Mapping intercultural communications

: national or doctrinal comparisons ?' Comment to Averbeck-Lietz (Comment on "Pathways of intercultural communication research. How different research communities of communication scholars deal with the topic of intercultural communication" by Stefanie Averbeck-Lietz).

To suggest a first comparative statement of researches oriented related to different countries about a so volatile area as interculturality has systematically provoked peer's doubts, even if reducing the barrier within just one disciplinary field.

A fortiori speaking about the communicational discipline: its scientific recognition is very recent (70's), so far from being completed (terms can be still different ones, depending on whether one considers University or research centers categories); names are floating (some intend to distinguish information science and communication science, others in Quebec think journalism as part of public communication; some in Brazil classify business newspapers in the area of media and information ; others defend the indivisible nature of information-communication science...); grounds are so large that it could be debatable to speak in terms of a scientific territory (the discipline can be concerned as well with media analysis, as treatment of information technics; artistic expressions as well as stricto sensu communication technics ; as well materials to disseminate or produce programs, as teaching methods ... (Miege, 1996: 78); research objects are still poorly understood (too often, people thinks they are dealed just in engineering sciences, or people ignore these objects could ever be conected to a scientific approach ; or people reduce the objects to the social demand ; knowledges workly slow to be knowned (the heterogeneity of disciplinary geographies across countries may hamper international overviews and comparative approaches ; the interdisciplinarity systematically connected to the approach leads in parallel to the question of the existence, or not, of an original knowledge, then the question of an institutional legitimacy) (Jeanneret, 2012: 3). So, mapping communication sciences suppose to face to a composite, complexe, diverse and floating discipline (theories are justaposed, without erasing the competing proposals and over borders), especially if, in addition, the project of mapping is to take into account historical dimensions, and to reveal both the social institutionalization (name of the discipline, institutional places of its academic laboratories, institutional history, mainstream scientific reviews....) and the cognitive institutionalization (mutual and different paradigms, theories, concepts, referencies, fields and common genealogies; intellectual co-operations, schools, over national boarders?). This difficulty is compounded by the need to discuss the premise of Communication which would be essentially consensual and Culture, which would potentially carrier distinction, so tensions and contestations. In fact, what we observe for example in the field of informationand communication technologies is not the advent of the global village, nor the change from the industrial society to a new idyllic world, but the active participation of communication to the reorganization of territories (deterritorialization / reterritorialization). Finally, to add a difficulty, the status of intercultural studies is too hesitant (Sub-discipline? Field? Sub-field? ...).

The author perfectly evaluated all the difficulties and risks to work his project, still adding the question of the inequal involvme,nt of researchers, depending of their own country (USA Germany, France) in the field of intercultural communication. So, he is right, when he declares only writing a first approximation based on edited literature. With this condition, the project is laudable, able to provoke feed-backs, corrections, refinements and discussions. The first risk of the exercise (in which the author does not fall down), would have been to include comparative research with only an intentionality to broaden the perspective and identify the common project of the three national territories (United States, Germany and France) and thus ot enhance the legitimacy of intercultural communication by a supranational anointing. After all, the recognition of cultural diversity, which caracterised a new reading of Universalism after the Second World War, had opened to the linearity of the developmentalist theories and then served diffusionist theories which were dominant inside international organizations. In this period, Intercultural studies was called particularly from US, to accelerate the fight against myths all over the world. Doing this, each particular community should quickly reach the state of modernization, i.e. the completion of the Human Being in the consumer society. Even if the assertion was questionable because its election and generalization, the United States had been identified as vectors of this New Universalism. Gradually, works calling for interculturality attributed to a mediatic communication a power to accelerate the convergence towards a common lifestyle, preparing the futur discourse of globalization: a project building a political homogeneous space of values, beyond particularities related to mores and habits unified by the standards of economic competition and comforted by the certainties of Sciences of management. To be efficient, a private company had to be rational, universal and disconnected form cultural and national barriers. However, the intercultural communication had found its place in this project, supported by the neo-institutional theory [START_REF] Dimaggio | The iron-cage revisited: institutional Isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational field[END_REF], which considered that the business case should be more related to learning différence directly in the site [START_REF] Ely | Making differences matter: a new paradigm for diversity management[END_REF]. It began particularly obvious ofr transmantional companies, as the priority to lead a Human resources strategy [START_REF] Rosenzweig | Managing the new global workforce: Fostering diversity, fostering consistency[END_REF]. So, the resources theory led private companies -gradually called glocal companies -to value what different people learn from other perspectives, even more than to assimilate differences or only to evaluate them [START_REF] Dass | Strategies for managing human resource diversity : From resistance to Learning[END_REF], as Geert Hofstede model used to propose [START_REF] Hofstede | Cultures and organizations, software of the mind, intercultural cooperation and its importance for survival[END_REF]. If the genealogy of these theories frequently refers to US theoretical researches, their institutional and cognitive identification is not limited to this one and unic geopolitical space. However, as remained the author, research traditions are also dependant on beliefs and particular visions of the world, particularly about the way they should be conducted. Even if the first British Director-General of Unesco, Julian Huxley wanted to write the first History of humanity out of any ethnocentrism, recent questions reintroduced the questioning of external factors (political, economical and moral ones) in scientific production and dissemination [START_REF] Lévy-Leblond | La science est-elle universelle ?[END_REF]. Thus, the distinction is significant between three models of a nation (Smith, 1994: 7-22) that precisely covers the corpus chosen by the author of the analysis. The United States are characteristic of the pluralistic nation model, which constitutionally organizes a will to live together from the legal recognition of communities inside the US melting pot (in the early twentieth century in Chicago, Znanecki and Thomas research studies about Polish immigrants attitudes and values on USA were not only developped to understand and produce knowledge, but also to solve the difficulties of acculturation of the studied populations, as worked later in the same aim Edward T. Hall). France devotes the civic nation model: particularities are relegated in the private sphere; the republican pact is elected as a determinant one for social progress, what ever is the origin of french citizenship. The distributive paradigm of equality erases the discriminant paradigm of difference, to promote a new supra-ethnic political identity (this confidence for the model probably explains why intercultural communication works were not so developed as they were in U.S. Though, when the natural integrative dynamics of civic nation model shown its limitations with the revolt of '3rd generation immigrants' young people in suburbs,, works were reinforced in the field of interculturality, particularly questioning the opportunity, or not, of affirmative action policies in France). The third ethnic nation model was found in Germany: in which, an ethnic group is establisehd, or wants to be established both as a political identity and a state (the hypothesis could be to assess this characteristic as an explaining factor of the lack of research in intercultural communication, as noted by the author himself, sepaking about Germany). But a national criterium is not suffisant to explain. A regional dimension must also be reintroduced. E.g. the European tradition between the two world Wars : the International Commission on Intellectual Cooperation, which later became the Organization for Intellectual Cooperation, had provided to Unesco its ethos, inspired by Bergson: 'To give a soul to the League of Nations', and its organizational model too, that would hosted intellectuals alongside représentative politicians of states members. The aim was to provoke a "lower political temperature of the world by creating the intellectual and spiritual conditions to peace all over the world." In this project, the mobilization of Albert Einstein, Sigmund Freud, Marie Curie, Thomas Mann, Hendrick Antoon Lorenz, Gilbert Murray and Alfred Zimmern Henri Bergson… responded to pessimism of Olwald Springler and Paul Valéry, who from each side of the Rhine, were equally grieved by the loss of wisdom in Europe: 'We civilizations now know That we are mortals.' This background area is needeed to understand the opposition that emerged from Europe when U.S. researcher Daniel Boorstin had provoked a call, because he was confusing mass culture and popular culture (Boorstin, 1976: 64), while Europe already considered many other agents that mass media as vehicles of socialization. Work had already shown how in this field of culture, words struggles also were ideological struggles (Beneton, 1975). In the mid-twentieth century, a tradition inspired by the Claude Levi-Strauss structuralism and Jean-Paul Sartre existantialism and extnded to the francopone area, enlarged critics against both neo-colonialism and against the United States. Paradoxically, most radical critics were developed in parallel within American official laboratories, e.g. Herbert Schiller'work against cultural imperialism. The legacy was clearly identified with Frankfurt School about critics of cultural industries (Kulturindustrie). It Works as if US insurance dominant postures provoked a radical opposite response in the same site. This opposition appeared less a dichotomy in Europe in the 70's. From Birmingham, and originally inspired by Marxism, Cultural Studies tried to read the uses of literacy and to consider various options when receiving a message, with more open responses that suggested cultural imperialism theory. Individuals could renegotiate their reading, especially from their own cultural references. Moving to USA, Cultural Studies theories had come to define an interstitial human being, an hybrid product which was building the Human being in the XX1e century (Some Indian researchers provided their own concepts in the same way (Appadurai, 1996;[START_REF] Bhabha | Les lieux de la culture. Une théorie post-coloniale[END_REF][START_REF] Bhabha | Les lieux de la culture. Une théorie post-coloniale[END_REF].

Mainly disseminated in English speaking areas, the cultural studies inspiration were not so present in France (it took at least ten years long before being revealed by Marc Augé). In the same period, the cultural industry theory losted large part of its influence, with new competitors for France coming from Latin America. Several authors (Mattelart, Lochard) had contributed to disseminate the work of Jesús Martin-Barbero for example : the author believed that a mass culture produced by cultural industries should not be seen as a threat to a popular culture. We should rather consider mass culture as the contemporary field of popular tensions, in which we could consider popular, not in terms of exteriority warranty, but as a conflictual nesting into a massification (Martin-Barbero, 2002: 195). One of the most effective in-between latin-american and en researcher should probably be Armand Mattelart. Deeply involved in Allende's Chile before being received in France with a political refugee'status, the belgium author regretted that within Cultural Studies, the analysis of interactions and transactions between cultures was exempt from the analysis of geo-economic logic, governing the new structuring hierarchies, polarization and exclusion. Such a naive interpretation of the ability to appropriate the signs of modernity explained a recycling of diffusionist approach leading to the belief that American culture was an 'universal operator'. Similarly, Pierre Bourdieu and Loïc Wacquant had rejected the ambiguity of the return to the reference of cultural diversity and Panculturalism at the entrance on the twenty-first century : leading now to the naïve celebration and any points of vue of dominated cultures, Cultural studies now had completely forgotten what was the interest of their first works of the 60's, when the analyssis of the capital was still connected to those of the symbolic dimension of culture. This DIY [essoufflement] did really lead to a relevant school, just falling down into a critics of the nation-state welfare. On the contrary, the creativity seems now to come from cultural industries researches, with a criticism of the anthropological dimension of cultural diversity. More nuanced then the systematic Reading in terms of standardization of the previous Frankfurt School, these authors emphasize on the fact that cultural products are not an undifferentiated totality, as Adorno used to present. More than the result of similar focus and convergent analyzes or a will to build a common theory, the cultural industries convergence demonstrates once more the difficulty to circumscribe the territory: are working in a such way both Canadian researchers Jean-Guy Lacroix and Gaëtan Tremblay, Spanish researchers Enrique Bustamante, Ramon Zallo and Juan Miguel Bustos, French researchers Patrice Flichy, Bernard Miege, and Philippe Bouquillion and perhaps the British researchers Nicholas Garnham, Richard Middleton, Nicholas Garnham, David Hesmondhalgh, Keith Negus, Jason Toynbee... Curiously, these studies do not seem to have spread in Germany, where the founders of cultural industry's theory were born! Unlike public sphere's work that Habermas initiated! This conclusion shows how difficult it is to focus the analysis from a territorial criterium, moreover considering institutional development, but also cognitive dimensions on intercultural communication. Difficulties don't deseappear by just considering in the opposite way the traveling theories! Finally, except being rigid, interculturality regularly encounters transculturality. What the author perfectly considers too ! Bertrand Cabedoche Professor in Université de Grenoble