The manuscript now entitled, “Rethinking Counseling for Social Justice: An Anti-Oppressive Approach” was submitted to The Interamerican Journal of Psychology, was submitted for a second review. The authors clarified that they were following a previously published editorial comment with this paper, which helped explain the motivation for the paper.  
Review 2: This reviewer would have appreciated a cover letter explaining the corrections/revisions made to the original manuscript in relation to the feedback that was provided.  Given that the authors simply put changes in blue, it was up to this reviewer to determine whether and where the edits were made. Hence, I am grounding my second review in the feedback that I provided in the first review as well as providing additional comments. 
Originality

Review 1: The topic of this paper is timely and is well-suited for publication in The Interamerican Journal of Psychology.   The authors’ main arguments, that social justice is not equivalent to multiculturalism in psychology and that a deep, clear, and meaningful definition of social justice, along with how it can be operationalized in professional psychology is seriously needed, is a powerful and helpful assertion. However, the authors need to sharpen their reasoning, provide a more substantive review of existing definitions of social justice and the inadequacies of those definitions, along with making a stronger connection to the historical, philosophical or political, and psychological literatures.  Hence, this reviewer has identified areas for improvement. 
Review 2: The authors did sharpen their reasoning as requested and the paper is somewhat improved but it still lacks a clear purpose statement.  The style of writing is conversational, which makes it hard to follow.  Comments that reflect the authors’ thinking, e.g., “Nonetheless, while the piece, as it is in most editorial comments, was an opinion, therefore, in this particular article, we are revisiting the editorial comment as a regular article to offer Interamerican psychologists’ community a substantial conceptual paper” add length to the paper and are unnecessary. Here is another example of writing that is not succinct (top of p. 12):

While definitions have been offered as it was stated at the beginning of this article, in particular, the definition given by Rawls (Finally, Thrift and Sugarman offer some remedies aligned with the authors' studies and beliefs that social justice plays a vital role in psychology in general but is much more critical in the clinical field. Fraser defends a "principle of participatory parity," which means that all injustices must be considered social justice violations (Fraser, 2009).

I would like to encourage the authors, throughout the paper, to get right to the point.   What is important for the reader to know?  
Review 2: A clear thesis statement and organizational structure in the first one or two paragraphs would be tremendously helpful. I can see your points throughout the paper but do not know how to connect them to the main thesis. Again, this article reads more like a conversation in which key points rise naturally from the dialogue.  As an article, with a clear assertion, it would be helpful to have an organizing paragraph at the start of the paper. 
Review 2:  It would also help to define some key terms like “counseling perspective” (see p. 3) and “anti-oppressive theory” (see p. 4). I could not tell if the “counseling perspective” represented the views of the field of Counselor Education, the counseling profession broadly defined, counseling as practitioners, or a professional association like the American Counseling Association (ACA).  

Areas for Improvement
Rationale

1. The authors’ criticism of existing definitions of social justice would be improved through a careful review of the definitions and their limitations as well as the implications of those limitations. Instead the authors simply refer the reader to the Counselors for Social Justice (CSJ) website, which does not provide an obvious definition of social justice. Furthermore, CSJ is a division of the American Counseling Association (ACA) and does not represent counseling psychology as a whole.  Almost certainly, research and scholarship produced by the Society for Counseling Psychology (SCP) of the American Psychological Association (APA), along with the international scholarship of SCP’s international section ought to be included. 
Review 2:  I see that the authors did add two definitions of social justice; one from Crethar and Winterowd (2012) and Goodman et al (2004) and criticized these definitions for being so broad that they would apply to virtually everyone and that the definitions are individualistic.  These two limitations are serious and make it unlikely that social justice actions, which are tied to these definitions, will yield an “authentic anti-oppressive theory (Moosa-Mitha, 2015).” 
Including the definitions helped, but some of the sentences were awkward or incomplete, which clouded the communication of ideas.  I don’t think the authors intended it, but the sentence, “Within the definition, the goal of systemic change is noted” seems like an incomplete sentence or the start of a thought.  I get the gist, but my take-away is purely by inference.  It would help to make simple declarative statements. 
2. Some of the authors’ claims are not backed up with evidence, e.g., “The authors also understand that social justice counseling and multicultural counseling are independent and separate entities seeking different outcomes from the counseling process (Helms, 2003)” (see manuscript, p. 3-4). However, even the Helms (2003) article that is cited takes an integrative approach to multicultural psychology and psychology for social justice. For example, this is a quote from the Helms article in which Dr. Helms (2003, p. 307) argues that multicultural psychology addresses issues of racism and gender oppression, not just from an individual perspective, but from a systemic perspective as well. 
Moreover, although Vera and Speight (2003) argue that Multicultural Competencies (Sue et al., 1998) does not focus explicitly on the effects of oppression on the well-being of marginalized groups, this is not an accurate portrayal of multicultural counseling psychologists generally. Explicit focus on the nature of racism and gender oppression as sources of societal inequity has been a characteristic of multicultural counseling psychology texts (e.g., Helms & Cook, 1999; Ponterotto & Casas, 1991; Sue, 1978).
Thus, far from hiding out in the relative safety of individually focused psychotherapy, as Vera and Speight (2003) suggest is the status of multicultural counseling psychologists, multicultural psychologists have consistently advocated “for the elimination of systems of oppression, inequality, or exploitation” (pp. 257-258) as social justice goals within and beyond the specialty of counseling psychology long before it was socially acceptable to do so.
Review 2: The authors did not respond to this feedback and continue to assert that “social justice counseling…and multicultural counseling are independent and separate entities seeking different outcomes from the counseling process (Helms, 2003; Pieterse et al, 2008) when the Helms publication that they cite says absolutely otherwise (see quote above).  This is perplexing. 

Literature Review

1. The authors did not sufficiently ground their argument in the existing literature on social justice in counseling. Furthermore, since 2003 there have been tremendous strides in counseling psychology in both the SCP and ACA to define and address social justice issues, not only at the individual level, but at the systemic level including institutions, communities, and the broader society.   A search of SCP’s flagship journal, The Counseling Psychologist generated 583 articles associated with the key word “social justice.” For other examples, see a special recent issue of the Journal of Counseling & Development entitled,  “Integrating the Multicultural and Social Justice Counseling Competencies into Practice, Research, and Advocacy,” https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/toc/15566676/2020/98/3
See also:
Ratts, M.J., Singh, A.A., Nassar-McMillan, S., Butler, S.K., and McCullough, J.R. (2016). Multicultural and social justice counseling competencies: Guidelines for the counseling profession, Journal of Multicultural Counseling & Development, 44, pp. 28-48. doi/10.1002/jmcd.12035
Toporek, R. (2006). Handbook for social justice in counseling psychology: Leadership, vision, and action. Sage Publications.
Second Review: There is some acknowledgment of the counseling psychology literature on social justice. The authors also claim “…no two similar concepts or definitions of what social justice is can be found in the literature,” which is followed by a list of citations.  Please clarify whether these citations include a range of dissimilar definitions of social justice or the authors of the citations also found that the definitions are dissimilar.
2. The authors’ assertion that social justice counseling also seems to be grounded in a WEIRD perspective is a major point that deserves more attention and greater illumination. Pls provide evidence of or support for this critique. 
Second Review:  Do Thrift and Sugarman argue that social justice is defined only in the context of WEIRD countries or that the most common definitions are biased in some way? The connection between Shift and Sugarman and the acronym WEIRD is not clear. 
3. The authors are assuming a great deal on the part of the reader and the concept of “colonized counseling,” also needs more explanation and substantiation.  How is counseling colonizing?  Is it harmful?  How does it perpetuate a colonized mentality? Is the problem that it is individualistic and private in nature?  Please be specific. 
Second Review:  The authors defined colonization of knowledge on page 4, which improved the clarity of their main points. 

4. The history of the term “social justice” is an asset in this paper and one that also deserves clearer explanation. 
Second Review: This is also improved but these points could use some better organization. 
Clarity of Writing
1. The crux of the authors’ argument, that social justice is poorly defined, disconnected from its origins, and conflated with multicultural psychology is hard to follow.  The paper needs an organizing structure, either a timeline (social justice defined through time and where psychology took a wrong turn) or a clear admonition with evidence for the warning (watch out, social justice is being co-opted or colonized). If the authors provided their own set of tenets about social justice (this, not that), that might also help.  As it is, the authors are making a truly important point, but it is simply too hard to follow because so much is assumed on the part of the reader and the paper is somewhat meandering.  The authors imply that they are going to do something, e.g., “disagree with many of Raskin’s points that he called solutions,” but do not say how they disagree. 

Second Review:  The clarity of the writing is improved, but it is still conversational and quite colloquial in places, which makes the writing personable but also wordy and hard to follow. There are numerous awkward sentences which are cumbersome or lack clarity. See:

· “We add a redefining of social justice and the implications of a not well-defined construct in the counseling profession,” (page 3, line 7), which would read better as “We aim to strengthen our previous editorial by critiquing and redefining social justice as a construct that is central to…”  
· “Therefore this manuscript looks like the different definitions of counseling for social justice widely used on counseling are insufficient” (p. 4 line 10).
·  “The social justice movement gained strength beyond the counseling profession, evidenced by the rise of concern in division 17 of the American Psychological Association with Vera and Speight’s (2003) writings and Janet Helms in 2003” (page 6, line 6). This sentence reads like the concern centered on the Vera and Speight paper, not the concerns that were raised by the Vera and Speight paper. 
· In addition, counseling psychology, if the authors are distinguishing it from Counselor Education (i.e., APA vs ACA), turned its attention to multicultural counseling far earlier than the Vera and Speight article (2003) with hallmark publications like Sue, Arredondo, & McDavis, 1992 and Atkinson, Morten, and Sue (1989). 

· Perhaps clarifying what is meant by “the counseling profession” will help the reader understand when and where the movement to account for multiculturalism and/or social justice got started. 
· The authors claim that “There is no set of core ideas, epistemological assumptions, political practices, and techniques with which to evaluate counseling for social justice” (p. 5), which seems to be quite a bold claim.  What is the evidence for this claim?  What about all of the APA, ACA, and international guidelines? Competency benchmarks? Standards of accreditation?  Evidence –based practices?  
· Are there really no “report cards” on counselors’ effectiveness with social justice concerns?  If not, what would that look like?  Do you have some recommendations?

· I would like to suggest that the authors identify one or more efforts or a seminal document to criticize on this point, perhaps as Vera and Speight (2003) did with the multicultural competencies.  
· The reference to Moosa-Mitha (2015) seems central but the “conceptual framework that could serve as a blueprint to lay out the epistemological and ontological assumptions of counseling for social justice and a practical definition” is not described.  
Second Review: I could follow the argument centering on epistemology, but found the Moosa-Mitha (2015) definition of social justice in relation to ontology, difficult to comprehend.  Pls simplify the argument made at the bottom of page 12:
In other words, social justice must depart from anti-oppressive ontology. The bases of this ontology are subjective and in the socio-historical experiences that simultaneously take multiple places (Moosa-Mitha, 2015). That is to recognize that oppression is real and each experience of oppression is unique and different; it is also a collective experience; thus, understanding one’s reality of oppression is as crucial as the group's understanding of reality. Thus, borrowing from liberation psychology, the dualistic social reality is not the only challenge but deconstructed as a social reality is viewed as multiple, fluid, and intersectional. Therefore, the ontology of social justice must be discursive and practical when understanding the power relationship that enables oppression. Again, collective yet encompasses the individual experiences of oppression, as stated earlier. 

It would also be helpful to cite the liberation psychology sources that are referenced in this paragraph and later in the paper. 

· As a major reorganization of the paper, I suggest that that the authors start the paper by offering a few of the most highly cited definitions of social justice and point out the limitations.  Then describe the Thrift and Sugarman (2018) paper as they have done in the latter half of page 7. 
· Thrift and Sugarman are making a persuasive argument; that “social justice” has been misappropriated. The point about conflating “identity” with “social justice” and ignoring the impact of income inequalities and capitalism deserves more explanation and should be part of the purpose of the paper. 

Second Review:  This point still needs to be clarified at the start of the paper.  This seems to be the main thesis of this paper and it is an important message. 
· Finally, the social justice literature with which I am familiar as published in APA and ACA journals does not, on the whole, “promote the idea that psychological distress is a state that can be resolved exclusively through individual interventions, such a psychotherapy, behavior changes, or drug treatments…” A quick search on the role of advocacy as a professional competence and a growing emphasis on activism and anti-racism reveals a much broader conceptualization of what psychologists do. See also: ACA Advocacy Competencies.  Please qualify this criticism.
Second Review:  

Theory

1. The authors conclude, “In this conceptual piece, we have attempted to create a working definition of social justice that is more in tune with a theory and the possibility of creating a hypothesis that can be studied from an anti-oppressive perspective” (p. 11).  However, I see no clear definition of social justice in the paper. Please provide one and explain why it is better than others. 
Second Review:  The authors provided the following definition of social justice:

Therefore, counseling for social justice can be defined as anti-oppressive fluid theory that strive to share the benefits and burdens in society based on the principles of a just and equity society. Counseling for social justice is also seeks to protect all forms of decision making and the basic rights and liberties of groups and individuals as well as all living things to include the environment.

· I was delighted to get to the definition of social justice and appreciate the authors’ attunement to the complexity of the construct and to our field’s neglect of the collective socio-political and global implications of what it means to have a social justice agenda in psychology.  However, I am confused by the description of social justice as a theory because the paper has focused on what social justice means and how to define it.  The paper did not make an argument for social justice as a theory. A theory is “a supposition or system of ideas intended to explain something…” or “a set of principles on which the practice of an activity is based” or “an idea used to account for a situation or justify a course of action” (Oxford Dictionary, retrieved 6/10/22).  Perhaps “theory” is just not the best choice of words. 
· In addition, I have bolded words that need some correction. 

2. I recommend that the authors start their paper with the points that they claim to have made in their conclusion and use those claims as a statement of purpose. Then, write an organizing paragraph to layout the framework of your argument, and then fill out that framework.  This change will help the paper tremendously. 
Second Review:  I see the organizational paragraph at the bottom of page 5 and top of page 6.  This change helps the reader organize the information and perspectives provided in the paper.  
Implications for Practice
1. There is great potential in addressing implications for practice and adding a section on this may help illuminate the necessity of the authors’ main points, which seem to be that if counseling and counseling psychology persist in appropriating social justice and not building an entirely new foundation for the field, practitioners may continue to help people adapt and survive, but we will not transform the systems that are perpetuating harm and creating the very clients whom psychologists want to serve.

Second Review:  The authors appear to have addressed this point in the conclusion (p. 13). I have bolded the words that might need correction.  I still see the word “caviar” and I don’t understand it. 
In this conceptual piece, we have attempted to create a working definition of social justice that is more in tune with a theory and the possibility of creating a hypothesis that can be studied from an anti-oppressive perspective. We provided a historical line and compared the works of Thrift and Sugarman (2018) and Raskin (2010). This historical line and comparison lead us to attempt to develop an ontology and epistemology with anti-oppressive theory components, as Moosa-Mitha (2015) presented. Social justice demands large-scale reform of psychological services to address socio-political and economic problems rather than undermine them. Some things are complicated, fluid, partial, and multiple with caviar. We must understand that embracing the human condition also moves out of our comfort zone. We can only hope that this is the beginning of moving social justice as a theory and not as a social movement.

I do not understand why we would want social justice to be a theory and not a social movement.  I believe that the authors have argued that social justice, as a motivational construct, has been disconnected from its origins and misapplied by counseling profession because it has been applied in a manner that is too individualistic and superficial. We have disconnected it from its original roots. However, I am confused by social justice again being offered as a theory along with the rejection of its role in social movements.  Please clarify. 
Additional Concerns:
Second Review: I did not check these and hope that the authors made corrections. 

· Par. 2 page 9, about the history of oppression in professional psychology warrants citations.  Perhaps this one could be used: https://www.apa.org/news/press/releases/2021/10/apology-systemic-racism and followed closely by this one: 
  https://abpsi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/ABPsi-Full-Statement.pdf
· Citations are needed on page 10, last paragraph, especially for liberation psychology 

· There are many misspellings and grammatical errors, starting with the Abstract and continuing throughout. 

· Some of the words used seem to be a close approximation of the proper term in how they sound, but are not the correct choice in English.  For example, the authors use the word “caviar” in the final paragraph, but I think they mean “caveat.”  

· In-text citations are not in APA style (7ed.); not sure if that is required for this journal. 
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