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ABSTRACT 

Climate change adaptation (CCA) has become a critical condition for achieving 

sustainable development, particularly in climate-vulnerable contexts where governance 

constraints, uneven adaptive capacity, and limited access to technology hinder 

implementation. This study conducts a systematic literature review combined with 

bibliometric mapping and qualitative thematic synthesis to examine how the academic 

literature conceptualizes and operationalizes the relationship between climate adaptation and 

sustainable development. Using the Scopus database and PRISMA-guided screening 

procedures, 38 core studies published between 2010 and 2025 were selected from an initial 

pool of 8,902 records. VOSviewer was employed to analyze keyword co-occurrence and 

bibliographic coupling patterns, while thematic content analysis was used to identify major 

research domains and comparative trends. The findings reveal three dominant themes: (1) 

policy mainstreaming and institutional integration, (2) sectoral and technological adaptation, 

and (3) equity, local capacity, and implementation barriers. The review also shows important 

differences across developed and developing country contexts, sectoral applications, 

governance scales, and methodological approaches. A central contribution of the study is the 

identification of a persistent theory-practice gap, driven by institutional fragmentation, 

resource limitations, unequal access to technology, and weak integration of local knowledge. 

Based on these findings, the paper proposes evidence-informed implications for future 

research and policy discussion in climate-vulnerable developing countries such as Vietnam. 

Keywords: Climate change adaptation, climate-smart agriculture, multi-level governance, 

Scopus data, sustainable development. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Climate change adaptation has become a central condition for achieving sustainable 

development rather than a secondary environmental concern [1]. As climate-related risks 

intensify across food systems, infrastructure, public health, and urban settlements, 

development outcomes increasingly depend on the capacity of institutions, communities, and 

production systems to adjust to climatic stressors in timely and equitable ways [1], [2]. In this 

context, sustainable development can no longer be understood only in terms of economic 

growth, social welfare, and environmental protection in isolation; it must also incorporate the 

practical ability to anticipate, absorb, and respond to climate-related disruptions [1], [2]. 

A growing body of literature has therefore examined the relationship between climate 

change adaptation and sustainable development. This literature emphasizes that adaptation is 

most effective when it is embedded in planning, governance, and sectoral decision-making 
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rather than treated as a standalone policy domain [3]–[5]. At the same time, recent scholarship 

has highlighted the increasing importance of technological and operational instruments–

including equipment provision, digital tools, monitoring systems, and climate-responsive 

infrastructure–in translating adaptation goals into concrete development practice [6]. Such 

instruments are especially relevant in climate-sensitive sectors such as agriculture, urban 

planning, water management, and decentralized energy systems, where adaptive performance 

depends not only on strategic policy alignment but also on the availability, accessibility, and 

appropriateness of technical solutions [4], [6]. 

However, the literature remains fragmented in several respects. First, research is often 

organized in sectoral silos, with separate discussions of agriculture, urban resilience, 

governance, or technological innovation, while cross-sectoral synthesis remains limited [4], 

[6]. Second, although adaptation is widely recognized in global policy discourse, a persistent 

theory–practice gap continues to constrain implementation, particularly in developing and 

climate-vulnerable contexts [3], [7], [8]. Third, while the literature increasingly discusses 

digital transformation, smart systems, and innovation for adaptation, it is less clear how these 

approaches are distributed across geographical contexts, governance scales, and development 

conditions, or how far they are directly applicable to the needs of vulnerable communities in 

the Global South [9]–[12]. 

Against this background, this study conducts a systematic literature review combined 

with bibliometric mapping and qualitative thematic synthesis to examine how the academic 

literature conceptualizes and operationalizes the relationship between climate adaptation and 

sustainable development. Particular attention is given to the role of governance, policy 

integration, and equipment–or technology–related provision in supporting adaptive 

development pathways. Rather than treating equipment provision as a purely technical issue, 

the study considers it as part of a broader adaptation system shaped by vulnerability, 

institutional capacity, affordability, accessibility, and social equity [5], [9], [11], [13], [14]. 

This review also aims to generate evidence–based implications for climate–vulnerable 

developing countries such as Vietnam. Nevertheless, the purpose of this paper is not to present 

an empirical case study of Vietnam, but to synthesize international literature in order to 

identify patterns, gaps, and analytical directions that may inform future research and policy 

discussion in similar contexts [8], [9], [12], [13]. 

Accordingly, the study is guided by the following review questions: 

RQ1. What major thematic domains characterize the literature on climate adaptation and 

sustainable development, particularly in relation to policy, governance, and technological or 

equipment-related provision? 

RQ2. What comparative patterns emerge across geographical contexts, sectoral 

applications, governance scales, and methodological approaches in the reviewed studies? 

RQ3. What theory-practice gaps and implementation barriers are most frequently 

identified in the literature, especially in the Global South? 

RQ4. What evidence-based implications can be drawn from the reviewed literature for 

future research and policy discussion in climate-vulnerable developing countries such as 

Vietnam? 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

This study is anchored in three complementary theoretical perspectives that help explain 

how climate adaptation can be integrated into sustainable development practice: vulnerability 

assessment and mitigation, adaptive capacity theory, and governance and institutional theory. 
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Vulnerability assessment and mitigation provides the first analytical foundation. This 

perspective conceptualizes climate vulnerability through the interaction of exposure, 

sensitivity, and adaptive capacity, thereby helping to explain why some communities, sectors, 

and territories are more susceptible to climate impacts than others [15], [16]. Within the 

context of sustainable development, this framework is important because it links risk diagnosis 

to intervention design: identifying who is vulnerable, in what ways, and under which 

conditions provides a basis for selecting measures that reduce losses, strengthen resilience, 

and improve development outcomes [15], [16]. In this study, the vulnerability perspective is 

used to interpret how the reviewed literature identifies priority risk domains and justifies 

adaptation–oriented interventions, including technical and operational measures. 

Adaptive capacity theory constitutes the second theoretical pillar. This theory emphasizes 

that effective adaptation depends on the ability of a system, community, or institution to adjust 

to climatic change, cope with adverse impacts, and reorganize under conditions of uncertainty 

[17], [18]. Adaptive capacity is shaped by multiple factors, including access to resources, 

knowledge, technology, infrastructure, institutional support, and social learning [17], [19]. 

This perspective is particularly relevant for the present review because the literature on 

climate-adapted development frequently addresses not only whether technological solutions 

exist, but also whether actors have the material, organizational, and social capacity to adopt 

and sustain them [17], [18]. Accordingly, this framework supports the analysis of how 

adaptation instruments–including equipment and digital technologies–interact with wider 

enabling conditions. 

Governance and institutional theory forms the third theoretical basis. Climate adaptation 

is not implemented in a governance vacuum; it depends on coordination among state 

institutions, local authorities, communities, donors, and private actors across multiple levels 

[3], [20]. Governance and institutional theory helps explain why adaptation policies that 

appear conceptually sound may fail in practice due to fragmented authority, weak institutional 

capacity, limited accountability, or poor coordination across sectors and scales [3], [20]. This 

framework is therefore essential for examining the recurrent theory–practice gap identified in 

the literature. In the context of this review, it is used to analyze how the reviewed studies 

discuss policy integration, multi-level governance, institutional barriers, financing 

arrangements, and the conditions under which adaptation measures become inclusive and 

implementable [3], [20]. 

Taken together, these three frameworks provide a coherent analytical lens for the review. 

Vulnerability assessment and mitigation clarifies why adaptation is necessary; adaptive 

capacity theory explains what enables or constrains adaptive action; and governance and 

institutional theory helps interpret how adaptation is organized, implemented, and scaled in 

practice [3], [15], [20]. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

This study adopts a systematic literature review (SLR) design supported by bibliometric 

mapping and qualitative thematic content analysis. The review was conducted in accordance 

with the logic of the PRISMA framework in order to improve transparency, traceability, and 

replicability in the identification, screening, eligibility assessment, and inclusion of studies [21]. 

3.1. Data source and search strategy 

The Scopus database was selected as the sole source of bibliographic data because of its 

broad coverage of peer-reviewed international literature and its suitability for citation and 

keyword-based bibliometric analysis. The database also allows structured export of metadata 

required for network visualization and thematic coding. 
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The search strategy was designed to capture literature at the intersection of sustainable 

development and climate adaptation, with attention to policy, governance, and technology-

related dimensions. The search was conducted using the following query: 

(“Sustainable development” OR “SDGs”) AND (“Climate change adaptation” OR 

“Resilience”) AND (“Policy” OR “Governance” OR “Technology”) 

The query was applied to the title, abstract, and keyword fields of the Scopus database. The 

review covered the period 2010–2025, with particular analytical attention to the period 2015–

2023 in order to reflect the post-Paris Agreement and SDG implementation context. 

3.2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

To ensure relevance and consistency, the review applied the following inclusion criteria: 

(1) publications indexed in Scopus; 

(2) documents published between 2010 and 2025; 

(3) peer-reviewed journal articles, book chapters, and conference papers; 

(4) publications written in English; 

(5) studies examining climate adaptation in relation to sustainable development, 

resilience, governance, policy, or technological interventions. 

The following exclusion criteria were applied: 

(1) duplicate records; 

(2) publications without sufficient relevance to the intersection of climate adaptation 

and sustainable development; 

(3) studies focused exclusively on climate mitigation without meaningful adaptation 

content; 

(4) editorials, notes, non-scholarly commentaries, and documents without accessible 

bibliographic information for screening; 

(5) studies that did not provide sufficient conceptual, empirical, or review-based 

contribution to the objectives of the present synthesis. 

3.3. Screening stages 

The screening process followed four stages: identification, screening, eligibility, and 

inclusion [21]. 

In the identification stage, the initial database search yielded 8,902 records. In 

the screening stage, duplicate records were removed, and the remaining records were screened 

based on titles and abstracts. Publications that were clearly unrelated to the review focus were 

excluded at this point. In the eligibility stage, potentially relevant studies were assessed 

through full-text review in order to determine conceptual and analytical fit with the review 

questions. Finally, in the inclusion stage, 38 studies were retained as the core corpus for in-

depth synthesis. 

A PRISMA flow diagram should be included in the final manuscript to report the number 

of records at each stage and the reasons for exclusion during full-text assessment [21]. 

3.4. Analytical tools and procedures 

Two complementary analytical approaches were used. 

First, bibliometric analysis was conducted using VOSviewer [22]. Bibliographic records 

were exported from Scopus in CSV format and cleaned before analysis. VOSviewer was used 

to generate and visualize: (1) keyword co-occurrence networks, in order to identify the main 

thematic clusters in the literature; (2) bibliographic coupling networks, in order to examine 

intellectual linkages among included studies and reveal patterns of thematic convergence [22]. 
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In addition, Microsoft Excel was used for data cleaning, screening logs, descriptive tabulation, 

and coding support. 

Second, the final set of 38 included studies was examined through qualitative thematic 

content analysis. The coding process was conducted iteratively in order to identify recurring 

themes related to policy integration and sustainable development, governance and institutional 

arrangements, technological and equipment-related adaptation approaches, sectoral 

applications, implementation barriers, theory–practice gaps, and implications for climate-

vulnerable developing contexts [3], [7], [20]. 

3.5. Strategy of evidence reporting 

To strengthen methodological clarity, the review distinguishes among three levels of 

interpretation in later sections of the paper: (1) direct findings from the included studies; (2) 

the authors’ comparative and thematic synthesis, and (3) forward-looking implications for 

Vietnam and similar developing contexts. 

This distinction is important because the paper does not treat all claims as equally 

evidenced. Descriptive and comparative findings are derived directly from the reviewed 

corpus, while Vietnam-oriented implications are presented as evidence-informed conceptual 

recommendations grounded in the identified gaps of the literature. 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1. Descriptive characteristics and keyword co-occurrence analysis 

The final corpus of 38 included studies shows a clear concentration of publications in the 

period after 2020, indicating increased scholarly attention to the relationship between climate 

adaptation and sustainable development in the post-Paris Agreement era [1], [2], [7], [9], [10], 

[12], [23]–[27]. Direct findings from the reviewed studies suggest that the literature is not 

evenly distributed across topics; rather, it is organized around a limited number of recurring 

thematic domains, especially policy integration, sectoral adaptation, technological innovation, 

and governance-related barriers [1], [3], [6], [7], [12], [20], [24], [27], [28]. 

The keyword co-occurrence analysis conducted in VOSviewer provides a more 

structured view of this thematic landscape. Using a minimum occurrence threshold of 2, the 

analysis retained 15 keywords, which were grouped into 3 clusters. Across these clusters, three 

dominant domains were consistently visible. The first domain centers on policy 

mainstreaming and institutional integration, with recurring terms such as sustainable 

development, SDGs, policy, governance, and adaptation planning [1], [3], [6], [8], [20]. The 

second domain focuses on sectoral and technological adaptation, particularly in agriculture, 

food systems, urban resilience, and digital applications such as AI, IoT, and blockchain [2], 

[6], [11], [12], [24], [26]. The third domain emphasizes equity, local capacity, and 

implementation barriers, including social vulnerability, local knowledge, institutional 

fragmentation, and unequal access to adaptive resources [4], [7], [8], [28]–[35]. 

Taken together, these keyword clusters suggest that the field has evolved beyond a purely 

normative discussion of why adaptation matters. The literature increasingly addresses how 

adaptation is implemented across sectors and under what institutional and technological 

conditions it becomes operational [3], [6], [7], [11], [12], [20]. At the same time, the co-

occurrence structure also indicates that technology-related terms tend to appear alongside 

governance- and capacity-related terms, implying that the literature does not treat equipment 

or digital tools as independent solutions, but rather as interventions whose effectiveness 

depends on enabling institutional and social conditions [7], [11], [12], [28], [35]. 
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Table 1. Keyword co-occurrence clusters in the reviewed literature.  

Cluster Dominant keywords Interpretive label 
Representative 

studies 

C1 sustainable development, SDGs, policy, 

governance, adaptation planning 

Policy mainstreaming and 

institutional integration 

[1], [3], [8], 

[9], [20] 

C2 climate-smart agriculture, technology, 

AI, IoT, blockchain, resilience 

Sectoral and technological 

adaptation 

[2], [6], [11], 

[12], [24], [26] 

C3 vulnerability, equity, local knowledge, 

barriers, adaptive capacity 

Equity, local capacity, and 

implementation barriers 
[7], [28]–

[35] 

Source: Author’s calculation based on bibliographic data retrieved from Scopus and analyzed using 

VOSviewer 

4.2. Bibliographic coupling and comparative analytical synthesis 

While keyword co-occurrence identifies the semantic structure of the field, bibliographic 

coupling helps reveal how the included studies are intellectually grouped through shared 

references [22]. Using a document-level threshold of 0, the VOSviewer coupling analysis 

generated 38 coupled documents grouped into 3 major clusters. Direct findings from this 

analysis suggest that the reviewed literature is organized less by disciplinary boundaries than 

by problem orientation. Three broad coupling groups are particularly evident. 

The first group is dominated by studies on adaptation governance, mainstreaming, and 

institutional coordination [1], [3], [8], [9], [20], [36]. These studies are linked by a common 

concern with embedding climate adaptation into development planning, strengthening 

institutional coherence, and improving decision-making under uncertainty. The second group 

centers on sectoral implementation, especially in agriculture and urban systems [2], [6], [23], 

[24], [26], [28], [37], [38]. These studies focus on how adaptation is operationalized through 

climate-smart agriculture, urban planning, resilient infrastructure, and risk reduction 

strategies. The third group emphasizes community-level adaptation, social equity, and co-

production of knowledge [4], [7], [29], [35]. Here, the shared concern is not only whether 

adaptation policies exist, but whether they are socially legitimate, locally usable, and 

accessible to vulnerable groups. 

A stronger comparative reading of these coupled groups reveals several patterns. 

First, developed-country studies tend to emphasize strategic planning tools, adaptive 

pathways, and institutional innovation, often under conditions of relatively stronger 

governance capacity and data availability [2], [36]. By contrast, developing-country 

studies more frequently focus on implementation barriers, local vulnerability, community 

participation, and constraints related to affordability, institutional weakness, and uneven 

access to technology [4], [7], [8], [27], [29], [35]. Second, clear sectoral differences are visible. 

Agricultural studies often emphasize technology adoption, climate-smart production, and 

resource access [24], [27], [35], whereas urban studies focus more strongly on governance 

scale, planning justice, and integration across risk reduction and adaptation agendas [6], [23], 

[24], [28], [31], [37], [38]. 

Third, the reviewed studies vary by governance scale. Local and community-level studies 

tend to foreground knowledge co-production, local institutions, and social inclusion [4], [29], 

[34], whereas national and multi-level studies more often examine policy coherence, inter-

institutional coordination, and financing arrangements [1], [3], [9], [20], [36]. Fourth, the 

literature is methodologically mixed but uneven. Much of the corpus relies on conceptual 

discussion, policy analysis, and case-based qualitative approaches, while fewer studies provide 
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comparative cross-country or systematically evaluated evidence on implementation 

effectiveness [2], [7], [8], [27], [28], [36]. This methodological imbalance helps explain why 

adaptation is well theorized in the literature but less consistently evidenced in practice. 

Table 2. Comparative analytical patterns identified through bibliographic coupling and thematic coding.  

Analytical 

dimension 
Dominant pattern Representative studies 

Geographical 

context 

Developed-country studies emphasize planning 

tools and institutional innovation; developing-

country studies emphasize implementation barriers, 

vulnerability, and local capacity 

Developed: [2], [36]; 

Developing: [4], [7], [8], 

[28], [29], [35] 

Sectoral focus 

Agriculture emphasizes CSA, technology adoption, 

and resource access; urban studies emphasize 

planning integration, equity, and resilient 

infrastructure 

Agriculture: [24], [27], 

[35]; 

Urban: [6], [24], [28], 

[31], [37], [38] 

Governance 

scale 

Local studies foreground participation and co-

production; multi-level studies foreground 

coordination and institutional coherence 

Local: [4], [29], [34]; 

Multi-level: [1], [3], [9], 

[20], [36] 

Methodological 

approach 

The literature is dominated by conceptual, policy, 

and case-based studies; fewer studies provide 

comparative or systematically evaluated 

implementation evidence 

[2], [7], [8], [27], [28], 

[36] 

Source: Author’s calculation based on bibliographic data retrieved from Scopus and analyzed using 

VOSviewer 

4.3. The theory–practice gap as a central synthesis finding 

One of the strongest findings emerging from the review is the persistence of a theory–

practice gap. Direct evidence from the included studies shows that adaptation is widely 

endorsed in policy discourse and academic frameworks, yet implementation remains uneven, 

fragmented, and often exclusionary [3], [7], [8], [20], [24], [27], [28], [37], [38]. This gap is 

especially visible in vulnerable contexts where adaptation is expected to address multiple risks 

simultaneously-climatic exposure, livelihood insecurity, weak institutions, and social 

inequality [4], [7], [27], [29], [32], [35]. 

The reviewed studies point to at least four recurrent causes of this gap. The first 

is institutional fragmentation. Adaptation responsibilities are often dispersed across ministries, 

agencies, and planning levels, producing overlap, weak coordination, and policy inconsistency 

[3], [20], [24], [37], [38]. The second is resource and infrastructure limitation, especially in 

lower-income and climate-vulnerable settings where financial constraints, poor local data, and 

weak digital systems limit the practical uptake of adaptation tools [4], [7], [12], [27], [35]. The 

third is unequal access and social exclusion. Several studies show that adaptation measures 

may remain inaccessible to smallholder farmers, informal urban communities, and socially 

marginalized groups if affordability, institutional support, and social capital are not addressed 

[27], [30], [32], [33], [35]. The fourth is insufficient integration of local knowledge and 

community priorities, which weakens legitimacy and reduces long-term uptake of adaptation 

interventions [29]–[32], [34]. 
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An important interpretive conclusion of this review is that technology does not remove 

the theory–practice gap; in many cases, it reorganizes it. Although AI, digital agriculture, 

blockchain systems, and adaptive planning tools are increasingly presented as promising 

instruments for climate-resilient development, their effectiveness is still mediated by 

governance quality, local capacity, and access conditions [2], [7], [11], [25]. In other words, 

advanced tools can enhance adaptive capacity where enabling systems already exist, but they 

are less likely to substitute for missing institutions, weak coordination, or inequitable resource 

distribution [3], [7], [20], [27], [35]. This helps explain why the literature increasingly links 

technological adaptation to broader questions of governance, inclusion, and institutional 

delivery rather than treating innovation as a stand-alone solution. 

Overall, the review suggests that the theory–practice gap should not be treated as a 

secondary implementation problem. Rather, it is a central analytical feature of the field and a 

key reason why adaptation research must move beyond thematic identification toward deeper 

comparative and institutional analysis [3], [7], [35]. 

5. CONCLUSION 

This study reviewed 38 Scopus-indexed publications to examine how the literature 

conceptualizes and operationalizes the relationship between climate adaptation and sustainable 

development. Direct findings from the reviewed corpus show that the field is structured around 

three major domains: (1) policy mainstreaming and institutional integration; (2) sectoral and 

technological adaptation; and (3) equity, local capacity, and implementation barriers [1], [3], 

[6], [7], [12], [24], [26], [35], [39], [40]. The co-occurrence and bibliographic coupling 

analyses further indicate that these domains are interdependent rather than isolated. In 

particular, technological and equipment-related approaches are consistently connected to 

governance, adaptive capacity, and social inclusion rather than functioning as purely technical 

interventions [3], [7], [11], [12], [20], [27], [35]. 

A second major conclusion is that the literature reveals substantial comparative 

unevenness across contexts. Studies from developed settings tend to focus more on planning 

tools, adaptive pathways, and institutional innovation, whereas studies from developing 

settings focus more strongly on implementation barriers, vulnerability, participation, and 

limited access to adaptive resources [2], [4], [7], [8], [29], [35]. Sectoral differences are also 

clear: agricultural studies emphasize climate-smart production systems and technology access, 

while urban studies give more attention to planning integration, distributive justice, and 

coordination across adaptation and disaster risk reduction agendas [6], [23], [24], [26], [28], 

[31], [38], [39]. 

A third and more substantive synthesis finding is that the theory–practice gap constitutes 

one of the central unresolved issues in the field. The reviewed literature repeatedly shows that 

adaptation knowledge does not automatically translate into implementation because of 

fragmented institutions, insufficient finance, weak local data systems, and unequal access to 

technology and decision-making processes [3], [7], [8], [20], [24], [27], [29], [31], [35], [37], 

[38]. This finding strengthens the argument that adaptation should be analyzed not only as a 

policy objective, but also as a delivery problem shaped by institutional readiness, governance 

scale, and social inclusion. 

Based on these findings, this review offers several evidence-informed implications for 

climate-vulnerable developing countries such as Vietnam. These implications are not direct 

empirical findings from the reviewed corpus; rather, they are conceptual recommendations 

grounded in the thematic and comparative gaps identified in the literature. First, future 

research in Vietnam should examine low-cost, context-appropriate adaptation technologies 

and equipment systems for climate-sensitive sectors, particularly agriculture and coastal 



Adapting sustainable development to climate change: a systematic literature review… 

 

971 

livelihoods, because the reviewed literature shows that affordability and access remain major 

barriers to implementation [24], [27], [30], [35]. Second, more work is needed on knowledge 

co-production and locally grounded adaptation planning, especially in highly exposed regions 

such as deltas and coastal cities, given the strong evidence that local legitimacy and community 

participation improve adaptive uptake [29], [32], [34]. Third, future studies should 

investigate urban adaptation justice, including the distributional effects of climate-resilient 

infrastructure and planning interventions on low-income and informal communities [24], [28], 

[31], [37], [38]. Fourth, more attention should be given to institutional innovation and climate 

finance intermediaries, since several studies suggest that governance coordination and funding 

mechanisms remain critical constraints on implementation [2], [20], [23], [36]. 

This study has several limitations. First, the review relies on a single database (Scopus), 

which may exclude relevant studies indexed elsewhere. Second, the review is limited 

to English-language publications, which may underrepresent local and regional scholarship. 

Third, although the review combines bibliometric mapping and thematic coding, the final 

synthesis is based on a relatively small core corpus of 38 studies, which is appropriate for in-

depth review but may not capture the full breadth of global adaptation literature. Fourth, 

bibliometric results are sensitive to the search string, screening decisions, and threshold 

settings used in VOSviewer and thematic coding. 

Future research should therefore extend this work in at least three directions. First, 

multi-database reviews could provide a broader evidence base and improve coverage across 

regions and disciplines. Second, more comparative empirical studies are needed to test how 

adaptation instruments perform across governance scales, sectors, and levels of 

development. Third, greater attention should be paid to the operational conditions under 

which equipment provision, digital systems, and policy frameworks actually strengthen 

adaptive capacity in vulnerable settings. Such work would help move the field beyond 

normative advocacy toward more implementable and context-sensitive models of climate-

resilient sustainable development. 

REFERENCES 

[1]  A. Chandel, M. Yadav, and P. M. Nguyen, “Climate Change and Sustainable 

Development: How Can Climate Change Be Addressed Within the Framework of 

Sustainable Development Goals?,” in Effects of Climate Change on Social and 

Economic Factors, IGI Global, 2025, pp. 387–422, doi: https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-

3693-5792-7.ch016 

[2]  G. S. Langendijk et al., “Supporting climate resilient development planning - a dynamic 

adaptive pathways based approach and an illustrative case from Cork City, Ireland,” 

Global Environmental Change, vol. 95, p. 103070, 2025, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2025.103070 

[3]  L. Stocker and G. Burke, “A new methodological framework for improving 

sustainability and climate change governance,” in Methods for Sustainability Research, 

Edward Elgar Publishing, 2017, pp. 95–112, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.4337/9781786432735.00016 

[4]  B. R. Regmi, C. Star, and W. Leal Filho, “An overview of the opportunities and 

challenges of promoting climate change adaptation at the local level: A case study from 

a community adaptation planning in Nepal,” Climatic Change, vol. 138, no. 3, pp. 537–

550, 2016, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-016-1765-3 

[5]  L. D. Nemakonde, D. van Niekerk, and G. Wentink, “National and sub-national level 

doing disaster risk reduction including climate change adaptation,” in The Routledge 

https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-5792-7.ch016
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-5792-7.ch016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2025.103070
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781786432735.00016
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-016-1765-3


Le Thi Truc Mai 

 

972 

Handbook of Disaster Risk Reduction Including Climate Change Adaptation, 

Routledge, 2017, pp. 330–339, doi: https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315684260-31 

[6]  N. Wijaya et al., “Drivers and benefits of integrating climate adaptation measures into 

urban development: Experience from coastal cities of Indonesia,” Sustainability, vol. 

12, no. 2, p. 750, 2020, doi: https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020750 

[7]  E. Arteaga et al., “Unpacking the theory-practice gap in climate adaptation,” Climate 

Risk Management, vol. 42, p. 100567, 2023, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crm.2023.100567 

[8]  D. Ryan and E. Bustos, “Knowledge gaps and climate adaptation policy: a comparative 

analysis of six Latin American countries,” Climate Policy, vol. 19, no. 10, pp. 1297–

1309, 2019, doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2019.1661819 

[9]  V. Bangar, R. Goyal, and R. Pandey, “Climate change responses and sustainable 

development: integration of mitigation and adaptation,” in Sustainable Development 

Goals: An Indian Perspective, Springer International Publishing, 2020, pp. 203–214, 

doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-42488-6_13 

[10]  F. Briatore et al., “A conceptual framework for the implementation of Industry 4.0 

systems in the agricultural sector,” in Proceedings of the Summer School Francesco 

Turco, 2025, pp. 1–7. https://hdl.handle.net/11584/458269 

[11]  C. Bezuidenhout et al., “Artificial Intelligence in Professional Services: A systematic 

review and foundational baseline for future research,” Journal of Information & 

Knowledge Management, vol. 24, no. 2, p. 2550009, 2025, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649225500091 

[12]  S. Dwivedi and M. A. Sherly, “A comprehensive AI/ML-enabled data quality 

framework for climate-smart digital agriculture,” in Advances in Agri-Food Systems: 

Volume I, Springer Nature Singapore, 2025, pp. 15–34, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-0759-4_2 

[13]  K. Halsnæs, P. R. Shukla, and A. Garg, “Sustainable development and climate change: 

lessons from country studies,” Climate Policy, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 202–219, 2008, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.3763/cpol.2007.0475 

[14]  B. Das and M. Saikia, “Unveiling climate extremes: A bibliometric odyssey through 

resilience, adaptation, and sustainable development goal synergies,” CABI Reviews, vol. 

20, no. 1, p. 0002, 2025, doi: https://doi.org/10.1079/cabireviews.2025.0002 

[15]  H.-M. Füssel, “Vulnerability: A generally applicable conceptual framework for climate 

change research,” Global Environmental Change, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 155–167, 2007, 

doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.05.002 

[16]  A. Patwardhan, “Assessing vulnerability to climate change: The link between objectives 

and assessment,” Current Science, vol. 90, no. 3, pp. 376–383, 2006, 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/24091872 

[17]  B. Smit and J. Wandel, “Adaptation, adaptive capacity and vulnerability,” Global 

Environmental Change, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 282–292, 2006, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.03.008 

[18]  N. L. Engle, “Adaptive capacity and its assessment,” Global Environmental Change, 

vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 647–656, 2011, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.01.019 

[19]  M. Pelling and C. High, “Understanding adaptation: What can social capital offer 

assessments of adaptive capacity?,” Global Environmental Change, vol. 15, no. 4, pp. 

308–319, 2005, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2005.02.001 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315684260-31
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020750
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crm.2023.100567
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2019.1661819
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-42488-6_13
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649225500091
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-0759-4_2
https://doi.org/10.3763/cpol.2007.0475
https://doi.org/10.1079/cabireviews.2025.0002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2005.02.001


Adapting sustainable development to climate change: a systematic literature review… 

 

973 

[20]  A. Dzebo, “Effective governance of transnational adaptation initiatives,” International 

Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 447–466, 

2019, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09445-8 

[21]  M. J. Page et al., “The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting 

systematic reviews,” BMJ, vol. 372, p. n71, 2021, doi: https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71 

[22]  N. J. van Eck and L. Waltman, “Software survey: VOSviewer, a computer program for 

bibliometric mapping,” Scientometrics, vol. 84, no. 2, pp. 523–538, 2010, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-009-0146-3 

[23]  I. Pal et al., “Disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation for resilient 

infrastructure and built environment: Lessons from Asia Pacific,” in International 

Symposium on Disaster Resilience and Sustainable Development, Springer Nature 

Singapore, 2023, pp. 1–14, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-2030-2_1 

[24]  H. Azadi et al., “Climate smart agriculture: mitigation and adaptation strategies at the 

global scale,” in Climate-Induced Innovation: Mitigation and Adaptation to Climate 

Change, Springer International Publishing, 2022, pp. 81–140, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-01330-0_4 

[25]  S. Chaturvedi et al., “Water footprint in sponge cities: how sustainable are they?,” in 

Water Footprints, Elsevier, 2025, pp. 243–262, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-

443-30054-7.00018-5 

[26]  Z. Raza, I. U. Haq, and M. Muneeb, “Agri-4-all: A framework for blockchain based 

agricultural food supply chains in the era of fourth industrial revolution,” IEEE Access, 

vol. 11, pp. 29851–29867, 2023, doi: https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2023.3259962 

[27]  S. Khoza, D. van Niekerk, and L. Nemakonde, “Rethinking climate-smart agriculture 

adoption for resilience-building among smallholder farmers: gender-sensitive adoption 

framework,” in African Handbook of Climate Change Adaptation, Springer 

International Publishing, 2022, pp. 677–698, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-

45106-6_130 

[28]  E. Chu, I. Anguelovski, and D. Roberts, “Climate adaptation as strategic urbanism: 

assessing opportunities and uncertainties for equity and inclusive development in 

cities,” Cities, vol. 60, pp. 378–387, 2017, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.10.016 

[29]  F. K. Donkor and K. Mearns, “Harnessing Indigenous knowledge systems for enhanced 

climate change adaptation and governance: Perspectives from Sub-Saharan Africa,” in 

Indigenous Knowledge and Climate Governance: A Sub-Saharan African Perspective, 

Springer International Publishing, 2022, pp. 181–191, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-

3-030-99411-2_14 

[30]  M. R. Shammin, A. K. E. Haque, and I. M. Faisal, “A framework for climate resilient 

community-based adaptation,” in Climate Change and Community Resilience, Springer, 

2022, pp. 11–30, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-0680-9_2 

[31]  G. Ziervogel, E. A. van Garderen, and P. Price, “Strengthening the knowledge-policy 

interface through co-production of a climate adaptation plan: leveraging opportunities 

in Bergrivier Municipality, South Africa,” Environment and Urbanization, vol. 28, no. 

2, pp. 455–474, 2016, doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/0956247816647340 

[32]  D. Archer et al., “Moving towards inclusive urban adaptation: approaches to integrating 

community-based adaptation to climate change at city and national scale,” Climate and 

Development, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 345–356, 2014, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2014.918868 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-019-09445-8
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-009-0146-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-2030-2_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-01330-0_4
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-443-30054-7.00018-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-443-30054-7.00018-5
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2023.3259962
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-45106-6_130
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-45106-6_130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-99411-2_14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-99411-2_14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-0680-9_2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956247816647340
https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2014.918868


Le Thi Truc Mai 

 

974 

[33]  P. Sapkota, R. J. Keenan, and H. R. Ojha, “Community institutions, social 

marginalization and the adaptive capacity: A case study of a community forestry user 

group in the Nepal Himalayas,” Forest Policy and Economics, vol. 92, pp. 55–64, 2018, 

doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.04.001 

[34]  S. P. Church et al., “How does co-produced research influence adaptive capacity? 

Lessons from a cross-case comparison,” Socio-Ecological Practice Research, vol. 4, 

no. 3, pp. 205–219, 2022, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s42532-022-00121-x 

[35]  C. Makate, M. Mutenje, and M. Ketema, “Inequalities in access to climate-smart 

agriculture technologies, infrastructure, and institutional services in Africa: Evidence 

from Malawi and Ethiopia,” in Handbook of Climate Change Management: Research, 

Leadership, Transformation, Springer International Publishing, 2021, pp. 841–869, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-57281-5_62  

[36]  P. Nix, A. Goldstein, and M. Oppenheimer, “Models of sub-national US quasi-

governmental organizations: implications for climate adaptation governance,” Climatic 

Change, vol. 177, no. 6, p. 95, 2024, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-024-03728-z 

[37]  C. Rivera and C. Wamsler, “Integrating climate change adaptation, disaster risk 

reduction and urban planning: A review of Nicaraguan policies and regulations,” 

International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, vol. 7, pp. 78–90, 2014, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2013.12.008 

[38]  E. T. Busayo and A. M. Kalumba, “Recommendations for linking climate change 

adaptation and disaster risk reduction in urban coastal zones: Lessons from East 

London, South Africa,” Ocean & Coastal Management, vol. 203, p. 105454, 2021, doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105454 

[39]  J. Pittock, K. Hussey, and S. Dovers, “Ecologically sustainable development in broader 

retrospect and prospect: evaluating national framework policies against climate 

adaptation imperatives,” Australasian Journal of Environmental Management, vol. 22, 

no. 1, pp. 62–76, 2015, doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/14486563.2014.999725 

[40]  A. O. Zadok, “AI-inspired climate resistant smart agriculture and healthy food 

production,” in Climate-Resistant Smart Agriculture for Healthy Food Production, IGI 

Global Scientific Publishing, 2026, pp. 1–40, doi: https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-

4827-8.ch001 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42532-022-00121-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-57281-5_62
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-024-03728-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2013.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105454
https://doi.org/10.1080/14486563.2014.999725
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-4827-8.ch001
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-4827-8.ch001

