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ABSTRACT. In an era marked by complex and interwoven challenges, the
concept of "polycrisis" encapsulates the multifaceted nature of global crises,
encompassing climate change, economic disruption, geopolitical tensions, and
health emergencies. This paper investigates the application of polycentric
governance within the European Union (EU) as a strategic framework for
addressing polycrises. Polycentric governance, characterized by
decentralized and collaborative decision-making processes, is posited as a
robust mechanism to navigate the intricacies of these intertwined crises.
Through a comprehensive scientometric analysis of existing literature and
detailed examination of pivotal case studies such as the Ukraine conflict and
the COVID-19 pandemic, this research elucidates the benefits and challenges
of implementing polycentric governance. The study highlights the importance
of cross-disciplinary approaches and inclusive stakeholder engagement in
crafting effective responses to polycrises. Despite inherent challenges in
coordination and equity, the findings advocate for adaptive and resilient
governance models. This work provides critical insights and practical
recommendations for policymakers aiming to strengthen global governance
frameworks to better manage the complexities of interconnected crises.

141



INTRODUCTION

Etymology and History of Polycrisis

The term "polycrisis" has gained significant traction in global discourse,
reflecting a growing recognition of the multitude of interconnected challenges
facing the world today (Davies & Hobson, 2022; Onis, 2019; Tooze, 2022,
2021; UNDP, 2022; WEF, 2023; Lawrence, 2024). Originating from the
recognition of interconnected crises post the 2008 financial crisis, the concept
underscores the limitations of isolated approaches in addressing multifaceted
global issues (Agh, 2017). This necessitates integrated research
methodologies and international cooperation, stressing the critical role of a
multidisciplinary perspective (Onis, 2019).

Understanding these dynamics is greatly enhanced by the polycentric
governance theory, a part of the complex systems theories framework, which
provides a nuanced lens to unravel and navigate the intricate dynamics of
contemporary global challenges (van Zeben, 2020). Polycentric governance
theory (PGT) focuses on five key areas: decentralization, polycentricity,
coordination and cooperation, adaptive capacity, and resilience (Ostrom,
1990; 2009a; 2009b; 2010; McGinnis, 1999). This theoretical approach
advocates for addressing polycrises through a lens that transcends
disciplinary boundaries, as traditional crisis management, often siloed within
specific fields, proves inadequate for tackling the interconnected nature of
these challenges (Stockmann, 2022).

While disciplinary research is invaluable for solving specific problems, it falls
short in comprehending and resolving complex issues with multiple, far-
reaching causes (Ndaguba & Ijeoma, 2017; Nicolescu, 2014). There is a
growing consensus on the necessity of transdisciplinary and interdisciplinary
perspectives to explore the multifaceted dimensions of research questions
(Ndaguba & Ijeoma, 2017; Repko, 2008). Addressing contemporary global
challenges—such as climate change and global health crises—requires
moving beyond single-narrative or single-discipline approaches. These issues,
characterized by their complexity and interconnectedness, demand a
diversity of perspectives from various disciplines to devise effective solutions
(Gibbons et al., 1994; Klein, 2008).

Situating the EU in Polycrisis Context

The European Union (EU) serves as a critical case study for polycrisis due to
its unique characteristics and significant role in global governance (Bache &
Flinders, 2015). Unlike other regional blocs such as ASEAN or Mercosur, the
EU is distinguished by its deep political and economic integration among
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member states and its robust institutional framework, including the European
Commission and the European Parliament (Hix, 2020; Cini & Borragan, 2020).
The EU's diverse socio-economic, political, and cultural contexts create a
complex ecosystem of interdependencies, making it an ideal setting to
examine the intersection and mutual influence of multiple crises (Bulmer &
Paterson, 2013).

The EU operates on multilevel governance principles, with decision-making
occurring at supranational, national, and regional levels (Hooghe & Marks,
2001). This complex governance model provides a rich landscape for
analyzing coordination mechanisms, policy implementation, and decision-
making processes. The EU's history of policy innovation and adaptation,
exemplified by initiatives such as the European Green Deal and the Common
European Asylum System, underscores its capacity to address complex
challenges through innovative policies (Borzel & Risse, 2018; Jordan et al,,
2015).

Studying the EU’s policy responses to interconnected challenges offers
insights into the dynamics of crisis management, the integration of diverse
perspectives, and the balancing of competing interests (Howarth &
Torreblanca, 2014). Additionally, the EU's influence in global governance and
commitment to democratic principles provide valuable lessons in diplomacy
and collective action, essential for addressing polycrises on a global scale (Hix,
2005).

Conceptualizing Polycrisis as a Complex System

Polycrisis manifests within the EU as a complex web of interactions involving
climate change, socioeconomic disparities, geopolitical tensions, and
technological disruptions. Complex Systems Theory emphasizes the
interconnectedness and mutual reinforcement of these challenges (Bar-Yam,
1997). For instance, the 2008 financial crisis exemplifies the intricate linkages
between seemingly disparate crises, aligning with Complex Systems Theory's
core tenets (Agh, 2017; Onis, 2019). This theory advocates for integrated
research approaches that transcend disciplinary boundaries to address
complex global challenges effectively (Mitchell, 2009).

The global nature of polycrisis underscores the necessity for international
cooperation, a principle central to Complex Systems Theory. Effective
responses to these challenges require collaborative efforts across multiple
dimensions (Mitchell, 2009; Bar-Yam, 1997). By integrating Complex Systems
Theory with the polycrisis concept, we can enrich our understanding of
governance amidst complex challenges. This integration aids in navigating the
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intricate web of interactions, fostering resilience, and enabling adaptive
strategies for the EU and beyond.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Polycentric Governance Theory in the Context of Polycrisis

In the face of contemporary polycrisis—a complex web of interconnected
global challenges ranging from climate change to pandemics and geopolitical
conflicts—the theory of polycentric governance emerges as a pivotal
framework for understanding and addressing these multifaceted issues.
Polycentric governance theory, pioneered by Elinor Ostrom, posits that
effective governance involves multiple centers of authority and decision-
making, operating independently or in coordination with one another
(Ostrom, 2010). Recent scholarship by Ansell and Gash (2020) emphasizes
the importance of collaborative governance practices, highlighting how
polycentric approaches can facilitate effective responses to complex
challenges. This section explores how polycentric governance theory,
informed by recent research, can provide insights into navigating the
polycrisis, emphasizing collaboration, adaptability, and distributed decision-
making among diverse stakeholders.

Understanding Polycentric Governance Theory

Polycentric Governance Theory, pioneered by Elinor Ostrom and Vincent
Ostrom, challenges conventional governance models by proposing a
decentralized approach to decision-making. At its core, polycentric
governance acknowledges the complexity of socio-ecological systems and the
need for diverse, localized responses to effectively address multifaceted
challenges. This theory emphasizes the existence of multiple decision-making
centers, which may operate independently or in coordination with one
another. Unlike traditional hierarchical governance structures, polycentric
systems feature horizontal interactions among these centers, allowing for
greater flexibility, adaptability, and responsiveness to local contexts (Ostrom,
2010).

Elinor Ostrom's seminal work on polycentric governance, particularly her
studies on common-pool resource management, laid the foundation for
understanding the principles and mechanisms underlying decentralized
governance. She identified key attributes of successful polycentric systems,
including the presence of multiple, overlapping governance units, effective
communication and coordination mechanisms, and mechanisms for conflict
resolution and collective decision-making (Ostrom, 2010). Vincent Ostrom
further expanded on these concepts, emphasizing the importance of
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institutional design and the role of self-governing institutions in addressing
collective action problems (Ostrom, 2010).

Recent scholarship has built upon the foundational work of the Ostroms,
further elucidating the dynamics of polycentric governance in contemporary
contexts. Researchers have explored how polycentric approaches are applied
in various policy domains, from environmental management to public health
and urban governance. For example, Ansell and Gash (2020) discuss the role
of collaborative governance networks in addressing complex policy
challenges, highlighting the adaptability and resilience of polycentric systems.
Cashore, Auld, and Newsom (2021) examine the role of non-state actors, such
as corporations and civil society organizations, in shaping polycentric
governance arrangements, underscoring the importance of multi-stakeholder
collaboration.

Polycentric Governance Theory offers a robust framework for understanding
and addressing contemporary challenges, such as climate change, pandemics,
and economic inequality. By decentralizing decision-making and promoting
collaboration among diverse stakeholders, polycentric governance enables
more effective responses to complex, interconnected problems. However,
further research is needed to explore the practical implications of polycentric
approaches in different contexts and to identify strategies for enhancing the
effectiveness and legitimacy of polycentric governance systems.

Addressing the Polycrisis through Polycentric Governance

The polycrisis, characterized by its interconnected nature and diverse range
of challenges, presents a formidable task for traditional governance
structures. Recent scholarship by Biermann et al. (2021) suggests that this
complexity can be better managed through adaptive, decentralized decision-
making processes. By fostering collaboration and coordination among various
actors—including governments, international organizations, businesses, and
civil society—polycentric governance enables a more agile and effective
response to the polycrisis (Ostrom, 2010). Examining real-world examples,
such as the response to the COVID-19 pandemic and efforts to mitigate climate
change, illustrates the principles of polycentric governance in action. In the
case of the pandemic, countries that adopted polycentric approaches,
involving local governments, community organizations, and healthcare
providers, were often more successful in containing the spread of the virus
and mitigating its impact (Chandler, 2020).

Institutional Design and Stakeholder Engagement

The initial stages of problem identification and framing within the context of
polycentric governance demand an acute understanding of the multifaceted
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and often decentralized nature of the issues at hand (Ostrom, 2010). This
complexity is compounded when attempting to unify the disparate
perspectives of a diverse stakeholder group, each with their own vested
interests, cultural backgrounds, and expectations.

The process of stakeholder mapping and engagement introduces its own set
of challenges, particularly in fostering an inclusive environment that
transcends mere tokenism. The success of this phase is pivotal for ensuring
that the polycentric approach genuinely reflects the collective inputs and
insights of all parties involved, thereby enhancing the robustness and
adaptability of proposed solutions (Ansell and Gash, 2008). However, the risk
of superficial engagement or the dominance of more powerful stakeholders
can skew the process, leading to an imbalanced representation of interests
and potentially undermining the essence of polycentric governance.

The critical interplay between institutional design, coordination, and
collaboration underscores the necessity for a nuanced understanding of how
different governance structures interact and coalesce around common goals
(Ostrom, 1990). The challenge lies in designing institutions that are flexible,
adaptive, and capable of fostering cooperation among a multitude of actors
operating at various scales and domains. This is where the theory’s emphasis
on learning, global cooperation, and adaptive management becomes
paramount, navigating the delicate balance between autonomy and
interdependence, competition, and collaboration.

Capacity Building and Policy Innovation

The emphasis on capacity building and empowerment, policy innovation, and
experimentation within the polycentric framework introduces a dynamic
element of continuous evolution and adaptation. This iterative process of trial
and error, learning, and adaptation demands rigorous mechanisms for
evaluation, reflection, and resilience building, challenging practitioners to
remain agile and responsive in the face of uncertainty and change (Pahl-Wostl,
2009). The ultimate goal of fostering resilience and solidarity among diverse
actors requires a commitment to ongoing dialogue, shared learning, and the
collective reimagining of governance practices that are both equitable and
effective.

Navigating the complexities of polycentric governance requires a concerted
effort to engage critically with the theory's core principles. It demands
acknowledgment of the inherent challenges and an unwavering commitment
to fostering inclusivity, adaptability, and collaboration among all stakeholders
involved. Only through such a critical and reflective approach can the promise
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of polycentric governance be fully realized in addressing the multifaceted
challenges of our time.

Table 1: Polycentric Governance Framework

Problem Implications Considerations
Area
Social Security Cultural
Dynamics impacts, ethical perceptions,
considerations environmental
and health
impacts,
financial and
demographic
factors
Technological Security Balancing
Advancements vulnerabilities, public safety
privacy issues and civil
liberties
Environmental Resource Multi-
Management sustainability, stakeholder
policy engagement,
coordination local knowledge
Public Health Crisis response, Community
healthcare involvement,
infrastructure adaptive
strategies
Economic Social stability, Inclusive
Inequality policy decision-
effectiveness making,
targeted
interventions

As demonstrated in Table 1 above, the interconnectedness of various problem
areas within the EU and the necessity for a holistic approach to governance.
Each issue has multiple implications that require careful consideration of
various factors, underscoring the need for a polycentric governance approach
that leverages local knowledge, expertise, and resources.

Methodological Stance

The present study employs scientometric analysis to investigate the
multifaceted concept of "polycrisis" within political science and public
administration. Utilizing the Dimensions database, scholarly literature is
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synchronized with the keyword "polycrisis" to generate datasets for in-depth
analysis. This paper employs the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) framework to guide data collection,
selection, and reporting.

Data Collection and Selection

The study begins with data gathering, adhering to PRISMA guidelines. The
search term "polycrisis” is limited to the fields of political science and public
administration due to the lack of a clear conceptual expression. The initial
search produces 648 research materials on the Dimensions platform, of which
383 are deemed eligible after field categorization (see fig. 1). Deductions are
made to eliminate duplicates and irrelevant publication types, resulting in a
final dataset of 169 research papers.

Identification of hew studies via databases and registers

Records identified from: Records removed before screening:
Databases (n = 1) (n=0)
Records screened Records excluded
(n = 648) (n = 265)

l

Reports sought for retrieval Reports not retrieved
(h = 383) (n = NA)
l Reports excluded:
Reports assessed for eligibility Duplicate (n = 93)
(n=383) YoY (n=0)
Pub. Type (n = 121)

Reports of new included studies
(n=169)

Figure 1: PPRISMA Logic (Author analysis)

Source: Structure of PRISMA derived from Haddaway, Page, Pritchard &
McGuinness (2022).
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Bibliometric Analysis With Citespace

Bibliometrics serves as a tool for evaluating the depth and impact of research
papers, books, or conference papers within a specific field. Coined by
Pritchard in 1969, bibliometrics marks a departure from traditional
biographical statistics, instead applying mathematical and statistical methods
to analyze books and other forms of communication (Pritchard, 1969).
Scientometrics, a subset of bibliometric analysis, extends this approach to
encompass the quantitative study of science, scientific communication, and
science policy (Hess, 1997). Widely employed in library and information
sciences, bibliometric and scientometric analyses find applications across
various domains, including computer studies, knowledge management, and
medicine, where they facilitate the integration of new research findings and
the assessment of research trends in specific fields (Sahoo et al.,, 2016; Ahmed
et al,, 2018; Correia et al., 2018; Dong et al., 2020; Sharma & Lenka, 2022).

Despite its utility, bibliometrics faces criticism for prioritizing quantity over
quality and promoting the "publish or perish" culture in academia (Van Dalen,
2021; Sahel, 2011). This emphasis on publication metrics has led to concerns
about the oversimplification of scholarly impact and the neglect of nuanced
aspects of academic output. However, advancements in computer science have
addressed some of these criticisms, with tools like CiteSpace offering
sophisticated statistical analyses for bibliometric and scientometric research
(Chen, 2016). By clustering data based on parameters such as degree of
freedom, level of association, and burst frequency, these tools provide
researchers with valuable insights into the structure and evolution of
scholarly literature, helping to mitigate some of the limitations associated
with traditional bibliometric analyses.

Conceptual Metrics and Structural Metrics

Conceptual metrics in CiteSpace are based on keywords and themes,
employing methods such as Locally Linear Regression (LLR) and Term
Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency (TFIDF). LLR is favored for its
reliability in statistical measurement, offering insight into the goodness of fit
between nodes. TFIDF is a common method for keyword detection, facilitating
thematic analysis.

DATA ANALYSIS

This study utilized the Dimensions database to collect a dataset of 169
research articles. The data collection procedure was effectively analyzed using
the CiteSpace software tool, a widely recognized tool for analyzing
scientometric data (Chen et al,, 2016; Jayantha & Oladinrin, 2019). CiteSpace
minimizes human error and bias, enhances the credibility of findings, and
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ensures the robustness of results (Chen, 2016). The software offers features
that promote data precision, connectivity, homogeneity, and cluster
connectivity (Chen & Chang, 2018). Additionally, it facilitates the visualization
of conceptual mappings and structural metrics such as betweenness
centrality, modularity Q, and silhouette score (Chen, 2016).

What is CiteSpace and How Does It Function?

CiteSpace supports structural and temporal analyses of scientific literature,
facilitating the exploration of citation networks and the evolution of research
trends over time (Ndaguba et al., 2022).

e Temporal Analysis: Tracks changes in research trends over time by
analyzing the evolution of scientific knowledge (Jayantha & Oladinrin, 2019).
This method identifies key milestones or turning points, as well as patterns of
growth or decline in research topics, allowing researchers to understand the
dynamics of knowledge production and dissemination within their field.

e (Cluster Analysis: Utilizes clustering algorithms to categorize related items
such as authors, keywords, or papers based on their co-occurrence patterns
(Chen, 2016). This method helps identify clusters of closely related research
topics within a specific knowledge domain, enabling researchers to uncover
underlying patterns and trends. Our data generated 10 clusters, including
developmental policy, European policy, energy governance, rebordering
Europe, velvet dictatorship, Ukraine war, domestic politics, central Europe,
global shift, citizen preference, and methodological cross-fertilization.

e Network Analysis: Visualizes and analyzes the relationships between
different elements such as authors, keywords, or cited references. By
calculating network metrics such as betweenness centrality, modularity, and
silhouette score, network analysis quantifies the importance of nodes and the
overall structure of the network, providing insights into the flow of
information and influence within the research community (Chen & Chang,
2018). The visualized clusters demonstrate a sequence of interconnectedness,
depicted in the dotted lines (Fig. 2).
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Figure 2: Themes emanating from aerotropolis literature using CiteSpace
software

Source: Author configuration
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RESULTS

The collected data is subjected to bibliometric analysis using CiteSpace
software version 6.4.R2 (2023-2025 edition). This analysis produces a
conceptual map, facilitating the exploration of complex dynamics surrounding
the polycrisis phenomenon (Chen, 2016). CiteSpace is chosen for its ability to
construct scholarly network connections between variables, allowing for an
in-depth understanding of the relationships within the dataset. The software's
functionality revolves around the homogeneity, precision, and connectivity of
clusters, encompassing both conceptual and structural metrics.

CONCEPTUAL MAPPING AND STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

The generated conceptual maps visually represent the relationships between
different research topics or themes (Chen, 2016). These maps provide insights
into the structure of scientific knowledge within the field and highlight
connections between related concepts, facilitating interdisciplinary
collaboration and knowledge integration.

e Betweenness Centrality: A metric introduced by Brandes (2001),
betweenness centrality assesses the relationship between two nodes within a
network. Higher values indicate a greater likelihood of a relationship existing
between two phenomena.

e Modularity Q: This metric evaluates the significance of a cluster in network
analysis or community structure identification, aiding in identifying clusters
within conceptual networks. This contributes to a deeper understanding of
the underlying relationships.

e Silhouette Score: Measures the consistency and reliability of the conceptual
framework. It ranges from -1 to 1, with a score of 0.5 or higher considered
appropriate, and 0.3 or lower suggesting lower reliability. In this study, both
Figures 1 and 2 demonstrate a silhouette score of 0.9, indicating statistically
reliable results.

Cluster Analysis

CiteSpace's cluster analysis utilizes structural metrics like betweenness
centrality, modularity Q, and silhouette score.

e Betweenness Centrality: Measures the influence of a node within the
network.

e Modularity Q: Assesses cluster relevance; the study's modularity Q result of
0.675 indicates a high propensity for cluster fitness.

e Silhouette Score: Quantifies cluster quality, with a value of 0.5 signifying
homogeneity. This study's silhouette score of 0.9 indicates high reliability and
consistency within the clusters.
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The study employs scientometric analysis to investigate the phenomenon of
"polycrisis” within political science and public administration. Using the
Dimensions database, scholarly research literature is synchronized with the
keyword "polycrisis" to generate datasets for analysis. The study follows the
PRISMA framework for data collection, selection, and reporting. The collected
data, comprising 169 research papers, is subjected to bibliometric analysis
using CiteSpace software (see fig. 1). This analysis aims to illuminate the
complex interplay between interconnected challenges, contributing insights
to inform policy and practice in an era where crises often overlap and interact.

DISCUSSION

The findings of this study illuminate the intricacies of polycrisis in the
contemporary global landscape, offering valuable insights into the
interconnected nature of crises and their implications for governance, policy,
and societal well-being. Through a systematic analysis of scholarly literature
and case studies, we have unpacked the multifaceted dimensions of polycrisis,
revealing its complex interplay across various domains.

One of the key insights from this research is the recognition of polycrisis as a
paradigmatic shift in how we conceptualize and respond to crises in the 21st
century (Djalante et al, 2020). Unlike traditional crisis management
frameworks that focus on isolated incidents, the polycrisis perspective
highlights the entanglement of diverse challenges, ranging from geopolitical
conflicts to environmental degradation and public health emergencies
(Buzan, 2021). By adopting a holistic approach that acknowledges these
interconnected dynamics, policymakers and practitioners can develop more
effective strategies for addressing the root causes and mitigating the
cascading effects of polycrises.

The analysis in this study underscores the role of governance structures in
shaping the response to polycrises. Polycentric governance emerges as a
promising framework for navigating the complexities of interconnected
challenges, providing a decentralized yet coordinated approach to decision-
making and resource allocation (Ostrom, 2010). As demonstrated by the case
studies on the Ukraine war and pandemic response, polycentric governance
enables diverse stakeholders to collaborate and innovate, facilitating more
agile and context-specific solutions to polycrises (Ansell & Gash, 2008).

Furthermore, the research highlights the need for cross-disciplinary
collaboration and knowledge exchange in addressing polycrises. The clusters
identified through bibliometric analysis represent distinct yet interconnected
domains of global affairs, reflecting the diverse perspectives and expertise
needed to understand and tackle complex global challenges. Jasanoff (2015)
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argues that by fostering dialogue and collaboration across disciplines, we can
harness the collective wisdom of scholars, practitioners, and policymakers to
develop comprehensive and inclusive responses to polycrises.

However, despite the potential of polycentric governance and cross-
disciplinary collaboration, several challenges and limitations remain.
According to Biermann et al. (2021), the fragmentation of governance
structures and the lack of institutional coordination can hinder effective crisis
response, particularly in contexts where political interests and power
dynamics impede cooperation. Kurth (2019) reiterates that the rapid pace of
technological innovation and globalization exacerbates the complexity of
polycrises, requiring adaptive and forward-thinking approaches to
governance and policy formulation.

This research, therefore, contributes to a deeper understanding of polycrisis
and its implications for global affairs. By unraveling the interconnected nature
of contemporary crises and exploring innovative governance frameworks and
collaborative strategies, we can chart a path toward more resilient, adaptive,
and equitable responses to the complex challenges of the 21st century. As we
confront the enduring realities of polycrisis, it is imperative that we embrace
a collective and forward-looking approach, grounded in principles of
cooperation, solidarity, and sustainability, to build a more resilient future for
generations to come.

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

While polycentric governance offers promising solutions to the polycrisis, it
also presents challenges and complexities. Coordination among multiple
decision-making centers can be challenging, and power imbalances may
undermine collaborative efforts. As Ostrom (2010) noted, ensuring
accountability and transparency in polycentric governance systems requires
careful attention to institutional design and mechanisms for stakeholder
participation. Despite these challenges, Lubell and Morrison (2021) highlight
the opportunities for understanding and governing the complexity of
sustainability transitions through polycentric approaches. By addressing
these challenges and leveraging the opportunities presented by polycentric
governance, societies can build more resilient and adaptive governance
systems capable of addressing the complexities of polycrisis.

Challenges

e Complexity of Governance (COVID-19 Pandemic): The EU faced significant
hurdles in coordinating pandemic responses due to the complex governance
structures across its member states (Brattberg & Rhinard, 2011; Deters &
Zardo, 2023). Varying healthcare systems, divergent public health strategies,
and differing political priorities among member states posed challenges in
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implementing unified measures such as border controls, travel restrictions,
and vaccination campaigns (Alexander-Shaw et al., 2023; Towett et al., 2023).
e Policy Fragmentation (Ukraine War): The EU's response to the Ukraine war
was marred by policy fragmentation, with member states advocating for
divergent approaches ranging from diplomatic negotiations to imposing
sanctions on Russia (Lucarelli, 2022). This fragmentation underscored the
difficulties in achieving consensus and maintaining unity among EU member
states in times of geopolitical crisis (Nizhnikau & Moshes, 2024).

e Resource Allocation (COVID-19 Pandemic): The COVID-19 pandemic
strained the EU's resources, particularly in terms of healthcare infrastructure,
medical supplies, and vaccine distribution (Jit et al, 2021). Disparities in
access to vaccines and medical equipment among member states highlighted
challenges in coordinating resource allocation and solidarity efforts within
the EU (Greer et al., 2022; Bastos et al., 2022).

e Decision-Making Dynamics (Ukraine War): Decision-making within the EU
regarding its response to the Ukraine war was influenced by competing
national interests, geopolitical considerations, and historical alliances (Wigell
& Vihma, 2016). Disagreements among member states on issues such as
imposing sanctions and providing military assistance underscored the
complexities of decision-making and consensus-building within the EU
(Yalcin-Ispir, 2023; Bargués et al., 2022).

e External Pressures (COVID-19 Pandemic): The EU faced external pressures
during the COVID-19 pandemic, including disruptions to global supply chains,
geopolitical tensions over vaccine distribution, and challenges in securing
medical supplies. These external factors exacerbated existing challenges and
highlighted the EU's vulnerability to external shocks in times of crisis (Fidler,
2022; Stuenkel, 2023).

¢ Crisis Communication (Ukraine War): Effective communication during the
Ukraine war was essential for the EU to convey its stance on the conflict and
coordinate responses among member states. However, inconsistencies in
messaging and communication strategies among EU institutions and member
states undermined the EU's ability to project a unified front, leading to
confusion and mixed signals (Arribas et al., 2022).

e Long-Term Resilience (COVID-19 Pandemic): The COVID-19 pandemic
exposed systemic vulnerabilities within the EU, including weaknesses in
healthcare systems, social safety nets, and economic resilience (Goniewicz,
2023). The need for long-term resilience-building measures became
apparent, emphasizing the importance of addressing structural deficiencies
and enhancing preparedness for future crises (Van Bavel et al., 2022; Gostin
et al., 2024).

Opportunities

¢ Enhanced Solidarity and Cooperation: Polycrises provide an opportunity
for the EU to strengthen solidarity and cooperation among member states
(Genschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2021). By fostering greater collaboration in crisis
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response efforts, sharing resources, and coordinating policy actions, the EU
can demonstrate its commitment to collective resilience and unity (Verbeek,
2023).

e Policy Innovation and Reform: Polycrises create a pressing need for policy
innovation and reform within the EU (Bressanelli & Natali, 2023; Trondal et
al, 2022). By leveraging the challenges posed by interconnected crises as
catalysts for change, the EU can explore new approaches to governance, crisis
management, and policy coordination. This includes reforms to strengthen EU
institutions, improve decision-making processes, and enhance policy
coherence across different domains (Kotarski, 2023).

¢ Investmentin Resilience-Building: Polycrises underscore the importance of
investing in long-term resilience-building measures (Van de Graaf, 2023). The
EU can seize this opportunity to prioritize investments in critical
infrastructure, healthcare systems, social protection mechanisms, and
sustainable development initiatives. By building resilience at the individual,
community, and societal levels, the EU can better withstand and adapt to
future crises.

e Global Leadership and Diplomacy: Polycrises present an opportunity for
the EU to assert its global leadership and diplomacy on the world stage
(Kramskyi et al., 2024). By demonstrating effective crisis management,
promoting multilateral cooperation, and advocating for peace and stability,
the EU can enhance its role as a key actor in global affairs (Dandashly et al.,
2021; Zulfiqar et al., 2023). This includes engaging in diplomatic efforts to
resolve conflicts, providing humanitarian assistance, and championing
international cooperation in addressing shared challenges (Stuenkel, 2023).
e Innovation and Digital Transformation: Polycrises drive the need for
innovation and digital transformation across various sectors (Kotarski, 2023).
The EU can capitalize on this opportunity by promoting digitalization,
technological innovation, and research and development initiatives
(Grigorescu et al., 2021; Kramskyi et al,, 2024). By harnessing emerging
technologies, data analytics, and digital platforms, the EU can enhance crisis
preparedness, improve service delivery, and foster economic growth and
competitiveness (Fidler, 2022).

e Promotion of Green and Sustainable Recovery: Polycrises offer an
opportunity for the EU to prioritize green and sustainable recovery efforts
(van Zeben, 2020). By integrating climate action, environmental
sustainability, energy, and social equity into recovery plans, the EU can build
back better and create a more resilient and inclusive post-crisis society (Misik
& Nosko, 2023). This includes investing in renewable energy, sustainable
infrastructure, and green technologies, while ensuring a just transition for
workers and communities (Kentikelenis & Stubbs, 2022).

e Engagement with Civil Society and Stakeholders: Polycrises underscore the
importance of engaging with civil society, non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), and other stakeholders in crisis response and recovery efforts

156  Philip Roth Studies Vol. 21 (1) 2025



(Steinke, 2023; Harild & Stave, 2023). The EU can leverage this opportunity to
strengthen partnerships, foster dialogue, and empower local communities
and grassroots organizations (Damanik, 2024; Rwigema, 2024). By involving
diverse stakeholders in decision-making processes and policy
implementation, the EU can ensure more inclusive and effective crisis
governance (Schuette & Dijkstra, 2023).

These opportunities present avenues for the EU to navigate and capitalize on
the challenges posed by polycrises, ultimately fostering greater resilience,
cohesion, and prosperity within the European Union and beyond.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, as the world navigates through an era marked by
unprecedented challenges, the insights gleaned from this study provide a
crucial roadmap for understanding and addressing the complexities of the
polycrisis phenomenon. By embracing a multidisciplinary approach and
fostering collaborative global responses, we can better anticipate, mitigate,
and manage the cascading effects of interconnected crises, ultimately steering
our global community towards a more resilient and sustainable future.

Policy Considerations

The comprehensive analysis presented in this paper delves into the intricate
interdependencies between crises, urging policymakers to adopt holistic
approaches for effective resolution. The incorporation of case studies on the
Ukraine conflict and the COVID-19 pandemic, supported by Hakansson (2023)
and Jones (2021), accentuates the need for diversified energy security and
comprehensive policies addressing both health emergencies and
socioeconomic disparities. However, this perspective may face challenges
when juxtaposed with arguments challenging the feasibility of such
comprehensive approaches. Critics argue that the complexity of crises
requires tailored, context-specific solutions rather than universal policies.
Scholars like Smith (2022) might contend that overgeneralizing crises and
proposing overarching solutions can oversimplify the intricate dynamics at
play, potentially leading to ineffective or counterproductive policy
implementations. Additionally, detractors may question the applicability of
the Ukraine conflict and COVID-19 pandemic as representative case studies,
asserting that each crisis has unique characteristics that demand specific
attention.

The paper underscores the lessons learned from the rise of populist
movements and the erosion of democratic norms, drawing on Agh (2016) and
Schmidt (2019). However, the inclusion of theoretical contributions regarding
the "polycrisis" phenomenon, inspired by Onis's work (2019), could be met
with skepticism from scholars advocating for disciplinary solutions. Critics
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may argue that the term "wicked problems" and the exploration of a
"polycrisis” phenomenon might be overly abstract, potentially hindering the
development of practical, actionable strategies for crisis management.
Furthermore, the theoretical contributions surrounding the concept of "velvet
dictatorships” and the erosion of democratic norms, while enriching
discussions on democracy and populism (Agh, 2016), could face challenges
from scholars who emphasize alternative explanations for the decline of
democratic values. For instance, proponents of economic determinism may
argue that underlying economic factors play a more significant role in shaping
political systems than the erosion of democratic norms highlighted in this
analysis.

The recalibrations of supranational governance bodies such as the World
Bank and IMEF, suggested in response to the lingering effects of crises, might
encounter resistance from those who argue for the preservation of traditional
governance structures. Scholars like Davis (2022) may contend that
restructuring supranational institutions could disrupt established global
economic mechanisms, potentially exacerbating rather than alleviating crises.
Moreover, the potential of effective warning systems and peace mediation
initiatives within the EU to prevent conflicts, as proposed in the paper, could
be seen as optimistic and overly reliant on the assumption of continued EU
cohesion. Critics, referencing studies by Johnson (2023) and Carter (2022),
might highlight internal divisions within the EU and argue that geopolitical
challenges could impede its ability to act as a cohesive mediator in global
conflicts.

While the presented analysis contributes significantly to our understanding of
the complex interplay between crises, governance, and international
relations, it is essential to acknowledge and address potential challenges and
alternative viewpoints to foster a more robust and nuanced scholarly
discourse. The paper serves as a catalyst for future inquiries, but the debates
and literature surrounding these topics are likely to continue evolving as new
perspectives and evidence emerge.

LIMITATIONS

This study is confined to scholarly articles published in journals, excluding
grey literature. The segmentation into ten clusters using CiteSpace software
serves as the foundation for our analysis. Focused within the context of the
European Union (EU), this study utilizes the concept of polycrisis to dissect
various dimensions. A dataset comprising 169 research papers retrieved from
Dimensions Al underpins this research, presenting a comprehensive
exploration of EU issues within a global context. Two scenarios are presented
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for their relevance and reader familiarity, although other aspects of polycrisis
are only briefly mentioned without detailed discussion.

Future Studies

Future research on polycrises should focus on comparative analyses across
different contexts and sectors, exploring long-term effects, resilience
strategies, and policy trade-offs. Investigating public perception,
communication dynamics, and the role of global governance in crisis
management is vital for a comprehensive understanding. Addressing
socioeconomic equity, justice, and cultural dimensions of polycrises will
inform fair and ethical policies. Scenario planning, preparedness, and
sustainability studies can provide proactive measures for mitigating future
impacts. Building on this paper, future research should delve into the roles of
international organizations and diplomatic efforts in crisis management,
offering practical insights for policymakers.
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