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Editorial

Place, well-being, and fairness shape priorities for adaptation to
climate change

1. Adaptation: familiar dilemmas
Institutions and authorities are planning for the challenge of
climate change. In terms of adaptation, they want to know what to
invest in, what principles to apply, and how to prioritize. For
example, following high levels of damage to property and
infrastructure by Storm Desmond in December 2015, the UK
government has embarked on a Flood Resilience Review with the
stated aim of assessing the state of climate and risk modeling, the
resilience of critical infrastructure, and future investments. As is
common in such situations, the focus on risk assessment and
resilient infrastructure has the potential to ignore deeper issues
such as the distribution of the burden of risk and the potential for
resilience to be built within the underlying social-ecological
systems.
The demand for guidance is partly a result of national planning
and policy frameworks being the most obvious way to organize
adaptation. To be sure, audits of adaptation action have often
shown that public and government sectors are far in the lead, as
one would expect (Tompkins et al., 2010; Biesbroek et al., 2010;
Bierbaum et al., 2013). But it should not be assumed that the
national policy level is the only arena for adaptation: actions to
implement proactive conservation, land use changes and behavioral adaptations are common from individuals, local government
and relevant planning bodies. Private adaptation to manage water
resources, for example, in the eastern US is highly constrained by
public sector regulations. Milman and Warner (2016) show how
private actions can, in some circumstances, stimulate synergistic
public sector responses. So the social processes of adaptation need
to account for the agency of individuals, collective actions, private
sector actions, and other forms of strategic response.
Adaptation to climate change is not a unique, nor indeed a
wicked, problem. Interventions on adaptation to climate change
face the same constraints that policy makers deal with every day.
Adaptation means dealing with uncertain costs, uncertain and
incommensurable outcomes, entrenched vested interests, lack of
public engagement and complex environmental and social
dynamics (Dovers, 2009). Clark (2014) proposes that these
characteristics mean many areas of public policy, such as healthcare, pensions, nuclear waste, food security, drug regulation – and
now adaptation – are put into what he calls the ‘too difﬁcult box’
and so stalled.
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When faced with such problems, social science analysis tends to
respond with warnings to respect and take account of context and
history. Indeed, there is good reason to take account of context and
to be explicit about scale (Toole et al., 2016). As Ostrom (2007)
shows, interventions implemented at inappropriate scales are
highly limited in effectiveness and create unforeseen consequences.
Here I argue that implementation of all types of interventions
seeks balance between elements of context on the one hand and
principles of political economy. The political economy becomes
evident in the handling of three issues: place and identity and its
relationship to value; well-being and how it is understood and
measured; and fairness as perceived, experienced and measured.
2. Place, culture and identity
Changes in climate are outside the control of individuals but are
experienced by people in places where they reside, work and in
their places of recreation. Documenting the relationship between
physical space and the human condition is the central concern of a
wide range of scholarship, notably in human geography. There is a
wide diversity in methods and models across social science for
explaining the role of place in identity and of place attachment in
how people perceive the world and make decisions about risk. All
those lines of evidence and methods show, in effect, places give
meaning to lives and hence place attachment is a core element of
individual well-being (Hess et al., 2008).
Relationships between place and well-being are diverse: people
have positive, negative, ambivalent and ever changing relationships with where they live that affect well-being. Nowok et al.
(2013) for example show that perceived well-being changes in the
months and years before and after individuals migrate from one
place to another. First their welfare dips in the period leading up to
migration, then eventually returns and often surpasses previous
welfare levels. That study of UK migration does not formally
explain why the measured changes in perceived well-being
occurred: the causation between moving and happiness not
established. But much evidence from social psychology and
geography has shown how experience ascribes value to places
and that place attachment changes over time (Lewicka, 2011).
So how is climate change adaptation limited or enabled by place
and identity? There are two principal issues: ﬁrst how the
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experience of weather-related hazards directly affects well-being
and intentions to adapt, and second how localized experience
translates into understanding of climate change as a priority. Those
directly affected by weather-related hazard such as wildﬁre,
drought, heatwave and ﬂood experience impacts as having
negative and often traumatic consequences for their well-being
as well as their sense of place. Many studies on ﬂood impacts, for
example, document how individuals are less certain about the
future, experience dislocation, and are less secure through the
violation of their homes (Harries, 2008; Carroll et al., 2009). Such
impacts of weather-related hazard affect adaptation directly.
Perceptions of powerlessness and low self-efﬁcacy in those
circumstances translate into a lack of action and hence adaptive
capacities are not used or realized. The experience of disruption
of place can, therefore, in itself constitute a limit to adaptation
(Adger et al., 2009).
The second dimension of place relates to whether individuals
attribute weather-related impacts to wider climate change. There
is a widespread assumption that if climate change becomes real in
terms of experience of its impacts in places that are familiar, then
this will amplify awareness of climate risks, and the demand for
adaptation and emission reductions. ‘Bringing climate change
home’ is indeed the principal explanation for how experience of
weather-related hazards inﬂuences pro-environmental behavior.
Wolf et al. (2009), for example, show how issues of making
communities resilient to the impacts of climate change and
mitigating emissions are intertwined in Canadian rural communities with the notions of duty to others and ecological citizenship.
Spence et al. (2011) showed more directly that surveyed
individuals in the UK who had experienced ﬂooding both accepted
climate change as real, and thought their mitigation efforts were
worthwhile.
Bringing climate change home or giving it meaning in speciﬁc
places, in some ways, also reduces the psychological or moral
distance between cause and effect in climate change. That moral
distance between cause and effect is widely portrayed as the single
most important moral and social dilemma of climate change
(Singer, 2011). If moral distance is reduced, then it follows that
making climate change place-speciﬁc could be an important
strategy of public and political engagement (Weber, 2006). But
Brügger et al. (2015) highlight one major ﬂaw in this logic. Relating
climate change to familiar places (so-called proximizing strategies), only works inasmuch as places have positive associations.
And as Devine-Wright et al. (2015) and others show, people have
ambiguous relationships to place at local, national and global
levels in the context of their responsibility for environmental
sustainability. Hence climate change adaptation is shaped and
often constrained by how individuals and communities relate their
familiar places and how they make sense of change.
3. Well-being and values
The distribution of beneﬁts and burdens from implementing
adaptation depends on who values what is being affected. Building
ﬂood defenses along rivers, for example, affects property values,
insurance, downstream communities, access to the river for people
and wildlife. Hence virtually all adaptation interventions have
complicated beneﬁts and trade-offs. Most adaptation research
makes the trade-offs legible by focusing on the measurable and
commensurable elements—such as by using economic dimensions
and converting additional values at risk to make them commensurable with the economic dimensions. But there are key issues of
dealing with irreversible loss and with asymmetry between loss
and gains, that make commensurability illusory in many circumstances. The loss of cultural heritage through the destruction of
places that generate meaning across generations, for example,

cannot be reconciled with gains for others. Caney (2010) and others
argue that the nature of the gains matters and that economic gains
beyond those of core needs are not comparable with loss that
affects rights of those displaced or dispossessed.
Dilemmas of incommensurability are, of course, well known
outside of climate change adaptation. In order to be practical, the
answer is to generate decision-making processes that reveal what
is valued through discourse (Dryzek et al., 2013). Trade-offs in
adaptation can indeed be resolved, and there is an increasing
practical focus to ﬁnd ways to include diverse perspectives in such
processes (Barnett et al., 2014). Evidence suggests that resolution
is accomplished through making decision-making structures
accountable, inclusive, and giving voice to those who deserve
representation and recognition: the all affected principle. Data on
what is meaningful to individuals, however, reveals that the future
is as important as the present in how impacts are articulated
(Fincher et al., 2014) and that narrative matters (O’Neill, 2009).
Well-being is therefore highly related to place, and to time.
Evidence on heatwave risk, for example, shows how identity takes
precedence over risk. Abrahamson et al. (2009) documented how
elderly individuals in England denied the importance of heatwave
risk to them personally even if they are objectively susceptible to
health risks from exposure to sustained heat. They did so because
the acceptance of risk challenged their ability to live independently
and hence directly affected their own perceived well-being.
Many elements of well-being are relational rather than
individual, and hence themselves deﬁned in context. Relational
aspects of well-being involve interactions of people with each
other and with the landscapes and nature that generate meaning
and responsibility (see Chan et al., 2016). In research with
individuals affected by ﬂoods in Somerset in England, for example,
we show how the relational aspects of well-being can be positive
in the face of disruptive and highly traumatic circumstances with
the spirit of community and the development of new forms of
community engagement being particularly notable (WalkerSpringett et al., 2016; see also Aldrich, 2012).
4. Fairness perceived and experienced
If adaptation is to be sustainable, it has to be perceived to be
legitimate, with legitimacy springing from the process by which
decisions are made. Public discourse on political controversies is
most often articulated as one of fair distribution: from issues of tax
havens, through to public sector pay, or welfare provision. Public
discussion of climate change too, has a signiﬁcant fairness meme.
Discussions focus on the unfairness of the distribution of burdens
such as how energy prices affect those in fuel poverty; through to
how impacts of climate change are unfairly distributed socially and
geographically.
But there is growing evidence to back the claims that climate
change needs to be recast as a problem beyond blame and
responsibility, to one of moral rightness. Jamieson (2007), for
example makes the case that because of the unusual and
unprecedented nature of the climate change challenge, that the
only chance of public policy aligning to climate realities is a new
formulation of our relationship to nature. New work shows that
when it comes to climate change adaptation and resilience, much
public talk is indeed in the moral terms of solidarity, victimhood
and precaution (Adger et al., 2015). Our analysis shows that when a
cross-section of the UK lay public discusses adaptation, there is a
diversity of moral arguments put forward and they pervade the
talk. For example, respondents discuss solidarity with ﬂood
victims in rural areas, even when media discourses portray rural
residents as wealthy and having made lifestyle choices that put
them in harm’s way.
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Fairness is important because of adaptation interventions
directly affect their public support and the social license of
governments to act. And public support is critical given the public
good nature of many adaptations that involve sacriﬁce and sharing
of burdens. Insurance schemes, for example, involve protecting one
population more than another, based on their exposure or
vulnerability. In effect, solidarity of populations with each other
and with nature enhances legitimacy and enables policy
5. Conclusion
Issues of place, well-being, and fairness affect how decisions
emerge and gain legitimacy and determine the outcome of who
beneﬁts and who pays. Who beneﬁts and who pays for adaptation
is important intrinsically. But it is also important because when the
burden of adaptation is perceived to be unfair, then action will not
be legitimized and interventions simply will not happen.
These issues highlighted here shape the priorities for adaptation and can transform the political economy of its implementation. They make it less about abstract beliefs in science, blame and
difﬁcult national planning processes to be more about placing
climate change in local contexts and framing it as an issue of
solidarity to enable action across scales. Incorporating place, wellbeing and fairness are analytical steps on that road.
Acknowledgements
Thanks are due to the GEC Editors for insightful comments and
to participants for comments at ‘Resilience to climate change: who
pays and who beneﬁts?’ Policy Forum at the Royal Geographical
Society, London in November 2015. I acknowledge support from
the HELIX (High-End Climate Impacts and Extremes) project
funded by the European Union and the UK Economic and Social
Research Council [Grant: ES/M006867/1]. This version remains my
sole responsibility.
References
Abrahamson, V., Wolf, J., Lorenzoni, I., Fenn, B., Kovats, S., Wilkinson, P., Adger, W.N.,
Raine, R., 2009. Perceptions of heatwave risks to health: interview-based study
of older people in London and Norwich, UK. J. Public Health 31, 119–126.
Adger, W.N., Dessai, S., Goulden, M., Hulme, M., Lorenzoni, I., Nelson, D.R., Naess, L.
O., Wolf, J., Wreford, A., 2009. Are there social limits to adaptation to climate
change? Clim. Change 93, 335–354.
Adger, W.N., Butler, C., Walker-Springett, K., 2015. Moral Reasoning and Adaptation
to Climate Change. Presented at Governing Adaptation Conference, Sydney
Environment Institute, University of Sydney, 13th March.
Aldrich, D.P., 2012. Building Resilience: Social Capital in Post-disaster Recovery.
University of Chicago Press, Chicago.
Barnett, J., Graham, S., Mortreux, C., Fincher, R., Waters, E., Hurlimann, A., 2014. A
local coastal adaptation pathway. Nat. Clim. Change 4, 1103–1108.
Bierbaum, R., Smith, J.B., Lee, A., Blair, M., Carter, L., Chapin III, F.S., Fleming, P., Ruffo,
S., Stults, M., McNeeley, S., Wasley, E., 2013. A comprehensive review of climate
adaptation in the United States: more than before, but less than needed. Mitig.
Adapt. Strateg. Global Change 18, 361–406.
Biesbroek, G.R., Swart, R.J., Carter, T.R., Cowan, C., Henrichs, T., Mela, H., Morecroft,
M.D., Rey, D., 2010. Europe adapts to climate change: comparing national
adaptation strategies. Global Environ. Change 20, 440–450.
Brügger, A., Dessai, S., Devine-Wright, P., Morton, T.A., Pidgeon, N.F., 2015.
Psychological responses to the proximity of climate change. Nat. Clim. Change 5,
1031–1037.

A3

Caney, S., 2010. Climate change and the duties of the advantaged. Crit. Rev. Int. Social
Polit. Philos. 13, 203–228.
Carroll, B., Morbey, H., Balogh, R., Araoz, G., 2009. Flooded homes broken bonds: the
meaning of home, psychological processes and their impact on psychological
health in a disaster. Health Place 15, 540–547.
Chan, K.M., Balvanera, P., Benessaiah, K., Chapman, M., Díaz, S., Gómez-Baggethun,
E., Gould, R., Hannahs, N., Jax, K., Klain, S., Luck, G.W., 2016. Why protect nature?
Rethinking values and the environment. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 113, 1462–1465.
Clark, C., 2014. The Too Difﬁcult Box: The Big Issues Politicians Can’t Crack. Biteback
Publishing, London.
Devine-Wright, P., Price, J., Leviston, Z., 2015. My country or my planet? Exploring
the inﬂuence of multiple place attachments and ideological beliefs upon
climate change attitudes and opinions. Global Environ. Change 30, 68–79.
Dovers, S., 2009. Normalizing adaptation. Global Environ. Change 19, 4–6.
Dryzek, J., Norgaard, R., Schlosberg, D., 2013. Climate Challenged Society. Oxford
University Press, Oxford.
Fincher, R., Barnett, J., Graham, S., Hurlimann, A., 2014. Time stories: making sense
of futures in anticipation of sea-level rise. Geoforum 56, 201–210.
Harries, T., 2008. Feeling secure or being secure? Why it can seem better not to
protect yourself against a natural hazard. Health Risk Soc. 10, 479–490.
Hess, J.J., Malilay, J.N., Parkinson, A.J., 2008. Climate change: the importance of place.
Am. J. Prev. Med. 35, 468–478.
Jamieson, D., 2007. The moral and political challenges of climate change. In: Moser,
S., Dilling, L. (Eds.), Creating a Climate for Change: Communicating Climate
Change and Facilitating Social Change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
pp. 475–482.
Lewicka, M., 2011. Place attachment: how far have we come in the last forty years? J.
Environ. Psychol. 31, 207–230.
Milman, A., Warner, B.P., 2016. The interfaces of public and private adaptation:
lessons from ﬂooding in the Deerﬁeld River Watershed. Global Environ. Change
36, 46–55.
Nowok, B., Van Ham, M., Findlay, A.M., Gayle, V., 2013. Does migration make you
happy? A longitudinal study of internal migration and subjective well-being.
Environ. Plan. A 45, 986–1002.
O’Neill, J., 2009. Sustainability, value and welfare over time. In: Adger, W.N., Jordan,
A. (Eds.), Governing Sustainability. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp.
283–304.
Ostrom, E., 2007. A diagnostic approach for going beyond panaceas. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. 104, 15181–15187.
Singer, P., 2011. Changing values for a just and sustainable world. In: Held, D., Hervey,
A., Theros, M. (Eds.), The Governance of Climate Change: Science, Economics,
Politics and Ethics. Polity Press, Cambridge, pp. 144–161.
Spence, A., Poortinga, W., Butler, C., Pidgeon, N.F., 2011. Perceptions of climate
change and willingness to save energy related to ﬂood experience. Nat. Clim.
Change 1, 46–49.
Tompkins, E.L., Adger, W.N., Boyd, E., Nicholson-Cole, S., Weatherhead, K., Arnell, N.,
2010. Observed adaptation to climate change: UK evidence of transition to a
well-adapting society. Global Environ. Change 20, 627–635.
Toole, S., Klocker, N., Head, L., 2016. Re-thinking climate change adaptation and
capacities at the household scale. Clim. Change 135, 203–209.
Walker-Springett, K., Butler, C., Adger, W.N., 2016. Well-being in the aftermath of
ﬂoods. Geography, College of Life and Environmental Sciences. University of
Exeter Unpublished manuscript.
Weber, E.U., 2006. Experience-based and description-based perceptions of longterm risk: why global warming does not scare us (yet). Clim. Change 77, 103–
120.
Wolf, J., Brown, K., Conway, D., 2009. Ecological citizenship and climate change:
perceptions and practice. Environ. Polit. 18, 503–521.

W. Neil Adger
Geography, College of Life and Environmental Sciences, University of
Exeter, Rennes Drive, Exeter EX44RJ, UKE-mail address:
n.adger@exeter.ac.uk (W. Adger).
Received 15 March 2016
Accepted 19 March 2016
Available online 25 March 2016

