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Abstract: Territorial problems such as the socio-ecological degradation of urban rivers represent a
great challenge to achieving sustainability in cities. This issue demands collaborative efforts and
the crossing of boundaries determined by actors that act from diverse spheres of knowledge and
systems of practice. Based on an integrative territory notion and the boundary approach, the goal
of this paper is to comprehend the boundary crossings that take place in multi-actor initiatives
towards the resolution of this problem and what type of territorial transformation is produced as
an outcome. Our analysis is built on participatory research on the Taquara Stream case, a degraded
watercourse in a socio-ecologically vulnerable area, in southern Brazil. Our data analysis applied
a visual chronological narrative and an interdisciplinary theoretical framework of analysis that
combined concepts related to the territory (geography) and the boundary approach (education). We
verified that local territorial issues functioned as boundary objects, fostering and facilitating dialogical
interaction among involved actors, knowledge co-production, and collaborative practical actions
that led to changes in the territory in terms of practices, comprehensions, and physical concrete
transformations. We framed this study as one of territory-based learning meant to advance the
understanding of territorial intervention processes towards urban sustainability.

Keywords: urban sustainability; vulnerable communities; territory; boundary crossing; boundary
objects; brokers; social learning; knowledge co-production

1. Introduction

Environmental degradation, social inequalities, and socio-spatial segregation feature amongst
the biggest challenges to achieving more sustainable urban environments [1–3]. In the Global South,
one of the recurring manifestations of these challenges is the informal, unplanned occupation of the
riverbanks by marginalized social groups, characterizing areas of social, ecological, and economic
vulnerability [2–5]. The frequency, severity, and complexity of the ecological and social aspects of
urban river degradation-related issues point to the need for advancements in the development of
technical and socially inclusive processes towards the balance between ecological and social systems,
improved social justice and quality of life for local communities, and sanitation infrastructure and
housing provision [3,5,6]. Responses to this multifaceted problem call for integrative approaches
and concerted actions carried out by diverse social actors (e.g., local communities, public and private
sectors, educational institutions, civil organizations, etc.) acting upon and in a given territory from

Sustainability 2020, 12, 3000; doi:10.3390/su12073000 www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
http://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4735-1126
http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/7/3000?type=check_update&version=1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12073000
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability


Sustainability 2020, 12, 3000 2 of 19

different interests, forms of knowledge, systems of practice, capacities for articulation, and influence in
decision-making [7–11].

Territory is understood here as an entity emerging from the interconnected dynamics between
society and nature [12,13] and regarded as an important concept for critically reflecting on the
socio-environmental processes enacted by initiatives towards urban river regeneration. The territory is
formed by the interplay of diverse systems of practice, ideologies, and forces engendered by the social
actors interacting and co-producing these evolving socionatural spaces [14]. It implies diverse modes
of collaboration, forms of appropriation, and power relations [15,16]. From this standpoint, we argue
that initiatives aiming at the transformation of the harsh reality engendered by the degradation of
urban rivers must be comprehended not just in terms of the desired concrete biophysical changes
they should achieve but as actions embedded in territories that deal with territorial issues and all the
complexity conveyed by this notion.

The search for solutions to such territorial problems implies collaborative efforts and the crossing of
boundaries established by actors that act relatively independently from diverse spheres of knowledge
and practice [9,11,17–19]. Such boundary crossing can take place when a group composed of
representatives of different social actors act in concert, interact and conduct dialogue, critically
reflect together, and collectively learn [20,21] so as to co-create sustainability-oriented solutions to
tackle urban river-related issues. In cases of socio-ecologically vulnerable territories situated along
riverbanks, particularly in the Global South, there seems to be greater complexity of articulation
between a diversity of social actors in solving such issues. In these contexts, wide social, economic,
technical, and epistemological disparities between them make interactive practices and dialogue more
difficult [22]—at least marginalized groups inhabiting streambanks have limited opportunities for
their participation in decision-making processes [5,6].

Against this background, the goal of this paper is to comprehend what boundary crossings are
generated by different social actors engaged in the socio-ecological regeneration of degraded urban
rivers in vulnerable areas as well as what elements contribute to such crossings and what type of
territorial transformation is produced by them. With this aim, we propose to analyze the case of the
Taquara Stream, located in the city of Porto Alegre, in southern Brazil. This case has received attention
as it comprises a group composed of representatives from the local community, the public sector, and
academia that are acting coordinately and collaboratively to find sustainability-oriented solutions
to overcome the territorial challenge posed by the degradation of the Taquara Stream. This paper
proposes, thereby, to interconnect concepts from the fields of education and geography, by linking the
learning generated by the interaction and crossing of boundaries between involved social actors in this
case, with the territorial dimension. We observe that the proposed correlation is still scarcely explored;
thus, we intend to leverage existing conceptual tools in order to obtain new insights and comprehend,
from a transdisciplinary perspective, processes involved in territorial interventions aiming at the
socio-environmental transformation of local realities towards sustainability.

2. Territory and Learning at the Boundary

Territory is defined here from an integrating perspective. It is conceived as a complex interaction,
in space and time, between society and nature; between politics, economics, and culture; and between
materiality and ”ideality”—a common notion amongst geographers, e.g., [12,14,15,23]. From this
standpoint, the territory emerges from the relations between the biophysical environments and the
individual, collective, and social actor(s) involved in its production and re-production. Social groups
develop a specific way of relating to a given environment, according to their ideologies, knowledge,
systems of practices, and socio-economic and political power [14], resulting in different forms of
control, dominance, and/or appropriation of the territory [13]. Territories are produced by internal and
external forces that are in constant tension. Internally, there are forces emanating from individuals
and groups acting within specific geographical limits (e.g., the watershed), based on local rationalities.
Externally, there are forces arising from wider or broader contexts, based on external rationalities,
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which are projected onto the territory, also determining it (e.g., government rules, decision-making
authority, or macroeconomic systems) [12].

With regard to territories that encompass degraded urban rivers, particularly in the Global
South, there seems to be a complex interaction of internal and external forces leading to such
a problematic situation. Broadly, this condition is engendered by intricate factors such as striking
socio-spatial inequalities, great imbalances in income distribution, and uncontrolled urban growth [3,24].
Economically disadvantaged segments of the population unable to acquire “legal” land eventually
occupy illegally lower market value or inappropriate areas [25], such as permanent preservation areas
along rivers. Informal settlements in these areas normally present precarious housing conditions,
huge deficits in sanitation infrastructure provision, direct disposal of sewage and solid waste in water
bodies, increased risk of flooding and landslides, as well as exposure of populations to waterborne
diseases [3,26]. Such spatial inequality related to land access also implies an unequally distributed
geographical location of risks since segments of populations inhabiting areas of environmental
degradation are most susceptible to being affected by the intensity of climate change effects and extreme
weather events [27]. The production of these irregular occupations also stems from omissions by the
public sector both in terms of failure in the application of land use regulations and in effective inspection
actions over riverine areas [28,29]. Inefficient housing policies and/or the inability or unwillingness of
local and national governments to provide social housing for the poor, inadequate water and waste
management, lack of financial resources to invest in needed social and physical infrastructures, as well
as inefficiencies in environmental governance systems are also observed [2,4,5,30].

Based on the presented notion of territory, we argue that responses to overcome the degradation
of urban rivers in contexts of social, economic, and environmental vulnerability require not only
the comprehension of the forces that produce such situations but also a complex articulation among
involved actors and their practices to transform these territorial realities. Within this rationale, we
identify formal and informal practices to tackle this territorial issue. The formal ones are associated with
planning and management mechanisms employed by the public sector, which are normally top-down
oriented [31,32]. On the other hand, there are practices that we refer to as informal or bottom-up
oriented. They do not constitute a unified movement or technique but, in general, are characterized by
a citizen participatory base that has an experimental character, entailing a “do-it-yourself” approach,
and applying immediate and even “acupuncture” modes of intervention in circumscribed spatial scales
and short time horizons [33–36].

In contexts of economic constraints and socio-ecological vulnerability, responses to river issues are
unlikely to be achieved through solely community-based efforts or bottom-up oriented initiatives [19].
At the same time, formal or technical interventions are generally top-down oriented and arguably
lack in promoting participative democracy, territorialized agendas, social conflict resolution, social
cohesion, and emancipation and autonomy of local communities [32,35]. The literature on urban and
development studies has shown consistently that participation of disadvantaged groups is a highly
unequal process [37]. Disadvantaged communities illegally occupying urban riverbanks are, to a great
extent, social groups that do not have significant political representativeness, being usually excluded
from effective political participation in decision-making processes and rarely involved in problem
analysis as to identifying locally suitable solutions to develop their biophysical environments in a
socio-ecologically balanced way [5,6]. Therefore, it is particularly important for the success of actions
in these riverine territories to not only offer feasible and effective short-term solutions to people who
live in extreme precarious situations but also engage them in a broader debate that goes beyond purely
technical approaches [5,38].

In this sense, joint efforts based on the interplay of formal and informal practices to regenerate
urban river territories as well as forms of organization that facilitate cooperation between specialists
and laypeople and between local governments and disadvantaged communities appear to be key in
addressing this problem [8,12]. Collective initiatives with this aim demand, however, the integration of
actors that act from widely different spheres and employ diverse systems of practice. For this reason,
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we consider the interdisciplinary notion of boundary—largely used in educational theory [20,21,39,40]—
useful to understand practical initiatives that integrate multi-actors and the crossing of their boundaries
so as to generate learning and desired territorial transformations. Boundary is understood here
as a “sociocultural difference leading to discontinuity in action or interaction” [20]. Discontinuity
is commonly used to refer to actions or interactions that require considerable effort to occur or to
situations where people or groups face a problem caused by a difference in practices [21].

Due to the recurrence of such challenges in real contexts (e.g., in health care contexts, school–work
relations, higher education domain, field of technology and design, etc.) several studies have sought to
understand ways of promoting continuity in action and interaction [41–44]. To this end, the concepts of
boundary crossing and boundary objects are considered fundamental. Boundary crossing refers to the
“efforts to establish or restore continuity in action or interaction across different practices” [45] (p. 225).
The concept of boundary objects, in turn, refers to artifacts “that articulate meaning and address
multiple perspectives” [20] (p. 140) or that have a “bridging function between various practices” thus
facilitating the crossing of boundaries [46] (p. 393). People also play a key role in crossing boundaries.
In this process, individuals who participate in different practices and bring elements of one into the
other represent the basic level of interaction [21] and have been referred to as brokers, boundary
crossers, or boundary workers [47–49]. People in those positions face the challenge of integrating
elements from diverse boundaries to achieve learning and hybrid situations [39].

Akkerman and Bakker [20], drawing from a systematic literature review of theoretical and
practical research on boundary crossing and boundary objects, have systematized four main learning
mechanisms that capture the different ways through which crossings of boundaries trigger processes
of learning. The authors described the mechanisms of (1) identification (generated by the mirroring of
different or complementary practices and/or agents roles identities likely leading to renewed insights);
(2) coordination (stimulated by procedures for the maintenance of effective cooperation between
practices in distributed work but usually requires minimal face-to-face interaction); (3) reflection
(promoted by mutual reflection of people or groups likely leading to perspective making and taking);
and (4) transformation (triggered by a shared motif, which can potentially promote a profound change
in practices or even the emergence of new ones). It should be noted that we adopt in this paper an
understanding of learning in line with Akkerman and Bakker [20], which is related to the production
of “new understandings, identity development, change of practices, and institutional development”
(p. 142).

Drawing from the literature on boundaries as well as on the idea of territory—from the viewpoint of
a biophysical base that is tensioned by multiple forces, apprehended in different ways and transformed
from different systems of practice—we have developed a framework of analysis that is presented in
the methods section, after the case of the Taquara Stream.

3. The Taquara Stream Case

This analysis is built on the case study of the Taquara Stream, located in the city of Porto
Alegre, in southern Brazil (Figure 1). It was selected as representing the reality to be investigated:
A collective process, wherein a group composed of diverse social actors is acting coordinately
and collaboratively to find sustainability-oriented solutions to recover a degraded stream in a
socio-ecologically vulnerable area.

The Taquara Stream (approximately 2.8 km in length) presents its spring and a major part of
its course in the most urbanized area of Lomba do Pinheiro neighborhood, which is adjacent to an
ecological protected reserve (Saint’Hilaire Municipal Natural Park), containing part of the “Ring of
Springs” of the city and the Lomba do Sabão Dam [50]. The Taquara Stream is a constituent part of
this ring and of the dam’s formation. It is estimated that a population of 20,000 inhabitants live in its
watershed. Over recent decades several interrelated problems have made the Taquara streambanks
socially and environmentally vulnerable: (a) Informal occupation and consequent suppression of the
stream’s riparian vegetation; (b) wastewater directly discharged into the stream by a great number
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of dwellings located in the streambanks; and (c) solid waste disposal on the watercourse. As a
result, part of the population living in the watershed is at risk of flooding and being exposed to
pollution-related diseases.

Due to this situation, as an outcome of local articulations with representatives of the public sector
and university, the Taquara Stream Watershed Working Group (WG)—composed of members from the
local community, the public sector, and educational institutions—was set up in 2015 with the goal of
developing actions for the socio-ecological recovery of this watercourse and the area comprising its
watershed, through participatory and collaborative processes.
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4. Methods

The overall research strategy adopted for the investigation of the Taquara Stream initiative
was the case study. It was an empirical investigation, and the case was chosen due to its unique
socio-environmental characteristics [51]. The case was the subject of a participatory research project
conducted by the lead author of this paper between 2015 and 2019. Data gathering focused on three
dimensions of interest of this initiative: The individual (focused on engaged individuals and their
roles in the process), the collective (focused on the leading group of the initiative and their collective
learning practices), and the territorial (focused on local socio-environmental practices; institutional
regimes, norms, and routines; and social, economic, political, and cultural factors connected to the
local problem). While this multi-dimensional framework was considered, the focus of the analytical
work and the discussion was on the collective dimension. Particularly, the transformative and social
learning processes that took place in the Taquara Stream case within the leading group of the initiative
were investigated, see [18,19].

The territorial dimension, nevertheless, was found to have a potential for further exploitation.
For this reason, and for its identified relevance, in this paper we revisit the produced database, using
additional theoretical lenses. Hence, we further explored concepts related to the notion of territory, and,
in particular, how internal and external forces acted in and upon this dimension as well as how actors
with distinct systems of practice interacted, engaged, and learned with and from each other to solve
the territorial problem. When discontinuities between these systems were detected, we considered the
concepts related to boundaries [20]—understood as dialogical phenomena—as an appropriate tool for
analysis of the local process within the territorial dimension.

In the following section, we detail original data gathering procedures and subsequently explain
how existing information is currently analyzed in this paper.

4.1. Data Gathering

The participatory research carried out by the lead author applied a range of methods, such as
participant observation, in-depth and semi-structured interviews, focus group conversations, and
secondary data gathering (e.g., public sector records, cartographic materials).
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The participant observation was carried out during a period of approximately 18 months (between
May 2016 and December 2017); the lead author engaged the initiative as both a participant and
researcher. A field diary and observational protocol were adopted to register field observations.
The presence of the author was fundamental to understanding the process through direct experience
and establishing trusting relationships with the participants to obtain valid responses. The community
also benefited from the researcher’s support in the development of local solutions and actions as well
as from the expansion of the initiative’s network.

Individual and focus group interviews were conducted with a limited number of participants
from the group leading the initiative. Eleven participants were selected accordingly with the following
criteria: (1) High attendance at the leading group’s meetings; (2) key roles in events carried out in the
community; (3) ability to foster connections with other collaborators. It should be noted that the group
of respondents includes at least one representative from each social actor involved (see Souza et al. [19]
for further participants’ details).

Two rounds of semi-structured interviews were held. The first round was carried out between
December 2016 and April 2017 (after six months of the researcher’s engagement in the initiative) and
the second one between December 2018 and February 2019 (one year after field research conclusion).
In-depth interviews were conducted in December 2018 with two participants from the local community
who engaged in all actions since the initiative was established in 2015. The first focus group was
held in September 2017, after larger events carried out by the WG in the community. The second
group conversation was conducted in December 2018 and focused on a retrospective assessment
of the main activities carried out by the WG since the initiative’s set up. It applied a “timeline”
methodological procedure, which consisted of a joint recapitulation of the outstanding moments of the
project, simultaneously analyzing its challenges, achievements, and experiences learned throughout
the process [52].

All individual and collective interviews, as well as field diaries, were transcribed in their entirety,
and data were tabulated according to the previously mentioned dimensions.

4.2. Analyzing Data from the Territory and Boundary Lenses

We applied two principal procedures for data analysis in this paper: (1) Elaborating a Visual
Chronological Narrative (VCN) and (2) reading of the original raw data using new analytical tools.
The VCN aimed at producing a structure for explaining the case as a process [53], establishing
connections between themes for action, activities, and processes in the local context over time. This
narrative was based both on the researcher’s field diaries and on the referred “timeline” elaborated
with the participants. The VCN starts with the first action that led to the WG’s creation and extends to
December 2017, when the participant observation was completed. We also visually represented the
local problems in order to make a clear connection with the material dimension of the territory.

Original raw data were revisited based on the elements presented in the first column of Table 1,
which also includes the VCN. In regards to the territory, we searched for (1) concrete physical
changes, (2) changes in practices (e.g., in formal practices such as changes in public sector routines
to tackle the issue and/or in informal practices, such as stream conservation practices carried out by
the inhabitants), and (3) changes and/or increased understanding of the territorial issues. We then
correlated these changes to the learning processes that have taken place in the case using the boundary
theoretical framework [20,21,39,49]. Therefore, we searched for elements that indicated the presence
of (1) boundaries, (2) boundary objects, (3) brokers, and (4) boundary crossings. Table 1 presents
the verified elements (indicated in columns) within data obtained by the different methodological
procedures (indicated in the upper row).
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Table 1. Framework for data analysis.

Participant Observation Collective and
Individual Interviews

Visual Chronological
Narrative (VCN)

Boundary
concepts

Boundary

Statements in meetings
indicating differences and/or

discontinuity between
systems of practices and/or

views. Observation of
different systems of practices.

Statements indicating
differences and/or

discontinuity between
systems of practices

and/or views.

-

Boundary objects

Statements in meetings
and/or events of specific
situations that required

coordinated action for their
solutions.

Statements of specific
situations that required
coordinated action for

their solutions.

Representation of
“problems” that

mobilized joint action
(displayed in different

colors in the VCN).

Brokers

Observation of people who
fostered connections with
diverse stakeholders and
facilitated integrations of

different systems of practices.

Statements of one’s
experience in fostering

connections with diverse
stakeholders and

facilitating integrations
of different systems of

practices.

Representation of
articulation among

representatives from
different social actors.

Boundary crossing

Statements in meetings
indicating efforts to establish
integration between actions

and practices.

Statements indicating
the efforts to establish
continuity in action or

interaction across
practices.

Indication of joint
actions listed in the

activity’s legend.

Territory

Concrete physical
change

Visual observation/
Photographic record - Photographic record

Change in practices

Statements in meetings
indicating changes in

practices. Observation of
changes in systems of

practices.

Statements indicating
changes in practices.

Indication of a new
system of practice in the

activity’s legend.

Change in
comprehension of

local issues

Statements in meetings
indicating changes in

understanding of local
territorial issues.

Statements indicating
changes in

understanding of local
territorial issues.

-

5. Results

Figure 2 presents the Visual Chronological Narrative (VCN) of the Taquara Stream initiative.
The image is organized around a timeline, represented by the central thick line, along which a series of
local events (represented by the larger circles) are sequentially positioned. The dark grey rectangle
indicates the biophysical limits of the Taquara Stream Watershed and makes a distinction between
activities that occurred within the watershed’s spatial limits from those related to the local problem
but that occurred elsewhere in the city.

The VCN starts with the “Diagnostic Walking” along the Taquara Stream, which resulted in the
creation of the Taquara Stream Watershed Working Group (WG). This activity was promoted by the
Lomba do Pinheiro Community Garden in partnership with the public university. The outcomes of the
activity were presented at a meeting in the garden in which members of the community and public
university and technicians from the public sector participated (e.g., health and water and sewage
departments). At that time, the WG was created.
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Since its creation, as well as carrying out the events displayed in the central line, the WG has
been conducting regular meetings in the community. The meetings (represented by small circles in
the line above the events) were focused on the organization of actions, discussions on local issues,
and moments of joint critical evaluation of the events. The events aimed at sensitizing and creating
dialogue with the local population and stakeholders on the Taquara Stream issues as well as promoting
joint actions to improve the social and environmental conditions of specific areas along the watercourse.
It is worth mentioning that first group meetings were largely focused on developing and discussing
participant’s points of view and values so as to define common goals and guidelines for the initiative’s
work. However, the continuous expansion of the initiative’s network and inclusion of new participants
throughout the process led to a review of first established aims and the addition of new ones.

Both the events and meetings are circumscribed within the biophysical limits of the Taquara
Stream Watershed as well as parallel activities (in smaller circles), promoted by representatives of the
public sector and the public university. Outside the watershed limits, we have represented activities
that involved a reduced number of participants, carried out either in public sector departments,
expanded discussion forums in the municipality, or the public university. The circles’ colors when
depicted in white indicate that wide-ranging issues have been addressed and, when colored, represent
that a specific localized issue in the territory has been addressed.

5.1. Articulating Conceptual Analytical Tools within the Case

This section articulates the conceptual analytical tools related to the boundary theoretical
framework, as outlined in the methods, to the Taquara Stream case so as to interrelate the learning
processes triggered by the local initiative to the territorial dimension.

This case articulates the joint action of three social actors: The community, the public sector,
and academia. For the community, we refer to the inhabitants of the Taquara Stream Watershed and
their practices within its biophysical limits; for the public sector, we refer to its different departments
and their practices on site; and for academia, we refer to two public universities and their practices
promoted through the participatory research conducted by the first author (linked to a university in
São Paulo) and academic activities conducted by the School of Ecology of the local public university.

We have identified from the content analysis of individual and collective interviews and participant
observation notes that discontinuities defining boundaries between these actors were mainly associated
with differences in (1) language used between the groups; (2) practical ways of dealing with the territorial
problem (systems of practices); and (3) ways of knowing and understanding the territorial problem.

Our data analysis also suggested the existence of other internal boundaries within the major ones
between the involved social actors. We have observed internal boundaries within the community
sphere related to (1) differences in practices between mobilized and non-mobilized residents (e.g.,
the ones who dispose waste in the stream and the ones who do not); (2) social differences (e.g.,
cultural, income-related, etc.); and (3) spatial distances between the residents themselves (e.g., the
ones who occupy the streambanks and the ones who do not). Within the public sector, disarticulation
between the different departments’ routines were observed (e.g., non-integrated actions between the
water and sewage and urban sanitation departments). Within the university, internal boundaries
were related to the different fields of knowledge (e.g., fragmentation generated by the disciplinary
compartmentalization of knowledge). Such discontinuities were perceived by participants as constraints
towards a cohesive work aimed at promoting regenerative practices to overcome the local problem in
this specific case.

In the following sections, we analyze and discuss the case from the main boundary object, which
corresponds to the very territorial problem of the Taquara Stream Watershed, and specific ones,
which are featured as specific territorial issues that compose the larger problem, driving particular
articulations and processes in the case, as elements that enabled boundary crossings [20].
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5.2. The Main Boundary Object: The Degradation of the Taquara Stream Watershed

The “Diagnostic Walking”, the first event represented in the VCN, led the participants to confront
the degraded conditions of the Taquara Stream. The confrontation with a real problem is described
in the literature as the first compulsory step to trigger the learning mechanism of transformation,
which imposes the need for intersecting practices to rethink their systems of operation and forms of
relationship [20].

The conditions of the stream were discussed in the second event, in which representatives of
the community, public sector, and academia recognized the existing territorial problem as a “shared
problem space” [54] whose resolution depended on their integrated action; consequently, the WG was
created. Such recognition usually follows the confrontation and provides the needed direction for
the transformation that must emerge out of the practice systems integration [20]. Since the territorial
problem of the Taquara Stream was the main reason for a joint activity that brought together different
actors and systems of practices, we have classified it as the “main boundary object” of this case.
The speech of a university professor that joined the group reinforces our argument:

“From the identification of the local problem, it is possible to articulate, within the WG, a network
by activating the participant who can act from this integrated view shared by the group. The WG
coordinates a series of actions carried out by people based on their fields of knowledge, which would
otherwise be disconnected if the WG did not exist.”

Particularly, in this specific case, as well as found in other cases reported in the literature [41,42,55,56]
we also noticed that language-related boundaries as well as the different views on the problem were
very pronounced between involved social actors, since it is (1) a typically multifaceted territorial
problem involving many different actors and (2) takes place in a vulnerable context in which there are
accentuated cultural differences.

The WG functioned as an integrative platform that enabled coordinated actions and dialogical
interaction between the diverse representatives of the social actors. It should be emphasized that direct
interaction and dialogue between stakeholders operating across distinct boundaries are deemed to be
essential in the transformation mechanism as described in the literature [39]. The WG promoted social
learning-oriented practices through which dialogical interactions took place. In this case, dialogue
was facilitated by factors such as (1) informal interactions in a friendly atmosphere; (2) climate of
mutual trust among participants; (3) balanced participation of members; and (4) a perceived egalitarian
atmosphere between participants [19]. In the individual interviews the participants reported that the
quality of the group interaction was not hampered by the existence of asymmetrical power relations.
They attributed this to a personal predisposition of WG participants to conduct a highly horizontal
process guided by listening and dialogue [19]. They also acknowledged that the WG enabled the
equalization of diverse existing languages in the group (e.g., popular, technical, and academic), thereby
facilitating the integration of different forms of knowledge in order to co-create solutions to the
local problems.

As such, dialogue among participants created a means for boundary crossing to the extent in
which it promoted perspective making and taking among them, characterizing the learning mechanism
of reflection [20]. Such a mechanism implies boundary crossing when individuals or groups become
aware of variances between their practices and own perspectives by mirroring them in relation to
others’ perspectives and practices [21]. In the Taquara’s case, all group members reported in individual
interviews having both changed their perspective on the local problem by being confronted with other
participants views and/or expanded their knowledge on the problem. Our comparative analysis of
the interviews as well as observations of how participants manifested their views on local issues over
time, demonstrated this progressive growth in problem comprehension. The following statement by a
dweller that joined the group demonstrates this point:

“There is a difference in how I thought about the problem before and after the WG. If, in the past,
I approached a person, for example, a neighbor, and tried to explain to this person that we are dealing
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with the stream in a wrong way, I would not even know how to explain it, and this person would not
even understand me. Today, I can give alternatives and I can explain the problem.”

Furthermore, our data analysis suggests that the WG enabled the emergence of a specific type
of broker. A broker here refers to a participant who is able to make connections between different
systems of practice and/or to make further connections with other supporters for specific contributions
to facilitate local solutions.

In the following sections we critically analyze three practical actions carried out by the WG and
different ways through which boundary crossings occurred, consequently resulting in different types
of territorial changes. These actions sought to generate tangible results such as cleaning up stream
sectors and developing and implementing strategies for local sanitation, as well as for establishing
dialogue with groups living on the streambanks and producing knowledge about local territorial
issues. These specific experiences took place at different locations in the Taquara Watershed (see VCN),
within the timeframe of the conducted participatory research.

5.3. Solid Waste in the Spring as a Boundary Object

The issue of solid waste in the spring was identified through the action “Taquara Stream Day”
(see VCN). The spring where a large amount of solid waste was dumped is located alongside the street
where the event took place. During the event, there was a confrontation with this concrete problem as
it was visible to the various participants.

On this particular activity, it became apparent that when held in open spaces, the events brought,
simultaneously, different actors into contact with local problems, provoking questions and spontaneous
debates in the local territory. In this occasion, the reflection on the causes and possible solutions for
the waste in the stream’s spring led the actors who act from different vantage points to observe their
practices in interrelation aiming at finding a prompt and practical response. For this reason, we argue
that this particular problem in the territory was itself a boundary object. In this respect, we emphasize
the potential of open events with a broad theme in the local territory, involving multiple actors, for the
identification of issues and the emergence of articulated actions for their resolution.

In a WG meeting following the event, the group organized a collective cleaning action of the
spring area. It was observed that this articulation produced both boundary crossings between the
involved actors and within their spheres of practice. In the public sector sphere, internal boundaries
were crossed through the articulation between technicians from different departments to obtain the
necessary material resources to carry out the action. At the community level, internal boundaries were
crossed to the extent that residents engaged in the initiative, and non-engaged residents interacted
in this action. Here we note the crossing of boundaries simultaneously occurring at an institutional
level (by the articulation between different departments) and interpersonal level (by the collaboration
between technicians and residents) yet not what is referred to in the literature as a crossing at an
intrapersonal level, since neither participant is simultaneously engaged in two systems of practice
(this would be the case, for instance, if one of the technicians were also a resident) [57].

The joint cleaning action was considered, as reported in individual and collective interviews,
as an effective way to integrate people with different languages and forms of knowledge into a concrete
and hands-on activity that facilitated exchanges between participants, which might otherwise be
hindered by exclusively dialogic interactions as observed in the WG meetings. Notably, this approach
was pointed out by the interviewees as being generative in stimulating a broader engagement of the
most marginalized segments of the population, who often seem to have difficulty in engaging in more
theoretical debates. Agramont et al. [22] call attention to the great epistemological disparities between
diverse social groups brought together to collectively solve water-related issues in vulnerable areas
and the importance of utilizing diversified ways to engage them so as to overcome such differences.

As a concrete result of this action, a public garden was built in a place formerly perceived as
an abandoned waste disposal area. Following this action, a considerable reduction of solid waste
discharged into the area was observed, which denoted a change in practices of residents that inhabit
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the immediacies of the spring. When the improvement was implemented in the territory and a
transformation was perceived, residents undertook some form of participation, as exemplified by the
dweller next to the spring, who took over the maintenance of the area over time. This is in line with
findings of Tidball and Krasny [58], who suggest that the recovery of green areas in shanty towns
contributes to promoting social health and well-being of local populations, as they help reverse vicious
cycles associated with poverty, crime, and unhealthy lifestyles. This action has also resulted in a more
in-depth understanding of the tensions between internal boundaries that exist in the territory and
constitute barriers to the problem resolution. This was noticed in the complaints of the resident (at a
meeting approximately one year after the action took place) who looked after the area and reported
the hostility of those who are still degrading it, albeit to a lesser extent.

In regard to changing in the practices of external agents, it was noticed, as reported in the second
focus group and in statements in the meetings, that technicians acknowledged the effectiveness of
an integrated and acupunctural action [34], which can potentially establish pathways for co-creating
solutions with the community, inspire more pro-environmental community behavior, and foster
ownership of the public space. This type of action was henceforth seen as likely to be implemented by
the public sector more regularly in situ, as evidenced in the scheduling of new clean-up actions in
later meetings.

5.4. Direct Sewage Discharge into the Stream as a Boundary Object

The issue of the direct sewage discharge into the Taquara Stream, albeit a constant topic of
discussion since the WG was created, has been directly confronted in the “World Water Day” event
(see VCN), when participants walked along its streambanks bordering the community garden. It is
worth noting that the community garden itself can be seen as an acupunctural intervention that
emphasized the perception of this problem, since this place comprises environmental regeneration
practices that contrast with the degradation of the Taquara Stream.

In the WG’s subsequent meetings, the impossibility of solving the problem in a conventional
way, due to the technical infeasibility of connecting the houses emitting effluents into the stream to
the public sewage system located at a level above them, was recognized. The issue provoked an
intense debate among WG members on alternatives to tackle it, thus revealing internal knowledge
constraints that led the participants to look for additional expertise. In this case, we argue that the
sewage problem behind the community garden configured itself as a boundary object insofar as it
exposed the need to cross new boundaries by including new knowledge and system of practice, which
were not initially visualized.

Therefore, in view of the group’s prioritization of sustainable solutions, an expert in local
alternative sewage treatment (e.g., small-scale nature-based systems such as bio-remediators) was
contacted by the researcher (the lead author). Here we emphasize the influence of the researcher on the
local process by inviting an expert who was part of her network (see articulation at VCN). This indicates
the significative role of the participatory research in strengthening and promoting advances in this
local movement [59] as the researcher became an agent capable of leveraging the crossing of new
boundaries. The researcher’s role can be associated here with that of a broker, as it facilitated the
integration of different systems of practices [49].

Representatives of the WG and the invited expert then visited the site so as to assess the feasibility
of implementing an experimental project alternative to conventional city solutions—following the
same approach of an acupuncture solution adopted in the previous reported case. This action exposed,
however, another set of shortcomings to the resolution of this particular issue: (1) The lack of regulation
for small-scale alternative sewage treatments and (2) the population’s refractory behavior to this type
of solution. The first point led the WG’s technicians to question the current practices adopted by the
responsible public departments to solve such problems. Regarding the second aspect, the technicians
attributed this population behavior to the lack of confidence of these vulnerable communities in actions
involving the public sector, given the low level of response from the government to their demands.
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The residents who participate in the WG also mentioned that such resistance might be connected to the
coercion imposed by the presence of drug trafficking in the region.

In short, although this experience has not led to concrete physical changes in the territory, it has
nevertheless generated a change in practices of the WG itself, as far as the group acknowledged the need
to broaden its network as to tackle the local issues’ complexity. Moreover, it has promoted a deeper
comprehension about the hardship involved in dealing with the local issues due to existing barriers
imposed by external and internal forces that affect territory. The legal issue involves, for instance,
articulations in other territorial management scales (e.g., municipal scale) and implies changing regimes
and transgression of practices that hinder concrete advances towards sustainability [60,61]. From the
perspective of the internal territorial forces, it involves addressing the deep social and structural
disparities that compose this local challenge [24].

5.5. Water Contamination and the Polluted Fountain as Boundary Objects

The lack of updated quantitative data on the Taquara Stream’s water quality was frequently
reported by technicians and residents at WG meetings as a shortcoming in their comprehension of
the extent of the stream’s pollution. We have considered this issue as another boundary object that
mobilized the WG to seek further expert assistance to tackle the problem—the same procedure adopted
in the previous experience. The researcher (the lead author) contacted, therefore, an expert professor
in water analysis (see VCN) from the School of Ecology of the public university who works with
action-oriented research in vulnerable community contexts. The expert proposed to carry out her
course on “Water Contamination” based on this case, which then enabled the linking of the initiative
with the public university.

Thereafter, an action involving the expert and members of the WG—the researcher, a community
leader, and a technician from the water and sewage department who develops sanitation works in the
neighborhood—was set up as to identify points for water sample collection. This action revealed the
significant input of participants familiar with the area (particularly the technician and the resident)
in identifying the most relevant sites for collecting samples, which otherwise would not have been
easily identifiable; this indicated a boundary crossing between local and technical knowledge in this
particular situation. Furthermore, an articulation between the expert and the technician enabled
the sample analyses both in the university laboratories and in the water and sewage department
(see VCN) in order to generate comparable and validated results. This activity in partnership between
the university and the public sector, spheres that traditionally do not act in cooperation, denoted
another boundary crossing promoted by this experience. The results of the water analysis showed that
there was a high level of pollution in all samples. These included a water fountain (located in the area
marked by a green circle in the aerial image of the VCN), which was used by the population of the
surroundings as a source of water supply.

This particular case, as well as the previous one, did not result in concrete physical changes in the
territory. However, due to the results obtained in the analyses, there have been changes in the practices
of the health surveillance department, which, besides interdicting the fountain, has implemented a
routine of monitoring its water quality. Additionally, the community leader, along with members of
the community, astonished by the fountain’s non-potability, have tried to identify its contamination’s
origins. Consequently, a change in comprehension on local issues was noticed, since the fountain water
quality, hitherto perceived as a one-off element in the territory, has become observed as being the result
of more comprehensive territorial dynamics.

As apparent in this last case, and from a retrospective view of the three described experiences,
it is possible to notice a form of learning that feeds back from the practical interventions on site and
dialogical interactions between participants. In other words, each new action on a particular problem
that has interfaces with the general territorial issue provided in-depth understandings and uncovered
facets of the issues addressed, thus outlining and/or refining approaches to deal with them. We also
emphasize that, according to statements and observations gathered during the fieldwork, participants



Sustainability 2020, 12, 3000 14 of 19

found the initiative to be successful in terms of its continuity over time. This continuity apparently
was not hampered by the adversities imposed by a context of socio-environmental vulnerability, but
rather benefited from the recognition and increased interest manifested by other groups that joined the
process (e.g., academic groups), and the greater understanding of participants of how to deal with
local issues.

6. Discussion

The case of the Taquara Stream has been framed as one of territory-based learning. The analysis
shows that learning in this case is rooted in place and, although less clear from this study, in identity
and in the ability to transgress the boundaries of both the stream and the watershed and of the
communities living on its banks as well as between involved outside actors (the public sector and
academia). The expansive learning that can be observed highlights the importance of social learning
and establishing relations with outside actors. Expansive territory-based learning is facilitated by
creating high quality relationships between multiple social actors. By recognizing that all actors have
certain capacities and forms of knowledge and knowing that hold part of the puzzle to regenerating
socio-ecological systems, such relationships can be established more easily. The case of the Taquara
Stream is reminiscent of what Davidson-Hunt and O’Flaherty [62] refer to as Place-based learning
communities (PbLCs), which they define as dialogic networks formed to generate cross-cultural
understanding on local problems with the goal of supporting “people in responding to their own
needs, developing a capacity to generate their own research projects, creating supportive relationships
with other actors through the building of dynamic processes for the coproduction of locally relevant
knowledge” [62] (p. 295).

Our research shows that boundary objects, those elements capable of promoting boundary
crossing [20], can act as levers for dynamic processes for coproduction of locally relevant knowledge.
In the Taquara Stream case, the occurrence of a particular type of boundary object (i.e., ”sewage
discharge”) requires integration of different groups to work towards a solution, which in turn invites
the crossing of boundaries. It is worth mentioning that such understanding of a boundary object as
a lever for problem solving [54] differs from what is conventionally found in the literature, which
generally refers to specific artefacts that can bridge intersecting practices [46,63].

Since the focus of this paper is on a territorial transformation, it is important to pay attention to
the learning mechanisms referred to in the boundary literature as “reflection” and “transformation”,
as those are usually related to investigations of practical intervention effects [20,21]. The reflection
mechanism involves perspective making and taking, as originally described by Boland and Tenkasi [64],
stimulated by the mutual critical appreciation of a particular thematic, such as the territorial issue
central in this study. As for the transformation mechanism, it may lead to the emergence of a new
“in-between practice”, which may be called a “boundary practice” [20]. Our analysis of the Taquara
Stream case shows if not evidence then at least signs of both learning mechanisms of reflection
and transformation.

Furthermore, the WG meetings’ regularity provided for continuous joint work at the boundary.
According to Akkerman and Bakker [20], this is conditional for preserving the productivity of boundary
crossings and promoting lasting transformations. As such, the interactive platform created by the
WG seems to play a similar role as in so-called boundary-crossing laboratories, wherein people from
different systems of activity are invited to work on shared problems at the boundary [20]. The WG
was not only responsible for orchestrating various practical actions carried out within the Taquara
Stream Watershed, but also for putting specific topics into a broad territorial integrative perspective.
The integrated perspective was facilitated by critically mutual reflection among participants and
soliciting and brokering support from external experts to assist in specific themes. As can be seen in the
visual chronological narrative as well (Figure 2), the complexity of collaborative links increased when
over time several parallel activities were carried out by partners outside the limits of the watershed.
Nearly two years after the initiative was set up, a growing interest from external agents in the Taquara
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case could be observed. Their involvement became an additional source of learning about the theme of
degraded urban rivers.

A particularly crucial outside link in this case is the connection with the university, through
the researcher, a professor, and students, who all collaborate to produce knowledge on the local
problem and, from this case, on the urban rivers’ issues in areas of socio-environmental vulnerability.
What seems critical here is that the relationship is of a symbiotic nature in that all involved stand to gain
from the relationship. The stream community is not used as mine from which data can be extracted but
rather provides a context for co-learning, in-depth analysis, agency, and joint action. The university
can also elevate the status of both the community and the issues by paying attention and listening to
both the social and the ecological and utilizing its own capacities and connections to help improve
the socio-ecological quality of the stream and its community. Such a symbiotic approach is in line
with emerging strands of community engaged research and the Responsible Research and Innovation
(RRI) agenda that announces a higher education system that advocates ethical and critical engagement
and boundary crossing between academia and society so as to address the complex sustainability
challenges [65].

Lastly, coming back to another parallel with the research carried out by Davidson-Hunt and
O’Flaherty [62], referred to earlier, we have identified similarities between communities in contexts
of economic, social, and ecological vulnerability, as focused on in the present article, and indigenous
ones addressed by their study. As their research indicates, ours too shows that multi-actor processes
involving marginalized communities working on their local issues do not just expose the differences in
forms of knowledge but actually demand their blending in dialogue as a prerequisite for processes
of knowledge co-production. However, when we propose to observe multi-actor processes towards
urban river regeneration in vulnerable areas from a territorial perspective, new complexities arise.
Having the territory as a frame implies understanding such issues from the various forces acting in
and upon territorial realities (e.g., internal and external forces) and acknowledging the utilization of
different forms of intervention (e.g., formal and informal practices) in collaborative actions towards
local transformation. Diverse actors mobilized to solve territorial issues face what we may call an
opaque problem that can best be addressed through continuous dialogical and practical collaborative
work at boundaries, boundaries that need to be crossed, integrated, and even transgressed.

7. Conclusions

This study identified how boundary crossings have occurred between distinct social actors
(residents from the local community, technicians from the public sector, and members from educational
institutions) engaged in an initiative for the socio-ecological regeneration of the Taquara Stream, located
in the city of Porto Alegre, southern Brazil. Our findings suggest that practical responses to tackling
local issues stimulate the crossing of boundaries as they require concerted actions promoted by the
diverse engaged actors, bringing together different forms of knowledge, and articulations at different
institutional levels. In the Taquara Stream case, these responses are enabled by ongoing dialogue
that is nurtured by regular meetings carried out by the Taquara Stream Watershed Working Group.
The analysis of three specific interventions of the group in the local community demonstrates that they
were triggered by confronting a practical problem at an event or meeting. Subsequently, the group held
meetings in order to further investigate the problem and plan a practical action to be implemented.
The outcomes were either concrete physical changes in the territory and/or changes in practices and
problem comprehension.

The case of the Taquara Stream has been framed as one of territory-based learning in which
urban river issues are observed as problems of multi-level complexity. Learning is promoted by
collaborative processes aimed at the socio-ecological regeneration of degraded rivers. Such learning
goes beyond the individual and collective levels and challenges institutionalized mechanisms and
anachronistic routines that hamper advancements towards more sustainable practices. From this early
investigation, we have observed that a territory-based learning approach might enrich the debate on
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urban sustainability as it exposes and includes the need to deal with antagonisms and contradictions of
multi-actor processes. The investigation of a territory-based learning approach to regeneration in other
contexts will enable its further development and help identify new opportunities for its application.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, D.T.P.S., E.A.K., A.E.J.W., and P.R.J.; Data curation, D.T.P.S.; Formal
Analysis, D.T.P.S. and E.A.K.; Investigation, D.T.P.S.; Methodology, D.T.P.S. and E.A.K.; Writing–Original Draft
Preparation, D.T.P.S.; Writing–Review & Editing, E.A.K., A.E.J.W., and P.R.J.; Supervision, P.R.J. and A.E.J.W.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. UN-Habitat—United Nations Human Settlements Programme. Urbanization and Development: Emerging
Futures, 2016: World Cities Report—UN-Habitat Digital Library. Available online: http://wcr.unhabitat.org/

main-report/#section_eleven (accessed on 20 December 2019).
2. Capps, K.A.; Bentsen, C.N.; Ramírez, A. Poverty, urbanization, and environmental degradation: Urban

streams in the developing world. Freshw. Sci. 2016, 35, 429–435. [CrossRef]
3. WWAP—United Nations World Water Assessment Programme. The United Nations World Water

Development Report, 2017: Wastewater: The Untapped Resource—UNESCO Digital Library. Available
online: https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000247153 (accessed on 3 January 2020).

4. Wantzen, K.M. Urban River Restoration in the Global South–problem analysis and suggestions by the
UNESCO Chair for River Culture/Fleuves et Patrimoine. In Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference
on Integrative Sciences and Sustainable Development of Rivers, Lyon, France, 4–8 June 2018.

5. Wantzen, K.M.; Alves, C.B.M.; Badiane, S.D.; Bala, R.; Blettler, M.; Callisto, M.; Cao, Y.; Kolb, M.; Kondolf, G.M.;
Leite, M.F.; et al. Urban Stream and Wetland Restoration in the Global South—A DPSIR Analysis. Sustainability
2019, 11, 4975.

6. Gallo, E.; Setti, A.F.F.; Ruprecht, T.; Sobrinho, F.X.; Finamore, P.; Shubo, T.; Machado, G.C.X.M.P. Territorial
Solutions, Governance and Climate Change: Ecological Sanitation at Praia do Sono, Paraty, Rio de Janeiro,
Brazil. In Climate Change and Health: Improving Resilience and Reducing Risks; Leal Filho, W., Azeiteiro, U.M.,
Alves, F., Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2016; pp. 515–532.

7. Warner, J.F. More sustainable participation? Multi-stakeholder platforms for integrated catchment
management. Water Resour. Dev. 2006, 22, 15–35. [CrossRef]

8. Proost, J.; Leeuwis, C. Learning alliances between power and impotence: underpinnings and pitfalls from
innovation and social learning theory. In Learning Alliances: Scaling up Innovations in Water, Sanitation and
Hygiene; Smits, S., Moriarty, P., Sijbesma, C., Eds.; IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre: Delft,
The Netherlands, 2007; pp. 19–34.

9. Ison, R.; Röling, N.; Watson, D. Challenges to science and society in the sustainable management and use of
water: Investigating the role of social learning. Environ. Sci. Policy 2007, 10, 499–511. [CrossRef]

10. Silva-Sánchez, S.; Jacobi, P.R. Implementation of riverside parks in the city of São Paulo—Progress and
constraints. Local Environ. 2016, 21, 65–84. [CrossRef]

11. Godden, L.; Ison, R. Community participation: Exploring legitimacy in socio-ecological systems for
environmental water governance. Aust. J. Water Resour. 2019, 23, 45–57. [CrossRef]

12. Santos, M. O Retorno do Território. In Território: Globalização e Fragmentação; Santos, M., Souza, M.A.,
Silveira, M.L., Eds.; Editora Hucitec: São Paulo, SP, Brazil, 1998; pp. 15–20, ISBN 8527102730.

13. Boelens, R.; Hoogesteger, J.; Swyngedouw, E.; Vos, J.; Wester, P. Hydrosocial Territories: A Political Ecology
Perspective. Water Int. 2016, 41, 1–14. [CrossRef]

14. Swyngedouw, E.; Boelens, R. And Not a Single Injustice Remains: Hydro-Territorial Colonization and
Techno-Political Transformations in Spain. In Water Justice Cambridge; Boelens, R., Perreault, T., Vos, J., Eds.;
Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2018; pp. 115–133, ISBN 9781316831847.

15. Baletti, B. Ordenamento Territorial: Neo-developmentalism and the struggle for territoryin the lower
Brazilian Amazon. J. Peasant. Stud. 2012, 39, 573–598. [CrossRef]

http://wcr.unhabitat.org/main-report/#section_eleven
http://wcr.unhabitat.org/main-report/#section_eleven
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/684945
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000247153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07900620500404992
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2007.02.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2014.922060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13241583.2019.1608688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02508060.2016.1134898
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2012.664139


Sustainability 2020, 12, 3000 17 of 19

16. Boelens, R. Water, Power and Identity: The Cultural Politics of Water in the Andes; Routledge: Abingdon, UK,
2015.

17. Mutahara, M.; Warner, J.F.; Wals, A.E.; Khan, M.S.A.; Wester, P. Social learning for adaptive delta management:
Tidal River Management in the Bangladesh Delta. Int. J. Water Resour. Dev. 2018, 34, 923–943. [CrossRef]

18. Souza, D.T.; Wals, A.E.J.; Jacobi, P.R. Learning-based transformations towards sustainability: A relational
approach based on Humberto Maturana and Paulo Freire. Environ. Educ. Res. 2019, 25, 1605–1619. [CrossRef]

19. Souza, D.T.; Jacobi, P.R.; Wals, A.E. Overcoming socio-ecological vulnerability through community-based
social learning: The case of Lomba do Pinheiro in Porto Alegre, Brazil. Local Environ. 2020, 25, 179–201.
[CrossRef]

20. Akkerman, S.F.; Bakker, A. Boundary crossing and boundary objects. Rev. Educ. Res. 2011, 81, 132–169.
[CrossRef]

21. Bakker, A.; Akkerman, S. The Learning Potential of Boundary Crossing in the Vocational Curriculum. In The
Wiley Handbook of Vocational Education and Training; Guile, D., Unwin, L., Eds.; John Wiley & Sons: Medford,
MA, USA, 2019; pp. 349–372, ISBN 9781119098713.

22. Agramont, A.; Craps, M.; Balderrama, M.; Huysmans, M. Transdisciplinary Learning Communities to
Involve Vulnerable Social Groups in Solving Complex Water-Related Problems in Bolivia. Water 2019, 11, 385.
[CrossRef]

23. Haesbaert, R. Des-caminhos e perspectivas do território. Território e desenvolvimento: Diferentes abordagens.
Fr. Beltrão Unioeste 2004, 171, 87–120.

24. Satterthwaite, D.; Mitlin, D. Urban Poverty in the Global South: Scale and Nature; Routledge: London, UK, 2012.
25. Hardoy, J.E.; Satterthwaite, D. Squatter Citizen: Life in the Urban Third World; Routledge: London, UK, 2014.
26. Pelling, M. The Vulnerability of Cities: Natural Disasters and Social Resilience; Earthscan: London, UK, 2003.
27. Ahsan, M.N.; Warner, J. The Socioeconomic Vulnerability Index: A Pragmatic Approach for Assessing

Climate Change Led Risks–A Case Study in the South-Western Coastal Bangladesh. Int. J. Disast. Risk Re.
2014, 8, 32–49. [CrossRef]

28. Wallis, P.; Ison, R. Appreciating Institutional Complexity in Water Governance Dynamics: A Case from the
Murray–Darling Basin, Australia. Water Resour. Manag. 2011, 25, 4081–4097. [CrossRef]

29. Jacobi, P.R.; Sulaiman, S.N. Governança ambiental urbana em face das mudanças climáticas. Revista USP
2016, 109, 133–142. [CrossRef]

30. WWAP—United Nations World Water Assessment Programme. The United Nations World Water
Development Report 2015: Water for a Sustainable World—UNESCO Digital Library. Available online:
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000231823 (accessed on 3 January 2020).

31. Frantzeskaki, N.; Broto, V.C.; Coenen, L. Routledge Studies in Sustainability Transitions. In Urban Sustainability
Transitions, 1st ed.; Routledge, Taylor Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2017.

32. Smith, J.L. A Critical Appreciation of the ‘Bottom-up’ Approach to Sustainable Water Management: Embracing
Complexity Rather Than Desirability. Local Environ. 2008, 13, 353–366. [CrossRef]

33. Seyfang, G.; Smith, A. Grassroots Innovations for Sustainable Development: Towards a New Research and
Policy Agenda. Environ. Politics 2007, 16, 584–603. [CrossRef]

34. Lerner, J. Urban Acupuncture; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2014.
35. Brenner, N. Is “Tactical Urbanism” An Alternative to Neoliberal Urbanism. In Critique of Urbanization:

Selected Essays; Brenner, N., Ed.; Bauwelt Fundamente Series; Birkhäuser Verlag: Basel, Swizerland, 2017;
pp. 128–146, ISBN 9783035610116.

36. Wolfram, M. Grassroots niches in urban contexts: Exploring governance innovations for sustainable
development in Seoul. Proc. Eng. 2017, 198, 622–641. [CrossRef]

37. McFarlane, C. The City as a Machine for Learning: The City as a Machine for Learning. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr.
2011, 36, 360–376. [CrossRef]

38. Balazs, C.L.; Lubell, M. Social learning in an environmental justice context: A case study of integrated
regional water management. Water Policy 2014, 16, 97–120. [CrossRef]

39. Engeström, Y.; Engeström, R.; Kärkkäinen, M. Polycontextuality and boundary crossing in expert cognition:
Learning and problem solving in complex work activities. Learn. Instr. 1995, 5, 319–336. [CrossRef]

40. Carlile, P.R. Transferring, translating, and transforming: An integrative framework for managing knowledge
across boundaries. Organ. Sci. 2004, 15, 555–568. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2017.1326880
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2019.1641183
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2020.1714569
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0034654311404435
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w11020385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2013.12.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11269-011-9885-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.2316-9036.v0i109p133-142
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000231823
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549830701803323
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09644010701419121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2017.07.116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5661.2011.00430.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wp.2014.101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0959-4752(95)00021-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0094


Sustainability 2020, 12, 3000 18 of 19

41. Carlile, P.R. A pragmatic view of knowledge and boundaries: Boundary objects in new product development.
Organ. Sci. 2002, 13, 442–455. [CrossRef]

42. Garraway, J. Knowledge boundaries and boundary-crossing in the design of work-responsive university
curricula. Teach. High. Educ. 2010, 15, 211–222. [CrossRef]

43. Fox, N.J. Boundary objects, social meanings and the success of new technologies. Sociology 2011, 45, 70–85.
[CrossRef]

44. Kluijtmans, M.; de Haan, E.; Akkerman, S.; Van Tartwijk, J. Professional identity in clinician-scientists:
Brokers between care and science. Med. Educ. 2017, 51, 645–655. [CrossRef]

45. Bakker, A.; Akkerman, S.F. A boundary-crossing approach to support students’ integration of statistical and
work-related knowledge. Educ. Stud. Math. 2014, 86, 223–237. [CrossRef]

46. Star, S.L.; Griesemer, J.R. Institutional ecology, ‘translations’ and boundary objects: Amateurs and
professionals in Berkeley’s museum of vertebrate zoology, 1907-39. Soc. Stud. Sci. 1989, 19, 387–420.
[CrossRef]

47. Walker, D.; Nocon, H. Boundary-crossing competence: Theoretical considerations and educational design.
Mind Cult. Act. 2007, 14, 178–195. [CrossRef]

48. Kilpatrick, S.; Cheers, B.; Gilles, M.; Taylor, J. Boundary crossers, communities, and health: Exploring the
role of rural health professionals. Health Place 2009, 15, 284–290. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Meyer, M. The Rise of the Knowledge Broker. Sci. Commun. 2010, 32, 118–127. [CrossRef]
50. Oliveira, C.B.H.; de Oberrather, A.A. Experiência Integrada da Lomba do Pinheiro: O diálogo territorial

em Porto Alegre para além do Orçamento Participativo. Rev. Crítica de Ciências Sociais 2010, 91, 255–274.
[CrossRef]

51. Yin, R.K. Introducing the World of Education: A Case Study Reader; Sage: London, UK, 2005.
52. Van Mierlo, B.; Regeer, B.; van Amstel, M.; Arkesteijn, M.; Beekman, V.; Bunders, J.; Buning, T.C.; Elzen, B.;

Hoes, A.C.; Leeuwis, C. Reflexive Monitoring in Action. A Guide for Monitoring System Innovation Projects;
Communication and Innovation Studies: Wageningen, The Netherlands, 2010.

53. Maxwell, J.A. Causal explanation, Qualitative research, and scientific inquiry in education. Educ. Res. 2004,
33, 3–11. [CrossRef]

54. Edwards, R.; Fowler, Z. Unsettling boundaries in making a space for research. Br. Educ. Res. J. 2007, 33,
107–123. [CrossRef]

55. Filstad, C.; Simeonova, B.; Visser, M. Crossing power and knowledge boundaries in learning and knowledge
sharing. Learn. Organ. 2018, 25, 159–168. [CrossRef]

56. Rajala, T.; Laihonen, H.; Vakkuri, J. Exploring challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues in
hybrids. J. Manag. Gov. 2019, 1–22. [CrossRef]

57. Akkerman, S.; Bruining, T.; van den Eijnden, M. Multilevel boundary crossing in a professional development
school partnership. J. Learn. Sci. 2016, 25, 240–284. [CrossRef]

58. Tidball and Krasny. ‘Greening in the Red Zone—Disaster, Resilience and Community Greening | Keith, G.
Tidball | Springer’. n.d. Available online: https://www.springer.com/gp/book/9789048199464 (accessed on
15 February 2020).

59. Gaventa, J.; Cornwall, A. Power and knowledge. In The Sage Handbook of Action Research: Participative
Inquiry and Practice; Reason, P., Bradbury, H., Eds.; Sage: London, UK, 2008; Volume 2, pp. 172–189,
ISBN 978-1-4129-2029-2.

60. Lotz-Sisitka, H.; Ali, M.B.; Mphepo, G.; Chaves, M.; Macintyre, T.; Pesanayi, T.; Wals, A.; Mukute, M.;
Kronlid, D.; Tran, D.T.; et al. Co-designing research on transgressive learning in times of climate change.
Curr. Opin. Environ. Sust. 2016, 20, 50–55. [CrossRef]

61. Bengtsson, S. Engaging with the Beyond—Diffracting Conceptions of T-Learning. Sustainability 2019, 11, 3430.
[CrossRef]

62. Davidson-Hunt, I.J.; Michael O’Flaherty, R. Researchers, indigenous peoples, and place-based learning
communities. Soc. Nat. Resour. 2007, 20, 291–305. [CrossRef]

63. Star, S.L. The Structure of Ill-Structured Solutions: Boundary Objects and Heterogeneous Distributed Problem
Solving. In Distributed Artificial Intelligence; Gasser, L., Huhns, M., Eds.; Morgan Kaufmann: San Mateo, CA,
USA, 1989; pp. 37–54.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.4.442.2953
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13562511003620035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0038038510387196
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/medu.13241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10649-013-9517-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/030631289019003001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10749030701316318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2008.05.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18617433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1075547009359797
http://dx.doi.org/10.4000/rccs.4475
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033002003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01411920601104565
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TLO-02-2017-0024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10997-019-09485-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2016.1147448
https://www.springer.com/gp/book/9789048199464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11123430
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08941920601161312


Sustainability 2020, 12, 3000 19 of 19

64. Boland, R.J., Jr.; Tenkasi, R.V. Perspective making and perspective taking in communities of knowing.
Organ. Sci. 1995, 6, 350–372. [CrossRef]

65. Tassone, V.C.; O’Mahony, C.; McKenna, E.; Eppink, H.J.; Wals, A.E. (Re-) designing higher education curricula
in times of systemic dysfunction: A responsible research and innovation perspective. High. Educ. 2018, 76,
337–352. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.6.4.350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0211-4
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Territory and Learning at the Boundary 
	The Taquara Stream Case 
	Methods 
	Data Gathering 
	Analyzing Data from the Territory and Boundary Lenses 

	Results 
	Articulating Conceptual Analytical Tools within the Case 
	The Main Boundary Object: The Degradation of the Taquara Stream Watershed 
	Solid Waste in the Spring as a Boundary Object 
	Direct Sewage Discharge into the Stream as a Boundary Object 
	Water Contamination and the Polluted Fountain as Boundary Objects 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

