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PLOS One

Dear Dr. Xue:

We have revised the manuscript in order to address the remaining major concern of Reviewer 1. We hope
the manuscript is now acceptable for publication.

With warm regards,



Reply to Reviewers

Reviewer #1:

The authors have reworked their MS considerably. However, sadly, they have mostly ignored (or
misunderstood) what I was criticising. They have added Miller (1999) and Lange et al. (2013) — two of
many works I had recommended. That is basically good. However, althought they cite some of the
suggested works now, R1 of the MS leaves many doubts if they understood what those works are
asserting (based on empirical data of course). To make it more concrete, they state (p. 3): ,,Indeed, there is
currently a great deal of controversy surrounding the primacy of evolutionary/biological mechanisms
versus environmental/cultural mechanisms in explaining observed gender representation imbalances.
Correct, nothing to criticise here. They go on: ,,Even though we pursue here an approach informed by
cultural primacy approaches, we believe that our study is able to sidestep the controversy....“ Ok too,
although this is were an informed biosocial researcher should get nervous. And indeed, the full sentence
goes as follows: ,,Even though we pursue here an approach informed by cultural primacy approaches, we
believe that our study is able to sidestep the controversy because the movie industry provides a case study
in which evolutionary mechanisms actually would lead to the expectation that women would be over-
represented. Specifically, studies informed by evolutionary psychology, suggest that women have a
preference for activities where people and inter-personal interactions are prominent.* First, how can you
sidestep a controvery, while in the very same sentence diving fully into the very same controversy?
Secondly and more importantly, the statement is utterly wrong. No informed evolutionary psychologist
would predict that! The reference they use for this awkward statement is (no wonder) a non-evolutionary
one (Lewis P. and Simpson R. Kanter revisited: Gender, power and (in)visibility. International Journal of
Management Reviews, 14:141{158, 2012.). They are so many good references for this topic, and I have
invested so much time in my first review mentioning many of them to the authors. This is really
disappoiting! I am investing so much time to try to help the authors to end up having a sound piece of
science. And this is what happened. A

As I have already explained in my first review: When it comes to gender differences (on average, of
course) in the context of ,,social* occupations, you need to be more differentiated. The motivation of an
average men in the context of ,,social“ is to strive for social status, that is to climb the social ladder in
order to get an upper spot in the social hierarchy. This pattern is cross-culturally universal and also in
terms of time very stable. So the most parsimonious explanation for this would be to assume that this
pattern is partially due to evolutionary selection pressures. How exactly? Men can benefit from high
social status in terms of so-called fitness benefits over-proportionally compared to women of high social
status. On the contrary, ,,social“ in the context of occupations that women are, on average, more interested
in is kind of synonymous with nurturing and caring. The authors themselves state: ,,women have a
preference for activities where people and inter-personal interactions are prominent®.

I won’t go into more detail, because (1) I have explained this in my first review already and (2) I have
suggested so many works that explain it in detail and support the assertion by strony empirical evidence.
I leave it to the authors to change this part of their paper in order to make it correct or not.

We agree that the statement “we believe that our study is able to sidestep the controversy because the
movie industry provides a case study in which evolutionary mechanisms actually would lead to the
expectation that women would be over-represented” is controversial and un-necessary. In order to
address the Reviewer’s concerns, we removed it and re-wrote some of the surrounding text.



