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There is growing recognition that international trade can transmit climate risks across
borders, requiring new forms of and approaches to adaptation. This advanced review
synthesizes knowledge on how, by whom and where adaptation actions can be taken
in the agriculture and industrial sectors to reduce these transboundary climate risks
(TCRs). We find a material difference in the literature on TCRs in agriculture as com-
pared with industrial sectors. Operational and market risks, in particular reductions in
food availability, dominate in agriculture, while supply chain and trade-related risks
are highlighted for industry. While the origin of the risk (source) is the primary target
of adaptation to agricultural TCRs, the general governance structure, such as
UNFCCC and WTO deliberations, are important targets in both sectors. Adaptation at
the country of destination and along the trade network is of minor importance in both
sectors. Regarding the type of adaptation option, agriculture heavily relies on trade pol-
icy, agricultural adaptation, and adaptation planning and coordination, while in indus-
try knowledge creation, research and development, and risk management are seen as
essential. Governments and the international community are identified as key actors,
complemented by businesses and research as critical players in industry. Some mea-
sures, such as protectionist trade policies and irrigation, are controversial as they shift
risks across countries and sectors, rather than reduce them. While more research is
needed, this review shows that a critical mass of evidence on adaptation to TCRs is
beginning to emerge, particularly underscoring the importance of international coordi-
nation mechanisms.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

In a globalizing world, climate risks can often propagate across borders, including through shared watercourses, finan-
cial flows, the movement of people, and via international trade (Carter et al., 2021; Hedlund et al., 2018). This emerging
phenomenon raises important questions for the climate policy community about the adaptation options that exist to
manage these risks, which options are most effective, and who is responsible for implementing them. While trans-
boundary climate risks (TCRs) were highlighted as a key gap in the second US National Climate Assessment
(Liverman, 2016) and the European Adaptation Strategy (European Commission, 2018), and are receiving significant
attention in the upcoming IPCC ARG, no systematic review yet exists which assesses the state of knowledge in this area
or provides a comprehensive look at adaptation efforts to respond.

In the last decade, a substantial internationalization of supply chains has occurred due to multilateral trade agreements,
lower trade tariffs and investment barriers, declining transport costs, technological advances in information and communi-
cation systems, as well as internationalization of R&D activities (Potrafke, 2014; World Bank, 2020). Considering these
developments, there is a growing potential for supply chain disruption due to global climate change impacts, as well as low
visibility for many firms of second-tier or third-tier suppliers on whom they depend that may be at risk. Existing national
risk assessments of European countries agree that the potential costs of climate impacts originating outside Europe can
exceed the potential damage from climate impacts originating within Europe (Challinor et al., 2016; 2017; Committee on
Climate Change & China Expert Panel on Climate Change, 2018; Leitner et al., 2020; PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2013; UK
Foresight, 2011). Yet, despite the recognition of TCRs as a potentially major risk, few national risk assessments consider
adaptation options to reduce them.

In this article, we therefore aim to provide a systematic review of the existing knowledge about adaptation options
to TCRs with a particular focus on TCRs transmitted through trade. In the last two decades, several TCRs affected trade
in agricultural and food products and trade in industry. Examples of the former are the food price crisis of 2008 which
was caused by reduced agricultural productivity in several world regions simultaneously (Headey, 2011; Shenggen
Fan, 2010) or the 2010 drought and heat wave in Russia which was aggravated by export bans and panic sales on interna-
tional markets (Challinor et al., 2018; Fellmann et al., 2014). The 2011 Thai floods also disrupted industrial production and
transport systems, affecting manufacturing and service sectors at a global scale (Abe, 2014; Gledhill et al., 2013b;
Haraguchi & Lall, 2015).

Yet, while TCRs are potentially high both in trade of agriculture/food and of industrial products (Challinor
et al., 2016; Surminski et al., 2016), there are also some important differences: agriculture/food products are perishable
and storable only a limited time; industrial products have more complex supply chains and are therefore vulnerable to
transport disruptions (Ghadge et al., 2020); and this vulnerability may be aggravated by concentration in the supply of
critical inputs (Daddi et al., 2020; Nakano, 2017). We therefore assess the knowledge on adaptation to TCRs in trade in
these two sectors and discuss differences and communalities.

By conducting a systematic literature review of both the academic and gray literature, we address three specific research
questions: (a) Which TCRs are identified as relevant for trade in agricultural products and for supply chains in industry?
(b) What are the identified adaptation options to TCRs transmitted through trade and to which extent are potential con-
flicts of these options discussed? (c) Who are the key actors engaged in managing TCRs (e.g., governments, businesses,
international community, non-state actors), and where are the main sites of intervention?

The remainder of this article is structured as follows: Section 2 summarizes the conceptual framework and the
methodology of our systematic literature review. In Section 3, we first discuss the emergence of the notion of TCRs in
the reviewed literature and then answer our three central research questions. Section 4 discusses the implications of
our findings both for research and practitioners. Section 5 concludes with directions for future research.

2 | METHOD
2.1 | Conceptual framework
When discussing adaptation to TCRs in trade, we build and expand on the seminal framework by Smit et al. (2000)

who ask three fundamental questions: First, adaptation to what, that is, which climate hazards and TCRs are addressed
by adaptation? Second, how is adaptation taking place, for example, distinguishing for different types of adaptation
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action? And third, adaptation by whom or which system (e.g., economic sector)? This final question addresses also
different scales and sites of adaptation, including governance and the contextual environment.

Regarding the question of adaptation to what, we distinguish between climate hazards and impacts to the sectors
(Table 1). For climate hazards, we use the main categories for climatic impact-drivers of the IPCC's 6th Assessment
report (IPCC, 2021) and apply this structure to the hazards listed in the Carbon Disclosure Project questionnaire on
physical climate risks (see e.g., Goldstein et al., 2019; Sakhel, 2017).

For TCRs in trade, we start from the recommendation of the Task Force to Climate Related Financial Disclosures
(TCFD, 2018) that distinguishes three main categories of physical climate risks: operational, market, and supply chain,
a structure which was also used in previous reports (e.g., Liihr et al., 2014). For higher granularity within each of the
main categories, we screen existing risk classifications for business and industry in general (Goldstein et al., 2019) and
expand for the transboundary, and in particular trade, dimension (Carter et al., 2021; Liihr et al., 2014).

For categorization of adaptation options, we started from existing classifications that were used for public institu-
tions and private companies as implementers of adaptation (de Coninck et al., 2018; European Environment
Agency, 2013; Goldstein et al., 2019; Noble et al., 2014). As these classifications are, however, primarily used for adapta-
tion within a country or region, we applied inductive coding to refine and adjust these classifications.

Regarding actors, it is important to note that while adaptation is commonly understood as a private good, govern-
ments play an important role in the coordination among several actors, as a source of funding (to incentivize proactive
actions) and by establishing regulatory frameworks (Bisaro & Hinkel, 2016; Eakin & Patt, 2011; Geaves & Penning-
Rowsell, 2016; Tompkins & Eakin, 2012). For TCRs in trade, joint actions by multiple governments such as the
European Union or the international community (UNFCCC) are of particular relevance (Leitner et al., 2020). Comple-
mentary, the research community can improve the knowledge base on risks and adaptation (Adger et al., 2005;
Eakin & Patt, 2011), and also non-state actors such as NGOs can act as knowledge brokers (Ford et al., 2011).

Related to the question of who is adapting to climate change, is where adaptation actions are needed (Adger
et al., 2005; Moser & Ekstrom, 2010; Smit et al., 2000). As for adaptation in general, action is needed at various scales
(Adger et al., 2005; Biesbroek et al., 2013). But in addition, the question arises whether adaptation action targets the
country of origin of the impact (source), the transmission network (path), or the country of final destination (sink) (Car-
ter et al., 2021).

Some have argued that adaptation to TCRs can be classified as an impure public good (Cornes & Sandler, 1996), in
that not only the providers benefit from adaptation but benefits also spill over to others (Bisaro & Hinkel, 2016; Roggero
et al., 2019). As for any (impure) public good, under-provision of the good is likely in the absence of coordination. We
therefore also include “governance” as a potential site of intervention, that is, where adaptation action is facilitated by
improving a governance structure or multilateral processes (Persson, 2019). Finally, we also include a fifth category
related to knowledge production, which is not necessarily geographically specific.

2.2 | Systematic literature review

We begin our analysis with a comprehensive systematic literature search in SCOPUS. To cover all relevant aspects, our
search query consists of four pillars: the type of climate risk (transboundary), the trigger of risk (climate hazard), the
pathway of transmission (trade), and the response or strategy to address these risks (adaptation; Figure 1). To assure
that all relevant aspects are covered in our results, these four pillars are connected by the search operator “AND.” The
terminology used in the relevant literature can vary considerably, and as a result include alternative search terms for
each of the four pillars using the search operator “OR.” As research on this topic has been spread across several disci-
plines, we include literature from geography, economics, political science, climate change adaptation, global environ-
mental governance, and other relevant bodies of work. Additionally, as this research area remains emerging in the
peer-reviewed literature, we also complement this body of work with seminal publications in the gray literature, includ-
ing official reports from governmental, nongovernmental, and research institutions. Details on the search procedure
can be found in the Supplementary Material.

After a preliminary screening of all 1032 search results, 163 papers were identified as potentially relevant and
screened with greater detail. A total of 56 papers was included in the final sample of peer-reviewed literature alongside
24 pieces of gray literature that were identified by the team of authors based on their collective expertise.

In the course of screening the literature, we find that a large share of papers (61%) consider TCRs in the context of
agriculture and food trade, while the remaining literature is distributed across trade in different industrial sectors. A
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FIGURE 1 Search query for the systematic literature search on SCOPUS

plausible explanation for this focus is that the agricultural sector is directly dependent on weather and climate, whereas
industrial sectors are influenced more indirectly via supply chain linkages (Goldstein et al., 2019), resulting in a higher
awareness for the need for adaptation in the former sector. In order to determine if substantial differences exist between
these two strands of literature, we have divided the literature sample accordingly to facilitate comparison. The agricul-
ture sample includes 40 journal articles, while the industry sample includes 25 journal articles. Nine journal articles
were deemed relevant to both the agriculture and industrial sectors and are included in both samples. In addition to
journal articles, we also reviewed the gray literature (24 documents in total) and added to each assessment dimension a
final paragraph discussing additional aspects raised in this strand of literature.

We then systematically analyzed both samples, reviewing each paper to capture the relevant climate hazard(s) iden-
tified, the risks faced by the respective sector, and the adaptation options considered to address these risks, including
corresponding key actors and sites of adaptation.

3 | RESULTS
3.1 | The emergence of terminology on trade-related transboundary climate risks

The first observation in our literature review is the different use of terminology related to TCRs. Across the sample,
there is a high diversity of terminology used to describe apparently similar phenomena. In order to effectively assess the
content of each article, it is critical to understand if these terminological differences are substantive (i.e., reflective of
different approaches, concepts, theoretical tools) or a by-product of an emerging field where the collective vocabulary
continues to evolve.

The first papers on adaptation to trade-related TCR were published in 2008, and in the period 2011-2015 there was
an increase to 3.6 papers per year in the agricultural sample, followed by a comparable increase in the industry sample
in the period 2016-2020 (Figure 2a). Figure 2b shows the evolution of terms used in the TCR literature before and after
2015 separated for the agriculture and industry sample. We identified five groups of terminology in our sample, each
consisting of several terms with small differences, but still describing the same phenomenon. In Figure 2b, terms
belonging to the same group are depicted in the same color.

The first group of papers refers to either “transboundary” or “cross-border” climate risks. In many instances, this lit-
erature describes cases where actors share a physical border, including transboundary river basins (Manteaw, 2020;
Margulis et al., 2010). Increasingly, however, authors have also begun to broaden the use of this phrase, referring also
to climate risks across noncontiguous borders such as those transmitted through trade and supply chains (e.g., Benzie
et al., 2019; Challinor et al., 2017; Koks et al., 2019). This category became particularly dominant in the industry sample
in the last 5 years (2016-2020; Figure 2b).

The second group of literature relies on a common alternative to the word transboundary: “transnational” or “inter-
national” climate risks (e.g., Baldos & Hertel, 2015; Chan & Amling, 2019; Dzebo & Stripple, 2015; Hedlund et al., 2018;
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FIGURE 2 Emergence of articles and terminology on trade-related TCRs (a) number of papers published. (b) Word clouds depicting
prevalent terminology until 2015 and afterwards. Explanations: The font size in the word clouds reflects the frequency of their usage as the
defining term to describe the phenomenon of trade-related TCRs. Similar colors indicate synonymous terms. Frequencies are provided in
Table S.1 in the Supplementary Material

Stokeld et al., 2020; Tenggren et al., 2020). While “transboundary” implies a specific focus on the crossing of a border,
“transnational” more clearly references the role of the nation state and often invokes the political scientific roots of the
term to mean including at least one non-state actor (Risse-Kappen, 1995). Benzie et al. (2017) identified the same
dichotomy and conducted a survey of adaptation experts, where respondents were asked how confusing or meaningful
various terms were. Survey results suggested that the term “transboundary” was less confusing than “transnational,”
but also potentially less accurate. This category has been increasingly used in the last 5 years (2016-2020) in both
samples.

A more pronounced distinction exists between the former groups and the third group, which include “cascading” or
“indirect” climate risks (e.g., Baldos et al., 2019; Challinor et al., 2017; Constant & Davin, 2019; Hanson &
Nicholls, 2020; Lim-Camacho et al., 2017; Mosnier et al., 2014). While the former two groups raise questions about geo-
graphical scope and actors, cascading or indirect risk invokes differences between first-order climate risks (e.g., direct
climate risks, often contained within national borders) and higher-order risks (e.g., risks which are triggered elsewhere
and may flow across sectors or borders). Risks conceptualized in this way may be plausibly contained within a national
border, but across sectors, as the key characteristic is the hierarchical ordering of a risk, rather than the distance it
flows.
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Fourth, and a step further in this direction, another group of papers refers to “systemic” climate risks, in reference
to the possibility of interaction effects and feedback loops between risks and systems, rather than a hierarchical struc-
ture as cascading risks might suggest (e.g., Gaupp et al., 2020; Puma et al., 2015). While the term “cascading” is more
frequently used in the industry sample, the term “systemic” is more frequent in the agriculture sample.

Another group of papers focuses on the transmission system, that is, trade transmission, trade linkage (e.g., Brown
et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2012; Janssens et al., 2020; Kummu et al., 2014; Lybbert et al., 2014), while a final group does
not use a specific term at all (e.g., Bras et al., 2019; Challinor et al., 2010).

Importantly, the preponderance of each terminological group has changed over time. Up to 2015 more than a third
of papers did not use a specific term for TCRs. Many of those papers which did provide a specific term used “price/trade
transmission” or “cascading/indirect” climate risks. Since 2016, many papers adopted either the terminology of “trans-
boundary/cross-border” or “transnational/international” climate risks, potentially reflecting a nascent consensus in the
scholarly community around these terms. Moreover, the term “systemic” has become more common, particularly in
the agriculture sample. Following this trend, our paper adopts the term “transboundary climate risks” (TCRs), which
we understand to be inclusive of both systemic climate risks and climate risks transmitted through trade which are less
systemic in nature.

3.2 | Adaptation to what: Awareness of hazards and risks

Several climate hazards are mentioned in the reviewed literature as generating TCRs, with on average three hazards
identified per paper. Figure 3a shows which climate hazards are mentioned for the two sectors and which TCRs in trade
dominate.

In the agriculture sample, 53% of all papers in the peer-reviewed literature identify drought as a relevant climate
hazard, as well as increase in average temperature (50% of papers) and increase in heat extremes (43%; Figure 3a). For
example, heat and drought are identified as causing crop failure (Ejaz Qureshi et al., 2013; Hertel & Lobell, 2014;
Hildén et al., 2020; Huang et al., 2011; Laube et al., 2012; Mosnier et al., 2014) and food supply shocks (Baldos &
Hertel, 2015; Bras et al., 2019), as well as leading to increased volatility and spikes in food prices (Benzie & John, 2015;
Chatzopoulos et al., 2020; Jerneck & Olsson, 2008; Olawuyi, 2014), and contributing to food insecurity and hunger
(Bras et al., 2019; Challinor et al., 2010; Margulis et al., 2010). Flooding and extreme precipitation are mentioned in 38%
and 13% of the papers, respectively, as well as sea-level rise (18%) and storms (15%). 20% of papers refer to extreme
weather events without specifying the specific type of event.

When comparing with the gray literature (n = 20 for agriculture), we find overall large agreement on which hazards
and risks are most relevant but also a few significant differences. Drought is mentioned most frequently in both the
peer reviewed and the gray literature. Yet, all precipitation-related hazards, including flooding and extreme weather,
follow directly after drought in the gray literature sample, while these hazards are less prevalent than temperature and
heat-related hazards in the peer reviewed sample. This could reveal a bias in the peer reviewed literature because of
clearer climate signals in temperature-based indicators compared with precipitation-based indicators.

In the industry sample, similar hazards are mentioned, but distributed differently. Tropical windstorms have a
potentially devastating impact on production sites and delivery of goods along the supply chain (Becker et al., 2013;
Constant & Davin, 2019; Lei & Wang, 2014; Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010; Tenggren et al., 2020), while heat and
drought appear to be less important for industrial production as many industrial activities occur indoors. Consequently,
storms (72% of papers) and flooding (60%) are mentioned most frequently, followed by sea level rise (36%), drought
(36%), increases in average temperature (28%) and extreme heat (16%).

In the gray literature, overall patterns are again similar, but with a few nuances. First, only 6% of the gray literature
does not refer to any specific climate hazard while this share is 40% in the peer reviewed literature. Second, extreme
weather is mentioned much more frequently in the gray literature (50% compared with 8%), while storm is mentioned
much less often (33% compared with 72%). This could be an indication that the gray literature is less accurate in
describing the underlying impact drivers (extreme weather as a proxy for storms) but also less hesitant to claim attribu-
tion of impacts to climate hazards.

The most prevalent risk for agriculture and food products triggered by these climate hazards are reduction in the
availability of agricultural goods (75% of peer reviewed papers, Figure 3b). 50% of papers discuss food insecurity and
hunger for developing countries (e.g., Bren D'Amour et al., 2016; Calzadilla et al., 2014); but food supply shocks and
food unaffordability are mentioned also as an impact on industrialized countries (Brown, 2018). Production-based risks
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FIGURE 3 (a)Climate hazards and (b) transboundary risks for trade in agriculture and food products and industrial sectors identified
in peer-reviewed literature (n = 40 for agriculture, n = 25 for industry). Explanations: *Riverine and/or coastal flooding; **Business
disruption (temporary or permanent), lower productivity (e.g., agricultural yield loss or failure) and profitability (reduced profits); ***Higher
prices and/or price volatility of inputs, raw materials; higher output prices. Multiple hazard and risk categories are mentioned per paper;
percentages refer to frequency of category relative to number of papers

are mentioned in 70% of papers, referring to agricultural yield loss or failure and yield variability. Price effects, such as
higher food prices and price spikes, are mentioned in 43% of papers (Benzie et al., 2019; Jerneck & Olsson, 2008;
Magnan et al., 2015; Schenker & Stephan, 2014). 28% of papers highlight global systemic risks, like simultaneous pro-
duction shocks (Tigchelaar et al., 2018; Villoria & Chen, 2018) and global breadbasket failures (Gaupp et al., 2020).
Macroeconomic damage, as well as supply chain/trade disruption are mentioned in 25% and 18% of the papers.

When comparing with the gray literature on agricultural and food products, we find again overall large agreement,
but the gray literature focuses more strongly on operational and supply chain risks than on market risks. In particular,
price-related risks and supply chain risks are mentioned more than twice as frequently in the gray literature (80% and
61% of papers) while macroeconomic damage is less than half as often discussed (17% of papers).
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FIGURE 4 Adaptation categories (left), sites (center), and actors (right) to reduce TCRs for trade in agriculture and food products.
Flows in the Sankey diagram are based on the number of total nominations of adaptation options (n = 130). See Table S.2 in the
Supplementary Material for details per paper

For industry, the most cited potential risks are macroeconomic damage and production-based risks (44% and 28%
respectively in the peer reviewed literature, Figure 3b), followed by supply chain and trade disruptions (24%). Again,
28% of papers do not specify the type of risk. Sectoral damage here is mainly connected to temporary or permanent
business disruption (e.g., Becker et al., 2013; Koks et al., 2019; Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010), resulting in lower out-
put and reduced profit margins. Price-related risks and global systemic risks account for 16% each. Transport disruption
(e.g., Becker et al., 2013; Hanson & Nicholls, 2020; Peter et al., 2020) accounts for 21%, and the disruption of the avail-
ability of goods and services (e.g., Benzie et al., 2019) for 12% of papers.

Yet, in the gray literature on TCRs in industry, supply chain risks constitute the number one risk (61% of papers)
followed by price-related risks (44% of papers) and transport disruption (39% compared with 8%) while market risks are
again mentioned less frequently in this strand of literature. This perceived higher vulnerability to supply chains and
transport networks disruption in the industrial sectors could be explained by more complex value chains compared
with agricultural trade.

3.3 | How is adaptation taking place? Options for adaptation to TCRs in trade
3.3.1 | What are the identified adaptation options to TCRs transmitted via trade?

Based on the categorization of adaptation options in Table 1, the left columns of Figures 4 and 5 shows the distribution
of adaptation categories and their relative importance for the two literature samples on agriculture and industry (exact
numbers can be retrieved from Table 2). The most frequently mentioned category in the agriculture sample is trade pol-
icy. This category includes regulatory interventions, such as the elimination or reduction of import tariffs (Chen
et al., 2008; Janssens et al., 2020; Ouraich et al., 2019), as well as the adjustment of trade relations as a reactive measure
to compensate losses in imports from one place by increased imports from another place. In this context, Lybbert
et al. (2014) emphasize the often overlooked feature of trade serving as a buffer for counter-seasonal growing cycles for
a given crop shaping intra-annual supply responses. The industry sample, in contrast, has only limitedly explored trade
as a potential adaptation option to address TCRs.
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FIGURE 5 Adaptation categories (left), sites (center), and actors (right) to reduce TCRs for trade in industry. Flows in the Sankey
diagram are based on the number of total nominations of adaptation options (n = 81). See Table S.3 in the Supplementary Material for
details per paper

Adaptation planning and coordination are also highly relevant in both literature samples. In the industry sample,
Tenggren et al. (2020) for example claim that the management of changing climate-related supply chain risks requires
more active dialogue between policy, business and insurance communities, informed by new research. Challinor
et al. (2017, p. 623) emphasizes that responses to climate change impacts require “coordination of strategies across pol-
icy domains, but also cooperation, trust in evidence, and trust between nations.” Focusing on a case study for seaport
infrastructure, Becker et al. (2013) emphasize the need of engaging a comprehensive stakeholder network in planning
the resilience of ports. Lei and Wang (2014) argue for a cooperation between climate change adaptation and disaster
risk reduction as an essential step toward efficient climate change adaptation. In the agriculture sample, planning/
coordination options include the coordination of water markets (Ejaz Qureshi et al., 2013), strategic coordination to
build systemic resilience of the food system (Challinor et al., 2017), as well as efficient allocation of resources to contin-
gency plans (Gaupp et al., 2020).

There is also a call for research and development to fill a variety of research gaps that are relevant for climate
change adaptation, ranging from projections for regional climatic changes to facilitate local planning (Becker
et al., 2013) to the design of global stock-taking methods for adaptation (Persson & Dzebo, 2019). In agriculture, the
development of heat-tolerant crops plays a crucial role (Chen et al., 2012).

Knowledge creation is the largest category in the industry sample and fifth largest in agriculture. This category com-
prises measures of awareness-raising, capacity building, knowledge sharing, monitoring, and warning and observing
systems. In the agriculture sample, Calzadilla et al. (2014) and Challinor et al. (2010) reference the importance of better
agricultural extension services, while in the industry sample, the focus of knowledge sharing is on the dialogue between
different stakeholders (Lei & Wang, 2014; Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). Warning and observing systems are seen as
fundamental in the adaptation process to be informed about potential risks and to facilitate timely action
(Chatzopoulos et al., 2020; Gaupp et al., 2020). Supporting measures focus on awareness-raising (O'Keeffe et al., 2020;
Tenggren et al., 2020) and capacity building (Dzebo & Stripple, 2015) with the aim to enhance adaptation action.
Finally, monitoring is a tool that provides information for institutions such as the FAO for intensifying risk monitoring
in specific issue areas such as food security (Benzie & Persson, 2019).

Of similar importance to knowledge creation are adaptation options in the risk management category. Many of this
option address the assessment of risk as the reduction of vulnerability requires an accurate identification of potential
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risks and impacts (Becker et al., 2013; O'Keeffe et al., 2020) and complex transmission mechanisms across sectors and
borders need to be accounted for in national-level risk assessments (Challinor et al., 2017; Hedlund et al., 2018). Benzie
et al. (2019) highlight that existing mechanisms can support risk assessment such as, for example, the EU Civil Protec-
tion Mechanism gives a strong competence to the European Commission to address events that can have effects across
borders. It includes a national obligation to undertake national risk assessments that consider the potential for cross-
border effects (Benzie et al., 2019).

Beyond the assessment of risks, risk management options are relevant to, for example, secure supplies to different
crucial products, for instance those used in the construction sector (Koks et al., 2019). This can also be achieved by
building up slack resources, such as backup facilities for organizational data and critical systems, access to resource
inputs through various suppliers and locations, and financial slack resources (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). In agri-
culture, in particular, risk management strategies aim to secure food supply in importing countries by supporting food
exporting countries in handling disaster risk (Bras et al., 2019) and by balancing food self-sufficiency and import depen-
dency (Puma et al., 2015).

In contrast to the high importance of supply chains in the context of TCRs and the broader economic benefits of
diversified chains, supply chain management is a fairly unexplored adaptation option. Equally relevant for the two sam-
ples, Lim-Camacho et al. (2017) emphasize that responses to TCRs can involve the re-partitioning of activity across exis-
ting nodes, the introduction of additional nodes and linkages, or the change in the value-added at different nodes
through changes in internal processes.

A category that appears to be more prominent in the industry sample than in agriculture is the finance and risk
sharing category. The options included are climate finance (Benzie et al., 2019; Constant & Davin, 2019; Schenker &
Stephan, 2014) and local support (Jerneck & Olsson, 2008), which are mostly mentioned in the context of developed
countries supporting developing countries with climate finance, and risk sharing instruments such as insurance
schemes (Koks et al., 2019).

Infrastructure design and adjustment in industrial sectors include measures such as the protection, elevation, or relocation
of port facilities (Becker et al., 2013; Hanson & Nicholls, 2020) and other transportation infrastructure (Oh & Reuveny, 2010).
In the agricultural sector, storage refers to increased commodity stockholding (Baldos & Hertel, 2015), regional grain emer-
gency reserves (Bren D’Amour et al., 2016) or the establishment of a surplus of critical commodities (Lewis & Witham, 2012).
Moreover, the agriculture sample includes specific agricultural/food policy, such as to support food exporting countries in their
adaptation efforts by promoting the implementation of fair and ethical food policies (Bras et al., 2019).

One more category is specific to the agriculture sample. Broadly categorized as agricultural adaptation, this includes
measures taken at the location where the climate change impact occurs to reduce adverse effects. These measures, how-
ever, can also be initiated by those indirectly affected through trade dependencies for example. Options include land
management (Ejaz Qureshi et al., 2013; Kummu et al, 2014; Puma et al.,, 2015), change in farming practices
(Chatzopoulos et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2008; Costinot et al., 2014), and irrigation (Fuss et al., 2015; Laube et al., 2012;
Stokeld et al., 2020).

While the detailed analysis of adaptation options above only considers the peer reviewed literature, we find that the
gray literature discusses and suggests an even broader spectrum of adaptation options. In particular, Hildén et al. (2020)
provide further examples for trade-related regulatory interventions, such as trade agreements and export bans. Regard-
ing the research gaps on climate change and adaptation, Wilton Park et al. (2019) emphasize the need for developing
assessment methodologies for transboundary risks along trade pathways with a particular focus on climate shocks and
slow-onset changes and their financial implications.

Concerning the need for knowledge sharing among different actors, several reports strengthen this argument by
referring to required collaborations among institutions (Nadin & Roberts, 2018), countries (Davis et al., 2016), and com-
munities (Bailey & Wellesley, 2017). Magnan et al. (2015) specify that monitoring can also provide information for the
UNFCCC for tracking adaptation and TCRs at the global scale, and Bailey and Wellesley (2017) state its usefulness to
the OECD for identifying investment priorities.

Finally, the gray literature also offers further suggestions regarding the management of supply chains with greater
relevance for the industrial sectors, where supply chains are usually longer and more complex than in agricultural and
food producing sectors. With a focus on the German economy and TCRs, Peter et al. (2020) conclude that a broader
diversification of supply chains reduces the dependency on individual countries and resilience can be further increased
by diversifying subcontracting cooperation in sourcing intermediate inputs from abroad. In the agriculture sample,
Benzie and John (2015) suggest that diversification is particularly important for import-dependent countries aiming at
reducing their exposure to both international and domestic price volatility.
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3.3.2 | How are the different options discussed? Identification of potentials for conflict

Several papers raised the issue of potentially adverse effects that may arise for countries that have not been involved in
the decision-making process toward the implementation of the respective option. Table 2 shows how adaptation options
across the different categories are discussed in the literature, i.e. positively, neutrally, or whether they show potentials
for conflict.

While trade policy seems an obvious option to address climate risks that are transferred along trade pathways, our
analysis reveals that this adaptation option bears a large potential of conflict. This is significant for agriculture and the
only negatively discussed options for other industrial sectors. These options primarily include action of one actor that
leads to a decrease in food security for another actor, such as the introduction of export bans in case of low yields to
ensure domestic food availability (Janssens et al., 2020; Kummu et al., 2014; Ouraich et al., 2019). Tigchelaar et al. (2018)
critically discuss the crucial role of international trade in contributing to global food security in the context of a rising
population, raising the need to take repercussions of policy decisions into consideration. Puma et al. (2015) emphasize
the need to address the trade-offs associated with local and global resilience, which requires that countries consider
balancing food self-sufficiency and import dependency.

In agriculture the common adaptation response irrigation also bears a high potential for conflict as it often involves
the exploitation of a scarce resource that is also required for other purposes with food production already being respon-
sible for 70% of freshwater use (Laube et al., 2012; Willett et al., 2019). As irrigation is highly constrained by water avail-
ability in general, extending irrigation facilities may be a poor adaptation choice in areas where water is already scarce
today or a decrease in average precipitation is projected such as in South Africa (Calzadilla et al., 2014).

Negative repercussions should also be considered when using tools such as planning and coordination, risk manage-
ment, and agricultural/food policy. The common critique for these adaptation measures targets the prevalent practice
of addressing issues in isolation without integrating further policy areas and thus not controlling for potential trade-offs.
One example is provided by Ejaz Qureshi et al. (2013) who find that poor agricultural planning and coordination of
adaptation can lead to increases in the production of one crop but a reduction in the production of another one.
Mosnier et al. (2014) also emphasize that the coordination of adaptation policies internationally should avoid negative
spillover effects of local adaptation strategies to other regions and Yu et al. (2020) argue for the necessity to integrate
international food trade into the other climate change adaptation approaches in the future.

For industrial sectors, the awareness of adverse effects of adaptation in the academic literature is rare. Only Chal-
linor et al. (2017) discuss the advantages and disadvantages of protectionist policies and its potential consequences for
global market instabilities. However, similar to the agriculture literature, the gray literature on industry contains fur-
ther discussion on potentials for conflict surrounding trade policy and other adaptation options. Adams et al. (2020)
and Hildén et al. (2020) for example warn against the use of export bans to sustain domestic consumption as this poses
an additional risk to other countries. With respect to climate finance, Peter et al. (2020) describe how adaptive actions,
such as the reduction of imports from exposed countries, by developed countries can harm highly vulnerable countries
and argue instead for a purposive strategy to support these countries with their challenges of adaptation and mitigation.

Also in the gray literature, risk management and planning options are criticized for climate change risks being
assessed or treated in isolation from other global threats. The impacts of climate change will need to be factored in
across all areas of government policy which have an international dimension (UK Foresight, 2011). Klein et al. (2017)
add that the interaction of adaptation research and policy with other policy goals such as poverty eradication efforts,
disaster risk reduction, and sectoral planning and development, should be considered with actors and issues increas-
ingly depending on one another.

3.4 | Who are the key actors, what are their primary actions and where are they taken?
3.4.1 | Key adaptation options by actors

In both samples, the government is mentioned most frequently as an actor. In the agriculture peer-reviewed sample, all
government actors contribute 68% to the total (single government: 32%; multiple governments: 8%, international com-
munity: 28%; Figure 4). The remaining 32% of actions are attributed to business (17%), research (14%), and non-state
actors such as NGOs (1%). In the industry sample, single and multiple governments and the international community
contribute a smaller share (46% in total), and business, research and non-state actors are comparatively more important
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(20%, 23%, and 9%, respectively; Figure 5). The gray literature comes to a very similar conclusion with regard to key
actors in agriculture and industry.

Figures 4 and 5 allocate adaptation actions to actors for each of the samples. Within the agriculture sample, both
the government and the international community play a key role in trade policy (Bren D’Amour et al., 2016; Lewis &
Witham, 2012; Mosnier et al., 2014), adaptation planning and coordination (Benzie & Persson, 2019; Challinor
et al., 2010), knowledge creation, and risk management (Challinor et al., 2010; Lim-Camacho et al., 2017; Puma
et al., 2015). Business is relatively more engaged in sectoral adaptation (changed agricultural practices, irrigation etc.),
and supply chain management (Ejaz Qureshi et al., 2013; Lim-Camacho et al., 2017; Stokeld et al., 2020). Research insti-
tutions mostly engage in research activities, but also contribute to sectoral adaptation.

Within the industry sample, the main role of the government are knowledge creation and provision of transport
infrastructure and storage capacities, as these later activities complement businesses in risk management and supply
chain management (Becker et al., 2013; Koks et al., 2019; Oh & Reuveny, 2010; O'Keeffe et al., 2020). Businesses are
also listed in the context of adaptation finance and risk sharing mechanisms such as insurance for business interrup-
tions (Surminski et al., 2016) or supporting the resilience of suppliers (Lim-Camacho et al., 2017).

Compared with agriculture, research is mentioned in the industry sample more frequently as there seems to be a
need for improved climate projections (Becker et al., 2013; Klein et al., 2017) and a better understanding on how these
projections translate into threats and opportunities for industry (Gledhill et al., 2013b), as well as information con-
cerning the availability, cost and effectiveness of adaptation (Liverman, 2016; Persson & Dzebo, 2019). The interna-
tional community, multiple governments, and non-state actors, such as NGOs, are mentioned as actors in adaptation
planning and coordination, finance and risk sharing, and knowledge creation.

3.4.2 | Main sites and scales of intervention

Figure 4 reveals that 40% of all adaptation options for agriculture according to the peer-reviewed literature target the source:
intended to reduce TCRs where they originate. This includes measures such as changes in crop varieties, irrigation, and farm
management. The second most frequent entry point are global governance structures (32%), in the context of adaptation planning
and coordination, but also in the form of trade policy, knowledge creation, risk management, and research and development.
According to the gray literature, the share of governance is even higher (58%) and viewed as the main point of intervention.

As adaptation at the source or via the governance structure might not be feasible, redirecting trade flows along the path-
way by either trade diversification (as a policy response) or supply chain management (by private companies, e.g., between
manufacturers and retailers) is identified as an alternative in 13% of papers on agriculture. Finally, a number of adaptation
options addresses TCRs at the country of final destination (8%), such as increasing storage of agricultural/food products,
risk management, research and development or knowledge creation (e.g., awareness raising at business level).

For trade in other industries, governance plays an even greater role (mentioned for 54% of all adaptation options).
In governance, multilateral processes are particularly needed for creating knowledge on how to identify and manage
TCRs in industry trade, as well as for coordinating adaptation planning across actors and sites. Yet, while global gover-
nance is viewed as the main point of intervention in the reviewed literature, Persson (2019) concludes that the insuffi-
cient recognition of adaptation as a global public good has so far resulted in limited legitimacy of global governance
initiatives on adaptation. Another reason for the weak precision and obligation of global adaptation governance is
found in “package deals” between mitigation and adaptation (Hall & Persson, 2018; Heuson et al., 2015).

Adaptation at source (23% of papers), path, and sink (9% each) are however also important for industry in the form
of risk management and supply chain management. Finally, while the peer-reviewed literature shows a stronger focus
on adaptation at the source (23% compared with 10%), the gray literature has a stronger emphasis on the country of
final impact (19% vs. 9%).

4 | DISCUSSION

Overall, one notable result of this systematic review is the finding that adaptation to TCRs in trade is often closely
related to other types of adaptation. In both agriculture and industry, many of the identified adaptation options are
familiar to the adaptation community and well-understood. Many adaptation options, particularly those at the source,
are similar to those being employed for reducing domestic climate risks, including shifting production to drought or
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heat resistant crop varieties, adopting climate smart agricultural practices, and expanding storage capacity. Many adap-
tation options along the trade pathway (trade policy, trade diversification, supply chain management) and at the sink
(agricultural and food policy, risk management) are commonly employed techniques to ensure food security and eradi-
cate poverty, again suggesting that there is ample opportunity to learn from the experience of other related fields.

Almost 40% of papers in the industry sample (agriculture: 10%) do not specify the climate hazard and more than a
quarter does not specify the risks posed to industry (agriculture: 3%). Still, even without complete knowledge of all
risks, it can be beneficial to engage in certain adaptation actions. This can include building up slack resources and
increasing redundancy in supply networks, as these will enhance adaptative capacity. Surminski et al. (2016) argue that
acting sooner may avoid decisions that lock in vulnerability. In many cases, choices about suppliers and business struc-
ture are hard to reverse and adapting at a later stage can be slow. With relatively low costs and potentially high benefits,
soft adaptation measures, such as knowledge creation or awareness-raising, are good candidates for an early adoption
as they pose little risk of failure or negative consequences for other actors.

In both samples, the systemic nature of TCRs (e.g., simultaneous global breadbasket failures or globally synchro-
nized production shocks) are not currently well-addressed by existing adaptation options (Gaupp et al., 2020; Puma
et al., 2015; Tigchelaar et al., 2018), especially in industry. One plausible contributor to this oversight is the importance
of supply chain transparency to identify systemic risks (e.g., Tenggren et al., 2020), coupled with low incentives for busi-
nesses to improve transparency which may reduce their comparative advantage (Gledhill et al., 2013a). Incentivizing
supply chain transparency and leveraging the key roles played by private sector actors in supply chain risk management
is a crucial step for improving adaptation to TCRs.

A key concern for adapting to TCRs is the possibility of pursuing adaptation actions which have negative impacts
for others. There is broad agreement in the agriculture sample that protectionist policies like export bans can exacerbate
supply disruptions and may lead to global food price spikes—as was the case in the wake of the 2006-2008 global food
crisis (e.g., Baldos & Hertel, 2015; Chen et al., 2012; Tigchelaar et al., 2018). Many scholars also conclude that trade lib-
eralization may be a highly effective adaptation option (e.g., Baldos et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2017; Fuss et al., 2015;
Lybbert et al., 2014; Villoria & Chen, 2018; Xie et al., 2019). Others noted the “double-edged” nature of trade liberaliza-
tion (e.g., Ouraich et al., 2019), or pointed to its limits especially with regard to the high geographical concentration of
production or the danger of simultaneous production shocks and global bread-basket failures (Gaupp et al., 2020; Puma
et al., 2015; Tigchelaar et al., 2018). Taken together, there is consensus that protectionist trade policies can be maladap-
tive, but there remains disagreement about the appropriate response; alternatives suggested are developing strategic
crop reserves, contingency planning (Gaupp et al., 2020), genetic diversification, and diet diversification (Puma
et al., 2015).

Compared with local and national adaptation, adapting to TCRs is a global public good, affecting all countries, and
generating positive spillover effects in a complex, interconnected manner (Carter et al., 2021). As such, adapting to
TCRs cannot simply be treated as the sum of adaptation efforts at the national level, but rather requires careful coordi-
nation across borders to effectively adapt on a global level (Hedlund et al., 2018). While roughly half of all measures in
both samples refer to improving the global governance of adaptation, significant questions remain about how to design
processes which are sufficiently expedient, effective, and support the most vulnerable countries and communities. A
critical question for future research is which multilateral processes—including the UNFCCC, the WTO, or other policy
venues—would be best suited to pursue this coordination and on what basis. In the absence of global or multilateral
coordination, it is unclear how well unilateral action may substitute for it, either by states or private actors. Any such
action would ideally be additional to—rather than replace—ongoing local and national adaptation efforts, serve to
reduce TCRs rather than redistributing them to other more vulnerable players, and facilitate broader transformation
toward climate-resilient trade (Constant & Davin, 2019; Wilton Park et al., 2019).

5 | CONCLUSION

This systematic review demonstrates that research has progressed from the recognition of TCRs as an important variant
of climate risk to the assessment of how, who and where adaptation actions can be taken to reduce these risks. Yet, sev-
eral gaps remain that need to be addressed in future research. First, this review reveals that some measures, such as
protectionist trade policies, can generate trade-offs and have a high risk of maladaptation or climate risk redistribution.
More comprehensive assessments are therefore required which not only explore the practicalities of implementing TCR
adaptation measures in trade, but which consider their effectiveness, trade-offs with other measures, and the plausible
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consequences for other actors. Second, while not at the center of our analysis, a significant amount of existing research
focuses on the exposure of industrialized countries to TCRs, treating developing countries primarily as sources of risk.
While this is not true in all cases, notably for work addressing food insecurity and hunger, many import-dependent
developing countries are also likely to be highly exposed to TCRs via foreign trade (Hedlund et al., 2018).

Still, while it is clear that more research is needed, this systematic review also shows that a critical mass of evidence on adap-
tation to TCRs is beginning to emerge, particularly underscoring the importance of international coordination mechanisms. The
design of these mechanisms is not a question that can be resolved through research alone, but rather will require careful political
deliberation about which policy venues are most appropriate to manage TCRs, including how risk and the burden of adapting
should be fairly shared. These discussions should urgently begin where possible, including in the context of the UNFCCC's
Global Stocktake as it assesses progress toward the Global Goal on Adaptation, and provide countries and private sector actors
alike an opportunity to contribute positively toward cooperative climate action and building global resilience.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Birgit Bednar-Friedl: Conceptualization (lead); data curation (supporting); formal analysis (equal); funding acquisi-
tion (lead); methodology (equal); supervision (lead); validation (lead); visualization (supporting); writing — original draft
(equal); writing — review and editing (lead). Nina Knittel: Conceptualization (supporting); data curation (supporting);
formal analysis (equal); methodology (equal); validation (equal); visualization (supporting); writing — original draft
(equal); writing — review and editing (supporting). Joachim Raich: Data curation (lead); formal analysis (supporting);
methodology (supporting); visualization (lead); writing — original draft (supporting); writing — review and editing
(supporting). Kevin M. Adams: Conceptualization (supporting); writing — original draft (supporting); writing — review
and editing (supporting).

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data available on request from the authors.

ORCID

Birgit Bednar-Friedl ‘® https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8348-4615
Nina Knittel ' https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0694-3419
Joachim Raich ‘© https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5990-3859
Kevin M. Adams ‘© https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2722-5018

RELATED WIREs ARTICLES

Global adaptation governance: An emerging but contested domain

Multinational and large national corporations and climate adaptation: are we asking the right questions?
A review of current knowledge and a new research perspective

Adaptation to climate change by organizations

REFERENCES

Abe, S. (2014). Impact of the great Thai floods on the international supply chain. Malaysian Journal of Economic Studies, 51, 147-155.
Retrieved from https://mjes.um.edu.my/index.php/MJES/article/view/2884

Adams, K. M., Klein, R. J. T., Pulquério, M., Bachofen, C., Barrott, J., Bentz, J., Bharwani, S., Bojovic, D., Brandon, K., Buschmann, D.,
Capela Lourenco, T., Coninx, I., Curl, M., Giupponi, C., Houtkamp, J., Karali, E., Leitner, M., Lokers, R., Michalek, G. ... Walton, P.
(2020). Adapting to extremes: Key insights for bridging climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction in the European Green
Deal. EU-PLACARD Project Policy Brief. Retrieved from https://www.placard-network.eu/wp-content/PDFs/PLACARD-manifesto-
May2020.pdf

Adger, W. N., Arnell, N. W., & Tompkins, E. L. (2005). Successful adaptation to climate change across scales. Global Environmental Change,
15(2), 77-86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2004.12.005

Bailey, R. & Wellesley, L. (2017). Chokepoints and Vulnerabilities in Global Food Trade. Chatham House Report. Chatham House. Retrieved
from https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/publications/research/2017-06-27-chokepoints-vulnerabilities-global-food-trade-
bailey-wellesley-final.pdf

Baldos, U. L. C., & Hertel, T. W. (2015). The role of international trade in managing food security risks from climate change. Food Security,
7(2), 275-290. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-015-0435-z

Baldos, U. L. C., Hertel, T. W., & Moore, F. C. (2019). Understanding the spatial distribution of welfare impacts of global warming on agricul-
ture and its drivers. American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 101(5), 1455-1472. https://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aaz027


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8348-4615
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8348-4615
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0694-3419
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0694-3419
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5990-3859
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5990-3859
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2722-5018
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2722-5018
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.618
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.402
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.402
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.154
https://mjes.um.edu.my/index.php/MJES/article/view/2884
https://www.placard-network.eu/wp-content/PDFs/PLACARD-manifesto-May2020.pdf
https://www.placard-network.eu/wp-content/PDFs/PLACARD-manifesto-May2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2004.12.005
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/publications/research/2017-06-27-chokepoints-vulnerabilities-global-food-trade-bailey-wellesley-final.pdf
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/publications/research/2017-06-27-chokepoints-vulnerabilities-global-food-trade-bailey-wellesley-final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-015-0435-z
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aaz027

18 of 22 Wl LEY— WIREs BEDNAR-FRIEDL ET AL.

Becker, A. H., Acciaro, M., Asariotis, R., Cabrera, E., Cretegny, L., Crist, P., Esteban, M., Mather, A., Messner, S., Naruse, S., Ng, A. K. Y.,
Rahmstorf, S., Savonis, M., Song, D.-W., Stenek, V., & Velegrakis, A. F. (2013). A note on climate change adaptation for seaports: A chal-
lenge for global ports, a challenge for global society. Climatic Change, 120(4), 683-695. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-013-0843-z

Benzie, M., Carter, T., Groundstroem, F., Carlsen, H., Savvidou, G., Pirttioja, N., Taylor, R. & Dzebo, A. (2017). Implications for the EU of
cross-border climate change impacts. EU FP7 IMPRESSIONS Project Deliverable D3A, 2. Retrieved from https://www.google.com/url?
sa=t&amp;rct=j&amp;q=&amp;esrc=s&amp;source=web&amp;cd=&amp;ved=2ah UKEwiw5cXw25f1AhVzi_
OHHd3vBH4QFnoECA0QAQ&amp;url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.impressions-project.eu%2Fgetatt.php%3Ffilename%3DD3A.2_Indirect_
Impacts_FINAL_14206.pdf&amp;usg=AO0vVaw22RRWTJsY713mzmxf xuAY

Benzie, M., Carter, T. R., Carlsen, H., & Taylor, R. (2019). Cross-border climate change impacts: Implications for the European Union.
Regional Environmental Change, 19(3), 763-776. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-018-1436-1

Benzie, M. & John, A. (2015). Reducing vulnerability to food price shocks in a changing climate. SEI Policy Brief. Stockholm Environment
Institute. Retrieved from https://www.sei.org/publications/reducing-vulnerability-to-food-price-shocks-in-a-changing-climate/

Benzie, M., & Persson, A. (2019). Governing borderless climate risks: Moving beyond the territorial framing of adaptation. International Envi-
ronmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, 19, 369-393. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09441-y

Biesbroek, G. R., Klostermann, J. E. M., Termeer, C. J. A. M., & Kabat, P. (2013). On the nature of barriers to climate change adaptation.
Regional Environmental Change, 13(5), 1119-1129. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-013-0421-y

Bisaro, A., & Hinkel, J. (2016). Governance of social dilemmas in climate change adaptation. Nature Climate Change, 6(4), 354-359. https://
doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2936

Bras, T. A., Jigermeyr, J., & Seixas, J. (2019). Exposure of the EU-28 food imports to extreme weather disasters in exporting countries. Food
Security, 11(6), 1373-1393. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-019-00975-2

Bren D'Amour, C., Wenz, L., Kalkuhl, M., Christoph Steckel, J., & Creutzig, F. (2016). Teleconnected food supply shocks. Environmental
Research Letters, 11(3), 035007. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/11/3/035007

Brown, I. (2018). Assessing climate change risks to the natural environment to facilitate cross-sectoral adaptation policy. Philosophical Trans-
actions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 376(2121), 20170297. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2017.
0297

Brown, M. E,, Carr, E. R., Grace, K. L., Wiebe, K., Funk, C. C., Attavanich, W., Backlund, P., & Buja, L. (2017). Do markets and trade help or
hurt the global food system adapt to climate change? Food Policy, 68, 154-159. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2017.02.004

Calzadilla, A., Zhu, T., Rehdanz, K., Tol, R. S. J., & Ringler, C. (2014). Climate change and agriculture: Impacts and adaptation options in
South Africa. Water Resources and Economics, 5, 24-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wre.2014.03.001

Carter, T. R., Benzie, M., Campiglio, E., Carlsen, H., Fronzek, S., Hildén, M., Reyer, C. P. O., & West, C. (2021). A conceptual framework for
cross-border impacts of climate change. Global Environmental Change, 69, 102307. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2021.102307

Challinor, A., Adger, N., Di Mauro, M., Baylis, M., Benton, T., Conway, D., Depledge, D., Geddes, A., McCorriston, S., Stringer, L., &
Wellesley, L. (2016). Chapter 7: International dimensions. UK Climate Change Risk Assessment evidence report 2017. Adaptation Sub-
Committee of the Committee on Climate Change. Retrieved from https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/UK-CCRA-
2017-Chapter-7-International-dimensions.pdf

Challinor, A. J., Adger, W. N., & Benton, T. G. (2017). Climate risks across borders and scales. Nature Climate Change, 7(9), 621-623. https://
doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3380

Challinor, A.J., Adger, W. N., Benton, T. G., Conway, D., Joshi, M., & Frame, D. (2018). Transmission of climate risks across sectors and bor-
ders. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 376(2121), 20170301. https://
doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2017.0301

Challinor, A. J., Simelton, E. S., Fraser, E. D. G., Hemming, D., & Collins, M. (2010). Increased crop failure due to climate change: Assessing
adaptation options using models and socio-economic data for wheat in China. Environmental Research Letters, 5(3), 034012. https://doi.
0rg/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034012

Chan, S., & Amling, W. (2019). Does orchestration in the global climate action agenda effectively prioritize and mobilize transnational cli-
mate adaptation action? International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, 19(4-5), 429-446. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10784-019-09444-9

Chatzopoulos, T., Pérez Dominguez, 1., Zampieri, M., & Toreti, A. (2020). Climate extremes and agricultural commodity markets: A global
economic analysis of regionally simulated events. Weather and Climate Extremes, 27, 100193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wace.2019.100193

Chen, C.-C., McCarl, B., & Chang, C.-C. (2008). Strong El Nifio-southern oscillation events and the economics of the international rice mar-
ket. Climate Research, 36(2), 113-122. https://doi.org/10.3354/cr00738

Chen, C.-C., McCarl, B., & Chang, C.-C. (2012). Climate change, sea level rise and rice: Global market implications. Climatic Change, 110(3-
4), 543-560. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0074-0

Committee on Climate Change & China Expert Panel on Climate Change (2018). UK-China co-operation on climate change risk assessment:
Developing indicators of climate risk. http://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/indicators-of-climate-risk-china-uk

Constant, K., & Davin, M. (2019). Unequal vulnerability to climate change and the transmission of adverse effects through international
trade. Environmental and Resource Economics, 74(2), 727-759. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-019-00345-8

Cornes, R., & Sandler, T. (1996). The theory of externalities, public goods, and club goods. 2nd ed., Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/
10.1017/CB09781139174312


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-013-0843-z
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwiw5cXw25f1AhVzi_0HHd3vBH4QFnoECAoQAQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.impressions-project.eu%2Fgetatt.php%3Ffilename%3DD3A.2_Indirect_Impacts_FINAL_14206.pdf&usg=AOvVaw22RRWTJsY713mzmxf_xuAY
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwiw5cXw25f1AhVzi_0HHd3vBH4QFnoECAoQAQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.impressions-project.eu%2Fgetatt.php%3Ffilename%3DD3A.2_Indirect_Impacts_FINAL_14206.pdf&usg=AOvVaw22RRWTJsY713mzmxf_xuAY
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwiw5cXw25f1AhVzi_0HHd3vBH4QFnoECAoQAQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.impressions-project.eu%2Fgetatt.php%3Ffilename%3DD3A.2_Indirect_Impacts_FINAL_14206.pdf&usg=AOvVaw22RRWTJsY713mzmxf_xuAY
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwiw5cXw25f1AhVzi_0HHd3vBH4QFnoECAoQAQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.impressions-project.eu%2Fgetatt.php%3Ffilename%3DD3A.2_Indirect_Impacts_FINAL_14206.pdf&usg=AOvVaw22RRWTJsY713mzmxf_xuAY
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-018-1436-1
https://www.sei.org/publications/reducing-vulnerability-to-food-price-shocks-in-a-changing-climate/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09441-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-013-0421-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2936
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2936
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-019-00975-2
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/11/3/035007
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2017.0297
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2017.0297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wre.2014.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2021.102307
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/UK-CCRA-2017-Chapter-7-International-dimensions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/UK-CCRA-2017-Chapter-7-International-dimensions.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3380
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3380
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2017.0301
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2017.0301
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034012
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09444-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09444-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wace.2019.100193
https://doi.org/10.3354/cr00738
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0074-0
http://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/indicators-of-climate-risk-china-uk
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-019-00345-8
https://permalink.obvsg.at/UGR/AC00643286
https://permalink.obvsg.at/UGR/AC00643286

BEDNAR-FRIEDL ET AL. WIREs Wl LEY. 19 of 22

Costinot, A., Donaldson, D., & Smith, C. (2014). Evolving comparative advantage and the impact of climate change in agricultural markets:
Evidence from 1.7 million fields around the world. Journal of Political Economy, 124(1), 205-248. https://doi.org/10.1086/684719

Cummins, V., Devoy, R. J. N., Lyons, D., & Gault, J. (2020). Stakeholder awareness of climate adaptation in the commercial seaport sector: A
case study from Ireland. Marine Policy, 111, 102404. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.04.044

Daddi, T., Bleischwitz, R., Todaro, N. M., Gusmerotti, N. M., & De Giacomo, M. R. (2020). The influence of institutional pressures on climate
mitigation and adaptation strategies. Journal of Cleaner Production, 244, 118879. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118879

Davis, M., Benzie, M. & Barrott, J. (2016). Transnational climate impacts: An entry point to enhanced global cooperation on adaptation. SEI
Policy Brief. Stockholm Environment Institute. Retrieved from https://www.sei.org/publications/transnational-climate-impacts/

de Coninck, H., Revi, A., Babiker, M., Bertoldi, P., Buckeridge, M., Cartwright, A., Dong, W., Ford, J., Fuss, S., Hourcade, J.-C., Ley, D.,
Mechler, R., Newman, P., Revokatova, A., Bakker, S., Bazaz, A., Belfer, E., Benton, T., Connors, S., ... Urge-Vorsatz, D. (2018). Strength-
ening and implementing the global response. In V. Massondelmotte, P. Zhai, H.-O. Portner, D. Roberts, J. Skea, P. R. Shukla, A. Pirani,
W. Moufouma-Okia, C. Péan, R. Pidcock, S. Connors, J. B. R. Matthews, Y. Chen, X. Zhou, M. I. Gomis, E. Lonnoy, T. Maycock, M.
Tignor, & T. Waterfield (Eds.), Global Warming of 1.5°C. An IPCC Special Report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5°C above pre-
industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the context of strengthening the global response to the threat of cli-
mate change, sustainable development, and efforts to eradicate poverty (pp. 313-443). IPCC.

Dzebo, A., & Stripple, J. (2015). Transnational adaptation governance: An emerging fourth era of adaptation. Global Environmental Change,
35, 423-435. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.10.006

Eakin, H. C., & Patt, A. (2011). Are adaptation studies effective, and what can enhance their practical impact? Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews:
Climate Change, 2(2), 141-153. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.100

EBRD & GCECA (2018). Advancing TCFD guidance on physical climate risks and opportunities. European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development. https://www.physicalclimaterisk.com/media/EBRD-GCECA_draft_final_report_full.pdf

Ejaz Qureshi, M., Hanjra, M. A., & Ward, J. (2013). Impact of water scarcity in Australia on global food security in an era of climate change.
Food Policy, 38(1), 136-145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.11.003

European Commission. (2018). Evaluation of the EU Strategy on adaptation to climate change Accompanying the document report from the
commission to the european parliament and the council on the implementation of the EU Strategy on adaptation to climate change.
Comission Staff Working Document. Impact Assessment SWD/2018/461 final. Retrieved from https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/
EN/TXT/?uri=SWD:2018:461:FIN

European Environment Agency. (2013). Adaptation in Europe: Addressing risks and opportunities from climate change in the context of socio-
economic developments. European Environment Agency. https://www.eea.europa.eu/ds_resolveuid/TTWOYVUKBN

Fellmann, T., Hélaine, S., & Nekhay, O. (2014). Harvest failures, temporary export restrictions and global food security: The example of lim-
ited grain exports from Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan. Food Security, 6(5), 727-742. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-014-0372-2

Ford, J. D., Berrang-Ford, L., & Paterson, J. (2011). A systematic review of observed climate change adaptation in developed nations: A letter.
Climatic Change, 106(2), 327-336. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0045-5

Fuss, S., Havlik, P., Szolgayova, J., Schmid, E., Reuter, W. H., Khabarov, N., Obersteiner, M., Ermoliev, Y., Ermolieva, T., & Kraxner, F.
(2015). Global food security & adaptation under crop yield volatility. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 98, 223-233. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.03.019

Gasbarro, F., Daddi, T., & Iraldo, F. (2019). The role of past experience with a single climate physical risk in adaptation response to multiple
climate physical risks: A multiple case study of Italian companies. Journal of Management and Sustainability, 9(2), 162-172. https://doi.
org/10.5539/jms.von2p162

Gaupp, F., Hall, J., Hochrainer-Stigler, S., & Dadson, S. (2020). Changing risks of simultaneous global breadbasket failure. Nature Climate
Change, 10(1), 54-57. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-0600-z

Geaves, L. H., & Penning-Rowsell, E. C. (2016). Flood risk management as a public or a private good, and the implications for stakeholder
engagement. Environmental Science & Policy, 55, 281-291. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.06.004

Ghadge, A., Wurtmann, H., & Seuring, S. (2020). Managing climate change risks in global supply chains: A review and research agenda.
International Journal of Production Research, 58(1), 44-64. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2019.1629670

Gledhill, R., Hamza-Goodacre, D., & Low, L. P. (2013a). Business-not-as-usual: Tackling the impact of climate change on supply chain risk.
Resilience: Winning with Risk PWC, 3, 15-20. Retrieved from https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/governance-risk-compliance-consulting-
services/resilience/issue3/assets/pwec-resilience-winning-the-risk.pdf

Gledhill, R., Hamza-Goodacre, D., Low, L. P. & Graham, H. (2013b) International threats and opportunities of climate change for the UK. Price
Water house Coopers.

Goldstein, A., Turner, W. R., Gladstone, J., & Hole, D. G. (2019). The private sector's climate change risk and adaptation blind spots. Nature
Climate Change, 9(1), 18-25. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0340-5

Hall, N., & Persson, A. (2018). Global climate adaptation governance: Why is it not legally binding? European Journal of International Rela-
tions, 24(3), 540-566. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066117725157

Hanson, S. E., & Nicholls, R. J. (2020). Demand for ports to 2050: Climate policy, growing trade and the impacts of sea-level rise. Earth's
Future, 8(8), e2020EF001543. https://doi.org/10.1029/2020EF001543

Haraguchi, M., & Lall, U. (2015). Flood risks and impacts: A case study of Thailand's floods in 2011 and research questions for supply chain
decision making. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 14, 256-272. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.005


https://doi.org/10.1086/684719
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.04.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118879
https://www.sei.org/publications/transnational-climate-impacts/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.100
https://www.physicalclimaterisk.com/media/EBRD-GCECA_draft_final_report_full.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.11.003
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=SWD:2018:461:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=SWD:2018:461:FIN
https://www.eea.europa.eu/ds_resolveuid/TJW0YVUKBN
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-014-0372-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0045-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.03.019
https://doi.org/10.5539/jms.v9n2p162
https://doi.org/10.5539/jms.v9n2p162
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-0600-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2019.1629670
https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/governance-risk-compliance-consulting-services/resilience/issue3/assets/pwc-resilience-winning-the-risk.pdf
https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/governance-risk-compliance-consulting-services/resilience/issue3/assets/pwc-resilience-winning-the-risk.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0340-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066117725157
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020EF001543
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.005

20 of 22 Wl LEY— WIREs BEDNAR-FRIEDL ET AL.

Headey, D. (2011). Rethinking the global food crisis: The role of trade shocks. Food Policy, 36(2), 136-146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.
2010.10.003

Hedlund, J., Fick, S., Carlsen, H., & Benzie, M. (2018). Quantifying transnational climate impact exposure: New perspectives on the global
distribution of climate risk. Global Environmental Change, 52, 75-85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.04.006

Hertel, T. W., & Lobell, D. B. (2014). Agricultural adaptation to climate change in rich and poor countries: Current modeling practice and
potential for empirical contributions. Energy Economics, 46, 562-575. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2014.04.014

Heuson, C., Peters, W., Schwarze, R., & Topp, A.-K. (2015). Investment and adaptation as commitment devices in climate politics. Environ-
mental and Resource Economics, 62(4), 769-790. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-015-9887-z

Hildén, M., Lahn, G., Carter, T. R., Otto, I. M., Pohl, B., Reyer, C. P. O. & Tondel, F. (2020). Cascading Climate Impacts: A new Factor in
European Policy-making. CASCADES Project Policy Brief. January 2020. https://www.sei.org/publications/cascading-climate-impacts-
new-factor/

Huang, H., von Lampe, M., & van Tongeren, F. (2011). Climate change and trade in agriculture. Food Policy, 36, S9-S13. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.foodpol.2010.10.008

Hunt, A., Watkiss, P. & Horrocks, L. (2009). International impacts of climate change on the UK. Report to DEFRA. Retrieved from http://
randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=GA0208_8177_FRP.pdf

IPCC (2021). Summary for policymakers. In V. Masson-Delmotte & P. Zhai (Eds.), Working Group I contribution to the IPCC Sixth Assessment
Report (AR6), Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis. Cambridge University Press. https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wgl/
downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf

Janssens, C., Havlik, P., Krisztin, T., Baker, J., Frank, S., Hasegawa, T., Leclére, D., Ohrel, S., Ragnauth, S., Schmid, E., Valin, H., Van
Lipzig, N., & Maertens, M. (2020). Global hunger and climate change adaptation through international trade. Nature Climate Change,
10, 829-835. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-020-0847-4

Jerneck, A., & Olsson, L. (2008). Adaptation and the poor: Development, resilience and transition. Climate Policy, 8(2), 170-182. https://doi.
org/10.3763/cpol.2007.0434

Klein, R. J. T., Adams, K. M., Dzebo, A., Davis, M. & Kehler Siebert, C. (2017). Advancing climate adaptation practices and solutions: Emerg-
ing research priorities. SEI Working Paper 2017-07. Stockholm: Stockholm Environment Institute. Retrieved from https://www.sei.org/
wp-content/uploads/2017/05/klein-et-al-2017-adaptation-research-priorities.pdf

Koks, E. E., Thissen, M., Alfieri, L., De Moel, H., Feyen, L., Jongman, B., & Aerts, J. C. J. H. (2019). The macroeconomic impacts of future
river flooding in Europe. Environmental Research Letters, 14(8), 084042. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab3306

Kummu, M., Gerten, D., Heinke, J., Konzmann, M., & Varis, O. (2014). Climate-driven interannual variability of water scarcity in food pro-
duction potential: A global analysis. Hydrology and Earth System Sciences, 18(2), 447-461. https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-447-2014

Laube, W., Schraven, B., & Awo, M. (2012). Smallholder adaptation to climate change: Dynamics and limits in northern Ghana. Climatic
Change, 111(3), 753-774. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0199-1

Lei, Y., & Wang, J. (2014). A preliminary discussion on the opportunities and challenges of linking climate change adaptation with disaster
risk reduction. Natural Hazards, 71(3), 1587-1597. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-013-0966-6

Leitner, M., Mikinen, K., Vanneuville, W., Mysiak, J., Deacon, A., Torresan, S., Vikstrom, S., Ligtvoet, W., & Prutsch, A. (2020). Monitoring
and evaluation of national adaptation policies throughout the policy cycle. EEA Report 06/2020, Copenhagen: European Environmental
Agency (EEA). https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2800/83221

Lewis, K., & Witham, C. (2012). Agricultural commodities and climate change. Climate Policy, 12, S53-S61. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14693062.2012.728790

Lim-Camacho, L., Plaginyi, E. E., Crimp, S., Hodgkinson, J. H., Hobday, A. J., Howden, S. M., & Loechel, B. (2017). Complex resource sup-
ply chains display higher resilience to simulated climate shocks. Global Environmental Change, 46, 126-138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
gloenvcha.2017.08.011

Linnenluecke, M., & Griffiths, A. (2010). Beyond adaptation: Resilience for business in light of climate change and weather extremes. Busi-
ness & Society, 49(3), 477-511. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650310368814

Liverman, D. (2016). U.S. national climate assessment gaps and research needs: Overview, the economy and the international context. Cli-
matic Change, 135(1), 173-186. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-015-1464-5

Liihr, O., Kramer, D. J.-P., Lambert, J., Kind, C., & Savelsberg, J. (2014). Analyse spezifischer Risiken des Klimawandels und Erarbeitung
von Handlungsempfehlungen fiir exponierte industrielle Produktion in Deutschland (KLIMACHECK). Berlin: Federal Ministry for
Economy and Climate Protection.

Lybbert, T. J., Smith, A., & Sumner, D. A. (2014). Weather shocks and inter-hemispheric supply responses: Implications for climate change
effects on global food markets. Climate Change Economics, 5(4), 1450010. https://doi.org/10.1142/S2010007814500109

Magnan, A. K., Ribera, T. & Treyer, S. (2015). National adaptation is also a global concern. IDDRI Working Paper No. 4. Paris: IDDRI.
Retrieved from http://www.iddri.org/Publications/National-adaptation-is-also-a-global-concern.

Manteaw, B. O. (2020). Mindscapes and landscapes: Learning to adapt in transnational climate adaptation collaborative in Africa. Consil-
ience, 22, 93-103. https://doi.org/10.7916/CONSILIENCE.VI22.6737

Margulis, S., Hughes, G., Schneider, R., Pandey, K., Narain, U., & Kemeny, T. (2010). Economics of adaptation to climate change: Synthesis
report. World Bank. http://hdl.handle.net/10986/12750

Moser, S. C., & Ekstrom, J. A. (2010). A framework to diagnose barriers to climate change adaptation. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 107(51), 22026-22031. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1007887107


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2014.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-015-9887-z
https://www.sei.org/publications/cascading-climate-impacts-new-factor/
https://www.sei.org/publications/cascading-climate-impacts-new-factor/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.10.008
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=GA0208_8177_FRP.pdf
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=GA0208_8177_FRP.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-020-0847-4
https://doi.org/10.3763/cpol.2007.0434
https://doi.org/10.3763/cpol.2007.0434
https://www.sei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/klein-et-al-2017-adaptation-research-priorities.pdf
https://www.sei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/klein-et-al-2017-adaptation-research-priorities.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab3306
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-447-2014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0199-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-013-0966-6
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2800/83221
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2012.728790
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2012.728790
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650310368814
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-015-1464-5
https://doi.org/10.1142/S2010007814500109
http://www.iddri.org/Publications/National-adaptation-is-also-a-global-concern.
https://doi.org/10.7916/CONSILIENCE.VI22.6737
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/12750
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1007887107

BEDNAR-FRIEDL ET AL. WIREs Wl LEY. 21 of 22

Mosnier, A., Obersteiner, M., Havlik, P., Schmid, E., Khabarov, N., Westphal, M., Valin, H., Frank, S., & Albrecht, F. (2014). Global food
markets, trade and the cost of climate change adaptation. Food Security, 6(1), 29-44. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-013-0319-z

Nadin, R. & Roberts, E. (2018). Moving towards a growing global discourse on transboundary adaptation. ODI briefing note. London: ODI.
Retrieved from https://odi.org/en/publications/moving-towards-a-growing-global-discourse-on-transboundary-adaptation/

Nakano, K. (2017). Screening of climatic impacts on a country's international supply chains: Japan as a case study. Mitigation and Adaptation
Strategies for Global Change, 22(4), 651-667. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-015-9692-6

Noble, I. R., Hug, S., Anokhin, Y. A., Carmin, J., Goudou, D., Lansigan, F. P., Osman-Elasha, B., & Villamizar, A. (2014). Adaptation needs
and options. In C. B. Field, V. R. Barros, D. J. Dokken, K. J. Mach, M. D. Mastrandrea, T. E. Bilir, M. Chatterjee, K. L. Ebi, Y. O. Estrada,
R. C. Genova, B. Girma, E. S. Kissel, A. N. Levy, S. MacCracken, P. R. Mastrandrea, & L. L. White (Eds.), Climate change 2014: Impacts,
adaptation, and vulnerability. Part A: Global and sectoral aspects. Contribution of Working Group II to the Fifth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (pp. 833-868). IPCC.

Oh, C. H., & Reuveny, R. (2010). Climatic natural disasters, political risk, and international trade. Global Environmental Change, 20(2), 243—
254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.11.005

Olawuyi, D. S. (2014). Harmonizing international trade and climate change institutions: Legal and theoretical basis for systemic integration.
Law and Development Review, 7(1), 107-129. https://doi.org/10.1515/1dr-2014-0023

Ouraich, I, Dudu, H., Tyner, W. E., & Cakmak, E. H. (2019). Agriculture, trade, and climate change adaptation: A global CGE analysis for
Morocco and Turkey. Journal of North African Studies, 24(6), 961-991. https://doi.org/10.1080/13629387.2018.1463847

Persson, A. (2019). Global adaptation governance: An emerging but contested domain. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change,
10(6), e618. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.618

Persson, A., & Dzebo, A. (2019). Special issue: Exploring global and transnational governance of climate change adaptation. International
Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, 19(4-5), 357-367. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09440-z

Peter, M., Guyer, M., Fiissler, J., Bednar-Friedl, B., Knittel, N., Bachner, G., Schwarze, R. & von Unger, M. (2020). Folgen des globalen
Klimawandels fiir Deutschland - Abschlussbericht: Analysen und Politikempfehlungen. Climate Change 15/2020. Dessau-Rof}lau: Envi-
ronmental Agency Germany. Retrieved from https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/sites/default/files/medien/376/publikationen/2020-05-
06_cc_15-2020_impactchain.pdf

Potrafke, N. (2014). The evidence on globalisation. The World Economy, 38(3), 509-552. https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12174

PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) (2013). International threats and opportunities of climate change for the UK. http://www.pwc.co.uk/
services/sustainability-climate-change/insights/international-threats-and-opportunities-of-climate-change-to-the-uk.html

Puma, M. J., Bose, S., Chon, S. Y., & Cook, B. I. (2015). Assessing the evolving fragility of the global food system. Environmental Research Let-
ters, 10(2), 024007. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/2/024007

Risse-Kappen, T. (Ed.). (1995). Bringing transnational relations back in: Non-state actors, domestic structures, and international institutions.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511598760

Roggero, M., Kihler, L., & Hagen, A. (2019). Strategic cooperation for transnational adaptation: Lessons from the economics of climate
change mitigation. International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, 19, 395-410. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-
019-09442-x

Sakhel, A. (2017). Corporate climate risk management: Are European companies prepared? Journal of Cleaner Production, 165, 103-118.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.07.056

Schenker, O., & Stephan, G. (2014). Give and take: How the funding of adaptation to climate change can improve the donor's terms-of-trade.
Ecological Economics, 106, 44-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.07.006

Shenggen Fan, D. H. (2010). Reflections on the global food crisis: How did it happen? How has it hurt? And how can we prevent the next
one? Research Report of the International Food Policy Research Institute. Research Report of the International Food Policy Research Insti-
tute, 165, 1-140.

Smit, B., Burton, I, Klein, R. J. T., & Wandel, J. (2000). An anatomy of adaptation to climate change and variability. Climatic Change, 45(1),
223-251. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005661622966

Stokeld, E., Croft, S. A., Green, J. M. H., & West, C. D. (2020). Climate change, crops and commodity traders: Subnational trade analysis s dif-
ferentiated risk exposure. Climatic Change, 162, 175-192. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-020-02857-5

Surminski, S., Style, D., Di Mauro, M., Townsend, A., Baglee, A., Cameron, C., Connell, R., Deyes, K., Haworth, A., Ingirige, B., Muir-
Wood, R., Proverbs, D., Watkiss, P., & Sze Goh, L. (2016). Chapter 6: Business and industry. UK Climate Change Risk Assessment evidence
report. Adaptation Sub-Committee of the Committee on Climate Change. https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/UK-
CCRA-2017-Chapter-6-Business-and-industry.pdf

TCFD (2017). Recommendations of the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures. Final Report, June 2017. https://assets.bbhub.
io/company/sites/60/2021/10/FINAL-2017-TCFD-Report.pdf

TCFD (2018). Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures: Status report 2018. https://assets.bbhub.io/company/sites/60/2020/10/
FINAL-2018-TCFD-Status-Report-092518.pdf

Tenggren, S., Olsson, O., Vulturius, G., Carlson, H., & Benzie, M. (2020). Climate risk in a globalized world: Empirical findings from supply
chains in the Swedish manufacturing sector. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 63(7), 1266-1282. https://doi.org/10.
1080/09640568.2019.1660626

Tigchelaar, M., Battisti, D. S., Naylor, R. L., & Ray, D. K. (2018). Future warming increases probability of globally synchronized maize pro-
duction shocks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(26), 6644-6649. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1718031115


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-013-0319-z
https://odi.org/en/publications/moving-towards-a-growing-global-discourse-on-transboundary-adaptation/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-015-9692-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1515/ldr-2014-0023
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629387.2018.1463847
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.618
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09440-z
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/sites/default/files/medien/376/publikationen/2020-05-06_cc_15-2020_impactchain.pdf
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/sites/default/files/medien/376/publikationen/2020-05-06_cc_15-2020_impactchain.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12174
http://www.pwc.co.uk/services/sustainability-climate-change/insights/international-threats-and-opportunities-of-climate-change-to-the-uk.html
http://www.pwc.co.uk/services/sustainability-climate-change/insights/international-threats-and-opportunities-of-climate-change-to-the-uk.html
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/2/024007
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511598760
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09442-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09442-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.07.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005661622966
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-020-02857-5
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/UK-CCRA-2017-Chapter-6-Business-and-industry.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/UK-CCRA-2017-Chapter-6-Business-and-industry.pdf
https://assets.bbhub.io/company/sites/60/2021/10/FINAL-2017-TCFD-Report.pdf
https://assets.bbhub.io/company/sites/60/2021/10/FINAL-2017-TCFD-Report.pdf
https://assets.bbhub.io/company/sites/60/2020/10/FINAL-2018-TCFD-Status-Report-092518.pdf
https://assets.bbhub.io/company/sites/60/2020/10/FINAL-2018-TCFD-Status-Report-092518.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2019.1660626
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2019.1660626
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1718031115

22 of 22 Wl LEY— WIREs BEDNAR-FRIEDL ET AL.

Tompkins, E. L., & Eakin, H. (2012). Managing private and public adaptation to climate change. Global Environmental Change, 22(1), 3-11.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.09.010

UK Foresight. (2011). International dimensions of climate change. Final Project Report BIS/11/1042. UK Government Office for Science.
Retrieved from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-dimensions-of-climate-change

Villoria, N. B., & Chen, B. (2018). Yield risks in global maize markets: Historical evidence and projections in key regions of the world.
Weather and Climate Extremes, 19, 42-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wace.2018.01.003

Willett, W., Rockstrom, J., Loken, B., Springmann, M., Lang, T., Vermeulen, S., Garnett, T., Tilman, D., DeClerck, F., Wood, A., Jonell, M.,
Clark, M., Gordon, L. J., Fanzo, J., Hawkes, C., Zurayk, R., Rivera, J. A., De Vries, W., Majele Sibanda, L., ... Murray, C. J. L. (2019). Food
in the Anthropocene: The EAT-Lancet Commission on healthy diets from sustainable food systems. The Lancet, 393(10170), 447-492.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4

Wilton Park, ODI, SEI & IDDRI (2019). The Wilton Park agenda on adapting to transboundary climate risk. Conference outcome statement.
Wilton Park. https://www.wiltonpark.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/WP1670-Outcome-statement.pdf

World Bank. (2020). World development report 2020: Trading for development in the age of global value chains. World Bank Group.

Xie W., Cui Q., & Ali T. (2019). Role of market agents in mitigating the climate change effects on food economy. Natural Hazards, 99(3),
1215-1231. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-019-03646-9

Yu, X, Luo, H., Wang, H., & Feil, J.-H. (2020). Climate change and agricultural trade in Central Asia: Evidence from Kazakhstan. Ecosystem
Health and Sustainability, 6(1), 1766380. https://doi.org/10.1080/20964129.2020.1766380

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found in the online version of the article at the publisher's website.

How to cite this article: Bednar-Friedl, B., Knittel, N., Raich, J., & Adams, K. M. (2022). Adaptation to
transboundary climate risks in trade: Investigating actors and strategies for an emerging challenge. Wiley
Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change, €758. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.758



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.09.010
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-dimensions-of-climate-change
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wace.2018.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4
https://www.wiltonpark.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/WP1670-Outcome-statement.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-019-03646-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/20964129.2020.1766380
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.758

	Adaptation to transboundary climate risks in trade: Investigating actors and strategies for an emerging challenge
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  METHOD
	2.1  Conceptual framework
	2.2  Systematic literature review

	3  RESULTS
	3.1  The emergence of terminology on trade-related transboundary climate risks
	3.2  Adaptation to what: Awareness of hazards and risks
	3.3  How is adaptation taking place? Options for adaptation to TCRs in trade
	3.3.1  What are the identified adaptation options to TCRs transmitted via trade?
	3.3.2  How are the different options discussed? Identification of potentials for conflict

	3.4  Who are the key actors, what are their primary actions and where are they taken?
	3.4.1  Key adaptation options by actors
	3.4.2  Main sites and scales of intervention


	4  DISCUSSION
	5  CONCLUSION
	  AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	  DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


