come down to govermment too. | mean some things you got... you gol... right
now you're ticketed tf you haven't gol your seathelt on, right, but we can go on a frshing job without a suit

Theme 5: So-so video clips. Participants were inditferent toward the video clips shown
during class. While some felt that the clips were informative, others felt that some of the
lessons were not applicable to the size of their boat or that the material shown was out
of date. I'or example one said:

Porticipant: -1 Jot of those cdips thonsh seem dated. -1 lot of that stuff looks pretty old. m sure yon can

coMNe II/) with newer. ..
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And another said:

Participant: 1 think: a fot of the vedeo clips too the kind of stuf] that we're not gotng to fook at anymay —
like on big boats.

Theme 6: MEDA1 Refresher Courses. Participants recommended a refresher
MLEDAT training course. They recommended that the refresher version could be
shortened to only include the practical training. They believed that the practical training
was very important and pertinent to their work and that it necded to be rehearsed over
time.

Fudcilitator: AAnd then just to wrap this up, b has this changed your perception of training? -1nd going
away now, do you feel that you...

Partzcapant: Well, definitely think that it should be tanpht more. ..

Participant: Ob yeab.

Participant: AAnd every so often get an update.

Participant: Yeab. It wouldn’t burt. Well, at least then. ..

Participant: <Ind I wonldn'’t think you wouldn't. .. you probubly wouldn’t have to do it as such as u

smmall class. You conld probably have a group of 25 or 30 and a fellow just come in and go throwgh all

this again just to... (snaps fingers for emphasis) that in_your mind, right? Like you don’t hare to go

back to the classroom, right; and then, if you had a couple. .. like we got three fellows bere, so0 if you had

25 or 30, then go over so much. You lake so many and just throw them in the water and just...

(langhter)

4.3 Common Findings: Pre- and Post-Tra’ ~ 1 Attitudes Toward the Fishery
Nobody else 1s going to get into if.

Five themes emerged as a common concern in both pre- and post-training discussions

regarding the tishery. These were: no future in rhe fishery, discouraging the fishery as a

future option, comprehensive professional work jobs and no more ‘work jobs’, instability

and having a fall back option and no safety training funds for teenagers. Participants

perceived the industry as dying out. ‘They could not see a future in the fishery to
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encourage the next generation. They telt that the demand in the fishing industey was
shifung towards a more protessional occupation and that fishing as it used to be was
dving out. They felt frustrated by this change and felt that they must now find alternative
sources of income. They discouraged the next generation trom entering the fishery and
those who were involved were being encouraged to have an exit strategy or at least a fall
back option. .\dditionally, participants were finding it hard to train their next generation
since, traditonally, youngsters are trained on the job but they are not able to take them

onboard anymore since there are no safety training funds for teenagers.

Theme 1: No Future in the Fishery. Participants could not see a tuture in the tishery
anymore. They felt that their gencration was the last one and that the younger generation
would not be taking the same road into the fishery as they had:

Participant: My opinion now — once - class goes, that’s it! becanse the way the fishery is going now
i’s.... nobody else 1s going to get into it.

Participant: There are so many factors there involved with the way it’s going and that, I can’t see a lof of
young peaple going down the sarme road we're afler going down. I can’t see it. It might be different.

Theme 2: Discouraging the fishery as a future option. Participants felt that the
fishery was riddled with obstacles and that cvery year there were new regulations and
hurdles to deal with. Realizing the hardship and uncertainty of the fishery, participants
encouraged thetr children into education and other areas.

Participant: That’s like mey diughter — like erery day when she goes to school, 1 cays get your education
becanse you got fo gel out of Newfoundland, and u lot of people is itke that now because there’s nothing
here, right? So I can’t see other people going doing. .. getting mto the fishery.

Zarticipant: Well, there’s the part... well, what you go through every year. You Anow, every year there’s
something new coming up and it’s another obstack you got to try to cross, you know. So, ke I sard,

people coming out — espectiaily the younger peaple — they're more or iess.... they're nor going to do... |
guess, going on the road like we're at, right? I can't see them anyway.




Theme 3: Competitive professional options and no more ‘work jobs’. Part of the
problem with encouraging young people into the fishery was the booming o1l industry.
Participants felt the drain on their population as more and more of the vounger
generation were attracted to the newer industry. Additionally, the labour market was
changing such that it demanded more professionals with academic background. One
participant described manual labour as ‘work job” and how there was less demand for
labour intensive work such as fishing.

Participant: 1t seems like more. .. the younger crowd now out of school and coming out of school are alf
going for the vil jobs.

Participant: yeab.

Participant: It seems to be taking over a lot from the fishery now.

Particpant: One time now, it was like an electrician or plumber. There’s none of that now. You're a
mechanzeal engineer. You're an electrical engineer. That’s what everyone goes by, right? There's none of
these....I call them ‘work jobs’
Theme 4: Instability and Fallback options. Due to the uncertain nature of the
tishery, fish harvesters were encouraging the next generation who are employed in the
fishery to get an alternative career as a fallback option for when the fishery fails again.
Participant: 1ike [ mean you got. .. the average I'd say now are late 40, early 50°s. That’s what's lefl;
and the way everything 1s going now in this fishery, there’s no next generation. Like there’s no... there’s
not going to be no enconragement from like hushands and wives or Jathers and mothers to encourage their
children to go into this becanse there’s no stability there. So like the biggest thing is fear. I mean. ..
Participant: You are almost turned off now.

Sarticipant: Yes. You're enconraging them not into it — to go mto another field — and it’s scary becaise

the majority of them... I mean I got three sons who love it on the water. but we couldn’t with all
couscience encourqgse them 10 20 tato without something behind them to back them up for when this fals

AN,
Then 5: No y training funds rteen: :  [ish harvesters are trained on the
job fre a very voung age. This helps to keep earnings within the family unit and 1t gives
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children an understanding ot their way of life and an appreciation of their parents’ work.
[However, as the MED.AT is mandatory for all onboard, and there are no funding for
voung adults to participate in MEDAI, families were finding it hard to take them out to
work and to train them at sca. For instance one participant said:

Participant: Okuay — becanse that’s where like the majority of the people that are doing this course are
sponsored. Right? So unyone that’s 14, 15, 16 is out of packet but where you're losing. .. where the
participation 15 being lost (s the fi - ing part. You got to be 1 eligible in order to be funded, right?

And also:

Participant: Because I called about my son — the 16-year-old — becanse I would're loved Jor him to do it.

Now the other two. .. my other two ch done 1t through the Marine Institute with the courses that
they done, right; but they told me that he was too young.
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CHAPTER 5

Questionnaire findings

5.1.1 Gender, Age & Experience at Sea

A total of 94 students of MEDAT participated in this study (Lable 5.1.1). There were 80
men and 14 women participants with a mean age of 41.5 years, ranging from 18 to 62
vears (s.d. 11.07). The number of females in individual groups and in total was
significantly lower than the number of males (p<0.001). There was no significant
relationship between gender and group (p>0.05). The mean years of experience at sca
was 16 years (s.d. 11.43) with some participants having no experience at all, whilst others
had had up to 46 years of experience. The enhanced group consisted of 46 participants
whilst the standard group consisted of 48 participants. There was no significant
difference between the enhanced and standard group with respect to gender attribution,
mean age, mean years of experience at sea or the number of participants in each group.

Table 5.1.1: Gender, Age & Experience at Sea
Enhanced Standard Tetnl

G ler’ % Male (Iny) 913 (1 75._ (38) 85.1 (»V) b
%% Female (N) 8.7 (4) 20.8 (10) 149 (14
Age* Mean 41.26 41.73 41.5
Standard Deviatton 11.6 10.66 11.07
Minimum 22 18 18
Maximum 61 62 62
Years of Experience at Sea*
Mean 17.36 15.19 16.27
Standard Deviation 11.59 11.3 11.43
Minimum 0 0 0
Maximum 45 46 46

% Total Participants (N)°  48.9 (46 51.1 (48 100 (94)
p

a. There 1s no significant relationship between gender and group (*=2.73, p> 0.05, d.f.=1)

b. Total number of males 1s sign ™ ady higher than the total number of females (x*=46.34,
p<0.001, d.f=1)
¢ No symificant difference in mean age between the two groups 2 7 d t-test; t = 0.201,

p>0.05, d.£.—85)

d. No significant difference in mean years of experience at sca benween the two groups  two
tatled t-test; 1=-0.898, p>0.03, d.£.=88)

¢. No significant difference n the number of participants between the two groups i(x"=0.043,
p>0.05.dt )



5.1.2. Occupation

Proportion of tish harvesters (81%0) in the study was significantdy higher than all other

occupations combined (x’=37.43, d.£.=1, p<0.001; Table 5.1.2). Non-ftish harvesters

included the ‘seatarer’ category and the ‘other” category of participants. Participants who

checked the ‘other’ category described themselves as research scientists working with the

DFO in offshore vesscls, fisheries scientist, shore captain, rescarcher, an ordinary

scaman and a marine geologist. A\ significant proportion of participants (79

%) worked in

boats larger than 35 feet (x'=42.77, d.£.=1, p<0.001) and the proportion of crew (63%0)

was significantly higher than a combination of proportions of skipper, both skipper and

crew and those who described themselves as other (x°=6.128, d.£.=1, p<0.05).

Table 5.1.2: Occupation

% bknhanced (™)

% btandardjN)

% Total N)

Principal Occupation

Fish Harvester 76.1 (35) 85.4 (41) 80.9 (76)*
Seafarer 4.3 (2) 10.4 (5) 7.4 (7)
Other 17.4 (8) 477 10.6 (10)
Missing 2.2 (1) 0 1.1 (1)
Role on the Vessel
Crew 60.9 (28) 646 (31) 62.8 (59)"
Skipper  19.6 (9) 20.8 (10) 20.2 (19)
Both 4.3 (2) 21 (1) 3.2(3)
Other 15.2(7) 12,5 (6) 13.8 (13)
Size of Boat
Less than 35 feet 17.4 (8) 10.4 (5) 13.8 (13)
More than 35 feet  78.3 (30) 79.2 (38) 787 (H°
Both 2.2 (1) 10.4 (5) 6.4 (6)
, ~ Missing 27 1) 0 11 (1) B
Total Participants 43.v (46) 51.1 (48) 100 (94)

a. Total number of IYish Harvesters was significantly higher than all other occupatons (y7=37 43,

df=1, p<0.001)

b. Total number of crew was higher than all other role on vessel (x°=6.128, d.f.=1, p<0.05)
c. There were significantly higher number of boats that were more than 35 feet (x°=42.77, d.f=1,

p<0.001)
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5.2 Accident causcs

Analyses of internal/behavioural, external/situational and other causes of accidents at
sca are presented below (Tables 5.2.1, 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 respectively). Respondents in the
enhanced group show a significant difference in two internal/behavioural items (rushing,
level of safety training) and three external/situational ttems (slippery deck, stress,
experience of crew). In contrast, respondents in the standard group show significant
difference in only one internal item (speeding) and one external item (boat size). Group

difference in responses is not statistically significant.

5.2.1. Perceptions of Importance of Internal/Behavioural Items

Table 5.2.1 identifics the proportion of participants in each group before and after the
intervention who described the 10 internal causes as very important, important, slightly
important or not important. It shows more than three quarters of the participants
perceived alcohol, overloading and carclessness as very important behavioural factors
that caused accidents at sea both prior to and after their training (similar to Murray &
Dolomount, 1994). There was an increase in the number of participants, after the
training, who rated rushing, level of safety training and overpowering/speeding the boat
as very important behavioural factors that caused accidents at sea (similar to Murray &
Dolomount, 1994). The tormer two internal/behavioural factors were signiticant for the
enhanced group while the latter was signiticant for the standard group. Also, there was
an increase in the proportion of participants who perceived ‘safety awareness of selt” in
the enhanced group as an important contributory factor toward accident causation;

although. this was not statstically + ificant.
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Wilcoxon test

Perceptions Before After two-tailed
INTEF L % Very %lImp. % % Not Mean % Very % Imp. Slightly % Not Mean
BEHA  RAL Imp. (N) (N) Slightly Imp.(N) score Imp.(N) (N) Imp. (N) Imp. score yA p
I . Imp. N ™) .
self
Standard  81.3 (39)  18.8(9) 0 0 3.81 79.2(38)  16.7 (8) 12 (2) 0 375 -0.728b 0467
Enhanced 674 (31)  326(15) 0 0 367 826(38) 174(8) 0 0 383 -1.94lc 0052
Levels oty
tratning
Standa 729 (35 221 (11 2.1 (1 2.1 (1) 3.67 75 {306) 20.8 (10)  4.2(2) 0 371 -0.318c 0.751
Enhanced 587 27} 39.1(18)  2.2(1) 0 3.57 804 (37) 17.4(8) 22 0 378 2310 0021
Iatterences in
! ll SCOTCs
Jard -1.098a 272
| wed -0.703 0.482
a The su negatve ranks equal the sum of postave ranks
b Based « slve ra

¢ Based on negauve ranks
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5.2.2. Perceptions of Importance of External/Situational Items

Table 5.2.2 identifies the proportion of participants in cach group betore and after the
intervention who described the 10 external causes as very important, important, shghtly
important or not important in accident causation. More than two thirds ot the pre-
training participants from the enhanced group perceived rough sea and safety awarencss
of crew as very important factors while more than three quarters from the standard
group perceived rough sca, safety awareness of crew and slippery deck as very important
factors in causing accidents at sca (similar to Murray & Dolomount, 1994). After the
training, more than two-thirds from both groups perceived rough sea, shippery deck,
poor safety regulations, unudy deck, safety awareness of crew and lack of a safety culture
to be very important factors in causing accidents. Three items showed a significant
increase in the enhanced group: stress, slippery deck and experience ot crew while one
item showed a significant decrease in perceived importance in the standard group: size o t

boat.
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5.2.3. Perceptions of Importance of Other Perception Items

‘Table 5.2.3 shows the proportion ot participants in cach group who identitied the five
other items of perception as cither very important, important, slightly important or not
important in causing accidents at sea. Although none of the results shows any signiticant
difference between the pre-and post-tratning scores, more than halt of the pre- and post-
training participants trom both groups thought that the colour of boat and individual’s

height were not important in causing accidents at sca.







5.2.4 Differences Between Group Scores

Comparison of post-training perceptions scores between the enhanced and standard
groups shows no signiticant difference in cither the internal or external perceptions
scores (p>0.05; Table 5.2.4).

Tal 5.2.4: Group Differences in Internal and External Post-Training
Perceptions Scores

Post-training Mean  Sumof Mann Whitney U
Perceptions Scores N Rank Ranks Z 2-tailed p
Internal Linhanced 44 43.94 193350 -0.725 0.234

Standard 47 4793 225250

External Iinhanced 44 4414 194200 -0.313 0.377
Standard 45 45.84 2063.00

5.3. Attitudes to Safety

Analysis of individual attitude items within the six subscales: skepticism, responsibility,
boatmanship, vessel restrictions, regulations and risk acceptance arc presented in ‘Tables
5.3.1, 5.3.2, 5.3.3, 5.3.4, 5.3.5 and 5.3.6 respectively. The enhanced group showed a
significant difference in one individual skepticism item, two individual responsibility
items and two individual regulation items; in contrast, the standard group showed a
significant  difference in one individual responsibility item and  onc  individual
boatmanship item only. Respondents in the standard group showed no significant
difference in any of the attitude subscales whilst respondents in the enhanced group
showed a significant ditference in attitudes toward responsibility and regulations (Table
5.3.7). There was no significant difterence in overall attitudes scores between the two

groups {'l'able 5.3.8).




5.3.1 Skepticism Items: Table 5.3.1 identifies the proportion of participants 1n cach
group betore and atter the intervention who strongly agreed, agreed, didn’t know,
disagreed or strongly disagreed with a series of statements skeptical of satety issues.
‘There was a larger proportion of participants from both groups who disagreed, after the
intervention, with the statement: Al the satety cquipment vou are required to carry
clutters up the boat. \lthough this change was not significant tor the standard group it
was significant for the enhanced group. More than two thirds of the partdcipants from
both groups disagreed or strongly disagreed with the following statements both before
and after the interventon:

e Ifyou are worried about satety you wouldn’t get your job done.

® The government spends too much time and resources on safety at sea.

® The reason [ carry the required safety equipment is so that I won't receive a tine.

e Al too often, strict adherence to the safety rules and regulations causes more

trouble than it’s worth.
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5.3.2 Responsibility Items: T'able 5.3.2 identitfies the proportion ot partictpants in cach
group before and after the intervention who rated a series of statements on safety
responsibility with cither: strongly agree, agree, don’t know, disagree or strongly disagree.
There was a larger proportion of participants in both groups who strongly agreed with
the following statements after the intervention: Personal tlotation devices should be
worn when working on deck; all boats should have satety inspections every year; and, a
fisherman/scafarer is less likely to have an accident if s/he takes safety courses. Change
in the first statement was significant for the standard group while changes in the latter
two statements were significant for the enhanced group. More than two thirds of the
pre- and post-training participants from both groups agreed/strongly agreed with the
statement: the union should be more concerned with safety issucs. More than three
quarters of pre- and post-training participants disagreed/strongly disagreed with the

statement: '1he RCMP/Coast Guard have no business boarding fishing or other vessels.
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Table 5.3.2 Pre- and Post-Training Score Differences in Responsibility Items

Wilcoxon test

Before Afrer _ two-tatled
RESPON, BIL o, -
Strongly %% %o Strongly % Don’t %9 %o Strongly
Agree Yo Agree %o Don't Disagree Disagree o Strongly  %e \gree Know Disagree Disagree
o NN K N () ) Agree (N) () SIS SR !
Respon. 1
St 333 (16)  25(12) 14.6 (7) 229 (11) 42 (2) 47.9 (23) 333 (10) 4.2 (2) 10.4 (5) 4.2(2) -2.981a 0.0603
Ent 26.1(12) 348(16) 13 (6) 261(12) 0 04 (14) 413719 8T (@) 17.4(8) 221 14372 0151
Respon. 2
Standard  32.1(23) 333 (16)  2.1(1) 12.5 (0) 3} 3.8 (21) 50 24) 0 6.3 (3) 0 -0.677a 0499
Enhanced 304 (14) 43520) 0 217 (1) 43 () 39.1(18) 45721 432 109 (5) 0 28082 0.003
Respon. 3
Standard  22.9(11)  39.6 (19) 6.3 (3) 25(12) 6.3 (3) 20.2 (14) 354 (17) 21 () 25(12) 83 (4) -0.203a 0.839
Enhanced 13 (0) 47.8(22) 87 (¥ 239 (11) 6.5 (3) 37 (17) 47.8 (22 0 13 (6) 22(1) -2.7607a 0.006
Respon. 4
Standard 208 (10) 50 (24 104 (3) 104 (5) 6.3 (3) 208(10) 604 (29)  83(H) 211 83 (4) 1482 0295
Enhanced 13 (6) >+3(23) 239 ) 6.5(3) 0 19.6 (9) 58.7 (27) 13 (6) 6.503) 0 -1.209a 0.227
Respon. 3
Standard 2.1 (1) 125(6) 422 7923 313(15 42 10.4 (5 4202 52123 292(14)  0209b 0788
Enhanced 0 6.5 (3) 4.3 (2) 05.2 (30) 23.9(11) 2.2(1) 2.2(1) 6.5 (3) 67.4 (31) 21.7 (1) -0.378b 0.705
Respon. 1. Personal tlotaton devices should be worn when working on deck.
Respon. 2 boats should have satery inspectt 5 every year.
Respon. 3.\ fisherman/seatarer ts less likely 1o have an accident if s/he takes safety courses.
sspon. 4. The unton should be more concerned with safety issues.
sspon. 3. The RCMP/C oust Guard have no business boarding fishing or other vessel.

a The sum of neganve ranks equal the sum of posiuve ranks
b Based on posttive ranks
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5.3.3 Boatmanship Items: Table 5.3.3 identities the proportion of participants in cach
group before and after the intervention who rated a series of statements on boatmanship
with cither: strongly agree, agree, don’t know, disagree or strongly disagree. Although not
statistically signiticant, more than 89°% of all pre- and post-training participants in both
groups agreed/strongly agreed with the statements: Boat decks should be washed down
after cach working day/end of shift; and, when not in use, all tishing or deck gear should

be stored readily on the deck.
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T.  :5.3.3 Pre- and Post-Training Score Differences in Boatmanship Items

Wilcoxon test two-

L Before B o After tailed
BOA [AN IP % % %o % % %
Strongly Don’t Yo Strongly Strongly Don’t % Strongly
Agree % Agree Know Disagree Disagree  Agree % Agree  Know Disagree  Disagree Z P
, ] ( SN I S ‘N N M) ™ -
K
Standard - 32,1 (25) 48 (2D 211 0 0 046 (31) 354(17) 0 0 0 -1.9 0.032
Enhanced 322024 37 (17) 87 () 0 221 2T 37y 22 22 0 12132 0.225
Boar. 2
Standard 3.6 (21) 47923 21(1) 63 (3) 0 36327 354(17)  42()  42(2) 2.1 (1) 08092 (.419
Fnhanced  41.3 (19) 478 (22) 6.5 (3) 4.3 (2) 0 43.5(20) 50 (23) 0 6.5 (3) 0 -0.426a 0.6+
Boat. 1. Boat decks should be washed down after each working day/end of shaft.
B 2 aennotn use all fishing or deck de stored readily on the deck.
a  :sum of negative ranks equal the sum nks



5.3.4 Vessel Restriction Items: Table 5.3.4 identifies the proporton of participants in
cach group before and after the intervention who rated a series of statements on vessel
restrictions with which they either: strongly agree, agree, don’t know, disagree or strongly
disagree. More than three-quarters ot the pre- and post-training participants in both
groups rated the following statements with agree/strongly agree: fishing vessels should
be limited as to how much fishing gear they carry; and, fishing vessels should be limited
as to how much fish they carry in one trip. About 65% of the post-training participants
from both groups agreed/strongly disagreed with the statement: fishing vessels should

be limited as to how far they can travel from shore.







5.3.5 Regulations Items: Table 5.3.5 tdentifies the proportion of participants in cach
group betore and after the intervention who rated a series of statements on regulations
with which they cither: strongly agreed, agreed, didn’t know, disagreed or strongly
disagreed. .\ large proportion of pre- and post-training participants from both groups
agreed/strongly agreed with the following statements: fisherman/Seatarer should never
put to sea in bad weather; and, if you follow safety regulations you are less likely to have
an accident. The change in pre- and post-training rating was significant tor the enhanced

group for both statements, but not for the standard group.
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Tal 5.3.5 Pre- and Post-Training Score Differences in Regulation Items

Wilcoxon test

i ore ) After - ~ wvorailed
Y Yo Don’t o
REGULNTIONS  Secongly K w °o Yo 8. Strongly ®¢Don’t %o % 8.
Agreee (ON) "o Ngree (N) Disagree  Disagree Agree ®o Agree Know Disagree Disagree
o B S , ) ™) ) ) ( N ) %P
Reg 1
Star rd 43822 33.3(16) 42 125 2.1 396 (19)  438(2LH 633 8.3 21 0039 0.969
anced  19.6(9) 457 (21) 8.7 239 ) 22(1) 348 (16) 47.8(22) 43 (2 ) (6) 0] 33002 0.001
Repul. 2
Srag 1354 (17) 52.1 (25) 0 83 (H 2.1 (1 333(16) 5024 2.1(1) 6.3 (3) +.2(2) -0.35"b 0721
anced 217 (1) 60.9 (28) 87 (4 6.5 (3) 2.2 (1) 47.8(22)  435(220) 2.2(1) 4.3 (2) 2.2(1) -1.968a  0.049
Reg ‘sherman/seafarer should never put to <ea in bad weather.

Regul. 20 1f you follow safety regulations you arc s likely to have an accaident.
a The sum of neganve ranks equal the sum of positive ranks
b Base  on posinive ranks




5.3.6 Risk Acceptance Items: Table 5.3.6 identifies the proportion ot participants in
cach group before and after the intervention who rated a series of statements on risk
acceptance with which they etther: strongly agreed, agreed, didn't know, disagreed or
strongly disagreed. About 23w of participants in the standard group and 39" of
participants in the enhanced group agreed/strongly agreed that they had gone out to sca
in bad weather in spite of advice from others. T'wenty-seven percent of the participants
in the standard group and 35°% of the participants in the enhanced group described
themselves after the intervention as the risk-taking type. More than three-quarters of the
participants from both groups disagreed/strongly disagreed with the statement: tishing

would not be as ¢njoyable without the risks that are involved.
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Table 5.4.1. Individual Knowledge Items

Individual Knowledge Items

Common cause of shipboard accidents

Standard
I:nhanced

Effective means of preventing accidents

Purpose of Muster List

Donning a lifejacket

Lifejacket storage

Survival Craft

Device to launch lifeboats

Launching a life raft

Life raft pressure relief valve

Floor of a life raft inflated

Body losses in survival situati

Survival plan

Signalling devices

Rescue sling

Cabin on fire

Standard
I‘nhanced

Standard
Enhanced

Standard
nhanced

Standard
Enhanced

Standard
I'nhanced

Standard
Enhanced

Standard
F-nhanced

Standard
Fnhanced

Standard

1ced

Standard
I“nhanced

Standard
Fnhanced

Srtandard
Fnhanced

Standard
I<nhanced

"o Correct (N)

75 (36)
69.6 (32)

81.3 (39)
78.3 (36)

87.5 (42)
71.1 (33)

95.8 (46)
91.3 (42)

72.9 (35)
67.4 (31)

95.8 (46)
95.7 (44)

50 (24)
30.4 (14)

43.8 (21)
58.7 (27)

37.5 (18)
52.2 (24)

646 (31)
52.2 (24)

85.4 (41)
87 (40)

16.7 (8)
15.2(7)

91.7 ()
89.1 (41)

83.3 40)
9.6 (32)

Before

A\t'tcr_

97.9 (47)
100 (46)

83.3 (40)
91.3 (42)

89.6 (43)
97.8 (45)

85.4 (41)
84.8 (39)

93.8 (45)
82.6 (38)

93.8 (45)
100 (46)

85.4 (41)
93.5 (43)

89.6 (43)
89.1 (+1)

60.4 (29)
80.4 (37)

95.8 (46)
95.7 (44)

938 (45)
93.5 (43)

95.8 (46)
95.7 (4

McNemar test

I-tailed

[)

0.001
0.000

0.500
0.063

0.500
0.011

0.110
0.227

0.001
0.046

0.500
0.500

0.002
0.000

0.000
0.011

0.011
0.011

0.000
0.000

0.032
0.227

0.018
0.000

0.500
1.500)

0110
(LO00
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Table 5.5.1. Factors Affec ©  Participants’ Decisic  to Attend MEDALI

[ How important Mann-Whitney
were the tollowing Y0 Not “o Slightly ‘% "o Very U Sig. 2-tailed
tactors in vour Important  Important  Important  Important

decision to attend (IN) (N) (N) (N) 2 p

this class? .

Family or friend
recommendation
Iinhanced  26.1 (12) 28.3 (13) 26.1(12) 17.4(8)
Standard  31.3 (15) 20.8 {10) 33.3 (16) 12.5 (6)
Total  28.7 (27) 24.5(23) 29.8 (28) 149 (14 -0.328  0.743
Job Requirement

Iinhanced 2.2 (1) 0 239 (11) 73.9 (34)
Standard 0 6.3 (3) 39.6 (19) 54.2 (206)
Total 1.1 (1) 32(3) 31.9 (30) 63.8 (60) -2.010 0 0.044
Desire to improve
safety knowledge
LEnhanced 2.2(1) 22 348 (10) 60.9 (28)
Standard 0 0 354 (17) 64.6 (31)
Total 1.1 (1) 1.1 (1) 35.1 (33) 62.8 (59) -0.521  0.603
Regulatory
Requirement
Enhanced 2.2(1) 13.0 (6) 32.6(15) 50.0 (23)
Standard 6.3 (3) 4.2 (2) 37.5(18) 47.9 (23)
Total 43 (4) 8.5 (8) 35.1(33) 48.9 (40) -0.053 0958

Cost of Training
Enhanced 435 (20)  19.6(9)  21.7(10)  13.0 (6)
Standard 479 (23)  14.6 (7) 125 (6) 25.0 (12)
Total 457 (43)  17.0(16)  17.0(16)  19.1(18) 0241  0.809
Lack of time

[inhanced 52.2 (24) 239 (11) 15.2(7) 6.5 (3)
Standard  47.9 (23) 16.7 (8) 18.8 (9) 16.7 (8)
Total 500 (47)  20.2(19)  17.0(16)  11.7(11)  -1.051  0.293
Duration of
training 39.1(18) 13.0.6) 304 (14) 1527
Enhanced 354 (17) 6.3 (3) 37.5(18) 20.8 (10
Standard  37.2 [35) 9.6.9) 34.0(32) 18.1 (17) 0.884 0.377
Total
Location
Linhanced  43.5 (20) 10,9 (3) 30.4 (14) 13.0(6)
Standard 417 (20) 146 (7) 202014 10.415)

Toral 42,6 (40) 12.8(12) 29.8 (28) 117 (11 0165 0.8069
Personal Interest

Iinhanced 6.5 13) 13.0.6) 7.8 77 32,6115
Standa 8.3 ) 9123 375018
Total 74,7 858 7.9 0 35.1(33) oo 0451

Fecar
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linhanced  47.8 (22) 13.0 (0) 23.9 (11) 15.2(7)
Standard 438 (21) 167 (8) 229 (11) 146 (7)
Total 457 (43) 149 (1) 23422)  149(14) 0131 0869
Level of Literacy
Iinhanced  47.8 (22) 10.9 (5) 217 (10) 13.0 {6)
Standard 438 (21) 125 (6) 250(12) 167 (8)
Total 45.7 (43) 11.7 (11) 23.4(22 14.9 (14) 0.619  0.536

5.5.2 Safety Ideas and Willingness to Serve on Safety Committees

More than halt (54°0) of the pre-training participants in each group and, in total, claimed

to have taken previous safety training courses. The majority, however, claimed that they

did not have ideas about ways to improve safety in the fishery (65%0) nor were they

willing to serve on local safety committees (68°%). There was no significant difference in

response between the two groups (p>0.05; Table 5.5.2).

Table 5.5.2: Safety Ideas and Willingness to Serve on Committces

Have you previously attended any
safety training courses?

Enhanced
Standard

Are you willing to serve on a local

safety committee?
Enhanced
Standard

Do you have ideas that could
improve safety in the fish

Enhanced
Standard

?

5.5.3 Safety Training

Sig. 2-
“~Yes(N)  %No(N)  x* d.f. tailedp
54.3 (25) 45.7 (21)
54.2 (26) 45.8 (22) 0000 1 0986
32.6 (15) 65.2 (30)
292 (14) 70.8 (34) 0.188 1 0.665
39.1(18) 56.5 (26)
271 72.9 (35) 1964 1 0161

A McNemar test analysis contirms that there was a significant increase in the proportion

of participants ffrom 76" e to 96"} saying that thev had sufficient safety knowledge atter

the training {one-tailed p < 0.001). There was no signiticant ditference between the

enhanced -+ participants) and standard 46 participants) groups on this item (Mann-
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Whitney one-tailed p = 0.156). When asked if they felt that their colleagues had sufticient
knowledge to work safely aboard a vessel, the number of people saying ves increased
significantly from 74 to 83 fone-tailed p = 0.006). No differences were tound between
the groups (Mann Whitney U, one-tailed p = 0.133) on this item. When asked it they
knew of anyone clse who could benefit from this course, the number of people saying
yes increased significanty (one-talled p = 0.009) trom 57 (pre-training) to 69 (post-
training). There was no significant ditferences (Mann Whitney U one-tailed p = 0.378)
between the two groups on this item. The number of participants expressing interest in
further safety training increased significantly (one-tailed p = 0.007) from 65 (pre-training)
to 75 (post-training). There was no significant difference between the groups (Mann
Whitney U one-talled p 0.4 this item. When asked if they think that fish
harvesters/genceral scatarers should take safety lessons, there was no  significant
difference in opinion between the two groups or before and after training: the majority

claimed that they should.
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Table 5.5.3: Safety Training

Mann "o Yes (N) Groups McNemar
"o Yes (N} Afrer Whitney Combined Tese 1-tuled
Linhanced  Standard U 1-taied Before After p
p

Do vou feel vou

have sufticient

knowledge to 95.7 (44 95.8 (40) 0.156 Y55 (71 95.7 (90) 0.000
work safely

aboard a vessel?

Do you feel that

your colleagucs

have sutficient 91.3 (42) 85.4 (41) 0.133 79 (74 88.3 (83) 0.006
knowledge to

work safely

aboard a vessel?

Do you know of

anyone else who 73.9 (34) 75 (36) 0.378 53.6 (57) 6+4.8 (69) 0.009
could benefit

trom this course?

Are you

interested in

further safety 80.4 (37) 79.2 (38) 0.482 61.1 (65) 79.8 (75) 0.007
training?

Do you think fish

harvester/general

scafarers should 97.8 (45) 95.8 (46) 0.5 78.9 (84 81.8 (87) 0.125
take a course in

safety?







CHAPTER 6: Discussion and Conclusions
General Discussion
Globalisation, changing markets and proliferation of technology has meant that
the structure of employment in Canada is shifting toward a knowledge and technology

intensive cconomy (Health Canada, 1999). Many Canadians are worried about being able

to keep up with the changes of the global market and the fish harvesters of

Newfoundland are no exception.

Commercial fishing is widely acknowledged to be a dangerous occupation
(Abraham 2000; IFAO 2000; ILO 1999; Meng 1991). Several factors contributing to
accidents and hazards in the industry have been identified (Abraham, 2002; Antdo et al,
2008; Binkley, 1995; NRC, 1991; 'I'C, 2002). Safety training has been identitied as one of
the best solutions to the alarming rate ot accidents and hazards in the industry (NRC,
1991). Education and safety training implemented in other fishing industrics of the world
show a wide acceptance by fish harvesters (Snorassson, 2000), an increase in knowledge
and change in attirude toward the importance of workplace satety (Langaune, 2000), and
overall reduction of fatalities and safer working practices (IDzugan, 2000; Lincoln &
Conway, 1999; Perkins, 19¢ | Occupational health and safety training is a crucial
component of accident prevention and injury reduction programs at the workplace
(Cohen & Colligan, 1998). While ety training doces not always have the desired impact
(Darragh ct al., 2004; Tan ct al., 1991), it has been strongly suggested that training must
be evaluated caretully to determine its cftectiveness (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001,
This thesis tollowed Kirk)  rick’s tour-level model of training evaluation 1979, 1996; to
assess the impact of training on fish harvesters” and other seatarers’ knowledge and

attitudes toward the MEI AT training program.




The aim of this thesis was to examine the knowledge and attitudes of fish
harvesters and other scafarers toward safety and the MEID.AT satewy tramning program.
Completion of the program showed a significant increase in knowledge on safety and
changed atttudes toward safety practices and satety training among fish harvesters and
other scafarers of Newtoundland and Labrador. Morcover, when the standard training
program was augmented with video clips it scemed to further improve participants’

knowledge and atttudes toward safety.

6.1 Knowledge of Safety and the Impact of Safety Training

Traditonally, fish harvesters gain knowledge of safety through practcal
expericnces on the job (Murray & Dolomount, 1994; 1995). Participants ot the MEDAI
training program reflected this knowledge and experience. They had an average of 16
vears experience at sea and were generally quite knowledgeable of hazards and satety
procedures. T'wo-thirds scored correctly on 12 out of the 19 individual knowledge 1tems
prior to the program. Sull, there was a significant increase in the percentage of correct
responses from both the standard and enhanced groups tollowing the program. In both
groups there was improvement on ten knowledge items concerning safety equipment
(such as life jackets and life ratts), fires (understanding the different kinds of tires and
how to put them out) and responsibility (such as survival plan and responsibility for
safery on board cte.; Table 441

The standard group showed a significant increase in two additonal knowledge
items: “body losses in survival situation” and “first priority after abandoning vessels™ Tris
noteworthy that more than 83" of the pre-training pacticipants in the enhanced group

were alreadv scoring correctly on the fo or ttem and the latter, while not stausucally




significant, showed an increase in the number of correct responses trom 67%0 to 82%
(Table 4.4.1). On the other hand, the enhanced group showed a significant increase in
two other items: ‘purpose ot the muster list” and ‘rescue sling’. [ere, more than 80" of
the pre-training standard group participants were already scoring correctly. The tive
remaining items (‘ctfective means of preventing accidents’, ‘survival craft’, ‘signalling
devices’, ‘cabin on tire’ and ‘donning a life jacket’, Table 4.4.1) that did not show any
significant change between pre- and post-training scores were correctly answered by
more than 78" of both groups prior to the intervention. This would suggest that
participants are generally knowledgeable of the dangers associated with marine work and
related safety procedures.

It is interesting to note, however, that their knowledge revolved around what
could be described as a ‘theoretical’ understanding. For instance, most (above 90°%) from
both groups knew that to don a life jacket one must have the correct size, secure the
straps and stow the attachments (question 4 of the knowledge items on  the
questionnaire, Appendix A). While the steps were known to most, discussion revealed
that participants had never practiced wearing them, nor did they know how to care for
one, or indeed how it telt to wear one and jump into water. Post-training participants felt
that their knowledge of life jackets increased from just knowing how it mght work to
actually knowing how it does work and the related satety procedures.

Similarly, all pre-training participants ‘almost 100" o) knew that when the cabin 1s
on fire, one must sound the alarm, report the location and start to fight the tire (question
15 of the knowledge items on the questionnaire, Appendix .\). But they did not know
the four required clements namely heat, oxvgen, chemical reaction, and tucl, that started

-

a fire guestion on fire tetrahedron increased in correct responses trom 30" to almost
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90° 1n cach group; Table 4.4.1). They also did not know that removing any one of the
four clements will extinguish a fire and that to remove it, one needs to have the
appropriate extinguisher (question on class B tire increased from 35%0 to 85% in both
groups; Table 4.4.1).

Pre-training participants’ knowledge of safety (specially in relation to safety
cquipment) can be described as a coretical understanding: they  understood  the
importance of safety equipment, of the general hazards of fishing and of being out at sca
and they thought they knew some of the common safety procedures such as putting on
life jackets, putting out fires and so on. This gave them a sense of sccurity and the
perception of safety as ‘common sense knowledge’. This sense of independence and
subjective perception of safety has been documented in other studies (Murray &
Dolomount, 1995; Poggie et al., 1995). Post-training participants, however, expressed an
in-depth and increased knowledge of safety issues. They realized how little they actually
knew of safety procedures and the extent to which they had relied on their limited
knowledge. They reported an increased knowledge of safety equipment (how to operate,
maintain and use), of emergency procedures (how to respond and react responsibly), and
how to react to emergencies. KKnowledge gained in classroom and in practical training
was an empowering phenomenon for them. The proportion of parucipants who claimed
that they and their colleagues had sutficient knowledge to work safely aboard a vesscl

increased significantly atter the training (Table 4.5.3).

( ~ Attitudes Toward Safety and the Impact of Saf¢ _ Training
Some pre-trainis - participants expressed an indifterent attitude toward safety.

They defined satety within a framework of rsks and telt that the natare ot tishing
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dictates that harvesters be restlient, make judgement calls, be alert and basically use their
‘common sense’. Similar atttudes to satety have been widely documented clsewhere
(Binkley, 1991, Murray & Dolomount, 1995). Indeed, fatalistic attitudes to safery and
accident, and anxiety have been identified as possible contributory factors toward
accidents and it has been suggested that these characteristics lead to less attention being
given to safety procedures and consequently to more accidents in the fishing industry
(Antdo ct al., 2008; Murray, itzpatrick & O’Connell, 1997).

Post-training  participants, however, expressed a ditferent concept of safety.
Instead of a fatalistic attitude, most reported that the training had increased their
awareness of hazards, helped them realize how unaware they were, built their confidence
and that they actually felt empowered to act in an emergency. Increased knowledge of
safety equipment, emergency procedures and discovering their own physical abilities led
to a redefinition of the concept of safety and a reduction in the fatalistic attitude.
Participants, for instance, expressed a renewed respect for their safety equipment and
there was a shift in attitudes from either being blindly dependent on safety equipment or
not trusting it at all, to understanding how it actually works and therefore how it could
be of help to them.

[t is interesting to note, however, that a large proportion of pre-training
participants  from the standard group (48°») and the cnhanced group (39%0)
agreed/strongly agreed  that the required  safery cquipment was  too  expensive.
Discussions also  revealed that the expenses surrounding  safety  equipment  and
procedures trustrated the study participants. Although there was no change in their
recognition ot this cost, post-training participants admitted that they would purchase

safety cquipment (such as the st val suit) that was more expensive and not a
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mandatory requirement because they felt it was better suited to their needs. This suggests
that perhaps tish harvesters are not necessanly skeptical of satety measures (Murray &
Dolomount, 1995). Instead, there is an appreciation of safety measures and a willingness
to spend money on it as long as they could identify with its usctulness. Indeed a majority
of the tish harvesters did not agree with the cight items that expressed skepticism
towards some safety measures (Table 4.3.1).

Participants were generally aware of the risks and dangers associated with their
occupation. This is consistent with other research in this area (Murray & Dolomount,
1994; Poggic ct al,, 1995). For example, more than 90% of the pre and post-training
participants from both groups identified rough sea as cither important or very important
in accident causation. Yet, at least 20°6 of the participants described themselves as the
risk-taking type and admitted to having gone out to sea in bad weather in spite of being
advised otherwise. While this attitude is often described as the hallmark ot a tishing
subculture, it is noteworthy, that most (two thirds) disagreed/strongly disagreed to being
the risk taking type (Table 4.3.6).

Previous rescarch has suggested that restricuve government regulations that have
been put in place for fishery management has encouraged some harvesters to take more
risks (Kaplan & Kite-Powell, 2000) while others have suggested that the job sclects the
risk taking type ‘Binkley, 1991). However, it would appear that harvesters while adaptive
to thetr hazardous environment are cognizant ot the threats and that perhaps their
attitudes toward safety are associated with a perception of risk management (Fklot &
Torner, 2002;. Tt has been argued elsewhere that whilst increasing risk awareness can
stimulate sate behaviour, this does not work very well in the fishery where risky

behaviour 15 often imperative tor survival and cconomic gain. .\ study by Iklot &



Torner (2002) did not support previous rescarch in the arca of risk acceptance and low
risk awareness among  tish harvesters, but instead showed safety acuvity to be
significantly associated with perceptions of risk management (and not with perceived
level of risk, experience ot accident or acceptance of risk).

A large proportion (80" ) of pre-training participants agreed/strongly agreed that
following satety regulations reduces the chance ot accidents. Approximately 75" also
agreed on limiting fishing vessels on the carriage of fish/fishing gear per trip. During
discussions, however, the concept of Ssatety regulations’ clicited strong negative
reactions. For instance, harvesters felt that the implementation of regulatory safety
measures (such as equipment, procedures and training) was rather arbitrary and costly.
Clearly, there is support as well as opposition tor satety regulations. These diftering
positions (cf. Poggie et al., 1995) can perhaps be attributed to the fishing subculture that
promotes attitudes, beliefs and behaviour that are consistent with independence.
However, it 1s noteworthy that their resistance is not founded on the beliet that training
or safety measures do not work; instead it is perhaps based on a lack of understanding of
how these measures (such as safety equipment, or safety training) can be of benefit to
them.

Characteristics  attributed  to  the  fishing  subculture:  denial  of  danger,
independence, fatalism in the face of danger and technological primacy are often cited as
explanations of the perceived reluctance toward vessel safety regulations (c.g., Poggie ct
al, 1995, While pre-training participants of the MEIDAT program also expressed similar
views, their aversion scemed rooted more tn the distrust of government rather than a
subcultural influence. Fish harvesters rely on learning trom experiences. Over t :, they

have witnessed the growing involv: nt of government regulations that they believe to
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be haphazard, costly, and seemingly creating more hurdles and hoops (Kaplan, 2000).
Their criticism of government is perhaps no ditferent trom other organizations that
point out the tlaws of implementing rules that may not have considered the ground
situation.  This is reflected tor instance, in the unanimous agreement amongst
participants that training is beneticial, however, issues surrounding training such as cost,
lack of understanding the specific relevance of training to their job, level of literacy, tear,

all impact their decision to attend MEDAT training.

6.3 Impact of the Video Clips in 1.__DA1 Training

Participants of the enhanced group showed a significant increase in overall
knowledge scores as comp 1 to the standard group. There was a significant
improvement in five of the individual atutude items (within subscales: skeptcism,
responsibility and regulations) for the enhanced group compared to an improvement in
only two individual items (within subscales: responsibility and boatmanship) tor the
standard group. This would suggest that participants who had undergone MEDAI
training enhanced with the addition of extra video clips had greater improvement in
safety attitudes and knowledge as compared to those who had undergone the regular
MEDAL training. During group discussions, however, participants expressed mixed
feclings about the video clips. In the questionnaire, most had written ‘good’ but some
had cxpressed that while they were good and informative, the clips telt “out dated”.
While their reactions to the clips were not verv favourable, the addition ot these clips did
appear to reinforce knowledge and attitudes. This 1s consistent with the proposed
alternative model of KNirkpatrick which suggests that it 1s not necessary to have a

favourable reaction to learn CAlliger & Janak, 1989,




Interestingly, more than 50°0 of the participants from both groups thought boat
size was an important contributor of accidents. This number reduced significantly after
the training tor the standard group. The number increased in the enhanced group, but
this was not signiticant. The ILO (1999), DFO (2000) and T'C (2002) report that smaller
boat sizes are often involved in more accidents, resulting in more fatalitics and injuries
than bigger boats. It is unclear why post-training participants of the standard group
thought that the size of boat does not matter in accident causation.

Respondents from each group showed a significant change in atutudes toward
safety issucs. Attutudes toward the MEDAT1 program had definitely shifted from it being
scen as a nuisance requirement, to it being seen as a useful requirement. Attitudes toward
the dangers of the sea had also shifted from detining safety with a fatalistic attitude, to
defining it in terms of their ability to survive. While it appears that training has had a
‘positive’ impact on participants’ attitudes, it is possible that there were other extrancous
variables at play. These will need to be considered carefully before drawing any

conclusions, and for implications for futurc rescarch.

6.4 Safety Training and Conceptual Models

.\ measure of various factors such as needs assessment, pre-training conditions,
training design and methods, post-traintng conditions, and training evaluation help
determine it training works (Tannenbaum & Yukl 1992; Salas & Cannon-Bowers 2001).
While this study has only focused on the impact of training, a thorough assessment of
the evaluation of training can be gained by looking tnto cach of these tactors. Future

research in saf traming in the fishing indu will need to keep these factors in mind
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to take us to the next level of understanding of the specific strengths and weakness of
MEIDAL training as it 1s applies to the fishing industry.

Pre- and post-training  discussions  showed that training helped to  change
attitudes of tish harvesters, increased their knowledge and awareness of hazards and of
being prepared in the face ot danger. This, however, does not mean that there would be
a change (using Kirkpatrick’s terms) at the behavioural and organizational levels (Alliger
& Janak, 1989). A limitation of Kirkpatrick’s model as mentioned earlier suggests that it
is too simplistic (Alliger & Janak, 1989; Bates, 2004). While it is a useful tool for heuristic
information, it fails to consider other variables that may have impacted training
outcomes. For instance, a skipper, a fish harvester and a university rescarch scientist who
all showed positive reactions to MEDAL1 training and exhibited increased knowledge
will, undoubtedly, vary in their behaviour and actions after the training. Variables such as
individual differences, pre-training cnvironment, and post-training environment all
impact the effectiveness of training (Bates, 2004; Salaz & Cannon-Bowers, 2001).

Also, it is not clear whether Kirkpatrick differentiated between learning skills and
learning facts and whether the same assessment tool could be applied to both (Kraiger et
al,, 1993). For instance, fish harvesters showed an increase in knowledge and in learning
facts. This was measured using the questionnaire and the actual assessment tool that was
being used by OSSC. Ilowever, skills learnt during practical sessions could not be
measured since there were no formal assessments for the practical sessions at OSSC.
Instructors generally assessed learning skills by ensuring that participants followed them
by example and by ensuring that cach participant completed the required task at hand.

Follow up rescarch on behavioural change is necessary to inform our lerstanding ot
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the extent to which skills learnt during practical sessions were apphed back at the
workplace.

The issuc of safety in the fishing industry and the role of safety training in the
fishing industry need to be viewed holistically and as a component of Reasons’ model.
Fish harvesters are humans and therefore prone to making errors. Instead of viewing
cerrors as human tailure on thetr part, there 1s a need to realize that errors are the result of
a system failure on some level. IFor instance, this study has shown how participants carry
safety equipment on board to be compliant, however, they have no idea how to use 1t or
indeed that a lack of maintenance is as good as not having the equipment on board. This
false sense of security was broken as a result of their training.

Similarly, regulations that require the carriage of safety equipment also provide
policy makers and governments with a false sense of security. By supplying safety
equipment with what is thought of as relatively easy to follow instructions tor operation,
and by requiring them onboard, it is assumed that persons will be able to apply/operate
during emergencies and thus be safe. " is is not always the case. Lack of practical and
theoretical knowledge can be detrimental to life and resources. From a systems
approach, gear that intends to improve safety must consider the needs of the harvesters
and their work environment. Technological evolution such as upgraded safety equipment
that is not followed up with safety training of crew may not necessartly reduce
occupational hazards «\ntdo cval, 2008).

In additton to that, the magnitude of problems of safety in this industry will
remain it safety measures are dealt with retrospectively and in relatively) small chunks at
a time. If the dangers of commuercial fishing are to be reduced, every etfort needs to be

made to block as many of the defence lavers, as identified in Reason’s model, as possible:
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initial defences, unsafe act, preconditions, line management and high-level decsion
making. Mandatory safety-training goes a long way in blocking some ot the latent and
active conditions, but concerted effort of several strategies that are aimed at dealing with
other latent and active conditions needs to be made. For instance, training needs to be
reinforced with other hazard climinating strategies such as satety tools that do not hinder
work (like PI*Ds that can be we  at all umes when working on deck without hindering
movement), fisheries management that is consistent with safe practice and that does not
inadvertently create more hazards, and re-training the harvesters at affordable costs.
Some have argued that too much research done in the name of evaluating
training, has in effect only measured trainee reaction {Alliger & Janak, 1989). This gives
training a bad name (llale 1984). There are two reasons why the current research is a
very important contributor to the industry and to the training literature. First, this is the
first research of its kind conducted with fish harvesters of Newfoundland. It serves as a
good starting point for further research as it has shown that fish harvesters can benefit
from safety-training. ‘The tming and topic is pertinent to the present context as it helps
to gain an understanding of fish harvesters’ reaction to training. This is a necessary first
step betore we can look further into what can be done in this area. Second, the results
indicate that there were changes in attitudes and significant increases in knowledge, albeit
further research is necessary before a definite conclusion can be made. However, this
step is also a necessary prerequisite to support the continuation ot the MEIDDAL and to

help build on the lessons learnt.
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6.5 Limitations and Future Directions

Although  this study  provides  significant  tindings  relating  attitudes  and
knowledge to safety training, there are stll some limitations that need to be addressed it
we are to build upon the current study and guide tuture rescarch directions. Focus
groups, in general, tend to be lively and informatve, however, the validity of tocus group
data depends upon the extent to which participants feel sufticiently comtortable to share
their thoughts, beliets and id . Studies on group dynamics suggests a number of
variables (such as group cohesiveness, gender, age and moderator bias) that impacts a
participants comfort zone and thereby the group dynamics (Stewart, Shamdasani &
Rook 2006). Some of the limitations specific to my research are identified below.

In this research, T was able to include one group of offsite participants from a
fishing community in Eastport. Partcipants at Eastport were more cohesive as a group
(since they were all tish harvesters from the same community and alrcady knew cach
other) and were less inhibited by their ‘class setting’ (it was held at their town fire statdon
where they hold all of their community meetings), and had the comtort of returning to
their homes at the end of training every day. Due to limited resources, it was not possible
to visit other communit  whe > OSSC was offering the MEIDAL training and
thereby collect sufficient data to compare on-site training held at OSSC classrooms and
off-site training held at the various fishing communities. The cffectiveness of training, as
mentioned previously, is enhanced by examining other variables and as such future
rescarch will need to explore possible ditferences in training duce to in-class setting and
community setting.

Demographic facte st as income, cducation, occupation, religion and age, all

influence group behaviour (Stewart, Shamdasani & Rook 2006, T did not separate tish

150



harvesters from non-tish harvesters in my data analysis. Participants who checked the
‘other’ category in the demographics described themselves as rescarch scientists working
with the DIFO n oftshore vessels, tisheries scientist, shore captain, rescarcher, an
ordinary scaman and a marine geologist. The proportion ot ‘other’ participants in the
enhanced group was 17% compared to only 496 in the standard group. Although this
difference was not statistically significant, it 1s possible that this intluenced the group’s
responses to the questionnaire, their cohesiveness and compatibility during discussions.

Gender composition of the group also influences group discussions (Stewart,
Shamdasani & Rook 2006). I did not differentiate male and female responses in my data
analysis. Ninc percent of the participants in the enhanced group were temale compared
to 21% in the standard group. While this ditference was not statistically significant,
future studies will benefit from exploring gender differences in safety training.

Also, more attention is needed toward female fish harvesters in this ‘masculine’
profession of commercial fishing (Binkley, 2000). Research exploring the health of
female fish harvesters has © gested that men and women cope ditterently with stress,
anxiety and illness (Howse et al., 2006; Skaptadottir, 2000). Furthermore, women who do
not go out to fish also have a vested interest in their communities. They participate in
the fishing community through unpaid work such as bookkeeping, cooking tor crew and
generally provide support to ensure that their husband’s tishing enterprise is running
well. Some post-training participants stressed the necessity to include wite/gidtriend of
fish harvesters and other extended community/fanuly members to participate in the
training program as a way to increase community awarcness and also as a coping
mechanism to deal with anx v £ their loved ones are out at sea. The v re

of fishing communities {where evervone has a part 1o play whether it is through paid or



unpaid work) demands that evervone is given the opportunity to undergo a basic safety-
training/awareness program. There is an urgent need for further research in this area,
especially to explore how women, in particular, perceive the MEDAL training and to

what extent it impacts their health.

6.6 Concluding Remarks

About 40,000 fish harvesters and 30,000 processing workers are employed i the
fishing industries of Canada (Canadian Council of Professional Fish Harvesters
[CCPFH], 2005). 1t generated approximately $2.2 billion in landed value and $4.5 billion
in export value in 2003. Owner-operator enterprises make up a large proportion of the
fishing industries of Canada, however, this industry is entering a critical state (CCPFH,
2005). There are fewer incentives for new harvesters to join the fishery. Fishing used to
be a family/community affair. Harvesters would raise their children by taking them out
to sea from a very young age and learn the trade by way of example. This can no longer
be the case. T'wo reasons were identified during discussions: the most prominent one
being that they could not sce a future in the fishery. There were so many changes both
within the fishery and the wider labour market, that they perceived the tishery to be
fighting a losing battle. It would s n that the current generation of fish harvesters is
encouraging the next generation to take up other professions that would provide more
stable sources of income and job sccurity. Also, TC mandates that vessel owners and
skippers are responsible for fami zing their crew with MEDAT training. But since
there is no funding for MEDATL training for teenagers, most harvesters telt unable to

take teenagers out to sea to learn on the job.



In spite of the current state of affairs of the industry and the dwindling number
of new fish harvesters, the importance of safety-training is echoed by participants of the
MEDAL This research has shown that the MIEDAT is having a measurable impact on
participants’ attitudes and knowledge toward safety. Both in-class lessons and practical
lessons appeared to have contributed to increased knowledge, safety-awareness and
atdtudes toward several issues related to safety at sea. The study, however, needs to be

followed up to test for long-term effects and its impact on behavioural changes.
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PRE-TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE
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TEF 1
INDIVIDUAL CODE: MEDA1/

SAFETY AT SEA: PERCEPTION AND KNOWLEDGE

Please DO NOT write your name on this questionnaire. Please answer ALL questions to the best
of your ability. There are no identifying questions. This survey is designed to find out what fish
harvesters and general seafarers think and know about safety. It is divided into 4 sections.
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Section I: This r~~*ion_contains a -~~=‘~~ ~f biogra "’cal questions. Plcase ~~-wer as

appropriate:

l.

rinciple occupation?

Fish Harvester ( )
Seafarer ()

(please specity below)

Gender?

Age?

Years of experience at sea?

What is your role on the vessel?

What size boat do you usually work on?

Male ()
Female ()
Crew ()
Skipper ()
Other (please specify below)

Less than 35 feet
More than 35 feet

—_— o~
~—
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Section "*- ™"~ section c¢ * ° " “statem - ab~—*certai- ~3pect of sa“* There
are no right or wrong ans k ONE response as vou beneve.

I. How important do YOU think the following factors are in causing accidents at sea?

Accident cause Not Slightly Important  Very
Important Important Important

a. Rough seas () () () ()

b. Type of fish () () () ()

c. Tiredness () () () ()

d. Size of boat () () () ()

e. Carelessness () () () ()

f.  Color of boat () () () ()

g.  xperience of other () () () ()
(crew members)

h. Time of day () () () ()

i. level of safety awareness () () () ()

(of crew members)

j. Level of safety awareness () () () ()
(of self)
k. Overworking () () () ()
. Your height ) () () ()
m. Rushing () () () ()
n. Slippery decks () () () ()
0. Untidy decks () () () ()
p. Water temperature () () () ()
q. Bad luck () () () ()
r. Sickness () () () ()
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s. Overloading

t.  Overpowering/speeding
u. Stress

v. Alcohol

w. Lack of a safety culture
X. Poor safety regulations

y. Level of safety training

()

()
()
()
()
()

()
()
()

()
()
()

()
()
()
()
()
()
()

TEF 1

2. Please indicate how much YOU agree or disagree with each statement. There are no right or
wrong answers. Please check ONE response for each answer.

Statement Strongly
Agree
1. Personal floatation ()

devices should be
worn when working on deck

2. All boats should ()
have safety
inspections every year

3. Boat decks should be ()
washed down after
cach working day/end of shift

4. When not in use ()
all fishing or deck gear

should be stored readily on the deck

5. All the safety ()
cquipment you are

required to carry clutters up the boat

6. A fisherman/scafarer ()
is less likely to have

an accident if s'he takes safety courses

Agree

()

()

()

()

()

()

Don’t
Know

()

()

()

()

()

()

Disagree

()

()

()

()

()

()

Strongly
Disagree

()

()

()

()
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Statement Strongly Agree Don’t
Agree Know
7. Fisherman/seafarer () () ()

10

11.

13.

should never put
to sea in bad weather

. The reason | () () ()

carry the required
safety equipment is so that | won’t receive a fine.

. All too often, () () ()

strict adherence to the
safety rules and regulations cause more trouble than it’s worth.

. The required () () ()
safety equipment is too expensive

Many of the () () ()
present safety regulations
are unrealistic and should be char :d

. Recommended () () ()
safety procedures work
until you become busy

If you are worried () () ()
about safety you wouldn’t
get your job done

. The government () () ()
spends too much

time and resources on safety at sea

. The union should () () ()
be more concerned
with safety issues

. The RCMP/Coast () () ()
Guard have no busincess
boarding a fishing or other vessel

. Fishing vessels () () ()
should be limited as
to how far they can travel from shore

Disagree

()

TEF 1

Strongly
Disagree

()

168



TEF 1

Statement Strongly Agree Don’t Disagree Strongly
Agree Know Disagree
18. Fishing vessels () () () () ()

should be limited as
to how much fishing gear they carry

19. Fishing vessels () () () () ()
should be limited as
to how much fish they carry in one trip

20. If you follow () () () () ()
safety regulations
you are less likely to have an accident

21. I have gone to sea () () () () ()
in bad weather in spite
of advice from others

22. 1 am the type of () () () () ()
person who takes risks

23. Fishing would not () () () () ()

be as enjoyable
without the risks that are involved
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Section II1: This sec*’ 1 contains a ~~~‘es of questio - about safety knowledge. Please circle

ONE response:

l. What is the most common cause of shipboard accidents?
. The vessels™ condition.
2. Equipment failure.
3. Environmental conditions.
4. Human error.
2. What is the most effective means of preventing accidents?
1. Training.
2. The buddy system.
3. To only use new equipment.
4. To make sure all personnel are wearing safety equipment at all times.
3. What is the purpose of the Muster List?
I. To inform indivic s of their place of work.
2. To inform individuals of their responsibilities during a shipboard emergency.
3. To inform the ship’s officers of the cargo onboard.
4. To inform the owners of defects onboard.
4. When donning a life jacket, you should ensure that,
1. You have the correct size.
2. The straps are secured correctly.
3. Attachments are stowed.
4. All of the above.
3. On a vessel you may find life jackets stored.
I. In crew member cabins.
2. In the engine room.
3. In deck storage boxes.
4. All of the above.
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Which of the following may be used as a survival craft?

1
2
3.
4

. Liferafts.

. Approved/suitable boats.
Lifeboats.

. All of the above.

What device is used to launch lifeboats?

|
2
3
4

What m

|
2
3
4

. Travel lift.
. Bosun chair.
. Davit.

. Shuttle launcher.

ust you ensure before you launch a liferaft?

. The anti-wicking device is removed.

. The painter is tied securely to a strong point on the vessel.
. The gripe is secured to the vessel.

. The painter is pulled all the way out and given a sharp tug.

When do life raft pressure relief valves operate?

1
2
3
4

Why is t

|
2
3
4

. On inflation.

. During decreases in ten _ rature.
. Before the raft is inflated.

. All of the above.

he floor of a liferaft designed to be inflated?

. To make the raft more buoyant.

. To make the raft less resis ice to the sea.
. To make the raft drift faster.

. To provide insulation from the water.

What losses does the body suffer during survival situations?

o =

Heat.

Water.

Energy.

All of the above.
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12. How is a survival plan able to help survivors during a survival situation?

1.

It makes sure that all people are at the muster station before
abandoning.

2. It gives the survivor a list of essential tasks to be performed and
their priority.
3. It informs you exactly what to do in any situation.
4. It ensures that all survivors know who is in charge of the situation.
13. During a survival situation in a survival craft, who needs to know how to use

signaling devices?

The person in charge.

I
2. The lookouts.
3. The Master.
4 Everyone
14. Where should your arms be when being lifted by a rescue sling?
1 Above your head.
2 Wrapped around the lifting wire.
3. Straight out at shoulder level.
4 Firmly down in front of you with hands clasped.
15. What should you do if you discover your cabin is on fire?
] Run to the nearest washroom for a bucket of water?
2 Attempt to remove your personal belongings.
3. Sound the alarm. report the location, fight the fire.
4 Start to fight the f

16. What are the four parts of the fire tetrahedron?

0~

Heat. water. chemical reaction, air.
Heat, water, ox:  n, carbon dioxide.
Heat, fuel. oxygen. chemical reaction.
Heat. fuel, oxygen, vapor.
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17. What fuel is involved in a Class B fire?

1 Wood. paper, or cloth material.
2. Energized electrical equipment
3. Flammable liquids.

4 Combustible metals.

18. Who is responsible for safety onboard ships?

| The employee.
2. The employer.
3. The government.
4 All of the above.

19. What should your first priority be after abandoning a vessel?
Signaling for help.
Making yourself comfortable.

I
2.
3. Protecting yourself from the environment.
4 [ssuing rations.

20. Why are emergency drills held onboard vessels?

To ensure fast crew reaction in a real emergency.

2. To try and lessen the chance of panic in a real emergency.
3. To try and minimize injury and loss of life during a real
emergency.

4. All of the above.



. cal

on IV: This section «
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ies r“ ~uestions about safety training courses.

Pleasc respond as ap— “)priate:

1. How did you learn about this safety coursc?

Media/Advertisement
Friends/Family

Work recommendation

(
(
(

2. Have any of your friends/colleagues taken any safety training courses at OSSC?
Some ()

Most
None

3. Have any of your family taken any safety training courses at OSSC?

4. What is the one thing you wish to learn from this course?

Some
Most
None

()
()

—_—— e~

5. What major issue regarding safety do you think needs to be addressed in training?

6. How important are the following factors in your decision to attend this class?

Factor Not SI' "itly
Important Important

a) Family or () () ()
friend recommendations

b) Job requirement () () ()

¢) Desire to improve () () ()
safety knowlcedge

d) Regulatory () () ()

requirement

¢) Costof training () ()

()

Important

Very

Important

()

()

()
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Factor Not Slightly Important  Very
Important Important Important
f) Lack of time () () () ()
g) Duration of training ( ) () () ()
h) Location () () () ()
i) Personal interest () () () ()
j) Fear () () () ()
k) Level of literacy () () () ()

[) Other (please specity)

7. Have you previously attended any  fety training courses? Yes ()
()

8. Do you feel you have sufficient knowledge to work safely aboard a vessel?

Yes ()
No ()

9. Do you feel that your colle: 1es have sufficient knowledge to work safely aboard
a vessel? Yes ()
No ()
10. Do you know of anyone else who could benefit from this course? Yes ()
No ()

L. If yes, do you know why they have not registered for this course?

12. Are you interested in further safety t  ning? Yes ()
No ()
13. Arc you willing to serve on a local safety committee? Yes ()
No ()
4. Do you have ideas that could improve safety in the fishery? Yes ()
No ()
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15. If yes. have you ever been given the opportunity to voice your ideas? Yes ( )

No ()

16. Do you think fish harvester/general seafarers should take a course in safety?
Yes ()
No ()
17. Do you think safety concern is a personal issue, a governmental issue or both?
Personal ()
Governmental ()
Both ()
18. Do you think safety trainit  helps in real situations? Yes ()
No ()

20. What element of the course would you find particularly helpful? (Please be
specific)

21. What according to you would be the best part of this course? (Please be specific)

22. What according to you would be the worst part of this course? (Please be specific)

¢ ok k¢ o ok ok ok ok k ok ok ok 3k K ok ok ok ok b vk kK ok ok ok ok ok ok ok Kk EEEEESSEEESELEESEEEREEE R ERESRES RS RS2

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire. Please check to see that you
have answered ALL the questions. If you would like to add anything further, please write
below. Please return your questionnaire to your instructor or to the researcher.
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APPENDIX B

POST-TRAINING QUESTTIONNAIRE: STANDARD GROUP
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INDIVIDUAL CODE: MEDA1/__

SAFETY AT SEA: PERCEPTION AND KNOWLEDGE

Please DO NOT write your name on this questionnaire. Please answer ALL questions to the best
of your ability. There are no identifying questions. This survey is designed to find out what fish
harvesters and general seafarers think and know about safety. It is divided into 3 scctions.
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Section II: ™~ -~-*“ion contains a series of statements about certain aspect of safety. There

. ONE response as vyou believe.

I. How important do YOU think the following factors are in causing accidents at sca?

aa.

bb.

cC.

dd.

ccC.

ff.

ge.

hh.

Jj-

kk.

1.

Accident cause
Rough seas
Type of fish
Tiredness
Size of boat
Carelessness
Color of boat

Experience of other
(crew members)

Time of day

level of safety awarcness
(of crew members)

. Level of safety awareness

(of self)
Overworking
Your height

Rushing

mm. Slippery decks

nn.

00.

pp.

99

rr.

Untidy decks
Watcr temperature
Bad luck

Sickness

Overloading

Not

Important

()
()
()
()
()
()
()

Slightly

Important

()
()
()
()
()
()
()

()

Important

)
()

()

Very

Important

()

()
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ss. Overpowering/speeding () () () ()
tt. Stress () () () ()
uu. Alcohol () () () ()
vv. Lack of a safety culture () () () ()
ww. Poor safety regulations () () () ()
xx. Level of safety training () () () ()

2. Please indicate how much YOU agree or disagree with each statement. There are no right or
wrong answers. Please check ONE response for each answer.

Statement Strongly Agree Don’t Disagree Strongly
Agree Know Disagree
[. Personal floatation () () () () ()

devices should be
worn when working on deck

(2]

. All boats should () () () () ()
have safety
inspections every year

3. Boat decks should be () () () () ()
washed down after
each working day/end of shift

4. When not in use () () () () ()
all fishing or deck gear
should be stored readily on the deck

. All the safety () () () () ()
equipment you are
required to carry clutters up the b

W

6. A fisherman/seafarer () () () () ()
is less likely to have
an accident if s/he takes safety courses
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Statement Strongly Agree Don’t Disagree Strongly
Agree Know Disagree
7. Fisherman/scafarer () () () () ()

should never put
to sea in bad weather

8. The reason | () () () () ()
carry the required
safety equipment is so that I won't receive a fine.

9. All too often, () () () () ()
strict adherence to the
safety rules and regulations cause more trouble than it’s worth.

10. The required () () () () ()
safety equipment is too expensive

[1. Many of the () () () () ()
present safety regulations
are unrealistic and should be changed

12. Recommended () () () () ()
safety procedures work
until you become busy

[3. If you are worried () () () () ()
about safety you wouldn't
get your job done

14. The government () () () () ()
spends too much
time and resources on safety at sea

15. The union should () () () () ()
be more concerned
with safety issues

16. The RCMP/Coast () () () () ()
Guard have no business
boarding a fishing or other vessel

17. Fishing vesscls () () () () ()

should be limited as
to how far they can travel from shore
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Statement Strongly Agree Don’t Disagree Strongly
Agree Know Disagree
18. Fishing vessels () () () () ()

should be limited as
to how much fishing gear they carry

19. Fishing vessels () () () () ()
should be limited as
to how much fish they carry in one trip

20. If you follow () () () () ()
safety regulations
you are less likely to have an accident

21. have gone to sea () () () () ()
in bad weather in spite
of advice from others

22. | am the type of () () () () ()
person who takes risks

23. Fishing would not () () () () ()

be as enjoyable
without the risks that are involved
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Section II: This section contains a series “ questions about safety kno'-"-e. Please ~*~"le

ONE response:

2

What is the most common cause of shipboard accidents?

D =

The vessels® condition.
Equipment failure.
Environmental conditions.
Human error.

What is the most effective means of preventing accidents?

1.
2.
3.
4.

Training.

The buddy system.

To only usc new equipment.

To make sure all personnel are wearing safety equipment at all times.

What is the purpose of the Muster List?

l.
2.
3.
4.

To inform individuals of their place of work.

To inform individuals of their responsibilities during a shipboard emergency.
To inform the ship’s officers of the cargo onboard.

To inform the owners of defects onboard.

When donning a life jacket, you should ensure that,

l.
2.
3.
4.

You have the correct size.

The straps are secured correctly.
Attachments are stowed.

All of the above.

On a vessel you may find life jackets stored.

By =

In crew member cabins.
In the engine room.

In deck storage boxes.
All of the above.



Which of the following may be used as a survival craft?

Liferafts.
Approved/suitable boats.
Lifeboats.

All of the above.

il i

What device is used to launch lifeboats?

Travel lift.
Bosun chair.
Davit.

Shuttle launcher.

halb ol S

What must you ensure before you launch a lifc  ft?

. The anti-wicking device is removed.

. The painter is tied securely to a strong point on the vessel.
. The gripe is secured to the vessel.

. The painter is pulled all the way out and given a sharp tug.

=~ L N -

When do life raft pressure relief val'  operate?

I. On inflation.

2. During decreases in temperature.
3. Before the raft is inflated.

4. All of the above.

Why is the floor of a liferaft des 1ed to be inflated?

To make the raft more buoyant.

To make the raft less resistance to the sea.
To make the raft drift faster.

To provide insulation from the water.

=

What losses does the body suffer during survival situations?

Heat.

Water.

Energy.

All of the above.

o =

TEF |
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12. How is a survival plan able to help survivors during a survival situation?

5. It makes sure that all people are at the muster station before
abandoning.

6. It gives the survivor a list of essential tasks to be performed and
their priority.

7. It informs you exactly what to do in any situation.

8. It ensures that all survivors know who is in charge of the situation.

14. During a survival situation in a survival craft, who needs to know how to use

signaling devices?

5. The person in cha
6. The lookouts.
7. The Master.
8. Everyone
14. Where should your arms be when being lifted by a rescue sling?

1 Above your head.

2 Wrapped around the lifting wire.

3. Straight out at shoulder level.

4 Firmly down in front of you with hands clasped.

15. What should you do if you discover your cabin is on fire?

5. Run to the nearest washroom for a bucket of water?
6. Attempt to remove your personal belongings.

7. Sound the alarm, report the location, fight the fire.
8. Start to fight the fire.

16. What are the four parts of the fire tetrahedron?
Heat, water. chemical rc  tion, air.
Heat. water. oxygen, carbon dioxide.

l.
2.
3. [Heat. fuel. oxygen. chemical reaction.
4. Heat. fuel. oxygen, vapor.

185




19.

20.

TEF 1

What fuel is involved ina C s B fire?

o0 ~J O\ W

Wood. paper, or cloth material.
Energized electrical equipment
Flammable liquids.
Combustible metals.

Who is responsible for safety onboard ships?

1
2.
3.
4

The employee.
The employer.
The government.
All of the above.

What should your first priority be after abandoning a vessel?

PN

Signaling for help.

Making yourself comfortable.

Protecting yourself from the environment.
Issuing rations.

Why are emergency drills held onboard vessels?

N W

To ensure fast crew reaction in a real emergency.

To try and lessen the chance of panic in a real emergency.
To try and minimize injury and loss of life during a real
emergency.

All of the above.
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I'1. What according to you would be the best part of this course? (Please be specific)

[2. What according to you would be the worst part of this course? (Please be specific)

13. What did you think of the following aspect of the course?
a) Classroom
Discussions

b) Classroom
Pressentations

¢) Practical
Exerciser L _ o

e ke ok ok ok ok vk sk ok ok 3k ok ok sk ok o ok ake ke e e ke sk dke e ok sk ok sk o ke ok sk ke 3k sk e 3k K o ok 3k ok kK sk e ke sk dk ok ok sk K ke ak ok ke sk k kK ok ok ok ok ok ok Xk ok

Thank you very much for completii this questionnaire. Please check to see that you
have answered ALL the questions. If you would like to add anything further, please write
below. Please return your questionnaire to your instructor or to the rescarcher.
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APPENDIX C

POST-TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE: ENHANCED GROUP
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INDIVIDUAL CODE: MEDA1/

SAFETY AT SEA: PERCEPTION AND KNOWLEDGE

Please DO NOT write your name on this questionnaire. Please answer ALL questions to the best
of your ability. There are no identifyii questions. This survey is designed to find out what fish
harvesters and general seafarers think and know about safety. It is divided into 3 sections.
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Section II: This section conta*~~ ~ 7eries of statements about certain ~~ect of safety, There

Accident cause Not

Important

yy. Rough seas ()

zz. Type of fish ()

aaa. Tiredness ()

bbb. Size of boat ()

ccc. Carelessness ()

ddd. Color of boat ()

cee. Other crew members ()

fff. Time of day ()

gge. level of safety awareness ()

(of crew members)
hhh. Level of safety awareness ()
(of self)

iii. Overworking ()

jjj- Your height ()

kkk. Rushing ()

l1l. Slippery decks ()

mmm. Untidy decks ()

nnn. Water temperature ()

000. Bad luck ()

pPp. Sickness ()

qqq. Oherloading ()

Slightly
Important
()

()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()

Important
()
()

()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()

are no right or —ng answe— "~~~ -1¢" " DNE respor - as you “ "2ve,

1. How important do YOU think the following factors are in causing accidents at sca?

Very
Important
()
()

()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
()
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rer. Overpowering/speeding () () () ()

sss. Stress () () () ()
tit. Alcohol () () () ()
uuu, Lack of a safety culture () () () ()
VvV, Poor safety regulations () () () ()
www.  Level of safety training () () () ()

2. Please indicate how much YOU agree or disagree with each statement. There are no right or
wrong answers. Please check ONE response for each answer.

Statement Strongly Agree Don’t Disagree Strongly
Agree Know Disagree
1. Personal floatation () () () () ()

devices should be
worn when working on deck

9

. All boats should () () () () ()
have safety
inspections every year

3. Boat decks should be () () () () ()
washed down after
each working day/end of shift

4. When not in use () () () () ()
all fishing or deck gear
should be stored readily on the deck

. All the safety () () () () ()
equipment you are
required to carry clutters up the boat

A\

6. A fisherman/seafarer () () () () ()
is less likely to have
an accident if s'he takes safety courses
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Statement Strongly Agree
Agree
7. Fisherman/seafarer () ()

10

.

14.

should never put
to sea in bad weather

. The reason | () ()

carry the required

safety equipment is so that | won’t receive a fine.

. All too often, () ()

strict adherence to the

Don’t
Know

()

()

()

safety rules and regulations cause more trouble than it’s worth.

. The required () ()
safety equipment is too expensive

Many of the () ()
present safety regulations
are unrealistic and should be changed

. Recommended () ()
safety procedures work
until you become busy

. If you are worried () ()
about safety you wouldn’t
get your job done

The government () ()
spends too much
time and resources on safety at sea

. The union should () ()
be more concerned
with safety issues

. The RCMP/Coast () ()
Guard have no business
boarding a fishing or other vessel

. Fishing vessels () ()
should be limited as
to how far they can travel from sho

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

Disagree

()

Strongly
Disagree

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()
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Statement Strongly
Agree
18. Fishing vessels ()

should be limited as
to how much fishing gear they carry

19. Fishing vessels ()
should be limited as
to how much fish they carry in one trip

20. If you follow ()
safety regulations
you are less likely to have an accident

21. 1 have gone to sea ()
in bad weather in spite
of advice from others

22. 1 am the type of ()
person who takes risks

23. Fishing would not ()
be as enjoyable
without the risks that are involved

Agree

()

()

()

()

()

()

Don’t
Know

()

()

()

()

()

)

Disagree

()

()

()

()

()

()

Strongly
Disagree

()

()

()

)

)
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Sc¢ ion II: This sectior ~~ntains a s~~~ - questic~~ ~bout safety knowledge. Please circle

ONE response:

1 What is the most common cause of shipboard accidents?

1. The vessels’ condition.

2. Equipment failure.

3. Environmental conditions.
4. Human error.

]

What is the most effective means of preventing accidents?

I. Training.

2. The buddy system.

3. To only use new equipment.

4. To make sure all personnel are wearing safety equipment at all times.

3. What is the purpose of the Muster List?

1. To inform individuals of their place of work.

2. To inform individuals of their responsibilities during a shipboard emergency.
3. To inform the ship’s officers of the cargo onboard.

4. To inform the owners of defects onboard.

4. When donning a life jacket, you should ensure that,

I. You have the correct size.

2. The straps are secured correctly.
3. Attachments are stowed.

4. All of the above.

5. On a vessel you may find life jackets stored.

1. In crew member cabins.
2. In the engine room.

3. In deck storage boxes.
4. All of the above.



1.

Which of the following may be used as a survival craft?

Liferafts.
Approved/suitable boats.
Lifeboats.

All of the above.

S W -

What device is used to launch lifeboats?

1. Travel lift.

2. Bosun chair.

3. Davit.

4. Shuttle launcher.

What must you ensure before you launch a liferaft?

I. The anti-wicking device is removed.

2. The painter is tied securely to a strong point on the vessel.
3. The gripe is secured to the vessel.

4. The painter is pulled all the way out and given a sharp tug.

When do life raft pressure relief valves operate?

1. On inflation.

2. During decreases in tempe  ure.
3. Before the raft is inflated.

4. All of the above.

Why is the floor of a liferaft des” 1ed to be inflated?

1. To make the raft >re buoyant.

2. To make the raft less resistance to the sea.
3. To make the raft drift faster.

4. To provide insulation from the water.

What losses does the body suffer during survival situations?

Heat.

Water.

Energy.

All of the above.

e =
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12. How is a survival plan able to help survivors during a survival situation?

9. It makes sure that all people are at the muster station before
abandoning.
10. It gives the survivor a list of essential tasks to be performed and

their priority.
1. It informs you exactly what to do in any situation.
12. It ensures that all survivors know who is in charge of the situation.

15. During a survival situation in a survival craft, who needs to know how to use
signaling devices?

9. The person in cha
10.  The lookouts.
11. The Master.

12. Everyone
14, Where should your arms be when being lifted by a rescue sling?
l Above your head.
2. Wrapped around the lifting wire.
3. Straight out at shoulder level.
4 Firmly down in front of you with hands clasped.

I5. What should you do if you discover your cabin is on fire?
9. Run to the nearest washroom for a bucket of water?
10. Attempt to remove y«  personal belongings.
1. Sound the alar  report the location, fight the fire.

12. Start to fight the fire.

16. What are the four parts of the fire tetrahedron?

Heat, water. chemical reaction. air.
Heat. water. oxygen. carbon dioxide.
Heat. fuel. oxy gen. chemical reaction.
Heat. fuel, oxygen, vapor.

o —
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What fuel is involved in a Class B fire?

9.

10.
11.
12.

Wood. paper, or cloth material.
Energized electrical equipment
Flammable liquids.
Combustible metals.

Who is responsible for safety onboard ships?

l.
2.
3.
4.

The employee.
The employer.
The government.
All of the above.

What should your first priority be after abandoning a vessel?

9.

10.
1.
12.

Signaling for help.

Making yourself comfortable.

Protecting yourself from the environment.
[ssuing rations.

Why are emergency drills held onboard vessels?

9.
10.
1.

12.

To ensurc fast crew reaction in a real emergency.

To try and lessen the chance of panic in a real emergency.

To try and minimize injury and loss of life during a real
emergency.
All of the above.
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APPENDIX E
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202



October 2003

Faculty of Medicine, Schools of Nursing and Pharmacy of Memorial
University of Newfoundland; Health Care Corporation, St. John’s; Newfoundland
Cancer Treatment and Research Foundation

Consent to Take Part in Health Research

TITLE: Impact of Safety Tramning on I'ish Harvesters” and General Scatarers’
Knowledge and Perception of Safety

INVESTIGATOR(S): Sophia Jasmin Shaikh
SPONSOR: Safi ,Net

You have been invited to take part in a research study. It is up to you to decide
whether to be in the study or not. Before you decide, you need to understand what
the study is for, what risks you might take and what benefits you might receive.
This consent form explains the study.

The researchers will:

e discuss the study with you

e answer your questions

e keep confidential any information which could identify you personally

e be available during the study to deal with problems and answer questions

If you decide not to take part or to leave the study this will not affect your student
status or work status

1. Introduction/Background:
As you may alrcady be aware, commercial tishing 1s known as onc of the most

dangerous occupations in Canada. A\ survey of tish harvester in Newtoundland
in the carly 90’s found that all those who were surveyed had incurred some
form of injury in the fishing industry. Rescarch in other industries shows that
safety training is beneficial and that a lack of satety training or even inadequate
training can lead to injury and death of workers. There 1s, however, no
published literature evaluaung the ctfectiveness of safety training programs in
the Newtoundland fishery.  \s training courses are now mandatory for all
scatarers (including tish harvesters) and it 18 a cost and ume investment for
both the mdividual and the government, it is essental o investigate the
ctfectiveness of these programs.
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2. Purpose of study:
The purpose of this study 1s to evaluate the impact of safety training.

3. Description of the study procedures and tests:

s a participant of safety tramning, vou are asked to complete questionnaires
and participate 1n group discussions regarding safety 1ssues before and atter
vour lesson. The group discussions will be audio taped.

4. Length of time:
Questionnaires and group discusstons will be integrated as patt of the coutse

and will last approximately 1 hour.

5. Possible risks and discomforts:
Time involved may be a discomfort. There are no antcipated tisks. If you feel
discomfort as a result of the rescearch, you may withdraw at any time.

6. Benefits:
No direct benefits will accrue to participants other than the knowledge and

satisfaction of potentally contributing to safety training.
7. Liability statement:

Signing this form gives us your consent to be in this study. It tells us that you
understand the information about the research study. When you sign this form,
you do not give up your legal rights. Researchers or agencies involved in this
research study still have their I il and professional responsibilities.

8. Confidentiality:

All information regarding this study will be kept confidential. We will destroy
any identifying information and only data pertaining to the study will be kept in
password protected computer files.

9. Questions:

If vou have any questions about taking part in this study, vou can meet with the
investigator who is in charge of the study at this institution. That person is:

T ohia J. 7 aikh, ail: ) “3sis@ mun.ca

Or you can talk to someone who is not involved with the study at all, but can
advise you on your rights as a participant in a research study. This person can
be reached through:

Mfficeco”™ " Hur--—~ "y 7 7 T onmi '"'__)_*""“‘)__Z"H <oy

nun.ca

-
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CONSENT FORM: ENHANCED GROUP
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October 2003

Faculty of Medicine, Schools of Nursing and Pharmacy of Memorial
University of Newfoundland; Health Care Corporation, St. John’s; Newfoundland
Cancer Treatment and Research Foundation

Consent to Take Part in Health Research

TITLE: Impact of Safety Training on I'ish Harvesters” and General Scatarers’
Knowledge and Perception of Satety

INVESTIGATOR(S): Sophia Jasmin Shaikh
SPONSOR: SafetyNet

You have been invited to take part in a research study. Itis up to you to decide
whether to be in the study or not. Before you decide, you need to understand what
the study is for, what risks you might take and what benefits you might rececive.
This consent form explains the study.

The researchers will:

e discuss the study with you

® answer your questions

¢ keep confidential any information which could identify you personally

¢ be available during the study to deal with problems and answer questions

If you decide not to take part or to leave the study this will not affect your student
status or work status

2. Introduction/Background:

As you may already be aware, commercial fishing is known as one of the most
dangerous occupations in Canada. A survey of fish harvester in Newfoundland
in the carly 90’s found that all those who were surveyed had incurred some
form of injury in the fishing mndustry. Rescarch in other industries shows that
safety training is beneficial and that a lack of safety training or even madequate
training can lead to injury and death of workers. ‘There is, however, no
published literature evaluating the effectivencess ot safety training programs in
the Newtoundland tishery. s training courses are now mandatory tor all
seafarers (including fish harvesters) and 1t 1s a cost and time investment for
both the individual and the government, 1t 1s essental to investigate the
ctfectiveness ot these programs.
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2. Purpose of study:
The purposc of this study is to evaluate the impact of safety training.

3. Description of the study procedures and tests:

As a partcipant of safety tramning, you are asked to complete questonnaires
and participate in group discussions regarding safety tssues before and after
vour lesson. Your lesson will include video clips on safety. The group
discussions will be audio taped.

4. Length of time:
Questonnaires and group discussions will be integrated as part of the course
and will last approximately 1 hour.

5. Possible risks and discomforts:
Time mvolved may be a discomfort. There are no anticipated risks. If you feel
discomfort as a result of the research, you may withdraw at any tume.

6. Benefits:
No direct benefits will accrue to participants other than the knowledge and

satisfaction of potentally contributing to safety training.
7. Liability statement:

Signing this form gives us your consent to be in this study. It tells us that you
understand the information about the research study. When you sign this form,
you do not give up your legal rights. Rescarchers or agencies involved in this
research study still have their legal and professional responsibilities.

8. Confidentiality:
Al information regarding this study will be kept confidential. We will destroy
any identifying information and only data pertaining to the study will be kept in
password protected computer files.
9, Questions:

If you have any questions about taking part in this study, you can meet with the

investigator who is in charge of the study at this institution. That person is:

Sophia J. Sk~*""h. E~~il: u65Ssjs@ mun.ca

Or you can talk to someone who is not involved with the study at all, but can
advise you on your rights as  partic “in a research study. This person can
be reached through:
Office of the Human "~-~=¢~ation Cc _mi**~~ “1IC) at 709-777-697*
I "iee un
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Signature Page

Study title: Impact of Satety T'raining on I'ish Harvesters Knowledge and Perception
of Satety

Name of principal investigator: Sophia Jasmin Shaikh

To be filled out and signed by the participant:
Please check as appropriate:

I have read the consent [and information sheet]. Yes{} No{}
| have had the opportunity to ask questions/to discuss this study. Yes{} No{}
[ have received satisfactory answers to all of my questions. Yes {} No{}
| have received enough information about the study. Yes{} No{}
I have spoken to Sophia Shaikh and she has answered my questions Yes{} No{}
[ understand that | am free to withdraw from the study Yes{} No{}
at any time

without having to give a reason
without affecting my future student status

I understand that it is my choice to be in the study and that | may not benefit. Yes {} No{}

[ agree to take part in this study. Yes{} No{}
Signature of participant Date

Signature of witness Date

To be signec® *~ ** - *~—--**=-*-p:

I have e lained this study to the best of my ability. | invited questions and gave answers. |
believe tnat the participant fully understands what is involved in being in the study, any potential
risks of the study and that he or she has f 1y chosen to be in the study.

Signature of investigator Date

Telephone number:

Assent ~“ ni~~~ participant (i pro = te):
Signature of minor participant Date
Relationship to participant named above Age
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APPENDIX G

FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS



D

R NS

U L

GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDELINES (BEFORE)
How did you hear about this safety training course?
Have you previously attended this safety training course? Have you attended any
other satety training courses?
Do you know anyone who has taken this safety training course?
Why did you choose to r¢ “ster for this course? What encouraged you to come?
Do you know anything about this course?
Are there any specific lessons you are interested to learn from this course?

. Are safety training courses of any use in real life?

GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDELINES (AFTER)

What are some of the lessons that were new to you? Can you state at least one
new lesson?
Did you achieve what you came for? Do you think this added to your knowledge
of safety?
Do you think there should be more safety training?
Did any of the lessons char : your perception of safety?
Would you encourage others to attend?
Can anyone remember any video clips? (ONLY FOR THE EXPERIMENTAL
GROUP)

What did you think of the video clips on safety? (ONLY FOR THE
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP)












