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A Political West was created during and shaped by the Cold War in the decades after World War II, acting as one of the most important sub-orders within the broader United Nations-based Charter International System established in 1945. When the Cold War end in 1989 it was assumed that the structures, practices and institutions associated with it (notably NATO) would also dissolve, and thus generate new practices of positive peace. Instead, the Political West assumed the position of victor. Its practices and ideology radicalised and expanded, claiming a certain universality, thus regenerating the negative peace characteristic of a cold war. This led to the onset of Cold War II in 2014, followed in short order by hot war in Ukraine. The Political West, however, is only a particular and temporally bound version of the West in general. There is also the Cultural West, with its roots reaching back to antiquity and today continues to produce art and science of universal significance. Russia is by entitlement part of this Cultural West, and over the last millennium has contributed much to it. There is also the Civilisational West, which has taken shape over the last 500 years. Since the early modern period in Europe this was the age of imperialism and colonialism, but it also saw the flourishing of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment. Russia has always had an ambivalent relationship with this West, repeatedly finding itself lagging in terms of its model of modernity as well as remaining enduringly equivocal about its values. Post-communist Russia engaged fully with the Cultural West, but became increasingly alienated from the Civilisational West, while in the end its relationship with the Political West became outright hostile. Russia took the lead in shaping a Greater Eurasia, as well as contributing to the development of a broader Political East that offers an alternative model of modernity while seeking to defend the Charter system.

The Political West and the International System

At the end of World War II humanity vowed that such a catastrophe should never again be repeated, and to that end the UN was established. Since then the Charter International System became ever more ramified, with the original UN Charter of 1945 reinforced by the adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948, as well as the Genocide Convention that same year. The creation of a Security Council with a permanent membership of five leading powers was designed to compensate for the failure of the League of Nations in the interwar years. The UN is also at the heart of some two dozen specialised agencies, dealing with food, health, culture and much more. Together, all this has created an international system in whose framework international politics is conducted. 
It is at the level of international politics that states contend and various political orders are created. In his work on world order Henry Kissinger notoriously failed to distinguish between system and order, a category mistake characteristic of much contemporary realist analysis.[footnoteRef:1] As far as neorealists are concerned, it is precisely relations between states that creates an international order, neglecting the normative and institutional framework in which international affairs are conducted. This is something that classical realists understood. Thinkers such as Hans Morgenthau and George Kennan factored in ideational and normative factors in their analysis. In addition, beyond the international system and international politics there is a whole world of international political economy as well as the cosmos of international organisations and transnational civil society. The dynamic relations between these four levels comprise the entirety of international affairs.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Henry Kissinger, World Order: Reflections on the Character of Nations and the Course of History (London, Allen Lane, 2014),]  [2:  For notable attempts to move towards such a synthesis, see the classic work of Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1977/1995).] 

As the wartime alliance disintegrated after 1945 and the Soviet Union created its bloc of communist states in Eastern Europe, and for a time allied with the People’s Republic of China after 1949. On the other side, the United States from 1947 took the lead in restoring the economies of Western Europe through the Marshall Plan, while the Truman Doctrine promised support for democracies against authoritarian threats. The creation of NATO in 1949 was only the most vivid manifestation of the inception of a US-led Political West to counter the Soviet threat. The Political West was created to fight a cold war against an ideological and geopolitical adversary, and developed a set of norms and institutions to do so. In the US the Political West gave rise to a ‘dual state’, in which a ‘Trumanite’ state was forged to fight the Cold War, based on a ramified military-industrial complex with ‘deep state’ connections with political, media and think tank elites. This enduring constellation of cold war power endures, despite repeated changes of political leadership in the ‘Madisonian’ state, the world of parties, elections and White House administrations.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Michael J. Glennon, National Security and Double Government (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2015).] 

	The Political West considered the end of the Cold War its unique victory. However, when Mikhail Gorbachev, the last Soviet leader, put an end to the Cold War he appealed not to the values of the Political West but to the principles and norms of the Charter system. This is why his landmark speech to the UN in December 1988, effectively ending the Cold War, is so important. His New Political Thinking rejected the old Marxist-Leninist framework for the conduct of Soviet foreign policy and instead he asserted insisted that the formula of development ‘at another's expense’ was ‘becoming outdated’, He stressed the importance of ‘freedom of choice’ and the ‘de-ideologisation of interstate relations’ and their demilitarisation. He outlined a comprehensive agenda on which the new peace order should be based, including strengthening the centrality of the UN, the renunciation of the use of force in international relations and a concern for environmental issues. The fundamental principles were pluralism, tolerance and cooperation.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  ‘Gorbachev’s Speech to the UN’, 7 December 1988, https://astro.temple.edu/~rimmerma/gorbachev_speech_to_UN.htm.] 

Rejoining the mainstream of civilisation, as it was put at the time, meant not accession to the Political West but the supremacy of Charter principles, which were considered the patrimony of all of humanity. It also meant accommodation to the Civilisational West, and thus apparently put an end to 500 years of ambivalence. Russia would join as a country moving towards democracy and the development of a market economy, accompanied by human rights and the rule of law. The Soviet Union/Russia would no longer strive to create an alternative model of modernity but would enjoy the benefits of the civilisation of the West. Thus, expecting Moscow to accept elements of defeat was a fundamental category error, with profound and catastrophic long-term consequences. Moscow not only considered the end of the Cold War a common victory and a return to the founding ideals of the Charter system, but also a moment in which international politics could move towards a more cooperative model, based on dealing with common challenges such as environmental degradation and climate change. This was a powerful vision of a positive peace
	Instead, the Political West arrogated the moment to its own ends, and thus perpetuated the negative peace characteristic of the cold war style of politics. This is understandable since, considered from a narrow perspective, the ideals and institutions of the Political West had indeed triumphed. The Warsaw Pact was dissolved in 1990 and the Soviet Union itself disintegrated in December 1991, and the continuer state, Russia, set on the path of liberal democracy and market capitalism. This is not how it looked from the vantage point of Moscow, insisting that it should be a ‘co-creator’ of the post-Cold War pattern of international politics, within the framework of the sovereign internationalism at the heart of the Charter International System. In claiming an exclusive victory, the Political West in effect continued the Cold War, and thus undermined the transformational potential of the time. 
This represented a blow to post-communist Russia’s aspirations to return to international politics as an independent and sovereign great power. Status concerns were reinforced by a growing perception of threat. The Soviet bloc disintegrated in 1990, yet NATO’s existence was not only perpetuated but set on the path to enlargement. Expansion had been repeatedly and explicitly repudiated by numerous leaders of the Political West at the time of German unification in 1990.[footnoteRef:5] When Boris Yeltsin understood that NATO’s Partnership for Peace programme of 1994 was not the alternative but an adjunct to enlargement, he warned that ‘the new Europe would be thrown back, if not to the Cold War, to a cold peace’.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  Mary Elise Sarotte, Not One Inch: America, Russia and the Making of Post-Cold War Stalemate (New Haven, CT, Yale University Press, 2022).]  [6:  The speech is summarised by Kozyrev, Firebird, p. 283. For his view, see Andrei Kozyrev, ‘Partnership or Cold Peace?’, Foreign Policy, No. 99, Summer 1995, pp. 3-14.] 

	Worse, from Moscow’s perspective, was the perception that the Political West, which in later years designated itself the so-called ‘rules-based order’, began to usurp the rights and prerogatives that properly belonged to the Charter system as a whole. The liberal international order that the US had sponsored after the war, with its economic institutions based on the Bretton Woods agreement of 1944 and the security structures associated with the ‘Trumanite’ state’, became liberal hegemony – the view that there could be no legitimate alternatives, and that the whole world would sooner or later become part of this system. The free trade regime, liberalisation of the international financial system from the 1970s, removal of restrictions on capital flows and much more was termed ‘globalisation’, and provided the framework for an unparalleled era of prosperity and global peace (although there were numerous regional wars). This was accompanied by universalism, the view that democracy, human rights and liberal freedoms were universal public goods, and should be applied universally. Human rights in this period, indeed became ‘the last utopia’.[footnoteRef:7] This gave rise to the practice of democratic internationalism, in which proclaimed ethical norms trumped national autonomy and sovereignty.  [7:  Samuel Moyn, The Last Utopia: Human Rights in History (Cambridge, MA, Belknap Press, 2012).] 

	To the degree that these norms were vested in the Charter International System, in advancing these goals the Political West was acting appropriately. In normative terms the practices of democratic internationalism can be considered entirely justified. However, norm advancement was bound up with power considerations. Democratic internationalism undermined the fundamental international politics norm of the Charter system, sovereign internationalism. This tempers the old Westphalian idea of states acting as autonomous ‘billiard balls’ on the international stage by combining sovereignty (including the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of other states) with internationalism, a commitment to international law, human dignity norms and multilateral approaches to common challenges. Instead, the Political West now propounded the idea of democratic internationalism, whereby national sovereignty was subject to the projection of democratic and human right norms, as and when the leaders of the Political West decided was appropriate. 
This opened the way to the pervasive application of double standards, in which the human rights and democratic inadequacies of allies of the Political West were routinely ignored while the failings of adversaries became the target of criticism and, in extremis, regime change operations. It also undermined the autonomy of the UN Security Council and the Charter system as a whole, which increasingly became an instrument for the waging of struggle against adversaries rather than a forum for their adjudication. The erosion of the supremacy of Charter internationalism, based on diplomacy and dialogue within the framework of sovereign internationalism, allowed a set of states to claim certain exclusive privileges in the determination of when and how Charter norms should be applied. 

The Many Wests

Russia has taken to calling this formation the ‘collective West’, but the term is misleading if it assumes monolithic unity and single-minded purpose. The Political West, moreover, is only one manifestation of the complex phenomenon that we designate as ‘the West’. The Political West is only one manifestation, the most recent and undoubtedly a contingent formation that will ultimately disintegrate when the conditions that gave rise to it dissipate.
More enduring is the Cultural West, with its roots in antiquity, with Greece and Rome fundamental inspirations. This is the enduring West, developing complex patterns of migration and trade since neolithic times, never entirely separate from the rest of the world but always interacting with itself to generate unique forms of expression and reflexivity. The borders of this Cultural West are never settled but contingent and flexible. In the eighteenth century it was commonly believed that Europe ends at the Pyrenees, and today the designation of the Urals as the easternmost boundary is widespread. In geographical terms this may be correct, but in cultural terms Europe ends in Vladivostok. The lifestyle and cultural orientations of the majority populations of Siberia and the Russian Far East are profoundly European. Over the generations Russia has contributed much to the Cultural West and is an inalienable part of its culture. It is a member by right rather than by invitation. This makes the isolation of the Cold War period all the more tragic, and the renewed separation of Cold War II is profoundly regrettable. It ruptures a cultural unity that transcends tensions between the Political West and Russia. 
More problematic is the Civilisational West, the phenomenon that emerged half a millennium ago as Europe began the era of colonial expansion and imperialism. Ultimately the Civilisational West transformed Latin America and then turned North America into an extension of Europe, which ultimately augmented the home continent and then came to exercise contemporary forms of hegemony.[footnoteRef:8] The Civilisational West was also shaped by the Renaissance and the Enlightenment, creating a complex and sophisticated civilisation with an expansive dynamic. European rapacity was always couched in moralistic terms, that in the heyday of imperial expansion was described as the mission civilisatrice, a purported civilising mission which rationalised the expansion of the West and the exploitation of native peoples. This is the West that established a ‘standard of civilisation’.[footnoteRef:9] Westernisation became the synonym for modernisation, a displacement that is the counterpart of the Political West’s usurpation of the universalism represented by the Charter international system.  [8:  Hedley Bull  and Adam Watson, The Expansion of International Society (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1984); and for a reconceptualization of the process, see Tim Dunne and Christian Reus-Smit (eds), The Globalization of International Society (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2017).]  [9:  Gerrit W. Gong, The Standard of “Civilization” in International Society (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1984).] 

This false universalism generated hubristic illusions of unchallengeable superiority. It was in the Civilisational West that modernity was transformed intellectually and industrially, and its ideas and practices spread globally. Does this then entitle the Political West to certain privileges and prerogatives? It is precisely on this terrain that resistance built up and now has the potential once again to transform our understanding of modernity.
Russia has long had a complex relationship with the Civilisational West. Since Peter the Great’s modernisation efforts at the beginning of the eighteenth-century Russia has tried to emulate Western achievements to strengthen its position in the European state system. This has been accompanied by enduring pretensions of superiority  - the idea that one way or another Russia represented a better version of Civilisational Europe, the real Europe that had been betrayed by the superficiality of Romano-Germanic society in comparison with the profundities of Russian Slavic culture, with its Orthodoxy rooted in Byzantine forms of spirituality.[footnoteRef:10] The Soviet challenge to Western modernity was founded on the belief that Marxism-Leninism could fulfil the potential of the West, shorn of capitalist exploitation and dysfunctionality. These sentiments were reproduced in new forms at the end of the Soviet period when Gorbachev called for the creation of a common European home. This was a more pluralistic vision of Europe, as a house with many rooms and a diversity of social systems and political regimes. Later this was termed ‘Greater Europe’. The implication was clear: with the addition of Russia, Europe would become greater. It is now clear that Russia’s rapprochement with Civilisational Europe has once again failed, while the rupture with the Political West is complete. [10:  Iver B. Neumann, Russia and the Idea of Europe: A Study in Identity and International Relations (London, Routledge, 2016).] 


Characteristics of the Political West

After 1945 US policymakers understood that the overwhelming American power could be more effectively exercised if it worked through multilateral agencies. Hence the Political West is populated by a range of institutions, including what is now the European Union, as well as NATO, the World Bank, the IMF, WTO and much more, as the expression of American hegemony couched in universalistic terms. Above all, the US took a leading role in creating the UN, but worked with other wartime Allies, above all the Soviet Union, China, Britain and France, as core founding members to shape the institution. The US was always ambivalent about subordinating its sovereignty to an international institution, but liberal internationalism in the Cold War served to legitimise its hegemony and reinforced the norms of the liberal order at the heart of the Political West.[footnoteRef:11] After 1989 the tensions became more evident, and ultimately the ambitions of liberal hegemony outpaced the resources and commitment available for their implementation. This resulted in a series of military engagements, most of which were damaging and ended in failure of one sort or another.[footnoteRef:12] [11:  Stephen Wertheim, Tomorrow the World: The Birth of US Global Supremacy (Harvard, Belknap Press, 2020).]  [12:  John J. Mearsheimer, The Great Delusion: Liberal Dreams and International Realities (London and New Haven, CT, Yale University Press, 2018), and John J. Mearsheimer, ‘Bound to Fail: The Rise and Fall of the Liberal International Order’, International Security, Vol. 43, No. 4, Spring 2019, pp. 7-50; Stephen M. Walt, The Hell of Good Intentions: America’s Foreign Policy Elite and the Decline of US Primacy (New York, Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 2019); Patrick Porter, The False Promise of Liberal Order: Nostalgia, Delusion and the Rise of Trump (Cambridge, Polity Press, 2020).] 

The creation of a Political West after 1945 is a unique phenomenon in international politics. Critics condemn this power system as a novel form of empire in which power (dominium) is combined with hegemony, the voluntary acquiescence of states to a subaltern position – termed bandwagoning in neorealist terminology. The Political West today comprises a number of elements. 
First, it is a system with genuinely global ambitions. With the US at its core, the security system encompasses NATO as well as a ramified US hub-and-spoke alliance system, including security treaties with Japan and South Korea, and defence commitments to such states as Israel and numerous other states. This is buttressed by a network of some 800 military bases and installations across the world, as well as battle fleets that roam the high seas. American exceptionalism has traditionally been couched in terms of America acting as an example to the rest of the world, the shining ‘city on the hill’, but when embedded in the Political West it is expressed more in terms of missionary power, reproducing the earlier civilising mission of the Civilisational West. Woodrow Wilson, the source of this tradition, couched this in terms of making the world safe for democracy. Liberalism thus gained a Cold War inflection, losing some of its inherent characteristics of tolerance and pluralism, and returning it to a more nineteenth century perspective as tied to an imperial mission.
Second, the Atlantic basin remains the core of the Political West, joining the European Union and the US in a relationship that is not always harmonious but it is enduring. Transatlanticism ultimately inhibits the EU from developing the ‘strategic autonomy’ so much desired by its more Gaullist minded member states. This effectively neuters legacy powers such as France, Germany and Italy. They all conduct an active diplomacy, but ultimately when it comes to the big issues their efforts lack traction unless reinforced by Washington. This was the case in the run-up to the Ukraine war, with both Berlin and Paris laudably seeking to find a diplomatic path to avert the conflict, but their efforts came to naught since the US, smarting from defeat in Afghanistan and the chaotic withdrawal from Kabul in August 2021, was in no mood to compromise with Russia. 
Third, Atlanticism is forever vigilant against outside powers driving a ‘wedge’ between its two wings. This explains why  ideas of pan-continental European unity, dubbed the Gaullist ‘heresy’, is so resolutely condemned. This ultimately meant that Russia after the Cold War could not join the Political West, since its inclusion would inevitably have diluted Atlantic ties and forced a change in its hierarchy of power. Russia certainly would not join as a subaltern, but unity on the basis of sovereign equality was not something that Washington was ready to contemplate. This pattern is now being repeated on a global scale in relations with China. 
Fourth, the G7 has become a particular expression of the concerns of the Political West and acts as a steering committee for its concerns. This is resisted by the other members of the G20, as was seen at the Bali summit in November 2022. The final communiqué condemned the war in Ukraine, but added that ‘There were other views and different assessments of the situation and sanctions’ and called for ‘diplomacy and dialogue’.[footnoteRef:13]  Finally, all this adds up to the Political West becoming increasingly hermetic, closed to the concerns of others and, indeed, condemning intrusions from outside the ‘golden circle’. Dialogue and diplomacy can only be conducted on the basis of sovereign internationalism, whereas democratic internationalism generates a tutelary and thus hierarchical, exclusive and pedagogical approach.  [13:  ‘G20 Bali Leaders’ Declaration’, Bali, 15-16 November 2022, Paragraph 3, https://web.kominfo.go.id/sites/default/files/G20%20Bali%20Leaders%27%20Declaration%2C%2015-16%20November%202022%2C%20incl%20Annex.pdf.] 



The Political East and Greater Eurasia

Instead, Russia turned to Eurasia and is one of the main proponents of the Political East. Vladimir Putin first publicly talked of a ‘Greater Eurasia Partnership’ in his annual address to parliament on 3 December 2015, calling for the creation of an economic partnership between the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU), which had been established earlier that year, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO). His speech drew on the ideas outlined in a Valdai Club report of June 2015 on how to link the EEU and Silk Road Economic Belt (SREB) within a larger Eurasian framework. The aim was to maintain stability in Central Asia and to avoid Russo-Chinese rivalry.[footnoteRef:14] At the St Petersburg International Economic Forum (SPIEF) on 17 June 2016 Putin outlined grandiose plans for ‘greater Eurasia’. The details were vague, but the basic thrust was clear: Russia would encourage the ‘integration of integrations’ across a range of institutions encompassing all of Eurasia. Its geographical limits were unclear, at the minimum encompassing just post-Soviet Eurasia and China while in others it included all of Western Europe and the whole ASEAN region. [14:  Valdai Discussion Club, Towards the Great Ocean – 3: Creating Central Eurasia, Valdai Report No. 3, June 2015. ] 

The goal was to make Eurasia an autonomous subject of international politics, and to prevent it becoming the playground for contestation  between external powers. This was combined with resistance to the perceived usurpation by the Political West of the privileges and prerogatives that should properly belong to the Charter system as a whole. A particularly painful example of this was the imposition of sanctions by the US and its allies, including the imposition of secondary sanctions on those who failed to comply, whereas only the UN is the legitimate source of universal sanctions and other interventions. 
[bookmark: _Hlk95725259]The response was the creation of what we can call the Political East. This nascent alignment of states not only challenges the Political West’s hegemonic claims but above all defends the autonomy of the Charter system. This is the core of the final statements and communiqués of the SCO, BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa), ASEAN and many more. It was also firmly asserted in the Joint Statement of Russia and China on 4 February 2022, on the eve of the Ukraine war. The Statement condemned the attempt by ‘certain states’ to impose their ‘democratic standards’, opposed ‘further NATO enlargement’ and called on the alliance to ‘abandon its ideologised Cold War approaches’. This was accompanied by the reaffirmation of the centrality of the UN Charter and the UDHR as ‘fundamental principles, which all states must comply with and observe in deeds’.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  ‘Joint Statement of the Russian Federation and the People’s Republic of China on the International Relations Entering a New Era and the Global Sustainable Development’, 4 February 2022, http://en.kremlin.ru/supplement/5770.] 

The nascent alternative political association is far more than a reaction to the expansive ambitions of the Political West but reflects the maturation of the global state system and the shifting balance of economic power to the East. The Charter International System provided the framework for decolonisation, and today the world is populated by some 200 states, with 193 of them members of the UN. The era when the Civilisational West could teach the rest of the world how to live has long passed, and respectful mutual interactions are now demanded. The age of empire is over, and the West is now facing the legacies of the earlier era, accompanied by deepening internal contradictions. 
The benefits of globalisation were appropriated by a narrow beneficiary class, leading to widening inequality and growing demands for social justice. The absence of a coherent ideology to express these aspirations encouraged national populist movements. The Trumpian irruption and Brexit identified the problem, but provided inchoate and incoherent responses.  The Civilisational West is beset by self-doubt, poor leadership and the absence of a positive vision of the future. This places the expansive ambitions of the Political West in even sharper contrast. Deepening domestic contradictions and polarised domestic political orders have not yet tempered ambitious foreign policy agendas, and may well have intensified them – if the ‘diversionary’ theory of international politics applies. 
	It is in this context that an increasingly formalised Political East is taking shape, not only to counter the expansive claims of the Political West but also to offer alternative models of social and political development. The Political East, like the Political West, can be disaggregated into its cultural, civilisational and political components. The Political East is a far more nebulous formation, drawing on widely disparate cultures. There are numerous civilisations, notably the Sino-centric ones and those based in the Indus Valley. There was considerable cross-fertilisation between the two, but they pursued divergent political trajectories. 
Our focus here is on the emergence of a sustained alternative to the formerly dominant Civilisational and Political West. Although the counterpart of its western counterpart, the Political East has distinctive characteristics. First, it is far less hegemonic than its western counterpart. A Political East is emerging, but it is extremely unlikely that its members will engage in bloc formation on the Western model. Rather than suppressing systemic diversity, pluralism is welcomed. This is apparent in the way that ASEAN+ states accept a considerable range of social systems and political orders, and certainly do not attempt to interfere in the internal affairs of other members. The model is based on genuine sovereign internationalism, with no hint of the messianism of democratic internationalism. Second, the Political East staunchly defends the autonomy of the Charter international system and stands in opposition to any usurpation of the universal norms of the Charter system by the ‘rules-based order’. Third, the creeping advance of the Political West into the Asia-Pacific region, in the form of the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (the Quad), AUKUS (Australia, UK and US) and the increased activism of NATO, is perceived as introducing destructive European cold war practices into the region. There is considerable reluctance there to generalise the fissures and tensions in the region as part of the Second Cold War. This would once again impose a Eurocentrism on a region that is trying to free itself of colonial legacies. 
Fourth, and most importantly, there is a growing range of ‘post-Western’ institutional development. At the heart of the nascent political formation, although without a formal hierarchy, is Greater Eurasia. Russia and China are closely aligned and work with a growing list of institutional partners. The original Shanghai Cooperation Organisation members (China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan) have now been latterly Iran). The BRICS bloc has established a development bank and reserve drawing rights, while a growing list of countries seek to join. Argentina and Iran submitted applications in summer 2021, and Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey and Algeria have expressed an interest. The creation of the Belt and Road Initiative, a multi-billion-dollar project encompassing over a hundred countries for investment in transport infrastructure, networks, and ports, reflects China’s more assertive stance in international politics. Beijing also created the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), which already now invests more in developmental projects than the World Bank. 
The globalisation of the last three decades is giving way to a world dominated by two contending economic blocs. The US-led one is intent not only on maintaining its dominance, but is also committed to destroying the economies of Russia and Iran, as well as ensuring that China’s technological progress is retarded, above all by banning the sale of advanced microchip technologies. Countries in the Global South are wary of aligning with China, if only out of fear of being hit by US sanctions, yet an alternative global financial and economic architecture is emerging. The Bretton Woods institutions are gradually being by-passed. Many more organisations and associations give substance to the emerging political East.
Crucially, the proclaimed normative foundation of the Political East is sovereign internationalism and other core ideas of the Charter system. Numerous resolutions and declarations assert UN norms, complemented by reference to the 10-point Bandung Declaration of 1955 – which itself incorporated the principles of the UN Charter. The emergence of a Political East does not threaten the Charter international system but strengthens it. In response, the Political West has opposed the elevation of representatives of the Political East to leadership positions in UN and other agencies, accompanied by boycotts and walkouts. It is also accompanied by the misrepresentation of Russia and China as revisionist powers. In fact, in declaration at least, they are committed to Charter principles at the level of the international system, making them conservative status quo powers, but at the level of international politics they refuse to accept the hegemony of the Political West, and to that degree they are revisionist. 

Conclusion
	
The post-Cold War era has come to an end, and international politics is once again assuming bipolar features. The expansive ambitions of the Political West are being countered by the emergence of a Political East, although the latter has very different characteristics. Countries in the Global South resist being drawn into cold war style proxy conflicts and refuse to choose between the alternatives on offer, and instead appeal to universality of Charter principles. However, the emergence of an alternative to the Political West represents a fundamental change in international politics, and reflects the emergence of genuine multipolarity. On the formal level, the Political East represents a nascent post-Western anti-hegemonic alignment, but it is animated by a ‘revisionism’ limited to the level of great power contestation at the level of international politics. On the plane of the Charter system, the Political East is profoundly conservative, and defends the postwar status quo based on the sovereign internationalism embedded in the Charter system. The democratic internationalism of the Political West, by contrast, is revolutionary to the degree that it seeks to mould in its image. When it encounters resistance, cold war practices are regenerated. However, the West is far from monolithic, and the three levels identified in this paper interact to generate new forms of reflexivity, renewal and change. Both the Political West and the Political East remain formally committed to the postwar Charter principles, and only if these are implemented in practice will there be a chance of salvaging the Charter system. Without its restraining norms and institutional constraints, international politics will make Cold War II far more dangerous than the first. In the nuclear age and in the face of a climate catastrophe, the fate of humanity hangs in the balance.
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