February 15, 2015
Editors Rebecca Lazarides and Angela Ittel
International Journal of Gender, Science and Technology

Dear Editors: 

Enclosed please find our revision of the manuscript The Role of Parental Beliefs on the Development of the Interest and Importance Value of Mathematics and Literacy from Grade 7 to Grade 9 which we would like to resubmit for publication in GST journal.
We would like to thank you and the reviewers for the useful suggestions for improvement of the manuscript. We have considered each comment carefully and done our best to revise the manuscript according to the Reviewers’ comments. Below you will find a detailed description of the revisions (our answers to the Reviewers are shown in italics).  

We will be happy to provide any additional information about our study and this particular manuscript. 

Looking forward to hearing from you soon.

Yours sincerely,

Jaana Viljaranta

Reviewer A                                                                                                                            
It is well structured and overall well written (sometimes it feels that articles like “a” or “the” are missing, but I am not a native speaker myself). 

We want to thank Reviewer for this comment. The manuscript has now been proofread carefully before resubmitting it. 
1) In the introduction the authors review relevant empirical evidence to support their research questions and hypotheses. However, they do not present theoretical arguments on the mechanisms underlying (a) the motivational decline in adolescence, (b) the role of parental beliefs, and (c) the role of gender.

In the revised version of the manuscript we have presented theoretical arguments on these mechanisms.
2) My second point is methodological. Small point first: what was the N of mothers and fathers? 

The N of mothers was 197 and of fathers was 171. This info has now been added to the manuscript.

Second, a meaningful interpretation of quantitative changes in task values requires that strong measurement invariance holds across T1 and T2. If that is the case, it is fine to set up a change model using the manifest scale scores, as you did. Please therefore provide information on measurement invariance.

We do not report any results concerning measurement invariance, because we did not create the change model by using measurement model, but rather by using a sum score. 

However, while doing the revision we carried out time invariant measurement models for each value and these models fitted the data. 
Reviewer B 









The introduction is a very good summary of the relevant literature. However, the author could do a better job in highlighting the particular strengths of this paper right at the beginning. In particular, more information on the characteristics of the context and predictions how this might affect the observed development of value beliefs would be valuable. Evidence on gender differences in achievement in mathematics is generally mixed, so this is not a peculiarity of the Finnish context. Given that the transition in Finland occurs at a later time point, one might expect a slower decline in children’s beliefs. This argument is presented only in the discussion.

We want to thank the Reviewer for these valuable comments. In the revised version of the manuscript we have tried to highlight these contextual factors affecting to the development of values. 
The overall organization of the introduction could be improved by restructuring parts of it. The role of gender is introduced quite late and gender and parents’ beliefs seem to be somewhat disconnected when it comes to the research questions. Interesting questions are neglected: Do parents’ beliefs explain gender differences in values? Are the effects of parents’ beliefs on children’s values moderated by gender? However, the sample might be too small to address all of them.

In the revised version of the manuscript we have re-organized some parts of the introduction. 

However, we did not add any research questions because the sample size was relatively small to reliably test the moderating role of gender. If the editor and reviewers think we should add these research questions, we are willing to do so.
I question the contribution of research question 2 to the overall story of the paper. Dropping this research question and analyzing intrinsic and importance value separately would reduce the complexity of the model, which might be desirable in terms of the sample size.

We want to thank the Reviewer for this comment. After careful thinking of the story of our paper we decided not to leave this question out of the paper. To our opinion it is interesting to examine how interest and importance value develop together during these important school years before the first major educational transition in Finland. We think that this is a question that has not been examined too much in different contexts. 
Please note that Jacobs et al. (2002) do not use an importance scale, but a combined value scale that also includes intrinsic value.
Thank you for pointing this out. We have now corrected our text and references to this paper.

Measurement invariance as a prerequisite of comparisons across time and groups (i.e., gender) should be assessed.
We do not report any results concerning measurement invariance, because we did not use measurement models in our analyses, but rather manifest variables. 

However, while doing the revision we carried out time invariant measurement models for each value and these models fitted the data. 
Dropping non-significant paths might lead to a misspecified model (especially considering the small sample size). Also, the final models are not the same for mathematics and literacy. I would suggest taking goodness-of-fit indices into account and reporting fit indices for the final models.
In the revised version of the manuscript we have reported the fit indices for the final model. 
We tested models both with all paths and without non-significant paths. Because the results were closely similar in both ways, we ended up to report the results by dropping non-significant paths. 
Running the analyses for mothers’ and fathers’ beliefs separately might be a possible approach to address the question if both are important. Mothers’ and fathers’ beliefs are highly correlated and including them in one model might lead to a downward bias for the effects of fathers’ beliefs.
While revising the manuscript we carried out separate analyses for mothers’ and fathers’ beliefs. However, in general, the results remained the same, therefore, we decided to keep mothers’ and fathers’ beliefs in the same models. 

Testing the statistical significance of the level of values is not very useful. The level is equal to the mean of the scale (from 1-5) at grade 7. One possible solution could be to report all statistics in a table together with the fit for the resulting models (see comment above).

In the revised version of the manuscript we removed the mentions concerning the statistical significance of the level.
The first section of the discussion section neglects the findings for research question 1.

We want to thank the Reviewer for this notion and have now corrected the text. 
Generally, the manuscript includes a number of typing errors and would benefit from another round of careful proofreading.
The manuscript has now been proofread by a native speaker.
