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haps much of the suffering inflicted on 
the people of Kerala might have been 
avoided Is it to be expected that the 
surplus States would treat their offer 
to supply rice to the Central pool in 
any less cavalier manner? 

In sum, the State Chief Ministers 
have written the epitaph on the hopes 
that, moved by the mass privations 
caused by the food shortage of these 
last two years, the Government might 
at last work out a rational long-term 

THE North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
sation is facing its most severe 

crisis. The crisis is created not by 
threats from the Soviet Union, or even 
the often volatile Berlin situation, but 
by dissension within the alliance itself. 
The year-old debate over the multi
lateral nuclear force, MLF for short, 
is finally coming to a head and threat
ens to split the alliance. The roots of 
the disagreement run much deeper 
than the tactical considerations of 
NATO military strategy. Indeed, they 
are basic to the balance of power 
within the Western bloc. Over this 
important issue France is militantly 
nationalistic, West Germany and Bri
tain are ambivalent, and the United 
States is trying to save something at 
least of its "brain child". 

If the question were merely one of 
military strategy, some modus vivendi 
would not be difficult to find. 
But since the issues in question are 
more important, the conflict has 
reached serious proportions. The 
French are the most adamantly oppos
ed to the MLF proposal, because they 
do not wish to give up any of the 
"nuclear sovereignty" they worked so 
hard to achieve. In addition, President 
De Gaulle's nationalism and his desire 
to diminish American influence on the 
continent make the MLF unacceptable 
to him. Indeed, the French have fought 
tooth and nail against the MLF, even 
hinting at a collapse of the alliance if 
it should be implemented. They have 
brought in other issues, such as the 
touchy problem of agricultural prices 
within the European Common Market. 
They are justified in feeling that the 
MLF wil l further increase U S influence 
on the continent. 

The British and the Germans are am
bivalent about the MLF, though from 
different points of view. Before assum
ing power in Britain, the Labour Party 
was opposed to the idea; but now Har
old Wilson's government has been 

food policy necessary for sustaining a 
high-level of development expenditure 
without the prospect of a spectacular 
rise in agricultural production. Bet
ween the reluctance of the surplus 
States to share their bounty and the 
callous unwillingness of the deficit 
States to take on the commitment to 
feed their people and, not the least, 
Subramaniam's political ineffectiveness 
there has been a sell out of food 
policy. 

hedging on its position in recent weeks. 
I t seems that the British would be wil l 
ing to accept the idea of the MLF in 
principle, provided some important 
changes were made in its structure and 
operation. There is a deep feeling in 
Britain (and among some sections of 
American opinion) against giving West 
Germany a finger on the nuclear trigger. 
Latent anti-German feeling combined 
with a desire to l imit the number of 
members in the nuclear club have 
caused this opinion. The Labour 
Party's left-wing, now seemingly in 
eclipse, is adamantly opposed to the 
MLF, as it is to NATO in general, for 
it favours a policy of non-alignment 
and wants to pull out of the nuclear 
club. 

The West Germans, trying to balance 
their loyalty to the United States with 
their new friendship with France, have 
been leaning toward the United States 
since Adenauer's replacement as Chan
cellor. Thus, Erhard has approved of 
the MLF and there is no doubt that 
Germany wil l willingly participate in 
any mixed NATO fleet or nuclear con
trol mechanism. There are, however, 
strong currents of opinion in West Ger
many which oppose further German 
subservience to the United States. The 
Adenauer wing of the ruling Christian 
Democratic Union places great import
ance on the Franco-German treaty, and 
is not willing to throw it overboard 
completely, which participation in the 
MLF would mean. There are some in 
Germany who feel that an independent 
German nuclear force would be hamper
ed by the creation of the MLF. Finally, 
German desire not to rock the Com
mon Market boat has made them open 
to French protests. 

The United States, which originally 
proposed the MLF some time ago, has 
been rather silent on the issue in recent 
months, probably to avoid arousing any 
more European animosity than necess
ary. The motives of the Americans in 

proposing the MLF in the first place are 
somewhat unclear. It is likely that 
they wanted to bring the French more 
closely into the NATO system and to 
limit to some extent at least the French 
nuclear capability. By arming the 
NATO alliance with nuclear teeth, the 
reasoning went, it would be a more 
powerful force which could pull 
France from its nationalistic emphasis. 
It is also possible that the United 
States wants to give nuclear weapons 
to West Germany without openly doing 
so and while retaining some control 
over them. The Soviet reaction to an 
outright gift of nuclear weapons to 
West Germany would have been vio
lently negative as well. 

The future of the MLF is presently 
in doubt, although the Americans and 
West Germans have already taken 
steps toward the creation of a "mixed" 
NATO fleet which could be easily 
armed with nuclear missiles. While the 
originally negative British have soften
ed their position, the French have, if 
anything, become more staunchly op
posed to the scheme. It is entirely 
possible that if the United States 
should push through the MLF despite 
French objections and without sub
stantial changes, it might cause a 
serious split in the alliance, and per
haps result in French withdrawal. And 
with NATO in jeopardy, the Common 
Market is threatened. Most Western 
sources discount this extreme possibi
lity, but the logical result of De 
Gaulle's foreign policy is withdrawal 
from NATO at some time. 

The Soviet Union has been parti
cularly vehement in its opposition to 
the MLF from its inception. Indeed, 
Khrushchev's otherwise conciliatory 
attitude toward the West was inter
rupted by diatribes against the MLF 
idea. The Russians are particularly 
fearful of a nuclear-armed Germany, 
which they see as the logical result 
of the creation of the MLF. Their fear 
of Germany, based on their bitter ex
perience in the Second World War, is 
deep and the implementation of the 
MLF can be expected to seriously 
affect East-West relations at a crucial 
moment. 

The MLF itself does not mean much 
militarily, as it wi l l involve for the 
most part, placing already existing U S 
nuclear facilities at the disposal of the 
NATO alliance. Some kind of adminis
trative mechanism within the alliance 
wi l l have technical control over the 
use of these weapons, which wi l l pro
bably range from ground-to-ground 
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mtesiles and submarine-based missiles, 
to nuclear bombers. For all practical 
purposes i t wi l l be NATO field com
manders who wi l l have the discretion 
over the use of these weapons. The 
danger in such a situation is clear, 
since it means giving each member of 
NATO some direct control over nuclear 
weapons, in actual fact even if not by 
agreement. This, probably, is Russia's 
main concern. 

Politically, the MLF has much more 
significance. The United States is par
ticularly anxious to shore up the alli
ance, which has suffered severely from 
the growing spirit of political and eco
nomic independence among the major 
European powers, and from military 
irrelevance in an age of ballistic mis
siles. It has long been known, for in
stance, that Western Europe could not 
be militarily defended without the ase 

of tactical nuclear weapons, which 
NATO does not now have. The Ame
ricans are also interested in preserving 
some semblance of their own influence 
on the continent, and probably see the 
MLF as a means of keeping a major 
voice in European military and politi
cal affairs. To keep NATO from dying 
a slow death at the hands of increas
ingly uninterested European nations, 
and to give it some degree of military 
relevance, the Americans see MLF as 
a key structural and military reform. 

The time for a showdown on the 
multi-lateral nuclear force is rapidly 
approaching. The noises from Euro
pean capitals are becoming louder, and 
now that the elections are over in Bri
tain and the United States, there is 
little to slow down a final decision. 
NATO's most serious crisis cannot but 
cause a major shift in the alliance. It 

is unlikely, although possible, that the 
alliance wi l l break apart More pro
bable is some kind of compromise, 
which wil l provide the British with 
guarantees against direct German con
trol of nuclear weapons and which wi l l 
preserve the French independent nu
clear force almost untouched. Indeed, 
it may even be possible for France to 
opt out of the MLF while remaining 
in NATO. NATO wi l l probably emerge 
from its present crisis even more 
divided than it presently is, and the 
trend toward autonomy in Western 
Europe, spurred by De Gaulle's nation
alism, will continue unabated. What
ever its military merits, the implemen
tation of the multi-lateral nuclear force 
will seriously hinder improvement of 
relations between East and West, and 
wil l call for retaliation from the Soviet 
bloc's Warsaw Pact nations. 

Weekly Notes 
Nagaland Peace Talks 

IT is amazing how facilely the 
Government of India is being 

egged on to break off talks with the 
Naga rebels and return to the trail of 
violence and bloodshed in Nagaland. 
Fortunately, the Government does not 
seem to be in the mood to accept this 
advice. While understandably there 
have been some strong words used 
about the Nagas' demand that Indian 
forces should withdraw from Nagaland 
before they can lay down arms, Sar-
dar Swaran Singh has held out the 
assurance that the peace talks wil l 
continue. 

The talks began in September and 
during the last two and a half months 
there has been a ceasefire which has 
been by and large honoured by the 
Nagas. This in itself is a gain and it 
would be foolish to sacrifice it without 
sufficient reason. This is not to say 
that any easy expectations of the talks 
quickly bearing fruit are justified. In 
fact, the standpoints of the Nagas and 
the Government of India could not 
be more irreconciliable. The Nagas 
have demanded independence or, if 
India is unprepared for this, a refe
rendum under international auspices to 
decide their future political status. 
The Government of India, while it has 
offered amnesty to the hostiles and 
other concessions on secondary mat
ters, On the basic issue has firmly re
jected anything but statehood within 
the Indian Union, 

These were the positions before the 
talks started; what has been achieved 
is that for the first time the Govern
ment of India and the Nagas have been 
brought together for political negotia
tions. However remote the chances of 
a settlement as they appear right now, 
it would be in no one's interest to 
permit the negotiations to fail at this 
stage even before the basic issue has 
been touched. For the Government 
of India the negotiations are a valu
able opportunity to gain a first-hand 
impression of the mood of the Nagas, 
This opportunity should not be lost. 

Evaluation and Planning 

AS the problems facing the planners 
and the Government grow more 

numerous and complex, specialisation is 
continually narrowing and expertise be
coming more scarce and valued. In 
evitably, the reference of various pro
blems to commissions, committees and 
'study' or 'working' groups has come 
to be an accepted part of our way of 
life. That the Planning Commission 
should have considered it necessary to 
set up a Working Group to "do some 
thinking on the basic issues bearing on 
the organisation, set up and content of 
evaluation" is, therefore, not surprising. 
Evaluation, purposeful and objective, is 
unquestionably vital to the progress of 
the plans. And no one can take ex
ception to the Working Group's state
ment that evaluation should be uniform
ly understood and interpreted in all the 

States to avoid the "danger of mis
understanding, ineffective use or even 
misuse of this potent and sensitive wea
pon in the planning armoury". 

The Group, however, does not inter
pret its task to extend to the prepara
tion of anything like a manual on eva
luation. But: the need for such a manual 
is recognised and the suggestion made 
that the PEO should take up the work. 
The Group also considers an estimation 
of the adequacy of the evaluation ma
chinery in the States as "not within the 
terms of reference, strictly interpreted". 
Nonetheless, it gives a brief account of 
the system in force, based on visits and 
discussions with five States and ques
tionnaire replies from others, The im
portance of evaluation, we are told, has 
come to be recognised by all the States, 
especially since 1960, and a separate or
ganisation for evaluation exists in as 
many as 10 States. But evaluation has 
meaning only if the findings are used 
to improve the formulation and execu-
tion of plans. As the Group remarks 
"Evaluation as a specialised function 
requires for its success the existence of 
a strong planning department". The 
weakness of the planning units in the 
States has been only too amply demons
trated. The Group's own finding is That 
in the majority of the States, planning 
has not yet been organised as a separate 
department with adequate status and 
freedom from other administrative res
ponsibilities. The technical organisation 
and staffing of such planning machinery 
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