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ABSTRACT - Beyond the Academy: cultural studies and intercultural
practices. The debates about the institutionalization of Cultural Studies
and their political, ethical and epistemological dimensions were particu-
larly important during the 1990s, when the field was undergoing a major
transnational expansion encouraged by universities and publishers from
England and the United States, which increasingly involved colleagues and
institutions from various European, Asian and Latin American countries.
Debates were often associated with the diversity of genealogies and intel-
lectual traditions at play. Leaving aside the differences between those di-
verse intellectual traditions, this text focuses on some political, ethical, and
epistemological dimensions of doing cultural studies beyond the academy,
or inside and outside academia.

Keywords: Cultural Studies. Intercultural Practices. Intercultural Colla-
boration.

RESUMEN - Més alléd de la Academia: estudios culturales y practicas in-
terculturales. Los debates sobre la institucionalizacién de los Estudios
Culturales y sus dimensiones politicas, éticas y epistemolégicas fueron
particularmente importantes durante la década de 1990, cuando el campo
pasaba por una importante expansion transnacional impulsada por uni-
versidades y editoriales de Estados Unidos e Inglaterra, que crecientemente
involucré a colegas e instituciones de diversos paises europeos, asidticos
y latinoamericanos. Los debates se asociaban a menudo a la diversidad de
genealogias y tradiciones intelectuales en juego. Dejando en segundo plano
las diferencias entre esas diversas tradiciones intelectuales, este texto se
centra en algunas dimensiones politicas, éticas y epistemologicas de hacer
estudios culturales mas alla de la academia, o bien dentro y fuera de la aca-
demia.

Palabras-clave: Estudios Culturales. Practicas Interculturales. Vincu-
lacién Social Universitaria.
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Introduction

The debates on the institutionalization of Cultural Studies and
its political, ethical and epistemological dimensions were particularly
important during the 1990s. As at that time, Cultural Studies were ex-
periencing a significant transnational expansion, encouraged by uni-
versities and publishers from England and the United States, which in-
creasingly involved colleagues and institutions from several European,
Asian and Latin American countries, these debates were often associ-
ated to the diversity of genealogies and intellectual traditions at stake.
Although, these differences are relevant to understand important po-
litical, ethical and epistemological aspects, privileging this particular
focus of attention often contributed to disturb the discussion on those
significant dimensions.

As George Yudice (2002) properly pointed out, I had a certain de-
gree of responsibility in driving the discussion towards these differ-
ences (Mato, 2000; 2003b), although I must say that, at the time, I also
published a couple of articles highlighting the importance of conver-
gences and transnational dialogues (Mato, 2001; 2003a). This oppor-
tunity is conducive to recognize the importance of Yudice’s argument
on this point. Discussing these differences was not irrelevant; however,
focusing on them could make us lose sight of some important political,
ethical and epistemological aspects.

What aroused Yudice’s concern regarding my position was a lec-
ture I gave at the Crossroads in Cultural Studies Conference held in Bir-
mingham, in June 2000. Considering that it was a plenary lecture, my
intervention had a certain impact on the debates about the organization
of the Cultural Studies Association. The critical focus of the argument
I offered at that conference was precisely the institutionalization — and
associated depoliticization — of Cultural Studies in the United States.

My concern was especially motivated by the positions of some
Latin American colleagues who promptly adopted Made in USA rep-
resentations of what they soon began to call Latin American Cultural
Studies, largely ignoring the importance of certain clearly politicized
intellectual traditions in culture and power, pre-existing in the Ameri-
cas. For this reason, at that time, I repeatedly insisted on naming the
field as Latin American Intellectual Practices in Culture and Power, as an
alternative to the increasingly accepted name of Latin American Cul-
tural Studies.

My positions had a special impact, because I proactively promot-
ed that discussion in several scenarios, especially in the context of the
Latin American Studies Association (LASA), where I coordinated one of
its sections, as well as in that of the Latin American Council of Social
Sciences (CLACSO), where I coordinated one of its working groups. In-
cidentally, I also presented my ideas on this matter in this same sce-
nario in 2004, when I was invited to offer one of the plenary lectures of
the first Brazilian Seminary of Cultural Studies in Education, to which I
significantly titled “Latin American Intellectual Practices in Culture and
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Power and the entrance in Latin America of the Cultural Studies idea,”
arevised version of that lecture was published the following year in the
book Cultura, Poder e Educagdo: um debate sobre estudos culturais em
educacgdo, organized by Rosa Maria Hessel Silveira (Mato, 2005).

This time, I will try to ignore the differences between Latin Amer-
ican and other intellectual traditions and focus especially on some po-
litical, ethical and epistemological dimensions of doing cultural studies
beyond the academy, or both inside and outside the academy.

About Doing Cultural Studies

I think we should begin by emphasizing that the expression doing
cultural studies does not belong to me. I borrowed it from Stuart Hall,
who used it in a conversation we had during the Crossroads in Cultural
Studies Conference, which I think is good to remember.

Although at that time I had only read some Stuart Hall texts, a few
years before I had the opportunity to learn about his political-intellec-
tual biography, thanks to his own accounts of some crucial nodes of his
life. This happened during the dinners we shared for a week, within the
framework of the symposium organized by the Wenner-Gren Founda-
tion for Anthropological Research in Mijas, Spain, in June 1994. It was
then that, night after night, I had the privilege of hearing his stories
about the importance of feminist and anti-nuclear movements in his
life, of his experience in the New Left Review, as well as his reflections
on Gramsci and the idea of the organic intellectual, among other top-
ics. When I again had the pleasure of meeting Stuart, at the conference
in Birmingham, I thought it would be particularly valuable to include
his article in a collective book that I was beginning to prepare. So, one
night, again while we were having dinner, I invited him to participate
in that book with an essay on Cultural Studies and the importance of
practice. Then, Stuart had an answer as surprising as it was inspiring for
me. And he replied: “Look, Daniel, I am not writing on Cultural Studies
any more, I am dedicated to doing Cultural Studies”. Of course, I imme-
diately asked him what he was doing in that regard, and he told me that
he was involved in a public debate on race and racism in Great Britain”
(Mato, 2014, p. 203).

This anecdote can be a useful starting point to deepen the concept
of doing cultural studies, as Stuart understood it. First, it is interesting to
note that his comment about the participation in the public debate on
race and racism in Great Britain, by June 2000, was related to his par-
ticipation in the Runnymede Trust/Commission on the Future of Multi-
Ethnic Britain. At that time, Runnymede presented itself as “the UK’s
leading independent race equality think tank, dedicated to generate
intelligence for a multi-ethnic Britain through research, network build-
ing, leading debate, and policy engagement” (Mato, 2014, p. 203). The
factis that, in January 1988, the Runnymede Commission established a
commission of 23 members aiming to analyze “[...] the current situation
of multiethnic Britain and proposing ways to combat racial discrimina-
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tion and social situations of disadvantage in order to shape a vibrant
society in Great Britain, sure of itself and at ease with the richness of
its diversity.” The commission published its findings and recommenda-
tions in October 2000, in the Parekh Report (named after the last name
of the commission president). This report was read and considered by
the Forum of Racial Relations of the Ministry of Interior, as well as by a
Parliamentary Group on Race and Community meeting. Additionally,
it was considered by countless local authorities, several local organi-
zations and many councils on race and equity. The recommendations
of the report were also incorporated into training programs in schools
and were the subject of many lectures, seminars and symposia of higher
education®.

The report provoked mostly positive reactions, although it was
also subject to some negative critique in the media. Stuart responded
to these critiques in a column published in The Guardian newspaper on
October 152, 2000, which is a clear example of his personal and active
commitment to public debate.

Remembering Stuart’s words that night during dinner in Bir-
mingham, I see how his participation and commitment in the Runny-
mede Commission clearly demonstrated what he meant by doing cul-
tural studies. This is consistent with the practice throughout his life of
active intervention in countless extremely significant social issues. He
did it in paper and ink in some cases and, in others, with his presence
and action, as, for example, with his public opposition to Thatcherism
—as he had done previously with Stalinism and other forms of dogmatic
Marxism - and as he did through his active participation in the Open
University, focusing on representations, race, migration and colonial-
ism, and the black artistic movement.

This articulation in context between writing and doing in other
ways (since writing is one way of doing) is, in my opinion, a prominent
aspect of his way of understanding the intellectual practice. In fact, in
several of his texts he reflects on this idea, but very particularly in the fi-
nal paragraph of Cultural studies and their theoretical legacies, by point-
ing out that:

I come back to the critical distinctions between intel-
lectual work and academic work: they overlap, they abut
with one another, they feed off one another, the one pro-
vides you with the means to do the other. But they are not
the same thing. [....]  come back to theory and politics, the
politics of theory. Not theory as the will to truth, but theo-
ry as a set of contested, localized, conjunctural knowledg-
es which have to be debated in a dialogical way. But also,
as a practice which always thinks about its intervention in
aworld in which it would make some difference, in which
itwould have some effect. Finally, a practice which under-
stands the need for intellectual modesty. I do think there
is all the difference in the world between understanding
the politics of intellectual work and substituting intellec-
tual work for politics (Hall, 1996, p. 274-275).
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It is necessary to emphasize that in the same article, a few pages
before the just quoted words, Stuart Hall explicitly stressed that he did
not hold an anti-theoretical position. He specifically stated the follow-
ing:

I'm extremely anxious that you should not decode what
I'm saying as an anti-theoretical discourse. It is not
anti-theory, but it does have something to do with the
conditions and problems of developing intellectual and
theoretical work as a political practice. It is an extremely
difficult road, not resolving the tensions between those
two requirements, but living with them (Hall, 1996, p.
268).

Cultural Studies as Intercultural Practices

Stuart Hall’s life experience and arguments are useful for deepen-
ing reflections on the political, ethical and epistemological dimensions
of doing cultural studies beyond the academy.

Practicing cultural studies beyond the academy implies establish-
ing relationships with other social agents. In this case, I use the adjec-
tive othersto highlight the relevance of the differences between what, in
purely operational terms, we could understand as various institutional
cultures, that of the academy and of those outside it. In the field of Cul-
tural Studies, otherness is often related to specific people or organiza-
tions of social groups, defined in terms of socioeconomic strata, occu-
pation, ethnicity, gender, generation, among other social markers.

Itisin this sense that I consider it useful to reflect on our practices
in terms of intercultural practices, as well as in terms of building inter-
cultural collaborative relationships.

There is No UniversalKnowledge; Intercultural Collaboration
is Essential

That there is no universal knowledge and that, therefore, the inter-
cultural collaboration is essential may be obvious to many of us. How-
ever, this is not the case for many policy makers and administrators of
science and higher education institutions, as well as for not a few col-
leagues in the Humanities and Social Sciences, and even less for the
so-called Experimental and Natural Sciences. In addition, in most in-
stitutional contexts in which hegemonic representations of the idea of
science are produced, scientific policies are formulated and applied,
and/or scientific teaching and research are carried out — references to
two types of knowledge, of which only one would have universal valid-
ity, while the other (diverse in its interior) would not, are frequent and
have a significant impact on our academic work.

The idea of thinking about the production and validity of knowl-
edge as divided into two worlds — one of which has universaltruths while
the other only offers local truths - is as old as the belief in the superior-
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ity of Western civilization, which is usually considered to generate and
own a supposedly universal knowledge. The so-called Western knowl-
edgeis not universal, but a product of the so-called Western culture, of its
worldview. In that sense, it is local. Furthermore, this supposed Western
knowledge does not include knowledge of all the components of that
civilization, since it is, in fact, a hegemonic representation that subordi-
nated or silenced many social groups within it.

In other words, those responsible for formulating scientific and
higher education policies, such as the administrators of the institutions
in this sector, often believe that the scientific knowledge and associated
research procedures would be true and applicable at any time and in
any place. Considering this worldview, in contrast to the supposed uni-
versal validity of scientific knowledge, the other type of knowledge pro-
duction, normally characterized as ethnic or local, would not have such
universal validity.

All Knowledge bears the Marks of the Institutional and
Social Context in which it is Produced

As we know, the idea that science constitutes a kind of universal
validity knowledge is directly associated with the historical process
that began with the military and commercial expansion of some Eu-
ropean monarchies and commercial corporations, which carried their
worldviews and their legal, economic and political institutions on the
rest of the planet. This European expansion has led to the establish-
ment of relations between peoples that for some centuries have had a
colonial character. The rupture of colonial relations and the foundation
of the republics did not completely end the forms of subordination of
American indigenous peoples, nor of the numerous contingents of Afri-
can population brought to America in slavery conditions and their de-
scendants. The hierarchical relationships between two types of knowl-
edge, one supposedly universal and the other local, are part of these
dynamics. The disqualification of the ways of producing knowledge
and accumulating its results from indigenous peoples and descendants
of enslaved African populations is part of the colonial heritage.

This process has been marked, among other features, by the adop-
tion of the constitutive belief of the natural sciences, by the social sci-
ences, about the objectivity of scientific knowledge and the neutrality of
the values of researchers. This belief leads us to ignore how our context
of action and our subjectivity are constitutive of our investigations. The
claim of objectivity involves closing our eyes to some forms of subjec-
tivity that necessarily affect the problem approach, the formulation of
research questions, the establishment of an analytical perspective and
the type of relationships we establish with those social actors whose
practices we study. Being aware of this makes it impossible to pretend to
be objective, even less in the so-called social sciences. The significance
of all research depends on some simple but crucial questions that we
must ask ourselves: where do we do the research, why do we do it, for
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what and how do we think the results can serve. However, we do not
always ask ourselves these questions. On the contrary, research gener-
ally takes place somewhat compulsively, without thinking much about
these fundamental issues. In a way, the answers to these questions are
data that preexist the investigation with the spontaneity of a belief, so
that the topics and perspectives seem to come naturally. Therefore,
these types of questions are not formulated, they operate as what Bach-
elard (1976) called epistemological obstacles, they obstruct questions. In
general, there is no conscious reflection about these starting certain-
ties/beliefs regarding the points of view of the journals in which one as-
pires to publish, or those of the institutions that grant research funds, or
the criteria that ensure stability and promotion in the so-called careers
of a researcher or university professor.

Thus, the results of many of the investigations carried out are
marked by an illusion of naive objectivism, according to which (and to
ensure this objectivism) it is advisable to maintain a certain distance
from the social processes under study. This distance factor is the origin
of an important difference between scientific knowledge and what we
can produce by working beyond the academy, co-producing knowledge
through the development of many forms of collaboration with other so-
cial agents. Of course, we should not assume that producing knowledge
such as this would necessarily make it more truthful, itis only a different
kind of knowledge than that produced from closed scientific methods.

The problem is that, in one way or another, all knowledge — at least
in the fields that usually refer to as the humanities and social sciences,
considered scientific or of any other type — is marked by the social and
institutional contexts in which it is produced. That is why the inter-
pretation of the results of any form of knowledge production must be
done considering these conditions of production. There is no universal
knowledge, none is; definitely not, at least in the fields mentioned. All
knowledge is relative to the conditions in which it is produced. That is
why the exchange and collaboration between different forms of knowl-
edge are indispensable. In some cases, we may find that this knowledge
is complementary; in others, however, they may conflict with each oth-
er. Intercultural collaboration in the production of knowledge is not a
panacea. But, if there are conflicts of knowledge, it is better to identify,
analyze and find ways to treat them. However, this is not what usually
happens in our universities.

Science and Higher Education Policies and the
Exclusion of Other Forms of Knowledge

Since the 1980s, science and higher education policies throughout
the world have shown the hegemony of certain corporate and (neo)lib-
eral discourses that seek to increasingly control intellectual practices
in terms of the so-called productivity, measured according to particu-
lar indicators, such as the number of patents and/or citations in peer-
reviewed journals.
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The agents that promote these discourses and policies have estab-
lished systems, usually called research incentives, depending on which
funds are granted. These systems reinforce some ideas of research and
knowledge, labeled as scientific, that respond to corporate values and
follow the model of experimental sciences.

However, when we consider these research incentives systems
from the perspective of the humanities and social sciences, the prob-
lem is what types of knowledge production tend to be supported and
what are the consequences for those intellectual practices that do not
produce types of knowledge considered legitimate by these incentive
systems. Thus, ways of producing knowledge that are not oriented from
the beginning to produce patents and/or articles to be accepted by ac-
ademic journals are excluded from this model. Such modes would be,
for example, those in which intellectuals participate in many types of
social processes, directly communicating with other social agents, con-
tributing to their specific type of knowledge, whether they are profes-
sionals of the human and social sciences, and/or other agents involved
in the production of different forms of knowledge.

These research incentive systems tend to promote the dissocia-
tion of academic practices from their relationships with the practices
of other social agents outside the academy. They tend to delegitimize
intellectual practices that are not oriented towards the production of
patents and/or peer-reviewed publications. These public policies tend
to dissociate intellectual work from political and ethical reflection. A lot
must be said about the dangers coming from the dissociation between
knowledge production and ethical-political reflection, especially re-
garding some fields of science. For now, it seems enough to briefly sug-
gest some questions that are so eloquent that even if briefly mentioned
are particularly disturbing. Thus, it is suggestive to ask about the role
that physics played in the development of the atomic bomb, or the role
that biology and chemistry play in the development of biological and
chemical weapons. The production of knowledge disconnected from an
ethical and political reflection can be simply perverse, even disastrous.
This must always be considered.

It seems that those who promote these incentive systems that
only consider publications in peer-reviewed journals and patented de-
velopments (a particular type of research product that can hardly come
from the humanities and social sciences) do not understand that both
research questions and the ways of data production ultimately de-
pend on epistemological options that are associated to worldviews and
ethical-political positions. These positions, among other things, mark
the types of relationships we develop with the social actors we interact
with, especially - but not only — with those outside the academic field.
The ethical and political positions are constitutive of the epistemologi-
cal basis and of the theoretical orientation of our research, as well as of
their questions and methods.

Neither the research questions nor the methods could be the same
if we seek fo writesupposedly objectiveresearch, that if, instead, we seek
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to produce useful knowledge for the interests of any social agent out-
side the academic world. The answers to the questions of why and how
to investigate about a certain issue determine what we investigate and
condition the types of relationships we build with other social actors. It
is essential to ask ourselves: Why do we intend to carry out an investiga-
tion? How and with whom do we intend to do it? Associated with these
questions, there are important challenges and decisions to be taken, for
example, if the research project will end in an academic publication, or
in something else, such as in an educational program, in a video pro-
duction, in a museum exhibition or other type of public space, in a pro-
gram of communicative action, in a social organization experience, etc.
The choice of what kind of thingto produce also depends on how such a
thing could circulate and/or be useful, for whom. It is necessary to ask:
What could be the appropriations, applications and/or consequences,
not only of the results, but also of the very experiences of research. With
whon to investigate? For whom? How?

Intercultural Collaboration, Obstacles and Challenges

Scientism and academicism bring to the academy two types of
problems. First, they prevent non-academic intellectual practices from
being properly appreciated and, therefore, from being properly articu-
lated in the field of higher education and academic research. Second,
they affect the relevance and social legitimacy of science and higher ed-
ucation, since theylead to the loss of opportunities for exchange, learn-
ing and participation in some social dynamics.

A potentially effective way to counteract this process is to ques-
tion the prevailing common sense of what is believed to be characteristic
of the intellectual figure. Formatted by the modern hegemony of aca-
demic institutionalism and publishing industries, the representation
of the intellectual concept is today closely associated with writing and
publishing. In response to this reductive writing-centric representation
of the intellectual, I think it is necessary to recognize the many ways in
which intellectual practices take place and develop. It is important to
recognize that intellectual practices respond to diverse opportunities,
needs, and demands of particular social agents in specific contexts.
Moreover, diverse intellectual practices developed in different contexts
necessarily produce distinct types of knowledge. This diversity is not
negative, but positive, if we know how to value it and to collaborate on
it. On the other hand, a certain institutionality seems to preform at us
to think only about teaching in school or university spaces and/or aca-
demic research, neglecting many opportunities for direct intervention
in many contemporary social processes, of which, wanted or not, we are
part (Mato, 2003b).

I think it is necessary and important to reevaluate the relation-
ships that universities and scientific institutions have with different
social sectors. There are already other university models and other
teaching-learning modes currently under development in many local
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universities. Other innovative forms are being developed under the
heading of new type, or two-way Extension programs, or also dialogic,
in several Latin American countries (Mato, 2013). Other advances in
this regard are driven by several universities and other institutions of
higher education created by indigenous or Afro-descendant peoples”
organizations and/or wisdom persons. In some cases, these advances
are developed from specific programs within universities and other
types of conventional higher education institutions. In others, they are
carried out based on consortia and joint programs of universities with
indigenous, Afro-descendants, peasants, women, youth, settlers, and/
or several other social sectors organizations grouped according to their
own interests. This has been happening for decades, not only in Latin
America, but in several regions of the world (Mato, 2016). Meanwhile,
in most countries, public policies focus primarily, if not exclusively, on
cooperation schemes only with companies.

These types of collaboration experiences with other social actors,
in addition to relating diverse traditions of knowledge production, of-
fer useful opportunities to articulate three areas of university life that
usually operate institutionally apart: teaching, research and extension.
Additionally, these types of experiences are serving to reconceptualize
the idea of extension, criticizing and going beyond conventional unidi-
rectional modalities. We need to learn to develop and practice useful
forms of intercultural collaboration. My participation in many initia-
tives of the diverse types mentioned before (especially those promoted
by indigenous and Afro-descendant communities and organizations)
lead me to conclude that this type of collaboration contributes to the
development of new knowledge and social transformations.

Of course, I do not naively believe that intercultural collaboration
is a panacea. In my opinion, the most difficult problems to solve when
building concrete experiences of intercultural collaboration are those
related to translation. Let me emphasize that I am not simply referring
to the challenges of translating words and ideas from one language to
another. I am speaking rather of translating world visions, values, sensi-
bilities, temporalities, affective senses, which constitute the main chal-
lenges in any intercultural communication experience. These are issues
that we must address very carefully in each case and context.

On the other hand, as we know, power relations exist and are
ubiquitous. Difficulties and conflicts also are a regular part of these in-
novative experiences. However, the specific research that I have been
developing on the subject, based on the experiences of approximately
300 university teams in Argentina, indicates that the most difficult in-
tercultural communication difficulties are not those that arise between
academic and non-academic agents, but those within the academy, as
well as those related to science and higher education agencies. Univer-
sities are not homogeneous institutions; on the contrary, like any other
complex organization, they are diverse, heterogeneous. Different types
of actors coexist and contend within them, with their own worldviews,
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values and interests. These differences can not only be sources of prob-
lems, but also of opportunities. We must learn to identify them, to rec-
ognize them, to work from them (Mato, 2012; 2013; 2017; 2018a; 2018b)®.
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ment>. Accesado el: 30 junio 2018.

3 This article is part of the Thematic Section, Cultural Studies, organized by
Maria Ldcia Castagna Wortmann (Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do
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(Universidade Luterana do Brasil).

References

BACHELARD, Gast6n. La Formacién del Espiritu Cientifico. Buenos Aires: Siglo
XXI, 1976.

HALL, Stuart. Cultural Studies and Its Theoretical Legacies. In: MORLEY, Da-
vid; CHEN, Kuan-Hsing (Ed.). Stuart Hall: critical dialogues in cultural studies.
London; New York: Routledge, 1996. [1992]. P. 262-275.

MATO, Daniel. Towards a Transnational Dialogue and Context Specific Forms
of Transnational Collaboration: recent studies on culture and power in Latin
America and what our English speaking colleagues call cultural studies. In:
INTERNATIONAL CROSSROADS IN CULTURAL STUDIES CONFERENCE, 3.,
2000, Birmingham. Keynote Speech... Birmingham: 2000.

MATO, Daniel. Not Exotic, but too Familiar. Inter-Asia Cultural Studies, Abing-
don, v. 2, n. 3, p. 487-490, 2001.

MATO, Daniel. Intellectual Practices in Culture and Power: transnational dia-
logues. Cultural Studies, London, v. 17, n. 6, p. 747-750, 2003a.

MATO, Daniel. Latin American Intellectual Practices in Culture and Power: ex-
periences and debates. Cultural Studies, London, v. 17, n. 6, p. 783-804, 2003b.

MATO, Daniel. Prdcticas Intelectuales Latinoamericanas en Cultura y Poder y
la Entrada en America Latina de la idea de ‘Estudios Culturales’. In: SILVEIRA,
Rosa Maria Hessel (Org.). Cultura, Poder e Educagdo: um debate sobre estudos
culturais em educacao. Canoas: Ed. ULBRA, 2005. P. 55-78.

MATO, Daniel. Heterogeneidad Social e Institucional, Interculturalidad y Co-
municacién Intercultural. Matrices, Sdo Paulo, v. 6, n. 1, p. 43-61, 2012.

MATO, Daniel. Contribucién de Experiencias de Vinculacién Social de las Uni-
versidades al Mejoramiento de la Calidad Académica y Factores que Limitan su
Desarrollo y Valoracién Institucional. Revista da Avaliacao da Educacdo Supe-
rior, Campinas, v. 18, n. 1, p. 151-180, 2013.

MATO, Daniel. Stuart Hall on “doing cultural studies”. Inter-Asia Cultural
Studies, Abingdon, v. 15, n. 2, p. 202-204, 2014.

Educacdo & Realidade, Porto Alegre, v. 44, n. 4, €89213, 2019. 11



Beyond the Academy

MATO, Daniel. Universidades e Diversidade Cultural e Epistémica na América
Latina: experiéncias, conflitos e desafios. In: CANDAU, Vera Maria (Org.). In-
terculturalizar, Descolonizar, Democratizar: uma educacdo “outra”? Rio de
Janeiro: 7 Letras, 2016. P. 38-63.

MATO, Daniel. Del “Dialogo de Saberes” o a la Construccién de Modalidades
de “Colaboracién Intercultural” aprendizagens y articulaciones mas allé de la
Academia. LASA Forum, Lima, v. 48, n. 3, p. 8-17, 2017.

MATO, Daniel. Indigenous peoples and Higher Education. In: CALLAN, Hil-
ary (Ed.). International Encyclopedia of Anthropology (volume 6). Chichester:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2018a. P. 3216-3227.

MATO, Daniel. Repensar y Transformar las Universidades desde su Articu-
lacién y Compromiso conlas Sociedades de las que forman parte. +E: Revista de
Extensién Universitaria, Santa Fe, v. 8, n. 9, p. 38-52, jul./dic. 2018b.

YUDICE, George. Contrapunteo Estadounidense/Latinoamericano de los Estu-
dios Culturales. In: MATO, Daniel (Coord.). Estudios y Otras Practicas Intelec-
tuales Latinoamericanas en Cultura y Poder. Caracas: Consejo Latinoameri-
cano de Ciencias Sociales (CLACSO); Universidad Central de Venezuela, 2002.
P. 339-352.

Daniel Mato holds a Doctorate in Social Sciences, and is a Senior Research-
er at the National Scientific and Technical Research Council of Argen-
tina (CONICET). He is also the Associate Director of the Interdisciplinary
Center of Advanced Research at Universidad Nacional de Tres de Febrero
(UNTREF), Buenos Aires, Argentina, and the Director of the UNESCO Chair
‘Educacion Superior y Pueblos Indigenas y Afrodescendientes en América
Latina’.

ORCID: http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2939-9177

E-mail: dmato@untref.edu.ar

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License 4.0 International. Available at: <http://cre-
ativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0>.

12 Educagdo & Realidade, Porto Alegre, v. 44, n. 4, e89213, 2019.



