
Dear Drs. Lazarides and Ittel:

This letter accompanies my revised submission to the GST special issue (“Girls’ and Women’s Preferred Methods of Coping with Gender Bias in STEM”).  I appreciate the helpful comments provided by both reviewers. I have made every effort to incorporate their feedback, which I believe has resulted in a stronger manuscript. My responses to each of the comments are listed below.

Reviewer A
Girls‘ and Women’s Preferred Methods of Coping with Gender Bias in STEM
The present paper reports on a vignette study about female students’ (of different backgrounds, STEM fields, and educational contexts) ways of coping with a fictitious situation of gender bias in their sciences classes. The authors found that overall, active ways of coping, especially those that are self-focused, were preferred to passive ways of coping. Additional regression analyses showed that endorsement of active coping was predicted by students’ beliefs about the severity of gender bias in STEM and their valuing of STEM, while endorsement of passive coping was predicted by ethnicity, valuing STEM and parental formal education. 
The topic suits the scope of the journal very well and is relevant to its audience. The paper is clearly written, well organized and based on relevant sources. The research questions and hypotheses are stringently derived from the existing research and clearly stated. The methods and samples used are appropriate, the data analysis is well explained and the results are reported in a clear way. In the discussion section, the authors discuss and interpret their findings comprehensively and highlight the limitations of their study. Taken together, the paper is interesting to read and provides important insights into female STEM students preferred ways of coping with gender bias in their study fields. 
Only very minor issues would have to be addressed in a revised version of the paper:

· I appreciate the Reviewer’s positive feedback and careful read of the manuscript.

Page 3: Give a short definition of gender bias when first using the term. 

· This has been added (p. 3).

Page 5: (and throughout the manuscript): The term ideology is not adequate here, as value of science and the opinion whether gender bias in STEM exits do not constitute a coherent set of ideas that guide an individual’s cognitions and actions (examples for ideologies are “Marxism” or “nationalism”). Better use “beliefs about science” here.
· This has been changed throughout the ms. in accordance with the Reviewer’s suggestion.

Page 6: A mistake at the end of the page, “European American women were expected to endorse passive coping to a greater extent…” – it should be ACTIVE coping.

· This has been corrected (p. 6). 

Page 7: 51% as compared to 49% is not “most” (description of simple of undergraduates).

· This wording has been changed (p. 8).

Page 16: Several journal titles are not in italics. Cortina & Wasti is incomplete. Halpern et al is missing.
· The reference list has been edited to correct these mistakes.

Reviewer B
The manuscript investigates the anticipated preference for different strategies to cope with gender discrimination in a sample of girls and women interested or already enrolled in STEM fields. Results suggest that correlates of women’s intention to engage in proactive vs. reactive coping strategies differ in part. I found the manuscript interesting and well written, and remarkably adopts a targets’ perspective to investigate the impact of gender bias in the STEM fields. The idea to focus on how women and girls cope with sexist STEM environment is quite original and has received relatively few attention in the literature, thus making the authors’ contribution potentially relevant to the field.
Unfortunately a number of conceptual and methodological limitations prevent me from recommending the publication of the work as it stands. 
· I appreciate the reviewer’s positive feedback and constructive suggestions.

Background of the study. 
My first concern relates with the theoretical framework. I appreciated the conciseness of the introductory paragraph. However, my impression was that none of the relevant constructs, neither their interrelations, were adequately explained. For example, whereas an in-depth discussion of what coping is would be out of the scopes of this study, a thorough reading of current literature concerning coping with social stigma would be advisable. Unfortunately, almost nothing is said with this regards. 
· Additional information has been added to page 4 (“The importance of coping”).  For instance, I elaborate on Chan and colleagues’ (2008) meta-analysis, and I have added a discussion of Foster (2009) and Czopp and colleagues (2006). As the Reviewer implies, the current literature concerning coping and social stigma is quite broad. Hence, if I have failed to include any key papers that the Reviewer has in mind, I would be happy to integrate them upon request.
Similarly, other constructs – such as gender ideologies, task value, and so forth - are introduced quite surprisingly while advancing hypotheses for the study (e.g., on page 5-6), while nothing is said about the rationale of including these constructs in the investigation (and there may be a lot of reasons for doing so).
· Here, I admit to some confusion. A broad overview of the constructs is included on page 3. The rationale for including each construct is explained on pages 5 and 6. After this background is provided, the hypotheses are formally advanced in the section titled “The present study” (pp. 7-8). In other words, from my standpoint, the constructs are introduced (alongside corresponding rationales) prior to the section that formally details the hypotheses.

I do, however, foreshadow the hypotheses as each construct is initially introduced (pp. 5-6). Perhaps this is the source of confusion. Although the foreshadowing could theoretically be removed, doing so seems contrived given that the rationale and predictions pertaining to each construct are closely connected. In an effort to address the Reviewer’s concern, I have added language to the Introduction (p. 5) explaining that the hypotheses will be discussed after a rationale for including each construct is provided. I apologize for the ambiguity in the original submission.
Method. 
The authors cleverly choose to include a diverse sample of girls and women, and exhaustively described their participants. However, although I am not expert of the educational system in the US, I wonder whether participants differed only with respect to their educational level. I suspect indeed that a selection process may operate from college through the early scientific career, and may be related to the outcome variable as well. 
· This important point is now described (p. 13).

However, with respect to the method, my main concern deals with the choice of the stimulus situation. Although the vignette method is widely used and fits to the study goals, I strongly doubt that one single vignette may represent a representative sample of the diversity of possible experiences with gender bias in STEM. Gender bias may indeed be experienced in the relatively overt form described in the scenario, but may also be encountered either in more overt or in more subtle forms, directly or indirectly, and so forth. Being the only women in a class of men, or reading a call for a position written in only masculine forms, may be examples of subtle bias that have been proved to affect women’s experience in the field. I expect indeed that coping strategies may differ depending on the nature of the stigma experience, and this is my main reason of concern with the study design.
· I agree with the Reviewer’s comment. This is now highlighted as a limitation on page 15.
Results. 
Analyses have been carried out in a straightforward way, even though preliminary analyses and correlations have been overinterpreted. 
· The preliminary analyses section has been shortened, and the Limitations section now notes that experimental research would shed more light on causality (p. 15).

With respect to the hierarchical models, I have some doubts regarding the choice to model the contrasts relative to the ethnic background by using the “other” category as the reference point. As this category is by definition not informative, results are not useful to the reader.
· I agree. The reference category has been switched to “European American” (i.e., White). 

Discussion.

Overall, the discussion section repeats and overlaps the list of results. I would like to have more insight into limits and future perspectives, instead.
· The Discussion section has been expanded to include literature beyond what is described in the Introduction (e.g., discussion of Kabat-Farr and Cortina’s study on p. 14). Additional limitations and future directions are now discussed, in line with the Reviewer’s comments above. 



