
SRAVANA 31,

STATEMENT RE. INDIA’S NON
ATTENDANCE AT SAN FRANCISCO 

PEACE CONFERENCE—contd.

Shri P. K. Dfeo (Kalahandi): Sir, I 
thank you for the opportunity you 
have given me to raise this question 
in this House regarding the Prime 
Minister’s speech. In reply to the 
Indo-China relations debate on the 
14th of this month, in page 2826 of the 
copy of the uncorrected debates, we 
find that this is what the Prime Min
ister says:

“Our non-attendance at the San 
Francisco Peace Conference—I 
think perhaps Shri Frank Anthony 
said it___

Shri Frank Anthony: No, no.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am
sorry then; somebody else said it. 
Perhaps the gallant Maharaja said 
it. I do not know—our ncn-atten- 
dance at this conference had noth
ing to do with China, absolutely 
nothing.”
Shri S. M. Banerjee: Two Maharajas 

spoke that day.
Shri P. K. Deo: Now, I would like 

to draw the attention of the House to 
page 2, of a booklet, Leading Events 
in India-China Relations, 1947— 1962, 
there is the following entry:

“ 8 September. A  Peace Treaty 
with Japan was signed at San 
Francisco by 49 nations. India 
declined to attend the Conference 
because, among other reasons, 
China was not a party to it.’*

I may submit that both these state
ments cannot be correct. I think it is 
important for the Prime Minister to 
make a statement in this House so that 
the actual picture could be known and 
misunderstandings could be cleared

At the same time, I submit that in a 
serious debate like this the Prime 
Minister acting on wrong notions
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should not have referred to the gal
lantry of an individual or to the ig
norance of a party.

Mr. Speaker: Does he dispute that 
also, the word ‘gallant’?

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Sir, no name 
has been mentioned: how can he take 
it that the word ‘gallant Maharaja’ re
fers to him ___ (Interruptions). _____

The Prime Minister and Minister of 
External Affairs and Minister of 
Atomic Energy (Shri Jawaharlal 
Nehru): Mr. Speaker, Sir, there can 
be no doubt, as the hon. Member has 
pointed out, that there is discrepancy 
between what I said and what is given 
in this pamphlet. The discrepancy 
may be big or small; that is not the 
matter. The pamphlet states that 
India did not attend the conference at 
San Francisco because, among other 
reasons, China was not a party to it  
I, as he made out, said ihat China 
had nothing to do with it Obviously, 
there is a discrepancy.

After I received the notice which you 
were good enough to send me, I had^ 
the papers looked up as to what the 
actual facts were. I spoke, naturally, 
from memory of events which happen
ed eleven years ago, in 1951. I had 
these papers brought out and I dis
covered that among the arguments— 
they were not published that wo con
sidered was an argument that any 
peace in the Far-East must necessarily 
include in its scope Soviet Un^on and 
China; otherwise there may not be 
any peace; their being left out of the 
treaty would not be conducive to 
peace. That was the reason and There
fore it was stated correctly in the 
pamphlet and what I sai î was incor
rect to that extent.; all’ ough there 
were many other reasons for not at
tending that Conference that was the 
reason put there. I am sorry that I 
made a statement which 1 found sub
sequently to be incorrect and I ap o
logise to you, to the House and to tha 
hon. Member.

Shri P. K. Deo: O11 behalf cf the 
Swatantra Party, I express my sin-
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[Shri P. K. Deo] 
cere gratitude to the Prir^.c Minister 
for having corrected his rarlier state
ment—it speaks of his greatness. I 
thank you also for tnis opportunity.

Mr. Speaker: Now :.t least he is a
gallant Maharaja___  (Interruptions).
We take up the other business now

13.05 hrs.

MOTION RE: REPORTS OF COM
MISSIONER FOR LINGUSTIC 

MINORITIES—contd.

Shri Datar: Sir, I wns dealing with 
some complaints made during the dis
cussion on the first repoit of the 
Linguistic Minorities Commissioner 
that Urdu was not treated properly 
cmd I pointed out that os early as 
i4th July, 1948 a circular was :ssuej 
by the Government of India so iar as 
ihe recognition of Urdu a-r, a language 
of sizable minority was concerned and 
.t laid down what was to be done in 
regard to Urdu language ir. the matter 
vf  educational institutions, recruit
ment to services, publication of Gov
ernment material, etc. Hon. Members 
will find from the report that Urdu 
was receiving consid^'abk- attention 
from most of the States where Urdu 
ipeaking people were m a fairly large 
number. From the figures I find that 
Andhra Pradesh. Bihar, Maharashtra 
and U.P. are the four important States 
v.here their number is considprable 
snd I am happy that in i.’ l these states 
+hey are taking special steps to sec 
lhat these people suffer from no handi
caps. Certain complaints were made 
about certain handicaps i»nd now most 
c.f them have been duiy rs-'f-.cved. For 
instance, Urdu teachers are appointed, 
Urdu books and text books are bein^ 
duly published and whenever new 
schools are opened, thcs^ laciiiti^s are 
extended if it is found that the 
children know Urdu or* their mother 
tongue is Urdu. Here too, as in the 
case of the other minorities, it ha;j 
been laid down that proper safeguards 
should be given. So Car as mv hon 
friend’s State, Punjab, is concerned.

the Punjab Government are giving due 
importance to Urdu. I:i UP. a special 
officer was appointed 4o lock after the 
interests of Urdu population and to 
give them whatever was due. During 
the last two or three years, a claim has 
been put forward on behalf of the 
Nepalese living in Darjeeling di:tricr 
It was considered by the West >*engd! 
Government and when tney passe 1 
their Act about the official language of 
West Bengal they put a specie;! pro
vision so that in the three divisions cf 
Darjeeling where there are a large 
number of Nepalese, Nep^ese and 
Bengali, both, will be rccognisei. 
Oftentimes certain claims are put 
forward on behalf of Sindhi popula
tion. They are fairly lar;<e in *.umbers 
in Maharashtra, Gujarat as also in 
Rajasthan. I was happy to find that 
these States provided n e '^ a r y  iaciU- 
ties. There is some difference of op 
inion about the script. Sindhis have 
their own script which is m^re ?r less 
a]lied to Urdu or P ecsim  A sugges
tion was made that if pjssi1. le they 
map accept rthe Devanagari script 
so that while learning their own 
language they may also have the 
facility of knowing Hindi which is one 
of the important languages in India. 
The Sindhi population have not yet 
seen their way to do so. All the same, 
we are trying, by providing them with 
necessary facilities, to persuade them, 
if possible, to take over to the Deva- 
nagri language so that they and other 
people in India can come into greater 
contact.

Dr. M. S. Aney (Nagpur): Deva
nagari script.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Deva
nagari script.

Shri Datar: Yes; Devanagari script 
and Sindhi script and not Sindhi 
language. Sindhi language has to be 
provided for. As the House is aware, 
once a resolution was brought forward 
either in this House or in the other 
House that Sindhi should be recognis
ed and noted in the ConstitvcTicn itself.
It was pointed out on behalf of the
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