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ABSTRACT

The increasing rivalry between territories has led 
them to become more attractive and competitive. 
In their turn, policy makers implement strategies 
and develop territorial projects that question the 
conceptual frameworks that can be mobilised to 
anticipate the actions of stakeholders. This article 
proposes a framework for analysing the strategy 
developed at a territorial level. Its originality is to 

transpose theoretical frameworks from territorial 
level strategic management in order to understand 
the development of a territorial project, which to-
day is a major challenge to the attractiveness of 
territories.
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RÉSUMÉ

Une logique de rivalité croissante s’inscrit entre les 
territoires qui sont amenés à devenir plus attractifs 
et plus compétitifs. Cette logique de compétition 
conduit les décideurs publics à mettre en place des 
stratégies et à développer des projets de territoire. 
Le développement de ces projets de territoire inter-
roge sur les cadres conceptuels mobilisables pour ap-
préhender les actions des parties prenantes du terri-
toire. Dans cette perspective, un cadre d’analyse de 
la stratégie développée à l’échelle des territoires est 

proposé. L’originalité de cet article est de transposer 
au niveau territorial des cadres théoriques issus du 
management stratégique pour comprendre le dével-
oppement d’un projet de territoire, projet qui peut 
représenter aujourd’hui un enjeu majeur de leur at-
tractivité.

Mots-clés
Territoire ; Projet de territoire ; Management 
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INTRODUCTION

In the era of globalisation, the mobility of factors of 
production and goods is increasing and, as borders 
open up and means of transport develop, an increas-
ingly competitive logic (Camagni, 2006) is taking 
hold between territories (nations, regions, dépar-
tements, communes, towns, etc.). In this context, 
territories are led to become more attractive and 
competitive, and to develop strategies to differenti-
ate themselves in order to understand the elements 
necessary for their development, such as production 
factors, capital and know-how. Managerial discourse 
now has a growing role in the discourse of public de-
cision-makers and the contribution of management 
to the structuring and development of territorial dy-
namics has become widely recognised (Zardet and 
Nougera, 2013). Therefore, public decision-makers 
increasingly feel the need to unite a wide range of ter-
ritorial actors around common initiatives with a re-
curring strategic intention to sustainably strengthen 
the attractiveness of their territory (Soldo, Arnaud, 
Keramidas, 2013). In order to respond to the chal-
lenges of attractiveness and competitiveness, the 
actors will then carry out collective actions which 
usually take the form of a project. This in turn builds 
connections between them and with their space and 
organizes their actions. 

After being studied for a long time in management 
sciences through inter-organisational networks, 
the territory has been set up as an actor (Aydalot, 
1986; Assens, 2003) who acts through projects and 
has become a central variable for understanding the 
development of spaces. The issues underlying these 
projects go beyond the political dimension alone and 
include a managerial dimension that remains under-
studied to this day (Gob, 2014). Indeed, these pro-
jects invite a broader reflection on the strategy de-
veloped on the territorial scale and on the conceptual 
frameworks (Amblard, Berthomé, Houdart, Lardon, 
2018) that would make it possible to understand the 
complexity of collective actions, particularly through 
territorial projects. Although management tools have 
gradually entered into territorial action, to our knowl-
edge, the contributions of strategic management to 
the development of territorial projects remain very 
little developed. However, strategic management 
tools could help to ensure that territorial projects 
lead to real territorial development strategies.

The territory can be perceived as an organisation 
(Casteigts, 2003) which has resources and compe-
tences and is composed of interrelated actors. For 
Casteigts (2003), “to speak of territorial manage-
ment is to take note of the status of the territory as 
a collective actor and as a global organisation, and 
to associate the consideration of economic and social 
dynamics with a strategic conception and implemen-
tation of public action” (p.10). Strategic management 
therefore offers analytical frameworks that allow us 
to understand the strategies of actors at work in a 
territory. More particularly, the theory of resources 
(Wernerfelt, 1984) enriched by the skills approach 
(Barney, 1991; Hamel & Heene, 1994) and the the-
ory of stakeholders (Freeman, 1984) are theoretical 
frameworks that seem to be entirely appropriate for 
studying the territorial project and for understanding 
how it can become a factor of differentiation and sus-
tainable strengthening of attractiveness. Moreover, 
some authors underline the need for strategic think-
ing on the development of a competitive advantage 
and on the allocation of resources and competences 
on a territorial scale (Albert-Cromarias, 2017; Pupion, 
2018). In this context and in order to address these is-
sues, we have formulated the following research ques-
tion: how can an integrative theoretical framework, 
derived from strategic management, be mobilised to 
model the development of a territorial project?

The objective of the article is to review the state of the 
art of strategic management tools by demonstrating 
those that can be useful for the analysis of territori-
al projects and ultimately for public decision makers. 
We therefore propose to approach the notion of the 
territorial project from a strategic angle in order to 
identify the managerial tools capable of supporting 
public or non-public decision-makers in the develop-
ment of their territorial project. We propose a model 
which offers a simplified but actionable representa-
tion of the development process of a territorial pro-
ject. This type of research is in line with Chamard and 
Schlenker (2017) or Colletis and Pecqueur (2018). 

After exposing the different conceptions of territory 
in management sciences and presenting the notion of 
territorial project (1), we will show how a theoretical 
framework combining the theory of stakeholders and 
the theory of resources enriched with the approach 
by competences, proves to be relevant to study the 
territory and its projects (2). We will conclude by 
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proposing a model of territorial project development. 
Our objective is to show how an integrative theoret-
ical framework, derived from strategic management, 
can be adapted and mobilised to model the develop-
ment of a territorial project.

1. THE NOTION  
OF TERRITORY IN 
MANAGEMENT SCIENCES

The notion of territory has grown in importance 
in the literature, especially in management scienc-
es, where each year more and more articles, work-
shops and conferences are devoted to it. However, 
managerial analysis has long considered territory 
as a simple adjustment variable: “whether we are 
interested in competition or competitiveness, the 
role of geographical location is almost absent. 
[...] Globalisation allows companies to find capi-
tal, goods and technology anywhere, and to locate 
their facilities wherever it will be most profitable” 
(Porter, 2004, p.205).

However, many authors now agree that territory 
in management science emerged with globalisa-
tion (Longhi and Spindler, 1999; Casteigts, 2003; 
Pelissier, 2009; Albert-Cromarias, 2017) and would 
even be its opposite (Lamara, 2009). On the one hand, 
political factors, such as deconcentration-decentral-
isation movements and the launch of European re-
gional policies, have led territories to conceive local 
action in a strategic, collective and concerted man-
ner (Casteigts, 2003) and have helped to give them a 
certain legitimacy in the economic and social sphere 
(Pelissier, 2009). On the other hand, globalisation 
puts territories, and no longer nations, at the heart 
of firms' location strategies. Consequently, for the 
choice of where to locate companies, territories con-
stitute a key strategic variable. “For global firms, 
territories are no longer substitutable, since it is 
the nature of locally produced skills, the functio-
ning of local markets and the nature of the collec-
tive learning they allow, and the information they 
convey, that dictate the choices of firms”. (Longhi 
and Spindler, 1999, p.19). The territory is then a var-
iable that the company must integrate into its strate-
gic formulation. The territory is therefore no longer 
neutral and understood as a simple receptacle, but 

becomes a strategic variable that facilitates the inte-
gration of the company into its immediate and more 
distant environment (Torre, 2002).  

The notion of territory is therefore used more in the 
managerial literature to understand spatial phe-
nomena. Some authors study the territory in terms 
of its resources (Benko and Pecqueur, 2001; Senil, 
Francois and Hirczak, 2006; Landel and Senil, 2009; 
Dissart, 2012; Chia et al., 2015) while others focus on 
the relationships developed between actors (Loilier 
and Tellier, 2001; Chia, Torre and Rey-Valette, 2008; 
Raveyre, 2009; Gallois, Lecat and Nieddu, 2016). In 
order to understand this polysemous notion better, 
we first propose an overview of the notion of territory 
in management sciences, perceived by some (1. 1) as a 
geographical space that provides resources (Elidrissi 
and Hauch, 2008), a sort of “heritage of specific re-
sources” (Lauriol, Perret and Tannery, 2008, p.186), 
and by others (1.2) as a symbolic and relational space 
(Raulet-Croset, 2008) made up of stakeholders, their 
interrelations and representations. The territory is 
also sometimes, but rarely, perceived as the sum of 
the two (Loilier, 2010), i.e. an encompassing struc-
ture that houses a set of resources, various actors 
and forms of coordination and representation (1.3). 
Finally, we will conclude with a presentation of the 
territorial project, understood as a unique process 
that can be assimilated to a collective action, carried 
out by a varied group of actors which aims to resolve 
new productive problems (1.4).

1.1. The territory, a space  
that provides resources

Territories (countries, regions, departments, cities) 
can be defined by their physical characteristics and 
seen as 'receptacles' for numerous and varied re-
sources. In fact, in a first more physical and econom-
ic conception, the territory is understood as a geo-
graphical and physical space with its own resources, 
infrastructures and borders. The territory can then 
be described as an administratively delimited 'place', 
endowed with given resources whose competitive-
ness is essentially linked to the existence of a cost 
advantage (Loilier, 2010). The territory is then a data 
for the actors on which they do not seem to be able to 
act and where they only have loose relations (Loilier, 
2010). The territory is then “a simple geographical 
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location with directly exploitable physical or econo-
mic characteristics” (Torre, 2002, p.16). The notion 
of asset differs from the notion of resource in that 
it constitutes an 'activated' factor, whereas the re-
source is a latent factor, to be exploited (Colletis and 
Pecqueur, 2004). The resource therefore encompass-
es a wider set of factors that can explain what differ-
entiates the territories. This notion is then privileged 
in the managerial literature to understand the terri-
tories and their strategies. Moreover, it allows us to 
understand the processes of revelation and valorisa-
tion of new factors resulting from the specificity of 
the spaces within the territorial projects. 

In this first acceptance, the territory is therefore a 
place that provides resources that can take different 
forms and be grouped into two categories: generic 
resources and specific resources. A resource will be 
qualified as generic if it is easily transposable from 
one territory to another and as specific when it is 
not (Gumuchian and Pecqueur, 2007). The specific 
resources will allow territories to differentiate them-
selves and can be qualified as territorial under certain 
conditions. The territorial resource can be under-
stood as “a specific resource revealed according to an 
intentional process, engaging a collective dynamics 
of appropriation, different according to whether or 
not it takes the path of market valuation” (François, 
Hirczak and Senil, 2005, p.4). For Corrado (2004, 
p.23), “a territorial resource represents the discove-
ry and the actualisation of a latent value of the ter-
ritory by a part of a human society that recognises 
and interprets it as such, inside a local development 
project”. For Gumuchian and Pecqueur (2007, p.5), it 
is “a constructed characteristic of a specific territory 
and this, in a development perspective”. The territo-
rial resource is therefore the result of construction by 
the actors with a view to local development and par-
ticularly within the framework of projects.

 This conception of the territory, through resources, 
leads to consider it as a space where a great number 
of diverse actors can coordinate to reveal and devel-
op intransferable territorial resources. Its dynamism 
and development capacities will then be explained by 
how much the actors will reveal, develop and activate 
the resources given to them. The challenge is there-
fore to succeed in combining the strategies of the ac-
tors to reveal, develop and activate the resources that 
can then be qualified as territorial. For Mendez and 

Marcier (2006), the capacity of a territory to endure 
comes from its ability to regenerate, to absorb exter-
nal resources and to develop territorial resources that 
are intransferable. In a context of global competition 
(Camagni, 2006), understanding the territory as a 
set of specific resources can help to understand how 
a territory can differentiate itself from others in the 
long term and attract the necessary factors (capital, 
labour, etc.) for its development.

Companies looking to exploit territorial resources 
that are valued by the customer or user will then seek 
to establish themselves in a territory on a long-term 
basis so that they can exploit the specific resources 
or assets available locally to solve productive prob-
lems in a unique way (Lauriol et al., 2008). This in 
turn will allow organisations that set up in a terri-
tory to obtain a sustainable competitive advantage, 
which becomes so when the organisation develops a 
value-creating strategy that is not simultaneously de-
ployed by another competitor (Barney, 1991). In the 
context of a territory, this notion can be compared to 
that of 'territorial rent' (Lamara, 2008) or 'sustaina-
ble attractiveness' (Soldo et al., 2018). 

Indeed, the valued specific resources produce a rent 
which results from the difference between two val-
ues or prices that can be observed on the market of 
the goods and services considered (Mollard, 2001), 
which will then give the territory a sustainable com-
petitive advantage.

Consequently, “the main factor of differentiation of 
areas may not result from the relative price of fac-
tors or transport costs, but from the potential supply 
of specific assets or resources, which by definition 
cannot be put in direct competition on a market” 
(Colletis and Pecqueur, 1993, p.491). The most resil-
ient territories would then be those in which “compa-
nies would be best able to recombine the productive 
resources at their disposal, when their sectors of spe-
cialisation are in decline, in order to remobilise them 
in other sectors” (Albert-Cromarias and Asselineau, 
2016, p.18). The challenge for actors is then to identi-
fy resources that are or can become strategic (Weppe, 
Warnier and Lecocq, 2013) and to renew or acti-
vate them.

The territory is therefore a space that provides specif-
ic resources that can enable companies that set up in 
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it to differentiate themselves. However, the territo-
ry cannot be reduced to a stock of resources; it must 
also be considered within its own dynamics and in 
that of its actors.

1.2. The territory, a symbolic  
and relational space

The territory can therefore be understood through 
its resources, but the dynamics between the actors 
are essential to understand its development. It is 
then studied through the interface of the relation-
ships established between the actors and perceived 
as a social construction. In this more socio-cultur-
al second conception, the territory is considered 
as an organised space. It can then be described as 
a link (Loilier, 2010), that is socially delimited and 
endowed with constructed resources. The territory, 
whose borders are not geographically delimited, is 
then studied with regard to the actors and their in-
terrelationships. The link is more important than the 
place, which means that the actors create the territo-
ry from nothing and it is not defined by its physical 
and spatial characteristics. In this acceptance, the 
territory has at least two dimensions: a symbolic di-
mension and a constructed or relational dimension 
(Vaesken & Zafiropoulou, 2008). 

In its symbolic dimension, the territory corresponds 
to a set of more or less positive representations 
and images that we have of this space (Meyronin, 
2015) and is perceived in its identity component 
(Alaux, Serval and Zeller, 2015; Rochette, Zumbo-
Lebrument and Féniès, 2016). In the main, authors 
in territorial marketing (Benko, 1999; Meyronin, 
2009; Noisette and Valérugo, 2010) use this ap-
proach to understand the territory. 

In its relational dimension, the territory is similar to 
a complex set of actors who organise themselves. It 
is understood as an organisation combining a loca-
tion, a cultural heritage, a process of appropriation 
of space by a group that is aware of an identity, and a 
management and development process (Gillet, 2014). 

This organisation is weakly structured and can 
be compared to a network, in particular because 
of the cooperative and non-hierarchical inter-or-
ganisational relationships that it allows to develop 

(Josserand, 2007; Zardet and Pierre, 2008). Indeed, 
a particularity of the territory is the absence of hi-
erarchical links between actors who are legally in-
dependent (Zardet and Noguera, 2006). For some 
authors, in the current context of globalised compe-
tition, efficiency is above all relational: the relation-
al ecosystem has therefore become the key factor of 
success for territories (Veltz, 2005, p.45). The ter-
ritory becomes the privileged supplier of these re-
lational resources, and thus reinforces the capacity 
of actors to share information and to cooperate in 
carrying out collective actions.

This conception differs from the previous one be-
cause the territory is first and foremost the product 
of the actors' logic. Leloup (2010) highlights four dy-
namics specific to territorial development: the coor-
dination of actors, spatial structuring, the creation 
of regulation and the implementation of a project. 
Here the territory is “a construct, resulting from the 
strategies of actors considered as real stakeholders” 
(Albert-Cromarias and Asselineau, 2016, p.6). A 
territory exists when “actors in a given geographi-
cal context meet, identify and formulate a common 
productive problem and set up a project to solve it” 
(Pecqueur, 2015, p.20). The territory can therefore 
be understood as a complex system, resulting from 
a feedback loop between a set of actors and the ge-
ographical space that they use, develop and manage 
(Moine, 2006).

These interactions between a great diversity of ac-
tors will lead to the construction of a form of local 
or territorial governance which allows “thinking 
upstream of territorial trajectories” and which is 
“a process of confrontation and adjustment of both 
systems of representations and actions of groups of 
geographically close actors” (Mendez and Mercier, 
2006, p.253). The aim of this governance is to make 
public policies consistent and to coordinate the strat-
egies of public and private partners. For Piraux et al 
(2017) “territorial governance is the product of these 
coordinations between actors with different objec-
tives, resources and logics but sharing a common 
project: the construction or consolidation of a terri-
tory” (p.3). Governance should be taken into consid-
eration from a strategic perspective to understand 
the general orientations of the community grouped 
around a project. It is above all a question of the 
methods of construction and implementation of the 
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project, with a particular interest in the involvement 
of stakeholders in the definition of strategic axes and 
in the operationalisation of the project (Carassus and 
Baldé, 2020).

As a construct, the territory is the result of actors who 
meet, identify and formulate common problems and 
set up projects to solve them (Albert-Cromarias & 
Asselineau, 2016). As the various actors in the territo-
ry do not necessarily share the same representations 
or interests, competition, rivalry and conflicts arise 
(Mendez & Mercier, 2006). In this sense, it is both a 
space of conflict and discussion where taking into ac-
count the interests of different stakeholders is central 
to decision-making. 

This vision of the territory raises questions like: How 
can the stakeholders of a territory be identified (to 
help in decision-making)?, or What are the resources 
and skills that can be mobilised on a territorial scale? 
One way of answering is to consider the territory both 
as a space that provides resources and also a coordi-
nation space for the various stakeholders.

1.3. The territory, a structure  
that encompasses a set of 
interrelated resources and actors

In a third conception, which reconciles the previous 
two, the territory is understood as a physical space 
(the place) and as a set of relations, symbols and pro-
jects generated by the actors (the link). It is then an 
all-encompassing structure that houses a set of re-
sources and actors. Loilier (2010) speaks of an “inte-
grated territory”. In this acceptance, the actors and 
the territory are built together by influencing each 
other. This type of integrated territory is then “rather 
efficient in terms of innovation thanks to the territo-
rial governance associated with it” but also “thanks 
to the combination of the two dimensions of the ter-
ritory (link and place, beyond the mobilisation of the 
different proximities associated with them) which 
seems favourable to innovation” (Loilier, 2010, p.31).

The territory is considered as an actor and an active 
development structure, which emerges from “the 
institutionalisation of the convergence between the 
strategies of different actors” to build a “collective 
strategy of territory” (Asselineau and Cromarias, 

2010, p.161). For some authors, it is “an active actor 
who can reactivate organisational capacities and 
technical skills” (Aydalot, 1986, p.3). For Casteigts 
(2003), if the territory can be considered as a collec-
tive actor, it is then necessary to consider a strategic 
territorial management, because as a global organ-
isation, the territory can come under management. 
Territorial management can then be seen as a spe-
cific form of strategic management, implemented by 
territorial organisations to deploy a coherent project 
(Hernandez, 2008). The territory is therefore not 
considered as a simple framework or support, but as 
a collective actor, which makes it a complex object 
of analysis. The territory is then a space that is ap-
propriated by its inhabitants, a bearer of identities 
and exchanges, which functions as a loop between 
the actors that shape it and that it shapes (Vaesken 
& Zafiropoulou, 2008). The territory is therefore not 
neutral; on the contrary, it actively contributes to 
development. It is therefore a form of organisation 
that requires its resources and skills to be strategi-
cally managed and the interests of its stakeholders 
balanced in order to succeed in its development

The territory then constitutes a space for collective 
projects and structuring global/local relations and 
pooling of actors and resources (Arezki, Peres and 
Soldo, 2018). Based on the work of Girin (1993), 
Chia, Torre and Rey-Valette (2008) describe the 
territory as a place where “management situations” 
exist, in which “a set of interacting activities is as-
sociated with the idea of collective activity and a re-
sult that is subject to judgment” (p.173). The aim of 
management sciences is therefore to develop tools 
that enable “an actor or a group of actors to analyse 
the processes in which their actions take place and 
to anticipate their possible evolution” (p.173). For 
this purpose, many authors recommend implement-
ing territorial governance (Gilly and Wallet, 2005; 
Leloup, Moyart and Pecqueur, 2005; Rey-Valette, 
2010; Torre, 2011; Rey-Valette et al., 2014) that must 
be based on the two pillars of territorial construction, 
which are specific resources and the coordination of 
various actors (Lamara, 2009).

The territory can therefore be considered as an or-
ganisation with resources and a set of coordinated 
actors. Strategic management literature seems to 
offer a solid theoretical basis to examine the territo-
ry. However, understanding it also means studying 
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territorial projects in order to understand how they 
can contribute to differentiate a territory and make it 
more attractive and competitive.

1.4. The territorial project  
in the territorial  
development strategy 

The notion of project is widely used today in various 
contexts. It can be defined in management as: “a col-
lective creation, organised in time and space, with a 
view to a demand” (Ecosip, 1993, cited by Garel, 2012, 
p.18). The Association Francophone du Management 
de Projet (AFITEP) defines it as: “a single process, 
consisting of a set of coordinated and controlled ac-
tivities with start and end dates, undertaken with 
the aim of achieving an objective in accordance with 
specific requirements” (AFITEP, 2002, quoted by 
Garel, 2012, p.15).

A project is therefore a single process, part of an or-
ganisation's overall strategy, bounded by time, cost 
and resource constraints, and which can be broken 
down into a set of tasks. In any project, therefore, three 
types of constraints are taken into account simultane-
ously: time, resources and technical specifications.

The notion of a territorial project emerged in France 
at the end of the 1980s and was seen as a “tool that 
enables coordinated actors to provide solutions to 
new productive problems on a sub-national scale” 
(Pecqueur, 1989, p.15). This concept has gradually be-
come an essential reference for public action (Koop, 
Landel and Pecqueur, 2010; Arab, 2007). For some 
authors, it is “the occasion for new forms of public 
debate involving actors, the state, local authorities, 
companies, associations and services that express 
contradictory logics, based on different objects” 
(Landel and Senil, 2009, p.13). The territorial project 
is therefore “everyone's business” (Mauco, Peyrache-
Gadeau and Raymond, 2005).

Behar (2000) emphasises the shift for the French 
public authorities “from a counter logic to a project 
logic” (p.5). In fact, according to him, “the government 
clearly expresses its desire to see the direction of ter-
ritorial regulation reversed, in favour of a bottom-up 
approach: the local project takes precedence” (p.5). 
This desire is enshrined in the formula: “one territory, 

one project, one contract” (p.5). The project covers 
two dimensions: the outline of an idea or an action (the 
drawing), and an objective for the future (the design). 
Indeed, “essentially, a project is defined as a speci-
fic, new action that methodically and progressively 
structures a future reality for which we do not yet 
have an exact equivalent” (Le Bissonnais, 2000, p.2). 
For Arab (2007), a territorial project sets out strategic 
development guidelines for the medium or long term 
in economic, social, cultural and spatial terms: “the 
territorial project is therefore not bound by fixed tem-
poral limits and deadlines” and its “purpose is to serve 
as a guide for operational action [...] necessarily ini-
tiated by local public authorities” (p.148). 

To summarise, a territorial project can be understood 
as a unique process that can be assimilated to a col-
lective action which is led by a varied group of actors 
and aims to resolve new productive problems. It is 
characterised by its inclusion in a long-term horizon 
and by a logic of sustainable development. The terri-
torial project as an instrument of strategic planning 
(Maurel, 2012) is therefore based on a network of 
coordinated actors (Pecqueur, 1989) and on its spe-
cificities which can be considered as territorial re-
sources (Corrado, 2004). The territorial project must 
therefore deal with the multiplicity of public, private 
and civil actors (Lardon, 2011) and the diversity of 
resources and competences perceived differently by 
the actors.

In order to understand a territorial project from 
a management science perspective, we propose a 
framework from strategic management combining 
stakeholder theory and resource theory enriched by 
the skills approach.

2. STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 
to understand  
the territorial project

In order to cope with the changes that territories 
are facing in terms of urban planning, employment, 
environment and economy, the territorial project 
has gradually become an instrument and a support 
for territorial mobilisation (Gob, 2014). By promot-
ing collective action, the project becomes a means 



Strategic management as a key to reading the development of territorial projects

16 

of establishing new interactions between actors and 
public decision-makers and of co-constructing solu-
tions to the challenges they face.

The project thus becomes a response to the difficulty 
posed by the heterogeneity of actors in seeking col-
lective mobilisation on the territory (Mendez and 
Mercier, 2006) and is used as an instrument for co-
ordinating collective action on a territory. To analyse 
the management of a territorial project and grasp the 
complexity of the interactions between actions and 
the territory, it is necessary to rethink the conceptual 
frameworks that allow us to understand it (Amblard 
et al. 2018). To do this, we propose to combine the 
stakeholder theory and the Resource Based View 
(RBV) enriched with the competence approach.

 We show here how the stakeholder theory (2.1), as 
well as the resource theory and the competence ap-
proach (2.2) can be mobilised in order to study the 
territory and its projects. We then build a theoreti-
cal framework integrating these theories (2.3) before 
presenting a general model for the development of 
territorial projects (2.4).

2.1. Stakeholder theory  
and territory

One of the essential characteristics of territorial 
projects is their participatory dimension (Soldo and 
Arnaud, 2016). The mobilisation of numerous and 
diverse stakeholders within the framework of a ter-
ritorial project leads us to question their organisa-
tion, according to the logics of influence, power and 
participation. Indeed, collective action is perceived 
in a project logic that is organised around the rela-
tionships of the stakeholder, which are the key to the 
collective project’s success or failure. It is therefore 
important to have a very clear vision of the positions 
of the actors within the project. “Stakeholder theo-
ry allows us, by analogy, to reposition this dynamic 
of actors around the collective project according to 
an articulation based on the degree of adhesion/op-
position and the level of involvement” (Vaesken & 
Zafiropoulou, 2008, p.9).

The advantage of stakeholder theory is that it offers 
tools to identify individuals and groups of individu-
als who are or may be affected by the actions of the 

organisation, as well as their motivations and lever-
age. The objective of this sub-section is to identify 
which of the stakeholder typologies could be applied 
to territorial projects.

Many definitions and typologies of stakeholders exist 
which can be classified into two main categories: by 
proximity and by power. 

The classifications – by proximity – (Clarkson, 1995; 
Carroll, 1996; Carroll and Näsi, 1997; Dowling 2001) 
emphasise the relationship between the actors. The 
literature on proximity has developed considerably 
over the last few decades and a fundamental distinc-
tion is made between what is physical proximity and 
what is organisational or relational proximity (Gilly 
and Torre, 2000). The first form of proximity – phys-
ical or spatial – can be defined as follows: “two units, 
individuals or organisations can be considered as 
being close if, given the state of the means of trans-
port, they can meet or exchange at low cost and/
or quickly” (Rallet, 2002). The second form “cor-
responds to a high degree of interactivity between 
the actors of the exchange, individuals or organisa-
tions. The contacts are numerous, frequent and take 
place over time” (Gilly and Torre, 2000). This or-
ganisational or relational proximity can be compared 
to certain classifications of stakeholders (e.g. taking 
into account the nature of the relationship (contrac-
tual or not; Carroll, 1996), or the voluntary exposure 
to risks; Clarkson, 1995). It can also be compared 
to those based on the level of commitment of the 
stakeholder (Carroll and Näsi, 1997; Dowling, 2001), 
which can be observed through both the degree of 
involvement and the responsibilities undertaken. 
Relational proximity can then be specified in terms 
of frequency, length of time, diversity or strength of 
interactions (Dibblle, Levine and Park, 2012), and 
also commitment (such as the desire to maintain a 
relationship with the partner and to voluntarily ex-
pose yourself to risks – Clarkson, 1995; Girard and 
Sobczak, 2010).

All these stakeholder typologies converge on the 
characterisation of the physical or organisational in-
teractivity between the actors.

In order to understand the links between stakehold-
ers within a territorial project, it seems interesting to 
us to complete these two types of proximity (physical 
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and organisational) with the typology of proximities 
proposed by Bouba-Olga and Grosseti (2008) and 
widely used in the literature (Talbot, 2010; Balland, 
Boschma and Frenken, 2015), particularly to study 
territorial projects (Beaurain and Brullot, 2011; 
Lardon, 2013; Rey-Valette, Chia et al. 2014). These 
authors distinguish two ways of evaluating what 
brings these individuals together by looking at their 
levels. The first is based on an analysis of the resourc-
es available to them, independently of their organ-
isational mode and their possibility of coordination. 
The second is based on what brings the individuals 
together by analysing the obstacles and levers to their 
coordination. The typology then splits the proximity 
into two sub-categories: resources (with cognitive re-
sources on the one hand and material resources on the 
other) and coordination (with relational coordination 
via social networks on the one hand and coordination 
via the media on the other). The authors then identify 
five main forms of proximity grouped in figure 1. 

These different combined forms of proximity will 
make it possible to characterise the relations and in-
teractions between stakeholders in order to measure 
their involvement in the development of the project 
(Ingham, De Viron and Tihon, 2011). The classifica-
tions (Clarkson, 1995; Caroll, 1996; Caroll and Näsi, 
1997; Dowling 2001) can then be used to measure the 
organisational proximity between the stakeholders of 
the territorial project.

Classifications based on stakeholder power (Gardner, 
Rachlin and Sweeny, 1986; Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 
1997; Chabault, 2011) are based, for example, on the 
degree of power and dynamism (Gardner, Rachlin 
and Sweeny, 1986) or on the degree of power, urgen-
cy and legitimacy (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). 
Classifications that relate to power can identify stake-
holders who pose a threat to the organisation and 
with whom relationships should be prioritised over 
time. These classifications can be used to study the 
operational governance of a territory network to de-
termine the order of strategic priorities (Chabault, 
2011). The interest is also to make managers pay par-
ticular attention to the stakeholders’ sources of influ-
ence, legitimacy, degree of involvement and the re-
sources they bring (Chabault, 2011), to which we can 
add competences. Here, power is seen as an attribute 
that enables the person who possesses it to achieve 
his or her ends, despite possible resistance.  

Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) identify three types 
of power: coercive, based on force and constraint, i.e. 
the capacity of a stakeholder to impose its decisions 
in a project, and utilitarian, based on the material 
and immaterial resources as well as the skills that 
the stakeholder has and uses for the project. The per-
ceptive value of these resources and skills will then 
influence the level of power of this stakeholder. The 
third type of power is normative, which is based on 
symbolic resources such as prestige, notoriety and 

Figure 1 – Stakeholders apprehended through proximity 
Source: Adapted from Bouba-Olga and Grosseti (2008)
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esteem. For Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997), the no-
tions of power and legitimacy partially overlap. We 
therefore propose here to understand legitimacy as 
an attribute of power.

In the framework of territorial projects, we have 
chosen to classify stakeholders by focusing on the 
two non-exclusive and complementary dimensions 
of proximity and power. We focus on the five forms 
of proximity identified by Bouba-Olga and Grosseti 
(2008) and presented above, and on the coercive, 
utilitarian and normative dimensions of power iden-
tified by Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997), adding the 
legitimacy of the stakeholder. To understand power, 
we also propose to take into account the resources 
and skills contributed by the stakeholder to the pro-
ject, their nature and also the perception of the value 
of these resources and skills by the other stakehold-
ers (Figure 2).

The classification of these stakeholders according to 
these two proximity and power dimensions allows us to 
arrive at four main types (Figure 3). 

 The Dominant stakeholder is a stakeholder that will 
present a high degree of power for a low degree of prox-
imity, for example, a stakeholder that can validate or 
disallow a project but is not a partner in the project.

The Central stakeholder is a stakeholder that will 
have a high degree of power for a high degree of prox-
imity, for example, a founding partner of the project, 
voluntary and linked to it by a contractual relation-
ship,and has rare and essential resources and skills 
for its development.

 The Dependent stakeholder will have a low degree of 
power for a high degree of proximity. This is the case, 
for example, of a contractually committed stakehold-
er who initiated the project but who fails to contribute 
resources and skills, or who has few or no resources 
and skills, or whose value is not seen as strategic to 
the project.

The Involuntary Stakeholder is a stakeholder who 
will have a low degree of power for a low degree of 
proximity, and who will for example be affected by 

Figure 2 – Stakeholders as perceived through power 
Source: the authors
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the realisation of the project without having the ca-
pacity to participate in its development or the ca-
pacity to influence its realisation. It is sometimes a 
partner in a minor aspect of the project that can be 
easily interchanged.

However, although this stakeholder theory seems rel-
evant for analysing the territory and the dynamics of 
territorial projects, it does not precisely indicate how 
to deal with the different types of stakeholders or how 
to evaluate their claims (Mercier and Gond, 2005). It 
must therefore be understood as a 'global framework' 
that needs to be enriched. We propose to do this by 
mobilising the theory of resources and the skills-
based approach, which, through their complementa-
rity, will make it possible to understand the territorial 
project in a global manner.

2.2. Reading the territorial project  
by the resources and  
skills approach

The Resource Based View is an approach that ap-
peared in the 1980s. The theory is part of strategic 

management and is based on the founding work of 
Penrose (1959), Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney (1991). 
Penrose first emphasised the importance of re-
sources in analysing the strategy of a firm in 1959. 
However, strategic management literature attributes 
the Resource Based-View approach to Wernerfelt in 
1984, who wrote that the heterogeneity of resources 
and their unequal distribution between firms would 
explain a competitive advantage. Finally, in 1991, 
Barney showed that firms are capable of accumulat-
ing resources which are transformed into an advan-
tage over competitors if they are rare, create value, 
are not substitutable and are difficult to imitate. In 
the model proposed by Barney, resources are assets 
or potentials permanently owned or controlled by the 
firm in order to design and implement its strategy. 
Longevity can also be added to these characteristics 
as it allows the competitive advantage to be main-
tained over time (Grant 1991), along with appropria-
tion, which refers to the process of activating the re-
source (Barney, 1995). However, this model was crit-
icised by Weppe, Warnier, Lecocq and Fréry (2012) 
for the lack of clarity and precision in the definition 
of the resource concept, the limited nature of its ap-
plications and its lack of managerial implications, the 

Figure 3 – Classification of stakeholders in a territorial project 
Source: the authors
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positive bias of the resource approach, its focus on a 
minority of resources and the underestimated role of 
non-strategic resources. 

 Weppe, Warnier and Lecocq (2013) then propose to 
enrich the theory by introducing the notions of or-
dinary, strategic and negative resources. Their ap-
proach shows that it is not the resources alone that 
allow an organisation to differentiate itself, but rather 
the way in which they are perceived and used by the 
actors that will lead to achieving a sustainable com-
petitive advantage. Indeed, the same resource may be 
perceived as being negative by some actors and stra-
tegic by others.

For Weppe, Warnier and Lecocq (2013), an ordinary 
resource is “a common resource in the market, gene-
rally perceived as being neutral in terms of perfor-
mance, i.e. having an expected productivity equiva-
lent to its cost” (p.52), a negative resource is “a re-
source neglected by companies, generally perceived 
as being negative in terms of performance, i.e. ha-
ving an expected productivity lower than its cost” 
(p.53) and a strategic resource is “a scarce resource, 
generally perceived by companies in the same sector 
as being positive in terms of performance, i.e. having 
an expected productivity higher than its cost” (p.50). 
This typology can be combined with the one that 
Grant (1991) takes from Hofer and Schendel (1978). 
According to him, it is possible to distinguish re-
sources according to their nature: financial, human, 
physical, organisational, technological and reputa-
tional. The combination of these two classifications 
will make it possible to identify the nature of the re-
sources mobilised and the perception of their values 
by the actors.

To study a territorial project from a strategic point 
of view, it seems relevant to identify which of its 
resources are strategic, ordinary or negative. Thus, 
within a territory, resources such as identity, her-
itage, landscapes, etc. have certain characteristics: 
they are often rare, inimitable and are not substitut-
able, so can therefore be qualified as strategic. On 
the other hand, the value of these so-called strategic 
resources depends on the capacity of the actors in a 
territory to organise their exploitation by developing 
skills to identify, reveal and develop them. Moreover, 
the type of resources (strategic, ordinary and nega-
tive) is not fixed in time but evolves, which requires 

the actors to develop the associated skills. It there-
fore seems important to integrate the dynamic di-
mension offered by the competence approach into 
the resource approach.

Grant (1991) proposes the following definition: “a 
capability is the capacity for a team of resources to 
perform some task or activity” (p.119). Competence 
therefore refers to the organisational capacity of a 
firm to deploy resources to achieve an objective. In 
strategic management, interest is mainly focused 
on organisational competencies that can provide a 
competitive advantage. They are described as ‛core’ 
(Prévot, Brulhart and Guieu, 2010), and have the 
following characteristics: they give access to many 
markets, they allow activities to be carried out more 
quickly with greater flexibility and better quality 
than the competition, they are stable over time, they 
strongly contribute to the advantage of the final prod-
uct as perceived by the customer and they are difficult 
to imitate. According to Hamel (1994), “the real no-
velty of the concept lies not so much in the idea that 
competition is based on skills as in the distinction 
between core and non-core skills” (Prévot, Brulhart 
and Guieu, 2010, p.92). 

Quelin (1995) distinguishes three levels of compe-
tences: operational (elementary level), functional 
(intermediate level) and cross-functional and gen-
eral (higher level). The identification, revelation and 
valorisation of a territory's resources can be equated 
with the development of new competences at these 
three levels.

In this approach, the authors are therefore interested 
in how the organisation's competences are exploited 
and how they change over time. Sustainable com-
petitive advantage can therefore only be explained 
by a combination of resources and competencies 
(Figure 4).

The resources of a territory such as heritage, identi-
ty and culture are rare, inimitable, not substitutable 
resources whose value will depend on the capacity of 
the actors to organise their exploitation. Moreover, 
the collaborative process which is a particularity of 
how territories function around projects presents 
characteristics which make them difficult to imitate. 
Territorial resources can often therefore be consid-
ered as strategic. Organisational resources such as 
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the presence of a town council or a town hall are con-
sidered as ordinary at the scale of a town. Finally, for 
most of the territories, industrial wastelands appear 
to be negative, particularly regarding their impact on 
the attractiveness of tourism. 

 The skills for territorial managers that are direct-
ly linked to current activities, such as the organisa-
tion of elections or the distribution of newsletters, 
are qualified as operational. At a more intermediate 
level, specialised skills are aggregated in functional 
skills such as financial management, territorial mar-
keting or cultural development policy. Finally, at a 
higher level, we find cross-functional competences 
that influence the whole organisation, such as deci-
sion-making processes or coordination processes. 

 We therefore propose to study the territorial project 
in light of the nature of its strategic, ordinary and 
negative resources, and of the operational, function-
al, inter-functional and general skills mobilised. 

 The territory can then be observed with regard to its 
stakeholders, their power and proximity, but also via 
the approach by resources and competences which 
allows to understand how a territorial project can 

become differentiating and contribute to reinforcing 
the economic, residential and tourist attractiveness.

2.3. Management of a territorial 
project: between resources  
and skills management  
and stakeholder management 

territorial projects can help to differentiate a territory 
and make it more attractive and competitive. To do 
this, it is necessary to analyse the nature of the re-
sources and skills mobilised, as well as their manage-
ment, and to determine the role played by the various 
actors involved. The objective of this third sub-section 
is to understand how actors (political decision-mak-
ers, companies or individuals) can rely on the tools of 
strategic management to make their territorial pro-
jects successful. We combine the theory of resourc-
es and competences, essentially focused on internal 
aspects, with the analysis of stakeholders (Gherra, 
2010) focused on external aspects in order to obtain a 
complete vision of a territorial project. 

The Project Management Institute, founded in 1969, 
defines project management as: “the application of 

Figure 4 – The combination of resources and competences for sustainable competitive advantage 
Source: adapted from Quenin (1995)
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knowledge, tools, and methods in projects to meet or 
exceed the needs and expectations of project stakehol-
ders” (Garel 2012, p.17). It is important to understand 
the differences between 'managing a project', which 
refers to the instrumental functions of project steer-
ing, and 'project management', which concerns all the 
actions undertaken by one or more organisations to 
determine, launch and carry a project out. Here, we 
are particularly interested in the management of a 
territorial project during its development.

 Although the project can be analysed as a process, the 
modelling of it is a subject for debate between project 
management researchers. Nevertheless, the one con-
stant is that the process is often expressed in terms of 
a sequence of phases or stages (Langley and Truax, 
1994; Poole, Van de Ven, Dooley and Holmes, 2000). 

 Lasswell (1956) was the first to propose an analysis of 
public policy in terms of process. Subsequently, Jones 
(1970) proposed a five-phase policy process: problem 
identification followed by programme development, 
implementation, evaluation and termination. This 
division was then very often used to analyse the de-
velopment of public policies, and the model inspired 
other authors who adapted the framework to terri-
torial action in general and to the territorial project 
in particular.

 Teisserenc (1994) proposes a model of local develop-
ment, seen as a process of transformation and mobi-
lisation, which is composed of three stages: learning, 
diffusion and development. This division is adapted to 
reflections on the territory but not to the project logic. 
Guillemet's concept (2002) was able to overcome this 
problem by proposing to understand the project as a 

process in four phases. The first phase concerns the 
preliminary studies and the specification of the pro-
ject. The second concerns design and planning. The 
third phase concerns implementation and execution, 
while the fourth and final phase relates to validation 
and evaluation (Figure 5).

 From these two models, we can propose a division of 
territorial project management by phases. The first is 
a learning and generation of new ideas phase, dur-
ing which the actors exchange and become informed 
about the context and the multiple development initi-
atives that, in turn, leads to generating the first ideas. 
The second phase is the design, information dissem-
ination and allocation of resources for the develop-
ment of the project. The third phase is the develop-
ment of the project and its concrete implementation. 
The fourth phase is the evaluation of the project, i.e. 
the match between objectives and results.

Even though, presented as a sequential approach, this 
phasing gives a global vision, it rarely corresponds to 
reality and needs to be supplemented. Apart from di-
viding it into phases, a territorial project also relies 
on resources. Strategic resources can enable projects 
to differentiate themselves from others and strength-
en the attractiveness of a territory. The challenge is 
to know which resources are strategic for the terri-
torial project, and when and how they are used by 
the actors.

 To participate in the sustainable attractiveness of a 
territory, the project must be part of a strategic terri-
torial process and requires the collective action of all 
the stakeholders. Its success is therefore conditioned 
by the more or less sustained participation of all the 

Figure 5 – The different phases of a territorial project
Source: adapted from Guillemet (2002)
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stakeholders in the territory and by the identification 
and consideration of the interests of all these stake-
holders. In the context of territorial projects, we pro-
pose to study the roles and interactions of stakehold-
ers as well as the resources and skills mobilised at 
each phase of the development of a territorial project.

 As the literature in strategic management offers a 
solid theoretical basis for examining the territory and 
studying territorial projects in order to understand 
how they can contribute to differentiate a territory 
and make it more attractive and competitive, we can 
then propose a model of the development process of a 
territorial project.

2.4. Modelling the development 
process of a territorial project

Based on our synthesis of the literature, we propose the 
following model of the development of a territorial pro-
ject (Figure 6).

At each phase of the project, stakeholders will inter-
vene and mobilise resources and skills. The resources 
and skills needed to carry out the project will determine 
the type of stakeholders who will be involved in the pro-
ject. It is then possible to identify management methods 
adapted to the project phase, the types of stakeholders 
and the resources and skills mobilised (see illustration 
in Box 1).

 The contribution of such a model is multiple. First of all, 
it is designed to follow the evolution of a project longi-
tudinally and provide a global and in-depth vision of the 
territorial project observed. Secondly, it also helps to 
identify the determining elements of the project's suc-
cess; in this sense, it is an aid tool so that decision-mak-
ers can have a complete understanding of the territorial 
transformations caused by the implementation of a ter-
ritorial project. Finally, it can be used to compare sev-
eral territorial projects, especially at the time of project 
selection, in order to identify whether the territory has 
the necessary resources and stakeholders to carry out 
the project successfully.

Figure 6 – Modelling the development of a territorial project
Source: the authors
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As we can see from this illustration, our theoretical 
model emphasises the complex and dynamic relation-
ships that are established around stakeholders, re-
sources and skills, and management methods during 
the development of a territorial project. The objective 
for the decision-makers is multiple: it involves not 
only distinguishing the stakeholders who will have a 

more or less important influence on the realisation of 
the project according to the phases, but also identi-
fying the resources and competences that will prove 
crucial to determine the strategic priorities.

 Depending on the phases of the project, specific man-
agerial arrangements will have to be put in place for 

Box 1 – An illustrative view of modelling – The Only Lyon territorial project

AN ILLUSTRATIVE VIEW OF MODELLING 
THE ONLY LYON TERRITORIAL PROJECT 

The Only Lyon development programme was launched in 2007. However, the reflection process start-
ed in the early 2000s to federate local economic players. During the elaboration phase of the econom-
ic development plan it became clear that the territory needed a territorial marketing approach and a 
strong network of actors. In 2007, the Lyon agglomeration decided to communicate on a national and 
international scale by launching the Only Lyon territory brand. Thirteen founding partners from the 
private and public sectors collectively launched this initiative to promote the city of Lyon throughout 
the world. Several networks were created behind this Only Lyon territorial brand with the aim of 
bringing together local players around a common development project for their territory.

During the first phase, the various players in the governance process began by asking Ernst&Young 
to conduct a survey to measure Lyon's reputation and compare its economic and tourist appeal with 
those of other European cities of similar size. Ernst&Young played a central role in this first phase by 
providing an objective diagnosis of the region's strengths and weaknesses, which was essential to the 
launch of the Only Lyon project.

During the second phase, the governance looked for ways to give meaning to the Only Lyon project 
by broadening the number of active partners. Integrating new private partners was a way to diversify 
the financing sources as, up till then, the development of Only Lyon had mainly been dependent on 
public funds. These new partners identified technological and reputational resources as strategic. 
Residents were then integrated into the strategy to become very active volunteer ambassadors on 
social networks and considerably increased Lyon's influence at an international level. Only Lyon op-
erates through different circles of stakeholders who play different roles and contribute or mobilise 
various strategic resources, or become strategic resources. The number of ambassadors is a powerful 
communication tool for Only Lyon. However, not all members agreed with this strategic choice to 
open the programme to “civilian” stakeholders.  

During the third phase, the founding partners helped to maintain a good network dynamic while 
also ensuring that the economic players were involved as relays, by allowing them to appropriate the 
tools developed. This led to an important skill being revealed: the ability to organise open meetings 
based on the diversity of the players and lead them to new innovative actions that have transformed 
this territorial project into a sustainable fixture for the development of the city of Lyon. Indeed, the 
appropriation for the economic actors of tourism (souvenir shops, press, restaurants, hotels) has 
increased the local visibility of the development programme, and Universities have also taken up the 
tools made available by Only Lyon. The programme makes it possible to involve various stakeholders, 
which serves their development as much as it serves the influence of Only Lyon.
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each type of stakeholder, to ensure both the smooth 
running of the project and to optimise collecting and 
using the resources and skills.

 The managerial interest of this model is to provide 
public decision-makers with a tool for monitoring the 
development of territorial projects. Its particularity is 
to emphasise the role of stakeholders and the use of 
resources and skills at each phase of the process.

CONCLUSION

The study of territorial projects is increasingly im-
portant to understand the development of territories. 
However, very few works have theoretically looked 
into the question of analytical frameworks to study 
territorial projects (Albert-Cromarias, 2017). The ob-
jective of this article was to show that the joint mobi-
lisation of the stakeholder theory, the RBV amended 
by Weppe et al. (2013) and the competency-based ap-
proach makes it possible to identify the determinants 
of the success of a territorial project and to formulate 
managerial recommendations for their management.

 The methodological contribution of this research is a 
new analysis grid that offers to consider the territorial 
project through the stakeholders, by looking at their 
type, and through the resources and skills, by focus-
ing on their values.

The theoretical contribution of this research is to 
define the notion of territorial project from a strate-
gic point of view as well as to provide a synthesis of 
works in strategic management and territorial project 
management. This theoretical research reconciles the 
stakeholder approach and RBV to provide an analy-
sis grid to understand the development of territorial 
projects. This grid allows for a global understanding 
of a territorial project through the dynamics of its 
stakeholders and resources in order to differentiate 
a territory and strengthen its attractiveness and com-
petitiveness. This research also leads to managerial 
contributions. We have identified tools capable of 
accompanying public or non-public decision-mak-
ers in the development of their territorial project and 
have also provided a grid that identifies the key actors 
as well as the key resources to be mobilised at each 
phase of a territorial project. Moreover, this research 

proposes to present the territorial project as an in-
strument that federates the actors. It emphasises the 
need to strengthen the participation of civil society 
and the importance of enhancing territorial resourc-
es. Finally, the grid provides a strategic analysis that 
goes beyond the traditional frameworks of public 
management and project management and can help 
public decision-makers integrate new thinking into 
their decision-making processes. 

Our research is not without its limitations. First of all, 
this theoretical research aims to achieve a synthesis 
of knowledge and to propose a model of the develop-
ment of a territorial project, but this model must be 
tested through case studies via the analysis of territori-
al projects. Moreover, although this research is based 
solely on a literature review, to our knowledge there 
are no articles in management sciences that identi-
fy the managerial modalities of territorial projects. 
A promising avenue of research would be to identify 
both the management methods at work in territorial 
projects (cultural, sports, etc.) and their specificities 
based on the modelling proposed in this research.
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