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This article cross-examines major peacebuilding endeavors in Indo-Pacific to scrutinize the
essence for “sustainable peace”. It classifies the region into three sub-regions such as
Southeast Asia, South Asia, and South Pacific, and seeks to illuminate some regional features.
It offers a comparative case study of the United Nations (UN) peace operations in Cambodia,
Timor-Leste, Nepal, Afghanistan, and non-UN peace operations in Aceh (Indonesia),
Mindanao (Philippines), Bougainville (Papua New Guinea), Solomon Island, as well as Sri
Lanka and Myanmar where no international peace operation has been deployed.

The study identified the feature of peacebuilding in Indo-Pacific as follows: (1) there was a
tendency to avoid UN-led interventions; and (2) regional powers were inclined to emphasize
the social-economic development paying tribute to local peacebuilding rather than liberal
peacebuilding, though in cases where Australia collaborated with the UN and/or regional

frameworks, their liberal scores were high while their achievement in economic development



remained poor.



