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The policy challenge – the need to understand 
local values and perceptions of risk

• Current scientific knowledge of adaptation is insufficient for 
rigorous evaluation of planned adaptation options at the local 
scale

• Potential for value conflicts in climate change adaptation 
planning



Current knowledge gaps

• Risk perception literature

• Focuses on the affective, cognitive and socioeconomic 
characteristics of risk perception using a psychometric paradigm 
(Slovic et al. 1982; McDaniels et al. 1995; Dietz 2001; Slovic 2001; Stedman 2004; Leiserowitz 2006)

• Recent studies have found significant relationships between 
human values and people’s assessment of environmental risks 
(Bord et al. 1998; O’Connor et al. 2002; Stedman 2004; Leiserowitz 2006; Slimak and Dietz 2006; 
Etkin and Ho 2007) 

Gap: no studies to date have directly assessed the spatial 
relationships between local values and spatial measures of 

risk perception to inform climate change adaptation planning 



Study objectives and hypotheses

• To examine the spatial associations between local values and 
perceived climate change risks

• HA = Intensity mapped local values = Intensity mapped locally perceived risks

• To examine the spatial patterns between local and scientifically 
assed conservation values and risks

• HA = Intensity mapped  local values = Intensity mapped scientifically assessed values

• HA = Intensity mapped  locally perceived risks = Intensity mapped scientifically assessed risks



Methods



Sample

• Workshop
• Year 10-12 Geography and 

Environmental Studies 
students (n = 127)

• Adult residents – primary 
production, conservation, 
residential development    
(n = 118)

• Postal (61% response)
• S Fleurieu landholders       

(n = 143)

• n = 388 respondents



Survey instrument

• 5 parts:
• Familiarity with the Southern Fleurieu and threats to quality of life
• Climate change knowledge and level of concern
• Preferred climate change adaptation responses
• Respondent characteristics
• Mapping of local values and climate change risks





Results

Overall, are there spatial associations between 
local values and perceived climate change risks?



Hotspot analysis of biodiversity value



Hotspot analysis of perceived biodiversity loss



 

 
biodiversity

loss 
land 

erosion bushfire 
riparian 
flooding 

sea-level 
rise 

wave 
action 

aesthetic 0.47 0.54 (2) NS 0.29 0.54 0.63 (2)
economic 0.40 0.39 0.09 0.55 (1) 0.47 0.43
recreation 0.50 0.64 (1) 0.10 0.48 0.67 (1) 0.71 (1)
learning 0.75 (2) 0.460 0.30 (2) 0.40 0.41 0.38
biodiversity 0.81 (1) 0.33 0.45 (1) 0.20 0.29 0.30
intrinsic 0.69 0.53 0.24 0.38 0.48 0.52
heritage 0.38 0.46 NS 0.54 (2) 0.56 (2) 0.54
future 0.73 0.55 0.23 0.47 0.55 0.54

Spatial cross-correlations

There are positive associations between local values and perceived risks



Spatial associations between all local values 
and perceived climate change risks



Integrating local values and risks into NRM 
policy

Low Climate Change 
Risks

High Climate Change 
Risks

High Local Values Maintenance areas:  
maintain agency 
resources sufficient to 
protect existing 
landscape values

Priority areas: direct 
agency resources to 
these areas

Low Local Values Discount areas:  
reallocate agency 
resources away from 
these areas

Sacrifice areas: 
reallocate agency 
resources away from 
these areas 



Are there spatial patterns between local and 
scientifically assessed conservation values and 

risks?



Spatial patterns between local and scientifically assessed 
biodiversity values



Spatial patterns between local and scientifically 
assessed risks



Integrating different knowledge systems into 
community engagement policy

Scientific Assessment

Local Perception High value or risk Low value or risk

High value or risk Immediate action Collaborate or 
empower

Low value or risk Inform or consult No action



Conclusion– 3 key messages

• The relationships between perceived values and risks 
influences the types of climate change adaptation and 
community engagement responses

• Local values and risks can be overlaid with priorities assessed 
by scientists for more socially acceptable and scientifically 
defensible adaptation responses

• Climate change adaptation policy needs to consider the spatial 
heterogeneity between values and risks, both within groups and 
between groups
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