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Review of Interamerican Journal of Psychology MS 88269 2013:  Postmodern Approaches to Psychotherapy with Latina/o(s) with Disabilities:  Changing Constructs of Shame

This paper seeks to apply a social constructivist psychotherapeutic approach to addressing the internalized oppression of Latino/a persons who have disabilities.  More specifically, the author(s) discuss how strength-based therapy can help these individuals deal with shame they may feel as a result of internalizing negative stereotypes about individuals with disabilities.  Borrowing from research on positive psychology, the author(s) describes a way to reframe shame in order to stimulate positive change or “liberation” from the internalized oppression.  After a theoretical discussion, a single case study is presented as a demonstration of the promise of this approach.

The paper has several strengths.  It cogently reviews relevant extant literature on familisimo, machismo, Latina/o culture, the social construction of shame, and strength-based psychotherapy.  Furthermore, the author borrows a reconceptualization of shame from literature on emotional reactions to ethnicity-based negative stereotypes and applies them to a new domain:  the intersection of ethnicity and disability among Latinos/as.  I very much like this reapplication and appreciate the incorporation of an illustrative case example.

The primary weakness of this paper is that it insufficiently conceptualizes the proposed new framework.  After a multipage discussion of prior theories and relevant constructs, only one-half page (single-spaced, mostly bulleted) is devoted to its central claim/accomplishment.  After reading the abstract, I expected a much more extensive presentation of this reconstruction that fully elaborated its claims and potential therapeutic applications.  For instance, what is uniquely Latino about this is not adequately developed.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Furthermore, more than just a single case example should have been included to enhance the richness and scope of the reconstruction.  In fact, I was a little confused by the presentation of the example in part because of the uneven use of quotation marks.  For instance, if “I’d like to introduce you…” is a direct quotation, then why isn’t it marked accordingly?  Later in the same paragraph a transition is made to the third person (“Rosendo told me…”) without any change in punctuation to signify this.  Moreover, the example does not provide compelling evidence for the efficacy of the proposed approach.  The reader is told that the client got a job, but it is unclear why this therapeutic approach, in particular, facilitated that outcome.  

Finally, the paper contains a number of spelling, grammatical, and syntactical mistakes (e.g., “thru,” “wide spread,” architype,” “fulifil”; “This views are my professional views” (p. 2)).

Unfortunately, I have to recommend rejecting this manuscript in its present form.  Although the core of the paper is worthy of publication, a much more extensive conceptualization and elucidation of empirical support are necessary.







