
Academic Editors: Andreas

N. Angelakis, Francisco Silva Pinto,

Tiago Balieiro Cetrulo and Natália

Molina Cetrulo

Received: 4 August 2025

Revised: 19 September 2025

Accepted: 22 September 2025

Published: 28 October 2025

Citation: Morante, M.C.D.; Casas,

A.F.; Rodríguez, C.M. Adaptive Water

Management from a Socio-Ecological

Perspective: A Systematic Review of

Co-Learning Strategies and

Traditional Knowledge. Sustainability

2025, 17, 9597. https://doi.org/

10.3390/su17219597

Copyright: © 2025 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

(https://creativecommons.org/

licenses/by/4.0/).

Systematic Review

Adaptive Water Management from a Socio-Ecological
Perspective: A Systematic Review of Co-Learning Strategies and
Traditional Knowledge
Martha Cecilia Díaz Morante 1,2,* , Apolinar Figueroa Casas 2 and Cristian Méndez Rodríguez 2,3

1 Doctorate in Environmental Sciences—Faculty of Exact and Natural Sciences and Education, University of
Cauca—Environmental Studies Group (GEA), Cra 2 3N-45, Popayán 190002, Colombia

2 Environmental Studies Group (GEA), Environmental Sciences, Department of Biology, University of Cauca,
Popayán 190002, Colombia

3 Intelligent Management System (IMS), Faculty of Engineering, University Foundation of Popayán,
Popayán 190002, Colombia

* Correspondence: mardiaz@unicauca.edu.co

Abstract

This article presents a systematic review based on indexed scientific sources, focusing on
adaptive water management from a socio-ecological perspective, with an emphasis on
co-learning and traditional knowledge. The study used Bibliometrix software to explore
the evolution and thematic patterns within the literature. Articles were assessed using
the PRISMA framework to identify those most suitable for inclusion. Forty-three articles
were selected based on their content validity, relevance to the research question, strength of
evidence, and year of publication (2010–2025), including a synthesis and classification of
the identified components. This review highlighted relevant research gaps and proposed
future areas of study. Furthermore, a conceptual model for adaptive water management is
presented, illustrating the interconnection between the various components analyzed. This
model establishes a path based on the Participatory Action Research (PAR) approach, which
is postulated as a methodological tool that promotes governance, recognizes local knowl-
edge in territories, and fosters resilience in the face of challenges such as climate change.

Keywords: territories; governance; social learning; local knowledge; PAR: participatory
action research; resilience

1. Introduction
In the current context of environmental crisis and increasing pressure on water sources,

understanding the interactions between human societies and ecosystems has become cru-
cial. Socio-ecological systems (SES) are integrated systems that dynamically link social
components, such as institutions and communities, with ecological components, including
biodiversity and ecosystem services [1]. These systems are characterized by their complex-
ity, adaptability, and self-regulatory capacity in the face of external disturbances. From
a resilience perspective [2,3], it should be emphasized that SES are not static but evolve
through feedback cycles. Additionally, the fundamental vision of common-pool resource
governance within these systems must be taken into consideration [4]. Understanding
SES allows for the design of sustainable strategies in response to global challenges, such
as climate change, biodiversity loss, and hierarchical social approaches (fields and power
relations [5]).
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The conceptual framework of SES emerges as an alternative for adaptive water man-
agement. This perspective recognizes the need to manage water under conditions of
uncertainty, promoting institutional flexibility and continuous learning from an integrative
vision that links ecological resilience with the active participation of communities [6]. From
another perspective, the role of social learning, governance, and institutional transforma-
tion is emphasized as central elements of adaptation [7,8]. Furthermore, the importance
of experimentation and monitoring in multi-level adaptive water management processes
is highlighted; these approaches, though diverse, concur that adaptively managing water
requires flexible structures, effective participation, and a systemic understanding of the
environment [9].

It is essential to emphasize that this research prioritizes co-learning among local
communities, institutional actors, and academia, while also acknowledging the importance
of recognizing traditional knowledge as a fundamental contribution to Adaptive water
management in territories. Such knowledge enables the incorporation of diverse territorial
perspectives, thereby strengthening resilience and generating context-specific solutions [1].
By integrating scientific and ancestral knowledge within this interdisciplinarity, social and
ecological innovation is enhanced. This synergy improves collective decision-making and
promotes more inclusive governance.

This systemic review article, which addresses adaptive management based on co-
learning and traditional knowledge, is structured around the following questions: What
are the main thematic components that have been identified? Which studies exist, and
how are these themes addressed jointly? What research gaps are identified? How can an
SES-based approach promote adaptive water management through co-learning between
local communities and institutional actors? To answer these questions, a theoretical syn-
thesis is proposed, articulating the principal academic approaches to SES, adaptive water
management, co-learning processes, Participatory Action Research (PAR), and traditional
knowledge, conducting a literature review, highlighting the advances and contributions of
various studies in these fields.

The structure of this article is divided into three sections: the first presents the mate-
rials and methods used to organize and select the relevant literature; the second outlines
the results and discussion, addressing the research questions and integrating diverse disci-
plinary perspectives in order to propose a conceptual model that illustrates how the main
components identified are interconnected; and the final section provides the conclusions
drawn from this review.

2. Materials and Methods
This work follows the guidelines of the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Sys-

tematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) systematic review protocol, which consists of a set of
standards using a checklist of the following elements [10] (Supplementary Materials):

(a) Definition of the problem, in relation to the following questions:

- How are adaptive management, co-learning, and traditional knowledge integrated in
the studies found?

- What are the main thematic components and main contributions?
- What research gaps have been identified?
- How can a Socio-Ecological Systems (ESS) approach promote adaptive water manage-

ment through co-learning between local communities and institutional actors?

(b) Eligibility criteria: Studies published in English between 2010 and 2025, to ensure
the validity of the data and the relevance of the analytical approaches reviewed. The scope
of the study included only studies that explicitly address the interrelationship between
socio-ecological systems, adaptive water management, co-learning, and traditional knowl-
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edge; empirical research, theoretical reviews, or case studies that provide substantial or
conceptual evidence on the topics; and publications in English. In addition, exclusion
criteria were applied, such as duplicates, publications without access to the full text, and
articles that mention key terms superficially without delving into their relationship or
joint application.

The references of the selected articles were used as a research source to expand the
theoretical and conceptual framework, as well as to specifically identify the fundamental
concepts examined in the study. Furthermore, to enrich the conceptual framework and
provide a solid theoretical foundation, this article incorporates publications belonging
to the discipline’s recognized classic theory. These were particularly relevant in the in-
troduction and discussion sections, as they allow for a broader and more contextualized
view. Their inclusion allowed not only an understanding of the evolution of the topic
over time, but also a dialogue between recent findings and theoretical foundations. In
addition to the systematic search conducted in Scopus and Web of Science, additional
sources and databases were consulted, such as Google Scholar and the FAO (FAO) AGRIS
(International Agricultural Science and Technology System). This complementary search
aimed to identify studies that, although not indexed in these databases, are relevant to the
study objectives, especially those related to traditional and indigenous knowledge in water
management systems.

As a result of this expanded exploration, six additional articles were identified that
significantly contribute to the understanding of the interaction between adaptive water
management, co-learning, traditional knowledge, and socio-ecological systems. These
works were incorporated to enrich the theoretical discussion and offer a more diverse and
representative perspective, especially from applied and local contexts.

(c) Databases: Scopus and Web of Science (WoS).
(d) The keywords that best represented the research objective were identified, and the

following search equation was applied: (“social-ecological system” OR “socio-ecological
system” OR “SES”) AND (“adaptive water management” OR “adaptive management of
water resources”) AND (social AND learning) AND (traditional AND knowledge).

Studies that contribute to the understanding of the interaction between co-learning,
traditional knowledge, and adaptive water management will be considered. For the
analysis, it was essential that the selected articles address the topic of adaptive water
management and encompass various dimensions of sustainability, including social, cultural,
educational, political, economic, and technological aspects. Articles specifically focused on
fields such as medicine and computer science were excluded from the analysis.

For the bibliometric review, Bibliometrix 4.0 software [11] was used, which facilitates
the execution, retrieval, representation and processing of statistical data derived from
bibliographic searches. Bibliometrics (the application of quantitative and statistical analysis
to scientific publications, such as scientific journal articles) provides objective and reliable
information [11], focusing on the examination of patterns and flows of documentary
information that characterize and contribute to the advancement of scientific activity [12].
Furthermore, the use of relational bibliometrics through data visualization techniques is
useful to delimit topics, publications and authors, thus improving the capacity for analysis
and understanding of a specific field of study [13,14]. The following fields were taken into
account in the search process: title, keywords and abstract. Applying the defined selection
criteria to the sample and considering the period from 2010 to 2025, a total of 71 articles
were identified. These articles were related to the topics of Socioecological Systems (SES),
adaptive water management, co-learning, and traditional knowledge. A two-stage review
was then conducted: first by reading titles and abstracts to discard irrelevant works, and
then by a full reading of the selected texts. that met all the established criteria and were
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considered relevant for the in-depth analysis. After this rigorous evaluation and filtering
process, two reviewers independently evaluated the papers. After reaching a consensus,
a final selection of 43 articles was obtained that met all established criteria and were
considered relevant for the in-depth analysis. Regarding the geographical origin of the
studies analyzed, there is a notable concentration of publications originating in the United
States, Australia, and the United Kingdom, reflecting a widespread trend in international
scientific literature, dominated by Anglo-Saxon contexts. This search process was carried
out using the Scopus and Web of Science databases.

The flowchart of the search process, based on the PRISMA protocol, is presented in
Figure 1. The selected documents were then exported to Bibliometrix in BibTeX format,
including all available data.

Figure 1. Flow diagram of the search process conducted in accordance with the PRISMA protocol [15].

3. Results
3.1. Thematic Map. Bibliometrix

Using data processed using Bibliometrix software, thematic maps were developed to
examine the conceptual structures of the field of study. This technique, based on keyword
co-occurrence analysis, organizes concepts in a two-dimensional space composed of two
axes: centrality (horizontal), which measures the importance of a topic within the overall
field, and density (vertical), which reflects the level of internal development of that topic.
This methodological approach is based on the contributions of scientific mapping, an
analytical tool [16] that allows for visualizing the evolution and structure of areas of
scientific knowledge [17,18].

Figure 2, titled Thematic Map, is divided into four quadrants:
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- Driving Themes (upper right quadrant). This quadrant includes themes with high
density and high centrality, considered the most established and articulated in the
field. This analysis highlights learning, traditional knowledge, and protected areas,
which not only demonstrate solid conceptual development but also strong connections
to other key areas.

- Emerging or Declining Themes (lower left quadrant). Themes with low density
and low centrality are located here, which may indicate underexplored areas or
areas in the emerging phase. In this case, the topic of green spaces is identified as
emerging. Although widely studied from the perspective of ecology, its approach in
other fields—such as education, social work, and urban planning—is recent, indicating
its progressive incorporation into the discourse of sustainable development [19,20].

- Basic or Cross-Cutting Themes (Central Quadrant). Themes with intermediate cen-
trality and density are located in the centre of the map. These themes are considered
cross-cutting, as they bridge different areas of knowledge. In this study, the concepts
of forest management, forest ecosystems, and governance approaches stand out in this
position. Their central location indicates that these themes are fundamental within
the field, as they connect with multiple lines of research, but are still undergoing
deeper theoretical development. Their cross-cutting nature suggests that they are key
concepts for the integration of ecological, social, and political perspectives, especially
in the contexts of conservation and territorial management.

Figure 2. Thematic Map. Bibliometrix.

3.2. Bibliometric Review: Thematic Analysis and Description of Common Content

To address the research questions: What studies exist, and how are adaptive man-
agement, co-learning, and traditional knowledge jointly approached? What are the main
thematic components and key contributions? What research gaps can be identified? The
studies identified were systematized. Table 1 summarizes this systematization, present-
ing the main contributions of each study and the degree of integration of the three ap-
proaches analyzed: adaptive management, co-learning, and traditional knowledge. These
approaches were classified according to their explicit or implicit presence in the studies and
organized thematically into six recurring components: social, ecological, cultural, economic,
political, and technological.
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Table 1. Bibliometric Review: Thematic Analysis and Description of Common Content.

Thematic
Components Main Contributions Authors Research Gap

Social

- A focus on community
participation as a fundamental
pillar to implement effective
socio-ecological management
in the face of natural disasters
or climate change.

- Participatory Action Research
(PAR) promotes the
empowerment and active
participation of communities
in decision-making processes,
enabling them to influence
their territories and
governance processes.

[21–37]

Limited systematization of experiences integrating
co-learning and traditional knowledge in adaptive water
management. Furthermore, there remains a notable absence
of adequately developed frameworks that effectively
articulate local and scientific knowledge within
socio-ecological systems (SES), particularly considering their
inherent complexity.
There is a need to move towards more equitable and
culturally contextualized collaborative approaches.
Traditional knowledge remains insufficiently integrated as a
legitimate source of learning within institutional frameworks.
Adaptive management and co-learning are present, but with
little articulation with economic and technological systems
(economic-technological)
Weak connection with formal political structures and absence
of longitudinal evaluations (political-ecological).

Ecological

Water and Fisheries Resources
Protection—Safeguarding
Biodiversity in
Community Contexts.
Redesign of Agricultural Systems
Towards Sustainable Models That
Regenerate Ecosystems and
Strengthen Resilience.
Integration of Ecological and
Political Dimensions as a
Foundation for
Achieving Sustainability.

[38–40]

Limited integration of traditional and local knowledge into
scientific approaches to adaptive water management
and governance.
There remains a need for deeper exploration of how
co-learning between local communities and scientific
communities can strengthen Social-Ecological Systems (SES).
Limited and uneven integration of participatory approaches
(social, cultural, political).
Weak research integrating economic and technological aspects
into ecological transition strategies based on local knowledge.
Poor assessment of the impact of integrative approaches on
long-term processes (social-ecological-political).

Cultural

Cases illustrating how communities
draw upon traditional knowledge
and cultural practices in response to
climate change, particularly within
urban contexts.
The significance of traditional
knowledge and the cultural identity
of Indigenous communities in the
management and conservation of
cultural heritage.

[41–44]

Development of approaches that acknowledge and integrate
both traditional knowledge and scientific advancements in
water management.
There remains a need to explore the intersections between
traditional and Indigenous knowledge systems and
technological innovations in order to enhance resilience
within changing and dynamic socio-ecological contexts.
There is a continuing need to explore the intersections
between traditional and indigenous knowledge systems and
technological innovations in order to improve resilience in
changing and dynamic socio-ecological contexts.
Co-learning is present, but there are still limitations in
intercultural methodologies and impact assessment
(cultural-social-technological).
Research is needed that integrates local economic strategies
with cultural and ecological conservation to strengthen the
viability and resilience of these adaptive practices.

Politics

Governance Processes and
Community-Based Planning for
Climate Change Adaptation. The
Importance of Inclusive and
Adaptive Policies
The Design of Scenarios as a
Strategic Tool for Planning
Responses to Climate Change.
Participatory Development of
Public Policies for the Recognition
of Indigenous Rights in
Territorial Contexts

[45–48]

From the perspective of socio-ecological systems (SES), there
is a lack of effective integration between public policies, joint
learning, and traditional knowledge in adaptive
water management.
Governance is limited by the exclusion of traditional
knowledge and technical approaches through genuine joint
learning processes within sociocultural contexts.
There is a lack of applied research on how to structure and
sustain multisectoral co-learning processes with technological
support and adaptive methodologies, especially in contexts of
high sociopolitical complexity.
Explore how to integrate traditional knowledge into public
policy in a structural way, including its economic value and
its role in decision-making.
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Table 1. Cont.

Thematic
Components Main Contributions Authors Research Gap

Technological

Case studies in agriculture on the
use of community-based climate
information platforms to enhance
adaptive capacity.
There is a recognition that the
deployment of technological tools
and methodologies enhances data
integration and supports the
formulation of practical solutions in
response to potential environmental
impacts and the need for climate
change adaptation.

[49,50]

Explore in depth the articulation of technologies and
collaborative approaches with local knowledge, conceived as
strategies for joint learning.
There is limited integration between traditional knowledge
systems and technological approaches in the context of
adaptive water management.
It shows how technology can strengthen adaptive capacity
through localized climate services and shared information
systems. However, the cases show little formal articulation
between technological innovations and existing governance
structures, which limits the institutionalization of adaptive
management based on these technologies.

A comparative qualitative approach was used for the analysis, identifying patterns
of thematic integration and gaps in the treatment of the aforementioned approaches. For
example, if a study addressed community resilience through participatory water manage-
ment processes, it was coded as integrating the social and ecological components, with
the presence of co-learning and adaptive management, but without evidence of the use of
traditional knowledge, which was noted as a gap.

It was observed that most studies address two of the three approaches, but few
achieve a holistic integration of all three. Thematically, the social component emerges as
the most prominent, particularly in relation to water resource management and community
resilience. However, the analysis also reveals significant gaps in the systematic incorpo-
ration of traditional knowledge, suggesting a need for greater attention to this aspect in
future research.

3.3. Identification of Research Opportunities Based on Existing Knowledge Gaps

The identified research opportunities include: (i) the potential to conduct long-term
impact assessments of participatory projects, as few studies report outcomes over extended
timeframes; (ii) the need to consider the intersections of gender, power, and participa-
tion, given the limited attention paid to how inequalities shape participatory processes;
(iii) the integration of global and local scales, as there is still insufficient analysis of how
local actions may influence change and inform regional, national, and global policies;
(iv) the role of technology and digitalisation in rural contexts, since the contribution of
digital tools to the co-production of knowledge remains underexplored; and (v) design and
apply techniques for monitoring and evaluating adaptive management processes using
social, ecological, political, and cultural indicators.

3.4. Promoting Adaptive Water Management Through Co-Learning

In addressing the question, how can an SES-based approach promote adaptive water
management through co-learning between local communities and institutional actors?
This analysis identifies various contributions aligned with SES-based frameworks, which
offer an integrative perspective by acknowledging the interplay between social, ecological,
and economic components. Some of the main contributions relate to: the recognition
of complexity and interdependencies, emphasizing that water-related decisions must
adopt a more holistic understanding and take into account all social and ecological di-
mensions [26]; the promotion of resilience and adaptability, by focusing on the capacity
of systems to absorb and respond to change [24,27,43,44,46]; the advancement of nature-
based solutions [29,39,49], which include strategies to enhance water quality, availability,
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and regulation; and community engagement and governance [27,29,35,40,47,49], which
involve inclusive decision-making processes tailored to local needs. The contributions of
Social-Ecological Systems (SES) to adaptive water management involve the implementa-
tion of flexible actions and continuous evaluation to adjust strategies in accordance with
observed outcomes.

In fact, participatory action research (PAR) is a fundamental methodological and
interdisciplinary tool in various studies [21,25,27,28,34,41]. This approach is characterized
by promoting active collaboration between researchers and local actors throughout the
research process, from the formulation of questions to the interpretation of results and
the implementation of actions. In the context of environmental sciences, PAR allows
for the construction of contextualized knowledge that is tailored to the realities of the
territory and useful for decision-making, integrating scientific perspectives and local or
traditional knowledge to address complex issues in socio-ecological environments, such
as adaptation to climate change. Due to its iterative and reflective approach, it facilitates
co-learning, promotes community empowerment, and reinforces the legitimacy of decision-
making processes.

Similarly, the concept of adaptive governance is recurrent in ecological stud-
ies, urban planning, and climate risk management, fostering shared decision-making
among local stakeholders, scientists, governmental bodies, and non-governmental
organizations (NGOs).

Resilience and adaptation to climate change are recurrent themes in the bibliometric
analysis, as evidenced in studies concerning Pacific islands [42], rural communities in Asia
and Africa [34,46,47], and agricultural systems [23]. Accordingly, this concept is closely
associated with the strengthening of local capacities. Furthermore, local, traditional, Indige-
nous, or endogenous knowledge is identified as fundamental in generating conceptual and
sustainable solutions [40,44,47].

It is also essential to emphasize that community education and communication emerge
as key processes to facilitate learning and enhance resilience to climate change [27,28].

4. Discussion
The importance of traditional and indigenous knowledge is valued as a strategic

component in adaptive water management, particularly in rural and agroecological con-
texts. This integration enables not only effective adaptation to climate change, but also
a transformation of governance practices toward more inclusive, resilient, and culturally
relevant models.

Reviewing other studies [51–53], they reveal how communities in Ghana and Colombia
have reactivated or sustained traditional forms of water management, demonstrating that
local knowledge can be a source of adaptive innovation. In these contexts, water is not
managed exclusively as a physical resource, but as a socio-ecological good, laden with
symbolic and cultural values.

This narrative has also been analyzed in more recent international studies. For exam-
ple, in the Philippines [21] demonstrate how participatory action research has improved
adaptive governance of clam fisheries by fostering collective learning among diverse actors.
In a similar approach, in Thailand [22] proposes community-based adaptive planning
based on social learning and the recognition of local knowledge.

Other authors have synthesized empirical evidence on the benefits of co-learning, high-
lighting that the adaptive capacity of small-scale agriculture depends largely on collective
learning processes and knowledge dialogue [23]. It is also shown how traditional knowl-
edge in Fiji [24] has been key to identifying vulnerabilities made invisible by conventional
assessment tools.
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Beyond individual cases, various studies on participatory approaches, social learn-
ing, and transdisciplinarity [26,27,30], are evidenced as vehicles for incorporating local
knowledge into adaptive policies. These approaches are essential to facilitating just and
sustainable socio-ecological transitions.

The literature review reveals regional overrepresentation in studies on adaptive water
management, with a strong emphasis on Southeast Asia [22], India [29,50], the Andes [38],
and the insular Pacific [24,42]. These regions have a literature base on collaborative and
participatory approaches. However, other highly vulnerable areas, such as the Caribbean,
North Africa, and the Middle East, are significantly underexplored [33,48]. Furthermore,
the literature is dominated by English-language publications, which limits the visibility of
knowledge generated in other languages and restricts the integration of locally documented
traditional knowledge [44,45].

From a methodological approach, studies are mostly based on participatory action re-
search (PAR), with an emphasis on community scales [32,35], highlighting local adaptation
experiences, but with little attention to their articulation with public policies or multi-level
governance structures [46,47]. Furthermore, the approach is centred on successful cases,
which may hide conflicts, institutional limitations or power asymmetries that condition
the effectiveness of these initiatives [36,40]. Experiences that combine participatory tools
with long-term strategic planning are less common, although notable progress has been
made [20,49].

Furthermore, many of the gaps identified in the literature can be explained by difficul-
ties inherent to empirical research in marginalized contexts: financial limitations, language
barriers, lack of institutional continuity, or the absence of historiographical traditions doc-
umenting Indigenous knowledge [37,43]. In several cases, the pressure to adapt local
knowledge to international technical standards dilutes its contextual meaning or depoliti-
cizes its content [25,39]. Recognizing these structural limitations not only explains why
certain gaps persist but also provides a critical perspective on the challenges of building a
more inclusive, transdisciplinary, and situated research agenda.

Proposed Conceptual Model

A conceptual model of adaptive water management is proposed from the perspective
of socio-ecological systems, illustrating the interconnection among the main identified
components. This model encompasses the dynamic interaction between systems, integrat-
ing the social and ecological subsystems into a unified framework “the human-in-nature”
system a complex structure in which, for example, the social subsystem includes diverse
human perceptions, behaviours, and ideas (values, knowledge, ideology, spirituality, arts,
and culture), where social, institutional, economic, and political dimensions are intricately
interwoven. In turn, the ecological subsystem encompasses all ecosystems (water, energy,
air, soil, minerals, hydrology, climate, and the physical, chemical, and biological processes
of the biosphere) [54,55]. Understanding the dynamics of a socio-ecological system entails
recognizing its state and regime shifts.

The conceptual analysis conducted enabled the identification of five fundamental
concepts that structure the theoretical framework of adaptive water management from a
socio-ecological perspective.

Concept 1. Adaptive Governance is essential for addressing complexity, particularly in
contexts of uncertainty such as climate change. Flexible and collaborative governance sys-
tems enhance adaptability through mutual learning, experimentation, and the coordinated
management of natural resources. “Uncertainty in water availability demands polycentric,
collaborative, and adaptive approaches” [7,56]. Adaptive governance strengthens the ca-
pacity to respond to hydrological uncertainties. It is thus well suited to water management
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in the context of climate change, as it fosters continuous monitoring, institutional flexibility,
and the integration of diverse knowledge systems.

Concept 2. Local and indigenous knowledge provides an indispensable epistemologi-
cal source for culturally relevant and ecologically resilient water management strategies.
These knowledge systems, built up over generations through direct observation of the
environment, not only provide valuable information on hydrological cycles, land use, and
water sources, but also reflect social and spiritual values deeply linked to water [57]. Inte-
grating this knowledge into planning and decision-making frameworks improves social
acceptance of the actions implemented, encourages local participation, and promotes the
formulation of adaptive strategies consistent with territorial realities.

Several studies have documented that, in indigenous and rural territories, practices
such as rainwater harvesting, traditional irrigation systems, and knowledge of local weather
patterns have been essential for resilience in the face of extreme events and water scarcity.
Likewise, in the Andean region and other territories of the Global South, the recognition
of indigenous epistemologies has been central to advancing toward approaches to water
justice that address not only the distribution of the resource, but also the cultural and terri-
torial rights associated with its use [58]. This integration of multiple forms of knowledge
promotes a more equitable, inclusive, and sustainable approach to water management.

Concept 3. Co-learning and community participation are fundamental pillars for pro-
moting innovation and adaptability in water management within complex socio-ecological
systems. Understood as a collective process of horizontal exchange between diverse ac-
tors (local, institutional, academic, and political), co-learning allows for the sharing of
experiences, knowledge, and values, generating consensus and promoting adaptive and
innovative solutions [59]. This approach helps different actors recognize different perspec-
tives, which strengthens the co-creation of resilient alternatives.

From this perspective, it is key to differentiate and at the same time articulate co-
learning with social learning, given that although both processes are complementary, they
have different scopes in socio-ecological transformation. Co-learning is centred on active
and symmetrical interaction between actors, where there are no predefined hierarchies
between those who teach and those who learn. Its objective is the co-construction of knowl-
edge through egalitarian dialogue, favouring the development of collective competencies,
the appropriation of knowledge, and the strengthening of collaborative networks [60].
Social learning refers to collective processes of meaning-making and action among diverse
actors facing common challenges such as water management. This learning, facilitated
by Participatory Action Research (PAR), integrates community knowledge into decision-
making, improves the legitimacy of policies, and strengthens sustainability through social
appropriation of the process [51,60,61]. Thus, while co-learning provides a transformative
educational methodology focused on individual and group empowerment through shared
knowledge, social learning acts at the systemic level, strengthening adaptive governance
through collaboration and co-responsibility. Together, both approaches offer a solid founda-
tion for socio-ecological transformation by articulating scientific and traditional knowledge,
encouraging collective action, and increasing the capacity to adapt to scenarios of change
and uncertainty.

Concept 4. Resilience from a socio-ecological systems perspective involves the inte-
gration of all stakeholders, as it aims to enhance the capacity of territories to adapt to and
transform in the face of disturbances. “Water resilience is the outcome of systems that
link ecological health with the capacity for social organisation” [62,63]. Water resilience
depends on the interconnections between social and ecological components; therefore, a
socio-ecological approach to water management enables the analysis of how communi-
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ties respond to, adapt to, and transform in the face of extreme events such as droughts
and floods.

Concept 5. Sustainability understood as the search for lasting solutions that enable
long-term conservation and well-being. In the literature, this concept is deeply linked
to participatory processes that take place in specific local contexts and territories, where
communities are not only recipients but also actively involved in the design and implemen-
tation of strategies adapted to their realities. This active participation is crucial because,
without it, initiatives such as water management tend to fail or reproduce existing social
inequalities [64,65].

Sustainability in water management is based on considering water a common good,
whose conservation and efficient use require effective mechanisms of social control and com-
munity self-management [64,66]. In addition, it is important to strengthen the resilience of
ecosystem services through principles that promote adaptation and collaboration between
local actors, technicians, and politicians. Universal solutions or “panaceas” are insuffi-
cient, and success in water management depends on flexible and participatory institutional
processes that recognize local particularities and the diversity of actors involved [66,67].

Together, these approaches underscore that sustainability is a dynamic social process
that is built from the community level up.

Table 2 then identifies the main characteristics of the concepts and organizes them
according to their epistemological, ontological, and methodological functions [68]. The
table consists of three columns: the first presents the names of the concepts; the second
indicates the main character of the research according to its function; and the third explains
the justification for the selected characteristic.

Indeed, this conceptual model provides a comprehensive framework for inclusive
water policies. The components of the model (governance, local knowledge, co-learning,
resilience, and sustainability) do not function in isolation; rather, it is their synergy that en-
ables the transition towards more equitable, sustainable, and resilient systems. “Integrated
models allow knowledge to be translated into action and foster transformative changes in
water management” [59,69–71].

Figure 3 presents a conceptual synthesis that articulates the main theoretical com-
ponents emerging from this research, which support adaptive water management from
a socio-ecological approach. This representation integrates five key concepts—adaptive
governance, sustainability, local knowledge, co-learning, and resilience—organized around
three fundamental dimensions of scientific knowledge: ontological, epistemological, and
methodological.

Adaptive governance is conceived as an approach that integrates diverse knowl-
edge, flexible institutional capacities, and participatory mechanisms for decision-making
under uncertainty. Sustainability represents the desired condition toward which the socio-
ecological system converges, in dynamic equilibrium between the ecological, social, and
economic spheres. Local knowledge, derived from the historical interaction between com-
munities and their territories, allows for the interpretation of the contextual dynamics of
water and is directly linked to resilience, as it strengthens the adaptive capacities of systems
in the face of external disturbances.

In turn, co-learning and community participation act as operational mechanisms that
facilitate the collective construction of knowledge and the co-creation of solutions in water
resource management. Within this framework, the aim is not only to identify these five
concepts, but also to explain the specific mechanisms of interaction between them, such as
how local knowledge enhances community resilience, or how co-learning contributes to
more adaptive and equitable governance.
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Table 2. Conceptual Framework of Adaptive Water Management and the Nature of the Research.

Related Concept Nature of the Research Characteristic

Adaptive Governance Epistemological
Exploring the nature of the phenomenon and
its structural properties within
socio-ecological systems.

Local and Traditional Knowledge Epistemological

How local and traditional knowledge is
produced, validated, and integrated as a
legitimate way of understanding and
managing socio-ecological systems.

Co-learning and
Community Participation Methodological

The emphasis is placed on methods,
processes, and techniques aimed at fostering
mutual learning and community inclusion in
management practices.

Resilience Ontological—Epistemological

Resilience is explored as an inherent property
of the socio-ecological system.
The ways in which resilience is understood,
modelled, and conceptualized are examined.
Resilience in socio-ecological systems has a
dual epistemological and ontological nature.
Ontologically, it recognizes the world as a
complex and dynamic system where the
social and ecological co-evolve.
Epistemologically, it promotes non-linear,
integrative, and adaptive forms of knowledge
that allow for understanding uncertainty and
change. This perspective redefines how
resilience is conceived, modelled, and
managed in complex socio-environmental
contexts [60]

Sustainability Epistemological, Ontological

To understand how different ways of
knowing and validating sustainability
are constructed.
Sustainability is explored as an emergent
property of the socio-ecological system.

 

Figure 3. Conceptual Model—Adaptive Water Management from a Socio-Ecological Systems Perspective.
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This graphic representation allows us to visualize the conceptual and functional
interdependence between these components, showing how they operate simultaneously
as theoretical foundations, interpretive approaches, and practical strategies in contexts of
high complexity and socio-environmental uncertainty.

5. Conclusions
The conceptual model proposes an adaptive water management approach grounded

in the socio-ecological perspective, wherein resilience and sustainability emerge from the
interaction among communities, ecosystems, and diverse forms of knowledge. It promotes
co-learning among local actors, technical experts, and authorities, thereby fostering hor-
izontal processes of adaptive governance. This perspective recognizes that traditional
knowledge is not merely a complement but also a foundational pillar for designing water-
related responses that are context-specific and culturally appropriate within territories.

Active participation in these processes fosters community empowerment, thereby
strengthening the legitimacy of decision-making. In this way, socio-ecological systems
become more flexible and better equipped to cope with climatic disturbances. In essence,
the model advocates for a bottom-up transformation, in which the dialogue of knowledge
drives social and ecological innovations. Water is thus managed as a common good, within
a framework of justice and intergenerational equity.

Integrating traditional knowledge into water governance enables a shift from tech-
nocratic approaches to co-created systems, in which social learning plays a pivotal role in
fostering adaptation and transformation. The model presented demonstrates that water
resilience does not rely solely on infrastructure or scientific data, but rather on the collective
capacity to learn from the environment and through interactions among diverse actors.

This systemic logic fosters trust-building, collaborative experimentation, and shared
monitoring, all of which are essential to addressing climate uncertainty. Sustainability is
not imposed from above, but rather constructed collectively, acknowledging the interde-
pendence of social, ecological, and cultural elements. In this context, water management
ceases to be merely technical and becomes a political and community-based practice. In
doing so, pathways are opened towards a just, resilient, and life-centred water transition.

Going forward, this model offers a conceptual framework for understanding and
addressing the complexity of adaptive water management in diverse contexts. It opens
up new avenues of research for validation at various territorial and socio-environmental
scales. Furthermore, its potential application as a decision-support tool for sustainable and
participatory water planning is proposed, which could contribute to more equitable and
resilient water management.
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13. Žujović, M.; Obradović, R.; Rakonjac, I.; Milošević, J. 3D printing technologies in architectural design and construction: A
systematic literature review. Buildings 2022, 12, 1319. [CrossRef]

14. López-Robles, J.R.; Guallar, J.; Otegi-Olaso, J.R.; Gamboa-Rosales, N.K. El profesional de la información (EPI): Bibliometric and
thematic analysis (2006–2017). Prof. Inf. 2019, 28, 4. [CrossRef]

15. Page, M.J.; McKenzie, J.E.; Bossuyt, P.M.; Boutron, I.; Hoffmann, T.C.; Mulrow, C.D.; Shamseer, L.; Tetzlaff, J.N.; Akl, E.A.;
Brennan, S.E.; et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021, 372, n71.
[CrossRef]

16. Cobo, M.J.; López-Herrera, A.G.; Herrera-Viedma, E.; Herrera, F. An approach for detecting, quantifying, and visualizing the
evolution of a research field: A practical application to the Fuzzy Sets Theory field. J. Informetr. 2011, 5, 146–166. [CrossRef]

17. Cobo, M.J.; López-Herrera, A.G.; Herrera-Viedma, E.; Herrera, F. SciMAT: A new science mapping analysis software tool. J. Am.
Soc. Inf. Sci. Technol. 2012, 63, 1609–1630. [CrossRef]

18. Cobo, M.J.; Martínez, M.A.; Gutiérrez-Salcedo, M.; Fujita, H.; Herrera-Viedma, E. 25 Years of Social Work Using Science Mapping.
Res. Soc. Work Pract. 2015, 25, 257–277.

19. Farkas, T.; Heidt, V.; Nyári, T. Urban green space research: A 30-year bibliometric analysis. Heliyon 2023, 9, e13406. [CrossRef]
20. Shen, Y.; Zhang, X.; Zhang, L.; Liu, H.; Wang, W.; Huang, Y.; Guo, X. Mapping the knowledge domain of urban green space

research: A 30-year bibliometric review. Environ. Res. 2023, 226, 115585. [CrossRef]
21. Correia, M.J.; Chainho, P.; Goulding, T.; Carvalho, F.; Cabral, S.; Ferreira, F.G.; Vasconcelos, L. Participatory action research

supporting adaptive governance of Manila clam fisheries. Mar. Policy 2025, 174, 106605. [CrossRef]
22. Markphol, A.; Kittitornkool, J.; Armitage, D.; Chotikarn, P. An integrative approach to planning for community-based adaptation

to sea-level rise in Thailand. Ocean Coast. Manag. 2021, 212, 105846. [CrossRef]
23. Silici, L.; Rowe, A.; Suppiramaniam, N.; Knox, J.W. Building adaptive capacity of smallholder agriculture to climate change:

Evidence synthesis on learning outcomes. Environ. Res. Commun. 2021, 3, 122001. [CrossRef]
24. Hidalgo, D.M.; Nunn, P.; Beazley, H. Uncovering multilayered vulnerability and resilience in rural villages in the Pacific: A case

study of Ono Island, Fiji. Ecol. Soc. 2021, 26, 1–27. [CrossRef]
25. Lomofsky, D.; Grout-Smith, J. Learning to learn: The experience of learning facilitation for grantees of Comic-Relief-funded

projects. Afr. Eval. J. 2020, 8, 480. [CrossRef]
26. Knapp, C.N.; Reid, R.S.; Fernández-Giménez, M.E.; Klein, J.A.; Galvin, K.A. Placing transdisciplinarity in context: A review of

approaches to connect scholars, society and action. Sustainability 2019, 11, 4899. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[1251:ROTEKA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.04.110173.000245
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-001-0076-2
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144511
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.06.001
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-02827-140126
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcms.2010.11.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21145753
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.3103/S014768822003003X
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings12091319
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2019.jul.17
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2010.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22688
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e13406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2023.115585
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2025.106605
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2021.105846
https://doi.org/10.1088/2515-7620/ac44df
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-12197-260126
https://doi.org/10.4102/aej.v8i1.480
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11184899


Sustainability 2025, 17, 9597 15 of 16

27. Meyer, M.A.; Hendricks, M.; Newman, G.D.; Masterson, J.H.; Cooper, J.T.; Sansom, G.; Gharaibeh, N.; Horney, J.; Berke, P.; van
Zandt, S.; et al. Participatory action research: Tools for disaster resilience education. Int. J. Disaster Resil. Built Environ. 2018, 9,
402–419. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Chen, M.H.; Lin, Y.J.; Liao, J.Y.; Lee, L.H. Important Bridges for Implementing Socio-Ecological Management in the Adiri
Community of Pingtung, Taiwan after Typhoon Morakot. Taiwan J. Sci. 2017, 32, 317–331.

29. Hochman, Z.; Horan, H.; Reddy, D.R.; Sreenivas, G.; Tallapragada, C.; Adusumilli, R.; Gaydon, D.; Singh, K.K.; Roth, C.H.
Smallholder farmers managing climate risk in India: 1. Adapting to a variable climate. Agric. Syst. 2017, 150, 54–66. [CrossRef]

30. Coppock, D.L. Cast off the shackles of academia! Use participatory approaches to tackle real-world problems with underserved
populations. Rangelands 2016, 38, 5–13. [CrossRef]

31. Campos, I.S.; Alves, F.M.; Dinis, J.; Truninger, M.; Vizinho, A.; Penha-Lopes, G. Climate adaptation, transitions, and socially
innovative action-research approaches. Ecol. Soc. 2016, 21, 13. [CrossRef]

32. McDougall, C.; Banjade, M.R. Social capital, conflict, and adaptive collaborative governance: Exploring the dialectic. Ecol. Soc.
2015, 20, 44. [CrossRef]

33. Muzigirwa Muke, E. Organizaciones Campesinas y Lucha Contra la Pobreza en la República Democrática del Congo. Hacia
un Nuevo Enfoque de Desarrollo para una Resiliencia Sostenible Basada en la Agricultura Familiar en un Contexto de Cambio
Climático en Kivu Sur. Master’s Thesis, Valladolid University, Valladolid, Spain, 2016.

34. McDougall, C.; Jiggins, J.; Pandit, B.H.; Thapa Magar Rana, S.K.; Leeuwis, C. Does adaptive collaborative forest governance affect
poverty? Participatory action research in Nepal’s community forests. Soc. Nat. Resour. 2013, 26, 1235–1251. [CrossRef]

35. Mackenzie, J.; Tan, P.L.; Hoverman, S.; Baldwin, C. The value and limitations of participatory action research methodology. J.
Hydrol. 2012, 474, 11–21. [CrossRef]

36. Harvey, B.; Burns, D.; Oswald, K. Linking community, radio, and action research on climate change: Reflections on a systemic
approach. IDS Bull. 2012, 43, 101–117. [CrossRef]

37. Sanginga, P.C.; Kamugisha, R.N.; Martin, A.M. Strengthening social capital for adaptive governance of natural resources: A
participatory learning and action research for bylaws reforms in Uganda. Soc. Nat. Resour. 2010, 23, 695–710. [CrossRef]

38. Mendoza-Ato, A.; Postigo, J.C.; Choquehuayta-A, G.; Diaz, R.D. A conceptual model for rehabilitation of Puna grassland
social–ecological systems. Mt. Res. Dev. 2023, 43, D12–D20. [CrossRef]

39. Gaba, S.; Bretagnolle, V. Social-ecological experiments to foster agroecological transition. People Nat. 2020, 2, 317–327. [CrossRef]
40. Fabricius, C.; Pereira, T. Community biodiversity inventories as entry points for local ecosystem stewardship in a South African

communal area. Soc. Nat. Resour. 2015, 28, 1030–1042. [CrossRef]
41. Kura, Y.; Mam, K.; Chea, S.; Eam, D.; Almack, K.; Ishihara, H. Conservation for sustaining livelihoods: Adaptive co-management

of fish no-take zones in the Mekong River. Fish. Res. 2023, 265, 106744. [CrossRef]
42. Trundle, A.; Barth, B.; McEvoy, D. Leveraging endogenous climate resilience: Urban adaptation in Pacific Small Island Developing

States. Environ. Urban. 2019, 31, 53–74.
43. Carmichael, B.; Wilson, G.; Namarnyilk, I.; Nadji, S.; Brockwell, S.; Webb, B.; Hunter, F.; Bird, D. Local and Indigenous

management of climate change risks to archaeological sites. Mitig. Adapt. Strateg. Glob. Change 2018, 23, 231–255.
44. Apgar, M.J.; Allen, W.; Moore, K.; Ataria, J. Understanding adaptation and transformation through indigenous practice: The case

of the Guna of Panama. Ecol. Soc. 2015, 20, 45. [CrossRef]
45. Moller, H.; O’Blyver, P.; Bragg, C.; Newman, J.; Clucas, R.; Fletcher, D.; Kitson, J.; Scott, D. Rakiura Titi Islands Administering

Body. Guidelines for cross-cultural participatory action research partnerships: A case study of a customary seabird harvest in
New Zealand. N. Z. J. Zool. 2009, 36, 211–241.

46. Fisher, M.R.; Bettinger, K.A.; Lowry, K.; Lessy, M.R.; Salim, W.; Foley, D. From knowledge to action: Multi-stakeholder planning
for urban climate change adaptation and resilience in the Asia-Pacific. Socio-Ecol. Pract. Res. 2022, 4, 339–353. [CrossRef]

47. Fisher, M.R.; Workman, T.; Mulyana, A.; Institute, B.; Moeliono, M.; Yuliani, E.L.; Pierce Colfer, C.J.; Bani Adam, U.E.F. Striving
for PAR excellence in land use planning: Multi-stakeholder collaboration on customary forest recognition in Bulukumba, South
Sulawesi. Land Use Policy 2020, 99, 102997. [CrossRef]

48. Mapfumo, P.; Onyango, M.; Honkponou, S.K.; El Mzouri, E.H.; Githeko, A.; Rabeharisoa, L.; Obando, J.; Omolo, N.; Majule, A.;
Denton, F.; et al. Pathways to transformational change in the face of climate impacts: An analytical framework. Clim. Dev. 2017, 9,
439–451. [CrossRef]

49. Campos, I.; Vizinho, A.; Coelho, C.; Alves, F.; Truninger, M.; Pereira, C.; Duarte Santos, F.; Penha Lopes, G. Participation, scenarios
and pathways in long-term planning for climate change adaptation. Plan. Theory Pract. 2016, 17, 537–556. [CrossRef]

50. Nidumolu, U.; Adusumilli, R.; Tallapragada, C.; Roth, C.; Hochman, Z.; Sreenivas, G.; Raji Reddy, D.; Ratna Reddy, V. Enhancing
adaptive capacity to manage climate risk in agriculture through community-led climate information centres. Clim. Dev. 2021, 13,
189–200. [CrossRef]

51. FAO. Aplicando los conocimientos tradicionales para afrontar el cambio climático en las zonas rurales de Ghana. In El Estado
Mundial de la Agricultura y la Alimentación 2007; FAO: Québec, QC, Canada, 2007.

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJDRBE-02-2017-0015
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30519288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rala.2015.11.005
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-08059-210113
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-07071-200144
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2013.779344
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2012.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2012.00326.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920802653513
https://doi.org/10.1659/mrd.2023.00019
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10078
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2015.1014591
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2023.106744
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-07314-200145
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42532-022-00128-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.09.057
https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2015.1040365
https://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2016.1215511
https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2020.1746230


Sustainability 2025, 17, 9597 16 of 16

52. Muñoz, P.M.; Rodríguez, H. Conocimiento tradicional y estrategias campesinas para el manejo y conservación del agua de riego.
Rev. Luna Azul 2008, 26, 1–15.

53. Fajardo, D.A.; Díaz, H. Resiliencia socioecológica y acciones agroecológicas participativas en la región altoandina colombiana.
Rev. Científica Gen. José María Córdova 2013, 11, 17–37. Available online: https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=321750362002
(accessed on 3 August 2025).

54. Gerger Swartling, Å.; Tenggren, S.; André, K.; Olsson, O. Joint knowledge production for improved climate services: Insights
from the Swedish forestry sector. Environ. Policy Gov. 2019, 29, 97–106. [CrossRef]

55. Raskin, P. World Lines: Pathways, Pivots and the Global Future. Great Transition Initiative. 2006. Available online: https:
//greattransition.org/archives/papers/World_Lines.pdf (accessed on 3 August 2025).

56. Castillo-Esparcia, A.; Fernández-Souto, A.B.; Puentes-Rivera, I. Comunicación política y COVID-19. Estrategias del Gobierno de
España. Prof. Inf. 2020, 29, 4. [CrossRef]

57. Nursey-Bray, M.; Korerura, S.J.; Fiu, M.; Lui, S.; Malsale, P.; Mariner, A.; Nelson, F.; Nihmei, S.; Parsons, M.; Ronneberg, E.
Adapting to Change? Traditional Knowledge and Water. In The Water, Energy, and Food Security Nexus in Asia and the Pacific: The
Pacific; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2024; pp. 229–247.

58. Boelens, R.A.; Vos, J.M.C.; Perreault, T. Introduction: The multiple challenges and layers of water justice struggles. In Water
Justice; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2018; pp. 1–32.

59. Folke, C. Resilience: The emergence of a perspective for social–ecological systems analyses. Glob. Environ. Change 2006, 16,
253–267. [CrossRef]

60. Barros, D.M. Estilos de coaprendizaje y algunos indicadores de competencias digitales. Educación 2014, 23, 91–105. [CrossRef]
61. Reed, M.S.; Evely, A.C.; Cundill, G.; Fazey, I.; Glass, J.; Laing, A.; Newig, J.; Parrish, B.; Prell, C.; Raymond, C.; et al. What is social

learning? Ecol. Soc. 2010, 15, r1. [CrossRef]
62. Armitage, C.J.; Norman, P.; Alganem, S.; Conner, M. Expectations are more predictive of behavior than behavioral intentions:

Evidence from two prospective studies. Ann. Behav. Med. 2015, 49, 239–246. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
63. Meinzen-Dick, R. Beyond panaceas in water institutions. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 104, 15200–15205. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
64. Ostrom, E. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK,

1990.
65. Vedwan, N. Culture, climate and the environment: Local knowledge and perception of climate change among apple growers in

northwestern India. J. Ecol. Anthropol. 2006, 10, 4–18. [CrossRef]
66. Pahl-Wostl, C. The importance of social learning in restoring the multifunctionality of rivers and floodplains. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11,

10. [CrossRef]
67. Biggs, R.; Schlüter, M.; Biggs, D.; Bohensky, E.L.; BurnSilver, S.; Cundill, G.; Dakos, V.; Daw, T.M.; Evans, L.S.; Kotschy, K.; et al.

Toward principles for enhancing the resilience of ecosystem services. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2012, 37, 421–448. [CrossRef]
68. Jabareen, Y. Building a conceptual framework: Philosophy, definitions, and procedure. Int. J. Qual. Methods 2009, 8, 49–62.

[CrossRef]
69. Dewulf, J.; Benini, L.; Mancini, L.; Sala, S.; Blengini, G.A.; Ardente, F.; Fava, J.; Pennington, D. Rethinking the area of protection

“natural resources” in life cycle assessment. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2015, 49, 5310–5317. [CrossRef]
70. Lebel, L.; Anderies, J.M.; Campbell, B.; Folke, C.; Hatfield-Dodds, S.; Hughes, T.P.; Wilson, J. Governance and the capacity to

manage resilience in regional social-ecological systems. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 19. [CrossRef]
71. Hagmann, J.; Chuma, E.; Murwira, K.; Connolly, M.; Ficarelli, P. Success factors in integrated natural resource management R&D:

Lessons from practice. Conserv. Ecol. 2002, 5, 29. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=321750362002
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1833
https://greattransition.org/archives/papers/World_Lines.pdf
https://greattransition.org/archives/papers/World_Lines.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2020.jul.19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.04.002
https://doi.org/10.18800/educacion.201402.005
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-03564-1504r01
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-014-9653-4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25623893
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0702296104
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17881577
https://doi.org/10.5038/2162-4593.10.1.1
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-01542-110110
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-051211-123836
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690900800406
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b00734
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-01606-110119
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-00298-050229

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Thematic Map. Bibliometrix 
	Bibliometric Review: Thematic Analysis and Description of Common Content 
	Identification of Research Opportunities Based on Existing Knowledge Gaps 
	Promoting Adaptive Water Management Through Co-Learning 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

