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ABSTRACT

Citizen involvement in a territory brand project is 
based on the ability to implement a place marketing 
approach structured around participatory devices. 
Based on the scale of participation proposed by 
Arnstein (1969), this article aims to investigate and 
appreciate the different devices deployed by the 
project to develop the brand of a territory.

Key-words
Marketing territorial, participation, marque de 
territoire, projet, citoyen

RÉSUMÉ

L’adhésion pérenne de citoyens au projet de marque 
d’un territoire repose sur la capacité à mettre en 
œuvre une démarche de marketing territorial 
structurée autour de dispositifs participatifs. En 
s’appuyant sur l’échelle de la participation (Arnstein, 
1969), cet article vise à étudier et d’apprécier les 
dispositifs déployés par la marque de territoire 
Auvergne Nouveau Monde.
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INTRODUCTION

In France, since 1982, through three acts of territo-
rial decentralization associated with the shift from 
a logic of resources to that of results (Mazouz, 2008; 
Marty, 2011), public managers working in regional 
authorities noticed a real change in the meaning of 
their role and tasks. Indeed, although the New Public 
Management (NPM) has led to a progressive spread 
of management practices from the corporate to the 
public sphere (Kapferer, 2011; Houllier-Guibert, 2012; 
Rochette, 2012), this diffusion has led to a questioning 
and modification of the competences expected of public 
managers which then translates into the coexistence of 
administrative and managerial points of view. In ad-
dition to the coexistence of these two points of view, 
there has been increased involvement and participa-
tion of citizens in public actions and decisions in recent 
years. In this context, regions have over the past few 
years established brands that have aimed at establish-
ing and increasing the attractiveness of their territory 
(Chanut and Rochette, 2012), initiating a certain form 
of proximity (Le Bart and Lefebvre, 2005; Houllier-
Guibert, 2009), and developing a sense of belonging 
for the citizens, who are more commonly labeled brand 
ambassadors.

Faced with a political will to integrate citizens into par-
ticipatory rather than simply consultative devices, the 
manager of a territorial brand must thus associate three 
points of view: administrative, managerial and partic-
ipative. This last approach is not entirely new for the 
public manager in its strictly internal application to a 
public organization (Mahé de Boislandelle and Bories-
Azeau, 2009). It comes from an innovative point of view 
when it is a question of constructing or implementing 
with citizens an approach or practices that serve the 
general interest and the common good. This context 
questions the involvement of citizens in a territorial 
marketing approach: what are the characteristics and 
forms of participatory projects of the territorial mar-
keting practices of a territorial brand? Moreover, what 
are the issues that are revealed through the actions of 
co-construction of territorial marketing practices asso-
ciating public managers and citizen-residents?

Based on the study of the territorial marketing ap-
proach implemented within the framework of the 

2 Translation: Auvergne New World.

brand Auvergne Nouveau Monde2 (ANM), the objective 
of this communication is to answer these questions. 
The first section deals with the issues and the different 
methods of participation which are analyzed in order to 
understand their implications for territorial marketing. 
In the second section, the methodological approach of 
the in-depth study of the case is based on the reflex-
ive and empirical elements in intervention-research. 
Finally, the territorial marketing practices of the brand 
ANM that is based on participation are analyzed with 
the objective of identifying the level of citizen partici-
pation and then outlining its specificities.

1. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS:
Political crisis, participatory approaches 
and territorial marketing

1.1. Challenges and limits of  
participatory democracy

Participatory projects must be reassessed in light of 
the crisis in politics, which is mainly translated by a 
crisis of representation that is materialized by a dis-
trust and disaffection with regard to systems of rep-
resentativity (Talpin, 2008) associated with a loss of 
legitimacy of public action (Blondiaux, 2008). As a 
remedy for the erosion of the link between citizens and 
representativity, the notion of participatory democracy 
is not recent because participation has always been as-
sociated with democracy. Nevertheless, the expression 
coined by Kaufman (1960), “participatory democracy” 
in the context of the experimentation of participatory 
approaches in American neighborhoods is an exten-
sion of Alinsky’s (1971) experiments on “neighborhood 
government” and “Community organizing” (Brager 
and Specht, 1973). These participatory approaches are 
part of the will of certain social groups to be full stake-
holders in a representative and political system, which 
is seen as contemptuous and distant from the reality of 
the social needs of certain categories of citizens. From 
this point of view, the participatory approaches initi-
ated by certain social movements signal the demand 
for greater involvement in the life of the city, i.e., a real 
place and role of the citizen in deliberations and polit-
ical decisions. A theoretical movement of participatory 
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democracy, explicitly related to Rousseau (1762), 
Tocqueville (1835), is structured (Arnstein, 1969; 
Pateman, 1970; Macpherson, 1973; Barber, 1984) in 
two complementary axes:

 ▪ on the one hand, by criticizing the theoretical ap-
proaches to democracy that do not take account 
of the factual inequality of rights between citizens 
– thus echoing the Marxist critique of the sepa-
ration of human rights and the rights of citizens 
(Marx, 1844) - inducing unequal real political 
freedom, that is, differences between the partic-
ipation of citizens in political life (MacPherson, 
1985);

 ▪ on the other hand, by expressing the fact that 
the development of participatory democracy 
should be supported by the possibility given to 
the citizen to take part in debates and political 
decisions, because this would be beneficial to cit-
izens (Pateman, 1970), since it carries a political 
education that would ultimately benefit society as 
a whole.

The aim of participatory democracy is similar to that 
of deliberative democracy (Blondiaux and Sintomer, 
2002), advocated by Habermas (1997, 1999), based 
on the fact that they both aim at providing the public 
space with the conditions permitting the involvement 
of the greatest number of people in deliberative pro-
cesses. However, Habermas (1997, 1999), in a society 
he considers to be diverse through its expectations 
and interests, questions and criticizes the assump-
tion that civil groups and communities engaged in 
participatory projects would constitute homogeneous 
groups as regards ethical and moral values. A contrar-
io, Habermas’s reasoning leads to the idea that these 
groups and communities are not necessarily based on 
a principle of unambiguous ethical and moral prin-
ciples. This then leads us to question the moral and 
ethical principles underlying the fact that participatory 
democracy makes it possible to increase the respon-
sibility of citizens in the construction of public space.

In France, in the 1970s, participation was mainly 
set within the framework of the implementation by 
the public authorities of local participatory devices 
considered as vectors of collective actions based on 

3 Dacheux (1999), p.3. 

a determined willingness for citizen mobilization 
(Blondiaux and Sintomer, 2002; Bresson, 2014). 
Concretely, these participatory devices had three dis-
tinct objectives, but correlated by their effects (Bacqué 
and al., 2005):

 ▪ modernize and make public management more 
effective by associating citizens’ skills with public 
policies;

 ▪ strengthen and transform social ties between citi-
zens by ensuring that actors contribute to shaping 
their local environment;

 ▪ to develop the «school of democracy» by chang-
ing, through the integration in participative 
processes, the perception of public spirit among 
citizens.

However, the participatory devices have given rise to 
many criticisms (Donzelot and Epstein, 2006; Talpin, 
2006; Sintomer and De Maillard, 2007; Pinson, 2009; 
Stuart and Insch, 2015) emphasizing in particular the 
inauthentic delegation and citizen participation in 
public action. An original deviance of participation is 
emphasized, which would be an instrument of com-
munication serving the specific purposes of certain 
political actors. According to this reasoning, some of 
its devices participated either in «propaganda» which 
«is a form of manipulation», or in «political market-
ing» understood as «a rationalizing methodology that 
implements persuasive communication techniques» 
(Dacheux, 1999)3. This leads Jouve (2007) to note the 
existence of a discrepancy between the participatory 
ideal and the «hard daily reality». More specifically, 
concerning urban development policy, where the ex-
pertise of participatory procedures of elected officials, 
the co-optation and exploitation of local associations 
in these procedures, and the vague objectives for par-
ticipation are identified.
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1.2. Building a territory brand image 
with citizens: aims and forms  
for territorial marketing

Territorial marketing can be defined according to 
Chamard and al. (2013) as “an approach which aims to 
develop, on the basis of knowledge of the environment 
(geographical, demographical, cultural, economic, so-
cial and political), the territorial offer”, within which 
the main objective for a territory brand for the regional 
authority is to engage in a strategic action leading to 
the definition of a positioning for their territory in or-
der to develop their brand value” (ibid.)4.

If, in practice, the interest in territorial marketing 
for stakeholders is not recent (Kotler and al., 1993; 
Hankinson, 2004), the theoretical interest in under-
standing the links between territorial marketing prac-
tices and stakeholders participating in these practices 
is recent (Lucarelli and Berg, 2011; Kavaratzis, 2012; 
Klijn, 2012; Eshuis and Edwards, 2013). This research 
highlights the inauthentic or inadequate integration 
of citizens in these practices (Bennett, Savani, 2003; 
Greenberg, 200; Kavaratzis, 2008; Braun and al., 
2013). Territorial marketing practices would therefore 
be part of a top-down brand strategy in which, despite 
the existence of so-called “participatory” devices, 
citizens have little power over decisions and actions 
affecting the territory brand image for which they are 
mobilized. (Eshuis and al., 2014). Paradoxically, there 
is a great deal of research underlining the need for a 
territory brand image project to define a governance 
that makes a point to integrate citizens into participa-
tory devices that lead them to co-construct the territory 
brand image: citizens should be solicited as consumers 
of a territory, but also as actors of the brand project be-
cause of their knowledge of the territory. However, re-
search on the role played by citizens in the construction 
of a territory brand image remains, on the one hand, 
mainly based on quantitative studies and, on the other 
hand, does not attempt to assess the degree of power 
transferred to citizens through participatory devices.

The implementation of a territory brand image may 
appear, through the associated marketing practices 
that it supposes, as a singular illustration of the ideal 
type - in the Weberian meaning of the term – peculiar 

4 Chamard and al. (2013), pp.28-30.
5 Eshuis J. and al. (2014), p.170.

to this participative point of view that the public man-
ager who manages it must incorporate. Indeed, the 
notoriety and attachment to a territory brand image 
cannot be achieved without the citizens adhering to the 
values it embodies. The identity of the territory brand 
image must make it possible to match the values of the 
territory as citizens imagine them so that the collective 
imagination can adhere to it. In the absence of the 
latter, the brand will at best be the subject of an insti-
tutional communication uncorrelated with authentic 
territorial roots, destined to be inefficient. What Eshuis 
and al. (2014) rightly emphasize: “If territorial marke-
ting is to go beyond advertising through slogans and 
other logos and also incorporate policy development 
and spatial planning, then territorial marketing will 
have to address the values and the contradictory pre-
ferences of citizens. Forms of democratic deliberation 
are required to do this, which rely on active citizenship 
and democratic participation, rather than on the 
consumption of public services (...). Political dialogue 
between local government and residents is essential in 
this regard, and this dialogue cannot be replaced by 
territorial marketing whose citizens constitute the only 
targeted group” (ibid.)5.

In this sense, a territory brand image cannot be re-
duced to the implementation of a communication plan, 
but rather requires a real territory project embodying 
a dynamic of continuous construction ensuring the ap-
propriation of the past, present, and future values and 
expectations of the residents. This continuous work on 
the concordance of values and expectations requires 
incorporating the residents into the brand project. 
Aiming to make citizens actors throughout the project, 
this citizen participation broach issues that can be ana-
lyzed on two levels. The first level is that of the sphere 
of public space which originates in an approach incor-
porating the citizens in the process of constructing ac-
tions and political decisions: through this participatory 
approach, the citizen assumes a part of the political 
responsibility in the creation of the public space. At 
the level of public management, citizen participation is 
part of public innovation given that full integration of 
residents into marketing practices leads to innovative 
projects that were not initially foreseen by the brand 
bearers or by the citizens: this contingency inherent to 
the projects is the guarantee of genuine participation. 
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It is unplanned and underscores a real power of deci-
sion and action given to citizens.

Two elements common to these two levels of analysis 
can be identified: the power given to the citizen-resi-
dent through participatory approaches and the capac-
ity of the public manager to manage public innovation 
emerging from citizen participation. There is a lack 
of research on the managerial forms and methods on 
which is based the relationship between the public 
manager and the citizens, thereby providing few ele-
ments to get a clear idea of the specificities they cover 
(Mazeaud and Talpin, 2010).

Nevertheless, are criticisms about participation not 
likely to resurface concerning devices introduced in the 
context of a territory brand image project? How can we 
then objectively assess the degree of citizen participa-
tion in this type of approach? To this end, the various 
intentions and objectives underlying participatory pro-
jects are categorized in order to assess the nature and 
degree of citizen participation in these same projects.

1.3. Participatory approaches:  
plurality of levels of commitment 
and responsibility

Blondiaux analyzes the polysemy intrinsic to the no-
tion of participation by the popularity of the notion of 
“participatory democracy”, which is based on a “se-
mantic plasticity” (2008a, p.25) that would make it a 
sort of “conceptual conglomerate” (2008b, p.38). This 
fluctuating polysemy can only be overcome by means 
of a measuring instrument that evaluates the types of 
participation. It is from this observation that Donzelot 
and Epstein come to recall the existence of such an 
instrument: “the scale elaborated by Sherry Arnstein 
in 1969” (2006, p.6).

From the literature, it should be noted that if other 
scales of evaluation of participation were designed 
following that of Arnstein (Rowe and Frewer, 2000, 
2004, 2005; Schlossberg and Shuford, 2005; Fung 
2006; Beuret 2011; Viel and al. 2012; Amelot, 2013), 
Arnstein’s is the only one to appreciate the power 

Table 1 – Scales of citizen participation
Source: Schlossberg and Shuford (2005)
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transferred to citizens by public actors through partic-
ipatory approaches6.

The Arnstein scale proposes a hierarchy of three levels of 
participation practices articulated in eight possible de-
grees of delegation of power.

The first two degrees of the scale, “Manipulation” and 
“Therapy” constitute the level of “Non-participation.” 
They proceed from the will of the public actors, through 
planned devices, to educate and cure participating citi-
zens7 because they would be at the origin of problems in 
a given territory. The objective is then to influence the 
citizens in the direction of the predetermined interests of 
the public authorities; not aiming at real citizen participa-
tion, this first level is propaganda and political marketing 
through devices that do not delegate any power to citizens.

The second level is articulated in three degrees. First of 
all, it is a question of registering citizens in devices that 
allow them to be informed, but without the possibility of 
being able to provide feedback on the information dissem-
inated: if this degree is necessary to initiate a participatory 
approach, it is in no way sufficient to speak genuinely 
about participation. The second degree is consultation, a 
participative mode that allows one to be heard in addition 
to being informed. However, there is no guarantee that 
the expectations and proposals put forward will be taken 
into account by the public authorities8. Finally, the third 
degree corresponds to what Arnstein calls “placation”, an 
improved consultation process where, if citizens deliber-
ately have the opportunity to express suggestions and give 
their opinions, only those who have the power can judge 
the validity and legitimacy of the proposals. These three 
degrees constitute “Symbolic Cooperation (Tokenism).” 
If participation is limited to these three degrees, “there 
is no follow-through, no “muscle”, hence no assurance of 
changing the status quo.” (Arnstein, 1969, p.217).

Finally, the last level, structured in three degrees, consti-
tutes the level where participation genuinely begins. The 
first stage, “Partnership”, is a level of participation where 
citizens can negotiate and dialogue with the various actors 
holding power in the context of participatory projects or 
committees: «At this rung of the ladder, power is in fact 

6 Arnstein’s scale of citizen participation was used, in a simplified manner, by the OECD in its report “Citizens as Partners” published in 2002.
7 “Their real objective is not to enable people to participate in planning or conducting programs, but to enable powerholders to “educate” or “cure” 
the participants » (Arnstein, 1969, p.217).
8 “But under these conditions they lack the power to insure that their views will be heeded by the powerful” (ibid.). 

redistributed through negotiation between citizens and 
the powerholders. They agree to share planning and de-
cision-making responsibilities through such structures as 
joint policy boards, planning committees and devices for 
resolving impasses” (Arnstein, 1969, p.221). The second 
degree consists in the “delegated power” which is based on 
greater authority by the citizens over decisions because of 
their majority position in the concerned devices, associat-
ed or not with veto power which is conferred upon them.

The third and last degree, “citizen control,” constitutes the 
highest degree of participation to the extent that citizens 
have full power over the design, implementation, and 
management of the devices and participatory programs, 
including direct access to the sources of financing of the 
latter. However, Arnstein relativizes the existence of total 
citizen control: «Though no one in the nation has abso-
lute control, it is very important that the rhetoric not be 
confused with intent. People are simply demanding that 
degree of power (or control) which guarantees that partic-
ipants or residents can govern a program or an institution, 
be in full charge of policy and managerial aspects, and be 
able to negotiate the conditions under which “outsiders” 
may change them” (Arnstein, 1969, p.223).

This third level is the “Effective Citizen Power” where each 
of the three degrees corresponds to a growing share of the 
citizen’s decision-making power in participatory devices.

Figure 1 – Scale of citizen participation of Arnstein (1969)
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Arnstein’s citizen participation scale constitutes the 
analytical framework used during the study of the par-
ticipative devices integrated in the territorial marketing 
approach in order to understand the citizens’ degree of 
power within different participatory devices.

2. THE PARTICIPATIVE APPROACH
of the ANM association examined  
using Arnstein’s scale of citizen  
participation

2.1. The Auvergne Nouveau Monde 
brand case study: context and 
research methodology

The Auvergne region is one of those poorly-known 
French territories that retain an archaic, aging image 
and convey many preconceptions. This image problem 
is fairly widely shared by the French public, as shown 
by an IPSOS survey in 20129. As a result, Auvergne 
seeks to increase its attractiveness by improving its 

9 The IPSOS study was carried out by the association Auvergne Nouveau Monde on a sample of 1500 people living in France outside of Auvergne 
and highlighted a gap between the image that non-Auvergne residents have of Auvergne and reality.

visibility across national borders by means of a region-
al brand. With this objective in mind, the “Auvergne 
Nouveau Monde” brand was created in April 2011 at 
the initiative of the Auvergne Regional Council and its 
four territorial development agencies. Joined by large 
regional companies, SMEs, festivals, cultural venues, 
associations, universities, etc., the association had in 
2014 about 700 members of the association responsi-
ble for developing the brand. Scope in associative form, 
this brand is based on a political will to establish a col-
laborative approach - between residents, communities, 
institutions, companies, and universities - (Rainisto, 
2003; Kau, 2006). The brand followed a heterogene-
ous and discontinuous construction process (Chanut 
and Rochette, 2012), but the main steps were clearly 
identified (impulse, diagnosis, positioning, targeting) 
(fig.2).

The ANM association is made up of a deputy director 
in charge of development and two project managers 
working on the development and implementation of 
the brand’s actions once they have been defined by 
the association’s office and validated by the board of 
directors.

Figure 2 – Chronology of the steps for the ANM approach
Source: Author
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This case study is part of research initiated through 
a CIFRE10 that responds to a need for the design and 
implementation of marketing tools. The researcher 
is in a position of research-intervention that does not 
only involve a transformative objective, which is simply 
action-oriented, but also a willingness to question the 
analytical reference framework of the actors involved 
in the practices in order to transform them (Hatchuel, 
1994; Merini and Ponté, 2008). The nature of this re-
search, as a process of accumulating knowledge, is ex-
ploratory because, according to Charreire and Durieux, 
exploration is “the process by which the researcher aims 
to propose innovative theoretical results” (2003, p.57). 
More precisely, this research originates from a hybrid 
exploratory approach (Weingart, 1997, p.218). Through 
an iterative confrontation between the literature review 
and the empirical data from the field, its aim is to en-
rich and deepen the understanding of the participative 
approaches associated with the territorial marketing 
practices of the ANM brand. In addition, in order to try 
to neutralize as much as possible the subjective biases 
resulting from research-intervention, observations were 
formalized in a notebook combined with the minutes of 
meetings and organized events.

2.2. Analysis of participative devices 
implemented by ANM 

The analysis of each of the participative devices is car-
ried out by specifying the context, objective, and role 
in the territorial marketing approach, along with the 
working methods, in order to ultimately explain and 
justify the citizens’ degree of power in comparison to 
the different degrees of Arnstein’s scale of participa-
tion (1969).

2.2.1. The role of the residents  
in the governance of the 
association ANM

Striving to understand the participatory value of a 
territory brand and the devices that support it cannot 
do without an analysis of the organization that fos-
ters this brand, in this case the association Auvergne 
Nouveau Monde (ANM). Born from an initiative of the 
Auvergne Regional Council, the ANM association has 

10 Convention Industrielle de Formation par la Recherche (Industrial Convention of Training through Research)

been chaired since 2011 by a business leader, who is 
also president of a cluster. Its governance is based on 
three entities inherent to all associative structures: a 
board of directors, a committee and an annual general 
meeting. The board of directors is structured according 
to four colleges: companies, associations, communities 
and other institutions (universities, expansion com-
mittees...) and one regrouping the ex officio members 
(Regional Council, regional development agencies: 
Tourism, Reception of new populations, Economic 
attractiveness, Culture).

The board of directors, elected for a three-year term, 
meets quarterly to validate the brand’s major orienta-
tions, while the committee, made up of representatives 
from each category of stakeholders of the board of di-
rectors, meets every month to validate the operational 
points.

At the annual general meeting, all the members meet 
to vote on the status and financial reports of the as-
sociation and to attend the presentation of the action 
plan for the coming year. More precisely, the different 
decisions and actions taken are presented to all govern-
ance stakeholders as well as the citizens participating 
in the “Pionniers” (Citizen-ambassadors) Committee 
(see below).

Whether it is the board of directors or even the commit-
tee, the citizens do not belong to the various colleges 
of the association, which are made up only of regional 
institutional actors, except for the annual general 
meetings at which the citizens are informed in order 
to, in the words of Arnstein, “allow the have-nots to 
hear and to have a voice”, that is to say, to have access 
to information concerning the decisions of the brand 
and to give their opinion on the decisions without the 
assurance that their opinions are taken into account. 
The power granted to citizens through the governance 
of the brand is, according to Arnstein, a symbolic coop-
eration of consultation.
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2.2.2. Digital social networks  
developed by ambassadors

Given the limited human and financial resources of 
the association and the growing proportion of users of 
digital social networks (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, 
etc.), the use of these as part of the brand’s commu-
nication strategy has become a necessity. Institutional 
pages on Facebook and Twitter were created in 2011 
and 2013. The digital strategy11 targets social networ-
king sites as content distributors but also as vectors for 
the development of the community of brand ambas-
sadors that is the community citizen-ambassadors12.

Therefore, this strategy clearly aims to inform commu-
nity members about the actions and events organized by 
and around the brand, as well as to create a participato-
ry proximity based on conversational interaction made 
possible through the animation 
of the various official pages on 
the social networking sites.

An interpretation of the device 
of the citizen-ambassador com-
munity on the social networ-
king sites according to the 
Arnstein scale of participation 
would lead to the idea that this 
participative approach is part 
of the level of symbolic coope-
ration, precisely to a degree of 
“consultation,” if all members 
of the Pioneer community 
are informed - which is the 
“Information” degree on the 
Arnstein scale. But the commu-
nity can also express its opinion 
in the form of comments to in-
formation disseminated by the 
association on the official web 
pages - without any guarantee 
that these comments can neces-
sarily be taken into account by 
the ANM association.

11 ANM’s digital strategy focused on Pioneers (brand ambassadors) is based on an omni-channel deployment including the animation of social 
networking sites dedicated to the brand, the management of a Web TV platform, the coordination of direct marketing actions (e-mailing), and 
press and public relations, in addition to the organization of events (conferences, evening events Les pépites du Nouveau Monde...).
12 People who are members of ANM’s official Facebook and Twitter pages are the brand ambassador community. These pioneers live in Auvergne, 
in other French regions, or are expatriates. They like their territory and are ready to participate in its promotion. Called by the brand “digital 
criers,” they relay the messages and the values of the territory.

Starting in March 2015, the animation of the brand 
on the DSN was entrusted to various members of the 
Pioneer community who were chosen for their maste-
ry of digital tools and their investment in the brand. 
This decision did not change the level of citizen par-
ticipation from the level of symbolic cooperation to 
the level of effective citizen power. Indeed, even if the 
integration of Auvergne citizens indicates a form of 
delegation of power, the fact remains that these people 
are only part of an editorial strategy of the ANM brand 
on which they ultimately have very little discretiona-
ry power. Nevertheless, this leads to a change in the 
degree of participation that may be «placation»: “It is 
at this level that citizens begin to have some degree of 
influence though tokenism is still apparent” (Arnstein, 
1969, p.220).
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2.2.3. Crowdfunding device

In order to highlight the innovative character of the 
Auvergne territory, various creative and original pro-
jects submitted online were the basis of a competition. 
Internet users were able to vote over a four-month 
period. Fifteen projects were selected on the basis of 
10,000 votes to participate in the crowdfunding call. At 
the end of this vote, each project was able to mobilize 
its network, mainly through social-digital networks to 
raise funds for three months.

This device gives real effective power to citizens who 
had to choose the projects autonomously and inde-
pendently. It granted a “partnership” power as they 
were stakeholders in the project appraisal decision, 
but they are neither the source of the operating proce-
dures of the project election process, nor of the choice 
the funding platform and its operation, which does 
not qualify this participatory approach as «delegated 
power». This device can be evaluated as participating 
in a symbolic cooperation. Citizens select projects and 
participate in the collection of financial resources. In 

a second stage, by asking the citizens to participate in 
the selected projects, the device cannot be appreciated 
as being a simple exercise of formal referendum-type 
democracy - what the beginning of the implementation 
period of the crowdfunding project might suggest.

2.2.4. Citizen involvement in  
the creation of communication 
tools for the territory  
brand image

The community of citizen-ambassadors brings to-
gether, on a voluntary basis, people living in or native 
to Auvergne, and whose common trait is to want to 
contribute to the promotion of the territory. Members 
receive and exchange information about the ANM 
brand through the various institutional pages on the 
social networking sites, as well as through a dedi-
cated online space. A committee was set up with the 
expressed purpose of co-constructing the marketing 
and communication tools of the ANM brand with the 
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citizen-ambassadors from Auvergne. This approach is 
organized around monthly meetings in order to decide 
which marketing and communication tools and actions 
to implement. The committee takes the form of month-
ly workshops based on a group limited to about thirty 
people who have a collaborative digital tool.

This device can be considered as an illustration of the 
“Delegated power” degree of participation as Arnstein 
defines it: «At the topmost rungs, Delegated Power and 
Citizen Control, have-not citizens obtain the majority 
of decision-making seats, or full managerial power” 
(1969, p.217). Indeed, the Pioneer Committee partici-
pates in a level of effective power that was transferred 
to citizens who then decide on the tools to be put in 
place without their creativity being contained by any 
principle of authority. In doing so, citizens are involved 
in the territorial marketing process. According to the 
typology of the degrees of citizen participation, this de-
vice cannot be appreciated as proceeding simply from 
a “Partnership” degree because the decision-making 
power given to the residents goes beyond bargaining 
with the people in charge of the brand. In the same 
way, it cannot be appreciated as proceeding from the 
“Citizen Control” degree, given that neither the run-
ning of the workshops nor the control of the financial 
and technical resources are the responsibility of the 
citizens, but clearly with the ANM association.

2.2.5. International promotion  
of the territory by citizens

A competition for young people aged 18 to 25 called 
“Open Auvergne” was set up in 2014 with a round-the-
world trip as its prize. The competition focused on a 
important theme for the ANM brand: presenting an 
idea to promote Auvergne during five evenings abroad. 
Through a pre-selection phase with a vote open to the 
general public on the internet, this competition allowed 
38,000 people to choose the most original and perti-
nent ideas. The winning team of five Auvergne students 
was chosen by a jury pre-selected by the association.

13   ▪ Brussels (Cooperation with the Auvergne Region);
▪ Tokyo: Limagrain and Michelin companies are located there;
▪ Shenyang: Michelin has its largest factory there and Clermont-Ferrand is a partner of Shenyang;
▪ Shenyang: Michelin has its largest factory there and Clermont-Ferrand is a partner of Shenyang;
▪ Montreal: presence of a large community of people from Auvergne and growing presence of the company Almérys whose headquarters is 
in Clermont-Ferrand.

Then, for six months, a steering committee made up of 
students and ANM project managers met weekly to put 
together this world tour. The choice of cities was made 
according to different criteria: presence of people from 
Auvergne, economic links, tourist links, willingness to 
strengthen partnerships13. In each city, the prize-win-
ners organized an evening promoting the territory. To 
this end, preliminary work with Auvergne partners was 
carried out to constitute the promotional tools to be 
used during the evenings: photos of Auvergne taken by 
a group of photographers; gifts offered by partners such 
as Michelin, the universities of Auvergne, Limagrain; 
a selection of films from the International Short Film 
Festival to be screened, current music from Auvergne; 
typical products of local gastronomy such as cheeses, 
lentils, AOC wines, quality label meats.

This device transfers to students a high level of deci-
sion-making power, since no person working within 
the association accompanies nor controls their actions 
during the world tour. In the same way, if events 
were planned, the forms of implementation were left 
to the discretion of the students thus underlining the 
delegated power. The power of the students is not at a 
degree of “citizen control” because the students were 
not at the origin of the device, they do not manage the 
financial costs or the whole organization, they do not 
have any power over the design, implementation, and 
control of the device, nor a direct access to its sources 
of funding. In the same way, the students do not have 
a simple power of the “partnership” degree, because 
they have more sway negotiating the decisions and the 
actions of the project insofar as they have all author-
ity on the actual operations implemented in the field. 
Consequently, the power transferred by the association 
to the students involved in this device is similar to a 
delegation of power. Two of the students continued 
their involvement by becoming active pioneers in the 
monthly meetings.
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DISCUSSION  
AND CONCLUSION

By conducting an evaluation of the practices of a ter-
ritory brand image based on Arnstein’s (1969) citizen 
participation scale, the aim was to identify the various 
forms of power entrusted to citizens. Given the state of 
the research (Andersson, 2014; Acharya and Rahman, 
2016; Oguztimur and Akturan, 2016), the contribution 
of this article is to offer an understanding of the par-
ticipative forms of citizens within territorial marketing 
devices at a regional level. The participatory devices 
deployed demonstrate a willingness to implement a ter-
ritorial project requiring the involvement of citizens by 
taking them into account through a plurality of modes 
of participation ranging from consultation to delegation 
of power. Nevertheless, the non-integration of citizens 
into the governing bodies of the ANM association sug-
gests that there is a lever for optimization and devel-
opment by involving citizens more in the deliberations 
concerning the strategic orientations of the brand.

The main limits of this research lie essentially in the use 
of a scale of participation which, even Arnstein admits, 
makes sense only through the double simplification of 

the reality that it conveys. Indeed, a first simplification 
can be identified by the division into the eight levels 
that constitute the scale. This division assimilates types 
of power referring to disparate realities into homoge-
neous categories. In the same way, Arnstein’s scale is 
based on a simplifying dichotomy between two social 
categories – decision-makers with power and citizens 
without power - which Shelly Arnstein acknowledges 
by justifying this simplifying abstraction: “The justi-
fication for using such simplistic abstractions is that 
in most cases the have-nots really do perceive the 
powerful as a monolithic «system,» and powerholders 
actually do view the have-nots as a sea of «those peo-
ple,» with little comprehension of the class and caste 
differences among them” (1969, p.217). In addition, 
while this scale can be a useful diagnostic tool for man-
aging a project enabling the assessment of citizen par-
ticipation in territorial marketing devices put in place, 
the fact remains that it does not offer the possibility of 
identifying the obstacles to participatory approaches 
nor the means to overcome them by correcting them. 
Therefore, this scale must be considered for what it is: 
a tool for identifying and determining forms of partici-
pation, but in no way a tool to remedy the obstacles or 
dysfunctions in participatory approaches.

Figure 3 – Positioning of participatory devices connected to the ANM brand  
according to Arnstein’s citizen participation scale (1969)

Source: Author
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However, in the current context of declining operat-
ing grants for regional authority, the case of the ANM 
brand, through the variety of participative forms and 
the different levels of power delegated to citizens, illus-
trates, on the one hand, the creativity in terms of public 
innovation that territory brand image promotors can 
and must demonstrate, and, on the other hand, the nec-
essary integration of citizens in a territory brand image 
approach whose perimeter is not a city, but a region.
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