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Am.hudmnmﬂdascusseamomgonceol
a therapeutic community followirg a natural disaster
Vanably conceptualized as a social utopia (Fritz, 1961). a
post-disaster utopia (Wollensten, 1957, Taylor etal , 1970),
Or an altrwistic community (Barton, 1969), the therapeutic
Comiwunity provides the victims of natuyral disasiers with
important demonstrations of physical and emotional sup-
POrt and creates within e stricken community an ambi-
ence of sohdarnity and unity of purpose essential for begin-
ming the process of disaster recovery Feelings of loneliness
are replaced with camaradene, ‘eelings of despair over
losses are shared and supplanted with communai hope for
a return 10 normalcy

Technological disasters, hke natural disasters, may have
sernous emolional as well as physical consequences 1or
thew victims As the nature of chemical hazards became
publicly known at Love Canal, for example, residents felt
anger, frusiration, and fear (Gibbs, 1983) And. in the days
following the accidental emission of radiation at Three Mile
island, many residents reported considerable stress (Flynn,
1982) Certanly, such experiences demonstrate that those
exposed o environmentally hazardous agents have iden-
Lihed themselves as disaster victims whose heaith and
wellare have been jenpardized

The occurrence of such technologically hazardous situ-
anons raises an interesting question. Does a therapeutic
community develop 10 provide emotional support and
practical assistance 1or technological disaster victims?

This question was addressed by identitying. trom the
relevant literature, factors contnibuting to the emergence ol
a therapeutic community following a natural disaster and
determining whether these same ‘actors existed following a
technological disaster. Two case studies, carned out by the
auihors, were focused upon a technological disaster in-
volving asbestos contamination at a mobile home sub-
division and a technological disaster mvolving the aernal
apphcation of agricultural pesticides on cotton helds lo-
Cated near the homes of urban residents
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THE THERAPEUTIC COMMUNITY IN
NATURAL DISASTERS

Fritz (1961; was one of the hrsl disaster researchers 1o
Wdentity a number of postdisaster features thal crealed a
unifying effect on an attected sociely Barton (1969) pre
sented a set of 71 interrelated propositions aboul individual
and collective behavior that he felt accounted for the
condiions under which a therapeutic community emerged
Dynes (1970), = disCussing the development of norms
encouraging altruistic behavior in disaster affected com
mumniies. summanzed and elaborated on Barton’'s prop
osiions, outhning a number of reasuns that commumity
contiuct tended to be minimized durnng an emergency
situailon More recently, Quarantelh and Dynes (1976)
dentiied seven factors associated with the absence of
community confhict in natural disaster situalions The
tollowing discussion of factors contnbuting 1o the emer
gence of a therapeulic community draws upon contr
butions from these important works

THE DISASTER AGENT AND ITS
PATH OF DESTRUCTION

A pnimary feature ol natural disaslers 1S the known,
threatening nature of the disaster agent Whether an earth
quahke, tornado, hurnicane, or other disaster agent, hazard
ous consequences are known 10 attect the populations
involved and there 1s hitle ambiguity regarding possible
destructive effects A celinitiva threat, therefore, exists
around which generally shared teehings of apprehension
and fear may develop

Al the same time, it disaster agent has an indehinite
course of possible desiruction The path of its impact anu
calamious conseq = ces are not preordaned. They are
judged 10 be the res: ' of nature’'s whum, God, or fate rather
nmh the outcomes of ‘nalicious intent, neglect, or human
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carelessness. Therelore, the potentially harmiul etfects of
ihe disaster agent, the reasons 1or its occurrence, and its
pattern of impact do not become a divisive 1ssue for
community members !

EMOTIONAL AMBIENCE

Overall, an emotional ambience of common suffenng
and altruistic concern pervades the postimpact community
Because the disaster agent followed an indiscriminate path
and could not have been prevented, community members
expenencing senous loss are not hkely to feel intentionally
or umustly wicimized. Moreover, they can usually hind
others who are worse off than themselves or who have
undergone an equivalent loss. They are also likely to
beheve that the communily as a whole has suffered signifi
car!damage and that emotional upset and matenal destruc-
hion s distnbuled across a wide vanety of ethnic groups and
sociwoeconomic classes These factors centribute to the
development of what Frit: (1961 686) has termed a “com-
munity of sulferers ” Victims can set aside, at least tempo-
ranly, the “Why me?” phenomenon found i other types of
cnses and develop the perspective that “all of us have
suffered; we are 21 1n it together” (Fritz, 1961 685)

Community members who survive the disaster with little
Or nO adverse consequences may feel fortunate in com-
parnson to other more severely victimized individuals They
may also leel some degree of guilt for having survived the
situation with littie or no loss Whether the mechanism 1s
survival guilt (Enkson, 1976) or rehe! about having come
through the disaster relalively unharmed, an opltimum
context exists for nonvictimized community members to
develop feelings of sympathy and concern for their less
fortunate neighbors 2 In addition, the behef that viciims are
relatively blameless, that 1s, they did not choose 1o 've in
the path of destruction, encourages empathic responses
from those less atfected by the disaster
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THE EMERGENCE OF CONSENSUS

Suftering and damage in the aftermath of a natura’
disaster 1s highty visibls to community members Further-
more, remedial needs are obvious and urgent, facilitating
thew becomung the foci for feelings of sympathy and
concern Within thus context, Ouarantell and Dynes (1976
142) describe how a high consensus of prionty actions
develops, consisting of widespread agreement on what
should be done in the disaster situation anu i what order
This postdisaster CONsSensus assigns primary considerahion
10 the care of victims, for examgle, administenng hirst awd or
prowiding food, clothing and shelter, followed by concern
tor communitywide pioblems (1) the restoration and main-
tenance of essential communily services, (2) maintenance
ol pubhic order, and (3) the maintenance of public morale
{Dynes, 1970 87)

The postimpact situation 1s also hghly conducive to
altruistic behavior on an interpersonal level When vicims’
needs are clear-cut, the emotional context is one of sym-
pathy ana concein Because opportunihes for individuals
10 prowide direct aid to others are abundant, eflorts (o assist
usually produce discermble, benehcial -esults within a
short pernod of ime.

The development of creative. cooperative responses on i
commumtywide level also exists because problems are
obvious and imperative Many taken-for-granted com-
munity services, for example, comm imcation and trans-
portation facihies, have been disrupted, and a number of
official resources commonly rehed upon for assistance are
unable to function in the immediate postimpact penod. i
becomes readily apparent that new strategies to deal with
these problems must be devised quickly and that cooper-
ative acion among communily residents 1s necessary 10
meet these new needs  Efforts are onented 1o the immediate
s'tuation Behavior becomes guided by emergent norms
{Turner and Kilhan, 1972 21-25) as traditional, routine ways

N g

Cuthbenson Nigg / DISASTER AND THE COMMUNITY “w/

of handhng situations are unavailable or inoperable Indi-
viduals also find that they have new opportunities te go
beyond thewr predisastar, everyday, rouline roles and to
participate in activities benehiing the entwre community
(see Fogelman and Parerton, 1959, Nigg and Mushkatel,
1984). a situation labeled by Dynes (1970 96) as a redefini-
tion and expansion of the ciizenshup role

In effect, emotion, thought, and behavior are directed at
engaging in mutual helpluiness and responding effect'vely
and cooperatively to restore the normal social e of the
community

ENACTING SOLIDARITY:
A COMMUNITY RESOURCE

When an wdentiied disaster agert brings about non-
purposive, randomly distributed, and obvious destruction,
community members are hikely to develop delinitions of
common sulfening, sympathy, and concern. The apparent
individual and community needs in the postimpact disaster
situation prowvide foci for those definiions and facilitate the
development ol a consensual adaptation dunng mtial
communily recovery

As community members engage in acts of mutual heip-
fulness and cooperatively take part in beginning the return
10 normalcy, they actively demonstrate to themselves and
otheis that i* 1s possible 10 create a sense of community
even though taken-tor-granted institutional resources have
been destroyed or at least temporanly disrupted Com-
munity members have undergone loss and deprnivation, but
they have also expenenced compassion, gratitude, and the
esprit de corps of working together toward a common goal

As ihey see the benelicial results of thew efforts, a general
sense of community identiication and unily emerges
Together, community residents enact sohdanty (Turner,
1967 2), providing each other with the emotional suste-
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nance necessary o overcome disaster trauma Enacted
sohdanty also forms the basis of .he community’s positive
attitude toward the future and is reflected in an “amphilied
rebound” effect (Frnitz, 1961: 692) that carnes the community
beyond its predisaster levels of integration, productivity,
and capacity for growth,  sustaining them temporanly until
mstitutional resources begn the long-term process of
reconstruction

in summary, there 1s substantial empincal evidence of a
therapeutic commumity emerging in the immeciate, post-
impact phase of natural disasters Moreover  ils emergence
appears closely related o the presence of important con-
lextual tactors such as general consensus on the nature
and nisk levl of The disaster agent, behels that the disaster
could not have been prevented, indiscnmunate, highly
visible, and commumilywide damage, and obwvious and
urgent needs toward which feelings and remedial action
can be dwrected

THE THERAPEUTIC COMMUNITY IN
TECHNOLOGICAL DISASTERS

A number of researchers report the presence of consid-
erable conthct following tschnological disaster (see Levine,
1982, Mazur, 1981, Nelkin, 1984, Nigg and Cuthbertson,
1982, Nugg and Young, 1979) The pervasiwveness of conflict
suggests that a therapeutic community of the type usually
found in natural disasters does not always emerge following
public disclosure that a commumity has been or 1s being
exposed 10 a technological hazard

To understand how a conflictive, rather than consensual,
adaptation develops following a technological disaster, a
detailed examination was made of the pesticide and asbes-
tos events * both of which involved considerable community
confiict A number of important differences were noted
between the context of the two technological events and

T
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the general context of natural disasters These differences
Changed the character of the events in a manner faciitating
the development of conthict and impeding the formation of a
tradiional therapeutic community

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS FACILITATING THE
EMERGENCE OF CONFLICT

AMBIGUITY OF NATURE AND CONSEQUENCES OF
DISASTER AGENT

The known_ threatening nature of the disasler agent and
htle ambiguity regarding its destructive eflects s an
important factor in the development of a consensual adap-
lation following natural ¢ aster In Contrast, ambiguity
regarding the nature and consequences of disaster agents
was a major factor contributing to the smergence of conthct
N the pesticide and asbestos events ¢

In general, individuals involved in the pesuicide and
asbeslos events attempted to Clarily two types of ambiguity
the nature of the disaster agent (whether or not it was
hazardous) and the possibility or extent of health con-
sequences (whether or not a disaster had OCcurred)

Personal decision making under conditions of uncer-
tainty and the acceptance of hiving-at-nsk in proximaty to
natural, environmental conditions has been well studied
(see Simon, 1956, 1959, Slowic et al _ 1974 Young and Nugg
1979) With respect 10 natural hazards, nsk s usually a.
predisasier consideration —whether or not 1o reside in a
noodplun,mamgoodwoomand.maknownmmc
fault, orona low-lying island With respect 1o technological
agents, however, whether a hazard truly exists at all 1s often
a question that must be answered

Furthermore, «f the technological agent does have neg-
alive effects on human health, who s most susceplitile to
eflects, how concentrated does the exposure need to be




470 ENVIAONMENT AND BEHAVIOR / JULY 1987

belore health effects occur, and what length of ime must an
individual be exposed 1o the agent betore harmiul effects
are hikely? Or probable? Or ceran?

These questions are often dihicull to answer withun
existing lrameworks of knowledge about the nature of
vanous physical and chemical substances and thesr relation-
shup 1o human health Even when substances are con-
sidered hazardous, it 1s difficult 10 establish “sale” levels of
exposure Most chemical or substance testing is conducied
with labora.ory ammals over a fawrly short ime span That
such hindings can be projected to human beings 1s a basic
assumption of medical research, an assumplion that s
currently being widely challenged Also, delinitive sCientihic
evidence 1s not avaslable (especially tor recently developed
chemucals) to ink physiological, bwiogical, ur psycho-
logical symploms to particular exposure episocas of evenis
Whether specitic harmiul effects can be linked 1o earher
exposure (especially when some effects, such as cancer or
asbeslosis, may lake years or decades to develop 10 a
debiitating stage) creates debates within the medical
community concerning the relahionship between most
chemicals and disease or iliness Given this chimate of
controversy within the scientihic community, experts fre-
quently disagree aboul the nature of the exposure and the
amount of nisk 1o public health

Ordinary citizens, however, frequently rely on the assess-
ments of experts tor lormulating thewr own defintions of the
extent of nsk nherent in situations involving technological
agents Ambiguous or contradiciory messages lrom experts
leave open ine realm of possible decisions concerning the
nskiness of the situation, allowing for disagreement to
emerge (Nelkin, 1984, Nigg and Young, 1979, Mazur, 1981)

These individual decisions concerning the hazardousness
of the agent are them tramed (Goftman, 1974) withun
mlormal social cuwcles (Kadushin, 1968) Decisiorns are,
therelore, based on similar past expenences (Young and
Nigg, 1979) or in accordance with the personal value
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systems of the potential victims and
- v their significant cthers
Ambiguous or contradictory messages irom experts also
eslablish a context withun which individuals producing or
utihzing technoiogical disaster agents frame thew defin:-
tions of the situation Such contexts enable them 1o
legiimate taken-1or-granted, experiential views of the techno-
logical agent and support the posiions of experts pro-
Clasming the technological agent safe In general, two basic
perspectives emerge the belief that a technological hazard
exists and could cause harmiul heaith effects and the
asserion that a substance 1S not hazardous 10 those
exposed to it
The nature and consequences of asbestos, tor example,
became differentially detined A number of subdvision
residents, the majority of community residents, asbestos
millers, and several government otficials considered asbes-
tos an important, valuable, and nonhazardous substance
mhm&MvsmaMcommuMyrwdentsasMas
federal and state officials considered asbestos detinitely
hazardous
In the case of pesticides, residents. expenencing symep-
loms such as headaches, diarrhea, rausea and respiratory
Wrtation, had noted definite associations between their
symploms and agnicultural pesticide apphications Chromnic
pesthicide poisoming, however. was hard 1o wdentuty, local
doclors did not know how 1o test 10: it, and expert, scientific
knowledge on pesticide poisoning was limited and ncon-
Clusive As a result, differing detinitions of the nature and
consequences of the disaster agent developed Residents
maintained that they were being poisoned by pesticides,
pesticide regulatory officials and agribusiness community
representatives rejected that contention and attnibuted
m‘ complaints to allergies, hystencal reactions to
iCide odors, or the dust stirred aenal §
o : up by apphcators
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SELECTIVITY OF DISASTER AGENT

in natural hazard events, the disaster agent 1s ndis
criminale, stnking across geographic as well as social class
lines Becomung a wichim, therelfore, 1s a matter of fate Inthe
pesticide and ésbestos events, however, the threal was
centered in a specilic location, causing many residents 1o
teel untaly singled cut as victims. Because the disaster
agent was no longer random and nonpurposive, residents
could atinbulte their circumstances 1o human mtenhion Of
neglect turthermore, they could focus blame (see Bé-."l et
al . 1983 352) Oftten, the occurrence of the hazaidous
¢ u.mlmun was seen as resulting from soCial arrangements
that provided benefits 1o vested interest groups, such as !ho:
agnibusiness community in the pesuicide situation and
aé.bealua mullers 1in the asbestos situation For vested
interests or ofhicials 1o have allowed the condition 10 oCCur
if 1t could have been prevented or 10 permut it 1o continue
unabated often led to defimtions of injustice and related
anger In general, blame, along with deliniions ol injustice,
became the standpoint from which collective sentiment
emerged and was directed aganst the alleged [Kflpt‘.lldl()lb
of wvictimization (see Turner anc Kilhan, 1972, Downs

1972)

DISASTER CONSEQUENCES
INVISISBLE OR INAUTHENTIC

Unhike the visible devastation associated with a natural
disaster. the consequences ol a hazardous chemical or
substance may not be readily apparent Ablmblu§ disease,
for example, has a latency penod of from 20 to 50 years,
consequently, no visible physical symptoms were ‘pfesem
10 provide evidence of suffering or facilitaie aitruistic

concern »
Furthermore, in view of behiels that harmiul effects would
not occur or would be msigmiicant, emotional distress
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often the tocus of Sympathy in natural disasters, was seen
as inauthentic or simply the consequence of scare tactics
by the media or othicials

Even when physical symploms were present, as n the
peslicide case, sympathy and concern were 1acking Withun
the context of differing detirutions fegarding the nature and
consequences ol agnicultural pesticides, SYympioms were
seen as hystencal reactions or allergies, not true health
effects from pesticide exposure

REMEDIAL MEASURES
UNWARRANTED OR DIFFICULT TO DEVISE

in contrast to the obvious need of natural disaster vicims
and the emergence of consensus on prionty remedial
action, remedial measures for the pesticide and asbestos
evenlts were ditficult to devise anc implement or considered
unnecessary

in the pesticide and asbestos events, for example, certain
officials, believing that no hazard existed Or that harmiul
effects would not occur, did not define the situathion as a
disasiar Consequently, they attached no urgency to the
need 1o amehorate the situation Moreover, when they aud
define the situation as a disaster, they often had difficulty
Obtaming conclusive test results or providing the resources
ind expertise for appropnate remedial action In turn

sidents who belwved that a hazard existed felt tha.
ofhcials we:e unable or unwilling to respond to, amehorate.
Or miigate the hazard saltistactonly

In addition, communitly residents did not provide the
socCwal support technological disaster victims desired Be-
heving the disaster agent was safe, many community
residents considered remedial e*lorts unnecessary. teeling
unsure about a thneat or beheving that the disaster agent
was hazardous, they iacked the knowledge and resources
10 prowide assistance
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TRUE VICTIMIZATION

Within the context of ambiguity over the exisience and
jevel of sk, the extent of harmiul consequences, the unjusl
allocation of nsk, damage that was invisible of considercd
inauthentic, and the probiem of ineffective or unnecessary
remedial action, the question of true victimization became
paramount Where no threat is perceiwved, can there be a
wichim? When risk 1s behieved 10 be neghgible, 15 1t appro-
priate 10 render assistance? If so. what can be done? When
Rarmi-l effects are only probable at some ime i1 the distant
future of cannot be defintively linked 1o the disaster agent,
15 11 necessary 10 commit resources 1o amehorate projected
tuture problems? Also, when a public 1ssue has been made
over what 1s perceived 1o be an unjustihied situation, who
are the “true vichms™?

In referance 10 these questions and 1o empir wcal evidence
generated trom the asbeslos and pesticide case studes, a
typology of technological disaster vicims was developed 1t
is suggested that through the emergence of particular
victim clusters and the behavior of cluster participants,
community confhict, not solidanty, was enacled

A COMMUNITY OF VICTIMS

PRIMARY VICTIMS

Primary wvicims were those individuals who lhived n
proximity 16 Or were knowingly exposed 1o the techno-
logically created hazard that was likely 10 have negative
etlects ~n physical health. Primary viclims included those
residents who hived adjacent 1o agncultural lands and were
exposed 1o peshic:des anu detohiants for several months
esch year and the residents of the mobile home park
constructed on the site of an abandoned asbestos mull and
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located near tlwo other mills (one operative) and asbeslos
taihngs piles

Two types of primary vicims were identilied those who
believed that their exposure to the agent had endangered
their health and those who claimed that the technological
agent was safe and that they were unkkely 10 expenence
any negative health effects It was from this disagreement
betweer. lwo pnmary victim groups that two sources of
confhici arose whether the technological agent was suffi-
ciently hazardous 10 warrant further community concern
and whether resources should be committed to the short as
well as long-term effects of the disaster agent

Hazard-endangered victims Hazard-endangered vicims
were pnmary victims who perceived the disaster agent as a
definite threat Whether they were suffering from exphont
health problems, such as the headaches, nausea, and
respiratory untation expenenced by residents living near
cotton helds sprayed with agricultural chemicals, or were
worrying about develop:ng future, sernous heaith problems
such as individuals exposed 10 asbestos taihngs, hazald:
endangered vichims were concerned and anxious over their
own and their famules’ wellare

To comphcate matters, hazard-endangered victims re-
garded themselves not only as victims of the disaster agent
but as vicims of unresponsive or inept officials, proht-
munded, unethical industry personnel, and, 1in some cases
an uncanng community Often, officials were seen as
acting wresponsibly in a number of ways allowing the
hazardous siuatiosn) to develop in the first place not
prowviding conclusive health or hazard test results soon.anu
the situation became a public concern, and not taking
immediate and effective remedial action In addition, indus-
try personnel who had a stake in the production ov use of
the technological agent were quite ofter, viewed as inten-
tonally greedy, deceptive, and insensitive Usually, hazard-
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endangered vicums believed thatl industnal interests knew
about the hazardous nature of the agent betorehand and
thal they engaged in cover-up activibes based on proit
motives Furthermore, hazard-endangered vichims often
considered community members who dehined the lechino
logial disaster agent as nonhazardous as a source of
threat, no! support

In general hazard-endangered v.ctims lost their feelings
of confidence in the possibility of a supportive and safe
guarding social milieu They felt they were in a cnsis
situation, but they did not teel confident the cnsis would be
legiimated and resoived Moreover, they were unable to
butfer thew distress Ly experniancing general communily
support

Forming a hazard-endangered victim cluster became a
means lor hazard-endangered residents 1o achieve 2 sense
of sohdarity and control over the disaster situation Acting
together, hazard-endangered vicims locused thewr efforts
on proving that the disaster agent was hazardous and
obtaining oificial action to amelinrate the situation. For
example, hazard-enadangered victims in the pesticide situa
tion organized two pesticide groups - Citizens lor Pure Awr
and People's Environmental Organization for Pesticide
Legislation and Enforcement —and took part in anb
pesticide ralhes and legislative letler-wrniling campaigns all
focused on obtaiming official action 10 curtail the use of
agncultural pesticides near urban nexghborhoods. And,
hazard-endangered asbestos vicims lormed a homeowners
association 1o faciitate interaction with ofhicials and the
media These activities did enhance solhdanty within he
victim clusters, at the same ime, they impeded the develop-
ment of commumtywide sohdanty and established the
basis for future conthct

MHazard-disclaimer wvichims Hazard-disclaimer vicims,
like hazard-endangered victims, were exoosed 10 the techno-
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logical agent, however, they did not view the agent as
dangerous nor did they consider themselves likely 1o sullfer
il etiects For example, a signiticant mmnornity of subdivision
residents did not consider asbestos hazardous or were not
al all concerned about developing asbestos-related disease

(1 addiion, hazard-disclaimer victims did not consider
hazard-endangered vichims 10 be the true victims of the
tlechnological threat, they prnimanly viewed them as con-
inbutors 1o controversy or opportumnsts desinng a free
handout lrom the government. At imes, hazard-disclaimer
vicims felt sympathy for hazard-endangered victims, ihey
sympathized with them, however, as victims of the media.
ofthicials, or wrational fear, not as (:ue victims of an environ
mental hazard

Hazard-disclaimer victims often fe!t they were the true
victims of disaster Theur lives had been disrupted, and their
property values had plummeted as a result of publicity In
addiion, in the asbestos case, hazard-disclaimer victims
feit they were being forced to move from an srea they
considered safte Relocation, which was viewed as a bene-
hcial remedial measure by hazard-endangered vicims, was
perceived as government interference by hazard-disclar. »r
vicims

Hazard-disclaimer victims forced to relocate found they
were not abie to count on previous, taken-lor-granted core
values such as freedom of choice or the nght 1o private
property They, ke hazard-endangered victims, developed
mustrust for government officials as well as for particular
media or experts who represented positions at varnance
from theurs

Overall, hazard-endangered and hazard-disclaimer vic-
tms found themselves in a situation where thewr differing
perspectives on the situation and the reasons for ils
OCcurrence disrupted any predisaster neighborly cohesive-
ness. Hazard-disclaimer victims feilt resentful toward haz-
ard-endangered vicums’ “phony” demonstrations of dis
tress, quast for media atltention, and involvement in lawsuits




a’n ENVIRONMENT AND BEHAVIOR / JULY 1987

Hazard-endangered victims defined lormer tnends and
neighbors as callous or ignorant and considered thewr
hazard-disclaimer stance a barner 1o issue resolution
Sohdarity among prmary victims as a whole was nol
enacted Furthermore, hazard-disclaimer vicims created a
viciim cluster with others of similar views and sentiments,
and, in opposiion 10 hazar¢-encangered vicims’ efforts,
attempted to gan proof for the safety of the disasler agent

SECOMDARY VICTIMS

Apart from those individuals who resided at or near the
disaster site and differed over thew dehmutions of the
disaster agent and its health effects were the secondary
vichims of technological disaster These communily resi-
dents considered themselves victims of the pubhic acknowl-
edgment of a technological event Whether they were the
alleged perpeltrators of the technological disaster or were
simply members of the general community in which the
disasler site was located, they felt that they were involun-
tanly sutfenng the consequences of media portrayals of the
issue, othcial remediation attempts, and continual, 1Issue-
related controversy

Perpetrator victims Perpetralor vicims were those indi-
viduals labeled as unethical, opportumstic, and uncanng by
hazard-endangered vicms and thew supporters They
frequently were “big business” representatives, for ex-
ample cotton larmers, the Jenal pesticide agphcators, and
agnchemical company representatives in the pesticide
situation, and the millers in the asbestos situation. They
were the people who had allegedly commitied the crnime,
that s, neghgently disposed of toxic wastes or continued to
distnibute and apply hazardous substances despite inior-
mation suggestive ol their threatening nature °

T
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Perpetrator vicims reported considerable emotional dis-
lress, especially anger, over beng classiied as “villains ~ It
was dificult for them 1o imagine that a chemical or
substance with many benelicial uses was hazardous Further-
more, they did not feel that they or users of thewr products
had suffered any harmiul effects even after many years ol
use or exposure Accordingly, they were otfended at being
accused of knowingly using dangerous substances and of
ntentionally endangering human health to make a profit

Perpetrator vicims saw themselves and thew industries
as the vichms of opportunistic and overzealous otficials,
environmentansts, misinformed cilizens, and certain media.
They saw hazard-endangered vicims - -and often had sym-
pathy for them —as vicims of fear and panic created by
ofhicials and the media, not as wictims ol an authentic
hazard

Feeing ostracized, misunderstood, and unfairly con-
demned by many community members, perpetrator vicims
also joined together in victim clusters. Shanng similar
beliels and sentiments, they attempted to prove, with the
help of expert tesiimony, that the technological agent was
not haz.rdous They also worked toward getting their side

of the story presented in the media

Bystander vicms Bystander vicims were those mem-
bers of the community who were not living within the area
exposed 10 the technological agent but who stll saw
themselves as vicims. Thew vichmization arose from con-
nection with the 1ssue itself They became embarrassed by
the issue’s portrayal in the public arena, they saw their own
and the community’s economic wellare endangered by
publicity over the hazardous situation, they became frus-
lraied at official delays in cleaning up the situation and
returning their commuaity 10 normal, and they personally
suftered from outsiders’ remarks or fears about the danger
of thewr community
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This seemed 1o occur whe*;er ofr nol byslander vichims
detined the disaster agent as hazardous and whether G/ not
they fell hazard-endangered vicims deserved sympathy
and assistance |1 they considered the agent hazardous and
felt sympathy for hazard-endangered victims, they often
feit personally unable to do anything about the situation
They. therelore, usually did httle or nothing to assist
hazard-endangered vichms personally, contributing to haz-
ard-endangered vicms’ feeling ol a lack of commumlty

suppon
On the other hand, when bystander vicims felt the

situation was unjustified or exaggerated, they did nol view
nazard-endangered vichims as true viclims Rather, they
considered the real vic:ms to be the undeservedly harassed
perpetrators, hazard-disclaimer victims, and the community
at iarge

In general, most secondary victims lelt victimized by an
unfair, drawn-out, and ambiguous issue They were also
disappointed, wntated, and disillusioned by what they
perceved as ofhicial lack of response and control. They, like
primary victims, lost confidence n the competence and
accountability of scientific experls and gover nment author-

ies

SUMMARY

Overail. from the standpont of vanable detimtions of the
asbestos and pesticide situalions, members of varnous
vichim clusters attempted to demonstrale the correctness of
iner own interpretations of the nature and nisk level of the
disaster agent and the consequences ol exposure The
emotional chmate that emerged was one ot anger, frus-
wration, resentment, bitterness, and anxety Feelings of
helplessness and inability 10 control the environment devel-
oped within viclim clusters, creating a resistance o asding
of supporting the members ot other victim groups. Delen-
sive commumcations proliferated among the clusters, fur-
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wore looked) al as Callous and ung onceined and perhaps nlentionally mahcrous
Sul 1 was the derehcl prolecions reguiatorny authonhies and other locsl state
and lederal oMhCials  who wers held responsibie 1or allowing the situalion w
GCOut and ROt CONMOING O isCiphining the perpolialons
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MEMORANDUM FOR: John Milligan
Technassociates
FROM: Emile L. Julio#%’ cting “hief
Docketing and Service Branch
SUBJECT: SEABROOK  EXHIBITS

Any documents filed on the open record in the Seabrock | pro-
ceeding and made a part of the official hearing record as an
exhibit is considered exempt from the provisions of the United
States Copyright Act, unless it was originally filed under sea
with the court expressly because of copyright concerns.

A1l of the documents sent to T! for processing “all within the
exempt classification,



