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Although imports have not risen 
very greatly this year, the Slower rise. 
according to the Institute can be fully 
explained by a combination of the 
effects of the surcharge, last year's 
good harvest and the lower figures 
for stockbuilding. For all these rea
sons, unless something more drama
tic is done to expand British exports, 
the outlook for the economy is bound 
to be vulnerable. 

The Business Economists Group, 
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however, takes a somewhat more op
timistic view of Britain's foreign 
trade. A report drawn up by a spe
cial working party of 13 economists 
from leading UK companies, suggests 
that Britain's export performance wi l l 
improve over the next twelve months 
to a point where international pay
ments balance. This forecast of cour
se has been based on the assumption 
that world trade continues to expand 
at about the same rate as in 1965, 

that the import surcharge is reduced 
in the second half of 1966, and that 
investment allowances are streng
thened during the year. It also as
sumes that monetary policy wi l l be 
less restrictive and that fiscal policy 
will be broadly unchanged. Many of 
these assumptions, are, however, open 
to question, and one is forced to the 
conclusion that the Business Econo
mists Group is perhaps a little too 
optimistic about export prospects. 

Too Much Secrecy 

ARE we growing up? I hope so. 
Chinese violations of cease-fire 

positions in Nathu -Ia and Thag-la 
have not generated the kind of em
barrassing pressures which the GOI 
was compelled to succumb to in 1962. 
The fire-eaters of those days now 
adopt a patient and supposedly wise 
posture. This is not the result of 
some special magic exercised by the 
GOI. We arc becoming a wee bit more 
practical about violations of disputed 
frontiers and realise that careful cal
culations have to be made before res
ponses are formulated. 

Living with the world's longest ever 
cease-fire line — at a cost of anything 
from Rs 4 to 5 crores per day— is 
not a situation made to order. The 
Prime Minister has thought fit to des
cribe the Chinese operations as an 
attempt to colour the background to 
the Soviet-sponsored Tashkent sum
mit meeting between India and Pakis
tan. Perhaps, he is right. But it would 
be a grave mistake to imagine that 
the Chinese do not intend anything 
more than 'needling'. It is possible 
that Peking may decide to re-occupy 
the disengaged zone along the Hima
layan front on the plea that India has 
refused to settle the question of 
boundaries and is quietly infiltrating 
into this 'disputed area'. This would 
be the Maoist way of declaring that 
the Colombo proposals arc dead. 

Armymen, more confident than be
fore of meeting Chinese moves, are 
naturally anxious that their tactical 
freedom be ensured. While it is true 
that for the moment Parliament has 
accepted the Prime Minister's argu
ment that military moves cannot be 
made a subject of public debate, we 
who observe the scene in the Capital 
wonder what would happen if the 
Chinese decided to push deeper into 
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the disengaged zone. The Prime Minis
ter and his colleagues need to be 
more coherent about explaining the 
implications of defending a sprawling 
frontier. It is not enough to talk 
tough. We must think tough. And the 
starting point of this toughening up 
is to get public opinion accustomed 
to the idea that effective defence often 
involves the giving up of undefenda
ble territory in order to hit the ene
my where it hurts. This understanding 
just does not exist among the politi-
cians. It has to be drilled home In the 
interests of political stability in times 
of crisis. 

It is unfortunate that the Prime 
Minister did not utilise his statement 
on the present situation in NEFA to 
explain these matters. His description 
of the 1962 decision as a mistake 
shows that he himself has yet to 
understand the choice that confronted 
Jawaharlal Nehru in those days. In 
October 1962, it was not clear that 
the Chinese would attempt a major 
push into NEFA. After the first 
assault, a withdrawal to the foothills 
would have given the Chinese their 
full claim line. The attempt to defend 
a position as far north as possible was 
correct, but the attempt to treat 
Se-la as a fixed bastion was disastrous. 
Plans should have been formulated 
for a fighting withdrawal to more fa
vourable terrain in the event of the 
enemy out-flanking and cutting off the 
position. Mobility and flexibility are 
two qualities which the Chinese ad
venturers respect. 

Again, for the same reasons, the 
secrecy which blankets the details of 
the campaign in West Pakistan pre
vents the education of public opinion. 
Nor does the Defence Minister help 
matters when he makes bland state
ments in Parliament to the effect that 
we knew what there was to be known 

of the Ichhogil defences and the for
tifications in the Sialkot area. This 
strange obsession to keep us uninfor
med about past events, even about the 
NEFA debacle in , 1962, is most unhea
lthy. In this context one wonders 
whether the members of the National 
Defence Council have been properly 
briefed on the lessons learned from 
two armed collisions. Indeed, those 
who argue that U S Embassy person
nel in the Capital probable know more 
about the details of these collisions 
than members of the Emergency Com
mittee of the Union Cabinet might 
not be so wide off the mark! 

Members of Parliament arc aware 
of this sorry state of affairs, but have 
been persuaded to remain silent " in 
the interests of national security''. 
This cult of self-censorship, now 
generally practised by publicists and 
commentators, is a miserable betrayal 
of their responsibilities and cannot be 
dressed up in patriotic clap-trap. It 
is buttressed by the official 'guide
lines' offered as a mental straight-
jacket to newspapermen and accept
ed without a whimper by them. The 
leading elements of the GOI may for 
the present rejoice in the conformism 
they have established but conformism 
in a basically democratic society is 
known to crack suddenly. And, then, 
the deluge. 

We are being kept in the dark about 
almost everything. You can visit the 
power levers in Delhi and locate al
most every possible interpretation of 
India's present situation, including the 
rather emphatically worked out 
opinion that the crisis is being exag
gerated to facilitate the acceptance 
of unfavourable aid terms and to 
blunt the leftist opposition to a sell
out. This mass of conflicting opinions, 
however, finds agreement at several 


