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Abstract While there is a recognised need to adapt to changing climatic conditions,
there is an emerging discourse of limits to such adaptation. Limits are traditionally
analysed as a set of immutable thresholds in biological, economic or technological
parameters. This paper contends that limits to adaptation are endogenous to society
and hence contingent on ethics, knowledge, attitudes to risk and culture. We review
insights from history, sociology and psychology of risk, economics and political
science to develop four propositions concerning limits to adaptation. First, any
limits to adaptation depend on the ultimate goals of adaptation underpinned by
diverse values. Second, adaptation need not be limited by uncertainty around future
foresight of risk. Third, social and individual factors limit adaptation action. Fourth,
systematic undervaluation of loss of places and culture disguises real, experienced
but subjective limits to adaptation. We conclude that these issues of values and ethics,
risk, knowledge and culture construct societal limits to adaptation, but that these
limits are mutable.

W. N. Adger (B) · M. Hulme · I. Lorenzoni · L. O. Naess · J. Wolf
Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research, School of Environmental Sciences,
University of East Anglia, Norwich NR4 7TJ, UK
e-mail: n.adger@uea.ac.uk

S. Dessai
Department of Geography, University of Exeter, Exeter, UK

M. Goulden
Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research, School of Development Studies,
University of East Anglia, Norwich NR4 7TJ, UK

D. R. Nelson
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia, Athens, GA 30602, USA

A. Wreford
Scottish Agricultural College, Edinburgh, UK



336 Climatic Change (2009) 93:335–354

1 Introduction

Individual and societal adaptation to climate is nothing new, neither as an empirical
reality nor as a theoretical construct. The resource irregularities offered by different
climates and the precariousness which emerges from the vicissitudes of climate
have both acted as significant stimuli throughout human history for social and
technological innovation. Irrigation, insurance and weather forecasting are just three
of the many human institutions which have been prompted and shaped by the
interactions between our physical and imaginative encounters with climate. They are
examples of how we have adapted our social practices in the face of variable climates.

In a new, deliberative and self-conscious way, however, adaptation to climate
change has now become part of the contemporary discourse about the politics and
economics of global climate change. It has been enshrined in the policy debate
through its appearance in Article 2 of the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC), where the ultimate objective of the Convention
concedes that adaptation to climate change in relation to food production, ecosystem
health and economic development can and will occur. Although much of the earlier
international climate policy debate in the 1990s and early 2000s was pre-occupied
with mitigation, the past decade has seen a growing attention given to adaptation—
both its practice and its politics (e.g. Parry et al. 1998; Pielke et al. 2007).

Notwithstanding the potential insights offered by historical antecedents of change
in human societies and their environment (e.g. from Huntington 1915, 2001; to
Diamond 2005), the contemporary discourse of climate change adaptation has two
quite distinctive foci. First, how can adaptation to climate change be facilitated and
enhanced, given that there are at least several generations in the twenty-first century
which will experience progressively changing climates? Second, given that efforts at
mitigating further global climate change are contested (in desirability, effectiveness
and feasibility), are there limits to adaptation by society beyond which politically
or ethically undesirable outcomes occur? This latter question is bound up in the
discourse of ‘dangerous climate change’, where the implication is that adaptation by
society is limited, in some way, once climate change crosses some danger threshold.1

Schellnhuber et al. (2006), Stern (2007) and Schneider et al. (2007) are three recent
high profile reviews which have followed this line of reasoning. An important policy
discourse, explicit for example in the policy position of the European Union, suggests
that such a threshold is 2◦C of global warming above pre-industrial levels. This
target is in effect chosen to induce urgent action, given the high likelihood that this
threshold will be crossed in coming decades (Schellnhuber et al. 2006).

The purpose of this paper is to examine the assumptions that underlie current
notions of limits to adaptation and the associated concept of thresholds. We re-
view underlying assumptions and empirical evidence from a range of perspectives,
contending that many previous analyses have considered adaptation from narrower
standpoints: predominantly ecological, physical, economic or technical. We put
forward our case by articulating four propositions around ethics, knowledge, risk and

1There are, for example, real and increasingly identified thresholds in the impacts of climate change
such as non-linear changes in ecosystems and physical systems brought about through transitions
in ecosystem function and process, often exacerbated by feedbacks at global and local scales
(e.g. Vaughan et al. 2003; Scheffer et al. 2006).
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culture which are designed to interrogate present understanding of adaptation, but
also to challenge the existing research in this area. We believe it is more important
that these propositions open up a much broader debate about what we mean by
the limits of adaptation to climate change, than that they are true in any objective
or empirical sense. Yet we suggest that these propositions are defendable and
justifiable.

2 The nature of adaptation limits and four propositions

Within the climate change literature, adaptation is generally ‘adjustment in natural
or human systems in response to actual or expected climate stimuli or their effects,
which moderates harm or exploits beneficial opportunities’ (McCarthy et al. 2001,
p. 982). In essence, adaptation describes adjustments made to changed environmen-
tal circumstances that take place naturally within biological systems and with some
deliberation or intent in social systems (Gallopin 2006; Nelson et al. 2007).

The discourse around limits to adaptation is frequently constructed around three
dimensions—ecological and physical limits, economic limits, and technological limits.
These dimensions offer various analytical capabilities for investigating adaptation to
climate change and allowing adaptation to be present in various forms of policy as-
sessment. Attention to ecological or physical limits to adaptation offers the prospect
of investigating of such limits through physical modelling of, for example, agriculture
and biodiversity under changing climates. Consideration of economic limits to
adaptation lends itself to investigation through the use of cost-effectiveness analysis
or cost–benefit analysis. Approaching limits to adaptation through an appreciation
of technology suggests value in various types of technology mapping and innovation
analysis, for example as applied to coastal defence or building design.

These ways of conceiving limits to adaptation are attractive because they offer
analytical functionality, a functionality which sits easily alongside other key dimen-
sions of climate change analysis: modelling changes in the Earth system and energy-
economic modelling of mitigation policy. Indeed, the framing of Article 2 of the
UNFCCC points in this direction, suggesting that there are independent, objective
measures and thresholds of danger (Dessai et al. 2004; Oppenheimer 2005). On the
other hand, these conceptions of adaptation limits imply that such limits can be
defined predominantly in either exogenous or analytical terms. The conceptions give
great weight to limits imposed from ‘outside society’ or limits where the risk can be
quantified.

In this technological discourse, adaptation limits become synonymous with ecolog-
ical thresholds, where a threshold refers to a state in sensitive ecological or physical
systems beyond which change becomes irreversible. Such thresholds are beginning to
be identified in ecological literature and refer to habitat ranges, ecosystem functions
and threats of extinction of particular species (Parmesan and Yohe 2003; O’Neill and
Oppenheimer 2002; Fischlin and Midgeley 2007). In addition, adaptation limits may
also emerge from analyses of the economic costs of adaptation (e.g. Agrawala and
Fankhauser 2008) or from the prospects for technological innovation for adaptation.
These limits to adaptation are absolute and objective.

In contrast to the above caricature of adaptation limits as exogenously or ana-
lytically defined, we approach the question of limits to adaptation differently. We
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start by thinking about the ways in which societies are organised, the values that
they hold, the knowledge that they construct and the relationships that exist between
individuals, institutions and the state. These organisational arrangements and social
values are likely to vary widely within and between societies and are likely to change
significantly over time (Inglehart 1997; O’Brien 2009). Values in this context refer to
the personal or societal judgement of what is valuable and important in life. Values
translate into action because they frame how societies develop rules and institutions
to govern risk, and to manage social change and the allocation of scarce resources
(Ostrom 2005). Indeed values, in some philosophical positions, are manifest in the
processes and institutions that regulate behaviour rather than in the outcomes of
resource allocations per se (Norton 2003).

In our approach to thinking about adaptation, limits are endogenous and emerge
from ‘inside’ society. In this reading, what is or is not a limit to adaptation becomes
a contingent question. It all depends on goals, values, risk and social choice. These
limits to adaptation are mutable, subjective and socially constructed. How limits to
adaptation become constructed, rather than how they are discovered, becomes the
operative question.

This alternative conception of limits to adaptation suggests to us four meta-
domains whose roles need to be explored in this social construction of adaptation
limits: ethics (how and what we value), knowledge (how and what we know),
risk (how and what we perceive) and culture (how and why we live). Each of
these four domains interacts with the realities and constraints introduced by the
physical world—including the weather and climate we experience, the consequences
of changes to the climate system and the material impacts these changes cause. But
our approach to the limits of adaptation places the locus for their construction inside
society rather than outside it.

We offer four propositions about limits to adaptation each of which draws
upon one of these four domains. And it is these propositions—relating to ethics,
knowledge, risk and culture—which the rest of this paper elaborates and defends. It
is through these propositions that we offer answers to the question of whether there
are limits to societal adaptation to climate change.

Ethics: Our first proposition is that any limits to adaptation depend on the ultimate
goals of adaptation, which are themselves dependent upon diverse values. This propo-
sition on the centrality of values demonstrates that limits are defined by ethical
principles. We see an important distinction between (1) approaches that seek to
define risks of climate change that are tolerable, and hence that avoid system failure
and unacceptable cost, and (2) other approaches that see adaptation as part of a
wider process to enhance the well-being of society. Whatever the social goals of
adaptation, the existence of diverse, and sometimes incommensurable, values held
by the actors involved in decision-making around adaptation can act as limits if these
values are not deliberated. The values that underpin adaptation decisions become
more diverse and contradictory as one moves from small-scales and single agents to
larger-scales and multiple agents. Values in society are not held in isolation and are
different for different stakeholders with levels of influence and power over their own
destinies. The normative issues of whose values count, the prevalence of externalities
and the changing preferences over time for well-being and risk avoidance need to be
made explicit.
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Knowledge: The second proposition is that adaptation need not be limited by uncer-
tainties associated with foresight of future climate change. Uncertainties in the context
of climate change may relate to the provisional nature of scientific knowledge about
future climates or about the contested nature and status of such scientific foresight.
Different social and organisational cultures, and sub-cultures, approach foresight in
different ways. These differences in the status of knowledge claims about future
climate reveal differences in values and make problematic the delineation of any
limit to adaptation to climate change but can have an important bearing on the way in
which adaptation decisions are made. We argue, however, that methods of assessing
robust adaptations can provide opportunities for overcoming any perceived limits
imposed by uncertainties in future foresight.

Risk: The third proposition is that social and individual factors limit adaptation
action. Factors such as perception of risk, habit, social status and age operate at
individual decision-making levels but also constrain collective action. Individual
adaptation hinges on whether an impact, anticipated or experienced, is perceived as a
risk and whether it should (and could) be acted upon. At the policy level, adaptation
policies, like many other areas of public policy, are constrained by inertia, cultures
of risk denial, and other phenomena well known in policy sciences. We suggest
that individual and social characteristics, in particular risk perception, interact with
underlying values to form subjective and mutable limits to adaptation that currently
hinder society’s ability to act. Such limits could preclude adaptation at societal scales.

Culture: The fourth proposition is that systematic undervaluation of involuntary loss
of places and culture disguises real, experienced but subjective limits to adaptation.
This proposition is based on the observation that cultural assets are unique in place
and time. Hence many impacts result in loss of assets sometimes irreversible that
individuals value. This proposition also raises the issue of values that are largely
independent of material assets, but rather rely on perceptions and representations of
the world around us. This issue is under-researched and needs to be explored further,
not least because culture is not static—all cultures and places change over time—and
because what is deemed to have intrinsic social value also changes over time.

These four propositions are explored in detail in the following sections.

3 Proposition 1: any limits to adaptation depend on the goals of adaptation,
which are themselves dependent on diverse values

Our first proposition about the limits to adaptation emerges from considerations
about the goals of adaptation and the nature of decision-making around climate
change adaptation, in particular considerations about the diversity and often in-
commensurability of values which adaptation agents possess that underpin these
goals. This diversity of values may often lead to a paralysis of adaptation actions,
such as failure to introduce or change regulatory incentives, or lead to contradictory
outcomes, such as actions which simultaneously yet differentially enhance and reduce
resilience in communities. We address the question of values, and hence understand
the origin of the problem, by first looking at the scale and agency of adaptation
decision-making and then by exploring the goals of adaptation.
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3.1 The scale and agency of adaptation decision-making

Adaptation to climate change, and hence the limits to adaptation, can only be
understood in context. This implies an appreciation of the nature of the operational,
managerial or strategic decision that is at stake. This in turn requires the scale and
agency of decision-making to be defined. Understanding the values that drive an
adaptation decision is usually easier for decisions made at the micro-scale and by
well defined agents than at the macro-scale and by diffuse agents. This perspective
also requires some appreciation of the differences between adaptation decisions
seen as private (e.g. the individual farmer or business) or public (e.g. a government
agency). The values that are brought to bear on adaptation decisions become more
diverse and contradictory as one moves from small-scales and single agents to larger-
scales and multiple agents. If one of the roles of government is to resolve conflicts
between agents to engender collective action, then the importance of governance
in adaptation decisions becomes increasingly important as one moves along this
continuum (Cash et al. 2006).

The problem of scale, value and governance in adaptation decision-making is
manifest in the case of coastal management in the UK. Here, increased sea level and
changing coastal morphology are increasing the exposure of coastal communities,
from the erosive south and east costs, to the storm-exposed Atlantic coasts (Tsimplis
et al. 2005). The desirable adaptation strategy to rising sea-levels as perceived by
an individual householder perched on an eroding cliff-line seems clear-cut: invest in
beach replenishment or in hard defence structures. For each coastal local authority,
responsible for 100 km or more of shoreline, a different set of values and governance
issues come into play. For central government with a responsibility for the public
purse and a national perspective, the values and the means for resolving value-
conflicts are different again. Although all parties tend to appeal to principles of
sustainability, the residents directly affected articulate victimhood and vulnerability,
while central government priorities centre around fairness, cost-effectiveness and
integrated and long-term planning (Few et al. 2007; Tompkins et al. 2008).

Similarly, when thinking about the inter-generational aspects of adaptation de-
cisions, the diversity of goals of adaptation complicates attempts to define limits.
The ways in which societies live with climate risks changes over time as values, life-
styles and technologies change (Toman 2006). Adaptation decisions taken today may
impose negative environmental and social impacts on a future generation. The values
of future generations are most often explicitly incorporated into today’s decisions
through formal discounting methods in economics. But issues around critical natural
capital, the non-material aspects of choice and culture, are effectively excluded from
economic analysis.

The dependency of adaptation decisions on scale and agency may point to
hidden limits to adaptation in an increasingly complex and inter-connected society.
McIntosh et al. (2000) have argued from a study of the ebb and flow of earlier
civilisations that as societies become increasingly complex (e.g. divergent in values
and with increasingly intricate forms of governance), investment in problem-solving
activities (e.g. technical approaches to managing environmental risks) is subject to
a law of diminishing return. Sobel and Leeson (2006) suggest that the impacts of
Hurricane Katrina on New Orleans may be an example of complexity leading to
failure. Here society was exposed to an environmental shock, to which its weakening
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ability to resolve or reconcile divergent values through a complex governance
structure induced catastrophic failure.

3.2 The goals of adaptation

Understanding the scale and unit of adaptation decision-making reveals the di-
verging goals of adaptation to climate change that exist. These goals will differ
within a sector, a society, between nation states and, most intractably, between
different generations. However, the goals of adaptation are rarely stated explicitly.
For example, for some agents adaptation concerns conservation of status quo,
while for others the current situation is undesirable and hence adaptation is about
progress. The goal of adaptation will likely depend on who or what is adapting.
For example, well developed institutions and wealthier societies or individuals
may seek to maintain their current state or standard of living through adaptation,
whilst developing countries may be aiming to continue developing and enhance the
standard of living of their citizens. For those on the margins of society, the immediate
priority may be to secure livelihoods or protect assets from climate and other risks.
In ecosystems, successful adaptation is demonstrated by survival of the species in a
changing environment, but not necessarily the survival of an individual (Rappaport
1977).

These divergent goals for adaptation emerge, in part, from different attitudes
to risk (risk-takers versus the risk-averse), to disposition (a progressive versus
conservative ethos) and to the adaptive capacity of future generations (optimistic
versus pessimistic). This divergence in goals can be illustrated by the differing
adaptation decisions made even within one business sector in one region. In a
study of several house construction firms in England, Berkhout et al. (2006) showed
radically different adaptation strategies adopted by different firms in the face of the
same apparent risk—increased flooding of flood plains. Some firms withdrew entirely
from such construction ventures, while others benefited from falling land values
and compensated by investing in engineering solutions to increase infrastructure
resilience. If such diversity in goal-setting applies across all sectors and societies it
becomes problematic to talk about generic ‘limits to adaptation’.

While there are different perspectives on the goals and objectives of adaptation
there is, however, little discussion in the adaptation literature on the role of social and
cultural values in defining these goals and objectives (Camfield and McGregor 2005).
The risk management literature focuses on adaptation to natural hazards, including
both climate and non-climate related hazards (Burton et al. 1993). Adaptations,
adjustments or coping strategies are used to respond to the perceived risk of, or
experienced impact of, a hazard. These strategies have been classified by Burton
et al. (1993) as: share the loss, bear the loss, modify the events, prevent the effects,
change use or change location. These various strategies reveal different objectives
of adaptation, although the overarching goal remains that of reducing the negative
effects and increasing any benefits resulting from a hazard (Burton et al. 1993).

Within the context of the climate change debate, the purpose of adaptation is
often seen as to reduce vulnerability or to enhance resilience to climate change and
climate variability (Smit and Pilifosova 2001). Other perspectives on adaptation see it
as closely related to sustainable development. Adaptation can be viewed as providing
broader benefits, not just specifically to cope with climate impacts but as part of



342 Climatic Change (2009) 93:335–354

the development process (Apuuli et al. 2000). The resilience approach, as applied
to linked social and ecological systems, views learning and adaptation as important
processes that improve system resilience to a range of shocks, achievable through
adaptive management (Folke 2006; Nelson et al. 2007). Adaptation actions can be
used either to build resilience to prevent collapse of a system or to reorganise the
system and recover once a shock has caused a collapse.

There are trade-offs between the goals of building resilience and reducing vul-
nerability. Adaptive management approaches that promote resilience seek to learn
from failure and promote the ongoing structures and functions of overall systems.
Vulnerability approaches, by contract, focus on the most endangered individuals
or ecosystems and seeks adaptations that protect those, perhaps at the expense
of robustness and resilience of the overall system (see for example Plummer and
Armitage 2007; Dow et al. 2006; Eakin et al. 2009). Hence there are a range of
possible goals of adaptation. The choice between them is taken by institutions
of collective response based on the underlying values of society. This divergence
of objectives in effect sets different ‘limits’ to adaptation where trade-offs and
incommesurabilities mean that not all objectives can be met.

4 Proposition 2: adaptation need not be limited by uncertain knowledge
of future climate change

Many scholars have argued that the effectiveness of adaptation responses is de-
pendent on the level of certainty associated with climate change and impact pro-
jections (see Füssel 2007; Gagnon-Lebrun and Agrawala 2007). If so, and given
that climate and impact projections at the regional and local level are subject to
deep uncertainties, one would expect this lack of certainty—this lack of accurate
and precise foreknowledge—to act as an important limit to adaptation efforts. This
proposition suggests, however, that we should not consider uncertainties associated
with foresight of future climate change a limit to adaptation.

The goals and processes of adaptation cannot be separated from the nature,
status and legitimacy of knowledge claims about the future. Whilst knowledge about
many areas of future development is relevant, here we focus this discussion around
the future of climate. Science has claimed a greater degree of predictability for
the climate system than it has offered for other, adaptation-relevant, dimensions
of social change relating to economics, technology, demography and culture. How
knowledge claims about future climate are assimilated into adaptation decision-
making therefore becomes of great importance. Indeed more fundamental still, when
thinking about the role of climate knowledge in adaptation is the way in which the
agents of adaptation—individuals, institutions, governments—view knowledge about
weather and climate from the deep past through the present to the long future.

When making a decision for which future climate is relevant a mental map of
knowledge about possible future climates is required. Put simply, this mental map
can be influenced by the deep climatic past (such as the idea of social memory of past
weather extremes; Harley 2003), the present or recent experience of weather (e.g.
derived from intuitive perceptions and guided by historical weather data; see case
studies in Strauss and Orlove 2003), and the anticipation of future climate (such as
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scenarios of climate change constructed from model simulations based on predictive
science; Mearns et al. 2001; Hulme et al. 2002; Parson et al. 2007).

The weights given to these three influences in shaping expectations of future
climate, and hence the imperative for adaptation decisions and their nature, will
depend on many factors. Social and organisational culture will be important, as will
social and behavioural psychology and the credibility, saliency and legitimacy of
climate scenarios (Cash et al. 2003; see Hulme and Dessai 2008 in the context of the
construction of UK climate scenarios). Credibility may mean quite different things
in different cultures. The assumed hegemony of predictive scientific models of the
climate system as the basis for scenario making (e.g. as presented by the IPCC), is
not borne out by historical surveys of scenario exercises (e.g. Pulver and VanDeveer
2007).

A related example is the increasing attention given to individuals’ and communi-
ties’ knowledge and experience of past and recent climate, and the way this shapes
their perceptions of future climate (Cruikshank 2001; Huntington and Fox 2005).
The relevance and validity of local knowledge in climate change studies have been
demonstrated by a number of studies (Orlove et al. 2000; Riedlinger and Berkes 2001;
Berman and Kofinas 2004). However, many have been critical of the integration
of local knowledge narrowly as decontextualised data within a scientific framework
(Cruikshank 2001; Berkes 2002), and discussions remain over whether and how to
overcome differences in epistemology as well as methodological, institutional and
political challenges.

Central to an understanding of how scenarios of future climate are used in adapta-
tion decision-making is to appreciate the ways in which they characterise uncertainty.
Scenarios constructed from predictive scientific models of the climate system may be
contested on epistemological grounds—scientific predictions as socially constructed
simulations (e.g. Petersen 2006). But even where an epistemology is shared, resulting
scientific uncertainties may limit their usefulness for adaptation decision making.
Thus different approaches to characterising such uncertainty—narratives, quanti-
tative alternative scenarios, or probabilistic descriptions (e.g. Dessai and Hulme
2004)—can have quite different effects on the types of adaptation decisions that are
made, or not made.

Many commentators have argued that the lack of reliable predictions of future
climate pose a major limit for effective adaptation to climate change. Often this
argument is used to justify further investment in climate modelling capabilities
in order to improve predictions of future climate. In an assessment of climate
prediction and adaptation to climate change, Dessai et al. (2009) argue that society
can (and indeed must) make adaptation decisions in the absence of accurate and
precise climate predictions. They suggest that the limits to accurate and precise
foreknowledge of future climate has been falsely constructed as an absolute limit
to adaptation.

The accuracy of climate predictions is limited by fundamental, irreducible uncer-
tainties. For climate prediction, uncertainties can arise from limitations in knowledge
(e.g., cloud physics), from randomness (e.g., due to the chaotic nature of the
climate system), and also from human actions (e.g., future greenhouse gas emissions,
population, economic growth and development). Some of these uncertainties can be
quantified, but many simply cannot, leaving some level of irreducible ignorance in
our understandings of future climate uncertainty (Dessai and Hulme 2004).
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Future prospects for reducing these large uncertainties remain limited for several
reasons: widening uncertainties (as we gain more knowledge of how the climate
system operates, some uncertainties remain irreducible), lack of objective constraints
(with which to reduce the uncertainty of predictions) and the problem of model
identifiability (different models can give the same prediction based on different
physics). Furthermore, there is much evidence that shows that climate is only one
of many uncertain processes that influence society and its activities. This suggests
that climate prediction should not be the central tool to guide adaptation to climate
change. We therefore argue that adaptation efforts are not likely, in effect, to be
limited by the lack of reliable (accurate and precise) foresight about future climate
conditions. An approach focused more on robust decision-making is less likely to be
constrained by epistemological limits and therefore more likely to succeed than an
approach focused on optimal decision-making predicated on the predictive accuracy
of climate models.

Robust decision-making comprises a variety of analytic approaches proposed
to identify and assess robust strategies (Lempert et al. 2006). Robust strategies
perform well compared to the alternatives over a wide range of assumptions about
the future. In this sense, robust strategies are “insensitive” to the resolution of
the uncertainties. Decision makers developing such robust strategies systematically
examine the performance of their adaptation strategies over a wide range of plausible
futures driven by uncertainty about the future state of climate and many other
economic, political and cultural factors. In this framing, they should choose a strategy
that they find sufficiently robust across these alternative futures. Such an approach
can identify successful adaptation strategies without accurate and precise predictions
of future climate.

Differences in how social, organisational or individual understandings of future
weather and climate are constructed can therefore lead to contrasting types of adap-
tation decision-making, or indeed can determine whether or not adaptation occurs.
These epistemological and cognitive differences will inter-play (e.g., Knopman 2006)
with the complex landscape of the scale and agency of adaptation decision-making
and with the different goals of adaptation, as discussed previously. This inter-play
will reveal—implicitly if not explicitly—different sets of values at work in the way
societies adapt to climate change and make problematic the delineation of any limit
to adaptation to climate change.

5 Proposition 3: social and individual characteristics act as limits to adaptation

Behaviours at the individual and social levels are contingent upon a wide variety
of factors. As argued in proposition 1, underlying values determine decisions about
whether and how to adapt to climate change. For individuals, and the societies
they are members of, actions are shaped in part by deeply-embedded (but not
static) cultural and societal norms and values. Some characteristics operate at the
individual level and include beliefs, preferences, perceptions of self-efficacy and
controllability. These, together with perceptions of risk, knowledge, experience, and
habitual behaviour, norms and values determine what is perceived to be a limit to
adaptation—at both individual and social levels in any particular society—and what
is not. These limits are therefore not absolute and insurmountable but rather socially
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constructed, subjective and mutable. It depends on individuals’ underlying values
and their enacting by societies whether a limit is perceived as such. This proposition
is therefore firmly grounded in the sociology and psychology of risk. We argue that
an insightful appreciation of individual and social actions—and conversely the limits
to such actions—needs to be discussed and understood in terms of the characteristics
of individuals and the societies that they compose, and how these affect perceptions
of risk and related behaviours.

An important distinction that should be clarified here is that between ‘limits’
and ‘thresholds’. Thresholds are points at which step changes occur in physical and
ecological systems (Gordon et al. 2008). When systems change beyond a certain
threshold they are often not likely to retain their original state. In this sense a
threshold that is linked to irreversible change in particular, represents an absolute
limit to maintenance of the status quo, but only a relative limit to adaptation. This
is because adaptation could still be possible when the system in question moves to
another state. In this proposition, however, we argue that adaptation is subjectively
limited by social and individual characteristics. Therefore whether a threshold
is a limit or not is value and perception-dependent (see related discussions in
proposition 4 on places and cultures). In other words, it is perceptions, values and
norms that either enable or constrain action, thus either encouraging or limiting
adaptation. For example, if the possibility of a threshold being reached—and the
system changing to a different state as a result—is perceived as unacceptable through
a particular individual or societal lens, this perception would identify this threshold
as a limit to adaptation. Through a different societal lens, however, the possibility of
the same change and adaptation to it could be perceived as acceptable, and in this
case reaching the threshold would not be perceived as a limit to adaptation.

O’Riordan and Jordan (1999) have shown that cultural theory is a useful tool in
demonstrating that individuals’ preferences are attached to different worldviews, and
this has implications for adaptation to climate change. The profound differences in
attitudes between egalitarians, individualists, fatalists and hierarchists mean that it is
difficult if not impossible to agree on how to respond to an issue or problem. It has
been suggested that values centred on pro-environmental, ecocentric and altruistic
orientations can and do give rise to actions focussed around long-term sustainability
(e.g. Fransson and Gärling 1999; Nilsson et al. 2004). However, these values currently
neither reflect mainstream worldviews nor underlie present societal structures and
institutional arrangements, which in turn act as limits to public engagement in
adaptation to climate change (and indeed mitigation of emissions) (Dobson 2003;
Horton 2005). A first step toward enabling more communities and individuals to
adapt could be to make explicit the underlying values shaping preferences and
decisions. Unless the structural aspects of human society that fail to support those
values that can lead to proactive adaptation initiatives are changed, the practical
implementation of broader adaptation activities remains questionable.

Evidence from community-based initiatives and activities indicates that individ-
uals can feel enabled to responsibly implement behavioural alternatives through
programmes that (a) encourage individuals to consider their behaviours in relation
to environmental and societal impacts; and (b) provide a supportive environment for
individual and community decision-making (e.g. Nye and Burgess 2008; Spaargaren
and van Vliet 2000). These examples illustrate a small number of specific initiatives
which prove conducive to behavioural change. At present there is little indication
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of larger scale initiatives with similar outcomes. Much of the evidence on commu-
nity initiatives stems from mitigative rather than adaptive actions (e.g. Kates and
Wilbanks 2003; Moser and Dilling 2007). However, since it has been argued that the
determinants of adaptive and mitigative capacity are essentially the same (e.g. Yohe
2001), we may infer that enabling adaptive initiatives can occur in a similar fashion
as enabling mitigative action, from the bottom up. Their effectiveness will depend in
part on how individuals’ motivation to act can be harnessed. For instance, individuals
with low self-efficacy (or an external locus of control) do not perceive themselves as
able to act on perceived threats (Bandura 1977; Hines et al. 1987). A study of elderly
people’s perceptions of heat wave risks suggests that this relatively vulnerable group
does not perceive its vulnerability and therefore does little to adapt (Wolf et al. 2009).

Perceptions of risk, knowledge and experience are important factors at the
individual and societal level in determining whether and how adaptation takes place.
Research in Norway, for example, shows that in situations where no risk is perceived,
little if any action to adapt is undertaken a situation described as complacency
(O’Brien et al. 2006). Choices are shaped by whether local impacts are known
and are anticipated (see proposition 2), and by the cognitive–behavioural gap that
exists in individuals between knowledge of impacts, values, beliefs, norms and action
(Jackson 2005). Both hazards and adaptation research point to the importance of
immediate priorities moulded, for example, by non-climatic impacts (O’Brien and
Leichenko 2000; O’Brien et al. 2004) as drivers of behavioural change. To date there
are many fewer examples of behavioural change in response to expected climatic
impacts, or indeed to future climate change, than there are to experiences of current
climate variability. Yet in the context of limits to adaptation, neither the hazards
nor the risk literatures can provide an adequate indication of how mutable and
constructed limits may be overcome, given the complex interactions between social
and individual characteristics, with a view to securing sustainable societal adaptation
in the long term. The survey of observed adaptation in the UK by Tompkins et al.
(2005), for example, demonstrated that much planning involves building the capacity
to deal with future events rather than anticipating and acting on expected specific
risks.

Historic and current adaptation is and continues to be informed by perceptions
and local knowledge based on previous experience of weather and climate (Vedwan
and Rhoades 2001; Thomas et al. 2007). While adaptation activities are inherently
local and are necessarily based on contextual knowledge, it is unclear how insights
from the past could serve us in the face of future climate changes. Particularly in
developed nations, climate change and its impacts, although generating concern,
are also generally believed to be removed in space (‘not here’) and time (‘not
yet’). This may hamper a current appreciation of the impacts of climate change
and how society and individuals could respond to these. Furthermore, individuals’
failure to link experiences of extreme weather events to similar climate-related
future occurrences (Whitmarsh 2008) can preclude long term behavioural learning,
resulting little learning should a similar situation reoccur. In addition, the biased
assimilation of knowledge means that only information congruent with pre-existing
cognitions will be remembered (Lord et al. 1979; Rachlinski 2000). This implies that
even if provided with information about how to adapt, people who do not believe
adaptation is necessary are highly unlikely to retain or act on this information.
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The psychological literature shows that most individuals tend to respond to issues,
risks or concerns they consider as immediately and personally relevant (Moser and
Dilling 2004; Paton et al. 2001). Although populations are not homogeneous, there
is a tendency to operate myopically, discounting the potential future benefits of
current actions (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2001). Conceptualisations of the future have
been linked to personal values, worldviews and religious beliefs (Tonn et al. 2006).
There is also emerging evidence that adaptation in practice may be constrained by
both perceived and actual adaptive capacity (e.g. Grothmann and Patt 2005). Thus,
variations in risk perceptions, the distant nature of climate change, the failure to link
current experiences with future events, the difficulty in identifying and implementing
adaptation measures all suggest that little adaptation to climate change is occurring
at individual levels, other than that driven by non-climatic factors.

At the organisation level, similar factors have been identified as limiting adapta-
tion (Berkhout et al. 2006): lack of knowledge of climate change impacts and their
identification; difficulty in assessing and implementing adaptation options. Further-
more, regulation and economic incentives may encourage behavioural change, but
evidence for the permanence of behaviours resulting from such measures is not clear
cut. For instance, the Water Services Regulation Authority (OFWAT, in England
and Wales) requires water companies to consider adaptation in their long term
plans, yet there is little evidence this has translated into specific adaptations due to
conflicting temporal and other economic considerations (Arnell and Delaney 2006).
The importance of policies and non-climatic drivers, in other words, currently play
perhaps an even more important role in influencing adaptive behaviours to climate
change.

Decisions are made regularly at individual and societal levels that have impli-
cations for current and future adaptation. We suggest that individual and social
characteristics interact with underlying values to form subjective and mutable limits
to adaptation that currently hinder society’s ability to act. This could preclude
adaptation at societal scales and in the future. These limits can be interpreted as
personal and social, mirroring wider debates on the relative dichotomy of agency and
structure in determining action (Giddens 1984). As small scale initiatives suggest,
these limits are indeed relative and could be overcome, although on a large scale
they may necessitate deep cultural and social change. Such changes, however, may
imply modifying existing structures and value systems, thus threatening deeply held
cultural, historical or ethnic identities. The next proposition turns to discuss these in
more detail.

6 Proposition 4: the systematic undervaluation of involuntary loss of places
and cultures disguises real, experienced but subjective limits to adaptation

Current climate change discussions frequently focus on biophysical transformation
and their economic implications. But such analyses, framed in terms of utilitarian
metrics, frequently fail to recognise that the experienced worlds of individuals
and communities are bound up in local places and that the physical changes will
have profound cultural and symbolic impacts. The Stern Review (Stern 2007), for
example, incorporates irreversible catastrophic losses such as sea level rise from loss
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of Greenland ice sheet as expected values and weights them with low discount rates.
Ultimately, Stern (2007) concludes, however, that ‘we have conceptual, ethical and
practical reservations about how non-market impacts should be included, though
there is no doubt they are important’ (Stern 2007, p 187). Baer (2007) and Neumayer
(2007) argue that this conclusion demonstrates only the limits of using economic
calculus when externalities are pervasive. Turner et al. (2008) argue that losses that
are indirect and cumulative are more likely to be invisible in environmental decision-
making and that such losses typically include cultural and lifestyle losses, loss of
identity, self-determination and influence, and changes which for those experiencing
it represent ‘loss of order in the world’ (Turner et al. 2008, p.4).

In line with Turner et al. (2008), we argue that specific losses of physical places
involve loss of attendant cultural and social significance that is invisible to the
prevailing calculus (Adger et al. 2009). In some cases significant physical changes
to places from climate change impacts will influence the ways in which individuals
interact with the natural and social environments. These impacts are rarely included
in the way that adaptation is framed or the subsequent decision making calculus.
Proposition 1 addresses the incommensurability of goals and values and how choices
must be negotiated. Here we suggest that by undervaluing culture and place we
are ignoring certain limits to adaptation, which whilst subjective are real for those
experiencing them.

The valuing of places and cultures does not imply that adaptation is the same as
conservation. Cultures are never static as individuals and societies initiate change or
respond to new sets of external conditions. Whether a result of a changing physical
environment, emigrations, the influx of immigrants, or local innovations, cultures
are always in flux. Place names in Nunavut, for example, are often descriptive
of the environment and are important references for navigation. However, place
names are also slow to change and the environmental conditions of the past are
not the same as today, leaving a legacy of place names that do not correspond to
the current environment (Henshaw 2003). These apparent misnomers highlight that
populations in the region have been able to accommodate environmental change
and adapt to new conditions. The dynamic nature of culture does not discount the
value of a particular culture, especially when change is involuntary and, as in the
case of climate change, results from anthropogenic emissions for which others are
largely responsible. The projected changes associated with a warming climate will be
irreversible and highly significant.

Landscapes are dynamic social constructions which reflect process and change
through historical and contextual experience. As a result of the complex inter-
actions of cultural, political, and ecological processes landscapes assume symbolic
meaning and may have profound cultural implications (Baker 1992). Historical and
contextual experience also leads to the development of rules, norms, and forms of
governance to manage and interact with the environment (Young and Lipton 2006).
Thus, part of the order and structure of societies is designed to interact with the
physical environment and any change in the physical environment will influence
these structures as well as the larger social system. The range of this influence varies
in accord with the proximity of a society to the natural environment. For example,
for some cultures a physical landscape provides social order by helping to define and
regulate kinship relationships (Gow 1995). Nevertheless, all societies have affective
ties between individuals, communities, and their material environments, and changes
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in the environment affect individual and collective constructions of reality (Oliver-
Smith 1991; Pretty 2007). The implications of a changing physical environment touch
the core of how individuals and cultures may define themselves and their interactions
with the world around them.

There is increasing evidence that particular places in the world will be transformed
and, in effect, lost through the impacts of a changing climate. In the South Pacific,
for example, there are significant concerns that sea level rise will force people to
leave their islands (Adger et al. 2009). Migration is an adaptation, but involuntary
migration may be undesirable to those leaving their homeland, and the disruptive
impacts on economies, social order, cultural identity, knowledge, and traditions
belie successful transitions (Adger et al. 2009). Modern history provides numer-
ous examples of peoples who were forced to migrate as a consequence of dam
construction, social reorganization, and national security. The outcomes of these
movements have been strikingly similar and contain few successes. Amongst other
problems, the severing of attachment to place may have devastating repercussions for
individuals and societies strongly anchored to a particular region (Trudelle-Schwarz
1996; Oliver-Smith 1991).

For cultures and the physical environment climate change implies irreversible loss.
Change is not inherently negative. However, the current metrics of accounting for
loss do not include mechanisms for evaluating the cultural and symbolic value of the
landscape. These impacts are systematically undervalued and do not enter into the
decision making calculus for adaptation responses. Whether slow and incremental
or fast and abrupt, climate change is and will continue to modify the relationships
of societies with the environment. The loss of physical places and transformed
ecological systems will often be irreversible, with associated environmental, cultural,
and social implications. These changes are associated with limits to certain possible
adaptation pathways. While many of the changes are unavoidable, the way in which
we choose to plan for, and respond to, change is subject to discretion.

7 Conclusions

This paper challenges the implicit assumption that successful adaptation to climate
change will be bound by limiting factors beyond which adaptation will not be
possible. The propositions in effect challenge this view and maintain that societal
adaptation is not necessarily limited by exogenous forces outside its control. More
often, adaptation to climate change is limited by the values, perceptions, processes
and power structures within society. What may be a limit in one society may not be
in another, depending on the ethical standpoint, the emphasis placed on scientific
projections, the risk perceptions of the society, and the extent to which places and
cultures are valued.

The purpose of this paper is to examine the assumptions underlying current
notions of limits to adaptation and the associated concept of thresholds. We suggest
that four elements inherent in any society contribute to limiting the successful
adaptive response of society. The role of ethics and its manifestation in the diverse
goals of adaptation of different actors is critical. What may be interpreted as a
limit or a failure of adaptation may in fact be a successful adaptation for another
actor, resulting from the different priorities and values held within society. Lack
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of precise knowledge about future climate impacts is often cited as a reason for
delaying adaptation actions. It becomes a limit in itself, whereas we argue that greater
foresight will not facilitate adaptation. Instead, robust decision-making circumvents
the need for precise knowledge. Adaptation decisions depend on the perceptions
of risk held by society, which may act as limiting factors if the society does not
believe the risk is great enough to justify action. And fourth, the undervaluing
of places and cultures may limit the range of adaptation actions. The current
methods of valuing loss do not include cultural and symbolic values, leading to an
undervaluation in comparison with more easily valued and tangible assets.

What are the implications of this set of observations and propositions for policy
and individual action to adapt to climate change? The major implication arises
from our observations that diverse and contested values—underpinned by ethical,
cultural, risk and knowledge considerations—underlie adaptation responses and thus
define mutable and subjective limits to adaptation. Given diverse values of diverse
actors, there is, we believe, a compelling need to identify and recognise implicit and
hidden values and interests in advance of purposeful adaptation interventions. As
a consequence, we suggest that there is a requirement for governance mechanisms
that can meaningfully acknowledge and negotiate the complexity arising from the
manifestation of diverse values—for example, deliberative platforms for adaptive
action involving wide sets of stakeholders. We have argued here that locality, place
and cultural icons are likely to loom large in adaptation decisions.

We argue that, notwithstanding physical and ecological limits affecting natural
systems, climate change adaptation is not only limited by such exogenous forces, but
importantly by societal factors that could possibly be overcome. Based on our review,
we suggest that an adaptable society is characterized by awareness of diverse values,
appreciation and understanding of specific and variable vulnerabilities to impacts,
and acceptance of some loss through change. The ability to adapt is determined in
part by the availability of technology and the capacity for learning but fundamentally
by the ethics of the treatment of vulnerable people and places within societal
decision-making structures. The issues we raise in this paper represent, we argue, the
core problems of adaptation decision-making at all institutional and political scales,
and across all cultures.

Acknowledgements The research was funded by NERC, EPSRC and ESRC in the UK through the
Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research. We thank Declan Conway for discussions and Hallie
Eakin and two further anonymous reviewers for helpful comments. This version remains our own
responsibility.

References

Adger WN, Barnett J, Ellemor H (2009) Unique and valued places at risk. In: Schneider SH,
Rosencranz A, Mastrandrea M (eds) Climate change science and policy. Island, Washington
DC (in press)

Agrawala S, Fankhauser S (eds) (2008) Economic aspects of adaptation to climate change: costs,
benefits and policy instruments. OECD, Paris

Apuuli B, Wright J, Elias C, Burton I (2000) Reconciling national and global priorities in adaptation
to climate change: with an illustration from Uganda. Environ Monit Assess 61:145–159

Arnell NW, Delaney EK (2006) Adapting to climate change: water supply in England and Wales.
Clim Change 78:227–255



Climatic Change (2009) 93:335–354 351

Baer P (2007) The worth of an ice-sheet: a critique of the treatment of catastrophic impacts in the
Stern review. EcoEquity Discussion Paper. www.ecoequity.org/docs/WorthOfAnIceSheet.pdf.
Accessed 18 January 2007

Baker ARH (1992) Introduction: on ideology and landscape. In: Baker ARH, Biger G (eds) Ideology
and landscape in historical perspective. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Bandura A (1977) Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychol Rev 84:
191–215

Berkes F (2002) Epilogue: making sense of Arctic environmental change? In: Krupnik I, Jolly D
(eds) The earth is faster now: indigenous observations of arctic environmental change. Arc-
tic Research Consortium of the United States and Smithsonian Institution, Fairbanks AK,
pp 335–349

Berkhout F, Hertin J, Gann DM (2006) Learning to adapt: organisational adaptation to climate
change impacts. Clim Change 78:135–156

Berman M, Kofinas G (2004) Hunting for models: grounded and rational choice approaches to
analyzing climate effects on subsistence hunting in an Arctic community. Ecol Econ 49:31–46

Burton I, Kates RW, White GF (1993) The environment as hazard, 2nd edn. Guilford, New York
Camfield L, McGregor A (2005) Resilience and well-being in developing countries. In: Ungar M

(ed) Handbook for working with children and youth: pathways to resilience across cultures and
contexts. Sage, London

Cash DW, Clark WC, Alcock F, Dickson NM, Eckley N, Guston DH, Jager J, Mitchell RB (2003)
Knowledge systems for sustainable development. PNAS 100:8086–8091

Cash DW, Adger WN, Berkes F, Garden P, Lebel L, Olsson P, Pritchard L, Young O (2006)
Scale and cross-scale dynamics: governance and information in a multi-level world. Ecology and
Society 11(2):8. http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/art8/

Cruikshank J (2001) Glaciers and climate change: perspectives from oral tradition. Arctic 54:377–393
Dessai S, Hulme M (2004) Does climate adaptation policy need probabilities? Climate Policy 4:107–

128
Dessai S, Adger WN, Hulme M, Turnpenny J, Köhler J, Warren R (2004) Defining and experiencing

dangerous climate change. Clim Change 64:11–25
Dessai S, Hulme M, Lempert RJ, Pielke R Jr (2009) Climate prediction: a limit to adaptation?

In: Adger WN, Lorenzoni I, O’Brien K (eds) Adapting to climate change: thresholds, values,
governance. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (in press)

Diamond J (2005) Collapse: how societies choose to fail or survive. Penguin, London
Dobson A (2003) Citizenship and the environment. Oxford University Press, Oxford
Dow K, Kasperson RE, Bohn H (2006) Exploring the social justice implications of adaptation and

vulnerability. In: Adger WN, Paavola J, Huq S, Mace MJ (eds) Fairness in adaptation to climate
change. MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass, pp 79–96

Eakin H, Tompkins EL, Nelson DR, Anderies JM (2009) Hidden costs and disparate uncertainties:
trade-offs involved in approaches to climate policy. In: Adger WN, Lorenzoni I, O’Brien K
(eds) Adapting to climate change: thresholds, values, governance. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge (in press)

Few R, Brown K, Tompkins E (2007) Climate change and coastal management decisions: insights
from Christchurch Bay, UK. Coast Manage 35:255–270

Fischlin A, Midgeley G (2007) Ecosystems, their properties, goods and services. In: Parry ML,
Canziani OF, Palutikof JP, Hanson CE, van der Linden PJ (eds) Climate change 2007: impacts,
adaptation and vulnerability. Contribution of working group II to the fourth assessment report
of the intergovernmental panel on climate change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Folke C (2006) Resilience: the emergence of a perspective for social-ecological systems analyses.
Glob Environ Change 16:253–267

Fransson N, Gärling T (1999) Environmental concern: conceptual definitions, measurement meth-
ods, and research findings. J Environ Psychol 19:369–382

Füssel H-M (2007) Adaptation planning for climate change: concepts, assessment approaches and
key lessons. Sustainability Science 2:265–275

Gagnon-Lebrun F, Agrawala S (2007) Implementing adaptation in developed countries: an analysis
of progress and trends. Climate Policy 7:392–408

Gallopin GC (2006) Linkages between vulnerability, resilience, and adaptive capacity. Glob Environ
Change 16:293–303

Giddens A (1984) The constitution of society: outline of the theory of structuration. Polity,
Cambridge

Gordon LJ, Peterson GD, Bennett EM (2008) Agricultural modifications of hydrological flows create
ecological surprises. Trends Ecol Evol 23:211–219

http://www.ecoequity.org/docs/WorthOfAnIceSheet.pdf
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/art8/


352 Climatic Change (2009) 93:335–354

Gow P (1995) Land, people, and paper in Western Amazonia. In: Hirsch E, O’Hanlon M (eds) The
anthropology of landscape: perspectives on place and space. Oxford University Press, Oxford

Grothmann T, Patt A (2005) Adaptive capacity and human cognition: the process of individual
adaptation to climate change. Glob Environ Change 15:199–213

Harley TA (2003) Nice weather for the time of year: the British obsession with the weather.
In: Strauss S, Orlove B (eds) Weather, climate, culture. Berg, Oxford, pp 103–120

Henshaw A (2003) Climate and culture in the North: the interface of archaeology, paleoenviron-
mental science and oral history. In: Strauss S, Orlove B (eds) Weather, climate, culture. Berg,
Oxford

Hines JM, Hungerford HR, Tomera AN (1987) Analysis and synthesis of research on responsible
environmental behaviour: a meta-analysis. J Environ Educ 18:1–18

Horton D (2005) Demonstrating environmental citizenship? In: Dobson A, Bell DR (eds) Environ-
mental citizenship. MIT Press, Cambridge MA

Hulme M, Dessai S (2008) Negotiating future climates for public policy: a critical assessment of the
development of climate scenarios for the UK. Environ Sci Policy 11:54–70

Hulme M, Jenkins GJ, Lu X, Turnpenny JR, Mitchell TD, Jones RG, Lowe J, Murphy JM, Hassell
D, Boorman P, McDonald R, Hill S (2002) Climate change scenarios for the UK: the UKCIP02
scientific report. Tyndall, Norwich, 112 pp

Huntington E (1915, 2001) Civilisation and climate. Reprinted by the University Press of the Pacific,
Hawaii, Hawaii, 333 pp

Huntington H, Fox S (2005) The changing arctic: indigenous perspectives. In: Arctic climate impact
assessment. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Inglehart R (1997) Modernization and postmodernization: cultural, economic, and political change
in forty three societies. Princeton University Press, Princeton

Jackson T (2005) Motivating sustainable consumption—a review of evidence on consumer behaviour
and behavioural change. A report to the sustainable development research network. Centre for
Environmental Strategies, University of Surrey

Kates RW, Wilbanks TJ (2003) Making the global local: responding to climate change concerns from
the ground up. Environment 45(3):12–23

Knopman DS (2006) Success matters: recasting the relationship among geophysical, biological, and
behavioral scientists to support decision making on major environmental challenges. Water
Resour Res 42(3):W03S09

Lempert RJ, Groves DG, Popper SW, Bankes SC (2006) A general, analytic method for generating
robust strategies and narrative scenarios. Manag Sci 52:514–528

Lord CG et al (1979) Biased assimilation and attitude polarization: the effect of prior theories on
subsequently considered evidence. J Pers Soc Psychol 37:2098–2109

McCarthy JJ, Canziani O, Leary NA, Dokken DJ, White KS (eds) (2001) Climate change 2001:
impacts, adaptation and vulnerability. IPCC working group II. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge

McIntosh RJ, Tainter JA, McIntosh SK (eds) (2000) The way the wind blows: climate, history and
human action. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Mearns LO, Hulme M, Carter TR, Lal M, Leemans R, Whetton PH (2001) Climate scenario devel-
opment. In: Houghton JT, Ding Y, Griggs DJ, Noguer M, van der Linden PJ, Dai X, Maskell K,
Johnson CA (eds) Climate change 2001: the scientific basis. Contribution of WG1 to the IPCC
third assessment. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp 739–768, 944 pp

Moser SC, Dilling L (2004) Making climate hot. Communicating the urgency and challenge of global
climate change. Environment 46(10):32–46

Moser S, Dilling L (eds) (2007) Creating a climate for change: communicating climate change and
facilitating social change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 549 pp

Nelson DR, Adger WN, Brown K (2007) Adaptation to environmental change: contributions of a
resilience framework. Annu Rev Environ Resour 32:395–419

Neumayer E (2007) A missed opportunity: the stern review on climate change fails to tackle the issue
of non-substitutable loss of natural capital. Glob Environ Change 17:297–301

Nilsson A, von Borgstede C, Biel A (2004) Willingness to accept climate change strategies: the effect
of values and norms. J Environ Psychol 24:267–277

Norton BG (2003) Searching for sustainability: interdisciplinary essays in the philosophy of conser-
vation biology. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Nye M, Burgess J (2008) Promoting durable change in household waste and energy use behaviour.
A research report completed for the department for environment, food and rural affairs. School
of Environmental Sciences, University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK



Climatic Change (2009) 93:335–354 353

O’Brien K (2009) Climate change and values: do changing values define the limits to successful adap-
tation? In: Adger WN, Lorenzoni I, O’Brien K (eds) Adapting to climate change: thresholds,
values, governance. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (in press)

O’Brien KL, Leichenko RM (2000) Double exposure: assessing the impacts of climate change within
the context of economic globalization. Glob Environ Change 10(3):221–232

O’Brien KL, Leichenko RM, Kelkar U, Venema H, Aandahl G, Tompkins H, Javed A, Bhadwal S,
Barg S, Nygaard L, West J (2004) Mapping vulnerability to multiple stressors: climate change
and globalization in India. Glob Environ Change 14(4):303–313

O’Brien KL, Eriksen S, Sygna L, Naess LO (2006) Questioning complacency: climate change im-
pacts, vulnerability, and adaptation in Norway. Ambio 35(2):50–56

Oliver-Smith A (1991) Involuntary resettlement, resistance, and political empowerment. J Refug
Stud 4(2):132–149

O’Neill BC, Oppenheimer M (2002) Dangerous climate impacts and the Kyoto protocol. Science
296:1971–1972

Oppenheimer M (2005) Defining dangerous anthropogenic interference: the role of science, the
limits of science. Risk Anal 25:1399–1407

O’Riordan T, Jordan A (1999) Institutions, climate change and cultural theory: towards a common
analytical framework. Glob Environ Change 9:81–93

Orlove BS, Chiang JCH et al (2000) Forecasting Andean rainfall and crop yield from the influence
of El Nino on Pleiades visibility. Nature 403:68–71

Ostrom E (2005) Understanding institutional diversity. Princeton University Press, Princeton
Parmesan C, Yohe G (2003) A globally coherent fingerprint of climate impacts across natural

systems. Nature 421:37–42
Parry M, Arnell NW, Hulme M, Nicholls R, Livermore M (1998) Adapting to the inevitable. Nature

395:741
Parson EA et al (2007) Global change scenarios: their development and use. Synthesis and assess-

ment Product 2.1b. US Climate Science Program, Washington, DC
Paton D, Millar M, Johnston D (2001) Community resilience to volcanic hazard consequences.

Natural Hazards 24:157–169
Petersen AC (2006) Simulating nature: a philosophical study of computer-simulation uncertainties

and their role in climate science and policy advice. Het Spinhuis, Amsterdam, 220 pp
Pielke R, Prins G, Rayner S, Sarewitz D (2007) Climate change 2007: lifting the taboo on adaptation.

Nature 445:597–598
Plummer R, Armitage D (2007) A resilience-based framework for evaluating adaptive co-

management: linking ecology, economics and society in a complex world. Ecol Econ 61:62–74
Pretty J (2007) The earth only endures. Earthscan, London, 240 pp
Pulver S, VanDeveer S (2007) Global environmental futures interrogating the practice and poli-

tics of scenarios background paper presented at conference “Global environmental futures—
interrogating the practice and politics of scenarios,” Providence, RI, March 23–24, 2007

Rachlinski JJ (2000) The psychology of global climate change. Univ Ill Law Rev 1:299–319
Rappaport RA (1977) Maladaptation in social systems. In: Friedman J (ed) Evolution of social

systems. London, Duckworth, pp 49–71
Riedlinger D, Berkes F (2001) Contributions of traditional knowledge to understanding climate

change in the Canadian Arctic. Polar Record 37:315–328
Scheffer M, Brovkin V, Cox P (2006) Positive feedback between global warming and atmospheric

CO2 concentration inferred from past climate change. Geophys Res Lett 33:L10702
Schellnhuber HJ, Cramer W, Nakicenovic N, Wigley T, Yohe G (eds) (2006) Avoiding dangerous

climate change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Schneider SH, Semenov S, Patwardhan A et al (2007) Assessing key vulnerabilities and the risk from

climate change. In: Parry ML, Canziani OF, Palutikof JP, Hanson CE, van der Linden PJ (eds)
Climate change 2007: impacts, adaptation and vulnerability. Contribution of working group II
to the fourth assessment report of the intergovernmental panel on climate change. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge

Smit B, Pilifosova O (2001) Adaptation to climate change in the context of sustainable development
and equity. In: McCarthy JJ (ed) Climate change 2001: impacts, adaptation and vulnerability.
IPCC working group II. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp 877–912

Sobel RS, Leeson PT (2006) Government’s response to Hurricane Katrina: a public choice analysis.
Public Choice 127:55–73

Spaargaren G, van Vliet B (2000) Lifestyle, consumption and the environment: the ecological mod-
ernisation of domestic consumption. Soc Nat Resour 9:50–76



354 Climatic Change (2009) 93:335–354

Stern N (2007) Economics of climate change: the stern review. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge

Stoll-Kleemann S, O’Riordan T, Jaeger CC (2001) The psychology of denial concerning climate
mitigation measures: evidence from Swiss focus groups. Glob Environ Change 11:107–117

Strauss S, Orlove B (2003) Up in the air: the anthropology of weather and climate. In: Strauss S,
Orlove B (eds) Weather, climate, culture. Berg, Oxford, pp 3–16, 307 pp

Thomas DSG, Twyman C, Osbahr H, Hewitson B (2007) Adapting to climate change and variability
in southern Africa: farmer responses to intra-seasonal precipitation trends in South Africa. Clim
Change 83:301–322

Toman M (2006) Values in the economics of climate change. Environ Values 15:365–379
Tompkins EL, Boyd E, Nicholson-Cole SA, Weatherhead K, Arnell WN, Adger WN (2005) Linking

adaptation research and practice. A report submitted to DEFRA as part of the climate change
impacts and adaptation cross-regional research programme. Tyndall Centre for Climate Change
Research, University of East Anglia, Norwich

Tompkins EL, Few R, Brown K (2008) Scenario-based stakeholder engagement: incorporat-
ing stakeholders preferences into coastal planning for climate change. J Environ Manag 88:
1580–1592

Tonn B, Hemrick A, Conrad F (2006) Cognitive representations of the future: survey results. Futures
38:810–829

Trudelle-Schwarz M (1996) Unravelling the Anchoring Cord: Navajo Relocation, 1974 to 1996. Am
Anthropol 99(1):43–55

Tsimplis MN, Woolf DK, Osborn TJ et al (2005) Towards a vulnerability assessment of the UK and
northern European coasts: the role of regional climate variability. Philos Trans Royal Soc Math,
Phys Eng Sci 363:1329–1358

Turner NJ, Gregory R, Brooks C, Failing L, Satterfield T (2008) From invisibility to transparency:
identifying the implications. Ecol Soc 13(2):7. URL:http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol13/
iss2/art7/

Vaughan DG, Marshall GJ, Connolley WM, Parkinson C, Mulvaney R, Hodgson DA, King JC,
Pudsey CJ, Turner J (2003) Recent rapid regional climate warming on the Antarctic Peninsula.
Clim Change 60:243–274

Vedwan N, Rhoades RE (2001) Climate change in the Western Himalayas of India: a study of local
perception and response. Clim Res 19:109–117

Whitmarsh L (2008) Are flood victims more concerned about climate change than other people? The
role of direct experience in risk perception and behavioural response. J Risk Res 11(3):351–374

Wolf J, Lorenzoni I, Few R, Abrahmson V, Raine R (2009) Conceptual and practical barriers to
adaptation: an interdisciplinary analysis of vulnerability and response to heat waves in the UK.
In: Adger WN, Lorenzoni I, O’Brien K (eds) Adapting to climate change: thresholds, values,
governance. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (in press)

Yohe GW (2001) Mitigative capacity—the mirror image of adaptive capacity on the emissions side.
Clim Change 49:247–262

Young KR, Lipton JK (2006) Adaptive governance and climate change in the tropical highlands of
Western South America. Clim Change 78:63–102

http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol13/iss2/art7/
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol13/iss2/art7/

	Are there social limits to adaptation to climate change?
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The nature of adaptation limits and four propositions
	Proposition 1: any limits to adaptation depend on the goals of adaptation, which are themselves dependent on diverse values
	The scale and agency of adaptation decision-making
	The goals of adaptation

	Proposition 2: adaptation need not be limited by uncertain knowledge of future climate change
	Proposition 3: social and individual characteristics act as limits to adaptation
	Proposition 4: the systematic undervaluation of involuntary loss of places and cultures disguises real, experienced but subjective limits to adaptation
	Conclusions
	References




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


