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Introduction

Emeline Hassenforder and Nils Ferrand

» Underlying principles and posture of the book

Our world needs to adapt rapidly to the extreme conditions we have imposed on
ourselves. Otherwise, the many prophecies of collapse might be fulfilled. The chal-
lenges of the Anthropocene drive us to reconsider and reengineer our ways of thinking,
acting and living together and with our environment. However, most current trends
are taking us in the wrong direction. This is particularly in terms of consumption and
behavioural patterns, systems of financial control at the international level, extrac-
tive natural resources strategies, deepening inequalities, lack of effective democracies,
the surge in conflicts and wars, distrust between many social actors, and much more.
In such a dire situation, where should we—as humans, practitioners and scientists—
focus our energy and agency for change?

— After the anthropocentric posture of the past decades, we need to reconsider the
environment as a degraded common, and not as a permanent commodity.

— Individualism and competition promoted by liberalism should be replaced with
solidarity and respect among humans, and with the other living species and entities.
— The diversity of human beings, specifically their perceptions and aspirations must
be acknowledged by all as an asset for confronting the complexity of the situation, as
well as a potential limitation requiring new cooperative practices.

— Top-down approaches to public decision-making where public policies are decided
by leaders, driven by crowd and media prejudice, and accepted by the people, need
to be transformed to revalue the contributions of all stakeholders, increasing the
relevance of and commitment to public policies through co-construction with
serious methods.

— Leaving a post-colonial North-South posture, we should foster South-North and
South-South strategies.

— We should endorse gender-sensitive and indigenist visions of the situation and of
the potential options for change instead of the dominant (masculinist) one.

Scientific research, through the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),
the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services (IPBES) and all other targeted programs, seeks to impact policies, behaviours
and socio-technical alternatives, but fails to significantly adjust the trajectories of
socio-ecological systems. New scientific postures that seek transformative actionable
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knowledge, built from and with deep interaction with stakeholders and communities
can help to overcome these issues. Specifically:

— The detached forms of science that throw standalone academic insights and solu-
tions from the lab, should be re-integrated conceptually and practically with the
boundaries of its own data and models, uncertainty about impacts in implementation
contexts, a responsive posture, and acceptance of controversies.

— Extractive forms of science that collect data from the field and from the people—as
is the case in many citizen sciences projects—but are steered by scientists for the sake
of discovery, might switch to an interactive and constructive approach, where ques-
tions, processes and their implementation are co-evolved with the concerned social
groups in their environment.

— Greedy accumulation of data and knowledge should be questioned in regards to its
actual contribution to societal change: use and impact in science, society and policy.
— From a disciplinary science, we should turn towards an undisciplined form of
research, which is dynamically responsive to the greatest challenges we face.

— We should restore the central role of social sciences for its capacity to deal with the
current failures of techno-solutionism, and cope with social change and governance.

This book, “Iransformative participation for socio-ecological sustainability’,
does not hold the keys to revolutionary change. Based on 20 years of intervention
research, coordinated and international, it instead aims at presenting experiences and
approaches attempting to embody the above-mentioned principles, with their pros
and cons. We hope it may help other researchers and practitioners in developing
and implementing their own successful participatory pathways for the benefit of the
socio-ecosystems, progressing a few steps forwards against the fate of collapse and
towards a better world.

» Why this title?

Supporting people and societies in adapting to their most urgent socio-ecological
challenges is the overall goal we endorse in this book. In this regard, socio-ecological
sustainability is the overall objective that this book seeks to contribute to. Our
assumption is that this objective cannot be achieved without the enhanced partici-
pation of all stakeholders (from citizens to policy-makers) in the decisions that affect
our social-ecological systems. This means that the participation of the various stake-
holders must climb Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of participation, i.e. no longer simply
informing participants, but building their capacities to decide, act and adapt autono-
mously (Castoriadis, 1975) towards the sustainability of our socio-ecological systems.
Participants must thus acquire a threefold capacity to assess their own situation within
a global system, to develop and integrate feasible action plans to tackle their problems,
and to self-organise in order to engage and steer their own adaptation pathways.

In this sense, participation must be transformative. And we argue in this book that this
transformation needs to be accompanied by approaches, methods and concrete feed-
backs, insofar as the participatory processes involved comprise several decision and
action steps, and address complex questions of socio-ecological sustainability.

Beyond citizen sciences, beyond top-down “acceptology’, beyond non-engaging or
manipulatory communication, such transformative research is a new frontier, as well
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as a candidate “must-do” in the social and political agenda. Within a wide international
community of researchers aware of the urgency, and committed for “action on the
ground” with and for the people, the “CoOPLAGE” group has designed, tested, gath-
ered and coupled a specific suite of methods and tools, over 20 years in more than
30 countries. COOPLAGE is the French acronym! for “Coupling Open and Participa-
tory Tools to Let Actors Adapt for Environmental Management” The group’s ambition
is therefore to instrument this transformative participation in order to contribute to
socio-ecological sustainability. The COOPLAGE group is an interdisciplinary group of
researchers and practitioners made up of researchers from the G-EAU joint research
unit “Water Matters”? in Montpellier who have built the COOPLAGE suite of tools
over the years, and their field partners, whose decision-making needs have driven the
construction of the COOPLAGE tools.

Initially focused on water management, the experiences of the CoOOPLAGE group
have broadened to encompass issues around sustainable development, poverty, land
use, governance and transition. They have been implemented with governments,
environmental management institutions, non-governmental organisations, public
agencies, citizens’ groups, consulting firms and other researchers. The CoOPLAGE
tools target various needs in participatory decision-making, including non-canonical
ones like the co-engineering of the participation procedure and rules themselves,
social justice principles, or self-designed protocols for social impact assessment. This
wide set of experiences led to diverse “pathways’, i.e. contextual adaptation, rede-
sign, troubles and uncertainties, which helped improving CoOOPLAGE and ultimately
structured this book.

» Inside or outside the book

In a nutshell, this book aims to give practitioners and researchers an overview of
a coherent body of work and results on participatory decision processes aiming at
socio-ecological sustainability, implemented in several countries. It covers topics
ranging from co-design of participatory processes, to diagnostic, planning, and moni-
toring and evaluation of processes and impacts—with a common framework based on
participatory modelling.

— This book deals with the participation of any stakeholder (citizens, representatives
of associations, administrations, private companies, etc.)

— It addresses support to processes initiated in public policies. Emergent, bottom-up
or protest participatory approaches (e.g. social movements, contested zones, etc.) are
not addressed here. Most authors intervene under public commissioning. It may also
support bottom-up dynamics but the initial trigger is often administrative.

1. CoOOPLAGE: “Coupler des outils ouverts et participatifs pour laisser les acteurs s’adapter pour la gestion
de l'environnement”.

2. The G-EAU joint research unit “Water Matters” brings together researchers from a wide range of disci-
plines to work on a common research topic: water. We develop approaches and tools to understand and
support sustainable water transformations. G-EAU is part of the ICIREWARD Unesco Centre for Water in
Montpellier and engaged in the I-Site Excellence Program of the University of Montpellier. The academic
and support staff of G-EAU involves the following institutions: the French National Research Institute
for Agriculture, Food and Environment (INRAE), the French Agricultural Research Centre for Interna-
tional Development (Cirad), the French National Research Institute for Sustainable Development (IRD),
AgroParisTech, Institut Agro Montpellier and the French Geological Survey (BRGM).
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— It deals with participatory processes, i.e. including different steps and methods,
multiple actors and issues, targeted at a specific change. It does not address per se
group dynamic or facilitation techniques.

— Itis focused on participatory decision-making and action support. It does not cover
the lowest ladders of the Arnstein (1969) classification, like information, communica-
tion, consultation, and generally refutates “acceptology”

— It does not focus on science targeted participation or citizen sciences. Only one
chapter addresses participatory observation (chapter 16).

— It mainly addresses physical or material-based processes, with in-person presence of
participants. Only one chapter deals with digital participation (chapter 8) and mainly
for its engineering and management. The book does not address electronic debate,
pooling or online participatory budgeting.

» Key concepts and definitions

The definitions presented below are those used by the authors. Alternatives may exist
in the literature.

— Stakeholders: all people or organisations affected by, or potentially affecting,
the decision-making process (adapted from Glicken, 2000). e.g.: local authorities,
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), companies, inhabitants, tourists, etc.

— Citizens: persons engaged in the “life in society’, as a community of humans,
and who holds some dedicated rights and duties. We restrict citizens to individuals
and distinguish them from “representatives” of a civil group, company or any other
organisation. e.g.: lay people, the locals, local population, the “general public’, etc.

— Participation: involvement of stakeholders in decision-making or implementa-
tion processes from which they are usually absent, with various intensity from simple
dialogue to co-management.

— Participation engineering: design and operational management of the partic-
ipatory processes, by assessing context, needs, constraints, goals, and deciding
participatory steps, participants, methods, regulation, and finally implementing it
with adaptive steering.

— Participatory: variant of a given social or political process to its participatory form,
with an inclusive approach for design and conduct. E.g. participatory modelling,
participatory engineering, participatory observation, participatory monitoring...

— Consultation: The French word “concertation” can be roughly translated as
consultation. “Concertation” in French is often used interchangeably with the word
participation. We use the term consultation to designate participation including solely
representatives of stakeholders (local authorities, associations, private companies)
and not direct participation from citizens. An example of consultative body is local
water committees.

— Engagement: action of becoming involved in or towards a participatory or deci-
sion-making process, with or for one or more other stakeholders. Engagement can be
more or less deliberate (often referred to as involvement or commitment), or externally
imposed (by a norm, contract, law, etc.). Disengagement, on the other hand, is the act
of not getting involved (in a participatory or decision-making process in particular)
and can be reflected in electoral abstention, a drop in associative participation or the
weakening of trade union organisations (based on Luneau, 2013).

10
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— Socio-ecological sustainability: for a coupled system where human communities
interact with their surrounding ecological system (natural environment), the property
of preserving the viability (existence and persistence of the state and functions) of
the social and the ecological sub-systems, in short and longer term, under changing
external constraints.

— Governance: effective decision-making processes in a given social system,
combining formal rules and institutions, and informal but operative processes.

— Environmental management: tactical decisions and their implementation related
to the preservation or restoration of the environment of a given social and economic
system. May include public and private management, as well as individual behaviors as
components of the effective management. Different from Governance which sets the
strategic decision and the overall conditions of the management.

— Decision process/decision cycle: sequence of social interactions, sometimes struc-
tured by external interventions or methods, and leading to some actuated decisions,
by persons and groups. A substrate of governance and management.

— Autonomy: conditions of a social group to self-decide its own goals and rules, and be
able to follow them, without external interference or influence on alternatives, choice
or implementation (based on Castoriadis, 1975). In a contemporary and materialistic
form, property of a social group to be able to live without influence or dependencies
from others, for instance by controlling its own metabolism for basic needs.

— Modelling: social process producing a model of a system (an intermediary or
boundary object), i.e. a representation under some formalism (descriptive and explan-
atory language) which can help analysing and managing the same system (based
on Minsky, 1965). Often restricted to specialists (“modelers”), it can be extended to
participatory modelling where any stakeholder can take part, share her vision and
“adopt” the resulting model. Such process is potentially transformative through the
induced social learning.

— Simulation: activation of a model to assess (with or without a computer) some
dynamics in response to initial situations, scenarios, inputs or triggers. Often used
for testing management options. Participatory simulation (games and role-playing
games) are specific types of simulations where some stakeholders “stay in the loop” of
simulation, by observing and reacting dynamically to the evolution, around the table
or through computers, to exhibit realistic decisions and behaviors. Social simulations
are representing humans and dynamics of social groups, under various assumptions
inspired from social sciences, in interaction with others and the environment.

— Citizen sciences/participatory sciences: engagement of citizens in the produc-
tion of scientific knowledge, by asking them to observe and collect data (e.g. plants,
animals in their environment), sometimes formulating analysis or questions.

— Acceptology: approach of governance and management where some decisions are
pre-structured or pre-made by a group of policy makers and usually experts, who in a
second step organise a limited participatory process aimed at getting these decisions
to be accepted by other stakeholders, mainly citizens, expecting minimal contest and
change of the pre-decision.

— Participatory planning: a decision process aimed at getting the participants to
co-construct, adapt and adopt an action plan, i.e. a set of different tentative actions,
organised in space and time, for one or many sectors or issues, with the constraint of
ensuring its feasibility, efficiency and robustness in front of various scenarios.

11
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— Monitoring and evaluation (of participatory processes): a way to collect and
provide useful data at the right time and in the right format to the actors who need it
to make decisions towards socio-ecological sustainability. Participatory observatories
can thus be seen as a perennial form of monitoring and evaluation of participatory
approaches or of the socio-ecological systems in which they are rooted, aiming at
providing reliable information to renew knowledge and support policy-making. Moni-
toring can be distinguished from evaluation in that it is a way of collecting and providing
data throughout the process with the aim of improving and adapting it when necessary.
Evaluation is more punctual (ex-ante, in-itinere, ex-post) and aims at assessing the
value of the process (efficiency, impact, relevance, sustainability...) in order to provide
relevant lessons for the upcoming or future processes. Monitoring is often done by
people involved in the process while evaluation is often done by external people.

» Content of the book

This book includes an introduction composed of several chapters, and four parts. The
current section lays the foundation for the book and draws the link among the various
chapters. The introductory chapter 1 puts the content of the book into perspective in
relation to what is being done elsewhere on the same subject. It specifies the values and
postures underlying the approaches presented in the book, what these approaches are
inspired by, and on the contrary, what they do not address. This perspective is at once
historical, geographical, prospective and thematic. Chapter 2 presents the COOPLAGE
approach, its historical background and a set of complementary tools designed to
meet the needs of stakeholders in supporting socio-environmental transition. The
CoOPLAGE approach is in some ways the umbrella that embraces most of the chapters
of this book: only six of the 19 chapters do not refer to the CoOPLAGE approach (the
3'd introductory chapter, as well as chapters 4, 6, 11, 15, 16). The introductory chapter 3
is a cross-talk between three people evoking the context of citizen participation in water
management in France: a facilitator working for a non-governmental organisation who
has been accompanying and facilitating local participatory processes for eight years, the
former head of public policy evaluation and research projects on participation at the
scale of a large watershed (river basin agency), and the person in charge of the territorial
animation of water policy at the Ministry of Ecological Transition at the national level.
They discuss current trends, key events, main obstacles and levers, as well as anecdotes
and recommendations for citizen participation in water management.

The first part of the book addresses the foundations of public participation for socio-
ecological sustainability: developing a culture of participation, the profession of
territorial facilitator, the construction of social acceptability, the posture of researchers
accompanying participatory processes and issues and challenges of e-participation.
Chapter 4 is an interview with the Head of the Culture of Public Participation Unit at the
General Commission for Sustainable Development at the French Ministry of Ecological
Transition and Solidarity. She explains the concept, the objective and functioning of
participation charters, which set the values and principles to which the various actors
commit and guide the implementation of participatory processes. She details the role
of warrants who ensure the sincerity and smooth running of participation. She also
evokes the levers for upscaling a culture of participation, namely education, training,
more interactions among researchers and policy-makers, reference frameworks and

12
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spirits and attitudes. Chapter 5 evokes the profession of territorial facilitators, who
support and facilitate participatory processes for the development and conservation of
agricultural land in Tunisia. The chapter is based on the testimonies of two facilitators.
It shows how this profession seeks to create a link with the population and with all the
stakeholders involved. Chapter 6 explores the notion of social acceptability. It argues
against participatory approaches that aim to gain acceptance for pre-established
technical measures and shows how, in two cases, these approaches have instead
opened up a space in which various technical solutions could be discussed. The two
cases concern water reuse and artificial wetland buffer zones. Chapter 7 highlights how
researchers accompanying participatory processes in support of water policies regu-
larly change their posture, from participation engineers to knowledge transcribers,
through trainers of facilitators, evaluators of the participatory process, etc. The chapter
includes four testimonies of researchers having adopted different postures in the course
of a participatory process. Chapter 8 tackles the issues and challenges when designing a
digital platform for supporting participatory policy making. It elicits the potential use
conditions and the features provided by various platforms.

The second part of the book addresses altogether the evaluation and engineering of
participatory decision-making processes. Chapter 9 focuses on the engineering of
participation, i.e. thinking about the objectives, design, choice of methods, imple-
mentation, and monitoring and evaluation of a participatory process. The authors
present the PrePar tool and identify four key ideas to keep in mind and six struc-
turing questions to ask, to support project leaders in preparing their participatory
process. Chapter 10 explains how to evaluate a participatory process: how to assess
the participants’ demographics while preserving anonymity, how to assess whether
all participants could express their opinions, or else how to assess impacts of the
process on participants’ knowledge, relationships or practices. It discusses issues of
task sharing and subjectivity. This chapter includes an insert about the “Participation
compass’, an app to organise and track participatory processes. Chapter 11 introduces
a conceptual framework for assessing the learning effects of participatory processes.
It is centered around four main questions: Who learns? What is learned? How does
learning take place? And what is learning for? The chapter highlights the need to
detail the methodology used to assess learning (when to assess? How to assess? Who
assesses? Why assess?) and the contextual and procedural factors impacting learning.
The framework is then applied to five case studies in France.

The third part of the book focuses on an approach allowing stakeholders to unveil and
make collective decisions about socio-ecological systems in a sustainable and auton-
omous way: participatory modelling and simulation. Participatory modelling consists
of constructing, together with different stakeholders, an object (the model) that allows
a number of questions to be answered on a real target system (Minsky, 1965). All five
chapters focus on a specific object: role-playing games. Simulation (i.e. the fact of
using or running the model) is then used to explore different management options
and their social and environmental impacts under different scenarios. Chapter 12
deals with the design and use of role-playing games as methods for implementing
participatory approaches for socio-ecological sustainability. It addresses various
methodological points about this approach in the form of questions and answers,
and then presents the kit for designing the participatory role-playing game “Wat-A-
Game” (WAGQ). Following the chapter, an insert provides a concrete example of a game

13
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designed with WAG: LittoWAG is a companion game designed to collect the percep-
tion of citizens on the management and adaptation of the coastline to risks. Chapter 13
introduces “L'Eau en Tét’; a role-playing game designed with the WAG kit, and used
for educational purposes in agricultural high schools in France. Chapter 14 presents
WasteWAG (wastewater game), a role-playing game and participatory planning tool
for individual and collective sanitation systems designed for urban and rural areas
of Senegal. The chapter highlights the singularity of the modelling process, modelled
over several successive stages, which contributed to the debate of technical knowledge
with local stakeholders. Chapter 15 shows how role-playing-games, often triggered by
researchers, may altogether constrain the expression of participants’ concerns but also
have transformative effects over engineers’ vision of local knowledge, reusability of
the tools for other purposes, and stakeholders’ views on the role of Cambodian preks
(drainage canals) in the mosaic landscape. Chapter 16 presents the issues and func-
tioning of participatory observatories. Three examples of participatory observatories
of varying duration (from one week to several years) illustrate the diversity of existing
observatories and highlight the key role of stakeholders in these mechanisms.

The fourth part of the book presents various tools and processes aiming at
co-producing plans toward socio-ecological sustainability. In these experiences, the
process is at least as important as the results (i.e. the plans). Chapter 17 presents the
CoOPlan approach, aimed at enabling a group of participants to co-construct together
a collective strategy (instantiated in an action plan) to change together in their envi-
ronment. The chapter provides a comparative discussion of the implementation of
the CoOPlan approach in four cases (Uganda, metropolitan France, New-Caledonia,
Tunisia), highlighting the adaptations made. At the end of the chapter, an insert
provides an overview of the French case: a participatory process which engaged over
340 participants in the Drome river basin in France in order to prepare the revi-
sion of the water development and management plan. Chapter 18 summarises the
planning process that was implemented in New Caledonia to produce the Shared
Water Policy in 2019. The chapter recapitulates the main steps and tools that were
used, and what were the main results and feedbacks of participants and organisers.
Chapter 19 presents a participatory process implemented in Benin to support the
bricolage of local water management institutions. The particularity of this approach
is that it combined various tools, including diagnostic, modelling and simulation
(role-playing-game), planning and social justice elicitation tools. The approach as a
whole was centered on the notion of ecosystem services, with a desire to hybridise the
notions of ecosystem services with local knowledge and know-how and to formalise
the commitment of the stakeholders concerned to implement sustainable economic
alternatives favorable to ecosystems.

The conclusion presents new participatory tools that were being developed during the
writing of this book along with pending issues and ways forward.

These 19 chapters address different themes related to socio-ecological systems: agri-
culture, diffuse pollution, flooding, territorial development, education, sanitation,
wetlands, ecosystem services, etc. They also highlight different participatory tools
allowing transformations towards socio-ecological sustainability: evaluation, plan-
ning, engineering, role-playing-games, observatories, facilitation, etc. Finally, they
include cases and examples from eight countries (figure 0.1).
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Figure 0.1. Localisation of the cases included in the book. The numbers in the black boxes
correspond to the chapters dealing with the cases.

The editors of this book have sought to apply the principles they advocate: partici-
patory, inclusive, transparent and open writing. The book was co-written by
50 researchers and 29 practitioners (decision-makers, politicians, associative actors,
territory managers, etc.). It brings together authors and examples from different parts
of the world (Figure 0.1). Most of the chapters were written by interdisciplinary teams
(management sciences, modelling, agronomy, geography, sociology, economics, etc.)
or a-disciplinary teams. The publication is open access which was a sine qua non condi-
tion in our choice of publisher. Even the choice of the title (in French) was discussed
with all the authors!
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Chapter 1

Participatory approaches to developing
sustainable futures: A global perspective

Katherine Anne Daniell

This chapter provides a brief overview of the use of participatory processes for developing
sustainable futures around the world, with a particular focus on the emergence of partici-
patory methods in the late 1960s and early 1970s. It also reflects on the diversity of current
participatory methods. The influences and perspectives of COOPLAGE in the light of the
global context are reflected on, including how its underlying methods stem from a cyber-
netic, complex systems and engaged political approach. The chapter concludes with potential
evolutions and innovations of CoOOPLAGE, such as opportunities for integration of emerging
technologies and more creative envisioning methods.

» Sustainable futures, pasts and presents?

Involvement of people in developing sustainable futures for their communities is
as old as humanity. A diversity of environments across the planet created different
needs and interests for societies to manage their survival in relation to these places.
Exploitation—without sufficient care and attention to processes of renewal—has led to
destruction and death of both humans and the ecosystems sustaining them. This is still
the case today, and the balance and process of renewing systems to well-functioning
and flourishing states, particularly at the now greatly interconnected global scale, is
increasingly fragile.

Where society persists and works with and sculpts their environments through the
application of tools and technologies for mutual benefits, ongoing thriving in the
same places is made possible. Over time, sometimes over millennia, each one of these
social-ecological systems has created specific governance and self-organising systems
with rights, responsibilities and relationships to carefully uphold. From the approaches
of Caring for Country of Australia’s Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples,
including the participatory maintenance of vegetation through mosaic burning and
river and aquaculture systems through sophisticated governing arrangements between
families and nations like at Baiame’s Ngunnhu (the Brewarrina Aboriginal fish traps)
(Pascoe, 2014; DCCEEW, 2021) to the terraced agricultural landscapes in South-East
Asia, to the rain-farming systems in Africa and oasis management in the Middle East
(e.g. Aubriot, 2022), or the Dutch Water boards for managing land and water through
it below sea level after having built canal and dyke systems (Dolfing and Snellen, 1999),
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organised involvement of communities and governing systems to promote long-term
maintenance and sustainability is key in their effective functioning (see for example
Ostrom 1990; Ostrom et al., 1999; Dietz et al., 2003).

Much of the challenge in many of our current day systems around the planet relates
to paces of social-ecological transformation, higher populations of humans, greater
and faster engineering of environments, competition for the basics (and not so basic
needs) for human and ecosystem thriving, complexity and number of governing (and
governing influencing) entities working under a diversity of rules and purposes, which
can lead to exclusion, inequity, waste and destruction of the systems on which we all
rely. Throughout history such challenges have led to social uprisings and moments
of clarity on our collective humanity and how change in governance systems may be
necessary to include people usually not making decisions about our collective future.

» Moments when the potential or challenges for sustainable
futures comes into focus: the need for participation

1968 and the beginning of the decade that followed was one of those moments. From
the Apollo mission’s Earthrise photo and the growing “global” and environmental
consciousness!, to the global student protests and riots including May 68 protests in
France (Morin et al., 1968), and one of the first computer art and interactive tech-
nology exhibitions in London Cybernetic Serendipity (Reichardt, 1968) it was a period
of awakening and developing new processes of participation and engagement that have
shaped subsequent generations of practice and research. The research building from
this moment included Shelley Arnstein’s paper on the Ladder of Public Participation
highlighting need for real sharing and moving power of decision-making to citizen
control as a part of community organising and urban development in the United States
(Arnstein, 1969), the development of the French Groupe des Dix and their cybernetic
approaches to rethinking the relations between humans, natures and technologies
and how that complexity is better governed by bringing science and politics together
(Chamak, 1997; Vivien and Dicks, 2019), to the development of systems dynamics
models in North America (Forrester, 1968), new South American pedagogies to over-
come oppression (Freire, 1968), and pushes in many parts of the world for Indigenous
rights, including the first legal land rights cases in Australia (De Costa, 2006).

In the renewal of democratic thinking and a search for justice of the more marginalised
in society, publications like Rawls’ (1971) book had a large impact in terms of advo-
cating for larger diversity of views engaged in civil action which will enable greater
societal freedom and justice, and Habermas’ books (1972, 1984) over the period also
led to reflections on legitimation, knowledge and communicative action. Participatory
planning and purposeful systems also lay the foundations for the “Search Conferences”
of Merriyn and Fred Emery (1974) in Australia. It was also the time of the United
Nations Scientific Conference “The Earth Summit” (1972) that set out principles
for preserving and enhancing the human environment through international envi-
ronmental actions. Specifically, this was a period of understanding that many of the
traditional operational research methods and their specific quantification principles

1. Earthrise, photo taken on December 24, 1968, by Apollo 8 astronaut William Anders, https://www.hq.nasa.
gov/office/pao/History/alsj/a410/AS8-14-2383HR jpg
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were not as applicable to social and environmental challenges and research leading to
the development of scientific paradigm shifts (Kuhn, 1962) and the birth of the “soft”
operational research community where new definitions of these situations included
“messes” (Ackoft, 1979), “practical problems” (Ravetz, 1971), “ill-structured problems”
(Simon, 1973) and “wicked problems” (Rittel and Webber, 1973; see Rosenhead and
Mingers, 2001 for an overview) and later community operations research movements
with their emphasis on understanding and working to reduce marginalisation of those
typically excluded from decision-making about their lives (Midgley, 2001).

The turn to participatory practice and methods for altering power structures and
dominant cultures was also strong in the arts and cultural domains. This included
the development and global transmission of forms of emancipatory theatre like Boal’s
Theatre of the Oppressed (1973), which first took hold in South America, where spec-
tators were no longer passive but became “spect-actors” and could through their own
action change the direction of the theatre to explore pressing issues. Brand’s Whole
Earth Catalog (1968), published intermittently likewise aimed to give everyone the
tools, including ways of thinking in whole systems, methods for self-sufficiency and
collective learning, and was important for inspiring counter-culture bottom-up
community environmental movements.

However, at this moment, not everything was about concerns of democracy and
governance. Researchers were also interested in how to replicate complex systems
and evolutionary processes using mathematics and digital computing, and the begin-
ning of research on cellular automata from von Neumann in the early 60s (1966), and
many more in the years after (e.g. Arbib, 1966; Yamada and Amoroso, 1969), plus
the growth in the use of systems dynamics used in urban systems (Forrester, 1969)
and to represent the World’s processes through the Club of Rome’s publication The
Limits to Growth (Meadows et al., 1972), set the scene for simulation modelling and
games to understand interacting behaviours, whether human, biological, ecological
or strategic across space and time. These were vital in the development of models
and representations of what systems and their states through time could be consid-
ered to be sustainable and/or resilient, and what might need to change to navigate
them in such directions. Bringing all these areas together, changing societies, techno-
logies and environments, it is not surprising it was also one of the core moments when
traditional scientific practice was challenged and its ill fit to globally interconnected
challenges outlined across many disciplines leading to the development of transdisci-
plinary and participatory research and praxis (Lassudrie-Duchéne, 1968; Piaget, 1972;
Jantsch, 1972). Echos of the challenges of this period can be found both through many
centuries and decades of history and in the following years, as all these (r)evolutions
built on and lay the foundations for other participatory practices and managing the
challenges of sustainability through other moments of change and awareness of the
need for alternative approaches to navigating complex systems.

» A diversity of participatory practices

Fast forward through the decades, and the diversity of approaches to participatory
practice for navigating towards more sustainable futures continues to grow and evolve
across the world. The development of computational and communications infrastruc-
tures has enabled a range of new systems for gathering and structuring diverse inputs
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from a range of sources (e.g. sensing technologies, published content) and people
interested in exploring systems and making decisions on future individual and collec-
tive actions in relation to them. The period from the late 1990s to late 2000s was a
period of particular period of growth and development, as limits of natural resource
management systems and actions to kerb climate change (e.g. the Kyoto Protocol in
1997), under often what appeared to be technocratic regimes in democracies, again
came into stark view.

Common families of participatory approaches which are often used in conjunction
with each other include:

— Voting and preference gathering systems, including for participatory decision
support (e.g. Rios Insua et al., 2008)

— Traditional public meeting structures (e.g. Field, 2019)

— Participatory and group model building and role-playing/simulation communities
(e.g. Voinov and Bousquet, 2010; Abrami et al., 2021)

— Yarning and story-based exchange (e.g. Yunkaporta and Kirby, 2011)

— Participatory and collaborative design (e.g. Negroponte, 1975)

— Deliberative democracy methods including mini publics and citizen juries/
consensus conferences (e.g. Gastil and Lavine, 2005; Dryzek et al., 2019)

— Participatory theatre and creative public engagement including participatory
photography and creative writing/musical improv. (e.g. Conrad and Sinner, 2015)

— Immersive cybernetic art and installations (e.g. Pickering, 2024; Jacucci et al., 2010)
— Participatory mapping and planning, including participatory rural appraisal and
participatory geographic information system (GIS, e.g. Cochrane and Corbett, 2020)
— Futuring and prospective methods including scenario methods, science fiction
writing/prototyping (e.g. Wyborn et al., 2021; Bishop, 2011; Johnson, 2011; Alexandra
etal., 2023)

— Open source communities, citizen science and participatory evaluation (Conrad
and Hilchey, 2011; Cullen and Coryn, 2011; Eghbal, 2020)

— Social media and Information and communications technology (ICT)-supported
participation (e.g. Lin and Kant, 2021)

— Multi-level and collaborative governance, including group decision support
(Huxham, 1996; Bache and Flinders, 2004; Daniell and Kay, 2017)

— Conflict mediation/transformation including dispute resolution, negotiation and
restorative justice (e.g. Delli Priscoli, 2003; Susskind et al., 1999)

— Collaborative engineering of participatory processes (e.g. Kolfschoten et al., 2006;
Daniell, 2012; Ferrand et al., 2021).

Each family often has an underlying politic and set of assumptions/purposes on
knowledge processes, their interactions and the futures and impacts they envisage.
How they seek to influence action in the world, including policy processes, is typi-
cally linked to the positionality of the convenors of the processes (Daniell et al.,
2016a), including cultural, disciplinary and political orientations, and how they seek
to communicate and govern with, or over, others (Follett, 1924; Fung, 2006). Each
new participatory process descended from, and carries a mix of elements from, these
families and more. It then creates a unique set of changes, new relationships and
knowledge about the world and imaginaries for its future; see for example Nabavi
(2022) on blending improv’ theatre and futuring for developing transformative
engagement on water conflict.
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Many common orientations in participatory approaches to sustainability, particu-
larly the development of new approaches, seek challenge or blur the boundaries of
the roles of “experts’, “citizens” and “decision makers’, and to adjust existing power
structures and regimes of expertise/knowledge (Thomas, 2004). Through this process,
more views are included and this multiplicity negotiated through the use of specific
processes and “intermediary objects” or technologies. These can take the form of maps
or models/representations through any media, which instead moves power struggles
and the specific types of expertise needed to those who can effectively design and
facilitate/implement processes employing these specific modalities (Daniell et al.,
2010) and induces pressure to do it well or risk disempowered and disappointed stake-
holders (Barreteau et al., 2010). This has led to the development of more participatory
processes at the level of the design and implementation of these processes, including
“self-designed” participatory modelling and simulation processes (e.g. D’Aquino
et al., 2003) and full participatory process structures and toolkits like CoOOPLAGE
(e.g. Ferrand et al., 2021).

» CoOPLAGE as a participatory toolkit in the global context:
influences and perspectives

CoOPLAGE and the underlying and associated approaches outlined in this book draw
on many strands of the rich theory and practical approaches to participation above. In
particular, COOPLAGE and the underlying methods take a cybernetic, complex systems
and engaged political approach (Ferrand et al., 2021), with what could be identified as
a specifically French interpretation that reflect on power, politics and knowledges in
an explicit and transparent way. It is particularly cybernetic in that it focusses on the
“participatory process of/for the participatory process” including the first tools of the
kit PrePar and CreaWAG that seek to support groups of people to design their own
participatory processes and models. In addition, COOPLAGE has a set of embedded
values, beliefs and a politic which is an orientation to intervention research (David,
2000; Midgley, 2001), and on-the-ground decision and planning support. Specifically,
the toolkit and the researchers behind it consider that research has a positive role to
play in society, and that the acts of researchers can change the direction of societal
transformations and provide structured and open spaces and methods for participa-
tion, knowledge sharing and construction of those typically making, and being affected
by, decisions, together. COOPLAGE does typically not seek to create citizen deliber-
ation in search of consensus separately from those with decision-making power, or
work on representative principles, as in some deliberative democracy instances (see
for example Fishkin and Mansbridge, 2017). It rather works on a process of organ-
ising knowledges, perspectives and values at multiple levels in an Ostromian sense: at
the management action level or the arena of operational choice, as well as the arenas
of collective and constitutional choices (Ostrom, 1990). CoOPLAGE is intended to
give power to groups of people and communities to organise their own knowledge
and struggles to govern the commons together, and to gain rapid feedback through a
range of simulations and evaluation processes on the potential for their individual and
collective actions to create change (Daniell, 2012; Hassenforder et al., 2019, 2021).

The main institutional group involved in the development and use of COOPLAGE and
its underlying methods is the G-EAU joint research unit “Water Matters” This group
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has been strongly influenced and shaped through praxis by the French education system
and its orientation at higher degree level to applied public service, including interna-
tionally, particularly through the generalist “Grandes Ecoles” and national “Grands
Corps de I'Etat” (state public service corps personnel), specifically the rural, water and
forestry engineers? or bridges, water and forestry engineers? (Igref or Ipef since 2009).
All of these institutions and the groups of people within them have a long history of
mixing disciplinary research backgrounds around social-ecological policy theme, devel-
opment situation or system of interest (see for example the papers in the French journal
Natures, Sciences, Sociétés). Moreover, the interdisciplinary systems, cybernetics and
management sciences, socio-political sciences and environmentally-aware engineering
approaches, which are deeply embedded in these education and orientations of public
service research systems, have provided fertile ground for collaborative and transdis-
ciplinary development of collective engineering approaches to participatory processes
for social-ecological systems management and for governing in regional and multi-
level regional approaches. Within the COOPLAGE community there is still a diversity
of approaches depending upon choices and involvement on different types of model-
ling, simulation and role-playing games (some mediated through computer simulation
models—often multi-agent modelling, originally through the COmmon pool Ressources
and Multi-Agent Simulations platform — Cormas, e.g. Bousquet et al., 1998) but often
low-tech using local or imported materials—stones, cards, cups to represent parts of
the environment and circulating flows of water and economic and system production
changes (e.g. fish stocks, agricultural production, wetland quality—see for example
Wat-A-Game, Abrami et al., 2016). There is also a willingness to co-test methods and train
local and international facilitators to help with implementing and evaluating methods
(Hassenforder et al., 2016). CoOOPLAGE represents, however, a relatively specific set
of tools and methods that is of Western axiological, ontological, epistemological and
methodological origins. The approach is one of inclusive engineering, although inter-
ventionist in time and space that is construed in Western ways, even if there is some
space for holding other belief and value systems through the process. CoOOPLAGE
processes can sometimes present as structurally violent compared to other cultures of
participation, interaction and communication such as yarning circles, arts and creative
storytelling-based methods, and even some types of discursive deliberation focused
efforts. That said, it has also been accepted—taking into account the creative cybernetic
leadership principal of “productive discomfort” (Gould et al., 2022)—by communities
seeking two-ways (Country et al., 2015; RiverOfLife et al., 2021), or multi-ways govern-
ance, and who are willing to come together for social learning and collectively developing
plans for the future (e.g. Lejars et al., 2021; Daniell et al., 2016b).

Within the CoOPLAGE approach there is indeed potentially space for joining multiple
traditions of participatory practice together (e.g. participatory theatre, specific forms
of mediated deliberation on certain decision objects, artistic representations of
systems in addition to the set of regularly employed frameworks and tools), although
the particular politic drives more towards the creation of distributed “actionable
knowledge’, where all participants can be actors for change and have the ability to
coordinate these for “effective” individual and collective action, defined on their own
terms and in line with their own value and belief systems.

2. Ingénieurs du génie rural, des eaux et des foréts (Igref)
3. Ingénieurs des ponts, des eaux et des foréts (Ipef)
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The CoOPLAGE toolkit encourages mapping out different perspectives then rapidly
coming to a common point of view and understanding (through shared collec-
tive artefacts these views are recorded on) on this diversity and collective ways
forward. Although the approach can include methods of speculation or prospective,
CoOPLAGE and the research teams supporting its use are not necessarily interested
in defining and/or articulating competing worldviews and politics as it then makes
choice and negotiation trickier. Rather the approach aims to seek acknowledgment
of a collection of viewpoints, and a set of potential options/futures, as part of a whole
system, rather than setting up “teams” like in a debate. It therefore is not focused on
groups winning or losing, but seeks its ideal of just and equitable sharing of common
resources (Rawls, 1971; Neal et al., 2014) and moving forward collectively. This partic-
ipatory mode of collective action planning can potentially clash with many Western
governance representational democracy settings, which are often set up in a majority
and competing ideologies mode. This means that for COOPLAGE who gets to choose
who will be in the room, and those people’s relationships to decision makers, are
particularly important to ensure capacity for action. It also means convenors need
to build trust with key actors in the systems and to get them on board with using the
toolkit methods for their systems.

» Potential CoOPLAGE evolutions and innovations to support
sustainable futures

How CoOPLAGE might interface with emerging technologies and other oppor-
tunities for participatory processes is also worth reflecting on, and indeed to some
extent has already been discussed in the community (e.g. see Rios Insua and French
(2010) for discussions and methods of eDemocracy). In terms of advanced modelling
and analytical techniques, including real-time monitoring and artificial intelligence
(AI)-based alert systems that could support participatory processes, there have
already been attempts to incorporate such systems and knowledge within examples
of the community. This is particularly the case when CoOPLAGE type methods could
be coupled with territorial intelligence systems—see examples in Daniell et al. (2020)
such as those in the Herault, e.g. Ouest Herault (Dionnet and Guérin-Schneider, 2014),
Bassin de Thau, regions of France where charters of participation, participatory process
design, role-playing games and remote-sensing territorial approaches are being used
in close proximity; and in the Lower Hawkesbury Estuary where participation design,
participatory modelling and real-time Al-based water quality monitoring, particularly
for algal blooms co-exist (Coad et al., 2014)—and can be drawn on as both knowledge
inputs to processes and ongoing monitoring and evaluation systems of environmental
conditions. Other types of analytical techniques may underlie online participatory
systems and depending on the purposes and techniques may be compatible with the
CoOPLAGE politic and methodology, although to what extent the common artefacts
can be built and trusted, may depend greatly on platform and/or facilitator capabil-
ities to make sense of the online systems and common artefacts to participants. The
face-to-face domain has to date been where these common artefact-based systems
have thrived, as CoOOPLAGE and its internal methods seek not only to create a series
of common artefacts and collective templates for action, but through the social
processes around these, build trust and understanding between participants linked to
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a common experience and orientation of responsibility for collective action. To what
extent online systems can be partly or wholly used for this—first those already part of
the toolkit (Ferrand et al., 2021) and then others like engaging with metaverse-type
systems and online immersive augmented/virtual reality (AR/VR) gaming platforms
for collective modelling, envisioning and planning (e.g. Evans et al., 2022; Hudson-
Smith and Shakeri, 2022)—remain research questions not just for the CoOOPLAGE
community but other participatory researchers around the world.

Likewise, development of scenarios and creative envisioning and prospective methods
as elements of participatory practice have been evolving in recent years, both in their
creativity but also in their philosophical and mathematical bases (e.g. Lord et al.,
2016; Dourish and Bell, 2011; Conrad and Sinner, 2015; Bell, 2021 in the North Amer-
ican and Australian traditions). There are opportunities for these to be brought into
or interfaced with the CoOOPLAGE methods, as long as a strong enough collective
approach to a way forward can be fostered.

In addition, innovation in voting systems and online deliberative “liquid” or “crypto”
democracy techniques (e.g. Engin, 2016; Allen et al., 2020) may be able to feed
into CoOPLAGE-mediated processes, but with quite different underlying philo-
sophical approaches, they are more likely to be used by different communities for
different reasons.

There remain opportunities for learning from participatory approaches with similar
politics in other domains such as health care, and educational space design, although
the strong Ostromian backbone and orientation to common pool and particularly
natural resources may work against some elements of easy translation to completely
different systems in the short term. CoOOPLAGE and the examples in this book are
highly relevant, and now globally tested, in many countries and sustainability contexts.
The orientation of COOPLAGE to action and empowerment of community members
deploying the methods themselves to plan their own participatory processes for their
own futures is one that, to my knowledge, is unique in the global context, and full of
potential for supporting greater numbers of communities to co-create their own just
and sustainable futures.
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Chapter 2

The CoOPLAGE approach: When actors
model their situation, principles or plans
together for sustainable, empowering
decision-making and change

Nils Ferrand, Emeline Hassenforder and Wanda Aquae-Gaudi'

CoOPLAGE is the acronym for “Coupler des outils ouverts et participatifs pour laisser les
acteurs s’adapter pour la gestion de 'environnement?. This approach aims at guiding stake-
holder participation (citizens, elected officials, managers, etc.) in the decision-making process
with regard to their environment. This chapter presents the fundamental principles of the
CoOPLAGE approach (empowerment, intervention research, true participation in decision-
making, reflexivity on desired changes as well as a mix of engineering and do-it-yourself).
In line with works on the modelling of complex systems, the background of this approach is
also reviewed here. Lastly, the various CoOOPLAGE tools are introduced, then detailed in the
different chapters of this book.

CoOPLAGE is a set of complementary tools designed to meet the needs of stake-
holders in supporting socio-environmental transition. With these tools, stakeholders
can:

share their views of a socio-environmental situation,

explore the outcomes of their practices and choices in terms of public policy,

— choose how to organise decision-making and assign roles,

discuss principles of justice,

— propose action plans to deal with complex issues, and

— monitor and evaluate where they stand in their change process.

The CoOPLAGE suite of tools has been built over the years by researchers from the
G-EAU joint research unit “Water Matters” in Montpellier in response to the deci-
sion-making needs of their field partners in various operational projects in France
and abroad.

With and for all stakeholders, the participatory modelling process is at the heart of
the CoOPLAGE approach (Box 2.1). Participatory modelling consists of constructing,

1. Wanda Aquae-Gaudi is a fictional author created in 2010 to represent the CoOOPLAGE collective. With
more than 100 contributors since 2008, it was necessary to recognise the contributions of everyone in the
design of methods and scientific productions. Wanda’s list can be found at the end of the book.
2. Coupling Open and Participatory Tools to Let Actors Adapt for Environmental Management
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together with different stakeholders, an object (the model) that allows a number of
questions to be answered on a real target system (Minsky, 1965). The object in ques-
tion can be, for example, a role-playing game, a timeline, a map, a diagram or a matrix.
The system represented by this object can be, among other things, a territory, a deci-
sion-making process or a management strategy (figure 2.1). The idea is that the object,
or model, should enable the various actors to step back from the system, so that they
may ask themselves the right questions, consider its various components and take a
fresh look at it. The object thus acts as a kind of critical mirror of the system to support
collaborative decision-making between the actors. But beyond the ultimate use of
the object in decision-making, what is important is the construction of the object as
such (the modelling). By building a common representation of their system, the stake-
holders learn to work together, exchange their different views, and take ownership
of the issues and actions to be taken. They thus build the conditions for their own
empowerment and collaboration towards socio-environmental transition.

This approach is therefore very different from classic coordination approaches where
models, options, choices and regulations are provided by external, technical, admin-
istrative or political actors. Even when these approaches are guided by information
sharing, consultation or light forms of communicative participation, they are still
perceived by those in action as being controlled by experts and decision-makers, and
therefore outside their own control and responsibility.

In what follows below and in the various chapters of this book, we will see how the
CoOPLAGE approach can be concretely implemented in the field via different princi-
ples and methods. The rest of this chapter is devoted to positioning COOPLAGE as an
instrument for supporting socio-environmental transition.

Box 2.1. Historical background behind the CoOOPLAGE approach

CoOPLAGE participatory modelling is in line with works on modelling complex
industrial or socio-environmental systems that followed and were based on Jay
Forrester’s (1968) system dynamics and his famous World II model, which backed
“The Limits to Growth” (Meadows et al., 1972) and the opinions expressed by the
Club of Rome (figure 2.2). Modelling linking society and the environment has been
present in France since early precursory works on “cybernetics” that were extended
to socio-economic systems (Moles, 1968; Wiener, 1950). Cybernetics is a science
that exclusively studies communications and their regulation in natural and artificial
systems (Wiener, 2019). It allows for all encountered mechanisms to be explained
and understood using a few simple logical building blocks, such as the emitter (which
emits information), the receiver (which receives information) and the feedback
(action of an effect on its own origin).

However, it is essentially the work on ecological or epidemiological modelling that
has led to the questioning of interdisciplinarity and the linking of models, which
also required bringing people together (Pave and Jollivet, 1993; Schmidt-Lainé
and Pavé, 2002) and, in France, initiating and supporting the cross-cutting envi-
ronment-life-society programme by key figures (J.-M. Legay, M. Jollivet, A. Pavé,
J. Weber, S. Van Der Leeuw).

In the early 1990s, a trend towards complex systems, their modelling and ultimately
their control appeared. This trend mobilised, on the one hand, a more theoretical
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Box 2.1. (next)

orientation in physics and biology (dynamic systems and chaos, cellular automata,
networks, percolation, renormalisation), and on the other hand, the aforemen-
tioned environmental sciences (with a growing link to geography via D. Pumain
and L. Sanders), and lastly the emerging cognitive sciences between connectionism,
artificial intelligence and evolutionism.

In France, since 1992, these reflections very quickly benefited from a specific contribu-
tion from research on multi-agent systems (J. Ferber, Y. Demazeau, J.-P. Muller), be it
in modelling, simulation or problem solving. Multi-agent systems are a set of computer
processes that run simultaneously. They allow several agents living at the same time, who
share common resources and communicate with each other, to be simulated (adapted
from Bousquet et al., 1999). By facilitating a more natural and direct description of enti-
ties and dynamics, these individual-centred models have improved the dialogue with
non-expert actors. Finally, model linking has required new thinking on the exchange of
viewpoints, their dynamic implementation and adequate formalisms, and more broadly
on the production and use of knowledge through modelling.

This is the basis upon which F. Bousquet, M. Etienne, O. Barreteau, P. D’Aquino
and others initiated “Companion Modelling” (Etienne, 2011). Companion Model-
ling (or ComMod) aims at bringing different stakeholders to gradually get to know
each other, exchange their arguments and viewpoints in order to build a shared view
of an issue (a model) and jointly develop an accepted solution. The main ComMod
methods and tools are role-playing, multi-agent modelling and social simulation. The
ComMod approach is therefore an original way of approaching modelling, which is
often used to support collective decision-making processes concerning the sustain-
able management of renewable natural resources. The approach gives non-scientific
actors a role in the co-production of models. The modeller-facilitator role is central,
as this person is the mediator of the various perspectives and the delivery doctor* of
a common model. This requires specific expertise and strong intervention, which at
first seem contradictory to the objectives of autonomy and social dissemination. From
2008, a complementary perspective put forth by N. Ferrand and S. Farolfi has provided
a change in scale in Companion Modelling and has broadened its effects. This has
led to the principles and tools of “empowering modelling” and to the foundations of
the CoOPLAGE method of letting actors do as much as possible on their own, while
facilitating their collaboration through adequate meta-models.

* In the sense of ‘bringing to life’

» Complementary postures for innovative engineering

The specificities and tools of the COOPLAGE approach

Having acknowledged the capacity of all actors® to produce, formalise and compare
their knowledge in structured models that can be used together, we sought to gradu-
ally empower these actors by freeing them from the facilitator. To achieve this, three
concomitant constraints or objectives were taken into consideration:

— the materials (language, method, hardware kit, software) to guide them step by step
in their process;

3. Including illiterate populations, through the use of appropriate materials.
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— sufficient control through these materials to verify the quality of the model
produced, in relation to the actual knowledge of the concerned sectors (water, envi-
ronment, economy, etc.);

— the possibility of using the produced models for knowledge or decision-making
needs, with and for the users, for example through social simulation (role-playing) or
computer simulation.

In addition, whereas the body of works on Companion Modelling has focused on the
dynamics of socio-environmental systems, their resilience and adaptation, COOPLAGE
sought to model other target systems or issues, based on the real needs of stakeholders.
We detail these variations below. In practice, this meant proposing modelling kits,
i.e. material for table-top work, accessible to all and which allow for acceptable models
of the territory to be collectively established. These models can then be used to explore
different transformation options and their consequences through simulation.

This led to the development of the Wat-A-Game set of tools, more specifically to the
basic INI-WAG kit, and its multiple thematic and territorial variations (figure 2.3 and see
chapter 12). A watershed model can be built using these tools. Various elements repre-
sent the river, its tributaries, fields, towns, forests, as well as the territory’s dynamics (for
instance hydrological and financial represented by circulating different coloured beads),

Figure 2.3. The Wat-A-Game Tool: A role-playing game to be built and played collectively
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various actors (using role cards) and the activities they carry out there (using activity
cards chosen by the players). Once constructed, the role-playing game allows the players
to explore different possible transitional paths (for example by changing the activi-
ties carried out by the players or by testing the consequences of a specific event in the
game). The tools in the Wat-A-Game family provide a common framework with reus-
able elements (a lexicon), rules (a grammar set) and a protocol to be followed together.
Variable levels of modelling are proposed, from the simple reproduction of an existing
model, to the mapping of a system and finally the independent production of new model
elements (activities, roles, resources). From an initial model oriented towards quantita-
tive water management, users can, for example, add quality or biodiversity issues, or add
new roles. A variety of experiments have been set up using INI-WAG, including “Eau en
Jeu*” (an educational kit on integrated water management for schools?), “’Eau en Tét”
(see chapter 13), WasteWAG (see chapter 14) and MyRiverKit (a methodological kit to
raise awareness of the concept of ecosystem services®).

Similarly, the CoOOPLAN method for participatory planning (see chapter 17), PrePar
for participation engineering (see chapter 9), JustAGrid for justice dialogue and
Self-Modelling for Assessing Governance (SMAG) for governance diagnostic, are also
based on participatory modelling processes of different types of systems (respectively
management strategies, decision-making processes, sharing and governance rules,
figure 2.1). Initially, the aim is to “get the modelling done’, then to gradually mini-
mise the amount of guidance required to “let it happen”. This involves, on the one
hand, rapidly training local facilitators and, on the other hand, providing manuals and
“self-facilitating” materials, i.e. that participants can facilitate themselves, without
having to call upon a facilitator.

This set of tools and methods form the CoOPLAGE approach. These tools are currently
being digitised on the CoOPILOT platform (see chapter 8). This digitisation consti-
tutes a further step towards empowering the actors, which, however, has not yet been
evaluated from an operational standpoint.

From needs-based pragmatics to research-intervention

Whether at INRAE or at Cirad (French public research institutions having hosted
CoOPLAGE development), “field” culture is fundamental. Responding to the needs of
stakeholders in various countries is the focus, alongside knowing how to help stakeholders
formulate these needs. In parallel, our research, by virtue of its mandate to support public
policies, must also respond to two other challenges: on the one hand, to generalise what
we have learned from our various experiences so that this can be used elsewhere in an
independent manner (in particular to minimise the need for public intervention), and on
the other hand, to produce methodological innovations through experimental approaches
that can lead to designing and evaluating the performance of various approaches and
tools for multi-stakeholders, multi-issue and multi-level contexts.

However, these three issues (meeting the needs of stakeholders/generalising results/
producing innovations) are often conflicting. Meeting the needs of stakeholders often

4. http://eauenjeu.org
5. http://www.gesteau.fr/vie-des-territoires/my-river-kit-un-jeu-de-role-pour-sensibiliser-la-gestion-
integree-des
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implies continuity with their perceptions and current practices, which are not always
compatible with the introduction of innovations that may, on the contrary, be at odds
with these same perceptions and practices. Moreover, evaluating the performance of
the innovations resulting from our research, in view of their potential dissemination,
would require experiments with control groups to allow the various factors involved
to be controlled, as is for instance done in experimental economics®. However, the
real socio-political decision-making contexts in which we work with a limited budget
(e.g. decentralising natural resource management in Tunisia, piloting participation in
water policy in New Caledonia, involving citizens in institutional river management
systems in France, etc.), do not allow this type of experimentation to be easily imple-
mented. This posture often renders fragile results compared to purely descriptive
research or research based on formal experiments, but at the same time it allows for
truly new methodological venues to be explored.

Thus, starting with the field’s needs, sometimes in an opportunistic manner, and based
on the principles of COOPLAGE, our research-intervention frameworks have a double
impact: the exploration of new methods, sometimes stabilised, and various socio-tech-
nical changes for the actors in the territories. The failures encountered (non-adoption,
resistance, behavioural inertia, impact limited to the project) provide new resources for
the next experiment. Supported by large-scale training, we have gradually disseminated
these principles and practices internationally, with the latent hope of having a lasting
impact on multi-actors decision-making practices at various levels.

Truly participating in the decision on and for oneself

Participation and decisions are too often separated. Participation is too often used
to facilitate the acceptance of decisions by different actors (see chapter 6). In which
case, participation is restricted to communication aimed at convincing the “public”
to welcome a project decided elsewhere (“acceptology”). In France, the 2016 ordi-
nances on environmental dialogue seek to correct this by bringing the requirement for
participation to an earlier project stage, so as to first discuss the opportunity, then the
options and their implementation (see chapter 4). But the distribution between open,
citizen participatory processes, technical and administrative appraisal, and political
choices remains very unbalanced, backed by arguments concerning time, capacity and
socio-economic risk (no politician wants a project with a private sector pre-agreement
to be called into question by citizen participation). There are many decision-making
stages for which the choice of involving these stakeholders is never made explicit or
contested. Who frames and initiates a consultation for a project? Who should decide
on the decision-making process? Who should participate in the diagnostic? Who can
discuss “what is right”? Who can propose actions and plans? Who votes and chooses?
Who implements? Everyone is involved, but there is little space to modify the roles.

As part of our experiment on support methods, we have therefore tried to ensure that
the actors themselves question the place of each and everyone in the decision. This was
achieved in particular through publication of the PrePar framework with support from

6. This would involve, for example, comparing a group that has tested an innovation with another group
with similar characteristics that has not tested the innovation. Along these lines, the work in development
economics that is best known to the general public is that of Esther Duflo, who received the so-called Nobel
Prize in Economics in 2019.

35



Transformative Participation for Socio-Ecological Sustainability

the Rhone-Mediterranean-Corsica water agency’. It is based on a reference framework
with eight decision-making stages (downloadable from http://frama.link/RMCPart).
For each stage of the decision (diagnostic/definition of objectives/planning, etc.), stake-
holders can define the desired degree of participation (low/medium/high) and then
choose the appropriate participatory methods (Hassenforder et al., 2020).

Testing the involvement of new actors in a decision obviously requires that they be able
to do so effectively, be it in terms of capacity, resources or legitimacy. This is why, apart
from a general methodological inventory, we have also sought to provide solutions to
stages that have not been dealt with much elsewhere: for example, by exploring how to
get people to participate in the construction of a participatory observatory (and not in
the observatory itself), (see chapter 16), how to discuss and co-organise participation
on a large scale, how to reintegrate monitoring and evaluation into participation to
make it an asset rather than a constraint (see chapter 10), or how to mobilise digital
technology to monitor the process, beyond electronic debate (see chapter 8). The aim
lies in re-legitimising and putting into action the stakeholders, including citizens,
in stages that are generally occupied by managers and specialists and, in this way,
creating co-engagement and long-term efficiency.

Questioning, monitoring and evaluating “multi-impacts”:
reflexivity on change at the heart of empowerment

Firstly, the challenge of empowerment reflects the need to decentralise and minimalise
intervention by public authorities. In the long term, the aim is to support the most
appropriate mechanisms for developing “strong resilience”® locally, i.e. the capacity of
stakeholders who share territories and common environmental goods to choose their
future, to control their resources and to steer their dynamics, with minimised external
intervention, particularly public aid and regulation. An additional methodological
challenge is the fact that the various groups of actors have varying levels of conditions
to resilience, which are interdependent to some extent. From this angle, the primary
challenge is to help stakeholders define what they want for themselves and their
environment, the acceptable pathways to achieve this, and to enlighten them on the
dynamics that will allow them to evolve towards these objectives. Without prejudging
their ability to choose efficient strategies (which is the subject of other CoOOPLAGE
tools), they must at least know where they stand and where they want to go. But any
and all action has multiple environmental and social impacts, both direct and indirect.

Since the launch of the “ENCORE” (External / Normative / Cognitive / Operational /
Relational / Equity — Ferrand and Daniell, 2006) monitoring-evaluation framework, we
have sought to qualify all of these impacts in a global manner: whether they be transfor-
mations induced by the actors on their environment, normative changes (e.g. in values
or preferences), cognitive learning, changes in practices and concrete behaviour, or

7. In the scope of the “What participatory strategy for local water management with citizens’ project (2016-
2020).

8. Resilience in its classical definition (Botta and Bousquet, 2017) for socio-ecological systems refers to
‘the capacity of an ecological and social system to absorb or withstand a disturbance or stress, while main-
taining its structure and functions through processes of self-organisation, learning and adaptation’ As the
authors mention, we are more in a ‘development’ perspective that targets the most vulnerable as a priority
(Ferrand et al., 2014).
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changes in relational structures and social justice. It is not just a question of observing
these impacts “from the outside’, with an analytical aim, but of making the actors them-
selves “take into account” what is changing. These “multi-impacts” are certainly difficult
to measure, especially all of them, even more so “from the inside’, i.e. by the actors
themselves. Nevertheless, the fact that they are taken into account by the stakeholders
themselves, and the fact that structured dialogue is taking place on these themes, already
guarantee that what is deeply and durably at stake for them is highlighted.

Here again, modelling is at the core of our approach: the ENCORE framework and asso-
ciated approach (Hassenforder et al., 2016) allow actors to collectively model the desired
changes and reflect together on the paths to achieving them. To this end, we are currently
working on the principles of “endo-evaluative participation” The aim is to minimise the
tools dedicated to evaluation (questionnaires, etc.), which are often a burden for partici-
pants to complete, and to maximise data collection on the impacts of the process through
the participatory tools themselves. For example, an indicator on the strain or solidarity
created between participants can be added to a role-playing game, in order to evaluate
relational impacts through a simple and non-disruptive methodological adaptation. In
parallel, this ambition of endo-evaluative participation is also expressed through inte-
grated and adaptive thought on both the evaluation and the engineering of the process.
In simple terms, the aim is to reflect on the changes desired, and think about how to
achieve them, then to evaluate whether these changes are being achieved, and if neces-
sary adapt the process if they are not. In any case, a major focus of our work is placed
on making the participants themselves think about monitoring and evaluation as well
as the engineering of the participatory approach. This is done in particular by setting
up pilot groups including citizens (see insert 3 in chapter 17). This approach is quite
different from classic analytical scientific approaches that advocate the independence of
the evaluation stage. Reflexivity and change control are what take precedence here.

Co-adapting practices and policies: planned engineering or DIY
along the way?

Most of the requests we receive are from public authorities. In general, we are called upon
to help a pilot group to design and organise a participatory process that includes stake-
holders at very different levels (ministers, elected officials, administrators, economic
actors, experts, researchers, associations, locals, the socially excluded, etc.). The initial
aim of a certain number of these requests is acceptability of a decision: in other words,
for the decision-makers and pilots of the participatory process, the objective is to get a
decision accepted, for example the creation of a new reservoir or the implementation of
anew regulation. As researchers and for those who facilitate the process, our goal is then
to help make this request evolve towards a vision of co-construction and co-evolution,
i.e. to make the pilot group and decision-makers understand that involving other actors
in a decision that has already been taken is of little or no interest. To accompany this
evolution, it is important to get the groups to ask themselves a certain number of ques-
tions related to the organisation of participation: which roles should be given to which
actors (pilot, reference person, participation warrant, facilitator, observer, etc.)? What
should be imposed and what should be discussed in the participatory process? What
materials should be used? What training is needed? Should an external facilitator be
hired or should someone be trained internally? How should sub-groups of participants
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be organised? How can “silos be broken down”? How can trust be rebuilt? etc. In trying
to answer these questions, the pilot members of a participatory approach often find
themselves in a “do-it-yourself” (DIY) posture based on empirical know-how and obser-
vation rather than on systematic theories. This only works within the limits of the pilots’
skills, hence the need to call upon experts.

To overcome this “DIY” stage, different options need to be tested in different contexts
and with different actors for each of these questions in order to analyse which options
are the most relevant to the final objectives. This is what we seek to do by conducting
comparative analyses of the different participatory approaches we support. This has
also led us to propose a “meta-model” for participation engineering, i.e. a model
that can be used for different participatory processes, in different contexts and with
different actors, and which can be transferred to any pilot group to enable it to design
and implement its own participatory process quickly and with minimal support.

This meta-model is the PrePar method, mentioned above and presented in the
chapter 9. PrePar proposes a participation engineering framework centred on system-
atic deliberation of the forms of involvement of all actors at each stage. Participants are
asked to define the actual roles of the different actors in the successive decision-making
stages. The method thus allows for a participation plan to be produced, in principle,
and details the different actions to be carried out, the participatory methods to be used
and the actors to be involved. A digital version of the method (ePrePar) is available.

The deliberation carried out through the PrePar process provides the basis for drawing
up a participation charter. Here again, using PrePar in a participatory way is a new
approach, the implementation of which constitutes a major change in posture and
supports impactful social learning: the stakeholders, including citizens, discuss the way
in which they will be associated to the target decision, as well as the commitments and
responsibilities of each. The subsequent adherence to the rules and results depends on
this, and consequently the mutual trust between participants, regulators and organisers
of the participatory process. Admittedly, however, this participatory planning “of the
participatory process” has as much value as a preparatory process as the plan produced,
which can be quickly adapted, modified, adjusted... Consequently, there is a real compro-
mise between this planned engineering, structured by the meta-models in PrePar, and
all the adaptive steering required later by the contingencies of the socio-political path.

» The decision model of the COOPLAGE support platform

The goal of the COOPLAGE tools is therefore to accompany and coordinate the deci-
sion-making stages of actors at all levels, from citizens to elected representatives and
managers, in order to facilitate technical, social and institutional changes that are
compatible with environmental constraints and achieve the sustainable effects sought
by the participants.

The decision model presented in table 2.1 and figure 2.4 can be used as a synthesis of all
the CoOPLAGE tools and the decision-making stages at which they can be mobilised.
Each step corresponds to a stage in decision-making:

Participation =
“Sharing decision process + Piloting + Preparation + Diagnostic + Prospective
(foresight) + Preferences + Planning + Prioritisation + Implementation”.
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These steps were initially based on the four phases of the decision-making process iden-
tified by Simon (1977) “Intelligence/Design/Choice/Review” and have been adapted to
best fit the needs of stakeholders and the standard steps in elaborating water policy
(for details, see annex 4 in Hassenforder et al., 2021). Although CoOPLAGE allows
stakeholders to reflect on all the steps in the preliminary engineering phases, only
some of them are actually formalised (table 2.1).

The different approaches and tools as well as their operational implementation are

presented throughout this book and in figure 2.4.

Table 2.1. The decision model of COOPLAGE and its instrumentation (extended version)

Step Description Corresponding CoOOPLAGE tools
Sharing Combine face-to-face and digital means CoOPILOT (digital platform containing
to structure and share the process all CoOPLAGE tools)

between actors at all levels
Piloting Co-construct criteria to evaluate the ENCORE (External, Normative,
process and its socio-environmental Cognitive, Operational, Relational,
impacts, then monitor and use these Equity — corresponds to the different
criteria to pilot and adapt along the way types of impacts that can be evaluated)
Preparation Train the actors, then co-design and PrePar (to prepare and reflect on
organise the participation by discussing a participatory approach)
roles, c9mm1tments and m§th0d§, MOOC Terr’Eau & co (online course for
tc1> obtalg ahconsensual participation training in the COOPLAGE approach)
an and charter
P INI-WAG (Wat-A-Game basic kit to
understand the principles of an integrated
water management role-play)
Diagnostic Observe, diagnose, understand and ROCK (River Observation and
model the social and environmental Conservation Kit — observation sheet
situation to be created to observe a river
or a territory)
SMAG (Self-Modelling for Assessing
Governance — to produce a diagnostic
of the past governance of a territory)
Prospective Imagine future scenarios, explore CreaWAG (version of Wat-A-Game
possible paths, simulate to create role-plays on integrated water
management) and the so produced
specialized models and games
Preferences Discuss the goals and constraints JustAGrid (to dialogue on justice issues)
of the actors in order to define
the management framework, with
a specific focus on social justice
Planning Formulate options for action, then CoOPLAN (to develop an integrated
characterise and assemble them into water management plan in a participatory
multi-level, feasible and efficient manner)
territorial strategies
Prioritisation Compare and prioritise strategies
in order to choose one
Implementation  Assist in institutional (governance)

and operational (technical, economic)
implementation
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Chapter 3

The context of citizen participation
in water management in France

Audrey Massot, Anne Pressurot and Marie Trouillet;
interviews conducted by Emeline Hassenforder

Ever more land and water managers are implementing participatory approaches in the scope
of their projects, plans and programmes. This chapter provides elements for understan-
ding the context surrounding citizen participatory processes in France. It is based on the
testimonies of three actors, each of whom sheds light on the subject from her own pers-
pective, altogether encompassing the local level, the regional Rhone-Mediterranean-Corsica
watershed level as well as the national level.

The aim of this chapter is to provide elements for understanding the context
surrounding citizen participatory processes in France. It discusses:

— current trends, in particular through the French ordinance for the democratisation
of environmental dialogue;

— key events such as the conflict surrounding the Sivens dam project or the introduc-
tion of the Gemapi tax’;

— main obstacles and levers, such as the willingness of elected officials or the articula-
tion between different territorial policies;

— and finally, a few anecdotes and recommendations to those who are in charge of
future participatory approaches.

It should be noted that this chapter deals mainly with participatory approaches that
support the development or revision of public policies. More “spontaneous” partic-
ipatory processes (demonstrations, petitions), those carried out exclusively by civil
society actors or those that put action first (living labs or citizen initiatives and forums)
are not discussed.

1. The Gemapi tax for the management of aquatic environments and flood prevention (Gemapi or
Gestion des milieux aquatiques et de prévention des inondations) is an optional tax that can be imposed
on private individuals or legal entities since 1 January 2018 by municipalities or public establishments for
intermunicipal cooperation, which are the competent authority in terms of aquatic environments and flood
prevention. The tax aims at financing actions related to this new competence: development of watersheds,
maintenance and development of watercourses, canals, lakes and other water bodies, flood prevention
mechanisms, protection and restoration of wetlands, as well as hydraulic installations and their mainte-
nance (Source: https://www.senat.fr/questions/base/2018/qSEQ180906795.html, https://fr.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Taxe_pour_la_gestion_des_milieux_aquatiques_et_la_pr%C3%A9vention_des_inondations
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The floor was given to three actors, each of whom sheds some light at her own level:
— At the local level, Marie Trouillet (M.T.) is a facilitator within an association called
the Centre for Environmental Initiatives CPIE? in Bugey-Genevois (east of France,
at the border with Switzerland). She has been supporting participatory approaches
in favour of the environment in the Haute-Savoie area for the past eight years. The
testimony gathered represents Marie Trouillet’s perspective and does not speak for the
CPIE Bugey-Genevois in any way.

— At the Rhone-Mediterranean-Corsica watershed level, Anne Pressurot (A.P.) of
the Rhéne-Mediterranean-Corsica water agency, formerly in charge of evaluating the
agency’s public policies and research projects on participation and elected officials,
is currently intervention officer at the Regional Delegation in Lyon. The comments
made here are the sole responsibility of Anne Pressurot and do not commit the Rhone-
Mediterranean-Corsica water agency.

— At the national level, Audrey Massot (A.M.) is in charge of the territorial coordina-
tion of the water policy at the Directorate for Water and Biodiversity of the Ministry
of Ecological Transition (MTE?). The statements made here represent the views of
Audrey Massot and do not commit the Ministry of Ecological Transition.

» What are the current trends in participation
in the water sector?

A.M. (Ministry): At the national level, there are currently three major factors or trends
that influence participation. The first of course is the 2016 Ordinance on the Democ-
ratisation of the Environmental Dialogue. It requires water managers, in particular
for water management plans (SAGE?), to either engage upstream in a consultation
or to produce a declaration of intent including a right of initiative (see chapter 4). A
public consultation has to therefore be included as early as possible in well-established
procedures such as the SAGE procedure, which for instance has been in existence for
25 years now. Some regions appreciated the advent of this ordinance and had already
consulted the public during the preparatory phase of their SAGE (e.g. the Assises du
Loiret launched in 2016, which consisted of a photographic survey that was carried
out as part of the Calavon-Coulon SAGE). In other regions, however, it was seen as
an additional regulatory phase and therefore something that made the procedures
even more tedious. At the ministry, we are working on the methodological and proce-
dural framework of this consultation alongside other stakeholders and the National
Commission for Public Debate (CNDP®).

This democratisation of environmental dialogue echoes a second trend which consists
in the mobilisation of citizens at all levels and in many forms. Some mobilisations are

2. Centre permanent d’initiative pour I'environnement (CPIE)

3. Ministeére de la transition écologique

4. SAGE - Schéma d’aménagement et de gestion de l'eau: It is a planning tool, instituted by the 1992 French
Water Act, aiming at the balanced and sustainable management of water resources at the watershed or
aquifer level. The SAGE sets, coordinates and prioritises general objectives for the use, development and
quantitative and qualitative protection of water resources and aquatic ecosystems, as well as the preserva-
tion of wetlands. It identifies the conditions and means for achieving these objectives (Source: https://www.
gesteau.fr/presentation/sage)

5. For more information in French: http://www.assises-riviere-loiret.fr/index.php

6. Commission nationale du débat public
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highly visible and covered by the media (climate marches, zones to defend); others are
more discreet but just as important (think tanks, local associations such as WARNY,
the “time to question” citizens’ questionnaire broadcast by Arte as well as several
associative movements in 2020, etc.).

Lastly, a theme that I personally have noticed on the rise is the issue of water quality,
which usually mobilises the general public more than quantity. Topics such as glypho-
sate or plastic pollution generate greater awareness, perhaps because the risks are
better understood. These are not new issues, they were already being talked about 30
or 40 years ago, but they are back on the agenda and worrying the population. So, it’s
good that the general public is paying attention. The quantitative aspect, on the other
hand, is still often reserved for scientific and technical stakeholders, and for economic
actors directly impacted by water deficits. There are initiatives on the water manage-
ment side such as the study of collectable volumes on the Roussillon aquifer or the
regional water management project on the Usses but I have the feeling that it’s more
difficult to mobilise the general public on the issues of drought and low water levels. It
may be because many people believe that drought mainly affects the south of France,
whereas other basins, Seine Normandy or Artois Picardy, are equally affected.

A.P. (Water agency): One of the important trends in my opinion is that increasingly
more citizens and locals are being included in participatory approaches for water
management. Consultation has always been an operating principle with multi-party
working committees or commissions allowing all stakeholders to express themselves
(see the 1992 Water Act), but it has mainly concerned representatives of associations,
administrations, companies or elected officials. The direct participation of citizens
and local residents in participatory processes is more recent. This evolution has been
notable throughout the implementation of the 10t action programme of the water
agency (2013-2018), which is more oriented towards land management planning and
therefore producing greater impact, as well as through the 2016 national Ordinance
on Environmental Dialogue. Incidentally, the water agency also signed the Ministry of
the Environment’s charter on public participation at the end of 2016 (see chapter 4).

This trend is reinforced by the fact that many elected officials are more open to
participation than they were before. They have understood the importance of taking
the environment into account in public policies and are trying to open up the reflec-
tion on water projects to citizens by organising consultations and debates. At the
same time, more and more citizens want to get directly involved without going
through their representatives; they are more active and vindictive. This is the case,
for example, of the counter-urbanisation movement in which people settle in the
countryside to be closer to nature and therefore defend the landscape, biodiversity
and the fact that they can walk along the water. These new subjects, such as the
emotional and sensitive relationship with rivers or the restoration of watercourses,
are often complex issues and therefore require participatory approaches to obtain a
consensus at the local level.

7. The “WARN ! movement (We are ready now !), which regroups activists and to a certain extent whistle-
blowers, was initiated by a group of youth who had participated in the Conference of Youth (COY11) at the
Conference of the Parties on Climate in 2015 (COP21). Today, this movement sets up workshops on the
environment in schools and organises large-scale awareness programmes to sensitise the public-at-large on
global warming and the ecological emergency. http://wearereadynow.net/
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M.T. (Association): For me, there has been a change in the level of participation. In the
past, we mainly built up awareness on the ground, for example by encouraging people
to reduce their water consumption. Whereas now, participation has moved into other
spheres; we are asking participants to give their opinion on water management, on the
quantity of water or on well-functioning mechanisms. We are called upon for other
things than just awareness. People are no longer just informed, they can also express
their views on a wider range of issues than before.

At the same time, there is less and less support for project managers or structures
carrying out participatory processes or for elected officials in implementing partici-
pation. Yet, I've seen that the people who benefited from the support of programmes
like Osons Agir® had developed a real sense of participation; this was a true lever for
the success of the participatory approach. However, today, those people who obtained
support in certain territories are no longer there, following elections or a change
in jobs, and the support programmes have for the most part been replaced by the
occasional training days. So the trend could well be reversed.

» For you, what have been the main developments in
participation in the water sector in recent years?

A.P. (Water agency): The conflict around the Sivens dam project’ was an electro-
shock in the water sector on the importance of involving citizens. It led to major legal
changes, in particular to the integration of a prior consultation into SAGE policies on
water management. It also affected all land use planning and river restoration projects.

The second influence for meis the reduction in theamount of available water due to climate
change, as well as the pressures on uses which are increasingly strong. These pressures
reinforce the need to exchange, participate and agree on the sharing of water resources.
In some territories of the Rhone-Mediterranean-Corsica basin, these pressures have
created tensions between stakeholders, which have even required mediation measures.

The impoverishment of society, further marked by the Covid-19 crisis, has also pushed
certain issues up the agenda. This can be seen, for example, in the social pricing of
water or the safeguard of low-income families from water cut-offs. We realised that
there are sectors where public services have to be ensured and where the economy-
water-common good link is essential.

Lastly, the flooding of the Grand and Petit Travers coastal dunes in the Hérault depart-
ment (hemmed in between the Ftang de I'Or and the sea and located between Carnon
and La Grande-Motte in South of France) marked participation as this created conflict
between citizens who were for or against certain urban developments, in a context
where all involved were extremely sensitive and impulsive on the issue. In many cases,
participation was a means of calming conflictual situations.

8. ‘Osons Agir’ is a programme carried by the Regional Union of CPIEs in the Rhone Alps region - Union
Régionale des CPIE Auvergne Rhone-Alpes. It aims at helping professionals, elected officials, and citizens to
build their skills in participatory approaches. It offers group workshops as well as personal learning sessions.
http://urcpie-aura.org/nos-missions/accompagner-les-territoires/dialogue-territorial-osons-agir/

9.1In 2014, a dam project on the Tescou river in the Garonne basin led to violent clashes between activists
opposed to the project and anti-riot police. These clashed led to the death of an opponent in October 2014.
The dam project was abandoned in December 2015 by prefectural decree.
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A.M. (Ministry): There are two examples of territories where citizen mobilisation has
been particularly publicised. The Sivens dam of course—which by-the-way was the
event that triggered reform on environmental dialogue in 2016—but also the gold
mountain in French Guiana. This mining project has left its mark due to the very
strong mobilisation of local communities. It was a complex project, like all mining
projects, with strong environmental issues related to water, wetlands and forests,
along with strong economic implications as well. The project was highly publicised
and politicised. In the end, it was abandoned.

Aside from these already well-known events, many requirements have already been
written into law mandating the public to get involved in a timely manner. At the
Ministry level, consultations in the framework for water installations, planning and
management (SDAGE!?) also constitute significant events. Every six years, the public
is consulted on the important issues to be addressed in the SDAGE as well as on
the work programme. Some of the participatory sessions have been very useful and
successful, for instance in the Martinique basin.

Lastly, at the European level, the “Fitness Check” questionnaire was sent to all Euro-
pean countries in view of a possible revision of the Water Framework Directive.
Citizens can answer the survey directly. And even if the questionnaire is in English and
relatively technical, it allows concerned citizens or organisations to give their opinion
and to be heard by the European Commission.

M.T. (Association): The introduction of the Gemapi tax had a certain impact at the local
level because people realised that their bills had increased, whereas their consumption
had not. However, this only affects certain people; most people are disconnected from
these changes, and do not even realise them.

On the other hand, what has significantly marked participation is the trend towards
the grouping together of districts in the form of greater municipalities or public estab-
lishments for water planning and management (EPAGE - Etablissements publics
d’aménagement et de gestion des eaux). These groupings have created a disconnection
between water managers and the population. People used to know those who were in
charge of water in their districts, and the managers came to see them directly if there
was a leak or other problem. There was a dialogue and people felt concerned by the
water issue. But now, even the elected officials are disconnected from this because the
competence has gone to the greater municipality or elsewhere. So, even if these group-
ings are of interest for territorial strategies or watershed solidarity, they have created a
disconnect between water managers and the population.

» In your opinion, what are the main obstacles to implementing
a participatory approach today?

M.T. (Association): One of the primary obstacles is the lack of time that project officers
dedicate to participation. Their time is essentially devoted to large technical investment
projects and participation is ranked second, even third or fourth in terms of priorities.
Participatory processes can be time-consuming, especially if they have never been set
up before. Further, officers do not always think of forming a partnership with a local
structure or signing an agreement with an association or other organisation.

10. Schémas Directeur dAménagement et de Gestion des Eaux

46



The context of citizen participation in water management in France

Another obstacle lies in the articulation between the different territorial policies. Today,
the primary tools used for land management—such as regional frameworks on cohe-
sive land management (SCoT!!) and local inter-urban planning (PLUi'?)—do not leave
room for citizen participation and dedicate even less space to water. These tools take
participation into account through association or union representation; citizens are
only consulted, and are rarely directly involved through constructive group workshops.
In one of the catchment areas I work in, the local citizens had told the river committee
that, in their opinion, one of the priorities for dealing with the lack of water was to
reflect on land management policies. In this basin, new settlements have increased
the pressure on resource sharing. Elected officials told them that this issue would be
addressed in other instances (in this case the PLUi) in which citizens do not have the
opportunity to express themselves collectively. As a result, citizen participation in
water management often only leads to awareness campaigns or to small investments
such as water collection systems, but not to profound changes in land management.

A.P. (Water agency): The main obstacle is primarily political, and lies in the willingness
of elected officials to set up participatory approaches or not. Everyone’s role must be
clear: who decides, who discusses, until when, on what, without restricting anyone’s
expression, whether they are well or just a little informed on the subject. The second
obstacle lies in the competency, know-how and interpersonal skills needed to imple-
ment participatory approaches. Participation requires expertise, particularly at the social
level, to lead and mobilise a large and representative audience. Not everyone can do this.
The third obstacle, by far not the least, lies in the difficulty of rendering the process and
its results transparent, and of giving feedback to the participants on what their participa-
tion has produced and what influence the participants have had on the decision, project,
plan or programme. If this feedback is not provided, participants may be led to believe
that they have participated in an “alibi” process. Transparency is a strong lever.

A .M. (Ministry): The relatively heavy administrative and regulatory burden imposed
by legislation on managers in terms of public participation. We are aware of this.
And although involving the public is meant as a good intention, we understand that
it imposes fairly lengthy procedures, which can demotivate certain structures. Espe-
cially since managers still lack support on methods and training for participation. The
French Biodiversity Office report edited by Contrechamps in 201813 has clearly iden-
tified this. It is with this in mind that we are working here at the Ministry along with
INRAE national researchers, the CNDP and guarantors, investigative commissioners,
and other relays in order to increase the power of these methodological levers.

Another obstacle is that it is perhaps more difficult to imagine new participatory
methods for plans and programmes that have existed for a very long time and which
have well-established procedures that technicians and managers are accustomed to
implementing. By imagining slightly more flexible practices, things could probably be
rethought and invented to ensure participation throughout policy-making, to integrate

11. Schémas de Cohérence Territoriale

12. Plans Locaux d’Urbanisme Intercommunaux

13. Chémery, J-B., Gasc, G., Arama, Y., Dubois, N., De la Rocque, J., Renoullin, M., Assessment of participa-
tory approaches to integrated and sustainable water and aquatic environment management — Final Report,
July 2018 — in French: http://www.gesteau.fr/sites/default/files/rapport_-_etat_des_lieux_gestion_de_leau_
et_des_milieux.pdf
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citizens from the beginning of the process up until its implementation. Local water
commissions, for example, are admirable consultative bodies, and have been in place for
quite a while now. Some local water commissions are already thinking about involving
citizens, perhaps without giving them a decision-making role (no voting privileges which
the commission members have) but simply allowing them to be part of the discussion
(e.g. SAGE Drome, Scarpe aval or Scarpe amont, SAGE Clain, SAGE Charente, etc.).
The two approaches are compatible.

» How do you see the future of participation in the water sector?

M.T. (Association): Very optimistic! I really get the idea that water like the environ-
ment are becoming more cross-cutting issues that will be reflected in all areas: regional
planning, the economy, health, etc. And that, thanks to citizen participation.

But for this transformation to be effective, the quality, rather than the quantity, of
implemented participatory processes must be improved. There are still too many
citizen participatory processes in the water sector that end in a “crappy water” (if I may
say s0); a three-year participatory process is carried out and then, in the end, nothing
that was proposed by the citizens is implemented. As a result, people are less and less
inclined to participate. These processes are already time-consuming for them, and the
time taken by citizens is not the same as that of the managers or public authorities. We
therefore need better participation, which is commensurate with the energy we put
into it, which shakes things up, and which uses available means in a more intelligent
way. We need to provide the necessary resources for the post-participation process, so
that actions can be implemented.

The problem is that the concerns of citizens do not necessarily correspond to the
concerns of managers or the water agency. The population are moving the lines and
these lines are not necessarily in phase with the initial budget lines. And rather than
seeing this as a hindrance, I think we should see it as an opportunity; citizens can
provide a link between the various territorial policies because they do not feel limited
by a particular field of competence or policy area as managers or elected representa-
tives might. And for me, citizen participation will be a driving factor that will allow for
water to be taken into account more in regional planning, development and life. Many
water authorities exist, and yet water is still not fully considered in regional planning:
we continue to build on marshland, and when housing is built, no one asks how we
are going to supply it with water, or how collection systems will be set up. When we
approach the environment in a compartmentalised way, we don’t deal with the real
issues. Citizen participation can help us get back on track.

A.M. (Ministry): In a positive way because environmental, ecological and climate
change issues are beginning to make their way into people’s minds and into politics. I
think that the climate change approach will succeed in mobilising the general public
because the climate, which is highly publicised in the media, speaks to the greatest
number. With more support in methodology for participatory processes in climate
change, water managers will enhance their skills. And since the climate is a highly
politicised subject, elected officials will become increasingly involved and thus involve
their electorate in climate issues. I think that at some point the electorate and the
public in general will get involved in water issues. The political sphere and the public
sphere will come together.
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I'm also confident in education and the role of schools and higher education. More and
more curricula include courses on the ecology, the environment and water resources.
I studied at the ENTPE! institute for public works, an engineering school that was
originally focused on civil engineering. For the past ten years or so, the curriculum has
focused much more on environmental issues, with courses specialised in the manage-
ment of waterways and the coastline. It is also through education that we will make
citizens aware that they need to play a role in water management. I therefore believe
that participation in consultations will increase.

Lastly, one of the future challenges, it seems to me, is carried by the water agencies,
since they are the most visible to citizens due to the fact that they send out the water
bill. It is important that citizens know what this money is going to be used for. This
materialisation through cost is important. It’s a sort of general public contribution:
I am paying something to protect our water resources. It makes people realise that
water is not a free or inexhaustible resource, and that they must therefore contribute
to its preservation, be it by participating in consultations or by paying their bill.

A.P. (Water agency): On the large basin scale, the Rhone-Mediterranean-Corsica
water agency is promoting societal debates to help imagine the upcoming chal-
lenges for future frameworks on water management (focus groups) or the agency’s
future policy, for example, on drug residues or nanoparticles in water, the use of
treated wastewater for irrigation, etc. In addition, several research and develop-
ment projects have been set up or are underway to ensure that participation and
consultation are well articulated in the water sector!'®. The notion of common good
instituted by the 1964 water law is a foundation and a plus for the development of
participation in water policies.

At the local level, I imagine a very operational and pragmatic use of citizen partic-
ipation to provide more substance and hindsight to local water commissions or
river committees on blocked or new issues (Gemapi, sharing of water resources in
territories under stress, new SAGEs to be written, reviving citizen appropriation of
territories, etc.). Different commissions are often created with the same representa-
tives when it comes to organising the water sector. Participation will breathe new life
into this organisation.

Lastly, it seems to me that participation should be transformed into a more ad hoc
and timely approach with easy-to-use, readily available tools. The focus is still on
institutional participation and expectations are high, whereas the water sector already
has consultative bodies and a very strong logic of inter-actor participation. What is
lacking is participation that is more open towards citizens and set-up according to
specific needs (monitoring of water resources and biodiversity, fight against heat
islands in the city, restoration of waterways). The training-action plans offered by
organisations or consultancy firms (such as the Centres permanents d’initiatives pour
l'environnement, France Nature Environnement, etc.) help strengthen the capacities

14. Ecole nationale des travaux publics de I'Etat

15. This is the case, for example, of the project “What participatory strategy for local water management
with the citizens’ (2016-2020) financed by the Rhéne-Mediterranean-Corsica water agency and led by the
National Institute for Research in Science and Technology for the Environment and Agriculture (Irstea),
which became INRAE in January 2020 (UMR G-EAU) https://frama.link/RMCPart
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of those who support the implementation of these types of approaches. Moreover,
depending on the issue, the skills in the field, the ability to act, there may be a multi-
tude of participatory methods that are more or less costly, creative, integrated into
the decision-making process...

» Do you have any particular anecdote, anything that stands
out, that you would like to share?

A.P. (Water agency): Yes, it was during a participatory workshop in the Drome depart-
ment. I was struck by an elected official who came to realise what an important
contribution participation plays in processes. He said: “I was worried. I didn’t know what
I was getting into and in fact it brought me closer to the people; they took their territory
into their own hands and in the end, it made relations more fluid” Especially since the
approach generated a lot of citizen proposals and required a lot of investment from the
managers. So, the fact that afterwards this elected official said that it had brought him a
lot of new ideas, that he was no longer afraid of participation, I found that very strong.

M.T. (Association): During a forum theatre workshop!® with locals from the Usses
watershed, there was a scene where a child was wasting water because he was having
fun with it. And overall the audience was very uncomfortable; they didn’t know how to
react because they didn’t want to stop the child from having fun with the water, and at
the same time they were aware of the waste that it generated. We were at an impasse. At
this point, a person who had taken part in previous workshops came on stage, bringing
a fresh perspective as always. She didn’t explain what she wanted to do, she simply took
the child by the hand and suggested that he play with something else. That made an
impression on me because, for me, the answer was there: it’s not a question of forbidding
the different actors to do this or that, it’s a question of finding the right answer for each
individual and of doing things differently. It’s not a question of telling farmers: you have
to water your corn less; you have to see if you can cultivate differently, with another
variety that is more resistant to drought, another irrigation technique or another crop.
It’s not a question of saying don't do it, we must collectively do it differently.

A.M. (Ministry): Yes, the public consultation in Martinique to revise the SDAGE
framework on water installations, planning and management 2022-2027. The consul-
tation was carried out in a fun way, with a travelling device that mobilised six pairs
of young Martinicans, named the Blue Ambassadors, who travelled around Marti-
nique to meet the general public to collect the population’s opinions. They conducted
thousands of questionnaires on drinking water, rivers, mangroves, and the results of
previous SDAGEs. Several questions dealt with the trust and satisfaction of the popu-
lation in the drinking water, which is a major issue in Martinique. There was a high level
of participation. This water basin obtained the most responses at the national level'”.

16. Forum theatre is a participatory tool in which actors perform a scene illustrating a sticking point or
problem between different actors. At the end of the scene, the audience is given the opportunity to replace
one of the actors in order to find a solution to the problem.

17.1.53% of the population of Martinique participated in the consultation (Source: Synthesis of the 2018-
2019 Consultation of the public and stakeholders for the revision of the SDAGE). For more on the results
of the consultation - in French: https://www.observatoire-eau-martinique.fr/politique-de-l-eau/cadre-
reglementaire/consultation-du-public
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The consultation also included online surveys. The SDAGE took the collected opinions
into account in orienting its provisions. This is an example of participation that was not
experienced as a regulatory constraint but rather as something highly voluntary, a way
of re-involving and re-mobilising citizens on water issues and turning them into actors,
in particular by mobilising young people. Young people often have a more forceful
discourse on these issues today, as illustrated by Greta Thunberg!s.

» What would you say to people who want to start
a participatory process?

A .M. (Ministry): Public participation should not be seen as a regulatory phase that has
to be implemented, but rather as an opportunity to enrich the plan or programme with
various opinions. As a manager, we know less about the region than the residents who
have seen it evolve over decades.

I would also advise anticipating the participatory process so that it goes as smoothly
as possible, by assessing the forces present and any potential areas of conflict. Prior
consultation is a way of defusing tensions on the territory by showing the willingness of
State services and water managers to co-construct a strategy with all concerned stake-
holders. Anticipating also means going to other territories to see what has been done
there, identifying failed and best participatory practices. This feedback is essential,
including national online consultations.

And finally, I think that the general public should be involved as much as possible, not
just as a simple contributor or observer. We need to deploy methods so that citizens
feel that they are actors in the process and as involved as possible. This is what we
are encouraging at the ministerial level in the General Commission for Sustainable
Development.

M.T. (Association): I would say that you have to “think carefully beforehand’, “take
time for the process’, “co-construct with the participants’, “see if it is legitimate’, etc.
But in fact, if [ had to say only one thing, it would be test, experiment, don’t hesitate
to look for participatory tools that make people want to take part and that accompany
as many as possible. When I say “as many as possible’, I don’'t mean in quantity but in
diversity. We must not only reach out to the learned, but also to people in precarious
situations. Greater education and nature activities, for example, are full of tools for
reaching diverse audiences.

A.P. (Water agency): That you have to be open to exchange and new things, to have
confidence and trust. The world of participation is very rich; there are lots of different
tools, a lot of know-how and life skills that are very inspiring. And that you should not
be afraid of participation, because participatory approaches often go hand-in-hand
with project endorsement or approval of planned decisions, and when this is the case,
they provide for a broad and incisive perspective that legitimises the project.

18. Greta Thunberg is a Swedish activist who started protesting in 2018 at the age of 15 against inaction on
climate change. She gained international recognition for her activism and speeches.
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Chapter 4

Developing a culture of participation:
Progress and considerations in France

Joana Janiw; Interview conducted by Emeline Hassenforder

Whether at the international level (Aarhus Convention) or with regard to diverse French
national regulations (on the environment, town planning, local authorities, etc.), direct invol-
vement of citizens in the democratic process is presently a well-established procedure. Indeed,
a review of the last few years shows public participation as an exponentially growing dynamic.
This interview with Joana Janiw, Head of the Culture of Public Participation Unit at the General
Commission for Sustainable Development at the French Ministry of Ecological Transition and
Solidarity, takes stock of recent progress on the subject in the environmental sector in France.

» Can you explain what the recent changes have been in terms
of public participation in the environmental sector in France?

The latest advances in the democratisation of environmental dialogue were intro-
duced by the Order of 3 August 2016 reforming the procedures for informing and
involving the public in the preparation of certain decisions likely to have an impact on
the environment.

“Upstream” participation (public debate, prior consultation), which takes place at the
development stage where all options are open, has been strengthened. Access to the
right of referral to the National Commission for Public Debate (CNDP!) has thus
been broadened, notably with the right of initiative. In addition, the device for prior
consultation has been consolidated both by the introduction of minimum procedures
and by the institutionalisation of a warrant appointed by the CNDP.

Finally, a new device was introduced with the conciliation procedure, and a “participa-
tion continuum” mechanism was set up to ensure a “participation log”

“Downstream” participation, which takes place after project submission at the final
approval stage, has been revised. The 2016 ordinance modernised procedures by
providing, for example, the possibility for a single public consultation and developing
digital access to participation. The public consultation report is now systematically
posted online; digital posts are open to the public. In some cases, a digital procedure for
public participation, which does not involve a regulatory instance, may be organised.

1. Commission nationale du débat public
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Four years later, it is important to review how they have fared, not only in terms of
compliance with the law, but also in terms of the manner in which methods and tools
were implemented to ensure that principles have been respected. This presupposes
the development of a true culture of public participation and the ability to rely on what
can now be described as participation engineering.

» What purpose do participation charters serve?

Participation charters can serve two main functions. They can:

— provide a basis for values and principles to which the various actors commit, so that
participation can be effective and constructive;

— serve as a reference to guide the implementation of the participation process.

The Public participation charter was created in 2016 with this in mind (figure 4.1).

Freedom » Equality » Brotherhood
FRENCH REPUBLIC

MINISTRY
‘OF ECOLOGICAL AND SOLIDARITY TRANSITION
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participatory Democracy
environmental Dialogue

MM

Public Participation Charter

To improve efficiency and citizenship
on decisions impacting the living environment

Preamble

The Charter of Public Participation proclaims that
everyone must be able to participate in the ela-
boration of a project that concerns them.

Public participation is an essential element of
decision-making, which is necessary to improve its
quality and legitimacy. It is a decisive factor in
building trust between actors, in particular through its
contribution to greater transparency. In order to do
so, it requires the accurate resources for its
implementation.

The Charter of Public Participation states the values
and principles that set the foundation for a virtuous
participatory process. It is aimed at all participants —
project leader and public - and is an aid in the
implementation of the participation scheme.
Adherence to the Charter means implementing the
values and principles it contains.

The values and principles set out in the Charter
cannot replace compliance with existing laws and
regulations with which they converge to work to
improve the culture of participation.

Figure 4.1. First page of the Public participation charter
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Based on the principle that the success of participation depends to a large extent
on the degree of trust that the parties place in each other, it addresses all partici-
pants (project leaders, associations, citizens) and creates reciprocal engagement. The
elements contained in the charter are likely to help create and maintain this trust.

A participation charter is aimed at anyone likely to be concerned by public participa-
tion mechanisms: project leaders, both public and private, as well as stakeholders who
demonstrate interest in the project (community-based organisations, collectives, citi-
zens, companies, etc.), or organisations that help to make participation a reality and
promote it (consultancy firms that provide methodological support to project leaders,
civic groups that promote public participation, the CNDP, etc.). It thus highlights that
good conditions for dialogue are not the sole responsibility of the project initiator, but
also of those who come to discuss it with them. The Public participation charter helps
provide favourable conditions for this encounter.

Each stakeholder can apply it to their level; for example, a citizen who adheres to the
charter may ask a project leader or their local authority to subscribe to this common
frame of reference as a framework for discussion, which takes the form of: “I under-
take to apply the values and principles of this charter as the frame of reference for our
discussion of project X. Are you willing to make the same commitment for the proper
conduct of our debate?”

This charter gives substance to the legal principles set out in the Order of 3 August
2016. This is why both texts were drawn up in the same time-frame and were published
almost simultaneously. This tool aims to show a coherent and multi-scalar action of
the French government, on the two components “hard law” and “soft law’, through
their mutual reinforcement.

This tool also aims to contribute to the development of a culture of public participation
as an essential element in the construction of sustainable projects (Rio Declaration,
Article 7 of the 2004 Environmental Charter).

To date, more than 220 structures and citizens have committed to applying it in their
participatory mechanisms.

» What can we expect from a warrant?

The role of a warrant (whether an individual or a group of individuals) is to ensure the
sincerity and smooth running of a consultation. In concrete terms, I see a “firm part”
and a “conditional part” in the implementation of this role.

The “firm” side entails ensuring the transparency and completeness of information,
making sure that the project leader responds to questions raised by the public. It also
means applying the standards for qualitative dialogue that the CNDP has set: inde-
pendence, neutrality, transparency, equal treatment, argumentation. Further, the
warrant can also be seen as a facilitator, or as an advisor on consultation methods, so
that they are well adapted. Some stakeholders may even expect mediation.

The listing of these different qualities and abilities highlights how difficult it is to put
them all together in one person.

Above all, I see the figure of the warrant as a decisive step forward in bringing the
dialogue to a certain level of quality. The warrant is there to guarantee the process
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itself, and not to take sides on the substance. Paired with the charter, the warrant is a
good match for creating a favourable consultation framework.

However, care should be taken to avoid extending the list of what is expected from a
warrant. The success or failure of a consultation does not reside with them. They play
an important role, but this should not absolve anyone of their responsibilities.

It seems to me that the issue of guaranteeing processes questions, in a much more global
way, a constantly increasing need for security and control in public decision-making.
This is undoubtedly a corollary of participation: I will get involved if and only if my
invested time and energy “serves a purpose” Yes, but what purpose? I cannot go into
too much detail here, but let us bear in mind a few obvious points: firstly, we will never
get everyone to agree; secondly, the studies and forecasts we make here and now with
assumptions in 2020 are unlikely to come true in the end (see Nassim Nicholas Taleb’s
The Black Swan? ). We should therefore collectively adopt a modest approach, as there
is an inherent element of uncertainty in any project that cannot be deconstructed by
studies or by a guarantee mechanism. And given the complexity of the problems that
humanity is now facing, even if only considering the management of “common goods’,
it seems necessary to learn to live with this element of uncertainty, and therefore of risk.

» In your opinion, is France ahead or behind other countries
in terms of public participation in the environmental sector?

The political-administrative organisations of different countries are so specific and so
diverse that I do not think it is possible to objectively elaborate comparison criteria to
compare public decision-making systems.

For instance, can environmental management in a federal state really be compared
with that of a country like France? Structurally, we are not organised in the same way,
the responsibilities of the different levels of decision-making are not the same, and the
public decision concerning a railway project, a wind turbine or a public policy linked
to the management of water resources probably does not follow the same process in
one country as in another.

And this is without taking into account cultural aspects. This became clear during the
Covid 19 health crisis; countries around the world are observing and inspiring each
other, but with an ability to accept the extremely different constraints, for example
between Asia and Europe.

Clearly, comparison is not reason.

It seems to me that the legal framework for public participation in France is very
comprehensive and has little to envy others. Are there many countries that have given
constitutional value to the principle of participation “in the preparation of public deci-
sions having an impact on the environment” (see Article 7 of the 2004 Environmental
Charter), as France has done? To date, whether at the international level (Aarhus
Convention) or in our various codes (on the environment, town planning, mining,
local authorities, etc.), it seems to me that direct involvement of citizens in the demo-
cratic process is today well established and that we can rely on a globally robust system.

2. Editions Les Belles Lettres, 608 p., 2012 — Penguin Books, 480 p, 2008
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In any case, looking back over the last two years, it is evident that public participation
is an exponentially growing dynamic. The Great National Debate and the Citizens’
Climate Convention have clearly taken these issues to another level.

Apart from these two very strong democratic experiences, there is a real desire on the
part of the French government to shake things up. The Interministerial Directorate for
Public Transformation has created a Centre for Citizen Participation, the Ministry of
Ecological Transition has its own dedicated participation centre, not to mention the
creation of a Ministry for Citizen Participation in July 2020. In addition, some of our
operators are embarking on very ambitious experiments. The French Biodiversity Office,
for example, has considered that since biodiversity is a common good, which belongs to
everyone and therefore to citizens in particular, it is normal to think about how to open
up the governance of the Office to citizens and to see what role they want to play in the
public policies that it carries out. This seems to me to be a very courageous stance, as it
accepts to review its frameworks and ways of administering by giving a significant place
to citizens, which is not necessarily self-evident in established systems. But surely, the
meaning of democracy is also to provide spaces for citizens to take part in the life in
society. I believe that these organisations that dare to question what already exists and
what seems obvious are also doing the common good by opening up a path for reflec-
tion, as is also the case with the National Food Council, which is working on the link
between institutional consultation and consultation with the general public.

In addition to these government initiatives aimed at broadening citizen participation,
there has been an extraordinary capacity of local authorities to work towards public
participation in the environmental sector for some time now, (regional climate-air-
energy plans, etc.) and to invent and reinvent participatory democracy.

» Why do you think it is important to include citizens
in water management?

If there is one thing that is essential to the survival of the human race, it is water!
Through the management of this primary resource, a global mindset can be reac-
tivated: understanding that water is not just about turning on a tap, but rather
understanding it as a vital and multifaceted cycle, closely dependent on its relationship
with its environment, and integrating deep down the fact that it is a common good.

The notion of “common goods” is also frequently encountered when we talk about
public participation and what it should mainly be about. Common goods are those
resources that belong to everyone and therefore to no one, or the contrary, and which
invites us to take a position that stems from a deliberation, a societal choice. We
desperately need for citizens’ choices to go beyond individual concerns, to always be
made with this understanding that we have a common destiny... This, at the State
level, is what is called of public interest.

Maslow’s pyramid shows that physiological needs require satisfaction first, and even
condition the ability to take into account other needs, including security. Yet, the
entire water management system goes far beyond physiological needs alone, however
in public participation, it is often necessary to “catch” citizens by what concerns them
directly, what affects them, their “attachments’, as Bruno Latour would say. It makes
sense to go back to what is sensitive, to make people understand that a singular need
is in fact a question of the survival of the species.
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» With which actors should a culture of public participation
be developed and how?

I see developing this culture as a way of revitalising democracy. Public participation
complements direct and representative democracy in that it allows citizens to re-enter
the public arena on a more continuous basis and with greater power to act. The culture
of participation therefore concerns absolutely everyone.

It must be said, however, that this culture is already present, firstly thanks to the regu-
latory framework which requires project leaders to consult the public, but also thanks
to local authorities that have dared to play this hand to the full without the spur of the
law.

What is needed at this stage is a change of scale. The demonstrators are there, as are
the methods and tools. All that is missing at times is the will.

In order to change scale, the levers that have the greatest power of traction, of sugges-
tion need to be activated. Here, we are obviously talking about education - with more
collaborative then competitive teachings, as well as initial and continuous training.
But also, and above all, elected officials, who have real powers of transformation, in
particular mayors, whose scope for action is more easily identifiable by citizens.

That said, in addition to these great classics—education and elected officials—,
I believe that other postures should also be reexamined. I am thinking of the citizens,
who sometimes do not realise that administering a country is an infinitely heavy and
complex thing. An example would be the Yellow Vests movement? which, when it
reached a certain critical mass, considered the question of its structure. Who repre-
sents the movement? One or more? Appointed or elected? A federal or pyramidal
organisation? Who decides what and how? If the Great Debate? had one virtue, it was
that by confronting themselves with the challenges of democracy, some citizens real-
ised the interest of the institutions already in place. When I say that, I am not saying
that these institutions are functioning at their best, as it is obviously increasingly
complicated to obtain the assent of citizens to public decisions. However, caution must
be taken not to dismiss everything with the sweep of a hand, because our institutions
are the result of the long process of democracy.

I am also thinking of the world of research. I am frequently surprised that the academic
world, which urges project owners to change their positions, has only marginally
found a way to change its own, having only too rarely offered to help shed light on
the operational issues raised by major democratic issues. Democracy is being shaken
from all sides, some even say it is in danger. So why can’t we get the world of research
to collaborate with the world of project management in the broadest sense, in order to
find the most effective ways of developing a project or a public policy?

3. The Yellow Vests movement is a protest movement that began in October 2018 in France to protest
against rising motor fuel prices. The name of the movement comes from the fact that many demonstrators
wore yellow high-visibility vests.

4. The Great Debate is a french national public debate that was held in France between january and march
2019 following the Yellow Vest movement. Each french citizen could give his/her opinion about four topics
(ecological transition, taxation, democracy and citizenship, organisation of the State and public services)
through lists of grievances, exchanges between citizens and mayors, local debates, a website, themed
national conferences and regional citizens” conferences.
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The critical analysis they can produce is, in my view, largely underused when it remains
confined to publications that project leaders do not have time to read. Why is it so
hard to sit down at the table with the project leaders to inform their thinking with
academic elements that allow for central issues to be reviewed when implementing
participation in an effective way? Is legitimacy the result of numbers and/or a random
draw? (and therefore, as a project leader, do I invite a large number of people or do
I choose to use mini-groups?) What do the social sciences have to say? There is no
definitive answer, of course, only arguments in favour of one thesis or the other. But
helping, for example, to construct “states of controversy” on major democratic issues
such as legitimacy, the effects of a guarantee system, the synthesis of contributions
(by hand/artificial intelligence) or others, would help to shed light on what is at stake
in the public debate and to make sense of it. I therefore have the greatest respect for
those who dare to engage in action research, which is undoubtedly an interesting lever
for developing the culture of participation.

Beyond the actors themselves, developing a culture of participation must be based on
reference frameworks, which provide the opportunity for coherence and standards.
The charter is one of them, but I won’t go back over it.

Beware, however, of democratic fatigue, born as much from the multiplication of
requests as from discouragement when the link to the decision is not sufficiently
evident.

Finally, I would say that beyond the legal texts and reference frameworks, beyond
the methods and tools, public participation is above all a form of spirit, an attitude
rather than know-how. It is when each person embodies it in their daily life, in their
relationship with others, that it takes root.
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Chapter 5

Territorial facilitator, a profession
to be developed and defended:
A Tunisian experience

Houssem Braiki, Guillaume Lestrelin, Sylvie Morardet, Soumaya Younsi,
Emeline Hassenforder, Amar Imache, Audrey Barbe, Anissa Ben Hassine,
Fethi Hadaji and Mohamed Chamseddine Harrabi

Territorial facilitators work towards facilitating the dialogue between a wide range of stake-
holders (farmers, elected officials, administrators, etc.) with regard to developing a territory.
This chapter describes a pilot project in Tunisia in which agents from regional agricultural
services were trained and accompanied in implementing their new profession for concerted
territorial planning in six rural areas of Tunisia.

The emergence of the concept of participation—in the sense of contribution by citizens
to political processes and decisions—in the public sphere dates back to the mid-twentieth
century. As a major demand of civil society, within the broader social movement and fight
against inequalities of the 1960s and 1970s (Wuhl, 2008), the concept of participation
was gradually formalised, institutionalised and integrated at the international level, for
example, as a fundamental principle of sustainable development (see the Rio Declaration
in 1992) and translated into legislation at the national level (see the French law of 2002
on local democracy). In practice, participatory approaches are now being implemented
throughout the world, at various scales and in a multitude of areas (e.g. participatory
management mechanisms in companies, participatory budgets in municipalities and
regions and, to a lesser extent, citizens’ conventions in support of governments).

Spatial planning and natural resource management have not escaped this trend. In
areas of public intervention that have to deal with a diversity of actors and interests,
faced with issues of social justice and conflict management, participation appears
to be a means of making more consensual, and even fairer, decisions concerning
local development orientations and strategies, rights and rules for resource use, etc.
However, participation cannot just be decreed; it must be “fitted out” with sociotech-
nical mechanisms (institutions, operating rules, decision-making processes, etc.) that
allow for interactions between actors to be organised and which make participatory
processes legible. And, in many circumstances, these mechanisms require facilitation.
Their implementation and dynamics often depend on the intervention of facilitators
in charge of getting the actors to interact, developing or maintaining collective action,
without however influencing decisions (Dionnet et al., 2017).
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By including participatory democracy as a fundamental principle in its Constitution
in 2014, the public authorities of post-revolutionary Tunisia have embarked on this
major project. Recently, several ministries involved in land use planning and natural
resource management have adopted strategies to promote citizen participation. The
national strategy for the development and conservation of agricultural land (2017),
in particular, recommends the implementation of a participatory approach (consul-
tation and facilitation) for all rural development projects. It is within this framework
that, since 2018, the Climate Change Adaptation Programme for Vulnerable Rural
Territories (PACTE!) has been supporting and training territorial facilitators, called
Rural Development Officers (RDO), who are in charge of mobilising various local and
regional actors (local communities, municipal councils, civil society, administrations,
private sector, etc.) within a territorial planning mechanism.

» The usefulness of training and the role of facilitators
in practice: testimonies from the Rural Development Officers

The RDOs themselves testify to the evolution of their skills and their posture. According
to them, the acquisition of theoretical knowledge or “new scientific notions”, and
know-how was facilitated by the frequency of the training sessions (“Every two weeks,
we have the chance to meet together to exchange, discuss and learn together. We have
gained a lot of knowledge about group facilitation techniques, it is new knowledge and a
new experience”), as well as their adaptation to the pace of the programme (figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1. Training sessions strengthen the capacities of the facilitators, rural development officers

Another aspect of the training scheme considered important by the RDOs concerns the
diversity of participants in the sessions. These sessions “brought together administrative
agents from different 1) specialties, 2) areas and 3) topics, all united to be trained as facil-
itators for spatial planning’, as well as researchers from different disciplines. The RDOs

1. PACTE = Programme d’adaptation au changement climatique des territoires ruraux vulnérables
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also pointed out the importance of the diversity of shared viewpoints and the originality
of the training session set-up (alternating theoretical and practical sessions), as well as
the richness and relevance of the interventions. According to them, this sharing of skills
and experiences between agents from different specialties (soil, water, forestry, water and
soil conservation, etc.) was a great added value in the learning process.

Finally, a study tour to France was cited as a highlight of the training process: “The
study tour to Montpellier, to observe experiences in a different territory and discuss
with farmers and researchers from abroad, greatly helped to advance our skills. It is all
about discussing with other actors and farmers and learning about other methods and
practices. During my discussions with farmers in Bizerte, I can draw on this experience
abroad to share targeted and beneficial knowledge’

The RDOs mentioned several situations in which they were able to mobilise the skills
they had acquired:

— An RDO from Bizerte recounts negotiations with a farmer. The aim was to get the
farmer to give up a 400 m? plot of land for free so that a collective borehole could be
dug on the territory: “I was able to negotiate with a farmer for the common good of the
zone by using facilitation techniques and constructive discussion, without being nervous
or shy and without the fear of doing something wrong; all this thanks to the comments of
the trainers and researchers who accompanied us during the training sessions and the
simulations we carried out together during these sessions”.

— An RDO from Kairouan mentions the ability to facilitate discussions between high-
level actors: “Today, we facilitated a discussion on the territory committee between
elected officials, the mayor and the department head at the RCAD?. And having followed
the fundamentals of facilitation techniques, this meeting was a success. In addition, we
also drew up quality minutes written in French’.

— Another RDO explains that their French writing skills have improved since writing
over ten diagnostic reports on small local territories as well as a summary report: “We
have improved our writing as well as our speeches in French following 1) the transcrip-
tion done during diagnostic 2) the constructive comments in the Word files of reports 3)
the close support of the referent researchers”.

Finally, the RDOs evaluated their own evolution in terms of interpersonal skills over
time: “After participating in PACTE training courses on consultation, conflict manage-
ment, systemic participatory diagnostic, etc., a change in posture and reaction was
noticed”. They emphasise the importance of honesty and sincerity in facilitating a
discussion: “I am very honest and spontaneous with people, especially farmers. You
have to be clear with the locals if you can’t do anything on their land. Sharing accurate
information with them is important in creating trust’.

» From land planner to territorial facilitator:
connecting theory to practice

The work of the territorial facilitators has enabled significant participation of the
local population of the intervention zones, in both territorial diagnostic and develop-
ment plan elaboration. This participation goes far beyond what is usually observed in
development programmes of this type in Tunisia (Burte et al., 2017).

2. Regional Commission for Agricultural Development
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During the participatory diagnostic phase, over 4,100 residents (out of a total popu-
lation of approximately 26,000 in 2014 in the six intervention zones) participated in
the events organised by the PACTE programme (figure 5.2). Particular attention was
paid to the participation of women, who represented about a third of the participants,
which is not very common for work in rural Tunisia.

1,620
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J . . .
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El Ayoun Rihana
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Figure 5.2. Number of participants in the diagnostic feedback sessions organised by the
PACTE programme (Total = 4,159)

A series of workshops was organised to present and discuss the diagnostic with the
local population (figure 5.2 and 5.3). On this occasion, the participants voted on the
development issues they considered most important for their territory (figure 5.4).

During these workshops, the participants indicated what actions they wanted imple-
mented to meet these challenges. Proposals for action were also collected from those
who had not been able to participate in the workshops, through forms left with contacts
in each territory. In total, around 11,400 proposals for action were collected and entered
into a database. This database was used at a later stage by experts and committees
representing the local stakeholders as part of the territorial planning framework.

The involvement of territorial facilitators in the programme’s approach has profoundly
changed their professional practices and, in particular, their attitude towards the local
population, as revealed by interviews conducted with them (see previous section) and
their work colleagues (Jendoubi et al., 2021). The facilitators are more attentive to the
locals than before; they ensure that public policies are consistent with the issues identified
with those living in these zones; and they often position themselves as the locals’ spokes-
persons to their colleagues, pending the appointment of territorial representatives.

The impact of the participatory process undertaken within the PACTE framework
on the practices of the public servants goes beyond the territorial facilitators. Indeed,
throughout the process, the facilitators involved other agents from different depart-
ments of the RCAD and beyond; they called upon the knowledge of their colleagues
in the programme’s target territories to establish contacts with local actors in the
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Figure 5.3. Feedback from a diagnostic of the Kairouan action zone

During the diagnostic phase, participatory workshops were organised to report and discuss the results
obtained. This initiative aims to strengthen the validity and reliability of the data collected during the
diagnostic phase.

Figure 5.4. Voting on territorial issues in the Kairouan zone

The participants engaged in a process of selecting the territorial challenges by means of a vote. This
participatory approach enabled the participants to prioritise and determine the issues they considered to
be the most crucial for their area.
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diagnostic preparation phase. They also involved them in carrying out individual and
group interviews with local residents during the diagnostic phase and in facilitating
feedback workshops with the population. In addition, exchanges between the different
departments of the RCAD and with departments of other sectors (e.g. health, educa-
tion, environment, equipment...) took place during the meetings of the programme’s
Operational Monitoring Committees in each intervention zone. Finally, experts from
different fields were called upon to discuss and supplement the proposals for action
made by members of local communities.

This wider involvement of the public administration in the territorial planning approach
has enabled the territorial facilitators to transfer tools and methods acquired during
their training to other colleagues, some of which (such as “participatory maps”3) they
are ready to use in other circumstances.

The emergence of the territorial facilitator, a new profession, has also led to changes in
the professional network of the agents involved. Indeed, connections within the teams
of facilitators have been strengthened in each intervention zone as a result of working
together almost daily on the PACTE programme. New connections were also created
between facilitators from different zones thanks to the training courses they attended
together and the sharing of experiences between sessions. Other connections were created
between facilitators and agents of the agricultural administration at different levels:

— Local (agents from the Territorial extension units),

— Regional (agents from other RCAD departments, the Agricultural Land Agency or
the Livestock and Grazing Office),

— National (agents from the General Directorate for the Development and Conserva-
tion of Agricultural Land).

In the end, the professional network of territorial facilitators has been extended to
other administrative sectors outside the agricultural sphere, in line with the PACTE
programme’s objective of integrated and multisectoral planning (Jendoubi ez al., 2021).

Finally, the perception of many agents of Tunisian agricultural administration has
evolved thanks to the emergence of this new role of territorial facilitator. Most of the
colleagues involved in the participatory approach appreciated it. They emphasised
the trust created between the facilitators and the local population and the in-depth
knowledge of the territories provided by the local population, which will help facil-
itate the implementation of the actions and the sustainability of PACTE programme
investments. However, some believe that it will be difficult to generalise this approach
without more fundamental changes in the way the Tunisian administration intervenes
in order to reduce procedural constraints, time and cost of implementation.

» Conclusion

Facilitating a participatory approach to territorial development cannot be improvised.
It requires the acquisition of theoretical knowledge, know-how and interpersonal
skills. A training cycle combining theoretical knowledge, simulations, practical appli-
cation in the field and shared reflective analysis between participants was designed

3. This tool was used to help farmers delimit their territory, highlight the distribution of key resources
(water, vegetation, relief, etc.) and share their understanding of its current situation and evolution.
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and implemented for two years in Tunisia as part of the PACTE programme. This
experience represents a first step in the creation of the new profession of territorial
facilitator, an essential link in the implementation of a concerted territorial planning
process in rural areas. The continuation and extension of this experience to all rural
areas of Tunisia faces a number of challenges.

The first challenge is to formalise and simplify the training curricula of fut