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ABSTRACT 
Aim/Purpose The integration of  knowledge through the transdisciplinary method with the 

three concepts civilization, ideology, and geopolitics (CIG) enables the analysis of  in-
ternational relations in a new perspective and the informing strategists of  coun-
tries, organizations, analysts, clients, etc. These three concepts express the trans-
disciplinarity that offers a new theoretical explanation and the informing science 
approach. 

Background The integration of  knowledge using the three concepts for the analysis of  inter-
national relations has found adequate explanations from 1890 until the with-
drawal of  the United States from Afghanistan. Therefore, the CIG model theo-
retically and practically finds support for more than a century, as argued in the 
paper. 

Methodology The present paper uses a mixed theory based on transdisciplinary methodology 
and informing science. The literature was reviewed to find and build the theo-
retical basis and provide appropriate examples. The theory is also based on the 
model used by Francis Fukuyama in his books on building and dissolution of  
states (middle-range theory). 

Contribution This paper enables the rethinking of  the limitations of  research on a theoretical 
and practical basis that is done in many scientific circles, not to eliminate others 
but to enrich science even more. 

Findings In the paper, the main findings are the following: 

Integrating the three CIG concepts according to the transdisciplinary 
method offers a new perspective to explain international relations using 
the IS method; 
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The integration of  the three concepts is worthwhile after 1980, when 
the model of  cabinet governments falls, Bismarck falls, and public 
opinion starts to emerge; 

It was after 1980 that theories of  civilization and geopolitics began to 
emerge along with ideologies to apply in practice; 

These three concepts offer explanations based on a CIG zone and in 
the periphery of  the CIG zone. In the CIG zone the security sphere is 
more stable and long-term, while in periphery the cooperation is tem-
porary and not long termed; 

The paper shows that the Cold War period is divided into two periods; 

The paper also finds that CIG explains with examples the events that 
happened after the Cold War and until present days; 

The paper also shows, based on the strategies of  the superpowers, how 
they are extending their influence based on the CIG concepts. 

The paper also shows new patterns of  cooperation and clashes be-
tween the superpowers’ security zones, which also provide an explana-
tory perspective for the USA withdrawal from Afghanistan. (We do not 
talk in the paper about the Afghanistan issue and USA withdrawal). 

Recommendations  
for Practitioners 

The attributes identified by the transdisciplinary implementation of  the three 
concepts express the evolution and behaviour of  major policies and, as such, 
constitute a scheme for practitioners to analyse international relations and build 
strategies on an integrative rather than an exclusionary basis. 

Recommendations  
for Researchers  

Scientific attributes in the integration of  knowledge give researchers a more 
open and comprehensive perspective to make more accurate and practical anal-
yses of  international relations. According to this model, other theories are en-
riched that use the transdisciplinary method, IS, and the CIG as a model for the 
integration of  knowledge. 

Impact on Society This type of  model enables an accurate understanding of  cooperation between 
companies, their representatives, and the creation of  safer areas and plans. 
Through this model, society no longer belongs to the abstract but is part of  the 
analysis. 

Future Research Researchers and practitioners of  this CIG model can find answers such as 
“Why did the USA fail in Afghanistan and why was it successful in Kosovo?” as 
well as other questions about finding a solution for Iraq, cooperation with 
China, etc. 

Keywords civilization, ideology, geopolitics, security zones, Cold War 

 

[Editor’s Note: The journal is pleased to print its first transdisciplinary paper on politics.] 

INTRODUCTION 
Today we cannot forget theories of  international relations, but we cannot also isolate international 
relations (IR) to the theories of  the 20th century. It is a curiosity in IR, that realism and liberalism, 
like theory and practice, were all used in the 19th century, but by cabinet governments (Cabinet gov-
ernments are governments run by a group of  ministers that were not elected by the people, or their 
prime minister or president is not elected by the people but by the king, emperor, prince, pope, etc.). 
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Liberalism (Idealism) and Realism is the first great debate of  disagreement between international re-
lations scholars, (the story of  international relations is conveniently told in the fourth “great de-
bates”) (Kurki & Wight, 2013) and all other great debates are created based on critics to the first 
great debate. The first great debate in IR was a derivative of  a long process of  movements within 
countries based on liberalism movements. Liberalism was a movement aimed at promoting the rights 
of  people and the economy. Liberalism abolished the British slave trade in 1833, and the Liberal plan 
was also successful in the Reform Bill of  1832, 1867, and 1884-85. 

This movement was not having as much impact in other countries in the 19th century for the reason 
that, as François Furet considers, after the French Bourgeois Revolution, the aristocracy had not dis-
appeared, nor had the bourgeoisie dominated and that both of  them had survived a plexus of  literary 
but not political contradictions. Furet (1995) states that: 

Nonetheless, throughout the nineteenth century, the aristocracy—yesterday’s adversary—retained a 
vestigial splendor: it was Bismarck who unified Germany and Cavour who unified Italy. The mon-
archs and nobles of  Europe largely maintained control of  the course of  events, while fearing their 
consequences. Even in France, where the old society had been legally destroyed from top to bottom 
and civil equality irreversibly instituted on 4 August 1789, the nobility made out very well after 
the fall of  Napoleon. … A degraded version of  what classical political thought termed mixed gov-
ernment would take root all over nineteenth-century Europe, with shares going to the monarchy, to 
the aristocracy, and to democracy. In that hybrid political state, antibourgeois passion was bounded. 
(pp. 16-17) 

The plexus between aristocracy and bourgeoisie begin to break after 1890 when Wilhelm II dismissed 
Bismarck from the position of Chancellor and did not renew the reinsurance agreement (Rich, 
1992/2006, p. 252) between Germany, Russia, and Austria-Hungary. This rupture created new cir-
cumstances in Europe and new alliances between European nations. With the changing of alliances 
and with the new inventions in automobiles, energy, media, etc., the communication and distribution 
of information and ideology to mobilize masses were much easier. This opened a new terrain for or-
ganizing the masses – masses that wanted a voice. Gasset (1932) said: “the mass had decided to ad-
vance to the foreground of social life, to occupy the places, to use the instrument and to enjoy the 
pleasures hitherto reserved to the few” (pp. 16-17). 
Under these circumstances was also created the first debate between realism and liberalism and in 
particular the theories of international relations with Kjellen, Mackinder, Toynbee, Ratzel, Mahan, 
etc. This inevitably brought about cooperation in terms beyond the interests of the elite people of 
government cabinets. This cooperation needs to create some methods of communication to produce 
successful strategies, and successful strategies need a transdisciplinarity approach. Therefore, with the 
transdisciplinary method, we have created a new approach for the understanding and explanation of 
IR and country strategies. 

The transdisciplinary approach emphasizes language (not grammar) to understand the interrelation-
ships between disciplines. Languages are more than just mediums of  communication; they represent 
the relationship between people and their environment, and they are part of  a larger discursive strug-
gle over meaning and interpretation, an integral element of  politics (Bleiker, 2001). Scientists are reti-
cent to incorporate the subjectivity offered by ideology and civilization with geopolitics because 
many may think that civilization is representative of  religion. Religious dominance in politics belongs 
to the Middle Ages, and scientists do not want a new Middle Ages. Today, civilization is not a reli-
gion; it has its genesis in religion, but today’s civilization can be studied as a component of  interna-
tional relations: civilization represents values. 

Civilization, ideology, and geopolitics (CIG) are concepts in IR like they are in some other fields; 
however, they can be also disciplines if  we treat them like knowledge fields. However, in the transdis-
ciplinary approach, they will work better as concepts and will be able to collaborate as concepts to 
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explain and integrate ideas or themes. Thus, the CIG is not an abstract explanation, but a living her-
meneutical dialectic.  

To understand the language of  disciplines, we need Informing Science (IS) because “Through the 
very use of  the term ‘know’, we run into a problem—the distinction between what we ‘know’ to be 
true and what is ‘actually’ true” (Gill, 2016, p. 44) and in the Informing Science philosophy essence, 
we can transfer “knowledge from one field to another: breaking down disciplinary boundaries that 
hinder the flow of  knowledge” (E. B. Cohen, 2009, p. 1). In this way, with transdisciplinary and IS, 
we can use the facts provided by international relations and create a model with the CIG to explain 
international relations. 

This would then serve researchers and clients in the scientific and academic field, policy makers, mul-
tinational corporations (NCMs), and clients who have an interest in the development of  a certain 
field. 

Science, like peoples and states, prefers the status quo, and we must be conscious that when we begin 
to unpick rules we will be criticized, not for the science but because we are breaking the conformism 
boundaries. Shepherd (2014) said: “These boundaries that we establish between little pockets of 
knowledge in the academy are a fiction. Transdisciplinarity, to my mind, is about challenging the fic-
tion of disciplines, about recognizing that knowledge is not something that can be carved up into 
neatly bounded parcels.” 
Considering climate change, the problems with drinking water, issues with energy, and pandemics, we 
can develop some transdisciplinary questions about international relations and other issues. 

The examination of  urgent questions shows the need for a transdisciplinary perspective of  the CIG. 

How does climate change affect geopolitics given the changing use of  fossil resources? This question 
might, for instance, suggest that if  the Sahara were filled with solar panels, it could produce enough 
solar energy for the entire world. It involves responses from more than two disciplines. 

What are the reasons for the war and how can its consideration by the CIG bring about solutions for 
peace? Negotiations today involve various groups of experts who know the complexity of the situa-
tion. 
International relations is not a discipline that can be studied with some concepts independently in a 
complex world, and much less in a globalized world. The purpose of this paper is not to abandon IR 
theories, but to break the fictional boundaries that separate IR from other areas of study, but also 
within itself IR. 
In this paper the analysis includes only the period after World War II to the present. 

THEORIZATION 
The theoretical level will be according to what Fukuyama (2011) gives as a good model for the study 
of  theories: “a middle-range theory that avoids the pitfalls both of  excessive abstraction (the vice of  
economists) and excessive particularism (the problem of  many historians and anthropologists)” 
(p. 24).  

THEORY OF CIVILIZATIONS 
Durant (1935) says: “Civilization is a social order promoting cultural creation. Four elements consti-
tute it: economic provision, political organization, moral traditions, and the pursuit of knowledge and 
the arts. It begins where chaos and insecurity end. For when fear is overcome, curiosity and construc-
tiveness are free, and man passes by a natural impulse towards the understanding and embellishment 
of life” (p. 22). 
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Quigley (1979) defines civilization as: “a producing society with an instrument of expansion” (p. 
142). 
Civilization is like a social order that promotes the cultural creation in the first level; in another level 
of development, it is an instrument of expansion; nevertheless, in the middle period among the two 
levels we have the development of nationalism. Nationalism creates or recreates cultures that divide 
themselves from early civilization. So, in this term, Huntington (1996) said that: “A civilization is the 
broadest cultural entity. Villages, regions, ethnic groups, nationalities, religious groups, all have dis-
tinct cultures at different levels of cultural heterogeneity” (p. 43). We define civilization in the sense 
of a universal worldview and underlying comprehensive system of values that comprises “culture” as 
a sub-category (Köchler, 2014, p. 23). 
Toynbee was an anti-nationalist and a pro-civilization or pro-western-unity under the civilization. He 
considered that “the ideal of our modern Western Democracy has been to apply in practical politics 
the Christian intuition of the fraternity of all Mankind” (Toynbee, 1934, p. 9). In similar terms Wood-
row Wilson was also for the advancement of democracy and the father of liberalism in IR, 
However, we must return to Toynbee’s anti-nationalism because he saw nationalism as a form of dis-
integration and loss of the Western power and was a supporter of the collaborations that can be seen 
today in the EU-USA and NATO. Toynbee (1934) required the creation of an intelligible field of study 
(p. 22). 
Before Toynbee’s intelligible field of study was Spengler, who in his book “The Decline of the West” ex-
plained with the morphology of history denies the connections that civilizations may have between the 
ages. Nonetheless, he said: “The Civilization is the inevitable destiny of the Culture, and in this prin-
ciple, we obtain the viewpoint from which the deepest and gravest problems of historical morphol-
ogy become capable of solution” (Spengler, 1926. p. 49).  
Spengler maintains that civilizations belonging to their time explains the fact that civilizations evolve 
and have their ups and downs, but civilization is the destiny of related or twin cultures. Therefore, 
since civilizations evolve and cultures produce nationalism, which undermines unity in civilization, 
this strengthens Toynbee’s argument why he was an antinationalist. 
Huntington (1996) alleges several decades later that “local politics is the politics of ethnicity; global 
politics is the politics of civilizations. The rivalry of the superpowers is replaced by the clash of civili-
zations” (p. 28) and this means that the cultures of the same civilization share a destiny and are uni-
fied in what Huntington calls the “core state”. 
Davutoğlu (2014) said that “globalization mobilizes all societies across the world in a much more 
multidirectional way such that it renders one-dimensional accounts of civilizational difference insub-
stantial.”  
The mobilization of societies is done by countries that represent expansionist or protectionist inter-
ests. Expansionist countries are the super-powers, and defensive countries are those who need ex-
pansionist countries to protect their interests. Therefore, civilization is the first basis for the more 
stable expansion of countries, because, in countries where a civilization unites many cultures, cooper-
ation becomes more stable as in the case of the West. However, to make this cooperation within civi-
lization a reality requires a “core state” or civil-centrism (civil-centrism is a term used by us to mean 
the unification of cultures under a civilization). 
This kind of extension can be understood according to Quigley (1979), who says: “The ability of a 
society to defend itself on the military level is dependent on its ability to provide domestic order on 
the political level, wealth on the economic level, companionship on the social level, understanding on 
the intellectual level, and psychic certainty on the religious level” (pp. 119-120). 
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Quigley represents an understanding of what we can find in the West today and what China is aiming 
to do as a representative of the far-eastern, Russia of the Orthodox, and potentially Turkey of the 
Muslims.  
However, superpowers do not want the disappearance of another superpower, but only to keep it 
under control. It is more than obvious how the USA or Franklin Roosevelt at that time made China 
the world policeman. However, the West did not even want to dismantle China when the protests 
happened in Tiananmen. Few in the West are aware that the West is responsible for aggravating tur-
bulence among the more than two billion people living in Islamic and Chinese civilizations (Mahbu-
bani, 1993). 
So, civilization is an instrument for expansion in IR and helps superpower countries to extend their 
geopolitics and other countries to provide themselves interests and this creates an intelligible area for 
science and countries. 

IDEOLOGY  
Roucek (1944) says: “Every model of thought, every philosophical or cultural product, begins with a 
specific social group from which it originates and with which its existence is connected. These pat-
terns of thinking are ‘ideologies.’”  
John Plamentaz (as cited in Sullivan, 1973) says that ideology is “a set of closely-related beliefs or 
ideas, or even attitudes, characteristic of a group or community.” 
Micheal Howard (1989) said, “This [ideology] implies something much broader, looser, and less codi-
fiable: a value system, a ‘mind-set’ as the Americans might call it, a Weltanschauungas the Germans do 
call it, or, in the French expression ... a mentalite.”  
Alan Cassels (2002) said: “ideology and the ideological pattern of thought supply a medium through 
which foreign policy issues can be transmitted to and perceived by a mass audience” (p. 9). 
Thought patterns are, therefore, philosophical or cultural products which begin within a specific 
group; the attitudes and characteristics of the community create a system of values. Let us say that 
Marxism was an ideology established in the West but adapted to a cycle of transformation of the 
Asian dictatorship and implemented in the East, in Russia. 
Although ideologies are rooted in great ideas, in the end they are transformed and adapted to find a 
more realistic application. 
Democratic peace theory—the claim that democracies rarely fight one another because they share 
common norms of live-and-let-live and domestic institutions that constrain the recourse to war—is 
probably the most powerful liberal contribution to the debate on the causes of war and peace 
(Rosato, 2003). This theory derives from Western liberalism and has been used effectively to explain 
the unity of democracies and especially of Western democracies. Russia is competing with Western 
liberal democracy with “sovereign democracy” (Krastev, 2006). China in another way is doing a so-
cialist model which provides, “a new option for other countries and nations who want to speed up 
their development while preserving their independence” (Gracie, 2017), or how Brands (2018) call 
the China approach an “authoritarian capitalism.” 
Repucci and Slipowitz (2021) write: “Nearly 75% of  the world’s population lived in a country that 
faced deterioration last year. The ongoing decline has given rise to claims of  democracy’s inherent 
inferiority. Proponents of  this idea include official Chinese and Russian commentators seeking to 
strengthen their international influence while escaping accountability for abuses, as well as antidemo-
cratic actors within democratic states who see an opportunity to consolidate power. They are both 
cheering the breakdown of  democracy and exacerbating it, pitting themselves against the brave 
groups and individuals who have set out to reverse the damage.” In addition, the report states that 
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democratic and authoritarian countries are in balance and that democracy has been besieged for 15 
years. 

It is a fact that China and Russia are tending to extend to the countries that have a shared civilization, 
and this approach we can compare with the kin-country-syndrome. 

Kin-country syndrome is a concept first applied from H. D. S. Greenway (1992) from the point of  
view of  the ethnic card, but it was Huntington (1996) who extended this concept in the sense of  civi-
lization. Kin-country-syndrome is “Groups or states belonging to one civilization that become in-
volved in war with people from a different civilization naturally try to rally support from other mem-
bers of  their own civilization” (Huntington, 1996, p. 35).  

In these terms, ideology is a concept that cooperates with civilization to create and explain the strate-
gies of  countries like the USA, China, Russia, Turkey, and other powers. Civilization and ideology in 
transdisciplinary terms offer an explanation for why Turkey declined in the index of  democracy and 
why they have a new geopolitical mindset. However, before explaining this, it is necessary to talk 
about geopolitics and the collaboration of  geopolitics with civilization and ideology. 

THEORY OF GEOPOLITICS  
The central axis of world politics in the future are likely to be, in Kishore Mahbubani’s (1993) phrase, 
the conflict between “the West and the Rest” and the responses of non-Western civilizations to 
Western power and values. Because of the civilizations that Huntington (1996) foresaw, “The most 
prominent form of this cooperation is the Confucian-Islamic connection that has emerged to chal-
lenge Western interests, values, and power” (p. 45). 
Therefore, in similar terms, Brzezinski (1993) has developed his theory of a “geopolitical whirlpool” 
which predicts a collision along almost the same lines as Huntington. 
Goldstein and Pevenhouse (2014) say: “The use of geography as an element of power is called geo-
politics. It is often tied to the logistical requirements of military forces. In geopolitics, as in real es-
tate, the three most important considerations are location, location, location. States increase their 
power to the extent they can use geography to enhance their military capabilities, such as by securing 
allies and bases close to a rival power or along strategic trade routes, or by controlling key natural re-
sources” (p. 49). 
There are three levels of geopolitics: Land Level (Heartland), Coast/Edge Level (Rimland), and Air 
Level. These three theories were developed by Mackinder, Spielman and Renner and these three au-
thors have given the map of the development of global geopolitics wherein more or less similar di-
mensions it develops today. 
Mackinder, for the first time with the paper “The Geographical Pivot of History” (1904) and then 
with the book “Democratic Ideal and Reality” (1919), wrote about the geographical importance of 
the land which he called Heartland. Spykman’s theory (1944) stresses control of the sea and includes 
the nations that have access to the sea, the Rimland. Meanwhile, Renner (1942) constructed the the-
ory of air, after the military revolution with the new dimension of forces which were established by 
the creation of the airplane. 
Table 1 illustrates the geopolitical significance of the three theories that define the geopolitical field. 
It includes the geopolitical vision of three writers: Mackinder, Spykman, and Renner. These authors 
are the most important because they constitute the theory for the Heartland, Rimland, and air, and 
for this reason, in the table, we have summarized their vision. You can read their vision on the table 
in columns, and in rows to compare. This geopolitical vision that we summarized in the table also 
helps us to have a vision for extending civilization and ideologies. Without this table, we cannot cre-
ate the vision for the CIG model to explain international relations because with this table, we have 
also an idea of where are the important civilization, ideologies, and the clash between them. 
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Table 1: Geopolitical Extent based on Mackinder, Spykman, and Renner authors 

 The geopolitical importance of  territory according to three important au-
thors 

Authors of  
geopolitics 

Mackinder (Heartland) Spykman (sea/Rim-
land) 

Renner (air) 

The geo-
political 
extent 
based on 
the au-
thor’s 
strategy 

Volga River in Russia European coast Eurasia involving Russia, 
Siberia, Turkmenistan, 
and Western China  

Yangtze River in China The Middle East with 
Arabian droughts 

 

Himalayan Mountains in 
Nepal 

The land of  Asian rains  

Arctic Ocean   

 

But how did Brzezinski and Cohen, post-Cold War geopolitics theorists, perceive 
geopolitical confrontation? 
Affirming the lines of  separation according to Huntington, but calling them a “geopolitical whirl-
pool,” Brzezinski (1993) on the issue of  Russia, the Middle East, Europe, and the Balkans said: 

The geographical perimeters of  the whirlpool of  violence can be drawn as an oblong on the map of  Eurasia. 
It extends from east to west, from the Adriatic Sea next to the Balkans all the way to the broader of  the 
Chinese Sinkiang province; from south to north it loops around the Persian Gulf, embracing parts of  the 
Middle East, then Iran, Pakistan, and Afghanistan in the south, all of  Central Asia along the Russian-
Kazakh frontier to the north, and all the way along the Russian-Ukrainian border. The oblong thus contains 
portions of  southeastern Europe, the Middle East, and the Persian Gulf  region, in addition to the southern 
sections of  the former Soviet Union (pp. 163-164). 

For China, Brzezinski (1993), citing Chinese strategists, said the first option is “confronting the trilat-
eral coalition of  America and Europe and Japan, the most effective geopolitical counter might well 
be to try to fashion a triple alliance of  its own, linking China with Iran in the Persian Gulf-Middle 
East region and with Russia in the area of  the former Soviet Union. Such an antiestablishmentarian 
coalition could be a potent magnet for other states dissatisfied with the status” (p. 198). 

But even short of  assuming such a historically dramatic role, China has a second option. It could 
pose a serious challenge to regional stability by seeking to assert itself  as the principal Far Eastern 
power (Brzezinski, 1993, p. 199). 

S. B. Cohen (2015) explains the extent of  the geopolitical sphere by “the Atlantic and Pacific eco-
nomically advanced maritime realm; the Eurasian continental Russian heartland; and the mixed conti-
nental-maritime East Asia” (p. 41). A nation’s claim to power rests on four pillars: (1) overwhelming 
military strength and the willingness to use it; (2) surplus economic energy to enable it to provide aid 
and invest in other states; (3) ideological leadership that serves as a model for other nations; and (4) a 
cohesive system of  governance (p. 2). 

It is in the interest of  countries that are at risk of  falling under the control of  other countries to de-
velop geopolitical strategies; then civilization, ideology, and geopolitics as three concepts enable them 
to create a clearer strategy of  cooperation and clash. Each of  the three concepts has its scope; how-
ever, with the transdisciplinary method they offer the possibility of  creating a state strategy or under-
standing the action, success, and failure of  states in IR. 
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SECURITY SPHERES 
CIG by a country does not always apply in parallel (parallel means that CIG as a strategy or explana-
tion of IR does not coexist each time as described to formula below and Figure 1). The great powers 
must expand their ideology and geopolitics to the extent that they must expand their civilization. 
Through the same ideology, a superpower is allowed to keep the regimes of foreign countries in 
power in most cases. However, in many cases, superpowers must set aside not only civilization, but 
also ideology (their values) and focus only on geopolitics. This is because, with certain countries, the 
present geopolitical interest is far greater than the pressure on them for an ideological change. 
However, relations that are based on only one of the three concepts and not on all three do not form 
stable coalitions and fall within the framework of torn alliances. Torn alliances represent states that are 
in the periphery of a CIG zone. Those states are important for a CIG zone and also a CIG zone is 
important for them. Since they do not have a common CIG with a certain area, they can easily 
change sides by cooperating with another CIG area, remaining uninvolved in a clash, or even after 
the end of a clash period sever cooperation with a CIG area. That turns them into temporary allies. 
The torn alliances resemble torn states which Huntington (1996) defined as the “bridge between two 
cultures” (p. 139). 
To better explain this, Figure 1 and the formula are developed as follows: 
C represents civilization, I ideology, and G geopolitics, while P stands for periphery. (Periphery for 
our paper is the perimeter outside of  a CIG zone, meaning the external border of  a secure CIG. Pe-
riphery is not a zone with a CIG but cooperates or is a satellite state of  CIG and is important for the 
security of  CIG zone, but also a CIG zone and cooperation with it is important for that periphery 
state. Periphery state does not mean that is on a border with the CIG zone but means that it is an im-
portant state for the geopolitics of  CIG zone). GICC stands for Ideological Geopolitics and civil-
centrism. 

C+I+G=CIG where C˂I˂G 

CIG˂CIGP˂IGP˂GP 

CIG+P+IGP+GP=GICC 

This formula is based upon what has been ex-
plained thus far.  

C+I+G=CIG is a zone in which all three 
concepts are in a stable relationship; this is a 
secure zone. All countries in this zone have 
similar interests and cooperate without any 
unbridgeable problems. Countries in the CIG 
zone are much more secure than the coun-
tries in the Periphery, and countries in the 
CIG zone cooperate for a long time. 

For this reason, CIG is C˂I˂G but in this ex-
ample, we have a country like Japan embraces values of  the core state like the USA much more like a 
state in Periphery, e.g., Turkey.  

In the second line of  the formula (CIG˂CIGP˂IGP˂GP) CIG is less than CIGP as a zone, for the 
reason that CIG as a stable zone cooperates with countries that we call Periphery (P) and conse-
quently this is a much larger zone. However, CIGP is a zone when a CIG zone can extend civiliza-
tion, ideology, and geopolitics relatively well making it a stable subzone. IGP represents the zone in 
which countries in a CIGP accept cooperation in terms of  ideology and geopolitics, and GP repre-
sents cooperation in terms of  geopolitics only. IGP is larger than CIGP and the GP is larger than 

GICC

G P

IG P

CIG P

CIG

Figure 1: Civil-centrism formula 
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IGP, because in both cases the CIG zone extends its interest and cooperates with countries where 
geopolitics is an interest to fight or to contain another zone. In these cases, the CIG zone accepts co-
operation with countries in terms of  ideology and geopolitics or only geopolitics. They do this be-
cause they know that it is impossible to extend their civilization or ideology and that if  they exert 
pressure in this direction, they risk losing the alliance and thus security, or for other reasons, the CIG 
area has no interest in investing to expand its civilization or ideology to a country which does not ex-
press an interest in acquiring them of  its own free will.  

The third line of  formula (CIG+P+IGP+GP=GICC) is more complex but summarizes the CIG 
zone plus all the alternatives that the CIG zone extends or cooperates in Periphery with states that do 
not have stable cooperation, and here we include also torn alliances. CIG+P+IGP+GP are equal 
with Geopolitical Ideology and Civil-Centrism (GICC), because civil-centrism represents unification 
of  cultures that are represented by a superpower of  a CIG zone, and to create the Geopolitics of  a 
civil-centrism we need an ideology that creates a political system. Then a political system based on 
ideology cooperates with a civilization which is not a system, but an umbrella for rough cultures to 
create unity. Ideology and civilization then create the strategy of  extension of  geopolitics in the CIG 
zone and in the Periphery with Geopolitical Ideology or solely Geopolitics. For this reason, we refer 
to it as “Geopolitical Ideology and Civil-Centrism”. This formula is built on what has been explained 
so far. An example explanation of  this formula during the Cold War would look like this: the USA 
CIG was Western Europe, Greece, Turkey, Japan, the IGP was South Korea and Vietnam, while the 
Middle East and the Horn of  Africa was GP, as a whole, this constitutes the GICC. 

ANALYSIS ACCORDING TO THEORY AND FORMULA 
Assuming the above formula is correct, we can use it to divide the Cold War into two periods: 

1. The first period is 1945-1950, in which the USA, to preserve and extend ideology, civilization, 
and geopolitics, takes measures against the ideological threat from Soviet Russia. Soviet Rus-
sia also applies similar measures within its sphere of  influence. Both do this in the CIG secu-
rity sphere. 

2. The second period is 1951-1989, during which the clash is largely geopolitical and, to a lesser 
degree, ideological and far less for civilization. 

Both periods have influences during the other period, but without losing the categorisation differ-
ence. 

STRIVING FOR THE PRESERVATION OF CIVILIZATION AND IDEOLOGY, THE 
PERIOD 1945-1950. 
After World War II, began the Cold War. While World War II was fought against Nazism, fascism, 
and militarism, which were racist ideologies, after World War II, clashes centered between the two 
camps, the Eastern or Communist and the West or Democratic. These two camps had neither racist 
nor exclusionary intentions but had intentions to extend their influence to as many states and territo-
ries as possible. The camps had not only ideological differences, but also civilizational and geopoliti-
cal differences, so both sides used all possible elements that served security and expansion. 

Kissinger (1994) made the following statement: 

The cultural gap between American and Soviet leaders contributed to the emerging Cold War. 
American negotiators acted as if  the mere recitation of  their legal and moral rights ought to pro-
duce the results they desired. However, Stalin needed far more persuasive reasons to change his 
course. When Truman spoke of  the Golden Rule, his American audiences took him literally and 
genuinely believed in a world governed by legal norms. To Stalin, Truman’s words were meaningless, 
if  not tricky, verbiage. The new international order he had in mind was Pan-Slavism reinforced by 
communist ideology. The Yugoslav dissident communist Milovan Djilas recounted a conversation in 
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which Stalin had said: ‘If  the Slavs keep united and maintain solidarity, no one in the future will 
be able to move a finger. Not even a finger!’ he [Stalin] repeated, emphasizing his thought by cleav-
ing the air with his forefinger (p. 438). 

So, we cannot understand the geopolitics of countries or create any IR strategy only with the geopoli-
tics concept. We also need concepts of civilization and ideology for a better explanation or develop-
ment of strategy. With CIG we can create an IR strategy or explain better the successful and unsuc-
cessful actions of countries.  
The attitudes of the leaders below show the division of the camps during the Cold War and their ac-
tions, which are designed in such a way that they lie within the civilization, ideology, and geopolitics 
of both camps. 
In the statements by Stalin, Churchill, and Kennan, we understand the division that emerged after 
World War II. 
On February 9, 1946, Stalin (1946), revealing his plans for the USSR, said that the war had not come 
accidentally. The Soviet system proved to be capable of existing and more stable than other systems. 
On March 5, 1946, Churchill declared that “from Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an 
iron curtain has descended across the Continent.” In the same speech, he spoke about the issue of 
Turkey and Greece. 
On February 22, 1946, before Churchill had drawn attention to the Cold War, George Kennan 
(1946) sent what became known as the “Long Telegram,” and this telegram was taken seriously only 
after Churchill’s speech. Kennan had repeatedly drawn the attention of the USA to abandon the 
ideas of cooperation with the USSR in favor of a sphere of influence policy in Europe (Miscamble, 
2004). He also sought to strengthen Western institutions to make them invulnerable to the Soviet 
challenge pending the collapse of Soviet rule. 
These declarations would be followed by measures with the proclamation of the Truman Doctrine, 
the Marshall Plan and the founding of NATO. During this period, Greece and Turkey were also 
taken into account in the Western security framework. 
During this period, Moscow did just about the same in Eastern Europe. Moscow established the 
“Molotov Plan” in 1947 (Berger, 1948) to assist in the reconstruction of the USSR countries and sat-
ellite states.  
In response to the Berlin crisis or Berlin blockade in 1948 that arose from an attempt of the USSR to 
force western allied powers to abandon post-World War II jurisdiction, the West made an even 
stronger three-conceptual (CIG) divide. However, while the West had a great deal of CIG coherence, 
the USSR on the other hand fell into the category of having a string CIG, but many of its areas like 
those in the Caucasus constituted a torn space. Turkey, although within the western security zone, 
was not a torn alliance since it was not occupied but was the security periphery to the west. Torn alli-
ance means a country that is part of a camp in the Cold War as an occupied country like Polonia in 
USSR or any other country. A natural CIG has all countries that are part of a security zone and have 
civilization, ideology, and geopolitics approximately the same as a core state. Turkey does not have a 
natural CIG with western CIG, but as we have explained by the formula, Turkey in the Cold War had 
ideology and geopolitics approximately the same as western CIG.  

CLASHES IN THE PERIPHERY: 1950-1989 
Clashes in the periphery between both sides began after both camps had stabilized their power in the 
security zones covered by the CIG. Stabilisation in the western camp was founded with the creation 
of  NATO in 1949 and the European Coal and Steel Community in 1951. We cannot say that the 
communist countries were truly a camp because the USSR, Yugoslavia, Albania, and China, in most 
things during the Cold War did not cooperate with each other. However, the ‘Sino-Soviet Treaty of  
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Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance” between China and the USSR in February 1950 and 
then in April, the end of  the Communist Revolution in China was a forced signal for the USA to go 
beyond the CIG boundaries. The Warsaw Pact in 1955 was another signal that a new phase of  
clashes between camps had begun and clashes were on the periphery, not in the CIG security zone, 
but in the Periphery. The year 1955 is the year that made the real categorical leap from CIG to CIGP. 
A number of  events made it possible to do so, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2: This table presents all the events that happened in 1955 that make this year an 
important year for transcending from one period to another period into the Cold War,  

The year 1955  Events 

29 January Resolution for Formosa (Taiwan)  

19 February SEATO 

24 February Bagdad Pact 

March The Soviets begin aid to Syria 

5 April                       Winston Churchill resigned from the British government. 

18-24 April African-Asian Conference / Non-Aligned Movement 

5 May  The Allies end the military occupation of  West Germany 

9 May West Germany joins NATO and begins rearmament 

14 May Warsaw Pact 

15 May Austria is declared a neutral country and the allies end the occupation 

 USSR arms sales to Egypt 

18 July Geneva Summit  

1 November Vietnam War 

14 December US and UK offer to Egypt to build the Aswan Dam 

 

Since the events that took place after 1950 and 1955, we see that the clashes have gone to another 
level. Clashes are no longer just between the CIG camps, but also outside them. The West and the 
US in 1955 gave the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) the first concepts of cooperation within 
a civilization. Meanwhile, the Soviets and the Eastern countries were trying to make as many allies as 
possible within their periphery, either ideologically and geopolitically or only geopolitically.  
The creation of the Baghdad Pact and Soviet aid to Syria and Egypt are two different forms of influ-
ence in the region: the first relating to cooperation issues and the second to exclusion (exclusion be-
cause the aid from USSR promoted nationalism and not cooperation as in an organization like the 
Baghdad Pact). The USA was not initially a member of the Baghdad Pact, but it was a direct result of 
the initiative taken by the United States Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, after the latter’s his-
toric trip across eleven Middle Eastern capitals in May 1953 (Sanjian, 1997). 
In the Arab and Islamic world, it was difficult to create unity, and the Baghdad Pact was not suffi-
cient. 
Unity within the Arab world in particular and the Islamic world as a whole extending to the Middle 
East and North Africa was impossible to be successful for two reasons: first, they were divided, 
weak, and without the necessary political culture to create high levels of unity like the West, and sec-
ond, the influence of the communist camp of USSR and the democratic of the West was strong. The 
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second reason further damaged MENA, which resulted in the weakening of any development pro-
gress. The Baghdad Pact left out influential states of strategic importance like Egypt. The latter was 
therefore influenced by both camps and cooperated with both camps, which is also why it is a mem-
ber of non-aligned initiative countries. 
In the Arab-Israeli conflict, the USA decided, on 31 December 1954, against selling arms to Egypt 
(Rubin, 1982), but the USSR had sold arms to Egypt through Czechoslovakia from 1955 to 1970. 
This cooperation began before the Geneva Summit on July 18, 1955, but the agreement and the sale 
took place two months after the Geneva Summit (Holbik & Drachman, 1971). 
The USA had tried to undermine cooperation between Egypt and the USSR by supporting the con-
struction of the Aswan Dam in Egypt near the border with Sudan, where Great Britain also partici-
pated. “One way of winning friendship, suggested World Bank President Eugene Black, was by 
providing American aid for building the Aswan Dam” (Rubin, 1982). 
The Anglo-American strategy was to press forward on the financing of the Aswan Dam and on ef-
fecting an Egyptian-Israeli peace, believing that the former could be used as bait to gain the latter. In 
July 16, 1956, however, the Senate amended the annual appropriations bill to bar the use of Mutual 
Security Act money for Aswan. On June 30, time had already run out on the earlier offering. 
Before the USA withdrew from Aswan dam financing, in June 1956, the USSR offered Nasser $1.12 
billion at 2 percent interest for the construction of the dam. 
The USA withdrawal from dam financing gave Nasser more pretext to take steps closer to the Sovi-
ets by declaring Arab nationalism as independence from the West and calling for war against the ene-
mies, who for them were the West and Israel. 
Egyptian President, Gamal Abdel Nasser (1956) in a speech announced the nationalization of the 
Suez Canal on July 26, 1956, after the USA withdrew funding for the Aswan Dam said: 

Citizens, this is a war we are now engaged in. It is a war against imperialism and the methods and 
tactics of imperialism, a war against Israel, the vanguard of imperialism.... Arab nationalism is 
advancing. Arab nationalism triumphs. Arab nationalism marches forward; he knows his way, he 
knows his strength. Arab nationalism knows who its enemies are and who its friends are.  

Emile Durkheim (1915) said that: “A nationality is a group of human beings, who for ethical or per-
haps merely for historical reasons desire to live under the same laws, and to form a single state; and it 
is now a recognized principle among civilized peoples that when this common desire has been persis-
tently affirmed it commands respect and is indeed the only solid basis of a state” (p. 40). 
Ernest Gellner (1983) said: “Nationalism is primarily a political principle, which holds that the politi-
cal and national unit should be congruent” (p. 1). 
In Anthony D Smith (2010) definition nationalism is: “an ideological movement for attaining and 
maintaining autonomy, unity and identity for a population which some of its members deem to con-
stitute an actual or potential ‘nation’” (p. 9). 
Nexhmedin Spahiu (2021) said: “the nation is a community of capable people of building a state. 
This means that the nation is the owner of the state”. 
According to the definitions of nationalism, it turns out that Nasser used nationalization for political 
purposes, but his call was wrong due to the fact that he approached the Arab civilization. Based on the 
above explanations on nationalism, then, the Arabs are not like the Sino civilization that lies within 
China, but the Arabs are scattered in several countries, and as such they have their own nationalism 
in the states where they live. The nation is the people and the people belong to a country, and in 
cases when the people do not belong to the nation within a state they are called a national minority. 
Therefore, Arabs can have unity in civilization but not in nationalism. So even Nasser’s appeal to 
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Arab nationalism was scientifically poorly formulated, because in fact his appeal was beyond Egyp-
tian nationalism to Arab civilization. The clashes that happened in the Middle East and North Africa 
from both camps involve only the extension of geopolitics, as neither side during the Cold War made 
any attempt to expand its ideology. Even attempts to keep the Iranian monarchy close to democratic 
ideology and liberals affiliated with the USA and the West failed by the 1979 revolution that brought 
to power a theocratic government based on Islamic religious leadership. 
Other examples of where the ideological and geopolitical goals of another civilization do not fit, and 
failures are common are the cases of the USA in Vietnam and the USSR in Afghanistan. 
We will treat only the Vietnam case in the context of  the explanation according to the formula and 
when the formula is not followed, how geopolitical strategy fails. Indochina (Vietnam, Laos, Cambo-
dia) emerging from the colonialism of  some European countries inherited feudalism where 90-98% 
of  the land was owned by some European owners or companies (Frankema, 2010). The partition of  
Vietnam, which occurred after the Geneva Summit came after a time when China was a communist 
country and had a deal with the USSR. On the South Vietnam side, the USA had sponsored a Catho-
lic leader, Ngo Ding Diem, in the country where over 80 percent of  the population were Buddhist 
and who was much less popular than the leader of  North Vietnam, Ho Chi Minh (Jones, 2001, p. 
367). Moreover, the hatred of  Diem’s power was increased by the attempt to isolate the peasants 
from having any contact with the north (Catton, 1999) and the suppression of  the 1963 Buddhist 
protests against the rule of  a Catholic President (Roberts, 1965). North Vietnam was also aided by 
China (Central Intelligence Agency, 2001), with which it had three-conceptual closeness, and also by 
the USSR (Holbik & Drachman, 1971; Prybyla, 1966). 

However, given the battles that took place there and the lack of  popular support for power in South 
Vietnam and its sponsor, we know what happened; a USA geopolitics that aimed to extend beyond 
the G (pushing ideology in a place where it should not) failed. The same thing happened to the USSR 
in Afghanistan, because the classic military occupation of  a country like the USA in South Vietnam 
and the USSR in Afghanistan, imposing on the government of  the occupied country beyond their 
civilization, ideology, and geopolitics, is almost never successful. So, if  the United States in southern 
Vietnam and the USSR in Afghanistan pursued geopolitics without imposing their civilization and 
ideology, then success would be far more probable.  

DÉTENTE 
The failure in Vietnam and the coming to power of Richard Nixon in the USA made Henry Kissin-
ger, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, change policy from that of containment to that of open-
ness to the USSR and China. By 1969, Mao Zedong in the People’s Republic of China had declared 
the Cultural Revolution accomplished (Kaufman, 1998). This further forced the Nixon administra-
tion to openness but remain “committed to the treaties signed, to provide a shield if a nuclear power 
threatened the freedom of a nation, and to provide support where aggression occurs” (Green, 1971). 
Kissinger pursued the Washington-Moscow-Beijing triangular policy (Jones, 2001, p. 405). Nixon and 
Kissinger were both striving to create a world based on the balance of forces. Nixon stated on Janu-
ary 3, (1972). 

We must remember the only time in the history of the world that we have had any extended period 
of peace is when there has been balance of power. It is when one nation becomes infinitely more pow-
erful in relation to its potential competitor that the danger of war arises. So I believe in a world in 
which the United States is powerful. I think it will be a safer world and a better world if we have a 
strong, healthy United States, Europe, Soviet Union, China, Japan, each balancing the other, not 
playing one against the other, an even balance (Buchan, 1972). 

This approach of the Nixon administration was a return to our formula after the failure of the align-
ment contrary to the formula in Vietnam. 
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Reagan’s rise to power in the United States was intended to defeat Soviet Russia ideologically and ge-
opolitically by advancing western civilization in some Central and Eastern European nations. The 
Reagan Doctrine, an advancement between the Truman Doctrine and the Nixon Doctrine was a bat-
tle between idealism and realpolitik. 
On April 26, 1984, Reagan would become the third American president to visit China (History.com 
Editors, 2020). This enabled Reagan, in his strategy to defeat the USSR, to keep China out of this 
battle. Reagan brought so much trouble to the USSR that it is believed that the USA influenced Gor-
bachev to come to power in the USSR. Kengor (2006) says both Andropov and Cherenko wanted 
Gorbachev in power because they saw him as the only adequate leader who could stand up to Reagan 
(p. 219). 
Kissinger (1994) said: “The two strategic decisions which contributed most to ending the Cold War 
were NATO’s deployment of America intermediate-range missiles in Europe and the American com-
mitment to the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)” (p. 775). 
Strengthening the CIG of the USA and the West and keeping China out of communist cooperation 
with the USSR against the USA and the West, enabled the creation of conditions for the collapse of 
the USSR, realized by Reagan.  

CLASHES AFTER THE COLD WAR 
The Middle East and North Africa would be the first area to measure the world’s cooperation capa-
bilities beyond the terms of the Cold War. This was caused by the Gulf War, or the invasion of Ku-
wait by Iraq in 1991, which put the world to the test. Although it appeared at the beginning that the 
test of world unity against aggression might pass the test, after the Gulf War and the international in-
tervention, things have not progressed towards peace. Huntington (1996) calls this war the second 
civilization war since the Soviet-Afghan war in 1979 (p. 256). 
The failure to overthrow Saddam’s government in 1991, as well as the changing attitudes of Arab and 
Muslim countries, caused the area to boil over from internal and external clashes, especially in the 
peace process with Israel.  
Manifestations of zeal and widespread support for Saddam Hussein within the Palestinian commu-
nity have been among the principal causes of the disruption of the peace movement in Israel. Iraqi 
missile attacks have also contributed to undermining the progress made in recent years in altering Is-
rael’s perception of the Palestinians (Peretz, 1991).  
Therefore, this whole area, not having a CIG unity of its own, but opposing the CIG of foreigners, 
has never been able to capitalize on its interests, nor to make possible any cooperation with countries 
that had interests in this area, as in the examples of Japan, Singapore, etc. 
In the Western Balkans, the swing states like Yugoslavia had begun a bloody destruction. It was the 
revival of pan-Slavic projects by the Serbian political elite led by Slobodan Milosevic that aimed to 
invade Yugoslavia and revive projects from the Balkan wars (1913-1914). Such an idea was also 
brought to the fore in 1992 during Milosevic’s visit to Greece, which began on June 26 (Serbia Calls 
for Confederation with Greece, 1992). He had even gone further when he publicly proposed a con-
federation between Greece, Macedonia (North Macedonia), and Serbia (Serbia Calls for Confedera-
tion with Greece, 1992). 
The USA Christmas Warning (“Crisis in the Balkans,” 1999) against Serbia in the case of  Kosovo 
warned that shortly there would be involvement and extension of  USA interests in the Western Bal-
kans. Huntington (1996) is unclear when it comes to Serb-Albanian confrontations (p. 130, 138, 261, 
315). The war and conflict of  Albanians and Serbs for over 100 years has been a battle for the terri-
tory. Serbia has colonized Albanian territory like Kosovo, Sandzak, Presevo Valley, etc., and carried 
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out ethnic cleansing of  Albanians, not because of  religion, but ethnicity and interest in land acquisi-
tion. The same problem occurred during the 1998-99 war in Kosovo. 

However, what can be deduced from the theory is that the USA and the West in the Western Balkans 
could not only extend their peripheral geopolitics but also their complete CIG. 

THE REVIVAL OF RUSSIA AND THE WOUNDS OF TURKEY IN THE 
AFTERMATH OF THE INVASION OF IRAQ. 
Following the terrorist attack on the Twin Towers in New York, the United States made a visible 
commitment against terrorism in the world, thereby attacking and invading Afghanistan. It would not 
take long and in 2004, it would do the same with Iraq. However, unlike the fact that in the first inter-
vention there was widespread military and moral support in the world, in the second time the USA 
was almost the only one except Britain and Australia in support of  it. 

Robert Kagan, regarding the intervention in Iraq, said, “Americans, by contrast, think they are still 
living in history, and need to use traditional power-political means to deal with threats from Iraq, al-
Qaida, North Korea, and other malignant forces” (as cited in Fukuyama, 2004, p. 117). 

Kissinger (2002) considered that: “The issue is geopolitical in essence. Iraq’s policy is very hostile to 
the United States. Iraq possesses chemical and biological weapons that it has used in the war against 
Iran and its people. It is working to create nuclear weapons. If  these capacities remain intact, they can 
be used at certain times for terrorist acts or to fuel regional and international unrest” (p. 451). 

Gause (2009) said, “The issue of  weapons of  mass destruction was not the only factor in the Ameri-
can decision to go to war. The belief  that an Iraqi political system built on American demands would 
be a modelling and pro-Western democracy in the region, thus pushing for reforms in neighbouring 
countries that would then reduce the possibility of  terrorist groups developing in those countries. ... 
Strategic benefits from the rise of  American power in the world centre of  oil production and in a re-
gion directly related to Arab-Israeli issues” (p. 273). 

As the United States pursued its geopolitical goals, other interests and threats emerged. North Korea 
was testing nuclear weapons, China was experiencing an economic boom, and Russian President 
Putin on April 25, 2005, stated that “we should acknowledge that the collapse of  the Soviet Union 
was a major geopolitical disaster of  the century. As for the Russian nation, it became a genuine 
drama. Tens of  millions of  our co-citizens and compatriots found themselves outside Russian terri-
tory. Moreover, the epidemic of  disintegration infected Russia itself ” (Putin, 2005). 

Turkey has also demonstrated a new geopolitical mindset since Erdogan took office. 

Western Europeans consistently rejected Turkey in any integration, and Turkey was hurt by USA in-
tervention in Iraq. In response, Madeleine Albright (2006) stated: 

Turkey has come a long way; it would be a mistake now for us to push it in the other direction. The United 
States has its own obligations. The decision of  the Bush administration to invade Iraq shocked the Turks. 
[…] Looking ahead ten years, it seems likely that the dominant power in the Persian Gulf  will be Iran, al-
lied with the Shiite majority in Iraq. It would be hard to overstate the importance of  Turkey at that point, as 
a member of  NATO, a leader within the organization of  Muslim states, a friend to Israel, and a poten-
tially unifying force throughout Europe and the Near East (pp. 248-249). 

Albright had also realised that the world could no longer be understood in pure terms, whether ideo-
logical, civilizational, or geopolitical. Albright (2006) added that:  

We had better accept that the world is filled with political Muslims, political Christians, political Jews, and 
political people of  every other faith. It is no crime to have a political agenda. It is a crime, however, to act on 
a violent and lawless one. That distinction must be clear. In fact, if  Al Qaeda is to be defeated, it will be by 
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a brand of  political Islam that fights for economic opportunity, personal freedom, and peaceful relations 
within and among the peoples of  the world (pp. 299-300). 

The fact that the USA was being active in its expansion also created the reawakening of  Russia, 
which was acting in response to Kosovo’s independence, with the secession of  South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia from Georgia and later Crimea from Ukraine, although in other circumstances Russia inter-
vened in Syria in 2015 when the USA had also intervened to overthrow Assad. 

The powerful countries plus Turkey 
BREXIT has made the EU not as eager or persistent as it used to be as a separate power from the 
United States. However, Kissinger said for BREXIT: “that Brexit will be used in a creative way not to 
see how to minimize the damage but how to create a new role for Europe and America in the Atlan-
tic partnership” (Clinch & Kharpal, 2017). 

So with BREXIT, we can talk again about a Western unity in the CIG. By staying within the CIG, this 
is enabling unity again as in the Cold War, especially as the Biden administration is working to con-
tain China, keeping Russia under control (now that this paper is being published a clash is happening 
between the West and Russia over Ukraine), and potentially with a new collaboration with Turkey. 

China is already developing a powerful strategy in civilisation, ideology, and geopolitics. With geopol-
itics it is being done through the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) project. The BRI project was origi-
nally called the One Belt One Road-OBOR and is considered the Silk Road reference by the Han 
Dynasty (206 BCE - 220 CE) of  China. Launched in 2013 by President Xi Jinping, the vast collec-
tion of  development and investment initiatives would stretch from East Asia to Europe, signifi-
cantly expanding China’s economic and political influence (Chatzky, 2020). Of  the 144 countries 
in the world member in this project, 42 countries are in Sub-Saharan Africa, 34 BRI countries are in 
Europe and Central Asia (including 18 countries of  the European Union that are part of  the BRI), 
25 BRI countries are in East Asia and the Pacific, 17 BRI countries are in the Middle East and North 
Africa, 20 BRI countries are in Latin America and the Caribbean, and 6 countries are in South East 
Asia (Wang, 2021). 

China is extending its civilization based on “Heritage Diplomacy” which is mainly used by China for 
Asian countries (Winter, 2016). Heritage diplomacy can be wielded in a top-down one-directional 
fashion that ignores or restricts mutual engagement (Clarke, 2018). In China today, the idea of  the 
Silk Road is deeply linked to the spread of  Buddhism (Winter, 2020). 

From an ideological perspective, referring to a speech by Xi Jin Ping in October 2017, Hall Brands 
(2018) cited Xi that “China now represented a successful alternative to the combination of  liberal de-
mocracy and free markets espoused by the reigning superpower, the United States. Because China 
had achieved great prosperity and power through its model of  authoritarian capitalism, it offered a 
new option for other countries and nations who want to speed up their development while preserv-
ing their independence.” Brands said that “Xi’s address, then, was not simply a declaration of  geopo-
litical ambition. It was a reminder that modern great-power competition revolves around clashes of  
ideologies and systems of  government no less than around clashes of  national interests.” 

Russia, for its part, pursues a pan-Slavic geopolitics and a model of  the Soviet Union. Ideologically it 
has created what is called “sovereign democracy” and by this term defines the political life of  a soci-
ety where political powers, authorities, and their decisions are decided and controlled by a diverse 
Russian nation to achieve material prosperity, freedom, and justice by all citizens, social groups, and 
nationalities, by the people who formed it (Krastev, 2006). 

Russia’s ideology is aimed mostly at near abroad (near abroad are the post-Soviet states, also known as 
the former Soviet Union, the former Soviet Republics, and in Russia as the near abroad, are the 15 
sovereign states that were union republics of  the Soviet Union) to keep the West away. Also, accord-
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ing to the statements of  the Russian Orthodox Church, Sergei Lavrov, and Vladimir Putin, they ap-
peal against and call for resistance to internationalist liberalization (western countries) and protection 
of  Orthodox civilization (Hoffmann, 2019). 

As for Turkey, it is the epicenter of  the transit of  all civilisations. It also presents a high potential for 
economic growth. 

The end of  the Soviet Union allows Turkey to become the leader of  a revived Turkic civilization in-
volving seven countries from the borders of  Greece to those of  China (Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyr-
gyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan). Encouraged by the West, Turkey is making strenuous ef-
forts to carve out this new identity for itself  (Huntington, 1996, p. 42). 

It is in the interest of  both the USA and the West for Turkey to become a powerful country that will 
extend its influence in the Islamic and Turkmen peoples (The Turkmen people are a collection of  
ethnic groups of  Central, East, North and West Asia as well as parts of  Europe and North Africa, 
who speak Turkic languages.), and this is done in the form stated above. It is also a competitor at the 
doors of  Russia and has the description as given by Albright (2006) cited above in the paper. 

Turkey’s CIG, though not as powerful as the USA, China, or Russia, is in the USA interest, as Turkey 
is not only a member of  NATO, but is close to Israel and for the USA, it would be better that Turkey 
be the world leader of  Islam rather than Iran. Turkey’s favour is enhanced by the USA’s close rela-
tionships to several Persian Gulf  countries, which in turn enables the USA to establish good relations 
with the Islamic world of  the Middle East and North Africa indirectly through Turkey and directly 
where is allied with several countries of  the Persian Gulf  and thus isolate opponents like Iran. 

CONCLUSIONS 
Civilization, ideology, and geopolitics are three concepts that, through the transdisciplinary method, 
create opportunities for integrated research between different concepts and disciplines for interna-
tional relations to create more accurate knowledge, strategies, and analysis. 

Civilization as value, ideology as political system, and geopolitics as security (political, economic, etc.) 
create an integrated and more detailed map, which increases accuracy (in international analysis and 
the creation of  strategies by different entities) and practicality based on the transdisciplinary philoso-
phy of  Informing Science. 

CIG as a theory of  integration of  concepts and CIG as a formula of  theoretical and practical expla-
nation offer the integration of  the knowledge of  those around us. The success and failure of  a strat-
egy and the accuracy or inaccuracy of  analysis hang on the dependent variables, as their values are 
studied on the assumption or demand on which they depend. 

Each of  the CIG concepts being dependent variables are the effect of  circumstances that produce 
results (results are produced by people, states, different attitudes on certain issues, etc.), so the study 
and creation of  strategies should not avoid the elements that provide accuracy or success. This is 
made possible by the transdisciplinary method. 

The CIG transdisciplinarity has yielded results since the 1980s because after this period the cabinet 
governments collapsed and gradually moved to another stage of  IR. This kind of  approach has cre-
ated a group of  countries which have had more and more common interests, not to create a balance of  
powers, but the supremacy of  powers. As long as the balances are enabled by realpolitik, supremacy re-
quires the use of  all internal and external opportunities. This kind of  use of  all means for supremacy 
then selects the faster elements that can create more stable coalitions to create security. The quickest 
possibility is unity through civilization, the most enduring is when ideology joins civilization, and 
both of  these create geopolitics of  security. When the CIG creates stability within all three concepts, 
then the tendency for international domination begins in the name of  values as a system, security, or 
both. 
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From the end of  the Second World War until the end of  the Cold War, the camps that clashed with 
each other represented a CIG and a CIG + Periphery built based on the model given in the paper. 

The nonalignment camp in the Cold War mainly represented states that had differences with both 
sides of  the CIG as a whole or with any of  the CIG concepts. As such, being powerless to establish a 
CIG of  their own and being states without interest or with mutual interest to keep any of  the sides 
of  the clash camps, then, as a model, they have chosen nonalignment. India has not been part of  any 
of  the camps for the fact that it had nothing in common with the CIG with any of  the camps. The 
construction of  Yugoslavia was uncommon for the fact that the influence of  both camps was 50% -
50% derived from a Churchill-Stalin agreement and was a torn state. Egypt had nothing to do with 
the clash camps, it was a nonaligned country, and their leaders were trying to achieve benefits of  both 
camps. 

From the end of  the Cold War to the present day, the transition from bipolarity (Cold War) to unipo-
larity (after the Cold War until perhaps 2010) and now to multipolarity (2010- ...), CIG is found not 
only in the West with the United States of  America as a core state or civil-centrism country and the 
Slav-Orthodox world, led by Russia, but also in other regions such as the far east with China, the Is-
lamic world with tendencies for an Islamic core state from Turkey and Iran, but without intentions to 
become ‘superpowers’ in the traditional sense and representative states of  a CIG zone, there are also 
countries like Japan, Indonesia, India, etc. Not all Islamic countries have the same civilization even 
when they have the same religion; Turkey and Indonesia are not the same because even though they 
are both Islamic, basically the civilizational values from history are different. Turkey is closer to 
MENA because of  the past from the Ottoman Empire and the close geographical extent, and Indo-
nesia is in another regional sphere if  we think with regionalism theory. 

The CIG after the Cold War has increasingly extended, especially from the West, to countries that 
have a different civilization, and they have made this union “united in diversity” (slogan of  the EU) 
because the interest of  this union has been much greater than the orthodox Bulgaria’s cooperation 
with Russia under communism. However, such regions that lie on the borders of  strong CIG show 
tendencies of  alienation towards a strong CIG. This happens for two reasons: first that a CIG uses 
its authority towards enlargement, and second, that countries bordering on the CIG that are powerful 
and have a mix of  cultures (not civilizations) and aim for the best for themselves. No country wants 
to be part of  a Russian CIG under a system like communism, which has brought dictatorship and 
hunger to the people. 

CIG from 1980 to the present days offers an analytical perspective on the possibilities of  future 
clashes, also, the stagnation of  democracy according to the democracy index, the rise of  autocracies 
and the clashes between the West, Turkey, China, Iran, North Korea and others. The CIG based on 
the measurement of  power relations can provide analysis for the future of  international relations.  

This paper offers a perspective for further analysis and invites readers to answer the questions “Does 
the formula work in explaining the strategies of  countries like India, Japan, Indonesia, South Africa, 
etc.?” 
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