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1. THOUGHT SPACES BETWEEN
BUBBLES AND CLOUDS


The way thought patterns develop determines whether they exist in closed bubbles or open clouds. Closed bubbles are fragile spaces. Within these bubbles, things escalate rapidly. Perception narrows, structures harden, and the social fabric loses its flexibility. Those trapped in such a bubble only see their own reflection and risk causing the collective to collapse in waves of self-confirmation. Although bubbles are persistent in their inner contradictions, they are fragile. Founded on simplifications, prejudices, or distorted perceptions, they are doomed to burst.


Clouds, on the other hand, form concrete laboratories of the mind. Here, deductive models collide, correct each other, and lead to concrete results. Thoughts intertwine, ideas meet, and understanding arises from diversity. It is an open process of collective intelligence in which difference is seen not as a threat, but as an opportunity. In such an atmosphere, thinking becomes a rewarding, flexible, inquisitive, and transdisciplinary act.


However, the reality of modern societies often tends toward the closure of openness. Digital platforms and the constant stream of stimuli intensify the formation of opinion islands. Confusion becomes the currency, and polarization increases its market value. As a result, communication spaces emerge that serve more to confirm opinions than to achieve understanding. The consequence is a gradual fragmentation of the public consciousness. Discourses flatten into exchanges of insults, and democracy loses its dialogical substance.


Social cohesion therefore requires open structures and clouds that enable exchange and understand disagreements not as disruptions, but as driving forces. In these spaces, collective thinking can be revived as a process of examining, questioning, and networking. Rationality here gains a social dimension. This creates an attitude that places a higher value on understanding than on being right and considers rational diversity a prerequisite for progress. The idea of open structures in international relations means that states should be more willing to create space for unconventional ideas, and even criticism. Diplomacy could be understood less as a rigid negotiation process and more as an open exchange of ideas, perspectives, and values. Disagreements would not be perceived as an immediate threat or the end of negotiations, but rather as an opportunity to intensify dialogue and find solutions together.


Climate change affects us all, whether rich industrialized nations or poor developing countries. However, the interests of individual states differ greatly. Some want to protect their economies, while others struggle with consequences to which they have contributed little. Instead of governments becoming entangled in climate negotiations and defending their positions, it would be more effective to create a genuine space for exchange. A place where every voice counts, including those of poorer countries, which are often ignored. In such an open forum, the focus would not be on pursuing a single grand goal, but on maintaining dialogue and jointly seeking solutions. Addressing the climate crisis is not a project that will one day be completed, but an ongoing process in which understanding, cooperation, and mutual respect are crucial. Only when everyone can participate will ideas emerge that truly work for all.


In relations between Western democracies and authoritarian states like China or Russia, differences are not only unavoidable but can even be considered necessary for mutual progress. Instead of focusing solely on common ground in dialogues, both sides could learn to understand differences as an opportunity to ask deeper questions, for example, about human rights, technological innovation, or geopolitical power dynamics. Understanding these differences could ultimately create a stronger foundation for long-term cooperation.


From a geopolitical perspective, the interests of Western democracies and authoritarian states are incompatible, yet they often overlap to such an extent that cooperation is necessary. Here, too, differences can serve as a catalyst for discussions about power, influence, and sovereignty. One doesn’t simply have to accept geopolitical realities, but can actively examine which principles have led to these differing worldviews. Innovative developments often arise precisely from this spirit. They seek spaces where critical thinking is not punished but encouraged, places where dissent is seen as a resource. Only in such spaces politics can once again become an open, adaptable, and grounded in reality experiment. Clear guiding principles are not a rigid stance, but the only path to long-term success in turbulent times. To betray them is to betray the future.


This requires new forms of cooperation between science, civil society, business, and the state, networks that not only manage ideas but also develop them further. When debates become real dialogues and common projects emerge from concepts, political action gains efficacy. Innovation begins where thinking stops defending itself and starts becoming curious. Perhaps therein lies the quiet hope for the liberation of thought from its bubbles toward a culture of open, breathing understanding.


The idea of not viewing discussions as duels but as a joint game, where the goal is to discover and understand new ideas, has a solid scientific foundation and aligns with many modern theories of communication and collaboration. This attitude is especially found in the fields of dialogue theory, constructivist communication, and social intelligence.


A central concept here is constructivist thinking, which assumes that knowledge is not simply transmitted but constructed through social exchange and interaction between people. Dialogue, in this view, is not a competition but a collaborative process where both sides learn from each other and come to deeper insights together. The focus is on expanding one’s own understanding and on perspective-taking, the ability to step into the mindset of another. This type of dialogue not only fosters understanding but also creative problem-solving, as different perspectives can yield new solutions.


Another concept supporting this idea is social intelligence, a term coined by researchers like Daniel Goleman. It describes the ability to show empathy in social interactions, listen actively, and resolve conflicts constructively. When we engage in conversations not to be right, but to genuinely understand what the other person thinks and why they think that way, we can develop a deeper understanding and gain new insights. Contradictory opinions and sharp edges are not only possible, but also valuable. They challenge and expand understanding.




The importance of open dialogue in a complex world


In today’s world, where the flow of information is faster than ever, the need for open dialogue and the acceptance of diverse perspectives becomes more urgent. The digital age has brought with it both immense opportunities and serious challenges. The vast amount of information available online has led to the creation of digital echo chambers, where people are surrounded by ideas and opinions that merely reinforce their pre-existing beliefs. These digital bubbles not only hinder the development of critical thinking but also deepen societal divisions.


At the same time, there is a growing recognition that in order to address global challenges, whether it’s climate change, economic inequality, or geopolitical tensions, we must learn to listen to one another more effectively. This requires creating spaces for genuine, inclusive conversations where different viewpoints are not seen as obstacles but as opportunities for growth. The act of listening with empathy, considering opposing views without immediate judgment, is a skill that can significantly enhance the quality of our dialogues.






The role of technology in fostering constructive dialogue


Technology, despite its role in creating polarized spaces, can also be an essential tool for fostering constructive dialogue. Platforms that encourage collaboration, like online forums for scientific research or international discussions on climate policy, can serve as modern-day clouds for exchanging ideas. They can create environments where ideas evolve through collective intelligence, helping to break down the barriers that have traditionally separated diverse communities.


But this requires more than just a technological solution, it demands a cultural shift. We must move away from seeing communication as a transactional exchange, where each party seeks to win or dominate, and instead embrace communication as a process of co-creation. Just as in a well-conducted scientific experiment, where different hypotheses are tested and challenged, our discussions should be dynamic and open to revision. The true value lies not in achieving immediate agreement, but in the process of collective exploration and learning.





Empathy and the future of diplomacy


Diplomacy, too, must evolve in response to the complexities of the modern world. Traditional forms of diplomacy often focus on negotiation and compromise, but they can fall short when dealing with deeply entrenched ideological differences. Instead of merely aiming for a pragmatic solution, diplomatic efforts could focus on building mutual understanding through empathy and respect for diverse worldviews. Diplomats could be seen not just as negotiators but as facilitators of dialogue, encouraging open-mindedness, facilitating difficult conversations, and fostering the kind of respect that allows for long-term collaboration.


Empathy in diplomacy can also play a crucial role in addressing conflicts. In areas where geopolitical tensions are high, such as the Middle East or the South China Sea, understanding the underlying motivations, fears, and aspirations of the other party can open new pathways for negotiation. When leaders are able to empathize with those who hold opposing views, they are more likely to reach solutions that reflect a true understanding of the situation, rather than one-sided concessions or the mere absence of conflict.





The transformative power of open thought spaces


Ultimately, the key to overcoming the challenges of our interconnected world lies in the creation of open thought spaces, places where ideas can be exchanged freely and respectfully, where differences are seen not as problems but as sources of enrichment. Whether in academia, politics, or the business world, fostering an environment that encourages diverse perspectives and critical thinking is essential for progress.


In these spaces, innovation and creativity thrive, because new ideas are not just tolerated, they are actively sought after. The act of questioning, challenging, and revising ideas should be seen as a strength, not a weakness. In these environments, innovation begins not with the certainty of a single solution but with the willingness to explore the unknown and embrace the complexities of the world.


By nurturing such spaces, we can transform not only how we communicate but how we collaborate, ultimately creating a world where understanding, respect, and curiosity guide our interactions and where our collective intelligence can rise to meet the most pressing challenges of our time. Psychological studies also show that people are more likely to question their own beliefs in open and respectful dialogues. They are less likely to adopt a defensive stance. This kind of conversational culture fosters cognitive flexibility, where individuals are not rigidly attached to their own opinions but are willing to engage with new ideas. This process of collective thinking is often the key to real progress and innovation, as it strengthens collaborative learning.


Cooperation psychology emphasizes that the true value of conversations lies not in defeating someone, but rather in mutual exchange and the development of a deeper, shared understanding. This understanding then leads to stronger, more trusting collaboration. In conflict situations where parties speak openly with one another, ask questions, and listen, solutions arise that can be supported by all sides and are more sustainable than solutions derived from a “who’s right?” approach.


Imagine a meeting room, late afternoon. File folders, tablets, and cold coffee lie on the tables. They’re debating an innovation that no one really understands anymore. While the streetlights come on outside, the same arguments circle politely, routinely, and wearily inside. No one objects, but no one is truly listening either. “We need the courage to think,” someone finally says, almost apologetically. Shortly afterward, silence returns, the kind of silence that arises when ideas are stifled.


Such moments are not uncommon. They demonstrate how thinking has been forgotten in many areas. It is too risky, too slow, too difficult to communicate. Thoughts are seen as tactical maneuvers, not tools for understanding. Even in academia, isolated bubbles emerge where only the familiar is debated. What was meant to offer protection now narrows perspectives, and society loses its flexibility. It tends toward isolation. Social media, economic pressures, institutional routines, all of these create structures that hinder thinking. Attention replaces understanding, agreement displaces insight. Discussions become simulations of dialogue, and politics loses its experimental character.


Another important concept of this theory is that irritation, or the challenge to the status quo, is seen as a driver of progress. In international politics, this means that states should not remain within their usual diplomatic routines but should be willing to regularly question both themselves and the international order. Irritation can lead to the development of international norms and practices.


The trend toward stronger multilateral cooperation shows how states are beginning to align their national interests with global needs. Instead of cementing themselves in inflexible positions, international relations are increasingly characterized by the idea of collaboration and common goals. States and actors must be ready to adopt a more inclusive, flexible approach to diplomacy that goes beyond mere power politics and national interests, fostering dialogue and cooperation at the global level.





What barriers stand in the way of inclusive diplomacy in current conflicts?


The strong attachment to national sovereignty blocks preventive or inclusive measures because states perceive interference as a threat to their autonomy. Ongoing mistrust between major powers, as seen in the UN Security Council, leads to vetoes and blockages, preventing compromises. The fragmentation of multilateral systems and the influence of non-state actors such as terrorist groups further complicate inclusive processes. Political instability and hybrid threats reduce the space for humanitarian diplomacy.


These barriers show that an inclusive diplomacy depends not only on the political will of states but also on a fundamental shift in international norms and practices. The challenge lies in questioning existing power structures and developing new mechanisms capable of integrating the wide range of actors and interests that shape the modern international order. It is essential that states not only think in terms of their national interests but also recognize the need for joint solutions to global problems.


In regions such as Eurasia and East Asia, where geopolitical interests and power dynamics are often complex and opaque, stable communication channels are particularly important. These areas are shaped by a variety of states whose interests often differ greatly, sometimes even in direct conflict. In Eurasia, for example, there is increasing tension between Russia and the West, driven primarily by differing geopolitical interests. Similarly, East Asia faces similar challenges, with tensions between China, the United States, and other regional actors. Due to this diversity of interests and alliances, the likelihood of misunderstandings and escalations increases. When states distrust each other or lack information, it can quickly lead to misinterpretations that escalate into unwanted tensions or conflicts.


To address these risks, clear, norm-based frameworks and regular diplomatic talks are crucial. This means countries must develop mechanisms to make their intentions transparent and communicate continuously with one another. A key part of this is the exchange of information on military activities or strategic plans so that no one is left in the dark or jumps to hasty conclusions. Transparency helps reduce mistrust and avoid misunderstandings. Regular consultations, where countries can discuss their concerns and issues, also play a central role.


One can think of it like a good conversation. When people regularly exchange ideas, they stay informed, can clear up misunderstandings early on, and notice more quickly when tensions rise. This creates an environment where problems can be addressed early, before they escalate into real conflicts. Such an open communication culture works like a safety valve. It keeps the pressure low and ensures that relationships, whether between states or individuals, remain stable. Transparency, trust, and continuous exchange are not sof-factors, but the foundation for long-term cooperation.


In conflicts where state security is at the forefront, such as in the Middle East, the Caspian region, or the Indo-Pacific, robust trust-building mechanisms are particularly important. Many states in these regions follow a defensive security doctrine, where the perception of one state’s threat by another can lead to aggressive behavior, even if that is not the intention of the state in question. A classic example of this type of conflict is the rivalry between India and Pakistan. Both states possess nuclear weapons and are in a constant military arms race, where each step is perceived as a potential threat to their own security. In this case, trust-building measures, such as regular bilateral talks, are essential to prevent misunderstandings from escalating into a larger military conflict.


In regions with deeply rooted historical hostilities, diplomacy is particularly challenging, as emotions, the past, and national identity play a major role. Here, long-term Track-II-diplomacy and civil society initiatives are of extraordinary importance. These conflicts require the ability to develop new narratives that transform negative histories and make a more peaceful future possible.


A prominent example of this approach is the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. Despite repeated failures of peace negotiations at the governmental level, there is a wide range of Track II initiatives in the form of informal dialogues among civil societies, academics, and research-oriented NGOs that seek to build trust over the long term. A well-founded model example of new narratives is the Franco-German dialogue after the Second World War, which helped overcome deeply entrenched hostilities between the two nations and led to one of the most stable bilateral relationships in Europe.


In all of these scenarios, inclusive diplomacy is not merely a matter of political and strategic dialogue between states, but also of the active involvement of diverse societal actors and perspectives. In regions with complex power structures, defensive security doctrines, and deeply rooted historical animosities, peace processes require special forms of trust-building and the creation of new narratives. An inclusive approach means that all relevant actors, whether through Track II diplomacy, civil society partnerships, or multilateral security frameworks, are included in dialogue in order to achieve long-term, stable, and sustainable solutions.


Track II diplomacy holds enormous potential to de-escalate conflicts such as the Ukraine crisis or regional tensions in the Middle East by offering early, creative, innovative, and above all normative solutions. In conflicts dominated by mistrust and historical hostility, it can serve as a valuable tool for developing alternative ways of thinking and establishing new formats of dialogue.


Thought spaces between bubbles and clouds sounds like a fascinating concept, possibly reflecting how ideas or perspectives evolve and coexist in complex, interconnected environments. In this context, bubbles could refer to isolated or closed-off ways of thinking, where people or groups only interact with similar ideas, while clouds might represent more fluid, dynamic, and expansive thought patterns, ideas that are more interconnected and evolving. The thought spaces between them could represent the intersections where different ideas and viewpoints meet, challenge, or influence each other. These spaces might be where innovation happens or where contradictions are reconciled. 1)
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2. OTHER TYPES OF THOUGHT BUBBLES
FILL THE AIR


These are those shaped by ideological or extreme positions. They serve as hardeners of viewpoints, making the exchange of ideas difficult and severely limiting the ability to reflect objectively. They create an environment where one’s worldview is constantly reinforced, and positions that challenge it are devalued or seen as threatening. These mental bubbles significantly block understanding and dialogue, inevitably leading to polarization and alienation. Bubbles are like hermetic shells in which ideas are not challenged by external influences or critical scrutiny. Instead of thoughts evolving and growing, they harden into rigid, inflexible positions.


Such bubbles, where self-affirmation rather than genuine engagement is prioritized, encourage a kind of seductive laziness in thinking. When trapped in such a bubble, criticism or alternative viewpoints are perceived as a threat to one’s truths, rather than as a valuable opportunity to develop one’s thinking. Marxist ideological, radical green perspectives, as well as their counterparts in the far-right camps, each operate from a specific vision of the future, which becomes a dogmatic act. The problem lies in the tendency to dismiss solutions that do not fit into one’s ideology as inferior or false. This causes political debate to lose flexibility.


The problem is that it fosters a retreat into one’s own echo chamber. One hears only what one wants to hear, preventing other perspectives from entering the discourse. As a result, constructive, nuanced discussions are blocked. What remains is a fight over the so-called “right” way of thinking, where anything that doesn’t align with it is considered an enemy. However, there is a fine line between a radical vision that seeks to change the world fundamentally and an ideologically driven bubble that becomes self-absorbed and excludes all other perspectives.





Stupidity and violence as amplifiers of the bubble mentality


Stupidity, in the sense of ignorance, superficiality, or unreflective thinking, is the breeding ground for the creation of bubbles. In them, complex topics are reduced to simple, catchy narratives that do not need to be questioned. Instead of engaging with the deeper, often difficult questions, one remains in simplistic but false explanations that do not require real engagement. This kind of stupidity is not a matter of intelligence, but rather a lack of effort to gain insight. It is the avoidance of complexity in favor of convenience and self-affirmation.


In political or social contexts, this ignorance is further intensified by populist rhetoric that simplifies the complexity of reality and easily identifies the enemy. A “us versus them” mentality is built, making any opposition feel like a threat rather than an opportunity for growth. These simple narratives move toward ideologization, making them especially vulnerable to the creation of bubbles that are continually reinforced by this one-sided worldview. The real danger lies in the distortion of reality. Once trapped in the echo chamber of uniform messages, one loses touch with the complex, real-world issues facing society. Facts and sober discussions? – boring.


Violence, whether physical or verbal, is another, even more dangerous element that can strengthen bubbles. It arises as a direct response to the perceived resistance or threat to one’s worldview and is a desperate attempt to impose one’s perspective through force. Violence is an extremely effective means of shutting down discussions, as it completely denies space for dialogue and differentiation. In such an atmosphere, the willingness to listen to others or consider their arguments becomes nearly impossible.


This mechanism of violence and coercion can manifest on both physical and symbolic levels, ranging from angry, destructive protests to verbal attacks on social media that destroy discussions rather than promote them. It is no longer about exchanging opinions or understanding different perspectives, but only about forcibly imposing one’s own viewpoint.


Violence as an amplifier of the bubble mentality also has an escalating effect. It causes the affected groups to isolate themselves further, as they begin to see any difference as hostile or threatening. One doesn’t just close oneself off to opposing views, but to any form of dialogue. And through the repeated use of violence, whether in discourse or on the streets, the idea of constructive discussions and compromises is further marginalized.


Stupidity and violence are not isolated phenomena, but are directly connected to the dynamics of bubbles. They provide a kind of buffer that hinders the exchange of ideas and the opportunity to question one’s own perspectives. They trap people in their closed thinking spaces, where only their own viewpoint matters, and any deviation is seen as a threat. The challenge is to break out of this spiral. How can one overcome ignorant thinking and regain the willingness to engage with the complexity of the world?


In today’s political landscape, a series of bubbles is forming worldwide, in which certain narratives rise like air bubbles, easy to recognize, but difficult to penetrate. JD Vance, Viktor Orbán, and Recep Tayyip Erdoğan serve as case studies of how populism fuels a “us versus them” logic, which creates identity, simplifies opinions, and drives opposition perspectives out of discourse. These bubbles do not function by accident, but through a deliberate mix of fear, identity needs, and a simplified enemy image. In bubbles, complex societal phenomena like globalization, economic transformation, and demographic changes are packaged into clear enemy roles. The elite appears as a homogeneous block working against the people. Universities, the media, and international institutions are perceived as threats. This results in dubious self-affirmation. Anyone who thinks outside the bubble is allegedly part of the danger. This dynamic deepens division, as differences are seen as threats to identity rather than opportunities for dialogue.


Orbán’s “illiberal democracy”, Vance’s cultural identity-driven rhetoric, and Erdoğan’s Islamization combined with anti-Western rhetoric, although based on different narratives, all aim at the same mechanisms of exclusion. Orbán focuses on sovereignist messages like protecting the nation from a supposedly nebulous Western liberalism. Vance focuses more on cultural attributions, fears of displacement through migration or economic change, while Erdoğan fears the loss of national and Islamic identity. All three prototypes demonstrate how populist leaders nurture bubbles with clear enemy images, one-dimensional identities, and emotional triggers, rather than engaging in fact-based debates. When science, the media, or international alliances are portrayed as monolithically malicious, there is no space for nuance.


In democratic societies, stability depends on institutions regaining trust without stifling willingness to engage in dialogue. This includes setting clear boundaries against violence and hate, while taking provocations seriously and incorporating dissenting perspectives into debates. Targeted community programs that develop the ability to reflect, shift perspectives, and handle threats are helpful in this regard. Furthermore, deliberate media literacy training is necessary to recognize and break filter bubbles. Violence as a means of enforcing opinions could be prevented through a combination of preventive measures and normative reinforcement of respect for dialogue. These include non-violent communication training, police de-escalation strategies, and a political culture that addresses conflicts constructively rather than taboos them or escalates them. Openness to dissent as a productive force and the creation of spaces for encounter, where differing viewpoints come together, are key to fostering peaceful dialogues.


Ultimately, a more resilient society will emerge when ways are found to step outside narrow thinking spaces and not fear the complexity of the world but regard it as a challenge and a learning opportunity. Only in this way can a respectful and constructive societal dialogue be facilitated.


A political culture that tackles conflicts constructively means that political disagreements are not seen as threats, but as opportunities to find better solutions.Conflicts are inevitable in any society, but they must be dealt with in a way that does not end in violence or escalation, but leads to creative solutions. Instead of taboos or ignoring conflicts, they must be accepted as part of the democratic process. Political institutions could focus much more on resolving conflicts through open cooperation processes. Such a culture relies on all parties being willing to respect each other’s perspectives and work toward common goals. It’s not just about reaching absolute agreement, but about understanding why different viewpoints exist. This develops the ability to use this diversity as a resource rather than seeing it as an obstacle.


Dissent is often viewed as an obstacle or a threat to consensus. However, differences and disagreements are not only inevitable but also necessary for progress. Dissent can trigger new thought processes and lead to solutions that everyone can support. The key is to recognize the value of diversity and see it as an opportunity. Dialogue must be structured in such a way that it doesn’t merely attempt to bridge contradictions but fosters genuine insights through engagement. The rediscovered art of intelligent dialogue, rooted in respect and openness, could be the key to a more peaceful and inclusive society.


It seems paradoxical that thinking in many areas of society is becoming narrower and more specialized. The hope for a broadened perspective, one that arises through interdisciplinary exchange and an opening of horizons, was once one of the cornerstones of modern intellectual development. Yet, instead of promoting dialogue between disciplines and advancing collaboration across professional boundaries, we often experience a narrowing of thinking, whether in science, politics, or economics. Nothing moves forward faster than the obscuring of broader perspectives.


The narrowing of thinking is a phenomenon that follows us in many areas of society, as though progress constantly leads us to the edge of a narrow alley, instead of propelling us towards the vast horizon of interdisciplinary exchange. We all once had high hopes that the dialogue between disciplines and the merging of thought systems would lead to a kind of enlightenment, bringing us new, creative solutions. Perhaps the optimism of the 1990s was too utopian.


But, surprise, instead of open spaces for dialogue, we now face professional islands that misunderstand each other, because everyone speaks only their own specialized jargon, like an exclusive club where the membership card is only granted to those who use the right technical vocabulary. We talk about everything, but in so many different technical specializations that, in the end, no one really knows what we are talking about.


In science, the boundaries of disciplines have been treated like a golden ticket. “Come, pass through this door, but leave your interdisciplinary approach behind before you enter!” The narrowing of thinking has led researchers to get lost in ever-smaller sub-specializations, where the holistic view becomes an increasingly tedious side issue. Instead of asking big questions like “How can we save the world?” you might instead hear, “How does the microscopic structure of X affect the molecular composition of Y, when considering A, B, and C?” And when you ask why this doesn’t seem to help anyone, you’re met with a well-meaning, sarcastic smile: “This is the path to scientific excellence.” Of course, the path to the ivory tower!


In politics, it’s not much different. The disciplines not only limit themselves but also proudly boast their specialized status. Those who want to promote interdisciplinary exchange risk being treated as romantics from the pre-Enlightenment era. Instead of bringing together economics, sociology, and environmental sciences, people prefer to stay within their familiar political echo chambers and listen to themselves, repeating the same problems from the same perspectives. Each ideology has its own little camp, determined to take away the camping chair from any interdisciplinary idea. It then takes years to realize that the campsite is in the middle of a storm, while the new ideas all have better protection from the elements.


Economics also has its professionals in their own bubbles. Interdisciplinary exchange is often knocked down with a good dose of capitalism. Why bring perspectives from sociology, psychology, or environmental sciences into economics when you can still boost growth numbers using the magical formula of economic growth? Innovation is only found by dancing on the gold vein. And while you feel secure in the belief that the invisible hand will always keep everything in order, you fail to see that the course is already stuck in a spiral of crisis. But don’t worry, there are KPIs - Key Performance Indicators, Big Data, and plenty of startups showing us how to get it right. Where has the interdisciplinary dialogue gone? In the end, the focus on specialization leads everyone to stumble through their tunnel vision, wondering how they got trapped in this tiny bubble, while solutions await on the broader path of possibilities.


So, anyone who still talks about interdisciplinary dialogue today is quickly accused of clinging to outdated ideas. But maybe we are on the path to becoming a society of know-it-alls. It’s almost comforting that this narrowing of thought functions a little like the tunnel vision of a GPS navigation system. You think you’ve got everything under control, but in reality, you’re heading toward a steep cliff you can’t avoid with any specialized theory.


Perhaps it’s time for interdisciplinary exchange to emerge from its fatigue curve and become our guide for the challenges ahead. Or maybe we’ll just jump into the latest thinking trends, which are also pretty narrow, but at least have a bit more momentum. Perhaps by then, we’ll all be too busy with our next specialization to notice!


But it’s not only science that is affected by this narrowing. Society as a whole is increasingly closing its horizons. In politics, simple, quick solutions are often favored that don’t meet the complexity of global challenges. In economics, efficiency and profit-orientation dominate, restricting creativity and diversity. In the media and social networks, there is a growing belief that quick, simplified answers to complex questions are enough.


Political and societal divisions have hardened. Instead of discussing across different worldviews openly and constructively, positions are becoming more rigid, and the willingness for interdisciplinary exchange or cooperation is seen as a weakness. In a political climate marked by polarization, it becomes increasingly difficult to look beyond one’s own standpoint and integrate other perspectives. Interdisciplinary exchange is heavily restricted by filter bubbles, as perspectives that don’t fit into one’s worldview are quickly dismissed or ignored.


This may seem like a utopian vision today, but the need for a broader, more open mindset is unmistakable. It is the key not only to overcoming stagnation but also to paving the way for an innovative and future-oriented society. It’s time for us to break free from the dead-end of specialization and resume the dialogue, both between disciplines and across different areas of society.


One reason for this narrowing lies in the increasing complexity of the world. Instead of tackling the challenge that solutions to global problems like climate change, social inequality, or technological ethics must be interdisciplinary, we tend to break these issues down into narrow, seemingly solvable individual aspects. While this simplification makes them easier to handle, it ignores the deeper, multifaceted connections between the areas. Often, only the visible problem is addressed, without recognizing the deeper causes or interconnections.


Such a narrowing of thought leads, in many ways, to stagnation. Where interdisciplinary dialogue is absent, no new ideas or solutions emerge that understand the various dimensions of a problem and offer innovative ways forward. In many areas, we are experiencing a kind of innovation inertia, where progress is still made, but it is slowed down or confined to the respective, isolated field. Progress in science, technology, or society often falls short of the potential that could be realized through an open, interdisciplinary approach. In economics, we see how technological innovations are sometimes pushed forward without regard for social or ecological impacts.






Europe between ambition and reality


What is the state of Europe on the path to unity and strength? The various ideological currents contribute to uncertainty and tensions. This makes it more difficult to create a common European identity and a coherent foreign and security policy.


Europe in self-deception, a continent wasting its time? What is going on in Europe that it is in such decline? One might almost feel ashamed to be a European, as the world already views the continent as an example of incapacity. Why doesn’t Europe see it? Is it truly too late? Europe seems tired. In international debates, the continent increasingly appears as a bystander, economically pressured, politically hesitant, strategically unclear. Many Europeans now feel almost ashamed of how Europe is perceived from the outside, as cumbersome, divided, and incapable of responding appropriately to a hardened world. But is Europe really in decline? It will depend on whether it can be pushed aside by the underlying bubbles rising from below, or whether it will reach for the clouds of forward-looking solutions.


Some critics see this image erosion as the result of a lack of cultural understanding, others attribute it to the decline of philosophy and religion, or the absence of viable ideas for the future. What factors are behind this loss of global relevance? Europe, once the cradle of modern Western civilization, shaped the intellectual and political life of the world for centuries, as well as the spiritual horizon of humanity. But today, Europe’s perception on the global stage is increasingly negative.


Far-right extremists rail against “Brussels” and dream of a renationalized politics in which the nation-state once again enjoys supremacy. Left-wing populists see every security policy initiative as a betrayal of social promises.National conservatives, on the other hand, rely on isolation, often precisely when joint action would be necessary. All these movements are democratically legitimate. But together they paralyze the project of a coherent European foreign policy.


The real test will be whether Europe can show visible progress in the coming years, shared capabilities that are more than just paper, decisions that are made faster than press releases, and a narrative that convinces people that Europe is more than a distant bureaucracy In social order and politics, Europeans now think very differently from one another, Spaniards and Poles, French and Italians, Germans and Hungarians. Problem-solving is blocked in bubbles whose walls are growing increasingly rigid. Who would have thought?


Europe finds itself in a tense situation when it comes to the question of balancing open, interdisciplinary approaches with the reality of national and political self-interests. On the one hand, the EU has the potential to act as a catalyst for scientific, technological, and societal progress, especially due to its diversity of perspectives, resources, and competencies.


Interdisciplinary collaboration across national borders could offer significant solutions to global challenges such as climate change, digital transformation, or geopolitical uncertainties.


On the other hand, there are inexplicable tendencies in Europe to undermine the sense of unity. Political interests are too divergent, which makes the implementation of a truly open and collaborative approach difficult. This is evident, for example, in the slow or inconsistent implementation of EU-wide research initiatives or in disagreements over technological progress, such as the regulation of artificial intelligence or digital markets.


National egoisms, party-political posturing, and ideological trench warfare paralyze European foreign and security policy. Sanctions, military aid, joint procurement, military capabilities, hardly any of these issues are decided without blockages, vetoes, or delays. In a union with nearly 30 members, full consensus is the exception, not the rule. Waiting for it means missing the moments when action could still make a difference.


Europe today finds itself at a crossroads, where its internal contradictions are not just a matter of political discourse but of existential significance. The continent’s ability to adapt to modern challenges requires a deep internal reckoning, not just in terms of its policies but in its ability to unify diverse perspectives under the banner of shared values. The issue at hand is not only about facing external pressures but about overcoming the divisions within, whether ideological, cultural, or political, that threaten to paralyze its progress.


The rise of nationalism and the retreat into “bubbles” has been particularly damaging. It’s clear that the future of Europe is tied to its ability to overcome these divisions and to embrace a more open, collaborative, and innovative mindset. The increasing fragmentation of political entities and the rise of populist movements are a warning signal that Europe’s foundations are being tested like never before.


What is needed now is a commitment to constructive dialogue, across borders, across disciplines, and across sectors. It is time for Europe to reclaim its position as a normative power, leading by example, by demonstrating that democratic values, human rights, and social justice are not just ideals but practical foundations for navigating the complexities of the modern world. The future of Europe doesn’t rest on avoiding challenges but on confronting them with unity, vision, and strategic action.


Europe’s strength lies in its diversity, but this must be complemented by a shared commitment to its core values. If Europe can harness its capacity for innovation, combine its rich intellectual heritage with modern economic and political needs, and open itself up to more inclusive forms of dialogue, then it can indeed become a transformative force in the 21st century.


Traditional decision-making mechanisms based on lengthy negotiations have increasingly proven too slow and bureaucratic for the demands of our time. In this context, an idea frequently used in international politics is gaining importance: the coalition of the willing. A renewed Europe could emerge from such a Central European concept. This idea is driven not only by the desire to act on behalf of Ukraine as part of Europe, but also by Europe’s own interest in self-preservation. Efficient and effective coalitions are essential.


A coalition of the willing refers to the concept used in various contexts to describe a group of actors who voluntarily and actively come together to pursue a common goal. Such a coalition can increase the efficiency and speed of decision-making and implementation by eliminating the need for unanimity and veto rights. This has the advantage of enabling rapid responses, especially in times of crisis or when facing urgent global challenges, which have repeatedly arisen in recent years. At the same time, it allows for greater fairness and more participation in the common cause, without allowing a small group of opponents to block the system. If they do not wish to participate in a particular initiative, the others can still proceed. This prevents the entire system from being paralyzed by individual interests.


The geopolitical challenges of the 21st century present Europe with ever-new questions, to which the answer often requires a quick, efficient, and effective response. However, the traditional decision-making mechanisms, based on lengthy negotiations, have increasingly proven to be too slow and bureaucratic to meet the demands of the time. In this context, an old idea, often used in international politics, is coming to the forefront: the Coalition of the Willing. Based on such a European core concept, a renewed Europe could emerge. It is not only the alliance formed to help Ukraine as part of Europe that is the driving force behind this idea. It is about the self-preservation of Europe as a whole that propels it forward. Europe needs coalitions of efficiency and effectiveness.


The erratic surges of both right-wing and left-wing extremists, who are waging war against the values-based world order, can be contained if innovative structures of a firm European core are established. How can Europe assert itself as a geopolitical factor while simultaneously preserving and maintaining its internal cohesion? The answer to this question will depend on its ability to face both internal and external threats. The key to Europe’s future could lie in the creation of a strong European core, which would serve as a stabilizing force against growing threats.


On the extremistic right, nationalist movements, often characterized by rejection of the EU and globalization, have gained influence. They call for a Europe that relies more on nationalism and less on supranational cooperation. This trend has not only manifested in Europe but also in other parts of the world, such as the United States and Brazil, where right-wing populist and nationalist rhetoric is increasingly being heard.


On the extremistic left, radical groups are targeting the world economic order and political elites. Their reactions also lead to extremism, questioning existing institutions and norms. Both sides employ populist rhetoric that portrays the liberal rule of law as part of the problem. Their goal is to overthrow the existing order and replace it with alternative, predominantly authoritarian systems. This undeniably poses a threat to European stability.


The idea of a strong European core focuses on creating a stable and capable block within the European Union, committed to the fundamental values of democracy, the rule of law, and human rights. Such a core could lift the European project out of its current inability to act, further develop, and deepen it. It could focus on enhanced cooperation in security and economic matters and strengthen the Union through closer integration, while simultaneously serving as a counterweight to the forces seeking to destabilize European cooperation.


To overcome the hurdles, the formation of this strong core could proceed gradually and flexibly, without destabilizing the existing structures of the EU. Expanding flexible integration and introducing differentiated integration models could offer ways to reconcile different interests while ensuring the functionality of the overall construct.


One tactical approach to counter this is the formation of smaller groups, such as the Weimar Triangle or the “Coalition of the Willing,” which could later be merged. Europe is struggling with its role in the world and within itself. Between the ambition to be a geopolitically capable actor and the reality of divided capitals, a dangerous gap exists. While the international situation is escalating, the European Union remains a community that, although exposed to the same threats, offers very different responses. The time when Europe could position itself in the security political shadow of the USA is over, thanks to a chaotic autocrat as president. War-like conflicts at the borders of the continent, an aggressive Russia, an arrogant China, fragile democracies within, and unpredictable partners are forcing Europe to make a decision - political maturity or strategic irrelevance. The smaller formats could now become the catalyst. The Weimar Triangle, Germ any, France, and Poland, was long seen as diplomatic folklore, a historical framework for nice pictures and mediocre statements. However, in a time when unanimity in the EU is harder than ever to achieve, such formats are being rediscovered, as laboratories for unity on a special scale.


What does it mean to live well in a social framework? What is the true meaning of justice, freedom, and truth? Philosophy and religion were not just intellectual disciplines, they were also the foundations for social order and the ethical orientation of European policies. Yet, in recent decades, philosophical discussions have disappeared from public debate. Pure technological progress now dominates the discourse. The loss of traditional bonds has not only led to a shift in the worldview framework but also weakened the moral and ethical foundations of European society.


The goal must be to bridge the gap between member states and foster a shared European identity in order to secure Europe’s military and geopolitical position in the global context. These groups could serve as a pragmatic response to the difficulties of achieving broad consensus across the entire European level. They allow for a rapid response to current challenges without requiring the simultaneous agreement of all member states.


Small formats are not a rejection of Europe, but a pragmatic attempt to inject movement into a system that otherwise risks stagnation. For these formats to be more than diplomatic stopgaps, they must meet three conditions. First, they must not be exclusive, but open to latecomers who wish to join later. Those who move ahead in smaller groups should consciously build bridges, not walls. Second, they need clear goals and measurable outcomes. A format alone does not create security; joint exercises, coordinated procurements, and integrated command structures do. Third, they must be politically explained, not as backroom projects, but as a complement to the European level, as accelerators, not substitutes.


The real test will be whether Europe can show visible progress in the coming years, shared capabilities that are more than just paper, decisions that are made faster than press releases, and a narrative that convinces people that Europe is more than a distant bureaucracy. Small formats can serve as stepping stones across the river of disunity. But they do not replace the larger task: transforming a continent of interests into a political community that knows what it stands for, and what it is prepared to stand up for, if necessary.


It requires a European security architecture that does not deny diversity, but channels it, may be core formats that take the lead and set standards. The EU institutions would then need to translate these standards into common law and shared programs. This is not a giant leap toward a “United States of Europe”-utopia, but the gradual assembly of many small steps. Less romantic, but likely more realistic.





Europe’s Values - Human Rights, Democracy, and Rule of Law


Europe’s values, such as human rights, democracy, and the rule of law, are still considered universal principles, but the continent is increasingly confronted with internal crises. European idealism is overshadowed by a growing loss of trust. With the defection of unqualified, almost despotic leaders in Hungary, Slovakia, or the Czech Republic, from the cultural and political identity of Europe, the continent seems to have less and less of a unified, strong cultural voice in the global context.


The ongoing strain of recent crises, including inflation, the Covid-19 pandemic, and the war in Ukraine, has left its mark: economically in the form of weak growth, politically in the form of growing polarization, and socially in the form of uncertainty. While the U.S. is responding with massive investment programs and China is planning strategically for the long term, Europe often still struggles to reach even the smallest common denominator. Yet Europe is not lacking in resources or competence. The continent has a highly developed industry, excellent research institutions, well-educated labor, and a high standard of living. What’s missing is less ability than the capacity to contain the subversive forces of obstruction.
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