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Abstract

As research in provincial, national and international contexts has shown,
commercial fishing is one of the most dangerous occupations. Different
approaches to risk and perceptions of risk (such as * ‘ophysical, structural,
cultural, and human capital) often examine safety from a single perspective,
resulting in partial understandings of the causes of accident and injury. This
thesis presents fis I rves s’ observations on safety at sea through their
descriptions of risky events, accic 11ts and near-mi:  3s, and their views on the
effectiveness of recent safety initiatives, in an effort to create a more multi-
dimensional understanding of risk and accidents at sea. Major findings include
insights about the cascading effects of risk factors seen through the eyes of
harvesters and th«  perceptions of the unintended safety consequences of
conservation regulations. Torner and colleagues’ (1999) participatory safety
intervention process is propos 1as an fective way to address the interactive

nature of such risk factors and imp  prevention.
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emphasizes the social construction of risk and the :tors that mediate whi is
selected for mitigi on and what is considered to be a “normal” part of the

job. Some recent s dies have called for a fifth, integrated approach to risk that
incorporates elements of each of the other approaches and pays particular
attention to interactions between biophysical, human capital, structural and
cultural factors.

This project investigates Newfoundland and Labrador fish harvesters’
accident and injury experience and perceptions of risk in order to explore their
first-hand knowledge about safety at sea. The research for this thesis was carried
out between 2003 and 2005. The study draws on first-hand information from fish
harvesters collected primarily through phone interv  vs but with input from focus
groups and discussions with fish harvesters during a subsequent component of
the project involving boat ._ urs. The research seeks to explore with fish
harvesters their € )erience with accidents and injuries over the previous d ‘:ade;
their perceptions of the caus ;5 of accidents; their experiences with injuries and
near-misses; their sense of whether and how the risks associated with fishing
have changed over the decade; and perceptioﬁs of the relative impc¢ e
of regulatory, technological and other changes in determining risk. Careful
attention to these harvesters’ observations on risk 1d safety supports the call for
an integrated approach to understanding risk and promoting safety with related
attention to how factors cascade, interact, and change over time. Fish

harvesters’ unique views from the deck of the ves:  highlight the need for a






official injury and accident statistics are compiled to discover if regulators are
missing part of the picture.

Research on risk and perceptions of risk in 1 iing has traditionally
focused on either behavioral (hum ) factors (Murray, Fitzpatrick & O’Connell
1997; Pollnac, Poggie & VanDuse 1995) or non-behavioral (structural and
environmental) factors (Pelot 2000; Wiseman & Burge 2000). Research on
perceptions of risk tends to t  carried out by anthropologists and psychologists,
and emphasizes the role of human, behavioral factors in contributing to risk.
Valuable information has emerged from this approach. For example, researchers
have gathered information to help create new ways of encouraging safety
equipment usage. Authors of a psychological analysis of danger and safety
among New England commercial oceanic fishermen argued that the low rates of
use of personal safety equipment occurred simply due to fish harvesters’ f¢ ure
to “take interest”  the use of safety equipment (Pollnac, Poggie & VanDusen
1995: 153). However, this approach presents only one aspect of the relationship
between attitudes and safety behaviors, as there are other mediating factors that

ay k involved as well. Some such factors incluc tt  affordability and
availability of safe requiprr it, the training needed to use the equipment, and
the fish harvesters’ level of conviction that the item will actually be useful in an
emergency. Thus behavioral factors, measured through psychometric tests, are

only one part of the complete safety picture.



Other researchers and policymakers have focused their attention more on
non-behavioral factors. Van Noy (1995) suggests that the Coast Guard, in its
routine analyses ¢ accidents at sea, tends to emphasize structural factors such
as vessel safety and Search and Rescue operations. Her research collaborated
with harvesters to examine incident reports closely, and found that harvesters
believed individual actions contributed to the occurrence of 51 percent of
accidents, as compared to the Coast Guard, which attributed behavioral causes
to only 18 percent.

While Wiseman and Burge (2000) acknowledge the role of individual
behavioral factors in mediating risk, they argue that structural or non-behavioral
factors have been neglected in safety discussions. Their study of 1990s trends
in the under-85’ sector in the Newfoundland and Labrador fishing industry
focuses primarily on non-behavioral factors, arguing that dynamism and related
structural change need tol addressed in efforts to reduce risk. For example,
changes in this fi: ery resulted in smaller vessels fishing further from shore (17).
The authors, add ssing industry regulators and others, argue that other
s 10l¢ mu:¢ act with harvesters to reduc e “[w]ithout absolving
fishermen of their responsibility to adopt proper sa y measures for the safe
operation of their vessels, other players must recognize their responsibility and
act decisively” (18). Wiseman and Burge also recognize the extensive economic

constraints on access to safety equipment among these fish harvesters



suggesting that government provide grants or tax rebates to help harvesters
purchase safety e iipment (C4).

Some rece research emphasizes the importance of integrating the two
frameworks. For example, Jensen, Christensen, Larsen and Soerensen
(1996:14) advocate safety promotion through both a behavioral approach — such
as increasing motivation for injury prevention and finding new ways to prevent
slips and falls — and a non-behavic il approach, such as vessel design and the
availability of safety equipm 1. Researchers agree that such integration is
challenging, partic larly within the framework of a single study. Roberts
reinforces this view, and adds:

...safety measures should | developed through dialogue with fishermen

and the fishing industry. This should be achieved by the use of

multidisciplinary teams of experts, including fishermen, who are most able

to develop safety solutions that are both practicable and economically
affordable to the fishing industry (2004:22).

Other researchers have proposed similar techniques for developing safety
measures. A sele tion of these techniques, such ¢ - a model for promoting
implementation of safety measures, will be presented in the next chapter.

Some researchers approach risk frc... the | ‘spective that human factors
have been an under-represented variable in this overall, integrated picture of
fishing safety. This is not to say that those who seek to attribute incidents to
behavioral or structural factors exclusively are wrong; rather, it is to say that a
comple picture includes both. As mentioned earlier, the United States Coast

Guard n for oty at sea and its attention h: litionally been



focused on vessel safety and on search and rescue operations, not on injuries.
Van Noy (1995) worked with fish harvesters to modify a Coast Guard study in
order to identify human factors associated with risk, and this type of comparative
work can be very useful in identifying gaps in our knowledge. Van Noy utilizes a
theoretical framework which incorporates the concepts of health education and
injury control, reflecting the distinction between behavioral and non-behavioral
factors. Users of the framework can assess the impact of multiple determinants
on the injury problem, choose effective and feasible interventions, and evaluate
various intervention strategies (19 : 20).

Some authors see the distinction between risk and perception of risk as
false, arguing that the study of “objective risk” is less useful than creating new
deliberative decision-making processes (Tansey & O’'Riordan 1999:88). A
corollary of this is that it is important to investigate to what extent the
representation of “risk” by fish harvesters is shaped by their perceptions of risk as
opposed to other factors. For example, Joffe (1999) has argued that we need to
examine how the coping mechanisms of people who work in dangerous
industries (such ¢ fatalism or dismissal or trivialization of risk) might undermine
the implementatic  of safety practices and the regulation of the industry. 1 is
approach points to potential interactive effects among perceptions of risk,
regulations that might influence actual levels of risk, and responses to that risk
among fish harvesters and others. Similarly, research has shown that while fish

harvesters consider roughv il tol animportant risk factor in accident and



injury, most incidents happen in bright, calm weather (Jensen, Christensen,
Larsen & Soerens 11996:14). However, the relationship between risk and
weather can be mediated by a range of other factors including harvester
familiarity with a particular area and sea conditions in that area under specific
weather conditions; harvester familiarity with theirv isel and how it handles in
different sea conditions.

An integrated approach, which accounts for both behavioral and non-
behavioral factors and draws our ¢ ention to such mediating factors as
economics, regulation, culture, and the dynamism of fisheries, is needed to
develop a more ¢ nplete understanding of sources of risk and injury,
perceptions of risk and injury and potential ways to influence these.
Contemporary fis ries are often highly dynamic with changes driven by
ecological and regulatory changes as well as technological innovations and other
factors. This dyni iism needs to be taken into account when we seek to explore
the relationship between perceptions of risk and actual risk levels (Pelot 2000;
Jensen, Christensen, & Soerensen 1996; Dolan et al. 2005; Binkley 1995).

This thesis contributes to acade ¢ knowledge about fishing safety
including patterns and sources of risk associated with commercial fishing, as well
as potential ways to reduce accidents and injuries. The framework that guides
this research begins from the assumption that all knowledge is partial and
mediated by soci -ecological processes (Neis & Kean 2003). From this

perspective, exploration of { nery-related rist accidents, injuries, and



perceptions of risk ¢ 1 benefit from input from a variety of practitioners including
not only fishing safety experts but so fish harvesters as well as researchers
from different disc linary backgrounds. We treat harvesters as experts in the
field of fishing safety recognizing that knowledge or expertise related to fishing
safety varies among harvesters and over time and, when combined with insights
from other groups, can contribute to a fuller and more effective understanding of
experience and risk, as well as perceptions of the latter. Actively involving fish
harvesters and their representatives in fishing safety research can contribute to
the likelihood thal uch research will reflect complex realities, will be understood
and accepted by harvesters and can help promote scussion among different
groups responsible for fishing safety.

It is often the case that “expert” or technical knowledge is valued more
than experiential knowledge (Neis & Kean 2003). Fish harvesters stand al 1e
point of interactio of all the factors that influence risk, accidents and injuries, and
are well situated to observe theiri eractive, cascading effects. These factors
incl e the ocean environment (weather, navigation, working on a moving
platform), vessel des ™ 1 (harvestii  technologies, stability), the safety and
fisheries manage ent regulatory framework (season length, vessel size
restrictions, gear-removal deadlines), and human factors (training, experie e,
skij er and crew :lations, crew dynamics) (Windle et al. 2008; Bornstein et al.,
2006). Their insights are particul: y important in a dynamic, changing industry

whe it is important to anticipate risk and seek to mitigate it. Their (pertise,



combined with that of technical, social and other scientific experts, can produce a
fuller understanding of the factors that can be meaningfully affected to help
reduce risk of accident and injury. A careful examination of harvesters’
observations abot risk and safety at sea highlights the importance of the view
from the deck.

This study is one part of a larger project called SafeCatch, one of nine
research initiatives carried out by SafetyNet, a Community Research Alliance on
Hez 1and Safety in Marine and Coastal Work at Memorial University funded by
the Canadian Ins! ites for Health Research, and the National Search and
Rescue Secretariat New Initiatives Fund (for summaries of research completed,

please see hitp://www.safetynet.mun.ca/projects1.>*™). The ultimate objective of

Safi atch was to identify means ¢ reducing injury and fatality in the

Nev undland and Labrador fishing industry. This thesis reports on some of the
findings from the Perceptions of Risk component of SafeCatch. In that
component, a series of 17 focus groups with expert fish harvesters explored their
perceptions of factors that make fishing safer or more dangerous. The focus

gro discussions helped to identify areas in need of further research, such as
the fferences in risk associated with harvesting different species, issues related
to ¢ inges in weather forecasting, and the safety implications of various

gov nment policies. The focus group data informed the design of a phone
interview schedul The schedule questions explore harvesters’ fishing and

accident history and their « withsa yt ingandequipment. Other
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que: ons inquire about their perceptions of the role of technology, social
relations, natural ¢ vironments, state regulation and other factors in enhancing or
reducing risk. Forty-six phone interviews were completed. Subsequently,
researchers designed and carried out boat tours which involved a tour of the
workplace — the vessel (Power, In Press; Bornstein et al., 2006). At the end of
the boat tours, risk mapping identified particularly hazardous places and jobs on
the boat using diagrams created by the interviewed harvesters. The size of
participants’ vesst i ranged from under 35 feet to 65 feet. Activities reported as
most dangerous included shooting and hauling gear, and operating heavy
machinery.

Harvesters have practical knowledge about the safety implications of
policies and regulations, and can add to our understanding of the complexities
and intricacies of a system often p nted in black and white by the media and
pub figures. Forexamp fish harvesters argue that some policies enacted for
economic or conservation purposes actually increase the risk they face. It is
important to unde tand what makes them think this is the case and to
understand the organizational factors that contribute to the risk of such
interactive effects ANindle et al., 2008). Along with others, | think that an
integrated approach to injury prevention must include personal, social, economic
and regulatory factors (Jensen, Christensen, Larsen & Soerensen 1996; Van Noy
1995; Wiseman & Burge 2000), as well as account for the interactivity of such

factorsandtt dyr m nofthef 5. Incorpo  ‘ing fish harveste _
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expt ences and perceptions into our safety research can help us move more
rapi ' and effectively towards such an approach.

The remainder of this thesis explores how harvesters’ knowledge can be
incorporated into this integrated approach. Chapter Two reviews relevant
international, national and regional research on the rel of risk associated with
fishing, explanations for risk and the literature on perceptions of risk. Chapter
Three deals witht : research methods employed, primarily the telephone
interviews for this portion of the project and briefly covering the focus groups that
preceded the phone interviews and the boat tours that followed. It also
disc isesthe san ling process ai the sample’s demographics. Chapter Four
presents the research findings on safety, beginning with a demographic overview
and moving to harvesters’ v ns on things that affect safety, such as training,
regulations, and the importance of various external :tors. Chapter Five begins
by presenting the biophysic , human capital, structural and cultural aspects of
the data, and then synthesizes the overall findings into an integrated framework
to examine the interactive effects of the factors that influence accidents and
injuries. Chapter Six concludes the thesis by returning to the general themes
outlined here and in the literature review, discusses the strengths and
weaknesses of th  study, and identifies areas for further research. Appendices A
to C include copies of the documents used to advertise the study, recruit
participants and obtain the consent of respondents in the phone interview study

component.
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'hapter Two: Literature Review

There exists a notion that the sea can “get into a man’s blood,”

drawing hir again and again to pit himself against the

temperamental, uncaring, ceaseless roll of the wave. Many will

say, quite correctly, that economic necessity keeps men returning

to the sea. But there may be another fundamental lure, whether it

be a yearning for the sensuous roll of a ship at sea, the

camarader | the need to take a risk in an unpredictable

environment, or something ore mysterious. These are romantic

and amorphous qualities, but they are part of a set of motivations

that keep men returning to the hunt (Wright 1984: 87).
High-risk work ca have both positive aspects, such as high pay and high
satisfaction, and negative aspects, such as the increased likelihood of stress,
injury, disease, and death (Jermier, Gaines & Mcintosh 1989: 20). Earlier
research in this area often aligr 1 itself with one of five main theoretical
approaches to explain what risk is, how itis 2ast _ 1, and how it can be
reduced. This chapter reviews the five main tt ) ical approaches to risk and
perceptions of risk in the literature on work, including biophysical, human capital,
structural, cultural, and integrated. | then rev v previous research on accidents,
injuries and risk perception in fishing, particularly in Newfoundland, paying
specific attention to the theoretical orientation underlying this work and to the
findings. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the theoretical appro :h
adopted in this thesis and in the larger Safe Catch project with which this work is

siated. The integrated approach used t I nstofillinge st istin

fisheries research by acknow _ __ _ the dynamism, interactivity and complexity
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for their job resulting in workers viewing attempts to reduce risk with indifference.
Simi rly, risk sometimes enhances dignity; therefore workers may resist efforts
to decrease risk (Jermier, Gaines & McIntosh 1989: 29 - 30). Risk researchers
need to take into account the existence of multiple interpretations of risk so that
safety programs a as meaningful and practical as possible for their targeted

audiences.

Theoretical Approaches to Risk

Ther are five main approaches to risk in the occupational health and safety
literature as it rela s to the fishing industry. They are: 1) the biophysical
determinist approach, which highlights the physical characteristics of the worker
and the work environment; 2) the human capital approach, which emphasiz i the
individual's experience and attitudes; 3) the structu. _. approach, which focuses
on organizational influences on he: h and safety; 4) the cultural approach, which
places emphasis on how perceptions and realities differ among groups; and 5)
an integrated approach, which combines insights from the other four and adds
interactivity and dynamism. This section will explore relevant points about each
of the theoretical approaches, and _ :monstrate how an integrated framewo

could combine strengths from each.
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metaphor to describe the biological determinist approach to occupational health
and its underlying assumptions:
The theory of natural selection (square pegs in square holes, round pegs
in round h¢  s) would say that men and women have very different
biological make-up and are “naturally” suited for different jobs. According
to a crude version of this theory, men are stronger physically and m¢ 2
stable men lly. Being put into men'’s jobs is therefore dangerous for
women, the more fragile sex (24).
As | »ssing indicates, there are a number of shortcomings with biological
determinist approaches to occupational health. These are illustrated by multiple
shortcomings with fitness tests: 1) they often include tasks that do not resemble
thos usually performed on-the-job; 2) tasks and processes are typically
designed around 1 average male form; 3) such tests do not measure other skills
that may help in emergency situations (Messing 1998: 38-40). While women are
sometimes excluc d from jobs based on their genc ', and on related
assumptions about their fitness and strength, Power (2005) argues that not all
men are able tof form such jobs either. This demonstrates that gender, and
therefore related ophysical factors, are clearly not sufficient conditions on which

to it ude or exclude workers from particular jobs. Similarly, a comprehensive

view of safety requires attention to more than biophysical factors.
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Hur 1n Capital Approach

A second theoretical approach to occupational risk, human capital, is one of the
most popular and has been adopted by many safety regulators. From this
perspective, risk is clearly quantifiable and the primary cause of injury at work is
human error linke to such factors as the employee’s fatigue, stress, or lack of
training. According to this theory, individual safety training designed to promote
indi* {ual awareness is the most appropriate way to reduce risk. lverson and
Erwin (1997) tend to individualize risk in this way:
...a large proportion of acci :nts can be attributed to human error. Add to
this the finding that similarly large proportions of accidents are
experienced by a relatively small percentage of the work force. This leads
to the conclusion that the focus of research on accidents should be to
identify those personal characteristics which predispose some individuals,
rather than others, to be injured at work. This type of disposition is called
accident proneness (Cited in Kirschenbaum, Oigenblick & Goldberg 2000:
632-633).
This quotation illustrates the impo nce of individt  characteristics and accident
experience in risk research. Some researchers have noted the presence of
trivialization or fatalism as ways of dealing emotionally with risky situations
(Binkley 1994, 1995; Roberts * 33), d -‘gu thatsuchcopingst eg ¢ 1
interfere with the safety training process by preventing at-risk workers from taking
appropriate safety measures. It is important to note that perceptions of risk can

have an impact on workers’ health, as well as affecting their likelihood of being

involved in an accident. Heightened perception of risk (of being in a dangerous

20












Cul ral Approach

A cultural approach draws our attention to how various groups identify and seek
to mitigate risk, and how certain understandings of risk and safety become
acce ted as ‘true’. This approach sees risk as a social phenomenon that is
defined differently y various groups of social actors (Douglas 1986), and
focuses attention on the social processes that influence risk perception,
definition, and mi- ation. The aim of cultural theory “is to criticize the apparent
depoliticization of risk issues — the subtle process of taking for granted the link
between hazard identification and the normative choices that follow” (Tansey &
O’Riordan 1999: 72). While regulation can reduce risk, it can also generate
controversy over the allocation of the costs of safe production (Douglas 1986:
20). Cultural thec r can help to identify who is ‘responsible’ — or liable — for
par lar risks, and how this came to be.

In this app ach, the relationship of risk to perceptions of risk is mec¢ ted
by cultural context. Cultural theorists argue there is no objective risk out in the
world waiting to be discovered and measured; rather “risk” is moral and
perceptual, 1d tl itical task of 2:searchers is to explain how ¢ tain patterns
of risk are selected for attention while others are not (Douglas 1986: 55). Ina
sin irfashion, S vic claims that perceptions of risk are “mediated by social
influences transn ted by friends, family, fellow workers, and respected public
officials” (1987: 281). A human capital approach « en obscures the creation

process, treating risk as an obvious, external phenomenon; cultural theory, in
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envi nment. Her analysis primarily focuses on the relationship between sex,
gender and work, but the implications extend to other aspects of occupational
risk i well. “If we do not accept biological or social determinism, the gendered
division of labor in poultry processing and elsewhere must be explained in more
complex ways, related to interactions among social, biological, and political
factors in the histc cal context of particular factories and services” (Messing
1998: 25). Such ¢ mprehensive explanations could take into account the
dynamism and cc plexity of worker/environment interactivity.

Jermier and colleagues (1989) pull together the threads of the cultural and
“objective” human error perspectives in a way that values both, arguing that
“‘wh itis likely that perceptions of physical danger are affected by social
construction processes, they are also grounded in il injury, illness, and death
prot ilities” (28). The dynamism of risk is linked to the constant interaction
between actors, their perceptions d structures: “risk levels are continually in
flux because risk is a product of how social actors behave. ...More broadly,
social change cor nually modifies risk and vulnerability” (Tierney 1999: 229).

A compreher vein jra 1approach to risk would therefore incluc
hur n (physical, behavioral and attitudinal) factors, structural (political and
economic) and cultural factors, with careful ai tion paid to the dynamic, 1 itual
adaptations between the person and their environment. This type of integrated
approach could hold significant explanatory power in the study of dangerous

occupations.
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Ris and Perceptions of Risk in the Fishing Safety Literature

Fist g has a high rate of injury and fatality compa 1to most other occupations
(Roberts 2004) and is thus a high risk occupation. It is also generally associated
with high job satisfaction, partly due to “the sense of freedom, the excitement, the
feeling of achieve entin getting a good catch, the whole lifestyle of being a
fisherman” (Murray & Dolomount 1994: 10). Research conducted in international,
national and provincial contexts has examined which fishing sectors are
associated with high levels of risk, as well as which factors — situated in a
complex, interactive web — influence risk and safety; and how they do so (Lawrie,
Matheson & Morrison 2000; Binkley 1994, 1995; Murray & Dolomount 1994). A
review of the literature suggests that an integrated approach to fishing safety
research that con ines fish harvesters’ experiential knowledge with that of
fisheries scientists, safety experts and policy-makers treats fishing safety as not
only an “emergency protocol,” but also as an ongoing workplace issue and

con ders both b¢ avioral and non-behavioral factors that contribute to risk and

sa y,istt | stapproach.

International, Na' »nal, and Provincial Fishing Safety Research

Re 1arch demonstrates the high incidence of injury and loss in the commercial
fishing industry internationally, nationally, and provincially. “High rates of

fatalities and inju :s can be partii y attributed to 2 inherently dangerous
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worl 1g conditions involved in the industry. These include: an unpredictable and
often hostile marit  environment; unstable work platforms; resources that are
mobile, variable, « ‘erse, often dangerous (bites, poison, allergies) and often
located in remote offshore areas; )veable and often heavy equipment, and a
dependence on vessels for shelter and survival’ (Windle et al., 2008).
Researchers in Scotland found “back injuries were the most common type of
injury sustained at sea. Leg or arr injuries, cuts requiring stitches, other hand
injuries and head injuries were also fairly common” (Lawrie, Matheson &
Morrison 2000: 254). In the United States, Van Noy (1995) gathered a panel of
fish harvesters to conduct a peer review of Coast Guard incident reports. The
panel found behavioral accic 1t causes, or “unsafe actions,” to be ;ponsible
for 51 percent (n- 2) of the accide ts they reviewed, while the Coast Guard
assigned behavioral causes to only 18 percent (n=22) (1995: 27). There may be
a tendency for oft ial investigators to stop searching for contributing factors once
they have identified a direct technical cause. In addition, Van Noy argues that
this difference is based on the fact that the “assignment of cause is made by
Coast Guard investigators who are trained in seamanship but rarely in fishing
operations” (25). The harvesters who peer-reviewed the reports, however, are
much more familiar with the everyday tasks of fishing. This demonstrates the
need to combine insights from regulators, investigators and practitioners to

account for as many factors as possible.
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Murray and Dolomount (1994) used a psychological approach to examine
the human or beh rioral factors associated with risk and injury in the
Newfoundland small boat fishery in the 1990s. Their work investigated levels of
anxiety among harvesters and use of coping mechanisms, ultimately finding a
high level of anxiety among harvesters but also that trivialization and fatalism
were not as widespread as they anticipated. Murray and Dolomount suggest that
this finding may b a result of shortcomings in their research instrument. An
alternative explar ion might be that the shortcoming is in the approach; p¢ 1aps
asking some que: ons from a structural or cultural standpoint might shed light on
why the results were not parallel with their predictions.

Polinac, P« gie and VanDusen (1995) use a human capital approach in
their research on New England commercial fish harvesters, focusing on
individual factors ich as lack of safety training, a lower position in the crew,
kinsm 1 in the crew, and more years fishing (153) when explaining the
relationship between attitude and safety behavior. They argue such factors
con bute to a “less realistic perception of the severity” (157) of eight types of
accidents, as compared to Coast Guard data. Denial and trivialization are
emphasized here, as well as in Murray and Dolomount’s work, and training
programs targete at individuals who fit the above categories are suggested as a
good way to reduce risk. Pollnac and colleagues argue harvesters “fail to take
enough interest” (153) in learning how to use safety equipment, and suggest

showing films of ' s3sels sinking and other “reality-inducing’ techniques” to
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“overcome the de al-trivialization way of thinking sufficiently to enable
participants to take the safety course materials seriously” (158). Trivialization of
risk ould be taken seriously, and accurate perceptions of risks and how to deal
with them are necessary.

The human capital approach is useful in its focus on how individuals can
take steps to enhance their own safety, but it can also mask some environmental
and structural influences on the decisions made by harvesters. As such, the next

section explores the role of structural factors in the fishing safety literature.

Structural Approach

Wis mnan and Bu e (2000) share other researchers’ concerns about harvesters’
failure to use safe¢  equipment. However, their approach also points to the role of
structural factors in mediating risk. Thus they argue, “[w]ithout absolving

fish men of their responsibility to adopt proper safety measures for the safe
operation of their vessels, other players must recognize their responsibility and
act decisively” (18). Some harvesters refuse to purchase or wear personal
flotation devices, arguing that there are few such safety devices that are
comfortable and safe. From a structural viewpoint, then, the designers of safety
dev esbearson responsibility for risk; safety equipment might save many
more lives if it is accessible and comfortable to wear while working. Such health

_1d safety trade fs are present in a variety of contexts in fishing, which makes
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Integrated Approach

Most accidents have no single, simple cause but arise as a resuit of many
interacting circumstances (Kletz 1994). As a result there are many ways of
breaking the chain of events that culminates in an accident. Effective prevention
lies far from the event immediately prior to an accident, and Kletz names several
factors that can reduce risk. First, he emphasizes the importance of user-friendly
des’ 1s, which will tolerate departures from ideal operation or maintenance
without an accide occurring. Second, the importance of and need for “hazops”
(hazard and operability studies) are identified; essentially, these allow the
stakeholders to maintain a comprehensive perspective on possible danger. Kletz
also explains thal 1ere are several different types of human error, including:
mistakes, violations, mismatches between ability and job, and slips and lapses of
attention. Each of these types of error warrants a different type of reaction. He
argues that no one should accept a reason such as organizational weakness for
an accident, and says such a sta mnent should be backed up by
recommendations that specific people should take specific actions to prevent a
recurrence. Unle this is done, he asserts, the accident is bound to repe:

In the United States, Van Noy (1995) applies an injury data framework
originally developed by Gielen in 1992 to the commercial fishing industry. This
approach is partic larly useful t it 1 anar \ softhe w.__ _ _ A2l

and behavioral determinants of injury, as well as inflt  1cing factors that
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could prevent the loss of thousands of dollars in lost time and medical expenses
(97). Part of their tervention model includes a participatory safety inspection,
highlighting dangers on the vessel and potential ways to mitigate them, and long-
term follow-up to see which safety measures were implemented. A critical
benefit to this app ach is the opportunity for harvesters to identify and express
issues of concern to them; for example, if a particular regulation is seen as

pres 1ting a problem in terms of safety, the harvesters can formally discuss the

issue.

An Integrated Approach to Fishing Safety

Ani egrated approach to safety in fishing is required to prevent safety from
being seen in isolated ways through the lens of only one approach at a time.
Speaking from the “Integrated” point of view, individual factors such as a poor fit
between physiolc rand work, or human error due to inappropriate perceptions
of risk or poor training can be seen as potentially interacting with particular
working conditions in specific or¢ nizational frameworks. Researchers exploring
typical fishing accidents in Scotland (Lawrie, Matheson, Murphy, Ritchie & Bond
2003), for instance, have found bad weather (biophysical), financial pressures
(structural) and lack of sleep (human capital) to be among the major contributing

factors to accidents according to fish harvesters in Scotland.
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Murray’s earlier work on trivialization (Murray & Dolomount 1994)
suggests that the severity of harm might be downplayed to some extent by
harvesters. Trivialization did not, however, stand alone. “An added risk recently
was the fact that because of the restrictions on fishing, many fishermen now go
to s¢ alone. In this situation one slip could have serious consequences”
(Murray 2002: 247  Fishing alor  fishing further from shore, and in vessels that
are not appropriat for the distances are all rather new developments in this
Newfoundland and Labrador inshore fishery that have had an impact on fishing
safety. One harvester in the present study, whose comments we will revisit in
the results chapter, illustrates this Hint by suggesting that DFO should
“alleviate regula »ns on boat size but not [increase quotas] - we feel
uns e, don’t need more quota. Crab boats are forced offshore in 34'11”’s
but they should be in a 45’ or 50’ boat. That tak ; years to change and
shouldn’t be out there in those boats but he got to make do with what he
got” (FH 39). This relatively brief statement unpacks to reveal connections
between individui choices such as where and when to fish, and structu
const nts such as quota allotments and ves: length, as well as fishing
seasons and jions. Regulatory changes may not keep pace with each other
(boat size vs. fist g region, as indicated above) or changes in fishery conditions.
An integrated framework can consider different types of factors simultaneously

without sacrificing an understanding of one for another.
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The next ¢l oter describes the research method used in this study. We
begin with a brief examination of the focus groups, information from which was
used to devise some of the questic s in the phone interviews. Because the
phone interview was the main research instrument, | explore its creation and

deliv y in greater detail than the other methods.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

This chapter examines the methodological approaches and issues
associated with this study. First, | outline the conceptual design of the project,
expl ning the rati 1ale and the overall approach. Next, | describe the
development of the interview schedule and instrument, including the selection of
telej one interviews as the delivery mode. After that, | will elaborate on the
sampling process, ethical concerns, and the process of data collection and
analysis. The chi ter concludes with a discussion of the importance of the

research, and the mitations of the study.

Rationale

My search privileges and also rutinii 5 Newfoundlandf I ~  ers
knowledge. One goal of this study is to examine their beliefs about safety in a
way that picks up on commonality and diversity among groups of harvesters (for
example, younger and older harvesters). It makes sense to include their
experience and points of view in an investigation of fishing safety because they

are e people who go out to sea and have rect experiential knowledge « what
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fishi |involves, conditions under which it takes place (physical, regulatory,

ecol mic, social, chnical), and within those conditions, things that help them to
fish safely and that encourage them to take chances with their health and safety.
Finding ways to enhance occupational health and « ety in commercial fishing is
particularly challenging because tension can exist between conservation rules,
safety regulations, and the technological and training requirements for safe
fishing. Added to these challenges, fish harvesters often feel targeted and
misunderstood by regulators they sometimes blame for increasing risk.

My point of view as a social science researcher permits me to create a
third kind of knowledge: neither practitioner nor industry regulator, | can compare
harvesters’ knowledge to what has been published by regulators and analyze
what each group says about safety to find commonalities and differences. As
outlined in the literature review, | acknowledge that notions of risk are socially
constructed and not simply something obvious or ‘objective’ that can be simply
observed. However, that criticism could paralyze efforts to analyze which
factors contribute ) safer fishing. Therefore, like Sjoberg, “I presume that ‘there
is something out there’ and that some staten ts about that something are
better than others. It is our job to improve on statements about risk reduction”
(20 ) 412). Examining the similarities and differences in tt  positions taken by
different social groups, including harvesters, and combining insights from those
gro s can help bring us closer to that ‘something that is out there’ (Neis et al.,

1999).
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A second goal of this research is to investiga which factors may protect
or endanger fish harvesters, as we as how these factors interact. For example,
we want to know more about how policies that regulate fishing affect safety and,
if so, which regulatory agencies are affecting safety and how. This is important
because the risks harvesters face e shaped to some extent by policy-makers in
various government departments, 1ether or not those departments have any
legislative responsibility for safety.

Sometimes harvesters’ resistance to particular regulations is glossed over:
Day 1(1998) says “regulations often are barely to -ated” (821) by harvesters.
Sociological research that draws on fish harvesters’ perceptions of risk and
expert knowledge can help to illunr ate how and why harvesters might resist
particular regulati 1s. Research like this can also identify ways of expressing
and en meeting e goals of all parties involved. Participation by fish harvesters
intt  risk knowle je creation process can help ensure that safety measures are
per 2nt and practical (Torner, M., Cagner, M., Nilsson, B., & Nordling, P-O.

1999)

Selection of Delivery Mode: Telephone Interviews

The focus groups provided a broad overview of the issues that har sters felt are
important to fishii  safety. Given that the nature of focus groups is a give-and-

take discussion, and that a snowball-sampling strategy was used, we felt a
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tele] one interview with a stratified random sample would work best for
achieving findings 1at might be more evenly applicable within and between
fisheries. It is possible that the contacts who invited other harvesters to take part
only ited those ho shared their point of view. A more random sample of
harvesters for the interviews could ensure that we would not encounter the same
potential bias in both components of the research. ..1e information gathered with
focus groups gave us a good idea of the significant issues such as regulations
and training; we wanted to explore some of them more deeply in a more
structured way, w le making sure respondents had ample opportunity to express
themselves. | was present at one focus group in which one individual dominated
the conversation, raising his voic to speak over the facilitator and other
participants in the focus group.

A telephone interview was an inclusive rese ch instrument for our
purposes because it permitted us to reach fish harvesters around the province.
As in the case of McGraw, .vonkovic and Walker's study, “in addition to their
extremely variable schedules, the participants in our study lived hundreds of
miles away from us and from each other” (2000: 71). Traveling to interview
harvesters face-to-face would have required extensive commitments of time and
money, without offering significant advantages compared to interviewing over the
phone. Compared to mail-out surveys, completion rates tend to be higher over
the telephone, and delivering it this way also helps encourage the participation of

those who might be intimic | by 1gthy paper survey (Marcus & Crane
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1986). This is particularly important in an industry where many of the older
harv iters left school at a young age to go fishing (Fagan 1998), and where
litere y skills are not considered as important as having a strong back and good
work ethic. That< d, for younger harvesters, as we will explore in the data
chapter, education has become a kind of insurance in an industry that is

becoming increasingly insecure. |

Development ‘the Interview Schedule

The phone interviews that constitute the core of the data used here composed

the second stage of a multi-phase Perceptions of Risk component of
SafeCatch. The 1 ;t phase consisted of 17 focus groups carried out arour _ the
island of Newfoundland in 2003. Contacts at the Professional Fish Harvesters
Certification Boar (PFHCB) and the Fish, Food and Allied Workers (FFAW)

unic identified members of the cc ymunity they considered knowledgeable

abo fishing safety (typically those who were involved in offering safety courses)

and gave us theit hone numbers. Participants in these focus groups were

ask 1to discuss broad questions about their experience with risky situations,
whe 1er and how sks to fishermen have changed over time, and whether things
like training and regulations affect safety. Responses to these questions helped
to identify specific areas of interest that we explored in a more structured way

with interviev
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Interviews have the potent |to add to the understanding of risk and
perceptions of risk emerging from the focus groups in several ways. Interviewing
harv sters in a one-on-one interview could result in different kinds of answers
than we might get in a group context. For example, harvesters might not mention
dan¢ ous practices if they knew that some of the other focus group participants
had engaged in that behavior. In addition, group c¢ rersations can sometimes
be sidetracked by one or two individuals who are re ively more vocal than the
others; one-on-one interviews perr tinterested respondents to express all of
their comments and concerns and to have more control over the flow of the
interview (along with the researchers) (see Sica 2006 for a complete review of
the comparative benefits and disadvantages of focus groups, surveys and
interviews). Semi-structured interviews offer some of the benefits of
standardization and comparability, while still offering a way for qualitative
info hationto be cluded (M cus & Crane 1986).

Questions for the interview :hedule were developed by modifying a
questionnaire that had been used in Binkley’s (1994) study of offshore fishing
safe 1, as well as rough insights ‘om the focus groups. New questions: d
answer options were introduced so that the inshore and midshore fleet
information would make sense. O interview schedule was pre-tested with five
harvesters, and adjusted and shortened after each pre-test. We changed some

questions to incre  se respondents’ comfort level and to lessen any sense of
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their children to fish for a living (hy Hthetically for those without children) as a
long-term gauge ¢ satisfaction and hope for the future of the industry. As the
final uestion, we asked, “If you had your life to live over, would you go into
fishing again?” as one way to determine a ‘bottom line’ of satisfaction. The
following section briefly describes each section of the interview schedule.

The first section, Questions 1 to 18, inquired about demographic and
background information. Questions covered the respondents’ age, marital
status, the number and age of their children (if applicable), as well as when the
respondent had started fishing and their region of residence. Questions 11 to 18
established the context for their work in fishing: which sectors they had worked
in, licenses held, species targeted, their general level of education and their
fisheries-specific  1ining.

The second section, Questions 19 to 42, focused on the vessels
respondents had worked on in 2004 (the last full calendar year before the
research was car :d out). Questions 20 through ¢ _ dealt with the vessel they
spent the most time on in that year. This section covered vessel length and
des” 1 'the types of fishing gear used. It also inquired about navigational,
communication a | safety equipn ntonbc ~ d, as well as the frequency of safety
drill  Questions 37 to 42 asked about position on the vessel, how many crew
were usually onb 1ird, and whether or not family members worked on the vessel

with the respondent.
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Questions 43 through 47 dealt with harvesters’ perceptions of risk, and
included open-ended questions as well as lists of technical, social, regulatory and
personal factors ri  ked in order of importance to fi: ing safety on a scale of 1 to
5 (1 being not important to fishing safety, and 5 being extremely important to
fishing safety).

Questions 48 through 51 asked about their experience with risky situations
in the past 10 years (for example, whether they had been onboard when the
engine failed, or fallen overboard) and whether such experiences had changed
their attitude towards safety.

Questions ? through 55 dealt with specific safety equipment, practices
and regulations. Question 52 lis 29 items that may be found on a fishing
vessel (items such as GPS and Life raft) and asked respondents to rate the
importance to safety on a scale of 1 to 5. Question 53.01 to 53.14 asked for the
same rating scale applied to regulations — gear-setting rules and vessel-length
restrictions, for example — and bo: factors as well (e.g., age, maintenance and
design of the boat). Questions 54 and 55 asked whether harvesters perceived
certain vessels or fisheries to be more unsafe than others.

The sixth section, 56 to 72, asked about accidents and injuries at sea,
incl ling what ty] s of injury migt be expected as a normal part of fishing.
Question 57 asked how many accidents the respondent had experienced during
the past decade, and we inquired into the context : d details of the most severe

act lent reported (if any).
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Questions 73 to 77 inquired about marine and land-based weather
forecasts: how ofl 1 respondents check them, which sources they use, and how
acci 1te the forecasts have been in their area over time.

Question 7 01 to 78.20 covers job satisfaction, listing social, personal,
financial and regL tory factors that we asked respondents to rate on a scale of 1
to 5 (1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied). We also asked about
their overall satist :tion with fishing as a job, and their satisfaction now
compared to 10y rs ago.

Questions . 3 through 81 ask how the respondents were paid for their
work in 2004 and into which income bracket they fit. This section also inquired
about the investn 1t and possible return from their enterprise, if applicable.

Questions 82 to 89, the final section, asked )out health and family.

Que tions 82 to 85 inquire whether they feel they have any health problems

rela dto fishing. Questions 86 to 89 ask how often their family worries about
them while fishing, and whether/how their worry has changed over the past 10
years. The last two questions ask if their family would rather see them in a
different occupation and whether they would go into fishing again if they had their

life live over.
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Sample

Our original goal was to survey a random sample of 100 professional fish
harvesters stratifii.  on the basis of region and on tt  basis of level of
professional certification. To find our sample, we asked the Professional Fish
Harvesters’ Certification Board (PFHCB) to generate a stratified random sample
of 600 names fror its list of professional fish harvesters. The stratification was
based on the level of professionalization, including Apprentice, Level | and Level
Il harvesters. The purpose of the stratification was to ensure we got responses
from harvesters who had been in the industry for many years, as well as from
those who have just entered. We wanted the sample to include women as well,
but we did not receive enough responses from women to make a meaningful
analysis of the effects of gender. This could be for a variety of reasons; for
exa ple, women in the fishery often feel like they are under surveillance for
Employment Insurance reasons (C._ :tic 2004).

The PFHCB mailed a package to each of these 600 individuals containing
an information st t about tt  study (included as Appendix A), a let
requesting their participation (incl ed as Appendix B), a letter of support from
the PFHCB, a contact reply form and a stamped, ¢« f-addressed envelope for
use by those inte sted in participating. The harvesters were asked to rett 1 the
form to SafetyNet. We were not able to contact tt  harvesters directly because
the PFHCB could not release its list of names and Idress s of professional fish

harvesters for privacy reasons. Fish harvesters w 1 were interested in
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participating returned the self-addressed, stamped envelope and were contacted
by an interviewer over the telephone to schedule an interview. During the initial
telephone call the terviewer read a script that asked for oral consent in addition
to the written consent received via contact reply forms. The oral consent
document is inclu :d as Appendix C.

Unfortunately, after the first mail-out of 600 packages, we received only 35
responses, and fr n these were able to complete 25 phone interviews. We
attempted to incre se our response rate by asking the PFHCB to send a second
package of information to the same sample in September. We received 19

responses to this second mail-out and, from these, managed to complete an

additional 15 interviews. The 14 harvesters who returned a contact reply form,
but did not complete the interview, generally experienced some sort of
scheduling conflict due to personal travel or fishing.

The Principal Investigator of the project, Dr. Barbara Neis, also disc ised
the research during a radio intervi v with the host of CBC'’s Fisheries Broadcast
during which we issued an invitation to harvesters to participate. This
advertisement generated an additional three responses (calls to a confidential toll
free line) of which all three led to « mpleted interviews. In light of the overi low
response rate to these multiple initiatives, we revisited the last few pre-test
interviews we had conducted using a version of the interview schedule that was
very close to the final version and, with the permission of those three individuals,

re-« 1ssified their interviews from pre-test to test interviews. . .us, the total
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study is not large ough to be statistically representative of the entire harvester
population, butit| a very important source of information (Dorofeev & Grant
2006) about harvesters’ observations and understandings of the risks they face,
factors that appear to influence these understandings, and about their job
satisfaction. It also provides insight into the interactive nature of the factors that

affect risk, and how such risk might be reduced.

Ethical Consic 2rations

Full ethics approval was received on March 17, 2005 from the Human
Investigation Committee in Memorial University’s Faculty of Medicine. As part of
the process, we ¢ ‘eed to obtain free and informed consent from the interview
par ipants in the form of oral consent prior to the phone interview initiated
following receipt of a volur ily returned contact reply form.

Appropriate care is being taken to ensure that none of the participants’
rights such as their rights to confic ntiality and anonymity are violated. Data are
stored in a password-protected compu - folder and a locked cabinet in secure
storage, and only approved meml rs of the research team have access to
personal information. | assigned numbers to the completed interviews, and these
documents are stored separately »m the master list of names and interview
numbers. Names are not used in any reports and identifying details are altered

where necessary so that as much anonymity as possible = retained in the work.
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I chose this format of presentation as a novel way to conceptualize
sex work as a job in the context of a whole life. The aim was to
summarize e range of work experiences that each person
described i d to introduce people’s own reflections about their
working lives and their futures in their own words.

The CVs are then ‘imagined’ and narrative-based, differing
from a conventional curriculum vitae in both purpose and writing
style (Rickard 2001:116).

Furthermore, the stress and poten lly risky nature of the work are important
common elements between the occupations. This suggests that a tool useful for

analyzing work in the sex industry could be very us “ul in analyzing fishing.

Importance and Limitations

One of the streng s of this research lies in its ability to bring together insights
from different gro )s; this begins to close some gaps that exist between

har sters and regulators. Furthermore, this type of research gives harve: :rs
an active voice in e process, rather than treating them as passive yet resistant
‘receptors’ of saf¢ ' research findings.

We did not interview 1ough fish harvesters to ensure any of our findings
are statistically si ificant or generalizable to the larger population of fish
harvesters in Newfoundland and Labrador. Our results are not ‘wrong’ simply
because we do not have a lc e enough sample to generalize; however, we
certainly may have a tendency to highlight some issues that are especially
importantto tt (¢ »up that did pa :zipate (Henry 1990). Related to this, it is

possible that the people who volunteered to do an interview may in some way be
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lines are between e different social cohorts who participa 1. To conceptualize
these groups, | will borrow Wendy Rickard’s template for “imaginary CVs” which
helg to put a face to the statistics about, and quotes by, typical harvesters
interviewed. Following the presen tion of the data, | will examine the links and

indic tions of interactive effects between the factors we found in the data.
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skip rs and fishermen” in Newfoundland, there were 8010 males and 1835
females (Statistics Canada, 2001 Census of Population).

For this study, | interviewed 45 males and one female, all of whom resided
in Newfoundland at the time of the iterview and w ‘e registered with the
Professional Fish Harvesters Certi :ation Board. Forty-one (or 89%) were
married or living common-law, and only five (11%) were single. Forty (87% had
children who ranged in age from two weeks to 42 years. The average current
age of the fish harvesters was 47, with ages ranging from 22 to 67 years. They
had been fishing for an average of 31 years, with the least experienced
respondent having fished three years, and the most experienced having fished
53 years. Interm of education, 41 percent (n = 19) had not graduated high
school, 37 percent (n = 17) had gt luated high school, and 22 percent (n = 10)
had some kind of post-secondary education.

Harvesters ranged from inshore lobster fishermen who fish alone to
officers on large ¢ shore ships with 35 crewmembers. Roughly 65 percent of
harvesters who took part (30 of 46) were skippers, with the remaining 16 working
as regular crewmembers. As. .gure 1illustra ;,tt ma ity oftt vessels that
res| ndents sper most of their time on were in the 24’ to 34’ 11” sector, but we

had tleast five in each category.
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Species Fished in 2004

Lobster
Cod
turbot
Bikback
Flounder
Lumpfish
Skate
Herring
Capelin
Mackere!
Whelk
Squid
Snowcrak
Toadcrab
Rockerab
Seaurch
Seal

Eel |
Shrimg

Othspec

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percentage of Fish Harvesters Surveyed

Figu. S) ies targeted by participants in 2004

Of the harvesters we interviewed, none fished eel. “Othspec” refers to other
species, which include swordfish and tuna. The top three targeted species were
snow crab (n =33), _,d (n 26)and seal (n = 23). Ov - 7C _ 2rcent of our
respondents targeted snow crab.

Most of the harvesters we interviewed fished in the Eastern region (n =
22), and 10 fished from the Central region. Eight of the harvesters fished from

No 1ern Newfoundland or Labrador and only four respondents fished out of the
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Western region. Two harvesters fished out of multiple regions, as illustrated in

Figure 3:

Fishing Region

Multiple
A 0L _\

Northern & Labr:
17

Eastern

\ 47.8%
8.7%

Figure 3: Fishing area in N vfoundland

The distribution of the harvesters’ region of residence was the same as above,
except that the two harvesters who fished out of multiple regions resided in the

Eas rregion.
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Son respondents elaborated on their answer: “more dangerous - very

dan ‘:rous, but if you're trained it’s not as dangerous as it could be” (FH
25); another added: “more dangerous - the sea ¢ 1 break on you, break
your neck” (FH 42). Similarly, another harvester replied “the same, more

dan ‘rousthana ood many [other jobs] if you're careless” (FH 44). Only one
harvester diverge from the consensus, saying it's “the same or even less
[dangerous]; | don’t play that up” (FH 41). This particular fisherman had been
fishing for 42 years when we interviewed him (on the conservative side of | ;
estimate — he said he’d been fishing since he was “13 or 14”) and fishes with his
two grown children. This finding supports work that suggests those who have
been fishing longer and fish with family are more lil vy to trivialize dangers
(Murray & Dolomount, 1994). This harvester fishes with both his son and
daughter. Out of the ten harvesters who fish with a son or daughter, the other
nine said that they perceive fishing to be more dangerous than other jobs. Thus,
the trivializing harvester fits with N rray and Dolomount’s predicted pattern, but

he does not represent harvesters who fish with their children as a whole.

Their Experience with Risky Situations Accidents and Injuries |

We et out to explore harvesters’ personal experience with accidents, injuries,

and risky situatioc  and the relatic ship between this experience and their
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were fairly evenly dispersed among harvesters pursuing scallop, seals and
lumpfish.

In terms of 1e most severe accidents over the period of 1994-2004 that
were mentioned t harvesters, 74 ercent resulted in injuries, but none required
Coast Guard or Search and Rescue assistance. £ ren injured fishers, or 37
perc nt, had to take time off from fishing (between four days and six months)
because of their injuries, and five applied for Workers’ Compensation. Many

incidents go unreported: a full 18 of the 23 reported in our study, or 78 percent.

What Do They Do About S¢ »ty?

The human capital approach to fishing safety focu: s on improving safety
training and safety equipment in order to reduce risk. According to the
International Labour Organization, professionalization is necessary to provide
fisk arvesters with a standardiz  background in safety (Work in Fishing
Recommendation, 2007). This pr :ess requires workers at sea to do certain
courses before they can become a credentialed member of a fishing crew.

In 2004, Canadian deckhands we required to have completed a Marine
Emergency Duties course. The MEDA1 course is intended for those harvesters
working outside 20 miles, and the 1EDAS3 is designed for those working inside
20 miles. The MED course had to be comp ed by the time the deckhand had

completed six m¢ ths’ service. S ilarly, caf ns could skipper a vessel up to
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60 gross tons with the MED and the radio-operator cenrtificate required by
Industry Canada. Skippers of vessels larger than 60 gross tons ne led Fishing
Master IV, I, II, or | (Canadian Council of Professional Fish Harvesters 2006).
Thirty-one of forty-six harvesters, or 67 percent, had completed the Basic
Survival Training course, which is accepted as meeting the requirements of the
Transport Canada MED A1 course. Thirty-one harvesters had completed a
Mai e Emergency Duties course, and 16 had Fishing Master designation at the
time of the interview. A few had also completed courses related to safety i
areas like small-engine repair and firefighting, énd three did the four-year
Nautical Science program at the Marine Institute. To gauge their perceptions of
the portance of such training, w asked fish harvesters “how important is

safety training to  'hing safety?” 1 eir responses are summarized in Figure 5:
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Importance of Safety Training by Age

80 -

70

50

B Not Important

D Slightly Important

@ Important

B Very Important

@ Extremely Important ]

Percent 40

10

29 or less 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 +
Age Group

Figure 5: Importance of training grouped by age of respondents

The percentage of harvesters who feel training is “extremely important”
decreased with a :, with over half of each age group younger than 50 years old
selecting that opt 1, and only ap} »ximately one third of the 60 or older category
selecting it. Similarly, no one under the age of 40 felt that training is “not
important” or “slightly important,” while over 10 percent of those between 50 to 59
years felt it was only “slightly important.” Possible reasons for this will be

explored in the next chapter.
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The sixth f re illustrates tt  perceptions of the importance of safety
training with harvesters separated into two groups: the first had not completed a
Basic Safety Trait 1g or Marine Emergency Duties course, and the second roup

had completed at least one of those courses.

Perception of training by training completed

Safety training
] Not important
Slightly importal
" ‘mportant
Very ortant
207 [T Extremely important

Count

ey it
o1 | o [ [[T111] S
neither has bst or med

Completed BST or MED

Figure 6: Importance of safety training grouped by level of training

We 1n see here that only one person said safety training is “not important,” and

that person had completed neither a BST nor MED course. On the other hand,
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knov g how to use them. With some equipment, like life-rafts, Personal

Flote on Devices FDs), flotation suits and immersion suits, roughly 20 percent
more respondents new how to use each than had the equipment onboard. This
may be explained by the use of such equipment in training courses by crew on
smaller vessels, even though their vessels are not required to carry it onboard.
“Life cket” was the only item in which the number of people who had it onboard

mat« ed the number of people who reported knowing how to use it.

Common Sense and Experience

Many of the harvesters we interviewed agreed that the individual worker
has a significant effect on safety. One fisherman acknowledged that personal
awareness of risk ays an important role in staying safe. While explaining ow a
crew member fell into the hold and injured himself, he attributed it to
“carelessness — e hold should have been closed. [There’s a] person to
do particular jobs on the boat, [but] we never had a hatch before. One’s
responsibility is hecking oil, and so on. Nobody really ¢ ired in to [that]
risky responsibi y” (FH 44). As this comment illustrates, safety knowledge is
link 1to past experience with the risk of human error going up when harvesters
find themselves in new situations such as this example, where the addition of a

deck to their boat introduced the 1 w risk of falling into an open hatch.
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Skipper Effect

Although the role of the skipper did not emerge as a primary issue, there were a
few spondents who felt it was worth mentioning. For example, when we asked:
“In your opinion, is there one fishery that is more dangerous than the others?”
one harvester replied, “No, | don’t think one is more dangerous than the
other. | think all of it has to do with who the skipper of the boat is. If you
are smart about then it should work out fine” (FH 08).

Having gre horns onboard is seen as a natural, necessary procedure, as
all harvesters have to begin fishing some time. However, when they are around,
the skipper and other crew “got to keep a good eye on him” (FH 23) to make
sure the new member performs relatively safe tasks and remains out of harm’s
way. Proper supervision can put “a lot of pressure on the skipper” (FH 45),
and s is of particular conc 'n if there are two or more greenhorns on the

vessel.

External Actors

As explained in Chapter Two, tt  human capital approach seems to be the
dominant worldview in fishing safety management. Regulatory agencies view
training as one of the most  portant ways of reducing risk at sea, and from this
perspective accidents are often attributed to human error. External actors, such

as regulators, ga ered the most attention and comments from harvesters, as
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well as the lowest satisfaction scores. Most harves s feel that certain

regL ions are placing substantial, unnecessary economic constraints on their
safety decisions. They feel they are being forced to equip their vessels with
particular kinds of safety equipment, with the consequence that they cannot
afford some equipment they feel would be more useful to them. One fisherman
expressed this heatedly: “[I] don’t mind safety [equipment], but there’s a lot
of b Ishit” (FH 29). For example, the Vessel Monitoring System (VMS, or
commonly referred to as “black boxes”), is an electronic automatic location and
communication device, placed aboard a fishing vessel to manage certain

fisheries; it monitc 5 time, da  vessel position, and vessel identification number

in real time through satellites. This information can be used in two ways: to
respond to distress calls (safety), or to monitor if the vessel is within its
appropriate fishin areas (surveillance). Harvesters question the need for such
black boxes, when they already have to pay for fisheries observers and dockside
mot oring: “That’s stuff put on fishermen by DFO. We don’t need it
because we’re monitored. We | | to pay for them to sit on their asses

and monitor us. Feel like a prisoner, it doesn’t help safety.” (FH 29). Thus,

to this fisherman, some ‘safety’ equipment is perceived as a mechanism of
surveillance.

Vessel length restrictions are also seen as having a major impact on
safety. Boat owners are trying to increase the working space or hold capacity of

their vessels, thus | {ucir ~ the number of fishing trips they have to make and
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decreasing their € )osure to risk at sea, by building higher and wider. Because
length restrictions prevent them from building longer as well, these modific: ons
often result in decreased stability: “l seen thirty last year, dozens of boats not
fit to be on a lake, let alone the ocean. The style, shape of boats” (FH 07).
In particular, these regulations cause harvesters to build their vessels “too high
- too much boat out of the water, not enough in the water” (FH 16). One
respondent remarked that tt siz and shape of a vessel is “important like a
car - [that it’s] the right width, stable” (FH 42). Others argued specifically
against government’s capacity-based rationale for length restrictions, saying
DFO should “alleviate regu ions on boat size but not quota increases ~ we
feel nsafe, don’t need more quota. Crab boats ‘e forced offshore in
34’11”s but they should be in a 5 or 50’ boat. That takes years to change
and shouldn’t be out there in those boats but he got to make do with what
he got” (FH 39). Another said harvesters should “be allowed a boat that’s
safe to fish in” (FH 40). Overall, most of the harvesters we interviewed felt that
their input should be combined with that of external actors to prevent over-
regulation, and to ensure that the regulations I . ctical. Many shared this
man’s suggestion for some kind « co-management system: “Fish harvesters
should have input before reguli ons are put in place — they’re the ones
that have to do it” (FH 39).

Almost every harvester we interviewed felt that the regulation of the

industry is somehow discor :¢ 1 frc __ their day-to-day experience of it: “The
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way the fishery is regulated, we’re struggling now with rules. If we could
fish ke we could 20 years ago we’d do better. No fish to handle now
because we’re not allowed to catch it, not because it's not there” (FH 40).
The concept of job satisfaction provides a useful lens through which we can

focL on harvesters’ perceptions of various aspects of their work.

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is a useful gauge to measure how harvesters feel about their
work. As Figure 8 illustrates, over | satisfaction with “fishing as a job” is high,
with an overall satisfaction level of 4.3 out of 5. Certain items scored consistently
high among harvesters; for example, “the people you work with” scored 4.8, with
eve Jne answering either “satisfied” or “very satisfied.” Conversely — but ;we
mig expect from the quotes above — the average satisfaction with “government
regulations” was only 1.8. It was the only item out of 20 in which no one said
they were “very satisfied.” Other| jh-ranking factors include “working outdoors”
(mean = 4.8), “being out on the water’ (mean = 4.7), and “the opportunity to be

your own boss” (I :an = 4.4).
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any ore” (FH 32). One harvester summed up his conflicting feelings: “lots of

cha jes. [It’s] torture now —it’s in my blood though” (FH 46).

Fishing and Fan y

As a way of inquiring about the social relatic 3 surrounding risky work, we
asked “would your family rather see you in a different occupation?” The answers
were almost evenly divided: 49 percent of harvesters said yes, while 51 percent
said no. Seventy-eight percent of harvesters would go fishing again if they had
their lives to live over One fisherman pointed out why it may be difficult for amily
tor re aloved o :working out at sea: “[I’ve] provided well at an awful cost:
peace of mind” | H 18). Overall, however, risks and hardship are commonly
accepted as part of the fishing way of life. In response to our question, “how
satisfied are you with the feeling that you're doing something worthwhile?” a
harvester said that he’d “never had a job that made me feel so proud” (FH
17). Comments 2 this paint a clear picture of why such a dangerous job pulls
wol 3rs back oul ) sea to perform the work that, in many cases, their fathers
and grandfathers did.

We asked if they would, or do, encourage their children to go fishing. Only
13 rcent (n = 6) would encoura : their children to fish. Replies ranged from

“Jesus no!” (FH 08) to “not with fishing going like it is, trying to keep them
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come to my boat you'll see equipment that I'm missing but |
can only barely afford to get by. I'd like to have it but the
bottom line is | can't have (FH 40).

The next section presents the CVs of our three groups of harvesters, in

order to breathe li into the comments and figures 2Jove.

Imaginary Curricula Vitae

In¢ erto present a snapshot of the different groups of harvesters who took part
in this study, | decided to use Wendy Rickard’s imaginary CV format. The
categories covered inclu¢ the pa cipants’ names (not their real names); age;
qualifications; previous employme¢ ; current job; accident and injury history; and
their thoughts on ifety. All three of the names on the vitae are pseudonyms.
The comments ar * results largely suggested three broad cohorts, and |
have selected illu rative cases for each. To this end, | include one older male
harvester (Figure 9), one younger male harvester . gure 10), and a female
harvester (Figure 11). The male han ; s | present are composites created
from information from members of each group who were participants in our
study, with only ic ntifying details changed to protect privacy. Although both
men and women were invited to participate in this we received very little
response from women: only one participated. We did not have enough fer ile
participants to accurately create a composite character from our responde s.

Ho' »ver, | tit would be remiss to present only men as “typical” harvesters,
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Figu 9: Curriculum Vitae I: Older Male Harvester

PERSONA’ DETAIL ~

Name: Henry

Born: 1948

Current position: Owner-operator (“skipper”)
EDUCATION/QUALIFICATIONS

Left schoo 1 Grade 7 to fish
Lifeline sa y course (offered after the Moratorium)
Basic Safety Training

PREVIOUS EMPLOYMENT

Fishing in: all boat for lobster
Deckhand on 34’'11”
“I never got a land-based paycheque” (FH 40).

CURRENT JOB

Level Il Fish Harvester
Owner-op¢ 1tor of 44’11” vessel

ACCIDENT & INJURY HIS DRY

Some clos calls — almost collided with anc er vessel
Fell overboard once; not injur |
Fell through the hatch; broke two ribs

TUNIIGHTS ON SAFETY

“The probl n with having safety gear - we'd like to have it but the
way they got us cut back in the fishery we're struggling to get by”
(from FHO40).
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Figu

10: Curricul n Vitae ll: Younger Male Harvester

PERSONAL DETAILS

Name: Mark

Born: 1977

Current position: Deckhand, gunner

EDUCATION/QUALIFICATIONS

Grade 12 graduation
MED A1

PREVIOUS EMPLOYMENT

Worked in Alberta in construction

CURRENT JOB

Level | Fish Harvester
Deckhand onboard 64'11”; gunner onboard 34’11” for sealing
5 years ex rience

ACCIDENT & INJURY HISTORY

Some bruises and strained muscles
Fell off the oat onto the ice while sealing

THOUGHTS ON SAFETY

“With sealing equipment, you're in God'’s pocket” (FH 17).

“Some skippers have no training; they might not realize they're
putting life 1 harm’s way all tt  time” (FH 17).
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Figure 11: Curricul. 1 Vitae lll: Fema Harvester

PERSONAL DETAI' ©
Name: Joan

Born: 1967

Current position: Deckhand

EDUCATION/QUALIFICATIONS

Grade 12 ¢ aduation
BST

PREVIOUS EMPLOYMENT

Cashier
Fish proce iing worker

CURRENT JOB

Level Il Fish Harvester
Works with husband aboard 34'11”
12 years € »erience

ACCIDENT & INJURY HIST(CPV

Cuts on hands
Slipped getting out of boat (hurt arm)

THOUGHTS ON SAFETY

“| worry about the weather during the open and close of the
fisheries” (FH 24).

“| think there should be more women fisherpersons because |
believe women are more aware of safety than men. They are more
conscious of things like wearing your life jacket” (pp 83).

“| can swim but my husband can’t. | mean, what would happen if

I fell over? What would | do? | could throw him a life buoy but
that's it. How do | get him backin tt  boat?” (pp 75).
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The results suggest that fish harvesters’ perceptions of risk sometimes
differ from other stakeholders’ perceptions. The relevance of this for the di :rent
approaches to un :rstanding risk in the literature is that the harvesters’
experiential knowledge can highlight processes, events and circumstances that
have been previously neglected in the study of risk. In addition to this,
harvesters can share important in: jhts on how risk factors interact. Chapter
Five discusses the data presented here and proposes explanations as to why the

patterns and dive ties occur.
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Some han sters we interviewed spoke to the frustration created by
increasing requirements for formal education in an industry whose workers
trad onally had li e formal schooling: “now it’s too advanced — schooling
and training isn’t what we’re there for” (FH 24) and “at my age, few of us
we through high school, it’'s overwhelming” (FH 32). Younger harvesters
are ss likely to find this a challenge. Newfoundland and Labrador law now
stat ; that individuals may not leave school until the age of 16. Because itis
now common kn¢ ledge that prof ;sionalization is a mandatory part of the
mo« rn fisheries, younger fishers have an increased incentive to stay in school
and to learn to read and write. Older harvesters may have started fishing as
early as the age of nine (FH 08), and three of the | vesters we interviewed have
an education level of Grade Six or less (FH 03, FH 26, and FH 42); these factors
may increase the <elihood of difficulties with literacy and thus formal safety

training.

Biophysical Environment

Bio ysical facto include the ¢ : of the harvesters, species fished and the
related location and nature of the grounds, the weather, water temperature and
vessel design. S h biophysical factors as poor weather and the risks (such as
rocky shoals) that are associated with particular fishing grounds have always

been part of fishing and play an  r role in the perception of fishing as a risky
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occupation. Of the 23 accidents that occurred, only four happened in inclement
weather (two in high winds and two in snow). While important, poor weather
appears to be less of a risk factor in and of itself than a variable that makes
han sters more vigilant to the possibility of an incident. Thus, for the harvesters
we interviewed, most incidents tended to happen during the day in good weather
when safety may not have been the first thought on their minds, as opposed to
during “dark and stormy nights”. 1 is seems counter-intuitive, but may relate to
the fact that we did not hear about any serious incidents such as a vessel
capsizing or the death of a crew member. If we had inquired about the period
prior to the last ten years, we might have found that very poor weather is
correlated with severe accidents, but not mild to moderately bad ones.
Alternatively, this finding may be 1e to the small sample size in this study.
Weather interacts with other biophysical and social factors to mediate risk.
For instance, almost 40 percent of the harvesters | interviewed fish from vessels
in the 24’ to 34'11” length category. When the weather is good (often called
“fine” or “fair” by harvesters) all boats in this sector in their area can leave at the
same time; when e weather is very poor, no vessels can set out. However,
moderately bad v ather can pose a serious problem for this sector: high winds
that permit the larger vessels to set out can preser significant danger to middle-
and small-sized vessels. If the larger ships set their gear and take a good first
haul, the smaller vessels are apt to go despite the weather, especially in a fishery

that hi « ' e Individual Quo s, tt
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colloquially called ‘catch-kings’ to ‘quota-kings’ with increased regulation taking
the individual skill and “nose for fishing” out of consideration. With increased and
increasingly stringent management policies, being a “good” captain may become
mor a matter of how much quota one can access or accumulate.

While Palsson is not writing about safety specifically, his work has
imp ations for understanding job satisfaction and processes related to the
acquisition of safety and other skills at sea in this study. The job satisfaction
questions where responses ranked highest all related to autonomy and included
such phrases as ' e opportunity to be your own boss’ and ‘a sense of
adventure.” Many harvesters remarked that their satisfaction with these aspects
oft irjob is not as high as it used to be when they first started fishing. As such,
it is plain that whi might be consi ‘red ‘pure’ human capital factors (satisfaction,
and :elings of control and autonomy, for example) are shaped to a large extent
by such structural factors as regu  ory change. H' "1 levels of stress and
dissatisfaction with changes in the work environment might make it difficult to pay
attention to tasks at hand, which might in turn increase the likelihood of having an

accident.

Structure

Go rnment regulations are a ht ~ 2 issue for the ¢ nple of harvesters

interviewed here and elici 1 the most comments. When asked, “in your opinion,
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Inte ded Safety Consequences of Regulations

One of the issues ith rigid regulations applied evenly across diverse fisheries
occurring in dynamic environments is whether it is possible to generalize across
space and time. iles are by nature generalizable, but they may not be

app priate in all situations or for ¢ relevant risks; rules may make some risks
worse or create new ones in some contexts. Thus, regulations can actually put
people at risk, which can present a serious problem when they are designed by
autt rities with no legislative responsibility for safety.

Important  plications for injury prevention stem from the conflicting
pressures harves rs confront to make a living and to put safety first. On the one
hand, fish harves s certainly recognize the need for safety equipment and
training and to minimize the risk ¢ injury by monitoring when, where and how
they fish, as well ; who they fish with. On the other hand, they are quick to
point out the finai ial pressures placed on them by a combination of safety
regulations, high costs and limited incomes.

In terms of safety t 'ning requirements, some fish harvesters who | ve
done the training seem to be more conscious of certain issues like vessel
stability, but those who have not yet done the mar _ atory training feel that it is
pro Dbitively expensive and distant from their location. We did not specifically
ask a question that addressed this, but it came up in the focus groups and was

mentioned as an aside in a few interviews. This can pose a problem to those
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who fish with their spouse; they m it both do the training, which can be a
concern for families with small children.

Regulation that deal with mandatory inspections and survival equipment
also have intended safety consequences. The last chapter revealed that the
percentage of harvesters who have safety equipment onboard is rarely as high
as the percentage of harvesters who claim to know how to use such equipment.
This may reflect how we asked the question about the vessel they spent most of
their time on; har sters might have fished on several vessels in their career and
practiced using safety equipment that is not on their primary vessel. However, as
Douglas points out, there ¢ _..1 be controversy over the costs of safe production
(1986) and therefore tension over mandatory equipment and training costs.
Some harvesters feel that having life-ring aboard a boat when there is only one
person fishing is senseless; “what is the use of a life ring if there’s no one
there to throw it to you?” (FH 15). Howe _ ', one rationale for this rule is that
harvesters fishing alone, but in close proximity to ¢ :h other, would be ab to
throw a life-ring to someone else who needs help. This illustrates the need for
clear communication on the part of regulators and sa vy trainers, so that
harvesters understand the |  :d for each piece of required safety equipment, and
why it is not ‘nonsense’ or a waste of money.

One possible solution to the documented resentment and resistanc
harvesters have for regulations m ht be for the government to offer somr  sort of

fine ial incentive for training and safety equipment. . .is wouldt re the benefit

104





















-

that resonate with harvesters. Policies on mandatory safety equipment are seen
as being important as well. It is seen as beneficial that harvesters have to bring
appropriate safety and survival equipment with them, but financial constraints
prevent people fr | carrying everything they are legislated to carry, or would like
to carry) (FH 40). A few harvesters suggested that more input by practicing fish
harvesters could help to identify and alleviate some of the safety constraints
caused by policy: “fish harvesters should have input before regulations are
put in place - they’re the ones that have to do it.” (FH 39)

Another pi1  ective factor that harvesters mentioned is the use of
redundant safety 1d survival systems and equipment onboard a fishing vessel.
This may include supplementing modern methods or technologies with traditional
one for example, learning celestial navigation to supplement technological
systems or learni jhow foreci weather with change of clouds (FH 42).
Such redundancy may also take the shape of physical backup equipment,
incl ling carrying extra compasses (FH 17, FH 25, FH 28) and marine batteries
(FH 42). Furthermore, there can and should be multiple crewmembers who are
trained in essent  skills onboard; for example, it could bey 'y impor 1tto
having more than one person who is trained to navigate the boat home if

anything goes wrong.
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followed; whether it was a one-time event or a routine, it speaks to the
importance of having a clearly defined pre-trip safety routine and ensuring it is
followed every time the vessel leaves the wharf. Incorporating Torner’'s method
(1999) could help to create a clim: :in which safety practices are accepted as
meaningful, valued aspec of a harvester's routine, rather than nuisances.
Cultural and human capital factors play a role here in determining who is
responsible for setting and maintaining safety practices in order to mitigate risk.
A third exa ple of cascading effects is the harvester who fell into the hold
and injured himself, attributing it to “carelessness the hold should have
been closed. [There’s a] person to do particular jobs on the boat, [but] we
nev ' had a hatch before. One’s responsibility is checking oil, and so on.
Nol dy really geared in to [that] risky responsibility” (FH 44). This incident
illustrates the interactivity of human capital factors (the harvester describes it as
‘car ess,’ as each person should know which tasks they are responsible for
onboard), biophysical factors (a new physical feature on the vessel), a social
factor (changes in target species that lead to char s in vessel design) ar the
dynamism of working on a changing, moving platfo . Binkley’s work speaks to
this ind of incident as well, in that safety assessments need to follow changes in
technology or wo practices (1995). The harvester in this example injure
himself; to extrapolate from the incident, we can imagine that if he was fishing

with a smaller crew than usual (due to a structural factor like financial constraints)

and he was the only person onboardt ned or exy ienced in navigation, the
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incident could have escalated into emergency stat. quickly. This is why having
redi dant safety systems and a full complement of trained crew is important to
fishing safely. Given the swiftness with which an accident can occur, and the
exponential danger that can be created with multiple risk factors or problems
occurring at once, it is vital to have several lines of defense in case of

em jJency. This illustrates the importance of having an integrated approach to
safe 1, one which 1cludes redundant safety systems and an awareness of how
risk factors can combine. An integrated approach implies that the best way to
promote safety is not by focusing 1 one specific ¢ )ect of risk at a time, but
rather to attempt to create a safety framework with which harvesters can become
con Hrtable.

The fourth example is the quote that inspired the title of this thesis: “with
sealing equipment, you're in God’s pocket” (FH 17). Sealing is the single
fish y that harvesters say is unde regulated, and they feel this lack of
regulations make them less safe while at sea. Being “in God’s pocket” alludes
to the trust one must have when dealing with risk. A harvester can take every
pos ble step to ensure the safety f the ship and those onboard, but with no way
to 100 percent guarantee a safe voyage, the harvester must trust or else
abandon fishing as a livelihood. 7 is relates to human capital factors like coping
strategies: when faced with the pressures of making a living and doing
dangerous work, there can be a tendency to ignore or downplay some of the

risks in order X ¢ Jnitive dissonance. ..is can be accomplished
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through minimizing or trivializing the risks (Murray Dolomount 1994), or
“ott ing” risk (Joffe 1999). Power's (2005) work on coping strategies pro' les
an interesting cot terpoint to the psychological perspective which tends to see
trivialization and fatalism as negative. Coping strategies like these might actually
reduce the stress of worrying about what might go wrong, and being stressed out
tryit  to determine how much of the power to control accidents is their own.
Stre s can lead to fatigue, which can lead someone to potentially make a
mistake. Denial, talism, 1d trivialization can be considered ways of coping
with the extreme individualizing discourse of government and regulatory
agencies. It can be difficult to create a safe space to speak out against or resist
dominant paradigms (Power 2005), and saying that one is “in God's pocket”
might be one way to represent fal ism in a way that is not necessarily negative.

The quotation also refers to being at the mercy of the elements, a
biophysical risk fi tor which saw : 1lers stuck in the ice for almost a month in
the spring of 2007 (Dyer 2007). Adding to the risks posed by weather and ice,
harvesters also need to consider other sealers who are possibly untrained and
ine: erienced (greenhorns), and poss™ 'y shooting high-pow 1rifles in
conditions with low visibility. Given the need to go out on the ice to retrieve the
seal, this is one situation where cascading effects can clearly have tremendous
consequences.

The fifth g >te, presented in the data chap , offers a rich and complex

perspective:
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with new technology; but these ch 1ges are also structural as government and

regt itors bring in new technology that harvesters must keep up with.

Summary
Overall, what har sters seem to agree on is that while some things have
improved and oth s have stayed e same, there have been driving forces in the
fishery since the « rly 1990’s which were not present before and that have
encouraged many of them to engage in risky behavior more often. This behavior
may take the shape of going out when the weather was unsuitable, or goin
further outto sea a small boat when a larger one would be more stable and
safe. There are also economic pressures placed on harvesters; many of them
forego survival suits, for example, simply because they do not know if the fishery
will be viable fort :m next year.

The following might work as a tentative understanding of the interactivity
of risk factors, keeping in mind that this is not a simple, closed mathematical
system and that there will be some factors that we are not even aware of (see

Wyr e 2002 on the notion of “unk wn unknowns”), let alone able to quan y:

(bio ysical} + (human capital) + (structure) + (culture) + (dynamism) = RISK

These fact s are cumulative and interactive; this is not rational choice or

gan theory. All of the choices harvesters make, as well as the decisions made
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mig be the right size for fishing but the wrong size for setting gear. There |
cerl nly an element of personal responsibility that should be acknowledge but
many harvesters entioned feeling as though they are in some ways forced to
make the unsafe _ icisions that they have mac  They know their actions may
be considered ca ess or dangerous, but feel they have little choice.

There are mitigating factors that affect the intended consequences
par ular safety regulations. For example, the introduction of Individual Quotas
for crab theoretically allows harvesters to choose when to fish throughout 1
season, but as tt  season goes on, the quality (and thus price) of the catch can

decrease, or the season could be prematurely closed by DFO.
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levels of effect on different fleets and groups of harvesters and that risk can
change relatively rapidly over time as a consequence of environment, social and
policy change. The notion of ‘cascading effects’ describes how these factors can
con ine and exp entially increase or reduce the degree of risk and likelihood of
accident, injury or death.

In this concluding chapter, | briefly summarize the major findings of this
resc rch. Next, | discuss the strengths and limitations of the study and explore
implications and directions for future research. Finally, | identify the contributions

of the research to the literature on fishing safety.

Major Findings

The research findings point to biophysical factors as a constant concern.
Cor nercial fish harvesters hay  always faced risk from their physical
environment; for instance, many harvesters said that severe weather plays an
important role in fishing safety. In terms of risk being located in the physical
body, harvesters note that fitness is important, particularly when faced with
fishing alone.

Characteri ics of the individual, such as their experience or level of
training, were als seen as having a significant impact on safety at sea. In terms
of training, there are challenges to its effectiveness due to skepticism on the part
of those harvesters who t not completed training. However, over half of the

harvesters who h 1 completed a safety training course felt that such training is
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whether it involves being extra careful around a new hatch, or taking time to
become familiarized with charts and weather patterns for new fishing grounds.
This demonstrates that the dynamism of the industry is an important variable in
the study of risk.

Another major finding of this research is that while each risk factor may
present a serious danger in and of itself, when factors cascade (or problems
happen simultaneously) the risk to vessel and crew grows exponentially. This
den nstrates the eed for multiple backup systems and vigilance while working

ats 1.

Str ngths and Limitations

One of the streng s of this research is that it adds insights from active fish
har sters (the v w from the deck”) to what is already known about risk at sea.
Harvesters are situated at a pivotal point where they are able to see the
simultaneous and interactive effects of biophysical, human capital, structu  and
cultural risk factors, as well as how the factors inte :t and change over time.
This thesis contains valuable information which could be important to fish
har sters, reguli »ry agencies, and safety educators. The research makes a
contribution to the academic pool of knowledge about risk in commercial fishing,
and situates itsell 1 an integrated framework.

In terms of mitations of the research, our decision to conduct the

interviews by tele 10ne was partic y an attempt to combat the effects of illiteracy
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mentioned that it is possible they would suffer from the same health problems
while performing 1y manual labor as a career. Future research into fishing

hea 1 problems should inquire more deeply into how these problems might differ
from those in other labor-intensive, high-stress jobs.

One final potential limitation lies in one of the findings. The results of this
study supported | 2vious research which suggested most accidents appen in
clear weather (Jensen, Christensen, Larsen & Soerensen 1996); however, we
only inquired abo e past ten years, and no major accidents had happened in
that timeframe to our sample of h¢ resters. What might be the case is that
accidents with severe consequences for the vessel or crew (such as capsizing or
drowning) tend to happen in bad weather, while minor accidents are just as likely,

or even more likely, to happen in good weather.

Im, ications

This section addr ises methodological and theoretical implications of this
research for future studies in this area. One of the methodological implications of
this 3searchis tt - future researchers might want to ask different questions
about safety training in order to ot 1in more specific and useful data. For

exi 1ple, the resentment that some older harvesters feel about training is an
area that would benefit from further study. This study did not directly ask

questions about this area, as the idea of resentment towards training was not
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nec ssarily antici ted while designing the research, but it did emerge in the

con 1ents and tone of some harvesters when asked about the impact of training
on: fety. Further research in this area could help to identify ways of making the
training more meaningful and accepted among older harvesters, and therefore
potentially more ¢.. 2ctive in reducing accident rates.

Methodologically, future research in fishing occupational health and safety
would benefit fror asking some different types of questions. For example,
inqt ing about the circumstances in which some risky events would be magnified
or made even more dangerous. Similarly, it would be of great benefit to inquire
whether the injuries considered a “normal” part of fishing would be common in
other occupations as well. Interr ; of modifying tt interview schedule, future
researchers in this area may want to group list items differently to check for
vali ty and reliability.

When inquiring about level of job satisfaction, it would be useful to
acknowledge the economic and occupational constraints of living and working in
rural Newfoundla | by asking questions such as: “is other work available 1
you?” This might provide some context for asking if the harvesters would go into
fishing again; they may feel their options to be limited by their geographic region.
The method of contact worked well for our purposes with this study; future
researchers might enhance partic Hation rates by doing presentations at local
fish y meetings. The costs of recruitment would likely be higher, as would the

response rate. Another important fact to keep in mind is the timing of research in
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Current approaches to fishing safety are typically driven by experts whose
concerns are too often bounded by their disciplinary backgrounds and
institutional interests. More interc iciplinary approaches to fishing safety and
greater engagem it of fish harvesters have the potential to substantially reduce
risk at sea. As a social science re 3:archer, | am neither a practitioner nor
regulator. | understand that the knowledge | have sought to produce in this
the: iis partial, like all other types of knowledge. However, careful attention to
the voice of harvesters and syster itic comparisons between that voice and the
larger literature o risk has permitted me to contribute to the development of a
third kind of knov  dge with insights from both. Speaking with harvesters
convinced me that their obs vatic s from the deck of the boat could reveal
significant linkages and gaps between biophysical, human capital, structural and
cultural risk factors and that these bservations could help the fishing community
move towards a comprehensive, integrated safety framework. By giving voice to
harvesters who n jht otherwise g unheard, this thesis presents their views in a
format accessible to other akehc ters in the fishing safety process and invites

response.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Information Sheet
PERCEPTIONS OF RISK STUDY

SafetyNet is a Community Research Alliance on Health and Safety in Marine and Coastal
Work jointly funde by the Canadian stitutes for Health Research, Memorial
University, the Wo place Health Safety and Compensation Commission, and the New
Initiatives Fund of Coast Guard, Transport Canada and DFO. The Perceptions of Risk
study is one of six projects that make up SafetyNet’s SafeCatch project on fishing safety.

The aim of the Perceptions of Risk study is to explore fish harvesters’ perceptions of the
things that put them at risk in today’s shery. The Human Investigations Committee
(HIC) of Memorial University’s Faculty of Medicine and the Human Research Ethics
Board at Dalhousie University have granted ethical approval for the study. The study is
sup rted by Professional Fish Harvesters Certification Board (PFHCB). In fact, without
their support, you would not be reading this letter. As you probably know, researchers do
not have access to your personal information, in this case information about you held by
the PFHCB. The PFHCB is contacting you on our behalf so that we can tell you about
our study and see if you would be willing to participate.

Sho d you decide to join the study, ( :information provided by yourself and many other
fish harvesters will 2 used to produce research reports, including a report to Coast
Guard, Transport Canada, DFO and the PFHCB. It will also contribute to a graduate
student’s thesis and be used in some academic papers. However, your privacy will be
maintained and yoi name will not be used in anything we write.

We recognize that much research has een done on the fishery since the Northern Cod
mo:! orium but we think ours is different and necessary. We are closely examining the
existing statistics on fish harvesters’ accidents, injuries and fatalities but these statistics
can tell us only a small part of the story about those thir ; that put fish harvesters at risk
and those that promote fishing safety.

If you have any questions or would like more information before deciding to participate,
feel ee to contact us:

Dr. Barbara Neis, Sandra Brennan,

Principal Invest r Graduate student/Researcher
Tel: hone: . J9 8249 Telephone: 709-777-8748
Email: bneis @mun.ca Email: sbrennan@mun.ca
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Appendix B: Recruitment Letter
Dear Fish Harvester:

We would like to invite you to take part in a research project about fish harvesters’
perceptions of the things that affect fishing safety in Newfoundland and Labrador today.
Participation in this project is voluntary. If you agree to participate, we will contact you
by phone and carry out a phone interview. In that interview, we will ask you about:

a) your fishing experience

b) your thoughts on the things that affect risk and safety in today’s fisheries
¢) your experience with risky situations, accidents and injuries

d) quality of life

e) things tI ! might make fishing safer

f) afew questions on your income and your general health.

SafetyNet is a research group based at Memorial University. Our focus is health and
safety in marine and coastal work. We partner with researchers at other universities and
with community gr 1ps.

The Professional Fish Harvesters’ Ci  fication Board is partnering with SafetyNet in this
study. They selecte your name randomly from their list of professional fish harvesters
and =y have mailed this letter to you on our behalf. We do not know who has received
our letters.

If you agree to part .pate in this research an interviewer from SafetyNet will telephone
you. The phone interview we would | e to do with you is simply a more detailed

disc sion of the issues listed above. It will take approximately 45 minutes, and the call
will take place at a time that is convenient for you. Your identity will be kept confidential
and your name will not be used in any reports resulting from this study. A final report
containing no names will be available to participants and to interested agencies.

Further details about the study are enclosed. If you would like to participate in the
study, please complete the attached Contact Reply Form and return it to us in the
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided as soon as possible. After receiving your
reply we will arrange a time for the  esrview that is suitable for you.

Thank you for considering this reque

Barbara Neis (Ph.D.) Marian Binkley (Ph.D.),
Professor, Department of Sociology and Dean. Faculty of Arts and
Co-I :xctor of SafetyNet, Social Sciences, Dalhousie
Memorial University. Dalhousie University.
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Ap ndix C: Phc ' Script and Oral Consent Form
Phone Script and Oral Consent

SafeCatch: Fish Harvesters’ Perceptions of Risk

Phase 11: Phone Survey

Confidential when Filled In

Hello . My name is [ama
researcher working with SafetyNet, a esearch project based at Memorial University.
With me on the phe 2 is another researcher.

You recently responded to our letter inviting you to participate in a research project on
fishing safety. Thank you for getting back to us. As we explained in our letter,
participation in this study is voluntary. If you agree to participate we will ask you
questions about wt e you fish, your vessel, gear and the species you fished for in 2004.
We will also ask you about accidents and injuries you have had, about things you think
might affect fishing safety and a few iestions about yourself including your income,
quality of life and your health. There e no right or wrong answers. We want to know
about your fishing experience, your experience with risk and with safety training and
equipment.

She d you agree to do this phone interview, you can refuse to answer any question put
to you and you are free to withdraw from the study at any time. Your name will not be
used in any reports or articles we produce from this study. Your interview will be
assigned a number d the list of nar s will be stored separately from the interview and
only research team members will ha  access to that information. The information you
pro' le will be use only for this research project.

Dr. Barbara Neis at Memorial University and Dr. Marian Binkley at Dalhousie University
are leading this research. It is funded by a research grant from one of the national
research councils, and by a grant from Coast Guard. This research has ethics approval
from the Human Investigations Comu ttee at Memorial University and from the} man
Research Ethics Board at Dalhousie University.

Are you willing to participate in this interview? Yes No

If yes, is this a good time? Yes No

If no, is there amo convenient time when I could reach you?
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