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Uses and Meanings of BContext^ in Studies on Children’s
Knowledge: AViewpoint from Anthropology
and Constructivist Psychology

Mariana García Palacios1,2 & Paula Shabel1,2 &

Axel Horn1
& José Antonio Castorina1,2

# Springer Science+Business Media, LLC, part of Springer Nature 2018

Abstract Though context has yet to receive an unequivocal definition, it is a concept
that frequently appears in research in children’s knowledge and its construction. This
article examines the scope and meaning of context in genetic psychology and social
anthropology in order to better understand the relationship between children’s con-
struction of knowledge and the context in which it occurs. Meta-theoretical, theoretical
and methodological complexities arise when the concept is analyzed in the two
disciplines, and these will also be addressed herein. The fields of anthropology and
constructive psychology are both affected by the relationship between the building of
knowledge and the social practices surrounding this process. Finally, based on these
empirical examinations, the article explores how research methodologies could incor-
porate the notion of context in research focused on the construction of knowledge.

Keywords Context . Children’s knowledge . Anthropology. Constructivist psychology

For more than a decade, our research team of psychologists and anthropologists has
studied the construction of diverse types of social knowledge among children, focusing on
topics like the building of religious knowledge and children’s ideas of intimacy and
justice. This work has involved an interdisciplinary dialogue between social anthropology
and genetic psychology that takes a critical approach to the contributions of Piagetian
psychology (1932). In fact, we have addressed the relationship between children’s
knowledge and social practices in both psychology and anthropology in several of our
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previous works, based on the idea that children construct diverse meanings about the
social world and modify them as active participants in social practices (García Palacios
and Castorina 2010, 2014; Horn and Castorina 2010; García Palacios et al. 2014, 2015).
This work departs from the theoretical assumption that knowledge is constructed in
context. However, although the vast majority of studies on children’s knowledge incor-
porate the idea of context, we found that the scope and limits of this notion are not
unequivocally defined (with a few remarkable exceptions we will discuss in the following
sections). In this regard, we believe that it is necessary to clarify how the myriad
definitions of context influence research on cognitive construction. To paraphrase
Althusser (1967), context appears to be a concept in a practical state. For this reason,
an interdisciplinary dialogue is imperative to examining the meaning of this category and
the unresolved issues it poses for psychology and anthropology researchers at the meta-
theoretical, theoretical and methodological level.

With this aim, we will attempt to define context, its scope and its connections to
Bindividual constructions.^ In general terms, although Bcontext^was a concern from the
very beginning of anthropology, genetic psychology initially chose to focus instead on
either individual or universal aspects in cognitive construction. We understand, howev-
er, that the first groundbreaking studies on cognitive construction within genetic psy-
chology and existing frameworks in social anthropology must be reexamined in light of
this new point in question. In this regard, we set out to create a common conceptual
framework and a methodological strategy based on the contributions of both disciplines.

To start, we will describe how the notion of context has been understood in social
anthropology before delving into the meanings of context in psychology. Based on
previous analyses of this concept in both disciplines, we will then analyze possible
ways of associating context with the construction of knowledge before arguing that the
notion of context can either limit the construction of knowledge or serve as its catalyst.
Finally, following this same line of thought and based on our own empirical studies, we
will examine how the consideration of context can influence the methodological
procedures of genetic psychology and anthropology research and its potential for
different types of collaboration between the two disciplines.

The Uses of Context in Social Anthropology and Genetic Psychology1

Context in Social Anthropology

At the start of the twentieth century, an idea of context began to develop soon after the
founding of social anthropology,2 an academic field strongly rooted in functionalism.

1 Different branches within the social sciences have also approached the question of context, like the works on
cognitive sociology by Cicourel (1973). Reflections on context can also be found in certain branches of
anthropology and psychology (see notes 2 and 4). While some of these trends are relevant and will be
mentioned here, the focus of our discussions is on social anthropology and genetic psychology.
2 Influenced by the development of pragmatics, the linguistic anthropologist Duranti (Duranti 2001; Goodwin and
Duranti 1992) proposed rethinking the notion of context created by speech acts that not only involve saying things
but also doing them. Along these same lines, the works by Hutchins and Goodwin (2011) introduce the category
of embodied interaction to analyze social interaction and shared cognition, based on the assumption that contexts
are comprised of these social interactions and the materiality of the bodies and cultural elements which form them.
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This notion became essential for an anthropological analysis of the rituals, the institu-
tions and indeed, the very lives of others on their own terms. A common belief in
anthropology was that in order to understand the natives, it was necessary to travel and
live amongst them, studying the different human groups in context. Direct observation
thus became the only possible research method (Krotz 1988). From the time of
Malinowski’s pioneering work (1922/2001, traveling to villages, speaking local lan-
guages and sharing the day-to-day lives of a people became the basis for modern
anthropology. The contexts for knowledge production were at the core of this research,
though they were never conceptualized in a systematic way. Even so, we can infer that
according to this line of thought, context is closely associated with the laws and norms
that regulate a society’s institutions. BContext^ acquires a homogeneous form in every
culture/society that anthropologists study. Subjects appear to have no effect on context,
which is external and all-encompassing, and serves as a point of reference for each
subject’s individual actions.

By the second decade of the twentieth century, the new trend of historical particu-
larism incorporated history to the analysis, producing a novel understanding of context
within anthropology. Boas (1981) and his disciples challenged the idea that genetics
play a decisive role or condition human development, placing the emphasis on the
particular historical development of each group instead. Historical particularists posit
that although human thought is universal, the historical development of each group
depends on its unique cultural context.

In contrast, structuralists invoke universal mental structures when explaining social
phenomena, structures that exceed any contextual examination, historical analysis or
particular features of a people. Lévi-Strauss (1977) argued that universal human
thought works by categorizing the world in binary terms and that each social group
fills these cognitive compartments with its own particular meanings. Context here could
be considered a cultural framework that produces such meanings, filling categories of
thought with specific contents. Structuralists, however, only consider these contents
relevant when examining the mental mechanisms involved in thought.

In another branch of anthropology developed in the 1960s based on Geertz’s work,
symbolic anthropology, the emphasis is on the meaning that native social actors
themselves attribute to social events. Anthropologists thus began to study symbols as
entities of collective meaning without losing sight of the subjects who produce this
meaning as the functionalists had. Context here can be understood as the interwoven
meanings that a group jointly attributes to social events. These shared symbols transform
local culture into Ba context, something within which they can be intelligibly —that is,
thickly— described.^ (Geertz 2001, p.14). Throughout the 1960s, anthropologists set
out to interpret meanings in order to understand diverse cultural contexts. This new take
on reality made the notion of context more heterogeneous but provided no insight into
the unequal social relations at work in these day-to-day contexts and as a result, each
cultural configuration continued to be presented as a single harmonious unit.3

3 Postmodern anthropology appeared in the 1980s and took this interpretation to an extreme by affirming that
every social interaction produces a context of meanings so particular that an external analysis becomes
impossible. The context thus becomes a whole once again but for the opposite reason as the functionalism
described earlier; here the individual subject becomes the epicenter where meaning is created outside any
general social principles. This explains why Binstead of context, postmodern scholars speak of intertextuality,^
(Reynoso 1991, p.55) suggesting that ethnographic narrative is more of a literary work than a scientific text.
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In the 1970s, however, Marxist approaches in anthropology systematically focused
on social inequalities. This gave a macro-level perspective to the notion of concept,
acknowledging the existence of a social structure that generates inequalities associated
with class, gender, age, etc. (Boivin et al. 2006; Godelier 1974). In this regard, the
Marxist notion of scales made an important contribution to the study of context (Ortner
1984). By placing capitalism at the center of the global scene, researchers began to
consider how a dialogue begins within each social group at the local level and is
influenced by processes such as colonial relations, imperialism and international trade
that necessarily influence the day-to-day lives of each group. To cite Wolf, BThe world
of humankind constitutes a manifold, a totality of interconnected processes, and
inquiries that disassemble this totality into bits and then fail to reassemble it falsify
reality,^ (Wolf 1982, p.3). The idea of context in the discipline was thus modified to
include the power relations of each group studied in both past and present, given that
any group is part of social contact networks that influence their processes of production
and social reproduction.

In keeping with this line of thought, which also draws on the Weberian tradition in
the social sciences, the Marxists drew up a theoretical framework in relation to practice/
praxis. The premise of this approach is that unequal structures foster power disputes,
though Marxists also return to the notion of agency as a producer, reproducer and
potential transformer of this structure. By focusing on human practices without losing
sight of the circumstances of their production, the notion of context becomes profound
enough to understand both the material and symbolic conditions of a certain group and
the ways in which these form the structures of each society by influencing individual
human actions.

As briefly seen here, anthropology is teeming with references to context. Although
researchers have explored the different sociocultural aspects of context since anthro-
pology emerged as a discipline, the meanings and scope of this concept—which has
been employed in reference to Bculture,^ Bsocial relations,^ Binteractions,^ Bthe socio-
economic system,^ etc.—have not always been clear. In order to further develop and
clarify context, we will review how genetic psychology has dealt with this concept and
identify points in common between the two fields.

Context in Genetic Psychology

In most classical research in genetic psychology, 4 little if any attention is paid to
context. According to Lave (2001), although the different branches of psychology may
incorporate context in their analysis of individual cognitive processes, this is nothing
more than an unsuccessful Benhancement,^ since all of the assumptions surrounding
the concept are based on the study of internal, individual processes. In particular, these

4 As indicated earlier, there are mentions of context in other branches of psychology (such as discursive
psychology) in which language is understood as constitutive rather than referential of knowledge construc-
tions. This marks an important divide with genetic psychology that merits mention. One influential researcher
in this area, Potter (2000), addressed the rhetorical nature of a world defined through the discursive practices
among participants in a dialogue. Discursive constructions here are examined as situated constructions in the
context in which they occur with a focus on the social action that researchers and participants are describing.
According to this perspective, the analysis deals with the way an individual constructs a representation and
then acts accordingly, obtaining an invitation, for example, or attributing guilt.
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considerations are a red flag for Piaget’s constructivist psychology, where the question
of how context influenced the development of knowledge systems was overlooked
entirely. In keeping with this dialectical approach to subject-reality, the post-Piagetian
psychologists successfully introduced context in their theories without it representing a
strange or artificial addition (Psaltis et al. 2009).

In his first works, Piaget (1932) skirted around context without ever proposing a
specific focus on the topic. The Swiss psychologist argued that individual thought and
social relations were Btwo sides of the same coin,^ (Psaltis et al. 2009) that is, two
different expressions of coordinated actions. In keeping with Psaltis, Duveen and Perret
Clermont, one could argue that thoughts are indissociable from social actions, though
Piaget avoided examining the specific features of the social relations in question. By
overlooking the cultural contexts which limit yet also enable cognitive processes,
Piaget was able to emphasize the constructivist activity of an epistemic subject
detached from the fluctuating social and cultural conditions in which knowledge is
elaborated. Subsequently, post-Piagetian theorists such as Psaltis et al. (2009) strived to
situate cognitive construction in what could be considered contextual settings, identi-
fying three generations of studies that altered the original Piagetian tradition (Psaltis
et al. 2009; Psaltis and Zapiti 2014). The first generation of studies emerged in Geneva
in the early 1970s, and focused on socio-cognitive conflicts (Doise et al. 1975; Doise
1985; Carugati and Mugny 1988), emphasizing that the conflicts arising from social
interactions are as important to knowledge construction as socio-cognitive conflicts.
Specifically, these authors showed how dialogue among children—a dialogue that
reveals the different levels of conceptualization in children’s thought process—invari-
ably helped the less advanced subjects make progress. This cognitive dissonance
resulted from an exchange with more advanced children. In other words, cognitive
development cannot be explained solely by the conflicts that the subject experiences
individually at different moments in an observation; the inconsistencies that appear
during interactions with others are equally important.

Another generation of post-Piagetian studies in Neuchâtel (Schubauer-Leoni et al.
1992; Schubauer-Leoni and Grossen 1993) opened up Ba black box^ of interactions
and their contextual expectations to reveal how the context of communicative ex-
changes between interviewer and interviewee affects how children work through the
interaction (Psaltis and Zapiti 2014). Accordingly, interviews can no longer be seen as a
culturally neutral interaction and a child interprets not just the questions interviewers
pose during a communicative exchange but also their intentions.

During this same period, Donaldson (1979) was conducting studies in Great Britain
that would influence that generation of genetic psychologists and the next, reaching all
the way to today’s discussion. Basing on a critical review of ‘Piaget’s researches,
Donaldson argued that his tested situations were too abstract for the children partici-
pating in the interviews and bore no relation to their everyday life. After outlining the
effects of different presentations of classic Piagetian tasks on the cognitive stages
attributed to children, Donaldson argued that a more genuine approach to what children
know and understand required familiar circumstances that made Bsense^ to them.
Context, then, became a fundamental element in the study of knowledge constructions.

More recently, another generation approached cognitive construction by examining
the social representations that limit the construction of knowledge. For example, Leman
and Duveen (1996) analyzed how gender representations condition the cognitive
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process, showing, for example, that a girl more advanced in her acquisition of a certain
notion will have to use several arguments to convince a boy who is not as advanced as
she is. In the inverse scenario— that is, when a boy who is more advanced tries to
convince a girl who is less advanced—he convinces her more quickly. These studies
revealed that social representations are part of cognitive development and that they
contextualize (limiting or enabling) it; on the other hand, by considering the broader
context of social representations and social practices, these studies modified the very
notion of the epistemic subject, who went from an abstract being to a social actor with
her own expectations and identifications. Cognitive activity structures and is structured
by the triadic relationship between the object of knowledge, the social individual and
the others (Psaltis et al. 2009).

In schools of thought inspired by Vygotsky, researchers are also concerned with
incorporating context in post-Piagetian studies. However, as Cole (2003) notes, the
concept of context is polysemic even within cultural psychology, sparking confusion in
sociohistorical trends and cultural psychology and yielding highly different approaches.
In Cole’s first description, context is presented as separate from the individual although
she interacts (and can influence) it in different ways. In this regard, it is possible to refer
to both the Bfamily context^ as well as the Bhistorical context^ that influence psycho-
logical development. In the author’s second version (Cole 2003), child and context are
constructed together through their relations with one another, making them two parts of
a whole. In this characterization of the concept, it becomes analytically challenging—if
not impossible—to separate the child from the context. In any case, there is still no
precise definition for context.

Inspired by Vygotsky’s work, other authors (Rogoff 1997; Lave 2001) developed the
theory of situated activity. BContexts are activity systems. An activity system integrates
the subject, the objects and the instruments (material tools as well as signs and symbols)
into a unified whole (...) that includes production and communication, distribution,
exchange and consumption^ (Lave 2001, p. 30). We believe that this perspective,
unlike Cole’s, places more emphasis on the specific relationships between the compo-
nents of a dynamic whole, that is, an activity system that is constructed historically.
Rogoff (1997) focused on a triangular relationship between student, contents and
context to study learning. For this author, context was all of the elements involved in
situated learning. Here context is not comprised of external factors separate from
cognitive activity; instead, the situation or school event is taken as the learning Btext.^
This focus underlines the interdependence of learning components, which are woven
into an inextricable whole. In this regard, individual thought cannot be examined
separately from actions, circumstances and goals. If context is not external, then, and
instead constitutive of human actions, the unit of analysis is guided participation, that
is, culturally organized activities where active individuals encourage less experienced
members to participate in a more mature way.5

5 Though he does not belong to the genetic psychology tradition, Engeström (1999, and Engeström and
Middleton 1996) influenced the field with his situated cognition approach. According to this activity theory
derived from Leontiev’s ideas, the activity components are the subject, the tool, the object, the community
(those who share the activity), the division of labor and the community rules. Activity theory in this regard Bis
contextual and is oriented at understanding historically specific local practices, their objects, mediating
artifacts, and social organization^ (Cole and Engeström 1993, p. 377).
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In short, even taking into account these conceptual developments, several questions
associated with context and the construction of knowledge—in terms of both operating
structures and specific concepts—remain unanswered. What are we referring to pre-
cisely when we speak of the context of cognitive construction? How does context affect
production? Is this a causal relationship, a simultaneous influence or is it a condition of
the surroundings? Another question might be the following: if we clarify the notion of
context, what consequences will that have for research methodology? To address these
questions, we will draw on contributions from anthropology to further analyze the
meaning of context and its relationship to cognitive construction.

Relationships between Context and Knowledge Construction

Now that we have reviewed different understandings of context in each discipline, we
will introduce our position on how context relates to knowledge construction.

In some of our previous works (García Palacios et al. 2014, 2015), we have
emphasized the dialectical framework of context and knowledge construction,
connecting individual cognitive processes with the social surroundings in which they
are produced at both the macro-historical and micro-social level of each situation. From
this perspective, knowledge construction cannot be analyzed Bindependently from the
meaning that the context has for the participants,^ (García Palacios et al. 2014).

From this framework of relational epistemology, we join Valsiner (2014) in
questioning studies that emphasize the division between context and psychological
phenomena. These studies, which can be divided into two groups, introduce other
theories. In the first group, the focus is solely on psychological phenomena that occur
outside the social context, as can be seen in certain literal interpretations of genetic
psychology (Delval 1989) and some trends within cognitive anthropology and psy-
chology (Hirschfel 2002). Within anthropology, the evolutionist paradigm and the
naturalists took a similar approach, considering cognitive developments separately
from context based on the idea that human thought is determined by the so-called
Brace^ of the person in question.

The second group of studies separates contextual conditions from the psychological
process, which is determined externally. Here cognitive processes are not autonomous
but fully determined by cultural phenomena; this is the position of certain schools
within culturalism and sociologism. Thus, studies on socialization, for example, present
society as a set of rules and meanings that supposedly exist independently of individ-
uals, who are then passively Bsocialized^ (Pires 2010). This perspective would be
compatible with Cole’s initial version, as described in the first section.

For our perspective on the relationship between context and knowledge construc-
tion, we borrow arguments from anthropology (Toren 2012) and psychology (Valsiner
2014). Inspired by the Vygotskian holistic perspective when examining the conditions
for psychological changes within the field of semiotics, Valsiner’ emphasizes an
interaction, a mutual articulation between psychological phenomena and the sociocul-
tural context in which context conditions psychological life and vice-versa (Valsiner
2014; Winegar and Valsiner 1992; Cabell and Valsiner 2014). Unlike studies that
separate context from psychological phenomena with a dualist epistemic frame, this
approach posits that catalysis occurs in a semiotic process typical of cultural
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psychology. The way in which meanings are transformed varies according to the
conditions for such catalysis.

This allows us to posit that context that does not determine development linearly but
instead paves a certain path within development; this only occurs when certain material
and symbolic conditions are in place, though said conditions do not necessarily
guarantee that development will in fact go in a certain direction. One of the most
original facets of this concept is that it allows these catalyzing conditions to be defined.
By limiting or enabling cognitive activity, then, the context lays the groundwork for the
transformation of the meaning garnered by subjects. For Valsiner, BIt is important to
note that the concept of semiotic catalysis is a process that highlights the systemic
relations between parts, and specifies how the relationship of these parts construct, as a
gestalt, the conditions necessary, but not themselves sufficient, to bring about a
qualitative transformation of a psychological phenomenon,^ (2014, p. 12). This pro-
posal allows the concept of catalysis to be separated from causality, given that the
relations posited here are not linear: instead, catalysis suggests the conditions for
possibilities, not for givens (Cabell and Valsiner 2014).

This proposal has points in common with Toren’s research in anthropology (Toren
1990, 1993, 2006, 2012). This author argues that we are all active subjects in cognitive
constructions BOther people have structured the conditions of your existence (…) but it
was you who made meaning out of the meanings they presented you with^ (2006, p.8).
This information, however, is always mediated by the social relations in which we are
immersed. In our view, these conceptualizations contribute to the historical debate
within this field on the relationship between nature and culture; affirming that our
ability to produce culture is innate but also that everything we know about our own
nature is cultural. It is thus necessary to abandon the binary terms of the debate to
produce a more encompassing perspective for studies of knowledge construction. Furth
explains that for Toren, knowledge is Bendogenously acquired in development^ (1994,
p. 977), in other words, not innate or imposed externally. In keeping with constructiv-
ism, men and women thus have the ability to symbolize, and human minds generate
knowledge and base their interpretations of the world on this knowledge. These
interpretations, however, are always associated with the way that we Bmake meaning
out of meanings that others have made and are making,^ (1993, p. 267) and must
therefore be analyzed at their convergence point. The focus on socialization is at stake
here, since the analysis has shifted from abstract concepts like Bculture^ and Bsociety^
to people, who are both active and historical subjects as well as the object of others’
actions; they are the products and producers of signifiers that can be infinitely diverse
but never arbitrary (Pires 2010).

Based on these reflections, we can assume that while children learn Bgrownup
culture,^ they also have a hand in reshaping it. Children are thus attributed with a
whole new role in building the social world, and we believe that this should be a tenet
in future research in both disciplines. Context can thus be thought of as sociality—a
concept that includes the dynamic social processes in which people are immersed (Pires
2010)—opening up a dialectic between subjects. Rather than forfeit agency as knowl-
edge is constructed, subjects are influenced by social processes that allow them to
generate meanings of the world, meanings which they then use to build knowledge in a
necessarily creative effort. The meanings culled through sociality are not replicated but
appropriated with minor, gradual and always historical changes (Wagoner 2008) that
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develop and evolve through social relations; social meanings can also be modified in a
similar way.6 The knowledge construction processes pose the question Bof what we are
capable of discovering^ as social beings (Toren 2012, p. 22). This departs from an
analysis centered on possible information-processing mechanisms that the individual
human mind utilizes, given that the mind itself is an ongoing social production.

This notion of context leads us to posit that the meanings constructed in any social
scenario vary according to the subject but are never arbitrary because they bear the
mark of their origin. At the same time, this analysis is not limited to the social relations
and objects at present but instead assumes that children are historical subjects with a
collective past in their respective communities. This past materializes in circulating
meanings—even when adults avoid explicitly stating things—that children then appro-
priate to form knowledge. In this schema, history is presented as Bwhat is past, but
persistent, as inhering in the products of human action,^ (Toren 1990, p. 979), which
adds a time dimension to context that must be considered when analyzing knowledge
construction because it affects the production of meaning in specific ways. What
represented a problem, conflict or damage within the group will have some negative
charge for the next generations, even if no one talks about it in a clear or conscious
manner. That negative charge, however, will be resignified to a certain degree by the
present-day events.

In this regard, Toren says that Bhumans are dynamic and transformative products of
their past, which comes to bear on every aspect of their being. Moreover, humans are
situated in relation to others (young and old, alive or dead), whose ideas and practices
help structure the conditions for their existence in the present,^ (2012, p.22) Context,
we insist, has diverse diachronic and synchronic scales that must be considered in
cognitive studies, as suggested by the Marxist anthropologists cited above (Wolf 1982).
In this regard, Achilli underlines that the notion of Bcontext^ goes beyond the external
surroundings of everyday relations and processes, insisting on the need to consider in
relational terms B...the interaction between different mutually configured contextual
levels that also establish the conditions and limits of the processes and relations that
interest us,^ (2013, p. 44).

Dialogues on Research Methodology between Social Anthropology
and Genetic Psychology

The approach to the concept of context in the previous section has consequences for our
research methodologies and analysis units. It is important to note that the choice of
methodological procedures depends not only on the issue at hand but also on the meta-
theoretical framework chosen for the research. In studies centered on individual
activities independent of their discursive contexts or, depending on the theme, of the
social practice contexts, there is a certain type of unit of analysis. However, if a
framework of relational epistemology is used, the units of analysis have components

6 In the field of anthropology and education, Rockwell (1995, 1996) proposed the concept of appropriation,
which draws attention to the network of meanings constructed from the different knowledge circulating in a
certain space (school, family, etc.) and to what subjects do with these meanings, consciously or otherwise,
based on their own needs and possibilities.
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which are defined in a system of interactions. In this regard, in both genetic psychology
and social anthropology, the emphasis is on articulating previously dissociated com-
ponents such as individual knowledge, social practices and cultural contexts. These
articulations reveal the interrelations and/or contradictions resulting from the re-
searcher’s approaches and units of analysis should thus also be considered part of the
topic of study.

As proposed in this article, the reference to context implies a transformation in the
methodology with regards to several factors, including the units and scales of analysis.
The units of analysis for the relationship between knowledge and context are particu-
larly complicated, as they are not limited to the interactions between subject and object
but instead include three components: the subject and object of knowledge, and the
social practices that situate its production. In other words, it is necessary to construct
units of analysis that consider the particular aspects of children’s ideas in terms of the
processes of constructing meanings in a dialectic of integration and conceptual differ-
entiation; the object of this knowledge, which may or may not emerge from the
subjects’ own social experience; and the social practices carried out at a certain
institution, based on certain norms, or in a social context, which also includes social
representations (García Palacios et al. 2015), though we do not address these to any
length here.

In an attempt to manage these challenges and understand these interrelations, in our
respective empirical research we have incorporated methodological strategies which are
uncommon in the traditions of our respective disciplines, specifically in studies in the
field of psychology on how children construct their right to intimacy (Horn 2013) and
anthropology research on the construction of religious knowledge (García Palacios
2012).

As noted by Weisner and Gallimore (1977), one of the main challenges associated
with articulating the knowledge produced by psychology and anthropology has to do
with the range of methodologies employed in the two disciplines. Most literature in
psychology is based on indirect measurements (often tests and questionnaires) of very
specific phenomena, while anthropology produces general ethnographic data based on
direct observation and interviews with informants. Despite the disparities in the
research variables, a few important works have contributed to understanding children’s
constructions by focusing on traditional topics of analysis within both disciplines.
Whiting and Whiting (1979) authored a pioneering study of this sort, treating cultural
values as crucial variables to be examined both on their own and in conjunction with
other variables in cognitive development studies. Other interdisciplinary efforts be-
tween genetic psychology and anthropology have analyzed Bdeviance^ from so-called
normal states of cognitive development, as reflected in the socialization processes of
children from non-Western societies or different social classes (Feldman et al. 1984).
As we have noted in earlier studies (García Palacios 2012), one of the biggest problems
of these works—which harken back to Piaget’s research—is that they only offer a linear
interpretation of the four states of cognitive development, and they discount the
epistemological arguments that form the backbone of Piagetian theory. In addition,
by basing their studies on the theoretical universe of psychology, the methodological
approach to social reality fails to capture its complexity (Nunes 1999).

The relationship between ethnographic analysis and developmental psychology
continues to be problematic (LeVine 2007) and there is a clear need for anthropology
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to do more than warn against universalist pretensions. We believe it is necessary to
move from the Banthropological veto^ to a more productive, mutual exchange between
disciplines. In other words, interdisciplinary exchange cannot be based on the belief
that anthropology only serves to place limits on psychological theories (LeVine 2007;
García Palacios 2012). On the contrary, we argue that anthropology should instead base
its contribution on a long tradition of studying sociocultural contexts and in the specific
methodology—ethnography—anthropologists developed to approach such contexts.
Conversely, perspectives that draw on anthropology but use contextual explanations
for subjects’ cognitive constructions are equally limited. Such approaches underesti-
mate individual productions of knowledge and lose sight of the multiple dimensions
that are equally critical to these processes. The intra-mental and inter-mental should not
be merged in studies: instead, the relationship between the two should be one of the
research aims (Valsiner 1998, in Psaltis and Zapiti 2014).

We believe that the methodological strategies of social anthropology and genetic
psychology can be articulated in a productive way, generating a dialogue between
ethnography and the clinical-critical method, as our team has noted in earlier works
(García Palacios and Castorina 2014).

A basic premise of ethnography is that above all else, it is a family of methods
involving direct and substantial contact with social agents as well as a process of
writing about this encounter. Ethnography textualizes elusive human experience, most-
ly on its own terms (Willis and Trodman 2000). The final goal of the process and the
product of anthropological research (which are, as a matter of course, theoretically
informed) on social realities occurring in a specific space and time is the analytical
description of their particularity (Rockwell 2009). In this regard, ethnography has
always studied unique sociocultural expressions among humans (Guber 2008). This
goes beyond intercultural analysis and also encompasses the differences that arise
within a single group of studies, turning the familiar into something exotic and fostering
reflection on the continuities and transformations of one’s own cultural practices. This
approach gives researchers insight into how subjects conceive of the categories that
construct their day-to-day reality within the framework of specific relations that take
place in the field, enabling the study of Brelations between the construction of children’s
ideas and social practices^ (García Palacios and Castorina 2010). The researcher is
positioned in the interstices of this dialectic, forming a particular social relation with the
other actors that also contributes to the knowledge constructed in the field (Rockwell
2009; Guber 2008).

The clinical-critical method (Piaget 1932) represented a methodological innova-
tion since it differed from pure observation and psychometric techniques (Castorina
et al. 1984). From Piaget to current-day critical perspectives, genetic epistemology
has been the basis for the clinical-critical method. Subjects do not acquire knowl-
edge, according to this perspective, but instead build it and the researcher—origi-
nally a psychologist—has the task of interpreting that which the connections a
cognizant subject makes within her world of meaning. In other words, Bresearchers
gradually approach the object of study by actively reformulating their hypotheses^
(García Palacios and Castorina 2010). Interviews carried out with the clinical-
critical method consist of asking the informant questions, Bgiving her the time
necessary to make any associations she sees fit, while the researcher focuses on
the connections she is making in order to formulate the next question based on her
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answer^ (García Palacios 2012). The counterarguments researchers propose at each
step in the process allow them to delve deeper into the justification for each piece of
knowledge brought to bear in the explanation, thus recovering the social nature of
thought. Immersed in the sociocultural contexts the ethnography seeks to under-
stand, this method is a particularly useful tool for approaching the questions
examined herein.

A Study on Genetic Psychology

In keeping with a critical approach to genetic psychology, Horn and colleagues research
focuses on children’s ideas about the right to privacy, in a public school of Buenos
Aires (Horn 2013; Horn and Castorina 2010; Ferreyra et al. 2012). This right, recog-
nized in the Convention on the Rights of the Child (Unicef 1989), is unconditional and
Horn’s analysis shows that children between 6 and 12 years old have different ideas
about it. For example, younger children (between the ages of 7;3 and 8;6) acknowledge
the existence of personal space but not the right to any protection of such space. In
other words, in the mind of young students, school authorities have the right to infringe
upon an exclusively personal sphere of their lives. Other children (many between the
ages of 8;6 and 12;6) have begun to expect adults to respect their privacy, but condition
the right to this privacy on good behavior (on the part of the students) or on the
teacher’s tact. The child understands that their personal information should be
safeguarded from grownup meddling; however, they believe this privacy depends on
good school performance and can be violated in cases in which a teacher’s intervention
ostensibly aims to benefit the student. Finally, only a few students, generally a bit older
(ages 11;6 to 12;6), seem to understand the right to intimacy independently of a
student’s adherence to school norms and of the positive or negative consequences the
violation of this privacy may have. Even among these subjects, only a few consider this
right to be unconditional and only at certain points in the interviews, revealing how
students can view this right as both conditional and unconditional.

In addition, Horn (2013) reveals that certain degrees of abstraction can be found in
the building process of children’s ideas within the parameters of the social practice. The
scarce references to notions of an unconditional right to privacy among the students
interviewed are compatible with the limited recognition of this same right at the schools
they attend. This suggests that ideas are not independent from the social context in
which they take shape and that context limits them. In the words of the researchers,
BWithout the institution’s interventions, it would not be possible for any ideas on
authority to form. At the same time, this intervention directs the children’s construction
of knowledge towards notions consistent with the duty to follow school rules,^ (Horn et
al. 2013, p. 201).

Privacy, then, is not an idea that children copy and paste from reality, from the
discourses they hear or from a convention they are usually unaware of. Instead, children
form their own idea of privacy in relation to a particular object of knowledge (and its
history), their own prior knowledge, and the context of production of the new knowl-
edge: BThe knowledge children produce and the privacy they build depend on the
recognition of their right to these spaces as part of the social practices in which they are
immersed,^ (Horn and Castorina 2010, p. 197).
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In order to analyze the characteristics of the social context in which ideas are
produced and the forms these acquire in relation to context, we decided to do a series
of clinical interviews, presenting students with summaries or narratives of everyday
school events in which a school authority invaded a student’s private space.

In any case, the issue of context requires further research. In the first place, the
context of the interview continues to be artificial to some degree, as it is never the
same context in which the ideas are produced. It would be naïve to base a subject’s
ideas regarding his or her right to privacy on what he or she says in an interview in
response to certain questions about that particular object, without considering that
such ideas are necessarily mediated by the interview situation and the presence of
the researcher.

This recently led us to accompany the interviews with observations at the schools
attended by our subjects in order to start to analyze the relations between children’s
ideas and institutional practices.

A Study on Social Anthropology

In a study based on an anthropological approach to the topic, García Palacios (2012,
2014) analyzed the meanings that children from an indigenous (Toba/Qom) neighbor-
hood associate with going to church. As part of the ethnography, interviews with
children were conducted using the clinical-critical method. From the research, it is
clear that although going to church is part of everyday life for all the neighborhood
residents, children attribute different meanings to the activity than adults. For children
ages eight and under, going to church is associated only with singing and dancing.
Although these activities are mentioned by the next subgroup of children (ages nine and
up), the older children also begin to mention the Bible, Jesus, God and prayer when
asked about churchgoing.

One important aspect of the study is that children are exposed to prayer, the Bible
and the figure of Jesus from a very early age, long before the age of nine, when they
begin mentioning them during the interviews (García Palacios 2012). In this regard, it is
necessary to consider children’s developmental experiences, like church worship and
other activities, the music that neighborhood residents enjoy, the videos shown at
homes, the presence of the Bible, and prayers. By using ethnographic research tools,
especially participant observation, to examine these experiences, it becomes clear that
children learn to pray from a very young age, for example, when they are frightened.
Thus, the fact that the children under age nine did not mention prayer or the Bible when
talking about what they did at church does not necessarily mean they aren’t aware of
them but that they may not associate it with churchgoing. Given that a subject’s
construction of the proposed social objects is based on their experiences interacting
with them (Castorina 2005), it is not surprising that children do not initially associate
prayer as a social object with the church—or at least not exclusively—because prayer
could be something that belongs to different spheres in the children’s own experience.
The process that appears to take place over time here is that of associating the church
and its activities (singing and dancing) with religion (the Bible, Jesus, God, prayer).
Thus, children effect a reconstruction (Castorina 2005) in which they associate church
activities with new meanings which adult believers would take as a given.
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Methodologically speaking, it is critical to note that the anthropological study on
religious knowledgewas an ethnography and as such, participant observationwas planned
right from the start. Before conducting the interviews with the children, extensive
fieldwork was done, so most of the interview questions stemmed from prior observation
of the children and children-adult interactions in the different situations in which knowl-
edge is constructed. Other questions were based on the materials collected during the
research such as the children’s textbooks, church brochures, etc. What is more, under-
standing local beliefs surrounding childhood construction proves fundamental, as research
is thus sensitive to different social expectations of children and not constructed beforehand
based on an age division arbitrarily imposed by the researcher (García Palacios 2014).
Thus, in the study on religious knowledge cited above, the children were organized in two
large groups and then subdivided into nogotshaxac (Bchildren or youth^) based on the
Toba/Qom’s conceptualization of different phases of development (Hecht 2010).

In keeping with the tenets of anthropological theory, our first fieldwork phase was an
introduction to the universes of meanings of our subjects before delving deeper into some
of the themes that stood out and were most compelling for our research in a second phase.
After reconstructing the social practices involving children, we opted for the clinical-
critical method, since it allowed us to define key aspects in a study focused on the process
of constructing certain knowledge. One example of this is the role of justifications and
counterarguments in the interviews (García Palacios and Castorina 2014), a role that helps
to establish the degree of certainty children express in their points of view. Ethnography
may reveal contradictory perspectives but is unlikely to allow for a deeper examination of
these contradictions unless both methodologies are put into practice in a specific case.

Ultimately, the lines of research in genetic psychology and social anthropology have
gradually adopted methodological tools that were traditionally uncommon in either field.
In the case of the study on the Toba/Qom, instead of the classic approach of considering
either children’s constructions or social practices, the focus was on understanding the
relationship between them. In both disciplines, the same epistemological framework is
used to select the units of analysis, making them methodologically compatible: units of
analysis are built on the theoretical assumption of a dialectical relationship between
subject and context. In this way, the construction of individual knowledge and context
can only be understood in their relation to one another and not as mere aggregates. In this
regard, the dialectic is not strictly a theory but a methodology for approaching one’s
research topics (though theory could produce dialectical explanations, according to
Castorina et al. 2005). This way of examining the developmental processes does not
stand in for specific empirical research methods in psychology and anthropology; instead,
it is an instrument for devising theory, a perspective that guides scientific research and
reshapes its results. From this point of view, researchers must be aware of the interrelations
and contradictions of the object of their research in order to effectively approach it. For this
reason, the study of a knowledge process in context must address its shifting relationship,
reconstructing it according to its own history and complex connections. The value of
research strategies Bin the field^ is therefore enhanced since these strategies can reveal
people’s social relations and the necessary effects of social interactions on individuals as
they construct knowledge (Pires 2010). At the same time, this perspective obliges us to
recognize that individuals do not merely reproduce learned cultural patterns but rework
them as part of human praxis and their personal reshaping always depends on the material
and symbolic context in which these cultural patterns circulate.
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Conclusions

This article has reviewed one of the key issues for contemporary social and
human sciences, the systematic analysis of context within knowledge construc-
tion. Specifically, we have reached a definition of context for genetic psychol-
ogy and social anthropology. Based on the arguments and analyses presented
here, we argue in favor of a dialectical relationship between context and
knowledge, and a methodology that uses dynamic units of analysis to examine
its interrelations.

Based on the points in common between the two disciplines, we have compiled
certain theoretical assumptions on the processes of children’s knowledge construction
in context. We argue that context functions as a catalyst, enabling and limiting subjects’
construction of knowledge; we also show that a good analysis of context goes beyond
Bvisible^ social relations to encompass dimensions of space and time which, though not
in plain sight, do have concrete effects on reality. In addition, we noted that as
construction processes take place in context, subjects transform that context with the
knowledge produced therein, yielding a dialectic that obliges us to consider the
importance of agency in cognitive developments. Context can be considered a set of
social relations in constant movement; it can be argued that Bsocial practices are what
situate the future objects of knowledge in existing systems of social meaning^ (García
Palacios and Castorina 2010, p.94). These practices limit or enable the construction of
knowledge, sparking interest or dissuading subjects from delving any further. Our
thesis is compatible with Toren’s notion of context as sociality (Toren 2012) and
Valsiner’s idea of catalysis (Valsiner 2014) and leads us to affirm that context not only
influences that meanings we give the world but also the definitions of what is (or is not)
worth knowing, what draws (or does not draw) attention, what sparks (or does not
spark) curiosity.

As part of the epistemological and methodological discussion, we have
established that in both disciplines, a single epistemological framework can be
used to define units of analysis, making them methodologically compatible: units
of analysis are chosen based on the theoretical assumption that there is a dialec-
tical relationship between subject and context. Even so, many aspects associated
with context continue to be problematic and open to conceptual and methodolog-
ical revisions, especially those related to the construction and analysis of the
empirical research data used to contextualize subjects’ activities. On the other
hand, context is difficult to analyze due to its multiple meanings and its uses in
diverse disciplines and branches, and because of the myriad analysis dimensions
that it entails. The dialogue between disciplines makes an essential contribution to
defining the different characteristics of context and establishing its differences
based on the nature of the research questions.

Funding and Acknowledgments This research is supported by the National Council
for Technical and Scientific Research (CONICETArgentina) and University of Buenos
Aires (UBA Argentina). Mariana García Palacios had a research fellowship from de
Fondation Maison de Sciences de l’Homme (2015, France). Special thanks to the
anonymous reviewers for their wonderful suggestions and Wendy Gosselin, the trans-
lator, for her meticulous work.

Integr Psych Behav

Author's personal copy



Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of interests.

Ethical Approval This article does not contain any studies with animals performed by any of the authors.
All procedures performed in studies involving human participants were in accordance with the ethical
standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and
its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. Informed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in the study.

References

Achilli, E. (2013). Investigación socioantropológica en educación. Para pensar la noción de contexto. In
Elichiry, N. E. (Comp.), Historia y vida cotidiana en educación (pp. 89–132). Buenos Aires: Manantial.

Althusser, L. (1967). La revolución teórica de Marx. México: Siglo XXI.
Boas, F. (1981). Curso de antropología general. Boletín de Antropología Americana, 3(2), 149–170.
Boivin, M., Rosato, A., & Arribas, V. (2006). Constructores de Otredad. Buenos Aires: Antropofagia.
Cabell, K. R., & Valsiner, J. (Eds.). (2014). The catalyzing mind: Beyond models of causality. New York:

Springer Science & Business Media. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-8821-7
Carugati, F., & Mugny, G. (1988). La teoría del conflicto sociocognitivo. In G. Mugny & J. A. Pérez (Eds.),

Psicología social del desarrollo (pp. 79–94). Barcelona: Anthropos.
Castorina, J. A. (2005). La investigación psicológica de los conocimientos sociales. Los desafíos a la tradición

constructivista. Castorina J. A. (Coord.), Construcción conceptual y representaciones sociales. El
conocimiento de la sociedad (19-44). Buenos Aires: Miño y Dávila.

Castorina, J. A., & Baquero, R. J. (2005). Dialéctica y psicología del desarrollo: el pensamiento de Piaget y
Vigotsky. Buenos Aires: Amorrortu.

Castorina, J. A., Lenzi, A., & Fernández, S. (1984). Alcances del método de exploración crítica en psicología
genética. JACastorina, S. Fernández, A. Lenzi, H. Casavola,M. Kaufman yG. Palau (Coords.), Psicología
Genética: aspectos metodológicos e implicancias pedagógicas (83–118). Buenos Aires: Miño y Dávila.

Cicourel, A. V. (1973). Cognitive sociology. New York: Penguin.
Cole, M. (2003). Vygotsky and context. Where did the connection come from and what difference does it

Make? Biennial Conferences of the International Society for Theoretical Psychology, Istanbul, Turkey.
Cole, M., & Engeström, Y. (1993). A cultural-historical approach to distributed cognition. Distributed

cognitions: Psychological and educational considerations (pp. 1–46). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Delval, J. (1989). La representación infantil del mundo social. In Turiel, E., Enesco, I. & Linaza, J. (Comps.),
El mundo social en la mente infantil (pp. 245–328). Madrid: Alianza.

Doise, W. (1985). Social regulations in cognitive development. In R. A. Hinde, A. N. Perret-Clermont, & J.
Stevenson-Hinde (Eds.), Social relationships and cognitive development (pp. 294–308). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Doise, W., Mugny, G., & Perret-Clermont, A. N. (1975). Social interaction and the development of cognitive
operations. European Journal of Social Psychology, 5(3), 367–383. https://doi.org/10.1002
/ejsp.2420050309

Donaldson, M. (1979). La mente de los niños. Ediciones Morata.
Duranti, A. (2001). Linguistic anthropology: A reader. UK: Wiley.
Engeström, Y. (1999). Innovative learning in woks team: Analyzing cycles of knowledge creation in practice.

In Y. Engeström (Ed.), Perspectives on Activity Theory (pp. 377–404). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511812774.025

Engeström, Y., & Middleton, D. (Eds.). (1996). Cognition and communication at work. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139174077

Feldman, J., Petersen, M., & Mendoza, M. (1984). La maduración cognoscitiva y perceptual en niños de una
comunidad toba del oeste de Formosa. Revista fono audiológica, 30(3), 166–173.

Ferreyra, J. A., Horn, A., & Castorina, J. A. (2012). Las ideas infantiles sobre el derecho a la intimidad: sus
particularidades desde el medio virtual. Revista Investigaciones en Psicología, 17.

Furth, H. G. (1994). On childhood cognition and social institutions. Man, 29(4), 976–978.

Integr Psych Behav

Author's personal copy

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-8821-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420050309
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420050309
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511812774.025
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139174077


García Palacios, M. (2012). Religión y etnicidad en las experiencias formativas de un barrio toba de Buenos
Aires, Doctoral Thesis (Anthropology), Faculty of Philosophy and Letters, University of Buenos Aires,
Argentina.

García Palacios, M. (2014). Going to the churches of the Evangelio: Children’s Perspectives on Religion in an
Indigenous Urban Setting in Buenos Aires. Childhood’s Todays, 8(1), 1–25.

García Palacios, M., & Castorina, J. A. (2010). “Contribuciones de la etnografía y el método clínico-crítico
para el estudio de los conocimientos sociales de los niños”. In Castorina J. A. (coord.), Desarrollo del
Conocimiento Social, 83-111. Buenos Aires: Miño y Dávila.

García Palacios, M., & Castorina, J. A. (2014). Studying children’s religious knowledge: Contributions of
ethnography and the clinical-critical method. Integrative Psychological and Behavioral Science, 48(4),
462–478.

García Palacios, M., Horn, A., & Castorina, J. A. (2014). Prácticas sociales, cultura e ideas infantiles. Una
convergencia entre la antropología y la psicología genética crítica. Estudios de Psicología, 36, 211–239.

García Palacios, M., Horn, A., & Castorina, J. A. (2015). “El proceso de investigación de conocimientos
infantiles en psicología genética y antropología”. Revista Latinoamericana en Ciencias Sociales, Niñez y
Juventud, 13(2), 865–877.

Geertz, C. (2001). La interpretación de las culturas. Barcelona: Gedisa.
Godelier, M. (1974).Economía, fetichismo y religión en las sociedades primitivas. México: Siglo XXI editores.
Goodwin, C., & Duranti, A. (1992). Rethinking context: An introduction. In A. Duranti & C. Goodwin (Eds.),

Rethinking context (pp. 12–48). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Guber, R. (2008). El salvaje metropolitano. Buenos Aires: Paidós.
Hecht, A. C. (2010). Todavía no se hallaron hablar en idioma. Procesos de socialización lingüística de los

niños en el barrio toba de Derqui, Argentina. Lincom Europa: Muenchen.
Hirschfel, L. A. (2002). ¿La adquisición de categorías sociales se basa en una competencia dominio-específica o

en transferencias de conocimientos? In Hirschfel, L. A. y Gelman, S. A. (Coords.), Cartografía de la mente.
La especificidad de dominio en la cognición y en la cultura (vol. I, pp. 285–328). Gedisa: Barcelona.

Horn, A. (2013). Las ideas infantiles sobre el derecho a la intimidad y las prácticas escolares, Dissertation,
Master Degree (Education), Faculty of Philosophy and Letters, University of Buenos Aires, Argentina

Horn, A., & Castorina, J. A. (2010). Las ideas infantiles sobre la privacidad. Una construcción conceptual en
contextos institucionales. Desarrollo del conocimiento social. Prácticas, discursos y teoría, 191–214.

Horn, A., Helman, M., Castorina, J. A., & Kurlat, M. (2013). Prácticas escolares e ideas infantiles sobre el
derecho a la intimidad. Cadernos de Pesquisa, 43(148), 198-219.

Hutchins, E., & Goodwin, C. (Eds.). (2011). Embodied interaction. Language and body in the material world.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Krotz, E. (1988). Viajeros y antropólogos: aspectos históricos y epistemológicos de la producción de
conocimientos antropológicos. Nueva Antropología, 9(33), 17–52.

Lave, J. (2001). La práctica del aprendizaje. In Chaiklin, S. and Lave, J. (Comps.), Estudiar las prácticas.
Perspectivas sobre la actividad y contexto (pp. 15–45). Buenos Aires: Amorrortu.

Leman, P. J., & Duveen, G. (1999). Representations of authority and children's moral reasoning. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 29(56), 557–575.

LeVine, R. (2007). Ethnographic studies of childhood: A historical overview. American Anthropologist,
109(2), 247–260. https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.2007.109.2.247

Lévi-Strauss, C. (1977). Antropología estructural. Buenos Aires: Eudeba.
Malinowski, B. (1922/2001). Los argonautas del Pacífico Occidental. Buenos Aires: Ediciones Península.
Nunes, A. (1999). A sociedade das crianças A’uwë-Xavante. Por uma antropologia da criança. Lisboa:

Instituo de Innovaçao Educacional, Ministério da Educaçao.
Ortner, S. (1984). Theory in anthropology since the sixties. Comparative Studies in Society and History, 26(1),

126–166. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417500010811
Piaget, J. (1932). El criterio moral en el niño. Madrid: Morata.
Pires, F. (2010). O que as criancas podem fazer pela antropología?Horizontes Antropológicos, (34, 1), 137–157.
Potter, J. (2000). Post-cognitive psychology. Culture & Psychology, Vol., 10(1), 31–37.
Psaltis, C., & Zapiti, A. (2014). The development of representations through communication. In C. Psaltis &

A. Zapiti (Eds.), Interaction, communication and development. psychological development as a social
process. New York: Routledge.

Psaltis, C., Duveen, G., & Perret-Clermont, A. (2009). The social and the psychological: Structure and context
in intellectual development. Human Development, 52(5), 291–312. https://doi.org/10.1159/000233261

Reynoso, C. (1991). El surgimiento de la antropología posmoderna. Buenos Aires: Gedisa.
Rockwell, E. (1995). De huellas, bardas y veredas: una historia cotidiana en la escuela. In Rockwell, E.

(coord.) La escuela cotidiana (pp. 130–157). México: FCE.

Integr Psych Behav

Author's personal copy

https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.2007.109.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417500010811
https://doi.org/10.1159/000233261


Rockwell, E. (1996). La dinámica cultural en la escuela. In A. Álvarez (Ed.),Hacia un currículum cultural. La
vigencia de Vygotski en la educación (pp. 87–112). Madrid: Infancia y Aprendizaje.

Rockwell, E. (2009). La experiencia etnográfica. Historia y cultura en los procesos educativos. Buenos Aires:
Paidós.

Rogoff, B. (1997). Los tres planos de la actividad socio cultural: apropiación participativa, participación
guiada y aprendizaje. In J. Werstch & E. del Río (Eds.), La mente sociocultural. Aproximaciones teóricas
y aplicadas (pp. 111–128). Madrid: Fundación Infancia y Aprendizaje.

Schubauer-Leoni, M. L., & Grossen, M. (1993). Negotiating the meaning of questions in didactic and
experimental contracts. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 8(4), 451–471. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF03172700

Schubauer-Leoni, M. L., Perret-Clermont, A. N., & Grossen, M. (1992). The construction of adult child
intersubjectivity in psychological research and in school. In M. V. Cranach, W. Doise, & G. Mugny
(Eds.), Social representations and the social bases of knowledge (vol. 1, pp. 69–77). Cambridge: Hogrefe
& Huber Publishers.

Toren, C. (1990). Making sense of hierarchy. Cognition as social process in Fiji. London: London School of
Economics.

Toren, C. (1993). Making history: The significance of childhood cognition for a comparative anthropology of
mind. Man, 28(3), 461–478. https://doi.org/10.2307/2804235

Toren, C. (2006). Mind, materiality and history. London: Routledge.
Toren, C. (2012). Antropologia e Psicologia. Revista Brasileira de Ciencias Sociais, 27(80), 21–36.

https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-69092012000300002
Unicef. (1989). Convention on the rights of the child. UN General Assembly.
Valsiner, J. (1998). The development of the concept of development: Historical and epistemological perspec-

tives. In W. Damon (series ed.) & R.M. Lerner (ed.), Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 1. Theoretical
models of human development (5th edn. pp. 189–232). New York: Wiley.

Valsiner, J. (2014). Breaking the arrows of causality: The idea of catalysis in its making. In K. Cabell & J.
Valsiner (Eds.), The catalyzing mind. Beyond models of causality (pp. 17–32). NY: Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-1-4614-8821-7_2

Wagoner, B. (2008). Developing Bdevelopment^ in theory and method. In E. Abbey & R. Diriwätcher (Eds.),
Innovating genesis: Microgenesis and the constructive mind in action (pp. 39–61). Charlotte: Information
Age Publishers.

Weisner, T., & Gallimore, R. (1977). My brother’s keeper: Child and sibling caretaking. Current
Anthropology, 18(2), 169–180. https://doi.org/10.1086/201883

Whiting, B., & Whiting, J. (1979). Children of six-cultures. A psycho-cultural analysis. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Willis, P., & Trodman, M. (2000). Manifesto for ethnography. Ethnography, 1(1), 5–16. https://doi.
org/10.1177/14661380022230679

Winegar, L. T., & Valsiner, J. (1992). Re-contextualizing context: Analysis of metadata and some further
elaborations. In L. T. Winegar & J. Valsiner (Eds.), Children’s development within social context,
Research and methodology (Vol. 2, pp. 249–266). Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Wolf, E. (1982). Europa y la gente sin historia. Madrid: Fondo de Cultura Económica.

Mariana García Palacios PhD in Social Anthropology (University of Buenos Aires - UBA), is a researcher at
National Council of Scientific and Technical Research (CONICET), and participates in research teams funded
by University of Buenos Aires, where she also teaches.

Paula Shabel PhD Candidate in Social Anthropology (University of Buenos Aires - UBA), holds a Doctoral
Grant from the National Council of Scientific and Technical Research (CONICET), and participates in
research teams funded by University of Buenos Aires, where she also teaches.

Axel Horn PhD Candidate in Education (University of Buenos Aires - UBA), participates in research teams
funded by University of Buenos Aires, and teaches at the National University of La Plata (UNLP) and the
National University of Sarmiento (UNGS).

José Antonio Castorina PhD in Education, is a principal researcher at National Council of Scientific and
Technical Research (CONICET), and direct research teams funded by the University of Buenos Aires (UBA).

Integr Psych Behav

Author's personal copy

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03172700
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03172700
https://doi.org/10.2307/2804235
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-69092012000300002
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-8821-7_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-8821-7_2
https://doi.org/10.1086/201883
https://doi.org/10.1177/14661380022230679
https://doi.org/10.1177/14661380022230679

	Uses...
	Abstract
	The Uses of Context in Social Anthropology and Genetic Psychology
	Context in Social Anthropology
	Context in Genetic Psychology

	Relationships between Context and Knowledge Construction
	Dialogues on Research Methodology between Social Anthropology and Genetic Psychology
	A Study on Genetic Psychology
	A Study on Social Anthropology

	Conclusions
	References


