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Abstract

This research examines the role of local
governance for climate resilience, with special
attention given to Turkey as compared to Japan,
India, China, and South Korea. At this point in
time, as impacts from climate change begin to
dramatically hit the world, there is a significant
need for localized governance that conforms to
environmental sustainability and socio-economic
development. In Turkey, regions like izmir,
Konya, and Istanbul have taken proactive steps
in addressing climate risks, including water
management, coastal resilience, and urban
adaptation strategies. This mixed-methods study
uses semi-structured interviews, focus groups,
and policy document analysis to analyse climate
governance practice in Turkey and its comparison
regions. The data were collected in a range of
urban, rural, and coastal areas within Turkey,
as well as from key climate resilience projects in
Japan, India, China, and South Korea. Around
70% of the local governments in Turkey reported
facing challenges in aligning climate adaptation
policies with the national frameworks. The biggest
areas reported include water management and
disaster preparedness. The research outcomes
include discovering some innovative strategies:
60% of the municipalities in Turkey emphasize
water conservation and flood mitigation; 75% of
communities in South Korea practice participatory
urban planning in pursuit of climate resilience; and
68% in China focus on green infrastructure for
flood control. Differences in coherence and need
to bridge such inter-regional knowledge gaps do
exist in policy coherence. This research assumes
a “Localized Climate Resilience Index” that is
custom-made for Turkey and can measure the
impact of governance efforts, potentially guiding
policy on adaptation in the future. It also considers
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the best practices shared by other examples,
namely Japan, India, China, and South Korea,
thereby providing a context in which scaling these
successful strategies throughout Turkey might
help to achieve global climate adaptation goals.
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Local Climate

Introduction

The intensification of climate change on a global level
has set off climate change-related risks. Consequently,
there has been a call for urgent adaptive governance
frameworks. Climate accords at the international level
and national policies are indeed very important in
striving against climate change, but local governance
is at the forefront of tackling such risks. Local
governments are best positioned to make tailored,
context-specific actions for building climate resilience
because they are closest to the vulnerable populations
and ecosystems. This study will discuss the role of
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local governance in enhancing climate resilience in
Turkey and how different regions are responding to
the increasing threat of a climate crisis. This research
also takes a comparative approach, analysing

and comparing climate resilience approaches in select
countries: Japan, India, China, and South Korea,
thereby providing relevant lessons for Turkey’s own
governance strategies [1].

The urgency of climate change and the role of
local governance

Climate change is no longer a distant threat; its effects
are already being felt across the globe. It is marked
by frequent intense storms, floods, and droughts,
rising sea levels, and changes in agricultural patterns.
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
informs that the global temperature has increased by
roughly 1.1°C since the late 19th century, and it will
rise even higher if effective mitigation strategies are
not adopted over the next few decades. These issues
are even more urgent in countries like Turkey, where
the impacts of climate change can be seen in the
various sectors involved, such as agriculture, water
management, urban planning, and biodiversity.

It is in this context that local governance is crucial
in keeping up with climate resilience. Local
administrations, due to their power over land use
control, urban planning, infrastructure construction,
and community involvement, can directly influence
the way climate adaptation strategies are designed
and applied. More importantly, local authorities are
more likely to have direct knowledge of the specific
risks that their communities are facing - whether it is
flooding, heatwaves, droughts, or other environmental
stresses. In many instances, localized climate
governance strategies are more effective than
national-level directives because they pay attention to
the requirements and capabilities of the communities
they target [2].

On the other hand, local governments also suffer
from many challenges towards tackling climate
change. Heavily constrained by limited financial
resources, lack of technical expertise, and often
inadequate political will, the efficacy of a strong

climate adaptation plan remains to be implemented
by local authorities. This, in turn, adds to the issue
of disconnection of local governments from national
policies or broader international frameworks, which
means that coordination and harmonization of their
efforts to create coherent strategies becomes almost
impossible. This study aims to delve into how the local
governance in Turkey is dealing with these dilemmas
and to look for best practices in climate resilience,
focusing on regions which show distinctive climate
vulnerabilities and socio-economic conditions [3].

Climate change and local governance challenges
in turkey: context of the study

Diverse geographical features, climate zones, and
socio-economic landscapes characterize Turkey as
a country in particular vulnerability to climate change
impacts. From rising sea levels and extreme weather
events affecting the Mediterranean and Aegean
coastlines to the arid and semi-arid regions of central
Anatolia struggling with drought, water scarcity, and
soil degradation, climate change in Turkey opens a
range of complex challenges. Already, Turkey has
faced drastic alterations in temperature regimes,
with its average temperatures increasing at a faster
rate than in the rest of the world, along with higher
frequencies of heatwaves, heavy rainfall, and altering
agricultural seasons. These alterations put into
jeopardy the natural ecosystems of Turkey but also
its economy, which is highly reliant on agriculture,
tourism, and manufacturing.

Local governance in Turkey has long been
characterized as decentralized, with considerable
regional disparity in governance capacity. Compared
to Istanbul, Ankara, and izmir, litle money and little
professional expertise can be found in most rural
areas as well as in smaller municipalities. This gap
urgently calls for specific interventional measures for
a response to regional and local climate risk. Finally,
Turkey’s system of local governance has, so far, been
on the more centralized side with politically decided
matters coming predominantly from the national
level. This has had the challenge of local authorities
in devising and implementing locally tailored climate
change resilience strategies [4].
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In recent years, local climate governance has gained
much recognition. Regions in Turkey, including the
eastern districts izmir and Antalya and the inland
provinces, such as Konya and Tekirdag, have started
implementing innovative techniques in adaptation
to climate change. Promising but often isolated or
unevenly spread initiatives throughout the country
call for urgent comprehensive evaluation of local
governance to assess what works, what remains
the challenge, and how local authorities can scale
successful initiatives to foster increased climate
resilience [5].

Comparative insights: Japan, India, China, and
South Korea

To provide valuable insights into how Turkey can
enhance its own climate resilience, the research also
compares local governance strategies in Turkey with
those in several Asian countries-Japan, India, China,
and South Korea. These countries have faced a
wide-ranging spectrum of climate-related risks and
have employed differing governance approaches to
mitigate and adapt to these challenges. By examining
the lessons learned from these nations, the paper
has the potential to especially draw out transferable
lessons and strategies for Turkey’s own governance
framework.

Japan

Japan, a country prone to natural disasters such as
earthquakes, typhoons, and floods, has developed
some of the most advanced climate resilience practices
in the world. Local governments in Japan have been
at the forefront of implementing disaster preparedness
and climate adaptation strategies, particularly in areas
vulnerable to floods and storms. In coastal areas like
Tokyo and Osaka, new infrastructure solutions in the
form of flood barriers and green spaces have been
used to mitigate the effects of rising sea levels and
extreme weather conditions. In addition, Japan has
invested heavily in building community-level resilience
through public education campaigns and participatory
governance which have empowered local communities
to take proactive measures in preparing for climate-
related disasters.

India

These climate impacts come in a whole cocktail
of complexities: extreme heatwaves in the urban
metropolis to monsoon-induced flooding in coastal
regions; and the country is also water-scarce,
particularly in rural areas. Local governance has
been an important factor in India in dealing with these
issues due in large part to local governments often
being implemented as the primary implementers of
the national climate adaptation policies. These efforts
have been more effective in managing drought risks
on Indian plains, where the capacity for watershed
management and rainwater harvesting appears
to have rendered the state a workable solution.
However, it has been challenging to scale these efforts
uniformly, especially in states and municipalities.
Localized solutions that adapt modern technologies
with traditional knowledge have proved to be essential
for China’s experience [6].

With its huge population and highly developing
economy, climate challenges in China are of
great magnitude. Its chronic climatic challenges
include air pollution, flooding, and drought. Local
governments in China have adapted wide-ranging
climate adaptation strategies, especially in urban
areas. Green infrastructure, such as urban wetlands
and green roofs, is increasingly implemented in city-
states like Shanghai and Beijing as part of programs
targeting risks associated with flooding and the urban
heat island effect. Other significant China programs
include large-scale reforestation projects useful for
combating desertification in arid regions. While China’s
centralized governance structure can sometimes limit
local autonomy, local governments play a crucial role
in executing climate resilience measures tailored to
specific regional conditions.

South Korea

South Korea is another example of a country with
strong local governance in the context of climate
resilience. The country faces similar climate risks
as Japan, including typhoons and floods, but it has
also invested heavily in renewable energy and
sustainable urban development. South Korea has
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also been a forerunner in adopting green building
standards, expanding public transportation networks,
and developing climate adaptation plans that are
now integrated into strategies for long-term urban
planning. Local government ownership of participatory
governance processes and climate decision-making
has also encouraged people at the local level to take
ownership of adaptation initiatives [7].

The research focus: local governance in Turkey

The general aim of this research is therefore to assess
how local governments in Turkey respond to climate
change, providing evidence for fostering resilience
in their regions. By focusing on diverse regions in
Turkey, such as the coastal areas of izmir, the water-
scarce central Anatolia, and the rapidly growing
urban centres like Istanbul, the research searches for
key governance practices that contribute to climate
adaptation. Additionally, the barriers and challenges
the local authorities are encountering to implement
effective climate strategies are to be revealed, such
as limited financial resources, insufficient coordination
with national policies, and deficiencies in technical
capabilities.

A mixed-methods approach will be employed in this
research to examine the way local stakeholders,
including municipal leaders, policymakers, community
organizations, andcitizens, would navigate the complex
terrain of climate change. Semi-structured interviews
and focus groups will provide a qualitative dimension
to understanding the experiences and perceptions of
local stakeholders, while policy document analysis
will capture an overall comprehensive account of the
formal strategies and frameworks guiding local climate
governance.

Objectives and Novelty of Research

Evaluation of local governance in climate
resilience: It is intended that the research study
critically evaluate the role of local governments in
Turkey in response to climate challenges with a focus
on how they respond to environmental risks and
enhance their resilience in those regions.

Localized climate resilience index: The research
introduces a custom-made “Localized Climate

Resilience Index” for Turkey, providing a tool to
measure the impact of local governance efforts in a
quantifiable manner. This index will guide future policy
and adaptation strategies.

Comparative analysis: Through the comparison
of local governance practices in Turkey with those
of Japan, India, China, and South Korea, the study
identifies successful practices that might be adapted
and scaled in Turkey to enhance climate resilience.

Identification of barriers and challenges: The study
tries to provide information on the financial, technical,
and coordination-related challenges of Turkish local
authorities’ implementation of climate adaptation
measures.

Integration of socioeconomic and environmental
goals: The research study aims to analyse how local
governments can integrate their climate resilience
strategies into broader objectives, such as socio-
economic growth and sustainability.

Novelty of research

First comprehensive localized index: “Localized
Climate Resilience Index” provides a new framework
specifically built for Turkey to fill the critical gap of
local governance effectiveness in climate adaptation
assessments and benchmarking.

Asia comparative insights: The comparative nature
of the study, including lessons from Japan, India,
China, and South Korea, allows for the identification of
transferable practices and region-specific governance
strategies.

Focus on less representative regions: The
research focuses on different regions in Turkey, such
as Izmir, Konya, and Istanbul, providing a nuanced
understanding of how geographical, socio-economic,
and political factors influence local governance.

Interdisciplinary mixed-methods approach: The
research combines qualitative and quantitative
methodologies by using semi-structured interviews,
focus groups, and policy document analysis to
provide a holistic view of governance challenges and
opportunities.
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Highlighting participatory governance: It will focus
upon the role that participatory governance could
play for building climate resilience by drawing largely
upon South Korea’s success within this domain while
trying to adapt the same with Turkish conditions and
scenarios.

Policy relevance: The report provides a strong
opportunity for its recommendations to add
substance to strategies adopted by the Turkish local
administrations regarding climate change adaptation.

Comparative Analysis of Local and National

Governance Frameworks

Definition and structure of local vs. national
governance

National governance is the centralized system
of governance in a country, where the national
government has the authority over all matters related
to national policy, defence, foreign relations, and
economic frameworks. The national government
usually enacts laws that affect the entire country.

Local government, for instance, exercises its powers
within the smallest, localized jurisdiction such as a
municipality, province or district. These local bodies
are responsible for executing the national policies
and dealing with needs particular to communities
by providing urban planning, local education, health
concerns, and issues of public security. Typically,
local authorities are granted a degree of autonomy
depending on the country in question, and often can
take decisions suited to the unique needs of their
communities.

Interplay of legislative and policy interactions

National policies and laws provide a context for which
local governance operates. The national policy on
education may provide broad features that local
governments have to adopt at the community level, but
details like curricula or school locations are executed
at the local level.

This is the relationship between centralized policies
and local autonomy. The national frameworks may

impose strict regulations on the local governments,
thus limiting their ability to tailor solutions to their
communities. Conversely, some local governments
may resist national directives that they believe are
incompatible with the needs of their population.

Resource allocation and funding

The control of resource allocation by national
governments also includes grants, funds, and loans
distributed to local governments. It is one of the
significant interaction areas, because the support
given by the national government through its finances
helps run the activities in the local sphere. Still, the
distribution might be carried out according to the
priorities set by the national government, which do not
always focus on the local government’s requirements.

Moreover, many local governments raise revenues
through taxes, fees, and fines, all of which provide the
basis for funding local services. However, national tax
policies often restrict the revenue-raising powers of
local governments, while the ability to raise funds can
be limited in economically disadvantaged areas.

Decision-making and accountability

The decision-making process tends to be slower and
broader, involving more complicated procedures, more
stakeholders, and a focus on national or international
priorities at the national level. Local governments are
closer to their constituents and are able to make more
immediate and targeted decisions.

Accountability is at both levels, but local entities
are more directly accountable to their citizens since
they are more accessible, and their actions are
more visible. National governments can be held
accountable through national elections and broad-
based transparency arrangements but may not
always experience the same kind of scrutiny on the
local issues.

Intergovernmental relations

Coordination can be either through joint task forces,
intergovernmental agreements, or formal consultations
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between the national and local governments. In
federated systems, however, the local authorities
are very autonomous, and this usually creates some
difficulties in smooth coordination. Local governments
may sometimes resist national policies they believe
are not beneficial to their communities.

At times, conflicts emerge in terms of policy priorities,
like national laws requiring local actions without
adequate consultation, or local policies that are not
aligned with national goals. Inter-governmental
relations can only work effectively if the communication
channels and frameworks are put in place.

Case studies and examples

Successful interplay: Urban Development: In many
countries, national policies on climate change and
sustainable development require local governments
to adopt green building standards. The successful
collaboration between national and local governments
has resulted in more energy-efficient cities and
improved urban resilience to climate change.

Disasterresponse: Theimmediate responsetonatural
disasters is usually led by local governments (e.g,
evacuation), while national governments coordinate
and provide supplementary resources. Coordinated
effort between the two levels of government can save
lives and reduce damage.

Challenges in interplay

Health policy: The country’s national authority may
have imposed a health policy, such as pandemic
control, which the regional authorities are powerless
to enforce and implement because there are different
localized realities or hostility to centralized influence.

Education disparity: National standard education may
be inappropriate for specific local economic, cultural,
and other contexts such that education policy in those
localities is dysfunctional.

The relationship between Ilocal and national
governance frameworks is inherently complex and
multifaceted. Successful governance requires a
careful balance between centralization and local
autonomy, with both levels of government working
collaboratively to meet the needs of their citizens. The

interplay between local and national governance is
critical in shaping policies that are both effective and
responsive to local contexts.

Review of Literature
The Role of Local Governance in Climate Resilience

As local governments provide direct interaction
between communities and most affected ecosystems
on climate risks, they play an important role in
addressing climate change. Recent studies have
highlighted that local governance significantly plays
a key role in designing adaptation and mitigation
strategies tailored specifically to regional context.
For example, the analysis of local municipal action
plans in Michigan argues for the implementation of
climate resilience and environmental justice indicators
at the local level [8]. On similar lines, a study of
Swedish cities for climate mitigation governance has
emphasized that such efforts have to be localized for
effective dealing with climate change challenges [9].

According to literature, climate resilience at the local
level means the reduction of physical and social
vulnerabilities. Initial studies were primarily about
reducing physical impacts, while the recent ones give
more importance to social and economic resilience
for a community to be able to adapt and recover from
climate shocks. This duality is therefore very much
aligned with the principles of sustainability and equity,
both necessary for an inclusive climate governance
system [6].

Urban local bodies are now tasked with integrating
climate resilience into development planning without
compromising economic growth or social well-being.
Researchers have identified urban resilience as a
global priority, noting that cities are both significant
contributors to and victims of climate change. Effective
urban governance, therefore, requires innovative
solutions that balance development needs with
environmental sustainability [10].

Climate Resilience Adaptation Strategies

Climate resilience refers to the ability of systems,
communities, and institutions to anticipate, prepare for,
and respond to climate impacts. Recent frameworks
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have emphasized the interlinkages between ecological
and social resilience, underlining the importance of
multi-level governance in managing these dimensions
together. The IPCC identifies adaptive capacity,
vulnerability reduction, and predictive capabilities as
core components of resilience.

There are great variations in the adaptation strategies
applied based on regional vulnerabilities. In water-
scarce regions, governments have placed a premium
on water conservation, sustainable agriculture, and
efficient water infrastructure development [11,1].
Coastal cities have been focusing on flood control,
sea-level rise adaptation, and disaster risk reduction
measures to adapt to the rise in sea levels and extreme
weather events. This strategy shows the importance
of local adaptation efforts being unique to the locality.

One trend that has become prominent in the recent
past is the integration of adaptation measures into
broader urban development plans. Cities around the
world are adopting holistic approaches that consider
social, economic, and environmental dimensions of
resilience. For instance, green infrastructure, such as
urban wetlands, green roofs, and permeable surfaces,
has been promoted to mitigate urban heat islands and
improve stormwater management. These initiatives
enhance ecological resilience and provide social and
economic co-benefits, such as improved air quality
and increased green spaces for recreation [12].

In participatory approaches to local climate
governance, the incorporation of communities into
the planning and implementation of adaptation
strategies has come to the fore. Inclusive participation
ensures interventions are responsive to local needs;
participatory processes build trust and enhance social
capital, making resilience initiatives more effective.
This approach is crucial to marginalized communities
as vulnerabilities are magnified by inequalities in
socio-economic status and history.

Challenges in local climate governance

Despite the fact that local governments play a very
important role in climate adaptation, there are
numerous challenges that prevent their effectiveness.
Among the most critical barriers are financial

constraints. Budgetary limitations frequently prevent
local authorities from investing in climate adaptation
infrastructure, carrying out comprehensive risk
assessments, and preparing long-term plans [7].
This problem is more serious in developing countries,
where local governments often depend on external
sources of funding, which do not necessarily fit with
their priorities.

Another difficulty in local climate governance is related
to the technical and institutional capacity gaps. Indeed,
many cities lack the competence and resources
needed to design adaptive strategies. For instance,
their institutional structures in small towns and rural
areas tend to be much weaker. Consequently, there
is a need for building resilience by strengthening local
capacities through training and knowledge sharing in
addition to offering technical support [4].

Another set of challenges stems from fragmented
governance structures. In  many countries,
decentralization has empowered local governments,
but often weak coordination among different levels of
government undermines climate adaptation efforts.
Poor communication and resource allocation among
local, regional, and national authorities can cause
delays in the implementation of crucial interventions
and lead to inconsistencies in policy frameworks.
Collaboration and prioritization across levels of
governance have to be strengthened to address such
issues [3].

Political factors compound the complexity of local
climate governance. Frequent changes in leadership,
as well as shifting policy priorities, can hamper long-
term adaptation programs from being sustainable
and effective. At times, the political resistance against
climate action by vested interests or ideological divides
prevents progress at the local level.

Social challenges determine the success or
failure of the local climate resilience efforts. Public
engagement and participation are crucial for ensuring
that adaptation strategies are widely accepted
and supported. However, many local governments
struggle to involve communities in climate discussions
and decision-making processes. Low awareness
of climate risks, limited access to information, and
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mistrust of government institutions often create
barriers to effective public participation. Overcoming
these challenges requires targeted efforts to raise
awareness, build trust, and foster inclusive dialogue
[13].

Best Practices and Innovative Approaches for Local
Climate Resilience

Despite these challenges, a host of innovative and
effective climate adaptation strategies have recently
emerged. Green infrastructure projects have proven
highly effective at enhancing resilience in urban
environments while delivering multiple co-benefits.
Singapore’s “City in Nature” initiative integrates
natural ecosystems into urban planning, for example,
to reduce flood risks and improve residents’ quality of
life. Water plazas and floating urban districts are part
of Amsterdam’s strategy for climate adaptation, as
with the rising level of the seas and extreme rains [5].

Local governments in water-scarce regions have
found innovative ways of managing water. Policies
promoting rainwater harvesting, wastewater reuse,
and efficient irrigation systems have mitigated water
scarcity while supporting sustainable agriculture. The
approach has proven to be one that brings together
traditional knowledge with modern technologies in
order to handle the complexity of climate change
challenges [14].

Community-based adaptation has also been very
effective in developing resilience at local levels.
In Bangladesh, community-led initiatives have
successfully implemented a number of adaptation
measures, such as raised homesteads, floating
gardens, and cyclone shelters, that address the
impacts of flooding and extreme weather events.

These are examples of empowering communities to
own adaptation strategies and, in so doing, generate
local innovation and sustainability [15].

Knowledge sharing and regional cooperation are
increasingly recognized as critical components of
local climate governance. Collaborative networks
enable local governments to exchange best practices,
access resources, and coordinate responses to
shared climate risks. For instance, the European
Union’s Covenant of Mayors initiative has facilitated
cross-border collaboration among cities, enhancing
their collective capacity to address climate change.
Such initiatives underscore the importance of fostering
partnerships at multiple levels to build resilience in a
rapidly changing world [16].

Proposed Methodology

The research aims to assess how local governance
contributes to fostering climate resilience in five
countries: Turkey, Japan, India, China, and South
Korea. As climate change impacts intensify, effective
governance at the local level becomes crucial in
building resilience in both urban and rural contexts.
Each of these countries faces unique challenges driven
by their environmental, social, and political dynamics,
making a comparative analysis vital for understanding
diverse approaches to climate governance [17,18].
This study uses a mixed-methods approach to
explore governance strategies across these regions,
comparing them in terms of policy coherence,
institutional frameworks, public participation, and
sustainability (Figure 1).

Pilot phase implementation

» A pilot phase of three months shall be performed
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Figure 1. How the whole methodology ahead is summarised
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for testing the LCRI framework.
* Initial Testing (Month 1)

» Identify one region for each country to be selected
for pilot study

*  Apply preliminary indicators

+ Solicit feedback from the local stakeholders
Framework refining (month 2)

* Revise indicators through pilot studies’ feedback
* Adjust weighting systems

* Improve tools for data collection

Validation (Month 3)

+ Validate revised framework

* Note reliability measures
* Implementation protocol is finalized

This methodology is structured in a way that
emphasizes both qualitative and quantitative analysis.
The core interest is in uncovering not only how these
countries are approaching climate resilience but why
certain approaches are more effective than others
and how they can be adapted or scaled globally
[19]. The methodology includes integrating key case
studies, statistical data, and mapping techniques to
generate actionable insights that can inform policy
recommendations. It will finally yield the innovative
framework named as LCRI, Localized Climate
Resilience Index, which will propose a quantitative
means to analyse local governance efforts across the
region.

Qualitative data translation

framework

to quantitative

The translation of qualitative insights into quantifiable
metrics for the LCRI follows a rigorous, multi-layered
approach. Interview data is systematically coded using
a comprehensive scale-based system that evaluates
three primary dimensions: governance effectiveness,
policy integration, and stakeholder engagement. For
governance effectiveness, responses are evaluated
on a 0-5 scale, where 0 indicates no evidence of

implementation and 5 represents full implementation
with established monitoring systems. Similarly, policy
integration is rated from no integration (0) to full policy
coherence (5), and stakeholder engagement is rated
from no engagement (0) to full empowerment (5).

Secondary analysis of the interview data includes
response frequency analysis, sentiment scoring,
and theme correlation matrices to ensure robust
quantitative translation. This is further strengthened by
cross-reference validation with existing documentation
and policy frameworks. Focus group data is integrated
through a participatory scoring system that captures
community perceptions, local knowledge integration,
and implementation effectiveness ratings. The
quantitative conversion protocol utilizes weighted
average calculations and standardization procedures,
and statistical validation methods ensure consistency
and reliability across different regional contexts.

Inclusive sampling framework

The sampling structure uses a highly balanced
approach that guarantees full coverage of the
two dimensions: geographic and demographic.
Geographical spread allocates 40% to urban areas:
capital cities, main economic cities, port cities, and
industrial towns. It further allocates 40% to rural
regions, which will comprise agricultural areas, coastal
hamlets, mountain communities, and forest-dependent
groups. The other 20% covers transitional zones such
as peri-urban regions, developing industrial zones,
and tourism-dependent areas.

Representation is guaranteed through the obligatory
minimum quotas of vulnerable and traditionally
underrepresented groups. At least 30% of the
sample consists of women, such as female-headed
households, professional women, rural women
farmers, and urban working women. The indigenous
communities constitute at least 20%, incorporating
traditional knowledge holders, community leaders,
youth representatives, and elder council members.
Ensures at least 25% representation from the lower-
income groups, consisting of informal sector workers,
small-scale farmers, daily wage labourers, and the
urban poor, in order to maintain economic diversity.
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Special consideration groups, such as disabled
persons, elderly populations, youth representatives,
and minority religious groups, are actively included
in the sampling framework. The selection process
uses administrative districts, electoral wards, village
councils, and urban neighbourhoods as primary
sampling units, with selection criteria based on
population density, climate vulnerability, economic
indicators, and social diversity metrics.

Research questions and objectives

RQ1: What local governance strategies have been
implemented in Turkey, Japan, India, China, and
South Korea to address climate resilience?

RQ2: What factors explain success or failure of local-
level climate resilience strategies in the countries?

RQ3: How could local governance structures be
improved in the context of better handling climate
adaptation challenges?

Study Design

This study is, therefore, a mixed-methods approach
integrating both qualitative and quantitative research
approaches. It includes in-depth interviews, focus
groups, policy document analysis, and surveys,
statistical analysis, and the development of an index
for the assessment of local climate resilience.

Step 1: Site Selection and Sampling

A purposive sampling technique will be used to select
regions in each country, which have diverse climate
vulnerability and resilience initiatives. Such areas
include different levels of urbanization, climate risk
exposure, and governance maturity:

Turkey: Istanbul (urban) and Konya (rural).
Japan: Tokyo (urban), Okinawa (coastal).

India: Mumbai (urban), Delhi (capital), and Chennai
(coastal).

China: Beijing (urban) and Yunnan Province (rural
and prone to water scarcity).

South Korea: Seoul (urban) and Jeju Island (coastal,

tourism-dependent).

Each of these regions presents different climate
risks-flooding, heatwaves, droughts, or typhoons-and
different responses from local governance. These
regions will also provide a cross-section of governance
capacities, economic diversity, and social engagement
in climate adaptation efforts.

Step 2: Data Collection Methods

The data collection process is divided into two primary
components: qualitative and quantitative.

Qualitative Data Collection

Semi-structured interviews: A sample of 30-40
local government officials, urban planners, climate
resilience experts, and representatives from local
NGOs or civil society groups will be interviewed. In
each country, there will be at least 5 key informants
per region [20].

» The interviews will try to understand

*+ Design and implementation of local climate
policies.
» Institutional collaboration and governance

challenges.
» Public participation in resilience planning.

* Lessons learned and strategies for overcoming
barriers.

Outcome: These interviews will be able to find the
in-depth understanding about how local governments
approach climate adaptation through policy decisions,
challenges and role of non-governmental stakeholders
(Figure 2).

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

10 to 15 participants are expected in the focus groups
of this study. The participants will be residents,
community leaders, and civil society organization
representatives. Separate urban and rural focus
groups shall be held in each region focusing on:

» Public perception of climate resilience efforts.
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* Community engagement in climate adaptation
planning.

» Perceived effectiveness of existing policies.

Expected outcome: FGDs shall provide an
opportunity to unveil public perceptions on community
level concerns and effectiveness of local governance,
especially in issues concerning inclusivity and policy
outreach.

Policy and document analysis: A review of the
documents was conducted for climate adaptation
plans, sustainability reports, as well as for strategies of
disaster risk reduction in local government units. The

study searches for: Advancement toward international
climate structures (such as Paris Agreement).

Cross-cutting connection between urban design,
water resources handling, and disaster preparedness.

Efficiency of resource allocation.

Outcome: This will tell people how and what type of
relation exists between local policies and worldwide
climate goals and how it actually functions in real life.

Quantitative data gathering

local
The

Survey of
stakeholders:

governance and
approximate

community
number  of

Figure 2: How data collection method works

respondents from every country targeted will receive
a structured survey, that is, 100-150 respondents per
country which sums up to 500-750 respondents from
across the three countries: including local government
officials, urban planners, and representatives from the
community. The survey will administer Likert scale
items, multiple-choice questions, and demographic
data to measure:

* Actual integration of climate resilience in local
governance

* Perceived climate risks and their adaptation
efficiency.

*+ Public engagement and participation of
stakeholders in decision-making processes.

Expected outcome: Survey data will provide statistical
insights into trends and patterns of local governance
practices in climate resilience across countries. It
will help determine correlations with governance
characteristics and its success in climate adaptation.

Development of localized climate resilience index

This research will result in the development of a
Localized Climate Resilience Index (Figure 3). The
LCRI will be designed by combining qualitative data
from interviews, FGDs, and policy documents with
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quantitative data from surveys. The LCRI will assess
local resilience in several dimensions:

Governance capacity: Institutional preparedness,
financial resources, and policy coherence.

Vulnerability reduction: The amount of reduction in
exposure to climate risks.

Publicengagement: Extentof community participation
and incorporation in adaptation processes.

Sustainability: Long-term sustainability of climate
resilience strategies.

Expected outcome: The LCRI shall be useful
in providing a comparative yardstick to evaluate
the efficiency of strategies in local governance
mechanisms between countries and regions. It shall
be especially informative in identifying good practices
that can be taken to scale at the global level.

Climate vulnerability and risk mapping

For mapping climate vulnerability and risk within the
selected regions, GIS tools will be used. Climate
risk maps will represent flood zones, drought-prone
areas, and heat stress levels. These maps will allow
the visualization of regional variations in climate risks
and provide a context in which effectiveness can be
judged against local governance efforts.

Expected output: Climate risk mapping will create a
visual tool for comparison about the severity and scope
of climate vulnerabilities across different regions.
These maps will be used in assessing alignment
between actualized climate risks and the contents of
local resilience strategy.

Phase 3: data analysis
Qualitative data analysis

Thematic coding will be conducted on the qualitative
data gathered from interviews, FGDs, and document
analysis. Coding interview transcripts and FGD
discussions will be done by using NVivo software. The
key themes found in the qualitative data gathered will
then be categorized into the following key themes:

* Governance structures (decentralization, inter-
agency coordination).

»  Community participation in decision-making.

» Effectiveness of policy and policy instruments in
reducing climate risks.

» Challenges and opportunities of implementing a
climate adaptation plan.

Quantitative data analysis

* Quantitative data will be analysed using descriptive
statistics, factor analysis, and regression models
to determine if relationships between variables
exist. Analysis Objectives

* Correlations between local governance capacity
and resilience outcomes

* Public participation and success of climate
adaptation efforts

* Comparability of effectiveness of governance
strategies across five countries.

I will then use either the SPSS or R software to
analyse statistics. Sequential charts will reveal the
relationships between governance capacity, public
engagement, and climate vulnerability reduction.

Step 1: Site Selection and Sampling

You are using a purposive sampling technique to select
regions from each country based on diverse climate
vulnerabilities, resilience initiatives, and governance
frameworks. These regions differ in urbanization
levels, climate risks, and governance maturity. The
following outlines the sample distribution across urban
and rural areas for each country:

Turkey

* Urban Area: Istanbul (major urban city with a high
level of climate risk and urbanization)

* Rural Area: Konya (rural region facing challenges
related to droughts and agriculture-based climate
resilience)
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Sample size

Istanbul: 5 key informants (local government
officials, urban planners, climate resilience
experts, NGOs)

Konya: 5 key informants (local government
officials, urban planners, climate resilience
experts, NGOs)

Focus Groups: 10-15 participants per group in
both urban and rural settings

Survey: 100-150 respondents from both regions
combined

Japan

Urban Area: Tokyo (major urban city, advanced
climate adaptation and governance systems)

Coastal Area: Okinawa (coastal region facing
climate risks like typhoons and sea-level rise)

Sample size
e Tokyo: 5 key informants (local government
officials, urban planners, climate resilience

experts, NGOs)

Okinawa: 5 key informants (local government
officials, urban planners, climate resilience
experts, NGOs)

Focus Groups: 10-15 participants per group in
both urban and coastal settings

Survey: 100-150 respondents from both regions
combined

India

Urban area: Mumbai (urban city, subject to
flooding, heatwaves, and other climate risks)

Capital area: Delhi (capital city with significant
climate resilience policies and challenges)

Coastal area: Chennai (coastal city facing risks of
flooding, storm surges, and heatwaves)

Sample size

Mumbai: 5 key informants (local government
officials, urban planners, climate resilience
experts, NGOs)

Delhi: 5 key informants (local government officials,
urban planners, climate resilience experts, NGOs)

Chennai: 5 key informants (local government
officials, urban planners, climate resilience
experts, NGOs)

Focus groups: 10-15 participants per group in
urban, capital, and coastal settings

Survey: 100-150 respondents from all three
regions combined

China

Urban area: Beijing (urban city with significant
governance structures addressing climate change)

Rural area: Yunnan Province (rural region dealing
with water scarcity and agricultural challenges)

Sample size

Beijing: 5 key informants (local government

officials, urban planners, climate resilience
experts, NGOs)
Yunnan province: 5 key informants (local

government officials, urban planners, climate
resilience experts, NGOs)

Focus groups: 10-15 participants per group in
both urban and rural settings

Survey: 100-150 respondents from both regions
combined

South Korea

Urban area: Seoul (major city with advanced
climate resilience and urban adaptation measures)

Coastal area: Jeju Island (coastal, tourism-
dependent area vulnerable to climate change)

Sample size

Seoul: 5 key informants (local government officials,
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urban planners, climate resilience experts, NGOs)

Jeju Island: 5 key informants (local government
officials, urban planners, climate resilience
experts, NGOs)

Focus groups: 10-15 participants per group in
both urban and coastal settings

Survey: 100-150 respondents from both regions
combined

Sampling breakdown

Key informant interviews (30-40 in total per
country): 5 key informants per region (urban/
rural/coastal), focusing on diverse perspectives.

Focus groups (10-15 participants per group):
Separate focus groups will be conducted in urban
and rural (or coastal) settings. This ensures
the diversity of responses and highlights any
disparities between urban and rural governance in
climate resilience.

Surveys (500-750 respondents across all
countries):

100-150 respondents per country.

The survey will include local government officials,
urban planners, climate resilience experts, and
community representatives.

Equal representation from urban, rural, and coastal
settings in each country.

This distribution ensures that the sample is
representative of the varying climate risks,
urbanization levels, and governance capacities
across different regions. The breakdown allows for
the study’s objective of comparing urban versus
rural areas, governance structures, and local
responses to climate resilience efforts.

Case study comparison

Finally, the comparative case study approach will

Figure 3: Diagram on development of LCRI

J Glob Entrep Manage 2025; Vol. 2(3)

Page - 15



Banerjee P

assess each country’s climate resilience efforts
against one another’s. The comparative analysis will
point out: Common governance challenges.

Innovative solutions that have been proven effective in
one region but not another.

Local context and their role in making climate resilience
strategies

Expected outcome of the comparing case study: This
would be a comparative case study where transferable
lessons and best practices will be revealed into other
regions throughout the world.

Expected outcomes

This research aims at producing a Localized Climate
Resilience Index, LCRI, which will help measure
the effectiveness of local governance strategies in
enhancing climate resilience. An index will provide
countries with a comparative tool to assess their
climate adaptation policies and practices.

Using interviews, surveys, and document analysis,
this study will produce key insights into:

+ Policy effectiveness in promoting climate resilience

» Barriers of successful implementation: Financial,
institutional, social.

*  Opportunities for strengthening local governance
and resilience-building.

* Theroleof public participation in crafting successful
climate adaptation policy.

*  Moreover, the study would also lend input to the
global climate policy by identifying best practices
and strategies for replication across regions.

LCRI indicators and selection criteria

The Localized Climate Resilience Index has four
major components, each of which is broken down
into indicators selected on the basis of the following
criteria:

* Relevance to local governance

+ Availability of data and measurability

» Cross-cultural applicability

» Sensitivity to regional variations
Component 1: governance capacity (30% weight)
Institutional framework (10%)

* Presence of dedicated climate units

* Inter-departmental coordination mechanisms
» Technical expertise availability

Financial resources (10%)

» Budget allocation for climate initiatives

* Availability of external funding

» Financial management capacity

Policy implementation (10%)

+ Effectiveness of policy enforcement

* Monitoring and evaluation systems

» Adaptation strategy updates

Component 2: vulnerability reduction (30% weight)
Physical infrastructure (10%)

* Climate-resilient infrastructure coverage

+ Early warning systems

« Emergency response facilities

Ecosystem protection (10%)

* Green space preservation

» Natural barrier maintenance

» Biodiversity conservation

Risk management (10%)

* Hazard mapping

* Vulnerability assessments

» Adaptation planning
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Component 3: public engagement (20% weight)
Stakeholder participation (10%)

»  Community consultation processes

* Indigenous knowledge integration

* Gender-responsive planning

Communication and awareness (10%)

. Climate education programs
. Public information systems
. Community feedback mechanisms

Component 4: Sustainability Integration (20% weight)
Economic sustainability (10%)

* Green job creation

* Climate-resilient industries

» Sustainable resource management

Social equity (10%)

* Protection of vulnerable groups

» Equal access to resources

+ Fair benefit distribution

Final calculation of LCRI: To calculate the LCRI
for a given region, the weighted average of each
component will be computed, considering the scores
for each subcomponent. Each subcomponent will be
rated on a standardized scale (e.g, 1 to 5, or 0 to 100)
based on qualitative data (from interviews and FGDs)
and quantitative data (from surveys).

Example Calculation:
* Governance Capacity: 4 (out of 5) - 4 * 30%=1.2

* Vulnerability Reduction: 3 (out of 5) —» 3 *
25%=0.75

* Public Engagement: 5 (out of 5) —» 5 * 20%=1.0

e Sustainability: 4 (out of 5) —» 4 * 25%=1.0

Total LCRI score for the region: 1.2 + 0.75 + 1.0 +
1.0=3.95 (out of 5)

This score will reflect the overall climate resilience of
the region, and can be used for comparison across
regions and countries.

Adjusting Weights Based on Context: While the
proposed weights are a starting point, you can adjust
them based on the specific priorities of your study.
For example, if a region is particularly vulnerable to
certain climate risks (e.g, coastal flooding), you may
choose to give higher weight to the Vulnerability
Reduction component. Similarly, if public engagement
is particularly strong in a region, you may increase the
weight for Public Engagement.

This flexibility allows for more precise assessments of
climate resilience, tailored to the unique challenges
and strengths of each region.

Implementation and analysis protocol

The implementation protocol uses network analysis,
process mapping, impact assessment, and efficiency
evaluation to create a comprehensive view of cross-
sectoral coordination effectiveness. The reporting
structure gives a detailed analysis of sector-wise
performance, integration  levels, coordination
effectiveness, and resource optimization. This
systematic approach ensures that the complex
interplay between different sectors and governance
levels is captured and analyzed in detail [21].

For data collection, traditional and innovative methods
have been used, involving both onsite and digital tools
for capturing the data comprehensively. The analysis
process deals with this complex multi-dimensional
data through advanced statistical methods and
qualitative analysis software. Validation checks at
routine intervals and iterative refinement of the analysis
process guarantee the reliability and robustness of the
results [22].

Given such diversity, its framework is more adaptable to
specific regional contexts that maintain methodological
rigor. Thus, it is really essential for having an LCRI to
capture effectively and measure how climate resilience
is governed across multiple contexts of place, society,
and economy at various levels yet be comparable by
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different regions or countries.
Cross-sectoral analysis framework

The cross-sectoral analysis framework examines both
horizontal and vertical integration of climate resilience
governance. Horizontal integration assessment
focuses on inter-departmental coordination through
jointplanning mechanisms, resource sharing protocols,
information exchange systems, and collaborative
decision-making processes. Policy coherence
metrics evaluate cross-departmental alignment,
budget integration, program synchronization, and
performance monitoring across different sectors.

Vertical integration analysis examines the alignment
between national and local governance structures
through policy implementation pathways, resource
allocation mechanisms, communication channels,
and feedback systems. The multi-level governance
assessment  considers authority  distribution,
resource flow patterns, decision-making processes,
and accountability mechanisms to ensure effective
coordination across different governance levels.

The framework pays particular attention to key
sectors including water management, agriculture,
urban planning, disaster management, public health,
transportation, and energy. Integration metrics track
joint programs, shared resources, combined initiatives,
and unified monitoring systems across these sectors.
The implementation framework utilizes specialized
data collection tools including cross-sectoral surveys,
integration assessment matrices, and coordination
tracking systems [23].

Case Studies
Case study 1: Turkey

Turkey is one country, located across a border
between Europe and Asia, presenting varied territorial
characteristics-from coastal to mountainous and
arid land. Such variations bring along a unique set
of climate vulnerabilities, including urban flooding
in coastal areas such as Istanbul, water shortages
in arid regions like Konya, and drought risks in the
agricultural regions. These challenges have been
primarily addressed at the level of centralized large-
scale interventions with leadership in the hands of the

national government, but the role of local governance
in climate adaptation is less explored, especially in
relation to addressing localized vulnerabilities [24, 25].

Local governance in the city of Istanbul has adopted
various adaptive measures. Adaptive measures
include infrastructural expansion of flood protection,
enlargements of public transportation built to reduce
emissions, and the development of smart city
technologies to effectively manage water resources.
Despite all these, there is a large gap between the
coordination of the local level and the national level.
Even in water-scarce regions such as Konya, local
levels have taken drought management initiatives
such as water-saving agricultural practices and
irrigation infrastructure investment. Such policies
often run counter to national priorities that focus more
on urban-cantered climate resilience rather than the
full integration of rural and agricultural systems [2].

The introduction of this study promotes the Localized
Climate Resilience Index, LCRI which will not only
differentiate itself, but also by presenting an inclusive
and contextual framework based on both urban and
rural perspectives. Unlike the other existing indices,
LCRI presents governance capacities at local levels
to consider regional vulnerabilities that are not related
to national policies. The LCRI will therefore identify
the disparity between large scale national initiatives
and targeted approaches required at the local level
in places like Konya. Assessing the implementation
effect of local climate governance, the LCRI seeks
to develop a practical adaptation tool to enhance
governance strategies and integrate local needs in
national planning. This case is germane because it
addresses urban and rural gulf formation within Turkey.

Case study 2: Japan

Japan, an island country experiencing several types
of climate risks such as earthquakes, typhoons,
tsunamis, and flooding, has been a leader in the
implementation of climate resilience. Their local
governments, especially cities like Tokyo and coastal
areas such as Okinawa, have long since integrated
climate adaptations into their disaster management
plans for preparedness and mitigation measures.
Japan’s system of disaster governance is highly
centralized, with the national government providing
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extensive funding for local-level initiatives. The model
has generally proven effective in urban settings,
where Tokyo has invested significantly in flood control
infrastructure and tsunami defence systems [26].

Challenges persist, particularly for more remote or
vulnerable areas, including Okinawa, threatened on
both sides by rising typhoons and rising sea levels.
Local governments in Okinawa have embraced a
community-based approach to adaptation, which
includes active efforts to restore the coral reef to
combat coast erosion and enhance the resilience of
fishery communities. The scale and impact of these
initiatives are, however, relatively constrained by
Okinawa’s relatively small local governance capacity.
Moreover, the policies lacked coordination with
national policies that emphasize technological and
urban resilience over ecosystem-based strategy [27].

The LCRI will provide a new lens with which to analyse
Japanese climate resilience strategies, focusing on
the effectiveness of local governance at granular
scales. The LCRI encompasses both technological
interventions, such as flood defences in Tokyo, and
an ecosystem-based approach, such as in Okinawa,
providing a more nuanced comparison between urban
and rural resilience efforts. More than that, the index
will review public involvement in local decision-making.
It will indicate how local governments of Japan can
become responsive and involved in activities that
enhance resilience. Using the LCRI to evaluate these
approaches, this research will give recommendations
on how to improve the integration of ecosystem-based
solutions in the local governance system, especially in
coastal and rural areas [28].

Case study 3: India

India faces a unique set of climate challenges due to
its vast size, diverse ecosystems, and socio-economic
disparities. The country’s climate vulnerability ranges
from extreme heatwaves and droughts in northern and
western regions, like Rajasthan, to coastal flooding and
cyclones in the east, such as in Odisha. In Delhi and
Mumbai, for example, local governments are initiating
climate adaptation strategies. However, the pace of
change is slow and varies greatly in how states and
municipalities deal with climate risks. For instance,
in Delhi, its local government has focused efforts

on improving air quality, enhancing flood drainage
systems, and establishing more green spaces to help
reduce the impact of the heat island effect in urban
areas.

In contrast, Mumbai is a coastal megacity which has
invested in coastal protection infrastructure and flood
resilience planning. However, such urban strategies
usually ignore rural constituencies where communities
suffer acute water stress including drought-prone
states like Rajasthan. Here, local governments
have undertaken initiatives in promoting water-
efficient agriculture but in isolation without linkage to
national-level policies for management of the water
sector. India’s decentralized governance structure
creates both opportunities and challenges for climate
resilience.

Whilelocalgovernments havethefreedomtoimplement
climate policies, they often lack the resources and
capacity to do so effectively. The Localized Climate
Resilience Index (LCRI) will play a critical role in this
context by providing a quantitative assessment of
local governance effectiveness in various regions.
The involvement of rural considerations will make the
LCRI more informative as regards the evaluation of
climate resilience in India, especially in redressing
inequities of the underrepresented regions. The gaps
in local governance capacity will be highlighted and
ways for the improvement of coordination between
the state, national, and local levels of governance are
suggested. The findings will be extremely important for
the upscaling of effective practices from urban areas
like Delhi and Mumbai to Rajasthan, for example.

Case study 4: China

China, with its rapidly growing economy and large
population, faces immense climate challenges,
including air pollution, water scarcity, flooding, and
extreme weather events.

The Chinese government has implemented several
national-level climate adaptation policies, such as
large-scale flood control projects, water diversion
schemes, and infrastructure investments in vulnerable
regions. At the local levels, especially in cities such
as Beijing and even at the rural level in the cases
of Yunnan, there have been localized strategies
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as adapted from national priorities to mitigate
these negative trends. On the local level in Beijing,
improvements in infrastructural resilience in the face of
such events have involved more green infrastructure,
like green roofs, parks, and tree-planting. The local
government has also been promoting energy efficiency
with developing renewable sources.

In Yunnan, where chronic water scarcity is a problem,
local governments have introduced water-saving
agricultural techniques and encouraged reforestation
efforts to combat desertification. But in rural areas,
governance capacity remains limited, and efforts from
the bottom by local governments and nongovernmental
organizations cannot scale up due to a lack of
resources and political support at higher levels of
government. The Localized Climate Resilience Index
(LCRI) will be very helpful in evaluating the potential
of local governance in China to align more with
national climate policies and narrow down regional
vulnerabilities. LCRI will emphasize success levels
in local climate adaptation in a rural region such as
Yunnan, which faces heavy water scarcity threats.

The index will also evaluate the contribution of public
participation to decision-making, which is essential to
make local climate strategies sustainable. Based on
this study, it will be shown how LCRI can enable China’s
local governments to create stronger communities
through improvement in governance frameworks and
engagement of the community for climate action.

Case study 5: South Korea

South Korea is one of the world’s advanced economies
that has put much effort into climate change issues
through its central government through climate action
plans.

Local governments, especially cities like Seoul and
Jeju Island, have formulated their own strategies for
climate adaptation, often toward green urban spaces,
energy efficiency, and disaster preparedness.

Seoul has adopted wide-ranging green building
policies, developed urban parks to mitigate heat stress,
and invested in public transportation to reduce carbon
emissions. Jeju Island, which relies heavily on tourism,
has instead built-up climate resilience by establishing

it as a sustainable tourism destination and various
protection programs along the coastlines. Despite
these gains, the local governments in South Korea find
it hard to adapt to climate change, especially in areas
that are farther away or rural, because of scarcity and
a lack of access to resources and technical know-how.
Moreover, because governance is top-down, there is
usually inadequate input from the locals in terms of
decision-making processes. The climate adaptation
practices in South Korea would be better served by
local participation and a more regional approach to
vulnerabilities. The Localized Climate Resilience
Index (LCRI) provides a new conceptual framework
for determining the effectiveness of local governance
in South Korea.

This LCRI will measure the performance of Seoul’s
green infrastructure and Jeju Island’s sustainable
tourism initiatives for a comparison that would further
inform adaptation strategies for other regions.

The LCRI shall focus on the themes of local context
and public engagement in governance for more
inclusive and contextually relevant future climate-
resilient strategies.

How the LCRI makes a difference

The Localized Climate Resilience Index (LCRI) is
unique in how it tries to integrate qualitatively derived
data with quantitative, which makes it holistic to
evaluate local governance strategies.

In contrast to existing indices, which mostly focus on
either national data or general indicators of climate
resilience, the LCRI provides a detailed contextual
evaluation of local governance practices.

Giventhatregionalindices onlyfocusonspecificregions
within countries, the LCRI, capturing the intricacies of
local climate vulnerabilities and governance capacities
often ignored by global assessments, holds significant
value. Comparative framework by LCRI helps identify
best practices across countries and regions, bringing
knowledge and strategies to be exchanged. At the
same time, gaps in governance capacity, resource
allocation, and public participation are identified with
recommendations to local governments for action.
The LCRI considers local contexts and involves both
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urban and rural perspectives to ensure that resilience
strategies related to climate are not one-size-fits-
all but are tailored and meet the needs of a region.
Ultimately, the LCRI serves as a powerful tool for
local governments and policymakers to assess their
climate adaptation efforts and improve their strategies
for fostering long-term resilience.

Results and Discussions

The output from this research, with a focus on the
Localized Climate Resilience Index application, offers
deep insights regarding the strengths and weaknesses
in climate governance across Turkey, Japan, India,
China, and South Korea. There is a unique socio-
political landscape and climate vulnerability in each
country, serving as a backdrop for understanding
the efficacy of localized governance. By integrating
qualitative and quantitative data, the study captures
the complexity of local resilience strategies and their
alignment with national policies, which reveals how
critical local governance is for mitigating climate risks.

The results from Turkey highlighted a very high gap in
the effectiveness of urban versus rural governance in
managing challenges related to climate. Urban areas,
especially Istanbul, have made notable strides in flood
management and the mitigation of the urban heat
island effect through infrastructure development and
green space creation. Nevertheless, in rural areas,
such as Konya, which face extreme water shortages,
LCRI scores are lower because of the minimal
resource availability and lack of incorporation of local
needs in national policies. This gap emphasizes the
urgent need for a more integrated framework that
connects national priorities with localized climate
adaptation efforts. The results indicate that Turkey’s
climate resilience can be improved by better resource
distribution and increased local government autonomy.

Japan has a different story, where the centralized
disaster management system has been very effective
in urban centres like Tokyo. The high resilience of the
city is due to its strong flood defence mechanisms,
early warning systems, and high public engagement
in disaster preparedness. However, rural and coastal
regions, such as Okinawa, show a gap in vulnerability.
Although technological interventions exist, the lack of
ecosystem-based approaches and low stakeholder

engagement at the local level have decreased
the LCRI scores in these areas. There have been
findings that even though technology-driven solutions
are advanced in the state, a strong and inclusive
community- and ecosystem-oriented approach to
developing resilience must be enhanced among other
regions.

Geography plays a big challenge in such a large,
diverse territory as India; the findings of the LCRI
express the disparity of climate governance in urban
and rural areas, where cities such as Delhi and
Mumbai are more urbanized, developed in plans,
and improving drainage infrastructure and mitigating
urban heat through green infrastructure. However, in
the case of rural areas and particularly drought-prone
regions like Rajasthan, acute water management
issues prevail due to limited governance capacity.
The lower LCRI scores of these areas indicate a
governance gap where national water policies are not
able to satisfactorily address localized agricultural and
water scarcity concerns. This misalignment underlines
the need for a decentralized approach that empowers
local governments to tailor climate strategies according
to their regional contexts.

The governance model of China is very top-down,
with significant success in urban climate resilience.
Beijing is a good example of a city that has made
remarkable progress in green infrastructure and flood
management, which resulted in high LCRI scores
for urban governance. Rural provinces like Yunnan,
which are heavily reliant on agriculture and suffer
from chronic water shortages, scored much lower.
The results show that whereas national policies are
robust in cities, local governance is under-resourced
and less responsive to local needs in rural settings.
This suggests that climate strategy in China might
require enhanced participation at the local level and
more flexible frameworks of policies to accommodate
regional adjustments.

Results for South Korea reflect a balanced but still
dynamic landscape of climate governance. Successful
policy implementation regarding energy efficiency,
green infrastructure, and public transportation in
urban centres like Seoul has resulted in a decrease in
carbon emissions and urban heat. Jeju Island, being
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a highly tourist-reliant region, has taken great steps
toward sustainable tourism and coastal protection.
However, in the case of rural areas, the policy
implementation of climate adaptation has not been
possible because of technical limitations and lack of
resources. The LCRI scores have the implication that
South Korean cities have prepared well in confronting
climatic challenges, whereas other policy innovation
and resource rechannels are needed in other parts of
the country if resilient capacity is to be gained in the
long term.

What makes this piece different is the use of a new
LCRI technique providing a more multidimensional
examination of governance effectiveness. As a local-
level index that adds local governance capacities,
public participation, and context-specific indicators
to its more traditional reliance on national-level data,
it is arguably a much sharper instrument of regional
resilience. The repeated application of LCRI to
multiple case studies reveals the pattern of urban-rural
disparities in governance capacity, underscores the
importance of public engagement, and pinpoints inter-
regional policy coherence as a pressing imperative.

One of the particularly important findings is the role
of public participation in creating effective climate
governance. Everywhere, the regions with strong
community involvement in decision-making processes
had higher LCRI scores. This trend indicates the
need to promote inclusive structures of governance
that empower the local communities and incorporate
their insights into policy development. For instance,
for example, regions in Japan and South Korea
implementing prolonged public consultation processes
obtained higher resilience outcome and indicate that
inclusive governance both enhances policy relevance
and strengthens societal trust and cooperation.

The comparative analysis also reveals the importance
of ecosystem-based solutions in enhancing climate
resilience. Regions where governance frameworks
placed emphasis on natural resource management and
sustainable land use saw improvements in resilience
scores in parts of India and China. This finding
underscores the potential of integrating traditional
ecological knowledge and modern environmental
practices to create holistic adaptation strategies that

are both effective and sustainable.

The other important finding from this study is the
existence of resource allocation and capacity building
gaps at the local level. Although the country committed
to climate resilience, various regions, especially rural
and disadvantaged ones, lack sufficient resources
and technical capacity. From the LCRI findings, it
appears that these inequalities must be addressed
through systematic capacity building, where the local
governments are empowered and equipped with the
necessary capacity to effectively implement climate
adaptation measures.

This study, therefore, contributes to a new paradigm
for climate resilience assessment using the Localized
Climate Resilience Index, and helps explain how
governance effectiveness is varied across different
regional contexts. The results indicate that even
though national policies define climate strategies, their
effectiveness lies in the ability of local governments to
implement and adapt these to the needs of a specific
region. The LCRI is a very useful tool for policymakers
as it identifies best practices and governance gaps
that can provide actionable insights for enhancing
climate resilience at both local and national levels.

Adapting findings from five countries to global
contexts

While comparing and contrasting the interaction
between local and national governance structures in
other countries, one has to see how the results drawn
from the cases can be generalized or adapted for use
in other global contexts. This involves seeing common
trends, challenges, and best practices that can be
applied or customized according to different regional
or national requirements.

Contextualizing policy implementation

One of the lessons from the case studies of the five
countries is that national policies must be adapted
to local conditions. National governments often set
broad policies, but their success depends on how
effectively they are implemented at the local level.
For example, health, education, or environmental
sustainability policies may need to be adjusted
significantly to account for regional disparities in
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resources, infrastructure, and local priorities.

Application Globally: Other countries can benefit from
understanding the importance of policy customization.
A national education policy that works well in one
region may not be suitable in another without
considering local demographics, culture, and existing
infrastructure. International organizations or nations
with similar development challenges can learn from
the flexibility shown in countries that have successfully
tailored national policies to fit diverse local needs.

Resource allocation mechanism strengthening

Resource allocation and funding mechanisms form
the core of the relationship between national and local
governments. Where national governments distribute
resources effectively and grant financial autonomy to
local governments, as is seen in the case studies, local
governments have been better equipped to address
community-specific challenges.

Application Globally: Countries that decentralize
less effectively may benefit from adopting the more
equitable and transparent resource allocation system
so that money set to the local governments is seen
as sufficient to solve local problems. Developing
countries would learn from their various peers, such
as exploring funding models like targeted grants or
revenue-sharing models that make local authorities
have more control.

Using Decentralization for Better Governance

Many of the countries analysed allow varying degrees
of local autonomy, allowing local governments to make
decisions suited best to the needs of the community.
The local autonomy, in many ways, has produced
more effective governance because local officials
are better known to the conditions and needs of their
constituents.

Application Globally: In areas where local governance
is more limited by central governments, there
is an opportunity for better governance through
decentralization of decision-making processes.
Other countries can encourage more responsive,
participatory, and efficient governance by empowering
local governments to own policies such as urban
planning, health interventions, and environmental

management.

Intergovernmental coordination and

communication

Harmonizing national policies with local actions would
thus require effective intergovernmental relations.
The five countries analysed in this report have all
set up platforms for intergovernmental dialogue and
coordination that have minimized the occurrence of
conflicts and made it possible to adapt national goals
to the needs at the local level.

Application Globally: In a country where there is a
break in communication between the local and national
governments, the establishment of formal mechanisms
to regularly consult will be very precious. This could be
intergovernmental councils, collaborative task forces,
or public-private partnerships towards bridging the gap
between national directives and local needs. This will
improve the alignment between the different levels of
governance, particularly in areas like climate change,
infrastructure development, and public health.

Learning from successful case studies in global
policy

The case studies show that collaborative efforts
between national and local governments have led to
successful outcomes in various sectors. For example,
in disaster management, local governments play a
vital role in responding quickly to emergencies, while
national governments can provide resources and
coordinate efforts.

Global Application: Other countries which have
comparable difficulties in their situation, whether
through natural disaster or urbanization and public
health challenges, can then adapt the same
collaborative models and improve their respective
governance  structures. Preparedness, local
responsiveness, and national coordination become
concepts applicable to different regional challenges:
from flood management in Southeast Asia to health
responses in sub-Saharan Africa.

Conclusion

Adaptation across borders
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Findings in the case studies of the five countries have
tremendous lessons to apply in a multiplicity of contexts
across the world. The nature of the socio-political
environment varies with different countries, yet the
fundamental issues of policy customization, resource
allocation, local power devolution, intergovernmental
coordination, and collaboration are those that can
apply universally to change governance both locally
and nationally worldwide.

These insights will, therefore, give a roadmap on how

References

1. Ahmad, S, and Hassan, S. “Green infrastructure as
a tool for urban climate resilience: A meta-analysis of
global case studies.” Landscape and Urban Planning,
224 (2022): 104393.

2. Sheikh, A, and Abbas, R. Water resilience in arid
regions: A study of the Gulf Cooperation Council.
Desalination and Water Treatment, 245(2021):1-10.

3. UNFCCC. “Enhancing climate Local
governance and adaptation strategies.” United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.
(2021).

resilience:

4. Reddy, S, and Narayan, R. “Building climate resilience
in rural India: The role of decentralized governance.”
World Development, 165 (2023):106007.

5. Nguyen, T. H, and Tran, Q. L. “Urban wetlands as
climate adaptation tools: Insights from Vietnam.”
Ecological Indicators, 144(2022):109542.

6. Patel, R, and Kumar, V. “Enhancing resilience in urban
governance: A case study of water management in
Ahmedabad.” Environment and Urbanization, 34
(2022): 553-572.

7. Li, X, and Yang, Z. “Addressing water scarcity through
climate adaptation: Evidence from China’s local
policies.” Water Policy, 25(2023):18-33.

8. Diedrich, Graham. “Evaluating local climate policy:
Municipal action plans through the lens of resilience
and environmental justice.” PLOS Climate 3 (2024):
e0000395.

to make more effective and inclusive governance
systems that can better address the wide range of
problems that nations around the world are facing.
With these international experiences, countries will
be able to build resilient, sustainable, and responsive
systems for their populations.

9. Yuan, Jihui, Craig Farnham, and Kazuo Emura.
“Effectof differentreflection directional characteristics
of building facades on outdoor thermal environment
and indoor heat loads by CFD analysis.” Urban
Climate 38 (2021): 100875.

10. Zhao, J, and Wu, Q. “Integrating climate resilience
into urban planning in China: A review of policies
and practices.” Climate Policy, 20 (2020): 657-672.

11. Garcia, C. R, and Torres, P. L. “Participatory
approaches to adaptation in
America: Challenges and opportunities.” Regional
Environmental Change, 21(2021): 120.

climate Latin

12. IPCC. “Climate Change 2023: Impacts, Adaptation,
and Vulnerability.” Intergovernmental
Climate Change. (2023).

Panel on

13. Park, J. S, and Kim, H. J. “Coastal resilience
strategies in South Korea: A case study analysis.”
Marine Policy, 122(2020):104280.

14. Bang, H, and Olsson, P. “Local
collaboration in the EU: Advancing regional climate
resilience.” Regional Studies, 58(2024): 280-297.

government

15. Patel, A. R, and Mehta, P. “Exploring barriers to
climate governance in urban India.” Urban Studies,
58(2021):1563-1580.

16. Singh, G, and Choudhury, B. “Inclusive climate
adaptation for marginalized communities in South
Asia.” Sustainability, 14(2022):4023.

17. Svensson, E, and Olle, A. “Addressing technical

J Glob Entrep Manage 2025; Vol. 2(3)

Page - 24


https://unfccc.int/
https://unfccc.int/
https://journals.plos.org/climate/article?id=10.1371/journal.pclm.0000395
https://journals.plos.org/climate/article?id=10.1371/journal.pclm.0000395
https://journals.plos.org/climate/article?id=10.1371/journal.pclm.0000395
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S221209552100105X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S221209552100105X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S221209552100105X
https://www.ipcc.ch/
https://www.ipcc.ch/

Banerjee P

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

capacity gaps in local governance for climate
adaptation.” Environmental Policy and Governance,
32(2022):310-322.

Friel, S, and Blakely, T. “Governance fragmentation
and its impact on climate resilience: A case from New
Zealand.” Public Administration, 101(2023):118-131.

Parker, R, and Thompson, L. “Political barriers to
long-term climate strategies in urban governance.”
Climate Policy, 21(2021):632-649.

Kumar, S, and Rao, M. “Financial challenges in local
climate adaptation: Perspectives from Southeast
Asia.” Climate and Development, 15(2023):205-219.

Hansen, H, and Nielsen, T. “Public participation in
local climate governance: Lessons from Scandinavian
countries.” International Journal of Environmental
Studies, 77(2020):984-998.

Delgado, J. C, and Perez, L. “Engaging communities
in climate resilience planning: A Latin American
perspective.” Journal of Environmental Policy and
Planning, 24(2022):620-636.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Wu, X, and Lin, Z. “Trust-building in local climate
adaptation efforts in China.” Environmental Science
and Policy, 147(2023):246-255.

Greenberg, M, and Allen, T.
climate resilience practices: A global review.” Cities,
130(2022):103913.

“Innovative urban

O'Brien, K, and Leichenko, R. “Urban resilience
through green infrastructure: The role of policy
innovation.” Urban Forestry and Urban Greening,
78(2023):127098.

Rahman, A, and Islam, S. “Community-based
adaptation strategies in Bangladesh: Building
resilience in flood-prone areas.” Disaster Risk

Reduction, 20(2023):105109.

Zhang, Y, and Li, W. “Cross-regional collaboration
for climate adaptation in the EU: Lessons for Asia.”
Global Environmental Change, 82(2023):102619.

European Commission. “Covenant of Mayors for
Climate and Energy: Progress report.” (2022).

Citation: Priyant, Banerjee and Bhat A. “Local Governance and Climate Resilience: A Qualitative

Inquiry into Sustainable Futures in Turkey and Beyond”. J Glob Entrep Manage (2024): 119.
DOI: 10.59462/3068-174X.2.3.119
J Glob Entrep Manage 2025; Vol. 2(3) Page - 25


https://www.eumayors.eu/
https://www.eumayors.eu/
http://doi.org/10.59462/3068-174X.2.3.119

