Discharging our moral obligation to establish a civil condition requires forced democratization of non-Republican states. Forced democratization doesn’t violate state sovereignty since non-Republican states aren’t governed by an omnilateral will.  
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THE KANTIAN ROOTS OF LIBERAL ILLIBERALISM It was rather Immanuel Kant, author of the essay "Perpetual Peace," who has had the greatest influence on U.S. foreign policy, primarily through the theory of the "democratic peace."18 Although his essay was penned at the end of the eighteenth century, Kant's influence really took hold at the end of the nine-teenth century, eventually becoming the philosophical rationale for efforts tswil promote peace through the spread of democracy under the auspices of interna-tional institutions such as Woodrow Wilson's League of Nations.19 Kant's objective was to establish a system of perpetual peace that ended war without the need for an overarching world government.20 For such a system to function effectively, all countries would need the same republican domestic po-litical order. Kant's "first definitive article of perpetual peace" states that "the civil constitution of every nation should be republican."21 He reasoned that po-litical systems in which individuals who are likely to bear the direct costs of wars also have a say in whether it is waged are less likely to engage in them.22 Kenneth Waltz describes Kant's solution as "the 'power' to enforce law [, which] is . . . derived not from external sanction but from internal perfection."23 Subsequent Liberals, according to Leo Strauss, learned from Kant "that the prosperous, free, and just society in a single country or in only a few countries is not possible in the long run: to make the world safe for Western democra-cies, one must make the whole globe democratic, each country in itself as well as the society of nations. Good order in one country presupposes good order in all countries and among all countries."24 Pierre Hassner argues that this link-age accounts for the paradoxical nature of Kant's "political philosophy [, which] seems more than ever to be compounded of an abstract morality not of this world and an amoral politics too much of it."25 The abstract morality is Kant's categorical imperative that states have a duty to leave the international state of nature, and bring other states out of it as well, through the spread of representative government domestically and internationally. Kant's politics are amoral, however, because he countenances illiberal means such as coercive regime change through outside intervention and global hegemony to actualize this Liberal dream of perpetual peace. Unlike earlier social contract theorists such as Thomas Hobbes and Locke, Kant regarded the international state of nature as so perilous that its dangers could be ameliorated only through the radical transformation of countries' do-mestic orders and the international system.26 Given this, he concluded that leaving the system was an "unmitigated duty."27 Kant accorded to republican states the right to end the international state of war by forcing other states to embrace republicanism. He explained, "For the sake of its own security, each nation can and should demand that others enter into a contract resembling the civil one and guaranteeing the rights of each."28 Because non-republican states, and those that do not join what Kant referred to as the "republican league," threaten to perpetuate the unacceptable international state of nature, interven-tion to change these regimes or the use of coercion to force states to join the league is not inconsistent with his system.29 Here, Kant makes a dramatic break from classical international law—particularly the work of Hugo Grotius—with its unqualified commitment to state sovereignty. At first glance, this right to demand that other states leave the state of nature seems to contradict Kant's proscription, in his fifth preliminary article, of inter-ference in the domestic politics of other countries.30 For Liberals, state sover- eighty ultimately derives from the rights of individuals in the state of nature. When individuals surrender their natural liberty to the commonwealth through the social contract, it then inheres in the state.3' Intervention in the affairs of such a representative state violates the individual rights of its citizens.32 If a state is not truly representative, however, it does not enjoy the same right of nonintervention.33 Kant framed this in the context of an "unjust en-emy," which he defined as "one whose publicly expressed Will, either in word or deed, betrays a maxim which, if it were taken as a universal rule, would make a state of peace among the nations impossible, and would necessarily perpetuate the state of nature."34 In other words, an unjust enemy is a state that fails to embrace republicanism. "There can be talk of international right only on the assumption that a state of law-governedness exists," Kant main-tained, "for in the state of nature, in the absence of law-governedness, only pri-vate right can exist."35 The larger principle here is that absent an international social contract, states enjoy no international rights. Kant even allowed that a republican hegemon could act as the catalyst for the establishment of the republican league: "For if good fortune should so dis-pose matters that a powerful and enlightened people should form a republic (which by its nature must be inclined to seek perpetual peace), it will provide a focal point for a federal association among other nations that will join it in or-der to guarantee a state of peace among nations."36 By inspiring other states to embrace republicanism at home and abroad, this hegemon was to be more than just a "beacon of hope" or a "shining city on a hill." Indeed; by viewing the presence of non-Liberal states as threatening, Kantian Liberalism can serve as the philosophical justification for intervention and hegemony.
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