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near-capacity output. Further increases 
can be expected only towards the end 
of 1966 when new capacity at Bhilai 
and Durgapur will go into produc
tion. The small increase in production 
recorded in 1964 over 1963 was con
fined to black. sheets, wires, strips, 
sleepers, and skelp; output of decon
trolled varieties fell and so did that 
of plates, which are critically short, 
from 3.5 to 3.3 lakh tonnes. Defence 
reorientation requires mainly more 

plates, sheets and certain billets and 
blooms, so far as direct idents are con
cerned. These have to come mainly 
from Rourkola and Jamshedpur and later 
from Bokaro also. The magnitude of 
the demand would be such as to 
requite more attention to the quan
tity and scheduling of orders than has 
been the practice in defence procure
ment and steel plants hitherto: both 
orders and their fulfilment have often 
been uneconomical and bunched. 

LETTERS TO EDITOR 

UK and the ludo-Pak Conflict 
THE daily press is in a pitiable 

state in a war: its clientele loses 
taste for all news but of war, and 
makes an insatiable demand for war 
news which has to be met out of what 
news or rumours the press officer of 
the, government deigns to ladle out. 
In the circumstances, it was natural 
for it to seek and publish an endless 
series of tendentious psychoanalyses of 
British "partiality" towards Pak
istan, But your readership, I am sure, 
did not ask for such trash. Your edi
torials on the war were the only evi
dence 1 found that anyone in the press 
was thinking of the larger implications 
of the war, and it. was astonishing to 
see you stoop, so late in the day, and 
play host to anti-British hysteria in 
your last issue. The knowledge of psy
chology among our moulders of public 
opinion is pretty primitive, and their 
comprehension of political events little 
less so. But in the entire annals of 
the Indo-Pak war it is difficult to 
come across so tactless and unthinking 
a piece as your correspondent's note 
on "U K and the Indo-Pak Conflict" 
(P 1544). 

All articulate Britons still believe 
that there is a dispute between India 
and Pakistan. 1 say "s t i l l " because it 
is possible that we no longer officially 
recognise the existence of a dispute. 
It is so difficult to know, because our 
initial stand that there had only been 
an aggression and not a dispute found 
no acceptance abroad, and we have 
alternatively recognised this lack of 
acceptance and refused to recognise it. 
Even if we have decided that there is 
no dispute, we might not keep this 
stance for long.; for the conflict is bet
ween sovereign nations, and cannot be 
unilaterally wished away. 

Further, they believe that the dis
pute is one about the territory of 
Kashmir. We also recognise this de 
facto, for we took military measures 
in order to "defend the territorial inte

grity of tadia, of which Kashmir is a 
part". When it comes to argument we 
start talking about theocracy versus 
secularism, democracy versus dictator
ship, war versus peace, love versus 
hatred, and so on, which sounds some
what irrelevant to the British; but 
even we would probably recognise that 
the territory of Kashmir is one of the 
issues in the Indo-Pak conflict. 

There are certain customary ways of 
settling territorial disputes; and toss
ing of coins or making of unilateral 
declarations are not among them. One 
can settle a dispute by force, as we 
did in Goa, Junagadh and Hyderabad 
or the United States did in the Civil 
War. This a time-honoured method: 
the British wouldn't like it, for they 
do not: think Pakistan deserves des
truction any more than India; but 
they do not mind enough to interfere. 
And given the contiguity of Kashmir 
to India and Pakistan, the relative 
strength of their armies and the poten
tial costs of occupation of such huge, 
hostile countries, they arc also scepti
cal about the feasibility of a military 
solution. A dispute can also be solved 
by negotiations and agreement, for 
instance the dispute between Yugo
slavia and Italy over Trieste; the Bri
tish would be perfectly happy if he 
Kashmir dispute were settled this way, 
but the positions of the two parties 
arc just too far apart. Finally, one can 
adopt some agreed procedure: a plebi
scite is the most common one because 
the inhabitants of the disputed region 
are the people who would be the most 
affected by the settlement of -the dis
pute. It seems just unfortunate to the 
British that the Pakistanis prefer a 
plebiscite and the Indians dislike i t ; 
how much simpler everything would 
be if both sides liked i t . 

The British view—and it is the view 
of a very large number of countries— 
is naive and uninformed; but to trace 
it to "malice, self-interest and mis

guided moral fervour' tells more about 
the commentator's mental state than 
about that of Britain. It reminds me 
strongly of the fulminatious of the 
German press at the time we took 
Goa—of the hysteric outbursts of 
people whose wartime sympathies for 
Portugal broke through the thin 
veneer of their abhorrence for dicta
torships, who could find nothing but 
dirty words to express their impotent 
rage at fellow-Ruropeans being beaten 
up. And it pains me because it is such 
a mean, petty, unconstructive response 
to the splendid challenge this war has 
brought upon us. For the cessation of 
food and military aid has brought us 
great and difficult tasks; it has brought 
hope to the nationalists among us, 
those who have borne the galling con
tempt that Europeans and Americans 
show for a people who cannot even 
feed and defend themselves. Maybe we 
will fail, but let us at least make a 
better effort. 
Bombay, ASHOK DESAI 
October 13. 

I I 
DOESNT your correspondent, the 

author of "UK and the Indo-Pak 
Conflict" in your issue of October 2, 
ever differ from anyone except out of 
"malice, self-interest and misguided 
moral fervour"—the only explanations 
he finds for the British attitude to the 
Indo-Pak war over Kashmir? Doesn't 
he have differences just because he 
sincerely feels that the other party is 
in the wrong? Well, a lot of people do. 

Why should it be so difficult to be-
lieve that the British Government and 
press have taken the view they have 
by and large on the merits of the 
issue -of course, as they, not we, Cec 
them? In his carping attempt to esta
blish that this is not the case, your 
correspondent has chosen to ignore 
many facts. To take just one instance; 
he writes with copious sarcasm of 
Britain's "exaggerated enthusiasm" for 
a plebiscite in Kashmir. Now, we have 
the record of eighteen years of dis
cussion of the Kashmir question in 
the United Nations to show that most 
members of the Security Council have 
always taken the position that the dis
pute ought to be settled through a 
plebiscite. Really, there seem to be 
altogether too many governments in 
the world which are malicious to us,, 
or want to do us out of Kashmir be
cause it serves their self-interest, or 
are. at the very least, persistently mis
guided by moral fervour! 

R RAMACHANDRAN 
Bombay, 
October 12. 
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