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Abstract: The paper considers different views on Hobbes’ and Kant’s social concepts, as
well as their perception of international politics and international security. In addition,
the views of the most important thinkers who formed their own theoretical positions on
international relations and security based on Hobbes’ and Kant’s theoretical postulates
are considered. Hobbes’ anthropological pessimism is the cornerstone of his concept
of the social contract establishing the realistic view on international relations. Firmly
believing that the natural state of a war of all against all can be overcome by the aid of
a powerful state, Hobbes strongly believed that anarchy could not be excluded from
international politics, and therefore the hostilities between states could not be excluded,
either. This attitude has served as a solid starting point in the security thinking and
practice of modern states, without losing its topicality to this day. Such a concept leaves
no room for common perception of the world security and does not encourage defining
institutional arrangements that are supposed to take care of security efficiently. Unlike
Hobbes, Kant, who did not believe in the absolute goodness of people, with his political
teachings, opened spaces for significantly more optimistic concept of international
relations, seeking to affirm the importance of cooperation among the people, as well as
the importance of international rules, standards, arrangements and institutions for the
preservation of international security. Such an approach is the basis of liberal theory
of security, which received strong affirmation after the end of the Cold War, where
the increase in the number of transnational security threats, as well as the increase
in the number of human activities that seek international regulation, also opened
opportunities for its more powerful influence.
Keywords: human nature, realism, liberalism, security, international security

INTRODUCTION
The history of modern political thought, including the theory of international relations,
can be basically regarded as representation of irreconcilable competition between two schools
of thought: liberalism and realism. The basis of the disagreement involves different understanding of human nature and its key determinants. According to the concept of liberalism,
the man is good by nature, while the realists firmly believe that the man is bad. Since they have
different views on humans, the two dominant schools of political thought advocate diametrically different views on society and politics.
Hobbes and Kant are thinkers who are considered founders of modern political thought.
Both of them sought to create practical approach to the government and society, allowing
the framework of peace and safe existence of people in political societies. Realizing human
1 E-mail: stanislav.stojanovic@mod.gov.rs.
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relations, which in its natural state can be converted into anarchy and violence, both thinkers
believed that order and peace could be built and progress achieved. They differ in the ways of
reaching those goals. For Hobbes, the order within the country is achieved with the help of
the state power, while for Kant, those are the morals and laws. Certainly, this approach is not
only a measure of order within the country but also in terms of international relations. Hence,
Hobbes is classified as a conservative thinker, or a realist, while Kant is a liberal and an idealist.
The competition between these two theoretical discourses has been especially intensified
after the end of the Cold War. Termination of the bloc division and transnational concept of
global society have prompted the huge optimism in international politics and announced a
strong momentum of liberal vision of the world peace. However, strong anti-social impacts
of globalization of the contemporary world society soon encouraged the growth of global
instability and insecurity, which has contributed to the revitalization of realistic political
discourse in the interpretation of international relations. It is because of extremely controversial
processes characterizing the development of the modern society that the world politics and
security as its most sensitive aspect are nowadays largely confined to the interpretation of
contemporary followers of Kant and Hobbes.

SECURITY - PRIMARY MOTIVE OF HOBBES’
SOCIAL CONTRACT THEORY
The issue of security is one of the dominant issues of the entire political philosophy of
Thomas Hobbes. Starting from extremely pessimistic postulates about human nature and explicit violence and destruction that accompany human relationships, he creates the concept
of the social contract that establishes the order based on the power of the state. Security is the
basis of Hobbes’ social contract, it opens a coherent perspective, by offering that the natural
state of general hostilities and war is replaced by a civil status guaranteed by the power of the
state. The original motivation of the contract is security, it is the motivation to legitimize a
social contract of establishing a community.2
The idea of social contract emanates from the necessity of security and establishing mechanisms of state power that will guarantee all contracting parties reliable security. The nature
of the contract, where the logical superiority cannot be denied in any way, provides a strong
foundation of security as a motive for leaving the natural state. In other words, security as a
motive is drawn from the contract3 and from the moment when it begins to be valid, security
as an event of sociability becomes the primary interest of the state. The contractual obligation
of the state is to provide reliable security situation in which each contractual party can feel the
benefits of the meaningful renunciation of the independent use of force.
Certainly, the laws of nature, which, according to Hobbes offer conditions under which
people can overcome the limitations of a naturalistically determined existence, have an important place in the contractual conceptualization of security and peace. They are there to
promote the human tendency of rational self-preservation, which, according to Hobbes, are
a precondition for getting out of the natural state. The laws of nature as such introduce into
the contractual field the security issue under the guise of necessity. Hence, the first law of
nature – striving for peace and peace maintenance – is a fundamental law of nature because
“it can never happen that the war sustains life and that the peace destroys it”4. It strongly
2 B.Romčević,“Philosophy and the Issue of Security”, Risk Power Protection, Official Gazette, Faculty of
Security, Belgrade, 2010. р. 36
3 B.Romčević, ibid, р. 38
4 Т.Hobbes, Leviathan, Gradina, Niš, 1991. р. 168
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emphasizes a universal value connotation of peace and security as a prerequisite for political
society. The second law of nature represents a quite clear roadmap for the implementation of
the first law and includes the pacification of interpersonal relationships as a requirement of
designed security. Hence, the interaction between the first and second law of nature creates a
space for security5 as an event of sociability, which is basically the pacification of nature-based
animosities among people in their natural state. A strong orientation towards peace creates
the content of other laws of nature that should provide adjustment of the individual and the
general as an essential prerequisite for security.
Hobbes constructs a contractual framework of the civil state as an expression of order and
collective authority that allows the effective validity of the laws of nature in creating a reliable
peace and security among the people on a permanent and irrevocable transfer of natural right
to all and unlimited freedoms of action of individuals. In this way, a security motive of the
social contract becomes a security interest of the state established by the contract, whereby,
for Hobbes, power as the most constructive principle is in the basis of social security. He is
emphatic that only the unlimited power of Leviathan may persuade asocial human nature to
social order as a condition of peace and stability. Certainly, the notion of peace as the highest
individual and social value is present in the whole Hobbes’ political theory, which is why it is
focused on peace as a precondition for the biological survival of the people.6
Hobbes completed his radically pessimistic view of the world with the attitudes about
the impossibility of overcoming the natural state in the relations between countries. In fact,
his concept of human nature and fundamental anthropological pessimism are the basis of
his perception of relations between countries. This means, as properly noted by Kathy Long,
that the observation of the anarchy of natural state and inherited relationships of competition
and conflicts among individuals is the framework of relations between countries. 7 Antagonisms natural among people are of equal intensity between different nations and political
communities. In other words, Hobbes saw the imperfection of relations between countries
in the imperfection of man and destructive forces inherent in human nature. He stresses that
there is a fundamental difference between the policy within a state and in relations between
states. Unlike conflicts within a political community that are solvable, problems of resolving
conflicts between political communities remain open. Within a state, as an organized political
unity, the natural state is overcome by concluding contracts that impose rules and norms of
behavior of people in a community, which establishes a social order. However, for Hobbes, in
international relations, the natural state, or state of natural freedom, is the only possible condition. Due to the inability to control and correct the behavior of states and impose the will
of a supranational authority upon them, relations between countries are reduced to distrust,
hatred, hostility and war. Therefore, concludes Hobbes, as states in their relationships are not
subordinate to a single law and a single sovereign, they are destined to be adversaries. That is
why, war is normal, expected behavior in their relations, and peace – a rare and exceptional
situation. “But even if there had never been times in which some people were in a state of war
against each other, yet at all times kings and other personalities, who have ultimate power,
due to their independence, are in a constant envy and take a position of gladiators. They stand
with guns ready to be used and a view pointing at each other, with forts, garrisons and guns
on the borders of their countries, with continuous stalking, and this is war stance.”8
5 B.Romčević, ibid, р. 41
6 S.Stojanović, Hobbes’ Theory of Human Nature and Perspectives of Peace and Order, VIZ, Belgrade,
2012, р. 91
7 K. Long, “The anti Hobbes? Montesquieu’s Contribution to International Relations Theory”, In-Spire
Journal of Law, Politics and Societies, Vol. 3. No. 2, 2008, p. 90
8 T. Hobbes, Leviathan, р. 138
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For Hobbes, according to the essential features, the natural state among states is identical
to the natural state in which people are when there is no authority of force and law. For him,
the instinct of self-preservation is not only the essential determinant of human nature, but
also the essence of the country. The state, as well as an artificially created man, seeks to ensure and affirm their self-preservation as the people guided by the laws of their nature strive.
When it comes to self-preservation, then the state also has a right to everything, including
the war. As the individual in the natural state had unlimited natural right and freedom to do
everything, according to Hobbes, in order to sustain, the state has the right to use all means.
However, unlike the natural rights of individuals Hobbes considers alienable, natural rights of
the state, according to him, are not and cannot be alienable. Due to the inability to establish
some supranational authority, the possibility of transferring the natural laws of the country is
abolished. This attitude is essential in Hobbes’ conclusion that a natural state of war between
countries is impossible to overcome. In an environment of universal state of war and unlimited freedom of states in the use of “natural” right, social order in international relations cannot
be established. Therefore, Hobbes challenges the idea of humankind as a universal community of states and peoples, claiming that anarchy as a state of absence of the highest authority of
power in international politics makes the idea utopian.
Impossibility of establishing international government makes relations between countries
anarchic, and in such a disordered condition, there is no security for any country. Specifically,
starting from very important postulate for him that to overcome the natural human state,
authority of power is necessary, he came to the conclusion that relations between countries,
due to the impossibility of establishing some general power that could impose its will on all
the states, are constantly in natural state. “What are countries if not armies armed against each
other; their state, as not limited by any authority over all of them, resembles the uncertain
peace, a brief truce, and should be considered a natural state – and that is, the state of war.”9
The instinct of self-preservation and the right to all, like in individuals, is also most directly related to the power of states. Hence, in Hobbes, the will to power, which is characteristic of
humans, is the characteristic of states, as well. In the environment of accentuated hostility and
permanent war, affirmation and appreciation of the country come with its power. Therefore,
the sovereign is constantly striving to increase and spread the power of the country, and the
power can be increased and expanded only at the expense and detriment of others. “Therefore, kings, whose power is greatest, do everything to provide it by using the law, and towards
the outer world, by wars. Moreover, when this is achieved, then a new desire comes. Some of
them strive for new conquests”. 10 The universal struggle for power necessarily reduces the
interstate relations to the bellum omnium in omnes and strengthening tendency towards dictatorship, as the primary feature of government policy towards other states. The precedence in
terms of strength and power in relations between countries is evident, because here, according to Hobbes’ opinion, the policy of the stronger is what rules. As for the states, to posses the
power also means to have the right and freedom to all, and therefore, the precedence in power
is the best war plan. These are the reasons that force states and their sovereigns to continually
strengthen their armies as the most important exponents of their power and pursue a policy
of hostility towards other countries.
Therefore, relations between countries, Hobbes concludes, do not know for the aspiration
to peace. In fact, the natural state of relations between countries does not know for the operation of natural law which first commandment is the pursuit of peace. In international relations, there are no entities to implement the natural law, thus, it is impossible to achieve peace
between countries, which is why they “live in a state of permanent war on the battlefield,
9 T. Hobbes, Man and Citizen, Hedone, Belgrade, 2006. р. 126
10 T. Hobbes, Leviathan, р. 111
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armed at the borders, with guns directed at neighbors everywhere.”11 Hobbes’ attitude that in
foreign policy the sovereign has absolute freedom of action, including the right to war, and
that the maximum should be drawn out of other states emphasizes aggressive foreign policy.

REALISTIC CONCEPT OF ANARCHY
IN INTERNATIONAL POLITICS
Hobbes’ political theory has given strong impetus to the realistic concept of international
relations and inspired a large number of thinkers. His views about the natural asocial givens of
human nature, the natural state of anarchy, compelling rivalry and conflicts between individuals, as well as the view that the principals of the people’s behavior also reflect the behavior of
states in their relation to each other, form the cornerstone of the realist theory of international
relations. Relying on Hobbes’ pessimistic perceptions about human nature and the continuous and inevitable struggle for power among people, the views of the theoreticians of this
school are based on his initial postulates about the inevitability of conflicts as a key feature of
international relations.
Following Hobbes’ basic anthropological theoretical discourse, the supporters of realistic
theoretical schools consider that the imperfection of the world is the result of the same type
of human imperfection and destructive forces inherent in human nature. The starting point
of the realistic concept of international relations is the limitations of human nature and the
absence of international government. As human nature and man’s asocial individualism are
dominant principle for them, the representatives of this theoretical group believe that survival
is the most important driving force of the state, as survival is the most important motive for
the individual. The absence of international government makes the international system anarchical. In such an undeveloped system, there is not a state sure that it will not be threatened by
other countries. This context is crucial to the conclusion that states, as key actors in the world
of international politics, are primarily motivated by their own national interests, whereby the
interests are defined in terms of power. Power and irreparable conflict of states are fundamental characteristic of international relations.
Morgenthau, Schmitt, Blühdorn, Schwarzenbergen and many others are significant theoreticians whose theoretical discourses on international relations and the possibilities of peace
in the world are based on Hobbes’ theory. Likewise, modern representatives of Hobbes’ school
of thought follow pessimistic discourse and do not believe in the triumph of democracy nor
that dictatorships and authoritarian governments are neutralized, or fanaticism of a number of
religious and other movements in many regions of the world. In addition, they do not believe
that traditional geopolitics disappears or that globalized world economy can create a context of
peaceful integration. Similarly, most of them, like Waltz, Mirscheimer, Kaplan, Brzezinski and
many others argue that order and stability require the presence of a strong reliable modern international Leviathan.12
The basis of modern theories is Hobbes’ views on the anarchy in the relations between
states and permanent opposition of interests of actors on the international scene, and that the
behavior of states is primarily determined by their striving to survive and that their position
in international relations most directly depends on available power. The anarchy of the international system forces the states to seek safety, to compete with each other for power as the
best precondition of survival. The necessary consequences of such tendencies are permanent
11 T. Hobbes, Leviathan, р. 217
12 H. Binnendijk, R. L. Kugler, Seeing the Elephant, NDU Press, Center for Technology and National
Security Policy, Potomac Books, Inc. Washington, D.C., 2006, p. 10
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mistrust and conflicts as the dominant forms of relations between countries, because the will
to power and the will to suppress are interconnected. Modern successors of Hobbes’ thoughts
find the argument for their claims about the realistic nature of relations between countries
in the continuity of behavior of states in international relations throughout human history.
“The essence of international politics remains the same, the forms are restored, and the events
repeat endlessly.”13 Not denying changeability as an important feature of international politics,
they emphasize that sustainability is probably the most impressive feature of the behavior of
states in international relations. Modern realist political theoreticians find the causes of continuity of behavior of states in international politics and the astonishing identity of the forms
of manifestation of international politics over millennia in the sustainability of its anarchic
nature14, and anarchy is one of the key features and Hobbes’ view on the relations between
countries. Anarchic nature of international politics, according to them, will last as long as one
of the countries does not succeed, due to its superiority based on the power, in turning the
anarchic field of international politics into a hierarchically arranged one.
They do not share the optimism concerning the nature of relations between countries with
the theoreticians of liberal orientation. They seriously criticize those who advocate neoliberal
concepts considering that they are too optimistic and utopian, therefore the idea of the end
of history and global perpetual peace is superficial and without real foundation.15 However,
regardless of the fact that the modern world provides plenty of opportunities for cooperation,
there is no room for optimism when it comes to the behavior of major powers as the key international policy makers. They take a categorical position that the power remains an essential
argument in the international arena and the main criterion in the evaluation of hegemonic
capacity of great powers, and calculation of power is at the center of realistic understanding
of international politics of their leaders. 16 Certainly, the great powers fall into rivalry not only
because of their aggressor intentions but also because the nature of the international system
creates such dynamics that they are necessarily imposed the rivalry. According to his initial
postulate, relations between the great powers are inevitably conflicting, thus a new era of their
conflicts is imminent. It is generally accepted that the international system is permanently
anarchic because there is no world government that could establish and enforce laws and
regulations. The result is the need for each country to protect its own security and interests
with its own power. In this situation, the major powers are forced to boost their power, including investment in military forces and economic capabilities, and to compare it with the
rival powers. All this leads to an effort to be more powerful than the rival and to dominate, as
the ultimate policy objective of every major power, as one of them emphasizes, is to become
a hegemon.17 The continuity of such patterns of behavior of great powers has never been interrupted, hence their competition for power is the most significant feature of international
politics in the past, and it will be so in the future, as well. Therefore, the rivalry and hostility
are constant in international relations and they, regardless of changes in the relations among
the great powers, will never lose this characteristic.
They do not believe that democracy has triumphed, or that the globalized economy has
brought the peaceful integration of the world, hence there is sharp criticism of the theory of
democratic peace. Hence, for them, the end of the Cold War, instead of creating a global community causes an increase in anarchy and chaos much more, which is why the disorder is a lot
more certain than the order in international relations.18 In the practice of contemporary inter13 К.Waltz, Theory of International Politics, CCVO, Belgrade, 2008, р. 7
14 Ibid.
15 J.Mirscheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, The Association for the Study USA, Belgrade, 2009, р. 24
16 Ibid, р. 34
17 Ibid, р. 47
18H. Binnendijk, R. L. Kugler, ibid, р. 60
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national relations, traditional geopolitical patterns or realist political content are not suppressed.
Countries, that sometimes can cooperate, in fact have conflicting interests, and calculation of
power prevails in the state discourse, which is why they are constantly competing among themselves. Opposition of interests gives many reasons to conclude that the prospects for lasting
peace are very controversial, and claims that the security competition and the war between the
great powers are eliminated from international relations – are wrong. In fact, for them, there is
much evidence that the prospects for lasting peace among the great powers are – futile.19

КАNT AND THE IDEA OF PERPETUAL PEACE
Kant, unlike Hobbs, belongs to the group of optimistic thinkers. Certainly, he was also
aware of human imperfection and the inclination of people towards conflicts and violence,
but at the same time, he looked forward with optimism to the possibility that humanity comes
to peaceful and humane relations with the aid of morality and common law.20 Kant was not
only ethicist, but he also considered the problem of good country as well as international relations, trying to offer solutions for dramatic relations among states in the 18th century, where
his approach in the establishment of more reliable basis for sustainable world peace does not
lose its topicality.
The link between security and ethics is one of the strongest in Kant’s political philosophy.
His concept of international security is an integral part of his understanding of international
relations, and above all a well-known concept of perpetual peace. 21 In his theory of perpetual
peace as a condition for the ultimate social and moral progress of humankind and the accomplishment of civil society, Kant tried to universalize the content of his practical philosophy,
or the categorical imperative.22 Stressing the need to act in accordance with the categorical
imperative applies not only to individuals, but also to countries, Kant believed that the application of humanistic principles and moral management in relations among states, as well
as the overall progress of civilization lay the foundations for increasing non-belligerence. For
him, the civil society is the right place for freedom, peace and humanism, but not all this is so
certain to make peace and freedom secure and permanent.
In his opinion, the problem of organization of perfect civil society depends on the external relations between countries. In this sense, the world civil order, as the most perfect
form of human society can be achieved through relationships among countries where wars
are excluded as modalities of argumentation.23 Perpetual peace – the state where perfect security in international relations is achieved, something humanity should aspire to, and what
is inevitable24, would be based on the republican internal organization of countries, as an
embodiment of the idea of freedom and equality, and federalism in international relations
as guarantor of international stability and peace. Certainly, federalism would be based on a
social contract, which should enable countries to be taken from the natural state in which,
like humans, they are mutually threatened,25 or a way to replace the natural state with a legal
one. Although he was a skeptic when it comes to the sustainability of perpetual peace between
countries, he believed that perpetual peace is possible only among the dead, while the living
19 J.Mirscheimer, ibid, р. 23
20 H. Binnendijk, R. L. Kugler, ibid, р. 8
21 V. Rakić, “Kant and Rolls: From Perpetual Peace to Status Quo in International Relations”, Risk Power
Protection, Official Gazette, Faculty of Security, Belgrade, 2010, р. 56
22 S. Stojanović, Globalization and Security Perspectives of the World, VIZ, Belgrade, р. 32
23 P. Bubanja, Philosophy of Peace, Kruševac, 1987, р. 201
24 V.Rakić, ibid, р. 57
25 Ibid, р. 58
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must be satisfied with constant approaching it. He believed that an alliance of the countries
over which there would be a super-state – the country of people, could be a worthy attempt at
establishing lasting world peace.
Bearing in mind the flexibility of Kant’s attitudes in terms of a model for the establishment
of world peace, there is a dilemma which conceptual framework is of a higher priority and
whether the League of Nations and the World Federation are opposed concepts, or what is
his priority. It seems that his perception of overcoming conflicts in international relations was
based on a voluntary league of nations, not the world state, which has the power of coercion.
Certainly, there is no doubt that the demands of practical mind a priori indicated to one world
republic; however, empirical givens imposed the idea of continuity

from a voluntary league of
nations to federation of states. Hence, it can be rightly claimed that they are not opposing concepts, but the League of Nations creates the initial stage in a continuous connection into a global federation. The ultimate goal of mind is a federal state, because it can with the help of laws
and coercion, secure peace and transfer the international natural state into the world order.
There is no doubt that Kant considered a federal state condition for achieving the world peace,
but the League of Nations, as a starting phase in the establishment of the world peace, in any
case, is more appropriate than the world state that would be established by means of violence.
It is obvious that Kant’s idea of the world state as the world federation did not mean it to be
an imposed solution. He advocated the establishment of a non-coercive league of states, because
the state has the right not to be forced to establish unique political structure with binding universal laws26. Kant emphasizes that although complete world legitimate power can be unattainable, it is still an ideal to which the humankind should aspire to and the creation of a federation
of states constitutes the first step towards an increasingly transnational regulation of relations
between countries, a process that should lead to the ideal of global federal state. Therefore, he
insisted that states should take concrete steps to overcome war as a natural state of international
relations and establish a state of peace, meaning they should reduce their standing armies, not
trying to dominate one over the other, or interfering in each other’s internal affairs and establish
the international law to manage their mutual relations.27

LIBERAL-DEMOCRATIC VISION OF WORLD PEACE
Supporters of Kant’s concept, which is based on an optimistic view on human nature,
strongly believe that rational and moral order, which would be based on universal moral principles, is possible. Since the basis of this concept is a presumption of good human nature, they
find that the causes of anarchy in the international order are in the imperfection and obsolescence of the institutions and the lack of knowledge and understanding, and they think the
solution is based on education and reform of social institutions. Modern followers of Kant’s
perception of international politics, especially those after the end of the Cold War, following
optimistic anthropological discourse, persist in the view that democratization and economic
progress will determine the future of the world. This is the reason for their steadfast optimism
about the global peace and progress, while stressing the belief that democracy can effectively
eliminate dictatorship, militarism and nationalism; cooperation in economy and free trade
can promote global integration, and international law and multilateral institutions can spread
zone of peace and prosperity.28
26 Babić Ј., Bojanić P., Global Governance of the World, Faculty of Law Belgrade University, 2012, р. 19
27 М.Bajagić, International Security, KPA, Belgrade, 2012, р. 169
28 H. Binnendijk, R. L. Kugler, ibid, р. 16
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Democratic peace, an idea that directly leans on Kant’s idea of perpetual peace, is an unavoidable theory and practice of international relations after the Cold War, which for more
than two decades was one of the central topics in political science and international relations.
Continuing the idea, which was present in Kant, democratic peace theoreticians argue that
democratic societies abolish the possibility of mutual hostilities, since their political views
are based on such value patterns that reject the war, so such value orientation implies the
rejection of hostilities between democracies. Rejecting the possibility of hostilities between
democracies is in the basis of democratic peace theory, claiming that liberal democratic states
do not fight against each other.29 Hence, the proponents of this theory claim that democracies
were not engaged in wars against each other, pointing out that the cause of democratic peace
are constitutional restrictions in democracy, as well as respect for moral autonomy of citizens,
including freedom of speech, the right to vote, etc.30
Among modern Kant’s supporters, there are those who have seen the end of the Cold War
as a triumph of democracy over tyranny. The central argument is that the end of the Cold War
marked the end of the great ideological conflict between two modern forms of government
– democracy and totalitarianism.31 Thereby, history ended, and in the political sphere, with
liberal democracy, the last stage of Hegel’s dialectical process – thesis, antithesis, synthesis has
been reached. 32 The end of ideological conflict and the triumph of liberalism over all other
ideologies eliminate the possibility of conflict and war between democratically structured
states, which is explained by the assertion that democratic countries are more stable internally
and more dedicated to peace in international relations. Certainly, this does not exclude conflicts between democratic countries and undemocratic and totalitarian states. Thus, democratization becomes a leading ideological concept and a new framework for the establishment of
lasting peace and harmonious world. The idea and strategy of export of liberalism to illiberal
regions, as a chance of world alignment is related to this.
In neoliberal concept, peace is an important basis of progress and democratic development of the world, where democracy and the market are the basis of a peaceful world. Among
neoliberal theoreticians, there is common belief that the increasing interdependence of modern societies and the functions of global economic forces lead to progress, expand prosperity, abolish borders and thus eliminate the causes of conflicts. Free movement of capital and
elimination of trade barriers are considered the means to achieve these goals, which is best
expressed by the slogan: “World peace through world trade”. It is often considered that such
tendencies arise from the laws of nature, which cannot be resisted. This is the reason for the
view that the idea of liberal theory contains two assertions. “One is that democracies seek to
carry out peaceful foreign policy and the other is that where the free market has been established, over time the process of work itself tends to promote democracy.”33 This interdependence of democracy and free trade, on one hand, and peace, on the other, is the essence of
the liberal model of peace, or the openness of economy – high level of economic development
– democracy – peace. Strong belief of neoliberal thought that free trade will make the world
not only more prosperous but also more peaceful has not diminished the importance of the
military force, but contributed to increasingly clear advantage of economic power. “Devaluation of war as a possibility of solving problems is a significant feature of the world in the
twenty-first century, to the same extent as the rise of the market. These two qualities are, in
fact, closely linked: when the main task of governments ceased to be the defense of sovereign
29 Т. Dunne, “Liberalism”, In: Ј.Baylis, S. Smith, The Globalization of Wоrld Politics, p. 171
30 H. Binnendijk, R. L. Kugler, ibid, р.
31 F. Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man, CID, Podgorica, 1999
32H. Binnendijk, R. L. Kugler, ibid, р. 16
33 М. Mandelbaum, The Ideas That Conquered the World, Filip Višnjić, Belgrade, 2004, р. 18
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borders, the space was opened for the promotion and preservation of the smooth functioning
of free market, which has become their main concern.”34
The end of the Cold War and the victory of the liberal model, as well as the strengthening
of global processes that have affirmed the optimistic concept of international politics created a
specific social framework for the promotion of multilateralism in security. The model of security community as an important aspect of modern concept and practice of security, which is
basically constructivist idea refers to the process of transformation from individual to collective security of states, where the closeness of values a nd interests are the starting point of multilateralism. One of the key premises of the security community is avoiding security dilemma
and overcoming the traditional approach to security. According to the proponents of this
security model, “the security community is a group of people who are integrated, whereby
the concept of integration means a feeling of togetherness, closeness of values and institutions
and practices strong and wide enough to provide dependable expectations of peaceful change
among people.35 Such changes include solving social problems through institutionalized procedures without the use of physical force, in other words, the concept of security community
means regions or groups of people who have voluntarily renounced to solve common problems by force and who have achieved the significant level of integration.

CONCLUSION
Modern international politics, which is torn between the vision of a global society based
on liberal fundamentals and growing practice of realistic content in the relations between
countries, indicate that the postulates of Hobbes’ and Kant’s teachings continue to be main
theoretical frameworks of interpretation of international relations and views on the prospects
of security in the world. Both thinkers considered the exit from the natural state necessary,
but in doing so they offer diametrically different approaches.
For Hobbes, the principle of power had the most important role in the dynamics of political
life. It is a principle of control and guarantee of security as a framework of civilized life in the political community. However, Hobbes was not preoccupied with the tendency to internationalize
peace, but it should rather be said that he openly advocated hostile relations between countries.
Such an opinion was justified by the impossibility of establishing power that could subjugate
all countries to one will. Modern followers of his teachings, who find the endorsement of their
views in the growing realist political tendencies in international politics, seriously dispute the
possibility of different consideration of international politics than the one set by Hobbes, seriously leading them to pessimism when it comes to the security of the world.
Moral development of the world for Kant is a key prerequisite for the establishment of
world society. For him, ethics certainly has priority over politics. Kant, who did not believe
in the absolute goodness of people, opened space for significantly more optimistic concept
of international relations, seeking to affirm the importance of cooperation among people, as
well as the importance of international rules, standards, arrangements and institutions for the
preservation of international security. Such views are the foundation of interpretation of the
representatives of contemporary liberal theory of security, where the ambitions of the concept
of global society opened a huge space for the affirmation, with a strong intensification of antisocial aspects that accompany globalization that strongly disqualified their views.
34 М. Mandelbaum, ibid, р. 16
35 К.Deutsch, Political Community and the North Atlantic Area. The European Union Readings on the
Theory and Practice of European Integration. Edited by: Nelson, B.,& Stubb, A. London, Lynner Riener
Publicher, 2014, p.123-145
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Although the weakening of the idea of global unity and the return of history in international politics largely creates space for stronger realist political perception of international
security, inevitability of growing interdependence in the world, primarily an increase in the
number of transnational issues, does not diminish the importance of a strong liberal approach
to security, primarily involving multilateralism. Therefore, it can be concluded that both theories still have an undiminished importance for fully understanding the discourse of international politics and search for institutional and other solutions that would lead to peace that is
more reliable. These approaches, which separately offer different interpretations of contemporary trends, certainly enable a better understanding of contemporary relations.
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