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Abstract

This study explores the manifestations of riskifica-
tion in climate change adaptation (CCA) across four
European cities, examining the roles of actors, dis-
courses, and tools. Through comparative analysis,
it aims to delineate local riskification, identifying
similarities and differences among the cases. Three
intervening factors — ideational frameworks, orga-
nization of government, and actor networks — are
assessed to comprehend the amplification or
deceleration of riskification processes locally. Find-
ings reveal that ideational frameworks shape
responses to climate change challenges within each
case, while government organization influences
CCA strategies and funding mechanisms. Actor
networks play a pivotal role in shaping CCA efforts,
including measurement, modeling, and monitoring.
Despite commonalities, the analysis revealed that
the intervening factors are further conditioned in
each specific case, albeit in different ways, by as-
pects not initially considered: the influence of risk
culture, risk memory, and technocratic governance
in local CCA in each situation. These nuances pro-
duce variations of riskification that are locally dis-
tinct but equally depoliticize climate change risks,
overshadowing broader societal implications and
impeding transformative approaches. In particular,
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the dominance of riskified CCA approaches with
technocratic characteristics and limited urgency
may hinder innovative strategies required for
addressing complex CCA challenges.

KEYWORDS
governance, local adaptation, risk, securitization, technocracy

INTRODUCTION

Climate change stands as one of the most pressing challenges of our time, carrying
broad implications for cities and communities. In response, cities and communities
are turning to climate change adaptation (CCA). CCA involves making adjustments to
ecological, social, or economic systems in response to actual or expected climatic
stimuli and their effects (IPCC, 2018). This encompasses changes in processes, prac-
tices, and structures to moderate potential damages or to benefit from opportunities
associated with climate change (IPCC, 2007).

A wide array of strategies falls under the umbrella of CCA, including various risk
management techniques. These techniques encompass climate risk projections, early
warning systems, hazard projections, climate risk and vulnerability assessments, and
uncertainty analyses (Bowyer et al., 2015). Despite the abundance of literature ex-
ploring the risk and security implications of climate change (e.g., Nalau & Verrall, 2021;
Soder, 2023; Von Uexkull & Buhaug, 2021), there has been a notable oversight in
analyzing the origins of these security and risk concerns. Furthermore, the implica-
tions of such discourse on intervention strategies have often been overlooked
(Rhinard et al., 2023). Additionally, questions persist regarding whether the suggested
actors and tools in CCA indeed align with the principles of security or risk governance.

In this paper, we explore the assumption that the influx of risk thinking has sig-
nificant implications for how CCA is governed and operationalized, leading to a
phenomenon known as riskification. Riskification involves framing issues in terms of
risks to justify precautionary measures and safety margins (Corry, 2012). This dis-
course can result in the emergence of new actor constellations, mobilization of
resources, and shifts in decision-making processes. Therefore, understanding the
processes of riskification within CCA is essential for effectively navigating the evolving
landscape of local risk governance and policymaking.

This paper is part of the RISKSEC. 2.0 project. Earlier research within the project
has focused on investigating these assumptions within the context of national policies
in the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden (Englund & Barquet, 2023; Karlson
et al., 2023; Mees & Surian, 2023; Morsut & Engen, 2022; Neby et al., 2023; Rhinard
et al., 2023). These studies highlighted the need to further explore whether and how
riskification manifests locally. Studying the riskification of CCA at the local level is
important for three reasons. First, in decentralized democracies, governance at this
level entails significant responsibility for the practical execution of policies and
initiatives. Second, transitions from conceptualization to tangible action in CCA are
most pronounced at the local level. And third, the local level represents the com-
munities most directly impacted by climate change and, consequently, by the im-
plemented CCA measures.

This paper conducts a cross-case comparison of local approaches to CCA lessons
from four European local case studies in Norway, Sweden, and the Netherlands. To do
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so, we address the following research questions: How does riskification manifest in
CCA in different local contexts? What can explain variations of riskification across
cases? By exploring CCA through the lens of riskification, the paper makes an
important contribution to the academic literature on CCA by unveiling to what extent
CCA is related to the governance of risks. At the same time, by looking into the local
dynamics of CCA through the lenses of riskification, we hope to contribute to the
theory of securitization beyond its use in international relations.

THEORY

All public policy questions are handled within an interpretative framework that helps
define the nature of the issue, what is at stake, and what should be done about it
(Fischer, 2003). Several concepts in the general policymaking literature speak to this
framework, whether in terms of the policy paradigm surrounding an issue (Hall, 1993),
coalition beliefs (Sabatier, 1998), or the narrative of a dominant community
(Haas, 1992). When new issues enter the agenda, “discursive politics” may break out
(Birkland, 2019) in a bid to establish a dominant framework, and in some selected
cases, securitization takes place.

Securitization is a special form of politics by which new issues are framed as
security problems that require extraordinary processes to address them. According to
the original version of securitization, theorized by the Copenhagen School in the
1990s, securitization is initiated by governmental actors who intentionally label and
construct an issue as an existential threat to the state (Buzan et al., 1998). Once
accepted, this construction leads to policy solutions outside of the realm of “normal”
policymaking, including the mobilization of force and the redirection of resources. A
securitized policy problem is handled not with traditional policy and legislative pro-
cedures (as, say, education policy might be), but rather through special and more
opaque procedures controlled by political executives and security agencies. Securi-
tization is thus seen, for the most part, as normatively undesirable since it shifts the
balance of power toward certain actors and away from democratic procedures
(Roe, 2012).

Later scholars noted that other forms of securitization may be taking place in
society today, without such dramatic indicators. Public policy questions may be
labeled as of extraordinary importance, with the security of the state or society even at
stake, but the subsequent treatment of the issue is handled in less stark terms. The rise
of risk-oriented thinking in public policymaking is one example of a “softer” version of
securitization (Brauch, 2009; McDonald, 2013; Trombetta, 2009). Riskification has been
used to describe the processes by which issues become viewed and acted upon in risk
terms and responses (Corry, 2012), projecting an image of omnipresent problems that
require constant attention (Stiglund, 2022). Risk-oriented thinking, as is inherent in
risk management approaches to public policy (van van Asselt & Renn, 2011; May, 1994,
Morsut, 2019), encapsulates a drive to assign probabilities to known dangers and
includes a mindset of bringing hazards “under control” Unlike the high-profile,
politicized dynamics that accompany traditional securitization (what some call
“threatification”), riskification could be the opposite: pursued through technocratic
politics that play out far from the public glare (Davidshofer et al., 2016). Although less
dramatic when compared to the hypothesized processes that play out in classical
securitization, riskification is no less normatively worrisome. On the contrary, pro-
jecting the image of omnipresent, everyday dangers may give rise to wider, excep-
tional measures across society that are intent on the control of populations. Therefore,
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just like processes associated with classical securitization, riskification may under
mine the democratic character of policymaking and impede efforts to achieve broader-
scale social justice (Huysmans, 2014; Kirk & McDonald, 2021).

From this discussion, and considering previous research showing how climate
change has been subject to securitized discourses (Diez et al., 2016; Warner &
Boas, 2019), we can hypothesize three ways that CCA, specifically, may be constructed
and handled in our cases. One is in line with traditional securitization theory, tanta-
mount to threatification. As established by the Copenhagen School, the issue would
be constructed by leaders, in full public view, as an existential threat requiring specific
and extraordinary responses. Another way that CCA may be addressed reflects ris-
kification, in that the public policy issue is associated with a serious and ever-present
threat that requires constant attention. While the drama of public spectacle may be
missing, other tools and policy practices are employed: the use of vulnerability
monitoring, risk modeling, data collection, use of the precautionary principle, and so
forth, in a constant building of response capacities, often by technocratic means. One
last approach that could, in principle, be used is in-line with traditional policymaking
patterns: actors, networks, and shared understandings of an issue that steer outcomes
toward issue-specific goals that have little, if anything, to do with the security of the
state (again, the analogy of education policy is useful here). Policy dynamics in such
cases follow their own issue-specific logic of a rather general nature in a way that is
familiar enough to term it normal policymaking.

Sketching three ideal types for the treatment of CCA fills a gap in the securitization
and riskification literature, which has been criticized for ignoring the possibility of
variations in outcomes. We argue, in line with Diez et al. (2016), that securitization may
take place on a scale from no securitization at all (normal policymaking) to classical
securitization (extraordinary treatment), with gradations of riskification somewhere in
between. Whereas previous research focused mainly on variation between threatifi-
cation and riskification (Corry, 2012), here we can explore more thoroughly the main
relationship of interest in this article: the relationship between riskification and normal
policymaking. With our analytical framework, we gain empirical leverage to explore a
wider variation in outcomes - such as various combinations of risk-oriented and
normal policymaking. We also enhance theoretical understanding by more precisely
defining the conditions and characteristics of riskification as a growing social phe-
nomenon. This includes its theorized relationship to conventional policymaking, a
topic we revisit at the conclusion of this article.

To examine these differences, we initially explore the three primary manifestations
of securitization, an approach that has proven effective in our previous work (Englund
& Barquet, 2023; Karlson et al., 2023; Mees & Surian, 2023; Morsut & Engen, 2022;
Neby et al., 2023; Rhinard et al., 2023). The first, quite obviously, are discourses (von
Lucke et al., 2014; McDonald, 2013). The construction of public policy questions is an
essentially social, discursive act. Tracing the words, imageries, figurative metaphors,
and cognitive scripts employed is a first step in understanding the extent to which
issues are ascribed to ordinary or extraordinary properties. The second manifestation
of securitization is related to the first but analytically distinct: actors (Floyd, 2021).
Certain actor groups (deploying securitized language, or not) treat issues in securitized
ways within their respective policy communities. These communities may interact, or
they may “travel” across borders to project new ways of handling pressing public
policy problems. The actors populating a particular policy domain or moving into one
from wider environments must be carefully tracked. The third manifestation of
securitization can be seen in policy tools: the instruments, models, and
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implementation devices that are applied in the pursuit of certain goals (Davidshofer
et al., 2016). Together, these three factors help to explain whether and how an issue is
securitized.

A critique lodged against securitization theory, including both its classical and
riskification versions, is the embedded assumption that securitization “sweeps” rather
easily into policy domains - irrespective of pre-existing features of those domains.
More recent theorizing argues that several factors may intervene by refracting or even
blocking processes of securitization. Rhinard et al. (2023), for example, argue that
three pre-existing features of policy domains play a role. First, the governmental
organizational features structuring a domain tend to refract the drivers of securitiza-
tion. Divided ministerial responsibilities, for instance, or multiple tiers of govern-
mental authority among which power is shared, might mean that no single driver
(discourses, actors, or tools) can penetrate successfully enough to cause a wholesale
change. Second, existing ideational frameworks, which Rhinard et al. (2023) define as
entrenched cultural understandings of danger, or historical experiences of risk that
lingers in collective memory, which may obviate against, or drive forward, certain
securitization processes. New constructions of an existential risk, for example, may
fail to gain acceptance within a domain in which risk is tolerated at a higher level than
in another domain. Third, the presence of pre-existing actor networks and their
composite interests remind us that power is an important factor in refracting pro-
cesses of securitization. To cite another example, the presence of long-standing
industrial actors in a domain may resist certain understandings of a public policy
question. Taken together, these three aspects serve as intervening factors in the
processes of securitization.

METHOD

The analytical framework sketched above represents prevailing understandings of
how to study and understand securitization processes — and their variants, such as
riskification. It will be used to guide the comparative analysis of our cases but notin an
overly strict, analytical matter. We are also open to more context-specific local factors
that may shape outcomes in ways that general theory may not account for. In this way,
our overall method is one of abduction, in which a preceding framework is devised
with the intent to be reformulated following empirical analysis.

To investigate the framing of CCA in terms of risk, our study focuses on four
European municipalities: Dordrecht (the Netherlands), Halmstad (Sweden), Stavanger,
and Bergen (Norway)." The selected cases face a range of water-related hazards,
including storm surges, heavy precipitation, rising sea levels, and fluvial and pluvial
flooding, all of which are addressed through local CCA efforts (Barquet et al., 2024;
Jochemsen & Mees, 2024; Morsut et al., 2024). Most importantly, the four munici-
palities have been the object of study of the RISKSEC. 2.0 project funded by the
Research Council of Norway, where two Norwegian, two Swedish, and one Dutch
research institutions worked together to explore issues related to the securitization
of CCA.

Data collection across all cases followed a structured three-step approach: initial
review of relevant documents related to local CCA; semistructured interviews with key
local informants; and a validation workshop. Table 1 summarizes the main facts about
each municipality, the number of documents used, and interviews conducted. Differ-
ences among cases concerning the number of documents analyzed and interviews
performed reflect differences in governance approaches.
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TABLE 1

Location

Dordrecht, the
Netherlands

Halmstad,
Sweden

Stavanger,
Norway

Bergen,
Norway

BARQUET ET AL.

Case description

The City of Dordrecht (around
120,000 inhabitants) is
embedded in a regional
geographical area that is heavily
exposed to the impacts of
climate change. It is located on
an island in-between river and
close to the coast. and, as such
susceptible to flooding. The city
is a pioneer in CCA and water
safety management, with a
multitude of CCA strategies,
plans, and programs in place.

Halmstad Municipality (around
100,000 inhabitants) is located in
Halland County in southwestern
Sweden. Its geographical
location makes it prone to
various water-related hazards,
including storm surges, heavy
precipitation, rising sea levels,
and fluvial flooding. The city is
actively working on CCA,
intending to reduce the
municipality's vulnerability and
seize opportunities to build a
resilient and long-term robust
society.

Stavanger Municipality (about
148,000 inhabitants) is located in
the south-west of Norway and is
the capital city of the Rogaland
County. The municipality is also
considered the “oil & gas” capital
of Norway. It is prone to various
water-related hazards such as
(fluvial) flooding, rapid and
intense rainfall, and rising sea
levels. Areas with high
concentration of people,
buildings and infrastructures are
particularly vulnerable, mainly
due to impermeable surfaces.

Bergen Municipality (about
290,000 inhabitants) is located
on the Norwegian west coast and
is the second largest city in
Norway. Bergen has several
climate challenges related to
water: heavy rain, stormwater
issues, and storm surges. Bergen
is actively working with CCA and
has a strong tie to leading
climate science communities.

Main facts about the four municipalities analyzed in this study.

Number of documents

40 - including not only
the municipality but
also the province, the
water authority, and
the safety region due to
their important roles in
local CCA governance.
Documents cover all
government CCA
strategies, and sectoral
CCA strategies
regarding water,
flooding, and safety.

9 - including local and
regional risk
assessments, CCA
action plan, municipal
comprehensive plans,
party platforms, rescue
services work plan, and
heatwave routines.

9 - including 6
approved by the city
council, and 3 provided
by external
consultancies.
Stavanger does not
have a plan or strategy
for CCA, but it is
integrated in several
documents.

7 — including the main
municipal climate
change policy and
planning documents
related to climate risk,
climate change, and
CCA. Bergen does not
have a plan or strategy
for CCA, but it is
integrated in several
documents.

Number of interviews

8 — with policymakers
and experts working
with CCA from the
municipality,
province, water
authority, and safety
region.

12 - including
representatives from
the Halland county
administrative board,
Halmstad
municipality,
consultancy firm,
local insurance
company, and public
housing company.

13 - from different
Departments, 2
external experts from
external
consultancies.

5 — including three
leaders and two
experts from five
different
Departments.
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For the first step of reviewing key documents related to local CCA, all cases used a
shared coding framework to systematically categorize and interpret documents'
content. The analytical framework introduced by Rhinard et al. (2021), focusing on
discourses, actors, and tools/policies, served as the basis for comparison, facilitating
an understanding of similarities or differences across cases. Based on this framework,
we undertook a comprehensive document review centered on the exploration of
themes pertinent to climate risks, spatial planning, CCA, and risk management. The
resulting data set comprised four discernible document types, namely: (i) risk and
vulnerability assessments, (ii) sectorial action plans encompassing CCA, flood pro-
tection, risk management, and digitalization initiatives, (iii) external expert reports,
and (iv) local party platforms. A total of 65 documents qualified for detailed analysis
based on their alignment with the specified thematic criteria.

In the second step, we employed semistructured key informant interviews to
complement and validate our findings from the initial document analysis, aiming to
enhance contextual understanding. Informants were selected through insights gar
nered during the document analysis. In total, 38 interviews were conducted by using a
standardized interview guide featuring 10 open-ended questions. We explored key
aspects, including challenges posed by climate change to the local community, the
nature of protective measures in place, roles and responsibilities for CCA, decision-
making processes, and the mobilization of resources and tools. The subsequent
analysis of interviews was conducted using the coding framework outlined in Table 2.

In the third step, results from each case underwent internal scrutiny within the
research group. The cross-case comparison was further deliberated and validated
through an on-site participatory workshop involving 11 key stakeholders from the four
municipalities. The workshop took place November 27-28, 2023, in Stockholm with
participants representing Stavanger Municipality (Norway), Rogaland County
(Norway), Bergen Municipality (Norway), Regional Water Authority (the Netherlands),
Dordrecht Municipality (the Netherlands), Province of South Holland (the Nether-
lands), Insurance Sweden (Sweden), and Halmstad Municipality (Sweden). The
workshop started with a concise presentation of initial findings, followed by inter-
active exercises designed to stimulate discussions around similarities and differences
observed across the cases. This participatory approach aimed to enrich our analysis
with real-world perspectives and insights from those directly involved in CCA efforts.

RESULTS

This section presents key findings from the four cases divided into two subsections.
First, to explore local manifestations of riskification in CCA, we investigate the dis-
courses used in official documents, the actors involved in CCA, and the tools used to
adapt. The second subsection presents three intervening factors for riskification:
organization of government, ideational frameworks, and actor networks.

How is riskification manifested in local CCA?

Riskification in local CCA is evident in several ways across the four cases. Table 3
provides a snapshot of the cities' responses to climate change and how uncertainty is
managed based on the document review and the interviews. First, all municipalities
frame climate change as a source of risk, particularly associated with natural hazards
and extreme weather events such as flooding, heavy precipitation, droughts, and
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TABLE 2 Analytical framework guiding the comparative analysis of the four cases.
Category Code Description
Discourses  Terms and definitions How is CCA defined?

Key challenge What is the main “problem”? What is the key challenge that
climate change brings to society?

Problem framing What kinds of words and imagery are used to describe the need to
pursue CCA?

Referent object What is considered at risk or under threat?

Actions What is the explicit or implicit call for action? What response is
required? What language is associated with the response?

Urgency How prominent is urgent language?

Actors Responsibilities Who should react to and act on CCA? What kinds of actors?
Civilian, bureaucratic, military, private firms, citizens? Is any
mention made of how action should be taken, e.g., collaboration,
multilevel, public—private partnerships, existing governance, etc.?

Networks Do you see any kind of network? Networking?
Policymaking How is decision-making organized among actors?
Expectations Which level of governance is expected to act?
Tools Type What kinds of tools are mentioned? Practically, are threat-oriented

or risk-oriented tools mentioned?

Resources mobilized What resources should be mobilized to address CCA? How much?
Where should those resources come from?

Actions taken Which actions are taken to implement the technology?

Source: Rhinard et al. (2021), unpublished.

heatwaves. These events are seen as potentially harmful to various aspects of life,
including the environment, economy, human life and health, infrastructures, and
societal services.

The approach to CCA varies among the municipalities, but they all share a focus on
managing risks associated with climate change. In Dordrecht and Halmstad, CCA
strategies center around spatial planning, integrating climate risks and CCA measures
into planning documents and legislation. In Stavanger, CCA is approached from a
societal safety and security perspective, treating climate risks similarly to other risks
and emphasizing preparedness and planning. In Bergen, CCA revolves around
managing water, mainly in the built environment and in areas with slopes prone to
landslides, closely connected to area planning.

Additionally, all cases incorporate risk assessments and uncertainty into their CCA
work, calculating probabilities for different natural hazards under various climate
scenarios. Digital tools, such as GIS-based maps, sensors, and early warning systems,
are used to visualize exposure and impacts and communicate alerts related to
extreme weather events. In both Norwegian cases, the notion of societal security
permeates the management of uncertainty connected to CCA.

As further detailed in each of the categories — discourses, actors, and tools — overall,
riskification in local CCA is manifested through the recognition of climate change as a
source of risk, the incorporation of risk assessments into CCA strategies, and the use of
digital tools to calculate and manage risks.
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The four cases have different understandings of CCA. In Dordrecht, CCA is approached
as a strategy to create a resilient and future-proofed city by preparing and planning for
the effects of climate change. Similarly, in Halmstad, CCA is understood as building a
resilient and long-term robust society by reducing vulnerabilities and taking advan-
tage of opportunities. The Norwegian cases have not adopted a CCA strategy or
master plan, but CCA is mentioned across municipal documents (see e.g., Stavanger
Municipality, 2018, 2019). The Norwegian informants also understand the term dif-
ferently, depending on their role in the municipality. However, in Stavanger CCA is
understood as consisting of measures and approaches that make local communities
and critical infrastructure more resilient to climate risks. In Bergen, it is noteworthy
that the city's Green Strategy incorporates a glossary in which maladaptation is
defined (Bergen Municipality, 2022). Accordingly, maladaptation occurs if CCA mea-
sures trigger unintended consequences, such as increased risks, vulnerabilities, or
greenhouse gas emissions.

In all four cases, we find risk discourses that reflect the potential for harm against
multiple referent objects due to diffuse dangers from climate change. All cases con-
sider climate change consequences as measurable. They calculate probabilities for
different natural hazards in a changing climate. All cases incorporate the dimension of
uncertainty by assessing probabilities and consequences under different climate
scenarios.

In Dordrecht and Halmstad, CCA strategies center around spatial planning by
integrating climate risks and CCA into spatial planning documents, strategies, and
legislation. In Halmstad, the municipal administration even goes as far as claiming
that “risks can be built away” (Billmayer, 2021, p. 17). CCA actions include flood banks
and nature-based solutions (NbS) among others. In Bergen and Stavanger, there is a
focus on preparedness and planning following a societal safety and security approach.

Discourses

TABLE 3 Overview of local climate change responses and management of uncertainty.

Current CCA responses Uncertainty management

Dordrecht  Steered by national CCA strategy. Adaptation  “We just do what we can” approach and a
pathways, multilevel safety approach, and recognition that “it can go wrong
nature-based solutions. sometimes” (Verweij et al., 2015); align

prioritizations with risk calculations and
scenarios.

Halmstad Steered by national CCA strategy. “Build Uncertainty related to climate change can
away risks”; spatial plans; and risk mapping. be “calculated away” through the

integration in models and scenarios.

Stavanger No national CCA strategy but guidelines for Uncertainty is managed through a societal
specific hazards. Prevention, preparedness, security approach, which emphasizes
risk and vulnerability analyses, and managing adverse events that jeopardize
contingency planning. fundamental values and essential

. - functions. Risk and vulnerability analysis,

Bergen No national CCA strategy but guidelines for

specific hazards. CCA revolves around
managing water. Green Strategy in the city

incorporates the concept of “maladaptation”

while it does not define adaptation.

scenario-building, and Digital maps are
useful tools. Societal security is based on
four principles: responsibility, equality,
subsidiarity, and cooperation. Negative
events from hazards can be analyzed in
terms of probability and consequence.
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As such, climate risks are treated similarly to other risks (Bergen ROS, 2024,
RVA, 2024). CCA actions to manage these risks include digital solutions, like sensors
and early warning systems placed in crucial dams and along the coastal line. In Ber-
gen, the municipality includes the development and maintenance of water and
wastewater-resilient infrastructures in their spatial plans. At the same time, CCA
discussions in Bergen have broadened and found a place in the wider discussion on
climate transitions, where CCA has become one of several interconnected climate-
related policy areas.

Actors

The local actors involved in CCA suggest the kind of approach being used to address it
in each municipality. Local actors' responsibilities, tasks, and practices are performed
within national frameworks, goals, and laws. However, in general, the four munici-
palities have significant leeway to decide on the allocation of responsibilities among
various municipal departments and on concrete measures to achieve national climate
objectives when working with CCA.

Compared to the other three cases, Dordrecht works closer with the province,
which acts as a “spider in the web” between the state, municipalities, and regional
partners such as the regional water authority and safety region. The province's main
goal is to integrate CCA in public infrastructures and spatial planning, as becomes
evident from the strong infrastructural focus in the interviews and existing CCA
documents and tools (see e.g., “Klimaatatlas Zuid-Holland,” n.d.; Provincie Zuid-
Holland, 2018b; Waterstaat, Ministerie van Infrastructuur en, 2021). The work on CCA
is coordinated by the so-called municipal green-blue team, which advises on CCA
measures and strategic investments and sets conditions or targets for city develop-
ment projects. It cannot, however, force other departments to adopt CCA measures.
This means that responsibility for CCA is shared but dispersed across departments,
including spatial planning and housing, engineering, water, and sewage. To land the
climate adaptation strategy within large development projects, one informant from
the green-blue team explains that “everyone from different departments brings in its
different requirements, and then you try to make that all fit, like an integral way of
working.” Consultants from financial and engineering firms and knowledge institutes
play an important role in providing expert services. Additionally, the construction
sector has been calling for more clarity in regulations and policy direction to support
local CCA. One Dutch informant describes that “the various parties all wanted to build
differently, but the rules did not allow it,” which resulted, among other things, in a
novel provincial initiative for a collective Covenant Climate Adaptive Building
(Provincie Zuid-Holland, 2018a).

In Halmstad, an appointed CCA strategist coordinates the work among several
departments (energy and environment, city grid, water and wastewater, and property
cooperation) and committees (the building and construction committee, the technol-
ogy and property committee, the environmental committee, the rescue services
committee) emphasizing that “the work on CCA needs to permeate the entire
municipal organisation as it is complex and cross-sectoral” (Halmstad Municipal
Board, 2021, p. 5). The strategist also coordinates externally with private property
owners who are responsible for adapting their property to a changing climate. How-
ever, informants note that Halmstad faces a challenge as elected representatives show
little interest in CCA issues. Therefore, the strategist and other municipal actors
involved in CCA consistently work to ensure CCA efforts move forward. Informants
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further note that decision support to guide knowledge-intensive processes (e.g., risk
maps, climate scenarios, etc.) is usually purchased from private consultancies or
national agencies.

In Stavanger, the Preparedness and Community Development Department acts as
the strategic coordinator for CCA across the seven so-called service areas of the
municipality and their departments since the mid-2000s (Morsut et al., 2024). This
Department relies on know-how provided by external consultancies, derived from
climate risk analyses and cost-benefit analyses about CCA measures, to improve the
work with CCA (COWI, 2022; Proactima and The Governance Group, 2020). In addition,
informants reveal that this Department works closely with the Departments of Urban
Development, Maps and Digital Services, Climate and Environment, Sports and Out-
door Environment and Water, Sewage and Waste Disposal. Despite the overarching
coordination role given to one department, each department mainstreams CCA con-
cerns into its respective area. This sometimes results in fragmented work with CCA.

In Bergen, several informants confirm that the city councilor for Urban Development
is politically responsible for the departments that work with CCA, while the Climate
Department holds a coordinating role with Bergen Water (the Water and Sewerage
Department), the House of Public Safety (the Societal Safety Department), the Planning
and Building Department, and the City Environment Department. However, the Climate
Department is a rather new and small organization with few connections to legislation
governing local CCA efforts. By contrast, the Planning and Building Department and
Bergen Water are large and well-established and are responsible for implementing
legislation relevant to CCA (Bergen Municipality, 2024). All informants from Bergen
municipality report that the various municipal actors engaged in CCA frequently
cooperate and interact with research communities and public actors at the state level,
indicating a cross-departmental and cross-sectoral approach to CCA that, in turn,
supports the creation of analytical capacities in the municipality's administration.
Informants explain that the focus on establishing in-house competencies and expertise
has downplayed the role of external consultancies for municipal CCA work.

In all municipalities, informants indicate that participation in national and inter-
national networks is relevant. Informants explain that Dordrecht collaborates in mul-
tiple national and international research and development projects on flood resilience
and in cross-city networks for knowledge sharing. Moreover, it participates actively in
the regional networks in which it is embedded, including the safety region and Delta
region. Halmstad, according to informants, is participating in the UN Making Cities
Resilient 2030 network to exchange knowledge and experiences with other cities in
their quest toward risk reduction and resilience. Halmstad is also engaged in a
regional network with other Swedish municipalities, agencies, and private actors
which seeks to improve coordination and collaboration when adapting to sea level
rise, flooding, and coastal erosion. As is explained by informants, both Stavanger and
Bergen are members of national CCA networks run by the Norwegian Environment
Agency and the Norwegian Association of Local and Regional Authorities. Moreover,
both municipalities collaborate with national and international academia and partici-
pate in several research projects, supported by the European Union, and national and
regional funds.

Tools

In all cases, spatial planning policies and related tools, including zoning plans, de-
tailed plans, and comprehensive plans, constitute the main or only avenue to channel
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CCA in new construction projects. In the three countries, there are sectoral respon-
sibilities, particularly for providers of vital societal functions and managers of critical
infrastructures, such as water, wastewater, electricity, and roads, among others.
A second set of policies are those from risk management which emphasize pre-
paredness, and risk and vulnerability assessments.

Regarding digital tools, all municipalities use spatial-based approaches for visua-
lizing exposure and impacts. These range from GIS-based maps for early warning
systems and risk modeling, sensors, and local monitoring devices, to probability
models and scenario simulations. Notably, many of these digital tools and data
remain confidential due to national security concerns following the Russian invasion
of Ukraine in 2022.

All municipalities have online map platforms. Bergen has Bergenskart hosting
digital maps accessible to the public, showcasing municipal plans, building and real
estate, climate, and environment, among others. Similarly, Halmstad has Halm-
stadKartan, in which the public can browse various digital maps, some of which are
related to CCA. Stavanger has a dedicated climate dashboard visualizing climate risk
which is being used by emergency personnel and urban planners. Dordrecht uses
digital maps to visualize local climate risks and vulnerabilities in a dedicated and
publicly available dashboard: the provincial Climate Atlas and the related Climate
Monitor. There is also a digital dashboard presenting spatial plans in the area, not
publicly available.

All municipalities have risk methods to communicate alerts related to extreme
weather events. Informants explain that Bergen and Stavanger use an SMS notifica-
tion in real-time service for residents through which they are informed about the
weather development, which streets are closed, or recommendations to stay inside.
Informants explain that Halmstad distributes information brochures in people's
physical mailboxes as a precautionary strategy (before an event), advising those in
flood-prone areas on how to protect their properties using tools like water pumps and
sandbags. Similar to Halmstad, in Dordrecht, informants describe that the city dis-
tributes a yearly letter to residents living outside the dikes and plans to develop a
digital app.

Intervening factors of local riskification

We use the three intervening factors proposed in the theory section to explain the
discourses, actors, and tools mobilized at the local level in each of the cases. First,
ideational frameworks within each case shape responses to climate change
challenges. Second, the organization of government influences CCA strategies and
funding mechanisms. Third, actor networks play a crucial role in shaping CCA efforts,
including what is measured, modeled, and monitored. Below, we discuss in more
detail how each of these factors plays out in each of the cases.

Ideational frameworks

Our findings indicate that extreme weather events have helped put CCA onto the local
agenda. For example, Bergen endured two significant events in 2005: the Hatlestad
landslide, which claimed three lives (Lango, 2010; 2011), and the Nesttun flooding.
Following these events, influential actors within the municipal administration started
advocating for a proactive approach to CCA (Groven et al., 2012). Subsequently, the
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municipal administration collaborated with the Norwegian Water Resources and En-
ergy Directorate to map local landslide risks (and flood zones). This initiative laid the
foundation for the development of national guidelines addressing landslide risks.
Bergen Water (the water and wastewater department) has been at the forefront of
water-related CCA work (Kvamsas, 2023). Another example comes from Halmstad,
where one informant shares how politicians allocated increased resources to CCA
after the Getinge flooding in 2014. This event also prompted the municipal adminis-
tration to secure national funding for procuring emergency water pumps to be
installed in the area.

The cases show evolving responses to the challenges posed by extreme events,
each addressing risk and uncertainty in its own distinct manner. In the Dutch case
study, we observe a shift in ideational frameworks. The Netherlands has a long-
standing history of coexisting with water, with flood risk management traditionally
dominated by a “safe behind the dikes” discourse. However, the uncertainties intro-
duced by climate change legitimize a “we just do what we can” approach, as stated by
our informants. In practical terms, this shift implies a move away from an exclusive
focus on structural measures to instead mainstream CCA into spatial planning,
emergency, and contingency planning. The aim is to exploit win-win solutions to
mainstream CCA policy across all sectors. Moreover, as repeatedly stated by infor-
mants, CCA solutions and decisions are being strategically timed to limit investment
costs, avoid tipping points, and harness coupling opportunities. This approach is set
out by the national Deltaprogramme and adopted at lower levels (see e.g., Gemeente
Dordrecht, 2021; Provincie Zuid-Holland, 2018b, 2021).

In Halmstad, CCA adopts existing local risk management procedures and pro-
cesses but emphasizes uncertainty. It follows a four-step process: (i) identification of
values at risk, (ii) estimation of risks and their probability and magnitude, (iii) risk
analysis and prioritization, and (iv) proposal for action and needs assessment
(Halmstad Municipal Board, 2021). Uncertainty is considered throughout the process.
The approach to addressing uncertainty is grounded in the assumption that being
aware of uncertainty is a necessary precursor to managing it. Uncertainty is managed
within a “predict-then-act” discourse in which the best available forecast drives public
policy and planning. To do so, Halmstad adopts probabilistic analysis and quantitative
classification in its climate risk and vulnerability assessment. Uncertainties are cal-
culated and quantified using two RCP scenarios from the IPCC (downscaled to the
Swedish context by the SMHI) (Billmayer, 2021).

CCA in Stavanger is primarily anchored within the societal safety/security
approach. As a matter of national policy, societal security pertains to managing
adverse events that jeopardize fundamental values and essential functions, en-
dangering life and well-being through actions aimed at safeguarding Norwegian
society from such threats. Prevention, preparedness, risk and vulnerability analyses,
and contingency planning enable responses to cope with risks and crises and enhance
recovery. Four principles sustain this work: responsibility — each organization is
responsible for its area of work in normal times as well in case of a crisis; equality —
the organizational structure is maintained during a crisis; subsidiarity — crises must be
handled at the lowest possible level; cooperation — relevant actors need to cooperate
to successfully overcome the crisis (Beredskapsdepartementet, Justis-og, 2020). This
safety/security culture infiltrates CCA efforts by posing climate effects as climate risks
that need to be handled. The Preparedness and Community Development Department
organizes its work with CCA around these four principles and treats climate change
consequences in terms of probability and consequences. The uncertainty surrounding
climate change primarily revolves around its impact on households and infrastructure.
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However, through risk and vulnerability analyses, which may involve the utilization of
digital maps and scenarios, efforts are made to manage this uncertainty.

Organization of government

In all cases, CCA is characterized by centralized policymaking and regulation whereas
responsibilities and implementation are decentralized and fragmented. This mimics
the overall organization of the respective governments marked by negotiated and
conditioned local self-rule, where the national government establishes legislation
(and guidelines) to which local authorities must abide. In both Sweden and Norway,
there is a national policy for CCA, but it is still weak albeit under rapid development.
Local authorities have significant autonomy and freedom to determine how to fulfill
their legal obligations. For example, Halmstad exercises its right to local self-
government by implementing large-scale flood protection measures to safeguard its
city center, notwithstanding that national legislation only requires local authorities to
integrate climate risk and vulnerability assessments into municipal comprehensive
plans and detailed plans and, if needed, identify potential adaptive measures
(Halmstad Municipal Board, 2021). The Norwegian cases illustrated even greater local
self-autonomy, as there is no national legislation referring to CCA as such, even
though there are national guidelines that include CCA, such as in RVA) (DSB, 2022)
and land-use planning (KDD, 2023). While this means that different informants inter-
pret the term differently, it also provides Bergen and Stavanger with vast leeway to
steer both the content and organization of their local CCA work.

The organization of government also influences how funding is distributed. None
of the cases reveal any national funding streams in place for CCA. Instead, CCA
measures are funded by municipal ordinary budgets, or by state (or international)
time-limited project funding. Dordrecht finances its CCA measures through each
municipal department's ordinary budget as, for example, illustrated by the waste-
water system budget being used to finance stormwater management strategies that
take climate risks into account (Gemeente Dordrecht, 2021). To still enable carrying out
and financing committed projects, Dordrecht profiles itself nationally and interna-
tionally as a testing ground for novel CCA measures to obtain grants, such as Living
Lab Klimaatadaptatie Dordrecht or the European LIFE Critical project. Similarly,
Halmstad funds its CCA measures through the department's ordinary budgets, even
though, in theory, the municipality could levy income taxes to cover costs for CCA
measures (Halmstad Municipality, 2022). In Bergen, several informants point out that
in urban development projects and upgrading of parks, streets, and streams, there is
close cooperation between municipal Departments. Climate adaptation is a natural
part of such projects (including through budget integration), for instance, in the
construction of the light rail system, and climate adaptation is integrated into the
regular budgets for each project. Nevertheless, flood protection measures along wa-
terways are particularly difficult to fund.

To account for funding gaps, informants from all cases report mobilizing external
funding to cover CCA costs. Dordrecht has been able to obtain additional funding from
sources such as the EU Interreg and LIFE subsidies and stimulation funds from the
regional water authority, whereas Halmstad has received funding from the Swedish
Civil Contingency Agency for implementing measures related to sudden-onset natural
hazards. In Stavanger, many of the measures are carried out with the help of funds
from the Norwegian Environment Agency's Klimasats scheme and through the mu-
nicipality's Climate and Environment Fund. Likewise, for several decades, Bergen has
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been involved in research and development projects supported by external funding
from, for example, the Norwegian Environment Agency, the Research Council of
Norway, and the EU.

Actor networks

The cases we examined illustrate the formation of dominant power dynamics in CCA,
characterized by the presence of public—private partnerships as well as significant
influence from academia. Researchers, through projects, methods, and scenarios,
play an important role in shaping the discourse, developing models, and raising
awareness of climate impacts. Additionally, public—private partnerships in local CCA
allow public authorities to contract external consultancies to access skills, tools, and
additional human resources. Thus, these partnerships are an integral part of the
governmental organization around CCA.

In two of the cases — Halmstad and Dordrecht — informants describe a reliance on
external consultancies due to an in-house knowledge deficit. The choice of tools utilized
in local CCA is closely linked to the actors engaged in CCA efforts. In Halmstad, infor-
mants report that the municipal administration lacks the in-house capacities to produce
detailed risk and vulnerability assessments, hazard maps, scenario-based impact as-
sessments, and cost-benefit analyses. This has practical ramifications, where the avail-
ability of maps, software to use climate information, cost assessments, and other data for
CCA relies on the offerings of the involved actors. Consequently, the municipality finds its
ability to modify, tailor, or update climate information restricted by factors such as soft-
ware licenses, leading to a reliance on climate services provided by consultants. A similar,
although less pronounced, trend is also found in Dordrecht, where the province sub-
contracts private consultancies to conduct risk and vulnerability assessments.

The Norwegian cases show stronger in-house expertise. In the case of Stavanger,
informants note that partnerships with consultancies are longstanding to obtain cli-
mate risk analyses and assessments on a regular basis. In both Bergen and Stavanger,
informants explain that public authorities have, over many years, participated in
research and development projects and collaborated with leading national and
international researchers to develop internal capacities and expertise. One informant
from Stavanger underlined that “networks where | work (...) have been built up over
many years and maintained at least partially at EU level” Consequently, most of the
important departments in the two Norwegian municipalities have a strong under-
standing of CCA. For example, in Bergen two departments are headed by former
climate researchers, and there is strong in-house expertise related to water, hydrol-
ogy, prevention, and preparedness.

DISCUSSION: LOCAL RISKIFICATION IN CCA

The empirical findings presented show telltale signs of securitization of CCA in local
governance; however, this securitization is in the form of riskification, characterized by
a focus on risk language (rather than threat-oriented discourses), actors accustomed
to using risk perspectives on policy processes, and tools such as risk assessment
methodologies and vulnerability modeling.

Juxtaposing our findings with earlier research reveals differences in discourses and
practices across governance levels. Although national policy trickles down to the local
level, there are notable differences in how these discourses are interpreted and applied on
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the ground. In Sweden, other studies have concluded that the national-level discourse
treats CCA as any other policy issue (Barquet et al., 2024; Englund & Barquet, 2023).
However, our local-level findings from Halmstad demonstrated risk discourses and prac-
tices. In Dordrecht, an opportunity discourse is dominant and largely reflects business-as-
usual, despite early signs of an emerging risk discourse identified in CCA-specific and
water safety plans at each level of government (Jochemsen & Mees, 2024). For Bergen and
Stavanger, the discourses have taken different routes toward the same end: in Bergen,
riskification has come about through a climate discourse where adaptation is only one of
several constituent parts, whereas in Stavanger the discourse has been more closely
connected to issues of safety and security (Morsut et al., 2024).

Notably, at the local level, there is a blurring of what defines an ideational
framework and the organization of government, as well as an overlap between
the organization of government and actor networks. The demarcation between these
factors is not entirely clear, likely due to the challenge of delineating where culture
ends, and organization begins. Moreover, government structures influence individuals
and their networks as much as these entities collectively shape governments, thereby
generating novel governance systems. This interplay shapes the local landscape of
CCA, influencing discourses, actors, and tools. These findings show the empirical
difficulty of strictly demarcating theoretical variables associated with securitization
and, more specifically, riskification.

Despite the clear interconnections between actors, tools, and discourses, the
rationale for categorizing these elements separately lies in facilitating a more de-
tailed examination of how specific actors shape discourses and utilize particular
tools. This approach offers a nuanced understanding of the interplay between actors,
their narratives, and the instruments they employ to address issues, thus revealing
the dynamics of decision-making processes. For instance, the tools employed by
different actors provide insights into how issues are framed and managed. In this
study, municipalities rely heavily on “technocratic” tools, with decisions grounded
in evidence-based practices. While this finding may not appear novel at first glance,
its significance becomes clearer when viewed in context. For example, non-security
issues have sometimes been managed through security-based methods, such as the
use of police or military forces to protect nature reserves, reflecting a degree of
securitization (Barquet, 2015). Conversely, issues that should ideally be guided by
scientific assessments, such as ecosystem restoration, are not always evidence-
based (Benayas et al., 2009). The fact that all cases in this study are closely tied to
risk assessments underscores a level of progress in terms of knowledge integration
into planning and decision-making. In other contexts, public deliberation has been
conducted without evidence-based decision-making, as seen during the Brexit
process (Welfens, 2016). By contrast, the cases presented here demonstrate that
CCA, despite its profound societal impacts, is characterized by a technocratic
approach, largely confined to conventional governance mechanisms with limited
public deliberation. This suggests that adaptation, while critical, remains within the
framework of standard governance practices, with some elements of riskification.

Furthermore, our cases reveal that the three intervening factors proposed by the
theory, are further conditioned in each case by dynamics we did not expect. While the
intervening factors have successfully explained variations in securitization at a
national level (Rhinard et al., 2023), our empirical findings point to additional
dynamics that influence the ways in which CCA is governed locally. We organize these
dynamics into three aspects: risk memory, risk culture, and technocratic governance.
Below, we recount those findings, illustrate their overlapping relationships, and link
them to other literature not traditionally associated with securitization studies.
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Risk memory

Risk memory illustrates the evolution of cultural resources within communities fol-
lowing catastrophic events, drawing upon the collective experience and knowledge of a
group (Monteil et al., 2020). Analyzing critical events offers insights into how commu-
nities derive lessons from their history of disasters, thereby molding their disaster
cultures and cultural legacy (Fontanella Pisa, 2024). Additionally, risk memory involves
examining how catastrophic events become integrated into history, subtly shaping
culture through their contribution to its historical backdrop (Barquet et al., 2016). In the
context of CCA, risk memory appeared to play a crucial role in shaping the mental
models that guide how people think and approach climate-related challenges.

In three of the four municipalities explored, the impact of risk memory plays a role in
determining the urgency attributed to local climate adaptation initiatives. For example,
the 2005 dramatic Hatlestad landslide in Bergen led to both a stronger local focus on
risk in general and extreme weather events in particular. Eventually, this experience led
to a national effort to systematically map terrain subject to landslides and set stricter
national guidelines for area planning. Experiences from serious climate incidents
became integral to the development of the city's general emergency and preparedness
services, most notably the House of Public Safety, and to the adoption of a climate plan
in 2000 (the first in Norway at the time). To a lesser degree, Dordrecht has a long history
of fighting water rendering flood risk an integral part of local memory. The frequent
recurrence of flooding in areas outside the dikes keeps the collective memory alive,
despite the absence of recent flood-related causalities. As such, risk memory includes
recent and less recent extreme events' experiences that have influenced both the ide-
ational frameworks and the organization of government within CCA.

While collective memory is usually considered a trigger for action (Viglione
et al., 2014), there are several aspects of it, in these cases, that may affect CCA
strategies. Although studies directly examining acceptance levels for solutions in
relation to risk memory are generally lacking, the research underscores the con-
trasting attitudes toward engineered versus nature-based approaches to risk reduc-
tion. These studies show that place identity and perception of threat are negatively
correlated with acceptance of NbS and in favor of more traditional engineering ap-
proaches (Anderson & Renaud, 2021; Enu et al., 2024). The degree of effectiveness is a
crucial factor shaping attitudes toward solutions, and in instances where efficacy
remains unverified, garnering support for innovative yet less substantiated ap-
proaches can be challenging (Hori et al., 2023). Risk memory can foster skepticism or
reluctance toward adopting new approaches, such as NbS, which may be perceived as
untested or risky. Communities may exhibit a preference for familiar strategies that
have proven effective in the past, particularly if these communities have experienced
previous disasters (Barquet et al., 2018). As a result, communities may be more
inclined to trust solutions that align with their existing knowledge and experiences,
leading to a bias toward engineered solutions.

Risk culture

Another effect on riskification in our cases seems to be connected to risk culture. We
refer to risk culture as the collective attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors within an orga-
nization regarding risk management (Streicher et al., 2018). It encompasses the way in
which risks are perceived, assessed, and addressed across all levels of an organiza-
tion. Hence, risk culture acts as a precondition for risk management when dealing with
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complex and ill-structured hazardous situations and where decision-makers are faced
with complexity and uncertainty (Pidgeon and O'Leary 2000). A risk culture constructs
risk perceptions and risk awareness among the relevant organizational members. This
view, in turn, forms and shapes an organization's view on risk acceptability and,
accordingly, guides and determines the use of risk analysis and risk management
procedures (Neevestad, 2008).

Stavanger stands as a remarkable case where the influence of the risk culture
rooted in the oil and gas industry permeates the municipality's CCA strategies. Given
the industry's pivotal role in Stavanger's economic development over the past five
decades, this influence is profound. The oil and gas sector is characterized by rigorous
risk management strategies, which are meticulously crafted to either eliminate or
mitigate unacceptable levels of risk (Arstad & Engen, 2018). Similarly, when con-
fronting climate risks, Stavanger employs an analogous approach, using CCA mea-
sures to navigate uncertainties linked to climate change. As a result, Stavanger has
adopted a mindset of acknowledging, managing, and minimizing risk rather than
attempting to eradicate uncertainties associated with climate change. CCA efforts are
based on the acceptance that risks cannot be entirely eliminated but can be governed.

Risk cultures influence how uncertainty is perceived and, in turn, how CCA is
governed (Renn, 2017). For instance, a society with a risk-averse culture may prioritize
precautionary measures and invest heavily in anticipatory adaptation strategies to
minimize potential climate-related impacts (Roberts et al., 2021). On the other hand, a
culture that is more accepting of risk may focus on building resilience and developing
adaptive capacities to cope with uncertain future conditions (Crosweller &
Tschakert, 2021). A broader question to be addressed in future research is thus
whether a risk culture might inadvertently impede adaptive management in the long
term in preference for risk management that fosters more immediate solutions.

Technocratic governance

A third shaper of riskification is the extent to which technocratic governance perspec-
tives feature in adaptation strategies. Technocracy is a system of governance or
decision-making where technical experts or professionals hold significant power or
influence over decision-making processes which are often based on expert knowledge
and analysis rather than political ideology or public opinion (Bertsou & Caramani, 2021).

Technocratic governance is present across the four cases. However, Halmstad
is the most extreme case with a presence of technocracy across the three inter-
vening factors while simultaneously lacking a strong presence of risk memory or
culture. In all cases, CCA is primarily driven by planning and building policies or
infrastructure sectors (water or electricity), which concentrate on the built en-
vironment. Consequently, in most cases, CCA approaches mostly focus on design
and functionality, particularly in newly developed residential areas. This approach
shifts responsibility for CCA onto individual homeowners and property devel-
opers rather than public authorities, in line with general neoliberal policy trends
in Europe (Radestad & Larsson, 2020). In municipalities where most property is
privately owned, the responsibility for CCA in the built environment is increas-
ingly reliant on private sector action and investment. This, in turn, places a higher
burden on insurance companies. As the intensity and frequency of extreme
events increase and these cities continue to expand also in areas exposed to
extreme events, insurance companies have warned against the need to change
premiums (RISKSEC's project's workshop November 27-28, 2023). This might

85U8017 SUOLIWIOD BAITEa1D) 8 dedl|dde ayy A peusenob 8 sefoile YO ‘8sn Jo Sa|nJ Joj Ariqi8UIIUO /8|1 UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUe-SLLIBIALCO" AB | I AReq 1 U1 UO//SANY) SUOTIPUOD pue SWie | 81 89S *[yZ0z/2T/9T] Uo Akeiq1aulluo A|IM ‘ZZEZT €944/200T 0T/I0p/Loo A3 |m Arelqijpuljuoy/sdny woly pepeoumod ‘v ‘v20z ‘6.0v6T



VARIATIONS OF RISKIFICATION 509

further exacerbate social inequalities, which future research should explore
further.

A technocratic approach to CCA emphasizes scientifically determined, objective
measures of risk, often disregarding public concerns or alternative estimations of risk
that do not align with the established probabilities (Dusek, 2012). While in the four
municipalities, risk analyses have helped visualize concrete effects of a changing cli-
mate, with a focus on forecasting hazards and measuring the probabilities of ex-
posure, these analyses usually lack a more profound assessment of vulnerabilities
beyond the built environment. Vulnerabilities and risks beyond the immediate areas of
exposure often receive limited attention if at all. Crucial socioeconomic aspects that
could lead to new vulnerabilities or amplify existing ones due to, for instance,
unhealthy, segregation, disabilities, or the cascading effects of the initial impacts
remain overlooked (Barquet et al., 2022; Englund et al., 2023).

In the four municipalities, the organization of government in combination with pre-
existing actor networks seems to have prompted a technocratic and expert-led form of
riskification. This is apparent in experts from specialized consultancies, who are
central to guiding local CCA efforts. They have a key role in elaborating and providing
climate scenarios, climate risk analyses, and risk maps. In all cases but Bergen, ex-
perts are usually externally consulted through research institutions, international
organizations, or private sector entities. In most cases, this dynamic has also
prompted a dependency between public functions and private services, creating a
situation where cities lack the ability to gather, analyze, monitor, and interpret the data
necessary for CCA and, more broadly, spatial planning. By contrast, Bergen has
considerable in-house expertise within the municipality.

The data generated by actors informing CCA holds significant authority as it is
utilized to validate and elucidate decisions that may otherwise be subject to debate or
disagreement (Bossong & Hegemann, 2016). Halmstad, in particular, stands out for its
reliance on a technocratic and expert-led approach to CCA: political involvement in
CCA remains minimal, while bureaucratic forces take the lead with support from ex-
ternal consultancies. In all cases, these actors can influence decision-making pro-
cesses related to climate risk assessment, planning, and implementation of adaptation
measures. This dynamic grants power to experts and scientists, while effectively re-
moving CCA from the political realm.

CONCLUSIONS

This study explored the variations of riskification across four local cases. Focusing on
the main manifestations of securitization — namely, discourses used, actors involved,
and tools employed — we found that variations of riskification are present in all cases,
albeit shaped in varying ways by the intervening variables of ideational frameworks in
place, the organization of local government, and the nature of actor networks insti-
tutionalized in situ.

Our empirical investigation revealed patterns that our initial theoretical framework
did not capture. Specifically, the intervening variables of ideational frameworks,
government organization, and actor networks were further conditioned in each spe-
cific case by three unexpected aspects: risk culture, risk memory, and technocracy.
Thus, by focusing on the local context, we were able to inductively identify how
localized adaptations of CCA are enacted by similar conditions that nevertheless vary
in significance across cases. This dynamic generates distinctive outcomes in CCA
governance, which counter traditional, threat-oriented securitization.
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More broadly, although we found variations of riskification in each case, we found
some common patterns. For example, the current riskified approaches to CCA in the
four cities tend to have the effect of depolitisizing risk. The fundamental premise here
is that prevailing CCA strategies often conceptualize the relationship between humans
and the environment in the context of climate change in a manner where “the sense of
causality or the direction of explanation still runs from the physical environment to its
social impacts” (Hewitt, 1983:5). As a result, a broader discussion concerning the kinds
of climate-resilient societies we envision is often shadowed by risk assessments of
exposure that fail to dig deeper into broader societal implications.

Similarly, we find that local variants of riskified CCA generally lack the sense of
urgency called for in threatification, and instead detach climate change discourses from
the public debate. Consequently, the predominant focus on protection and prepared-
ness that we identify in all cities, while crucial for dealing with immediate threats, may
lead to fostering a sense of complacency among the wider population. This narrow
emphasis on risk management may sideline alternative and more transformative ap-
proaches (Pelling et al., 2015) that require broader societal involvement, as solutions are
perceived to be the responsibility of specific agencies or actors rather than requiring
collective action. Thus, while CCA necessitates a holistic, whole-society approach, the
dominance of riskified CCA approaches with strong technocratic characteristics and a
low sense of urgency may inadvertently impede the emergence of innovative strategies
needed to address the complex challenges that CCA has to address.

The tools and discourses used by specific actors can reveal whether an issue is
securitized or not. For instance, military personnel employing technocratic tools may
signal a desecuritized approach, while the use of security measures by non-security
actors can indicate securitization. The framework used here draws a clear distinction
between actors, discourses, and tools while acknowledging their interconnection:
actors shape discourses and apply tools to promote them. This separation enables a
more precise analysis of which actors endorse specific discourses and use certain
tools. In the cases presented, municipalities rely on technocratic tools, using evidence-
based decision-making while removing the issue from public deliberation.

In sum, our empirical contribution consists of illustrating similarities and differ-
ences in how CCA approaches in different local contexts have been riskified — rather
than traditionally securitized or treated as a normal policy problem. Yet riskification
does not come with newfound political attention or extraordinary responses to the
pressing need for CCA. Instead, the approach, which is often highly technocratic, tends
to assume adaptation can be handled with existing risk paradigms using traditional
risk instruments. Those searching for transformational changes in local CCA practices
are likely to be disappointed. This underscores a potential area for future research:
exploring whether an existential perspective, akin to traditional securitization, could
garner greater attention and resources for CCA.

Our theoretical contribution rests in exploring the relationship between intervening
variables, along with the relationship of those variables with new aspects not typically
theorized in security-oriented approaches: risk culture, risk memory, and technocratic
governance routines. Future research could usefully integrate those aspects into new
theoretical frameworks — and apply that framework to a wider number of cases.
Finally, similar to the individual case studies presented in this volume, our results
suggest the analytical utility of distinguishing between various forms of securitization
and normal governance, along a spectrum. Although past studies focus on the rela-
tionship between forms of securitization, our results show a need for deeper theo-
rizing on the relationship between riskification and normal governance since that
distinction seems to be eroding in modern governance.
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ENDNOTE
;

The inclusion of two Norwegian municipalities, Bergen and Stavanger, is justified by representation: they
both are located in the same geographical area, which is exposed to similar climate risks. Accordingly,
the two cities have developed similar risk strategies, contingency plans and bureaucratic procedures to
cope with these risks, albeit with some differences. See Morsut et al. (2024).
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