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National Interest as a Philosophical Category:
G7 ldeals and the Strategic Identity of Kazakhstan

This article proposes a new definition of the philosophical concept of national interest, considering its onto-
logical, epistemological, and moral aspects. It moves beyond the realist view, where interest is reduced to
power and survival, and instead highlights how identity, recognition, and narrative shape the strategic behav-
ior of states. The case of Kazakhstan is taken as an example: a post-Soviet, culturally diverse, and geopoliti-
cally uncertain country seeking its role in a liberal international order led by the G7. The study argues that
Kazakhstan’s foreign policy is not only practical but also expressive. It reflects principles such as justice, plu-
ralism, and civilization dialogue. Using insights from hermeneutics, phenomenology, and political ethics, Ka-
zakhstan can be seen as a conceptual actor that reinterprets national interest through ethical engagement in
global debates. This role is evident in initiatives like the Congress of Leaders of World and Traditional Reli-
gions, multilateral diplomacy, and the “multi-vector” strategy. In doing so, the article contributes to ongoing
discussions of international norms and legitimacy, showing the value of a plural and culturally informed un-
derstanding of state activity in global politics.
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Introduction

The concept of national interest has long held a central place in political and international relations de-
bates. Traditionally, it has been approached from a realist perspective, often defined in terms of power, secu-
rity, and material gain. However, recent contributions from philosophy, cultural theory, and postcolonial
studies have reshaped the concept, prompting a reconsideration of its ontological, epistemological, and moral
foundations [1]. In this study, national interest is examined not as a fixed geopolitical fact but as a dynamic
philosophical construct shaped by narratives of civilization and identity formation. Kazakhstan is taken as a
case study to illustrate this perspective. Situated within the context of the G7 and the broader liberal interna-
tional order, Kazakhstan demonstrates how a post-Soviet and non-Western state can engage philosophical
traditions to question and reframe dominant Western paradigms in constructing its strategic identity [2], [3].
The need for a philosophical rethinking of national interest becomes clear in light of an increasingly inter-
connected world, where both bipolar and unipolar international regimes have lost dominance. In the 21st
century, nation-states are no longer only rational actors pursuing security or wealth; they also operate as
moral and symbolic agents that generate meaning and value in global politics. For this reason, international
relations today require a deeper philosophical outlook that accounts for diverse ontologies and normative
claims in shaping the global order.

Hans Morgenthau’s classical realism interprets national interest primarily as an expression of a state’s
instinct for survival within an anarchic international order [4]. While this framework remains effective for
certain types of analysis, it overlooks the role of ideas, values, and symbolic structures in shaping foreign
policy choices. A strictly materialist account cannot explain why states may act against immediate economic
logic in the name of dignity, recognition, or historical continuity. This is why philosophical perspectives on
subjectivity, intersubjectivity, and moral orientation are essential for a fuller understanding of state behavior
[5], [6]. Drawing on Hegelian philosophy, mutual recognition emerges as a central principle in the formation
of international identity [7], [8]. When a state asserts its interest, it seeks not only security or resources but
also acknowledgement within the international community. This approach highlights the dialogical character
of strategic identity, particularly for developing states seeking to establish their presence in normative orders
long shaped by Western dominance [9]. Kazakhstan provides a telling example. As a post-Soviet state with a
self-declared “multi-vector” foreign policy, it positions itself both within and outside the ideological frame-
works of the G7. Its foreign policy outlook is not only pragmatic but also grounded in philosophical concerns
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with cultural sovereignty, historical narrative, and moral pluralism [10]. By emphasizing civilization dia-
logue, sovereign equality, and strategic flexibility, Kazakhstan challenges the assumption that liberal homo-
geneity is the sole path to modernization.

The article develops its argument by drawing on philosophical traditions that emphasize the fluidity of
identity, the formative role of narrative, and the contextual nature of knowledge. Thinkers such as Paul
Ricoeur, Charles Taylor, and Alasdair Maclntyre provide conceptual tools for understanding national interest
as something that emerges through historically embedded practices [11]. Here, identity is not a background
condition for interest but the very foundation that makes it possible. As Taylor argues, the self is formed
through dialogue; in a similar way, the state comes into being through continuous conversations about its
role within moral and political frameworks. On this basis, the article redefines the philosophical concept of
national interest, focusing on its ontological, epistemological, and moral dimensions. Moving beyond realist
approaches that equate interest with power and survival, it highlights how identity, recognition, and narrative
shape strategic state action. Kazakhstan is presented as a case study, analyzed in the context of the liberal
international order led by the G7. Its post-Soviet background, cultural diversity, and ambiguous geopolitical
position make it a revealing example [12]. Using perspectives from hermeneutics, phenomenology, and po-
litical ethics, the article shows that Kazakhstan’s foreign policy is not only instrumental but also expressive,
reflecting principles of justice, pluralism, and civilization dialogue. Kazakhstan functions as a conceptual
actor that reinterprets national interest through ethical participation in global debates. This role is visible in
initiatives such as the Congress of Leaders of World and Traditional Religions, its multilateral diplomacy,
and the “multi-vector” strategy. By connecting philosophy with practice, the study contributes to wider de-
bates on international norms, calling for a plural and culturally contextualized understanding of state legiti-
macy and action in world politics.

Literature review

From Machiavelli and Hobbes to Morgenthau and Waltz, the classical tradition has interpreted national
interest primarily through the lens of power politics and the anarchic structure of the international system [4].
Morgenthau famously argued that “interest defined in terms of power” forms the core of political realism [4].
Waltz, in turn, maintained that states act rationally to ensure survival in an anarchic international environ-
ment, a claim central to his structural realist paradigm. Across these formulations, the concept of national
interest appears universal, constant, and largely materialist. In contrast, constructivist and post-structuralist
perspectives—advanced by scholars such as Alexander Wendt and David Campbell—view national interest
as socially constructed, closely linked to identity, norms, and discourse. These approaches suggest that for-
eign policy is not only a response to external conditions but also a performative act through which the state
defines itself. Campbell stresses how foreign policy narratives simultaneously shape identity and security,
while Wendt’s well-known claim that “anarchy is what states make of it” underscores the importance of
intersubjective meaning in structuring international relations [13]. These theoretical frameworks open the
door to philosophical inquiry. Understanding national interest as both performative and interpretive resonates
with hermeneutic traditions, particularly the works of Hans-Georg Gadamer and Paul Ricoeur. Gadamer’s
notion of the “fusion of horizons” highlights that understanding arises through dialogue between different
historical and cultural contexts [14]. Applied to international politics, this implies that national interest is not
fixed but emerges from the interaction of diverse global value systems. Ricoeur’s concept of narrative identi-
ty further illustrates how individuals—and, by extension, states—make sense of themselves over time
through interpretive storytelling [12], [15].

Postcolonial theorists such as Edward Said, Homi Bhabha, and Dipesh Chakrabarty have challenged the
Eurocentric frameworks of knowledge that dominate international relations. They argue that Western values
often disguise strategic interests under the language of universality, casting non-Western societies into binary
categories such as modern/traditional, rational/emotional, and developed/developing. Bhabha’s concept of
hybridity is especially relevant for analyzing states like Kazakhstan that navigate between multiple
civilisational influences. Hybridity, in his account, is not a simple blending of cultures but a contested space
of negotiation, transformation, and resistance, where existing categories are unsettled and reinterpreted.
Within this context, a growing body of research—by scholars such as Vanderhill, Joireman, Tulepbayeva,
Hanks, and Clarke—has examined Kazakhstan’s foreign policy and highlighted its long-standing commit-
ment to a “multi-vector” strategy. First articulated by President Nursultan Nazarbayev in the early 1990s, this
approach sought to balance Kazakhstan’s relations with major global powers—Russia, China, the United
States, and the European Union—while avoiding overdependence on any single partner. As Vanderhill and
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colleagues note, multi-vector diplomacy has become an essential instrument for safeguarding Kazakhstan’s
independence and enabling constructive cooperation with diverse geopolitical blocs. President Kassym-
Zhomart Tokayev reaffirmed this orientation in his address of January 2025, emphasizing that Kazakhstan
would continue to pursue a multi-vector policy. He stressed that since independence, balanced engagement
with major powers has been the foundation of the country’s foreign relations, serving not only to maintain
sovereignty and international standing but also to strengthen economic capacity. Tokayev’s remarks under-
score Kazakhstan’s aspiration to be recognized as a stable and pragmatic actor within a complex geopolitical
environment. At the same time, a smaller group of scholars has approached Kazakhstan’s strategic trajectory
from a philosophical angle, interrogating the concepts of national interest and identity within the broader dy-
namics of global power [16].

A philosophical perspective can be applied through Charles Taylor’s theory of recognition, which ar-
gues that identity is shaped through ongoing processes of recognition and misrecognition. In this sense, a
state’s national interest extends beyond security and economic development to include the pursuit of interna-
tional recognition. Kazakhstan’s foreign policy reflects this dimension by emphasizing civilisational dia-
logue, cultural pluralism, and the enhancement of its global visibility. Alasdair MaclIntyre’s account of virtue
ethics offers another way of interpreting state behavior [11]. His notion of narrative unity suggests that moral
agents—and, by extension, governments—can only be understood through the stories they construct about
themselves. Kazakhstan’s self-presentation as a peaceful, multi-ethnic state and a builder of bridges is there-
fore more than diplomatic rhetoric; it constitutes a central element of its national interest. This narrative con-
tributes both to internal cohesion and to the shaping of Kazakhstan’s external relationships, reinforcing its
image as a stable and constructive actor in international politics.

Heidegger’s ontology, particularly his concept of being-in-the-world, provides a useful lens for examin-
ing the spatial and temporal dimensions of state identity. Kazakhstan occupies a position of ontological
liminality, as its territory spans both Europe and Asia. Its foreign policy is therefore not merely a strategic
reaction to geography, but also an expression of its location within multiple historical and cultural contexts.
This ontological perspective resonates with political theorists such as Jacques Ranciére and Etienne Balibar,
who emphasize the fluid and contested nature of political subjectivity. Ranciére’s notion of dissensus—the
disruption of established meanings—helps to explain Kazakhstan’s refusal to be neatly classified within
Western, Russian, or Chinese spheres of influence [17]. Balibar’s concept of transindividuality further un-
derscores the relational character of political identity, suggesting that Kazakhstan’s statehood is not an iso-
lated phenomenon but emerges through its interactions with other states and regions. In this light, Kazakh-
stan’s initiatives such as the Congress of Leaders of World and Traditional Religions or its advocacy for nu-
clear disarmament can be read as philosophical gestures. These are not merely pragmatic policy decisions
but symbolic acts that project a particular image of Kazakhstan as an international actor. Such efforts chal-
lenge conventional notions of modernity and present a more nuanced understanding of global engagement.

We can better grasp national interest by using philosophical ideas like recognition, narrative identity,
hybridity, performativity, and being-in-the-world. This model goes beyond the divide between realism and
idealism by putting foreign policy in a context of moral duties, ways of thinking about existence, and ways
of knowing things. Kazakhstan’s foreign policy shows that the idea of national interest has been rethought as
a philosophical idea. It shows that governments are not just passive recipients of global norms or rational
actors trying to get the most out of things; they are also agents who are actively involved in building mean-
ing, legitimacy, and identity. Using a combination of political philosophy, critical theory, and international
relations can help us better comprehend the complicated link between how states act and how global norms
work. This philosophical recontextualization has effects that go beyond the immediate situation. It forces
scholars and politicians to rethink the foundations of international cooperation, the sources of legitimacy in
global governance, and the role of non-Western actors in shaping world order. As the world becomes more
multipolar and politically diverse, these kinds of ideas are both important and useful.

Methodology

Heidegger’s ontology, and in particular his notion of being-in-the-world, offers an important framework
for analyzing the spatial and temporal dimensions of state identity. Kazakhstan can be understood as occupy-
ing a condition of ontological liminality, positioned between Europe and Asia. Its foreign policy is thus not
simply a strategic response to geography but also an expression of its place within multiple historical and
cultural contexts. This ontological view aligns with the insights of political theorists such as Jacques
Ranciére and Etienne Balibar, who highlight the contested and relational nature of political subjectivity.
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Ranciére’s concept of dissensus—the disruption of established meanings—illuminates Kazakhstan’s reluc-
tance to be fully absorbed into Western, Russian, or Chinese spheres of influence [17]. Balibar’s notion of
transindividuality further underscores that statehood is not an isolated essence but arises from relations with
other states and regions. Seen from this perspective, Kazakhstan’s initiatives—such as hosting the Congress
of Leaders of World and Traditional Religions or advocating nuclear disarmament—may be interpreted as
philosophical gestures. These actions are not merely pragmatic policy choices; they symbolically articulate
the type of actor Kazakhstan aspires to be on the global stage. In doing so, they question conventional as-
sumptions about modernity and suggest a more complex and pluralistic mode of international engagement.

The study also draws on philosophical hermeneutics, particularly the work of Hans-Georg Gadamer and
Paul Ricoeur. Gadamer’s concept of the fusion of horizons offers a way to interpret how Kazakhstan negoti-
ates between different civilisational logics—Western liberalism, Eurasianism, and Sinocentrism. Ricoeur’s
notion of narrative identity further illuminates the stories that Kazakhstan constructs about itself on the in-
ternational stage. This approach aligns with the study’s broader view of strategic identity as a narrative per-
formance that evolves over time rather than as a fixed essence. Postcolonial theory, especially the contribu-
tions of Edward Said, Homi Bhabha, and Dipesh Chakrabarty, complements this framework by challenging
Eurocentric binaries such as developed/developing and modern/traditional. Bhabha’s concept of hybridity is
particularly valuable for situating Kazakhstan between Russia, China, and the West, highlighting foreign pol-
icy as a site of negotiation, adaptation, and symbolic resistance. In addition, the analysis applies Hannah Ar-
endt’s conception of the public sphere as a space where identity is enacted through speech and appearance.
From this perspective, Kazakhstan’s diplomatic practices—its role as a mediator, its advocacy for nuclear
disarmament, and its hosting of the Congress of Leaders of World and Traditional Religions—are not only
policy instruments but also meaningful performances. They serve to project and solidify Kazakhstan’s self-
image as a distinct and responsible actor in global politics.

The study also examines the ontological dimension of political identity through Martin Heidegger’s
phenomenological framework. His concept of being-in-the-world allows Kazakhstan’s strategic identity to
be understood in spatial and temporal terms. The country’s geographical and civilisational position between
Europe and Asia is thus not merely a backdrop but an active element shaping its conduct in global affairs.
The moral and relational aspects of agency are further illuminated by the philosophies of Emmanuel Levinas
and Maurice Merleau-Ponty [18], [19]. Both emphasize responsibility toward the Other and the significance
of embodied subjectivity. Applied to international politics, these perspectives suggest that Kazakhstan’s for-
eign policy cannot be reduced to the pursuit of material interests but also reflects a normative orientation
grounded in ethical responsibility. Methodologically, the study employs close textual analysis of policy
speeches, diplomatic documents, and symbolic actions such as summits and international initiatives. Particu-
lar attention is given to official discourse, including President Tokayev’s address of January 2025, in which
he reaffirmed the importance of Kazakhstan’s multi-vector strategy for strengthening sovereignty, enhancing
economic potential, and consolidating international standing. Such statements are interpreted as both per-
formative and world-constituting, offering deeper insight into how national interest is articulated and pro-
jected [20].

Overall, this method of interpretation and interdisciplinary study lets us think about national interest not
as a fixed or purely logical calculation, but as a concept that is philosophically rich, ethically sound, and cre-
ated through stories that are influenced by Kazakhstan’s unique geopolitical and cultural position.

Discussion

This part builds on the interpretive and philosophical methods described above and shows how Kazakh-
stan’s foreign policy is an example of a new way of thinking about national interest. Kazakhstan doesn’t just
rely on realist ideas of survival and power maximization [7], [21]. Instead, it sees itself as an active agent
creating meaning through diplomacy, symbolic action, and norm entrepreneurship.

1. Positioning of civilizations and strategic identity

Kazakhstan’s position at the crossroads of Europe and Asia has played a decisive role in shaping its for-
eign policy and strategic identity. Both Nursultan Nazarbayev and Kassym-Jomart Tokayev have empha-
sized the significance of Kazakhstan’s Eurasian identity for state-building and diplomacy [22]. The policy of
“multi-vector diplomacy,” first implemented in the early years of independence, represents a deliberate strat-
egy to balance relations with major powers such as Russia, China, the European Union, and the United States
[23], [24]. This approach is not only pragmatic but also part of a broader civilisational discourse that seeks to
position Kazakhstan as a mediator and integrative platform between East and West [25], [23]. Homi
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Bhabha’s [6] concept of hybridity provides a useful lens for interpreting this plural identity. Rather than be-
ing confined by binary categories, nations construct hybrid identities that draw strength from their multiplici-
ty. Shakhanova [26] describes hybridity as a “civilisational buffer” in Kazakhstan’s case: not a weakness but
a strategic resource that enhances flexibility in diplomacy while reinforcing the country’s ontological securi-
ty as a peaceful and neutral actor in world politics. The image of Kazakhstan as a “bridge” nation therefore
goes beyond political rhetoric. It functions as both a symbolic narrative and a strategic instrument, legitimiz-
ing the state’s international role while strengthening its standing domestically and abroad [27].

2. Dialogic Diplomacy as a Moral Way to Do Things

Hannah Arendt’s conception of the public sphere and Emmanuel Levinas’s ethics of alterity provide a
valuable framework for interpreting Kazakhstan’s global engagement, including initiatives such as the Con-
gress of Leaders of World and Traditional Religions and its consistent support for nuclear non-proliferation
[18]. These actions extend beyond pragmatic strategy, expressing Kazakhstan’s moral and ontological posi-
tion in world affairs. They function as performative gestures of visibility and ethical participation, reflecting
the idea that diplomacy serves as a stage for demonstrating moral presence and responsibility. Kazakhstani
scholars such as Zarema Shaukenova and Nurlan Yerimbetov emphasize that such foreign policy practices
are not merely instrumental or reactive, but are also shaped by Kazakhstan’s self-understanding as a civilisa-
tion and its normative commitments [28], [29]. Architectural symbols like the Palace of Peace and Reconcil-
iation serve as material anchors for this narrative identity. They resonate with Paul Ricoeur’s concept of nar-
rative selfhood, which views identity as constructed through moral storytelling across space and time. Serik
Nugerbekov further argues that Kazakhstan’s role as a site of dialogue is not only geopolitically expedient
but also a deliberate cultural strategy rooted in nomadic pluralism and historical openness [30]. Within this
framework, national interest is redefined not as competitive advantage but as a moral and relational respon-
sibility to foster stability and intercultural understanding. In this way, Kazakhstan’s strategic identity is
linked to a broader civilisational mission, positioning it as a moral voice within an increasingly multipolar
world [31].

3. Pluralism in knowledge and a normative strategy

Kazakhstan’s selective engagement with G7 values—such as the rule of law, free markets, and human
rights—illustrates its commitment to strategic pluralism. Rather than fully adopting these principles, Ka-
zakhstan adapts them to align with its cultural context and developmental priorities. As Michel Foucault ar-
gues, hegemonic norms often serve to reinforce existing power structures [14]. By contrast, Kazakhstan
seeks to avoid epistemic dependency by embracing what Bhikhu Parekh describes as pluralistic universal-
ism: the acceptance of diversity without rejecting universal principles [32]. In his “Just Kazakhstan” dis-
course, President Kassym-Zhomart Tokayev frames justice and accountability not only as national objec-
tives, but also as guiding principles for Kazakhstan’s conduct in international affairs. Such commitments re-
inforce the country’s image as a stabilizing and constructive actor, particularly in regions undergoing rapid
transformation.

4. Regional Connectivity as a Way of Thinking

Kazakhstan’s participation in regional initiatives such as the Belt and Road Initiative, the Middle Corri-
dor, and Turkic cooperation platforms extends beyond economic considerations. These projects reflect an
alternative vision of globalization grounded in ontological plurality and geographical interdependence [21],
[3]. Heidegger’s concept of being-in-the-world provides a useful framework here: Kazakhstan positions itself
within a multipolar order that resists simple alignment with either Western liberalism or authoritarian alter-
natives. In this context, Jacques Ranciére’s notion of dissensus helps explain Kazakhstan’s support for mul-
tiple forms of regional cooperation [33]. By doing so, the country deliberately resists fixed geopolitical clas-
sifications and asserts its agency through symbolic, diplomatic, and institutional practices. Such efforts un-
derline Kazakhstan’s aspiration to be recognized not only as a regional hub but also as a moral actor with a
distinct role in shaping global discourse.

5. Acceptance and Legitimacy Around the World

Charles Taylor’s theory of recognition highlights the centrality of acknowledgement for understanding
Kazakhstan’s national interest [34]. This involves not only trade and investment, which provide material
forms of recognition, but also participation in the United Nations, peacekeeping operations, and mediation
initiatives that generate symbolic legitimacy. Such practices illustrate the performative and narrative dimen-
sions of statehood [35], [36], which are essential for sustaining long-term sovereignty and authority.

Kazakhstan’s foreign policy challenges the epistemic dominance of unipolar liberal order. Rather than
rejecting G7 principles outright, it seeks to diversify them by emphasizing cultural sovereignty, non-
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alignment, and dialogic diplomacy. This position reflects Bhikhu Parekh’s notion of pluralistic universalism,
which accepts multiple interpretations of the good life without denying shared principles [20]. By positioning
itself as a “norm entrepreneur” [13], Kazakhstan contributes to a more diversified international order,
demonstrating how smaller states can exercise philosophical agency and propose alternative models of coex-
istence without succumbing either to Westernisation or authoritarianism. This orientation is evident in Ka-
zakhstan’s endorsement of initiatives such as the Belt and Road, the Middle Corridor, and Turkic regional
cooperation. Each of these illustrates a multifaceted vision of regionalism and globalization that neither rep-
licates the liberal paradigm nor functions merely as its supplement. Instead, Kazakhstan’s engagement shows
how philosophical concepts—dialogical ethics, recognition, and plural modernities—can be enacted within
strategic contexts. In this light, national interest emerges not as a static framework but as a dynamic construct
shaped by interpretive interaction, symbolic performance, and ethical positioning.

Conclusion

Kazakhstan’s foreign policy demonstrates that national interest need not be confined to rigid geopoliti-
cal calculations or the deterministic logic of power and survival long emphasized by classical realism, from
Machiavelli and Hobbes to Morgenthau and Waltz. Realist theory posits national interest as universal and
unchanging [4]. By contrast, Kazakhstan illustrates the possibility of a more dynamic and nuanced under-
standing, one shaped by identity, ethics, and relational engagement with the world. Drawing on insights from
constructivism and post-structuralism (Wendt; Campbell) as well as hermeneutic philosophy (Gadamer;
Ricoeur), foreign policy can be understood as a domain where narratives are articulated, moral choices are
made, and intercultural dialogue is enacted. Kazakhstan’s model-—encompassing initiatives such as nuclear
disarmament, the Congress of Leaders of World and Traditional Religions, and its multi-vector diplomacy—
reveals the performative and ethical dimensions of international relations. These initiatives are not merely
strategic instruments but expressions of Kazakhstan’s civilisational vision. Charles Taylor’s theory of recog-
nition and Alasdair MacIntyre’s virtue ethics shed further light on this process: Kazakhstan presents itself
through moral storytelling as a peaceful, multi-ethnic, and mediating state within a plural global order [11].

Rather than passively accepting norms defined by powerful actors such as the G7, Kazakhstan actively
interprets and reshapes them. This aligns with constructivist notions of “norm entrepreneurship” and reso-
nates with Bhikhu Parekh’s idea of pluralistic universalism, which insists that participation in the global sys-
tem need not erase cultural and philosophical distinctiveness [32]. Kazakhstan resists binary oppositions
such as East versus West or modern versus traditional, opting instead for a diplomatic stance rooted in diver-
sity, recognition, and moral responsibility.

In this sense, philosophy is not abstract rhetoric in Kazakhstan’s foreign policy but a practical instru-
ment for shaping global interaction. Through mutual recognition, and dialogical engagement, Kazakhstan
contributes to a rethinking of interest and identity in international affairs. Its example makes a compelling
case for moving beyond power politics toward relational diplomacy, where states seek not only survival or
dominance but also understanding and coexistence. This vision calls for a paradigm shift: from competition
to recognition, from instrumental gain to ethical responsibility, and from rigid realism to dialogical pluralism
[37].

References

1 Campbell D. Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity / D. Campbell. — University of Min-
nesota Press, 1998.

2 Ricoeur P. Oneself as Another / P. Ricoeur. — University of Chicago Press, 1992.

3 Waltz K. Theory of International Politics / K. Waltz. — Addison-Wesley, 1979.

4 Gadamer H.-G. Truth and Method / H.-G. Gadamer. — Continuum, 1975.

5 Morgenthau H.J. Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace / H.J. Morgenthau. — Alfred A. Knopf, 1948.
6 Toxaes K. HesaBucumocts n qumomarust / K. Toxae. — Acrana: UHcTuTyT «PyXaHu sxaHFBIpY», 2020.

7 CarnaeB J[. MHorosekropHas BHelnHss noiuthka Kaszaxcrana: nuinemmbl u nepcnektusbl / [, Cartnaes, T. YMOeranuesa
/l Bronnerenp KasICU. — 2018. — Ne 3 (42). — C. 4-10.

8 Laruelle M. Kazakhstan in the Making: Legitimacy, Symbols and Social Changes / M. Laruelle. — Rowman & Littlefield,
2015.

9 Toxkaes K. lummtomatns Pecrry6nuku Kaszaxcran / K. TokaeB. — Anmartsr: Enopaa, 2009.

Cepus «Uctopusa. Punocodusa». 2025, 30, 3(119) 283



A.A. Kabdollanova

10 Isaacs R. Party System Formation in Kazakhstan: Between Formal and Informal Politics / R. Isaacs. — Routledge, 2011.

11 Balibar E. We, the People of Europe? Reflections on Transnational Citizenship / E. Balibar. — Princeton University Press,
2004.

12 Bhabha H.K. The Location of Culture / H.K. Bhabha. — London: Routledge, 1994.
13 Bilgin P. Thinking Past ‘Western’ IR? / P. Bilgin / Third World Quarterly. — 2008. — Vol. 29, Ne 1. — P. 5-23.

14 Acharya A. Whose Ideas Matter? Agency and Power in Asian Regionalism / A. Acharya. — Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2011.

15 Bevir M. Democratic Governance / M. Bevir. — Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010.
16 Fairclough N. Critical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of Language / N. Fairclough. — Longman, 1995.

17 Finnemore M. International norm dynamics and political change / M. Finnemore, K. Sikkink // International Organization. —
1998. — Vol. 52, Ne 4. — P. 887-917.

18 Foucault M. The History of Sexuality: Volume | / M. Foucault. — Pantheon, 1978.

19 Arendt H. The Human Condition / H. Arendt. — Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958.

20 Honneth A. The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar of Social Conflicts / A. Honneth. — MIT Press, 1996.

21 Ranciére J. Disagreement: Politics and Philosophy / J. Ranciére. — University of Minnesota Press, 1999.

22 Levinas E. Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority / E. Levinas. — Duquesne University Press, 1969.

23 Merleau-Ponty M. Phenomenology of Perception / M. Merleau-Ponty. — Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962.

24 Heidegger M. Being and Time / M. Heidegger. — Harper & Row, 1962.

25 Said E. Orientalism / E. Said. — Vintage Books, 1978.

26 Chakrabarty D. Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference / D. Chakrabarty. — Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 2000.

27 Linklater A. The Transformation of Political Community: Ethical Foundations of the Post-Westphalian Era / A. Linklater. —
Polity Press, 1998.

28 Parekh B. Rethinking Multiculturalism: Cultural Diversity and Political Theory / B. Parekh. — Harvard University Press,
2000.

29 Taylor C. Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognition / C. Taylor. — Princeton University Press, 1992.

30 Maclintyre A. After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory / A. Maclintyre. — University of Notre Dame Press, 1981.

31 Wendt A. Social Theory of International Politics / A. Wendt. — Cambridge University Press, 1999.

32 Kazakh Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Concept of Kazakhstan’s Foreign Policy for 2020-2030. — Astana, 2020.

33 Iaykenosa 3. Ka3zaxcraH B riio0ansHBIX Tporeccax: VaeHTHYHOCTh M mMumIK rocynapcrsa / 3. lllaykeHoBa. — AnMartsr:
Kazaxcranckuit HHCTHTYT cTpaternueckux uccnenoanuii (KUCH), 2017.

34 EpumberoB H. Msrkas cuna Kasaxcrana u npoxsikenue HopMm / H. Epum6Geros / Ananutnueckuit noxnan. — 2020.
35 Hyrepoekos C. Kazaxcran u xynsTypa auanora / C. Hyrepoekos // Central Asia Affairs. — 2015. — T. 2, Ne 1. — C. 1-15.

36 TynebaeBa I'. Crpartermveckas wuaeHTHYHOCTh Kaszaxcrana B Memnstomemcs wmupe [ T. TymebaeBa, P. Bammepxwuiii,
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A.A. KaGnoiutanosa

YarTsIk Mmyaae puiaoco@usiIbIK KATeropus peTinje:
G7 npeannapsl MeH Ka3aKCcTaHHBIH CTPAaTerHsVIbIK COMKeCTIr]

Makanaga YITTBIK MyIZ€ YFBIMBI (DHIOCO(USUIBIK KaTeropus peTiHAE KalWTa KapacThIPbLIAIbL. 3epTTey
peanu3MHIH KJIaCCHKAJBIK TYXKbIpbIMJaMalapblHaH 0ac TapThll, MyJJeHi OWIIKTEH MaH KajayFa repi, OHBI
OHTOJIOTHSUIBIK, STUCTEMOJIOTHSIIBIK XKOHE dTHKAJIBIK JICHTel1e YFbIHyFa Thipbicaasl. Makaina KasakcraH Mbl-
calblHIA YATTBIK MY/JICHIH KaJbINTACYbIHA TapUXM KaJbl, TAHBIMIBIK KYPBUIBIMIAD MEH OpPKEHHETTIK
HappaTUBTEPIiH Kajlail ocep eTeTiHi KepceTureH. [loCTKeHecTiK kKOoHE OPKEHHETTIK apaiblK KEHIiCTiKTe
opHanackaH Kazakcram G7 ennmepi YCTEMIIK €TETiH JTHOEpaNAbl QJIEMIIK TOPTIMIEH e3apa OaillaHbICHIH
bunocopusaabIKk Typreiga OciiHenedmi. ['epMeHeBTHKA, (EHOMCHOJOTHS JKOHE CasCH 3THKA CBIHIBI
¢bunocodusIbIK Tocinaep apkplibl KazakCcTaHHBIH CHIPTKBI CascaThl dMIUIET, TUIFOPATIN3M JKOHE OPKEHHETTIK
cyx0aT CeKUIi KYHABUIBIKTApFa HETI3MENITeH JTHKAJBIK OPEeKeT peTiHae KapacTeipbliamsl. Cnesmep,
KOIBEKTOPJIBI casicaT )OHE KOIDKAKTHI JUIIOMATHs apKbuibl KasakcTaH YITTBIK My UieHi skahaHIbIK MaFbiHa
KYpY YaAepiciuneri ¢uiaocodusuilk OelCeHIUIK peTiHne yChHambl. byn 3epTrey Kasipri XanblKapalblK
KaTbIHacTap/laFsl HOpPMaJlap Typalbl HiKipTaJacTapra MOJICHHETKE HETI3/eNTeH, IUIIOPAJIMCTIK Ke3Kapac
YCBIHA OTBIPHIII YJIeC KOCa L.
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National Interest as a Philosophical Category:...

Kinm coe30ep: ynTTHIK MyJJie, CTpATerusuIbIK coiikecTik, Kazakcran, ¢punocodus, TaHy, O©pKEHUETTIK AUATIOT,
IUTIOPAJIM3M, TEPMEHEBTHKA, JIEMJIIK TOPTII, CasiCH 3THKA.

A.A. KaGnoyutanosa

HanuoHaabHBIN HHTEPEC KaK GUI0COPCKAS KaTeropus:
HNneannl G7 u cTrpaTternvyeckasi maeHTH4HOCTH Kazaxcrana

CraThs IEPEOCMBICIIMBACT MOHATHE HAIMOHAJIBHOTO MHTEpeca Kak (QHIOCO(PCKYI0 KaTeropuio, aKIEHTUPYs
BHUMAaHHUE Ha €T0 OHTOJIOTMYECKHX, SIMHCTEMOJIOTHYECKUX M 3THUECKUX acnekrax. OTXOMAs OT pealrcTCKOH
TpaJHLMH, IJIe HHTEPEC ONpEessieTcsl Yepe3 BIacTh U BBDKMBAHHE, aBTOP HMCCIEAYeT, KaK WACHTHYHOCTD,
NPU3HAHUE M HappaTHB (OPMHUPYIOT BHEIIHENOJIUTUYECKYIO CTpaTeruio rocynapcrsa. Ha mpumepe Kaszax-
CTaHa PaccCMaTPHBAETCs, KaK MOCTCOBETCKOE, KYJIbTYPHO THOPHIHOE M T€OMOIUTHYSCKH POMEKYTOYHOE I'o-
CyIapCcTBO OCMBICIISICT CBOE MECTO B JHOEpaibHOM MHUPOBOM IOpsiKe, chopMupoBanHOM cTpaHamu G7. Ha
0cHOBe (MIOCOPCKUX TPAIUIMH FepMEHEBTHKH, ()CHOMEHOJIOTUHN U STHKHU MOJUTHKU MOKa3aHO, YTO BHEIII-
Hsst monuTHKa KazaxcraHa He TOJIBKO parMaTH4Ha, HO M BBIPa3HTENIbHA — BOIUIOIIAET [[EHHOCTH CIIPaBe/l-
JIMBOCTH, IUTIOpajM3Ma M JHaliora MUBMIM3anuid. Yepes Takue HHAIMATHBEL, Kak Che3] JINIEpPOB MUPOBBIX U
TPaANIMOHHBIX PEIUTUH, MHOTOCTOPOHHSS AUIUIOMATHs M «MHOTOBEKTOpHas» crparerus, Kasaxcran mpen-
craer Kak Quiocodckuil cyOBbeKT, NepeonpeIeNsolni HallMOHANBHBII HHTEPEC KaK STHYECKOe y4acThe B
I7100aIbHOM CMBICIIONIPOM3BOACTBE. PaboTa BHOCHT BKJIAJ B COBPEMEHHBIE TMCKYCCHH O TJI00aNbHOW HOpMa-
THBHOCTH, NpeJiaras ITIOPATMCTUYECKUH U KYJIBTYPHO YKOPEHEHHBIH B3IV HAa areHTHOCTh U JICTHTHM-
HOCTb B ME&XIYHapOIHOH MOJIHUTHKE.

Knrouesvie cnosa: HaL[I/IOHaJ'IBHBIﬁ HHTEPEC, CTpATCruieCKass UACHTUYHOCTD, KaBaXCTaH, (1)1/1.]'10(}0(1)1/19[7 npu-
3HaHUEC, L[I/IBI/IJ'II/ISZiL[I/IOHHLIﬁ JAyajior, IIropajin3Mm, repMEHEBTUKA, MI/IpOBOfI TMOPSAZIOK, MOJIMTUYECKAA 3TUKA.
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