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A recent report revealed another dynamic of the global economic power centre shifting from West to East. The Merrill Lynch Wealth Management and Capgemini report pointed out that the wealth of rich Asians has surpassed Europe’s millionaires for the first time. 

This and other evident trends pointing to Asia’s growth confirms that a new global order is in the making. This also serves as an opportune moment to discuss why this process should acquire a distinct Asian identity rather than just fill the void being left by the Western model.
As Asia, including the Gulf countries, forge ahead, it may be prudent to revisit the long standing social science debate revolving around ‘Westernisation’ and ‘modernisation’. While both notions are commonly misrepresented as one, there is a world of difference between the two. And, in their difference lies an opportunity for ‘Asianisation’.Westernisation is a process where societies are influenced by Western culture in the socio-economic-political-cultural spheres. Backed by the success of capitalism, this process enveloped the world particularly during the latter half of the last century. 
Modernisation, on the other hand, is distinctly different because it refers to a transition from a ‘traditional’ to ‘modern’ society. 
It is rarely acknowledged that Westernisation is also a product of modernisation because the latter encompasses change, progress, urbanisation and industrialisation, which the former has become synonymous with. 
As Asian countries become wealthier, Westernisation has been the preferred development model. This has been most glaringly evident in the exhibition of crass consumerism and diluting values, especially among the expanding nouveau riche. As a result, Asia – which strived to attain Western development for decades – is also taking the unsustainable route that Western countries took at the height of their economic prosperity.
Here is where Asia needs to introspect and take remedial action. While Asia’s rise to the top is cherishable, it is more important for the means to justify the end rather than the end justifying the means. It is completely irrational to believe that to be modern, a country must incorporate Western ideals. Asia has its own traditions, principles and strengths, which it has neglected. This needs to be revived and nurtured as a viable alternative for the future. 
One of these distinct strengths was noticeable in the way Asia managed to cushion the financial crisis better than most because of the inherent Asian trait of ‘saving for a rainy day’ rather than ‘living beyond one’s means’. This attribute, some experts feel, is fast yielding an Asian model of capitalism. 
This economic attribute needs to be replicated in international relations too. With seven of G-20 members being Asian, the new debate is not about whether they will leverage their newfound economic status in the political realm, but how they will choose to project it. 
As solutions to some of the world’s longstanding problems appear to be jagged and beckon new approaches to overcome them, the focus shifts to what could be brought to the table by wealthy and assertive China, India, Turkey, Saudi Arabia and even South Korea, among others. Will they attempt tapping into ‘soft power’ and ‘charm offensive’ or resort to the tried and failed ‘hard’ or military power projection? Soft power, as expounded by Joseph Nye of Harvard University, is the ability to obtain what one wants through ‘cooption’. This is in contrast to hard power, which uses ‘coercion’. As one could note easily, the end – like in the Westernisation-modernisation debate – is the same, but the means are different.
It is argued that culture is an instrument of soft power that will help a country’s ability to instill itself in people’s minds across the world, thereby becoming a force to reckon with. If the logic of growth in the international context is the expansion of its sphere of influence, there are ample Eastern traits and values that could form the foundation that Asianisation could be built on.  As much as the fundamental variant in the rise of the East should be its emphasis on soft power rather than hard power, it would be naive to expect  that China and India, for example, would be content relying on just soft powers and remaining on the fringes of world affairs. Unlike Japan, these countries are likely to showcase their economic ascendancy with exhibition of military might. 
In fact, this must be seen as the natural extension of their changed economic fortune in a world that has transformed from a ‘multi-polar’ to ‘bipolar’ to ‘unipolar’ to ‘powerless’ in about one century. But historical experiences and the realisation that military misadventures could deter their economic overhaul plans, which is key to their domestic power and legitimacy, is likely to deter them from any imperialistic or unjustified unilateral forays of the kind that the world has seen in recent decades.
Thus, it is important to ensure that Asian powers neither rely on just soft or hard power. Instead, since neither is effective on its own, an effective combination of both, which some refer to as ‘smart power’, could be a unique way out.
To achieve this unique goal in what is likely to be an Asian century, Asianisation should evolve through modernisation, not Westernisation. An alternative global order would, otherwise, be futile.
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