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14. National interests of CIS countries
Russia - one of the largest countries in the world, which has a rich historical and cultural traditions. Its economic, scientific-technical and military capabilities, a unique geographical position on the Eurasian continent allow Russia to play an important role in the modern world. Objectively remains common interests of Russia and other states on many security issues, including the proliferation of weapons, fighting terrorism and drug trafficking, environmental issues and nuclear safety. However, several states, efforts to weaken Russia in general and its impact on international politics.   The basic concepts of the national security of Russia stated in the National Security Concept of the Russian Federation, approved by Presidential Decree of January 10, 2000 № 24.   Under Russia's national security means the security of its multinational people as the bearer of sovereignty and the only source of power in the Russian Federation.   Russia's national interests - a set of balanced interests of the individual, society and the state in the economic, political, social, international, informational, military, external, environmental and other services (Table 6). These interests are long-term and define the strategic objectives and the current problems of internal and foreign policy of the Russian Federation.

15. National interests of Kazakhstan
Kazakhstan recently began lengthy and thorough legal proceedings into the tragic violence in Zhanaozen in the oil-rich western part of the country that left seventeen people dead and many others injured. The trials, which will last for months and scrutinize every aspect of the riots, will prove to the world that Kazakhstan respects the rule of law, believes in an open and transparent system of government, and does not tolerate violence against its citizens.
Many critics are loudly saying otherwise. But the formal trials, which began last week, are the beginning of what will prove to be a very long and deliberate process.
As Kazakhstan has demonstrated from the beginning of this terrible set of disturbances, it will spend as long as is necessary to ensure that the facts are brought to light and that those responsible—either in government or outside of it—are punished for their wrongdoing.
Protesters as well as police officers and local officials have been indicted and face criminal charges.
Despite accusations to the contrary, these proceedings will be fully open and transparent to the public, the media and the international community. The media will have unbridled access to every piece of evidence, every question proffered, every answer given and every ruling. Nothing will be hidden; nothing will be kept under wraps.
There's nothing to be proud of when it comes to the mass disturbances in Zhanaozen, and there are many people to blame. The police, the protesters, and local government officials and businesspeople all share responsibility. Kazakhstan mourns the lives lost and deeply regrets what occurred. The events have taught us many important lessons.
But these trials give us great hope and opportunity. They will allow Kazakhstan and its citizens to show the world that its system of justice works.
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At the very basis of claims for the national interest is an assumption that
a political community can speak with a common voice. This is only pos-
sible, however, if the various expressions of particular individual interests
which comprise all complex societies are suspended when those societies
need to take collective decisions which are binding on all members.
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This study will confine its focus to the political expression of Rousseau’s
‘general will” which, in the modern era, has been appropriated by
nationalism. It will be argued here that growing nationalist sentiment,
the redefinition of the state as the instrument of the nation, combined
with the idea of the general will, forms a very powerful force in the
discourse of contemporary international politics — the idea of the national
interest.
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One is the ambiguous nature of the nation and the difficulty of speci-
fying whose interests it encompasses. A second is the elusiveness of the
criteria for determining the existence of interests and for tracing their
presence in substantive policies. Still another confounding factor is
the absence of procedures for cumulating the interests once they have
been identified. This is in turn complicated by uncertainty as to
whether the national interest has been fully identified once all the
specific interests have been cumulated or whether there are not
other, more generalised values which render the national interest
greater than the sum of its parts. (Rosenau 1964, p. 36, emphasis
added)

Although it is routinely asserted that nations act to pursue their
national interests, which are assumed to be in the nation’s best interests,
this is never self-evident. As Rosenau says, what is best for the nation ‘is
not even potentially knowable as a single truth’ (Rosenau, 1964, p. 36).
Goals and interests are constituted by values and subjective preferences,
so there are potentially as many different interpretations of the national
interest as there are members of the nation. As Rosenau suggests, ‘to
explain that a certain policy is in the national interest, or to criticise it
for being contrary to the national interest, is to give an imposing label
to one’s own conception of what is a desirable or undesirable course
of action’ (Rosenau 1964, pp. 36-7). Subjective interpretations are
therefore unavoidable.

Even realists who assert that the survival of the state should be at the
very basis of national interests are expressing a subjective preference.
Can this judgement be taken for granted? What about secessionist
groups or ethnic minorities who wish to leave or reconfigure the
nation-state? Or a substantial minority within a state who wish to blend
it into a wider regional or global federation? The survival of the
(existing) state should be seen as a preference for stasis and the status
quo, always a contested idea in international politics. There are realists
in the modern world who are all for the preservation and protection of
nation-states, though not necessarily as they are presently configured.
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Critical perspectives of the ‘national interest’ begin by arguing that if
we hope to understand anything about the foreign policy of a state, it is
important to start by investigating its domestic social structure. Who
sets foreign policy? What interests do these people represent? What is
the domestic source of their power? In other words, whose interests are
defined as the nation’s interests? According to critical approaches, it is
reasonable to assume that the foreign policy of a state will represent
the particular interests of those who design it (Otero 1981, pp. 22-3).
Foreign policy is therefore a reflection of the internal political and
economic structure of the state — an endogenous interpretation and
explanation of external state behaviour.
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From a critical perspective, the conventional understanding and
portrayal of the national interest is purposively deceptive. It conceals
the fact that governments routinely act to pursue the interests of a
small privileged and powerful sector of the community while claiming
to act on behalf of the entire population. In the economic domain
especially, governments pursue particular rather than common interests.
This is said to be inevitable in class divided societies.




image8.png
Like the Marxists, anarchists regard endogenous conflicts as much more
complex and intractable than exogenous wars. For example, Rocker
cites the example of the businessman generally, and specifically the
behaviour of German industrialists during the inter-war period, to
demonstrate the lack of regard which the wealthy have for the fate of
their fellow citizens. According to Rocker, the entrepreneur is concerned
only for his own welfare; ‘personal profit is the deciding factor ... and
so-called national interests are only considered when they are not in
conflict with personal ones’. Otherwise, ‘so called “national interests” have
always served as stalking horse for their own ruthless business interests’
(Rocker 1937; 1998, pp. 261-2).
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The anarchist approach to the question of national interests can be
compared with a doctor’s X-ray of a patient with a broken bone. An ini-
tial physical examination of the patient (the nation) reveals little that
would sufficiently explain his or her discomfort. An X-ray, however,
reveals the patient’s skeletal structure (class divisions) and pinpoints the
cause of the problem as a fractured bone. Unlike Marxists who believe
the state will whither away over time but can be occupied in the inter-
vening period, anarchists regard the state as a fundamental obstacle to
human freedom. Nonetheless, despite their fundamental difference of
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teleology, it is fair to say that Marxists and anarchists share a common
critique of the idea of national interests.
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Liberalism is one of two great progressive philosophical traditions to
have come out of the European Enlightenment, the other being Marxism.
Its ideas have had a profound impact on the political shape of all modern
industrial societies. Liberalism has championed limited government
and scientific rationality, believing individuals should be free from
arbitrary state power, persecution and superstition. It has advocated
political freedom, democracy, human and constitutionally guaranteed
rights, and privileged the liberty of the individual and equality before
the law. Liberalism has also argued for individual competition in civil
society and claimed that market capitalism best promotes the general
welfare of all by most efficiently allocating scarce resources. To the
extent that its ideas have been realised in recent democratic transitions
in both hemispheres and manifested in the globalisation of the world
economy, liberalism remains a powerful and influential doctrine.
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Because it is such a broad philosophical church, liberalism contains
within its boundaries a number of sometimes conflicting and contradict-
ory sub-groups and traditions. These include economic liberals who focus
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on the promotion of market relations as the optimal form of economic
organisation, political liberals who regard the spread of liberal-democracy
as an antidote to conflict in the international system, and moral liberals
who believe that the universal adoption of human rights benchmarks will
gradually improve the condition of the species. These are not necessarily
discrete factions within liberalism, though Macpherson has characterised
conflict within liberal philosophy as a division between the market
view of human beings as consumers maximising their utilities and the
ethical view of humans striving to realise their potential (Macpherson
1973, p. 24; see also Richardson 1997).
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Challenges to Adam Smith’s arguments for laissez-faire and his conception
of the national interest, as well as critiques of free trade advocacy by
Ricardo, Cobden and others, fall into two broad categories.

The first group focuses upon liberal attempts to construct a ‘market
society’ in nineteenth-century Britain, and the implications for both the
social fabric and Smith’s original book. The second category challenges
the allegedly benign and mutually beneficial effects of free trade. Both
groups challenge the claim that the national interest is best achieved by
the individual’s self-regard for his or her personal interest.
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For neo- or market liberals, the principles of free trade first enunciated by
Smith and Ricardo continue to have contemporary relevance. Commercial
traders should be allowed to exchange money and goods without concern
for national barriers. There should be few legal constraints on international
commerce, and no artificial protection or subsidies constraining the
freedom to exchange. An open global market, where goods and services
can pass freely across national boundaries, should be the objective of
policy makers in all nation-states. Only free trade will maximise economic
growth and generate the competition that will promote the most efficient
use of resources, people and capital.

Conversely, ‘protectionism’ is seen as a pernicious influence on the
body politic: some regard ‘protectionism as sin’ (Luttwak 1999, pp. 184-6).
Policies which protect uncompetitive industries from market principles
corrupt international trade, distort market demand, artificially lower
prices and encourage inefficiency, while penalising fair traders. Protection
is the cry of special or vested interests in society and should be resisted
by governments in the broader national interest. It penalises developing
nations by excluding them from entry into the global marketplace where
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they can exploit their domestic advantage in cheap labour. Regrettably,
those seeking subsidies, tariffs and other protections from market com-
petition often enjoy ‘disproportionate political clout’ within the state’s
decision-making councils (Ohmae 1995, p. 63).
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The realist tradition in international politics paints the world as inherently
conflictual and resistant to change, a place in which moral principles
do not significantly influence state behaviour and where there is clear
distinction between domestic and international politics. Cosmopolitan
and more radical approaches imagine a world where progress and change
are possible and necessary, in which the gap between the domestic and
international is closed and where shared moral principles play an
important role in governing international behaviour.

The English-School approach, which is associated with classical thinkers
such as Grotius and Vattel, and modern thinkers such as Wight, Bull
and Vincent, occupies the space between realism and cosmopolitan
approaches, while sharing some of the features of both: what Wight
called the ‘via media’ or ‘golden mean’ between realism and revolutionism
(Wight 1966).

The aspect of the English School which most clearly distinguishes it
from the polar opposites of realist and revolutionary approaches to
international politics, is its emphasis on the presence of an inter-
national society which the English School believes has evolved out of
an acknowledgement by states that order needs to be preserved in the
international system. As will be shown in this chapter, an important
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feature of international society is the requirement that states signifi-
cantly broaden the way they have traditionally conceived their national
interests.
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Realists argue that the insecure and anarchical nature of the international
environment does not allow states to consider ethical and humane
issues above their primary national interests. States are said to be too
pre-occupied with their own physical security to be bothered with broader
humanitarian concerns. International and universal interests are not a
priority for realists. They may be addressed but only after the primary
concern for security is satisfied, and often not even then.

The English School, particularly the solidarist kind, claims that a
nation-state’s pursuit of its national interests should be supplemented
by ethical and moral concerns, such as the promotion of global peace and
respecting duties to humanity. The English School is convinced that the
international society of states which nations form, where common rules,
values and institutions are created, is recognition of the common interests
states have in co-operation and co-existence. The development of inter-
national law, the proliferation of international organisations, and a growing
framework of rules and conventions, comprise an expanding inter-
national diplomatic culture which the English School believes challenges
realism’s assertion that conflict and war are endemic and inevitable.
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According to Bull, the growing number of states and the expansion
of their economic, social and political functions has been overlooked
by those who regard the state as the principal obstacle to higher levels
of international justice, peace and progress. Against charges and claims
that the state is in terminal decline, Bull makes the following points:

e war, economic injustice and environmental damage have deeper
causes than a particular form of political organisation and would not
be eradicated by the replacement of the state;

 the modern state — as a government supreme over a particular territory
and population - has provided order on a local scale;

e the sovereignty of states and their reciprocal recognition is the basis
of international order — the states-system ‘holds anarchy at bay’;

e states have formed an international society of common interests for
the purpose of peaceful co-existence, thus limiting and constraining
their conflict and rivalry;

e states maintain important monopoly powers which limit conflict
and advance co-operation (the legitimate use of violence, the capacity
to adjudicate in disputes between citizens, a monopoly of taxation,
the command of a citizen’s loyalty, the authority to represent and
bind citizens in international negotiations, etc.);

* no viable alternative forms of political community have been produced,
no higher political authority than the state exists, and the states system
has shown that it can be reformed (Bull 1977, 1979, pp. 139-56).
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Adopting Frankel and Rosenau’s division into objective and subjective
national interests, it could be argued that liberals generally agree about
the ‘objective’ goals of foreign policy (minimal state, free trade, unfet-
tered commerce) but are highly suspicious of ‘subjective’ claims which
invariably reflect sectional interests. For liberals, subjective interests —
government interpretation of the policy means to the policy end — are
invariably captured by dominant groups, and therefore frustrate the
community’s objective interest in market-based solutions to economic
challenges. Only self-regarding individuals have true interests that can be
objectively known. Subjective interests are almost always rationalisations
for why objective interests cannot be realised.

The globalisation of the world economy means there are decreasingly
few obstacles to international trade. Liberals have long sought to remove
the influence of the state in commercial relations between businesses
and individuals, and the decline of national economic sovereignty is an
indication that the corrupting influence of the state is diminishing.
Transnational corporations and capital markets wield unprecedented
influence over the shape of the world economy, in the process homogen-
ising the political economies of every member-state of the international
community. The objective of creating a market society on a global scale
is closer than ever.
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The same is also true of global capital flows, which are now largely
(though not totally) unencumbered by state regulations thanks to market
demands for investment, profit opportunities for currency speculators
and developments in information technology. The globalisation of the
world economy has also increased the power of transnational corporations
and financial markets, which have become unchallenged and largely
unaccountable to players outside the global markets.

As liberals have intended since the time of Adam Smith, globalisation
has weakened the authority of nation-states. Its inefficient and distorting
influence in commercial relations is being removed. National economic
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planning is no longer an obvious option. The replacement of national
interests with self-regarding individualism no longer seems utopian.
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In the discourse of politics, the concept of interest is a contested and
problematic idea (Connolly 1974). Though it has a range of meanings,
‘interest is a significant example of a word with specialised legal and
economic senses which, within a particular social and economic history,
has been extended to a very general meaning’ (Williams 1983, pp. 171-3).
Although its etymology is complex and difficult to trace, it is possible
to use the word ‘interest’ in both its objective sense (a general or natural
concern, having an objective right, claim or stake in something) and
its subjective sense (a general curiosity or having the power to attract
curiosity or attention). This is a distinction now preserved in the negatives
disinterested (not atfected by objective involvement in a matter — impartial)
and uninterested (not being attracted to something or having no power
to attract — a subjective judgement).
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From a political perspective, it is significant that ‘our most general
words for attraction or involvement should have developed from a formal
objective term in property and finance [the Latin derivation is interesse,
meaning (i) compensation for loss, and (ii) an investment with a right
or share|’, so that conflicts of interests can be seen as contests which
stem from the very structure of our society and, specifically, matters of
property (Williams 1983, pp. 171-3). The state of ‘having an interest’
can therefore mean holding an objective and/or subjective stake in
something, but also, crucially, being affected either positively or negatively
by that stake. Both usages of ‘interest’ are relevant to this analysis (see
Hirschman 1986, ch. 2).

According to Beard, when secularism and political economy displaced
theology as the principal concern of intellectual elites in the late fifteenth
century, ‘interest shrank to an economic conception in writings and
negotiations involving policy, statecraft, and social affairs generally’
(Beard 1935, p. 155). A key moment, therefore, is the word’s etymological
shift from a spiritual to an objective material conception, now meaning
‘a gain in wealth as measured by the prevailing economic standards —
a gain in land, houses, material capital, money, credits, and exchangeable
commodities’ (Beard 1935, p. 155). Beard also noted a residual subjective
dimension to the term, given that interest also involves human perception
and interpretation. The question, ‘how can I maximise my interests?’
may not always be successfully answered by those who pose it, but it
remains an aspiration, a conscious thought process.




