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less efficient textile firms in business, 
remains to be seen. The whole object 
of the reorganisation of the industry 
which started in the 1960s was to 
provide the basis for a new, smaller, 
more efficient and more viable textile 
industry with emphasis on moderniza
tion, integration and re-equipment. 
The type of protection that is now 
offered is hardly intended to speed up 
the elimination of the less efficient 
concerns. 

The British cotton textile industry 
is now a much more viable organisa
tion than it was five years ago. Some
thing like £30 million of public money, 
and a similar sum from the industry 
itself, has been spent on reorganisa
tion schemes to scrap old plant and 
re-equip and modernize the industry 
which is now operating from a 
modern vertically integrated frame 
work. A further step to make the 
industry operate from more modern 
production units has been taken with 
the intervention of man-made fibre 
producers. The many small firms 
have been largely replaced by four 
major combines. The industry is 
now becoming far more capital-inten
sive than the average run of British 
industry. Despite a shorter working 
week output per head has risen by 
6 per cent a year since 1963, There 
are however, stilt some inefficient 
firms and. as was pointed out at 
Harrogate, the traditional sections of 
the industry are still over-manned and 
the growth sections under-staffed. The 
quota system will permit the less effi
cient units to stay in business. 

Full details of the new system of 
global quotas that are to be introdu
ced have not yet been made clear. 
The size of the global quota has not 
been revealed, but Jay has said that 
it will be lower than the 1964 total 
which is regarded as exceptional. 

No Commonwealth Asian country 
will be allowed to carry over unused 
quotas for exports to Britain. There 
is understandable anger in Hong 
Kong as the unused cotton textile 
quota to the U K for 1965 up to 
October 13 was about 82 million 
square yards. It is understood that 
the industry in Hong Kong is now 
.suggesting that the agreement under 
which Hong Kong limits her cotton 
textile exports to 185 million square 
yards a year should be abrogated. 

The policy of placating the Lanca
shire industry is justified by the 
Labour Government with the much-
used argument that Britain is carry
ing more than her share of imported 

low cost textiles among the industri-
alised country. The solution to the 
developing countries problem lies not 
in further relaxations by Britain but 
in more constructive efforts by other 
industrialised countries to increase 
their imports. The British never tire 
of reminding the world that at pre
sent Britain imports about 35 per cent 
of her home needs, compared with 
9 per cent in the case of America and 
the European average of about 
7 per cent. 

The most promising solution to the 
problem is through a revision of the 
G A T T textile pact which is only a 

-half-hearted attempt to liberalize tex
tile markets as it provides for a 
growth in imports by industrialised 
countries (excluding Britain) of only 
5 per cent a year. The British view is 
that industrialised countries should 
take at least 10 per cent of their cot
ton requirements from the develop
ing countries: this should rise gradu
ally to 25 per cent which, it is point
ed out, is still 10 per cent below the 
current British performance. 

The only hope for textile exporting 
countries in the developing world 
now seems to lie in the pressure that 
Britain can bring to bear on other 
importing countries; the British 
market is not going to be allowed to 
expand. At Harrogate, Wyndham 
White, Director-General of G A T T, 
spoke about the possibility of a "pack
age deal" for cotton textiles in (he 
"Kennedy Round", but refused to 
give further details of the scheme. The 
G A T T agreement itself is already 
vitiated by Article I I I (or the market 
disruption clause) which has frequently 
been invoked. The U S A is using 
the agreement as an umbrella to shel
ter its own cotton textile industry, 
while it proceeds with investing large 
sums to enable the industry to stand 
up at some future date to low cost 
imports. In many ways, under the 
new global quota system, Britain 
seems to be following the same 
policy. 

LETTER TO EDITOR 

What are we Defending ? 

I CONGRATULATE you on the 
courage with which you have re

stated the social values for which we 
stand in peace as well as in war, and 
whole-heartedly agree with your edito
rial "What Are We Defending?" (Octo
ber 23). But to be fair, it may not be 
non-pertinent to point out that E M S 

Namboodiripad's views on the Kashmir 
question cannot be viewed in the same 
light as Vinoba Bhave's. It is true that 
Namboodiri pad promised to support our 
Defence efforts (for the purposes of 
your editorial does it make much dif- , 
ference even if he did not? patriotism is 
perfectly compatible with non-support 
of the war) but he always took care to 
qualify it with the demand for freeing 
the detenus. For weeks the left-com
munist daily in Kerala was picturing 
the situation created by the Pakistani 
infiltrators in Kashmir as a peopled 
revolt. Throughout the period of active 
hostilities it was devoting more space 
to exposing black-marketeers and whip
ping up popular fury against rising 
prices than to news from the front. 

The existence of Peking-Pindi collu
sion (since you to choose call a Peking-
Pindi 'axis' a theory only) from the 
start of the war is no longer a theory 
but a fact which is recognised as such 
even by British left-wing circles, But 
Namboodiripad's speeches do not betray 
any suspicion of this. Events like the 
burning down of our embassy by Indo
nesian hooligans and the Chinese ult i
matum, which did not increase China's 
anti-imperialist prestige or reputation 
for love of peace, were solemnly de
scribed by Namboodiripad as 'unfortu
nate' He chided the peaceful procession 
in Delhi before the Chinese embassy 
as childish. 

Again, in his speeches Namboodiripad 
goes on repeating that his party will 
not support a war for winning A/ad 
Kashmir or Aksai Chin. One suspects 
naivette or hypocrisy. Except for a 
lunatic fringe in the country, no re
sponsible politician has advocated a 
war to regain these territories. It is 
really incomprehensible what makes 
Namboodiripad assume imaginary posi
tions on the part of his opponents and 
then proceed to demolish them as 
untenable, when perfectly logical lines 
of argument can be found against the 
continuance of war and for the peace
ful settlement of the Kashmir issue. 

But I entirely concur with you in 
demanding freedom for unpopular or 
exceptional views. Democracy wil l per* 
ish if it does not extend its benefits 
even to persons who wish to destroy 
if. The point is to make such views 
appear irrelevant and pointless to the 
majority. But wi l l we ever grow that 
mature? 

G NARAYANAN 

Muvattupuzha, Kerala. 
October 27. 
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