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1. Introduction. 
 
The present document is the result of the deliberations by CAENTI WP5 “Analysis of 
the application of the governance principles of sustainable development to territorial 
action-research”. Like all CAENTI WPs, WP5 is made up of a multidisciplinary and 
multi-sectorial work group with participating representatives from six universities (Alba 
Iulia University, Franche-Comté University, Huelva University, Liége University, Pécs 
University, Salerno University) and CAENTI’s seven territorial actors (VALDOCCO, 
ACCEM, OPTIMA, INTEGRA+, APAPEI, COCAGNE, BARANYA COUNTY). 
 
Both the research groups and the actors involved have extensive experience in the field 
of action-research applied to the solving of socio-economic problems (the fight against 
forms of exclusion, social integration, local and community development, etc.) in very 
different contexts. Their common link consists, on the one hand, of the confidence the 
researchers and actors have in research as the driving force for social change, and on the 
other hand, of their defence of the multidimensional and territorial approach due to their 
conviction that socio-economic problems are due to multiple, entwined factors and 
dynamics and that the arena where they are to be tackled is the territory where these 
factors and dynamics take shape (where they fall). 
 
Another important common link among CAENTI partners is considering the territory as 
a space with actors in which production and appropriation of resources occur (these 
issues are being discussing in CAENTI WP4). If, as stated by M.  (Lévy, 1994), 
“knowledge is now infrastructure”, in the present knowledge society the first resource 
which must be necessarily the target of that production and appropriation is the existing 
knowledge across the whole territory, as well as the processes that take part in its 
creation. In particular, knowledge “of the territory” and of the “actions developed in the 
territory” is converted into knowledge of paramount importance for directing the action 
in favour of territorial development. 
 
On the other hand, CAENTI concept of territorial intelligence refers to all knowledge 
relating to the understanding of territorial structures and dynamics, as well as the tools 
used by public and private actors to produce, use and share this knowledge in favour of 
sustainable territorial development. In this way, territorial intelligence, strongly 
strengthened by the resources offered by the information society (new information and 
communication technologies), involves the production of theories and tools to 
understand the territory, but also the way in which the members of a society as a whole 
produce and take in the knowledge available and apply it to solving their problems. It is 
here where the link with the concept of territorial governance occurs, which refers to 
the vertical and horizontal coordination of decision making processes in the territory by 
public and private actors in relation to the needs of its population. 
 
From this perspective, territorial intelligence is a tool for territorial governance; 
however both concepts have a complex relationship according to E. Morin (1992), 
since, in their turn, the evolution of territorial governance promotes the development of 
territorial intelligence. The driving force behind this feedback process is the 
participation of the actors. The intensity and quality of the participation is what 
determines the way in which both processes feed off each other.  
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The proposal of a quality charter presented here starts from a critical reflection by all 
CAENTI WP5 members during 2006 about their own research experience. From this 
analysis, the kind of research which can best contribute to strengthen this link between 
territorial intelligence and governance in favour of sustainable development in current 
knowledge society was jointly discussed. The study was completed with the debate of 
the ethical and methodological principles that should inspire research practices in order 
to achieve the already mentioned coordination between territorial intelligence and 
governance. The results of the present work are gathered in the document Application of 
the governance principles of sustainable development to territorial action-research 
(deliverable 40 of CAENTI, available on the Project Website www.territorial-
intelligence.eu). 
 
The result of this analysis and the formulation of principles showed the strengths in this 
context of the participatory action-research approach, defined as the type of research 
where researchers and territorial actors are involved, and performed with a double 
purpose: a scientific one, to improve knowledge on a specific aspect of the territorial 
structure and/or dynamic; and a practical one, to act on a specific problem of that 
territory. However, for the mentioned feedback between research and action to occur, 
with the subsequent positive impact on territorial governance, participation of actors 
and researchers must take place in a really effective way and be a real process of long-
term collaboration. 
 
As a result, the design and construction of tools that contribute to the development of 
these participatory processes is necessary. For this purpose (as the work of CAENTI 
WP6 shows), the new information and communication technologies have a huge 
potential. On the other hand, it is also necessary that universities and research centres 
work to provide territorial actors with greater accessibility to the available knowledge 
and tools for territory analysis, so making the most of the nowadays underused systems 
for data treatment and analysis. Finally, from the institutional point of view, new game 
rules must be set up in order to establish specific protocols and regulations for the 
development of this systematic, really collaborative, and long-term participated work 
creating confidence networks, guaranteeing the transparency, critical distance and 
veracity of the results, and laying down basic rules for joint appropriation and 
exploitation of the results. 
 
The work aimed by the CAENTI WP5 partners is precisely to start drawing up the 
regulatory framework as regards the action-research applied to economically, socially 
and environmentally sustainable territorial development. 
 
The objective for the first year was to reach a consensus on the formulation of a series 
of basic principles that the members think must be observed by the protocols of action-
research applied to territorial development, in such a way that the processes and results 
of the research allow the promotion of good governance. In this second year, the 
question of specific protocols has been tackled by drawing up the proposal of a quality 
charter for action-research applied to territorial governance of sustainable 
development.  
 
The reference to quality shows the emphasis in the process, understanding that it will be 
the quality of the participatory (collaborative and lasting) dynamic what will allow 
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better results of the action-research both from the scientific approach (better adaptation 
of theories and models to the evidence, and development of research methodologies 
better adapted to the studied problems), and from the action approach (appropriateness 
of the actions relating to the needs stated by the population, optimization of resources 
and sustainability). 
 
The contents of this chart have been discussed by a reduced work group within WP5 
and are presented at this Conference for consideration and discussion by all the 
participants of this meeting between researchers and territorial development actors. 
 
 

2. Context of a reflection: social transformations and 
balance of the CAENTI experience. 
 
As stated in the introduction, two elements have inspired the work group’s reflections 
on the action-research quality. 
 
On the one hand, the experience of the CAENTI members; on the other, the 
confirmation that the socioeconomic and political changes in the past decades are also 
demanding a different kind of research, better adapted to the characteristics of the 
knowledge society, that takes more advantage of the potentials of ICT and that can give 
an answer to the needs of territorial governance. 
 

2.1. Political decentralisation and territorial governance. 
 
As regards political changes, the decentralizing processes of the State, both in its 
territorial aspect (granting greater autonomy to regional and local authorities for the 
management or definition of public policies) and in its institutional aspect (providing a 
bigger political space to private actors, both in decision-making processes and in their 
participation in the provision of goods and services), have translated into greater 
consciousness of mutual dependence and of the need for cooperation among multiple 
actors and multiple levels to face territorial grave social and economic problems. From 
the concept of government, understood simultaneously as an exclusive agent and as the 
principal result of a top-down decision-making process, we pass to the idea of 
“governance” which makes reference to the need for governments to make room for 
other agents in the decision-making processes and to the need for all levels and areas of 
governments to be involved in these processes. All this results in horizontal cooperation 
(among different agents and areas of government) and vertical cooperation (among 
different levels), which is much more vague (and even confusing) than the one produced 
in the traditional scheme. The result of this greater complexity is a reduction in the 
regulatory role of the state, with the network of projects by various territorial actors 
acquiring greater importance. 
 
Territorial governance presents the challenge of seeing that “territorial engineering” 
(coordination of plans, programmes and projects in the territory) takes advantage of and 
effectively stimulates the “organisational capacity of the whole of the social 
organisation” in order to manage to provide appropriate answers to the democratically 
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expressed needs of the citizens. But the fact that decentralization translates into more 
suitable solutions for the needs of sustainable territorial development, while at the same 
time strengthening democracy, depends on the actual form adopted by the processes 
involved in territorial governance in each case. These processes are affected by a 
number of factors, among which can be mentioned the territory’s position and form of 
involvement in the global economic and political context; the institutional fabric made 
up by the formal and informal networks in which the actors from different levels and 
sectors whose action affects the territory interact; the individual responsibilities, 
abilities and preferences of these actors, as well as the characteristics of the forums 
where these actors meet and the methods they use to debate and cooperate, especially as 
regards the processes of production and exchange of information relating to the 
territory.  
 
From the above it can be deduced that the success of the territorial governance will 
depend on the capacity of the territory to produce a comprehensive, forward-looking 
vision of the territory’s dynamic in the global context (with new paradigms, theories 
and models relating to territorial dynamics), but also on the territory’s capacity to create 
institutional agencies and networks for territorial management such as “territorial 
partnerships” and new coordination and communication tools which will allow the 
coherence of strategies and projects to be maintained throughout time. 
 

2.2. Knowledge Society as a Learning Society: the role of 
Action-Research. 
 
On the other hand, this knowledge society is the breeding ground in which all these 
transformations are produced. A society in which, paraphrasing P. Lévy, “knowledge is 
everywhere” (despite the “knowledge gap”) and where intelligence is universally 
distributed (no one has all the knowledge and everyone has some): the knowledge 
society is conceived as a society which is nourished by diversity and ability. One aspect 
of capital importance here is that people’s abilities are not static, but dynamic, and that 
the development of knowledge is a matter of favouring strategies in which people are 
protagonists in the changes in knowledge (bringing into play their capacities for 
diversity, participating in the building of collective intelligence) and not mere adapters 
of a state of global knowledge, which in any case is vast and permanently evolving. It is 
precisely with regard to this last point, the need to promote the ability of individuals to 
be protagonists in the creation and evolution of knowledge, what points towards the 
concept of territorial intelligence. 
 
As regards research, these changes show the need for new knowledge and a new way of 
producing and sharing it. However, the understanding of territorial dynamics is 
presented as an extraordinarily complex issue, and their analysis requires the cross-
sectional intervention of a number of disciplines. In these cases, the uncertainty 
associated with causal chains established by models, often due to a lack of information, 
causes the scientific results to be open to multiple interpretations. For this reason, 
today’s society makes two clear demands with regard to the way in which the research 
is carried out: 

• In the first place, the demand is for participatory research, both from the point of 
view of intervention from different disciplines, and from the point of view of 
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forming teams comprising other professionals and actors from the public sector 
or civil society. The presence of the latter is indispensable, because although 
they are not specialised in research their experience can contribute by supplying 
or producing information and different points of view to help establish working 
hypotheses and procedures for assessing the veracity of the results.  

• Secondly, society is also demanding greater transparency as regards the 
dissemination of the results, especially in aspects which substantially affect 
human life and which have ethical implications, so that the best informed public 
debate possible can be produced.   

 
Obviously, this cooperative way of tackling research may not make any sense in the 
field of basic or fundamental research, where results are not immediately applicable, or 
in topics intended for critical reflection regarding nature and humanity, which try to 
produce theories with a high level of abstraction. However, this type of collaboration 
between research and actors directly involved in the subjects under investigation proves 
very advantageous for both parties in most applied fields in the following ways: 

• In one way, the researchers will have more sources of information available to 
them and a greater variety of points of view to focus the problems; this affects 
the quality of the results in terms of relevance, rigour and veracity (as they say 
“a science that examines all arguments is always more and not less rigorous”).  

• On the other hand, for non-scientific actors involved, participation in the 
research will have the advantage of training in scientific methods and values and 
the ability to establish greater critical distance in relation to the problems posed, 
enriching their knowledge of the topics which concern them most and improving 
their action and evaluation capabilities in the global context. 

 
But the principal value of participation is not only that the territorial actors produce in 
the course of carrying out their actions, very valuable information for producing 
theories and models relating to territorial dynamics, nor even that their knowledge is 
paramount for the interpretation of the results. The fundamental contribution of 
participatory dynamics is that, when it achieves the complete involvement of territorial 
actors in the process of converting information into knowledge, and even manages to 
incorporate research activity into its courses of action, there is a direct impact on the 
actors’ capacity for learning from their own experience, and their possibility of adapting 
to change, stimulating their individual intelligence and improving their capacity for 
action on the territory.  
 
Additionally, insofar as the territorial knowledge required is comprehensive knowledge, 
the research must not only involve researchers from different disciplines, but actors 
from different sectors should also take part (Girardot, 2005). However, this is a much 
more complex matter, as it requires the research to be developed within the framework 
of partnerships of territorial actors who should act on the same problems.  
 
The difficulty lies in the fact that there are many obstacles to the correct functioning of 
partnership actions on territory. These are both institutional in nature, including a lack 
of confidence, and technical, for example limitations in the abilities of actors to work 
together1 (OECD, 2005). Hence the results in terms of territorial governance are not as 
efficient and democratic as would be hoped. 
                                                 
1 For a reasonably detailed analysis of these obstacles see OECD (2005). 
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It is here that participatory research dynamics can produce a greater impact, since the 
fact of compiling, producing, analysing information and interpreting the results 
collectively, on the one hand increases the individual capacities of the actors, mobilising 
the potential ability to produce and process knowledge about the field of action, and on 
the other hand, can contribute to favouring consensus as to diagnoses of the principal 
problems, or at least a common base of information and knowledge on which to discuss 
the discrepancies. All this makes possible the proposal for joint comprehensive 
solutions, which is the first step towards coherence and coordination of action on 
territory. On this point, it is important to clarify that for this connection between 
research and action to be effective, the dynamic has to involve actors who really have 
more direct contact with the field, as it is their contribution of systems of knowledge of 
the effects and determinants of their actions that can have a greater effect on territorial 
action in the long term (learning), regardless of whether the involvement of those in 
charge at an institutional level is indispensable for reaching agreements to establish the 
appropriate synergies. 
 
In this way, participatory research proves to be a basic premise of territorial intelligence 
and hence of territorial governance. However, perhaps the main reason that these 
projects are not extended further is due to the fact that the dynamic of carrying out 
research and action together (researchers and actors working multidisciplinarily and 
multisectorially) is really very complicated, due essentially to the lack of tools to 
promote and facilitate cooperative learning in the long term. 
 

3. Action-Research principles for the development of 
territorial governance. 
 
Starting from the previous premises, the CAENTI WP5 members drew up in 2006 a list 
of principles which have to be observed by the action-research processes as applied to 
sustainable development for the promotion of good territorial governance: 
 

• Transformation: this is a principle which serves as a premise for all the others 
proposed below and which consists of explicit recognition of the transforming 
effect research can have on reality, especially when carried out in relation to 
social problems. 

 
• Multidimensionality: the objectives of action-research are to focus 

multidimensionally and mulitsectorially, trying to ensure in any case that the 
participation of the disciplines and sectors involved is balanced, corresponds to 
the characteristics of the problem in hand and helps to achieve a global vision. 

 
• Partnership: the action-research processes must include among their objectives 

the involvement of territorial partnerships which may be concerned with the 
question under analysis, or else promote the creation and development of them 
whenever these partnerships do not exist. 

 
• Participation: the process must also be designed in such a way that the 

participation of local actors is produced effectively at all levels, from 
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institutional decision-makers to those actors most directly facing the needs of the 
field, and of course, the population affected. 

 
• Sustainability: the action-research processes must be long-term propositions, so 

that evolutionary knowledge of the problems that affect the territories can be 
produced. The theories, models and databanks produced in this way will allow 
the long-term dynamics, and therefore the determining factors of sustainability 
of the development model to be understood and monitored. 

 
• Transparency: the action-research processes must also have as their objective an 

increase in the transparency of the results, both of the research and the action, 
facilitating decision-making and contributing to this becoming more democratic. 

 
• Co-responsibility: in the action-research process, the “actor-investigators” and 

the “investigator-actors” are equally responsible for the progress of the project 
and the results reached and this must be reflected in the distribution of the work. 

 
• Co-evaluation: the objectives of the action-research are to include systematic 

assessment of the process to allow feedback and the redirection of the objectives 
in line with transformation of the initial context. 

 
• Co-learning: the action-research processes must facilitate the cooperative 

learning of all the participants, improving the capacity of the whole system of 
territorial actors to find solutions to their problems by making best use of their 
past experience. In other words, action-research must promote and strengthen 
the development of territorial intelligence. 

 
The analysis of the results of the experience compiled in the catalogues put together by 
the universities participating in CAENTI allows us to outline some positive aspects of 
the application of an approach that follows these principles. 
 
First of all, in general terms, this type of research, by encouraging actors to share their 
information and knowledge of the territory, would make possible better adaptation of 
actions to the needs of the territory, greater coordination and coherence of actions and 
policies and improved allocation of resources. In turn, to the extent that it can be 
translated into an improvement in transparency and an increase in the mutual confidence 
among actors, it could greatly strengthen social capital and promote its distribution in 
society as a whole. 
 
Another meaningful expected effect of this kind of action-research processes is actors’ 
appropriation of scientific methods and tools for analysing, managing, and evaluating 
territorial projects. This is the case because an essential part of these processes consists 
of adapting these methods and tools to the specific needs of the field. All this can 
contribute to extending a culture of evaluation of territory allowing actors more 
systematic learning from their experiences. The consequence of all the effects 
mentioned, on the whole, is empowerment of actors, which, in turn, can contribute in 
large measure to improving their capacity to undertake action. 
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The benefits for research, as the CAENTI researchers have emphasised, are obvious as 
well. Processes of this kind provide much more pertinent information and allow the 
research results to be compared more directly. 
 
Unfortunately, however, the formulation of these principles does not mean their 
automatic application. In fact, as the members’ practical experience shows, reflected in 
their experience catalogues, their application is quite complex and places certain limits 
on carrying out action-research processes which have been developed from this 
standpoint. The principal obstacles in this sense relate to the institutional context in 
which these experiences are produced. Some of these are raised in the following 
paragraphs. 
 
As regards research, although the need for development of multidisciplinary approaches 
to be carried out in partnerships is widely recognised, neither research funding systems 
nor means of scientific dissemination, nor the structure of academic merits promote this 
type of project, especially in the field of the social sciences. 
 
In terms of action, there are also several factors limiting the applicability and extension 
of action-research practices: the urgency of territorial needs which do not allow for the 
use of time and resources in research, the imposed “management by projects” system 
which has the effect of fragmenting public policies and actions, on many occasions 
territorial actors lack the necessary expertise to appropriate and internalize research 
methods and tools properly, incorporating them into their daily management and, of 
course, the willingness of actors to take part in genuine, long-term participatory 
processes does not always materialise and does not normally occur automatically . 
 
Therefore, generation of positive results is by no means automatic. In addition, the 
development of a culture of participation which favours the development of territorial 
intelligence is not a linear process. There are so many variables involved that advances 
can often be followed by significant setbacks with strong adverse effects (institutional 
confidence failures, for example). This is the reason why it is so important to determine 
the possible methodological and ethical rules which might lead to better results.  
 
The advances performed by the group regarding this matter are presented in the next 
section. 
 

3. Durable collaborative participation of researchers 
and territorial actors as quality key factor. 
 

3.1. Process-centred quality. 
 
Taking into account the link that the work group has established between action-
research, territorial intelligence and territorial governance, the reflection on the criteria 
which should be used to measure quality has taken as its starting point the objectives of 
a quality sustainable development territorial governance, namely: to make sure that the 
solutions adopted mobilise the resources effectively, by providing relevant answers to 
territorial needs, both in the short and long terms, that is, sustainably; and to ensure that 
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the processes by means of which the solutions are proposed, debated and finally 
accepted contribute to the development of democracy, in a more complex context in 
which the traditional systems of representative democracy prove insufficient. 
 
From this perspective, the quality of a action-research project could be considered 
according to two other basic criteria: 
 
On the one hand, from the point of view of the results, the project quality would rest on 
two complementary aspects: 
 

• First, the action-research project ability to generate knowledge of territorial 
dynamics (theories, models, indicators) better adapted to the actual conditions, 
and its ability to develop research methods that are more suitable for the 
characteristics and dynamics of the studied object. 

• Second, on the same level of importance, quality would be related to the action-
research project ability to generate a more suitable territorial action facing the 
real needs of the population. 

 
On the other hand, from the point of view of the process, the project quality would be 
found in: 
 

• its ability to generate a permanent learning and co-learning environment to 
guarantee mobilisation and mutualisation of competences among the territorial 
actors involved in the territorial development processes (included the research 
teams and, of course, the population itself) on the long term, which could be 
translated into territorial intelligence development. This exchange refers to the 
researchers making their knowledge (included analysis tools) more accessible to 
territorial actors and the latter sharing with the former their proximity 
knowledge, but also, it mainly implies the joint production of both theoretical 
and applied new knowledge. 

 
As a last resort, the process quality could be synthesized in its ability to generate 
empowerment of the territory’s population regarding the decisions relative to the 
definition and solving of the problems that concern them most directly. On the one 
hand, by providing them more useful knowledge that allows them to better understand 
territorial challenges; and on the other, by developing the capacities of the actors 
involved in sustainable territorial development. 
 
It is a feedback process. The improvement of the territorial actors’ capacities (for 
example in the use of territorial intelligence tools) will generate, through exchange 
among the actors, a better knowledge of territorial dynamics and this better 
understanding may lead to better quality action in the territory, which would favour a 
better understanding of the processes that affect it and, again, an improvement in the 
territorial actors’ capacities.  
 
But for this feedback process to work, it is essential that participation processes in 
action-research projects produce a really effective collaboration (otherwise it would be a 
demagogic exercise), and that they turn into a long-term dynamic. It is important to 
stress that the action-research project durability in time is a necessary condition, since 
the dynamics of sustainable territorial development occur in the long term, as well as 



FP6 – 2004 – CITIZENS – 5 – 8.2.2 Coordination Action (CA) 029127 - CAENTI 
 
 

 12

the translation of learning into actions, and actions into evaluations that allow the 
redirection of plans. 
 
As a result, the work group has suggested the quality of the participatory process of a 
action-research project as the starting point from which the project quality can be 
evaluated. Therefore, the quality of a action-research would depend on its ability to 
implement and promote participatory processes involving a community of actors (and 
not only those in charge of institutions): for this purpose, it must be solidly interwoven 
with a specific territorial reality and be able to mobilise effectively the available 
resources, especially communication and information technologies (ICT), to promote 
participation of the actors and the project dynamic. 
 
 

3.2. The four pillars of the quality of participation in Action-
Research processes. 
 
Starting from the nine ethical and methodological principles of action-research, 
formulated after the analysis of the partners’ experience, and taking into account that the 
quality of the action-research processes depends on their ability to build a participatory 
process, in which a long-term effective collaboration takes place, the WP5 work group 
has defined what they think are the four pillars supporting the quality of the action-
research aimed at promoting sustainable territorial governance and development.These 
pillars take the previous principles as their basis, and can be summarized as follows: 
 

1. Mobilisation of a territory’s resources. 
2. Mutualisation of knowledge and competences. 
3. Responsibility of all the participants. 
4. Common property of the results. 

 
They are complementary and interdependent. Indeed, it is very useful to mobilise all the 
human resources of a territory in a action-research project, provided this mobilisation is 
not articulated with the definition of formalised responsibilities, assigning each of the 
involved entities a specific role (with goals to be achieved). On the other hand, it is 
useless to mutualise multiple competences, favouring co-learning processes among 
researchers and actors, if all the efforts invested in the drawing up of collective work 
protocols are not accompanied by an overview of the actual and measurable impact of 
the project on the target territory. It is in the dialectics inherent to these four pillars 
where success of the action-research is based, as inferred from the analysis of the 
CAENTI catalogue of experiences. 
 
To clarify the proposal, a couple of objectives to be achieved and a number of activities 
(or means) to help achieve them have been defined for each of these four pillars. 
  

1. Mobilisation of the territory’s resources: 
 1a. Investigation of the target territory’s resources. 

 1b. Organization of actors/researchers partnerships. 
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2. Mutualisation of the whole of competences and knowledge: 
 2a. Mutidimensionality of the researchaction.  

 2b. Co-learning. 

3. Responsibility of all the participants and institutions involved. 
 3a. Organisation of a collaborative management of the Project. 

 3b. Deontology and autonomy of participants. 

4. Common property of the results. 
 4a. Evaluation of the action-research impact on the territory. 

 4b. Durability of the performed actions. 

 
The notion of added value should be emphasized in this section, since it justifies the 
choice of all the defined objectives and the means to be implemented. The action-
research partnerships built on these pillars modify lastingly the relationships between 
university students and territorial actors in a given territory. There are very different 
ways in which these projects can take shape, but within CAENTI they are generally 
called territorial observatories. This mutation of the borders between the research 
universe and that of territorial action is fundamental. On the one hand, it allows 
territorial actors to mobilise in a useful way scientific knowledge and analysis tools in 
their decision making processes. Also, a shared project dynamics is generated within the 
territorial observatories, allowing researchers and actors to know that they can 
participate jointly and efficiently in the sustainable development of their territory, and 
by means of this partnership, gain a predominant role in decision making processes, 
both in the fields of research and action. 
 
The second element to be emphasized is the determining role that Information and 
Communication Technologies play in this model of participatory territorial 
observatories. It is not only a question of stating the analytical and pedagogical 
advantages of territorial intelligence tools that will enable processing and drawing up 
the information out of the data collected from territorial diagnoses. The new 
technologies open new possibilities which are still underdeveloped in terms of 
collaborative project drawing, especially due to the relationship process they imply. 
First, because they favour frequency and quality of communication among a project’s 
partners, allowing accessibility systems for consultation and updating of changing data, 
differentiated according to the kind of partnership established. Second, because they 
enhance the quality of personal involvement regardless of institutional membership. 
This allows a more pragmatic management of the project, which is thus based on a more 
real and lasting involvement of each of the participants, and on a more efficient 
communication among work sub-groups during the project implementation. 
 

3.3. Objectives of the quality of participation and means to 
achieve them, their added value and the role of ICT. 
 
The following tables gather together the 4 pillars with their respective objectives, means 
to be performed, added value and ICT specific role. In this way we hope to justify the 



FP6 – 2004 – CITIZENS – 5 – 8.2.2 Coordination Action (CA) 029127 - CAENTI 
 
 

 14

choice taken in the drawing up of this “quality charter” proposal, being aware that its 
content focuses on promoting the participation quality of action-research projects. These 
are instructions to turn participation into real effective and lasting cooperation 
processes. Therefore, the focus is on the process quality, taking into account that the 
added values associated to the achievement of each objective can also generate a better 
quality of the results, especially if they are measured regarding their ability to generate 
knowledge that is better adapted to the territorial needs, and to favour learning and 
empowerment of the territorial actors and the population regarding issues that affect 
their life quality. 
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Pillar 1. Mobilisation of the territory’s resources. 
 
 Objectives Means Added Value ICT Role 

Compilation and analysis of existing documents 
and data (scientific and technical, political, legal, 
etc.) on the studied issues. 

Possibility of settling the project issues on 
an exhaustive state of the art. Availability 
of all knowledge to all participants from the 
beginning. The action-research objectives 
should be defined out of this knowledge. 

Ease of investigation. 
Immediate accessibility to collected data. 
Possibility of structuring the collected 
data in virtual work spaces. 
 

1.a. Investigation of the 
target territory’s 
resources. 
 

Account of existing bodies and actions linked to 
the general subject of the project.  
Drawing up of a map of territorial actors 
involved and of the logics of existing networks. 

Possibility of knowing the representativity 
of the action-research in the target territory. 
Sharing of project with all actors and 
partners interested in the target issue.  

Ease of investigation. 
Possibility of providing wider information 
to all networks in the territory and of 
calling for participation. 

Organisation of work meetings with researchers 
and actors which can be potentially involved in 
the action-research at the beginning of the 
project. 

Confidence relationship. Feeling of 
involvement. Regard of the involved 
institutions’ expectations from the very 
beginning of the project. 

Ease of communication. 
Immediate accessibility to meeting 
agendas and minutes. 
Possibility of encouraging and follow 
discussions for dissemination. 

1.b. Organization of 
actors/researchers 
partnerships. 

Preparation of work subjects with all the 
participants. Organisation of work sub-groups, 
gathering researchers, representatives of the 
involved institutions, and actors in the territory 
according to the defined subjects. 

Confidence relationship. Feeling of 
involvement. Possibility of including 
expectations of territorial actors in the 
project objectives. 
 

Ease of communication. 
Immediate accessibility to meeting 
agendas and minutes. 
Possibility of encouraging and follow 
discussions for dissemination. 
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Pillar 2. Mutualisation of the whole of competences and knowledge. 
 
 Objectives Means Added Value ICT Role 

Involvement of research teams of different fields or 
multidisciplinary research teams and actors of different 
sectors.  

Improved knowledge of territorial dynamics 
complexity. 
Improved knowledge of existing actor 
networks. 

Multidimensional analysis tools. 
Improved accessibility and visibility of the 
results due the information structure in virtual 
work spaces. 
 

Drawing up of multidisciplinary diagnoses articulating 
quantitative and qualitative methods which deal with a 
holistic notion of territory (historical, geographical, 
economical, sociological aspects, etc.) 

Improved knowledge of the complexity of 
social facts in the concerned territory. 

Ease of communication. 
Possibility of virtual work spaces. 

2.a. Multidimensionality 
of the action-
research. 

Drawing up of a synthesis of documents and data (state 
of the art) accessible to all participants. 

Possibility for all participants to access a 
summary of available knowledge. 

Possibility of structuring the collected data in 
virtual work spaces. 

Training and awareness-raising by researchers of 
territorial actors in research methods and tools. 

Better understanding of the basic principles 
of university research. 
Developing greater capability of critical 
distance regarding the studied issues. 

Pedagogical communication medium. 

Training and awareness-raising by territorial actors of 
researchers on specific features of the project target 
territory and population. 

Improved knowledge of historical-political 
aspects and of legal and institutional realities 
in which the territorial actors perform their 
action.  

Pedagogical communication medium. 

2.b. Co-learning. 

Collaborative participation of researchers and territorial 
actors in the implementation and development of the 
investigation. 
 

Improved data accessibility due to territorial 
actor networks. 
Improved data collection and research 
analysis procedures due to researchers’ 
competences. 
Development of a common language capable 
of favouring exchanges in the work groups. 

Possibility of using collaborative work spaces 
allowing all participants to exchange solutions 
taken into account and achieved objectives 
throughout the implementation of surveys on 
the target issue. 
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Pillar 3. Responsiblenes of participants and involved institutions. 
 
 Objectives Means Added Value ICT Role 

Creation of a steering committee gathering the 
different active participants (researchers and 
actors) and of a work programme that defines 
interim objectives and impacts on the territory. 

Institutionalization of an equal 
relationship between the research 
interests and the action interests. 
Assessing the actual involvement and 
work of participants at the expense of 
their institutional position. 

Enhancement of collaborative work 
spaces, of work dynamic for each 
participant, in a way that institutional 
position can be improved, showing more 
clearly the most directly involved actors 
in the processes. 

Creation of an autonomous consultancy ethical 
council that guarantees a proper implementation 
of the project. 

Guarantee of observance of the research 
and action objectives. 
Representativity of the different 
institutions involved in the project. 

Ease of communication. 
Possibility of virtual work spaces. 

3.a. Organization of a 
collaborative 
management of the 
project. 

Evolving hierarchy of data access according to the 
degree of responsibility of each participant. 
 

Formalization of the respective 
responsibilities of each participant, the 
different levels of data access according 
to the degree of involvement in the 
project, and rules of statistical secrecy. 

Evolving levels of data accessibility 
(logins, passwords, etc.). 
 
. 

Observation of deontological principles of 
research in Human and Social Sciences 
(anonymity of surveyed individuals, observation 
of rules on statistical secrecy, transparency of the 
investigation objectives, and autonomy of 
territorial actors from the funding bodies). 

Possibility of establishing a confidence 
relationship with the surveyed 
population. 

Possibility of virtual interaction spaces 3.b. Deontology and 
autonomy of 
participants. 

Setting up of a chart, accepted by all participants, 
that lays down the deontological principles, the 
collaborative organization of the work to be 
performed, the degree of autonomy of researchers 
and actors within the project framework with 
respect to the institutions for which they work, 
and transparent use of the results. 

Confidence relationship by means of the 
guarantees set up in the Chart. Regulation 
of possible disagreements due to 
legitimization of collaborative 
organization of work modalities. 
Autonomy of the actors with respect to 
institutional supervision. 

Possibility of virtual interaction spaces 
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Pillar 4. Common property of the results of the Action-Research. 
 
 Objectives Means Added Value ICT Role 

Implementation of a “Quality Plan”, with 
interim visible objectives to be achieved, 
allowing the regular measurement of the 
evolution and impact of the action-research. 

Possibility of verifying at different 
stages of the project lifetime the 
conditions of its development and, if 
necessary, possibility of redefining the 
implemented work methods. 

Opening of permanent constructive 
dialogue on the project action-research 
evolution within the framework of 
virtual work spaces. 

Communication at different stages of the 
action-research of interim reports to all 
participants and the concerned population. 
 

Legitimation of the activities 
performed within the project 
framework in a given territory. 
Assessment of the beneficial impact of 
this approach for appropriate 
governance and sustainable 
development. 

Possibility of virtual interaction 
spaces. 
Pedagogical communication medium. 

4.a. Regular evaluation 
of the impact on the 
territory. 

Observation of the impact of the developed 
decision making toolkit on the decisions taken 
in the whole territory. 
Observation of the dynamics followed by the 
population to take ownership of the results. 

Legitimation of appropriateness of the 
tools developed in a given territory. 
Assessment of the beneficial impact of 
this approach for appropriate 
governance and sustainable 
development. 

Use of measuring tools (mainly 
cartographic), that enable explaining 
the achieved impact. 

4.b. Durability of the 
implemented 
actions. 

Implementation of a specific work group in 
charge of preparing the continuation of the 
action-research, both in terms of monitoring 
the developed actions and in terms of 
developing new action-research projects, on 
the basis of the work dynamic established 
within the work sub-groups. 

Progressive implementation of a work 
dynamic within the community of 
participants.  

Ease of communication. 
Collaborative work dynamic. 
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3.4 Objectifs de la qualité de la participation et des moyens 
pour les atteindre, leur valeur ajoutée et le rôle des TIC. 
 

Nous avons défini quatre principes fondamentaux qui, selon nous, participent de la 
qualité d’une recherche-action et par là même encouragent la gouvernance territoriale et 
le développement durable d’un territoire : 
 

1. La Mobilisation des ressources du territoire. 
2. La mutualisation des connaissances et des competences. 
3. La responsabilisation de l’ensemble des participants. 
4. La maîtrise commune des resultants. 

 
Ces quatre principes reprennent et organisent les principes de la recherche-action des 
membres de la CAENTI, synthétisé dans le « Delivrable 40 ». Ils sont parfaitement 
complémentaires et interdépendants. En effet, rien ne sert de mobiliser l’ensemble des 
ressources humaines d’un territoire dans un projet de recherche-action si cette 
mobilisation ne s’articule pas avec des principes de responsabilisation formalisé 
investissant chacune des entités impliqués d’un rôle spécifique à jouer (avec des 
objectifs mesurables à atteindre). Rien ne sert de mutualiser de multiples compétences 
en favorisant des processus de co-apprentissage entre les chercheurs et les acteurs si 
toute cette énergie à élaborer des protocoles de travail collectif ne va pas de pair avec 
une attention accrue porté ensemble sur l’impact réel et mesurable du projet sur le 
territoire concerné. C’est dans la dialectique inhérente à ces 4 principes que repose la 
performativité de la recherche-action telle qu’elle ressort des catalogues d’expériences 
de la CAENTI. 
 
 Pour chacun de ces 4 principes, nous avons défini deux objectifs à atteindre et 
tenter de décrire pour chacun de ces 8 objectifs les moyens à mettre en œuvre pour y 
parvenir. Il ressort ainsi des activités du WP5 les principes et objectifs suivant : 
 

1. La mobilisation des ressources du territoire. 

 1a. Connaissance exhaustive des ressources du territoire concerné. 

 1b. Organisation de partenariats acteurs/chercheurs. 

2. La mutualisation des connaissances et des competences. 
 2a. Multidimensionnalité de la rechercheaction.  

 2b. Co-apprentissage. 

3. La responsabilisation de l’ensemble des participant. 
 3a. Organisation d’une gestion collaborative du projet. 

 3b. Déontologie et autonomie des participants. 

4. La maîtrise commune des resultants. 
 4a. Évaluation de l’impact de la rechercheaction sur le territoire concerné. 

 4b. Durabilité des actions menées. 
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 Il convient ici d’insister sur la notion de « valeur ajoutée » car elle justifie le 
choix de l’ensemble des objectifs définis et des moyens à mettre en œuvre. La mise en 
place de tels partenariats modifie durablement les relations entre universitaires et 
acteurs territoriaux sur un territoire donné. Cette mutation des frontières entre l’univers 
de la recherche et celui de l’action territoriale est ici fondamentale. D’une part, elle 
permet aux acteurs territoriaux de mobiliser utilement connaissances scientifiques et 
outils d’analyse dans leurs processus de prise de décision. Mais plus encore, elle génère 
une dynamique de projets au sein des observatoires territoriaux qui fait découvrir aux 
chercheurs et aux acteurs territoriaux qu’ils peuvent ensemble participer efficacement 
au développement durable de leur territoire en acquérant, par la force même de ce 
partenariat, une place prépondérante dans les processus de décisions qui concernent leur 
domaine de recherche et d’action. 
 
 Le second élément sur lequel il convient d’insister est le rôle tout à fait 
déterminant que jouent les Technologie de l’Information et de la Communication 
(T.I.C.) dans ce modèle des observatoires territoriaux participatifs. Il ne s’agit pas 
seulement de vanter les mérites analytiques et pédagogiques des outils d’Intelligence 
Territorial qui vont permettre le traitement et la construction de l’information (sous 
forme de tableaux et de cartes) des données issues des diagnostics territoriaux. Les 
T.I.C. ouvrent des possibilités nouvelles et souvent peu explorées en terme 
d’élaboration collaborative de projets par le processus relationnel qu’elles induisent. 
D’une part, elles favorisent considérablement la fréquence et la qualité de la 
communication entre les partenaires d’un projet et permettent la mise en place de 
systèmes d’accessibilités à la consultation et à l’actualisation des données évolutives et 
différenciées selon le type de partenariat établi. Mais d’autre part, elles valorisent la 
qualité de l’implication personnelle indépendamment des appartenances 
institutionnelles, favorisant ainsi une gestion plus pragmatique du projet fondée sur 
l’implication réelle et durable de chacun des participants, fondée aussi sur l’efficacité 
communicationnelle dont parviennent à faire preuve les sous-groupes de travail amenés 
à prendre forme dans le déroulement du projet.  
 
 Les tableaux qui suivent reprennent chacun des 4 objectifs, déclinant ainsi les 
moyens à mettre en œuvre, la valeur ajoutée envisagée et le rôle spécifique que peuvent 
être amenées à jouer les T.I.C. dans ces constructions. Nous espérons ainsi justifier les 
choix qui furent les nôtres dans l’élaboration de cette « lettre de qualité » en gardant à 
l’esprit que toutes ces "consignes" visent à définir comment peut être garantie une 
collaboration effective et durable entre des chercheurs et des acteurs territoriaux dans le 
cadre d’un projet de recherche-action. 
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Principes 1. Mobilisation des ressources du territoire. 
 
 Objectifs Moyens Valeur ajoutée Rôle des T.I.C. 

Recension des documents et données existantes 
(scientifiques et techniques, politiques, 
juridiques, etc.). 
 

Possibilité d’asseoir la problématique du 
projet sur un état de l’art exhaustif. Mise à 
disposition de tous les participants de 
l’ensemble des connaissances de départ sur 
la base desquelles devront être définis et 
affinés les objectifs de la recherche-action. 
 

Recherche facilitée. 
Accessibilité immédiate des données 
recensées. 
Possibilité de structurer les données 
recensées sur des espaces de travail. 
 

1.a. Connaissance 
exhaustive des 
ressources du 
territoire concerné 
 

Recension des organismes et des actions 
existants, en lien avec la problématique générale 
du projet. Recension des acteurs territoriaux 
concernés et des logiques de réseaux existantes. 
 

Représentativité de la recherche-action sur 
le territoire concerné. Ouverture du projet à 
l’ensemble des acteurs et institutions 
intéressées par la problématique définie. 

Recherche facilitée. 
Possibilité d’informer largement 
l’ensemble des réseaux du territoire et de 
lancer des appels à participation. 

Organisation de réunions de travail avec les 
chercheurs et acteurs susceptibles de s’impliquer 
dans la Recherche-action, dès le démarrage du 
projet. 
 

Rapport de confiance. Sentiment 
d’implication. Prise en compte dès le 
démarrage du projet des attentes des 
institutions impliquées. 

Facilité de communication. Accessibilité 
immédiate des ordres du jour et des 
comptes-rendus de réunion. Possibilité de 
stimuler et de poursuivre les discussions 
par les listes de diffusion. 

1.b. Organisation de 
partenariats 
acteurs/chercheurs 

Elaboration, avec l’ensemble des participants, 
des thématiques de travail. Organisation de sous-
groupes de travail regroupant chercheurs, 
représentants des institutions impliquées et 
acteurs de terrain à partir des thématiques 
définies. 
 

Rapport de confiance. Sentiment 
d’implication. Possibilité d’inscrire 
immédiatement les attentes des acteurs de 
terrain dans les objectifs du projet. 
 

 
Idem 
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Principe 2. Mutualisation de l’ensemble des compétences et connaissances. 
 
 Objectifs Moyens Valeur ajoutée Rôle des T.I.C. 

Réalisation d’une synthèse des documents et données 
recensés (état de l’art). 

Possibilité pour tous les participants d’avoir 
accès à un panorama synthétique des 
connaissances disponibles. 

Possibilité de structurer les données recensées 
sur des espaces de travail. 

Implication d’équipes de recherche issues de 
différentes disciplines ou d’équipes de recherche 
pluridisciplinaires. 

Meilleure prise en compte de la complexité 
des faits sociaux sur un territoire donné.  
Meilleure connaissance des réseaux d’acteurs 
existants. 

Néant. 

2.a. Multidimensionnalité 
de la recherche-
action 

Réalisation de diagnostics pluridisciplinaires à 
articulant méthodes quantitatives et méthodes 
qualitatives envisageant la notion de « territoire » dans 
sa globalité (dimensions historiques, géographiques, 
économiques, sociologiques, etc.). 
  

Meilleure prise en compte de la complexité 
des faits sociaux sur un territoire donné. 

Outils d’analyse performants. 
Meilleur accessibilité et visibilisation des 
résultats obtenus par la structuration de 
l’information sur des espaces de travail. 
 

Formation et sensibilisation des acteurs de terrain par 
les chercheurs aux outils de la recherche. 

Meilleure compréhension des principes de 
base de la recherche universitaire. 
Développement d’une plus grande capacité de 
distanciation vis-à-vis des faits sociaux 
concernés. 

Support de communication pédagogique.  
 

Formation et sensibilisation des chercheurs par les 
acteurs de terrain aux spécificités du territoire et de la 
population concernée par le projet. 

Meilleure connaissance de l’arrière plan 
historico-politique et des réalités juridiques et 
institutionnelles au sein desquelles se déploie 
l’action des acteurs de terrain.  

Support de communication pédagogique. 

2.b. Co-apprentissage 

Participation collaborative des chercheurs et des 
acteurs de terrain à la mise en place et au déroulement 
de la recherche. 

Meilleure accessibilité de l’information grâce 
aux réseaux d’interconnaissance des acteurs 
de terrain. Meilleure pertinence des procédés 
d’enquête grâce aux compétences des 
chercheurs.  
Développement d’un langage commun 
susceptible de favoriser les échanges dans les 
groupes de travail  

Possibilité d’utiliser des espaces de travail 
collaboratifs permettant à l’ensemble des 
participants d’échanger tout au long du 
déroulement des enquêtes sur les problèmes 
rencontrés, les solutions envisagées et les 
objectifs atteints. 
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Principe 3. Responsabilisation des participants et des institutions impliqués. 
 
 Objectifs Moyens Valeur ajoutée Rôle des TIC 

Mise en place d’un comité de pilotage évolutif 
regroupant divers participants actifs (chercheurs et 
acteurs) et d’un programme de travail définissant les 
objectifs intermédiaires et les impacts envisagés sur le 
territoire. 

Institutionnalisation d’un rapport d’égalité 
entre les intérêts de la recherche et les intérêts 
de l’action. Valorisation de l’implication 
réelle des participants au détriment des 
appartenances institutionnelles. 
 

Valorisation, dans les espaces de travail 
collaboratifs, de la dynamique de travail de 
chacun des participants de façon à 
progressivement pouvoir dépasser les 
appartenances institutionnelles en mettant en 
évidence les acteurs les plus directement 
impliqués. 

Mise en place d’un conseil d’éthique consultatif 
autonome vis-à-vis des institutions et garant du 
maintien des objectifs fixés. 

Garanti du respect des objectifs de la 
recherche et de l’action. 
Représentativité des différentes institutions 
impliquées dans le projet. 

Néant. 

3.a. Organisation d’une 
gestion collaborative 
du projet 

Hiérarchisation évolutive de l’accès aux données en 
fonction de degré de responsabilité de chacun des 
participants.  

Formalisation des responsabilités respectives 
de chacun des participants, les différents 
niveaux d’accès aux données étant 
conditionnés par leur implication au sein du 
projet et les règles du secret statistique. 

Niveaux d’accessibilité évolutifs des données 
archivées sur des bases de données accessibles 
en ligne par le biais des logins et des mots de 
passe susceptibles d’évoluer dans le temps. 

Respect des principes de base de la déontologie de la 
recherche en sciences humaines et sociales (anonymat 
des enquêtés, respect des règles du secret statistique, 
transparence des objectifs de la recherche, autonomie 
des chercheurs et des acteurs territoriaux vis-à-vis des 
organismes financeurs). 
 

Possibilité d’établir un rapport de confiance 
avec le public enquêté. 
 

Néant. 3.b. Déontologie et 
autonomie des 
participants 

Etablissement d’une charte acceptée par l’ensemble des 
participants et précisant les principes déontologiques à 
suivre, l’organisation collaborative du travail mis en 
place, l’autonomie total des chercheurs et des acteurs 
vis-à-vis des institutions auxquelles ils appartiennent et 
l’utilisation transparente des résultats. 
 

Rapport de confiance grâce aux garanties 
fixées par la charte. Règlementation des 
éventuels désaccords grâce à la légitimation 
des modalités de l’organisation collaborative 
du travail. Prise d’autonomie des acteurs vis-
à-vis de toute tutelle institutionnelle. 

Néant. 
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Principe 4. Maîtrise commune des résultats de la recherche-action. 
 
 Objectifs Moyens Valeur ajoutée Rôle des TIC 

Mise en place d’un « Plan Qualité » avec des 
objectifs intermédiaires lisibles à atteindre 
permettant de mesurer de façon régulière 
l’évolution et l’impact de la recherche-action. 

Possibilité, à différents moments du 
développement du projet, de vérifier 
les conditions de son déroulement et, 
le cas échéant, de recadrer les 
méthodes de travail mise en œuvre. 

Ouverture d’un dialogue permanent, 
constructif sur l’évolution du projet de 
recherche-action dans le cadre des 
espaces de travail virtuels.  

Communication, à différentes étapes de la 
Recherche-action, de bilan intermédiaires à 
destination de l’ensemble des participants et 
de la population concernées.  
 

Légitimation des activités pilotées 
dans le cadre du projet. Valorisation 
de la prise d’autonomie des acteurs 
vis-à-vis des institutions auxquelles ils 
appartiennent. 

Support de communication 
pédagogique. 

4.a. Evaluation régulière 
de l’impact de la 
recherche-action sur 
le territoire concerné 

Observation de l’impact des outils d’aide à la 
décision développés sur les décisions prises 
en matière d’aménagement du territoire. 

Légitimation de la pertinence des 
outils développés sur un territoire 
donné, reconnaissance de l’impact 
bénéfique d’une telle démarche pour 
une bonne gouvernance et un 
développement durable. 

Exploitation d’outils de mesure 
(notamment cartographique) 
permettant de rendre compte d’un 
impact donné. 

4.b. Durabilité des 
actions menées 

Mise en place d’un groupe de travail 
spécifiquement chargé de préparer les suites à 
données à la recherche-action, que ce soit en 
terme de suivi des actions mises en place 
qu’en terme de développement de nouveaux 
projets de recherche-action sur la base de la 
dynamique de travail mise en place au sein 
des sous-groupes de travail. 

Mise en place progressive d’une 
dynamique de projet au sein de la 
communauté des participants. 

Facilité de communication. 
Dynamique de travail collaborative. 
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