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Abstract

This paper investigates the implementation of titerhational Safety Management
(ISM) Code in the Chinese chemical shipping indudtr particular, it examines the
tension between management focus on speedy produantid seafarers’ participation
in safety related decision making and analyses thisvtension is managed. It shows
that while on paper companies have policies statafgty commitment in compliance
with the ISM Code, in practice shore management stetad prioritise efficient
production. When Occupational Health and Safety $p&hd ship’s sailing schedules
are in conflict, managers implicitly request shijsteas to prioritise the ‘core interest’
of the company. Although the ISM Code endows shgiara with overriding
authorities in relation to shipboard safety managimthey tend to read between the
lines and tacitly follow managers’ intentions. Theidy suggests that if the ISM
implementation makes a difference, it is the pcacthat managers become more
subtle in giving orders to exert their dominancee Tstudy further reveals that the
management’s practice is not only irresponsivee@fagers’ safety concerns but also
makes rather limited contributions to promote OH&nlslgement.

Keywords: OHS Management; ISM Code; Employee Empowerment and
Participation; Managerial Dominance; Chinese Chahfhipping



Introduction

Over the past decades, there have been a growmperof organisations which have
adopted a system based approach to OccupationdthHaad Safety (OHS)
management (Quinlan and Mayhew, 2000), and thesfomn systematic OHS
management within organisations has becomégeitraotif of current OHS regulation
and practice (Walters, 2005). The study of its@ffedhas been noted in parallel with
the implementation of OHS management systems ilowsindustries (Nichols and
Tucker, 2000; Walters, 2005; Robsen al, 2007). This paper focuses on OHS
management in the shipping industry, which is Ugugharacterised by higher than
average occupational injury and mortality ratesn$¢a 1996; Roberts and Marlow
2005; Borchet al., 2012). The introduction of the International Spfdtanagement
(ISM) Code in 1998 marked the starting point in ith@ustry towards a system-based
management approach, and shipping companies subjeitie requirement of the
Code around the world have accordingly implemenitedCode and adopted Safety
Management Systems (SMSs), which paved the wayrtbWdlS management in

international shipping.

In organisational contexts, there is a large bdditerature in relation to systematic
OHS management which suggests that employee patin is essential for effective
OHS management (Frickt al, 2000; Quinlan and Mayhew, 2000; Walters, 2004;
Gunningham, 2008). Employee engagement is alsdigiiged in some of the major
OHS legislations [see European Council Directivé389/EEC (EEC, 1989)]. This is
because being at the frontline, employees haventimate knowledge of their
workplaces and potential hazards and also havetis¢ direct interest in safeguarding
workplace health and safety. Empirical researctvanous workplace settings has
repeatedly shown that effective employee partiaypeeads to significantly reductions
in injury rates (Nichol®t al, 1995; Reillyet al, 1995; Shannoet al, 1996 and 1997,
Shannon, 1998; Walters and Nichols, 2007). While tbsearch literature on the

effectiveness of the ISM Code in safeguarding seesaby OHS management is
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limited, there has been a large body of literatomesystematic OHS management
addressing the role of employee participation ifeative OHS in land-based
industries (Larsson, 2000; Mouritsen and Larsenb26imphreys, 2007; Robsah
al., 2007; Kamp, 2009).

It has also been suggested that there is a temstween management’s focus on
employee participation and production enhancemBesearch in the automobile
industry has revealed that management often pgesitproduction and merely pays
lip service to employee empowerment (Vidal, 200@d 2007b; Stewart al.,2009;
Joneset al, 2013). An intriguing question arising, therefor® how this tension is
played out and managed in the context of OHS mamegein the shipping industry.
This paper aims to address this issue by examthia@ffectiveness of the ISM Code
in the Chinese chemical shipping industry. We Wit discuss the theoretical focus
of the paper — the tension between employee empoevdr and production
enhancement, and then review the previous reseamchSM implementation, in
particular the Chinese situation. Following a dgdimn of the research method, we
present the research findings which suggest thapite the ISM requirements,
employee participation and safety assurance aetylio be sidelined when they are

in conflict with management’s goal of efficient graction.

The Tension between Employee Empowerment and Prodtiecn Enhancement

There is a large body of literature which demonsgrahat employee empowerment
has a positive effect on job satisfaction and oggtironal commitment (Fernandez
and Moldogaziev, 2013; Kim and Fernandez, 2015;ddghya and Valizade, 2015),
and improves job performance (Fernandez and Moldega2011 and 2013). Despite
these benefits, however, a number of studies inatitemobile industry have also
pointed out a big gap between management rhetadcreality regarding employee

empowerment (Vidal 2007a; 2007b; Stewetrial., 2009; Jonegt al, 2013). Having
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reviewed the relevant literature, Jonet al. (2013) concluded that employee
involvement and voice in various automobile plantse effectively silenced if they

were in conflict with cost reduction and productienhancement, despite claims of
employee empowerment by management. In some casgdpyee empowerment
practices are specified in regulatory initiative®r example, the European Union’s
European Works Councils Directive (1994) stipulatiest multinational companies
under certain conditions should establish tranenati employee consultation
structure covering their European operations. Rebeavidence suggests that
compliance with this policy varies, ranging from rmympliance to minimal

compliance, and to a proactive approach if the mament can see the benefit of it

(Marginsonet al, 2013).

Thus, even though employee empowerment brings amotdal benefits and may
even be emphasised in regulatory initiatives,ntgplementation in organisations is far
from problem free. Jonext al's (2013) review of research in the automobile stdy
pointed out the tension between employee empoweérpractices and production
enhancement. It reflected the issue of managesidtal, which has been regarded as
an inherent imperative in capitalist production (ffpson and Vincent, 2010). The
control thesis indicates that for the purpose of peduction, production enhancement
and thus profit maximisation, management would eyplarious strategies, such as
early forms of direct, technical and bureaucrabaotml, and more recent normative
control, customer control, and neo-normative cdrfEdwards, 1979; Fuller and Smith,
1991; Frenkekt al.,1995; Callaghan and Thompson, 2001; Gamble, 280ifdyet

al., 2010), to manipulate the labour process.

Employee participation in OHS management can ba ssea form of employee
empowerment, which refers to managerial practidese@ to share information,

rewards, work related knowledge, and decision-ntalanthority with employees



(Bowen and Lawler, 1995). It is considered to bedbeial to both employees and
organisations. In terms of OHS management, theidensetween employee
participation and short term production targets rasp arise from time to time. As
such, it is perhaps not surprising that senior rgameent commitment is seen as the
other key factor for effective OHS management (Eeical.,2000). Such commitment
is fundamentally reflected by the resources empkopet in place for the purpose of
detecting, abating and preventing workplace haz@\gito et al.,1998; LaMontagne
et al., 2004). Apart from allocation of OHS resources ands, it also involves
systematic management of workplace risk by usirgrtgjues such as effective
workplace health and safety committee and risk camaoation procedures (Bohle and
Quinlan, 2000). In fact one of the key indicatofsgenuine senior management
commitment is their ability to elicit and encouragféective participation from the
employees in the management of workplace healthsafety. In shipping, the ISM
Code makes it clear that ‘the cornerstone of goatetg management is the
commitment from the top’ (IMO, 2005). In practidgwever, very little is known
about how the tension between management focusamugtion enhancement and
the commitment to active employee participatiomplesyed out and managed in the

shipping industry.

ISM Implementation

The implementation of the ISM Code has triggereféva pieces of research using
different methods and drawing some discrepant csimhs. Tzannatos and Kokotos
(2009) examined all the 268 accidents involving éBragged ships between 1993
and 2006, a period spanning before and after theementation of the Code. They
found that the rate of incidents induced by hum@aare dropped from around 64 to
52 per cent. More recently, Kokotos (2013) extenttedexamination to include the
accidents involving Greek-flagged ships in a penbd7 years from 1995 and 2011.

The examination found a continuous and statisyicgitinificant decrease in the rates



of accidents induced by human error. As such, Ipotkes of research confirmed a
certain level of positive effectiveness of ISM impientation. The use of ‘hard data’,
such as accidents records, to assess the effdut @ode, however, has its problems.
As pointed by the IMO (2005), it is impossible &l whether the observed effect is
caused by ISM implementation or by other contemporéegislative and
administrative requirements. Moreover, one of tlegamresearch findings shows that
underreporting of safety-related occurrences isiceable and a culture of
underreporting is prevalent in this industry (ElBoor, and Sampson, 2010; Nielsen
and Roberts, 1999; Oltedal and McArthur, 2011) aAnsequence, the reported data
could not reflect the actual mortality and injugtes which remain unknown due to

the industry structure.

To overcome the limitations of pure statisticaldgrice, an IMO (2005) initiated
study employed a different methodology. It utilispeestionnaires to elicit opinions of
various stakeholders, including maritime adminisirs, shipping operators, ship
managers, and seafarers, on the effectivenesshfitgplementation globally. The
results of the study suggested that the overwhe@nmmmajority of respondents
perceived the ISM Code useful and beneficial. Havethe group of experts who
carried out this study had doubts about the posrggelts and held the view that the
respondents who completed and returned the quesii@s were mostly from those
who had positive opinions on the Code in the fpkice and the percentage of

seafarers involved was very limited.

Thus, both the results of hard data and opiniongadistrial stakeholders are not
firmly convincing, since they fail to reflect howd Code has been implemented in
shipboard daily practice. In this context, Bhattagha(2011 and 2012) examined
seafarers’ participation in the ISM implementation four oil tankers from two
shipping companies. He found that in both compasezfarers were unwilling and
unable to participate in ISM implementation and ehepretended to comply with the
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requirements of the OHS management by falsifyingbéwmks and checklists.

Bhattacharya further argued that the failure iittig seafarers’ participation was

caused mainly by their fear of being blamed anéhfpgob. Such failure means that
OHS management in shipping is still a major con@erwarious relevant studies have
suggested (Psarres al, 2010; Lappalaineat al, 2011; Oltedal and McArthur, 2011;

Batalden and Sydnes, 2013).

The limited research evidence on ISM implementatiorfar suggests that while it

may have produced some positive effects, the imgieation in practice has painted
a rather different image of workplace OHS managemBhattacharya (2012) has

explored issues related to seafarers’ participaitioworkplace safety management,
one of the key factors of successful implementatib@HS management systems. In
this paper, we examine interactions between shaeebmanagement and shipboard
seafarers which reflect the tension between proalucnhancement and seafarers’

participation and how it is managed.

Shipping is unique since there is a physical sdéjmerabetween the shipboard
workplace and shore-based management and also bete@usmanagement structure
of ship operations is typically hierarchical (Blaattarya and Tang, 2013; Sampson,
2013). On ships, seafarers are positioned intoatghrcal ranks according to their
roles and responsibilities, ranging from seniorcetf, junior officers and ratings, with
shipmasters being on the top. A shipmaster has rdorhipower on the ship and is
often regarded as ‘king’ (Sampson, 2013). On tothefshipboard structure, there is
also a hierarchical division between shore baseathgers and seafarers as employees.
In this context, shipmasters can be regarded as@gprs of ship operation, but their
supervision is subject to shore-based managemdmdtt@harya and Tang, 2013).
This hierarchy arguably would not be conducivenpyee participation. However,
safe operation and navigation have always beenacdnpount importance in this
industry. In this context, seafarers’ participatiammanaging OHS is crucial, and the
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ISM Code clearly states that the SMS of a Compdmulsl contain an explicit

statement emphasising the ship master’s authonitythe Company should ensure
that ‘the master has the overriding authority dmel responsibility to make decisions
with respect to safety and pollution prevention aodrequest the Company’s

assistance as may be necessargantion 5 Master’'s Responsibility and Authority

The study was conducted in a Chinese context. Wibthganisations in China, a high
power distance between superiors and inferiorsdokas noted (Hofstede, 1991). The
literature shows that Chinese cultural traditiarsdto lead managers of organisations
to adopt centralised organisational structures decdsion-making processes (Lu,
1991; Lan, 1999; Schlevogt, 2002). Such a cultarees to promote compliance with
higher authority and discourage any challenge to d@hthority of the superior.
Arguably, employee participation or empowermentikely to be inhibited by the
high power distance in China, and in this conteanagement commitment is more

important if effective employee participation iskie solicited.

In view of the hierarchical structure and high powéstance in Chinese shipping
companies on the one hand, and the overriding dtittgiven to a shipmaster by the
ISM Code on the other, it is interesting to invgate situations where a shipmaster’s
decision-making power is likely to jeopardise skertn production schedules and to
examine how this conflict is negotiated and sohmtween ship and shore. As
shipboard workplace is hierarchical, if the shipteds decision is not respected, the
participation of seafarers in the lower hierarcBybound to be ignored and senior
management commitment can only be lip service. Pphaiger aims to examine how
the tension between employee participation andymtieh enhancement is played out
and managed in the shipping industry, the studyta€h will shed some light on the

effectiveness of ISM implementation in the Chinelsemical shipping industry.



Research in Chinese Chemical Shipping

The significance of making a study in the chemstapping industry is acknowledged,
since ‘a substantial proportion of global chemmaiducts’ and ‘many substances that
are known to be hazardous to health’ are transpdiyeship (Walters, 2007, p.62).
This research took a qualitative approach, focusingshore management in two
Chinese chemical shipping companies and four ctedntémkers operated by them.
Both companies are located in the Yangtze delta sreChina. Company 1 (C1) is
affiliated to its Group Company which is a listednmpany dedicated to oil and
chemical transportation. By the end of 2014, the mamy owned 21 special cargo
carriers, half of which were chemical tankers. Tinggority of its fleet is IMO type Il
tankers with cargo tank coating materials of epaegin, phenolic resin, or
polyurethane. The cargoes carried cover a wideerafgcategories, for example,
those derived from aromatics, esters, acids anchydigs. The fleet was mainly
registered with Chinese nationality. The major tngdireas were in the western Asia
Pacific region although several large ships wererated globally. Company 2 (C2)
was co-founded by a few strategic investors. By ¢hd of 2014, there were 15
chemical tankers. To a large extent, the scaletsofleet and trading routes were
similar to C1. Both companies have stable coopmratvith some of the major
international well-known petrochemical companiesm@jority of its ships passed
external inspections from oil majors and chemicabdpcers such as BASF (A
German Holding Company), Shell, BP (British Petnohg, Exxon-Mobil, Lucite and
Dow Chemical. Both companies have been fairly pabfe during the period of study
under the context of the slow development of chamianker fleet and growing

demand for chemical shipping in China over the gdastade.

Both companies are managed by Chinese managerthamdships are crewed by
Chinese workers. There are several hundred crew b@esmworking for both
companies. A majority of crew members in C1 hadragiterm contract with their

company. In C1, the crew team was comparativelglsiarhe company tries to fix



individual crew members on a particular ship if Wwsrk performance was positively
appraised by the company. In C2, about 15 perdetrear have longer contract terms
(usually 3 or 5 years) with the company. The compalso recruits individual free

lance seafarers from the labour market, most of whamk on a one-off contract.

As their ships trade internationally, they are suabjto international regulations as
well as regulatory inspections conducted by varieni®rcement bodies, such as Flag
State Control (FSC), Port State Control (PSC), @impany International Marine
Forum (OCIMF), and classification Society. In temsnse, Chinese tanker companies
are no difference from their foreign competitonghject to the same regulations and
enforcement mechanisms. It is also worth mentioriage that because they carry
dangerous cargo, oil and chemical tankers are stutgianore stringent regulation and
inspection. As such, they have a better safetyrdett@mn that of other types of ships
(Oldham, 1998), and they are among the first gradipships on which ISM

implementation was made mandatory.

Prior to the field work, two sets of open-ended 8axlible interview schedules were
designed and tested in both English and Chineseudaygs, one for ship managers
ashore and the other for seafarers. The fieldwaok place mainly between 2011 and
2012, and was refreshed in 2014, and the fieldareker visited the two companies’
headquarters and also sailed with the four chenaceders for four research voyages,
one voyage with each vessel. The field researchwmmviiewed 15 shore-based
managers and 50 working seafarers. In additiohaard observation was conducted
and field notes were written on a daily basis. thl interviews were conducted in
Chinese. They were transcribed and translatedEngdish, and then all the interview

data and field notes were coded with the aid ofvB\doftware.

Management Rhetoric and Assurance

In compliance with the Code, the SMSs of both Céenghipping companies contained
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a dedicated section call&hipmaster’s Power Statemelnt the SMS of C1, it stated:

For the protection of human life..., a shipmaster =@ any measures or issue
any orders whenever necessary. No matter whethee tin@asures or orders are
consistent with company'’s requirements, this denishaking power should not
be constrained by the ship owner, charterer, orahgr persons. The company
promises to guarantee the shipmaster’s right arfhrgeand should not treat him
differently whenever he exerts his absolute power.

The SMS C2 similarly stated:

A shipmaster can take all necessary measures... $lth@absolute power to take
determined actions in order to prevent the cremwnfbeing hurt, the ship or cargo
being damaged, and ocean environment being polldstipmaster may use his
professional judgement and should not be consuldiyehe ship owner, charterer
and any other person.

The interviews with the management in both commammelicated that the above
statements were adhered to. Most major decisions ¥eken in consultation with
ship’s crew, and the crew’s decision-making poweaswvell respected by the
management in both companies. Two common reasoresgixgen. First, when a ship
was at sea, the crew, as front-line workers, wddde the best knowledge of the
shipboard work environment. Second, a shipmastgarsibility scheme was
implemented as a result of SMS adoption requiredthgy ISM Code. Although a
company’s management remained responsible for afetyssupervision of ships, a
shipmaster was still the key person for ensuringsthp’s safety. With his professional
knowledge and on-the-spot observation, a shipmasteld make better and more
reasonable decisions than could others, as a mamgeneering superintendent

explained:

In general, if the company’s order is differentnfrca captain’s decision, the
captain’s decision is dominant. After all, the @ptis on the spot. He knows the
real situation much better than us. His decisionlseo be more reasonable.

In a few cases, some management interviewees asugimarine engineering manager,
commented that senior crew members could make inateedecisions and ‘report to

the company at a later stage’. In general, the gemant would not interfere in
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masters’ decisions except when there was a ‘sggmtideviation’. The emerging data
suggested that the management in both companiesechghat a shipmaster’s

independent decision-making power should be gueeanand not be restrained by any
additional terms. One marine engineering superdernh stated that a master’s

independent decision-making was even encouragelebshiore management:

When | was on board, | often encouraged the capteivatever happens, you
should have your own judgement and should not tectafd by other external
factors.

The shore interview data thus seemed to suggesathlaipmaster’s decision-making
power was well respected and that crew’s partimpain the major decision-making
process was considered important by the managenientensure safety, the

management appeared willing to delegate the adyttorshipmasters.

However, upon further examination, it became clidsat in practice, shipmasters’

overriding authority was not respected unconditignaManagers stated that

shipmasters’ decision-making power or absolute pasteuld depend on the actual
context in which an issue arose. In other words,ghwer was respected if it was not in
conflict with the company’s ‘core interest’. Forample, one marine affairs manager
said:

We work in the shore office. From our perspective,cannot say, ‘Captain, you
just do it as you wish’. We would also consider thiee the action is line with the
company...the boss’s intent (interest). If a captasists on his own decision, we
would support him. But we could not support him ¢bagainst the company.

Thus, ‘the boss’s intent’ was one crucial factorslipmaster’s authority. But what

was ‘the boss’s intent’? Another manager madetliteraclear:

Although the ISM Code specified this absolute powanderstanding this
statement would vary when there was conflict betwsafety, production and
profit. The communication technology has improvaal] crew’s decisions should
be approved by the company. There were some conditterms imposed on the
use of a captain’s decision-making power.

12



The shipmasters’ authority then was far from alsoland it was respected and
supported only if it was not in conflict with thempany’s commercial interest and
profit. But, it could also mean that if there wexeconflict, however, the company
could prioritise profit over safety. In this sengbe so-called ‘genuine’ senior

management commitment to OHS was blurred.

The above quotation also suggests that the developof modern communication
technology, such as satellite communication, hgsifstantly reduced the ‘distance’
between shore and ships. As a consequence, a st@feaecision-making was more
likely to be influenced by the shore managemenprioritise the company’s profit
earning. In fact, it frequently happened that pstaster’s decision had to be approved
by their company before further action could be maka order to satisfy the boss’s
‘core interest’, the high level of consistency beén what was required by the
management and what was actually done on board slaip emphasised. For example,

a manager stated:

The company’s order should be implemented on badrigps without any
compromise.

These words made it clear that in fact it was ghkk shore management that

dominated the ship’s routine operation.

From the management’s perspective, full complianite their orders implied good
OHS management at sea. Some managers clearly sggrdse view that if a crew
acted according to their instructions, they would he held responsible for any
negative OHS consequences. In practice, the i@rwith two marine engineering
superintendents also suggested that the realisituatboth companies demonstrated a
certain level of satisfaction to the managemerterms of a crew’s response to their

orders:

According to my experience, disagreement betweenesmanagement and crew
was rare.
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There has been no case where a ship has failetlae the company’s orders.

These two quotations draw a rather harmonious gicM#hat was the experience of
shipmasters regarding their decision-making powsri#t the case that they were
normally happy to follow, and rarely disagree wittompany instructions? Further

examination of shipboard practice will shed sorghtlon these questions.

Shipmaster’s Authority in Practice

On board a ship, a shipmaster was responsible/grat shipboard OHS and officially
given the overriding authority. When asked aboig #luthority, however, shipmasters
were not impressed, especially if it was relatedaiting schedules. One shipmaster
gave a recent example. His ship was going to ealt a domestic port in China, which

was his first voyage there. By that time, it waghtiand already dark:

...There was only one tug available and it wasigltn| replied to them [the

management] | could not call at the berth. Not |afigr, the company called me
again...They ordered me to call at the port...From mngpective, they were my
immediate superiors. They asked me to call at tine gven though | followed the

order, | felt very reluctant.

Notwithstanding his reluctance, the shipmasterfditbw the company’s order and
took a risk to do so. This led him to re-think decision regarding his decision-making

power as a shipmaster:

Regarding this issue, | had contradictory feeliMjben the safety aspect conflicts
with the business aspect, the safety should beitsed. When the company’s
leaders visited us, they also said so. The samesteed in the management
system. They repeatedly emphasised this princifle. management’s statement
about a captain’s overwhelming power was statedsagred. But, in practice, it is
different!

This shipmaster was upset by management’s respamdée felt unaided in the critical
situation where the ship’s safety and the companysest were in conflict, as a result

of which there was little room to accommodate hadependent decisions.
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This concern was also shared by other crew memimaisding junior officers and

ratings. A bosun recounted an event, in which the sonfronted heavy weather after
the ship set sail outward bound. The shipmastarghiothe situation dangerous and
reversed the ship’s course back to shelter. Thergdampany started urging him: ‘Other
ships are sailing as usual, so why don't you aasait?’ Eventually, the ship was forced
to resume sailing again. Even though no serious @bki&s occurred, sailing in such
conditions could be fraught with problems. Onedfuofficer explained the sufferings

they had to bear:

The ship encountered a low pressure storm. Affdoyelseam seas, the ship rolled
heavily. Most things on desks were gone. Sevedgtsavere seasick and vomited
the whole day.

In such situations, the crew often felt unhappyhwibt only the shore management, but
also the shipmaster. In their opinion, the shiperastis not strong enough to withstand
the pressure from management. Furthermore, theyhial the shipmaster sacrificed
crew’s safety for a good impression that he gaveth® shore management.
Fundamentally, these mixed feelings originated fraoanagement dominance in ship
operations — shipmasters choices were dominatedhbye management and crew

OHS was largely neglected.

Nevertheless it is a regulatory requirement anditiem policy that a shipmaster has
the overriding authority when safety and environnmaeetthreatened. For this reason,
any explicit order from the management asking shgters to follow company
instructions carries a risk. If an incident occwis;h an order could evidently make the
management directly responsible. To avoid causirsgdonsequence, the management
often resorted to giving orders in a more flexidahel more implicit way. The abundance
of word (multi-) meanings in the Chinese languagdainly helps and is used for a
certain effect — certain words in a specific cohthould be understood in the opposite
way. For example, a chief engineer illustratedrthatiplicity of words’ meanings as

follows:

‘Captain...the ship wastill anchored, but you must ensure safety'...this is a
15



reverse of the words’ meaning. In Chinese, the megaof words in this context
should be understood in reverse.

In the Chinese culture, the communication stylease ‘implicit, subtle and indirect’

than in western counterparts (Shi and Westwood) 20@12). The intention is mainly
to avoid direct confrontation and to preserve harynand face. Usually, the real
meaning (intention) of communication is embeddeditén context, such as tacit
understandings and mutual relationships, ratherithnéhe words themselves (Hall and
Hall, 1987; Shi and Westwood, 2002). In this quotat literally, the management
seemed to offer a kind of safety reminder by emisirag the word'still’ , but the

hidden meaning was that the ship should not remiaamchor, and should start off on

the next leg of the voyage.

A chief officer gave another example:

The company wanted you to sail, so the companydvoat give you direct order
‘not to proceed’. ‘Captain, you see, you keep sgilif conditions allow...You
decide’. How does a captain make a decision? Manyas issues ... putting the
ball in his court..., they are not willing to takeeltt responsibility.

Both examples indicate that seafarers read betweehnes. The data show that this
was rather a common practice. Such a practice ctefla tacit and mutual
understanding between the management and the trawight be interpreted as
complicity between the two. However, the crew wather reluctant about this
practice, since it benefited the management atctst of their safety. Despite the
reluctance from the crews, shipmasters had toqggeate in scheduling matters in

order not to offend the managers.

Bhattacharya (2011 and 2012) found in his resetirahthe short-term contractual
employment practice which had become a norm in #mpping industry
internationally made seafarers fear of job secuitgt dared not to displease managers.

In this research, as mentioned earlier, C1 employedt of its crew in long-term
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contracts, while C2 offered most of its crew sherth contracts. Despite this
difference, however, the data suggests that crelwoth companies tried to avoid
offending managers, since the managers played iaivcole in their performance
appraisal which was closely related to their ide&geln C1, crew informants revealed
that they were afraid of displeasing managers smbad appraisal would lead to a
deduction of income and slow promotion. Additiogalin C2, unsatisfactory
performance may also mean no future employmentgdneral, crew informants
unanimously pointed out that financial income amdnotion were two issues they

were concerned most, as one chief officer stated:

What might work for the crew are: first, incomegaged, promotion; and then
family concern since there is a family behind eatthe crew. Crew’s income is
the core supporting their family.

For ensuring that their salary was not deductechyncaew would rather remain some
safety related problems unreported, particularlys¢hbikely to be deemed by shore

management as human errors (crew’s mistakes dsfaul

Thus it is understandable that why ‘disagreemetwéen shore management and
crew was rare’. It reveals that despite the distabhetween shore and ships, the
management was still in control of shipboard woakpk and granted shipmasters no
real authority. As management was committed toiptiipboard OHS practice was
by and large compromised, particularly in situatioiiere a decision whether to ‘stay

or go’ had to be made in an adverse natural enwieor.

The Impact on Crew’s Shipboard Work Practice

It was not only in adverse weather conditions sigpboard OHS practice could suffer.
The evidence emerged from this study showed thatnthnagement tended to be
committed to profit rather than safety, and sirfee ghipmasters felt obliged to follow
the company’s orders, it was common that ships weerated on tight and hectic
sailing schedules, and as a consequence, the cfésvesl from prolonged working
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hours. For example, a senior engineer describeaceasion when the ship’s normal

schedule was turned into a rush by a sudden oedeived from the company:

Last time, we were going to carry cargoes in a.dré chief officer on this ship is
good at work arrangements and would not causeimerSuddenly, the company
ordered the ship to call at the berth that nighte tank washing, ventilating,
mopping the tank floor...all had to be done. Usuatlgok two days, but we were
forced to complete the tasks in one day.

Similarly, a junior officer described the adversteds of tight sailing schedules on

them:

The company’s order was issued on board, and wedadt accordingly. In our
minds, we felt that the schedule was too tightwwedvere too tired. You (the field
researcher) were seasick yesterday. They [decks¢neere on deck to wash the
cargo tanks even though the ship pitched and raleavily. There was no other
way around it.

Both quotations raised the issues of work interesity fatigue. In fact, fatigue has been
a widespread OHS concern in the shipping industigaily for many years and it is a
common factor behind a large number of maritimedsets (Smith, 2007; Wadsworth
et al, 2008). There are also international conventmxhdressing seafarers’ hours of
work and hours of rest aiming to prevent fatigue. drder to comply with the
conventions, both companies set limits to workingrs in their SMSs. However, crew
members expressed the view that the real workingshaere much longer than the
stipulated limit. The field notes recorded a numifasbserved events. For example, on
board a ship, a busy period of time for tank waghivas described by the field

researcher as follows:

Over the last two days, | could see that everylmwdipoard was very busy...I went
to the bridge again after dinner. | saw the seadffider was still on the bridge. |

asked why since it was not his duty time. He anedi¢hat the chief officer was
sleeping and he slept only several hours yesterday.

It might be expected that when the market condisdavourable, the companies could
be able to make more profits and thus have mokauress to improve their overall

OHS performance. However, at the time of this stildydata suggests that a booming
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market was likely to make the crew more fatiguad¢ces the management tended to
tighten up sailing schedules. This could make farenwoyages and generate more
revenue over a given period of time. Neverthelg#sdso means that crew’s rest time
would be squeezed and shipboard OHS worsened. Xampde, one junior officer

explained:

The ship would discharge cargo without any delée this ship, the berthing time
would not exceed 16 hours. There was no time toares no time to go ashore. It
was normal to call at berth at 1 or 2 am in théyaaorning.

Furthermore, tight schedules also squeezed timshigs’ normal maintenance work,
particularly regarding the work in the engine déqpant. In a sense, it can be said that
tight schedules caused fatigue not only for thevcikaut also to the machinery. One

chief engineer complained:

All our work was prioritised by the ship’s sailisghedules. The company wanted
us to keep the schedules, but there was a conflictthe equipment maintenance
plan. The engine had to run, and we didn't evere lieme to do the work. The
company asked us to ensure safe production, buthempgpened if a machine was
over fatigued? The ship would not stop sailing lutgticondition did not allow it to
continue.

In general, an overall impression on the four sbipsvhich the field researcher sailed
was that, more or less, crew members experiencegribblems of tight and hectic

sailing schedules and prolonged working hours. Tieyertheless reckoned that the
‘wise and safe way’ was to do as requested by tteenpany even though a decision

might be ‘unreasonable’.

Concluding Discussion

Employee empowerment practice is widely seen asflmgal to both employees and
organisations (Fernandez and Moldogaziev, 2013; Kind Fernandez, 2015;
Ogbonnaya and Valizade, 2015). It is also the oaselation to OHS, as the literature
suggests that active employee participation isrgsddor effective OHS management

(Frick et al, 2000; Quinlan and Mayhew, 2000; Walters, 2004ni&gham, 2008).
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Nevertheless, the literature also points out aid@nsetween production enhancement
and employee empowerment. If production enhancenserat stake, employee
empowerment is likely to be ignored (Jom¢sl, 2013). In this context, ISM requires
commitment from senior management to safety. Swchnitment arguably would
serve to prioritise safety over short-term produttenhancement when there is a
conflict between the two. Against this backgrouttds paper looks into how the
tension between employee empowerment and short-f@maduction targets is

managed in relation to OHS in Chinese chemicalmhgp

It reveals that the shore management tends toigweefficient production (in the
shipping context this means fast sailing) rathantbafety. It is suggested that more
profit comes from the ‘speed and efficiency’ of Wand ‘the money is to be made by
keeping it working’ in the industry (Perrow, 1999,181). Even though ships are
mobile and usually far away from shore managememidern communication
technologies enable management to track real-trfoemation of their ships, such as
position and speed. Shore management is able tatonahip’s schedules, and
shipmasters have to stick to schedules requirethbymanagement. The rationale
behind this is that ships with faster turn-arountes can carry more cargoes in a year
and thus their company may earn more revenue. Henwvewhen OHS and sailing
schedules are in conflict, managers are likelyeguest shipmasters to prioritise the
‘core interest’ of their company. Rather than dfadiing such requests from
management, shipmasters tend to read betweenni dind tacitly cooperate with
them. Arguably the strict hierarchy involved in ghinanagement and high power

distance in Chinese cultural context facilitateshscooperation.

Although both companies examined here have polentsisting overriding authority
to shipmasters in compliance with the ISM Code hspolicies merely remain on
paper and do not help break through the hieraralgnmpower crews and encourage

their participation. When it does make a differentes the practice that managers
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have become more subtle in giving orders to exeartidance. Nevertheless, the tacit
cooperation of shipmasters only serves to illustthie dominant position of shore
management and the priority of efficient productiover safety. When the

management prioritises profit at the cost of OHS ohthe key factors of successful
OHS management — employee participation — is sirslg-lined and even ignored
by the management. Without management commitmenplagee participation is

vulnerable and unlikely to function properly. Ascansequence of tightening up
schedules in pursuit of profit, seafarers’ heattffety and well-being are neglected,

which contributes little to the improvement of ORfAanagement on ships.

As such, this paper concurs with Bhattacharya’d126nd 2012) conclusion that the
ISM implementation is far from successful, but frandifferent perspective. While
Bhattacharya focused on the predicament of se&fgvarticipation, this paper shifts
the focus onto the interaction between shore-basmthgement and seafarers as well
as the tension involved in such interaction betwpesduction enhancement and
seafarers’ participation. It shows that even thooginagement commitment to safety
is written in company policies and managers clamn enhcourage seafarers to
participate in decision-making processes, it isgestuinely practised in reality. When
there is conflict between speedy production andvsresafety concerns, managers
tend to cope with the tension by silencing theelatind tactically delivering their
orders in pursuit of speedy production and profitsthis sense, managers’ priority
and commitments are unhelpful in terms of OHS mamemnt and the negative

impact on shipboard OHS is apparently unavoidable.
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