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Abstract


The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of intimidation on people’s reactions to littering.  Sixteen experimenters rated each other on intimidation and the person with the highest average score (most intimidating) was used as the confederate in the high intimidation condition.  (What was used to measure intimidation, appearance, demeanor, physical size, etc.?)The person with a low score (not intimidating) was used in the low intimidation condition.  The confederates alternated dropping a soda can whenever  a participant came within 10 feet.  The subjects reaction to the litter was recorded by 16 observers who were disguised as studuing students.  This was repeated 22 times for each condition.  The results showed that intimidation did not have a significant effect on people’s reactions to littering.



The Effect of Intimidation on People’s Reactions to Littering
Environmental problems have become a major societal issue in the 1990’s (Ref.).  One of the biggest environmental concerns of today is that of littering.  A recent study (Urell, 91) has shown that a large majority of people who witness littering do little or nothing about it.  One reason for this may be that the observers are intimidated by the literer.  The purpose of this study was to detrmine if people’s reactions to littering are affected by how intimidating the litterer looks.

Method

Subjects


 There were 44 participants in this study (16 males and 28 females) who were walking on the sidewalk in front of the University of North Carolina at Wilmington library.  (too specific)
Procedure


Sixteen student experimenters rated each other on intimidation using a likert type scale.  A score of one was considered to be a non-intimidating person while a 100 was a very intimidating person. (Include details on what makes a person intimidating, size, demeanor, etc.) The person with the highest average score (53.6) was chosen as the confederate for the high intimidation condition.  The person with the lowest average score (17.3) refused to participate, so the person with the second lowest score (23.9) acted as the confederate in the low intimidation condition.  The confederates then alternated standing on the sidewalk in front of the University of North Carolina at Wilmington library.  The confederate would then drop a piece of litter, a soda can, whenever a person or a group of people walked within ten feet.  The sixteen observers sat in small groups of two or three on the library steps pretending to be studying students.  When the confederates dropped the litter the observers recorded the subjects reactions.  The reactions were grouped into three separate categories.  If a subject made a facial expression this was recorded as a type one response.  When a subject picked up the can, made a remark, or any combination of responses it was recorded as a type two response.  If the subject did not respond at all to the litter being dropped a type 0 response was recorded.


This procedure was repeated 22 times for each condition for a total of 44 trials.  Any subject who displayed a type two reaction was debriefed.  The independent variable in this study was intimidation.  Each participant was exposed to either a high (intimidating) or a low (not intimidating) level of the independent variable.  The dependent variable was people’s reactions to  littering.  After completing the study, the 16 observers compared their results.  For each subject the observations made by a majority of the experimenters was used in analizing the data.
Results


The results of the study are shown in Table 1.  These results were not found to be significant.  Intimidation did not have a significant effect on people’s reactions to littering. (What statistical results were used?)
Discussion


Although the results were not significant there was a trend in the data.  Subjects in the low intimidation condition were more likely (7 out of 22 trials) to give a proactive response (pick up litter or make a response) than the subjects in the high intimidation condition (2 out of 22 trials).


There were several confounds that could have affected the result of the study.  Perhaps people on a college campus may not be representative of the population in general Secondly, since the confederate used for the high intimidation condition had an average score that was midway on the scale, maybe there was not a real or measurable difference in intimidation level between the confederates.


Overall the results show that intimidation did not have a significant effect of people’s reactions to littering.  If this is so then there must be another reason why there is litter or no reaction to littering.  One possible cause is people’s attitudes towards litter (Ref.).  People may think that someone else will pick it up or that one piece won’t make a difference.  With this in mind a survey  of people’s attitudes toward litter might be done to  determine if this is true.

Table 1.  The effects of intimidation on people’s responses to littering


	
	Type 0
	Type 1
	Type 2
	Total

	Low
	3
	12
	7
	22

	High
	6
	14
	2
	22

	Total
	9
	26
	9
	44


Response

0 = none

1 = facial expression

2 = pick up litter, remark, or combination
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