Are the contexts interpreted as intended?

A possible issue in this research is the question of whether or not the participants consistently perceived the different situational contexts as conveying the personality characteristics that they were intended to convey.  For instance, was a picture of someone vacuuming really interpreted as an indication that the person would be helpful around the house?  Was a picture of someone in a positive interaction with a baby really interpreted as an indication that the person would be willing to invest in children of his or her own?  To evaluate the validity of the situational contexts, participants were asked to make four final ratings of each context after they had completed the attractiveness ratings.  These ratings were estimates of how likely the models would be to invest both (a) emotionally, and (b) financially in both (a) their spouse, and (b) their children.  The patterns of these ratings were used to assess how well the various situational contexts validly conveyed their intended impressions.  


An 8 (contexts) x 4 (ratings)  x 2 (participant sex) ANOVA was conducted, and all main effects and all interactions were significant (context: F(6.33, 5821.11)=88.01, p<0.001, η2=0.087; ratings: F(2.60, 2385.54)=135.53, p<0.001, η2=0.129; sex: F(1, 919)=5.50, p=0.019, η2=0.006; context x sex: F(6.33, 5821.11)=12.11, p<0.001, η2=0.013; ratings x sex: F(2.60, 2385.54)=35.50, p<0.001, η2=0.037; context x ratings: F(16.02, 14718.51)=27.52, p<0.001, η2=0.029; context x ratings x sex: F(16.02, 14718.51)=5.66, p<0.001, η2=0.006).  Tables 2a and 2b show the means for each of the ratings, within each context, by participants’ sex:

Tables 2a and 2b: Male and Female participant ratings within each context regarding how likely the models would be to invest both (a) emotionally, and (b) financially in both (a) their spouse, and (b) their children.  The highest rated type of investment within each model context (for each sex) is in italics, ratings over 1.00 are underlined, and ratings over 2.00 are in bold.

Table 2a: Female ratings of male models

	
	Alone
	+Child
	0Child
	–Child
	Hswk
	Elder
	Sptcar
	SUV

	Emot-Spouse
	0.80
	2.02
	0.92
	-0.20
	2.12
	2.14
	0.26
	0.87

	Finan-Spouse
	0.62
	1.69
	0.98
	0.16
	1.71
	1.71
	1.12
	1.46

	Emot-Child
	1.07
	2.53
	1.18
	-0.25
	2.24
	2.39
	0.65
	1.21

	Finan-Child
	0.86
	2.20
	1.25
	0.16
	2.02
	2.04
	1.23
	1.73


Table 2b: Male ratings of female models

	
	Alone
	+Child
	0Child
	–Child
	Hswk
	Elder
	Sptcar
	SUV

	Emot-Spouse
	1.40
	1.65
	1.42
	0.88
	1.60
	1.98
	0.85
	1.22

	Finan-Spouse
	1.02
	1.21
	0.80
	0.56
	1.09
	1.63
	0.90
	1.24

	Emot-Child
	1.78
	2.48
	1.85
	1.13
	2.23
	2.48
	1.17
	1.70

	Finan-Child
	1.69
	2.19
	1.60
	1.05
	1.94
	2.21
	1.40
	1.83


+Child=Positive interaction wth a child; 0Child=Neutral (no) interaction with a child, --Child=Negative interaction with a  child; Hswk=Doing housework (vacuuming); Elder=Handing a class of water to elderly person; Sptcar=Approaching a Sportscar; SUV=Approaching an SUV


In general, ratings by men were slightly higher than by women, ratings of likely emotional investment are higher than financial investment, ratings of investment in one’s child is higher than investment in one’s spouse, and ratings of investment overall are higher for positive interaction with a child, doing housework, and helping an elderly person.  Ratings overall are intermediate for the alone context (no context), the neutral interaction with a child, and the contexts of approaching either a sports car or an SUV.  Ratings were lowest for the negative interaction with a child context.  Of primary interest were the patterns of likely investment ratings in each context.  Using the Alone context as a baseline reference, one can see that the higher ratings for the positive interactions with a child context (as well as the housework and helping an elderly person contexts) were due to a general elevation of these ratings; the models were seen as more likely to provide investment into the relationship generally.  This is consistent with the intention that these conditions elicit perceptions of willingness to invest in children, being generally helpful, and being generally compassionate.  The contexts of approaching a sports car and approaching an SUV both produced a pattern of greater rated likelihood of financial investment, as compared to emotional investment, which indicates that these contexts were interpreted as cues of the model having resources.  Additionally, the ratings for the approaching a sports car context were lower than for the approaching an SUV context, indicating that the later context was interpreted as the model having resources that were more likely to  be invested in family-lifestyle items.  The neutral interaction with a child seems to have been effectively neutral, with investment ratings very similar to that of the alone context.  Finally, the negative interaction with a child context showed the lowest ratings of likely investment in relationships by the models, with women in particular being perceptive regarding this context. 

