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MDCS Group (Mediation Dialectics of Social Communication) of
the Universidad Complutense de Madrid, was proposed 5 years
ago a research prografpistemology of Communication, whose
two main research lines have been, on the one hand, the study on
hegemonic discourses in the media and, secondly, the study of
teaching and research in communication / information at the
universities of Europe and LatAmerica.

Following the first line of reseah should highlight project
ID+i (ref. SEJ200762202SOCI) on the truth in reference to self
in Media Communication, completed in 2010 (with several
publications)and the project also ID«{ref. CS0201616936) on
the hegemonic discourse on the subject of Climate Change
concluded in 2013.

Following the second line, completed in 2009 a survey in six
languages (English, Spanish, French, German, Portuguese and
Italian) on the profile of the teaching of Communicatidredry /
Theory of Information in the European and Latin American
universities that offer degrees linked to the world of social
communication. And in 2011 the survey of the same scope, with
the aim of studying the conditions and developments relevant
basic and applied research in the last five years on
Communication / Information at European and Latin American
universities, and to evaluate the correspondence between research
and teaching, so the core of the work presented here, is the
interpretation of the ata from these two surveys. So, without the
work of this extraordinary MDCS team whose direction honor
me, would not have been possible so faorthem, givenmy
appreciation. And especiallymy thanks go to Juan Antonio
Gaitan Moya, Juan Carlos Aguila Cdgh, Maria Dolores
Céaceres Zapatero, &via Luisa Sanchez Caler@ll from the
UCM), Carlos Lozano Ascencio (URJC), Aleghn Barranquero
(Universidad Carlos Il de Madriddnd Miguel Vicente Maiio
and José |. Garcibomas Yalladolid University).
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Teachingand Research on Communication as an
object of study in European and Latin -American
universities

Abstract: Communication theories and research on
communication as an object of studye the basic pillars that
during the past two decades hawecomeinstitutionalized as a
disciplinary fieldin universities around the wotltHowever this
process has not beascompanied by an objective analysis of the
ontological and epistemologicakrspectivesused by professors
when teachng courses on communication thess andof the
techniques oflataproduction and registratioim orderto build a
research methodology that e®nsistent withthe theories.This
notebook presents the results divo international electronic
surveysapplied toEuropean and Latin Americamiversities one

on the teaching of communicatiotheories andthe other on the
resources, routines and epistemological approaches to
communication researclBased on these surveytis article
recapitulates valuable information abaurtiversity teachingand
research on communication as an object of studhjch
contributes tathe organiation of a field of knowledgethat still
requires a greatemderstandingo reach consensual positions that
allow speakng of a true commorhigher educatiorarea. The
resultsindicate thatmasscommunications adominantobject of
study in an environment,defined by a high scientific
interdisciplinarity but Bo by a weak interdisciplinary
development in researchethods

Keywords: Teaching, research, communication, @nsities
Introduction

The institutionalization of the scientific discourses on social
communication at universities can be develogd within the

academidield of adiversty of disciplinesfrom social and human
sciencesor canbe develogdas an indepatentand autonomous
disciplinary field, which puts into practice aademic rituals whose
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reproduction sengeto socially legitimize those representations
wherethe scientific research resulere presentefas it happens
in congresses and symposia), or whethe recognition of
scientific competencies of professors and researcheys
proclaimed (as it happens inother academiaituals such as
deferses of PhD theses or competitive examinationfor public
servicesetc.).

These forms of institutionalizatiothat aim to create ma
independent and autonomous disciplinary fieddreprogressed in
the European and Latin American world with the creation and
reproduction ofuniversity @ntas and/orschoolsfor the study of
Communication/ihformationSciences, which raturally had toco-
opt their academistaff through suchevaluativerituals. In order
to establish the main features of the teaching of
communication/informatiortheory, and the resources, routines
and approachessed inthe researclon communication as an
object of study in the European and Latin American universities,
the ComplutensdJniversidad of Madrid, through theMDCS
research groypwhich | have the honor tdirect and which is
sponsoed bythe AEIC (Spanish Association ddommunication
Researche)s thematic section ofcommunicationTheory and
Research Methodology, the FELAFACS (Latin American
Federation o5choolsof SocialCommunication) andhe ECREA
(European Communication Research and Education Association),
designed andonductedwo surveysin English, French, German,
Italian, Portuguese and Spanisghinguages on teaching and
researchon communicationas an object of study. The first of
these surveys wamnswered by 37 members of umersities from
Europe and Latin Americand hadthe partigpation of 363
professordrom more than 40 countrieIhe second survey was
answered by860 members of universities from both continents
and hadthe participation of 50@professorsfrom more than 60
countries.

The survey on teaching eabmmunication thedes focused on
investigatingthe following aspects:
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e Generalinformation In addition to collecting basic da&bout
the participatingprofessomandhis or her Universitythe survey
investigatedthe name of thecommunicatiorrelated course
subject, the ampulsory or optional nature dfie subjectthe
number ofprofessors the dominanteducationof professors
the location of the subjeatithin the academic coursethe
number ofteaching hoursgtc.

¢ Requirementsgompetencigsobjectivesand contentsThis set
of questionsinvestigated theprevious skills required from
students and the competencthat studentsvere expected to
acquireby the end of the course; the thematic interests, if.e.
whetherthe courseexpeced studentgo dominate the study of
pardigms and theoretical modelsysgems, processes and
products, or the epistemological critique.

e Objects of studydisciplinary field and theoretical paradigms.
In this block are askedirstly if in the course dominatas
objects of study Mass Commurncation, Group
Communication, Interperson@ommunicationOrganizational
Communication, or other social practices Communication
secondly, whether the dominant perspective indiseiplinary
field of reference was is historical, sociological,
anthropdogical, philosophical linguistic and semiotic
psychological, interdisciplinary or name dominate in
particular finally, professorsvere asked on the attention given
, in their teaching programsto theoretical models and
paradigmssuch as Behaviorisnkunctionalism,Structuralism,
Phenomenology, Systems Theory, Critical Models,
Informationalism, Constructivism orif instead, tonone of
those in particular.

e Evaluation criteria. This part was focused in asking
professorsd crit e medaesultoforclase as ur
attendance and participation, for individual work, and/or for
oral and written test.

The sirvey on communication as an object of study, focused on
investigatingthe following aspects:

55



1.General information In addition to collecting basic
information dout the researcher ands or her niversity
andcountry,this sectioraskedaboutthe institutionahature
of the research activity (specificallyjwhetherthis activity
was a personalor teaminitiative, or of a consolidated
group, whéherit is part of specifigorojectsor directedby
specialized entes or institutes etc.).

2.Research frameworksThis section asked whether the
research activity wadramed within long-term research
programs, whethrefollowing the termor the deadlines
established byspecific projectswhether its character was
basic or appliedand with what type of funding fublic,
private or mixed); whether it was undertakewith the
participation of national or international niversity
departmerg orschoos; the nunber, demographideatures
gualifications, dedication and competencies of the
researcherthatintegratetheresearchieams.

3.Subjects and General Contents of the Resedrbls block
first asked for thékey objectives of investigatiofwhether
Descriptive 1 e.g. sdection of dimensions for an object of
studyi, if Explanatoryie.g.to relate thefeatures of an
object to propose modélsif Evaluative Te.g.to validae
research models and objects of siydiy of Interventioni e.
g. to usemodels to changbehavior orsocialprocessés;
to what thematic profilesascribe the research activity
according tothe areas establishdaly the thematic sections
of the major national andsupranational association@CA,
IAMCR, ALAIC, ECREA), and whit what appreciatin
about the pertinence of the correspondinglists of the
thematic sectionsstablished yptheassociations

4.Research Methodoloy with questions about the most
frequent methodological i€ld T particularly, whether
natural fieldresearche.g.the study of social practices) or
experimental (e.g.pilot test for advertising spots) or
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documentary (e.gdiscourseanalysisi; or finally whether
the most frequentiused research techniques faone
production and registratiorof data (e.g. olservation
conversition with individuals or groups, survey,
experimental,documentaryand/or discourseanalysi3; the
mostused techniques for datanalysis (e.g. quantitatiye
gualitative or mixed techniqugs or finally whether
Research/Action on a field; on tiheost rearrent situations
for the preparation and recording of research data:
specifically whether by Observation techniques, or by
Conversation techniques witfroups or individuals, or by
Survey technigques, orybexperimentation techniques,or
finally, by documatary techniques and/or discourse
analysis; about the most used techniques for data
processing, specificgll if by the use or quantitative
gualitative or mixed techniquesf data processing; and
finally, with what software andadjusting to what
guarantes and controls (theoretical or empirical)
Falsation of Theories, & Method Validity or the
Reliability of Techniques

5.Dominant objectf studyand paradigms Specifically if
dominate as an objecthe InterpersonalCommunication,
Group Communicaibn, Organizational Communication,
Educational Communication, Mass Communication, or
others andif when citingthe paradigms of reference
used in the researchdominate the Psychological
perspectiveor Scciological or Linguistic andSemiotics,or
Anthropological and Ethnographic, or Philosophical,
Educational, Historical, or an nterdiscipinary vision;
without depending of paradigms; or instead, a
communicational vision over the rest of paradig#éislast,
teachers were asked on the given attention,their
epistemological frames, to models and theoretical
paradigms used in the research like Behaviorism,
Functionalism, Structuralism, PhenomenologySystems
Theory, Critical Models, InformationalismConstructivism
or instead honeof those inpartiaular.
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6.Dissemimtion of results and knowledge transféihe final

guestions of this questionnaire were referred to the most
used procedure®r the disseminatiomand useof results of
their current research and their level of satisfaction.
particular, pointing the number of articles in scientific
journals, books and monographs, congresses and
conferences, patents amuyalties, PhD theses amelaching
manuals

The following section preserd the most relevant results
associated to the thirdectionof the first survey on teaching
Objects of studydisciplinary feld and theoretical paradigmsnd
the2", 39 4™ and 5" sections of theecond survepn research.

State of the art review

Beforelaunchingthe surveysthe research group wanted to know
what is happeimg with Communication Teory in the field of
scientific epistemology Today we already know that in all
historical periods and evenn thosewe call"prehistoricT social
groupshave develogd routines, standards and skillcteate and
reproduce the cognitive capital which, supported by
communicative practices and transmitted from generation to
generation, guaranteeghe confidenceor the certaintyon the
actions that societgstablishe$o carry out its reproductiomp to
the point thathe biological reproduction of our specieaded up
being conditionedo the social reproduction of human groups,
without which itis renderedmpractical.By the sciences or nature
we have come taunderstand precisely how communication
allows the living beings to configuretheir own domain of
existenceto which the skills of the species and the opportunities
offered by the environmendare incorporated reciprocally and
dialectically(see, for instangéMaturana and Varela, 1973, 1996)

; and by the humasciences thahave helped us taunderstand
how communication becomes a specific behathat is cruciain

the evolution of individua (in their personal and social
matumation i see, for instanceyygotsky, L.S. 1988, but also in
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the construction of iddities, habits, scenarios and social
imaginary without which the shared knowledged thehuman
relations in society can lbeproducedsee, for instancéd,unman,

N. 1991) Thirdly, we have also come to understand how
communication is the universieat gveslife andrelevance to the
rules of language anthe expressivediscoursesput also that,
reciprocally, therules, standards ardiscoursesontribute tothe
enrichmentand reprodution of the communication univergsee,
for instanceDeacon, T.W1997) Also, by theArchaeology and
Ethnograply we havecome b understandin fourth place,how
writing and its cultural evolution show dtdialectic connection
between communication and languagehich promots the
reproduction of the sociaHyalidity knowledge from generation
to generationdee, for instancésarfinkel, H. 1967)how, in fifth
place,with the experience afvriting comes the hesitatioabout
the suitability betweemxpressions and representations, and that
these doubt&mergewhen consdeling boththe development of
the individual andhe evolution of cultures, and are at the root of
the discoursesthat are socially imposed to ensuaecurate
knowledge (withits mythical and scientificriteria offitrutho i see,
for instance,Lledd, E. [1961] or Pifiuel, JL. and Lozano, C.
[2006] chapter6)i; how,in sixth placethese criteria of trutlare
historically changing when applied to h distoficdi scqQur seo
which provides the key to locate in time and spac#e
vicissitudesof our own community andthe community ofothers
(see, for instanceRanke, L.V. 1954; Bachelard. 1973); and,
finally, in seventh placehow the scientific examination of
communication as an object of study hasuedo reconsiderthe
natural order and the social orars from the social practice of
communication gee, for instanceleydesdorff, L. [2003], or
Pifuel JL. & Lozano, 2006p0p. cit. daper 8).

Moreover, t is a fact thatso far all the great thinkers have
sharedvery rich insights abouthe communicatve activity, and
that many very diverse siences have produced very important
knowledge about the communicative activityAlso, until very
recently, theknowledgeprovided by thinkers and scientists and
the cognitive capital accumulated on communicatibrgugh the
various sciences, hdseen manifestedsometimesincomplete
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sometimes do divided and often poorly organized due to the
disparity of theoretical and epistemological critetraleed, here

IS an epistemologicalchallenge fadng, first, to a certain
excessive accumulation of knowledgigoutcommunication aan
object of study; and obviously thchallenge hagossiblyforced
communicatiorprofessordo review the knowledgethat biology,
psychology, linguistics, philosophy, history and sociology
contribute to the study of animalhuman and social
communication This challenge sometimes also includes
considering and completinguch contributionsin order to
establisha field of study: communicatiotdowever, this endeavor
would alsoinclude estaldhing whether the is a disciplinary
paradigm capable of providing a new appro#dt is capble of
integraing and reorgammng all the knowledge about
communicationHas this be enough tdéay the foundations of a
new scientific idisciplined? And how should it be called
Communicationrheory?

These questions weraddressedit the symposium held in
Madrid in May 2009 to preserihe results of the first survéy
Bernard Miege and Paolo Mancinere the mosbelligerentsand
opposedthe desirability of cosideringthe creaton of a new
scientifici Bciplined, and refering to Communicationrheoryas
a didacticexercise aimeat the reflecion on the experiensethat
the social practice of communicatiooffer to the analysis of
sociologists, political scrdists, senologists etc.As it is widely
accepteda <ientific theory, applied to eonsistently defined and
delimited object of study acquires value if it carbe tested
theoretically and practicallybut only to the extent thathe
fiknowledg® that it providesis ableto improvet he A maki ng
designed byits implementation ando the extent to whats it
facilitates the success df h praxi® ,t enriches andeviews the
initially formulated knowledge That being said,hie notions of
fitheoryd  aaf dobject of study, fifield of knowledg® and
fpracticesthat review the knowledg® are sometimes usadalith

! The full text of all papers was published by DIALOGOS magazine, of FELAFACS
(Latin American Federation of Schools of Social Communication) N° 80, April 2010,
ISSN: 19956630 fittp://www.dialogosfelafacs.net/revista/index.php?ed=80)
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different degrees ofrigor. For this reason, in the practice of
scientific research animh the discourse that lategxplains itand
allows other sciergts to reproduce it, therocesses ofvork,
which arenever disorganizedanalternativelyseektwo different
objectives firstly, to collect data hat confirm previously
formulatedknowledge, allow expamayg the repertoire of details
that describe an gbct of study or canreduce the distance of
observation;and secondly, t@rganizethe datathat isusdul to
describeand examine an object of studsither in its description,
its relationship with otherclose objects of study, orin its
epistemologicatonsistency.

The knowledgeaccumulatecbn communication as an object
of study inthe cognitive capital provide by thesciences can be
explained and addressedby reviewing t hei r Adfr awer
knowledgeand searcimg for those chapters and sections relate
to the communicative activity othe living beings (Biology),of
the fiHomo Sapien® (Anthropology) and to human behavior
(Psychology), language and writingiQguistics),andthe cultural
relics and the discoursassed to explain the development of
human history and thinking(History and Philosophy) We can
also search fothbse chapters ahodern epistemology thdtased
on knowledge about botfatureandculture have tried to rewaw
and reorganizehe visions until now parial, of the different
sdences, and havetried to reunite themby using rew formal
paradigms, one of which ks been the paradigm of
communication. An "encyclopedia” (from the Greeks, in,
999 o acifcle, and” U sllit¢hching) always provides concentric
and orderly accest® the knowledge of each science, based on
their circular process.Sometimes, His accessis provided
alphabetically so that each alphabetical entry in the di@tion
(described asfiencyclopedid) offers knowledge about each
science Someother timesthe accesss offered thematically, in
such a way that each thematic chapter correspdndshe
correspondingknowledge of each sciencéAn encyclopedia,
therefore does not organie knowledge from a unique perspective
of knowledge, but from mangerspectivesas many aghe entries
of a dictionaryor asmany subjectare proposed to organize the
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(more or less specialized or general) fields of knowle@gg.

authorsepochs, discoveries, techniques general classifications
of all kindsY.

Table 1: Notion of theory and areas of knowledge for the disciplinef
ACommunication theoryo

Areas of knowledge

Some objects off Fields of Some models that review

study knowledge | knowledge
CE; e Signal e Physics o Information theory (Shannon)
2 Transmission e Ethology |+ Evolution theory (Darwin)
| e Expressive ¢ Social « Double bind theory (Bateson)
S| patterns psychology| * Spiral of silence theory (N
T | o Group behavior Neumann)
2 | o Social interaction| e Sociology |* Framing theory (Goffman, E
2 | » Language e Semiology | Lakoff G.)
S
o
@)

Theorizing communication is therefore not about making an
encyclopedia of communication. But question the proposed
"theory (s) of communication," either. It may help however for
the scentific community to achieve the time comes to propose a
“theory of communication" that can acquire sufficient
epistemological consistency if the object is well defined, what is
meant by "communication", and from hence, propose an
epistemological and metHological design able to formulate
problems and ways to solve problems and therefore to better
understand all aspects that are relevant to that object of study
(considering their relationships: temporal, causal, etc.). as to
better apply that knowledge t&numan practices in which

2 There are no many dictionaries and thematic encyclopedias on communication. As
author, | have a long experience in the biographical and bibliographical production of
encyclopedias and dictionasigncluding theDiccionario Técnico de Comunicacion
(Technical Dictionary of Communication), which is integrated in WESTFALEN, M. H.
and PINUEL, J. L. (Eds.}),a Direccion de ComunicacidfThe Directorate of
Communication)published by Prado (Madrid) @993
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communication is present, thereby facilitating that the
understanding of communication as an object, the analysis of the
areas where communication is present, and the practice of
communication can be mutually enriching, progressd an
reproduce.

In this sense, it could raise in respect of the Communication,
a table (see Table 1) that covers the areas of knowledge which
would be characteristic of a discipline that was able to incorporate
knowledge of communication as an object, thddfianalysis
where communication is present, and theoretical review of the
scientific models of knowledge about communication, so that they
can enrich each other, progress and reproduce.

Objects of study,disciplinary fields and theoretical paradigms
in the teaching of Communication Theory

A personalinvitation to complete the surveyuestionnairevas
sent(throughe-mail, anelectronic link and a passwort)a list of
aboutone thousandprofessorsof communication theorywhich
was created based oranous sources, such asni ver si t i e
websites the databases atientific communicationassociations
(like ECREA, FELAFACS, AEIC, etc.).

Nevertheless, dyn onethird answered the survey aruf
those not everybody answered it fully The statistical
represetativenessof the amountof answered questionnaires is
not significantbased on theniversewhich, on the other hands
finite. Thus,the results of the survgypased on the opinions of a
significant sampleranreveal certain trendabout that universe
but nothing more.

Aside from that,the datathat will be presentedand
examinedwill allow us to starta debate, buwill not allow
drawing a geograpit map of the perceptions and mentalities
aboutthe objects of study, fields of knowledge and theorktica
models thaare involved inthe teaching of communicatiadheory
in Europe and Latin America.
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Table 2: Dominant objects of study in the teaching of communication
theory

7%

Objetos de estudio dominantes en la docencia er
espafiol de América Latina.

9% 2%5%

m Domina
Comunicacion
Interpersonal

m Domina
Comunicacién
Grupal

Objetos de estudio dominantes en la

Materia, en Espafia.
B Domina Comunicacién

Interpersonal

m Domina Comunicacién
Grupal

= Domina Comunicacién
Organizacional

® Domina Comunicacion
de Masas

3% 5%1% 504,

Objetos de estudo dominantes na

disciplina .
m Domina a
9% 7% 0% 0%  Comunicacdo
Interpessoal
= Domina a

849% Comunicagao Grupal
0

m Domina a
Comunicagéao
Organizacional

Sujets d'étude dominants dans les

programmes d'études;, T
= [a communication interpersonnell

est le sujet dominant

0% 5%

m La communication des groupes es
sujet dominant

w La communication organisationnel
est le sujet dominant

H La communication de masses est
sujet dominant

m |l s'agit d'autres sujets dominant

Dominating objects of study in the subjec
5%
7%

9% 0%

m Interpersonal Communication
dominates

0% 7%

W Group Communication
dominates

m Organizational Communicatior|
dominates

= Mass Communication
dominates

m Other applications dominate

6% Vorherrschende Studieninhalte des

Stucjlenfacﬂ?lauptséchlich Interpersonelle
0% Kommunikation

0%

23%

® Hauptséchlich
Gruppenkommunikation

m Hauptséchlich
Organisationskommunikation

® Hauptsachlich
Massenkommunikation

= Hauptsachlich andere
Anwendungen

Ogagetti di studio principali della Materia

= Prevale Comunicazione|
Interpersonale

0% 0% 6% 6%
w’,‘ = Prevale Comunicazione,

13%
Gruppale

= Prevale Comunicazione|
Organizzativa

= Prevale Comunicazione|
di Massa

s

= Prevalgono altre
applicazioni

The results are presented in tables and are divided according
to the language in which the subject of communication is taught:
Firstly, teaching in Spanish, which is divided into Latin American
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countries and Spain, then teaching in Portuguese (which includes
the replies from Brazil), and later the data about comnatioic
teaching in French, English, German and Italian

Table 2 presents the similarities and differences regarding
the preferred objects of study in the teaching of communication
theory among Spanistpeaking (from Latin America and Spain),
Frenchspeakng, Englishspeaking, Germaspeaking and Italian
speaking professors. As it can be noticed, mass communication is
in all cases the mostxamined object of study, because in all
cases almost eight of every ten professors admit having a
privileged interestin it. Conversely, of the Frenespeaking
professors only 38% admits having a preference for this object of
study, while the other twthirds stated they have a dominant
interest in organizational communication, or other objects of

study not included in survey qguestion.
communicationo (which was one of
receive any attention in any <ca

stands out for only receiving the attention of a tiny minority and
being an object of study hardly considd in educational
programs, as it is the case among Portuggpseking and
German speaking professors.

The survey also asked respondents whether there was
dominant disciplinary perspective (e.g. historical,
interdisciplinary, sociological, anthropologi¢ philosophical, of
Linguistics and semiotics, or psychological) in the main fields of
knowledge included in the education programs.

The results appear in table 3, in the following order:
teaching of communication in Spanispeaking Latin America
universities, Spanisispeaking Spanish universities, French
speaking universities, Engligpeaking universities, German
speaking universities, and Itali@peaking universities. Spanish
speaking Latin American and Spanish group we can find other
relevant proflies.

For example, while the interdisciplinary paradigm is
dominantin the communicationtheory programsof more than

% The results of this first survey, resulted in several publications, among which highlights that of Lozano A., C. &
Vicente M., M. (2010) ATeaching Communication Theory at
Latina de Comunicaciond8ial, 65, pages 255 to 265.
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Table 3: Dominant disciplinary perspectives in the teaching of
communication theory

Paradigmas disciplinarios dominante

9% 6% 5% g,

® Dominan Psicologia y
Psicologia Social

® Dominan Linguistica y
Semiética

= Dominan Antropologia

y Filosofia
m Domina la Sociologii

m Domina la perspectiva
histérica )
m Domina la perspectiva

interdisciplinar
= No domina ninguna de|

las anteriores

Paradigmas disciplinarios dominante

6% = Dominan Psicologia y Psicologii
Social
10 ® Dominan Linguistica y Semi6tic

50607 096 9%

m Dominan Antropologia y Filosofi
22%

= Domina la Sociologi:

= Domina la perspectiva histéric

4%

= Domina la perspectiva
interdisciplinar
No domina ninguna de las
anteriores

Paradigmas disciplinares dominante 14%

= Dominam Psicologia e
% Psicologia Social
m Dominam Linguistica e
Semidtica
= Dominam Antropologia e
Filosofia
m Domina a Sociologie

0% o
5% 11%

= Domina a perspectiva
histérica

= Domina a perspectiva
interdisciplinar

= Nao domina nenhuma das
anteriores

Paradigmedglisciplinairesdominants

0% 9%

= Le paradigme de la
Psychologie et la Psychologie
Sociale
M Le paradigme de la
Linguistique et de la
0, Sémiotique
0% m Le paradigme de
I'Anthropologie et de la
Philosophie
0% = Le paradigme de la Sociolog

w Le paradigme de la vision
historique

Dominating disciplinary paradigms

m Psychology and Social
Psychology dominate
9% 7% 7% m Linguistics and Semiotics
7% dominate
m Anthropology and Philosophy
dominate

42% 23% m Sociology dominates
m Historical perspective
dominates
5% u Interdisciplinary perspective
dominates

= None of the above dominate:

Vorherrschende Paradigmen des Fach

m Hauptséchlich Psychologie und
Sozialpsychologie

m Hauptséchlich Linguistik und
Semiotik

® Hauptséchlich Anthropologie
und Philosophie

m Hauptséchlich Soziologi

o, 0%
12% 0%

m Hauptsachlich die historische
Perspektive

m Hauptséchlich die
interdisziplinére Perspektive

= Es herrscht keiner der
erwéhnten Ansétze vor

Paradigmi disciplinari dominanti

m Prevalgono Psicologia e
Psicologia Sociale
0% = Prevglgono Linguistica e
Semiotica
® Prevalgono Antropologia e
Filosofia
H Prevale la Sociologii

0,
%Mlz%

0

= Prevale la prospettiva storic

= Prevale la prospettiva
interdisciplinare

m Non prevale nessuna delle
precedenti
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half of the Spanisispeakig (from Latin America and Spain),
Portuguesespeaking and Germaspeaking professors, this
paradigm is not so dominant among the Frespdaking and
Englishspeaking professorsi although this perspective s
dominant among a majority of them, the Sociolafjjperspective

is dominant among other significant shares (specifically among
one of every four professors). Finally anthropology and
philosophy were dominant disciplines only among very low
numbers of professors, regardless of their language.

In this re@rd, the dominant disciplines in the European area
are Anthropology, Linguistics and Semiotics, and Sociology (in
this order), except in Spain, where Psychology is the dominant
discipline. The historical and interdisciplinary perspectives are
dominant in latin America.

However, if we compare answers across the different
language groups and separating. tii@e share of professors
among which Linguistics or semiotics was the dominant
disciplinary paradigm did not even reach two of every ten
professors, regdtess of their language.

Thus, in general terms the results indicate that in relation to
the dominant disciplinary paradigm in the teaching of
communication theory programs, there is a progressive tendency
to abandon disci pl i n hoseydisdipbnesa ge 6 s
with greater speculative weight, like anthropology, philosophy,
linguistics and semiotics.

Finally, as we can see imable 4 which highlights the
dominant epistemological models in the teaching of
communication theory among the samplepadfessorsonly the
majority of Portuguese pe a ki ng &padishsfegakang n 6 s
professors(or at least 50%)stated they have no dominant
theoretical models as epistemological reference in the teaching of
communicationtheory. However, thisoption of not privileging
any epistemological paradigms is also majgnidan in all the
languagegroups The most dominant epistemological model is the
Critical Models (Frankfurt Schoglyvhich is dominant amongne
of every four Latin AmericaSpanishspeaking Portugiese
speaking andnglish.speakng professors, and amoige in five
Italian-speakingorofessors
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Table 4. Dominant epistemological theoretical models in the teaching
of communication theory

Modelos tedéricos dominantes América Latin

o m Dominan modelos Conductista
0% 6% 2% g0

® Dominan modelos Funcionaliste

6%

= Dominan modelos Estructuralista

o5 m Dominan modelos Fenomenolégicc

= Dominan modelos Sistémicc

8%

6%

= Dominan modelos Critico:
= Dominan modelos Informacionale

= Dominan modelos Constructivists

Sin predominio de modelos teérica

Modelos teéricos dominantes en Espafi

ERESRAN delos Conductista Modelos teoricos dominantes lengua 5% 5%
0% 9% gy
0

Z%portuguesa = Dominam os modelos Condutivist:

4% mDominan modelos Funcionaliste ) o
(0% Dominam os modelos Funcionalist:
. ) 0,
9% = Dominan modelos Estructuralista 22% = Dominam os modelos Estruturalist:
. ® Dominam os modelos Fenomenolégic
11% ® Dominan modelos 13% 9
6% Fenomenoldgicos = Dominam os modelos Sistémict
= Dominan modelos Sistémica m Dominam os modelos Critice
3% = Dominan modelos Critico: 306 = Dominam os modelos Informaciona

= Dominam os modelos Construtivist
= Dominan modelos Informacionale

Né&o ha predominio de modelos tedricc

Modeles théoriques dominants

R . Dominating theoretical models
u Des modeéles Behavioristes

m Behaviourist models dominat

0% dominent
o 0 u Des modeéles Fonctionnalistes 0 7% ® Functionalist models
5% 0% dominent . 7% dominate
] cI?es modeéles Structuralistes 8% = Structuralist models dominate
ominent

m Des modéeles
Phénoménologiques dominent
m Des modéles Systémiques

® Phenomenological models
dominate
m Systemic models dominatt

5%

dominent - 3%
m Des modeles Critiques sont u Critical models dominate
dominants . 10%
] (I;):;ir::rt]jteles Informationnelles 0% = Informational models
u Des modeles Constructivistes domlnate_ .
) = Constructivist models
dominent dominate

Vorherrschende theoretische Modelle

m Es herrschen behavioristische

Modelli teorici predominanti
0%

m Prevalgono modelli

Modelle vor 0 Conduttivisti
jonalisti o, 1% 79 onduttivisti
u 'I\EAS Eelrlrschen funktionalistische 0% % 20, = Prevalgono modell
odelle vor N
- Funzionalisti
u rI\EAso Eslrlgsr\:lgfn strukturalistische = Prevalgono modell
m Es herrschen phanomenologische Strutturalisti _
Modelle vor u Prevalgono modelli

Fenomenologici

= Prevalgono modelli
Sistemici

m Prevalgono modelli Critic

m Es herrschen systemische Modelle

vor
® Es herrschen kritische Modelle vc

= Es herrschen informationalistische

Modelle vor L = Prevalgono modelli
= Es herrschen konstruktivistische Informazionali
Modelle vor

Es herrschen keine theoretischen
Modelle vor

= Prevalgono modelli
Costruttivisti
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The next mostrelevant epistemological refence is
Systemic models, whichare the secondmostdominant moded
amongone of every five Frenechpeakingand Germasspeaking
professors

Table 5. Dominant Theoretical Models in Teaching, by geographical areas

Geographical area

Mone in particular W spain
ELatin-america

OOrest of Europe

Sistemic models
dominate

Informational models
dominate

Functionalists models
dominate

Fhenomenological
maodels dominate

Estructuralists models
dominate

Critical modeles dominate

Constructivists models
dominate

Eehaviorists models

T T T T T
= = = = r=1
— &l Lo - e

Count

Now, if we examine the answers about the epistemologically
dominant theoretical paradigms in the teaching prograonsss
three geographical areas (Spain, Latin America, and Rest of
Europe, which providedimilar shares of participantsyve can
notice interesting profiles: the three geographical areas are similar
in the sense that they do not have dominant theoratiodkls in
the teaching of communication, but are very different in the
treatment of the critical models, which receive greater attention in
Latin America and the rest of Europe than in Spain. The
Afunctional i st model soO and AsSys
attention in the rest of Europe than in the other two areas.
"Behaviorism" and "Constructivism" are the dominant models in

t he ARest of Europeo. Meanwhi | e,
model s are the dAcritical model s o
in Spa n t he domi nant model s ar e

APhenomenol ogyo (See table 5)
In view of theseaesults it is natural to be a littleoncerred

aboutthe epistemologicaktonvenience otonsideringwhether it

is justified or not, to treat communication studs as a new

discipline, or whether it is possible to formulate an

69



epistemological paradigm capable of integrating and structuring
the objects of studyof the universe of communicatiprthe
disciplinary fields where communication is present, atite
epistanological modelscamble of explainng it, in a way that
they can beeciprocallyenriched developedandreproducedas a
science.

University frameworks in Communication Research

Just like it is notsurprising to be a little concern about
considering theepistemological convenience of considering
whether is it justifiedor not,to treatcommunication studies as a
new discipline,the resultsof this surveyon communication
research as an object of studyBaropean and Latin American
universities there ae not too positive Considering what
university researchers say aboesearclunding (seelable §, it
can benoticed that public funding is dominant in basic and
applied research conducted by Spanish Raduguesepeaking
professors Basic research pdominates in Latin America and
France both publicl¢funded and unfundedwhile applied
researchwith mixed funding and basic research with public
funding predominateamongEnglish-speaking,Germanspeaking
and ltalianspeakingorofessors

Graph 1: Research funding by geographical areas

Geographical Area

Spain Latin-America Rest of Europe

Unanswered

Basic research without funding

Basic research with public funding
Basic research with private funding
Basic research with mixed funding
Applied research without funding
Applied research with public funding
Applied research with private funding

Applied research with mixed funding
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Table 6: Funding of research on communication as an object of study

Financiacion de la Investigacion en América Lati

® Investigacion aplicada con financiacién mi»
6% m Investigacion aplicada con financiacior
privada
® Investigacion aplicada sin financiacic
| Investigacion basica con financiacion mi»
® Investigacion basica con financiacion priva

m Investigacion basica con financiacion publi

= Investigacion basica sin financiacic

m Investigacion aplicada con financiaci

Financiacion Espaifi: mixta
m Investigacion aplicada con financiaci
privada
11% m Investigacion aplicada con financiaci

publica
u Investigacion aplicada sin financiaci

® Investigacion basica con financiacior,
mixta

m Investigacion basica con financiacion
privada

w Investigacion basica con financiacion
publica

w Investigacién basica sin financiacic

Tipo de pesquisa e financiamertesquisa basica com
financiamento publico

m Pesquisa basica com
financiamento privado

m Pesquisa basica com
financiamento misto

m Pesquisa aplicada com

18% 249

14% 49, financiamento publico
m Pesquisa aplicada com
10% 25% financiamento privado

m Pesquisa aplicada com
financiamento misto

m Pesquisa basica sem
financiamento

204 ] Ffesqullsa aplicada sem

financiamento

. m Recherche basique sans
Recherche vs. Financemencement
m Recherche basique au financemen
public
m Recherche basique au financemen
privé
m Recherche basique au financemen
mixte
m Recherche appliquée sans
financement
m Recherche appliquée au
financement public
m Recherche appliquée au
5% 0% financement privé
m Recherche appliquée au
financement mixte

Fundingof research donén English

m Basic research with public fundir
m Basic research with private fundin
m Basic research with mixed fundir

m Applied research with public fundin
4%
m Applied research with private
funding

= Applied research with mixed fundil

= Basic research without fundin

0%

m Applied research without funding

Modell der vorherrschenden Forschuni
m Grundlagenforschung mit &ffentlichen
Mitteln
m Grundlagenforschung mit privaten
0% 7% Mitteln
= Grundlagenforschung mit &ffentlichen
und privaten Mitteln
34% m Anwendungsforschung mit éffentlicher
13% Mitteln
® Anwendungsforschung mit privaten
Mitteln
5 = Anwendungsforschung mit éffentlicher
0% und privaten Mitteln
® Grundlagenforschung ohne
Finanzierung
m Anwendungsforschung ohne
Finanzierung

13%

13%/ 20%

Il finanziamento della H Ricerca di base con fondi

ricercaeffettuata pubblici
in |ingua italiana m Ricerca di base con fondi
privati

= Ricerca di base con fondi mi

M Ricerca applicata con fondi
pubblici

= Ricerca applicata con fondi
privati

= Ricerca applicata con fondi
misti

= Ricerca di base senza fon

0%  =Ricerca applicata senza fon

If we examine the types of funding that basic and applied
researchreceive acrossthe three geographicalareas,"Spain",
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Tabl e 7:

Pr edomi
t eamos

nant e d wesearthi
me mber s

506°% 1504

Formacion originaria de los investigadores en
América Latina

2%

m Domina el origen profesiona

® Domina formacion antropolégice

= Domina formacioén en comunicacion
social

® Domina formacién en ingenieria

®m Domina formacion filoséfice

m Domina formacién lingtistice

m Domina formacién psicolégici

Formacion de origen en Espafi

®m Domina el origen profesiona

= Domina formacién antropolégice

= Domina formacion en
comunicacion social

m Domina formacion filoséfice

m Domina formacién psicoldgici

m Domina formacién socioldgici

= Dominan otras formaciones

= Domina formacioén linglistice

Domina formacién en ingenieria

Formacion de origen en lusoparlante

= Domina a origem profissional de
mercado
= Domina a formagao linguistic

2%

m Domina a formagéo filoséfici

m Domina a formag&o psicolégic

= Domina a formag&o antropoldgic

= Domina a formag&o sociolégic

= Domina a formagéo em comunicagac

social
m Domina a formag&o em engenhar

Dominam outras formagde:

Origine académique des chercheur
m La formation professionnelle
0% domine
6% 0% 12% o 0% | | I&gr:?:gauon linguistique
= La formation philosophique
domine
m La formation psychologique
domine
® La formation anthropologique
domine
m La formation sociologique
domine
= La formation en
communication sociale doming
w La formation en ingénieries
domine

6%

Dominant academic origin of the

researchers ] Profgssional background
dominates
0%
4% mEducational background in
0% 15% 15% linguistics dominates

= Educational background in
philosophy dominates

® Educational background in
psychology dominates

® Educational background in
anthropology dominates

Vorherrschende Bildungs Herkunft der
Forscher m Hauptsachlich aus dem Berufslebe

m Hauptsachlich mit linguistischer Ausbildui

7% 0% 7%

m Hauptsachlich mit philosophischer
Ausbildung

m Hauptsachlich mit psychologischel
Ausbildung

m Hauptsachlich mit anthropologischer
Ausbildung

m Hauptsachlich mit soziologischer Ausbildu

36%

= Hauptséchlich mit Ausbildung in
Sozialkommunikation

= Hauptsachlich mit Ausbildung in
Ingenieurwissenschaften
Hauptsachlich andere Ausbildungsart

Origine accademica principale dei ricercato

9%

m Prevale l'origine professional

= Prevale la formazione linguistic
4%

u Prevale la formazione filosofic
09/ = Prevale la formazione psicologic
0, m Prevale la formazione antropologic
8%
m Prevale la formazione sociologic
= Prevale la formazione in comunicazion|
sociale
m Prevale la formazione in ingegner

Prevalgono altre formazion
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"Rest of Europe" and "Latin Americalwhich provided similar
shares of participants), we obtain interesting results (see Graph 1):
Considering the fact that the question of funding was mostly
unanswered in the tbe geographical areas, the most significant
finding is that basic research is mostly associated with public
funding in the three geographical areas, and that in {4atierica
there is a lack of funding for both basic and applied research

Another interestig aspect with regard to the infrastructure
of the available capital is the dominant education where
researchers come from. To obtain this information, respondents
were asked to state the predominant education of the researchers
in their research team. Tlab7 presents these results across
language groups (but differentiating Sparsgieaking researchers
into Spaniards and Latin Americans).

Graph 2: Dominant education amongresearchers

Geographical Area

Spain Latin-America Restof Europe

Sociclogical

Psychological

Other education
Professional origin
Linguistic
Engeneering
Philosophical

Social communication

Anthropological

10,0%1

300
00
10,0%
i)

300

=
=3

0
100
20041
30,0
0%

=

Percentage

According to the survey, between six and eight of every ten
researchrs in Latin America, Spain, France and Engipkaking
and Portuguesspeaking countries claim that most members of
their research teams have an education in Social Communication.
Instead, almost half of the Germapeaking and Italiaspeaking
researches stated that the members of their research teams have
education in sociology. The most significant finding is the tiny
proportion of researchers with educatiom iany other
disciplinghat is not social communication and, of course,
sociology.
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Table 8: Types of dedication to communication research and teaching

1%

Dedicacién a investigacién en A. Latir

m Dedicacion exclusiva a la
investigacion, con docencia
universitaria

m Dedicacion exclusiva a la
investigacion, sin docencia
universitaria
Dedicacion parcial a la
investigacion, con docencia
universitaria.

m Dedicacion parcial a la
investigacion, sin docencia
universitaria

Dedicacion a la investigacion en Espai
3% /_0%

m Dedicacion exclusiva a la
investigacion, con docencig
universitaria

m Dedicacion parcial a la
investigacion, con docenciag
universitaria.

Dedicacion parcial a la
investigacion, sin docencia
universitaria

m Dedicacion exclusiva a la
investigacion, sin docencia
universitaria

Dedlca(;ao a pesquisk m Si dedica esclusivamente
alla ricerca, senza
docenza universitaria.

u Si dedica esclusivamente;
alla ricerca, con docenza
universitaria.

Si dedica parzialmente
alla ricerca, senza
docenza universitaria.

u Si dedica parzialmente
alla ricerca, con docenza
universitaria

0%

0%

Recherche/enseignement a temps complet ou partit

m Recherche a temps
complet, sans enseignemer
universitaire

m Recherche a temps
complet, avec enseignemer
universitaire
Recherche a temps
partiel, sans enseignement
universitaire

® Recherche a temps
partiel, avec enseignement
universitaire

11%

6%

Time spent on research / teaching

7% m Full time research, without

0 university teaching

m Full time research, with
university teaching

Part time research, without
university teaching
0%
= Part time research, with
university teaching

Anteil der Forschung/Lehrtatigkeit

m AusschlieBliche
Forschungstétigkeit, ohne
universitare Lehrtatigkeit

0%
0%  mAusschlieBliche
Forschungstatigkeit, mit
universitarer Lehrtatigkeit

Teilweise
Forschungstatigkeit, ohne
universitare Lehrtatigkeit

m Teilweise
Forschungstatigkeit, mit
universitarer Lehrtatigkeit

Tempo dedicato alla docenza/ricerci

m Sj dedica esclusivamente
alla ricerca, senza docenz
0% universitaria.
u S dedica esclusivamente
alla ricerca, con docenza
universitaria.

Si dedica parzialmente allg

ricerca, senza docenza

0% universitaria.

u Si dedica parzialmente allg

ricerca, con docenza
universitaria
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