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£aaland o t to retalrl hu- a etal rel tlonahip to rtca, but 
have a a1.1ht4tttial tndepmclnt strategic atoaale atrlld.DS force f.ll 
order to be able to atand up to wa•la if Ja~Der:tca ahould etaud aloof 
in a conflict :tn which jor Engliah lntareata ue at stake. n~ #~~ __, 

·"ft •> llliafrEililand could not make • of IUCh a atrategie 
atrUdn& force ~ coaflic~vtth Ruaaia in which major Euglieh 
interea~• 111.ght be at a take, but uot the wry existence of lrtal&nd q 

anatton. ~~ 
Many paapb in 'tbe Lahe¥ '-~an that England 

ought to pureue in her foreign policy_. an independent courae1 versinS on 
neutx-ality in conflicts centered outside of urope, but th&t abe ahould 
bave P.O nrate 1e etrik n ~A ~~~K):::--~~~-

..,'11Y' ... ~. it may be politically diffic1.1lt or hlpoaaible for 
Eqlancl to adopt auch a poeition of "sat-neutr lityu without havJ:ng a 
atr gtc atrild.ng fore• undez: jter o_wn control. 
:;~~~~#-~~ 
lt au a te-A that England would be mol:'e secure in the years to 

come if ehe were to adopt a position of aemi·a utral1ty and were to main
tain a naall, but independent, striking force, juat enouah to function as 
the 8t.iq of the bee. By pooling theiT resources England and France could 
jointly ~lOp submarines, rockets and bombs and equip themaelvea etleh 
with a aaall but invulnerable striking force. NeitheT France nor England 
could uH ,ueb ~ •_trikilll force for anythins except fer threatening ·· d~/L-/!-~~ 
ft14 Ltt~n case of nat ic ttack extended to her own territory. If 
thia were clearly understood d kept in Ddnd, the poa re ion of 11 
striking force by rranc~ and. England would probably do no ~ and it 
might conceivably do some good. 
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