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About This Special Section

Although there is a large literature on interdisciplinarity from multiple
perspectives and national experiences, understanding of interdisciplinary
knowledge production is lacking in Latin America. This collection of
articles from across that continent is a beginning step toward creating
understanding of related themes and reflections, with the aim of promoting a
more interdisciplinary practice within Latin America. My main aim as editor
is to counter the argument that communication among those representing
different disciplines acting in different countries is impossible because of
its complexity. The current variety of definitions and conceptualizations
influences concrete actions in national contexts. However, communication
is possible, and reflection on practice can be a pivotal process for positioning
interdisciplinarity, leveraging programming in local cultural contexts as a
foundation for both international and intercontinental dialogues. The goals
of this Special Section of Issues in Interdisciplinary Studies are:

1. to present the main features of interdisciplinary (ID) and
transdisciplinary (TD) work in Latin America to researchers
and teachers in the rest of the world;
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2. to promote dialogue among researchers and teachers
from different countries and cultures dealing with related
challenges and opportunities; and

3. to build common ground among researchers and teachers while
initiating network activities across academic communities.

This collection appears at a time of renewed interest in interdisciplinarity
in some countries and universities in Latin America, evidenced by recent
discussion of research methods and dissemination of results that critically
engaged theory and practice (Vienni, 2016). Because assembling case
studies from separate countries is a first step, this Special Section does not
compare their experiences. It identifies lessons learned in each country so as
to inform future comparison of both the differences and similarities of the
types of interdisciplinary work being done in Latin America. The Section
does not aspire to unity or completeness. Yet, the selected case studies
document Latin America’s history of interdisciplinary experience. In the
future, additional contributions can extend understanding not only across
countries but also across topics, including transdisciplinary experiences
and outreach activities (Hirsch Hadorn et al., 2008; Pohl & Hirsch Hadorn,
2008). In the case of transdisciplinarity, the concept has become a primary
focus of scholarship in Europe, but the term is not widely used in Latin
America, despite parallel efforts in problem-oriented research and the
overarching paradigm of sustainability.

This collection also recognizes diversity in the current development
of ID research and teaching in Latin America in two spheres: 1) primary
areas of interest in authors’ case studies, and 2) approaches to integration
and applications within a particular country. To illustrate the diversity of
areas of interdisciplinary work, the case studies represented here focus on
development, in the article by Rodrigo Arocena and Judith Sutz (Universidad
de la Republica, Uruguay); on international and interdisciplinary networks
in climate services, in the article by Cecilia Hidalgo (Universidad de Buenos
Aires, Argentina); on sustainability in postgraduate programs in Brazil, in
the article by Marcel Bursztyn, Maria Beatriz Maury, and Gabriela Litre
(Universidade de Brasilia, Brazil); and on the institutional structure of an
ID program, in the article by Juan Carlos Villa-Soto and Norma Blazquez
(Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México, México).!

This collection is also a foundation for an emerging field of “Studies in

"Note that here in the introduction to the Special Section and in the material on the
title pages of the articles in the Section, we have named the authors’ institutions in
their appropriate languages. In the articles themselves, we have followed the authors’
leads, in most cases anglicizing the names of the institutions mentioned.
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Inter- and Trans-disciplinarity” (ESIT for its acronym in Spanish of Estudios
Sobre Interdisciplina and Transdisciplina). The concept of regionalism that
anchors this initiative aimed at building dialogue and systematizing lessons,
explained further below, does not supplant other proposals (see for example
Darbellay, 2015, in which the author named Interdisciplinary Studies as a
field of study). Instead, it highlights questions currently being posed to Latin
American researchers and teachers (Vienni, 2016) in different academic
contexts. Some of these questions were addressed to the authors in this
Section as a basis for their contributions:

*  What are the main features of ID and TD research and teaching
in Latin America?

*  What lessons can be systematized from experiences in Latin
American universities and academic contexts?

*  Which national policies encourage or discourage ID and TD
research across Latin America, with respect to both cross-
cutting and locally-situated imperatives?

* What impact does ID and TD research have on cultural
processes in Latin America?

e What traditions shape interdisciplinary teaching in
undergraduate and postgraduate programs?

* How can learning processes for inter- and trans-disciplinary
training be constructed in ways that are appropriate to local and
hemisphere contexts?

To reiterate, this collection is incomplete, but together with material
from others it can help to build the basis for wider dialogue. It can support
individuals in expanding their thinking and writing to be inclusive of
international perspectives. One of the principal claims this Special Section
makes is that communication across continents is crucial for making
generalizations about interdisciplinary theory and practice. Latin American
scholars have been working and reflecting on interdisciplinary research and
education in some cases for almost fifty years. Villa-Soto and Blazquez’s
case study traces the relevant history in Mexico to the creation of the first
interdisciplinary education programs in the 70s and the foundation of the
Center for Interdisciplinary Research in the Sciences and Humanities in 1986
at the Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México. The Center furnishes
a reference point for examining objectives and instruments of academic
policy in Mexico, in order to understand methods of evaluation. Their case
study covers not only modes of scientific interdisciplinarity, but also the
main theoretical and epistemological focuses in university environments.
Yet, these contributions are missing or minimized in North American and
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European scholarship, reaffirming the role that the featured material in this
Special Section can play in expanding scholarly understanding.

The Importance of Definitions

Any attempt at discussing interdisciplinarity requires precise definition.
Andrew Barry and Georgina Born frame the task from the standpoint of
widening belief that interdisciplinarity is not peripheral but essential to
knowledge production and problem solving in the 21% century:

If the appearance of what is now called interdisciplinarity is a
historical constant, then what is novel is the contemporary sense that
greater interdisciplinarity is a necessary response to intensifying
demands that research should become more integrated than before
with society and the economy. Interdisciplinarity has come to be
at once a governmental demand, a reflexive orientation within the
academy, and an object of knowledge. (Barry & Born, 2004, in
Barry & Born, 2013, p. 4)

Not everything, however, constitutes an interdisciplinary practice
(Caetano, 2015). Barry and Born (2013, p.10) question the best way to
address differences as well as mutating practices and models, while at the
same time acknowledging they add substance to interdisciplinarity. Wolfgang
Krohn, in turn, argues that even with different meanings many accounts
of inter- and trans-disciplinarity have in common a belief they constitute
“a privileged means for the solution of complex ‘real-world problems’”
(Krohn, 2010, pp. 31-2). Others confirm this widely held view (Baerwald,
2010, p. 495; Klein, 2004, p. 523; Klein, 2010, p. 26; National Academy of
Sciences, 2005). Nonetheless, two ways of conceptualizing problems need
to be distinguished (Maniglier, 2012). One views problems negatively, as
obstacles to overcome or as challenges to manage or resolve. This approach
is the customary stance of many writers. In contrast, a positive conception
of problems directs attention to the way that the problematization of certain
situations may demand and generate novel responses (Foucault, 1994, p.
118; Maniglier, 1997, 2012; Laurent, 2011; Barry, 2012).

The last position, which Barry and Born (2013) emphasize, is a strong
imperative for Latin America. “Interdisciplinarity,” “interdisciplines,”
“interdisciplinary,” and other terms have been under discussion for nearly a
half century, in multiple ways reported in this section. Barry and Born (2013,
p.10) add that “one of the major questions raised in contemporary debates is
whether promotion of interdisciplinarity is better understood as a response
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to given problems or as a means of generating questions around which new
forms of thought and experimental practice can coalesce.” New ways of
thinking and new practices can guide resolution of problems including
challenges of development in Latin America (Sen, 1999). The complexity
and multidimensionality of development require both interdisciplinary
and intercultural perspectives (Garcia Canclini, 2004), not a universal
model. Although often criticized as involving a narrow economic formula,
development can improve the quality of material and spiritual life when
people are seen as agents rather than clients or patients (Arocena & Sutz,
2003). Arocena and Sutz add that this view means individual lives become
less lonely, “linking a normative view with a collective one and a proactive
response.” Solo efforts are inefficient and even counterproductive. The field
of Development Studies casts light on fruitful interactions that can guide
proposals that also reduce loneliness (2015, p. 2).

The Second University Reform carried out by the Universidad de la
Republica (UdelaR, Uruguay) in the period 2006-2014 is a case in point.
This Reform facilitated construction of a Developmental University
and creation of the Espacio Interdisciplinario (IE) (Arocena, 2008). In
this context, program development was linked with the explicit goal
of interdisciplinary work. In their case study for this Special Section,
Arocena and Sutz show that new ways of thinking about development
combine normative, factual, prospective, and propositional approaches in
a truly interdisciplinary approach that takes stock of all relevant branches
of knowledge. Such a conception of development and of Development
Studies also highlights insights of Latin American thinking about Science,
Technology, and Development, and the search for Inclusive Innovation
Systems. Arocena and Sutz’s analysis of institutional building, teaching, and
research at the Universidad de la Republica of Uruguay includes the role of
the Research Council of UdelaR, purposes and tasks of the Unit of Science
and Development of the Faculty of Sciences, the University’s Development
Network, a new Bachelor degree in Development, and creation of the
Espacio Interdisciplinario of UdelaR as a chapter of the Reform project
shaped by the notion of a Developmental University.

Marcel Bursztyn, Maria Beatriz Maury, and Gabriela Litre’s case study
adopts a different theoretical framework, illustrated by Sustainability
Science in Brazil. The field arose in that country in response to a series of
social demands often heard in other calls for interdisciplinarity. Bursztyn
et al. show how different postgraduate teaching programs address these
problems so as to better train future professionals using interdisciplinarity
as the main approach to find sustainable solutions.
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Cecilia Hidalgo’s contribution to the Special Section describes a network
attempt to build dialogues among inter-institutional and international
organizations. Interdisciplinarity and knowledge networking are at the core
of current global, regional, and national initiatives concerning climate. Both
scientific knowledge and public participation are essential to enhancing
the capacity of different sectors and governments to respond to challenges
posed by climate variability and change. Hidalgo presents initial results
of ongoing research in a recently launched Regional Climate Center
for Southern South America (RCC-SSA) that is distinguished by close
partnership and continuous interaction. The network approach to building
common understanding across different types of knowledge also echoes in
the concept of “regionalism.”

Regionalism Beyond Geographies

“Peripheral condition” is a state of underdevelopment that implies little
knowledge content with external subordination. Low demand for knowledge
in underdevelopment makes even a weak supply of knowledge suboptimal,
limiting the capacities of specialization in interdisciplinary work (Arocena
& Sutz, 2003). Furthermore, interdisciplinary practices require time and
resources (Lyall et al., 2015), including investment at the institutional level.
However, given that interdisciplinary work involves institutional, cultural,
political, and educational changes, a crucial question arises: How can it
be linked with the aim of resolving the problems of underdevelopment?
In a recent publication, Chou and Ravinet (2015) proposed the concept of
“regionalism” as a framework in which a national or supranational state
authority defines and elaborates a framework that could extend to the higher
education policy sector (2015, p. 368). The Bologna Process in Europe
and the MERCOSUR Education Program in Latin America exemplify this
approach.

In the case of Bologna, the conception of regionalism in higher
education was informed by political science literature and education
studies. The Bologna Process is a collective effort of public authorities,
universities, teachers, and students, together with stakeholder associations,
employers, quality assurance agencies, and international organizations and
institutions, including the European Commission. The main focuses are 1)
the introduction of the three cycle system (bachelor/master/doctorate); ii)
strengthened quality assurance; and iii) easier recognition of qualifications
and periods of study. In May 2015, the Education Ministers identified four



Introduction: Interdisciplinarity in Latin America | 115

key priorities for the future: enhancing the quality and relevance of learning
and teaching; fostering the employability of graduates throughout their
working lives; making these systems more inclusive; and implementing
agreed upon structural reforms (European Commission, 2016). The impact,
Chou and Ravinet report, took the form of recomposing space, scale, and
power in the higher education system. Three lessons emerged from Chou and
Ravinet’s analysis of different educational programs, such as MERCOSUR
or Bologna:
o It must be comparative. Studying higher education regionalism
means comparing varieties of higher education to consider a
particular sector’s prior isomorphism with other social sectors;
*  Itmustbesector-based. Studying regionalism takes the particular
dynamics of higher education seriously, including how they
interact with wider multi-purpose regional organizations (EU,
ASEAN, AU, etc.) as well as individual national needs; and
o It must be differentiated. Studying higher education regionalism
entails a distinction between intra-regional initiatives (within
one geographical region) and inter-regional initiatives (between
at least two geographical regions).

Taking the three lessons as a point of departure, Chou and Ravinet then
proposed a heuristic framework to study higher education regionalism along
three dimensions:

1. Constellation of actors central and active in these processes:
i.e., identifying the individual and collective actors involved
and mapping their interaction patterns;

2. Institutional arrangements adopted, abandoned, and debated:
i.e., identifying institutional forms and rules as well as the
instruments considered and accepted; and

3. Ideas and principles embedded and operationalized: i.e.,
identifying paradigms, policy, and programmatic ideas guiding
the different experiences of regionalism.

With this conceptual framework in mind, does interdisciplinarity have
the potential to be an emerging regionalism in Latin America? While some
individual countries do not have public policies that explicitly mention
interdisciplinary research, let alone regard it as a central element, others
such as Uruguay and Argentina identify examples in public policies and call
for an interdisciplinary approach to cope with multidimensional problems.
Conceived as a policy, interdisciplinarity embodies three elements of Chou
and Ravinet’s framework (2015):

a. It involves a certain level of national authority, as in Latin
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American universities, for instance. Here I take into account
in a general way Latin American universities that are run by
a centralized body overseeing higher education but also those
individual universities that have some degree of autonomys;

b. It designates a geographic region, which might include all Latin
American countries including those in the Caribbean; and

c. It refers to an educational policy in higher education, such as
that represented in the Interdisciplinary Center (CEIICH) at the
Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México.

Conceived further as a contribution to the problem of development,
interdisciplinary knowledge production could be a linking concept for the
Latin American “region” in response to the three dimensions Chou and
Ravinet outlined, reported above (2015). In the first, the constellation of
actors involved in interaction patterns is centralized in three missions of Latin
American universities (research, teaching, and extension). This dimension
is also related to an incipient development with regard to public policy. ID
practices suffer in public policy, but some examples in the Uruguayan case
study document a changing atmosphere. The international network Hidalgo
describes also has among its aims the intention of changing current practices
concerning climate services and the use of relevant knowledge in Argentina,
accompanied by developing interdisciplinary areas such as analysis of their
practices.

The second dimension Chou and Ravinet (2015) addressed is adoption,
abandonment, or acceptance of institutional arrangements in higher
education. This stipulation also applies in ID contexts. Three case studies in
this Special Section reflect on this particular dimension, specifically, the ones
from the Universidad de la Republica (Arocena & Sutz), the Universidade
de Brasilia (Bursztyn, Maury, & Litre), and the Universidad Nacional
Autonoma de México (Villa-Soto & Blazquez). The three examples differ
in the way interdisciplinarity was institutionalized but, at the same time,
similarities appear across its instantiation in these institutions, shaped by a
shared history concerning the role of the university in society and new ID
and TD developments.

Lastly, the third dimension includes ideas and principles put into
operation and overlapping policy and programmatic lines. Filippa Ribeiro
(2016) observes that taken together the three dimensions constitute a new
way of thinking about interdisciplinarity, one that reinforces a third form
of transaction in higher education: social sharing and exchange. Generally
speaking, production and exchange of knowledge are not factored into
institutional design. That gap, Ribeiro adds, may be the reason “social
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knowledge creation and interdisciplinarity have been shunted to the
peripheries of academic organization landscape,” as the four articles of this
Special Section show.

Given the gap exposed by the third dimension, the concept of a “network
of practice” (Brown & Duguid, 2000) is a potential linchpin for regionalism
across different Latin American institutions (Vienni, 2016). Networks of
practice are large social systems through which researchers share information.
In the current academic structure, the value of knowledge production is
assessed more in terms of traditional proxy measures such as publications
in academic venues. Networks of practice and exchange, however, may
produce other equally important outcomes, including public policy
initiatives, alternative publications, and long-term product development
(Rothen, 2004). This type of work has been implemented and assessed by
a novel network of universities, including the Universidad de Valparaiso in
Chile, the Universidad de la Republica in Uruguay, the Universidad Nacional
Auténoma de México, and the Universidad Autonoma de Querétaro also
in Mexico. The network aims to develop new synergies and activities with
a special focus on ID research, teaching, and practice (Vienni, 2016). The
participating universities have signed a formal partnership agreement, but
the network is open to other institutions in Latin America. This initiative
is named “Latin-American Network on Interdisciplinary Studies” (Red
Latinoamericana de Estudios Interdisciplinarios) due to its close linkage to
the field of “Studies of Inter- and Trans-disciplinarity” (ESIT).

Studies of Inter- and Trans-disciplinarity: Building Regionalism
in Latin America

As Sheila Jasanoff (2004) has suggested, what we know about the world
is closely linked to our sense of what we can do, as well as the legitimacy
given to particular actors, instruments, and actions. Science, Technology,
and Society Studies is a model of analyzing systematically knowledge
practices and expressions of power that operate as political agents. Likewise,
an emerging field named “Studies of Inter- and Trans-disciplinarity” can
be a framework for systematic analysis of experiences such as the ones
described in this Special Section. Research practices and processes as
well as perceptions of researchers and relationships within groups and
institutions can be revealed and compared. The main objective is to create a
theoretical and methodological framework for analyzing interdisciplinarity
and transdisciplinarity in the Latin American context, while also analyzing
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ID and TD aspects of scientific development and related transformations
in various areas (Vienni, 2016). The relevance of this new field lies in
theoretical contributions built from comprehensive analysis of practices and
awareness of the increasing complexity of scientific knowledge (Frodeman,
2014a, 2014b; Frodeman, Klein, & Mitcham, 2010).

The overriding imperative of the “Studies of Inter- and Trans-
disciplinarity” (ESIT) is that interdisciplinary work can help in the process of
democratizing the relationship of science and society while also facilitating
a more pluralistic and collaborative relationship among those in different
disciplines (Vienni, 2014a, 2014b). As a field of academic specialization,
ESIT can also contribute substantively to promoting interdisciplinary
studies. Moreover, it seeks to support that group of researchers who
strive to understand disciplines outside their own, while cultivating their
own disciplines, and thereby helps to solve problems in interdisciplinary
theory or practice. This approach seeks to systematize the views that have
been developed in Uruguay (Simini & Vienni, 2016) and the rest of Latin
America in order to advance their integration in the three dimensions of
academic work, namely research, teaching, and extension. This Special
Section of Issues in Interdisciplinary Studies constitutes one strong example
of what the field of “Studies of Inter- and Trans-disciplinarity” can be and
do. Dialogues among Latin American scholars are possible as are those
among Latin American scholars and those in the rest of the academic world.

Acknowledgements: 1 want to deeply thank members of the AIS Board for supporting
this Special Section, and also especially thank past-president of the Board, Julie
Thompson Klein. She was supportive throughout the lengthy process of building
this Special Section and kindly offered help and knowledge to realize the final
publication. It has been a privilege to work with her and even more to learn so much
from her. A special mention also goes to the co-editors of this volume of Issues in
Interdisciplinary Studies, Gretchen Schulz and Simeon Dreyfuss, for their interest in
promoting dialogue. The authors of the Section deserve credit, as well, for accepting
the challenge of contributing four relevant case studies. Finally, I sincerely thank
the Espacio Interdisciplinario (Universidad de la Republica, Uruguay) and Center of
Methods (Leuphana University, Germany) for helping me to develop ideas included
in this introduction.

Biographical Note: Bianca Vienni is an Associate Professor (with full dedication)
in the Academic Department at Espacio Interdisciplinario (Universidad de la
Republica, Uruguay) and is a Level 1 researcher at the National System of Research
(Uruguay). She holds a Bachelors Degree in Anthropology, and a Master‘s
and Ph.D. (cum laude) in Heritage Management from the University of Granada
(Spain). Currently, she is a postdoctoral associate researcher at the Center of
Methods (Leuphana University, Germany). Her books include La socializacion del



Introduction: Interdisciplinarity in Latin America | 119

conocimiento cientifico como problema interdisciplinario (2016, CSIC, Montevideo)
and Encuentros sobre interdisciplina (2015, TRILCE, Montevideo). She teaches
in undergraduate and postgraduate programs at the Faculty of Social Sciences
(Universidad de la Republica). She belongs to a Latin American network of scholars
working on interdisciplinary studies and regional perspectives, named RelD. Her
main research interests are science, technology, and society arrangements and inter-
and trans-disciplinary knowledge production and institutions. She may be reached at
biancavienni@gmail.com.

References:

Arocena, R. (2008). Presentacion. Montevideo: Universidad de la Republica,
manuscript.

Arocena, R., & Sutz, J. (2003). Subdesarrollo e innovacion. Navegando contra el
viento. Madrid: Cambridge University Press.

Arocena, R., Goransson, B., & Sutz, J. (2015). Knowledge policies and universities
in developing countries: Inclusive development and the “developmental
university.” Technology in Society, 41, 10-20.

Baerwald, T. (2010). Prospects for geography as an interdisciplinary discipline.
Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 100(3) 493-501.

Barry, A., & Born, G. (2013). Interdisciplinarity. Reconfigurations of the social and
natural sciences. London: Routledge.

Barry, A., Born, G., & Wszkalnys, G. (2008). Logics of interdisciplinarity. Economy
and Society, 37(1), 20 - 49.

Brown, J., & Duguid, P. (2000). The social life of information. Harvard: Harvard
Business School Press.

Caetano, G. (2015). Capitulo 9: Algunas notas generales a propdsito de como
definir la interdisciplina. In B. Vienni et al. (Coords.), Encuentros sobre
interdisciplina (pp. 153-160). Montevideo: Trilce.

Chou, M. H., & Ravinet, P. (2015). The rise of “Higher Education regionalism.”
An agenda for higher education research. In J. Huisman, H. de Boer, D. D.
Dill, & M. Souto-Otero (Eds.), Handbook of higher education policy and
governance (pp. 361 — 378). Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan.

Darbellay, F. (2015). Rethinking inter- and transdisciplinarity: Undisciplined
knowledge and the emergence of a new thought style. Futures, 65,163 —174.

European Commission (2016). The Bologna process. Official website. Retrieved in
July 2016.

Foucault, M. (1994). Polemics, politics, and problematizations. In Ethics: The
essential works, Volume 1 (pp. 111-201). London: Penguin.

Frodeman, R. (2014a). The end of disciplinarity. In P. Weingart & B. Padberg (Eds.),
University experiments in interdisciplinarity. Obstacles and opportunities
(pp. 175-198). Bielefeld: Transcript.

Frodeman, R. (2014b). Sustainable knowledge. A theory of interdisciplinarity. New
York: Palgrave Pivot.

Frodeman, R., Klein, J. T., & Mitcham, C. (Eds.). (2010). The Oxford handbook of
interdisciplinarity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



120 | Vienni

Garcia Canclini, N. (2005). Diferentes, desiguales y desconectados. Mapas de la
interculturalidad. Barcelona: Gedisa Editorial.

Jasanoff, S. (2004). Chapter 1: The idiom of co-production. In S. Jasanoff (Ed.),
States of knowledge. The co-production of science and the social order (pp.
1 —12). USA: Routledge.

Klein, J. T. 1990). Interdisciplinarity. History, theory and practice. Detroit: Wayne
State University Press.

Klein, J. T. (2005). Interdisciplinary teamwork: The dynamics of collaboration
and integration. In S. J. Derry, C. D. Schunn, & M. A. Gernsbacher (Eds.),
Interdisciplinary collaboration: An emerging cognitive science (pp. 23-50).
New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Klein, J. T. (2010). Creating campus cultures. A model for strength and sustainability.
Washington D. C.: Association of American Colleges and Universities
(AAC&U).

Krohn, W. (2010). Interdisciplinary cases and disciplinary knowledge. In R.
Frodeman, J. T. Klein, & C. Mitcham (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of
interdisciplinarity (pp. 31-9), Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lyall, C., Bruce, A., Tait , J. & Meagher, L. (2015). Capitulo 11: Planeando la
expedicion. El disefio de los proyectos de investigacion interdisciplinarios.
In B. Vienni et al. (Coords.), Encuentros sobre interdisciplina (pp. 171 —
202), Montevideo: Trilce.

Maniglier, P. (1997). De la position des problémes. Paris: Diplome d’Etudes
Avancées, Université Paris X Nanterre, Ecole Normale Supérieure.

Maniglier, P. (2012). Problem-sharing: The role of problems in transdisciplinarity
from the standpoint of the French epistemological tradition. Paper presented
at the workshop on Transdisciplinarity and the Humanities. Kingston
University, January.

National Academy of Sciences (2005). Facilitating interdisciplinary research.
Committee on Facilitating Interdisciplinary Research. Washington: The
National Academy Press.

Pohl, C., & Hirsch Hadorn, G. (2008). Principles for designing transdisciplinary
research. Swiss Academies of Arts and Sciences. Munich: Oekom Verlag.

Ribeiro, F. M. (2015) Interdisciplinarity in ferment: The role of knowledge networks
and department affiliation. Technological Forecasting and Social Change.
Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.07.021, June 2016.

Rothen, D. (2004). Research: Trend or transition. Retrieved from www.ncar.
ucar.edu/Director/survey/Interdisciplinary%20Research%20Trend%20
or%20Transition.v2.pdfhttp://publications.ssrc.org/items/items_5.1-2/
interdisciplinary research.pdf, June 2015.

Sen, A. (1999). Development as freedom. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Simini, F., & Vienni, B. (2016, forthcoming). Ingenieria biomédica, interdisciplina
y sociedad. Revista de la Facultad de Ingenieria de la Universidad Central
de Venezuela, 3(40).

Vienni, B. (2014a). Interdisciplinary socialization of archaeological heritage in
Uruguay. Journal of Cultural Heritage Management and Sustainable
Development, 4(1), 95-106.



Introduction: Interdisciplinarity in Latin America | 121

Vienni, B. (2014b). La socializacion del patrimonio arqueélogico como problema
interdisciplinario. Una propuesta para Uruguay. Revista PH Investigacion.
Retrieved from http://www.iaph.es/phinvestigacion/index.php/
phinvestigacion, July 2015.

Vienni, B. (2016, forthcoming). Los Estudios sobre interdisciplina: Construccion de
un ambito en el campo CTS. Revista REDES. Revista de Estudios Sociales
de la Ciencia. Vol. 40, ISSN: 0328-3186.



