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We develop two issues: 1. a territorial assemblage is a narrative which organizes in a complex hypernetwork (Johnson) heterogeneous elements (characters, contexts, plots, tools, discourses…) 2. as a new kind of artifact, it is then necessary to imagine a political mode of "being together" in a world-likeassemblages. A territory, a city, an area are, literally, a "story being done", it is an ongoing process, a performative (Austin). And as Mac Intyres affirms it (After the virtue, 1981), "the stories must be lived before being told". The narrative is then the making of the territory. We propose then five models of the being together in this assemblage: an apolitical mode of innovation (Bergson, Deleuze, Serres), a mode of recognition (Honneth), a mode of self-organisation (Guattari, Negri), a cybernetic mode (Smart City) and a mode of diplomacy (Latour).

In which sense a territory could be a narrative?

It is a pedagogical manner to clarify what is a territorial assemblage, because arranging is the action to arrange or the result of this action. But it is also an arrangement, or layout, an organization or way in which the things are laid out, arrangedhere a territory -and the sequence of ongoing events which proceed there.

To demonstrate this point, we need to make three moves: A first move considers territory as a kind of action. We oppose then territory as an object, like in positivist science, to territory as a process, like in pragmatics view.

In a second move we claim that action is a kind of narrative, in accordance to Ricoeur who considers «Text as action, action as text» in its article Meaningful Action Considered as a Text (1973) or in accordance to Alisdair MacIntyre, who in his book After Virtue in 1981 speaks about "enacted narrative" as a basic form of social life.

And the last move considers in short territory as a kind of narrative.

We use Assemblage's theory from Whitehead, Deleuze, Michel Callon or Manuel de Landa for the conceptual modelling step, and the notion of hypernetworks, provided by Jeffrey [START_REF] Johnson | Hypernetworks in the Science of Complex Systems[END_REF], as a computational tool for territorial data analysis, in the implementation step. But we can't develop this part of our work in this introductive presentation [START_REF] Calvez | Sustainable Assemblage for Energy (SAE) inside Intelligent Urban Areas How massive heterogeneous data could help to reduce energy footprints and promote sustainable practices and an ecological transition[END_REF][START_REF] Soulier | International Conference on Computational Collective Intelligence Technologies and Applications[END_REF][START_REF] Soulier | Towards a territorial intelligence based on territorial assemblages theory: urban community case of Cap Excellence in Guadeloupe[END_REF].

So the first move considers territory as an action. This claim is grounded in a classic opposition between a territory or space as a portion of geographic space that is claimed or occupied by a group (here it is spatial dimension or administrative organization which are important) and concepts like territoriality or spatiality, as an aspect of social life; the "production" of territories; but also, on a subjective side, a feeling of belonging or to be excluded… Here territory includes all relationships of human activity with space.

Our position is closed to the idea of "The Social Construction of Human Space" promoted by Michel Lussault, instead of space as an objective and external reality, where "practicing places" are just here and there, "in a space". For example, [START_REF] Lussault | Doing with space": towards a pragmatics of space[END_REF] develop the idea of the spatiality of practice as "faire avec l'espace" (in French), Doing with space (in English), where different spatial competences in the process of coping with space are fleshed out. In short, a territory gains to be studied from the lenses of action, practice, activity system, or, better, network of actions or actants, instead of thinking it as a substance.

In sociology, the semiotic term "actant" was incorporated into the actor-network theory by Bruno Latour and Michel Callon, the activity of which is described as "mediation" or "translation". (Wikipedia). In a more comprehensive way, an actant is something that acts or to which activity is granted by others. It implies no special motivation of human individual actors, nor of humans in general. An actant can literally be anything provided it is granted to be the source of an action. Examples of actants are a document, an utterance, a law, a budget, a bacterium, an artifact, an organization or, of course, a human actor.

So, the second move considers an action as a king of narrative. Let us avoid a first error of category or misunderstanding concerning narrative: it will not be said here that on one side there are reality or the action and on the other side what it is told about them or some representation of the reality they refer to. We will reject the theories known as dualistic theory of narration. We will adopt on the contrary a realistic theory, a kind of theory that considers "action like text, and the text like action", paraphrasing Paul Ricoeur. A territory, a city, a landscape are, literally, a "story being done".

As Alasdaire [START_REF] Macintyre | After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory[END_REF] affirms it also, the stories must be lived before being told, contrary to Louis O. Mink who considers that "Stories are not lived but told". Dualistic thinkers like Mink admit a divorce between the action (action strictly speaking) and the mental state of the subject (intention). A famous thinker like John Searle commits the same mistake. On one side there will be the reality (the realm of causality, where stay the referent), and on the other side only the representation of reality (the domain of reasons to act, the fiction realm, where stays the signified).

But Monist thinkers say that there is only one plan of reality, not two (reality/fiction or action/speech) 1 . For them, narrative form is neither disguise nor decoration or just a setting. "Stories are lived before they are told" (said MacIntyres). Enacted narrative is the most typical form of social life for him. Action itself has a basically historical character. We are "entangled in stories" as coined Whilhelm [START_REF] Schapp | Geschichten verstrickt (Entangled in Stories)[END_REF], a student of Edmund Husserl. Entanglement becomes an important philosophical category in assemblage philosophies and in some actual ontological debates.

The point is that analyses which unilaterally focus on "the actor", the anthropological subject, lose the fact that even a simple action only gains its meaning from the context (the setting, the social practice) in which it is embedded. A well-known example of story as an assemblage of heterogeneous entities has been already given by Burke's Dramatistic pentad, in his 1945 book "A Grammar of Motives".

Act

What To intend to act is already to be in the process of doing the action"). In sum, all is it about action, like in pragmatism.

It is then necessary to return to a social vision of man, a neo-Aristotelian one, in opposition to a liberal point of view. As Michael J. Sandel from Harvard University claims it in his 1984 paper, the image of what he called "the Unencumbered self", promoted by libertarian is a myth. The fact of becoming an individual, is inseparable from our continuous participation in socially instituted practices. The subject is the effect of a process, not its end or its cause. It is necessary to consider agent behavior in the context of its previous activities and of its contexts. It is within the framework of practices that we are able to analyze the reasons to act (externalist thesis), and not in the spirit of the men (as claims mentalism).

So an analysis like Vladimir Propp or Algirdas Julien Greimas' ones, make the previous point clear, and make easier to feel a territory as a kind of collective ongoing action, action which has a story-like existence and a story-like dynamics. For Greimas a narrative is composed of actants like CHARACTERS, who are constrained to adopt roles or figures according to the circumstances. They form alliances which are reinforced or not in the course of time. Let us not forget either the myriad of objects essential to very good narrative: what would become Cinderella without pumpkin or her court shoes? More seriously, and the realistic historians know it well, historical descriptions need to speak about objects or mediators. Without objects, no action is possible! The second category of entities is the SETTING. It is the backdrop of the characters and the plot, the context. If one thinks "territory", it is necessary to think of its environment, with factors likely to influence it (which reveals a SWOT analysis of the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats). The environment can be an opportunity but also a threat. We also need to think the objects or things of which any territory is made up. Finally, a narrative is a PLOT. Any story is made of a sequence of stages, a weaving punctuated by tests which structure alliances between characters. Bruno Latour called them "controversies". What is a project, an innovation or a strategy if it is not a plot? To survive to these tests and controversies (and to hope to continue), characters must change their nature (as of the initiatory entry in the project), and are then to metamorphose (at the exit of each test). Reality is thus not something fixed and immutable. There are necessary TRANSFORMATION, CHANGE, LEARNING. The metamorphosis is our condition. And a plot is more or less easy to follow, like our own life.

The difference that we try to promote with the concept of assemblage applied to territory is to give an absolutely realistic version of this story being done. The metaphor of the territory as a narrative is not one: a territory is really a story, and not a discourse. A territory is LITERALLY a story being done. This story is about a chain of experiments achieving itself, it is not a representation (presentation again) or a talk. One finds characters there, certainly, but also collections of objects, landscapes, tests, complex plots. And especially, it is necessary to think this story like something absolutely material, very distributed and at the same time very situated: an element of the territory is a very real and material thing, it is located here and now, but it is at the same time in relation to myriads of other elements. Elements can be people, equipment, documents, organizations, places, discourses, tools or procedures. Let us admit moreover than these objects can enter in relation ones with the others according to multiple manners and dimensions, and not only according to the representation that we, human, can have. So in such circumstances this stone is an object in a museum, or a blunt object being able to be used for a crime, or then a reference in a note. But this stone is also in relation to wood, which draws a reciprocal mechanical constraints, or with chemical agents, which opens then in a whole world of reactions. In short, far from limiting itself to the only relation of the man in the world, which traps us in the restricted field of representation, the relationality is on the contrary a property shared by all the beings. So the third move considers territory as a kind of assemblage. Instead of thinking in terms of entities with only some dimension, limited to human realm, one is asked to think in terms of nodes that have as many dimensions as they have connections. And as entities are deeply and strongly heterogeneous, distributed and weakly bound (see « the weak ties » from Granovetter, 1973), we have no simple unification principle to connect entities each others (cognitive, social or political, material, artefactual or ecological relationship). Instead, "we have fibrous, thread-like, wiry, stringy, ropy, capillary character that is never captured by the notions of levels, layers, territories, spheres, categories, structures, systems" (Latour). Assemblage thinking go further than actual actor-network theory (ANT): assemblage is a mode of ordering heterogeneous entities so that they work together for a certain time [START_REF] Delanda | A New Philosophy of Society: Assemblage Theory and Social Complexity[END_REF].

By introducing heterogeneity we lose any principle of unification of relations between entities, any center of crystallization of a unified meaning. The only thing we can do is to calculate the detail, the singularity and the heterogeneous one, while following the metamorphoses of the entities, and the rich relational world in which they "are préhendent" mutually, to take the concept of Whitehead who saw in the relation of gripping between objects or events the basis of any reality and the basis of any coherent cosmology. Prehension means the action of grasping. The life (or the existence) is mainly a "logistic problem" between parts, but without Great Whole, God, Reason or Nature to explain that.

So for us, assemblage is that: the narrative "making of" of the world or reality, but also a need for having an adequate tool to follow these networked ongoing actions. Because in this new ontology the world is not any more an object, consequently the territory either. The intelligence of the territory should be less dependant on a concept of representation than it should be an investigation allowing the follow-up of this making of, this production, which is at the same time a performance (in a sense of performativity). A territory is a performative! As John Austin affirmed it, an act of language is performative if the statement carries out an action by the fact of its enunciation (like in the sentence like: "I declare you are husband and woman", the priest declare the wedding". (When to say is to make or How to do Things with Words, 1962). In short, here, to name is to do things.

If one accepts the image which we give of the narrative as a "network of actions" or "action nest" [START_REF] Czarniawska | On Time, Space, and Action Nets[END_REF], and not (only) a discourse about an action, then we rather need a more pragmatic method than semantic, pragmatic analytical to follow the continuous process of manufacturing the territory.

So it is time now to explore the second part of our hypothesis, around a complementary issue.

Does the territorial assemblage make a viable world?

What was sometimes called "transpersonal multiplicity" in the vocabularies of Foucault, Deleuze and others, or the "multitudes" (Hardt and Negri), "assemblages" (DeLanda or Callon 2 ), "pluralist world" (James) according to other traditions disconcert obviously people who conceive the territory like an object, a destiny or an end, a set of actors well identified and a certain form of social relations organization. However, the transpersonal multiplicities, which tend to escape from the stratifications and the well-established frameworks, are decisively becoming our today reality, at the time of social networks, of the digital society and the lateral power, as Jeremy Rifkin called it.

Territory as assemblages must have some regulatory rules. But how to speak about power, rules, decision, substances or representations without adopting notions like levels, layers, territories, categories, structures, systems? For people, territory is always an Euclidian space, composed with objects (like monuments, roads…), with more or less well-identified people and groups, an history and destiny, and a perspective or a project, not a Rhizomatic ongoing process… This brings us directly to the second point: those who adopt this idea of collective assemblage, which political design do they proposed finally? Is an assemblage a king of reality order which people can lived in? Which is the place for decision maker in theses networks?

It is already possible to identify three logics at work inherent to the assemblage thinking. I call them:

• Apolitical or innovative perspective • Autonomy and Self-governance • And the third is Diplomacy perspective.

Frequently the image of assemblage is carried by apolitical personalities. It is the first perspective. Let us think of Deleuze. Deleuze is interested in what is new, innovative, the creative movement of the spiritual and the material, the desiring strengths. Michel Serres too. Henri Bergson thinks in Becoming terms (not in the Being or Substantial terms). Whitehead thinks in Process terms… They are not interested by the basements of our social life. For them, Genesis (Process) is more important than Substance (Object).

Their formula could be: "What is common is what is new"! 2 See also [START_REF] Müller | Assemblages and Actor-networks: Rethinking Socio-material Power, Politics and Space[END_REF].

The second attitude could be that of Felix Guattari, co-thinker of the concept of "rhizome" with Gilles Deleuze. Slavoj Zizek in its recent book on Deleuze said that: "The ontology of productive Becoming clearly leads to the Leftist 3 topic of the selforganization of the multitude of molecular groups which resist and undermine the molar, totalizing systems of power -the old notion of the spontaneous, nonhierarchical, living multitude opposing the oppressive, reified System." Example are "zadistes": A member of the "zone à défendre" (in French); and anti-austerity movement, also referred to the Indignants Movement; or what Pierre Rosanvallon called Counter-Democracy, in an Age of Distrust.

Their formula should be: "What is common is what for which we fight"! The fighting is the common ground of progressist assemblage, composed by those who make or support progress.

A third attitude emerges, carried by Bruno Latour. Recently, Bruno Latour has been interpreted to be a radical democratic theorist, opening up and expanding the demos of democracy to include nonhumans (It is his idea of "A Democracy of Things"). But he also contests the Western modernity in its worldwide dominance, notably based on its mastery of science and hence of nature. He sees that the Western project can no longer proceed unchallenged because other points of view can no longer be ignored. Time is coming to consider that there are other points of view. You can only have diplomacy where you have an enemy (when other people or entities can't be simply obliterated…). You need to negotiate what you are in common with others, without any help from any transcendental points of view. Nature, Science, reason and so on are potential transcendental point of view, but they don't work anymore. So the unique alternative for Latour is the long-term reason of the diplomat.

In this case, the formula will be: "What is common is a common mediator".

3 Radical left.

Apolitical
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There exists also a cybernetic form of political model in the networks, very emergent, around the idea that judgment results from an accumulation of myriad of small and scattered experiences, not by induction from a controlled or homogeneous position (or central situation). A kind of new casuistry, someway. And so come the Big data! The massive or big data paradigm pushes this idea that every problem could be resolved from data. It is believed that one can control the activity from data and digitalization of the world. What is given (the data) is no longer built, but immediately available, in the digital reality. Big Data encloses (digitalized) reality on itself. (New) Cybernetics abandon all forms of scale, benchmark, or hierarchy, in favour of an immanent normativity evolving in real time, minimizing all (real) confrontation with individuals. Rouvroy & Bern 2013 in a recent papier called this movement, according to Foucault's terms, "Algorithmic governmentality".

The formula is: "What is common emerge from statistics, focus on relations". Quantified Self or Smart City concepts are typically based on this cybernetic view.

Finally we look at a fifth political model as essential, it is that of mutual recognition proposed by Axel Honneth (2007). The recognition concept is derived mainly from G.W.F. Hegel's early social philosophical works. Axel Honneth argues that "the struggle for recognition" is, and should be, at the center of social conflicts, and social life.

Shouldn't the territory offer to people a space of recognition which is the key element of the regulation of any nonviolent social system and which lead to a balanced human development? This is the point. This recognition linkage, which develops in particular within the successive frameworks of the Love, the Right or Solidarity, according to Honneth, couldn't it be also at the core of territorial assemblage? These arrangements should contribute to limit the feeling of contempt, of denial of recognition, or the feeling of reification shared by many citizens today. This recognition linkage is the bridge between human development and the various socialization arenas like families, social networks or territorial communities. Topics of social cohesion, territorial resilience or local development point and are examples of the importance of the recognition.

A good place is a place where there are intersubjective recognition bonds through family, works, social network, friendship… The formula could be: "What (must be) common is the quality of interpersonal relationships, which should be good".

In spite of human split and sometimes the radical post-humanism (Vandenberghe, 2007) carried by the assemblage thinkingit exists finally enthusiastic experiences today around new kinds of territories, closed to assemblage perspective. We think about Smart City like Masdar or Songdo. We think at the Ecodistricts all around the
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world, or at Self-proclaimed autonomous towns (like Freetown Christiania in the Danish capital Copenhagen), or at the Multicultural "holy neighborhood" of the French city of Bussy-Saint-George. They are many reasons to consider that these examples of territorial assemblages are driven by some new political common grounds, certainly incomplete.

Summary

It is time to conclude. We summarize our main results here: -Territory can be seen as an ongoing action (instead of an object), and doing so, as a story; -"Stories are lived before they are told" said MacIntyres and this means that action has a story-like existence; -In realistic (or pragmatics) theory of narration, story is an assemblage of heterogeneous entities or actants (problems, actors, plots or transformation, tools, set-ting…) which are connected, therefore exist, and therefore perform together. Assemblage is an agency; -By overstating the heterogeneity of entities and the "messy" character of connexions between them, we come across assemblage thinking (instead of simply networked, structuralist or systemic thinkings). Assemblage is a complex whole, but not a totality; -But assemblage thinking is far from the common ground of actors, especially political people. So we need to understand what it means to inhabit an assemblage, and if it is a clean room for human; -Doing so, we discuss about five political models, and give some examples of what it seems to be territorial assemblages.