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ABSTRACT 

One of the most urgent environmental problems facing society today is the 

disposal of toxic, hazardous waste. However, the technology developed to treat such 

substances may represent a great concern to those living near a hazardous waste plant. 

This thesis examines how three rural communities (Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and 

Kinuso, Alberta) view the Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Plant, near Swan Hills, 

Alberta and seeks to understand why views and opinions of risk vary among them. 

Therefore, this study addresses one of the main research problems in the area of 

environmental risk- to explain why assessments of risk vary among individuals and 

among groups. In doing so, an argument is made for the social and cultural theories of 

risk, which pay attention to risk in the context of daily life. 

This qualitative study involves 55 in-depth, face-to-face interviews with residents 

of Fort Assiniboine (21), Barrhead (18), and Kinuso (16), Alberta. The interviews were 

transcribed verbatim and then analyzed for emergent themes with the help of N-Vivo (a 

qualitative software package). The findings reveal that residents' views and opinions of 

the waste treatment plant are influenced by the context of their community and daily 

lives. Residents of Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine are concerned about the facility, 

whereas residents of Barrhead are generally unconcerned. Key contextual influences 

include: ways of life, worldviews, trust, and issues of equity in shaping views and 

opinions of risk about the Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility. Theoretical 

links to the literature on risk are made including cultural theory, the social amplification 

of risk framework, along with concepts like stigma and cognitive dissonance theory. 
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Chapter 1: 

Introduction 

1.1 Research Context 

One of the most urgent environmental problems facing society is the disposal of 

toxic, hazardous waste. Technology developed to treat such substances may, however, 

represent a great concern to those living in proximity to a hazardous waste treatment 

facility. This dilemma often presents itself as community opposition or resignation. 

Therefore, the siting of a hazardous waste facility is a problem for all stakeholders 

involved, including policy-makers, industry, host communities, and their neighbours. 

It is very important to understand how reactions to hazardous technologies may 

differ across various settings and local contexts (Krannich et al., 1993). Krannich et al. 

(1993) conclude in their examination of six rural communities' views of a nuclear waste 

repository siting in Nevada that community differences necessitate further examination of 

the unique characteristics of individual communities, because of the uneven distribution 

of economic, social, and psychological impacts. Their study like others propose that a 

community's reaction to a potential technological hazard is considered to be contextually 

influenced (Baxter, Eyles, and Elliott, 1999b; Edelstein, 1988, Krimsky and Golding, 

1992; Lee, 1999). Even though science has progressed to develop technological systems 

that claim to reduce overall probability of risk and catastrophe, many persons remain 

staunch in their beliefs that such improvements can never be safe enough (Perrow, 1999). 
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Such beliefs form from the context of daily life, which in turn provide the foundation of 

views and opinions of risk. 

Risk is a multi-dimensional construct, which cannot be expressed solely in terms 

of the probability of negative events, or by the magnitude of aversive consequences 

(Renn et al., 1992). Both individual and societal levels of analysis need to be accepted 

into any framework that attempts to explain human-environment interactions (Palm, 

1990). For example, the psychometric paradigm uses the dimensions of dread (defined 

as catastrophic potential, lack of control, involuntariness, high risk to future generations, 

and not equitable) and unknown (defined by new risk, delayed effects, unknown to 

science, and unobservable) to account for the multiple attributes of a risk event or hazard 

perceived by the individual. This theory of risk assessment builds upon the previous 

notion of risk being a voluntary or involuntary decision based on economic incentive 

(Econometric Theory). However, in contrast to the 'subjective' construction of risk, 

anthropological and social approaches contend that social and cultural influences define 

risk through 'collective' meanings, and that to understand such shared meanings will 

allow one to best comprehend individual risk perception. Such factors as values, 

worldviews, trust, and ways of life are critical to understanding residents' views and 

opinions of a technological environmental hazard (i.e. a toxic waste treatment plant). 

Social and cultural contexts, therefore, are an integral part of what is perceived as risk 

(Kasperson, 1992; Johnson and Covello, 1987). 
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1.2 Research problem, theoretical and methodological orientation of the thesis 

This research aims to provide an explanation of how individuals and groups 

construct risk when living near an environmental technological hazard. Risks associated 

with a hazardous waste site (e.g. landfills, incinerators, storage facilities, and treatment 

plants) are selected for concern by some but not by others. A fundamental problem in 

the area of environmental risk research is the ability to explain why evaluations of risk 

vary between individuals and between groups. This issue is addressed in this thesis by 

examining the views of three separate communities that are situated in close proximity to 

a common environmental technological hazard. 

The methodological framework of this project aims to uncover and interpret 

contextual influences of risk. The methodology is both qualitative and interpretive, and 

guided by the concepts of constructivism, symbolic interactionism, and grounded theory. 

These contextual factors are based on the interpretations of conversations of how 

residents describe their communities, fellow neighbours, and lifestyle choices. This study 

is based on fifty-one face to face interviews (55 individuals) and employs a semi-

structured interview guide informed by the literature review on environmental risk. 

Structured topics are utilized, however, respondents are free to express their own ideas in 

direct conversation to include contextual influences of daily life, which are important in 

shaping views and opinions of risk (Patton, 1992). During the interviews, context can be 

referenced by the participant and observed by the researcher. 

This research is also a comparative analysis because it aims to interpret specific 

views and opinions of risk of a single environmental hazard between three communities. 
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Comparing and contrasting views and opinions of risk is important because different 

contextual influences will not be borne evenly by all residents within or between 

communities. This study is considered to be a comparative analysis because it examines 

identifiable constructs that have significance to social life in general (Ragin, 1987). 

1.3 Research Objectives 

This project is sponsored by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research 

Council of Canada (SSHRCC) and is part of a larger project, "The Reasoning and 

Meaning of Environmental Risk After a Voluntary Siting Process: A Study of Swan 

Hills, Alberta". The purpose of this larger project was to uncover how residents within 

the host community construct risk from the Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility 

(SHSWTF). The aim of this thesis is to understand and explain how residents in the three 

neighbouring communities of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso, Alberta construct 

views and opinions of risk from the same technological hazard (SHSWTF). More 

specifically, there are three interrelated objectives for this project: 

i) to describe the different influences on people's opinions of risk. 

ii) to compare and contrast the opinions of risk within and among three 

different communities from the SHSWTF (in the context of daily life). 

iii) to compare such multiple influences and develop a general framework for 

understanding risk perception within the study site area communities. 

It is generally accepted that individuals may be willing to accept risks associated with 

hazardous technologies, while others are not. It is supposed from the literature that 

because a environmental technological hazard (e.g. toxic waste hazardous facility) 
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operates in the proximity (50-100 km) of three small, rural towns that there is a potential 

for risk to be assumed by area residents. Under the auspices of the initial study 

conducted by Lee (1999), Swan Hills' residents who seemed to voluntarily accept the 

waste facility were asked about their apparent lack of concern of the plant. His findings 

suggest that residents in Swan Hills attenuate concern because of economic dependency 

and shared knowledge and understanding of the facility (Lee, 1999). Lee (1999) also 

found the presence of latent concerns in the community suggesting residents may have 

felt social pressure to conform to the community's view that the waste plant is safe. This 

research addresses similar issues by asking residents of three neighbouring communities 

about their opinions/ views of risk concerning SHSWTF, and about risk in general. As 

well, this research investigates the impact of social values and the role of community 

context in explaining residents' assessments of risk in absence of direct economic 

incentives (e.g. lower income taxes or corporate donations for community services by the 

SHSWTF). 

This project's main objective is to compare the similarities and differences in risk 

perception between residents of three, rural communities in proximity to a single 

environmental technological hazard. There are two implications for investigating this 

research problem. First, few studies exist which examine how and why different groups 

of people assess risks from the same hazard differently. This research examines 

specifically why each of the study communities has different levels of concern for the 

SHSWTF. Secondly, there are few studies that compare only neighbouring communities' 

views and opinions of risk to a common environmental hazard. This research 
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investigates how residents construct views and opinions of risk in the face of a complex 

site history. 

1.4 Chapter Summaries 

This thesis contains seven chapters. Chapter two is a literature review of the field 

of risk research, highlighting notable concepts and theoretical frameworks. The review is 

chronological and begins with the geographic approach, which provides the foundation 

for the field of risk research. It is preceded by a brief discussion of econometric and 

psychometric theories. The anthropological and sociological approaches are then 

discussed in greater detail, and it is argued that these are more pertinent theoretical 

frameworks for investigating risk perception in this project. The literature review is 

complemented with a review of cognitive dissonance theory and stigma to assess their 

relevance in the study of environment risk. 

Chapter three outlines the research design for this comparative study, and 

provides a profile description of each study community, as well as a chronological time 

line of the history of the Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility (SHSWTF). The 

methodology used for gathering and interpreting data is also outlined. Included in this 

chapter is a description of how data was managed and interpreted using the qualitative 

software package, N-vivo. Strategies used to ensure trustworthy findings are also 

highlighted. 

Chapters four and five report the findings of the study. Data is reported by three 

different means: a list of codes (themes) from the N-vivo database, tables of code 

frequencies, and a conceptual framework (heuristic diagram) for understanding how risk 
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is constructed in three rural communities. Chapter four presents the residents' concerns 

from the SHSWTF. Chapter five outlines the multiple contextual influences (community 

views of the plant, trust, worldviews about technology and power, media, which shape 

both individual and community views of risk from the plant. The chapter concludes with 

a heuristic diagram that represents the main findings in the form of a conceptual 

framework. 

Chapter six takes the findings of chapters four and five and links them to the 

literature on environmental risk. It will highlight concepts from the literature that are 

most relevant for understanding views and opinions of risk in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, 

and Kinuso. An argument is made for the role of social and cultural contexts in the 

construction of risk for understanding how residents in three neighbouring communities 

perceive risk from the same technological environmental hazard (SHSWTF). 

Chapter seven outlines the main conclusions from this comparative study and 

concludes with a discussion of the implications for future research. 
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Chapter 2: 

A Literature Review of Approaches to Studying 

Technological Environmental Risk 

2.1 Introduction 

The literature on environmental risk is informed by a variety of research 

disciplines within the social and physical sciences. This review of the literature will 

focus on the main concepts and theoretical frameworks most useful for explaining why 

risk perceptions vary between individuals and groups. The chart below summarizes key 

explanatory frameworks within environmental risk research. It consists of geographic, 

econometric, psychometric, anthropological and social/cultural approaches. The first 

three approaches (e.g. geographical, econometric, and psychometric) highlight how 

concepts of risk are derived from models examining general populations and/or 

hypothetical conditions. Therefore, in relation to this research, they may be limited in 

their capacities to explain different views of risk in the communities within this study 

because they do not take into account contextual influences that impact people's 

perceptions either collectively or individually. Nevertheless, such approaches are 

important in understanding the development of social and cultural theories, which focus 

on contextual influences of daily-life in explaining views of risk. It will be argued that 

social theories of risk (e.g. cultural theory and social amplification of risk) are the most 

relevant source of concepts for explaining and comparing views and opinions of risk. 

Cognitive dissonance and the concept of stigma will also be discussed as being important 

in explaining views of risk (i.e. latent concerns) using the above theoretical frameworks. 
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Table 2.1: 

A Summary of Approaches/ Concepts for Understanding Risk 

Approach Key Concept for Understanding Risk 
Geographical • 'Bounded Rationality' limits one's ability to make 

decisions under conditions of uncertainty from an 
environmental hazard. 

Econometric • 'Voluntary vs. Involuntary' nature of a risk event is 
important for determining the acceptance of a potential 
risk event. 

Psychometric • Dimensions of 'dread' and 'unknown' are used to 
quantitatively measure the degree of a perceived 
hazard by an individual. 

Anthropological/ 
Cultural * 

• Social and Cultural contexts influence how risk is 
defined and perceived. 

*Cultural Theory 
& 

Cognitive Dissonance 

• Cultural beliefs organize people into social groups, 
which collectively define risk and hazards. 

• Feelings of uncertainty present because of two 
opposing cognitions, which requires a change in one 
or both to restore oneself to a state of consonance. 

*Social Amplification of 
Risk 

& 
Stigma 

• Contextual influences can amplify or attenuate beliefs 
about risks and hazards. 

• Technologies, locations, people, and products are 
perceived to be excessively dangerous. 

2.2 Geographical Approach 

The geographic approach to risk research has its beginnings in the fields of 

cultural ecology and environmental hazards research (White, 1974; Whyte, 1986; Watts, 

1983). The concept of environment as a source of hazard is attributed as being distinctly 

geographical and not a derivative theory from other fields of inquiry (Kasperson and 

Dow, 1993). As well, the idea of 'human adaptation' is also associated with the 

geographic approach, which includes the functionalist assumption of 'rational choice'. 
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However, as much as this literature points out, people do not always make "correct", 

rational choices with increased knowledge or awareness (White, 1974). Moreover, the 

notion of 'adaptation' as characteristic of 'man-environment interactions' is also criticized 

for its deterministic views and perspectives of people and nature (Watts, 1983). 

Gilbert White is one of the first geographers to investigate hazards from a 

geographical perspective, investigating human adaptation to natural hazards (e.g. flood 

plains). White introduced behavioural models into his examination of resource and 

hazard management strategies to try and explain why people choose to live on 

floodplains in the U.S. (White, 1974). He acknowledges the presence of a cognitive 

component in the human adjustment to a natural hazard when he states, "[Human 

adjustment] always involves human initiative and choice" (pg.3, White, 1974). In fact, 

White's model (also known as the Burton-Kates-White paradigm, Watts, 1983) focuses 

on a concept termed 'bounded rationality' (Slovic, Kunreuther, and White, 1972), which 

claims that because of cognitive limitations, individuals are forced to construct a 

simplified model of reality when faced with uncertainty or risk. Therefore, questionable 

behaviour (e.g. living on a hazardous flood plain) is deemed as the result of imperfect 

knowledge, mistaken perception, or an inflexible decision-making process (Slovic et al., 

1972). According to these authors, decision-makers underestimate or overestimate the 

true probability of risk because of bounded rationality. Thus, Slovic et al. (1972) suggest 

that to make better decisions concerning natural hazards, improving the perception of the 

hazard and increased knowledge of alternative courses of actions are required. 

A key criticism of the Burton-Kates-White Model is its singular view of 

rationality and lack of social theory (Watts, 1983). Watts (1983) questions how individual 
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and social behaviours are analyzed using a notion of 'rationality' to explain the 

'irrationality' of exposure and response to environmental threats. He points out that 

inappropriate decisions are derived not only from incomplete knowledge, but also from 

the social context and political framework that influence an individual's perception and 

resulting response (Watts, 1983). Therefore, multiple responses from the same 

environmental hazard arise that are not simply a result of behavioural irrationality. This 

proposed research addresses the criticism of the Burton-Kates-White model of having 

only a single definition of 'rationality', by seeking to uncover the different 'realities' 

people use to construct risk when faced with potential conditions of uncertainty from 

SHSWTF. This study investigates the local contexts of three different communities to 

examine the influence of such factors as: community descriptions and values, opinions/ 

views of risk, and the role of SWSWTF in the residents' views of risk. 

Geography is important to the field of risk research because it examines the 

"geographicalness" of experience, which is based upon the notion of a shared identity 

with place and community values (Hewitt, 1997). A current and notable contribution by 

a geographer to the field of risk research is that made by Susan Cutter in her book Living  

with Risk (1993). Cutter examines technological risks and posits that to understand risk 

perception one needs to understand how people feel threatened by them in the context of 

their daily lives. Do people assess risk differently because of the benefits they may 

receive (i.e. economic incentive or improvements to their community from corporate 

donations)? Are people less concerned because they are lulled into complacency from 

constant exposure or feel comfortable because of familiarity? Freudenburg (1988) 

suggests that trust in authority (i.e. local government) is crucial for determining if 
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individuals and groups will feel threatened by a risk event or ignore it. Kasperson et al. 

(1992) agree that distrust of technological hazards arises from violations of trust and 

expectations, from social relations (e.g. plant officials or local authorities). Cutter 

suggests the possibility of contextual factors impacting on what is defined as risk when 

she cites the example of Three Mile Island and its reaction by local area residents as a 

product of social context rather than the nature of the accident: 

The decision to evacuate may also be influenced by social or institutional factors, 
such as the actions of friends and neighbours rather than the cognition of risk. 
The evidence to date suggests that the behavioural effects of risk estimations or 
evaluation are secondary to contextual or situational factors (Cutter, 1993, 255). 

Environmental justice is also an important issue for individuals and groups that 

feel that they are the unfortunate and biased targets of environmental degradation from 

technological hazards (Cutter, 1995). Cutter (1995) investigates the unequal risk sharing 

burdens of minorities and the poor. She brings to light the environmental racism faced 

especially by women, children, and the poor, who are in need of social mobilization to 

'marshal' public and private commitment to change. The question of environmental 

justice and the existence of such syndromes as N I M B Y (not-in-my-backyard) and 

B A N A N A (build absolutely nothing, anywhere, near anybody) may be useful for 

understanding the views of residents in this thesis concerning the importation of 'other 

people's' waste into their municipality. 

Most importantly though, Cutter (1993; 1995) concerns her analysis with the 

laypersons who face risk directly in the context of every day life, versus the general 

population that may not face risk directly on a day to day basis (Lee, 1999). Therefore, 
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her incorporation of social theory into the study of risk makes her contribution to the field 

of risk research as a modern geographer significant and noteworthy. 

Palm (1990) also acknowledges a lack of social theory in early geographic 

approaches in hazards research. Upon examining eight geographical perspectives, which 

theorize the relationships between humans and nature, she suggests that "good research" 

involves a synthesis of those with philosophically congruent concepts. Palm (1990) 

offers an integrative approach to understanding the complex relationship of individuals, 

society, and the environment through the analysis of their micro (individual household), 

meso (societal roles), and macro level (societal forces) behaviours. As there has been a 

trend to include social theory into the field of risk research over the past two decades, the 

social construction of risk will be discussed in greater detail in the proceeding section: 

Anthropological and Sociological Approaches. 

2.3 Econometric Approach 

Risk perception research also originated from empirical studies of probability 

assessment, utility assessment, as well as decision making processes (Slovic, 1993). 

Such approaches are useful for understanding the mental strategies (heuristics) and biases 

that people employ in order to make sense of uncertain situations. The beginnings of the 

economic approach may be traced to the well-known article by Starr (1969), which 

compares the risks and benefits of different technologies in the United States (Kasperson 

and Dow, 1993). It is also grounded in utility theory and probabilistic theories concerned 

with decision-making strategies under conditions of uncertainty (Starr, Rudman, and 
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Whipple, 1976; Kahneman and Tversky, 1974). As in the early geographic approach, the 

economic approach also assumes that a single rationale exists for making an appropriate 

choice. However, the economic approach is rooted in the notion that the correct choice 

will be one of 'maximum utility' for the decision-maker. 

A major contrast between the econometric and geographic approach is the 

methodological framework used. Whereas geographic approaches include examining 

responses to hazards in the context of daily life, econometric approaches tend to remain 

within the laboratory to document responses to hypothetical risks. Historical census data, 

and survey work within a large population are frequently used in the econometric 

approach, even though subjects may not be exposed to an environmental hazard on a day 

to day basis. 

Starr's (1969) 'revealed preference approach' is an attempt at predicting how much 

investment society is willing to make in new technologies. His investigation of risk-

benefit tradeoffs is considered the starting-point in the field of risk research. Using 

statistical data of death rates and income, Starr (1969) makes the following four 

conclusions: the public is willing to accept 'voluntary' risks a thousand times more than 

'involuntary' risks; statistical death rates from disease appear to be a psychological 

yardstick for establishing the level of acceptability of other risks; acceptability of risk 

appears to be crudely proportional to the third power of benefits, real or imagined; and 

social acceptance of risk is directly influenced by public awareness of the benefits of an 

activity as determined by advertising (pg. 1237). However, Starr (1969) assumes a single 

rationale when he concludes that 'voluntariness' of exposure is the key factor in 

determining risk acceptance (Slovic, 1993). Fischoff et al. (1978) are critical of Starr's 
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(1969) conclusions because they are based on the principle that the public has the 

necessary resources to make a rational decision about risk actions. In addition, Starr's 

(1969) examination lacks individual or group responses to actual hazards since the data is 

comprised of only income and fatality statistics. 

The goal of utility theory is to examine the role of social values in cost-benefit 

decision-making strategies (Starr, Rudman, and Whipple, 1976). Decision-makers are 

considered 'rational actors' who comply with a set of decision-making strategies to 

maximize an outcome's utility. What is also problematic with this theory is the operative 

definition of risk used by Starr, Rudman, and Whipple (1976) as " the probability per unit 

time of the occurrence of a unit cost burden" (pg.641). Decisions are based on the 

probability that a desirable outcome can be achieved. Therefore, it can be argued that 

utility theory is a normative rather than descriptive model in its ability to explain how 

decisions should be made rather than how they are actually derived. 

Kahneman and Tversky's (1974) exploratory research of heuristics and biases 

makes two contributions to the study of environmental risk that are potentially useful for 

research. First, the representativeness heuristic reveals how decision-makers compare 

and contrast uncertain situations to more familiar ones when making a judgement 

(Kahneman and Tversky, 1974). This may be useful in explaining why people have the 

tendency to assume that similar activities, or technologies, have the same risk levels 

(Kasperson and Dow, 1993). Second, the availability heuristic explains the process by 

which decision-makers, when faced with uncertainty, assess the probability of an event 

by the ease with which occurrences can be recalled (Kahneman and Tversky, 1974). In 

particular, this device may be useful in explaining how residents of the study 
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communities recall specific events and describe the waste treatment facility. In sum, these 

methods for making sense of the surrounding world may help explain why some people 

judge technological hazards as risk laden, and others not. 

Freudenburg (1988) is critical of the economic approach and questions its central 

tenet of the public being economically rational, engaging in 'selfish risk-benefit 

comparisons' of the real world. It can be argued that this approach does not take into 

account the fact that decisions are value laden and context specific (Lee, 1999). This 

approach inevitably links decisions with financial gain or loss, which constitutes a limited 

appraisal of how individuals assess environmental risk. As Kasperson and Dow (1993, 

pg. 207) summarize, "The marketplace is a poor guide to what risks are publicly 

acceptable." 

The economic approach focuses on the notion of a cost- benefits tradeoff. This 

thesis seeks to uncover how people's views and opinions of risk are shaped in the absence 

of direct economic incentives involving an environmental hazard. Therefore, other non-

financial incentives may likely be more important for understanding residents and 

communities' views/ and opinions of SHSWTF. 

2.4 Psychometric Approach 

The psychometric approach asserts that risk is a subjective perception. 

Consequently, people's opinions and views of risk are dependent on characteristics of the 

hazard in question. As a result, a major criticism of the psychometric approach is the 
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preoccupation with the hazard itself and the neglect of the role of local context in shaping 

risk perception(s). This suggests a normative model for explanation. 

Important to the notion of the psychometric paradigm is the taxonomic 

classification of hazards in order to quantify and predict responses to risk (Slovic, 1993). 

The 'pioneers' of this approach to understanding risk perception research are most notably 

Slovic, Fischoff, and Lichtenstein. Slovic (1993, pg. 225) outlines the defining 

parameters of this approach when he states: 

Within the psychometric paradigm, people make quantitative judgements 

about the current and desired riskiness of diverse hazards and the desired 

level of regulation of each. 

Fischoff et al.'s (1978) well-known study "How Safe is Safe Enough" built upon Starr's 

(1969) earlier work on voluntary and involuntary risk events. The results revealed two 

main factors that contribute to perceived feelings of risk: dread and unknown. The 

authors conclude that lay perceptions of risk fall within a factor-analytic space (a four 

quadrant graph) defined by the variables dread (defined as catastrophic potential, lack of 

control, involuntariness, high risk to future generations, and not equitable) and unknown 

(defined by new risk, delayed effects, unknown to science, and unobservable). The higher 

the combined score of an activity as a measure of the two factors, the higher the 

perceived risk of that event. In this 'expressed preference' approach, the more influential 

dimension for understanding risk is dread, as Slovic (1987, pg. 283) remarks in the 

following passage: 
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The higher a hazard's score on this factor [dread], the higher its perceived risk, 

the more people want to see its current risks reduced, and the more they want to 

see strict regulation employed to achieve the desired reduction in risk. 

However, this conclusion does not apply to 'experts' in the study. The variable 'expected 

mortality' produced a significant relationship in expert responses, suggesting that risk, 

from an expert perspective, is determined by fatality statistics. This result contrasts the 

lay perspective, which equates risk with qualitative characteristics of the hazard itself, 

and finds that they are also adequate estimators of the same risk probabilities. 

Findings using the psychometric approach suggest that risk decisions are multi

dimensional. These studies further suggest that lay people use broader definitions of what 

constitutes risk when making decisions. Thus, lay people can think like experts do, but 

choose not to. However, Fischoff et al. (1978) and Slovic (1987) do not distinguish 

possible groups of respondents beyond lay and expert subjects, nor do they take into 

account contextual influences of daily life, which may contribute to opinions and views 

of risk. Aware of these limitations, this study aims to include residents who are exposed1 

to an environmental hazard on a day to day basis, as well as to uncover other important 

concepts of risk perception outside the dimensions of dread and unknown. 

' The term 'exposed' refers to a perceived threat of risk felt by an individual, even when the 
physical presence of that risk may not be evident or the proximity to an environmental hazard is 
small (e.g. threat from invisible contaminants like PCB's). 
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2.5 Anthropological & Sociological Approach 

A distinguishing feature between anthropological and sociological approaches and 

the previous ones is that the focus is on social and cultural influences of risk perception 

(including daily context), instead of the characteristics of the hazard. Absent from early 

geographical and econometric approaches to risk research is the acknowledgement of 

social and cultural contexts within which views of risk are formed. Therefore, such 

factors as: values, worldviews, trust, and lifestyle are critical to understanding residents' 

views and opinions of risk. Moreover, these approaches consider the 'collective' and the 

'individual' as active contributors to the process of risk construction, whereas the 

psychometric paradigm focuses mainly on the individual's perception of a hazard. 

A secondary feature of anthropological and sociological approaches is their 

emphasis on theory development. The following examines cultural theory (complemented 

by cognitive dissonance theory), and the social amplification of risk (complimented by 

the notion of stigma) as theoretical frameworks that can be useful in explaining how risk 

is constructed in the communities of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso, Alberta. 

2.5.1 Cultural Theory 

Cultural Theory analyzes cultural values and beliefs which guide the social 

organization of people and construction of risk (Rayner, 1992). Conflict over a particular 

risk is therefore best understood in terms of 'plural meanings' whereby different groups 

(i.e. competing cultures) confer different meanings on objects, events, situations, and 

relationships (Dake, 1992. pg. 27). Tradition, for example, should be acknowledged as 
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playing an important role in shaping opinions of risk (Leiss and Chociolko,1994). From 

this perspective, individuals in effect, 'negotiate' culture with others in their community, 

and select certain risks for attention both individually and collectively. 

Douglas (1992) asserts that the benefits of analyzing perception of risk as part of a 

system of social relations, has not been fully realized. In Risk and Culture (1982), 

Douglas and Wildavsky propose that social forces (outlined in grid/group analysis) 

aligned the environmental movement in America during the 1960s and 70s. The 

solidarity of 'sectarian' environmental groups to oppose the 'menace ' of pollution 

spawned by 'big business' and 'big government' rallied Americans' views of a pristine 

environment and nature (Johnson and Covello, 1987). Sectarian political entrepreneurs 

and the rise of technological innovation helped to facilitate the success of public interest 

groups in increasing membership numbers (Douglas and Wildavsky, 1982). According 

to these authors then, risk is selected less as a fear of potential danger, and is more so 

constructed through social and cultural organizations. In general, cultural theory assumes 

that people will respond to risks according to how society is structured and how its 

institutional rules of procedure are defined. 

Cultural Theory is fundamentally based on two beliefs. The first specifies 

patterns of social relationships that produce 'cultural bias', which in turn generates a 

distinctive way of looking at the world (worldview) (Langford et al., 1998). The second 

assumes that all individuals belong to a specific cultural group or type. Langford et al. 

(1998, pg.3) describe the four cultural types as follows: 
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1. Fatalists- characterized by low group association but a strong sense of social 

distinctions (low group, high grid). Fatalists' autonomy is controlled by systems and 

institutions. But, they see themselves as excluded from these institutions, and 

therefore as 'outsiders' with little or no power. 

2. Hierarchists- characterized by strong group boundaries and binding prescriptions 

(high group, high grid). Hierarchists will tend to see an individual's place in the 

world as defined by a set of institutional classifications (e.g. based on age or gender). 

Such demarcations are not questioned, but justified on the grounds that they enable 

the society to run smoothly. Control is vested in formal, hierarchical systems of 

authority. 

3. Egalitarians- characterized by strong group boundaries but have little belief in 

prescribed roles (high group, low grid). Egalitarians have a strong sense of social 

cohesion but expect each individual to negotiate their relationship with others and no 

individual is granted authority by virtue of their position. 

4. Individualists- characterized by no group incorporation and no prescribed roles (low 

group, low grid). Individualists feel no responsibility towards other members of 

society and see allocation of power and resources by competition, not by position or 

status. 

Each of these cultural types with its accompanying style of social organization and 

thinking restricts individual thought and action (Douglas, 1982). Cultural theory predicts 

that by relating to others with a similar group bias, individuals reinforce their own 

behaviour as well as those within a social group whose values and preferences they share 
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(Wildavsky, 1989). This thesis investigates if community membership influences the 

views and opinions of risk concerning the SHSWTF that can be compared both between 

and within the three study areas. 

Cultural theory is a unique contributor to the realm of risk research because, 

unlike other approaches (i.e. psychometric paradigm, econometric and geographic 

approaches), it analyzes those cultural values, which guide the social construction of risk. 

Therefore, cultural theory is capable of providing explanatory reasons why different 

people perceive the same risk differently (Marris et al., 1998). 

Several studies have employed cultural theory to explain why certain risks are 

selected for concern over others (Wildavsky and Dake 1990; Rayner, 1986; Douglas and 

Calvez, 1990; Palmer, 1996; Brenot et al. 1998; Langford et al., 1998; Marris et al, 1998; 

Sjoberg, 1999). It should be noted that those who employed strictly quantitative analysis 

did not produce significant findings linking cultural grouping to perceived risks (see 

Palmer, 1996; Brenot et al. 1998; Sjoberg, 1999). Such quantitative methodology has 

been accused of being inadequate on the basis that it eliminates the presence of any social 

context in the participants' responses (Brenot et al., 1998). In addition, a quantitative 

questionnaire cannot explain how groups may change over time with their belief systems, 

which Rayner (1992) claims is a key feature of the cultural theory framework (pg. 90). 

Therefore, without any qualitative analysis, worldviews become statistically reduced to 

psychological stereotypes that do not change over time (Boholm, 1996; Marris et al., 

1998; Rayner, 1992; Brenot et al., 1998). A qualitative methodology is better suited to 

explaining the defining characteristics of group membership, including worldviews, and 

opinions/views of risk. Contextual influences and worldviews are expressed by the 
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participant, and then subsequently analyzed using their own descriptions and examples. 

Artificial categories are not initially presumed by the investigator, from which the 

participant may have limited avenues of expression. Brenot et al. (1998) concede to 

these potential limitations when they state their instrument is of "limited value for 

measuring cultural biases" (pg. 738). 

Langford et al.'s (1998) empirical study entitled, "A Cultural Theory Analysis of 

Public Perceptions of Health Risks from Polluted Coastal Bathing Waters" employs a 

mixed methodology and produces more insightful explanations of why individuals 

collectively define the same risk in different ways. The study employs Dake's (1991) 

questionnaire to elicit respondent's views of nature to determine cultural group scores for 

each individual. Select individuals (those with high group scores) are then invited to 

participate in focus groups where detailed questions are used to relate to issues that stood 

out from the questionnaire. Interestingly, Langford et al. (1998) find that 20% of the total 

participants can be classified as predominantly one cultural type, where as the rest of the 

sample demonstrate a combination of two or more cultural solidarities. Moreover, the 

transcripts from the four focus groups reveal characteristics that are consistent with 

findings from Douglas' (1978) original grid/ group proposal. With concluding remarks, 

the authors determine that cultural theory can be used as a tool to assess different 

opinions in a large sample survey, only if proceeded by further in-depth qualitative 

analysis (e.g. focus groups). However, they acknowledge that their study is only 

representative of people's opinions of risk at the time of the survey. It is not 

recommended as a good longitudinal research tool. They also concede that cultural 

theory is difficult to empirically test because of time and budget constraints. 
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A related study that uses qualitative methods to understand risk aversion is, "The 

Self as Risk Taker: A Cultural Theory of Contagion in Relation to AIDS" (Douglas and 

Calves, 1990). Douglas and Calvez (1990) review qualitative examples of how the 

collective of 'community' can influence perceptions of the 'self upon its members. They 

argue that individuals will either identify themselves as risk- averse or risk- taking 

according to cultural biases of the four cultural types. The general aim of the study is to 

illustrate, how citizens reinforce their beliefs of the body and the spread of disease 

(AIDS) through their respective group memberships. Therefore, a community's attitude 

towards spending money on research and medical treatment for the sick will be reflected 

in the beliefs and expectations of its members prone to contracting that disease. Douglas 

and Calvez (1990) demonstrate that a disease such as AIDS is categorized as being a 

problem of those "outside" the dominant cultural group, and as a result its victims, seen 

as 'outsiders' will be discriminated against and marginalized to the fringes of that society. 

Their review confirms that cultural bias is thus a powerful tool for understanding the well 

being of individuals, community, and society. 

Rayner (1986) also posits that organizational cultures influence risk perception 

and are themselves influenced by cultural biases and economic interests. Like Douglas 

and Calvez (1990), his review of perceptions of radiological hazards among medical 

practitioners and support staff in American Hospitals is completed without any form of 

quantification, and produces insightful findings that support the assumptions of a cultural 

theory of risk analysis (Rayner, 1986). He identifies the existence of plural rationalities 

based on organizational experience within a single institution, and reinforces the notion 

that different people select different risks for concern. 
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It is the aim of this thesis to illustrate how groups differ in their opinions/ views of 

risk (i.e. between communities and within). Group membership (e.g. concerned vs. 

unconcerned [including latent concerns]) is determined according to similar beliefs and 

worldviews concerning such things as community description, values, and community 

changes. These groupings are not meant to be representative of Douglas and 

Wildavsky's (1982) original cultural types (hierarchist, individualist, egalitarian, fatalist), 

but are meant to illustrate community groups of differing concern. The categories 

suggested by Douglas and Wildavsky (1982) are considered to be too restrictive for this 

study. Therefore, this thesis employs the basic principles of cultural theory to explain 

views/ opinions of risk, but does not test the tenets of grid/ group analysis, a separate 

component of the cultural theory framework. 

Schwarz and Thompson (1990) make the corollary that culture, like plastic, "is 

neither completely rigid, not is it totally fluid" (pg. 69). Therefore, group membership 

may be somewhat negotiable, but is stable enough to persist through different social 

experiences (Schwarz and Thompson, 1990). Cultural theory, from this perspective can 

identify cultural groups using a 'polythetic classification' system, which identifies 

individuals according to the number of widely shared characteristics within a group. If 

group membership can be 'negotiated', then no single characteristic needs to be present in 

every member of any class (Gross and Rayner, 1985, pg. 58). The utility of polythetic 

classification in this thesis' research design is its method of relating organizational 

differences within social groups to particular values that sustain their characteristic 

identity. For example, in this thesis, it is important to identify particular community 

values to compare among the three communities and those that are concerned or 
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unconcerned about the SHSWTF to determine if they play a role in shaping views and 

opinions of risk. 

A popular criticism of cultural theory is that there are few empirical studies to 

validate its assumptions (Rayner, 1992; Bolhom, 1996). Bolhom (1996, pg. 66) 

expresses concern that there exists "inherent conceptual confusions and inconsistencies", 

which in turn produce contradictory propositions and impede empirical testing. 

However, this and other criticisms presented below illustrate the potential variations of 

cultural theory and demonstrate the necessity for clarity when utilizing it as an 

explanatory framework. Thus, numerous approaches to the study of risk perception 

reminds us that there currently exists no singular or unified theory that risk researchers 

subscribe to. Therefore, cultural theory should be regarded as complimenting the field's 

characteristic diversity instead of lacking in its unified explanatory power. 

Bolhom (1996) has difficulty with the ideological relationships between cultural 

bias (shared values and beliefs), social relations (patterns of interpersonal relations), and 

way of life (a combination of social relations and cultural biases). The problem as 

explained by Bolhom (1996), is a question of the relationship between the three 

constructs: 

Social relations 'generate beliefs' and values, and that those beliefs 
and values in turn 'legitimize' social relations. Either the link 
between values and beliefs, on the one hand, and social relations, on 
the other, is reciprocal, interactive, and mutually reinforcing, thus 
suggesting bidirectionality, or values and beliefs are generated by 
social relations and constrained by them, thus implying 
unidirectionality, a causal link." (pg. 67) 

(see also Marris et al., 1998, pg. 636). 
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Bolhom (1996) also questions the two possible divergent conceptualizations of 'way of 

life' as being either functionalist (social relations constrain people's values and beliefs) or 

dialectical (people organize their social relations according to values and vice versa). 

Finally, Bolhom (1996) criticizes cultural theory wholly for its being 'tautological' or 

circular in its arguments, because observations of behaviour are inductively used to 

extrapolate characteristics of a culture that will in turn be used to explain the same 

behaviour. However, Bolhom (1996, pg. 72) uses a broad collection of 'anthropological 

conceptions' to define culture as an "all inclusive category". Her definition of cultural 

theory assumes the following, 

"[Culture] could serve as an explanatory concept both for observable events, 
actions, and artifacts produced by human beings as well as for ideational systems 
of shared knowledge, beliefs, and meanings understood to structure conduct. 
[Thus} People of culture A habitually do X because they share this particular 
culture A that prescribes that they do X". 

Bolhom's (1986) criticism of cultural theory being tautological is overly simplistic 

employing culture as a 'catch all' term. Douglas and Wildavsky (1990) acknowledge that 

culture is a negotiated phenomena instead of a static entity. Bolhom's (1990) critique is 

more relevant when assessing the concept of cultural types, whereby according to 

Douglas and Wildavsky (1982), only four possible groups can exist within society (e.g. 

individualist, hierarchist, egalitarian, fatalist). The limited number of cultural groups 

provides cultural theory with a deterministic implication. In spite of this, this thesis seeks 

to use cultural theory's more general tenet that persons who share similar worldviews and 

beliefs will share similar group membership of being concerned or unconcerned 
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regarding the SHSWTF. This thesis does not attempt to apply cultural typology in the 

theory's traditional sense. 

Another criticism leveled against cultural theory is that there appears to be two 

different versions or hypotheses: the stability hypothesis, or the mobility hypothesis 

(Rayner, 1992; Boholm, 1996). Rayner (1992) admits that there is a divide amongst 

cultural theorists in their views of the rigidity of cultural group membership. 

The stability hypothesis states that people will seek to extend their experience of a 

singular social structure into different areas of their lives (i.e. work, home, school, 

community) (Boholm, 1996). Therefore, individuals will tend to think and behave 

exclusively in terms bounded by one of the four cultural types. Dake's (1992) 'Cultural 

Biases Questionnaire' is based on the stability hypothesis and measures exclusively for 

the presence of one of the four cultural groups. However, in subsequent empirical testing, 

findings have not been as convincing of the presence of a dominant way of life as in his 

original study (see Palmer, 1995; Marris et al., 1996). 

In contrast, the mobility hypothesis argues that individuals may switch from group 

to group, depending on the context of their social situation (i.e. hierarchist at work, 

egalitarian at home, individualist at play) (Boholm, 1996; Wildavsky, 1989). Individuals 

may attach themselves to opposing institutions in different spheres of their lives, and 

might express different cultural biases in such contexts over time (Thompson et al., 

1990). When appealing to this version, however, cultural theorists need to account for 

the particular context within which participants are explaining worldviews or statements 

of belief (Johnson, 1987; Boholm, 1996). Consequently, a negative implication of the 

mobility hypothesis is the ability of cultural theory to be empirically tested, since 
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respondents may potentially change their worldviews during the course of an interview 

(Langford et al., 1998; Boholm, 1996). Bellaby (1990) concedes that 'situated behaviour' 

is elusive, since individuals may move between cultures. Researchers therefore need to 

account for why individuals may feel compelled to alter their worldviews in different 

situational contexts. 

Thompson et al. (1993) suggest that people might abandon a particular worldview 

or even cultural group if it seems no longer sensible for them to sustain a desired way of 

life (in Bolhom, 1996). Therefore, a person's values and beliefs need to match their social 

relations in 'reality' in order for a particular worldview and cultural type to be maintained. 

Unfortunately, cultural theory does not offer a detailed explanation as to why or how an 

individual changes groups over the course of time. One example, which seems to 

embrace cultural theory is cognitive dissonance. This theory concerns the effects of 

pressure on individuals to change their beliefs/ worldviews in order to match the different 

social realities around them. 

2.5.2 Cognitive Dissonance 

Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Dissonance Theory), first proposed by Leon 

Festinger (1957) is essentially a theory about how people try to make sense out of their 

beliefs, their environment, and their behaviour (Massaro, 1997). It holds a very 

simplistic proposition: If a person has two cognitions that are psychologically 

inconsistent, they will experience dissonance or uncertainty (feelings of physical and 

psychological discomfort). Since the experience of dissonance produces psychological 
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discomfort, the person will try to reduce it by finding a way to change one or both 

cognitions in order to make them more consonant with each other (Massaro, 1987). 

Dissonance will be reduced if a change of attitude (worldviews or beliefs) occurs to 

restore the self to a state of consonance. For example, if a resident feels concerned about 

how the SHSWTF impacts on their family's health, but feels that there is nothing they 

can do about it, they may rationalize their concerns by outwardly claiming that there 

could be worse places to live (i.e. the city) and other sources of contamination (i.e. oil 

and gas or the forestry industry) to be concerned about. They may be able to feel better 

by changing their point of view about the plant since they can not realistically afford to 

move to another location. 

Examining empirical studies of dissonance arousal and reduction, it is possible to 

link key concepts of dissonance to cultural theory's mobility hypothesis. Cognitive 

dissonance theory may be useful in this project if some express latent concerns (i.e. a 

respondent expresses little or no concern when initially asked about the SHSWTF, but 

then through the course of the interview suggests concern about the facility). It may also 

be useful for explaining why some residents have changed their level of concern (either 

high or low) over time in regards to the hazardous waste treatment plant in Swan Hills 

(SHSWTF). 

Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) conducted a simplistic but powerful experiment 

illustrating that people believe the lies they tell if they are insufficiently rewarded for 

telling them (Massaro, 1997). Kantola et al. (1984) confirmed this phenomena in their 

experiment: "Cognitive Dissonance and Energy Conservation". Their findings suggest 

that persons in a 'feedback' group (who were to comment on their methods of reducing 
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household energy) had greater instances of reporting reduced energy consumption than 

other non-feedback group members. In actuality, these persons did not consume less 

energy than other groups including the control group, suggesting that consumers are 

discrepant in their attitudes and behaviour concerning energy conservation, but will lie in 

order to relieve aroused dissonance. In a similar investigation, Dickerson et al. (1992) 

found that individuals experienced higher levels of dissonance because they verbally 

supported water conservation measures with a research investigator and felt the need to 

live up to their verbalized convictions. Both studies posit that individuals may change 

their attitudes (either temporarily or permanently is not made clear) when it is obvious 

that behaviour and beliefs do not coincide. 

Scher and Cooper (1989) suggest that the singular role of behavioural 

consequences is the motivation behind dissonance and psychological discomfort. Their 

study presents empirical evidence that dissonance is aroused when individuals feel 

responsible for an aversive consequence. Their findings support Cooper and Fazio's 

(1984) New Look Model rather than Festinger's (1957) original Dissonance Theory, 

because it links inconsistency (the impetus to alter attitudes or undergo cognitive change 

before any event) with dissonance motivation; and the unpleasant state of tension after 

causing an aversive event with dissonance arousal. Personal responsibility, they assert is 

the necessary link between an aversive event and dissonance arousal (Scher and Cooper, 

1989; Cooper and Fazio, 1984). In relation to cultural theory, individuals who do not 

share similar beliefs and opinions with other members of their cultural group encounter 

dissonance may feel the pressure to change their worldviews and beliefs, or even leave 
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their social group for another if they act in accordance with their group's position but in 

private feel otherwise. 

In the context of 'group consequences', Zanna and Sande (1987) find that aversive 

consequences attributed to a 'group' decision, cause group members to experience less 

dissonance because they are able to diffuse the emotion of personal responsibility. This 

finding has potential explanatory power for understanding how the study area 

communities in this thesis regard and react to local town hall meetings with plant 

management officials (Bovar). 

A possible model, derived from Fazio and Cooper (1984) to explain how a person 

who claims they are not concerned, but in fact they really are in this thesis is 

hypothesized below (Figure 2.1): 

Figure 2.1: Explaining Latent Concerns using Cognitive Dissonance Theory 



33 

Adapted from Fazio and Cooper (1984) "New Look Model" 

This diagram links cultural theory and cognitive dissonance by suggesting two 

possible pathways for individuals expressing latent concerns. The first possibility, is that 

if an individual (i.e. resident of a study area community) with an established belief (e.g. 

SHSWTF is a health risk) feels dissonance motivation (e.g. thinks it is safer to leave but 

cannot afford to move), they will need to reduce cognitive dissonance by changing their 

initial beliefs about the plant (e.g. there are worse places and health risks to be concerned 

about rather than SHSWTF), to deal with the inability to move away. A second 

possibility would suggest that upon action (i.e. expressing low or no concern) dissonance 

is aroused since their claim about little or no risk from the plant does not match how they 

really feel. Initial beliefs require change (i.e. rationalizing why the plant cannot be that 

bad of a health risk) or action taken by finding a way to move to a new location if their 

expressed concern does not coincide with the beliefs of the social group with which they 

hold membership and may be alienated from. 

Cognitive dissonance does present methodological problems, however. It is a 

useful theory for understanding why residents change their beliefs concerning an issue, 

but their reasons for change cannot be realistically evaluated. By using qualitative 

methods though, the researcher can ask probing questions during the course of an 

interview to clarify possible reasons for contradictory beliefs from the participant. 

In sum, cultural theory is an explanatory framework that assumes the existence of 

an 'active' perceiver of risk(s), and who participates in the construction of collective 
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meanings with other members of their cultural group. However, each cultural group 

restricts individual thought and action. Each individual then, is likely to have multiple 

group affiliations and may even change groups if their views are threatened by a 

particular group membership (mobility hypothesis). Since cultural theory does not 

provide a clear explanation or consensus among cultural theorists as to why or how 

individuals express latent concerns or in effect 'jump' between cultural groups, 

dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957; Fazio and Cooper, 1984) provides a plausible 

explanation of how individuals react under the social constraints of singular group 

membership. Together, both cultural theory and dissonance theory have the potential to 

provide insight into risk perception and to explain 'who fears what and why'? 

2.5.3 The Social Amplification of Risk Framework 

The social amplification of risk framework is an integrative, holistic approach to 

hazard perception, which also emphasizes contextual influences (Kasperson and Dow, 

1993). It reveals how some risks are amplified or attenuated depending on 

psychological, social, institutional, and cultural influences. This concept is relevant to 

the study of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso, Alberta because it can explain why 

certain risks are given more attention and others not. 

The social amplification of risk is triggered by an adverse event (e.g. toxic waste 

spill at a hazardous waste facility or construction of a facility) from which risk is then 

defined by certain characteristics of the event (e.g. pollution) or by individuals or 

institutions (e.g. media). According to Kasperson and Dow (1993), hazards and 
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hazardous events are real and can change the physical environment and human health, 

and involve disruptions in social organizations (e.g. communities) and value structures. 

Kasperson and Pijawka (1985) suggest the scientific uncertainties about the nature of the 

hazard, and negative media coverage can in effect induce substantial community conflict. 

Moreover, such conflict concerning a technological hazard has the potential to divide a 

community into segregated groups of victimized and non-victimized residents 

(Kasperson and Pijawka, 1985). 

The social amplification of risk integrates both the technical assessments of risk 

and the social experience of risk (Lee, 1999). Within this framework, risk is determined 

in part as being an objective threat of harm as well, it is a result of social construction 

from experience and cultural beliefs. The characteristics of the risk event may be 

amplified (or attenuated) by individuals or institutions. Depending on how the 

interpretation of the 'signals' from a risk event coincide with a person's values or belief 

system will determine if the risk is intensified or ignored (Kasperson et al., 1992). The 

criticism that the term amplification is "too passive" by Rayner (1988) relates to 

individuals who merely react to the information flow. This is rejected since many 

individuals seek out risks or information about them (Lee, 1999). People may choose to 

consciously or unconsciously amplify or attenuate risks according to their individual or 

group belief systems. For example, Fitchen et al. (1987) determined that citizens of a 

small rural county in upstate New York, who had their drinking water contaminated with 

TCE (trichloroethylene; this is a central nervous system poison in humans) had attenuated 

(either consciously or unconsciously) concerns due to the sense of security and trust in 

local officials that they would be taken care of and provided with trustworthy 
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information. Residents also derived reassurance from their own personal and collective 

interpretations of the probability statements issued by health authorities, as Fitchen et al. 

(1987) explain: 

People reasoned that even if TCE could cause one excess cancer per million, it 
would be unlikely that anyone in this community of under 25,000 people would 
get cancer from contaminated water, (pg. 43) 

Similarly, after a nuclear accident in Ginna, New York (1992), the reaction was amplified 

at the national level due to intense media coverage, but minimized at the local level as a 

result of community employment in the facility, as well as, the belief that the facility is an 

important corporate citizen and contributor to the local tax base (Kasperson, 1992). 

Therefore, individuals belonging to social groups (e.g. communities or union groups) 

may be readily influenced by the collective construction of risk rather than by their own 

personal views. Roberts (1997) confirms this in his analysis of community reactions to 

technological hazards when he states, 

Differences in worker perceptions, based on their structural position in their 
firm,...filtered through gender and family relations and corporate safety and 
environmental relations campaigns, importantly contribute to the perceptions 
neighbours have of the hazard, (pg. 170) 

Hence, the dynamics of how risks become selected for concern are based upon individual 

and collective belief systems. 

The multi-dimensionality of risk incorporated into this framework means that 

individuals or groups who do not share similar judgements and assumptions of risk 

characterization will perceive the information it provides very differently (Stern et al., 

1996). Differences in the level of concern between men and women have been 
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investigated concerning this discrepancy (Frewer, 1999; Blocker and Eckberg, 1989, 

1997). Frewer (1989) finds that women expressed greater fear of personal risk from 

technological hazards relative to men, and perceived greater risk from all hazards in 

general than men. However, Blocker and Eckberg (1989) cite contrary findings that 

women are no more concerned than men concerning general environmental issues, but 

agree that they are significantly more concerned about local environmental issues than 

men. 

Behavioural responses to risk or risk events are the result of conflict in beliefs, 

values, and possible institutional obligations (e.g. family, job) (Lee, 1999). Often such 

responses carry with them negative emotional states such as: psychological stress, social 

estrangement, or anomie (Kasperson, 1992). For example, McGee (1999) remarks in her 

study of a community's response to lead contamination that parents laid responsibility for 

causing their children's lead contamination on themselves for not trying to eliminate the 

exposure. Albrecht et al. (1996) suggest in their study of effects on a community from 

the siting process for a radioactive waste facility, that "residues of sentiment" (i.e. blame) 

remained and could potentially provide an important precedent for future problems. 

They posit that resultant relationships, which develop among different factions within a 

community, can spill over in to a variety of future issues and circumstances (Albrecht et 

al, 1996). 

Behavioural responses can also generate secondary effects, which can be either 

social or economic consequences that reach far beyond direct recognizable impacts (i.e. 

human harm or environmental degradation). Examples of resultant indirect impacts are 

the loss of a community's local economy, negative attitudes towards technology in 
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general, general distrust of authority and science, and even social disorder (e.g. 

protesting, rioting, sabotage, or terrorism) may result. Moreover, perception of such 

secondary effects may in turn create 'ripple effects' that can impact distant locations, 

future generations, and other groups (Kasperson, 1992). A secondary effect, which is 

important in understanding residents' views and opinions of SHSWTF, is stigma, which 

will be discussed in the following section in detail. 

The social amplification of risk framework is not without some general criticisms. 

Kasperson (1992) summarizes the criticisms into five points. The first concerns the 

separation of objective and subjective notions of risk. The fact that risk can physically 

harm an individual and also be a threat to social aspects of human existence (i.e. a health 

lifestyle) means that risk is a "composite" of both which cannot be separated. A second 

objection is to the term 'amplification', which could genuinely be misinterpreted to mean 

an 'exaggerated' response or irrational fear to a given risk. A third criticism is that the 

focus of the amplification/ attenuation process is geared more to the scale of the 

individual rather than society. The central mechanism, critics argue, is the reception by 

the individual, including message processing and transmittance. However, it is possible 

to replace the individual with a stakeholder group to use this framework and generate 

plausible explanations. Moreover, Kasperson (1992) outlines social amplification/ 

attenuation stations, which may include institutions or groups and not individuals alone. 

A fourth criticism is aimed at the predictive powers of such an integrative framework. 

Kasperson (1992) points out that because of its integrated nature, an overall test of 

'validity' of the framework cannot be done empirically. This however does not diminish 

its usefulness for analyzing social responses to risk which other theories may have 
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trouble ascertaining independently. Lastly, the fifth criticism, questions whether the 

social amplification of risk is really a distinctive paradigm for predicting reactions to risk 

events. Kasperson (1992) responds that the framework is distinctive because it generates 

new hypotheses with interdependent concepts together, which if it proves useful, is an 

alternative model to use. 

2.5.4 Stigma 

The word stigma referred to a mark placed on an individual to signify infamy or 

disgrace according to the ancient Greeks (Gregory, et al., 1995). Therefore, a marked 

person was perceived to be a potential threat to society. Gregory et al. (1995, pg. 220) 

connect the concept risk with stigma by stating, 

The concept of stigma recently has been generalized to technologies, places and 
products that are perceived to be unduly dangerous. 

This form of stigma results from the fear and concern about human health risks and 

environmental degradation because of the use of technology. An association of stigma 

with risks from technology provides 'evidence' that an expectation has not been met by 

society or that a reputation has become tarnished (Gregory et al., 1995). Stigma is a key 

concept for explaining why negative emotional reactions become linked to the thought of 

specific products (e.g. Tylenol, Jack n' The Box Burgers), places (e.g. Love Canal), or 

technology (e.g. nuclear power) which manifests in stigmatizing behaviour and the 

amplification of risk. 
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Edelstein (1988) claims that "hazardous" facilities are inherently stigmatizing. 

They are not only seen as threatening to a community directly, but they impact the 

community indirectly by way of "courtesy stigma". This refers to the community 

becoming stigmatized because of its direct association with the hazard (pg. 180). In the 

case of technological stigma, dangers associated with the technology, it is believed by 

many, should not exist and would not exist if properly managed and controlled (Flynn et 

al., 1998). For example, Flynn et al. (1995) found that stigmatization of property and 

communities surrounding the Rocky Flats Nuclear Facility (near Denver, CO.) was in 

part the result from messages conveyed by the news media concerning contamination, 

distrust of plant operators, and unknown health effects to nearby residents. In a similar 

finding, Gregory et al. (1995) acknowledge that the governors of Utah and Wyoming 

refused the proposal for a high level nuclear storage facility in their states because of the 

potential for loss of tourism revenues (pg. 222) and place stigmatization. 

Stigma is created from belief systems and worldviews that do not coincide with 

other groups or individuals. Amplification of risk from within a community can exist as 

shown by McGee (1999) when parents of children with high lead levels were stigmatized 

by fellow residents as being 'unclean' and 'poor parents' because of beliefs concerning 

house cleaning and child rearing. In relation to McGee's findings, Couch and Kroll-

Smith (1994) question whether beliefs more profoundly influence the believer than 

perceptions do the perceiver? (pg. 35). In other words, beliefs can be more compelling 

evidence than what is perceived. Thus, in McGee's (1999) study, neighbours stigmatized 

parents of i l l children because of pre-existing beliefs of child rearing rather than from 

what was perceived first hand of the children's lifestyles. 
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This research primarily examines if residents in three neighbouring communities 

of SHSWTF are affected (e.g. place stigmatization) by a common environmental 

technological hazard. It also seeks to understand if stigma from belief systems and 

worldviews exists as well from within them. 

In sum, the theory of social amplification of risk and idea of stigma are useful for 

explaining why some risks are selected for concern over others. The utility of these 

frameworks lies in its potential to generate hypotheses (Renn, 1992). However, there is 

an inherent danger that this framework could be used to focus attention on how 

communities amplify risk instead of paying attention to the potential threat of harm posed 

by an environmental hazard (Lee, 1999). Notwithstanding, the framework may illustrate 

how people form their views about risk from the Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment 

Facility through residents' opinions of community values (i.e. natural environment to live 

in) and worldviews (i.e. technology is not 100% safe). The impact of stigma may help to 

explain why residents have heightened concerns since the occurrence of two accidents (a 

PCB leak in October 1996, and an explosion in July 1997). The risks associated with the 

plant may be amplified because of the incidents and their portrayal in the media and the 

resulting communications between plant officials (Bovar), government, and community 

residents. 

2.6 Summary 

Risk is a multi dimensional construction that involves social and cultural 

meanings, which are only partially influenced by characteristics of the hazard itself. 

Douglas expresses the 'realness' of risk in society with the following quote: 
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When the community is presented as a world, which can be described by the 
higher probabilities of various interactions, differences in risk perception can 
begin to be accounted for. (1992, pg. 48) 

Therefore, both individual and societal levels of analysis should be accepted into any 

framework which attempts to explain human-environment interactions (see also Palm, 

1990). Further, it should be acknowledged that social values, worldviews, economic 

interests, morals, and institutional membership can all influence views and opinions of 

risk (Kasperson, 1992). Depending on the context of daily life, specific factors may play 

a more decisive role in defining risk than others. However, collectively, they construct 

'shared meanings' of what is acceptable and unacceptable risk in society. 

This research adopts cultural theory (& cognitive dissonance theory) and social 

amplification theory (& stigma) in particular, as theoretical guidance for fieldwork 

because of their primary emphasis on contextual factors in the construction of risk. They 

are useful for understanding the meaning people give to risk in their daily lives. 

Psychometric and economic approaches are appreciated for their many concepts and 

definitions of risk and risk behaviour. However, they tend to focus primarily on the 

hazard itself and not the people who experience them directly. Moreover, such 

approaches are scaled towards a larger, general population and employ statistical data to 

infer social characteristics of risk perception. Nevertheless, they can be used as a 

potential source of exploration of data. 

This comparative analysis of the communities of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and 

Kinuso, Alberta provides some empirical evidence to support the relevance of cultural 

theory and the social amplification of risk framework in explaining views/opinions of 
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risk. Further, this study provides a distinct case of three rural communities that construct 

risk from a common environmental technological hazard differently. 
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Chapter 3: 

Research Design 

Introduction 

This Chapter begins by comparing some selected census characteristics of Fort 

Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso, in order to understand their general community 

profiles. This is followed by a chronological history of the facility itself. Notable events 

are presented in a table and briefly elaborated upon. The methodology used for data 

collection and analysis proceed this, with the chapter concluding with a discussion of 

how 'rigour' was established. 

3.1 Community Profiles- Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, Kinuso 

The chart below summarizes some general census characteristics of each study 

area community in relation to Swan Hills, the host community of the SHSWTF (table 

3.1). A brief discussion of how the communities compare and contrast will follow the 

proceeding table. 
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Table 3.1 

Selected Census Characteristics (1996) 

Characteristics Ft. Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso Swan Hills 
Population 
Characteristics 
Population Total 1,015 4,240 255 2,030 
% Males 52 47 47 53 
% Females 47 53 55 47 
Average age 33.8 40.3 33.3 26.2 
Dominant age group 5 - 19 5 - 19 5 - 19 5- 19 
% aboriginal people 3 3 26 NA 
Household 
Characteristics 
% Husband/wife 94 85 85 97 
families 
Persons per family 3.2 3.0 3.7 3.5 
% Families with kids 59 43 46 70 
at home 
Average income $42,843 $39,069 $43,840 56,343 
% of low income N/A 15 15 9.1 
families 
Dwelling 
Characteristics 
Total Dwellings 359 1,667 97 665 
% Owned dwellings 92 69 73 49 
% Rented 27 31 10 52 
% Apartments 0 15 0 7 
% Single/detached 71 75 67 57 
houses 
Average gross rent $470 $467 N/A 518 
Average dwelling $63,356 $78,886 $58,476 $56,602 
value 

Source: Statistics Canada (1996) 
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3.1.1 Community Profile- Fort Assiniboine 

Fort Assiniboine is a small, rural community located approximately 170 km NW 

of Edmonton, Alberta. It is also approximately 50 km SE of Swan Hills (downwind). It 

is the second oldest Fort in Alberta, and at one time was an important trading post along 

the Klondike Trail. Fort Assiniboine's total population is 1,015 persons, of which over 

three-quarters live outside of the Hamlet on large farms or acreages. The primary 

occupation of residents is farming or ranching, however, other secondary occupations 

include working for the forestry and oil & gas industries. A few residents work in Swan 

Hills, but few if any are still employed at the SHSWTF because of plant downsizing. 

This fact may be important in ascertaining views/ opinions of risk because the plant is no 

longer a source of employment for some residents, and does not provide direct economic 

incentives to the hamlet or surrounding area of Fort Assiniboine. 

Notable features in Fort Assiniboine are its percentage of families with children 

still living at home (59%), young average age (33.8), and high percentage of owned 

dwellings (92%). This statistical profile suggests that Fort Assiniboine is a relatively 

young, farming community and is family oriented. This may be important for 

understanding views of risk as Krannich et al. (1993) found that levels of concern are 

positively correlated with gender and the number of children within a household. 

Therefore, families with children at home and women may be particularly sensitive to 

risks associated with the SHSWTF. As well, the fact that more than three quarters of the 

population are farmers/ ranchers, which may be hesitant in having a hazardous waste 

treatment plant operating nearby. 
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3.1.2 Community Profiles- Barrhead 

Barrhead is a commercial center for the many smaller agricultural communities in 

the area (i.e. Fort Assiniboine, Tiger Lily, Neerlandia). It is the largest community in this 

study with a population of 4,240 residents and is approximately 120 km from Edmonton 

and 112 km from the SHSWTF (downwind). Unlike the other study areas, Barrhead has 

a larger average age (40.3 years). The town itself has many facilities and services for 

retirees and is known by most as a retirement town for surrounding area residents, 

including those of Swan Hills. In contrast to Fort Assiniboine, there are more people 

employed in industries outside of farming/ranching, including some at the SHSWTF as 

well as in the oil and gas industry, milling, and food processing. Fewer people own their 

own homes (69%) and more people rent (31%). As well, unlike Fort Assiniboine or 

Kinuso, there exist apartment dwellings and the community has the highest incidence of 

people over the age of 75 years (12%). 

Most notably, Barrhead has more females (53%) than males (47%), and high 

property values with an average value of $78,886. These two factors may be important in 

explaining if concern is related to gender biases or property devaluation from having an 

environmental technological hazard nearby. However, the proximity of Barrhead to 

Edmonton (a large city centre), may attenuate risk because residents are further away 

from Swan Hills than the other communities. Residents also may define their community 

and community values differently because of being less 'isolated' from city life (they are 

closer to Edmonton). In addition, most farms around Barrhead are not small and family-

owned, but rather are large intensive cash crop or dairy operations. However, in 
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comparison to Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, Barrhead is also a community that is family 

oriented that has a considerable portion of its population between the ages of five and 

nineteen (21%). 

3.1.3 Community Profiles- Kinuso 

Kinuso is unique in comparison to Fort Assiniboine or Barrhead because it is 

geographically surrounded by a First Nation's Indian Reservation (Swan River First 

Nation). It is 68 km NE of Swan Hills (upwind) and about 290 km NE of Edmonton. It 

is located on Lesser Slave Lake and has a mix of occupations including farming/ranching, 

fishing, tourism, and forestry. None of the residents work for the SHSWTF, in Swan 

Hills. 

The statistical profile suggests that Kinuso is a small, family oriented community. 

Females (55%) are the dominant sex over males (47%). This may amplify concerns in 

such small, isolated community as suggested by the literature on gender differences in 

risk perception (Dunlap et a l , 1993). In comparison to Fort Assiniboine, the average 

income ($43,840) is almost the same, as well as a young average age within the 

population (33.3 years), and having a young dominant age group between the ages of five 

and nineteen (24%). In comparison to Barrhead, there are similar amounts of people 

renting in Kinuso (27%), but in contrast there are no apartments and only houses like in 

Fort Assiniboine. There are similar proportions of families with children living at home 

(46%), which coincide with Barrhead's profile, which is less than in Fort Assiniboine. 

However, an important factor that is similar between Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine is their 

proximity to the SHSWTF (50-70 km) and primary dependency on farming and/ or 
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fishing for the community's economic base. This may be an important characteristic in 

comparing concerns about the SHSWTF between the three communities. 

3.2 Site history 

The history concerning the waste plant was gathered from the previous study: 

"Understanding Views of Risk: A Case Study of Swan Hills, Alberta", by Daniel Lee 

(1999). Table 3.2 below provides a brief history for the siting of the special waste 

treatment facility, including important events and start and finish dates of interviews. 
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Table 3.2: 

A Brief Chronology of the SHSWTF Siting Process 
and some Notable Research Events 

Date Event 
1981 • Alberta Environment hosts over 120 community meetings, which include a briefing 

session and general information on the types of criteria to be used in a plant-siting 
program. 

• County managers from 52 communities (out of a possible 70 jurisdictions), request 
detailed regional analysis of their area for the suitability for a plant. 

• Thirteen communities request further consideration as a possible host community 
for the waste treatment plant. 

• Environmental constraints exclude many sites, and public opposition causes others 
to be dropped from consideration. 

• Five communities (Swan Hills, Ryley, Consort, Veteran, Youngstown) requested 
detailed drilling to test the suitability of the local geology then entered into a 
program of intensive seminar sessions. 

Aug 1982 • Ryley plebiscite: 219-64 (77%) in favor of hosting the special waste treatment 
facility. 

Sept 1982 • Swan Hills plebiscite: 381-103 (79%) in favor of hosting the special waste 
treatment facility. 

1982-1984 • Chem-Security Ltd., is chosen to build, own and operate the proposed facility. 
March 1984 • Swan Hills is selected as the site for the special waste facility. 
April 1984 • Alberta Special Waste Management Corporation (ASWMC) is established as a 

Crown corporation, which owned 40% of the plant. 
Dec 1984 • BVRS ( Bow Valley Resources Services) purchases Chem-Security and signs an 

agreement with the A S W M C to design and construct a hazardous waste facility 
March 1985 • Construction of the treatment facility begins. 
Sept 1987 • Swan Hills treatment facility officially opens. 

May 1992 • NRCB approves expansion (new incinerator) of the special waste facility. 
Feb 1995 • Government approves the importation of out of province waste. 
July 1996 • The Alberta government ends the joint-venture agreement and pays Bovar $140 

million to buy out of the deal. Bovar now sole owner and operator. 
Oct 1996 • The ASWTF leaks PCBs, dioxins and furans after a mechanical failure, an event 

that the plant owner (Monty Davis) announces three weeks after the occurrence. 
Dec 1996 • Alberta Health studies reveal elevated levels of PCBs, furans, and dioxins in a deer 

and moose killed after the PCB leak. 
• As a result, Alberta Health issued an advisory against eating large amounts of game 

taken within a 30-kilometer radius of the plant because of the airborne leak of 
PCBs. 

Dec 1996 • Bovar is faced with charges of six environmental violations under AEPEA. 
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July 1997 • An explosion in the main incinerator causing it to be shut down. 
Aug 1997 • Report prepared for Lessor Slave Lake Indian Regional Council concluded that the 

treatment plant has been contaminating a large area around the facility for a number 
of years with PCBs, dioxins, and furans (Edmonton Journal, 1997) 

• Health Canada announces it will test aboriginals in the area for contamination of 
PCBs, dioxins, and furans (Thorne, 1997). 

Sept 1997 • Alberta Health tests of blood samples of the region's population show normal levels 
of PCBs, dioxins, and furans (Laforest, 1997). 

• However, studies reveal levels of PCBs in animals near the site area are still high. 
• A report from plant owner Bovar Inc admits the facility has been responsible for a 

general deterioration of the environment near the plant (Calgary Herald, 1997). 
Oct 1997 • University of Alberta studies (Dr. Schindler) reveal that a small lake near the 

treatment plant is highly contaminated (Edmonton Journal, 1997). 
• Alberta Health issues an update warning on eating fish near the plant 

Jan 1998 • Bovar announces it will not contest three of the environmental charges, while the 
province agrees to drop the remaining three (Hryciuk, 1998). 

Feb 1998 • The main incinerators are restarted after repairs and environmental tests 
March 1998 • Monty Davis, Bovar President and CEO resigns and John Kuziak (vice president) 

takes over 
Apr i l 1998 • Native bands agree to drop all legal action against the plant in return for payment of 

$100,000 a year from Bovar, to enable the bands to conduct their own 
environmental monitoring of the plant. In return for the financial package, the 
council will not proceed with a number of planned lawsuits related to the pollution 
of traditional lands surrounding the plant (Hryciuk, 1998). 

M a y 1998 • Forest fires causes town to be evacuated 

June 1998 • A toxicologist told provincial court that Environmental contamination from 1996 
leak of toxic chemicals from the Swan Hills plant has generally declined 

• Tests on voles and mice show reduced levels or no detectable traces of PCBs, 
compared to 1996 levels. 

Oct 1998 • Bovar is fined $625,000 (the largest fine ever in the province) for three charges to 
which it pleaded guilty in January. 

Dec 1998 • Health Canada study on First Nations people consuming wild game are below 
acceptable guidelines for PCBs and no immediate effects were observed. 

Dec 1999 • Bovar receives approval to import international hazardous waste 
Spring 2000 • Town Hall meetings held in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso to discuss 

concerns about importation of foreign toxic waste. 
June 2000 • Interviews began 
Sept 2000 • Interviews completed 
Oct 2000 • Bovar announces that it will cease to operate the plant effective Dec. 31, 2000. 

• SHSWTF turned over to the Province of Alberta. 
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The selection process began in 1981, with the application by over 120 

communities to be a part of the initial siting process. Upon entry into the applicant pool, 

a potential host community received a briefing session and general information about the 

types of criteria to be implemented in the plant-siting program. After the completion of 

introductory meetings, local authorities (i.e. municipal governments) then had the option 

of continuing or opting out of the siting program. If they continued, they could apply for 

a detailed regional analysis of their municipal area. There were 52 invitations from local 

community authorities to assess the suitability for a hazardous waste treatment plant in 

their municipal areas. Impeding many of the candidates for further consideration were 

environmental constraints and public opposition. The field of potential sites was 

narrowed down to five communities (Swan Hills, Ryley, Consort, Vetran, Youngstown). 

Community leaders then held a plebiscite to ascertain residents' desire for hosting such 

facility. Swan Hills voted 79% in favour of accepting the hazardous waste treatment 

plant. The town at that time was suffering negative economic impacts from the down

sizing of the oil and gas industry, which may have been an incentive for applying to host 

the facility. In March, 1982, the Alberta government decided that Swan Hills was the 

successful applicant for the intended hazardous waste treatment facility. 

The construction and operation of the plant was the responsibility of Chem-

security, a subsidiary of Bow Valley Resources Ltd. (BVRS). Construction of the plant 

commenced in March 1985, and the plant began its waste processing operations in 

September 1987. The plant was a joint- venture agreement between the Alberta Special 

Waste Management Corporation (ASWMC), a provincially owned operator. A S W M C 

owned at that time 40% of the plant and BVRS (now Bovar) owned 60%. However, in 
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July 1996, Bovar became the sole proprietor of the plant and was paid $140 million 

dollars by the Province of Alberta. 

Seven notable events that have occurred since the plant opened its doors for 

business in September 1987. These may be important factors in assessing overall risk or 

concern of the SHSWTF. First, the plant expanded in 1992, increasing capacity from 

15,000 tonnes to 55,000 tonnes. Second, in February 1995, Bovar won government 

approval for the importation of waste from out of province, in spite of the original 

agreement that proclaimed the plant would only accept Alberta's toxic waste. Thirdly, 

two accidents, a PCB leak in October 1996 and an incinerator explosion in July 1997 

occurred. Media coverage cited possible elevated PCB levels being as high as over nine 

times the normal level (Chase, 1997). This incident then prompted Alberta Health to post 

a health advisory, limiting the consumption of wildlife and fish within 30 km of the plant. 

The fourth event was the end of the joint venture between Bovar and the government that 

cost the government a $140 million buy out, resulting in Bovar being the sole proprietor 

and the plant, a private business. The fifth event implicated Bovar of irresponsibly 

releasing toxins (including the PCB leak in July, 1997) into the environment, which 

resulted in the company being formally charged with six accounts under the 

Environmental Protection Act for its failure to properly notify the public in the case of 

such incidents. Concurrently, The Lesser Slave Lake Regional Indian Council (LSLRIC) 

also filed a similar charge related to the release of hazardous waste into the environment. 

The sixth event was the press release on December 8, 1999, that non-Canadian generated 

waste would be accepted at the plant for processing in order to boost plant production and 
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save sinking profits. Finally, the seventh notable event took place on October 19, 2000, 

when Bovar announced that due to decreases in profit margins, the plant would be shut 

down on December 31, 2000, and sold back to the Province of Alberta for its continued 

interests in hazardous waste treatment. 

These events are key to the residents of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso 

for several reasons. First, these neighbouring communities were never directly involved 

in the siting process as Swan Hills residents, even though they are geographically situated 

within a 100-km radius of Swan Hills. In some instances Fort Assiniboine residents' 

properties are as close as 40 km away from the plant. Second, the incidents prompting 

the game and fish consumption advisory potential^ affected the lifestyle of many study 

area residents who are active hunters and fishers. This may also concern residents who 

rely on farming, ranching, and fishing for economic survival. Moreover, many residents 

of Fort Assiniboine and some in Kinsuo rely on well water for drinking and bathing, and 

may feel that their water quality is in particular jeopardy from possible ground water 

contamination. Contamination is feared from plant incidents (i.e. incinerator explosion) 

and also from day to day operations (i.e. incineration, deep well injection of liquid, or 

landfilling of solid waste). Thirdly, two health studies, one provincial and the other 

federal were conducted to determine possible elevated blood levels of PCB's in residents 

of Swan Hills only. This discrepancy may have invoked feelings of environmental 

'injustice' and amplified concerns amongst residents in these neighbouring communities. 

In sum, these events may be a potential source of uncertainty and concern causing 

some to assess the SHSWTF as a high risk. Since Lee (1999) found residents of Swan 
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Hills to be generally unconcerned about the SHSWTF, it is appropriate to study 

neighbouring communities surrounding Swan Hills and the SHSWTF to see if they feel 

the same. 

3.3 Participant Selection 

The purpose of this study is to generate a rich understanding of how risk 

is constructed within different contexts in the presence of a single environmental hazard. 

What is of singular importance is to obtain a variety of opinions and views from residents 

of the three neighbouring communities that are potentially affected by the same 

environmental technological hazard. The possibility exists for a wide range of opinions 

and views concerning the hazardous waste treatment facility from within and between 

each community. For example, it is presumed that sub groups within the study 

communities may differ in their opinions depending on their community role (e.g. 

community leader, farmer, working-at- home parent). Further, the role of the special 

waste treatment facility itself may impact residents' views in terms of the facility's 

contribution (environmentally, socially, and economically) to their community. 

Two kinds of selection techniques were used to select residents: random sampling 

and snowball sampling. Potential participants were randomly sampled using telephone 

listings. Snowball sampling was also conducted to select respondents who had different 

or similar opinions of a current participant. In such an instance, a participant would be 

asked to suggest personal recommendations who are known to have similar or dissimilar 

views. Snowball sampling was used to sample residents in Kinuso because the 

University of Alberta was conducting a similar study but only of the community's 



aboriginal people. Table 3.3, below, summarizes the participant selection strategies. In 

total, 51 interviews were conducted (including 55 people) between June and September 

2000. Al l potential candidates were initially contacted through the mail with a pamphlet 

and letter inviting them to participate in the study. In the letter, it was stated that a phone 

call would be made in the near future to set up an interview in the location and time of 

their choosing. The purpose of the phone call was to ensure that as a participant, they 

were comfortable about discussing the topic of the special waste treatment facility and 

their community. 

Table 3.3: 

Participation Selection Strategies 

Fort 
Assiniboine 

Barrhead Kinuso Totals 

Interviews 
Completed 

21 17 13 51 

Method of 
Sampling 

Random Random Random & 
Snowball 

Total Persons 
interviewed 

21 18 16 55 
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3.4 Methodological Framework- Constructivism, Symbolic Interactionism, & 
Grounded Theory 

This section discusses methodological framework and how contextual influences 

of risk are uncovered and interpreted. The methodology of this research is guided by 

concepts of constructivism, symbolic interactionism, and grounded theory. 

Constructivists assert that knowledge is actively constructed whereby the researcher does 

not simply discover a pre-existing, independent world outside of the mind of the knower 

(Denzin and Lincoln, 1998). Knowledge is the result of social construction which may 

be influenced by multiple realties or meanings when publicly shared (Hammersley, in 

Denzin and Lincoln, 1988). Holstein and Gubrium (1998) suggest that to analyze 

knowledge, one needs to uncover the 'rhetorics (displays) of everyday life' and observe 

their 'collective representation'. In this thesis, community characteristics and values 

contribute to residents' opinions about risk and the waste treatment facility. Such 

contextual factors are based in the interpretations of conversations of how residents 

describe their communities, fellow neighbours, and lifestyle choices. Therefore, 

constructivism and interpretative practice acknowledge local circumstances, meaning, 

and 'reflect publicly recognized contexts' (Holstein and Gubrium, 1998, pg. 149). To 

understand how residents' construct views and opinions of risk necessitates the 

comprehension of experiences. Face to face, in-depth interviews (semi-structured) with 

participants were conducted within each of the study communities. 

The use of interviews in this thesis is supported by the methodological framework 

of symbolic interactionism. Blumer (1969, pg.2) outlines three premises that form the 

basis for symbolic interactionism: 
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1. Individuals act toward phenomena around them on the basis of the 

meaning they have attributed to them. 

2. Meaning arises out of collective social interactions (communication 

and language). 

3. Meanings are modified and interpreted by individuals through the course of 

daily experiences. 

Symbolic Interactionism therefore regards individuals as 'purposive agents' (Schwandt, 

1998, pg. 233). The concepts of meaning, interpretation, and interaction are crucial to 

understanding views and opinions of risk. It is assumed that residents' views and opinions 

of risk will be based on their day to day experiences with family, friends, and other 

members of the community who may communicate similar or contrasting ideas about the 

waste treatment plant. Therefore, in-depth interviews within the context of a local setting 

(i.e. home or local coffee shop) allowed for the interpretation of views and opinions of 

risk where meanings are formed and maintained. 

Grounded Theory is also be employed in this research for the sole purpose of 

inductive theory development from the data (Strauss, 1987). Theory is defined by 

Strauss and Corbin (1990) as the following: "Theory consists of plausible relationships 

proposed among concepts and sets of concepts" (pg. 168). Theory then, evolved during 

the research process with the continuous interplay between analysis and data collection 

(Strauss and Corbin, 1990). Theoretical constructs were developed before, during, and 

after individual interviews. Respondents were not chosen based on the analysis of the 

previous interview. However, respondents were asked to elaborate on topics if points of 

discussion were unclear from previous interviews. Likewise, during the coding process 
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of analysis (section 3.6.2) theoretical constructs were shaped and reshaped according to 

the number of times interviews were analyzed. In the findings section of this thesis, a 

general framework for explaining risk within each community is presented as a heuristic 

diagram (figure 5.1). 

3.5 Interview Checklist 

The interviews were conducted using an interview checklist (see Appendix A) to 

guide the interviewer through topics developed from the literature on environmental risk. 

However, participants were permitted and encouraged to express their ideas and opinions 

openly, which sometimes extended beyond the guidelines of the checklist. This 

encouragement allowed for data that is rich in context and experience, and is important 

for revealing contextual influences that shape people's views and opinions of risk 

associated with the SHSWTF. The interviews were tape recorded, when permission was 

granted (47 participants) in the manner of a signed consent form. Otherwise, handwritten 

notes were made (8 participants) and then transcribed. 

3.6 Analytical Procedures 

3.6.1 Data Reduction and Analysis 

Data Analysis followed an inductive process to develop important concepts from 

the interview texts. The transcription of interviews and field notes were completed using 
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MS Word and then interpreted and analyzed with the help of N-Vivo, a qualitative 

software package (Richards and Richards, 1994). 

Each individual interview is analyzed and coded by assigning nodes to sections of 

text. Each node that is developed during the coding process represents a concept or 

theme that is inductively derived from the conversations themselves. The nodes are 

arranged in a hierarchical order or tree-like system to organize general themes that 

emerge from the conversations. The order reflects the importance of themes by the 

number of mentions they receive by participants. Themes may individually or 

collectively represent a concept (developed by the researcher), that can be supported with 

quotations from the conversations. 

Data reduction as defined by Miles and Huberman (1984), is the process of 

"selecting, focusing, simplifying, abstracting, and transforming the raw data" (pg.21). 

The aim of this methodological approach using transcript coding and analysis is to find 

individual and collective meaning of risk. Therefore, an implicit assumption maintained 

while coding and analyzing the transcripts is that possible relationships exist between 

residents and communities (i.e. community value, descriptions, concerns). Miles and 

Huberman (1984; 1994) support this notion by stating, 

Phenomena exist objectively in the world because people construe them in 
common or agreed-upon ways, so those perceptions are crucial in understanding 
why social behaviour takes the form it does. (pg. 19) 

Coding is not something that is separate from the analysis, but is also a part of the 

analysis (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Strauss and Corbin, 1994). Therefore, it is a matter 
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of analytic choice (see section 3.6.2 Coding Procedures below) by which data is coded 

into nodes or themes. 

In order to aid in the large volume of data generated in the interviews, N-Vivo 

(NUD*IST Vivo, Richards and Richards, 1999), a computerized data management 

system was employed to facilitate the coding and analysis process. Each of the 51 

interviews lasted anywhere between 30-80 minutes. When translated into written 

transcripts, the interviews generated approximately 600 pages and over 28,000 lines of 

text. The computer program N-Vivo was used to help structure a systematic indexing 

system of nodes and to retrieve interview excerpts tagged by codes (i.e. themes or nodes). 

3.6.2 Coding Procedures 

Codes (or nodes) are defined as being an abbreviation, or symbol, applied to a 

portion of words, a sentence, or an entire paragraph for the purpose of classification 

(Miles and Huberman, 1994; 1984). To develop a code or node, reading and annotating 

transcripts is the required initial step. Second, a node is attached to a specific phrase, or 

paragraph, or even the entire transcript that reflects the meaning of the unit of text tagged. 

In this study, nodes were developed mostly using the exact words in the interviews, but 

sometimes phrases or themes were developed independently. 

In N-Vivo, nodes are hierarchically organized into a tree-like system. There are 

parent nodes (which represent the general theme or topic discussed), under which child 

nodes are positioned (which are the specific words or ideas). The initial coding of the 

transcripts produced approximately 350 nodes, which were reduced to 295 upon re-
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coding and the merging of nodes when it was understood they had the similar meaning or 

theme. A key feature of N-vivo, used to sort through the number of nodes and times a 

theme was mentioned, is the use of sets, searches, and browsing. Sets of interviews or 

nodes can be developed so that it is easier to run searches of a particular node within a 

desired group of interviews. For example, one hypothesis that emerged throughout the 

coding process as a key community descriptor of those concerned about the SHSWTF 

was a clean and natural environment. Therefore, by making a set of concerned residents 

(i.e. Fort Assiniboine Concerned), the node clean & green can be searched to retrieve all 

the coded text from the database. 

Once specific codes (or nodes or themes) have been identified in the data, the next 

step is to generalize and interpret the findings. To help in the interpretation, key 

categories or parent nodes were selected from the N-Vivo hierarchical tree system. Using 

guiding theories of risk, it is then possible to apply the chosen themes and generalizations 

(interpretations) into a potential explanation of how risk is constructed. The basic outline 

of coding in this thesis can be broken down into 5 key procedures: reading and 

annotating, open coding, axial coding, selective coding, and memoing. 

3.6.3 Reading and Annotating 

The first step in the coding process is reading and annotating the transcripts and 

making remarks (i.e. codes) in the margins. The purpose of annotating each transcript 

individually is to become familiar with the data. The following table summarizes the 

coding process for this thesis: 
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Table 3.4: 

Time Line of Data Collection and Analysis 

June- September, 
2000 

Interviews conducted 

July-November, 
2000 

Interviews transcribed 

September-
December,2000 

Interviews coded on hard copies (paper), 
and within N-vivo itself 

March- July 2001 Interviews re-coded 2x/ 3x 

September 2001 Member check letters sent out 

Initial transcripts (Fort Assiniboine) were annotated on hard (paper) copies as well as in 

N-Vivo. Barrhead and Kinuso transcripts were read and coded using N-Vivo only 

because it was less time consuming and did not require the use and discard of paper. 

While reading through transcripts, themes were recorded in the hierarchical node 

listing in N-vivo. When a node was established, a small description of its meaning was 

attached in the description box rather than as a formal 'memo'. This was important when 

'inferential' rather than 'descriptive' nodes were used (i.e. $ dictates power vs. friendly 

people). During the second and third codings, some nodes were merged with other 

existing nodes that represented a similar theme or description to reduce the overall 

number of nodes to the current amount of 295 (see Appendix B). Trying to keep the 

amount of nodes small was difficult since three separate communities were being 

compared and the information provided by the respondents was very diverse at times. 

For a full explanation of member check letters, see section 3.8 and Appendix C. 
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3.6.4 Open Coding 

Open coding is the process of labeling data through the processes of comparing, 

conceptualizing, or categorizing words, phrases, or paragraphs of text. It is an analytical 

method whereby another researcher should be able to distinguish the same meanings 

when context or emotion is not present (Strauss, 1987). Most of the coding for this 

project resulted from open coding and are more descriptive in nature rather than 

inferential. 

As analysis progressed, the number of codes grew. If a new theme emerged, a 

new node (i.e. parent, child, or sibling) was created, its description annotated, and placed 

carefully in the hierarchy. The following is a short excerpt from Jim's interview whereby 

the child node 'easy going lifestyle' was assigned, and is organized under the parent node 

'community description' in the hierarchical tree: 

Jim: We're very close to nature here. And a lot of us I would say, most of the people 
...that's the one thing that attracts them to here. Because, this is...what I consider being 
around a campfire, drinking coffee, and that's relaxing to me. 

Since the parent node 'community description' is the second out of six parent nodes, and 

'easy going lifestyle' is the twenty-fourth child node, the label for this node in N-Vivo is 

referred to as (2 24)/comm description/ easy going lifestyle. 

The process of developing themes and developing the hierarchical nodal tree 

listing was one of continuous adjusting. During the coding process, nodes were created, 

reviewed, redefined, or merged. It should be noted that the total of 295 nodes includes 

those nodes for which fewer than 3 mentions are referred to. For the sake of comparing 
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and contrasting results and to not lose context for other potential viewers of the database, 

nodes were for the most part hardly merged and never deleted for the sake of reduction if 

respondents referred to them in their interviews. 

3.6.5 Methods of Creating Codes 

Codes were created using three methods. The first involved using the same code 

names used in Daniel Lee's (1999) project, "Understanding Views of Risk: A Case Study 

of Swan Hills, Alberta". This was to maintain consistency between the two projects. 

Yet, many of the codes were redefined as they were not appropriate to this particular 

comparative analysis as first anticipated. The second method involved using concepts or 

names derived from the literature on hazards and risk (i.e. stigma and worldviews). 

However, the coding was completed prior to a satisfactory review of the literature on risk 

and hazards. The process of investigating this thesis 'cold' was beneficial during both 

the interview and coding processes so as not to elicit researcher bias when questioning 

respondents, or reading and annotating interviews. The third method involved the 

creation of nodes using words selected from the transcripts themselves, and sometimes 

my own terminology. Nevertheless, after making a more complete review of the 

literature and recoding the transcripts two, even three times, more inferential codes were 

devised over purely descriptive ones that reflected concepts of the risk literature. 

3.6.6 Axial Coding- redefining and collapsing codes 

Axial coding is the process of redefining codes or data. It is different than open 

coding in that a node derived from open coding is broken down into sub-categories that 
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are labeled with more specificity. Thus, axial coding allows for comparisons of data that 

fall under a particular parent code. For example, as shown in Jim's description of 

community, 'easy going lifestyle' was the child node used to tag that particular excerpt. 

Open coding may have revealed that Jim's paragraph was about 'community description'. 

However, the axial code 'easy going lifestyle' more specifically describes how he 

perceives his surroundings. Another person may use the descriptions of 'isolated', or 

'lack of amenities' to also describe the same community. These descriptions can be 

selected as sibling nodes to 'easy going lifestyle' and may be mentioned by other 

respondents. In this manner, axial coding allows for variations that are context dependent 

to be analyzed and interpreted. Notwithstanding, open and axial coding, even though 

distinct in their purposes, are actually used interchangeably during the coding process 

(Strauss and Corbin, 1990). 

3.6.7 Selective Coding 

Selective coding is the process of selecting core categories, systematically relating 

them to other categories, validating those relationships, and filling in those categories that 

need more development (Lee, 1999). It is different than axial coding which more or less 

redefines nodes to encompass variations, by selecting those nodes which have significant 

importance (i.e. core categories) and re-organizing them into a new hierarchical system 

(see Appendix B). Core categories of selected nodes are the ones that are directly related 

to the research objectives in this thesis. They are the ones that help explain how residents 

form views/ opinions of risk and are discussed in the findings section. 
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3.6.8 Memoing 

Memoing is the process of making notes during the entire research process and 

should not be exclusive to only the coding phase. It involves making notes about theme 

choices or observations during an interview or during the reading and annotating of 

transcripts. It is not only important to the researcher as a form of cataloguing information 

for retrieval, but also as a way of formulating ideas into a theoretical framework. Memos 

are important for noting patterns in the data of themes or as a means of flagging 

important ideas to link with other constructs at a future time. Memos are important for 

the selection of core categories, and during the process of selective coding. In addition, 

they are useful for referencing important quotations to illustrate a concept. 

Memoing can be used in N-vivo, and there is a memo tool specifically for 

making, linking, and coding them. However, in this thesis, memos were hand-written 

and kept amongst observations in a personal field notebook even during the coding and 

selective coding process. The reason for this is that it was easier to reference field 

observations while writing memos, as well as for diagramming possible frameworks and 

relationships. In addition, when the document browser displayed the transcript in 

question, it was easier to make notes in the field journal while reading and annotating 

took place rather than waiting to type in one's thoughts at the end when the screen could 

be changed to the memo writing tool dialogue box. This however was solely a personal 

preference more than anything else. 
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3.6.9 Comparative Analysis 

What makes this project a comparative analysis is its use of multiple collective 

social units (e.g. communities) for the purpose of explaining views and opinions of risk 

from the SHSWTF (Ragin, 1987). The communities of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and 

Kinuso are the 'explanatory units' used to account for the pattern of results obtained from 

individual participants or 'observational units'. There were three basic steps followed in 

this research study. First, memos were made during interviews to compare and contrast 

community descriptions and values. Second, once interviews were transcribed, codes 

were analyzed for the number of mentions they received within each community and 

quotations reviewed for consensus of meaning and context. Third, important themes were 

tabulated and select quotations chosen to illustrate similarities or differences between 

Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso. From these three processes, a general 

explanation of how views and opinions of risk were constructed within each community 

and made into a heuristic diagram (see figure 5.1) 

3.7 Presentation of Findings 

In this thesis, three different types of data are presented in a concise manner. 

First, nodes are displayed in both a hierarchical tree including all nodes (Appendix B), 

with shading to highlight core categories3. Second, themes or core categories are 

displayed in a themes count table to compare and contrast the responses within the three 

3 Core Categories represent those themes that are most relevant to the research objectives. 



70 

communities. Excerpts also accompany select themes from transcripts to illustrate how 

participants talked about ideas developed in the interpretation. Thirdly, a conceptual 

framework in the form of a heuristic diagram is displayed to explain how residents of 

three rural communities construct risk. 

Since there is a breadth of nodes in this thesis, only select nodes (themes) are 

chosen for interpretation and presentation. Nodes that received the most mentions by 

participants were selected first for analysis. Quotations were then reviewed in order to 

determine if a node best represents a theme related to the research objectives. In order to 

select relevant themes, quotations were reviewed and had to satisfy at least one of the 

following four criteria taken from Lee (1999): 

i) quotations are most representative of all child nodes under a parent code; 
ii) quotations represent ideas in a articulate and/or concise manner; 
iii) quotations contain ideas that contradict the main findings (i.e. negative case); 
iv) quotations from a particular speaker are rare. 

Quotations are presented in this thesis to be representative of some participants' views 

and opinions about environmental risk. Therefore, quotations help to ensure that 

researcher interpretations are an accurate representation of what respondents in general 

said. 

Theme count tables are used for two purposes. First they clarify how core themes 

are related within the hierarchical tree system and illustrate how they are related in terms 

of ranked importance. Second, tables show how many 'mentions' a particular theme 

receives to highlight its importance and how it was established during the course of an 

interview or within a pool of interviews (i.e. different communities or community 

groups). The theme count tables in this thesis consist of three columns: the node (theme) 
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from the tree system, the number of times the node was mentioned by the respondents, 

and the number of participants who said something related to that theme. 

The final type of data presentation is a heuristic diagram (figure 5.1), which 

illustrates conceptually how risk is constructed by residents in three rural communities, 

and the overall level of concern from a common environmental technological hazard 

3.8 Qualitative Rigour 

Qualitative research is often criticized for not ensuring methodological rigour and 

establishing trustworthy findings (Sandelowski, 1986). However, methodological rigour 

can be accomplished if the criteria used to assess qualitative research are not measures of 

quantitative rigour (Lenininger, 1994). What is necessary for qualitative research, as 

with all 'science', is the explicit detailing of process and analysis within a study. This 

will help ensure the trustworthiness of findings. 

Borrowing from Lincoln and Guba (1985), this study adopts the following 

criterion of trustworthiness: credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability. 

The term trustworthiness is used instead of 'rigour', but is similar in that it refers to the 

significance of findings, resulting from a specified methodological process and analysis 

(Baxter and Eyles, 1997). Of the four criterion listed above, credibility is the most 

important, because it refers to the degree with which descriptions or interpretations of 

social experience are recognizable by persons having those experiences as well as others 

outside of that experience (Sandelowski, 1986). The means by which this thesis attempts 

to ensure credibility are: snowball sampling, researcher triangulation (multiple 

investigators compare results of the same coded interviews), source triangulation (theme 
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count tables and quotations), member checking (original participants confirm accuracy of 

findings), and reflection on field notes (ideas recorded before, during, and after an 

interview). 

Dependability concerns the ability of another researcher to clearly follow 

another's research design and arrive at the same or comparable conclusions (Sandelowski, 

1986). The main strategies used in this study to ensure dependability are: researcher 

triangulation (see table 3.5), thick description (detailed descriptions made in fieldnotes 

and audio capture), and reflexivity (the process of interpretation by the researcher in 

which corresponding changes of a construct's meaning may occur; see section 3.9), and 

member check letters. These measures will help ensure consistency as well as refute 

possible criticisms of the study having "poorly defined analytical constructs and 

premature closure" (Baxter and Eyles, 1997, pg. 516). 

Researcher triangulation involved the coding of three transcripts by myself and 

another graduate student, Cameron Owens. Three interviews were chosen at random. 

Both Cam and I coded the documents separately without a common coding key and then 

compared our results (see table 3.5). In order to get Cam started, I did provide a list of the 

five parent nodes, which I also used in the coding process. I also provided an example of 

another interview already coded. However, I did not provide him with a full list of child 

nodes. The rationale for having Cam code the interviews 'cold' (without a coding key for 

reference) was to see if he would recognize specific child nodes or themes in the data that 

I already had. Table 3.5 below summarizes the number of codes used by each analyst 

and the kind of discrepancies that arose (e.g. parent vs. child nodes). These differences, 

though minimal, may suggest that different interpretations could arise from the same data 
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resulting in discrepancies in the meaning of codes. However, after discussing the coding 

process, it was determined that discrepancies were not the result of differences in the 

overall meaning of the discrete unit of text. Rather it seems to have resulted from one 

analyst (Cam) working without prior experience with the data and subsequently using 

very broad themes and the other (myself) using more specific codes as a result of prior 

field experience. For example, where Cam flags an entire paragraph with 'community 

values', I would separate the text into specific codes like 'safe place', 'small town'. 

Baxter and Eyles (1997) suggest that discrepancies may indicate "different 

predisposition's" of the coders themselves (pg. 317). 

Table 3.5: 

Comparison Coding by Two Different Analysts 

Transcript Code in *KG 
but not in CO 
(total K G codes) 

Code in *CO 
but not in K G 
(total CO codes) 

Discrepancies 
In highest level 
of Index 
System-
Parent Nodes 

Discrepancies 
In lowest level 
of Index 
System-
Child Nodes 

JIM (FA)** 18 (41) 3(19) 1 3 

L U C (BH)*** 28 (47) 1(19) 1 1 

LUIS (BH) 20 (37) 2(17) 0 1 

* K G - Kristine Greenlaw's version o : coding, *CO- Cameron Owen's version of coding 
**(FA)= Fort Assiniboine, ***(BH)= Barrhead 

Despite some discrepancies in coding (specific code names), we both had the same 

general interpretation of themes within the interviews. Mismatches of codes tended to 
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occur at lower levels (child nodes), and less at higher levels (parent nodes). Differences 

usually resulted in the labeling of codes, because of different degrees of specificity of 

interpretations. Since one analyst (myself) had first hand knowledge of the research 

areas, data collection process, and field notes, the likelihood that the detail of themes 

would be more in-depth is to be expected. Moreover, Cam did not have as much 

experience coding interview transcripts as myself, which is important to consider when 

comparing the amount of codes each analyst produced. Nevertheless, a follow-up 

discussion about our results (codes interpreted by Cam and not by me or vice versa) was 

useful for confirming the meanings and names of existing codes. 

Member checking involves revealing the research findings to the participants to 

ensure that interpretations by the researcher accurately portray participants' viewpoints. 

It ensures that themes and conclusions make sense to informants, and that the findings are 

accurate representations of the respondents (Lee, 1999). In this study, a letter and self-

addressed envelope were sent to all the participants at the end of the analysis process 

outlining the main findings of this study (see Appendix C). Included in the letter was a 

participant feedback form. In all there were 14 responses were received, all of which 

agreed with my findings (Fort Assiniboine 7; Kinuso 6; Barrhead 1) (see Appendix D). 

Seven letters were undeliverable because the respondents had apparently moved 

(Barrhead 5; Fort Assiniboine 2). 

To ensure the dependability of the research process and results, low-inference 

descriptors have been used. The exact wording of participants was maintained 

throughout the analysis process to decrease the possibility for misinterpretation. Audio 

capture and verbatim transcripts permitted the original wording (where possible and 
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omitting idiosyncratic styles of speech such as 'uh' or 'eh') to be used during the coding 

and analysis process. N-Vivo was helpful in maintaining original wording because it 

retrieved original text from coded transcripts during analysis. 

Confirmability refers to the degree with which findings are the result of 

participation and conditions of inquiry rather than from the influences of the investigator. 

Baxter and Eyles (1997) emphasize the necessity to reveal the complete research process 

including how decisions are made to uncover possible biases in research findings. Self-

reflection is one way to ensure comfirmability and include such commentary in the final 

report. 

Transferability represents the ability of findings to fit into contexts outside of the 

study situation, and at the same time be meaningful to a new audience in terms of their 

own experiences (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Baxter and Eyles' (1997) rationale that 

meaning can be shared between individuals and across groups, and is therefore 

'transferable' is especially important for developing a theoretical framework for 

understanding how risk is constructed in this study. Detailed descriptions of the study 

communities and research process will help to ensure transferability of this proposed 

research. 

3.9 Autobiography 

Reflexivity is an equally important strategy to ensure trustworthiness. 

Sandelowski (1986) notes that "any study's findings are at least as much a reflection of 

the investigator as of the phenomenon studied" (pg. 34). The interaction between the 

researcher and participants is therefore important to the research process and should be 
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noted in the final draft for evaluation by other readers. Field notes help to record 

reflections before, during, or after an interview. They become valuable reminders of the 

context and emotion expressed during an interview and aid in uncovering biases that may 

lurk in the sub conscious mind of both the respondent and the interviewer. 

Over the past few years, the SHSWTF has generated substantial controversy. 

Having recently moved to Alberta (May 2000), and living outside of Canada for several 

years, I have not had any personal experience with information or media coverage 

concerning the facility nor the controversy that surrounds it. This played an important 

role in why I decided to 'hang on' to this project for my graduate thesis work; I wanted to 

ascertain how people deal with the issue of a hazardous waste treatment plant in close 

proximity to their daily existence. 

In general, I have mixed emotions about the waste plant. One the one hand, I 

agree that there is a need for safe and responsible handling of toxic waste rather than 

discarding it into the ground or water without restriction. However, I am not sure I would 

be eager to be a neighbour of such a facility, and I often questioned why such a place 

would be put in such a beautiful, expanse of wilderness by which one has to travel along 

the "Grizzly Trail" to get to. It was these kinds of topics that I anticipated I would 

encounter most residents wanting to discuss during interviews. I also expected strong 

vocal opposition to the plant. Therefore, during this entire project I have tried to make a 

conscious effort to keep such potential biases in check to allow for the residents and the 

data to 'speak' for themselves. If asked about the plant, I would offer an honest answer 

but tried to keep my response as diplomatic as possible so as not to influence the 

respondent. When necessary, I would postulate hypothetical situations to try and urge a 
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participant to think through their position on an issue and express their thoughts with 

greater detail. 

I was genuinely surprised at how many people accepted an invitation to have an 

interview at their homes and how hospitable they were. I anticipated that being an 

'outsider' could hinder my chances of talking to residents. Maybe, being from the city I 

expected a lot less enthusiastic greetings and a lot more refusals. My preconceived 

notions could not have been further from the truth. I can honestly say that my perception 

of small towns being generally friendly and family oriented was reinforced with my 

interactions with residents in both Fort Assiniboine and Barrhead. Even though a fellow 

researcher (Rob Earley) conducted the interviews in Kinuso, he conveyed that he felt the 

same hospitality I did. 

For many residents, having the plant cease its operations is of great urgency. A 

large number of participants conveyed that they were happy that someone had come to 

'help' them in their fight against its continued operations. As much as I hope that this 

thesis has allowed participating residents to express their opinions (and for many 

'frustrations') concerning the waste plant, I must continue with my efforts to produce an 

unbiased investigation. Therefore, it is my intention to provide 

a balanced representation of residents' views/ opinions of environmental risk including 

those concerning The Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility. This being said, I 

sincerely hope that the interviews provided a positive experience for participants as it did 

for myself and gave residents a chance to tell someone 'new' how they view the waste 

plant's existence. 



The next two chapters report the main findings from the investigation. It 

proceeded by a discussion chapter, which links the findings with the literature 

technological risk. 
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Chapter 4: 

Views and Opinions of Risk 

Chapters four and five discuss the findings of the study. This chapter examines 

concerns associated with the Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility (SHSWTF), a 

lack of concern by others, and the presence of 'latent concerns' by some residents who 

claim that the plant is of no risk, but later express some uncertainty about it. Chapter 

Five will discuss the contextual influences which contribute to residents' views and 

opinions of risk from the SHSWTF and summarize the study's findings in the form of a 

conceptual framework for understanding risk in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso. 

Table 4.1: 

Participants Expressing Concern, Lack of Concern, and Latent Concerns 

Fort Barrhead Kinuso Totals 
Assiniboine 

Concerned 18 3 14 35 
Residents 

Unconcerned 2 11 0 13 
Residents 

Resident with 1 4 2 7 
Latent 

Concerns 
Totals 21 18 16 55 
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4.1 SHSWTF Concerns 

Residents of all three communities have distinct views regarding the development 

of their communities, which in turn is reflected in their views and opinions of risk 

concerning the waste treatment plant in Swan Hills (SHSWTF). Residents of Fort 

Assiniboine, who value their surrounding green spaces and rural way of life consider the 

plant to be an ominous threat to the state of their local environment and worry about their 

personal health and children's future. Likewise, respondents in Kinuso have concerns 

with the SHSWTF and its effects on their way of life because of the health advisory and 

hunting ban, too. In particular, this ban has affected the status of Kinuso's community in 

the following two ways. First, the ban interrupts the regular activities of hunting and 

fishing and causes fear about the status of Lesser Slave Lake and the future of the tourist 

industry. Second, the ban has contributed to strained relations between native reserve 

members and the non-native community because of alleged 'payoffs' to natives by Bovar 

in light of contaminated native trap lines. The dispute has in some senses segregated 

these two community groups further (see chapter 5 for further discussion). In contrast, 

Barrhead residents appear to be the least affected or concerned about the plant, primarily 

because residents' ways of life do not include hunting and fishing practices. Moreover, 

their own concerns for the future of Barrhead's economic stability is translated into 

sympathy for Swan Hil l residents, that if the SHSWTF closes down families would have 

to move or struggle to survive in the face of a downsizing oil industry. Notwithstanding, 

in all three communities, residents are upset with the importation of waste from outside 

of Alberta and worry about the implications of increased plant productivity or the 

potential for roadway spills in and around their communities. Summarized below is a 



table (table 4.2) of the three most talked about concerns from the SHSWTF. Included in 

the table are those residents who exhibit latent concerns regarding the SHSWTF, but who 

do not stray too far from the general views and opinions of risk exhibited by the majority 

in the community. Possible contextual influences that cause residents to express latent 

concerns are elaborated upon in chapter 5. 

Table 4.2: SHSWTF Concerns 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 

Theme M-N (% of 21 persons) M-N(% of 18 persons) M-N (% of 16 persons) 

Health advisory/ 
hunting ban 

14-11 (52%) 5-5 (28%) 22-12 (75%) 

Affects local 
environment 

17-12 (57%) 5-4 (22%) 18-9 (65%) 

Importation of 
waste 

13-8 (38%) 7-7 (39%) 8-6 (387r) 

Health concerns 10-8 (38%) 0 17-8 (50%) 

Changes to the 
fabric of the 
community 

0 0 11-10 (63%) 

Mis or lack of 
information 
about SHSWTF 

1-1 (<1%) 0 14-8 (50%) 

Future of Slave 
Lake 

2-2 (1%) 0 10-8 (50%) 

Concerns glossed 
over or ignored 

5-3 (14%) 0 4-3 (14%) 

Maximum for 
Community 

31-16 (76%) 13- 12 (67%) 22- 12 (75%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 

The colours represent the top 3 themes by number of mentions as shown in the key below: 
ffoTjnf! B second top theme | third top theme top theme 
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i) Fort Assiniboine- (i.i) health advisory/hunting ban (5 5 3); (i.ii) affects local 
environment (5 5 8); (i.iii) importation of waste (5 5 15) 
(i.iv) health concerns 

i.i) health advisory/ hunting ban 

The health advisory for eating fish and wild game around the Swan Hills area 

presents a great concern for Fort Assiniboine residents because it suggests to them that 

contamination of their land and farm animals is a possibility which may in turn affect their 

current way of life. Luis explains, 

ENT: And you are aware of the fish and game consumption advisory north of here, and 
how does that impact your lifestyle? 
LUIS: I'm disappointed. Because of it's a possibility to move to our well 
water...Um...My chances of eating that game are probably a lot slimmer, but the 
possibilities are potentially there. 
INT: Uh hum.. ..What about for your cattle, are you worried about that! 
LUIS: You better believe it I am...and my land value too. Big time! 

i.ii) affects local environment (5 5 8) 

Fernando ("Fer") questions the possibility of invisible contamination from the 

plant to migrate through the food chain and accumulate in the wild game and fish 

consumed by area residents. He suggests that the knowledge for this to happen is kept 

from residents by plant officials, because of their lack of scientific understanding. 

Moreover, he claims that Bovar has implicated themselves as acknowledging this potential 

because of alleged buyouts of trap lines that may have contaminated fur animals. 

INT: What concerns you the most about the facility? 
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FER: We are downwind and downstream from the facility. The scientists tells us that 
there is no danger, because at the hearings they said the plume that comes out of the stack 
only goes ...it has fall out in about 800 meters of the plant. Which, in my opinion, is a 
lame, B.S....What do we know as lay people how this [contamination] works its way 
through the food chain? Is there anything in the fish that we might fish in our area? What 
about the moose we hunt? And so, there is no problem? Then why do they [Bovar] buy 
out, for instance, all the trap lines that are around? 
ESfT: Okay, so then my next question is...Do you know somebody or have you heard that 
that's the case? 
FER: Yeah, / know somebody whose trap line was bought by them because he was 
complaining that he was thinking that there was some contamination of some of the fur 
animals he had. He doesn't want to say how much he got paid for it, but knowing him, it 
would be quite substantial (laughing).... 

Sian is concerned by the visible changes in his water over the years, 

INT: Did it concern you at all .. .the facility being there? 

SIAN: Well, yes. In some ways, it does. I don't particularly like it...I don't know if it's 
got somethin' to do with water problems or what.... Like my water here.... If you look in 
that bucket over there...That red bucket over there, you'll see kind of.... Right over in the 
corner there.. .There's kind of a film on it. And it's been like that for quite a long time 
now. Whether that was before that was put up there, or..afterwards when they were 
starting to get rid of that pile of goo...whatever they were doing with it, I don't know. 

i.iii) importation of waste (5 5 15) 

With the importation of waste from across Canada and internationally, Fort 

Assiniboine residents feel a sense of exploitation by the Provincial government and the 

SHSWTF and are extremely worried about the implications of increased plant productivity 

as explained by Ron, 

RON: The other thing that really chokes me is .... Sure, you have to have somewhere to 
get rid of this stuff. But, why do you drag it from allover the world and plunk it up here? 
Look after our own, if you're gonna do it...that's bad enough. But now, I was reading in 
the paper the other day where they're bringing a whack of it from .. .1 believe it was 



84 

Japan or something. They're bringing it in through Vancouver. And, they were gonna let 
it in and once that load's cleared, we got one more load coming in. I'm thinking, well 
cripes...you 're bringing that stuff half way around the world here...There must be 
somewhere else over there where they can get rid of it. They have the technology. They 
must have somewhere. And, it basically tells you that we're a dumping ground here now. 
That's the thing that bothers me. We're too close to this, I don't like that. I guess.... 
We're to close to it...put it that way.. Maybe it wouldn't bother me if it were on somebody 
else's doorstep. 
INT: Do you know how many miles you are from Swan Hills? 
RON: If you went straight north, it would probably be around 35 or 40 miles. Some 
where in there. 

Luz suggests that there is more to worry about than the plant itself, that transportation of 

waste through their community is trouble, relating the disasters of past oil spills around the 

world to what could potentially happen in her community, 

INT: You said some wastes are coming in from other parts? Is that a production 
concern? 
LUZ: A l l aspects of it. How are they going to get it here? What is it they're bringing in? 
What happens if it gets dumped along the way? You know...its all a concern. Like when 
they ship the oil. I mean this is getting a little off base, but, when they put all that oil onto 
the big freighters and then they have a leak.. .what happens? Yeah, that's a concern. 

i.iv) health concerns 

Residents in Fort Assiniboine are concerned about their children and 

grandchildren's health because of pollution from the SHSWTF, as Sam explains, 

INT: I guess you've already said that in the future you'll be leaving here when you retire? 
S A M : Uhhuh... 
INT: For the immediate future...Do you have any concerns that you would want to see 
some things change? 
S A M : The concerns that I'll have is when I leave here is for the family that will probably 
be living here after I'm gone. I still have a daughter that lives here and grandchildren. So, 
they would be [at risk] ...One of the concerns is that the pollution from the plant up there 
be looked after. 
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ii) Barrhead- (i) health advisory/ hunting ban (5 5 2); (ii) affects local 
environment (5 5 8); (iii) importation of waste (5 5 15) 

ii.i) health advisory/ hunting ban 

Residents seem to not feel concerned about the plant because they do not hunt or 

fish actively. Therefore, the health advisory and hunting ban does not directly affect their 

way of life. Moreover, some residents express agitation at the idea that a company (e.g. 

Bovar) which is trying to help clean up noxious waste, is receiving unfair criticism in light 

of the incidents (explosions, leaks) that occurred a few years ago. Jim expresses his 

wariness of studies conducted that suggest wildlife contamination and damage the plant's 

reputation of responsibly disposing of waste. 

INT: Do you hunt or fish at all? 
JIM: (laughing..and nodding yes.) 
INT: Are you aware of the fish and game consumption advisory for around Swan Hills? 
JIM: Well, depends who did the advisory... 
INT: It's a governmental one... 
JIM: Okay, / have some information that BOVAR did their own and they found very little 
to be concerned for eating the wild game. Another survey was done and they found that 
there was some concern. 
INT: But, nothing that's hindered you from going out and doing that. 
JIM: No, no it wouldn't. From what I understand, the amount of bush up there is very 
small. I understand the amount of waste that got loose was a very minute amount 
JPM: As far as Alberta goes, we have waste and it has to go somewhere. 
INT: Yeah? 
JIM: And like, for example, you take a farmer....and bailing twine...A lot of 'em haul it to 
the dump, and where it's burned. Well, that gives off tons and tons of PCB's. I sooner 
haul it to the BOVAR and have them dispose of it properly It's not like BOVAR is 
flagrantly abusing the environment. They are probably doing the best that they can. And 
if accidents happen, well, look at my hand... accidents happen. 
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Rob does not express concern about the SHSWTF because the hunting ban and plant 

location does not interfere with his hunting and fishing trips. Moreover, he seems to feel 

reassured that if you do hunt close by to the plant, that having your game tested for 

contamination is a reassurance, 

INT: So, you said that you've gone hunting and fishing up there [Swan Hills] in the past? 
ROB: Oh yeah. I do all my hunting up there. 
INT: So, when they built the plant, did that change where you hunt? 
ROB: No. No, see the plant is east of Swan Hills and I go southwest. So, that doesn't 
bother me. 
INT: And, I am under the understanding that the last time...that over the last few years 
when they issued licenses, they've [Alberta Environment] said that there shouldn't be any 
hunting 30 km around the facility. Have you heard of that? 
ROB: Yeah, I heard about it. They said you can hunt, but get your meat checked out so to 
see how it is. 
ENT: Oh, I see. How does that make you feel? 
ROB: Well, that part doesn 't bother me because I don't hunt right there. 
INT: Would you hunt there? 
ROB: Well, I've done a little fishing in there since then, but, I never hunted there because 
I got my favorite spots where I always go and I know I can get my game. 

Tia, like most Barrhead residents interviewed do not preoccupy themselves with concerns 

about the plant because they do no sense any obvious signs of contamination or 

abnormality. But, she hints that there is the possibility of the 'unknown', 

INT: And do you by any chance hunt or fish or does your family at all? 
TIA: Fish. 
INT: Does the fish and game consumption advisory affect your lifestyle? That's for that 
radius area around Swan Hills? 
TIA: The last time that I fished around Swan Hills was about 3 years ago, in Crystyna 
Lake. And, the fish was fine. 
ENT: You didn't have any worries? 
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TIA: I kind of when I ate the fish. / kind of worried. And / was wandering if it was going 
to taste different or anything. But, I didn 't find it tasting different and it never affected us 
in any way unless it is something hidden that is going to come out. 

ii.iii) Importation of waste 

Most of the Barrhead residents in this study were not very concerned about the 

SHSWTF like those in Fort Assiniboine or Kinuso. Some, like A l , feel that the plant is 

providing a necessary service to society by taking care of hazardous waste in a responsible 

manner, 

A L : I don't believe anyone here in Barrhead has been at any health risk because of the 
Swan Hills treatment plant. But, / believe that it's a good thing that these wastes are 
being incinerated and being removed from the environment. Because, the alternative 
really, is to store them or transport them somewhere. And so, I actually feel better about 
having them destroyed up there than I do having them stored or moved along our 
highways any more than they are. 
INT: Uh huh? Are you aware at all about the increase of transportation and importation of 
waste at the facility. 
A L : Yes. 
INT: From out of province, even out of country? 
A L : I believe there has been a prohibition against exporting waste to the U.S. But, there 
is not prohibition coming this way. I'm not happy about waste coming into the country. 
But, if it makes the plant more viable so that it can do a better job of disposing our wastes, 
than I guess that's a fair trade off. 

Some residents, like Mya, claim from the outset of the interview that the plant 

posed no concern to her at any time. However, throughout the course of the interview, 

Mya reveals that she has latent concerns about the plant's safety when she discusses the 

possibility of the plant accepting waste from outside of Alberta. 
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INT: Did you have any concerns once you knew it was up and running? 
M Y A : / am a very trusting person and I figured that the ones who are running it should 
know what they're doing, because they have to live in this area too. You know? 
INT: Uh huh. So, it hasn't been something that's been like.... That weighs in the back of 
your mind? 
M Y A : It doesn't weigh heavily on my mind. / would like to see it remain just an Alberta 
waste, instead of coming say from Ontario and those kind of things. I feel, maybe the 
plant can handle it, but the more you have, the busy it gets, the more chance of 
having...you know, like they've had problems in the past. 

In a similar fashion, Sue expresses some concern about the plant but tries to minimize her 

uncertainty by stating that the SHSWTF must be a better option than doing nothing at all 

to treat hazardous materials. She too, is definitely opposed to importing non-Alberta 

waste and suggests that the plant will become unsafe if it accepts more waste, 

SUE: Yeah, I never ever thought it was totally a safe and good idea. I guess, the only 
thing is you have to balance it. We have to do something with that stuff. So maybe this is 
better than doing nothing? But, I don't want to import anybody else's, thank-you. 
TNT: Okay that was my next question. So, you are aware of the importation of waste from 
other provinces and internationally? That bothers you? 
SUE: Yeah, yeah. Because, / don't trust it enough to say this is safe and let's do this for 
everybody. I don't want to become everybody else's dumping ground. 

iii) Kinuso- (i) health advisory/ hunting ban (5 5 2), (ii) affects local environment 
(5 5 8); (iii) changes the fabric of the community (5 5 4); 
(iii) mis or lack of information about SHSWTF (5 5 5) 

iii.i) health advisory/ hunting ban (5 5 2) 

The health advisory and hunting ban is of great controversy to residents as they 

feel it not only has limited their way of life, but that the ban of a 30 km around the 
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SHSWTF is ridiculous to apply to large roaming mammals like moose and deer. It 

eventually poses a potential health threat to them as wild game consumers. Gini describes 

the 30 km no hunting zone as a insult to her intelligence, 

FNT: Are there any risks to living in Kinuso? Like environmental risks, economic risks, 
you know? 
GINI: The only problem we have, environmentally is Swan Hills. I mean, I have been 
there. I talked to the geologists. I've talked to them before. The only risk I could foresee 
is really probably them and their dump because it is on a hill.... In Swan Hills, I have some 
concerns about that definitely. 'Cause this is a big area. And I think it will become a big 
area for tourism and I think they are making a large error, you know? I don't know if 
they've done tests. I assume probably the government has done tests and nobody knows. 
Like, they haven't let the cat out of the bag, yet. It was enough that they did the little scare 
with the moose last year. Don't eat the moose, if it was in, or whatever it was, a 50 km 
radius of Swan Hills or whatever it was? 
FNT: Yeah, what do you think about that? 
GINI: It's a joke. 
FNT: Yeah? 
GINI: Well, I'm not even...I'm from the city and it is like, hello! Come on! What the 
moose just stays? It's ridiculous within that many kilometer! That is just stupid. 

(ii) affects local environment (5 5 8) 

Likewise, Norm feels that the health advisory and hunting ban is so outrageous 

that the company should have been shut down immediately because of the permanent 

damage done to the local environment, 

INT: When the plant came into operation, and after the mishaps, there were some 
consumption advisories... 
N O R M : How are they viewed? 
INT: Well, do you know very much about them? 
N O R M : 30 click zonel Yeah. 
INT: Yeah, okay, so how do you feel about it? Do you have any problems with them? 
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N O R M : At that point in time, to me there should have been a level of restitution offered 
immediately. A phenomenal amount that may have even bankrupted the operation of that 
plant. 
INT: Yeah? 
N O R M : There is no excusable avenue of accident that can ever be forgiven for those 
types of incidents. 
INT: Did those warnings affect how you use the land out here? 
N O R M : They affected everyone within a two hundred-mile radius. 
INT: Okay. So, people are generally scared? 
N O R M : Phobic. 
FNT: Phobic... 
N O R M : Bovar is now phobic. They [residents] do not trust them...It came to the 
point....You have to picture a small town council where you're dealing with a layman 
term. We have no political background. We barely have an inkling of reading the 
municipal government act to understand what our position is, and you have individuals 
like us inviting the corporate entity Bovar into our community opening up the meeting 
having them signing an affidavit of truth? Ha. 

Adrian claims that the plant has already affected Kinuso and his way of life by 

devaluating his land and loss of way of life hunting and ranching, 

FNT: What we're trying to do is find out how your way of life has changed since the plant 
came here. 
ADRIAN: Well, I love moose meat, he's from Peace River, and he [Ken] wouldn't even 
eat one shot in here, because we know what it is. 
INT: Oh yeah? 
ADRIAN: And if the moose is that way, then we don't even dare eat our own meat 
[cattle]. We ship them. And furthermore, our land. Do you, he wouldn't even buy a 
quarter of land here. It's dropped the value of our land by, I'd say 50%! 
INT: Oh really, nobody will buy it? 
ADRIAN: Well, nobody wants to live here because of the disposal plant. A quarter like 
this, with this house and stuff normally gets, what...$125,000. Now you're lucky to get 
fifty.. .sixty. And when you say that, it does affect our lives, because if you want, like I'm 
getting close to retirement age, and I can't get a decent price out of it. 

(iii) changes the fabric of the community (5 5 4) 

Kinuso residents are very wary of the SHSWTF, because of their location on 

Lesser Slave Lake and the potential effects of waste treatment processes on their local 
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environment and community. Joe summarizes how important Lesser Slave Lake is to 

Kinuso and the implications of pollution from the plant, 

JOE: And if something ever did happen, I don't know what, and our Lake gets 
polluted...That is the only... basically, the only resource we have here and it is a big 
resource for these small communities and for the whole area, actually. I don't know what 
would happen if something did happen. 
INT: So, what are the benefits of the Lake? 
JOE: All of our water systems along the Lake. What else? Some people commercial fish 
and make their living from there, and small tourism for the small communities along here. 
It has a great impact for our little community in the summertime. It means a lot to us. 

iii.iii) mis or lack of information about SHSWTF (5 5 5) 

Anxiety about the SHSWTF is high amongst residents in Kinuso because of the 

lack of information about such things as: type of waste, waste processing, pollution, and 

potential side effects to the environment and people. Hubert describes his disappointment 

about the lack of information provided by Bovar and the government, and his change in 

attitude about living in Kinuso these days, 

HUBERT: Well, / don't feel quite the same anymore, since the plant has been there. 
FNT So, you feel it's safe for your kids, or your family, or... 
HUBERT: Well, I don't know now...I used to, but they won't uh, they won't release any 
information to us, so we don't know what's going on. 
FNT: So, do you think there's a risk to living here? 
HUBERT: There is now, I think. But it's tough to say anything when nobody [Bovar and 
the government] won't give you no information, no records, no what's going on...no 
sampling, nothing. 
INT: So, Bovar has never come here or... 
HUBERT: They've never given nothin but nothing. 
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4.2 Low Risk/No Concerns about the SHSWTF 

Residents in Barrhead are generally unconcerned about the SHSWTF (n= 11) 

compared the communities of Fort Assiniboine (n= 2) and Kinuso (n=0). The waste plant 

is not a topic of concern in their community as a whole, and does not receive much 

attention according to Amy (Barrhead), 

FNT: Is there anything you would like to know about the facility up there? Or does it 
matter to you? 
A M Y : You mean the waste plant? 
FNT: Yeah. 
A M Y : Not really. It really doesn't affect us too much. 
INT: If somebody says something about the Swan Hills facility in Barrhead, what do 
other people think of that? Do they think they're overly concerned or do they respect their 
view ? 
A M Y : I don't know. As far as I can tell, it's mostly just coffee talk. It's not that 
important to anyone that we know 

Tara (Barrhead) explains that she is not concerned about the SHSWTF, even though she 

has heard about it in the media. She dismisses any possibility of concern about PCB 

contamination, and points out that negative reports are the only things you read in the 

paper, 

T A R A : A l l I've heard basically is the media. You know, you hear the media side of it, so 
you're never going to hear it put in the paper that the waste treatment plant is doing a good 
job. It's not news, you know? You only hear about the incidences that are a concern. 
Like, when they were testing the wildlife around there and concerned about the level of 
PCB's. I've read both articles that say yes, there is high levels and others no; no more 
than anywhere else and that was just blown out of proportion. 
INT: So, it does not pose much of a concern to you! 
T A R A : No, it doesn't. 
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Fay (Barrhead) feels little concern about the waste facility even though the hunting and 

health advisory remains posted, 

INT: The fish and game consumption advisory that was placed up there way back when 
your brother and son were hunting, do they still hunt up there [near Swan Hills]? Does that 
bother them? 
F A Y : That doesn't affect them any at all...They weren't worried ....I wasn't either. 

In Fort Assiniboine, Mary explains that from the initial siting process until now, the waste 

plant has never affected her life, 

FNT: Do have any opinions about the Special Waste Treatment Facility in Swan Hills? 
M A R Y : I don't know much about it....I toured through the waste centre years ago when I 
was more involved with the drop-in centre and the museum at that point. FNT: Did it ever 
concern you when you knew it was being built there? Did it bother you that it was going 
to be built so close? 
M A R Y : No. I never even thought about it. In fact, I didn't really understand what it was 
all about, probably... 
FNT: The plant hasn't had an impact on your life? 
M A R Y : Not on me. 

4.3 Latent Concerns 

When asked about the SHSWTF, a small number of residents initially expressed 

little or no concern and later expressed concern or reservation, indicating the presence of 

latent concerns. Latent concerns were revealed particularly when discussing the 

uncertainty of technology and the importation of waste. It seems that some are concerned 

that if the plant's operations increase because of the importation of waste, then the 

potential for an accident may increase. Residents who felt that the SHSWTF posed no 
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risk to them usually expressed latent concerns about the mishaps at the plant and distrust 

of Bovar officials and the government. However, whenever latent concerns were 

mentioned, the respondent usually rationalized why such a concern is not worth worrying 

about. For example, Cam (Fort Assiniboine) claims from the outset of the interview that 

there are no risks living in Fort Assiniboine. However, he suggests shortly after that he 

does not trust Bovar or the government because of past cover-ups in relation to the plant 

mishaps that makes him 'wonder about things', 

INT: When using the word risk, defined however you want it to be, are there any risks 
here living in this community? 
C A M : Not at all. And if you have a...the Swan Hills Waste Plant in mind...not at all... 
Well, confidence I wouldn't say 100%....In fact on several occasion there has been 
statement and denials ...things like that. It makes you wander a little a bit of 
course...because there is a little bit of cover up when things happen. Yeah. 

Some residents expressed lack of concern with the health advisory and hunting ban 

because they either do not hunt or fish, or in the case of Jay (Kinuso), he simply stays out 

of the 30 km no hunting zone. However, he seems unsure about the advisory and ban 

when he comments that you should stay away from the 30 km zone, and hopes that tests 

are done for contamination for reassurance, 

JAY: A lot of the time, the animals, from my understanding like most animals stay within 
2 or 3 miles or where they were born and they don't do a whole lot of wandering unless 
they are pushed because of maybe fires or something or that. 
INT: So, have you ever hunted in that area? 
JAY: Not so much. I have hunted on that side of the highway, like on the other side and 
not really close to Swan Hills. 
FNT: Do you avoid it? 
JAY: I don't know. 
INT: Does it bother you? 
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J A Y : Again, Like, / don't have to go that far because I usually can get a moose a lot 
closer than going all the way there. As far as like, if there was a grouse or something 
like that, you would sort of shy away from it a little bit just to be on the safe side. You 
know stay out of that range, none of that 30 km area. It would be interesting to see some 
more tests done along to say nothing yeah....Like, I guess if there is anything that comes 
out in the stacks or whatever, maybe if it gets washed away into the soils and stuff like 
that, the animals aren 't consuming it and storing it and stuff like that. You wonder a 
little bit about it, but it is not a great concern. 

Jay seems to be unsure about his feelings concerning the safety of hunting near Swan 

Hills, and figures that any contamination is probably washed away into the soil before it 

can be consumed by animals so he can not worry about it. Residents in Barrhead appear 

to take comfort in the distance between themselves and Swan Hills (see section 5.2: 

worldviews). Some though, express latent concerns and question if they are indeed far 

enough away from any contamination. Lia, for example, wonders about the possibility of 

contamination spread by prevailing winds. Nonetheless she claims that the plant is not a 

threat, unless she were to live in Swan Hills itself, 

LIA: They [winds] seem to come from all over. It is a pretty windy little town at times; 
especially in the spring. I wouldn 't say that they are dominant in any way. I guess you 
would have to watch the news at night to know which way they were coming from. Which 
front is coming in. I guess that if I thought it was coming from Swan Hills area and what 
it would be carrying...! don't know. I can remember when Chernobyl blew up. They 
were saying that Europe was getting winds blowing in and all sorts of stuff and then I 
think, well, / guess if there was ever something horrible happen over there, if the winds 
were right, we could get it. I guess I would have to go running and stock up on some 
iodine, I don't know. Would that help? Same thing for radiation right? 
INT: Even that being said, you don't feel any threat from the facility in Swan Hills? 
LIA: / don't really feel a threat.... I don't think myself, I would live in the town of Swan 
Hills, because of the plant. I'm sure I wouldn't... That would be too close for comfort. 

In some instances residents who expressed latent concerns about the SHSWTF said that 

they did not want to be labeled a troublemaker if they objected to the plant. Cam (Fort 
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Assiniboine) provides an interesting analogy of Fort Assiniboine residents being 

'typically Canadian', and overly 'polite' instead of saying exactly what's on their minds, 

INT: Do you think that there is a relationship, either positive or negative, that exists 
between the people in Fort. Assiniboine and the people in Swan Hills? Because of the 
nature of the facility? 
C A M : You mean animosity? 
INT: Could be.... 
C A M : I doubt it. 
C A M : I have you one thing....Canadians are extremely polite which means sometimes, 
their conversation...their answers are very [pause] fixed, I would say. Like at the 
restaurant.. " How is your meal?". " Oh, fine...fine... great!" When they only eat half of 
it because they don't like it. 

Kay (Fort Assiniboine) comments that she never liked the waste plant but felt helpless to 

say anything negative against it, 

INT: Now, I guess you've been living here then the whole time they were siting the 
plant- The Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility. How did you feel about that 
when they were determining whether or no to build that there? 
K A Y : Oh, / didn't really like it too much. But, [pause] when everybody else is against 
you, you can't do much can you? 

Fernando (FER) suggests that people in Fort Assiniboine with latent concerns may be 

worried about fellow members of the community that are employed at the plant and may 

lose their jobs if negative criticism were to get back to plant management, 

INT: Would you have any explanation as to why people in F A won't talk to me about 
these issues? 
FER: Well, I think some of them...some of them would go, "What do they want?" 
Suspicious of people asking questions that may impact their life. You know maybe one 
of their relatives is working at Swan Hills. If they say the wrong word, and it might go 
back and they might lose their job. I don't know. I've never had that problem if 
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somebody asks me a straight question, you get a straight answer as far as I can get to it 
(laughing). 

Respondents do not want to be stigmatized within in their own community. This could be 

a possible explanation for why residents in Barrhead are generally unconcerned yet 

express some latent concerns. Tia, for example, comments that people with concerns 

would be ignored if they were considered unknowledgeable about the plant, 

INT: Can you think back to any point maybe when someone might have been really 
outspoken against the plant and can you remember how they were received within the 
community here? 
TIA: Right about the time when they were trying to build it, there were a couple of 
people that were fairly outspoken. But, one of 'em wasn't really a knowledgeable person, 
so I don't think that he was really looked on favorably or whatever- taken into notice. 
But, the other fellow, I think a lot of people were wandering if what he was saying was 
true. And there was lot of people. 

Latent concerns in general are expressed if residents do not want to feel disrupted in their 

daily lives with concern and anxiety about the plant. When latent concerns are revealed, 

respondents generally attempt to minimize them with some sort of rationalization. 

Therefore, latent concerns are indications of how respondents attempt to manage their 

views and opinions of risk of the SHSWTF and cope with a nearby technological hazard. 

4.4 Summary 

Concern about the Swan Hill 's Special Waste Treatment Facility is present in Fort 

Assiniboine and Kinuso, but less in Barrhead. Kinuso appears to have the most opposition 

to it, and worries about how the plant could impact their community (e.g. changes to 
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fabric of community). Their concerns (impacts the local environment, and the health 

advisory and hunting ban) closely match those expressed by residents of Fort Assiniboine. 

In contrast, Barrhead participants are the least concerned about the plant's operations, and 

seem to not pay attention to it. 

A l l three communities agree that the importation of waste is unacceptable. This 

consensus stems from the notion that the plant was initially promised by the government 

to accept only Alberta's waste for the entirety of its operation. Nonetheless, residents of 

Barrhead seem to accept the SHSWTF in light of the increased importation because it is a 

responsible means of disposing noxious chemicals, whereas residents of Kinuso and Fort 

Assiniboine tend to reject the plant in its entirety. 

The presence of latent concerns indicates that some residents may be unsure about 

their feelings towards the SHSWTF. To understand why residents have different levels of 

concern warrants further investigation of contextual influences that may influence 

community's views and opinions of risk. Such contextual influences will be discussed in 

detail in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 5: 

Contextual Influences on Views of Risk 

This chapter examines how residents' views and opinions of risk in Fort 

Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso are shaped by contextual influences. Chapter four 

illustrated how residents in Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso perceive the special waste 

treatment plant as being a considerable threat, in contrast to the majority of respondents 

in Barrhead who do not. The reasons for this discrepancy may be found in such 

contextual influences as ways of life, worldviews, trust/distrust, and notions of equity. 

The chapter concludes with the proposal of a conceptual framework for understanding 

risk in these three rural communities (see figure 5.1). 

5.1 Ways of Life- Community Description (2)4 

How residents describe their respective communities is important for comparing 

community values and ways of life. The following are responses when asked about how 

they would describe their community to an 'outsider' and what are the reasons for living 

there. Responses range from the size of the town being an important factor in community 

identity to the importance of nature and green spaces, as well as the amount of activities 

and services the community provides. Residents in each community offer descriptions 

that distinguish one community from the other which provide insight into different ways 

4 Refers to the hierarchical coding system employed by N-vivo (see chapter 3). The first number represents 
the highest order node and each consecutive number represents the sequential lower order node. See 
appendix B for a full listing of nodes. 
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of life. Italics are used to indicate evidence of a select theme or node present in the 

transcripts. 

5.1.1 Community values (2 1) 

When asked to describe their town, residents often began their descriptions with 

community values. In general, residents of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso value their 

communities being small towns whereas residents of Barrhead emphasize more the value 

of neighbourliness between residents. Members of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso point 

out their closeness with nature and the quiet of their surroundings as being reasons why 

they moved there, unlike in Barrhead where respondents commented more readily on the 

amount of services and activities available there. 

Table 5.1: Community Values 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M-N ( % of 21 persons ) M-N ( % of 18 persons ) M-N ( % of 16 persons ) 

Small town 14-12 (57%) 7- 6 (33%) 8- 8 (50%) 

Nature 17- 9 (43%) 1-1 (<1%) 6-5 (31%) 

Neighbourliness 9- 8 (38%) 9_ 8 (44%) 6-5 (31%) 

Quiet 9- 9 (43%) 2-2 (11%) 5-5 (31%) 

Maximum for 
Community 

31- 16 76'7 ) 13- 12 (67%) 22- 12 (15'} i 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 
The colours represent the top 3 themes by number of mentions as shown in the key below: 

top theme second top theme third top theme 
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i) Fort Assiniboine- Small Town (2 1 2), Nature (2 1 3), Quiet (2 1 6) 

For people in Fort Assiniboine, like Jim, the community is valued for its closeness 

with nature, distance from cities, and its quiet and relaxing lifestyle, 

JIM (Fort Assiniboine): I would say at least some of the people come here because there 
isn't smokestacks. 
INT: uh hmm 
JIM: It's kind of back in the bush. 
INT: Yes. 
JIM: And some people like that. They don't like a lot of development. 
INT: Uhhuh... 
JIM: They don't need arenas, they don't need a lot of infrastructure. I mean, we have an 
arena down here of course...but...(laugh)...It seems to be, that Ft. Assiniboine has been 
an attraction because it is somewhat pristine. I mean, it probably is [as] pristine as most 
places in the province.... We're very close to nature here, and ...a lot of us... I would say 
most of the people here. ..that's one thing that attracts them to here. 
INT: Okay. Great. Is there any characteristic about Ft. Assiniboine that hinders you 
from leading the lifestyle that you would chose? 
JIM: Not me personally. Because, this is ...like what I consider being around a 
campfire, drinking coffee, and that's relaxing to me. 
INT: (laugh)... 
JIM: And I can do that here.. .(laugh). 

ii) Barrhead- Small town (2 1 2), Neighbourliness (2 1 5) 

Residents in Barrhead describe their community differently than those in Fort 

Assiniboine, emphasizing an abundance of services, and infrastructure in their 

community, as well as the social atmosphere being very friendly. Proximity to Edmonton 

is also a welcomed characteristic. Jim (Barrhead) explains how these values offer 

residents a 'small town environment' that isn't too far removed from the amenities of a 

larger city center like Edmonton, 

INT: Do you farm? 
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JIM (Barrhead): (nodding yes...) 
INT: For an outsider, who's you've never been here before, how would you describe 
Barrhead? 
JIM: I think it is a great place to live; Close to all the facilities they have in 
Edmonton...It is only an hour away. Yet, you've got rural type living. 
INT: Yeah, and the people herel 
JIM: Yeah, they're good. I got no complaints. 
INT: Friendly, they get a long well? 
JIM: Uh huh. We have a nice area here too. 

Liz explains with pride that even though Barrhead is a busy town, its best features are the 

residents (neighbourliness) and the amount of things to do there, 

FNT: How would you describe the people here in Barrhead? 
LIZ (Barrhead): Very friendly. Anyone who says it isn't friendly or there is nothing to 
do, they need to take a good look in the mirror. 
INT: It is a really nice place. 
LIZ: It's a busy town for the size of it. It is extremely busy. 
FNT: How many people are here? 
LIZ: About 4500 I think? 

iii) Kinuso- Small Town (2 1 2), Nature (2 1 3), Neighbourliness (2 1 5) 

Kinuso residents, like those in Fort Assiniboine, value their small town for being 

far away from cities and urban pollution. They take pride in their community's close knit 

relations and neighbourliness. However, unlike in Fort Assiniboine, Kinuso's 

respondents emphasize the closeness of the community members as Norm points out, 

INT: What do you like about living in Kinuso? 
NORM (Kinuso): / love small towns. 
INT: Okay, fair enough. Just the atmosphere? 
NORM: Community aspect of it. 
INT: Does that mean that everybody gets along, or families, and kids have lots of time 
together. 
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N O R M : Well, I think it's uh, the same woven fabric of a family. Brothers and sister 
fight, and pull hair and beat up each other quite regularly, name calling and 'dis' each 
other, but when things are tight, the family unit pulls together, and all that is forgotten 
and support is issued there. I think we see that same level in between the semantics of 
politically arguing reserve to municipality in offices, but when someone's home is burned 
down, or someone is flooded out, the community is there. 

Jillian considers Kinuso to be a relaxing, small town, far away from the pollution of big 

industry, except for the waste treatment facility in Swan Hills. 

INT: So, the first question I have is, how would you describe Kinuso, as a town? You 
know, what's the environment like? What's the lifestyle like? 
JILLIAN (Kinuso): Oh, I feel we have a great town. It's a quiet, sort of laid back 
lifestyle. And the environment I think, other than the concerns we have with Bovar, we 
don't have any other, um, sawmills or burning or chemical plants, or anything to do with 
it in our area, so, um, I think as far as that part is, it's a pretty good place to live. 

Gini points out that the activities in Kinuso involve the natural environment, and even 

though they may be different from ones in the city, they are nonetheless enjoyable, 

INT: So, I guess I would like to start out with talking about what your lifestyle is like 
here. What is Kinuso like? 
GINI (Kinuso): Oh, let's see (pause) quiet. There is not a lot to do in the way of normal 
activities, I guess from the city point of view, you know like movies, or gyms, or you know 
that kind of stuff. But, the activities are different, probably more quadding and hunting 
and that kind of stuff. A lot of outdoors actually. Probably lot's of outdoors. 
FNT: Is that from your perspective or from like kids and stuff like that? 
GFNI: Probably from my perspective, I guess. 
INT: Yeah. Are you from a big city? 
GINI: Yeah. 

iv) Summary- Community Values 

The communities of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso seem to have more in common 

with each other than with residents of Barrhead. Both value nature and quiet equally if 
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not more than neighbourliness. In Barrhead, services and 'things to do' including its 

proximity to Edmonton are seen as desirable characteristics, which coincide with a larger 

commercial town environment. Residents of Barrhead emphasize friendliness and the 

social aspects of their town's service industry. The themes presented in table 5.1 reveal 

that residents' values and beliefs support a particular way of life, which for Fort 

Assiniboine and Kinuso residents is centered around nature and a low stress environment. 

Barrhead residents on the other hand, welcome 'hustle and bustle' of their city center and 

people, which commercial businesses attracts for its services and social atmosphere. 

Therefore, views and opinions of risk concerning the hazardous waste treatment plant in 

Swan Hills will reflect the differences in values between communities. 

5.1.2 Community Changes 

Based on the community values from table 5.1, residents have distinct ways of 

life that shape how they view future changes in their respective communities. Examples 

of potential changes include increased tourism and enhancement of the natural 

environment (Fort Assiniboine, and Kinuso), as well as the desire for more industry to be 

brought into the area (Barrhead). Residents in the different towns are very specific about 

the changes they do not want to have happen. This discrepancy is illustrated in table 5.2 

below: 
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Table 5.2 

Community Changes Preferred for the Future 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M - N ( % of 21 persons) M - N ( % of 18 persons ) M - N ( % of 16 persons ) 

More industry 
desired 

0 13- 12 (67%) 0 

More tourism 
desired 

3- 3 (147c) 0 6- 6 (38%) 

Development not 
wanted 

6/6 (29%) 0 2-2 (13%) 

Maximum for 
Community 

31- 16 (76%) 13- 12 (67%) 22- 12 (75%) 

M = number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 

The colours represent the top 3 themes by number of mentions as shown in the key below: 

top theme second top theme third top theme 

i) Fort Assiniboine- More tourism desired (2 8 4 2), Development not wanted (2 8 6) 

Fort Assiniboine is mainly an agricultural community of small family farms that 

are spread over a very large area. People take pride in farming and also like the fact that 

their town has the distinguished history of being the second oldest Fort in Alberta. Kim 

summarizes how residents are content with not changing the economic base or size of 

Fort Assiniboine even for the sake of creating more employment, 

INT: What changes if any would you like to see the community make? 
K I M (Fort Assiniboine): (Pause) Well, because of my particular bend, / hope that it stays 
relatively the same. Like I am not going to say "better shopping" or anything because 
that's not feasible because there isn't a population base and I would really hate to see a 
population base come in for it. And I don't think there will be because there isn't work 
here...And when our trees are gone and the gas is gone, you know...I don't know. I 
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would like...There are a number of people in the area trying to expand the local tourist 
industry and I would like to see that. We have an excellent, excellent park up here. I 
would like to see people using it. The rivers are wonderful for canoeing, so I would like 
to see visitors come to Ft. Assiniboine. I hope that people can, you know...find work. 
But, I don't know what changes there would have to be. I don't know what type of 
industry would come into this area, besides what's starting to peeter out now [oil and 
gas]. 

Jim summarizes the general consensus of Fort Assiniboine on the issue of development 

and change when he pointedly states "The people of Fort Assiniboine don't want 

smokestacks" in the excerpt below: 

FNT: What changes would you like to see for the community here if any? 
JIM (Fort Assiniboine): In regards to the plant? Or... 
INT: Anything that comes to mind. 
JFM: Hmmm. Well, I can generally say, and I have to agree with, the people of Ft. 
Assiniboine do not want smokestacks. You know, we talk about wanting employment and 
more jobs, but we don't want anything that will make a fuss, (laugh) So, I guess, 
uh...probably as far as development, Fd like to see us build on what we have, which 
is a fairly good environment, a good historical base, and maybe on the tourism part of 
selling ourselves and not kind of head in those directions [industry]. 

ii) Barrhead- More Industry Desired (2 8 41) 

Barrhead, in contrast to Fort Assiniboine seems more concerned with the 

employment opportunities for young people to keep them in Barrhead. Therefore, its 

residents support the development of industry (67%) in their community to help provide 

more jobs and lower the community's tax rates. Tara explains the need for industry to 

help further the prosperity of Barrhead and attract young families to the community, 

INT: Is there anything from Barrhead that you don't really like? Or that you would like 
to change? 
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T A R A (Barrhead): Barrhead doesn't have industry. It doesn't have, say for instance, 
anything that would keep young families here. You know, there's ...If you're employed 
at the stores, then that would be a job. But, there's not like a plant... They're working on 
getting a hog processing plant, but that's in the future. But, there's nothing really to 
keep people here or even to draw people here. And uh, that's a downfall. You know, like 
if there was a major plant in town.... I realize then that the economy is based on that and 
then if the plant shuts down, then the town folds. But, it has also, you know... would 
ensure the viability, the economics of the town. Everything would be helped by that, you 
know, stabilized too. 
INT: Yeah, I've noticed there is a lot of senior citizens around here. Does that provide 
any jobs for people? 
T A R A : Well, I mean if you work at the extended care facilities. Then it would in that 
respect. But, if you want to build senior's housing and stuff like that. 

iii) Kinuso- More tourism desired (2 8 4 2) 

Jay explains how there is a lot of potential for people in Kinuso to build upon the 

tourism industry because of its location on Lesser Slave Lake for fishing and camping. 

However, he cautions about over fishing and the need to keep the lake balanced so as not 

to spoil it, 

INT: Basically how would you describe Kinuso? 
JAY(Kinuso): Kinuso. Well it is small town. I don't know, like the industries in the 
area mostly like the logging, and some in the oil industry and then / think tourism is 
going to be a big big factor. A big industry. It is starting and I think that it is going to 
just get bigger as time goes on. 
INT: How do you view that? 
JAY: Like I don't mind it. I think it is...Um, I think, you know like, one of my things is 
the Lake and the fishing. And I think that if they keep a close eye on it, like people will 
travel....and Lesser Slave Lake is probably one of the best lakes in the Province for 
fishing. It is easily accessible and people get to it quite easily. I think as long as the 
biologists and so on keep an eye on the resource, like the fish and make sure it doesn't 
get you know, over fished and so on. I think people are just going to keep coming back 
more and more for it. ...You work all week and Friday comes and you say I got to get out 
of town [Edmonton], like it was a rat race to get out of there and get to a decent place 
where you can go camping and fishing. 
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iv) Summary- Changes to Community 

Views and opinions about development are significantly different between Fort 

Assiniboine and Kinuso (no industry wanted, just tourism), and those residents in 

Barrhead (industry wanted). Barrhead residents regard industry as a necessary means for 

the community to prosper and keep young people working there. Their desire for a large 

plant to support the town's tax-base widely contrasts with residents of Fort Assiniboine 

and Kinuso, who do not want large scale development in terms of a large manufacturing 

plant. Rather, they would prefer increased access to their green spaces and natural 

resources (e.g. Klondike Trail and Lesser Slave Lake) to tourism. These views coincide 

with residents' worldviews, which are discussed in the section below. In general, those 

who do not want industry in their area are opposed to the presence of the waste plant, 

whereas residents who think industry is desirable feel that the SHSWTF helps the town of 

Swan Hills because it provides employment and lower taxes. 

5.2 Worldviews 

The communities of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso have different concerns 

regarding the SHSWTF, as already revealed in Chapter four. Such concerns are 

determined in part by worldviews within each community (see table 5.3). Worldviews, it 

appears, are strong influences on residents' views of risk. For instance, residents in 

Kinuso share similar worldviews about the role of government, big business, and how 

they exercise power over their community. These worldviews are communicated to other 

members of the community to provide meaning and understanding of feelings of 
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disappointment, frustration, and anxiety. In comparison, residents in Barrhead (lack of 

concern) express worldviews to help explain why the SHSWTF is not a threat to them. 

Their worldviews focus on knowledge and understanding of technology, the price of 

progress in modern society, and responsible waste management. Residents in Fort 

Assiniboine commonly do not use statements of worldviews to support their views and 

opinions of the SHSWTF. Respondents from this community seem to rely on past events 

at the plant (i.e. mishaps) to explain concerns during the interview. 

Concern is also influenced by the close proximity of one's community (e.g. Fort 

Assiniboine, and Kinuso) to the SHSWTF. In contrast, others (e.g. Barrhead) minimize 

concern, because of the distance to the plant. For the most part, concerns seem to be 

directly related to feelings of uncertainty, which are communicated between community 

members (e.g. Kinuso, Fort Assiniboine). Residents in Barrhead, however, choose to not 

pay much attention to the plant and feel that the proper authorities (e.g. Bovar and 

Provincial government) will monitor operations and ensure safety. Table 5.3 (below) 

summarizes worldviews that explain concern. Examples including quotations from the 

transcripts of selected worldviews that explain concern follow. Table 5.4, proceeds this 

discussion listing worldviews that explain lack of concern and is also accompanied with a 

discussion including transcript quotations. 
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Table 5.3: Worldviews that explain Concern 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 

Theme M-N ( % of 21 persons ) M-N ( % of 18 persons ) M-N ( % of 16 persons ) 

SHSWTF-
proximity too 
close 

13- 7 (38%) 1 - 1 (6%) 17-10 (63%) 

Unknown-
uncertainty 

19-10 (48%) 8- 6 (33%) 17-9 (56%) 

Neighbours 
agree Plant is 
bad 

11-8 (38%) 1- 1 (6%) 13- 8 (509;.) 

Lack of 
monitoring 

6- 5 (24%) 0 14- 8 (50%) 

Other disasters 
happen-why not 
here? 

9- 7 (33%) 3- 3 (17%) 8-6 (38%) 

Technology is 
not a 100% safe 

7- 8 (38%) 0 9-5 (31%) 

Money dictates 
power 

0 1- 1 (6%) 13-7 (44%) 

Short term gain 
for long term 
disaster 

2- 1 (5%) 1- 1 (6%) 8- 4 (25%) 

Siting process-
political 
underhandedness 

4-4 (19%) 0 7- 7 (44%) 

No one listens to 
us or helps 

4-4 (19%) 0 17-7 (44%) 

You hear stories 6-4 (19%) 4- 4 (22%) 9- 4 (25%) 
Dangerous 
waste: PCB's 

1- 1 (5%) i - i <6f;;i 5- 4 (25%) 

Risk 
Communication-
Incidents kept 
secret 

10-9 (43%) 0 6- 6 (38%) 

Maximum for 
Community 

31- 16 (769J ) 13-12 (67%) 22- 12 (75%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 
The colours represent the top 3 themes by number of mentions as shown in the key below: 

top theme second top theme third top theme 
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Proximity too close (5 6 12) 

Residents' views of risk are impacted by the proximity of their community to the 

town of Swan Hills. Residents of Fort Assiniboine (38%) and Kinuso (63%) are very 

concerned about possible impacts on the local environment and negative health effects 

because of physical proximity (Fort Assiniboine 60 km; Kinuso 70 km). For instance, 

Sam explains that in Fort Assiniboine, his proximity to the plant causes him to worry 

about the effects of pollution, 

FNT: How do you feel about that [living near the plant, after the mishaps]? 
S A M (Fort Assiniboine): Well, It's scary. Especially when you know...I don't know 
exactly how many miles I'd be from that plant. I don't think it's more than 25 miles. 
FNT: Really. 
S A M : As the crow flies, you know. As far as ground contamination, I think I'm far 
enough away that it wouldn't bother me. But, the air... 
FNT: That's your greatest fear? 
S A M : The air pollution, yeah. 
FNT: Does the wind come and pass over this direction from there? 
S A M : A l l the time. Probably 70-80% of our winds come from the northwest. And that's 
the direction of the plant. 

Likewise, Jillian explains that the distance from Kinuso to the SHSWTF is the same size 

as the no-hunting zone (30 km) around the plant. Since Kinuso is very close-knit 

community, it did not take very long for people to become concerned that the Kinuso was 

extremely close to or possibly in the no-hunting zone, 

JILLIAN (Kinuso): / think a lot of people were really concerned because in the hunting 
regulations, it said that if you shot moose or deer or anything within 30 km of the 
plant...it came right out in the license of my husband. It was on his that [you] don't eat 
more than so many ounces of this meat per month, and it's like, everyone, well not 
everyone, but I mean, a lot of local people still hunt. You know, in a small community, it 
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doesn't take long for this information to get to everyone. And then everyone's really 
upset, because they're saying that by the way the crow flies, short distance, if you took 
from Bovar and straight across, they're probably within 30km of Kinuso. 

Unknown/ Uncertainty (5 6 5) 

Another source of concern for residents are feelings the unknown and uncertain 

consequences of living near a hazardous waste treatment plant. Residents who express 

concern about the plant claim that anxiety is a product, in part, because Bovar does not 

communicate information about the plant's operations and also from the unknown risks 

to residents outside of Swan Hills. In the following excerpt, Don (Kinuso) explains that 

uncertainty and fear are a direct result of a lack of risk communication by Bovar to area 

residents, 

DON (Kinuso): See, there is a lot of the stuff they don't really tell us, eh? And that's 
what I think people are scared of. You know, people feel a lot more comfortable when 
you're informed... 
FNT: Yes. 
DON: But, when you're not informed, you're always thinkin' they're tryin' to cover up, 
eh? 
INT: And it's the fear of the unknown that bugs you? 
DON: Yeah. 

FNT: In terms then of communication, and risk....How would you rate Bovar's attempt 
to communicate what they're doing up there.. .their operational process? 
DON: To communicate with the community? Well, it seems like with the community of 
Swan Hills... community... they 're pretty good. But, like I say, further out, I would have to 
rate them pretty terrible... They say it is available for the public, but I mean you never see 
it anywhere in print...It doesn't come up in the local papers. 

In Barrhead, the few concerns about the plant seem are related to the transportation of 

hazardous waste through the community. Liz points out that the trucks passing through 
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Barrhead on the way to the SHSWTF are clearly identified and wonders if they present a 

concern because of the uncertainty of their contents (e.g. toxic waste), 

INT: Has the Swan Hills facility ever been an issue here? 
LIZ (Barrhead): There are a lot of trucks that go by here... And I don't know how to 
identify the trucks that are carrying the waste...There are a lot of trucks that go by and 
you don't know what they're carrying. When you hear of accidents with spills, you 
wander if it could happen here? It never has. In the back of a person's mind, you 
wander about them bringing this stuff into our area. 
INT: No kidding. So you think of it as more of a groundwater problem or something 
like that? 
LIZ: / don't understand the facility to say. But, is it all being destroyed? Or what is 
happening to it? It is far enough away that it doesn't really affect our town much at all, I 
don't think. 

Liz expresses concern about the type of waste, and the uncertainty surrounding its 

passage through Barrhead. However, she is quick to minimize her concerns when she 

concludes that she is too far away from the plant for her to worry. Residents of Fort 

Assiniboine suggest that information from the plant should be communicated on a regular 

basis to quell feelings of anxiety surrounding the uncertainty about waste and its 

processing at the plant. May comments that she does not know what is meant by 'toxic 

waste' and is concerned that important details would be kept from the public by Bovar 

and the government in case of an accident. She suggests that for people to be informed, a 

'flyer' should be distributed on a regular basis to area residents detailing operations at the 

plant, 

MAY(Fort Assiniboine): / am concerned because I am not 100% sure what exactly they 
classify as 'toxins' like toxic waste....! am concerned because like people aren't perfect 
and machines are only as perfect as the people that make them. They could have a spill. 
They DID have spill. What if there is another, what if it's worse? What if they have had 
spills and "oh, hush hush" and don't say nothing. Because, let's face it, the government 
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does that. We don't know a lot of things that maybe we could and should know...For the 
good of the general population there should be a little flyer in everybody's mailbox. For 
me, it would be great in my mailbox; even better on the web. 

Residents of Fort Assiniboine (48%) and Kinuso (56%) are generally more anxious about 

the unknown effects of toxic waste to their community than residents in Barrhead (33%). 

Such concerns are related to their proximity to the waste plant, but also are also directly 

related to past experiences with Bovar when details of plant accidents were initially 

withheld from the public. 

Risk Communication- Incidents Kept Secret Initially (5 2 5) 

Anxiety and uncertainty about the SHSWTF became paramount after the 

incidents in 1996 and 1997. Most residents state that they found out about the incidents 

by word of mouth from fellow neighbours or from the media, well after the fact. The 

resulting health advisory and hunting ban disillusioned them about the plant's safety. 

Therefore, opinions and views of risk concerning the SHSWTF have been influenced by 

the incidents themselves because of the delayed release of information, and the 

implementation of the health advisory. Residents (e.g. Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso) feel 

that the advisory and ban justify their concerns of the plant being a threat to their local 

environment and ways of life, and personal health. Jay (Kinuso) explains that the lack of 

immediate notification of the mishaps implicated Bovar in a 'cover-up' scandal resulting 

in the current atmosphere of distrust for Kinuso residents, 

LNT: So, how did you start to hear about it [incidents] here? 
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J A Y (Kinuso): / guess the media. That would be the big thing. Like all of a sudden you 
get reports of there being spills and they are not being reported. They're trying to be, 
you know, swept under the carpet and when that sort of thing happens, and you sort of 
figure what the heck is going on? Why are they hiding this? Why don't they alert people 
right away? There might be a concern. I think that that kind of thing does more damage 
to an industry than you know, what actual things that did take place. 
FNT: Do you think that a resulting concern around here is a trust issue? 
JAY: I would think so. 

In Fort Assiniboine, Kim agrees the incidents at the SHSWTF changed her initial 

opinions of the plant and she is now skeptical of its operations, and impacts on the 

surrounding environment and her way of life (i.e. not hunting wild game), 

FNT: Do you remember when it had that leak back in '97? 
K I M (Fort Assiniboine): Uh hmm. 
FNT: And how did you find out about that? 
KFM: I found out like most people...through the media, which was quite a bit later than 
the event actually occurred. 
FNT: Uh huh.. .Did you feel like it was representative reporting.. .or? 
KFM: Well, you know, maybe we have this tough, northern mentality attitude that ...We 
thought that ...of course, not fully knowing what was being reported...We thought it was 
being sensationalized. That it was being overdone, overblown. And then we heard later 
that there was another one. And then I think another one...And then I think, my attitude 
started to change a little bit. We thought it was rather ridiculous not to eat game around 
the plant... 

Unlike many in Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, the majority of participants in Barrhead 

believe that the mishaps at the plant were blown out of proportion because of media 

sensationalization, as Tia explains: 

FNT: Did it concern you at all when they had that leak up there in '97? That it got pretty 
publicized? 
TIA (Barrhead): Yeah. I think that the newspapers publicized it more than, than the 
problem. Like they made a mountain out of a mole hill. 
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Residents in Barrhead describe the incidents at the plant as 'accidents' which are to be 

expected in any industry. They seem unconcerned about them or the plant because the 

resulting health advisory and hunting ban does not affect their ways of life. They 

maintain that the mishaps were small and did not endanger anybody in their community. 

Money dictates Power (5 6 2 19) 

Gini (Kinuso) claims to have 'the stuff on Bovar, documented by the media to 

justify concerns about plant management being untrustworthy. Such 'proof, as she calls 

it, lends credence to her worldview that 'money dictates power' which renders Kinuso 

unable to impact operations at the plant, 

GINI: They're ridiculous [Bovar]. / also have all the stuff on Bovar, collected over 
time, because I have had run-ins with them. 
FNT: Oh yeah? 
GINI: The leak (showing newspaper clippings). "Swan Hills Leaks". All this started 
coming out. And I started collecting it because I was really tweaked off. They had the 
nerve to make comments, 'oh yeah we're fine'....But, I went out and started to collect 
stuff for a while and this kind of stuff: 'Environmental Violations Not Publicized'. I 
don't have much respect for them. They're liars. They lied the whole time. And 
probably still are. And I think the government is in it as much as they are. I am sure they 
are covering it up. Money is money. 
FNT: So, that is what it is all about, is money? 
GINI: Sure. Let's face it, in the realm of things, we are only a town of 300. 

Don (Fort Assiniboine) shares similar worldviews and suggests that government and big 

business are untrustworthy because of profit motivation. The two go 'hand in hand' and 

will always overpower 'the little guy' like the small community of Fort Assiniboine, 
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INT: If the government is reporting to you on the status of the environment or safety, 
would you trust the information that the government, like if Alberta Environment 
provided it ? 
DON: Not totally. 
INT: Okay. 
DON: Because they have lied to us before too. And covered up stuff too, eh? I mean it's 
big business [Bovar]...Big business, big money. Big money, politics....you know, hand in 
hand. And the little guy is like always the last one to find stuff out, eh? 

Other disasters happen, why not here? (5 6 9) 

Many residents, when asked to explain their concern about the hazardous waste 

treatment plant, often refer to examples of other disasters to compare and contrast their 

situation with. Such references influence concern and opinions of risk from the SHSWTF 

because of fear that it could happen to them. Ron (Fort Assiniboine) explains how he 

worries that Swan Hills could turn into another 'Love Canal' situation, where the effects 

of environmental contamination from landfilling toxic waste was not known for years 

after it was buried, 

FNT: Any thoughts about why it was put there to begin with? 
RON (Fort Assiniboine): Probably, because Swan Hills is just a forgotten place...and 
that's one place to stuff it where nobody would worry about it...It's back in the sticks 
and everything else, but it's not a bad looking country...you know trees and 
whatever...It's kind of scenic that way....To me, I'd always have that same gut 
feeling..that you'd see this like the Love Canal thing that happened down east. 
Eventually, that stuff has got to show up somewhere. And, I don't know what they do 
with it all...They say they burn some of it...Some of it they dump in deep wells if they 
can't do anything with it. Or, where's it goin', you know? 

Residents usually recalled incidents where by innocent citizens were misinformed about 

possible dangers from a contaminant in the environment, from which people became sick 



118 

or even died. Adrian (Kinuso) worries that there is known contamination from the 

SHSWTF in the local environment that is being ignored by the Alberta government. He 

associates his concerns with that of mad cow disease in England, 

ADRIAN: Now hope to Christ that somebody can do something, and don't be so 
goddamned stupid as England was with their goddamned mad cow disease, because they 
knew about it long before it got public, and the government ignored it. And Alberta Food 
and Drug Administration, our Cattle Commissioners have been notified, I can get you the 
phone numbers and the names of the people that I talked to. 

In similar fashion, Gini recalls the Walkerton Ecoli tragedy and does not want to be 

living in Kinuso if there is a risk to the safety of the water supply from the SHSWTF, 

GINI: [Bovar and the government] Don't hide anything! Just say, so you give people an 
option to move. 'Cause if I found out the water is, you know, has certain things and 
higher incidences of stuff, it is possible I'd move. I don't need to stay here. Not really. 
Not if it has got to do with your life. And if they don't tell and it comes out later, then 
they are up for lawsuits. It is just silly. That is like in Ontario with the Walkerton thing 
with the Ecoli. They are so stupid, it amazes me. I just can't believe just how stupid 
people can be. That they know that it wasn't working. The chlorination, and they let it 
go. Well, I tell you, I don't know a whole lot always about the treatment, but jeez, I 
know enough that if you are not chlorinating.... 

Tim (Barrhead) compares the unwanted importation of waste to the SHSWTF to the 

controversy in Ontario where the City of Toronto is shipping its garbage to Kirland Lake 

(similar in location and nature to Swan Hills) to dump it in abandoned mine shafts, 

FNT: Yeah, you are opposed to the increase in the importation from out of province and 
out of country? 
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TIM (Barrhead): Oh, that's right, sure We can take and look at the surface and talk 
about pollution from the surface...But there is nobody that knows how the fissures of the 
ground lay and everything and which way that is going to take and go or how far it's 
gonna go. This is just the same thing as farmers in Ontario right at the present time that 
are so upset about this Kirkland Lake thing, and moving garbage from Toronto. Toronto 
definitely has a problem there. They got to get rid of garbage. And if they can move it to 
there and everything goes well fine. But, now I was just down there, and here a week 
ago, and visiting in some farming areas and. farmers were saying we have wells that are 
down into the rock here and we don't know where those fissures or where that water is 
coming from. And we certainly don't want that stuff coming into our water supply. 

Using examples of other disasters in the media, residents are able to provide an 

understanding of the level of their concerns about the SHSWTF. Residents seemed 

influenced by these incidents when assessing how much risk the SHSWTF poses to their 

communities. 

Community Consensus - Neighbours agree Plant is Bad (5 5118) 

Small town life usually involves the closeness of community members. In Fort 

Assiniboine (38%) and Kinuso (50%), residents feel there is a general consensus that the 

plant poses a formidable risk to their communities. In contrast, residents of the larger, 

more urban center of Barrhead feel that the SHSWTF is not a topic of concern in the 

community, because the community decides to not pay attention to it. For example, the 

level of interest in town hall meetings concerning the importation of foreign waste 

demonstrated the level of concern amongst residents in each community. In Barrhead, 

few residents attended or even knew of their town hall meeting. This contrasts to Fort 
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Assiniboine and Kinuso, where there were turnouts, which have never been seen before. 

Don comments whether others in his community share his views, 

INT: And to what extent do you think others in the community share your same views 
about the plant? 
DON (Fort Assiniboine): By the size of that turnout, 'cause I don't think they even 
thought there was even going to be a turn out...But, like I say, that community hall was 
packed, eh?...And there was people that even come from further out than even Fort 
Assiniboine, 'cause they knew...It was in the paper, that meeting was comin' and these 
guys was comin' down, eh? And the questions that they fired at the management, and 
everything else there! BOVAR, I think they got an eye opener; the people were 
concerned. 

May sheds some light on the personality of the community of Fort Assiniboine, being a 

town of 'strong' minded people who are not afraid to express their views and stand up 

and be heard. This characteristic she explains is a reflection of the way of life of the 

community, where people are self employed on small, family run farms, 

M A Y (Fort Assiniboine): This is a community of strong Wews...They have very strong 
views on everything: the government, to the weather...so...I think it would be quite well 
accepted to express strong views...But, you know what, there is a lot of self employed 
people. Most of us farm or ranch. You have to have an opinion and you have to stand 
behind it. You know, like if I make this decision, we've got to make it fly right? And so 
like I think that would account for why the strong views are okay here. Everybody has 
hay to put up but it is everyone's own decision how they do that. 

Fort Assiniboine residents comment that they had a strong turn out at their town hall 

meeting with Bovar, and that their concerns were expressed very clearly to plant 

management. Joe (Kinuso), however explains that Bovar left the Fort Assiniboine 

meeting with the opposite impression, assuming that residents were not overly concerned 

with the importation of waste. He suggests that the influence of a single person, the Fort 
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Assiniboine Chairperson, impacted the meeting because he controlled it too strictly, thus 

preventing residents from honestly expressing their views and opinions about the 

importation of waste. Joe indicates that because of the controlled nature of the meeting, 

Bovar concluded that residents were not overly reluctant about the decision, 

INT: What are people concerned about? Like the accidents that might occur? 
JOE (Kinuso): Some are worried about the transportation of it and the meeting that they 
had about it in Fort Assiniboine over the Timu people, there was concern about that they 
are directly downwind. Their big concern is what is coming off or out of the air or 
whatever, eh? They were upset too. Bovar got a whole different opinion of that meeting 
than what I got. They thought that the people there was one of the better meetings and 
understood what was. The chairperson of the meeting kept the meeting very well under 
control and didn't let the [residents] go into it, you know? I think they should have let it 
go a little more and let the people get a little more...And he kind of kept it under control 
pretty good. But, here it got more out of control because they let it get that way to show 
that the people were really upset with it. So, Bovar got the opinion that it was a good 
meeting and people understood which way they are going. 

In contrast to Fort Assiniboine, the town hall meeting in Kinuso was described as being 

much more dramatic and volatile. Hubert (Kinuso) explains that there is community 

consensus that the plant is bad, but suggests that even in the face of strong community 

opposition, Bovar refused to listen to their concerns or provide them with answers, which 

actually increased anxiety and concern, 

FNT: Do you think most families here share the same concerns as you? 
HUBERT (Kinuso): Everybody does. 
FNT: So there's nobody that's sort of comfortable here [with the plant]? 
HUBERT: Well, why can you be comfortable when you don't know anything"! It's pretty 
tough. Like, that's what I say. Like, I didn't feel too bad till the meeting, which wasn't 
too long ago... 
HUBERT: ..They [Bovar] kinda got upset when it come down to givin us some answers. 
INT: Oh, really? 
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HUBERT: Well, one guy asked, [about] PCB's. He asked him at least ten times "Are 
they harmful to humans?" you know? And he wouldn't answer. Finally, he said, "they 
are, aren't they? They're deadly!" He [Bovar representative] said, "Yeah, they're 
deadly". Why didn't he just say that? ...When you get somebody trying to cover up like 
that, well, obviously we all know that they 're dangerous, but why avoid the question ? 

According to Joe (Kinuso), the Mayor of Swan Hills increased concerns amongst Kinuso 

residents, because of comments he made at his town hall meeting in Swan Hills. Joe 

cannot understand why Bovar claims there is no contamination to worry about, but the 

Mayor hints that there could be, 

Joe (Kinuso): When you go to the meetings, one of the comments from the Mayor of 
Swan Hills is "Why are you worried in Kinuso because you are not even downwind? The 
winds are mainly from the west". They shouldn't say nothing like that if the prevailing 
winds. It don't matter which way the wind blows. That is a dumb thing to say too if you 
are trying to sell something, in my opinion. No matter what way the wind blows, there 
still should be nothing in that wind that isn't suppose to be there. A lot of it is what you 
say which...I told them at the meeting, if nothing is the matter with the wind, why are 
you saying why worry about it if you are not downwind of it or not downstream. If 
nothing is going into the stream then why worry about it, so why are they saying it? 

Tia (Barrhead) explains that in Barrhead there were meetings in the past with Bovar 

officials, but that the public was not interested in attending. She thinks that Barrhead 

residents choose not to pay attention to it anymore, 

TIA: We've had meetings with them. They came down... 
INT: Yeah, did Bovar come down here? 

TIA: Yeah, they came down and had a meeting with both county and us. So, it cleared 
up some misunderstandings. 
INT: And the public can come to that? 
TIA: Yeah. It was an open meeting. There wasn't that many public there...I don't think 
that we know exactly what they're doing. Although, they did have information sessions 
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everywhere when they were building it. And the information is there, it is just a matter of 
us getting it. / don't know if they have a web site? I've never really looked... But, it 
seems that when you're living right beside it, it's not as bad as when it's further away 
because it can carry on the wind or whatever if there's problems. I think that people 
have gotten complacent with it. You know, they don't really notice it anymore. 

The town hall meeting in Barrhead seemed to have poor public support or interest unlike 

in Fort Assiniboine or Kinuso where the majority of concerned residents were said to be 

in attendance. However, many residents in both Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso expressed 

frustration that any communication with Bovar or the government is a 'hopeless' 

situation. Fernando ('FER') (Fort Assiniboine) expresses a sense of futility in trying to 

communicate with Bovar and that as lay people, they would have to become radical in 

their actions to instigate change, 

FER (Fort Assiniboine): They had, a kind of PR meeting here [concerning the 
importation of waste]....I've been to too many of them and that night a lady phoned me 
from our regional environmental group and says "What are you going to do about it? 
This is terrible?". I say "What's terrible?". "Well they don't really do 
anything" Because, basically the bottom line is their criteria they go by. "Well, I 
says...You buy a few shackles... and we'll get about 4 or 5 people together and we 
shackle ourselves across the gate at BOVAR, and I says that it is about the only thing you 
can do and whether that will have any impact or not is very questionable..." But this is 
the point where the lay people seem to be unreasonable. But, it is strictly out of 
frustration. You see that in a lot of areas and this is what it then finally comes to . 
Maybe it is unreasonable, but when you basically are (pause) 
FNT: ..not being listened to or taken seriously? 
FER: Yeah. 

He echoes what seems to be weariness with the SHSWTF issue, because Fort Assiniboine 

residents are not a part of the 'criteria' Bovar uses in its decision making process. Joe 

(Kinuso) confirms this sentiment when he explains that town hall meetings are used to 

publicize decisions that are already made without prior consultation with area residents, 
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JOE (Kinuso): If there are any questions or complaints, they can bring to the community 
liaison committee.. .or Bovar Board. 
INT: Okay. What do you think of that Board? Do you think it is effective or? 
JOE: It is a good thing but when it comes right down to the nitty gritty crunch, I guess 
you'd say when the big decisions are being made, we are not informed until after the fact. 
You know what I mean? When they were thinking of bringing in waste, we don't know 
about that until Bovar had made that decision before it had ever, you know.. .Once it is 
done, they let us know right away as soon as they can; After the big boys I guess would 
make their decision or the government makes the decision. They let us know after. So 
really, we have no input in saying the yes or the no...The company still makes that. 
INT: So, they pretty much use that group [liaison committee] as a tool to disseminate 
information? 
JOE: yeah. 

The plant has been operating in the region for more than 10 years now, and some 

residents simply feel that they cannot impact plant operations through conventional 

methods of communication or protest (i.e. town hall meetings, hearings, letters). Some 

residents claim it is futile to try and work with plant management and local government, 

as explained by Fernando above. Nonetheless, residents for the most part continue to 

express concern with the hopes that the plant will be shut down eventually. For those 

that are unconcerned (e.g. residents of Barrhead) worldviews that explain lack of concern 

are expressed. Table 5.4 lists some of these worldviews, and is followed by a examples 

of how they are used to minimized concern from the SHSWTF. 
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Table 5.4 

Worldviews that explain lack of concern 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M-N ( % of 21 persons ) M-N ( % of 18 persons ) M-N ( % of 16 persons ) 

SHSWTF- far 
enough away 

2-2 (10%) 11-8 (44%) 0 

Knowledge = 
understanding 

1- 1 (5%) 8- 5 (28%) 8-2 (15%) 

SHSWTF- it's 
the price of 
progress 

0 9- 4 (22%) 0 

Plant kept under 
control 

2- 2 (10%) 3-3 (17%) 3-2 (13%) 

Responsible 
Facility needed 

2-2 (10%) 6- 6 (33%) 1- 1 (6%) 

SHSWTF- no 
attention paid 

0 8- 7 (39%) 2- 1 (6%) 

Maximum for 
Community 

31-16 (76%) 13-12 (67%) 22- 12 (75%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 

The colours represent the top 3 themes by number of mentions as shown in the key below: 
top theme second top theme third top theme 

SHSWTF- far enough away (5 7 18), no attention paid (5 7 16) 

In contrast to Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, geographical location works to 

decrease concern in the community of Barrhead. Residents there openly state that they 

do not feel threatened by the SHSWTF because they arc far enough away (120 km). As a 

result, they explain that the plant is not really a topic that residents choose to pay much 

attention to in their daily lives. Lia summarizes why the plant is not a source of concern 
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for her emphasizing both these points. Furthermore, she rationalizes that because 

residents of Swan Hills choose to live next to it, then it must be safe, 

INT: Do you have any concerns about living here [Barrhead]? 
LIA (Barrhead): Concerns? Not really. If you're, you know, if it's the Swan Hill's plant 
you 're thinking of, I feel that I am far enough away from it, that it wouldn't be a 
huge...Like, it is an hour drive. Well, maybe more than an hour. 
FNT: Yeah, I think it's a little bit more than an hour. I took a drive up there last time. 
LIA: Yeah. It is. And you know, I still think that Canada probably still has a fairly good 
track record and they'll probably keeping track of themselves. They understand. The 
people that are there understand the dangers of it I'm sure. I'm sure they don't want to 
produce 2 headed children either, so. I'm sure they're on top of it. Although, I know that 
mistakes do happen. I just don't think it is enough for me to worry about. 

Therefore, geographical location is an important contextual influence where proximity to 

the plant heightens concern (e.g. Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso) and distance from the 

plant minimizes concern (e.g. Barrhead). 

The price of progress ((5 7 3 10), Responsible facility needed (5 7 5), 
Knowledge equals understanding (5 7 3 14) 

In general, unconcerned residents (mostly in Barrhead) express worldviews that 

the SHSWTF is the 'price of progress' which society needs because it is a responsible 

alternative in the field of waste management. For example, Tara (Barrhead) feels that the 

plant manages the same chemicals desired and consumed by society, which subsequently 

require disposal of at a responsible facility like the SHSWTF, 

FNT: Have you ever heard very much about the facility at Swan Hills? 
T A R A (Barrhead): Uh huh. 
FNT: What have you heard about it? Like what's your perception about it? 
T A R A : Well, it's in the paper every few months. It seems to be. My neighbour works 
there. And I talk to him about it. It's in my opinion, toxic waste has to go somewhere. If 
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people are going to chose to use that...You know, our technology has put us in the 
position that if we continue to go along that path, we have toxic waste. It's inevitable. 
And, it has to be disposed of somewhere. That's also inevitable. And so, I see it as a 
necessary thing. It had to be somewhere... And if they can be responsible and maintain 
the facility and then dispose of the waste in a proper manner, then I don't feel threatened 
by that.... You know, it provides jobs for people. I can see that. It's providing a necessary 
service. 

Her view of the SHSWTF as a responsible facility seems to be influenced as well by 

knowledge about the plant's operations from a friend who is also a plant employee. 

Therefore, the plant seems to take on two meanings of responsible. First, it provides a 

necessary service for disposing of hazardous waste, and secondly, it is responsible for 

creating jobs 

5.3 Trust 

Trust plays an important role in influencing views and opinions of risk from the 

SHSWTF. Residents of Fort Assiniboine (52%) and Kinuso (63%), generally distrust 

regulating authorities. Their distrust stems in part from the initial siting process (see 

section 5.4, 'issues of equity'). However, recent mishaps at the plant and a lack of risk 

communication seem to reinforce worldviews concerning distrust of government, big 

business, and the SHSWTF. Barrhead in contrast has mixed views about trust. Some 

implicitly trust the government (33%), whereas others do not (28%) but will trust experts 

involved with regulating the plant (28%). Trust in government appears to be related to 

past M L A representatives who brought improvements to Barrhead in terms of much 
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needed funding. Table 5.5 below summarizes worldviews concerning trust and distrust in 

each of the communities. 

Table 5.5: 

Trust as a contextual influence 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 

Theme M-N ( % of 21 persons) M-N ( % of 18 persons ) M-N ( % of 16 persons ) 

Distrust of 
authorities 

19-11 (52%) 3-2 (11%) 30- 10 (63%) 

Government is 
untrustworthy 

2- 2 (10%) 0 9-5 (31%) 

Lack of Trust-
Bovar 

31-16 (76%) 5- 4 (22%) 26- 9 (56%) 

Lack of Trust-
government 

16-12 (57%) 7- 5 (28%) 23- 9 (56%) 

Lack of Trust-
big business 

v>- 9 (43%) 2-2 (11%.) 3-3 19%) 

Trust in 
authorities 

1- 1 (5%) 6- 5 (28%) 2- 1 ; 6 % ) 

Trust-
government 

8- 7 (33%) 7- 6 (33%) 0 

Trust- Bovar 2-2 (10%) 2- 1 (6%) 0 

Trust-experts 2-2 (10%) 5- 5 (28%) 0 

Trust- media 2-2 (10%) 0 3- 3 (19%) 

Maximum for 
community 

31-16 (76%) 13-12 (67%) 22- 12 (75%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 

The colours represent the top 3 themes by number of mentions as shown in the key below: 

top theme second top theme third top theme 
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Distrust of authorities (5 6 10) 

In the aftermath of the SHSWTF incidents, trust in Bovar and the Provincial 

government eroded (e.g. Fort Assiniboine, Kinuso), and resulted in an atmosphere of 

suspicion and distrust. Distrust further intensified with the controversial approval of the 

importation of waste from around Canada as well as internationally. Distrust is an 

important contextual influence in a small town where people generally do not lock their 

doors and rely on one another for support. Distrust, therefore, plays an important role in 

determining if the SHSWTF is safe or not. Since information is communicated between 

different groups (i.e. community liaison committees, local governments, Bovar 

management, Alberta Environment, local M L A ' s , experts, lay town's people) the notion 

of trust is vital for information to be believed and accepted. A lack of trust in 

government and plant management coincides with a heightened sense of risk (e.g. Fort 

Assiniboine and Kinuso), where as the presence of trust in experts and regulating 

authorities seems to minimize overall risk (e.g. Barrhead) from the SHSWTF. In Kinuso, 

Adrian explains that you cannot trust the government or Bovar because the government is 

actually working against private citizens to cover up Bovar's mishaps, 

A D R I A N (Kinuso): Ralph Klein only shut all these private labs private labs down for 
one reason. So people can't get stuff checked! 
INT: So, is uh, did the community try to get testing done, and then that's what happened 
or... 
ADRIAN: Well, there's been moose tested. 
INT: Yeah, from hunters, right? 
ADRIAN: Right now, the only place to get stuff tested is to send it out to 
Saskatchewan...or B.C. because it, everything you get tested now goes to the university 
or to Bovar. And neither one of them are gonna tell you the truth. 
INT: So, you don't trust the university at all? 
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ADRIAN: Nope, that's government! And I don't trust any government. No, I don't. I 
trust Bovar afar sight less! 

The impact of the plant mishaps on Fort Assiniboine left a lingering atmosphere of 

distrust, which Ron explains has influenced current opinions of the plant being risky and 

plant management untrustworthy, 

INT: If Bovar was able to communicate more about what they were doing up there to try 
and maybe put some people at ease [since the mishaps], how would like to see that 
information communicated to you? Like in another town meeting, in written articles, or a 
letter? 
RON (Fort Assiniboine): / don't know how you build a trust now after that long? You 
know what mean! 
INT: Yeah. 
RON: / guess they could tell you anything...But, there is always going to be in the back 
of your mind that mistrust. 

Trust in Authorities (5 6 2 21) 

Some respondents in Barrhead are trusting of the government (33%) and feel that 

the government will regulate the SHSWTF accordingly, even if it is privately owned and 

operated. For example, Beatrice (BEA) proclaims that as citizens, trusting the 

government to do their jobs should be implicit, 

INT: If the company [Bovar] says to you that what they're doing up there is safe and 
there is minimal environmental risk involved, and you have nothing to worry about, 
would you believe what they had to say? 
BEA(Barrhead): Not from the company themselves. 
INT: What about the government? If the government, like Alberta Environment came 
here and said... ' Oh you wouldn' t have to worry'.... 
BEA: / would hope you can believe them! 
INT: Yeah? 
BEA: That's the thing, like, you have to believe your government! 
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Joel (Fort Assiniboine) reflects back to when he was trusting of the 'government of the 

day' and was not overly concerned about it. However, since the mishaps and the 

resultant impacts on the local environment, he worries more because the SHSWTF is now 

a privately run business, 

INT: You've been here when the whole siting process for the Special Waste Treatment 
Facility in Swan Hills occurred? How did you feel about that? What did you think when 
you first heard that that Special Waste Treatment Facility was going to be built there? 
JOEL(Fort Assiniboine): Well, / wasn't too concerned, because I...could say that I 
trusted the government of the day and uh...basically when it started, it was a government 
operation...it no longer is. 
INT: And, since then, have your concerns changed over the years? now that the facility 
is operating with higher capacity? 
JOEL: Well, when the bad news occurs...such as the problems with the Indian Bands 
living there...Glitches such as breakdowns and whatever...explosions...those are very 
worrisome. / didn't expect that ultimately it would interfere with the local environment 
to that extent. They have unfortunately done so. 

Trust (experts) (7 3 7) 

Trusting experts is important to some residents in Barrhead (28%). For example, 

Mya (Barrhead) explains that she is a trusting person and does not worry about the plant 

because the people who run it have to live next to it and therefore must be keeping a close 

eye on things, 

INT: Did you have any concerns once you knew it was up and running? 
M Y A : [pause].../ am a very trusting person and I figured that the ones who are running 
it should know what they're doing, because they have to live in this area too. You know? 
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Her comment "...the ones who are running it should know what they're doing" relates to 

scientific experts. People in Barrhead do not question the knowledge of workers or 

management and figure that if 'experts' deemed Swan Hills a suitable location for the 

plant, then it must be so. This contrasts with what some residents like Ron (Fort 

Assiniboine) feel is an inadequate work force at the plant from stories he has heard, 

RON: This is why this bothers me. This BOVAR thing. / know some of the people that 
work up there, I know some of the guys that are in there. And, my own gutfeelin' is they 
don't have enough knowledge to be there... I can remember guys telling me where they 
had high pressure lines leaking so they used duct tape on em instead of putting in new 
gaskets... Another fellow went in to do some work ..some welding, and he backed up and 
said he had to have a hose moved. So, they said "Oh, I'll have to get an operator to do 
it". He says this guy unbuckled this thing and all this goop poured out of it and he says 
he got it on his gloves and just wiped it off and he says 'What is that?' ....Oh, he says 
it's just organics..." 

Residents in Fort Assiniboine commented that they knew people who worked at the plant 

before they were laid off and have heard disturbing stories which makes them distrust 

what the company says about the safety of its operations. 

5.4 Equity 

The majority of participants in this project were either not involved in the initial 

siting process of the waste plant or could not recall specifically any of the details relating 

to it. However, for the few who do, the siting process seems to linger and negatively 

influence opinions of the facility. These residents believe that the plant was unfairly 

placed in Swan Hills and that their concerns were never listened to. These same residents 

[Fort Assiniboine (19%) and Kinuso (50%)] also discuss alleged 'pay off's' to people by 
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Bovar because of contaminated trap lines. Specifically, residents in Kinuso claim that 

Bovar provides economic support to natives in the surrounding Swan River Reservation 

with direct payments to Band Council leaders in exchange for their silence over possible 

plant contamination (50%). In Fort Assiniboine, a select few (it is unclear if they are 

native or non-native) apparently have had their traps lines bought out as well. These 

allegations heighten concern that there is a real contamination problem if Bovar is paying 

select individuals to withdraw their concerns publicly. 

Table 5.6: 
Equity as a Contextual Influence: 

siting process; native and non-native residents 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M-N ( % of 21 persons ) M - N ( % of 18 persons ) M - N ( % of 16 persons ) 

Siting Process 
Unfair- concerns 
not listened to 

3-3 (14%) 1- 1 (6%) 6-5 (31%) 

Siting Process-
Inappropriate 
location 

4-3 (14%) 5-5 (28%) 8-6 (38%) 

Siting Process-
Original Plan not 
the same 

3-3 (14%) 0 0 

Siting Process-
SHSWTF 
wanted for 
economic gain 

2-2 (10%) 0 7- 6 (38%) 

Pay-offs to keep 
quiet 

4-4 (19%) 0 11-8 (50%) 

Maximum for 
Community 

31-16 (76%) 13-12 (67%) 22- 12 (75%) 

M = number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 
The colours represent the top 3 themes by number of mentions as shown in the key below: 

top theme second top theme third top theme 
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Siting Process: unfair- concerns not listened to (5 9 6), 
original plan not the same anymore (5 9 8), 
inappropriate location (5 9 9) 
wanted for economic gain alone (5 9 10) 

A small group of residents in Fort Assiniboine formed an environmental group to 

fight the siting of the plant. Fernando ('FER') describes how the initial siting process 

from his perspective was unfair and "useless" to partake in, 

INT: In those hearings, do you feel that B O V A R listened or took into account what your 
group (local environment group) was talking about? 
FER(Fort Assiniboine): No, like I said, we had the feeling that the decision had been 
made a long time before. Simply wrote, from what we experienced up there, the 
questions that were being asked, we were a group that could see we were possibly 
'directly affected'. We worked together with the environmental center in Edmonton, and 
hired a lawyer and got some grant money to fight this...We spent a lot of our money to go 
up there and time you know, to sit in and I think the lawyers [for the government and 
plant] just loved us. You know, you get a feeling that you are being used, simply because 
they can always say " We had public input", and that's the why most of us refused to take 
part in any so-called 'advisory groups' [community liaison committee with Bovar] 
because in our opinion it's useless. 

Jim (Fort Assiniboine) sheds some light on how the plant was initially presented (i.e. it is 

a social responsibility) to local residents in order to get them to accept it, 

INT: What would be your comments about how that siting process took place? 
JIM: The first reaction was we didn't want it. It wouldn't have been a choice. The next 
reaction I guess would be that the way it was more or less sold to the people here was 
that it was to clean up Alberta waste. And so, / think as Albertans, we do have a 
responsibility regardless if it's in our backyard or not. And so / would say, generally, 
people accepted that; not willingly, but they did accept the fact that yes there probably is 
a need to look after hazardous waste in Alberta. And that was really the meat of it. 
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Ken (Fort Assiniboine) however, suggests that the intentions of the plant to process only 

Alberta waste changed, after it was promised that the importation of foreign would never 

be permitted, 

INT: You've been living here the whole time from when that place was sited and built? 
K E N (Fort Assiniboine): Yeah. / sat at meetings where the government and Ken 
Kuwalski (MLA) said right out that there would never be importations from out of 
province. Absolutely not\ But they did. Now they deny it. But, I heard em' say it. 

In Kinuso, Art recounts how the siting process excluded Kinuso even though the plant is 

in a location that affects more than just Swan Hill 's residents. 

FNT: Did they ever ask people downstream [Kinuso or Lesser Slave Lake residents] or 
anything like that about how they feel about the plant being built there originally? 
ART (Kinuso): Well, not really. The plant was decided in Swan Hills. That's where it 
should be put. Nobody in the bottom end was asked if they figured if that would be a 
good idea or what the effects would be in years to come. It was Swan Hills'. Swan Hills 
wanted the jobs for the people. For what few jobs it creates for the people there, the guys 
could have moved it from Swan Hills out to someplace else and worked at the plant 
rather than sit on top of the hill to bother how many thousands of people? 

Tim (Barrhead) feels that the location of the plant, presents a problem for Barrhead being 

downwind. He worries that the location of the plant may contaminate Barrhead from 

prevailing winds and rain, 

FNT: Do you remember when they were siting Swan Hills for that waste plant? 
TEVI (Barrhead): They were telling us that there wasn't going to be any significant 
amount of pollution coming from the waste plant. But, if you stopped and think, Swan 
Hills is at around 4800 feet, at the tower. And we are at 2200 ft. So, when you build a 
plant at that height, you think of the length of the smoke stack that have compared to 
what the plane is from here...I think we weren't told at the time and we realize now that 
when you have a cloud that is over you that is raining rain down and should this 
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pollution be coming right directly at the cloud, it doesn 't go beyond, it comes to there an 
then straight down and it rains down on the community. And when this happens, you are 
getting a heavy dose at that point in time 

The siting process seems to have a negative influence on those who remember it. To 

these residents, the hearings were not more than required formalities to fulfill the siting 

process for the plant, with their concerns never being taken into consideration. The 

location of the plant is bothersome to some because of prevailing wind patterns and 

watershed flow, and even more so now because the operations of the facility have 

changed to include the processing of non-Albertan waste. 

Pay-Off's to keep quiet (5 10) 

Residents (50% Kinuso, 19% Fort Assiniboine) mention alleged 'pay-offs' by 

Bovar to keep owners of contaminated trap lines quiet. While residents of Fort 

Assiniboine do not distinguish between native and non-native residents who had their 

trap lines bought out, residents in Kinuso (50%) claim it is the entire native community 

who has received economic compensation. It is apparently a well-known issue in 

Kinuso, which residents even brought up at the town hall meeting, but was purposefully 

ignored by Bovar, as Adrian (Kinuso) explains, 

INT: So, I've heard, uh, about like trap lines and stuff like that that have been bought by 
Bovar. Uh, how does that make you feel? 
ADRIAN(Kinuso): No very Goddamned good. Bovar is guilty or they wouldn't be 
paying it! Would you pay for something that you weren't [guilty of]? 
INT: Well, no way. Well, Why do you think that they are so willing to pay the... 
ADRIAN: To keep them shut up. Hush them up. Some of the Indians got bought off. 
The Indians started raising real hell, and they got bought off. And that was brought up at 
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that last meeting we had here. We had that guy from Bovar so mad that he couldn't even 
talk at the last [meeting]. 

Art and Vivian (Kinuso) comment how the native people no longer come to the town hall 

meetings because they have been given money for a monitoring station and even for 

children's scholarships, 

ART(Kinuso): You know they're guilty. Because they gave the Swan River Band right 
here in Kinuso a bunch of money all ready to keep their mouths shut. 
VIVIAN: They gave them, yeah. Cause when I went to the presentation, I never heard 
this before, but they gave scholarships to their students to the Swan River Band kids and 
um, money to monitor....I was just flabbergasted. I had never heard that before. 
ART: They never offered that to anybody [non native people in Kinuso]. 
VIVIAN: At the meeting, I couldn't figure out why there was no one from the Swan 
River Band. Well, after I heard that, why would they come? / mean, money buys their 
concerns. Like, money wouldn't buy my concern. You could give me a million dollars 
and I would walk away and feel the same way about that plant.../ was really 
disappointed. 

Residents in Barrhead do not allude to any first hand knowledge of pay-off's in general 

concerning the SHSWTF. In Fort Assiniboine, allegations of 'pay-offs' are mentioned, 

but it is not considered to be solely a 'native' issue. Fernando ('FER') explains that his 

friend got his trap line bought out by Bovar, and when confronted with this information, 

the President of Bovar did not deny it: 

FER (Fort Assiniboine): Why do they buy out for instance all the trap lines that are 
aroundl Yeah, / know somebody whose trap line was bought by them because he was 
complaining that he was thinking that there was some contamination of some of the fur 
animals he had\ He doesn't want to say how much he got paid for it, but knowing him, it 
would be quite substantial (laughing).... And my son confronted the now President of the 
plant up there and he kind of just chuckled it away.... 
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Concerns about select individuals receiving economic stipends for ruined trap lines serve 

to heighten fears that the surrounding environment is indeed spoiled. The non-native 

community in Kinuso, however, is very sensitive about such allegations because it seems 

that the First Nation's community are the only ones receiving compensation for the 

plant's mishaps. Non-native residents there claim unfair treatment by both Bovar and the 

government and this appears to have fueled stronger community solidarity against the 

waste plant. 

5.5 Summary: Conceptual frameworks for understanding risk in three rural 
communities 

The main findings of the study are summarized within conceptual frameworks 

(Figure 5.1) which describes how residents within each community (Fort Assiniboine, 

Barrhead, and Kinuso) view risk concerning the SHSWTF. It is intended to be a heuristic 

device for understanding comparing similarities and differences between the three 

communities. The framework consists of three individual diagrams, each representing 

one of the communities in this analysis. The diagrams are descriptive and were derived 

inductively using information from the interview transcripts. They describe why residents 

of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso consider the SHSWTF a major risk whereas Barrhead 

residents do not. 
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General Models for 
Understanding Risk in 

Three Rural Communities 

Figure 5.1 
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5.5.1 Fort Assiniboine 

The community of Fort Assiniboine considers the SHSWTF a risk to their ways 

of life and local environment. Most of the residents interviewed are concerned about the 

plant, and the community's perceived risk is considered moderate/ high. Generally, 

residents in Fort Assiniboine form their opinions and views of risk from four main 

contextual influences: ways of life, worldviews, trust, and issues concerning equity (e.g. 

siting process, pay-off's). Residents do not trust Bovar and are wary of the government 

monitoring the plant and honestly reporting their findings. Past incidents have 

interrupted residents' ways of life (e.g. limited hunting and fishing), negatively 

influencing concerns about the future of their community. Residents are especially 

anxious because of the proximity of their community to the waste plant and the prevailing 

winds that come from the direction of the SHSWTF, which may carry contamination that 

they are not aware of. 

In Fort Assiniboine, residents seem to have concerns because of worldviews, 

community consensus (e.g. town hall meetings), and lack of trust. People interviewed in 

this study are fearful of toxic waste and the unknown and uncertain effects it may have on 

their community. A general atmosphere of distrust exists, in part from the siting process, 

as well as from mishaps at the plant and the importation of foreign waste. This last event 

has prompted the community to unify in its opposition against the importation of waste, 

as demonstrated by the turn out at town hall meetings to protest this and other operations 

at the plant (i.e. fugitive emissions). 

Overall Fort Assiniboine's perceived risk is considered moderate/ high even 

though there are some that feel the facility represents only minimal concern. It appears 
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that residents of Fort Assiniboine are somewhat weary of talking with Bovar or the 

provincial government since they see it as a futile effort. Nevertheless community 

context has shaped opinions of the SHSWTF of it being a 'real' threat and risk to the 

town, which residents continue to oppose. 

5.5.2 Kinuso 

Residents of Kinuso, like Fort Assiniboine, feel that the SHSWTF poses a major 

threat to the well being of their community and the local environment. Kinuso residents 

express strong concerns and the majority of residents agree that there is strong 

community consensus about the waste plant being dangerous. The community's 

perceived level of risk is considered 'high'. Contextual influences, which shape views 

and opinions of risk from the SHSWTF in Kinuso are similar to those in Fort Assiniboine 

(distrust, ways of life, worldviews, issues of equity) and seem to play a more central role. 

Kinuso is a very small community with limited resources for expansion because 

of its geographical location being surrounded by a First Nation's Reservation. Therefore, 

small family farms, a small service industry, and a hopeful tourist industry exclusively 

support the town's meager economy. If one of these economic bases were eliminated 

because of contamination from the waste plant, people would have to leave Kinuso to 

search for employment or residence elsewhere. Not surprisingly, residents in Kinuso (like 

in Fort Assiniboine) are against industrial development and worry about pollution from 

the lumber and gas industry. They revere their small town life and have a committed 

solidarity, which appears threatened by the waste plant. Residents share amongst 

themselves similar worldviews concerning government, big business, and power, which 



142 

they say, makes Kinuso stand at a disadvantage to the operations of the SHSWTF 

because it is a small community without much money or power. Nonetheless, such 

worldviews do not hinder their efforts to communicate with Bovar their requests for 

increased environmental monitoring or protest against the plant's operations. 

Kinuso's closeness, shared worldviews, and common community values translates 

into a strong community consensus that the SHSWTF is risk. Community solidarity is 

present at town hall meetings with Bovar to support one another because they are ignored 

by the provincial government and plant management. Community consensus is also 

amplified from alleged native pay-off's and financial stipends given by Bovar in turn for 

what they say is guaranteed silence on such issues as the importation of waste and the 

health advisory and hunting ban. Such inequity is unacknowledged by Bovar or the 

government and appears to segregate the community between native and non-native 

residents. 

5.5.3 Barrhead 

Barrhead residents' views and opinions of risk about the SHSWTF contrasts those 

in the other communities. Barrhead is considerably larger than the other towns and is at 

least twice the distance from Swan Hills and the plant. Residents there are generally 

unconcerned because of the distance from the plant. Nevertheless, other contextual 

influences (e.g. ways of life, worldviews, and trust) minimize perceived risk from the 

facility. These types of influences are similar to Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, however, 

their collective meanings are quite different. 
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Barrhead residents value the commercialness of their town, and enjoy the social 

atmosphere its various amenities provide. Many appreciate being only an hour's drive 

from Edmonton where they take part in city life if they so desire. Town's people value 

the friendliness of their community and often host activities, which bring people to 

Barrhead from across the region (e.g. Wild Rose Rodeo Finals). Residents are also very 

supportive of government, in part because of past M L A ' s who have brought funding into 

the community for such things as the local hospital, nursing homes, and other town 

infrastructure. Respondents claim that they do not pay much attention to the plant, and a 

lack of media attention serves to make it 'old news'. In fact, residents' worldviews 

dictate that the SHSWTF provides a responsible alternative for toxic waste disposal, 

which society should be grateful for. 

The community of Barrhead seems preoccupied more with the economic stability 

of their town and job creation. Residents are very much in favour of development and 

the luring industry to Barrhead in order to provide steady employment for young people. 

Unlike people in Fort Assiniboine or Kinuso, they sympathize with workers at the 

SHSWTF since it provides the town of Swan Hill 's with much needed employment. The 

health advisory and hunting ban does not affect many residents, as in Fort Assiniboine or 

Kinuso, since most of the residents do not hunt or fish. Or if they do, they go to an area 

away from the no hunting zone. In sum, the plant does not impact ways of life in 

Barrhead much at all. 

Residents are more or less trusting of experts and do not feel threatened having a 

technological hazard nearby. Notwithstanding, residents are concerned about the 

importation of waste from outside of Alberta. They are less so because of increased 
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production at the plant, and more so because of its stigmatizing effect. It appears that 

Barrhead residents, like those in Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, are concerned about the 

negative view (i.e. world dump, contamination) their region will receive because of the 

importation of toxic waste from around the world. This aside, residents generally feel 

that the plant is well monitored by the government and that there are more pressing issues 

to worry about in their daily lives, and simply to get on with life. 

5.5.4 Summary 

This framework is composed of three individual case studies and reveals the 

importance of community context. Contextual influences such as ways of life, 

worldviews, trust/distrust, issues of equity, and geographical distance shape the residents' 

views of risk in different ways. Chapter six will examine how risk is socially constructed 

in Fort Assiniboine (moderate/high), Kinuso (high), and Barrhead (low/no risk) with 

links to the literature from chapter two. 
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Chapter 6: 

Discussion 

This chapter links the findings of this research comparing views and opinions of 

risk in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso with the literature on technological risk 

reviewed in chapter two. It will be argued that social theories of risk are most suitable for 

understanding how residents construct views and opinions of risk about the SHSWTF in 

the three communities. Social theories posit that risk stems in part or entirely from social 

and cultural factors (Johnson and Covello, 1987). Parallels to cultural theory, social 

amplification theory, and cognitive dissonance theory will be made including concepts of 

stigma and environmental equity to broaden the understanding of views and opinions of 

risk of residents in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso. This chapter explains further 

the framework presented at the end of chapter five (figure 5.1) for understanding risk in 

three rural communities. Using the framework, concern is explained in each community 

according to contextual influences, risk events, stigma, latent concerns, and issues of 

environmental equity (e.g. native issues). Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to 

illustrate the importance of such characteristics in understanding views and opinions of 

risk, and the necessity for qualitative methods for interpreting them. 
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6.1 Contextual Influences- ways of life, worldviews, preferences, trust 

Contextual influences appear to impact how residents construct views and 

opinions of risk most significantly. Specific influences like: ways of life5, worldviews, 

and preferences are connected to levels of concern about the SHSWTF very differently 

in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso. The 'context' within each community is 

different and it is therefore important to comprehend to compare and contrast concerns 

about the SHSWTF. 

To uncover the different influences of community context, qualitative methods 

(e.g. in-depth, semi-structured interviews) were used. This coincides with other studies 

(Baxter et al. 1999a, 1999b; Lee, 1999; Douglas and Calvez, 1990) which also examine 

qualitatively the importance of local values in framing knowledge and belief systems. 

The use of qualitative methods (as described in chapter three) is seen to be compatible for 

use with cultural theory. This approach differs from cultural theory's tradition of 'grid/ 

group analysis' that has been traditionally used to uncover ways of life and worldviews 

within groups. Grid/ group analysis posits that individuals inherently belong to one of 

four cultural typologies (i.e. egalitarian, hierarchist, individualist, fatalist) that share the 

same worldviews. However, placing individuals into a single category has 'normative' 

undertones and is considered counterproductive to the objectives of this study because it 

could eliminate the presence of social context (Brenot et al., 1998, Rayner, 1992). In 

addition, grid/ group analysis is linked with quantitative instruments (e.g. Dake's (1992) 

Italicized words indicate concepts developed from the data analysis of this project while bolded words 
indicate concepts from the literature on risk that are similar, but may be defined somewhat differently. 
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Questionnaire) which places individuals into cultural 'types' according to cultural 

theory's grid/ group features (see chapter 2) and tests them for statistical significance. 

This study in contrast, employs a qualitative methodology because of the importance of 

place/context in shaping beliefs and knowledge (Baxter et al., 1999a). Therefore, how 

residents view their own community is important for analyzing shared meanings rather 

than pre-determined characteristics of grid or group as traditionally outlined by cultural 

theory. 

6.1.1 Ways of Life 

It is supposed from the analysis that how residents define community values (e.g. 

town vs. city); describe their physical surroundings (e.g. clean & green); and social 

relationships (e.g. neighbourliness) will provide insight into community ways of life. 

According to the first tenet of cultural theory, this will help explain why people select 

different risks for attention, because they do so in order to support a particular way of life 

(Dake, 1992). Chapters four and five demonstrate how residents in Fort Assiniboine and 

Kinuso have similar ways of life in contrast to Barrhead. A l l communities are dependent 

primarily on rural, agricultural production (e.g. farming, ranching, or dairy) and not on 

the SHSWTF. However, Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso rely more on small, family run 

farms, which is differernt than for Barrhead, which is supported by larger intensive 

agricultural operations. Residents (Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso) emphasize the 

importance of community values, which are different in each instance (e.g. Fort 

Assiniboine- clean & green; Kinuso- small town; Barrhead- friendly). 
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Moreover, outdoor activities (e.g. hunting, trapping, fishing, and berry picking) are more 

a part of daily life for those in Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso than in Barrhead. In general, 

residents of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso are more reliant on their natural surroundings in 

the context of daily life (i.e. ways of life) than those in Barrhead. Residents there express 

more concerned about environmental degradation and negative impacts on chosen ways 

of life from the SHSWTF than do their counterparts in Barrhead. According to cultural 

theory, residents of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso 'choose' to be concerned about the 

SHSWTF because it poses threats to their ways of life. In contrast, those in Barrhead 

seem much less concerned that the waste plant impacts upon their daily lives. Similar 

findings are reported by Boholm and Lofstedt (1999) when local residents, sensing that 

their lives may be changed for the worse because of the building of a huge railway tunnel 

nearby, felt heightened concern during the construction process. The findings suggest 

that residents feel concern about possible threats to ways of life, including social identity, 

personal well being, and the local environment. Lee (1999) uses similar explanations of 

ways of life in his examination of why residents are unconcerned about the SHSWTF. 

Baxter et al. (1999a) also examine the role of values and community beliefs {worldviews) 

to understand concerns about a proposed landfill by nearby residents. Moreover, Boholm 

and Lofstedt (1999) suggest that worldviews like the price of progress, trust in 

government and industry officials (including experts) contribute to fears about negative 

impacts on ways of life. Therefore, worldviews in this study also seem to contribute to 

why residents feel concern or lack there of, with regards to the SHSWTF. 
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6.1.2 Worldviews 

A worldview is a distinctive way of looking at the world, which is impacted by 

'cultural biases' that result from social relationships (Langford et al., 1998). Cultural 

theorists suggest that worldviews account for why people perceive the same risk 

differently (Marris et al., 1998). In this project, worldviews appear to play an important 

role in shaping residents' views and opinions of risk concerning the SHSWTF in Kinuso 

and Barrhead. Section 5.3 discusses the importance worldviews have in minimizing 

concern (e.g. Barrhead: knowledge - understanding; responsible facility needed) or 

emphasizing concern (Fort Assiniboine: technology not 100% safe; Kinuso: money 

dictates power). Residents of Kinuso and Barrhead (more so than in Fort Assiniboine) 

often reveal their worldviews to explain why the waste plant posed major concern or little 

concern to themselves or their community. Douglas and Calvez (1990) cite similar 

worldviews about knowledge and understanding as reinforcing notions of safety in their 

study of community attitudes towards HIV. Likewise, in this project residents in 

Barrhead express little or no concern of the SHSWTF because of a shared belief that 

perceived knowledge = understanding. Bolhom and Lofstedt (1999) as previously 

mentioned, acknowledge the use of worldviews by participants to explain concerns. For 

example, politicians were considered to be "unreliable" and "break promises", which is 

similar to sentiments echoed in the communities of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso (e.g. 

government is untrustworthy, political agenda). Boholm and Lofstedt (1999, pg. 558) 

state that "the public believes that governments work closely with industry, the latter is 

seen as possessing a selfish and ruthless economically driven vested interest", a 

worldview much like money dictates power in this study. Thus, trust is linked to 
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worldviews, which together are powerful influences on residents' level of concern of the 

SHSWTF. 

6.1.3 Trust 

Trust has been shown to be an essential feature of risk communication in the 

realm of high-risk technologies (Covello, 1996; Leiss, 1996; Slovic, 1993; Baxter, Eyles, 

and Elliott, 1999b). It is a powerful influence on residents' views and opinions of risk 

from the SHSWTF. Trust seems to be shaped by the context of 'worldviews' for some, 

and for others by the 'preferences' within their community. For example, trusting of 

government is a worldview, which residents in Barrhead allude to when explaining why 

they feel the SHSWTF is properly regulated. When asked why, they claim to have no 

other choice but to trust the government to properly regulate the SHSWTF's operations. 

Bolhom and Loftstedt's (1999) study produced similar findings whereby 43% of their 

participants expressed 'mandatory trust' in the government to make environmentally safe 

decisions. They suggest that respondents' acceptance of the social system reflects 

worldviews about trusting government and how order is maintained in society. 

Therefore, to distrust government would be irrational and questioning of society in 

general. This contrasts to the worldviews of residents in Kinuso who feel that 

government is untrustworthy, and even more so big business (e.g. Bovar untrustworthy) 

because money dictates power and the SHSWTF is no more than a short term gain for 

long term disaster. Therefore, worldviews about trust cause residents of Kinuso to be 

concerned about the plant, unlike residents of Barrhead. 
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In Fort Assiniboine, trust seems to have eroded over time because of negative 

'events'. In contrast to those in Barrhead and Kinuso, residents of Fort Assiniboine 

generally do not readily reveal worldviews regarding trust to explain why their 

community is concerned about the plant. Instead, past mishaps at the plant and their lack 

of input in the initial siting process of the plant have resulted in a lack of trust of both 

government and Bovar. Baxter et al. (1999) note that trust is an integral factor in the 

siting process of noxious facilities, which if lost will be next to impossible to regain. 

This study affirms such claims by showing that distrust remains fifteen years after the 

initial siting in communities (e.g. Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine) that feel they were poorly 

treated from the outset of the process. Moreover, trust they assert is linked to issues of 

environmental equity (see section 6.4) and concerns about scientific uncertainty (section 

6.2 below) (Baxter et a l , 1999). 

The current atmosphere of distrust of regulating authorities in Fort Assiniboine 

appears to have developed from community 'preferences' rather than preconceived 

worldviews. Preferences, according to cultural theory depict 'shared meanings' 

conferred on 'objects' or 'events' through social interaction (Wildavsky, 1987). Thus, 

community consensus in Fort Assiniboine about the nature of the mishaps (e.g. 

negatively impacts the local environment and ways of life) and lack of communication 

from plant or governmental authorities about plant operations has shaped the feelings of 

distrust by residents. Williams et al. (1999) found in their study of residents living near 

the Savannah River Nuclear Weapons site that institutional disclosure and public receipt 

of risk-related information influenced levels of trust and credibility in regulating 

authorities. Baxter et al. (1999) link the unsuccessful siting process of a landfill in Peel, 
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Ontario in part to lack of trust in 'experts' as well as in 'government' who were accused 

of making the siting process unfair and inequitable to some nearby residents. Bolhom 

and Lofstedt (1999) also find lack of trust towards policy makers and industrial officials 

to have impacted residents' level of concern in the south of Sweden. Therefore, a 

community's preference or shared meaning of an event (e.g. unfair siting process) can 

result in a lack of trust in regulating authorities (e.g. government, industry official, 

experts). 

Residents of Kinuso use the mishaps at the plant to justify their negative 

worldviews of government, big business, power and technology, whereas residents in 

Barrhead respond that accidents happen and represent the price of progress in modern 

society. The presence of trust in Barrhead seems to have the effect of "reducing 

complexity in the surrounding world" and places confidence in regulating authorities 

(Harris A l i , 1997, pg. 484). In Kinuso distrust is a complex dimension. Residents seem 

to have formed worldviews from negative past experiences with the surrounding native 

community. Distrust is specifically linked to how the non-native community perceives 

inequitable treatment by both government policy and Bovar's handling of plant mishaps 

(see section 6.4). In each community, worldviews about trust and the impact of negative 

events at the plant influence why residents feel increased concern towards the SHSWTF 

or very little. To explore how residents construct opinions of the SHSWTF in light of a 

risk event (e.g. PCB leak; incinerator explosion), social amplification theory can be 

looked to for further understanding. 
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6.2 The Role of Risk Events 

The social amplification of risk framework suggests that individual and social 

views of risk are not only shaped by the risk or risk event, but also by amplification 

stations like the media, social groups, institutions, individuals, and culture causing the 

risk to be either amplified (heightened) or attenuated (minimized) (Lee, 1999). The 

framework suggests that the amplification process begins with a risk event (such as an 

accident or even a siting process) or a report on an environmental or technological event, 

release, or exposure (Kasperson, 1992). Individuals or groups select specific 

characteristics of those events and interpret them according to their perceptions and 

mental schemes (Renn, 1992). Such interpretations are then communicated with other 

individuals or groups, who may act as amplification stations. A number of risk events 

surrounding the safety of the SHSWTF is identified in chapter three (e.g. PCB leak, 

incinerator explosion, Alberta Health advisory, and the importation of foreign waste). In 

addition, the siting process and construction of the SHSWTF can also be considered 

'events', which impacted community views of the waste plant early on. 

A number of event characteristics highlight how members of Fort Assiniboine 

and Kinuso amplify risk, in contrast to residents in Barrhead who seem to attenuate risk 

from the waste plant. First the siting of the SHSWTF, though accepted "voluntarily" by 

the residents of Swan Hills was not wanted by neighbouring communities (e.g. Kinuso, 

Fort Assiniboine, and Barrhead). To residents of Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, the siting 

process excluded them and their concerns, causing an involuntary acceptance of the 

SHSWTF. 
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Unknown and Uncertainty about the plant and toxic waste is another possible 

event characteristic, which residents comment upon as shaping feelings of concern. 

Slovic (1987) employs the factor 'unknown risks' to predict how risk will be associated 

with a particular event or object. Edelstein (1988) posits that 'uncertainty' surrounding a 

community's water supply (e.g. Legler) from toxic contamination resulted in a decreased 

sense of security and loss of control. In Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, the health advisory 

and hunting ban generally serves to amplify feelings of uncertainty about the impacts of 

PCB contamination and the unknown future of such disruption in the local environment. 

In addition, the importation of foreign waste also amplifys concerns about the safety of 

the facility and the effects of daily operations on the surrounding environment. 

Uncertainty also seems to be amplified in Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine's because of their 

close proximity to the plant, in contrast to residents in Barrhead who downplay 

(attenuate) concern because of their distance from the plant. 

Like cultural theory, social amplification theory claims that risks are judged 

according to individual and social values or beliefs. In other words, values and beliefs 

"signal" risk events and how "information flows" are interpreted. For example, 

individual values (e.g. clean & green environment; small town- family oriented) and 

institutional rejection (e.g. trust in government and Bovar) are important influences in 

how information is transmitted and interpreted. If information (e.g. the health and 

hunting advisory) is consistent with previous beliefs and values (e.g. siting process was 

the result of political underhandedness), then signals are intensified (e.g. SHSWTF is 

dangerous). If information (e.g. the health and hunting advisory) is inconsistent (e.g. 
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trust in experts and regulating authorities), then information may be ignored or attenuated 

(e.g. accidents happen, it's the price of progress). Residents in Fort Assiniboine and 

Kinuso share similar values. One is that their communities are not like the city. They do 

not want development, and enjoy the quiet of small farms surrounded by green spaces. 

Residents of Barrhead in contrast enjoy being within an hour's drive from a large urban 

center (Edmonton). They enjoy their community's friendly social atmosphere, and want 

industry to come to town to help stabilize the local economy. Therefore, community 

values and beliefs which constitute 'community context' shape how of information (e.g. 

concern) about the SHSWTF is received and passed along to others (e.g. amplified in 

Fort Assiniboine, Kinuso; attenuated in Barrhead). Context is therefore as important as 

the nature of the hazard itself, even more. 

6.2.1 Stigma- a secondary effect of a hazard or risk event 

According to Kasperson (1992), information flow and behavioural responses can 

produce secondary effects that extend beyond the people directly affected by the original 

hazard event or report (e.g. all events related to the SHSWTF). Most of the time, 

secondary impacts are negative (e.g. negative attitudes toward a specific industry, 

technology; downturns in the local economy; erosion of trust towards social institutions; 

social disorder). Perception of such secondary effects may in turn create 'ripple effects' 

that can impact distant locations, future generations, and other groups (Kasperson, 1992) 

Therefore, a secondary impact from the SHSWTF is stigma. 
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Edelstein (1988) claims that hazardous facilities are inherently "stigmatizing". 

They are not only threatening to the physical well being of a community, but to its social 

well being too. The impetus for stigmatization is often a critical 'event' (e.g. incinerator 

explosion) or 'report' of a hazardous condition (e.g. health advisory) (Gregory et al., 

1995). A critical aspect of stigma is one's conceptualization that what is 'right' is 

overturned because of the 'abnormal' nature of the precipitating event (Gregory et al., 

1995). Residents in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso are concerned about the 

stigma of living next to a world dump in light of the importation of foreign waste. 

Residents understand that few if any would want a hazardous waste plant nearby 

[NIMBY syndrome (not-in-my-backyard)] let alone one that is offering to process the 

world's toxic waste. Residents of Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine fear the possibility of 

contaminated water, soil, crops, fish, livestock and the consequences of devaluated land 

prices. Adams and Cantor (2001) confirm that "temporary uncertainty regarding the risk 

of a property may leave to a permanent diminution in the value of that property" (pg. 

178). Some residents have encountered negative comments from family and friends and 

feel that they personally are automatically condemned because of association to the waste 

plant. They feel pressured to move away from their community to somewhere else that is 

safe. Therefore, stigma is the result of the nature of the facility (e.g. toxic waste plant), 

events (e.g. mishaps at the plant), and reports (e.g. the health and hunting advisory and 

the importation of foreign waste). 

Stigma is also a product of associations residents make between other disasters in 

the media to their own situation. For example, many relate the SHSWTF to other 

disasters like Chernobyl, Love Canal, or Walkerton, Ontario. Regardless if the 
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parameters of past disasters are very dissimilar, residents seem focused on the negative 

impacts (i.e. health, social, and economic) other 'unsuspecting' citizens were faced with 

because of poor risk communication and action taken by governing authorities to prevent 

such disasters. This association parallels Ferreira et al.'s (2001) notion of risk images in 

which generalizations from specific instances of risk events may convey stigmatizing 

potential in the media. Therefore, people create meaning structures of risk events, which 

can then be associated with other risk events (Ferreira et al., 2001). 

The social amplification of risk framework is useful for explaining why risks 

associated with the SHSWTF are either amplified (Fort Assiniboine, Kinuso) or 

attenuated (Barrhead). However, it is problematic when trying to understand or explain 

how concern is formulated in absence of a risk event or hazard. Therefore, social context 

is imperative for understanding why residents of Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine feel 

concern about the SHSWTF and those in Barrhead do not. Moreover, why some residents 

have latent concerns (i.e. a participant says they are not concerned, but later expresses 

concern) can not be explained by the social amplification/ attenuation of risk framework, 

and can best understood drawing from concepts of cognitive dissonance theory. 

6.3 Latent Concerns and Dissonance 

The literature on risk examines the concept of threat denial by persons living in 

the presence of natural hazards (Burton et al., 1978). In this study however, people 

do not outwardly 'deny' the potential threat of the SHSWTF. Rather, some residents 

(mostly in Barrhead and Fort Assiniboine) 'downplay' concerns by stating that the plant 

was of little or no risk to them, but later expressed concerns about certain aspects of the 
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facility. This seems to indicate the presence of latent concerns rather than outward 

'threat denial'. Why latent concerns are expressed can be linked to the concept of 

cognitive dissonance from the psychological literature on behaviour. 

Cognitive dissonance refers to a state of physical or mental distress, which is the 

result of two or more cognitions that are psychologically inconsistent (Festinger, 1957). 

It is a concept developed in cognitive dissonance theory about how people make sense 

of their beliefs, environment, and behaviour (Massaro, 1997). If the experience of 

dissonance produces psychological discomfort, a person will try to reduce it by finding a 

way to change one or both cognitions in order to make them more consonant with each 

other (Massaro, 1997). Therefore, dissonance is reduced if one changes their worldviews 

or beliefs to match the reality of a situation around them. In relation to this study, people 

who express latent concerns may be trying to reduce cognitive dissonance in certain 

instances about the SHSWTF. 

Latent concerns in this study may reflect a desire by individuals to match general 

community sentiment about the SHSWTF or consensus of a particular social group 

within the community (i.e. fellow neighbours or family members). For example, some 

residents in Fort Assiniboine and Barrhead initially stated at the start of the interview that 

the SHSWTF posed little or no risk to them. However, as the interview progressed and 

topics such as 'the importation of waste' or 'plant mishaps' arose, latent concerns were 

expressed. These concerns usually resulted from the uncertainty of plant safety and 

possible negative impacts on the environment. Such revelations point out the necessity of 

qualitative, semi-structured interviews for studying views and opinions of risk. Without 

the use of open-ended questions in an interview setting, these respondents may not have 
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elaborated upon their concerns about the SHSWTF. They could have been perceived to 

be unconcerned about the plant, when actually they are. Nonetheless, it is important to 

realize that it is impossible to know if what a participant says is actually what they truly 

believe. 

In relation to cultural theory and the social amplification of risk framework, the 

concept of cognitive dissonance may provide a possible explanation of why people 

change their worldviews or beliefs in light of community consensus in this study. 

Cultural theory posits that individuals or groups select risks according to worldviews or 

beliefs about social organization and action. Likewise, social amplification theory 

suggests that individuals or groups signal and interpret information concerning risk 

according to socially constructed beliefs. Therefore, the expression of latent concerns 

may indicate that a respondent is trying to make their personal beliefs about the waste 

plant conform to that of others in the community. Scher and Cooper (1989) note that 

aversive consequences attributed to a 'group decision', cause group members to 

experience less dissonance because they are able to diffuse the emotion of personal 

responsibility. Uncertainty surrounding the health advisory/ hunting ban and the 

importation of foreign waste may be reduced if residents agree upon community action, 

like at town hall meetings. Latent concerns may also reflect the presence of a personal 

coping strategy (e.g. pay no attention, not being negative) to minimize concern about the 

plant and get on with life, in order to match the reality of living near a technological 

hazard. For example, some residents express frustration that their concerns about the 

SHSWTF are ignored and that no one helps them. They appear to want to relieve 

cognitive dissonance and the negative sentiment felt about the inability of community 
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action to effect change at the waste plant by downplaying concerns. Inconsistency of 

individual and community beliefs with action taken by Bovar or government officials 

(e.g. importation of foreign waste) may give rise to coping strategies in order to minimize 

cognitive dissonance about an undesirable situation. Some residents expressed the need 

to 'move on' from the antagonism of the facility in their daily lives, while others feel that 

continued solidarity and action is necessary (i.e. more town hall meetings and protest). 

Latent concerns may be possible indications of "residues of sentiment" (Albrect et al., 

1996) or 'secondary effects' (Kasperson, 1992) of the SHSWTF on community well 

being. A divided response may affect a community's ability to deal with future threats 

over time. 

6.4 Environmental Equity 

Environmental equity implies an equal sharing of risk burdens (Cutter, 1995). It 

concerns fairness in the distribution (both socially and spatially) of environmental risk 

based on certain criteria (e.g. race, income) (Baxter et a l , 1999b). Baxter et al. (1999b) 

specify three types of environmental equity: social equity (e.g. the social distribution of 

waste management burdens), spatial equity (e.g. the spatial distribution of facilities), and 

procedural equity (the fairness of siting processes). Environmental equity interacts with 

other contextual influences like trust in shaping views and opinions of risk of residents in 

this study. 

Residents in Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine question the 'fairness' and the 'burden' 

of having to live near a hazardous waste plant (e.g. social equity & spatial equity). 

Unlike residents in Barrhead, negative emotions center around concerns about political 
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underhandedness, the plant's inappropriate location, and the fact that they were never 

asked if they even wanted the plant (e.g. concerns not listened to) during the initial siting 

process. When questioned why they think the plant was sited in Swan Hills, many state 

Swan Hills' desire for economic gain, and that it was 'strategically placed' to be in a 

'dying town' and far away from urban centers where it is 'out of sight and out of mind' 

(social inequity). They feel that neighbouring communities (like Fort Assiniboine and 

Kinuso) are small, which allowed government and industry officials to go forward with 

the hearings without much disturbance or opposition (e.g. the fairness of the siting 

process). Feelings of unfairness are also directly associated with the importation of 

foreign waste to the plant. Residents of all communities claim that the original plan is no 

longer the same and wonder why they should shoulder any risk for the sake of processing 

other people's waste (non-Albertan waste). 

Mishaps at the plant in the past have reinforced concern about the overall safety 

of the SHSWTF's processing operations. In Kinuso, concern has impacted the 

community differently from Fort Assiniboine and Barrhead. The town is surrounded by 

the Swan River First Nation's Band, and alleged 'pay-off's' to First Nation's members to 

keep their concerns quiet seems to have caused a split in the community between non-

native residents and the native community. Non-native residents accuse their First 

Nation's neighbours of 'selling-out' to Bovar and deflating Kinuso's solidarity against 

the SHSWTF. Lack of involvement at town hall meetings by the native community 

'proves' to those in attendance that native members have been successfully 'bought-off 

by Bovar. An atmosphere of "us" (non-native residents) versus "them" (native 

community) attitude appears present in Kinuso that is not noticed in Fort Assiniboine or 
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linked to trust and equity. Thus, in Kinuso, lack of involvement by the native 

community at town hall meetings suggests to some that Bovar is unfairly compensating 

them. Baxter et al. (1999b) note that feelings of unfairness, and lack of trust by some 

area residents during the siting process for a regional landfill derailed it entirely because 

of lack of community consensus or participation. Couch and Kroll-Smith (1994) note 

that in the aftermath of a contamination dispute in Centralia, Pennsylvania inter

community conflict resulted. In their study, four distinct groups formed with opposing 

opinions of community health and safety. The authors suggest that community conflict 

created more stress for residents than the contamination incident itself. In Kinuso, the 

question of native pay-offs appears responsible for feelings of disloyalty by native 

members to the larger community, and appears to compound the stress of the town hall 

meetings (e.g. lack of native community participation) and the presence of the SHSWTF 

near by. 

The social inequity felt by non-native residents of Kinuso seems to stem from 

distrust of government and Bovar because of the 'special treatment' the First Nations' 

Band receives (i.e. money, scholarships, and blood testing for possible elevated PCB 

levels). Residents frequently relate the discrepancy between the two cultural 

communities to biased government policies concerning native Canadians living on 

reserve land. They comment on 'free handouts' from the government (i.e. tax breaks, 

longer hunting licenses, free post-secondary education) and now pay-off's from Bovar as 

the reasons why Kinuso is a town of two communities. Therefore, government policy on 
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native issues seems to compound the allegations of native pay-off's and contribute to 

negative sentiments between the two groups (i.e. one group received unfair benefits). 

Residents of Barrhead, in contrast to those in Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso, 

generally do not comment on issues of environmental equity regarding the SHSWTF 

(except the importation of waste issue). The community appears to be the least affected 

by the waste plant because of the distance between them (possibly spatial equity) and the 

trust they have in regulating authorities (e.g. government, experts). Williams et al. (1999) 

report the significance of the relationship between trust and geographical location for 

residents living near a nuclear weapons site. Residents living downstream from the site 

were more distrusting than those living upstream (Williams et al., 1999). The authors 

report that living in an environment susceptible to contamination because of downriver 

transport influenced community trust. Possibly then, geographical context downplays 

concern in Barrhead because there is little threat of harm from possible contamination 

and a more trusting atmosphere of the plant's operations. 

6.5 Summary 

This chapter links the literature on environmental risk to the findings from 

chapters four and five, and argues that social theories of risk best explain views and 

opinions of risk of the SHSWTF from residents of Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and 

Kinuso. A central theme throughout this chapter is that risk is socially constructed. 

Belief systems (including ways of life, worldviews, and preferences) and community 

values influence the level of concern residents feel from the SHSWTF. They shape 

views and opinions before a risk event (e.g. the siting of the SHSWTF) and help to shape 
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reactions after a risk event (e.g. accidents at the waste plant). Cultural theory accounts 

for how individuals and groups (i.e. communities) confer shared meaning on events and 

select certain risks for attention. The social amplification of risk framework explains 

how information is interpreted and transmitted (amplified or attenuated) by individuals 

and groups. It also suggests that stigma plays an important role in amplifying a hazard or 

risk event (e.g. PCB contamination). Cognitive dissonance informs the possible 

existence of latent concerns, and the use of coping strategies by residents to deal with the 

perceived threat of the SHSWTF. Even though the communities of Kinuso and Fort 

Assiniboine view the waste facility as risk, residents in Barrhead do not. Environmental 

equity is considered another influencing factor of concerned residents and a possible 

source of explanation of concern in all three communities. 
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Chapter 7: 

Conclusion 

This thesis involves a comparative analysis of three communities' views and 

opinions of risk from a single technological, environmental hazard (the SHSWTF). Risk 

is a multi-dimensional construct, which cannot be expressed solely in terms of the hazard 

itself (Renn et al., 1992). Therefore, this research was mainly guided by the social and 

cultural theories of environmental risk which assert that views of risk are constructed in 

the context of daily life (Douglas and Wildavsky, 1982; Johnson and Covello, 1987). 

The project involves a qualitative study of residents from Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and 

Kinuso, Alberta with three interrelated objectives: 

iii) to describe the different influences on people's opinions of risk. 

iv) to compare and contrast the opinions of risk within and between three 

different communities from the SHSWTF (in the context of daily life). 

ii) to compare such multiple influences and develop a general framework for 

understanding risk perception within the study site area communities. 

This research makes several contributions (substantive, theoretical, and methodological) 

to the literature on environmental risk and suggests a possible direction for future 

research. 



166 

7.1 Substantive Contributions 

There is an important substantive contribution to the literature on risk perception 

that this thesis makes. This thesis provides an empirical example of the importance of 

'context' in shaping views and opinions of risk through the use of comparative analysis. 

This is contrary to much of the literature about risk perception, which emphasizes the 

nature of the hazard in determining how risk is constructed by people in the general 

population. In this thesis, residents of Barrhead are generally unconcerned about the 

SHSWTF, even though they could be considered to be more at risk from possible plant 

contamination (e.g. emissions from the incinerator smokestack) because they lie within 

the direction of prevailing winds. However, in Kinuso, risk is perceived to be extremely 

high even though residents are actually upwind of the plant. Nonetheless, they are very 

concerned and want an air monitoring station more eagerly than either the communities 

of Fort Assiniboine or Barrhead that are both downwind. In Fort Assiniboine, residents 

appear to be more concerned about the trustworthiness of Bovar and the risk 

communication of potential accidents than they are of the type of waste being processed 

there. Such findings demonstrate how contextual influences are paramount in shaping 

views and opinions of risk rather than the nature of the facility itself. 

7.2 Theoretical Contributions 

This exploratory research examines how different communities develop views of 

risk from a common environmental hazard. There are three theoretical contributions 

made to the literature on environmental risk from this project. 
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The first involves the reconceptualization of concepts from cultural theory to 

understand how views and opinions of risk differ between groups (e.g. study area 

communities). Cultural theory posits that only four different cultural types exist (e.g. 

hierarchist, fatalist, egalitarian, individualist) from which distinctive worldviews can be 

described. This thesis interpreted worldviews, not of the four cultural types, but from 

three separate communities of residents. Worldviews were investigated by examining 

respondents' ways of life, values, and beliefs in relation to their daily lives. Therefore, 

shared meanings (preferences) and distinctive ways at looking at the world (worldviews) 

were uncovered through descriptions of physical surroundings, community values, 

neighbours, and preferred ways of life. Predetermined attributes, normally associated 

with cultural types were not used, nor was a quantitative instrument used to conduct grid/ 

group analysis. Nonetheless, distinct similarities and differences were noted to contribute 

to the differences in opinions and views of risk of residents from Fort Assiniboine, 

Barrhead, and Kinuso. 

The second theoretical contribution this thesis makes is the use of cognitive 

dissonance theory to explain the existence of latent concerns. It is understood that it is 

impossible to ascertain exactly how respondents regard the SHSWTF. However, the 

existence of latent concerns suggests that specific individuals may not be comfortable 

with their opinions and views about the facility. The use of cognitive dissonance theory 

helps to explain why inconsistent feelings or statements of concern are present for some 

individuals, especially in light of strong community consensus about the waste plant. For 

example, despite the fact that some residents in Barrhead claim to have little or no 

concern about the facility, later on during the interview they expressed concern about the 
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importation of waste at the plant and how increased productivity could lead to a greater 

chance of accidents. In addition, such residents expressed worry about the stigma the 

surrounding area may receive (e.g. 'world dump') if the SHSWTF continues to accept 

waste from outside Alberta. Nonetheless, these residents maintain that the plant is of 

little concern because the community of Barrhead does not pay attention to it and that it is 

too far away to be concerned. Cognitive dissonance theory suggests that these residents 

may be downplaying concerns to match the general consensus in their community that 

the waste plant is of little or no risk. 

The third contribution this research makes is the finding that context is a key 

influence for shaping views and opinions of risk. Respondents' views and opinions of 

risk in this thesis are not only shaped by ways of life and worldviews (as described 

above), but also form from trust (or distrust), and perceived equity. Residents in Kinuso 

express distrust of the government and plant officials in contrast to those in Barrhead who 

seemingly place trust in government and industry experts. In addition, risk events like 

plant accidents and the initial siting process appear to contribute to negative appraisals of 

the waste plant and demonstrate that context is of foremost importance for understanding 

why residents in each community have different levels of concern. Mishaps at the plant 

and an ill perceived siting process prompted many in Fort Assiniboine and Kinuso to 

distrust governing authorities and the information they communicate about the 

SHSWTF's operations. Moreover, the inequity of specific individuals receiving 

economic stipends instead of everyone seems to exacerbate feelings of concern and 

perceived risk in Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine. Therefore, the role of the facility as a 
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hazardous waste treatment plant seems to play a secondary role to other contextual 

influences in shaping views and opinions of risk. 

7.3 Methodological Contributions 

Three methodological contributions can be identified from this thesis. First, the 

utility of qualitative methods, especially in-depth, face-to-face interviews is successfully 

demonstrated. Since a majority of the studies of environmental risk employ quantitative 

methods (e.g. psychometric approach and cultural theory), this thesis demonstrates how 

qualitative methods are just as useful, particularly for theoretical development. 

Secondly, this study is explicit in its methodology and processes of data analysis. 

Chapter three is explicit about the rationale for using qualitative methods and describes 

how the interviews were conducted and subsequently analyzed. Further, methods to 

ensure trustworthy findings are also clearly outlined. 

Finally, few studies of environmental risk undertake a comparative approach. 

This thesis compares and contrasts views and opinions of risk from three separate 

communities who are each neighbours of a common environmental technological hazard. 

Their similarities and differences in context support the study's main finding that 

contextual influences shape opinions and views of environmental risk. 
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7.4 Directions for Future Research 

This project is part of a larger project concerned with the meaning of risk. It has 

built upon Lee's (1999) study Understanding Views of Risk of residents of Swan Hills, 

Alberta. In order to generalize some of the findings from both Lee's (1999) project and 

this thesis, a quantitative investigation is one direction for future research to determine if 

these findings are applicable to a larger population and in different contexts. The use of a 

quantitative survey may help determine the relevance of the qualitative findings 

(situational specific) in a wider community that could also include urban areas. 

This thesis relies heavily on concepts from social theories of risk, especially 

cultural theory. While the concepts of grid/ group analysis were reconceptualized in this 

project, it may be useful to test grip/ group analysis through its conventional means (e.g. 

cultural types) and compare the findings to determine if cultural theorists should include 

a qualitative component in their methodology. 
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Appendix A: 

Interview Checklist 

Topic Questions Probes 

Values/Community What is it that you value most about this 
place/area? 

Why did you move/stay here? 

How would you describe your community to 
an outsider? 

Can you see you and your family staying here 
indefinitely? 

-environment -
quality of life? 

-work? family 
and friends? 
neighbors? for 
your children? 
for your future? 
- why do you say 
that? 

Environmental 
Issues 

What are some of the main environmental 
issues in your community? 

-can you tell me 
more about... 

Safety In terms of safety, how would you describe 
this place? 

What makes a place safe/unsafe to live in? 

-why do you say 
that? 

Risk Are there any risks related to living here? 

What are the risks which concern you and your 
family now/future? 

How are you defining risk? 

-environment, 
health, children, 
future, 
livelihood, 
others? 
-is it more than 
that...? 
-why do you say 
that? 

Concerns Do you have any other concerns/worries about 
living here? 
Have your concerns changed over, say, the last 
couple of years? 

What are some of the concerns you have 
regarding the future? 

-environment, 
health, children, 
future, 
livelihood, 
others? 
- why do you say 
that? 
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Waste Treatment 
Facility 

When you think of the hazardous waste 
facility, what picture comes to mind? 

What concerns you the most about the 
hazardous waste facility? 

Do you remember the siting process for it? 

-why do you say 
that? 

Stigma How do you think others in the area view this 
place/hazardous waste facility? 

-Why do you say 
that? 
-i.e. can you give 
me an example? 

Benefits Are there any (potential) benefits of having a 
hazardous waste facility in this community? 

What about others in the community? Do you 
think they have similar views? 

-is there anything 
else? 

-how do you 
know that? 
-can you give me 
an example? 

Trust When it comes to getting information about the 
hazardous waste facility, who do you turn 
to?/who do you trust?/who do you believe? 

How much confidence do you have in the facts 
from the experts?/media?/others? 

-media, family 
and friends, local 
politicians, Swan 
Hills liaison 
committee, 
Bovar? 
-why do you say 
that? 

A l l purpose probes -why do you say 
that? 
-is it more than 
that...? 
-can you give me 
an example 
(allows them to 
"tell a story") 



APPENDIX B: 

Complete List of N-Vivo Nodes- Hierarchical Tree System 

Partial List (Core Categories) 

(1) /Base data 
(1 1)/Base data/gender 
(1 1 1)/Base data/gender/male 
(112) /Base data/gender/female 
(12) /Base data/age 
(12 1) /Base data/age/~20 
(12 2) /Base data/age/20s 
(1 2 3)/Base data/age/30s 
(12 4) /Base data/age/40s 
(12 5) /Base data/age/50s 
(1 2 6) /Base data/age/60s 
(12 7) /Base data/age/+60 
(1 3)/Base data/group 
(13 1) /Base data/group/resident 
(13 2) /Base data/group/leader 
(1 4) /Base data/res legth 
(1 4 1) /Base data/res legth/-lyr 
(14 2) /Base data/res legth/l-5yrs 
(14 3) /Base data/res legth/6-10yrs 
(1 4 4) /Base data/res legth/1 l-15yrs 
(14 5) /Base data/res legth/16-20yrs 
(14 6) /Base data/res legth/~20yrs 
(15) /Base data/chid home 
(15 1) /Base data/chid home/yes 
(15 2) /Base data/chid home/no 
(1 6) /Base data/married 
(16 1) /Base data/married/yes 
(16 2) /Base data/married/no 
(1 8) /Base data/concerned about SHSWTF 
(18 1) /Base data/concerned about SHSWTF/concerned 
(18 2) /Base data/concerned about SHSWTF/unconcerned 
(18 3) /Base data/concerned about SHSWTF/latent concerns 
(19) /Base data/Ft-Assiniboine resident 
(1 10) /Base data/Barrhead resident 
(111) /Base data/Kinuso resident 
(1 12)/Base data/Future Plans 
(1 12 1) /Base data/Future Plans/staying in the same place 
(1 12 2) /Base data/Future Plans/will move when retired 
(1 12 3) /Base data/Future Plans/planning to move 
(1 13)/Base data/Employment 
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1 13 1) /Base data/Employment/farmer-rancher 
1 13 2) /Base data/Employment/oil and gas 
1 13 3) /Base data/Employment/other 
1 13 5) /Base data/Employment/former SHSWTF employee 
2) /Comm description 
2 1) /Comm description/comm values 
2 11) /Comm description/comm values/good for raising a family 
2 1 2) /Comm description/comm values/small town 
2 1 3) /Comm description/comm values/nature 
2 1 4) /Comm description/comm values/grew up here 
2 1 5) /Comm description/comm values/neighbourliness 
2 1 6) /Comm description/comm values/quiet 
2 2) /Comm description/safety 
2 2 1) /Comm description/safety/crime-violence 
2 2 2) /Comm description/safety/traffic 
2 2 3) /Comm description/safety/safe place 
2 2 4) /Comm description/safety/safe~unsafe~ 
2 2 5) /Comm description/safety/forest fires_evacuations 
2 2 6) /Comm description/safety/wildlife_bears 
2 2 7) /Comm description/safety/children's 
2 2 8) /Comm description/safety/personal safety 
2 2 12) /Comm description/safety/accidents 
2 3) /Comm description/-the people-
2 3 1) /Comm description/-the people-/strong_stoic 
2 3 2) /Comm description/-the people-/solitary_keep to yourself 
2 3 4) /Comm description/-the people-/cliques~ 
2 3 4 1) /Comm description/-the people-/cliques~/yes_probably 
2 3 4 2) /Comm description/-the people-/cliques~/no 
2 3 4 3) /Comm description/-the people-/cliques~/not as bad as -before-
2 3 5) /Comm description/-the people-/no different 
2 3 6) /Comm description/-the people-/not city folk 
2 3 8) /Comm description/-the people-/outgoing_pioneer spirit 
2 3 9) /Comm descriptionMhe people-/hypocrits 
2 3 10) /Comm descriptionAthe people-/get along well together 
2 3 11) /Comm description/-the people-/old fashioned-conservative 
2 3 12) /Comm description/-the people-/a real mix of cultures 
2 3 13) /Comm description/-the people-/close knit community 
2 4) /Comm description/isolated 
2 6) /Comm description/cheap to buy land-house 
2 7) /Comm description/comm concerns 
2 7 2) /Comm description/comm concerns/SHSWTF 
2 7 4) /Comm description/comm concerns/community stability 
'2,7 8) /Comm description/comm concerns/childrens future 
'2 7 9) /Comm description/comm concerns/drinking water 
2 7 10) /Comm description/comm concerns/health 
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(2 8) /Comm description/changes 
(2 8 2) /Comm description/changes/town growing 
(2 8 4) /Comm description/changes/perferred for future 
(2 8 4 1) /Comm description/changes/perferred for future/more industry_more 
jobs 
(2 8 4 2) /Comm description/changes/perferred for future/more tourism 
(2 8 5) /Comm description/changes/town dying 
(2 8 6) /Comm description/changes/development not wanted 
(2 8 7) /Comm description/changes/SH brought hwy development 
(2 11) /Comm description/commuity risks 
(2 113) /Comm description/commuity risks/emergeny health services 
(2 114) /Comm description/commuity risks/accidents -o i l industry-
(2 11 5)/Comm description/commuity risks/crime 
(2 116) /Comm description/commuity risks/vehicle accidents 
(2 117) /Comm description/commuity risks/alchol_drug abuse 
(2 118) /Comm description/commuity risks/forest fires 
(2 119) /Comm description/commuity risks/animals 
(2 11 10)/Comm description/commuity risks/SHSWTF 
(2 11 11) /Comm description/commuity risks/economic risks 
(2 11 12) /Comm description/commuity risks/none- risk is inherent everywhere 
(2 11 13) /Comm description/commuity risks/weather conditions 
(2 14) /Comm description/town vs -city-
(2 15)/Comm description/transient 
(2 18)/Comm description/friendly 
(2 20) /Comm description/Farming town, not boom bust oil 
(2 21) /Comm description/clean and green 
(2 22) /Comm description/Comparison town vs- Swan Hills 
(2 22 1) /Comm description/Comparison town vs- Swan Hills/economic 
relationship 
(2 22 2) /Comm description/Comparison town vs- Swan Hills/supp during forest 
fires 
(2 22 3) /Comm description/Comparison town vs- Swan Hills/SH a transient 
population 
(2 23) /Comm description/historical value 
(2 24) /Comm description/easy going lifestyle 
(2 25) /Comm description/not a lot to the town 
(2 26) /Comm description/a senior's town 
(2 28) /Comm description/lots of amenities 
(2 29) /Comm description/surrounded by an Indian Reserve 
(2 30) /Comm description/tension btwn native-non natives 
(4) /Enviornmental issues 
(4 1) /Enviornmental issues/SHSWTF 
(4 2) /Enviornmental issues/pollution 
(4 4) /Enviornmental issues/oil-gas 
(4 5) /Enviornmental issues/forest fires 
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(4 6) /Enviornmental issues/forestry practice 
(4 7) /Enviornmental issues/farming practises 
(5) /SHSWTF 
(5 1) /SHSWTF/description 
(5 1 l)/SHSWTF/description/better alternative 
(5 1 5) /SHSWTF/description/money maker 
(5 1 9) /SHSWTF/description/don't know much about it 
(5 1 10) /SHSWTF/description/keeps community alive 
(5 111) /SHSWTF/description/secretive 
(5 1 13) /SHSWTF/description/wasteful $ operation 
(5 1 14) /SHSWTF/description/bad public relations 
(5 2) /SHSWTF/incidents 
(5 2 1) /SHSWTF/incidents/minor 
(5 2 2) /SHSWTF/incidents/inevitatble 
(5 2 3) /SHSWTF/incidents/accident 
(5 2 5) /SHSWTF/incidents/kept secret initially 
(5 2 6) /SHSWTF/incidents/more studies 
(5 2 6 2) /SHSWTF/incidents/more studies/yes 
(5 2 6 3) /SHSWTF/incidents/more studies/no 
(5 2 8) /SHSWTF/incidents/blown out of proportion 
(5 2 9) /SHSWTF/incidents/caused original opinions of plant to change 
(5 2 10) /SHSWTF/incidents/should shut plant down 
(5 4) /SHSWTF/latent concerns 
(5 5) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns 
(5 5 1) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/ASWTF = danger 
(5 5 2) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/transportation 
(5 5 3) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/health advisoryjiunting bans 
(5 5 4) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/changes to fabric of community 
(5 5 5) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/mis or lack of information given out 
(5 5 7) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/diff standards 
(5 5 8) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/affect local environment 
(5 5 9) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/biased testing~who does the testing 
(5 5 10)/SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/cancer 
(5 5 11) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns 
(55111) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/town skeptical 
(55112) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/sympathy 
(55113) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/burden of proof on 
Y O U 
(55115) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/not vocalized 
(55117) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/you will pay a price 
(55118) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/neighbours agree 
that plant is bad 
(55119) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/Environmentalists 
are good watchdogs 
(5511 10) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/people/followers 
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(5 5 11 11) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/concerns not 
listened to 
(5 5 11 12)/SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/misunderstood 
(5511 13) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/expressing concerns/such people are 
hypocrits 
(5 5 12) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/if nuclear waste 
(5 5 13) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/health -children's health-
(5 5 14) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/Future of Slave Lake 
(5 5 15) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/importation of foreign waste 
(5 5 16) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/problems glossed overjgnored 
(5 5 17) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/created by media 
(5 5 19) /SHSWTF/SHSWTF concerns/community lulled into complacency 
(5 6) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern 
(5 6 1) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/accident response time of plant 
(5 6 2) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews 
(5 6 2 4) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews/pvte- plant bad 
(5 6 2 7) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews/political -agenda 
(5 6 2 15) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews/technology not 100% safe 
(5 6 2 19) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews/money dictates power 
(5 6 2 20) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews/take matters into your 
own hands 
(5 6 2 21) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews/gov't is untrustworthy 
(5 6 2 22) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/Worldviews/short term gain 4 long 
term disaster 
(5 6 3) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/conflicting info 
(5 6 4) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/knowledge 
(5 6 5) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/unknown-uncertainty 
(5 6 7) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/unnatural 
(5 6 8) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/impacts-effects 
(5 6 9) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/other disasters happen, why not here? 
(5 6 10) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/distrust 
(5 6 11) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/workers 
(5 6 12) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/proximity- too close 
(5 6 16) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/devaluation of land 
(5 6 17) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/loss of farm-fishing industry 
(5 6 18) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/poorly managed 
(5 6 19) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/lack of monitoring 
(5 6 20) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/You hear stories 
(5 6 21) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/no one listens or helps us 
(5 6 22) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Concern/type of waste-PCB's 
(5 7) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern 
(5 7 1) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/no one has been injured 
(5 7 2) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/Plant is kept under control 
(5 7 3) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews 
(5 7 3 1) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/familarity_used to it 
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(5 7 3 3) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/media- negative 
(5 7 3 5) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/ignore it -denial-
(5 7 3 6) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/accidents happen 
(5 7 3 8) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/trust Bovar 
(5 7 3 9) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/confidence in science 
(5 7 3 10) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/the price of progress 
(5 7 3 13) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/know workers 
(5 7 3 14) /SHSWTF/Reasons for low Concern/worldviews/knowledge 
understanding 
(5 7 3 15) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/trusting gov't-
(5 7 3 17) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/safer place to work 
than oil or gas 
(5 7 3 23) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/worldviews/safe until proven 
otherwise 
(5 7 4) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/rationalization 
(5 7 4 2) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/rationalization/no immediate 
impacts 
(5 7 4 5) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/rationalization/worse stuff 
(5 7 4 6) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/rationalization/Worse places 
(5 7 4 6 2 ) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/rationalization/Worse 
places/Edmonton 
5 7 4 6 9) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/rationalization/Worse 
places/other places 
(5 7 4 7) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/rationalization/could be from 
anything 
(5 7 5) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/Responsiblejacility needed 
(5 7 6) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/benefits 
(5 7 6 2) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/benefits/cost-benefit 
(5 7 6 6) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/benefits/jobs 
(5 7 6 10) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/benefits/none 
(5 7 7) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/Coping 
(5 7 7 4) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/Coping/not being negative 
(5 7 7 5) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/Coping/get on with life 
(5 7 8) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/senses will alert me to danger 
(5 7 9) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/comsumption advisory not a 
concern 
(5 7 14) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/resgination 
(5 7 16) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/SHSWTF- no attention paid to it 
(5 7 18) /SHSWTF/Reasons for Low Concern/proximity- far enough away 
(5 8) /SHSWTF/Stigma 
(5 8 l)/SHSWTF/Stigma/contamination associated with plant 
(5 8 3) /SHSWTF/Stigma/felt from friends-family 
(5 8 4) /SHSWTF/Stigma/neg view_-why live there— 
(5 8 7) /SHSWTF/Stigma/environmentalists 
(5 9) /SHSWTF/siting process 
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5 9 2) /SHSWTF/siting process/fair 
5 9 4) /SHSWTF/siting process/political underhandedness~ 
5 9 6) /SHSWTF/siting process/unfair-concerns not listened to 
5 9 8) /SHSWTF/siting process/original plan not the same anymore 
5 9 9) /SHSWTF/siting process/Inappropriate location 
5 9 10) /SHSWTF/siting process/wanted for economic gain alone 
5 10) /SHSWTF/Native pay-offs 
5 12) /SHSWTF/Low risk-low concern 
5 12 1) /SHSWTF/Low risk-low concern/no concern 
5 12 1 1)/SHSWTF/Low risk-low concern/no concern/general 
5 12 12) /SHSWTF/Low risk-low concern/no concern/with plant 
5 12 2) /SHSWTF/Low risk-low concern/No risks 
5 12 2 1) /SHSWTF/Low risk-low concern/No risks/general 
5 12 2 2) /SHSWTF/Low risk-low concern/No risks/plant 
7) /Information 
7 1) /Information/risk communication 
7 11) /Information/risk communication/kept informed 
7 1 2) /Information/risk communication/too technical-
7 1 3) /Information/risk communication/non existent-needs improvement 
7 1 4) /Information/risk communication/talk is cheap, action wanted 
7 1 5) /Information/risk communication/want to know more to feel better 
7 1 6) /Information/risk communication/Bovar misreading public's perception 
7 1 7) /Information/risk communication/won't help the situation 
7 2) /Information/Bovar's info 
7 3) /Information/trusted 
7 3 1) /Information/trusted/bovar 
7 3 4) /Information/trusted/alberta report 
7 3 5) /Information/trusted/private industry 
7 3 7) /Information/trusted/experts 
7 3 9) /Information/trusted/govt 
7 3 12) /Information/trusted/media-usually local-
7 3 14) /Information/trusted/family 
7 3 15) /Information/trusted/environmental stakeholders 
7 4) /Information/lack trust 
7 4 1) /Information/lack trust/media- non local 
7 4 2) /Information/lack trust/gov't 
7 4 3) /Information/lack trust/science-tech 
7 4 5) /Information/lack trust/bovar 
7 4 6) /Information/lack trust/management 
7 4 7) /Information/lack trust/big buisness 
7 5) /Information/info source 
7 5 1) /Information/info source/friend-workers 
7 5 2) /Information/info source/Bovar 
7 5 3) /Information/info source/mayor 
7 5 4) /Information/info source/liason comm 



(7 5 6) /Information/info source/media 
(7 5 7) /Information/info source/community 
(10000 6) /Working Nodes !/Meaningful Quotations 



189 

APPENDIX C: 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS FOR PARTICIPANTS (October, 2001) 

Living Near A Hazardous Waste Treatment Facility: 
A Comparative Analysis of Views in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso 

Why is this study being done? 

The purpose of this study is to develop an understanding of how people in three 

different communities form their views and opinions of environment risk, in particular 

from a single environmental technological hazard (The Swan Hills Special Waste 

Treatment Facility). Residents have already been interviewed in Swan Hills by Dr. Jamie 

Baxter and Daniel Lee. 

Who is being studied? 

The three communities of Fort Assiniboine, Kinuso, and Barrhead were chosen 

because of their geographical proximity to Swan Hills. As well, at a town hall meeting in 

Swan Hills in May of 2000 to discuss the importation of waste, it was mentioned that 

residents of Kinuso and Fort Assiniboine were concerned about the facility and the 

importation of foreign waste. Barrhead was chosen as the third study area because little 

was know about how residents perceived the facility and it was a commercial center in 

the area with a larger population and more diverse economic base. 

The following is a table comparing the number of participants from each community: 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 

People interviewed 21 18 16 

Total persons interviewed in the study: 55. 
Total interviews conducted: 51. 
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How are the interviews analyzed? 

Most of the interviews were audio taped. A l l of the interviews (both audio taped 

and handwritten) were typed out to make interview transcripts. These transcripts formed 

the basis of analysis. In total, 51 interviews were translated into over 600 pages of text, 

which has been managed using a computer software package. 

The basic methodology for analyzing interviews includes reading each transcript, 

and looking for themes that arise over and over from transcript to transcript. Each 

transcript is divided into paragraphs and themes were attached to them. For example, 

every time someone described their community as a 'small town', small town-CD was 

attached to the paragraph to denote small town- community description. This process of 

reading through transcripts and looking for themes has taken me this past year to 

complete. To date, I have analyzed the transcripts three times, producing approximately 

300 themes. 

Please provide your feedback 

With analysis almost complete, I would appreciate your feedback (i.e. if my 

interpretations make sense). It is important that you recognize some of the things 

mentioned here in the way you interpreted how your community views itself, and the 

Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility. It is my intention to best represent how 

things are perceived by you (please see attached form "Participant Feedback Form" and 

return envelope). Of course, not all of the 300 themes are presented here. The purpose of 

this report is to give you a brief summary of what my findings have produced this far. If 

you would like more information, please feel free to contact me or my supervisor, Dr. 

Jamie Baxter (assistant professor), who is also the principle investigator in this research. 

I am currently writing the thesis, and expect to be completed by December 2001. Again, 

I thank you for your participation in this research study! 

Kristine Greenlaw 
Phone: 403-220-4768 
Email: kegreenl@ucalgary.ca 

Dr. Jamie Baxter (supervisor) 
Phone: 403-220-5593 
Email: baxterj @ucalgary.ca 

mailto:kegreenl@ucalgary.ca
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Living Near A Hazardous Waste Treatment Facility: 
A Comparative Analysis of Views in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso 

Please note that these are preliminary findings and should not be quoted without consulting Kristine 
Greenlaw or Jamie Baxter. 

What are some of the findings so far? 

In general, residents in each community view the Swan Hills Special Waste 

Treatment Facility (SHSWTF) with different levels of concern. Kinuso appears to have 

the strongest concern, followed by Fort Assiniboine (moderate/ high concern), in contrast 

to Barrhead residents who express little or no concern. A general model for 

understanding risk in Fort Assiniboine, Barrhead, and Kinuso (diagram) included in this 

report summarizes how each community constructs risk concerning the Swan Hills 

Special Waste Treatment Facility (SHSWTF). Important characteristics that shape 

views and opinions of risk in each study area community are: contextual influences, and 

risk amplification (which heighten) or attenuation (minimizing) influences called 

'stations'. These boxes are shaded pink. Below is a brief discussion of their importance 

in shaping views and opinions of risk. 

Fort Assiniboine 

Most residents in Fort Assiniboine revere their town for its 'clean and green' 

surroundings, 'quiet' surroundings, and 'small town' atmosphere. Respondents for the 

most part were self-employed farmers/ ranchers, and described residents as friendly and 

helpful to one another. Industrial development in general is not desired and residents do 

not seem to mind that their town has not really changed in over fifty years. 

When asked about 'community concerns' or 'risks', many discussed the presence 

of the SHSWTF for the following reasons: its impacts on the 'local environment', and 

threat to current 'ways of life'. Concerns focused on the 'unknown or uncertainty' of 

toxic waste, and implications of the health advisory and hunting ban after mishaps at the 

plant in 1996 and 1997. In addition, the importation of waste and mentions of the town 

hall meeting with Bovar in the spring of 2000 were used as an examples of 'community 

consensus' that the plant poses a threat to Fort Assiniboine. 
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There is a general feeling of distrust of Bovar and even the provincial 

government, which stems in part from the initial siting process of the facility as well as 

from the lack of information about incidents at the plant. The community appears to be 

disillusioned to have found out about mishaps at the plant through the media or by word 

of mouth. 

Notwithstanding, there were a few who felt the plant posed minor concern to the 

Fort Assiniboine. However, through the course of the interview, these respondents did 

express concerns (latent concerns) about certain issues concerning the plant. These latent 

concerns related to the trustworthiness of information from Bovar management and the 

stigma of the community being a world dump for hazardous chemicals because of the 

importation of foreign waste. 

Kinuso 

Kinuso has the unusual distinction of being surrounded by a First Nations 

Reservation, and as such residents describe their community as a 'small town' that is also 

'quiet' and has a particularly 'close knit' feeling or 'togetherness' amongst the people. 

Residents are very hopeful of developing tourist industry because the resources of Lesser 

Slave Lake. Not surprisingly, respondents are wary of 'smoke stacks' and large industry 

in the area. Residents seem to take pride in being far away from urban pollution and city 

life. When asked about 'community concerns' or 'environmental issues', the SHSWTF 

was often mentioned. People in Kinuso feel the facility in Swan Hills is 'too close' and 

has already threatened their 'ways of life' because of the resulting 'health advisory and 

hunting ban' from plant mishaps and PCB contamination. 

Residents in Kinuso feel their 'concerns are not listened to' and 'ignored' by Bovar and 

the provincial government. There is a high level of 'distrust' of both, which seems to be 

exasperated by town hall meetings with Bovar and Alberta Environment officials. 

Residents here are clearly nervous about the 'unknown and uncertainty' of PCB's and the 

'future of L. Slave Lake', and feel that they are kept in the dark about the risks of living 

near a hazardous waste treatment plant. Worldviews about 'money and power', 'big 

business', and the plant's 'long term effects for short term gain' are often repeated during 
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discussions of Kinuso's struggle against the plant from the initial siting process to current 

town hall meetings to discuss the importation of waste. Respondents often cited 

examples in the media of other disasters like the Walkerton Ecoli drinking water disaster, 

Chernobyl, or Mad Cow Disease to relate the degree of dangerousness the SHSWTF 

represents to them. As well, they express concern that the surrounding native community 

is receiving economic stipends or 'pay-offs' to keep quiet about concerns regarding the 

SHSWTF. 

Barrhead 

When asked to describe their community, residents of Barrhead conveyed with 

enthusiasm the 'friendliness' of neighbours and the variety of 'services ', which 

contribute to the hustle and bustle of their 'small town'. Residents here welcome the 

proximity of Edmonton even though they chose a rural type lifestyle. When asked about 

community concerns, most discussed issues relating to economic stability and the need 

for local government to lure industry into the area in order to keep young families from 

leaving Barrhead. Some environmental concerns include large farms around Barrhead, 

which employ aerial crop spraying or intensive livestock operations. For the most part, 

however, the SHSWTF is not a foremost concern. 

When asked if the waste treatment plant presents a concern to the community of 

Barrhead, the majority of respondents say it does not. The 'distance from the plant' and 

confidence in monitoring 'authorities' (i.e. 'government' and 'experts') gives them peace 

of mind. Moreover, respondents seem to share worldviews that the facility represents 

'responsible waste management' and that toxic waste is 'the price of progress' of modern 

society. General consensus that the plant is of little or no risk seems to be explained by 

the 'lack of media attention' to the plant in recent years. Residents comment that they 

'choose to not pay much attention to the plant', and suggest that even if they did, what 

could be done about it? 
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Concern about the SHSWTF is mentioned by some when the issue of the 

importation of waste from outside Alberta is discussed. Some wander if the importation 

of waste will increase productivity of the plant and therefore increase the potential of an 

accident? Others express reservations about trucks passing through Barrhead on the way 

to Swan Hills carrying hazardous chemicals and the chance of a spill. Nonetheless, 

residents have not had their 'ways of life' disturbed by the plant and are not overly 

concerned about it in their daily lives. 

Tables 

The following tables provide some detailed information about key topics in the findings. 

Please note that the findings presented here are in the form of tables rather than 

quotations from the interviews themselves. Tables are a good method of summarizing 

information; however, quotations of what participants said provide the full meaning of 

what was discussed during the interview. Quotations will be included in the final thesis 

report which will eventually be made available in your public library or community 

center. 

Table 1 

Participants' Views/Opinions of the SHSWTF 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme N ( % of 21 persons ) N ( % of 18 persons) N ( % of 16 persons) 

Concerned 11 (52%) 3 (17%) 14 (88%) 

Unconcerned 2 (10%) 11 (61%) 0 

Latent Concerns 8 (38%) 4 (22%) 2 (13%) 

Total 21 18 16 

N= number of people who mentioned the topic 
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Table 2 

Community Values as described by Participants: 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M/N ( % of 21 persons ) M/N ( % of 18 persons ) M/N ( % of 16 persons ) 

Small town 14/12 (57%) 7/6 (33%) 8/8 (50%) 

Nature 17/9 (43%) 1/1 (<1%) 6/5 (31%) 

Neighbourliness 9/8 (38%) 9/8 (44%) 6/5 (31%) 

Friendly 8/8 (72%) 15/13 (72%) 2/2 (13%) 

Quiet 9/9 (43%) 2/2 (11%) 5/5 (31%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 

Table 3 

Participants' Preferred Changes for the Community 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M/N ( % of 21 persons ) M/N ( % of 18 persons ) M/N ( % of 16 persons) 

More industry 
desired 

0 13/12 (67%) 0 

More tourism 
desired 

3/3 (14%) 0 6/6 (38%) 

Development not 
wanted 

6/6 (29%) 0 2/2 (13%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 
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Table 4 

SHSWTF Concerns 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M / N (% of 21 persons) M / N (% of 18 persons) M / N (% of 16 persons) 

Health advisory/ 
hunting ban 

14/11 (52%) 5/5 (28%) 22/12 (75%) 

Affects local 
environment 

17/12 (57%) 5/4 (22%) 18/9 (65%) 

Health concerns 10/8 (38%) 0 17/8 (50%) 

Importation of 
waste 

13/8 (38%) 7/7 (39%) 8/6 (38%) 

Changes to the 
fabric of the 
community 

0 0 11/10 (63%) 

Mis or lack of 
information 
about SHSWTF 

1/1 (<1%) 0 14/8 (50%) 

Future of Slave 
Lake 

2/2 (1%) 0 10/8 (50%) 

Concerns glossed 
over or ignored 

5/3 (14%) 0 4/3 (14%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 

Table 5 

The importance of trust in influencing views/ opinions of the SHSWTF 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M / N ( % of 21 persons ) M / N ( % of 18 persons) M / N ( % of 16 persons ) 

Lack of Trust-
Bovar 

31/16 (76%) 5/4 (22%) 26/9 (56%) 

Lack of Trust-
government 

16/12 (57%) 7/6 (33%) 23/9 (56%) 

Lack of Trust-
big business 

9/9 (43%) 2/2 (11%) 3/3 (19%) 
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Trust-
government 

8/7 (33%) 7/6 (33%) 0 

Trust- Bovar 2/2 (10%) 2/1 (6%) 0 

Trust-experts 2/2 (10%) 4/4 (25%) 0 

Trust- media 2/2 (10%) 0 3/3 (19%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
N= number of people who mentioned the topic (% of total respondents) 

Table 6 

Worldviews that explain concern or lack of concern 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 
Theme M/N ( % of 21 persons ) M/N( % of 18 persons) M/N ( % of 16 persons) 

Money dictates 
power 

0 1/1 (6%) 13/7 (44%) 

Technology is 
not a 100% safe 

7/8 (38%) 0 9/5 (31%) 

Government is 
untrustworthy 

2/2 (10%) 0 9/5 (31%) 

Short term gain 
for long term 

disaster 

2/1 (5%) 1/1 (6%) 8/4 (25%) 

Knowledge -
understanding 

1/1 (5%) 8/5 (28%) 8/2 (13%) 

SHSWTF- it's 
the price of 
progress! 

0 9/4 (22%) 0 

Trust in authority 
(e.g. Alberta 
Environment) 

1/1 (5%) 6/5 (28%) 2/1 (6%) 

Responsible 
Facility needed 

2/2 (10%) 10/6 (33%) 1/1 (6%) 

M= number of times topic was mentioned 
topic (% of total respondents) 

N= number of people who mentioned the 
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Participant Feedback Form 

I would appreciate your comments about my interpretations of participants' views and 

opinions of risk from your community. Below are three questions regarding the 

preliminary findings. I would be very grateful if you could take the time to answer them 

and return them in the self-addressed. Again, many thanks for your participation in this 

study. 

1) Do my interpretations make sense with the way you describe your community? 

Yes or No 

2) Do you feel my interpretations are accurate concerning views/ opinions of the 

Swan Hills Special Waste Treatment Facility? 

Yes or No 

3) Would you like a final copy of this thesis sent to you or to your community's 
library? 

Yes or No 

Please write any additional comments below and continue on the back: 
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Questions YES NO 

Do my interpretations make sense with 
the way you describe your community? 

14 0 

Do you feel my interpretations are 
accurate concerning views/opinions of 
the SHSWTF? 

14 0 

Total 28/55 (51%) 

Fort Assiniboine Barrhead Kinuso 

number of feedback 
forms received 

7 1 6 

number of letters 
undeliverable* 

1 5 0 

envelopes were returned in the mail because respondents had moved. 




