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Abstract: Cities are increasingly impacted by climate change, driving the need for adaptation and
sustainable development. Local and global economic and socio-cultural influence are also driving
city redevelopment. This, fundamentally political, development highlights issues of who pays and
who gains, who decides and how, and who/what is to be valued. Climate change adaptation has
primarily been informed by science, but the adaptation discourse has widened to include the social
sciences, subjecting adaptation practices to political analysis and critique. In this article, we critically
discuss the just city concept in a climate adaptation context. We develop the just city concept by
describing and discussing key theoretical themes in a politically and justice-oriented analysis of
climate change adaptation in cities. We illustrate our arguments by looking at recent case studies of
climate change adaptation in three very different city contexts: Port Vila, Baltimore City, and Karlstad.
We conclude that the social context with its power asymmetries must be given a central position in
understanding the distribution of climate risks and vulnerabilities when studying climate change
adaptation in cities from a climate justice perspective.

Keywords: just city; climate just city; ‘the right to the city’; climate change adaptation; power; equity;
urban planning

1. Introduction

Cities around the world are increasingly impacted by climate change and in total
are forecast to experience massive social and economic losses under current trends [1–4];
by any reasonable understanding of the word, this constitutes a crisis [5]. This climate
crisis threatens urban settlements [1] at the same time as the number of urban dwellers, in
part due to ongoing urbanisation in higher-risk cities in low- and middle-income nations,
exposed and vulnerable to climate-related events increases [6]. Future predictions state that
climate change will increase the occurrence and severity of weather and climate-related
hazards to urban settlements [1,2]. Climate change can also worsen existing socio-economic
problems and the risks of other natural hazards.

Hence, issues connected to, or driven by, climate change are receiving increasing at-
tention in cities around the world [7,8], and there is also unprecedented social mobilisation
around these issues that is increasingly framed around the recognition that climate change
is fundamentally a question of justice (cf., [9–11]). Justice, from this perspective, includes
issues such as responsibilities for action, the varied vulnerabilities to the impacts of climate
change, and how this is connected to structural injustices and power asymmetries that
influences cities’, organisations’, and individual’s abilities to mitigate risks and adapt to
unavoidable impacts (cf., [6]).

Cities, therefore, are critical sites for the implementing measures to fulfill goals both
for sustainability [12] and for economic growth [13]. At the same time, cities are dynamic
“ . . . with interacting and interdependent social-economic, ecological-biophysical, and
technological infrastructure components . . . ” ([14], p. 99). From the perspective of cli-
mate change, cities are perceived both as central problems and as important drivers of
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sustainable development with regard to climate change and other issues [14–18]. There are
many demands, expectations, opportunities, and structures in the quest for the sustainable
city [19]. Efforts to reorient cities under the rubric of sustainability are, at least in part,
often framed by economic rationalities [20,21]. In this sense, climate change adaptation in
cities takes place in what Suzanne Mettler has labelled a ‘policyscape’ consisting of layers
of earlier political ideas, policies, and regulations that has become institutionalised with
tangible “ . . . consequences for governing operations, the policy agenda, and political
behavior” ([22], p. 369). A feature of this policyscape is path-dependency created by previ-
ous policy-making that facilitates some pathways and delimits other potential pathways
of contemporary and future policy making [23,24]. Such path-dependency delimiting
public governance and institutional activity is, of course, highly problematic, particularly
when in a self-reinforcing condition, creating a ‘lock-in’ of extant governance. Such a
lock-in in traditional governance models leads to “ . . . plans, policies and solutions that
prioritize short-term goals over long-term resilience goals” ([14], p. 106). In order to reach
transformative and climate governance models and frameworks facilitating climate justice
in our cities, this path-dependency needs to be up-ended [14,25].

These circumstances highlight the importance of the issues of equity and fairness, decision
making, participation and representation, power and influence, and governance [25–27]. In this
article, we employ a critically constructive approach to the just city concept as developed by
Susan Fainstein [28] and others, as we increase the complexity of the approach by adding
the socio-environmental dynamics of climate change adaptation and focus on the ‘climate
just city’. Two cross-cutting topics central to a discussion of the climate just city with
the inclusion of climate change adaptation emerges strongly from the discussion above
(cf., [29–32]): (1) issues of distributional (or allocative) justice, and (2) issues of participatory
(procedural) justice involving the processes, institutions and implications of citizen and
stakeholder engagement [10,33,34].

These two aspects involve what Henri Lefebvre, David Harvey and others have
termed ‘the right to the city’ [35–38], giving rise to political inquiry, such as: for whom is
the city built and developed? What rights to the city as a whole do its inhabitants have?
Who is given ‘voice’ in central political processes and whose experiences and knowledge
is counted in the future development of urban society? Central for Lefebvre was the
eradication of poverty and of unjust inequality [37,38]. Our highlighting of Lefebvre and
Harvey also indicates that our outlook on the climate just city is more expansive than that
of Fainstein’s view of the just city.

This paper critically discusses the just city concept in a climate adaptation context and
develops the just city concept by describing and discussing key theoretical themes in a
politically and justice-oriented analysis of climate change adaptation in cities. We illustrate
our arguments by looking at recent case studies of climate change adaptation in three city
contexts: Port Vila (Vanuatu) [39], Baltimore City (USA) [40] and Karlstad (Sweden) [41].
Our cases are situated in different national and local contexts and highlight different
aspects of the climate change adaptation challenge from the perspective of justice. Port
Vila draws attention to the importance of the inclusion of indigenous populations and their
experience-based knowledge in adaptation policy and its implementation; Baltimore City
highlights how historical social class and race divisions impact contemporary adaptation
policy and implementation. Karlstad brings to light how economic pressures and policy
priorities frame adaptation policy and implementation. Before we move on to these case
studies, we discuss cities and climate change adaptation, growth-oriented development
policies and expand our theoretical perspective on just cities and that of the climate just city.

2. Cities and Climate Change Adaptation

Adaptation to climate change is essential for preparing for its impacts (as proactive or
precautionary measures) and for responding to impacts that have occurred or are occurring
(as reactive measures) (see, e.g., [26]). Measures for adaptation vary greatly, covering be-
haviour change and education, engineering and infrastructure, and institutional responses
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in law, policy and regulation, and, of course, planning (see, e.g., [1,7]). Furthermore, the
goals for adaptation are wide-ranging, and include reducing exposure to hazards, hazard
reduction, and vulnerability reduction. Key areas of urban adaptation related to the public
sector include the energy, health, transport, water supply and sanitation portfolios [1,42].
As recorded by the UNFCCC, there has been greatly increased national activity globally
reported in National Adaptation Programmes of Action and National Adaptation Plans;
adaptation research dealing with cities has also similarly increased (see, [1]) together with
associated scholarship [4,43–45].

Critically, the social and economic impacts of climate change are fundamentally unfair
and unjust in their effects and consequences. A combination of societal and economic
factors connects adaptation responses to issues of social (and environmental) justice. Cli-
mate change impacts produce social and environmental impacts of great scale, with an
extensive proportion of the global population at risk of significant losses to essentially
all components of social life; those at greatest risk are of lower socio-economic status,
concentrated in lower- and middle-income nations and living in cities (around one-third of
global population) [1,46]. Vulnerability to the risks of climate change is skewed against
those with the fewest material resources and economic opportunities, greatest exposure to
natural hazards (often tied to geographical location), and where economic/institutional
circumstances inhibit adaptation capacities (see, e.g., [1,6,47]).

As a broad, dispersed, and ambiguous theme, estimating the scale of adaptation
requirements/needs is difficult for any jurisdiction. A prominent problem is that although
these costs are large and growing, they have typically been under-estimated. An associ-
ated problem is that investments in adaptation are clearly far below the level required to
avoid great environmental, economic, and social losses. UNEP [48] estimates the costs
of adaptation in developing nations alone by the year 2030 to be in the range of USD
140–300 billion/annum. UNEP’s The Adaptation Gap Report [48] states that adaptation
costs in developing nations to be probably two-to-three times than current global esti-
mates by 2030. Óh Aiseadha, Quinn [49] found global adaptation policy expenditure for
2011–2018 to be USD 190 billion and the Climate Policy Initiative [50] estimated 2017/2018
expenditure at USD 30 billion. A report by the multilateral development banks of their
collective climate finance in 2019 identified USD 15 billion adaptation expenditure [51].

As the major site of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), cities are central to the goal of
emissions mitigation. Emissions reduction globally, and the rate of reduction, will influence
the scale and scope of climate change impacts and, in turn, that of the potential adaptation
tasks facing cities. Accordingly, cities have a pivotal role to play in handling the climate
change crisis, both in their efforts to limit negative and severe impacts in the future and
also in combatting the already tangible impacts [25]. It has been stated that “...cities are the
key human component in anthropocentric climate change” ([52], p. ix).

Adaptation is challenging in many dimensions; its definition is contested, it engages
broad swathes of society and with such an extensive set of climate change impacts and
associated values involved, adaptation responses canvass a potentially enormous field of
activity with many economic, environmental, and social implications [26,53]. Significantly,
adaptation is a highly heterogeneous phenomenon; for example, engaging individuals,
households, and enterprises responding to local risks, major corporations adapting to
changing production inputs, local governments planning for risks of coastal inundation
and national governments formulating national policies, and a myriad of other issues,
stakeholders, and responses. Within the diversity of adaptation awareness, approach, level
of support, measures taken, stakeholder involvement and other variables is the lesson
that adaptation is a locally situated phenomenon; it is a specific action taken in a defined
location by stakeholders seeking to protect values in that site or related to that site (in
the case of protecting ecosystem services). However, adaptation also poses ‘cross-scale
challenges’ entailing multi-level governance [54–56]. As Moser expressed it: ([57], p. 31)

Those involved in organising, shaping, steering and implementing these efforts will
have to navigate and manage a system made up of multiple actors with a variety of
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interests, capacities, and challenges often spanning several sectors. Moreover, many (if not
most) locally planned adaptation decisions and actions require assistance from, or at least
coordination with, higher levels of government—thus bringing additional actors to the
table.

Accordingly, urban adaptation engages responses by civil society, private enterprise
and governments, but with governments being the most prominent [26]. Public insti-
tutions play the major role in the urban climate change adaptation response through
many functions, including disaster preparations and post-disaster recovery, environmental
protection, land use planning, public goods infrastructure and services investment and
provision, public education of disaster risk and preparation, public hazard protection and
emergency service provision, relevant law and regulation formulation and enforcement,
research and information gathering, social welfare provision, and urban development
and building regulation. Government policy, programs, and planning have been recog-
nised as essential in the adaptation response (in part, because of governments’ unique
capacities to deal with market externalities, market failures, protection of common pool
resources and related problems), (see, e.g., [26]). Not only is adaptation a policy and
planning challenge entailing technological and environmental adjustments to cities (such
as through communication, housing, infrastructure and technology investments), but it
is also a highly social and political one (including aspects such as equity, inclusion and
exclusion, participation/representation, poverty and race) [40,58,59].

Climate change adaptation is one of several major challenges facing cities and it in-
tersects, integrates, and overlaps with the problems of disaster hazards, unsustainable
resource and ecosystem service use, and of underdeveloped nations and locations. United
Nations policy responses at the international level provide a ready guide to this constel-
lation of issues facing cities: the New Urban Agenda [60], Paris Agreement on Climate
Change [61], Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction [62], Sustainable Development
Goals [63] and the World Humanitarian Summit: Agenda for Humanity [64]. At the local,
regional, national, and international scales of public policy and NGO responses, there are
efforts to formulate concepts and policies that integrate elements of these separate agendas,
such as the low-carbon city, the resilient city, and the sustainable city. It should not be as-
sumed, however, that at the international—or any other—level, these policy and planning
initiatives on related issues are aligned; rather, there will be a range of compatibility from
the matching to the enabling to the constraining to the counteracting [18].

It is a truism in sustainability policy and planning that the greater the social transfor-
mation sought, the higher the barriers to change [45,65]. Adaptation barriers include the
cultural and social, educational, financial and resourcing, informational, institutional, tech-
nological and the political, (noting that different stakeholders vary in their perception and
understanding of barriers). Underpinning many of these barriers and constituting a ‘mega
barrier’ is the manifestation of global capitalism (see several of the contributions in, [25]).
For some scholars, the state’s relationship with capitalist economics is a major barrier
to formulating and implementing transformative adaptation measures (see, e.g., [32,66]).
Critical for analysing adaptation is appreciating its relationship to capitalism, including
such aspects as the role of economic markets, the expressions of economic interests, the
arrangement of economics and political institutions, the activities of economic stakeholders,
the economic valuations of social and environmental values, transfers from the public to
private realms, market failures, access to common pool resources and the distribution of the
costs of externalities. Government is intertwined with capitalism in the modern state, and
while this relationship assumes many forms, it is indisputable that national governments
assume responsibility for national economies, so that all national economies are engaged
with global markets to varying degrees. National, state, and local governments have ac-
cepted, therefore, specific (albeit, highly varied) responsibilities regarding the performance
of the economy under their jurisdiction; for elected representative governments, buoyant
economic conditions are often tied to electoral success, and vice versa.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 1201 5 of 20

Taken together, climate change adaptation in a city context offers both considerable
challenges and perceived opportunities, which clearly highlights the need to include
political, social, and justice aspects when cities respond to the hazards and other impacts
related to a changing climate. Until recent times, however, climate change adaptation has
been informed primarily by science and technology, and it is only more recently that the
academic adaptation discourse has widened to include social and cultural perspectives, as
well as political analyses and critiques [26,59,67].

This emerging development in adaptation research approaches entails an increasing
interest in issues such as the allocation and distribution of the costs and benefits of economic
activity within society, the processes of decision-making and who is included/represented in
decision-making institutions and who is excluded, and of the processes and institutions involved
in decision making and the principles and directives that guide this activity [25,26,59,68–70]. Or,
in a more bluntly critical formulation, those carrying the most profound risks and bearing
the brunt of the negative impacts to date have their ‘skin in the game’; some scholars have
concluded that the public sector officials, technical advisors and elected representatives
formulating adaptation responses are not likely to share the risks and potential pain
of the most vulnerable and negatively affected by climate change [10,71]. In line with
this reasoning, it has been stated that previous and contemporary urban climate change
adaptation measures tend to “ . . . privilege existing engines of urban economic growth
. . . ” ([72], p. 17) and, as a result, seek to protect those areas, assets and services, groups
and individuals that are ‘valued’ from an economic growth perspective (see, e.g., [32,44]).
These ideas were further developed in Anguelovski and Pellow [72].

3. Attractive Cities and City Growth

At the same time as cities are affected by climate change, they are also the primary
engines of economic growth [73]. Changes in urban form, function and population are
responses to economic growth, the most obvious expression of which is urbanisation in
developing nations and the transformation from agrarian to industrial-service economies.
In a form of feedback, urban growth can also foster economic growth and productivity
increases through agglomeration, economies of scale and positive spill-over effects. Society
in general and cities in particular are re-developing in the wake of changing patterns of
industrialisation, urban forms and functions as driven by local and global economic and
socio-cultural influences [41,52,74]. Globalization continues to draw urban settlements
into the global economy, simultaneously providing new avenues for resource exploitation
and market expansions to foster economic growth and also expanding the reach of market
forces into social and economic life and exposing them to market competition.

Although global market forces are identified as producing net economic growth, a
portion of economic gain is made at the expense of economic losses, such is the character
of these markets [75]. Cities have become the locus, therefore, for the costs of globalization
and of economic growth that include environmental and natural resource losses, increased
economic marginalization and socio-economic ‘precariousness’, widening socio-economic
inequality, and social unrest and conflict. Economic development, with its focus on compet-
itiveness, can produce both industrial development in some cities and de-industrialisation
in others, but in both scenarios, the city functions as a ‘growth machine’ (cf., [76]). In the
case of developed nation cities in economic decline (or parts thereof), globalisation has
initiated processes of city redevelopment focusing on the transformation of derelict urban
areas into growth-promoting assets [13]. Poverty reduction and improvements in quality
of life are the expected outcomes of economic growth in developing nation cities, but the
association between growth rates and these outcomes varies greatly between cases; most
conventional models of economic development link, to varying extents, domestic economic
growth to international trade and globalisation.

Connected to this, local action on climate change, framed by perspectives of com-
petitiveness and growth, has become a part of city marketing and branding with the aim
of attracting investments and new inhabitants. As a result, a climate impact solutions-
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oriented approach that “ . . . offers a strategic opportunity that presents new pathways for
investment, promotion, and regulation” ([73], p. 994) has evolved. Urban governance must
contend, therefore, with the responsibilities it has assumed regarding managing economic
markets and those it has assumed for managing, monitoring, planning, and undertaking
adaptations to climate change.

4. Just Cities

In many respects, the just city concept is a trope used to simplify and analogise a
highly contestable and uncertain idea that can be either positive (as a measurable condition
or attribute) or normative (as an aspiration or specific goal). While usually viewed as
concerning social justice in an urban context, the just city problematises two realms of
high debate into one reflecting these uncertainties, namely the identity of the city (albeit
frequently neglected in the just city discourse), the identity of justice and the positive and
normative expression of both in the ‘just city’. As a rhetorical or literary device, the just city
frees debate and policymaking from the miasma of open-ended definitional debate, but for
the potential price of fundamental uncertainty or false presumptions of shared outlooks.

Urban settlements as a generalisable form are elusive, with differentiations between
the urban and non-urban being contested (see, [77]). Accordingly, there are differing views
over the identity of just cities based in differences in the understanding of cities. Soja [78]
argued for ‘spatial justice’, with its concern with how urban spaces are locations of social
production. Chatterton [79] made the more expansive point that the city is a component
of justice, not just its setting. It may be, therefore, that the expressions of injustice and
opportunities for justice are more particular within specific urban areas than they are in
the generic differences between the range of urban and non-urban forms.

Although the just city is a relatively new term, it represents ancient aspirations, debates
and ideals over the character and meaning of justice. Notions of the just city can be found
in the roots of Western philosophy and are certainly prominent in other philosophical
traditions (see, e.g., [80]), with the roots of contemporary just city debates arising with
the urbanisation of the Industrial Revolution (see, e.g., [81]). Although the urban identity
component of just cities is a minor aspect of contemporary just city discourse, much of
what has occurred under the just city moniker arose from the urban studies movement of
the 1960s and 1970s in urban geography, urban politics, and urban sociology.

Fainstein [82] argued that, in the 1990s, the cause of justice was taken up more explicitly
by scholars through three main approaches: (1) communicative rationality, (2) recognition
of diversity and (3) the just city/spatial justice. Just city concepts were coincident with
the broader outlook in left-wing politics, where the pursuit of justice has come to feature
issues of representation and democracy alongside the longstanding concerns of income
and material equity. Urban justice, wrote Fainstein [28], has the hallmarks of material
equality, diversity and democracy. Promotion of the ‘right to the city’ by Lefebvre [83] and
Harvey [35] entailed a more radical and critical cause than what Fainstein suggests:

The right to the city is, therefore, far more than a right of individual access to the
resources that the city embodies—it is a right to change the city more according to our
heart’s desire. It is, moreover, a collective rather than an individual right, since changing
the city inevitably depends upon the exercise of a collective power over the processes of
urbanization. ([35], p. 939)

Harvey [36] expressed concern that Fainstein’s concept of the just city was unques-
tioning of capitalism and avoiding aspects of outright conflict and struggle. In addition,
and central for this article, Fainstein’s just city concept fails to take socio-environmental
dynamics into account, and as a development of the just city concept, we will delve more
deeply into the implications of thinking of the just city in terms of the climate just city
below.
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5. Climate Just Cities

Cities around the world are increasingly impacted by climate change and it is increas-
ingly evident that top-down action from the international down to the local scale will not
suffice [5,84]. Cities have to play an important role in mitigating future GHG emissions and
in adapting to contemporary and future impacts of climate change [1,3,4,45,52,54,85–87].
Policy and planning responses to climate change occur within the specific socio-economic
and geographical milieu of each city. Cities, therefore, mirror society with its asymme-
tries in resource and power allocation, unequal distribution of burdens and suffering and
skewed patterns of political participation and influence [40,88,89].

In this multi-level governance setting, the policy environment has become both in-
creasingly complex, more differentiated at the city level, and also more responsive to
international influences. Climate change objectives in cities are increasingly connected to
broad policy objectives and goals, such as the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
especially SDG 13 on climate action, but also to SDG 11 on making cities inclusive, safe,
resilient, and sustainable [90]. Hence, addressing climate change in cities entails a social
mix that gives rise to vulnerabilities, as it is saturated with substantial equity issues [26].
This means that climate change adaptation in cities is a highly political endeavour. Central
questions from a climate just city perspective include: whose interests are being served
and whose interests are being neglected? What are the social costs of adaptation and who
carries them? Who can influence adaptation policy and who is excluded from processes of
influence?

Although climate change adaptation, in a sense, is a universal task (cf., [91]), it is
“ . . . interpreted, localised, and modified in different settings . . . locally translated through
practice” ([89], p. 6). This means that climate change adaptation can be given different social
and political meanings that, in turn, have different social and political impacts in different
contexts [4,92]. In environmental policy in general, cities, through local government, have
a central role [86]. Local government has the closest proximity to the citizens and is also
the level where climate change impacts have their most concrete manifestations (and cities
are also an important source of GHG emission mitigation measures) [14,84,93–95].

Studies show that climate change adaptation is often enacted in a defensive manner,
focusing on what needs to be defended or preserved rather than “ . . . what can be reformed
or gained” ([43], p. 3). Consequently, climate change adaptive measures very seldom
deliver on their transformative potential (cf., [45]). In line with this argument, it has
been stated that, depending of the pathway adopted, climate change adaptation can “ . . .
maintain a status quo and uphold existing political circumstances, whilst transformation
entails political change. Hence, adaptation is enmeshed in both contemporary politics and
those of the future” ([26], p. 14).

Bulkeley and Edwards [96] proposed that climate justice in the city conventionally
is presented as having two axes, one of distributions–procedures and the other of rights–
responsibilities, to which they add recognition as an underlying aspect of justice brought
forward by the requirements of environmental justice. Schlosberg [97] argued for global
climate justice and offered a trivalent view of the need for recognition, distribution and
participation. This trilogy of justice components covers the majority of interests expressed
in the ‘just city’ but may not be complete. Two contemporary environmental discourses
can be used to complement the just city conception. Firstly, environmental justice added
to notions of urban justice by explicitly viewing the environment as a source of ‘goods
and bads’ that is mediated by cultural, geographical, and historical factors and needs that
are distributed through political processes. Secondly, ecological justice also expanded the
realm of justice by recognising the interests of environment (i.e., recognising an intrinsic
valuation of natural phenomena); given the ecological footprint of cities, ecological justice
widens the realm of justice in several dimensions.

More commonly, climate justice is taken to deal with distributive justice and pro-
cedural justice, the former concerned with income and resources/assets and the latter
with involvement in decision making. Distributive justice comes into play when income,
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resources/assets, ecosystem services and the like interact with vulnerability to climate
change impacts (cf., [89]). Adaptation measures can serve to secure the current distri-
bution/allocations/ownership, resource and ecosystem service use and/or access under
climate change or actively re-distribute these; such outcomes can be in anticipation of
climate change or reactions to changes underway. Critically, adaptation concerns the dis-
tribution of the costs of adaptation (and avoided costs) and benefits of adaptation. Key
themes in scholarship include the cultural, geographic, and socio-economic specificity of
vulnerability and adaptation, equity, and fairness. Procedural justice concerns the role and
powers of stakeholders (in civil society, corporations and government) in decision making
in adaptation policy, planning, and practices.

Accordingly, the concept of climate justice overlaps with the just city, but there are
some important differences. To some extent, these are rival discourses sharing considerable
common thematic territory, and despite having a common root in the Western conceptual
tradition of justice, any convergence in current interests is the result of having reached a
similar destination through quite different scholastic routes. In one sense, climate justice
can be an additional supplemental element to the just city; there does not appear to be any
aspect of climate justice that might be considered to detract from, or otherwise weaken, the
just city cause. Climate justice does have, however, a number of elements that distinguish
it from the just city concept, goals, and discourse.

From a historical perspective, climate justice is the more recent conceptual arrival in
scholarship. As is often the case, however, preceding this recent label is a considerable
body of earlier work describing the relationship between society and climate, including
climate change and its socio-economic and cultural impacts [10,11,96,98]. Temporal issues
distinguish between climate justice for adaptation and the just city, with the former being
particularly concerned with future change (of the climate and climate-related systems); just
cities have concentrated on historical antecedents and contemporary conditions, whilst
climate justice necessarily also entertains speculations and forecasts of future change. The
scope of interest can also be a distinguishing feature, with the just cities discourse tending
to concentrate on socio-economic activities within the confines of the urban unit, whereas
just climate scholarship often envisages the city as functioning within a broader economic
and cultural system well beyond its nominal or formal boundary (following the insights of
the ecological footprint concept).

As a discourse, climate justice has moved fairly quickly to overlap and exchange
influences with those of disaster risk studies and sustainable development. This is due,
in large part, to much of the work on climate justice having an interest in environmental
politics, notably the scholarship and activism in environmental justice. A component of this
merger is exemplified in socio-economic assessments of natural disasters related to climate
(and weather) in cities, despite the complication of uncertainty over the relationship of
single events to climatic change; such as into the political components of the vulnerabilities,
risks and outcomes of the effects of Hurricane Katrina on New Orleans [99].

Climate justice (and climate politics) arises from the particular institutional circum-
stances of the international response to climate change that centres on the activities and
outputs of the UN as played out in the international and sub-international jurisdictional
realms. This provides the contrast between the single-issue origins of climate justice and
the more diffuse origins of the just city discourse and scholarship. Therefore, climate
justice concerns a particular set of policy actors, institutions, interests, markets, policies,
and relationships. A feature of climate politics is the extent to which these international
features exert an influence on the climate policy response at all levels of governance, in-
cluding that of cities. Two other defining aspects of climate justice in adaptation spring
from this factor. Firstly, for many poorer nations, cities and communities, support from
international bodies and other external sources will be critical for undertaking effective
urban adaptation measures (see, e.g., [1,46,48,61]). Secondly, climate justice often seeks
linkages between adaptation responses and measures to promote GHG emissions reduc-
tions, sometimes envisioned as transforming cities into low-carbon settlements; in other
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words, climate justice can be positioned as a component of socio-ecological transformation
(see, e.g., [25,27,43,72]).

As such, our view of the climate just city is one with both positive and normative
elements; it is, therefore, not only an aspirational goal or utopian ideal concept, but also
focusing existing conditions, achievements, and victories in overcoming oppression and
injustice.

6. Three Case Studies of City Climate Change Adaptation and Vulnerability

Below we will present three case studies that illustrate different aspects of climate
change adaptation and climate (in-)justice in three cities as a way to fuel our discussion on
the climate just city.

6.1. Port Vila

This case study reviews the factors and circumstances shaping the adaptation response
and associated justice implications in the urban and peri-urban areas of Port Vila, the capital
of Vanuatu, a Melanesian small island developing state (SIDS) in the western Pacific Ocean
(the text under this heading is primarily based on [39]). Urban vulnerability has been
largely neglected in SIDS scholarship and international development initiatives; however,
recent scholarship has highlighted the scale and scope of climate change risks to urban
settlements. Although not always identified with urban settlements, in a large number of
cases, the more populous SIDS are relatively highly urbanized, with a high proportion of
housing in densely settled and extensive informal settlements, and with high urban growth
rates. Coastal locations, high risk of natural hazards, a narrow economic foundation, weak
urban infrastructure investment, and low average per capita incomes typify the factors
contributing to the vulnerability of SIDS urban settlements to climate change impacts
(especially those associated with extreme weather events), conditions also applying to
Port Vila [100]. Climate change (and the consequences of natural hazards, notably tropical
cyclones) appears to be further promoting urbanization and rural-to-urban migration to
the city. In 2015, Port Vila was identified as one of the most natural disaster-exposed out of
a global sample of 1300 cities [47], notably in the face of the scale of economic losses caused
by Cyclone Pam in 2015 relative to its GDP.

Port Vila’s vulnerable urban populations highlight a set of causal factors that are
essential to an effective program of adaptation, namely those of governance, institutions,
and participation/representation in adaptation planning, policy formulation, and financ-
ing [101]. One indication of the problem of governance in the city’s capacity to adapt is
that although the official 2009 city population was around 45,000, another 15,000 or so
citizens occupied the city’s informal settlement and peri-urban areas; similarly, the official
population growth rates significantly underestimated the rates for the settlement as a
whole [102]. Differences between official recognition and non-recognition are represen-
tative of the formal and informal divisions within the city; the former is a part of formal
government and the latter has both governmental and extra-governmental functions and
structures, including NGOs, ‘quasi-customary’ institutions, and churches. As described
above, adaptation policy and practice are a response to climatic hazards, the exposure
risk of entities, services and values to these hazards, and the deployment of the ability to
respond (covering culture, governance, finance, technology and many other variables).
There are implications for adaptation responses in Port Vila, therefore, as a consequence of
this administrative, political, and social bifurcation.

Port Vila is vulnerable to climate change and natural hazards partly because of the
condition and capabilities of its institutions for governing and managing urban planning,
urban services management and delivery, and disaster risk reduction. Growth in the
city is concentrated in the peri-urban areas, a factor that exacerbates the city’s vulnerabil-
ity/adaptation dichotomy, as these peri-urban areas lack formal urban governance and
are disconnected from local government services and infrastructure. Informal settlements,
therefore, pose particular challenges for adaptation governance for public agencies, in
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which land tenure can be critical (and where, in practice, tenure assumes numerous and
complex forms). Mitchell and McEvoy ([103], p. vii) found that adaptative capacity is
limited by ‘insecure tenure’ as such communities are ” . . . disconnected from formal gover-
nance processes, lacking the knowledge and information for informed decision-making,
and having restricted access to finance for implementing resilience-enhancing actions.” An
immediate implication for justice is that occupants of informal settlements face the twin
disadvantages of increased risk exposure and high vulnerability combined with lower
adaptive capacity and less state support in the form of engagement in capacity-building,
infrastructure provision, planning measures, and resources/investments compared with
formal settlement areas.

In Port Vila’s case, the problem of informal settlements and unchecked peri-urban
settlement reflects the legacy of a post-colonial condition, as under colonial rule, the
efforts to build, own, and control the city actively worked against customary law and
other customs within the city. Historical exposure to climatic variations and extremes has
built high levels of community-based coping capacity, based on traditional knowledge
and technologies, amongst some the city’s inhabitants. Trundle [39] argued the need for
understanding the underlying non-climate related social system such as governance and
agency issues and its history and how this connects to contemporary climate action. This
historical context has a direct impact on current conditions for governance, infrastructure
conditions and urban planning and the understanding of this context is “ . . . critical if
climate-related interventions are to be effective, relevant, equitable and sustainable” ([39],
p. 37).

Due to the colonial heritage, however, these resources exist separated from the post-
colonial urban institutions that form the urban governance system. This has also led to the
peri-urban governance being “ . . . disjointed from Port Vila’s established urban core” ([39],
p. 37). Therefore, to a great extent, the vulnerabilities of peri-urban Port Vila is due to an
adaptation deficit.

6.2. Baltimore City

This case study examines urban government climate action, risk reduction, and pre-
paredness in Baltimore City, in the United States (noting that Baltimore City is within the
larger Baltimore metropolitan area) (the text under this heading is primarily based on [40]).
This case study aims to increase the understanding of efforts to increase climate change
resilience in a historically and contemporarily racially segregated city, a segregation that
also over the years has had physical expressions with environmental privileges allocated to
mostly white residents, such as planting of trees only in white neighbourhoods and limited
access to green spaces in segregated areas [33]. The city’s population is around 620,000,
with 64 percent African American, 30 percent white, 4 percent Hispanic or Latino, and with
24 per cent of its population living below the federal poverty line [104]. Baltimore City is
situated in the state of Maryland on the Chesapeake Bay, which is the largest and most
diverse estuary in the United States [105]; it is the largest city in the state of Maryland.

Maryland has over 4000 miles of shoreline and the state is particularly susceptible
to erosion, flooding, storms and, increasingly, sea level rise. Baltimore’s location makes it
vulnerable to a range of natural hazards, including coastal storms, extreme heat, flooding
and high winds; studies have forecast increasing vulnerability to extreme events, notably
flood hazard [106]. The city is also vulnerable to extreme heat, low air quality related to its
urban heat island effect, and food insecurity [104,107,108]. Over the last decade, Baltimore
has endured many severe weather events ranging from heavy precipitation, tidal floods,
snow and ice storms, coastal storms, heat waves and even experienced a tornado in its
Inner Harbour. Impacts from these events have impacted the city’s residents, businesses
infrastructure, and its natural systems.
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Baltimore is a port city sitting on a waterfront at the intersection of four major wa-
tersheds. The city has experienced population decline since the 1950s and as a result,
has invested heavily in revitalizing its downtown precinct [107]. A major feature of this
investment program, and a high priority on the city’s policy agenda over recent years, has
been waterfront development and redevelopment. Although there are great commercial
opportunities in the waterfront location, there are also significant challenges connected to
the location. This redevelopment has resulted in a downtown concentration of workplaces
but with a relatively modest increase in residential housing.

A socio-economic characteristic of the city is the significant pockets of extreme poverty
and social vulnerability in close proximity to its downtown [107]. There is a racial signature
to these impoverished districts—that of a concentration of minorities—that has persisted
over time, as the city has history of deliberate segregation and is one of the most segregated
cities in the United States. It also has an overall higher poverty rate than most US cities
and its poorer areas are mainly African American. This is clearly observable in the environ-
mental, economic, and social challenges the city faces today. As a result, the city’s “ . . .
unique combination of shocks and stresses cuts across social, economic and environmental
factors” ([40], p. 128).

The participatory process in the city in climate change adaptation processes has been
quite ambitious. However, there has been a strong focus on plans and planning, such as
the Sustainability Plan, the Climate Action Plan, the Disaster Preparedness and Planning
Project, a combined all hazards mitigation plan and climate change adaptation plan. There
has been a lack, however, of movement beyond planning to action aiming at protecting the
most vulnerable communities and properties from harm [107]. Facing such implementation
failures by the public sector, there are opportunities for other actors to substitute for the
state and even move beyond government action, thereby evoking the question of whether
or not there is sufficient civic capacity to fulfill this role. Due to historically determined
limits on the capacities for social self-organisation, the community considers climate change
adaptation to be primarily a government responsibility. For this reason, citizens’ interest in
participation seems elusive.

This dilemma indicates the need to acknowledge the influence of racism on city
government planning that has shaped contemporary disenfranchisement and inequities
across Baltimore’s communities, leading to a lack of trust in government actors and agencies
by minority populations [104]. Therefore, the city has recognised the need to utilise an
‘equity lens’ for all climate change action. Despite this, the efforts had shortcomings,
with difficulties keeping participants engaged throughout the entire process, especially
volunteers. The city could have been more efficient in supporting the volunteers and
formulated more realistic targets. More direct efforts were needed to ensure that not only
race but also ability level, age, economic status, and other relevant socio-economic factors
were considered. It was clear that integrating equity and climate change into everyday
decision-making was extremely difficult.

6.3. Karlstad

This case study examines urban climate change adaptation planning in the city of
Karlstad, Sweden (the text under this heading is primarily based on, [41]). Karlstad is a
small but expanding city on northern Europe’s largest lake and river delta, with about
94,000 inhabitants; the city has relatively high climate change ambitions [109]. Ongoing
population growth has led to densification and to intense property development in the
city [110]. The city has experienced a number of large floods over the years. Karlstad
has also been identified by the State Commission on Climate and Vulnerability and the
European Union as one of the Swedish cities most vulnerable to climate change-related
flood impacts. The city is also a ‘Resilient City’ designated by the United Nations Office for
Disaster Risk Reduction (UNDRR), and one of the most active Swedish cities in waterfront
redevelopment. As the city is located on a river delta and by a lake, there is an established
historical awareness of flood risks, and this awareness also includes potential contemporary
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and future impacts. This can be illustrated by an old proverb that says that when the river
and the lake meet at the central square in Karlstad, this will be the end of the city [111,112].
The city’s key strategic goals are growth, attractiveness, and to become a ‘good’ green
city [110].

In the Swedish context, the municipalities have responsibility for spatial planning
within their own territory and this gives them an extensive mandate in city development
and redevelopment [112]. Central to Karlstad´s approach to city redevelopment is the
vision ‘Karlstad 100,000’. Its aim is to make the city attractive to development investments
by utilizing the city’s lake and riverine location. The approach focuses on business actors,
competitiveness and growth coalitions. The main component is the redevelopment of the
inner harbor. The vision’s strategy is to attract the professional classes and other well-
educated individuals and households to take up residency and that this, in turn, will attract
and enable investment from private businesses.

The city has experienced a number of floods over the years. In 2000/2001, heavy rain
that gradually increased the lake water level resulted in flooding the city, an event that
that lasted 6 months, covering large parts of the city and leading to extensive damage and
disruption. The city has been active in its development of its climate adaptation and risk
reduction capacities. The city employed a flood plains manager in 2007, launched a flood
risk management program in 2010, works continuously with stake-holder collaboration
and outreach, and has built several physical barriers to prevent future flooding in the city.

Hence, the issues of city growth and climate change adaptation have developed in
parallel over the years, but the city’s economic development agenda has gradually evolved
to being the number one priority, and subsequently framing climate change risk analysis
and adaptation measures. The case study shows a growing awareness among city officials
of this double challenge for planning and city redevelopment. However, this inherent
conflict is unresolved and can be observed “ . . . in the light of historical experiences,
contemporary flood risks and the use of waterfront lands as an important component
in developing city competitiveness” ([112], p. 33). Despite the awareness of the double
challenge, it is not explicitly problematized in the policy agenda and appropriate measures
to mitigate flood risk have not been able to compete with the objectives to construct ‘urban
attractiveness’ as a means to increase economic competitiveness on the city’s policy agenda.

As a result, competitiveness is the dominant city policy goal that defines the ‘poli-
cyscape’, limiting the space for other issues not perceived as compatible with this overar-
ching aim. Climate-related risks discussed in the city planning documents are designed
to accommodate flood risks in ways that facilitate city competitiveness. Pre-emptive risk
reduction measures, such as retreat from the waterfront as a defensive climate adaptation
measure and investing in other city areas less prone to flood risk, are not on the policy
agenda. At the same time, the waterfront redevelopment is increasing the exposure to
flood risks, and this will most likely increase due to climate change. This framing of climate
vulnerabilities by competitiveness is potentially dysfunctional, as it can limit city resilience
and increase the vulnerability of the city in both the short term and in the longer run.

7. Discussion: Implications for the Climate Just City

The impacts of climate change on climate justice can be both direct and indirect (see
similar discussions in, [26]). Direct impacts are concrete and tangible effects on the material
and social realms, such as those on disenfranchised areas, groups and individuals; indirect
(or secondary) impacts are spill-over effects from direct climate impacts connected to
institutionalised patterns in society co-creating cascading social and economic outcomes.
Adaptation measures can also have negative consequences (i.e., maladaptation). Direct
and negative (actual and potential) impacts can increase the vulnerability of social and
socio-ecological entities and processes. Indirect negative impacts can be more diffuse and
produce effects temporally and spatially distant from the site of direct impact, affecting
other locations, sectors, systems and other realms of society. Both types of impacts are
observable across the three cases.
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The case studies highlight the interaction between indigenous and experience-based
knowledge and expert-driven urban and adaptation planning, how historical disadvan-
tages reinforce vulnerabilities to a changing climate and excludes social groups from the
benefits of climate change adaptation, and how policy path-dependency in terms of city
growth and competition policies produces risk and vulnerabilities and drive the need for
climate change adaptation measures in certain areas, while ignoring other needs in other
areas.

The Port Vila case study highlights the value of including indigenous and local com-
munities and their knowledge in formal urban planning processes and problematizes the
impacts when the inclusion of this type of knowledge fails. Studies show that climate
change adaptation is mainly based in scientific and technological knowledge and “ . . .
views traditional and indigenous knowledge as insufficient for resilience in the face of
new types and levels of climate hazards” ([26], p. 33). The Port Vila study problematizes
arbitrarily drawn urban boundaries in managing climate change adaptation, building
climate resilience, and investigating vulnerabilities. It points toward the need to include
indigenous/traditional knowledge and narratives/imaginaries, community adaptation
capacities, non-institutional means of coping with natural hazards and alternative path-
ways in order to handled vulnerabilities in all segment of society [18]. This deficiency
in ‘top-down’ urban planning can lead to climate change adaptation planning and mea-
sures unable to deal with future climate risks and vulnerability reduction (cf., [26]). It
is important to include communities in ways that facilitate social learning and makes
integration of non-expert knowledge possible as this “ . . . reinforces the understanding of
the historical and cultural origins of place and of the locally specific informal arrangements
they maintain and sustain” ([113], p. 155).

The Baltimore case demonstrates the need to include vulnerabilities and its long histor-
ical roots when designing climate change adaptation measures aiming at building new, and
reinforcing existing, capacities of the most vulnerable areas, groups and individuals in the
city and also taking into account what happens when this fails. The city government must
have a commitment to addressing profound historically developed social and economic
challenges and connect them to climate-related risk in order to support the most vulnerable
in the city.

The Baltimore case also highlights the need for climate just adaptation to focus on
equity (giving people the resources they need in relation to what they have been denied
historically), rather than equality (i.e., treating everyone equally). It also demonstrates
how the city’s history and social and economic context has created vulnerable areas and
communities. These areas are socially vulnerable in general but are especially vulnerable
to climate change. Effective and just climate adaptation must, therefore, address issues
of accessibility, lack of resources, racial inequality and social exclusion. A truly equitable
process facilitating development towards a climate just city is demanding and requires “
. . . honesty, real talk and a true recognition of one’s own privilege” ([40], p. 126). This is
a challenge for city planners that have to connect present-day circumstances to historical
injustices in ways that involves continuous learning and acknowledgement.

Focusing climate change adaptation efforts towards more vulnerable individuals,
groups and city areas can increase general resilience and has the potential to empower
stakeholders, build trust and promote community cohesiveness. In general, the cases show
(and especially evident in the cases of Port Vila and Baltimore) that failure to integrate
‘top-down’ climate action with ‘bottom-up’ knowledge will not adequately address needs
and vulnerabilities in ways that facilitate resilience-building or climate justice.

The cases of Port Vila and Baltimore City also clearly show that climate change adap-
tation with the potential to contribute to a climate just city needs to have a comprehensive
understanding of how different forms of climate change adaptation should take place in a
specific, historically developed, economic, environmental, and social context (cf., [113]). A
just climate change adaptation must therefore include an understanding of how success
and failures are shaped by place-based specificities that have emerged over time, creating
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structures of power, impacting actors’ capacities and individuals’ and group’s vulnera-
bilities. Thus, the historical city context has clear implications for actors’ ability to be
proactive or react to climate change and to withstand or adapt to its impacts. Attention
must be given, therefore, to a wide range of socio-economic and cultural diversities in order
to reach climate just outcomes. This requires an inclusive approach sensitive to cultural
diversity, history and social inequality. Clearly, just climate change adaptation is not a
separate challenge but has to address both the physical impacts of climate change and
social injustices, i.e., to address climate justice.

The case of Karlstad highlights the climate justice problem of implementing climate
change adaptation within the constraints of dominant policy priorities shaping city de-
velopment goals and processes. For local climate action in general, high-level support is
critical as it influences the positioning of climate issues on the political agenda and resource
allocation [113]. This case highlights how climate change is given a place on the local policy
agenda but is framed by other prioritized political objectives and how this, in turn, limits
more effective policy responses to climate change.

Additionally, there is an inherent tension between ‘business-as-usual’ city growth
policies and competition goals focused on waterfront housing developments on the one
hand, and the need to manage climate-related risks related to future inundation and
reduce vulnerabilities on the other. This tension is resolved, however, in the favour of
(neoliberal) economic growth, a priority that frames local climate change policy and action
and outweighs the potential impacts of climate change risks. Sometimes climate action
in cities framed by neo-liberal growth policies is labelled ‘climate urbanism’ and there
are distinctive social justice concerns resulting from this condition [73]. Consequently,
city action to facilitate growth and competitiveness has clear social implications through
heightened vulnerability and increases in risk exposure, that in turn increase the future
burden of adaptation.

The Karlstad case is a clear example of gentrification, as the project involves restoring
a contaminated site and developing a former industrial harbor to an upscaled housing and
entertainment district [33,114,115]. This goal is facilitated and guided through top-down
planning. Within the rhetoric of the project is a rationale to address social justice, namely
that the harbor development will increase city attractiveness and generate growth that will
‘trickle down’ to the most vulnerable in the city [116]. This is, however, a contentious view
that has been problematized in earlier scholarship as “ . . . ”trickle down” policies . . . are
means whereby the nonpoor majority benefit at the expense of the poor” ([117], p. 291).
That being so, gentrification is in itself problematic from a just city perspective, and the
lack of bottom-up involvement in the planning process mainly channeled through elite
political and administrative actors furthers this perception. Furthermore, the process in the
Karlstad case can, from a climate change perspective, be perceived as ‘green’ gentrification,
as it includes comprehensive climate change adaptation measures. However, this is also
problematic, as studies of other locations have shown that “ . . . many green interventions
create enclaves of environmental privilege when low-income and minority residents are
excluded from the neighborhoods . . . ” and that, hence, “ . . . many greening projects
remain blind to social vulnerabilities” ([33], p. 1065). This points to the fact that even
so called ‘win-win’ climate change adaptation approaches and measures often obscure
how uneven costs and benefits impacts different groups differently and leaving vulnerable
groups more vulnerable [34,118]. This highlights the importance of asking the question:
adaptation for whom?

8. Conclusions

In these cases of climate change adaptation, policy and action is mediated through the
dominant policy priorities shaping the wider city development interests and goals [4,26].
The framing and subsequent policy formulation of the public sector adaptation response
enables and constrains the problem-solving capacity of cities and is of central importance for
understanding how local climate action is interpreted, framed, formulated and prioritised
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and how this impacts the inhabitants of a city. How climate change adaptation is framed in
a specific policy context shapes how it is addressed. For instance, if urban planning decision-
making integrates broader social development outcomes, it can facilitate the inclusion of
justice issues into climate change adaptation policy and action [119]. As addressing climate
change will always be a contested public policy process in which adaptation responses
must compete with other political priorities and policy goals, the resulting decisions by
governments and public agencies will involve compromises and trade-offs, so that the
‘who gets what, why, when, and how’ questions involve political themes of power relations,
interest conflicts and related factors becomes of great importance when studying climate
justice.

In a way, our thoughts on how a climate just city can be approached overlaps with
what Peter Marcuse called ‘the subversive reading´ of Lefebvre’s call for the right to the
city [37]. For a climate just city to be more than a utopian aspiration, transformative change
must be realized in ways that meet the needs of both social and climate justice for excluded
groups and for society as a whole [27,45]. To do this, equity issues must be at the forefront
of government climate change adaptation responses, involving increasing public provision
to fight poverty, reducing urban planning’s focus on economic short-term gains and on city
growth in narrowly cast economic terms, and increasing the involvement and inclusion
of vulnerable groups in the political processes of the city. Considering our contemporary
society, this is a substantial challenge and, as the three cases indicate, there is a considerable
distance to go before reaching a transformative approach that could facilitate a climate just
city.

From the perspective of the climate just city, a broad stakeholder collaboration is
central for enhancing transformative capacity. Tempering this goal are the real-world
circumstances of governments’ interest in economic management, acceptance of economic
globalisation and neoliberal economic policies that feature close ties, collaborations, mutual
interests, social networks and informal governance arrangements with private actors
that are stakeholders in the corporate sector. These set-ups can reinforce existing power
asymmetries and influence and change democratic and administrative practices as they
open up for forms of network governance with limited transparency and opportunities for
democratic accountability. For this reason, the utilisation of knowledge, who is included
and excluded in the decision-making process, and the impact on political priorities have
the potential to make or break achieving a climate just city.

As expounded in the introduction and in the case studies, climate justice entails
inquiries into the construction of justice and often recognises non-material values, such
as inclusion/exclusion, participation and recognition of minorities [26,29,30,68]. Climate
change adaptation poses challenges that evoke moral issues, and it constitutes an ethical
challenge (cf., [120]). Adaptation responses are an overlay on existing social differences,
with the potential to alleviate, be neutral or exaggerate these differences [40]. Key aspects
of social difference inimical to social justice and achievement of the just city include
socio-economic inequalities, limitations to participation in decision making, variability in
exposure to risks and priority-setting in adaptation policies [26]; all aspects observable in
our cases. These aspects affect the distribution and intensity of vulnerabilities to climate
change impacts and are expressions of injustice and unfairness. Class, gender, and race
and other expressions of social differentiation are structural components in social injustices
exacerbating vulnerabilities to the impacts of a changing climate. All these aspects are, of
course, central to the analysis of climate just cities and climate change adaptation.

A central aspect of the focus on a climate just city is the critique of the apolitical
perspectives in much adaptation scholarship [66,121]. This critique argues that apoliticism
restricts political inquiry by taking adaptation as the ‘natural’ response to ecological
problems without considering its social and political implications [122,123]. Ignoring
the political in governmental climate change adaptation responses obscures the role of
processes—such as capital accumulation, technology change and political contestation—
essential in producing the lived environment. It has been argued that this orientation
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suits “ . . . the institutional needs for controlling the procedures of social change, thereby
circumventing issues of power hierarchies, vested interests and the like” ([26], p. 146). Thus,
as our cases clearly illustrate, the social context, with its power asymmetries, must have a
central position in understanding the distribution of climate risks and vulnerabilities [124]
when studying climate change adaptation in cities from a climate justice perspective.
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