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The present defense doctrine of the U.S. is peace through strength based on the idea that if a country is armed to the teeth, no other country would think about attacking it. This was a strong position of Ronald Reagan who simultaneously (and ironically) called for the total abolition of nuclear weapons. The peace through strength doctrine is predicated on the idea that if one desires peace, one must prepare for war – “Si vis pacem, para bellum.” This doctrine has existed since the presidency of George Washington and was stressed again much later by Ronald  Reagan, Margaret Thatcher and Stephen Harper (Canada). This doctrine fits nicely with state sovereignty because deterrence is the role of the state rather than an international body: “The goal is to avoid war by making tyrants understand that the cost of their aggression will be too much for them to bear” (http://winteryknight.wordpress.com/2009/04/07/what-is-the-doctrine-of-peace-through-strength/). Of course, once such a doctrine is set in motion, it becomes universally standardized because what is good for one country should good for all countries. So if one country can arm itself to the teeth, then all other countries should also have this right under sovereignty. The above quote, however, seems to limit huge defense establishments to only democracies as if no democracy ever started aggression toward a nondemocratic state. However, history is full of examples of such aggression – even recent history. The quote also suggests that there is no greater authority than the nation state but Iran and North Korea are nation states and their authority, according to this reasoning, is supreme. Countries like the U.S. say that only they are responsible in the use of nuclear weapons yet the U.S. is the only country to have dropped nuclear bombs on a largely civilian population and to consider their use in modern warfare as in the Bush administration. The U.S. also attacked Iraq knowing that it did not have the capacity to fight back with a nuclear weapon. Both Iran and North Korea believe in peace through strength and base it in on the prevention of attack by western superpowers. Perception dictates reality.
The peace through strength argument reached its peak in the cold war because Russia, an undemocratic state, also believed and practiced peace through strength. The result was an arms race that led to the accumulation of 60,000 nuclear weapons mostly in the arsenals of U.S and Russia. Deterrence was the name of the game but it came at a very high price, and it is only sheer luck that the planet is still intact, thanks to the diplomacy of John F. Kennedy. In the interim there have been numerous incidents where a nuclear holocaust could have been caused by computer or human error. We are also in a situation currently where terrorists can get a hold of material to make a nuclear weapon because the peace through strength doctrine assumes a large supply of available nukes. All this does is make it easier for terrorists to obtain the necessary ingredients. Peace through strength is an antiquated, provocative and deadly relic that needs to be replaced.
What is needed now is a new doctrine called strength through peace. This is a doctrine that when practiced universally would make the planet a safer and secure place. Granted that this will not be easy to achieve but all visions are often seen as impossible due to fatalism and the fear of change. It is also something that will not happen overnight but in stages over time with lots of hard work and creative diplomacy and problem-solving. The strength through peace doctrine believes that an atmosphere of mutual belligerence is a primary condition of war because it undermines the building of trust which is the foundations of relationships – personal and international. In other words, having a large stockpile of weapons compels their use and reinforces the habit of war. Building relationships with others while gradually reducing arsenals based on the trust but verify approach would lead to greater national strength because funds could be directed toward the full development of citizens. When people are well educated, creative, have good jobs and have their basic needs met, such as healthcare, they become strong collectively. They develop a strong ethic of care about themselves, their neighbors, their country and even the world. Countries that now have a doctrine of strength through peace tend to be kinder and gentler because they spend money developing social capital. This was expressed well by former General and President Dwight D. Eisenhower who said that “Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired signifies in the final sense, a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed. This world in arms is not spending money alone. It is spending the sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes of its children. This is not a way of life at all in any true sense. Under the clouds of war, it is humanity hanging on a cross of iron.”  
A strong advocate of strength through peace is congressman, Dennis Kucinich, who stated that “We must find some alternative to war and bloodshed… I do not wish to minimize the complexity of the problems to be faced in achieving disarmament and peace. But we shall not have the courage, the insight, to deal with such matters unless we are prepared to undergo a mental and spiritual change. It is not enough to say we must not wage war. We must love peace and sacrifice for it. We must fix our visions not merely on the negative expulsion of war, but upon the positive affirmation of peace. We must see that peace represents a sweeter music, far superior to the discords of war” (Remarks to the United States House of Representatives on September 7, 2011).

Thus, it is imperative that we move from a doctrine of peace through strength  to one of strength through peace. This means changing our priorities and developing the art and science of diplomacy and statesmanship. It does not mean total, immediate and unilateral disarmament. That would be foolhardy in a dangerous world. What is does mean is that we should explore ways to multilaterally reduce our dependence on weapons that give us a sense of false security and strength. The superpowers have a special responsibility to reach out to others and set an example for the kind of world we all want to have. This is hard work – much harder that squeezing the trigger of a gun or releasing the bomb bay of an airplane. Our future as a planet requires new ways of thinking and behaving. The process has begun but it needs constant vigilance and pressure. If we want peace, we must prepare for peace - “Si vis pacem, para pacem.”
