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I. The CHAIRMAN requestcd the Committee, in
contidering chapter vV ol the Economic and Social
Council’s report (A/1BE4), 1o stan with section I,
which concerncd the drafl international covenant on
human rights. She cnumerated the documents avai-
lable for the Commiltec’s review of the question
(A/1B83, A/I1BB4 (chapler ¥, section 1), E/1992
Ef20587, and Addl to §, ES2059 ond Add.]l 10 §,
E/2085 and Add.l, ASC.I/559, AyC.3/L.EBR"}; and,
to help it decide on the best method of planning the
discussion, outlined the history of the question and
deseribed the stluation as it easted at the cument
slage.

2. The Commitice’s first task should be to study the
report of the Commission on Human Righus (E/1992)";
it should then stale its views on mecasures of imple-
mentation, and, finally, decide whether the articles on
cconomic, social and cultural rights and the anicles
wn civil and political rights should be included in one
and the same instrument.  She [elt that those three
yuestions were suitable for a gencral discussion, afler
which the Commiltee could consider the proposals to
which the discussions would cenainly give risc.

3. The first two questions did not necessarily involve
any new resolulions, whereas the third did.  So far
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there had been piaccd before the Commitice only one
draft resolution of a general character, that submitted
by Chile (A/C.3/L.180)), which could ke taken up
during the general discussion.

4. Mr. DEHOUSSE {Belgium) thanked the Chairman
for her explanations. In his view the main guestion,
upon the solution of which depended the solution of
others, was whether one or more covenants should be
drawn up. He therefore proposed that the Commiltee
should seutle that question first and that it should then
consider what rights should be included in the future
covenant or covenants.

5. Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of Amecrica)
fell that the members of the Commitice should first
indicate whether they were preparcd to reconsider the
decision which the General Assembly had adopted at
its fifth session (General Assembly resolution 421 (V),
section E) 16 include the articles on cconomic, social
and cultural rights and other rights in onc and the
same covenant. I the Committee did not follow that
method, it would be taking up matlers of substance
before seuling maners of procedurce.

4, Miss BERNARDINO (Dominican Republic) and
M. MENDE BRUN (Argentina), asked, on a poinl
of order, when the Spanish teat of the documents
mentioned by the Chairmar would be circulated.

7. The CHAIRMAN replied that the repont of the
Commission on Human Hights, a subsidiary organ ol
the Economic and Social Council, was a Council docu-
ment and had therefore been issued only in English
and French. She fel that as the report had becn trans-
mitted 1o the General Assembly by the Council, it bad
become an Assembly document and should be issusd
in Spanish. _The Spanish text of the drafl intermational
covenant on human rights would be ready the following
Tuesday, 4 December.  In the meanwhile the Com-
mittce could scttle the procedural points.

H.  Mr. SANTA CRUZ (Chile) also thought that the
report of the Commission on Human Rights had
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become an Assembly document und should be published
in all the working languages of the Asscmbly.

9. He agreed with the Chairman that the Commitiee
should start with a general discussion of the problems
it was expected to setile. He also [felt that the two
questions of the work of the Commission on Human
Rights and the inclusion in Lhe covenant ol economic,
social and cultural rights, should not be scparated
but should be studied conjointly.

10. His dralt resolution (A/C.3/L.180) was submiticd
as a suggestion for the planning of the Commiltee’s
work. As a member of the Commissien on Human
Rights, he could say that the seventh of that Commis-
sion had been strepuous and productive ] bul owing
o lack of time the Commission had been able to per-
form only hall the work assigned to it the dralt cove-
nani raised such serious problems and gave nise 1o such
wide differencer of opinion that it had been difficult
1o make speedy progress.

11, It must be admitted thal the draft had not
reached a sufliciently advanced stage to enable the
Commitlee and the General Assembly to review it in
detail and submit for signature by Momber States a
text which :act the desiderata of the majority and in
which all the different clauses were finally harmonized.

12. That had been the Council's opinion (Council
resolution 384 (X1I1)). The Council had considered
that it would be valuabic to rercive cnee again the
views of the thirty-five countries which were members
neither of the Council nor of the Commission on
Human Rights. That was cuc of the reasons why it had
senl the drafl back to th: General Assembly.

13. The Commiszion on Human Rights, guided by
the directives siven by the General Assembly at its
filth session and which the Assembly would doubtless
reaffirm at ils siath scuson without there being any
need o reopen the discussion, and by the vicw? eapres-
sed by all Member States, would thus be in a puulon
to put forward a complete text at the nexl sescion.
Only then could the General Assembly take a decition
on cach clause in the draft.

14. Hc had made no reference in his drafi resolution
10 the future position of the clauses on cconomic, social
and cultural rights, because he el that thal maller
should first form the subject of a general discussion
and then of a separate draft fesolubion,

1%. Miss DERNARDIND (Dominican Republic)
urged that the Committee should not discuss a docu-
ment of the importanc: of the draft covenant until the
Spanish teat had been distributed.

16. Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America)

inted out that in order to scutle procedural questions
the Commiltce did not need any documents; belore
slasting on the gencral discussion, the Committee
should settle two questions. 11 should decide whether
it would isell draw up the dralt covenant using the
material transmitted by the Commission on Human
Rights, and whether il wished to reconsider Lhe deci-

sion adopted al the Afth sewsion concerning the inclu-
sion of economic, social and cultural rights in the
covenart,

17. The CHAIRMAN rccalled that the Economic
and Social Council, under ity resolution 384 (XI1II.
was Ltransmitting the n the Commission on
Human Rights, which contained the draflt covenant,
to the General Assembly “for ils consideration™ only.
The Third Commiltee and the General Assembly were
naturally entitled to undertake the drafling of e oo
nant, bul she did not think it advi sple for them 1o
assume that function.

18. Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatcmala) associated
himself with the remarks made by the representative
of the Dominican Republic. He was amared thal,
three years after the adoption of Spanish as a working
language, an item on the agenda should come up lor
discussions withoul the relevanl documents being avai-
lable in thal language.

19. Mr. DE ALBA (Meczico) shared the opinion of
the represcntatives of the Dominican Republic, Argen-
tinp, Chile and Guatemala ; he thought, however, that
the Commitiee could discuss procedural question.
without the documents which it would peed for ques-
tions of substance,

20. Mr. STEINIG (Secrctary of the Commitice)
caplained thal documents issued by subsidiary organs
did not automatically become General Assembly docu-
ments through the mere fact of being transmilied to
it, He added thal in order to assist the Commitiee the
Secretary-General had given the scrvices concerned
instructions for the distribution of the dralt covenani
in Spanish, but it was nol known whether il would be
posuible, at subsequent Assembly sessions, to translate
docunicnts as voluminous a3 all those mentioned by
previous speakers. [l would depend on the rcsources
placed at Lhe Sceretary-General's disposal by the Gene-
ral Assembly : and it appeared that substantial reduc-
tions were visualized in the appropriations for the ser-
vices concerned.

il. Mr. PEREZ CISNEROS (Cuba) thought, like the
Chairman, that a documenl tranimitted to the General
Assembly became ipso facie a General Assembly
document. He was disturbed by the information given
by the Commiltes Secretary on the proposed reductions
in credits ; such reductions would obstruct the General
Assembly's work. He asked that the Scerctary-Gienc-
ral should state in writing the rcasons for which all the
necessary documents could not be ranslated into Spa-
nish forthwith, so that his delegations might gve
witable insbructions to il representalives on the Fifth
Committee.

22. Mr. PAYLOV {(Union of Sovict Socialist Repu-
blics) indicated that rule 58 of the rules of procedure
made it possible 1o settle the question of the ranslation
of documents relating to the drafl covenant.

2). Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Gualemala) associatcd
himself with the USSR represcotative’s remark. Rule
38, sccording 1o which, upon the roquest of any repre-
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scotative, any document, over and above resclutions
and other important documents, thould be made avai-
lable in any or all of the official languages, made it
possible to satisly the request of the Latin-Amcrican
representatives.  He agreed wilh the Cuban iepresen-
tative thal the question should be taken by the Com-
miltce to the General Asserbly and that explanations
in writing should be requeste :

24, The CHAIRMAN said that the request of the
Cuban and Gualcmalan representatives would be com-
plicd with and representatives whe wished 10 request
the iranslation of documents uoder rule 58 might do
so at the end of the meeting.

25, She called on the Commiltee to resnme the
procedural discussion.

26. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) dissented from
the Chairman's view that the Third Committee should
oot undertake the drafliog of the intermational cove-
nant on human rights,

27. Some aspects of the covenant were of paricular
concern to bis delegation. He referred to a question
of substance which in his opinion was bound up with
the procedural problem under discussion: the right
of peoples to scll-determination.  Millions of people,
inbabiling <ountrics some of which were not even
represcnted in the United Nations, looked 1o the United
Nations lor prolection against infringements of (hat
right.  If the right ol peoples 1o sclf-determination
was nol officially recognized and embodied in the
covenant, il was 10 be feared thal the latter would be
ol no avail.

28. Hc protesizd against the lendency to reler the
question from one commitiee 1o another ; lack of time
scemed 1o him a encuse.  His delegation con-
sidered that all the anticles of the covenant should be
discussed by Lthe Third Commitiee during the current
session.  ‘What maticred most was the content of the
articles, and not the order in which they were drawn
up, He pressed [or consideration of the question at
the current session, while the political atmosphere still
allowed ; for despite all the cfforis of the United
Nations il was 10 be fcarcd thal disputes were growing
more bitler and thal it was becoming more and more
difficult to deal with humanitarian questions.

29, He recalled that in resolulion 421 (V). section D,
ibe General Assembly had requested the Commission
on Human Rights, through the Economic and Social
Council, to study means 1o ensure the right of peoples
o sell-determination. The repont of the Commission
on i scventh session (E/1992) indicated that the
question had been placed on the Commission's agenda
by a unanimous vole but that the Commission had
been compelled by lack of time 1o defer its considera-
tion. He therefore proposed thal the Third Commitlce
should returmn to that question al the current session.

J0. His country’s atlitude lowards freedom of infor-
mation was the same as its allitude lowards the sight
of peoples to scll-deiermination. Tha; matter was of
special concern to the smaller States because they had

oficn suffered from errooeous information published
concerning them in the Press of the major Powers.

31. Mr, BAROQDY (Saudi Arabia) said that it was
difficull to separate procedural questions from guestions
of substance. It appeared from the Scorctary-General’s
memorandum {AFC.3/55%) that the question of the
right of peoples to zclf-determination had not been
deal with; and it was to be feared that under the

ure sugeested by the Chairman the Commillee
might be unable to study it. His delegalion, on the
contrary, was anxious fer the Third Commillcs to take
up the questic, approve a dralt resolution on it and
cmbody its conclusions in an article of the drall cove-
nani. The covenant would be incomplete U it did not
contain an article on a matier of concern 1o millions
of people. He could not agrec to any procedure which
might result in its being shelved or postooned untd
later.

32. The Chilean dralt resolution {ASC.I/L180} was
felicitous in that it reiscrated the General Assembly's
desiderala and invited the Economic and Social Coun-
cil to ke all appropriate sicps to aflord the Com-
mission on Human Rights time to complete ils work
on the covenant before the Council's Gflcenth session.
It was, however, too vague and did not give any assu-
rance thal the problem would not be postponed once
again. Paragraphs 52 and 53 of the Sccrclary-
General's memorandum (A/C.3/559) summarnized the
discussion® which bad taken place in the Third Com-
mitlee on 'Sal poinl (A/C.3/L.MR). He loo was m
favour of a procedure which would enable the Com-
mission o frame an article on the right ol pecoples to
s¢lf-detlermination.

33. The CHAIRMAN recalled thal, in accordance
with the procedure she had suggesied, the Committee
was to begin with a general discussion on the reporl
ol the Cemmission on Human Rights (E/1992). One
of the special subjects of the general discussion might
be that meniioned by the sepresentative of Saudi Ara-
bia, since the intention was Lo enable States which were
not members either of the Commission on Human
Rights or of the Economic and Social Council Lo siate
their views., [t should be remembered that, in accor-
dance with the direclives contained in section D ol
General Assembly resolution 421 (V), the Commission
on Human Righls was to study mecans which would
ensurc the right of peoples 1o sclf-determination. The
Commission nol having had time o carry out that
lask, the Third Commiltee could legiima. * under-
take it and consider any drafl resolutions that might
be submitled.

M. Mr. DEHOUSSE (Belgium), agreeing with the
Chairman, said thal he would revert to Lthat poinl
later.

35. Mr. DE ALBA (Mcaico) also agreed with the
Chairman. The quastion of the right of pooples 1o
sell-delermination was mentioned several times in the
Leonomic and Social Council's report and il was per-

* Sec Official Recordy of the Geaeral Auembly, Fifth Scisien,
Third Commities, 310k ond 311 mectings.
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migible for any Stale to submit draft resolutions on
the subject. Care must, however, be laken nol to
arouse wndue hopes, for the study ol Lthe guestion
was still in s iafancy and it was hardly likely thal
the General Assembly would dmaft the covenant at
the current session,

36. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) thought that the Com-
millee should decide whether it desired itself to drall
the covenant or to refer it back 1o the Commission on
Human Rights, but he did not agree with the United
Slatcs representative’s view that that was the frst ques-
tion o be decided. In his opinion, that jssue was
clusely bound up with the question whether the Com-
millee was poing lo reconsider ils previows deeisivn
tu include cconomic, cultural and social rights in the
same instrument as political rights.  IT thal question
was answered in the affirmative, it would be

to know whether the Commitice would carry out that
task at the curremt scssion or assign it 1o the Com-
mission oo Human Rights.

37. The Third Committee would have difficulty in
complcling the job itself, for there were still many
Ea'lnti custanding which the Commission oo Human

ights had failed 10 clear wp, and it was therefore
peobable that the question would be referred back 1o

the Commission.

38. M. on the other hand, the Third Commitlee
decided 10 include the two calcgorics of rights in lwo
scparzle covensnls, a new questica would anse, namely,
the question whether both instruments would have to
be adopled simultancously er whether one confd be
adopted aflier the other. Il both inslruments had
to be adopied simullancously, a decision would pro-
bably be taken w refer both 10 the Commission on
Human Rights. I, on the other hand, the Commitice
decided 10 include the two catcgorics of righls in two
separate instruments which need not be adopted at the
same time, then the Third Commiltee might perhaps
bc able o complete and adopt the first instrument at
the current session and refer the sccond to the Com-
mission on Human Rights. The wholr question lhlcn:-
fore hinped on the point whether or not the Commiltee
would po back on its previous decision to include buth
categories of rights in a single instrumenl.  That was
the Lirsl issue to be scitled.

39. The question of the right ol peoples 1o scll-deter-
minstion, mentioned by the represcntative of Saudi
Anbia, was ol ths utmost importance, bul, whatewer
the procedure adopled, there would be no difficully in
taking up that subject in the Third Commitice. The
Commiltee might perhaps also include in the drall
covtaznt an article on the right of peoples to sclf-
determination, though that would not necessanly mean
that the question was closed.

40. In conciusion, he pointed cul thal there was no
need (or a decition on the priorty of the diflerent
questions ; the essential peint was that 1hl:rgd:n:tu!
discussion should cover every imporiant question.

41, Mr. CASSIN (Francc) agreed with the Chair-
man that the general discussion should be divided into
three slages.

— -

42. In the G131 stage, the Commitice would have 1o
consider whether il wished the General Assembly 1o
approve the drall covenant at ils sixth scssion ot
whether it preferred to refer the draft back to the
Commission on Human Rights. The French delega-
tion was ready to fail in with the wishes of the majo-
rity, but wondered whether many delegations had !
received adequale instructions for a discussion of subs- |
tance at the current seasion, Should the majority vole
for reference of the draft back to the Commission on
Huoman Rights, it would then be possible to consider
the directives to be given to the Commission.

43. The second stage of the discussion would consist
of a review of the work accomplished by the Cummis-
sion on Human Rights and particularly of its proposals
for measurcs of implementation.

44. When that stage had been completed, and only
then, the Committee could consider whether or not it
would be appropriate to include in a single covenant
the anticles on economic, social and culera) rights and
those on civil and political rights.

45. That was the logical order and it was in accor-
dance with the order followed the Economic and
Social Council in its resolution on the drafl covenant.
That resolution was a useful guide, although it had ro
binding force for the Commitice.

46. The Third Commitice should follow the example
scl by the General Assembly at its fifth scssion and,
on the conclusion of the general debate, vole tuccess-
ivcly on the dralt resolutions dealing with the questions
raiscd during the debate in the order in which the ques-
tions had been comsidered.

47. The Commiltee would be unable 10 carry out its
work clliciently unless it first established an order of
E:Iimiljr for the consideration of the questions before it

ithout such an order of prioritics, the discussion would
incvilably be confused.

48, Mrs. AFNAN (Irag) said that in order to decide
whether cconomic, sochal and cullural rights and civil
and political nghts should be dealt with in a single
instrument, the Committee would have to procecd to
a general discussion on the report of the Commission
on Human Righis and consider the dificultics the laiter
had encounicred and the reasons which had led the
Council to ask the Assembly to reconsider its decision,
A general discussion would also provide an opporiu-
nity for heanng the views of members of the Third
Committce the governments of which were not tepre-
sented on the Commission on Human Rights or the
Economic and Social Council.

49, She approved the suggestions of the representa-
tives of Alghanistan and Saudi Arabia regarding the
right of sell-determination of peoples.

0. AZMI Bey (Egypty also supporied the Chair-
man's suggeslion ﬂpﬂng the pracedure to be followed.

51. Speaking 33 a representative on the Commission
on Human Righis, he said that the Commission had
been able to petform wselul and constructive work on
matlzrs concerning which the General Assemably had
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furnished clear dircctives, but had run into difficultics
in cases where no such directives had been given. Fur-
ther, enc anicle, the text of which had been a ved
by the Third Commiltce and which should therefore
have been included in the dralt covenant withoul any
discussion whatsoever, had been the subject of re-
newed objections on the part of the delegations which
had voted against ils adoption in the Third Commitice.

52. It was not sufficient for the Third Commitice to
traosmit the records of ils discussion of the draft cove-
nant to the Commission on Human Rights. At the cod
of the gencral discussion, in which all representatives
would have had an opportunity to state their views,
the Third Committee should lay down specific and
clear dircctives for the Commission on Human Rights.

33. Mr. DEDUER (Yugoslavia) said that a general
debate would be ol great value since it would enable
the rcpresentatives of countries nol members of the
Council or of the Commission on Human Rights Lo
state their views on the draft covenant, The ;:nﬂ:.'l
discussion should pot, however, deal merely with the
uestion whether the Third Commiltee should consider
e dralt covenant itsell or refer it to the Commission
on Human Rights. The Third Committee should not
neglect the possibility of other solutions.  Singe some
delegations regarded the work of the Commission oo
Human Rights as unsatislactory, the Commitiee might
for cxample proposc that a special commiltee of the
General Assembly should be set up to meet belween
sessions and draw up the final text of the covenanl.

54. The Third Committec could not draw up its pro-
gramme of work unless it first 100k a decision of prin-
Ej&ﬁl:. At the filth scssion of the General Assembly, the

ird Committce had taken such a decision but the
justification for that dccision had been disputed by the
Economic and Social Council. The Commitiee would
therclfore have 1o take a new decision a the current
s£33i00.

35. Mr. MUFT] (5Syria) endorsed the suggestion of
the re ntatives of Alfghanistan and Saudi Arabia
regarding the necessity for reconsidering the question
of the right of pcoples and of nalions 10 scll-determi-
pation. The nced arote because, although the prin-
ciple of the right had been stated in an carlier draft
resolution approved by thc Third Comminee incor-
porating a3 proposal ol the representalives of Algha-
nistan and Saudi Arabia (ASC 3/L.88), the resalulion
{General Assembly resolution 421 (V) had not been
acted cpon, as the Commission on Human Rights had
been unable 10 consider il

36. The Commiltee should take inlo consideraton
any proposal which would have the desired cficet, Tor
a discussion which omitted such a cruciul question
would be meaningless. From the reaction of certain
States it would be possible 10 judge whother the right
of peoples to scll-determination, which the Commitice
was seeking 1o establish, would be faithfully and genu-
incly observed.

57. His delegavon did not entirely share the French
delegation’s vicw on the relative priority of the ques-
iong o be considered.  If the Third Commince

adopted the order of priority propased by the Eco-
nomic and Social Council, it would be acepung an
expedient solution and the direction of the discussion
would thus be faed in advance. The csscolial paint
aboul the discussion was thal it should cnable the
Commiitee 1o hear the vicws of countries whichk were
not members of the Econcmic and Social Council or of
the Commission on Human Righis and which had po
intention of allowing an order of priority 10 be dic-
tated to them.

£8. He thersfore that the Third Commirtee
should first consider the questions which had been the
subject of previous Third Commitlee resolutions and
which the Economic and Social Council bad been

unable to consider.

59. Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Gualcmala) approved of
the procedure suggested by the Chairman. ¢ Third
Committee had 10 decide whether to consider the teat
of the dralt covenant in detail or refer il 1o the Com-
mission on Homan Rights. Il thce Committee chose
the first solution, it should avoid reopeming disCussion
of the guestions previously setued by General
Assembly and not studicd by the Commizssion on Human
Rights owing 1o lack of time—the recvision of the
first eighteen articles and the article oo federal States
—and of the colonial clause, the text of which had
received the Assembly’s approval.  Accordingly, ihe
general discussion on the repont of the Commission on
Human Rights should relate only to that part of the
draft covenanl which had been prepared in the course
ol the year, that is, the articles rclating to cconomic,
social and cultural rights and meatures for their imple-
meniaton,

60. The CHAIRMAN szid she gathered from the
preceding discussion (hit the Commilice was lo open
a gencral discussion on Lhe re of the f_:nmrrmrwn
on Human Rights, during which it would be possible
1o consider also the question ol the right of peoples
and nations to self-determinadon.  Howcwver, the
Commitice should—unless it decided  otherwase—
refrain from discussing the contents of the first cighlcen
articles, and also of the article on federal States, for
both those questions were Lo be studied by the Commis-
sion on Human Righis.

61. Aler concluding the general discussion of the
report, the Committee would consider the question of
measures of implemeniation. lts deasion thereon
would determine the terms of its reply to the third
guestivn 10 be scitded by it, namely, whether cconomic,
social and cultural rights should be embodicd in a sepa-
ratc document or not.

62. Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Gualemala) amd the
colenial clause should not be discussed in the Third
Commitiee.

63. The CHAIRMAN said that il there were po objec-
tion, she would regard the procedure she had suggested
as adopted,

64. Mrs. AFNAN (Iraq) said it was her impression
that the colonial clause did not Agure in the draft cove-
nant as it shood,
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635, The CHAIRMAN assured her that the necessary
action had been taken and drew her atlentlon to
article 72 of the draft covenant as it appeared in the
report of the Commission on Human Rights (E/1992).

66. M. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Repu-
blics} asked the representative of the Sccrelariat how
many mectings had been to th= articles of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948, how
many articles there were in the drafll inlernational
covenant on human rights and how many meelings of
the Commitlee were planned for considesing it.

b7. Mr. STEINIG (Sccretary of the Commitiee) said
that eighty or eighty-five mectings had been devoled 10

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948,
He was umable to suale hov many mestings were
planncd for the discussion of the draft covenant, but
he hoped to be able to give more precize information
at the mecting fixed for Tucsday, 4 December.

68. Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Gualemala), speaking
on a point of order, pointed out that it was impossible
to compare the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights with the draflt covenant.
necessary to draft cach single anticle of the Declaration,
whereas, in the case of covenant, a general dis-
cussion similar to that held at the filth session would be
sulficient.

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m.

Frinted in France
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In 1948 it had been -



