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ABSTRACT
This article explores the nexus between the International Peace
Architecture (IPA) and the Eastphalian Peace. The IPA subsumes
ideas, norms, legal frameworks and institutions established for
the purpose of maintaining international peace. The Eastphalian
Peace encompasses phenomena associated with the rise of Asian
powers such as China and India in their efforts to maintain or
reform the IPA to meet the challenges of peacebuilding,
statebuilding and development assistance in the twenty-first
century. This article examines the contributions made by China
and India to the IPA and analyses how the emergence of the
Eastphalian Peace would impact on Stage Six of the IPA which is
supposed to connect Peace with Global Justice (PGJ).
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Introduction

The purpose of this article is to examine the engagement in Asia with the concept and
praxis of peace in the context of the development of the International Peace Architecture
(IPA) (Richmond 2021 forthcoming). This subsumes ideas, norms, legal frameworks and
institutions established for the purpose of maintaining international peace (Richmond
2012a). Based on the evolution of the IPA from balance of power, to liberal internation-
alism, expanded rights, liberal peacebuilding, statebuilding, and now what Richmond
(2018) calls Peace with Global Justice (PGJ), we ask what adaptations might be made
in the architecture of international peacebuilding, statebuilding and development assist-
ance as a result of the rise of Asia and to respond effectively to counter-peace challenges
in the twenty-first century.1

The post-World War II order or the Pax Americana also gave rise to what Rachman
(2016) calls “Easternisation”, especially the rise of China and India, which is having a sig-
nificant impact on international order. To describe an emerging order formed by these
dynamics, Kim (2009) has coined a term, “Eastphalia”, as opposed to the term, Westpha-
lia. Westphalia’s etymology has a provincial genesis, compared to the later cluster the
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“West” represents, which includes Europe and the United States (US), vis-à-vis the rest of
the world (Acharya and Buzan 2019). Since the modern system of sovereign states began
in Europe, the Westphalian Peace can be identified with the European-centric order, and
the expression of the Eastphalian Peace is an apt indicator of the revival of Asian states in
the “Global-Asian Era” (Henderson 2010; Khanna 2019; Suehiro 2014). In this article, the
term Eastphalia or Eastphalian Peace is conceived as an envisaged notion of an inter-
national order led by emerging Asian powers. This concept is slightly different from
the “East Asian Peace” discourse led by Timo Kivimäki (2016) and Stein Tønnesson
(2017) in that it is not a regional concept emanating from the idea of a “Zone on
Peace”, which tries to explain intra-regional peace in East Asia. This article is interested
in exploring a possible rise of Eastphalian peace that encompasses not only East Asia but
also South Asia and Southeast Asia, and its impact on the existing IPA.

One of the most critical underlying assumptions of this article is that peacebuilding,
statebuilding and development assistance require the legitimacy and authorisation
which comes from a realignment of power (at the elite, state, and international level)
with subaltern-level aspirations. This includes both expanded rights and a level of auton-
omy, reducing global stratification and disparities, aiming for a more equitable inter-
national community. The history of the evolution of the IPA, from Westphalia to the
United Nations’ (UN) Sustaining Peace agenda has established various political stages
aimed at redressing different types of war (UN 2018). It started with balancing geopoli-
tics, then moved on to liberal internationalism, the expansion of rights and issues of
equality, decolonisation, the liberal-democratic peacebuilding framework, and the state-
building paradigm. More recently, the policy doctrine has pointed to global justice and
sustainability as essential for peace, even in an era of competing illiberal or authoritarian
capitalist states and digital governmentality: the shift of power and authority towards an
alliance within international political economy that connects geopolitics with new tech-
nologies and governance (Richmond 2021, forthcoming). While there is no consensus on
what global justice means, it was predominantly in line with the liberal peace framework,
later taking on critical and post-colonial dimensions to address challenges of domination,
discrimination, disadvantage, disparity, inequality, inequity, underrepresentation,
exploitation and reconciliation across national boundaries. These include political, econ-
omic, social, technological, environmental, historical, post-colonial, inter-generational
issues. The stages in the evolution of the IPA have left sediments consisting of norms,
practices, institutions and law, which have supported the next stage and allowed the
praxis of peace to become more sophisticated and complex.

The IPA has mostly been based uponWestern concepts of war, conflict, and violence, as
well as Western power, and rationalities to balance, mitigate, resolve, or transform them
(Acharya and Buzan 2019). Although the IPA may reflect local culture, history and politics
to some extent, Western powers have so far generally neglected subaltern perspectives in
favour of perfecting the liberal state and international order. Yet, this has partially under-
mined peacebuilding, statebuilding and development assistance operated by international
and regional organisations by simultaneously maintaining the geopolitical and geo-econ-
omic elements of international order and its hierarchies. This produced a contradictory fra-
mework that enhances powerful actors’ influence whilst also supposedly supporting the
expansion of rights for the weak. An enormous lacuna for the IPA, on which this article
sheds light, relates to how to deal with emerging regional actors, new superpowers, and
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new or alternative normative frameworks, that have developed outside of the existing
architecture, or have been part of it but now are diverging. This is essential to avoid old
and new types of war. It requires readjustment to the changing global environment. To
achieve this, it is necessary to incorporate alternative systemic contributions, histories,
norms, and identities into the methodology of international relations.

To elucidate the encounter between the emerging Eastphalian Peace and the existing
IPA, this article examines the concept of the IPA and its interaction with Asian states. It
outlines illiberal peace and counter-peace challenges and explores how an embryonic
new stage of the IPA may address the challenges of global injustice and inequality.
Then, the nature of the Eastphalian Peace is presented from three angles: ambitions of
Asian powers to reshape existing international order; the overarching strategic values
that major Asian powers withhold and share; and inherent defects of the Eastphalian
Peace. It then discusses an alternative IPA. It concludes that the Eastphalian Peace has
so far supported authoritarian capitalist outcomes in which stability is more important
than rights (and their expansion), but it has also some potential to contribute to the IPA.

International peace architecture (IPA)

Outline of the six-stage IPA

As summarised in Figure 1, the current IPA has a six-stage structure, with each stage cor-
responding to a different type of conflict (Richmond 2021, forthcoming). It represents a
historical framework in which systems for conflict management evolved to deal with war
and leave behind a sediment of processes, institutions, and tools. These built up on top of
each other as war evolved, leaving a growing IPA (one which is much more substantial
than the current UN peacebuilding architecture).

Stage One, which emerged in the nineteenth century, represents a victor’s or negative
peace and responded to territorial disputes between sovereign states and empires by bal-
ancing geopolitical power in military and diplomatic terms. This paradigm was applied
not only in Europe but also in other parts of the world including Asia, albeit many ter-
ritories in Asia were colonised by Western powers.

Stage Two responded to geopolitical conflicts in a more sophisticated way than Stage
One, but differed in approach, aiming at conflict resolution through building

Figure 1. The six-stage IPA.
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international institutions, cooperation, rights and international law based on the para-
digms of liberal internationalism. Elements of this stage were present, especially in
areas connected closely to Western interests and policy, such as Japan and South Korea.

Stage Three sought to reduce disparities within the domestic and international com-
munity in a response to both Marxist and post-colonial critiques, partly through self-
determination, social democracy, and welfare states pointing to the framework of posi-
tive peace. This has been an ambivalent stage for Asia, but elements of it have been
widely influential in part rather than whole. Many countries adopted ideological
stances that followed suit but engaged in warlike behaviour.

Stage Four expanded the Stage Two framework for liberal democracy, multilateralism
and institutionalisation into a liberal peace framework. It tried to connect them to the
global subaltern’s call for rights, equality, justice and sustainability through a range of
efforts which led to expanded forms of peacekeeping, liberal peacebuilding and hybrid
forms of peace (Richmond 2011). This has been significant in particular for Japan’s
engagement with peacebuilding and the related concept of human security.

Stage Five was aimed at neoliberal statebuilding, in which global capitalism, states, and
military engagements aimed to maintain a stable states-system that allows free movement
of capital and economic resources (Richmond 2014). The push back against the rights
formulation of Stage Four entailed allowed China to engage with the idea of peacebuild-
ing and the practice of peacekeeping to some degree. Addressing the challenges of failed
states and terrorism that have emerged as a side effect of globalisation in the post-Cold
War era was an objective of Stage Five.

Stage Six has two strand, one negative and one positive. In its positive guise connects
peace with global justice (PGJ) based upon historical and scientific advances as well as
practical experience, but it is also entangled with a “Pax Technica” and new methods
of digital governmentality. Again this has been an ambivalent process across Asia.
Stage Six should not be seen as a distinctive stage placed on the top layer as a consequence
of the accumulative progressions from the Stages One to Five, but should be recognised
as a bifurcation of the existing dynamics of the IPA. Stage Six, or an alternative to the
existing IPA, has begun to emerge in the era of the Fourth Industrial Revolution
(Schwab 2017), and it partly appropriates the IPA in the age of artificial intelligence
and “technological singularity” (Borders 2018; Kurzweil 2006). Whilst scholarship
points to the need to broaden the scale and scope of PGJ (as with the UN’s recent Sus-
taining Peace agenda which has been derived from the 2015 UN Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals), its bifurcation points to the possibly of refined forms of governmentality
that can be used to maintain more negative versions of order (contrast the situation in
Northern Ireland since the peace process with the many failed UN attempts at mediation
in Syria).

Illiberal peacebuilding and neoliberal economy as counter-peace challenges

The existing IPA was founded upon the realist’s notion of a victor’s peace, that is, elite
power struggles and the balance of power, later partially placated and modified by the
liberal peace framework. Ironically, China and Russia, once the spearheads of the ideo-
logical battle against capitalism during the Cold War, have returned in the last decade as
competitors of theWest. This time, they are competing in the very arena of the globalised
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economy formulated by the Western capitalists. Despite the fact that illiberal forms of
peace were already rampant in the Western-dominated order, the West often criticises
China and Russia for being illiberal actors in international relations and argues that
their increasing influence on peacebuilding, statebuilding and development assistance
has caused the rise of illiberal forms of peace, which became apparent with statebuilding
praxis in Stage Five of the IPA (Cheung 2019). As China and Russia are permanent
members of the UN Security Council (SC), which represents a hybrid of Westphalian
Peace (Stage One) and post-Westphalian Peace (Stages Two, Three and Four), the
recent shift in the power balance in the UNSC represents only a change of emphasis
in the IPA. The sovereign rights of all the states continue to be respected and geopolitics
remains the basic rule in international relations (Scholvin 2016).

This appears to be a retrograde step back from the Stages Three and Four additions to
the IPA, pertaining to the expansion of rights, social democracy and welfare, decolonisa-
tion, and more radical understandings of peace that were thought to have shifted from
national to human security, to social and possibly global forms of justice. By criticising
Western actors who have been trapped in Eurocentric categories and hierarchies that
limit progress in conceptualising peace, China and Russia have framed themselves as
advocates of the Global South, and have been supported by other emerging powers par-
taking in the BRICS (Stuenkel 2014). However, such an attempt has not materialised the
subaltern-oriented peace framework suggested in the evolution of the IPA over time. As
with all of the great powers, at the inter-state level their engagement has been biased
towards geopolitical interests. This is partly because subaltern political claims for
expanded rights, which may lead to PGJ, challenge the joint hegemony of five permanent
members of the UNSC, as well as different forms of state, international, and elite power.

Emergence of the “Eastphalian Peace”?

The significance of the rise of Asia

The twenty-first century has often been called the Asian Century as Asia encompasses
countries with economic strength and large populations (ADB 2011). The size of the
GDP of China (US$ 13 trillion), Japan (US$ 5 trillion) and India (US$ 2.7 trillion) combined
exceeds that of the US (US$ 20 trillion) (IMF 2019), and the population of China and India
combined exceeds 2.7 billion: 35% of the total population on earth (UN 2019). These data
are not sufficient to indicate the actual influence of a particular country on the international
order, considering the limited influence that Japan, once the second-largest economic
power in the world, had on the maintenance and reform of the international order (Todo-
koro 2015). When China and India remained economically insignificant, the size of their
population was not regarded as a relevant factor that would generate tangible political
influence in the international arena. To discuss the political power exerted by China and
India on the international order, it does not matter when the GDP of China or India
will exceed that of the US. Rather, it is important to recognise the sheer magnitude of
influence on the international order that the rise of Asia can generate in the near future.

At the same time, it is unrealistic to anticipate that their rise can overtake the global
hegemony of the US, at least in the foreseeable future. At the moment, there are number
of challenges that prevent them from collaborating with each other to establish an
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alternative to the Pax Americana and its architecture, or the IPA more broadly. It is also
true, however, that if the current rise continues, China and India along with other Asian
powers have a potential for formulating an Eastphalian order, which may challenge the
monopoly of the US-led international order. Should the Eastphalian Peace arrive, China
and India will probably play a pivotal role in the IPA, whereas theoretically Japan, South
Korea, the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN), Pakistan and Bangladesh
may play supporting and complementary roles. Thus, as indicated above, the scope of the
concept is much wider than that of the existing literature on the East Asian Peace, includ-
ing other subcategories of Asia and envisioning a framework for peace beyond the Stage
One of the IPA (Negative Peace or absence of war). There is also the potential of India
holding a casting vote for the future of the Eastphalian Peace, which should not be merely
a category for those who are unhappy with the West-dominated Westphalian order, but
it has to demonstrate willingness and capacity to accommodate subaltern aspirations.

Even though China has been the largest contributor among the permanent members
of the UNSC to UN peacekeeping operations since the end of the Cold War, and India
has been an active contributor to UN peacekeeping operations since the beginning, they
have not attempted to modify the existing IPA or envisioned replacing it with an alterna-
tive (at least until recently). They have been integral to its geopolitical base, but have con-
tributed less to its later stages, including the liberal peace and expanded rights
frameworks, except for serving as gatekeepers against the revival of Western colonial-
ism/imperialism (Acharya and Buzan 2019). The neoliberal statebuilding element of
Stage Five may have attracted them more, being aligned to their interests in stability
for global trade but this has mainly buttressed an authoritarian capitalist model aimed
at expanding global influence rather than a liberal peace. It certainly has not connected
with wider political claims for human security or justice as suggested in the UN’s Sustain-
ing Peace agenda (UN 2018).

However, since November 2012, when Xi Jinping became the General Secretary of the
Chinese Communist Party (CCP), China seems to have adopted a new policy, aspiring to
more proactive engagement in the maintenance of the international order (Kawashima
2019). Since Narendra Modi took office as Prime Minister in 2014, India is beginning to
project itself as a guarantor of the international liberal order (Saran 2018), albeit oversha-
dowed by an increasingly assertive China (Todokoro 2015). China and India are dissa-
tisfied with current modalities of the international order formed by the Western
countries, and together with other developing countries they criticise the existing IPA
for being established on the historical playing field of the Western-led international
order (Suzuki 2015; Jing, Mendez, and Zheng 2020). With these recent dynamics in
mind, we now examine whether the rise of China and India as a regional hegemons in
East Asia and South Asia respectively is indicative of momentum towards the formation
of an alternative, or Eastphalian Peace. What would be its main characteristics? What
would be the fundamental positioning of the Eastphalian Peace vis-à-vis the existing IPA?

The premise of the Eastphalian Peace

If the Dragon and the Elephant in Asia were to dance together to form the Eastphalian
Peace, what kind of music would they dance to? The Five Principles of Peaceful Coexis-
tence (5PPC): (1) mutual respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty, (2) mutual non-
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aggression, (3) mutual non-interference in internal affairs, (4) equality and mutual
benefit, and (5) peaceful co-existence – have been established as mutually acceptable par-
ameters since 1954. These might serve as a basso continuo for the Eastphalian Peace
under China–India cooperation (Kim 2009). The most important shared value of the
Eastphalian Peace, which underlines the 5PPC, is the inviolability of national sovereignty,
and the related principle of non-intervention. Having once been overrun by the Western
colonial powers, and remembering that experience as a humiliating blot on their history,
both China and India stand on their achievement of independence, identifying it as a
spiritual foundation of their nation (Zhao 2000). They define their identity in sharp con-
trast to the West, arguing, for example, unlike the West which is violent, predatory and
interventionist, they are peaceful, embracing coexistence and acting according to West-
phalian principles (Suzuki 2015). During the Cold War, for instance, as leaders of the
Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) and of developing countries, China and India jointly
created the third axis and led a concerted effort on behalf of colonised and subaltern
actors of international relations, reflecting Stages Three and Four of the IPA in its
post-Bandung phase. This move represented their preference for the multipolar order
over the bipolar or unipolar order and broadly legitimised multilateralism, allowing
the UN to play a pivotal role in de-colonisation. This alliance continues to be observed,
albeit in other areas than peacebuilding, statebuilding and development assistance, for
example in a series of negotiations on global agricultural trade and climate change in
which positions and interests remain divided sharply between developed and developing
countries (Keet 2010; Yu and Zhu 2015).

In addition to the 5PPC outlined above, Stage Three of the IPA (including the eradica-
tion of economic disparity both in domestic and international settings) as well as Stage Five
(stabilising the state and economic growth under neoliberal globalisation) can be listed as
another main pillar of the Eastphalian Peace led by China and India. This pillar is not only
compatible with the 5PPC but also with multilateralism, as both Chinese and Indian econ-
omic prosperity rest on globalised free trade systems operated under the Pax Americana,
although observably their security and economic interests can sometimes compete with
each other. Rising powers in Asia are broadly in agreement with major elements of the
existing IPA, including the multilateral economic framework such as the World Trade
Organisation (WTO). In the Eastphalian Peace framework, therefore, neoliberal economic
versions of peace are an area of wider agreement, but as with Stage Five of the IPA, this
could also widen the disparity between rich and poor both on domestic and international
fronts. This requires – as with Stage Six of the IPA – that the Eastphalian Peace simul-
taneously address social justice in the domestic stratification of each state and global
justice in the international order and its hierarchies. Otherwise it would mirror the
West’s statebuilding andWar on Terror version of Stage Five which focused on state secur-
ity and global capital at the expense of rights and democracy.

As a result, PGJ may also be plausible as an ideal goal for the Eastphalian Peace, which
is in line with the official narrative of self-identity of Chinese and Indians, who have situ-
ated themselves as leading defenders of the interests and rights of the developing
countries. However, it is in stark contrast with their assault on the interests and rights
of minorities within their national borders and the elite pursuit of regional and global
geopolitical goals. The values embedded in the notion of PGJ resonates with some
elements of the official rhetoric of China and India, even if their practices are more
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controversial, and particularly contradictory, when looking at questions like Tibet, Xin-
jiang Uighur, Taiwan, Kashmir, the Dalits (the lowest Caste in India) and others (which
they argue to be matters falling into their domestic jurisdictions). Many criticise such
official proclamations as being merely rhetorical or propagandistic and unlikely to
form the basis of an ideology that attracts the support from subaltern actors seeking
PGJ in association with other subaltern and transversal networks trying to develop the
IPA in a similar fashion (Allan, Vucetic, and Hopf 2018, 841).

However, the 5PPC/PGJ hybrid is an appealing set of norms for many citizens in
developing countries. However, elites tend to prefer hierarchy and competition, rents,
and control of capital rather than rights and democracy, which has led to frozen peace
processes and the emergence of authoritarian states from peacebuilding and statebuild-
ing processes across the global south where East and or West was involved. This makes it
unlikely that by supporting elements of the Westphalian Peace along with Stage Six’s
future vision for eradicating injustice and inequality, the Eastphalian Peace or the IPA
might avoid the traps of universalism (including the imposition of foreign political
and social values that undermines national sovereignty) that Liberal Internationalism
fell into (Funabashi and Ikenberry 2020). Both the Eastphalian and the Western/North-
ern approach require more substantial rethinking. Both may connect with subaltern
claims, but because the classic Stage One principles of the Westphalian Peace are
mostly respected in the Eastphalian Peace (as embodied by the 5PPC), the authoritarian
regimes in the “Rest” – Asia, Africa, the Gulf and the Middle East – feel comfortable of
being part of such a system. This means that both the Eastphalian and IPA frameworks
have not done enough to challenge conflictual systems of politics and power so far, avoid-
ing taking on more of the insights from the global justice debates, and in particular its
post-colonial dimensions (Conway 2013).

This means it is unlikely that PGJ will be an integral part of the overarching norms of
the Eastphalian Peace (particularly for secessionist or revolutionary, self-determination
movements challenging the state) and authoritarian capitalism seems a more plausible
outcome (as long as state-centric elitism also prevails in the IPA). To move further,
the Eastphalian Peace would have to find a bridge that connected itself with PGJ and
with the IPA in addition to the liberal peace framework for free trade, which has provided
conducive conditions for economic development and success for many Asian countries.
The concept of Human Security might reinforce the PGJ pathway, rather than the
Western-backed Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine, which was seen by many devel-
oping countries as overriding the principles of national sovereignty and non-interfer-
ence. Authoritarian leaders are perhaps more likely to accept the concept of Human
Security that was agreed in the UN General Assembly (GA) in 2012 as follows:

“the notion of human security is distinct from the responsibility to protect and its
implementation” and “does not entail the threat or the use of force or coercive
measures. Human security does not replace State security.” (A/RES/66/290)

While this watered-down definition of Human Security faced severe criticism and sub-
sequent abandonment by the West, Japan has remained a lone supporter, promoting the
norms and practices of Human Security to expand rights, democracy and civil society.
Nonetheless the West preferred to invest in more interventionist and post-sovereign
approaches. In an effort to promote the concept of Human Security, Japan also failed
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to materialise tangible support from other Asian powers such as China and India (Ren
2015; Kolås and Miklian 2013). To deal with the later questions raised in Stages Three
to Six of the IPA – expanded rights, justice and sustainability – and to stabilise the
overall architecture, the Eastphalian Peace would require efforts such as Japan’s to be
far more successful in actively bridging the gaps that exist between the West and Asia
and among Asian powers, including its relationship with China and two Koreas, so
that it could serve as an integral part of the emerging Eastphalian Peace.

To challenge the influence of the West over the UN, China and India may rhetorically
advocate the 5PPC/PGJ hybrid norm as guiding parameters for UN reform, which so far
has been mainly on the Western notions of peace and justice. At the moment, however,
this rhetoric is apparent only in international deliberations through which both China
and India can maintain the moral high ground vis-à-vis the US by calling for a more
drastic reform process. While the 5PPC/PGJ hybrid norm can be a useful tool for argu-
mentation, when it comes to implementation of such value statements, it has not proven
plausible or effective. So far neither China nor India have demonstrated how the contra-
dictions and contestations between these approaches might be solved, which is the topic
of the next section.

Contradictions and contestations in the Eastphalian Peace

Asian State-centricity

While it is possible to discuss contradictions and contestations inherent in the Eastpha-
lian Peace from the perspectives of the diverse populations in the regions by focusing on
their social and political claims, the region is dominated by state-centricity (Howe 2018),
and subaltern claims are filtered through policies and actions of their government in
Asia. Growing populations in Asia prioritise economic growth that provides them jobs
and stable incomes, and they expect their state to provide them with these tangible liveli-
hoods, or at least to lay the foundations for such conditions to emerge. Being able to
satisfy these demands of the populations serves as an important source of legitimacy
for governments in Asia, including the CCP. Hence, state-led endeavours have been a
main vehicle for constant economic development and meeting the ever-increasing
aspirations of the populations for more growth. In the shadow of stable economic devel-
opment, issues requiring mid- to long-term attentions, such as the environment, pol-
lution, land/property management, compensation, and minority rights have been
overlooked or given less emphasis. As the existing IPA is a reflection of both domestic
and international experiences of and in the West, it would be likely that such experiences
would be reflected in the Eastphalian Peace: similar international logics requiring tools of
peacemaking to develop that would stabilise conflict-affected states through developmen-
tal rather than democratisation and rights models. Indeed, though actual subaltern
claims may be similar in both models for more rights, the developmental model would
tend to reject further political claims beyond development as destabilising, instead pre-
ferring technological innovation, as witnessed, for example, in China, India, Japan, South
Korea and Singapore. To reflect on such regional characteristics, the following critique of
the Eastphalian Peace claim will be presented from a state-centric viewpoint focusing on
the national-level policies and actions.
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Ambiguities in the Eastphalian Peace claim

There is a similarity between China and India, in that both of them apply different
foreign policy standards to different spheres. They operate under one standard in the
surrounding areas, where they identify themselves as chiefs of the region, but operate
under different standard in the areas outside of their neighbourhood. Because China
claims Taiwan, the East China Sea and the South China Sea fall into its domestic jur-
isdiction, its approach is seen hegemonic from the point of view of the disputed parties
such as Taiwan, Japan, Vietnam, and the Philippines. In Myanmar and the Mekong
region where China’s core interests rest, China also adapts a hegemonic approach, vio-
lating the principles of sovereign equality and non-interference. This indicates that for
China peace is conceived historically as an “adaptable hierarchical” order (Kwan 2016)
or “harmony-in-hierarchy” (Buzan and Goh 2020), while proclaiming a modern con-
ception of sovereign equality on the other hand. In the case of India, its relationship
with its neighbours, such as Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nepal, Sri Lanka and the Maldives,
are “brotherly hegemonic” (Mazumdar 2015). This is very similar to Stage One of the
IPA. While applying such a hierarchical worldview on their sphere of influence (Kagan
2017), in the international arena outside of their immediate neighbourhood, both China
and India advocate for the Westphalian principles of sovereign equality and non-inter-
ference, which is similar to the underpinning structural elements of the IPA.

This provided a common ground allowing them to maintain a similar claim on extra-
regional affairs and global agendas, such as non-interventionalist development practices
(Jing, Mendez, and Zheng 2020; Saran 2018). Nevertheless, they were not able to settle
their differences on intra-regional matters including their own territorial disputes,
which led to the Sino-Indian Border Conflicts of 1962 and 2020. This reveals a double
standard of their approach to the IPA. But such a hypocrisy is not limited to China
and India. We can find the same double standard in the Western-led international
order: indeed double and triple standards are rampant in the six-stage structure of the
IPA. Of course, this fragile balance of inconsistencies is part of the reason why the archi-
tecture survives: these are the forces that the IPA must be able to manage, even if it
creates normative inconsistencies and pushes the version of peace into more negative
dimensions.

Another contradiction is that China and India now interfere with the domestic affairs
of their neighbours, albeit with non-military means, under the Belt and Road Initiative
(BRI) and the “Neighbourhood First” policy respectively, even though they promoted
the principle of non-interference when their national power was weak as a normative
safeguard against possible interference by the West. Such a national security policy on
the part of China and India resonated with a subaltern, post-colonial claim that rep-
resented the interests of similarly fragile countries in Asia and Africa. However, remark-
able economic growth and the accompanying increase in military power in recent years
in both China and India, coupled with the fact that both possess nuclear-weapons, have
increased their confidence that the risk of being intervened upon by the US has been
greatly reduced. This may give the temptation to the leaders of China and India to
relax the application of the non-interference principle.

Yet, the US is still capable of threatening China’s core interests, on which China main-
tains a resolute attitude. Preventing foreign intervention on domestic issues such as
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Taiwan, Hong Kong, Xinjiang Uygur and Tibet is of utmost concern for China. Further-
more, the move towards democratisation that could undermine the CCP’s rule has been
contained rigorously. China’s obsessive worries come from the fact that the US may jeo-
pardise China’s effort to prevent Taiwan from declaring independence. Chinese leader-
ship also fear a possible interception by the US of its lifeline of energy, logistics and trade,
which stretches from the Indian Ocean to China via the South China Sea and the East
China Sea. Therefore, China will not lift the flagship principle of non-interference
hastily, and continues to stand against foreign intervention seeking regime change in
another state. This view reflects Chinese voting behaviour in the UNSC: since 2011
China has vetoed the resolutions concerning Syria eight times (as well as another one
on Venezuela). This forces China to continue pursuing an international order that
would circumvent US intervention in China’s core interests, while facing irresistible
temptations to adapt a more interventionist foreign policy (mainly in economic terms)
in East Asia and beyond. Thus, double standards in Chinese foreign policy will be
obvious more than ever.

This contradiction mirrors the trajectory followed in the development of the IPA from
after the World War II to the emergence of the R2P doctrine, which though it advanced
rights also raised considerable opposition to further development of UN practice. Never-
theless, China has close connections with the security and trade elements of the IPA
(given its UNSC seat), and most of its governance framework, while taking a back seat
in its liberal-interventionist dimensions. Thus it is implicated in Stage One, partly in
Stages Two, Three and Four, with an obvious interest in Stage Three which it finds
difficult to uphold. China is extremely reluctant to engage with the IPA’s global civil
society elements that emerged mainly in Stage Four.

On the other hand, despite the recent changes in its foreign policy, India is not fully
unsupportive of regime change intervention by the US. With the rise of China, the US
and its allies such as Japan and Australia have approached India and established a stra-
tegic partnership, although India has also established strategic partnerships with China
and Russia. Under the current geostrategic trends, there is little fear of the subversion
of its power from the US, and unlike the CCP, the Modi administration stands on
firmer ground against domestic as well as international pressure as its legitimacy has
been scrutinised by its own citizens in the last election. Thus, India has increasingly
engaged with the IPA as a supporter, rather than developing alternatives in terms of
Stages Two to Four, though this has been at UNGA rather than UNSC levels, and its
support of global civil society is still limited as India’s vibrant civil society has remained
domestically focused (Saran 2018).

Possible clash over the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI)

Although there are concerns over the US engagement with Pakistan that may under-
mine US-Indian constructive relations, under the current geostrategic environment
in which Stage One of the IPA remains dominant, India is less likely to collide with
the US in its determination of the nature of peace. A more serious challenge can be
found in China’s relationship with its neighbours, especially with India, with respect
to the rise of the Eastphalian Peace. India is taking a strategically ambivalent position
vis-à-vis issues that overlap with China’s core interests. Maintaining its lifeline is
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considered to be a part of China’s core interests. The BRI, a flagship project of Xi
Jinping, has been launched to consolidate China’s lifelines both on land and in sea
lane. Although India has joined the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB),
India is not comfortable with the China–Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC), which
is considered to be one of the most strategic projects of the BRI, as it cuts through a
disputed area of Kashmir (Sharma 2019). While the CPEC is an important insurance
for China in case of a worsening relationship with India as well as a useful driver for
the development of western part of China, it is a double-edged sword as it presents a
source of friction between China and India, which may jeopardise other strategically
important BRI projects such as the China-Myanmar Economic Corridor (CMEC)
that provides an important means for China to avoid the “Melaka dilemma” (e.g. the
more China develops its economy, the more it has to depend on imports of energy
sources most of which are brought to China through the Strait of Melaka; this
makes the Strait of Melaka as China’s energy security chokepoint) (Mifune 2016).
Under current geopolitics, the BRI may force India to compete with China for its
influence over the Indian Ocean. Moreover, many potential conflicts and competition
between China and its neighbours may occur along the Sea Silk Road. There is a
high possibility that friction between China and Japan will increase as they have
unsettled territorial issues in the East China Sea. In the South China Sea, China faces
a number of territorial and resource disputes with ASEAN countries, such as
Vietnam and the Philippines.

If China pursues only its geopolitical interests through the BRI, soon or later China
will face the repercussions of such an approach from its neighbours. The Hambantota
Port Development Project in Sri Lanka is a case in point, which is often cited to under-
line a predatory feature of China’s use of loans and aid to gain influence as the Sri
Lankan government was forced to lease out the port to China (Abi-Habib 2018).
The Maldives was also reported to have fallen into the same “debt trap” set by
China (Mundy and Hille 2019). It is no secret that China has invested in Sri Lanka
and the Maldives because of their strategic significance. In this sense the BRI is
China’s diplomatic tool for expanding its geostrategic interests. At the same time, if
China continues to accumulate bad debts, it will become bankrupt soon or later and
thus not sustainable. While the BRI has been operated partially under geopolitical
logic and continues to do so, aid recipient governments have become smarter and
more cautious of the possibility of the debt trap. For both domestic and foreign
policy reasons, China needs to have economically successful achievements in its
flagship BRI projects to maintain a good reputation at home and globally. This
means that China has to contribute to the status of a putative Eastphalian Peace,
while not disrupting the existing IPA. So far China has failed to find a balance
between them: one appears to contradict the other, and indeed the Eastphalian ver-
sion’s authoritarian development model contradicts and destabilises the democratisa-
tion, rights, good governance, anti-corruption, rule of law, decentralisation, and
regional cooperation elements of Stage Four of the IPA, among others. Two parallel
versions of the IPA, in which one contradicts the other, is highly problematic for
East and West because it destabilises an already complex, fragile, and little understood
system, which is nonetheless essential to prevent and deal with wars of all kinds, past
and present.
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China-led Eastphalian Peace?

Although India has avoided forming an alliance with the US which could impose restric-
tions on its actions, it has positioned itself as a strategic partner of the US to restrain
China from dominating in the region. If we are to calculate the current interests of
India (both in economic and geostrategic terms), it is unlikely that India will challenge
the existing international order and build a new IPA in cooperation with China, nor
go it alone. If this is true, can the Eastphalian Peace be formed by China alone and
without destabilising the existing architecture? With its position in the UNSC and as a
nuclear power, China is the only country with the potential to oppose the unipolar dom-
ination of the US in the region. Generally speaking, China has appealed to multilateral-
ism rather than unilateralism to block US advances, and has pursued its interests within
the framework of global stabilisation rather than disruption. This means that Stages Two
through Four, with their varied implications for global cooperation, remain important to
China even as it has moved into a leading position.

China has developed its military and economic power, but there remains a qualitative
gap in its ability with the US. For example, China’s conventional military capability is less
than that of the US military, and its “soft power” is also inferior to that of the US. Hence,
for the China-led Eastphalian Peace to be established without causing a hegemonic war,
entangled in Thucydides’s Trap (Allison 2017), it has to fall within the acceptable par-
ameters for the US, and be complementary to the existing IPA. This means not only
its geopolitical, state-centric, and developmental elements, but also attempt to come to
terms with the elements of rights, diversity, autonomy, checks and balances, and personal
liberty (because these have been necessary to end large-scale western/global wars and
thus cannot be ignored or removed from the IPA). Nonetheless, it seems that the
China-led Eastphalian Peace can be compatible with the US-led international order
only on the ground of Stages One and Five of the IPA (geopolitics and statebuilding)
reflecting its preference is for sovereignty, balance of power, non-intervention, and
authoritarian-capitalist forms of state, with only limited engagement with Western con-
cepts of human rights. Thus, any synergy between East and West on the IPA may under-
mine the rights, democracy, and justice elements of Stages Two to Four of the IPA, as well
as the potential to engage with global justice matters in Stage Six. However, with former
US President Trump’s shift towards the disruption of multilateralism, trade, and global
governance, a space was left for China to pursue a more hegemonic, stabilisation mode.
This window has recently closed with the election of President Biden, and the US return
to multilateralism.

There is a possibility of a divided hegemony under two superpowers as witnessed
during the Cold War, but this limits the existing IPA mainly to Stage One attempts to
maintain the international system and has undermined Stage Two and the later layers.
It had a very awkward relationship with attempts in Stages Three and Four to expand
rights and redesign states and good government. During the Cold War, the US-led capi-
talist faction and the Soviet-led communist faction coexisted, while NAM countries (120
countries continued to be members in 2016) existed as the third force, more focused on
equality between the global north and south, regional federation, and social-democratic
forms of statehood. A divided hegemony is basically what China proposed under the
banner of “New Great Power International Relations” to the US, albeit it was rejected
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(Rachman 2016). This is why the conflict between the US and China is being increasingly
referred to a New Cold War, even though they both agree that a NAM style, Stage Three
oriented approach should not be adopted, preferring geopolitics and neoliberal state-
building (Stages One and Five). The course of new great power-driven international
relations may develop depending on how the IPA advances, and whether a separate
strand emerges or China and India decide to support and modify the existing one. So
far, the above suggests that both are occurring simultaneously: that the Eastphalian
Peace may well be in the making, but it represents a limited form of peace resembling
Stages One and Five of the IPA only, the existing IPA also remaining necessary, albeit
with modified emphases. This allows many conflicts to coexist, and also risks disruption
to the IPA. The latter system is also unable to engage with its challenger as it should,
leading to it being further undermined just at a point when an improved or alternative
IPA seems even more necessary.

The nexus between the Eastphalian Peace and Stage Six of the IPA

The Revival of Westphalia in the Eastphalian Peace

Ginsburg (2010) raises the question of whether the Eastphalian Peace would replace the
Westphalian Peace, and concluded that even if it did it would strengthen theWestphalian
tradition. In comparison to the West, Asian countries adhere to the classic principles of
Westphalian Peace. They place more emphasis on mutual respect among sovereign states
than Western countries. The principle of non-interference, which is one of the funda-
mental principles on which the UN rests, is shared by China, India and the members
of ASEAN. Asian countries, which suffered centuries of colonial rule by Western
powers, held on to memories of a “century of shame and humiliation” and insist on
the sovereign state status they won in the aftermath of the World War II (Kang 2007;
Buzan and Goh 2020). The correlation of Westphalian and Eastphalian versions of
peace mainly connect to Stage One (and its revival in Stage Five) and its geopolitical bal-
ancing of sovereign and imperial interests, however, and in turn it negates the more
emancipatory elements that emerged from Stage Two onwards. In other words, any
implicit coincidence of views is mainly at the nationalistic and conservative end of the
IPA, and risks replaying the dynamics of underlying conflict in contemporary Asia (fol-
lowing the lessons of Stage One in nineteenth and twentieth century Europe).

However, as we have also argued that China – as with India – to a more limited degree
are implicated in elements of Stages Two, Three, Four and Six (in addition to Stages One
and Five) in terms of trade, development, representation outside of the West, some level
of economic and global justice, there is a strong chance that there is a greater fertilisation
between these two frameworks for peace and international order. Stage One is clearly the
basis, but across the rest of the stages there are also differing degrees of entanglement.
This means that they both may face the same dilemmas as their tasks grow more substan-
tial: instability because of internal contradictions, a lack of resources, a lack of consensus
and political will, a reliance on standard operating procedures, a loss of legitimacy as
costs and complexity rise (as can be seen with the multilateral system from the perspec-
tive of the US during Trump’s presidency and before). They risk becoming moribund if
they are not able to maintain existing stages of the IPA and add new ones to deal with
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new types of war and violence (Richmond 2021). In this case, Stage Six of the IPA and the
evolution of the Eastphalian framework must be able to deal with conflicts of today,
which point to global justice issues. They may increasingly operate according to digital
and new technologies, have environmental and urban implications, among other
dynamics. So far, the Stage Six of the IPA has prepared a response to such issues as a dis-
cursive framework, following the Sustaining Peace agenda, but this has not (yet) trans-
lated into practice. There are even few signs of such developments in the putative
Eastphalian approach.

Asian powers may exert their pressure on the existing IPA to challenge the predatory
dominance and manipulative control of the West, but by doing so mainly reinforce
Stages One and Five at the expense of rights, democracy, and civil society (Stages
Two, Three, and Four). While the rise of Asia is often associated with rise of authoritar-
ianism and thus labelled as a crisis of liberalism, the main concern of the West is not that
subaltern-oriented peacebuilding, statebuilding and development will be jeopardised.
Under such circumstances, the West may make changes to the IPA in order to secure
their dominance and control through reinforcing Stages One and Two rather than to
meet the subaltern claims for emancipation from the causes of war (as were part of
Stages Three and Four to some degree). East–West tensions may drag the IPA to
further away from necessary adjustments proposed by the hybrid/everyday peace
approaches in Stages Four and Six. Global capitalism, finance, information and technol-
ogy are at the heart of Stage Five of the IPA. Unless East–West tensions over ascendency
and hierarchy are overcome, the IPA may lose legitimacy and be unable to deal with wars
and crises, as the experience of both Stages One and Five have indicated.

How such obstacles might be overcome and how might the emerging Stage Six of the
IPA enhance its credibility in the eyes of the subaltern and expand its legitimacy while
stabilising the overall architecture? Peace formation “represents the emergence of the
necessary institutions, norms, processes, via local agency, drawing on historical, cultural,
and contextual resources” (Richmond 2012b). It offers some potential for a reform of the
overall IPA, which is the topic we will turn next.

Peace formation and counter-peace challenges

In different variations, there has long been an argument that the IPA formed partly
because subaltern claims from below (whether for rights, revolution, state reform, or
international advancement according to liberal precepts). Thus, the subaltern provides
navigation points from below, based upon their experience of violence and powerless-
ness, for policymakers to follow, building a social contract and a political order less
prone to war (Richmond 2016). Liberal political and economic systems are twin
engines of the existing international order, which drive the world towards universality
and uniformity. In the current IPA led by the West, the six stages are juxtaposed with
one another. The operating principles of each stage are inherently contradictory. The
most apparent of these is the principle of sovereign equality and an “exceptionalist”
foreign policy (Suzuki 2015), which are also in tension with the normative drive of
expanding rights, self-determination and democracy since Stage Two. The Westphalian
principle of non-interference in internal affairs contradicts with the post-Westphalian
doctrine of R2P. Peacebuilding, statebuilding and development assistance have been
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used to install a democratic political system in fragile states. While the post-Westphalian
goal is to create a cosmopolitan democracy, the means to achieve it through external
intervention, violates the Westphalian principle of non-interference (Chesterman
2004; Uesugi 2018). Increasingly, the IPA has accommodated both geopolitics and
authoritarian state outcomes in its macro and micro structures (accommodating the
settlements after the World Wars and the Cold War, as well as peacebuilding as experi-
enced from Cambodia to Colombia). This accommodation has hollowed out the legiti-
macy it has built on the basis of the expansion of rights, democracy, and equality in
later stages.

Jing, Mendez, and Zheng (2020) coined the term “New Development Assistance” to
capture distinctive practices of emerging donors. This is driven by mutual benefit
without imposing aid conditionality given the heterogeneity of developing counties
and based upon local social demands. However, foreign aid is designed to seek the
benefit of the aid provider or state representatives, a pattern which has been played
out in Cambodia. For example, the Indian government claims that the goal of its devel-
opment assistance is to further Indian interests abroad and to promote its economic
development (Naidu 2010). This means that aid providers pursue their economic and
geopolitical interests through foreign aid, which may or may not align with national
interests of aid recipient states, often consequently excluding subaltern claims.

The pursuit of national interests, through the form of foreign aid, can also be seen in
the practices of Western countries. Thus, from the point of view of peace formation, the
Asian state-centric approach follows a similar pattern as the Western approach. In
reality, neither of them has prioritised subaltern-oriented support. There is a possibility
that the predatory actors both in the external donor and the recipient society will exploit
the fruits of aid for their own benefit, reforming dominant power relations without the
subaltern. Although it is more likely that subaltern-based assistance will be provided if
the recipient government adopts democracy and respects human rights of its citizens,
the Eastphalian framework does not directly advocate for democratisation or civic
rights. Rather, it only helps to increase the indirect potential created by the emerging
middle class as a result of economic development. Likewise, in removing structural dis-
parities and barriers, the Western approach often has ended up accepting the demands of
the recipient government and its vested interests, rather than supporting peace for-
mation. Thus, alternative forces may be needed to break down vested interests protected
by internal structural hierarchies. The weakness of peace formation is that it has limited
direct impact on the international order, and much of the subsequent work relating to
everyday peace has focused descriptively on resilience strategies and self-help, rather
than altering the norms and practice of international peacebuilding, statebuilding and
development assistance. It is very unlikely that peace formation actors can deal with
both matters of everyday life as well as the power-relations at state and international
levels.

Thus, peace formation has limited capacity without powerful and benign allies willing
to respond to subaltern claims, and is rarely connected with the overall IPA, in which
non-Western states and actors play a very limited role. However, many of the major
advances of the IPA have been driven by subaltern demands, fed through global civil
society networks, where they have found external support (such as with human rights,
self-determination, and some peacebuilding strategies). It seems unlikely that the
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Eastphalian Peace can provide such external support or be a driving mechanism to help
China and India to bridge Westphalian principles and the post-Westphalian challenges
of today. Because of the power-relations inherent in the IPA, this transformation has so
far led to a very negative form of hybrid peace, which does not offer material improve-
ment, or human rights, and often only simulated democracy. It mainly stabilises the
current states-system, and its potential is countered by both the Western-dominated
global institutions (Buzan and Schouenborg 2018), and the global interests in the author-
itarian state model preferred in Asian contexts. In this way, the expansion of rights,
justice, and sustainability that the evolution of the IPA suggested in parallel with the
turn to everyday dimensions of peace appears to be blocked. This is a form of
counter-peace (Richmond 2021), and ironically represents a rare agreement in neoliberal
and authoritarian settings, East and West.

Post-Westphalian Eastphalian Peace: an oxymoron or alternative?

What can be seen from the above examination of the state-centric approaches of China
and India is a limited contribution only at certain times to the IPA. Except for consider-
able troop contributions to UN peacekeeping and some economic development there has
been little in the way of broader peacebuilding connected to rights and democracy. There
has been a more substantial attempt to develop trade, which is not connected to the IPA
but is disguised by it. There has been little attempt to develop an alternative track other
than Stage One geopolitical balancing, which appears to be globally agreed if not
observed. There is no alternative system on offer, or an attempt to theorise one, nor
an intellectual or policy contribution to emancipatory thinking as yet. Much of their
respective strategies are aimed at prestige, trade, influence, and interests. Recently,
however, as global instability has increased, there have been signs that China’s support
for multilateralism and global cooperation across an array of areas has increased,
perhaps pointing to a revival of elements of Stages Two through Four (Philp 2020; UN
General Assembly 2020).

At best Chinese and Indian contributions are not structurally significant in terms of
peacekeeping and substantially differ from those of Western countries in their impli-
cations for peacebuilding. However, there is a wider agreement on Stage Five in terms
of connecting security, development and trade with statebuilding, which like Japan’s
approach is substituted for Stage Four peacebuilding based upon democracy, develop-
ment, and rights. This is because of the many challenges to sovereignty from Stage
Four peacebuilding approaches, which impact on the regional policy issues these
actors want to reserve within their own authority. This nexus does not echo a NAM
type framework – in fact it looks adrift and isolating, while preventing the IPA from
becoming a closer global constitutional order. Instead it defends sovereignty over
rights, law, and political reform in conflict-affected societies. It helps explain the rise
of so many frozen and authoritarian peacebuilding outcomes, given that two major
players in the international system do not substantially support the IPA’s democracy
and rights components, or its more innovative transnational and civil society develop-
ments (though Japan has to a degree). Furthermore, with the recent relative absence of
the US and the UK from the IPA, plus global economic, populist, and pandemic-
related issues, these problems make the current stage of the IPA very fragile.
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Conclusion

As argued above, an independent or alternative Eastphalian Peace that can safeguards the
rights of subaltern actors has not emerged, and the current situation seems to indicate
that the IPA has gone backwards in reality. It remains dictated to by geopolitics and neo-
liberal economic interests of major powers at the expense of liberal values of democracy
and rights. The US is now emerging from its reversion to isolationism and populism
whilst competing against the rise of authoritarian order in Asia, but if the US accepts
a multipolar international order in which emerging Asian powers are allowed to
become co-authors, it may undermine the PGJ pathway of the IPA even if it keeps
some of its elements in place. From a civil and transnational perspective, cooperation
and coexistence look much more plausible than the search for PGJ, but even this
would require an accommodation between Eastphalian, Westphalian and post-Westpha-
lian versions of the IPA. This article has explored the potential of the Eastphalian Peace
for bridging that doctrinal gap.

Significant contributions to the IPA have not emerged from Asia, and instead Asian
powers have failed to demonstrate the full potential of an alternative vision and been
unable to facilitate the development of the IPA. Peace is connected to developmental
success but not to liberalism or rights, which are to be suppressed in fact. Negative
aspects of the Eastphalian Peace, together with regressive elements in the West, has
brought the IPA back to state-centricity and a global hierarchy of states, within a frame-
work of geopolitics, authoritarianism, and digital governmentality. This indicates that
major states are currently working to maintain or expand their privileges, and explains
why many other stakeholders, including the UN and global civil society, are desperately
trying to stabilise the IPA (with some ambivalent support from China, the EU and AU).
Under such circumstances, subaltern claims are not expanding as a result of stabilisation,
which means that the reopening of old conflicts and regional tensions are to be expected.

The rise of Asia thus may not completely overturn the existing IPA, and even if it did
its premises are remarkably similar in conservative terms to Stages One and five of the
IPA in that both sides are exclusive and self-interested while claiming to be inclusive
and universal. Switching from the idea of hegemony to coexistence is a premise reserved
for the UN system outside of the UNSC in other words, though there are some glimmers
of a reawakening of interest in multilateralism and knock-on questions of peace, justice,
and sustainability. This article has demonstrated that the international order is a hybrid
architecture of Westphalian origins, post-Westphalian and increasingly Eastphalian
modifications, but that so far non-Western contributions have been relatively limited.
The latter have mainly emerged at state level or in the global political economy, rather
than in the realms of peace formation and its implications for the IPA. A preservation
of interests and hegemony, but with an additional focus on the maintenance of relation-
ships rather than building emancipatory frameworks, may well be the outcome of the
encounter between the Eastphalian rise of Asia and the IPA.

The IPA has so far cobbled together a response to intra and inter-state war, but has not
been able to respond well to the more complex evolution of violence since the end of the
Cold War. An Eastphalian addition to the IPA points to a plurality of several regional
orders, rather than the singularity of universal global order, leaving many of the cleavages
that have in the past led to war in place. It has done little so far to respond to the
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evolution of violence, problems of injustice and unsustainability, which are emerging
once again. Unless incumbent powers in the West and emerging powers in Asia find
ways to bridge peace formation with the IPA and Easphalian approaches, both sides’
initiatives may end up with failing to respond to counter-peace challenges which
merely enhance geopolitical and neoliberal economic interests, rather than contributing
to the realisation of PGJ.
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