Response Letter 
Revista Interamericana de Psicología (RIP) 

Dear Editor,
Thank you for your feedback with the editorial decision and the reviewers' proposals on our submission. We are grateful for the overall content of the reviews and welcome the opportunity to resubmit a revised version, presented in this anonymised response letter, as directed. Below, we present the reviewers' requests and our specifications on how each was carried out in this reformulation. In addition, we have sent a revised version of the paper with the suggested changes in blue. 

Sincerely,
the authors.

Reviewer 1 (F):

1) Regarding the literature review, reviewer F points out as main criticism that “approximately (20%) of the literature review content is sourced from this paper "Memórias (des)alinhadas. Representações sociais da história e comunicação intercultural" by Cabecinhas, Rosa” and proposes “to reconsider this approach to ensure a more diverse and balanced review of existing literature”.

For this review, we have removed much of the content that is also present in the aforementioned text and, in addition, we have integrated several new references into this revised version, in order to make the bibliography more varied and updated, as suggested (references on p.18-20).

2) The second criticism refers to methodological aspects, namely a disparity between the two samples in terms of age and gender. Regarding age, the reviewer points out that “The mean age difference between Portuguese and Brazilian participants is approximately (15) years, which is unacceptable in a social study where the sample needs to be consistent and representative. Therefore, more participants are needed” and with regard to age, the reviewer points out that “(78%) of the Portuguese sample were women, while (57.3%) of the Brazilian sample were men. This kind of disparity between the two samples is problematic because any reported results could be influenced by gender differences rather than the variables being studied”. 

Although the suggestion of enlarging the sample has been discussed, it doesn't seem to be the most viable solution in the current context, since the sample collected today (October 2024) may have characteristics that also make it impossible to compare the data already processed in the analyses of this study (2015-2021). For example, the impact of major political changes in both countries in recent years. In any case, the results could not be extrapolated to the understanding of the general population today, as they are the result of a specific historical moment.

However, we consider this criticism to be very pertinent and to address it we have made changes, removing the focus on contrasting the results of Portugal and Brazil in the way we present the study (p. 1 - abstract; and p. 4). In addition, we have emphasised the issue of sample distribution (age and gender) among the general discussion (p.14) and limitations of the study (p. 17).
Reviewer 2 (G):

1) This revision proposes important changes to the abstract, indicates: “It is recommended to revise the abstract following the observations made in the original text, ensuring it aligns coherently with the study's results. It is essential to include conclusive data regarding social representations. Additionally, it is suggested to mention the variables or categories from the title in the first few lines of the abstract. Since the results refer to the number of times and people, as well as the qualifiers "very negative" and "very positive," it is important to discuss the type of social representation developed in your findings that aligns with this measure”.

In light of these observations, the title and abstract of this paper have been substantially rewritten in order to better align the objective, method and results (p.1).

This version of the abstract includes, as suggested, more information about the results of the study, as well as methodological information that allows for a better understanding of the data reported (p.1). 

The variables or categories in the title have also been included in the first lines of the abstract, namely in the presentation of the objective. 

Regarding the qualifiers ‘very negative’ and ‘very positive’, we have also included in the method of this work (p.9) a more detailed explanation of the valence measure from which the participants evaluated the impact of the personality evoked (on a scale ranging from 1 = very negative to 7 = very positive). 

2) With regard to the Introduction and Method sections, this review mainly indicates: “Expand on the explanation of the concept of social representation, with a greater emphasis on its use and application (p. 4)” and “It is also important to clarify whether there are any minimum inclusion criteria for the population in the study”.

In the introduction, we expanded the presentation of the notion of social representations of history, emphasizing its importance and application in understanding social dynamics, based on the idea that "the way a group represents its history acts in the definition of its social identity, in the relationships it establishes with other groups, in responses to political events, among other current challenges (Liu et al., 2005)" p.2-3.

As for the participants, we expanded the presentation of the methodological aspects by highlighting the criteria for inclusion and exclusion from the sample (p. 8).

3) In terms of results, was proposed:

3.1 “It is crucial to include a descriptive table of the population analyzed”;
This table has been added at the beginning of the Methods section, p. 8.

3.2 “… a table should be added that classifies the representations as positive or negative, following APA format, and including means and percentages. This is necessary because, although it is stated that the representations may be positive, negative, or ambiguous, there is no clear justification of what these terms mean”.

Regarding this classification, we highlight that in this study we followed the descriptive method used in most comparative studies on social representations of history (for example, Liu et al., 2009) (p. 9), in which the historical characters, the percentage of evocation and the average valence are presented, which consists of measuring the impact attributed to a given personality (person or group) by the participants.

In any case, this part of the study method was rewritten (p.8-9) to make it clear that participants should evaluate to what extent they considered that each of the evocations had a positive or negative impact on the country (on a scale ranging from 1 = very negative to 7 = very positive). 

Therefore, a personality's valence is more positive the closer it is to the highest point on the scale (7), and more negative the closer it is to the lowest point (1), or neutral when it's only a short distance from the mid-point of the scale (4). We have also removed references to the qualifications "positive", "negative" or "neutral" from the text prior to this explanation, to avoid problems in understanding the measure used.

3.3 “Finally, when mentioning a relevant figure, the year in which they performed their role, position, or profession should be specified”.

We specify the main activity/position and the period of emphasis for each one (p. 10 - 14).

4) Regarding the discussion, it was assessed that: “the development of the discussion is not fully aligned with the results obtained. I propose that the authors integrate the last two paragraphs of the concluding remarks into the discussion, as they contain valuable information that helps explain the study's results”.

Significant changes have also been made to this section (all in blue text) to align it with the study findings, taking into account previous reformulations. The indicated contents, previously presented in the concluding remarks section, have also been repositioned as suggested (p. 15-16).

5) Finally, in the concluding remarks, the reviewer suggests that: “instead of focusing on people and groups considered important in a historical context, should emphasize that these are figures remembered by the participants, making them significant for the study, though not necessarily for the history of the two countries involved. The concluding remarks seem more focused on addressing the study's objective”.

We have rewritten part of this section, emphasizing the centrality of the figures mentioned by the participants, which, as they are a non-representative sample of the population of each country, inserted in a given historical and cultural context, are not susceptible to generalization (p.17-18). We therefore emphasize the impossibility of extrapolating the data to national realities, limiting ourselves to reflections on the personalities considered important by the participants of this study.

Regarding the attached document sent by this reviewer, we note that minor changes have been made to the text, in blue. We highlight only the following points:

· The aim of the study has been reformulated and standardised each time it is mentioned in the text, in order to comply with the commentary presented on p.3. Thus, in this version, the aim is described as follows: “we aim to reflect on social memory and the decolonial challenges of the present by analysing a study on representations of historical personalities carried out in Brazil and Portugal” (p.1; p. 4; p.16). 

· In line with the commentary presented on p. 8, we indicate the projects within which this study is framed (p. 8). In the meantime, the references have been removed from this version (marked with XXX) for the purpose of blind review

· Regarding the question about an appendix for the instrument used in this study (p.10), we inform you that this material has been included as supplementary material, appendix in this submission.

· Finally, on pages 12 and 14, some aspects of the discussion of the results were considered, namely statements without explicit measurement regarding the underrepresentation of women in the participants' evocations, the evocation of former President Getúlio Vargas among the Brazilian participants, and the silencing of the Portuguese participants regarding colonial violence. In line with these concerns, these statements were reformulated or excluded (p.12; p.13 and p.15).

