Review

Article: Queer and crip theories in the rupture of hegemonic epistemologies on Psychology.

SIP Journal


Content aspects

It is an interesting, well-written and clearly argued article, which fits the journal's topics and criteria and will certainly be of interest to readers. Although it focuses on the Brazilian context, the main arguments are relevant to the inter-American context.

Two minor comments

With regard to the notion of “epistemology”, which appears in the title and in several sections of the article, there seems to be an ambiguity that many authors have already pointed out. Indeed, in the social sciences, the notion of epistemology has been laxly used to refer to theories. The article questions a series of theoretical and ontological assumptions that underlie many psychological theories. But strictly speaking, this does not constitute an epistemology, that is, a theory about scientific knowledge. Moreover, epistemology does not seem to be the target of criticism, but rather psychological theories and their underlying assumptions. Even though many critical works in the field refer to “epistemology” in this way—which already seems to constitute a kind of tradition in writings by authors who are not epistemologists—it does not seem to be a rigorous usage, and its reference could be re-evaluated in order not to lose sharpness in the critique.

Pages 3 and 4 introduce a strong thesis about the relationship between the human, the other and the monstrous. It is suggested that the monster is "necessary" for the normative ontological status of the human to exist. It is true, as cultural anthropology has shown, that "the others" always involves a dialectical relationship with the "us". And it is also true that the monster or the abject is one of the forms in which the other is represented. However, the relation of necessity between the monstrous and the normal is not so clear, nor does it seem to be so simple. In the history of religions, for example, the emergence of the monstrous has been thematised, and it does not always seem to be a necessary configuration for the definition of the normal—in the same way that "the other" is—even if it is abhorred. In that sense, as a reader, I would like to know a little more about this thesis, if it can be expanded or if there are more specific references.

Some minor formal aspects

-The reference to Spinoza appears with “2008” in the text and “2009” in the final references. Check it.

-In the case of “Hija de Perra (2014)”, the full name, “Hija de Perra” should be used in the bibliographical references, without switching the position between surname and first name, because it does not correspond in this case.

-On page 12, “Cruz, Minchoni, Matsumoto e Andrade (2017)” is cited, but only Cruz is mentioned in the references. 

-On page 12, “Atunes (2012)” is cited, although I think it refers to “Antunes”.
-Homogenise the use of hyphens. Preferably use n or m dash.


Punctuation ought to be revised according to the APA Manual Style (6th or 7th Edition). Some endpoints, commas and other marks are missing. In particular, pay attention to the following aspects of the references:

-The volume of a journal is written in italics, the issue in regular numbers.
-When citing a book chapter, the initials of the authors of the book are placed before the surname and not after it. 
-The volume number of a journal is not placed in parentheses. Only the issue is enclosed in parentheses.
-Check that there are two commas after the “H” in the reference “Gesser, M., Nuernberg, A. H.,, & Toneli, M. J. F. (2012)”
-Check the number of the pages of the chapter “Gil, J. (2000)”.
-Place a comma before the “&” sign between authors.
-Check out the extra spaces in “Stepan, N. L. (2004)”.
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