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LIST OF DOCUMENTS PUBLISHED BY THE 
INTERNATIONAL HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

MEXICO CITY 195-8/5-9 

Document Numbers 5-51 - 500.
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551 - -List of Documents published by the International
High Frequency Broadcasting Conference. Mexico
1958A9.552 • 6 -Report of the Plan Committee, 15th Meeting,
7 January 1959.

553 Monaco -Monaco. Power of Proxy,
555 6 -Plan Committee. Agenda for the 16th Meeting,

13 January 195-9.
555 - -Supplement No, 3 to Doc. 155. Further Replies

received from Various Countries to the Planning 
Committee Telegram concerning Imports.and Ex
ports.

556 - -Supplement No. 3 to Doc. No. 155- Further Re
plies received from Various Countries to the 
Planning Committee Telegram on Illiteracy, etc. 

*+57 1 -Report to the Plenary Assembly of lV January
1959 5 on the proposals of the Bielorussian
S.S.R. (Doc. 381).

558 1 -Agenda for the Plenary Assembly of A  January
19^9.559 2 -Corrigendum to Document No. 377-E. (Credentials) ,

560 6 -First Report of Working Group D of the Plan
Committee.

5-61 5- -Report of the Technical Principles Committee.
27th Meeting. 3 January 195-9«

5-62 - -Spanish Technical Vocabulary.
5-63 2 -Power of Proxy of the Republic of Colombia.
5-65- 5- -Report of the. Technical Principles Committee.

28th Meeting. 3 January 195-9- 
5-65 U 0S 0A. -Explanatory Notes to the Draft Plan for Assign

ment of Frequencies for H.F. Broadcasting, pre
pared and submitted by the Delegation of U.S.A.
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-Report of the Coordinating Committee. Meeting 
of 23 December 19*+8.

-Report of the Technical Principles Committee. 
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-Power of Proxy of the Delegation of the Rouma
nian People's Republic.

-Report of the Requirements Committee, kth Meet’ 
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-Draft Report of Working Group A, referring to 
the General Terms of Reference given to said 
Group.

-Plan Committee. Agenda for the l6th Meeting.
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-Schedule of Meetings from 17-22 January 19*+9.
-Notice to Delegates concerning Publication of 
Documents on flimsy paper.
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-Report of the Technical Principles Committee. 
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-Report of the Technical Principles Committee. 
31st Meeting, *+ January 19*̂ 9 *

-Plan Committee. Correspondence between Work
ing Group 6 B and 6 D and Chairman of Commit
tee.

-Report of the Technical Principles Committee. 
32nd Meeting. 7 January 19̂ +9.

-Draft Report of the Technical Principles Com
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-The United Nations Telecommunication System. 
Plan. Committee, Agenda for the 18th Meeting, 
17th January 19*+9 •

-U.S.A. Additional Members of Delegation.
-Corrigendum to Document No. *+*+8,

(General Principles Committee).
5CAP Formulae proposed for Consideration for 
the Use in Calculating the Number of Channel 
Hours to which each Country is entitled, 
leport of the Coordinating Committee. Meeting 
on 12th January 19*+9.
Report of the Requirements Committee. 10th 
Meeting. 13 January 19*+9«
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-Corrigendum concerning correct designation 
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5-95
Ukraine„

5 -Swiss Confederation and Iran. Recommendation
5-96

concerning the Future Work of Committee 5 .
5 -Consolidated Recommendations of the Future

5-97
Work of the Requirements Committee.

6 -Plan Committee. Agenda for the 19th Meeting.
5-98

19th January 19̂ +9 -
6 -Report of the Plan Committee. l6th Meeting.

5-99
13 January 19*4-9.

Canada -Notice concerning Change in the Status of New
foundland .500 6 -Request for Comments by the Plan Committee.
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INFORMATION FOR PUBLICATION OF OFFICIAL LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

In order to enable the Secretariat to publish an accurate 
official list of participants at the Conference, members of Dele
gations are kindly requested to fi^.1 out the form below and re
turn to the Registration and Accommodation Office at their early 
conveniente.

Surname...........I. ............First names .......................
Permanent address .................. ........ .*...... .... ............
Official functions............0..............,.........0..0........
Address in Mexico
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HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING 

CONFERENCE
Document No, 5Q3~E
1$ January 19^9

Mexico City, 19^-$~^9 OriginalJ SPANISH
Committee 3

VENEZUELA (United States of)
REPLIES TO DOCUMENT NO. 26*5-E

Question 1

a) Yes, in a general way.
b) Yes, but of an exceptional nature.
o) Yes, in reference to proven material damages.
d) Yes, categorically,

Question 2

a) Yes.
b) The extent will be determined logically in the light 

of the data which the competent technical committees 
furnish in the future.

c) The number of channel^-hours or percentage which is 
to be put aside for this purpose shall, in any case, 
be the technically justifiable requirements of each 
country within the usable band.

Question 3
Yes, categorically.

Question k

a) Yes •

b) No, The Requirements which have errors must in any 
case be corrected, by no means eliminated.

Question 5 /
In order to answer the different points contained in 
this question, it is necessary to wait for the con-* 
elusions of Working Group JA.
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Question 6

a) Yes, categorically.
b) There are an infinite number of factors which can be 

adduced to serve as a basis for the calculation of 
channel-hours at the time of formulating a plan for 
the distribution of high frequencies for broadcasting? 
but they are all of a general character and when applied 
to one country in particular may imply a positive or 
negative value.

Question 7

a) No, categorically.
b) Same as 6-b.
c) No.

Question g
a) No, categorically. There is absolutely no need for reserving 

channel-hours because, if it is a question of events of 
special importance or of world Interest, they can be 
transmitted by means of frequencies assigned to the countries 
Interested in them.

b) Yes.
c) No, categorically.

Question 9
a) Yes, categorically. It is a question of national sovereignty.
b) Yes, categorically.
c) Yes.

Question 16

a) Both; but both admit of definite preference for national needs
Question 11

a) No, categorically. - • -

b) Yes; in any case the 
technical standards

requirements should be subject to 
or procedures.



Question 12

a) Yes, provided this Conference succeeds in establishing such 
principles or criteria,

b) No, categorically; the general principles are necessary.
Question 15

a) Yes, absolutely.
b) It is a matter of the sovereignty of the countries, x̂ hich will 

be able to judge as to th& advisability of making such bilateral 
agreements.

~3~
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Question lU-
a) No, categorically.

Question
Yes.

Question 16

Yes.
Question .ii

Yes.
Question 16

i;o.
Question 22.

(l) a) Not exactly the number of receivers; but the relation or 
percentage of the countryTs population to the number of 
receivers in use should be considered,
b) Not necessarily the isolated consumption in itself; but 
certainly the relation or percentage of the country*s popula
tion to the volume of electrical energy consumption should be 
considered,

(ii) The form and extent are implicit in the welghtage indicated in 
i-a and i~b.



Question 2C 
No.

Question 21

a) Wholly respected, a.s established in the Preamble of the 
Atlantic City Convention, 19^7•

b) No.
Question 22

No, roundly.
Question 23

Yes, provided this Conference arrives at a genern.1 agreement. 
Question 2U-

a) Yes, provided that this Conference does not succeed in 
establishing general principles.

b) Yes,
Question 25

Yes, categorically. It is a question which clearly suggests the 
intent of establishing a general Plan.

Question 26.
Yes.

Question 27
No,

Question 28 
No.

(Doc. No, 5C3-E)
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Document No, 5Q A e

18 January, 19^9 \ '
Committee 3

GENERAL PRINCIPLES COMMITTEE 
Request For Corrections To Document No. M+7

Working Group C of Committee 3 has decided to issue the 
following notices

Those Delegations who have not yet forwarded any 
written request for corrections to be made in 
Document No, A  7 are now requested to do so by

otherwisethe Working Group will assume that such 
Delegations accept the classification of their 
replies as contained in Document No. A-7* viz., . 
"affirmative", "negative",’ "others” or "abstentions”, 
as the case may be and, moreover, that such 
Delegations do not wish their affirmative and 
negative replies to be changed from categorical 
to conditional.

Corrections should be placed in Box No. 9 8.

19 January, 3 p.m.
at the latests

AHMED BO.KHARI,
Chairman Working Group C of 

Committee 3



INTERNATIONAL
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CONFERENCE
 _ 18 January 19A

Mexico City, 19 ^8A9 Committees 5 and 6

ANNOUNCEMENT

A combined meeting of Committees 5 and 6 will be held on
\

Thursday afternoon, 3^30, in the Plenary to consider the future 
work of Committee 5 in relation to the work of Committee 6 .

The meeting of Committee 3 will be held in room 1 on the 
same afternoon.



INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING Document No. 306~E

CONFERENCE
_ _ _  19 ..January 19 A

Mexico City, 19*+8A-9 Original; ENGLISH

Committees 5 and 6

Resolution proposed by Committee 5 for 
.joint consideration by Committees 3 and 6

Committee 5 is of the opinion that the proposal formulated by 
the Chairman not to continue the work of Committee 5 in its present 
form but to wait until sufficient formulation of the plan for the 
June median season has been established to enable further useful 
work to be done by Working Group 5B should be accepted. This Working
Group, working in close collaboration with Committee 6 , will calculate
frequencies for the other periods on the basis of the frequencies 
which will figure in the said plan, so saving two-thirds of the calcul 
aticns and allowing of the disposal of manpower to collaborate with 
the Plan Committee. Tnis proposal Is subject to future discussion 
with Committee 6 at a joint meeting.



INTERNATIONAL 
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CONFERENCE Document No. 7Q7-E
IS January, 19*+9

Mexico City, 19k8A9
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Committee b

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
33rd Meeting 

10th January 19^9

1. The Chairman briefly summarised the position reached at the last 
meeting in regard to the maximum value of power to be recommended.
2. The delegate of Mexico said that the delegations of the Latin 
American countries, taking into account the amount of time that had 
been taken up in discussing -this question, would like to suggest a 
compromise proposal which combined the original U.S.S.R.y Netherlands 
and the Mexican proposals. Mr. Buchanan said 'that the joint U eS„S.R0- 
Latin American proposal would then read as followss-

"The maximum power for transmissions for long and short distance 
circuits shall be limited by the power necessary to establish a 
median field intensity value in a reception area which should 
not be more than 6 db higher than the minimum field intensity 
value which is to be protected.
To establish a limit of maximum power of transmission on the 
carrier frequency which should be 120 kW; however in exceptional 
cases of especially difficult circuits a deviation of this value 
shall be permitted which shall not exceed 2^0 kW"
The Latin American countries had suggested this compromise 

proposal because they felt that there were sufficient reasons for 
accepting both the original U.S.S.R.-Netherlands and the Mexican 
proposals.
3. The Chairman asked the delegate of Mexico whether in cases of 
high industrial interference a higher tolerance than 6 db would be 
allowed- or in such cases the 120 and 2b0 kW rule would apply.
A  The delegate of Mexico said this point was not connected with the
Latin American proposal. The minimum median field was that which 
would bo above the atmospheric noise and would give sufficient pro
tection, in the majority of cases, against industrial noise.



- 2 -
(Doc. No. 507-E)

5 . The delegate of the U.S.A. said that the combined proposal would 
probably -work very well for circuits on which a power of loss than 
120 kW was required but for circuits requiring more than 120 kW the 
tolerance of 3 db on pox'/or would be even more unacceptable than the
6 db tolerance given in the first part of the new proposal.
6. The delegates of the U.S.S.R. and the Netherlands accepted the 
joint proposal. • '
7. The delegate of the U.K. said he still felt compelled, for the 
reasons stated at the last meeting, to oppose the Latin. American part 
of the now proposal. If the U.S.S.R. part of the proposuiwcre put to 
tho vote separately ho would not now object to it.
8. The delegate of Pakistan said ho proposed that the two parts of 
tho new proposal should bo put to vote separately,
9. Tho delegates of Mexico and the U.S.S.R. made it clear that they 
coult not accept any Reparation of tho joint'proposal.
10. It was decided by 2k votes for, to 17 votes against, with no 
abstentions to accept the joint U.S.S.R.-Latin American proposal.
11. The Chairman said that part B of Document No, 336 was now open 
for discussion.
12. The delegate of the U.S.S.R, said he considered that the figures 
given in paragraphs k and £ e.nd Annex A of Document No. 300 were 
closely linked with part B of Document No. 338. Since there had been 
considerable controversy over Annex A, which had resulted in its 
return to Working Group kA for redrafting, he thought that before 
part B of Document 338 -was discussed the final text of Annex A should 
be discussed and now decisions, if necessary, be taken 011 paragraphs 
k and 5 of Document No. 300.
13. The delegate of Ronmania supported the point of view expressed 
by the delegate of tho’U.S.S.R.
Ik. The delegate of the U.S.A. said that while his delegation had 
no objection to the final figure of kO db and 3k db recommended in 
Document 300 they would submit a reservation in regard to the manner 
in which the individual protection ratio figure had been derived.
15. The Chairman said that unless they knew the report of Working 
Group kA on this question they could hardly decide whether the pro
posal of the U.S.S.R. could bo accepted.
18. Mr. Richardson said that Working Group kA had, as directed, 
produced a*now draft for Annex A, using the curves produced by the 
delegate of the U.S.A., as a basis for the text. The translation of 
this text into the Russian and Spanish languages had been approved 
and the translation into the French language was being approved.
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Several delegates had expressed the opinion, in Working Group kA, 
that they were not satisfied with the explanation of the graph and 
the figures given on tho graph.

^The second directive given to Working Group kA had been to 
consider how the 8 and 9 db, given respectively in paragraphs 2 (b) 
and 2 (c) of Document 335? could bo co-ordinated to give an overall 
correction factor of 12 db. On this question it had been decided 
that it was not possible to evolve a mathematical formula for the 
combination of these two figures (8 and 9) since time did not permit.
Work on this subject was being carried out by the CRPL and it was 
thought that tho results of the CRPL investigations should bo awaited.

In conclusion, Mr. Richardson said that the Working Group had 
confirmed the figure of kO db.
17. Tho delegate of the U.S.S.R. renewed his argument that since it had 
been necessary to get Annex A of Document 300 redrafted, and since, in tho opinion of tho U.S.S.R. delegation, a decision had Been taken, using this document as a basis, then part B of Doc. 336 should not be discussed until the redrafted text of Annex A had been discussed.
18. The delegate of the Ukrainian SSR and Roumania spoke in favour 
of the U.S.S.R. proposal.
19. The delegates of tho U.K., Egypt. U.S.A. and Mexico all spoko in 
favour of discussing part B of Document 336 at once because, in their 
opinion, Annex A had only been sent to the Working Group for a change 
in draft and not in substance.
20. The delegates of tho U.S.S.R.. Ukrainian SSR. Roumania. Bielorussian 
SSR, Bulgaria and Albania requested a secret vote.
21. Tho Chairman then read out tho U.S.S.R. proposal as follows:-

"Before continuing with tho discussion of Document 336 this 
assembly decides to study Annex A of Document 300".

22. By lk votes for to 27 votes against with 1 abstention the U.S.S.R. 
proposal was rejected.
23. Tho delegate of the U.S.S.R. said his delegation did not agree
with the decision just taken and would submit its views in writing.
2k. The Vice Chairman, Professor Siforov, said that tho history of 
Annex A, Document 300, was one of tho dark spots in the work of Com
mittee k. Annex A of Document 300 contained the views only of the 
U.S.A. delegation and by accepting Annex A Committee k had, in effect, 
agreed that k6 s 56.
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The U.S.S.R. had ultimately been proved correct when Committee 
k had, by a majority vote, decided that Annex A should be sent to 
the Working Group for redrafting. In the Working Group he had been 
denied the right to discuss tho substance of this Annex and so he 
reserved the right to raise this question again, both in the drafting 
group and in the Plenary Assembly.
25. The Chairman pointed out to Professor Siforov that Annex A had 
only been returned to the Working Group in order to get the text 
redrafted.
26, The delegate of the U.S.A pointed out that Annex A had been 
prepared at the request of the Geneva Planning Committee and had been 
checked by Dr. Van der Pol.
27. The delegate of the U.S.S.R. said there had been several texts 
for Annex A and he wondered which text had been approved by
Dr. Van der Pol.
28, Discussion then started on part B of Document No. 336.
29* The delegate of Egypt said that the value of 500 jaV/m was too 
high. Quoting from tables and charts given in NBS Circular k62 of 
the CRPL,the delegate of Egypt pointed out that a value of 80 juV/m 
was considered necessary for noise grade areas 2 and 3* In the 
Geneva Planning Committee report tables were given to show that the 
highest value of tho minimum field to be protected was considered 
to be 100 yiV/rn.

Since the maximum sharing was going to be planned for the 6 and 
7 Mc/s band he proposed that the figure of 500 jaV/m should be 
amended to 100 pXf/yn.*

30. The delegate of Mexico pointed out that the figure of 100 jaV/m 
meant that for 90% of the hours and <)0% of tho days the field would 
be lk db below this figure.
31. The delegate of the U.S.A said that in planning and in actual 
operation nobody would consider a figure lower than 500 jiV/m, For 
vortical incidence broadcasting a field Intensity of 500 ju.V/m could 
be set up by using a transmitter of 1 kW while for 100 juV/m only 
about 250 watts would be required. Even with the 6 db tolerance only 
1 kW would be required in the latter case.

The . delegate^of..Jndia who had had plenty of experience on 
vertical incidence broadcasting in high noise areas considered that 
a power of 20 kW was necessary for vortical incidence broadcasting.
32. The Chairman pointed out that since the delegate of the U.S.A. 
had made a reference to India he would like to point out that the
Indi an delegation had not supported the 6 db tolerance between minimum 
and maximum field intensity. Mr. Sastry confirmed the figure of 20 kW.
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33. The delegate of Egypt said that he considered it necessary to 
protect only the"field intensity on which it was necessary to work 
and since there was no industrial noise in Egypt it was necessary 
to protect a field intensity of only 100 piV/m.
3^. The delegate of tho UeS0S,R. said that tho figure of 80 juV/m 
quoted by the delegate of Egypt, from figures and curves given in 
NBS Circular k62 of tho CRPL, was correct but he had neglected certain 
factors.

Further reference to the NBS Circular *+62, and using the decision 
of Committee namely L:-6 db protection ratio with respect to 
atmospheric noise, showed that tho minimum field to bo protected was 
in fact 200 piV/m.

If the figure of 26 db, as quoted in NBS Circular k62 were adopted, 
then a figure of 200 pM/m was again obtained for noise areas 2 and 3.

As, in the opinion of the u.S.ScR. delegation, the industrial 
noise should be suppressed to a sufficiently low value then the 
value of 200 jiV/m seemed perfectly satisfactory from all points of 
view.
35. The Chairman said he would like to make' a few comments to 
clarify the discussion. There were two separate points to be 
considered s-

(1) The maximum field intensity to be created in order to give 
an adequate protection against industrial and atmospheric 
interference. This maximum field intensity determined 
the maximum power.

(2) The minimum field intensity to be protected which in some 
cases x̂ ould be limited not by industrial and atmospheric 
interference but by co-channel interference.

36. The delegate of Pakistan said that tho figure of 500 jiF/m was 
too high and was unrealistic for tho following reasons:

(1) Tho figure Committee b had to approve was for the minimum 
signal and not for the average signal to be protected,

(2) The minimum signal to bo protected should be based on factors 
which limited satisfactory reception, as for example the 
minimum atmospheric noise, the minimum industrial noise
and the inherent receiver set noise. It was on such factors 
that the P„F,B0' had adopted a figure of 15 piV/m as the 
minimum signal to be protected.

(3) In the country and rural districts of Pakistan industrial 
noise was very low and a fairly good service could be given 
to such areas by a signal much lower than 500 pS f/m.
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The atmospheric noise in Pakistan varied between noise 
grades 2 1/2 and *+ 1/2. If the noise curves given in NBS 
Circular *+62 were used in conjunction with the. *+6, db 
protection against atmospheric noise, a satisfactory signal 
on 6 Mc/s at 8 o'clock in the morning could be given by a 
field of 35 to 350 jaV/m, in the presence of low industrial 
noise•

(b )  The honourable delegate of Egypt had referred to the report 
of the Geneva Planning Committee and the delegation of 
Pakistan would like to draw the Technical Committee's 
attention to PC-Rhf Document No. 56 of the Geneva Session 
of the Planning Committee, which was compiled by Dr, Van der 
Pol, PC-Rhf Document No. 56 showed yearly average values 
of fields required for satisfactory service for H.F, broad
casting. From the tables given in this document it would 
appear that 500 piV/m was necessary in very few cases.

(5) The delegation of Pakistan supported the figure of 100 
pAf/m as proposed by the delegation of Egypt, as being a 
reasonable minimum median field to be protected,

37. The delegate of the U.K. said that although he had been- a member 
of Working Group bA the precise significance of the term, "minimum 
signal to be protected", was not clear to him.

The report suggested that the value of the minimum field to be 
protected should bo 500 jiV/m. If the transmitter set up a field of 
only 250 uV/rn did the term "minimum signal to be protected" mean 
.that this field of 250 pM/m would get no protection or did the term 
mean that protection would be given to a field 6 db less than the 
figure recommended.

From the work of Working Group b A ho*- felt that the second 
interpretation was being adopted.

If the first interpretation were adopted he would be inclined 
to agree that the value of 500 jdV/m was too high,
38. The delegate of the Ukrainian SSR said he supported the arguments 
and proposal submitted by the delegate of the U.S.S.R.

The Ukrainian delegation felt that the minimum field to be 
protected could not be based on unsuppressed industrial noise figures 
because it was possible to .suppress this industrial noise to a low 
value.
39. The delegate'of India said he supported the proposal of the 
delegates of Egypt and Pakistan because, in the opinion of his dele
gation, it was necessary to consider tho field to bo. protected in 
the urban and rural districts of a reception area.
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9-0, The delegate of Mexico said that mention had been made of a 
protection ratio against atmospheric noise of 9-6 db. If the 
intensity of the atmospheric noise In the various noise zones was 
studied it would be found that a field of 500 juv/m was justified for
noise Zone 2. Thus a field of 500 jiv/m would ensure protection
against atmospheric noise in noise zone 2 and, with the additional 
6 db, protection was given against atmospheric noise in zone 3*
Sine# noise zones 9- and 5 covered relatively small portions of the
world it meant that a 500 pv/m minimum signal to be protected was
practically satisfactory for the whole of the world.

Since India was at times, in noise grades 3 and 3 1/2, the 
Mexican delegation was rather surprised at the statement made by the 
delegate of India.

From the U.S.A. and Mexican documents distributed in Working 
Group *+A it was quite clear that an industrial noise level of 20 db 
above 1 pv/m would generally bo found only in towns of population 
less than 10,000. This meant that the majority of the towns and cities 
would not receive if the figure of 20 db were adopted for protection 
against industrial noise, satisfactory protection against industrial 
noise.

For this reason the delegation of Mexico supported the figure of
500 pv/m as the minimum field to be protected.
9-1. The de leg a to of the U.S.A. said, that various correction factors 
could bo allowed for hour to hour, day to day and year to year 
variation but this would make tho question very complex. For this 
reason (reference NBS Circular 9-62 paragraph 7.7) a figure of 8.2 db 
had been recommended for hour'to hour variation and a figure of 6 db
for day to day variation, giving a total of 19-.2 db as the correction
to be applied to determine the value of tho field for 90/ of the hour 
and 90/ of tho day.

A field intensity of 100 pv/m meant that tho broadcast service 
would bo unsatisfactory 10 days out of a 100 and in tho view of the 
U.S.A. delegation this was not tolerable.

Also if it were agreed to adopt a value of 100 pv/m then sharing 
would become very difficult, and difficulty would also bo experienced 
from adjacent channel interference. Mr. Voatch gave examples to 
substantiate his statement.

In conclusion Mr. Yeatch said that he felt that a higher figure 
of 1 mv/rn would eventually be adopted.
9-2. The delegate of Franco referred to Dr. Van der Pol's report to 
the Genova Planning Committee and said that, speaking from memory, he 
recalled that Dr. Van dor Pol had suggested a figure of approximately 
100-150 pv/m for frequencies above 11 Mc/s and a figure of about 
250 pv/m for frequencies loss than tho 11 Mc/s.



*+3. When askod by tho Chairman if ho world like to mare a concroto 
proposal the delegate of Franco quoted a figure of 250 juv/m for 
frequencies below 10 Mc/s and a figure of 150 ;uv/m for frequencies 
above 10 Mc/s.
*+*+. The delegate of Indonesia supported the French proposal.
b-5. The delegate of the U.SoSoR, said that his delegation was
willing to adopt tho French proposal in order to reach unanimity.
*+6. Tho delegate of Mexico askod the delegate of Franco what figure 
his delegation has assumed for the constant value of industrial 
interference. It had been agreed that, for steady conditions, a 
ratio of 31!- db for protection of median carrier/industrial noise 
interference should bo adopted which, when added to the 20 db re
lative to 1 jav/m for industrial interference, gave a figure of 
5*+ db relative to 1 piv/m (or 500 y x v M ) as tho minimum median 
field to bo protected. A field of 150 jxv /m  or 250 uv/m with an 
industrial interference of 20 db did not give 3*+ db protection ratio.
On tho other hand a field of 150 juv/m or 250 jp.v/m meant that with a 
protection ratio of 3]+ db the industrial noise field was considered 
to be less than *20 db relative to 1 piv/m. It has already been 
made quite clear that, with reference to the U.S.A. and Mexican 
charts, a level of .*20 db relative to 1 p.v/m for industrial noise 
was only found in towns of less than 10,000 population and in rural 
areas. Lastly, industrial noise was practically constant at all 
frequencies.
*+7. The delegate of Ukraine in S0S.RC supported the French proposal.
*+8. The delegate of tho U.S.SeR. supported tho French proposal and
gave examples, with reference to atmospheric noise figures given in 
NBS Circular *+62, to support the figure of 150 jav/m and 250 jiv/m 
proposed for frequencies of greater and loss than 10 Mc/s respectively.

With reference to industrial noise the delegate of the U.S.S.R. 
said that his delegation considered that unless reasonable suppression 
of industrial noise was assumed than no reasonable standard of 
minimum field to be protected would bo obtained,
*+9. The delegate of Franco said that his figures wore based upon 
protection against atmospheric noiso. In the opinion of his delega
tion the Mexican and U.S.A. documents on industrial noise were 
limited in character and use. In any case his delegation considered 
that industrial noise should be suppressed to a reasonable value.
In theory it was possible to assume values for industrial interfernce 
but In practice these figures did not work out.
50, The delegates of Bulgaria and Hungary supported the Fr 
proposal.



51. Tho delegate of Mexico said that the delegate of France had 
partly answered, his question but he would like to point out that 
oven in countries like Canada, where legislation existed for the sup
pression of industrial interference, the level of industrial inter
ference was greater than f20 db relative to 1 jiv/m*

In the opinion of the delegate of Mexico, if figures of 150 and 
250 piv/rn were accepted, it meant that the work of the last two months 
would have been wasted,
52, By *+ votes for to -23 votes against with 1*+ abstentions the 
Egyptian proposal was rejected. By 32 votes for to 11 votes against 
with nil abstentions the French-U.S.S.R. proposal was adopted.
53* Document 336 with tho approved amendments was adopted.
5*+. The delegate of Mexico said ho proposed that the 5th report of 
Working Group V a should be rejected because the decision just taken 
was in contradiction to the decisions taken in report No. 5.
55. The Chairman pointed out that tho figure just adopted was the 
minimum field to be protected and a country could croato a higher 
field if they desired.
56. The delegate of Mexico said ho failed to appreciate how report 
No, 5 could be congruent with the decision just taken.

- 9 -(Doc. No. 507-D)
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1. Tho Chairman said that the 8th report of Working Group *fA was open 
for discussion.
2. Paragraph 1 was approved.
3. The delegate for Mexico pointed out the following typographical 
errors in tho Spanish text of paragraph 2(c):

(i) Amend M5300 cps” to road 115000 cps”.
(ii) Amend "low-pass filter” to read "low band pass filter”.

(iii) Amend ”60,000 cps” to road ”6,000 cps”.
*+. At 
amend in 
band width”.

the suggestion of the delegate for Pakistan it was agreed to 
in paragraph 2(a)9 "modulated band width” to road "audio frequency

5. Paragraph 2(a) was approved.
6. Paragraph 2(b) was approved.
7. Referring to paragraph 2(c), tho rlolorato for tho his 
delegation could not agreo to tho correction of lb db b-cau^c the 
figure \j-an apparently based on a vague document ..no n
In order to bo consistent and not have two figures for the same 
correction factor, it was necessary to adopt a figure 
taking into account fading on adjacent channels.

For this reason, the U.S.S.R. delegate proposed that the 18 db 
should bo doletod and replaced by 12 db.
8. The Chairman said he felt that all delegates
the total correction for short and long term fading had prcviou y
been agreed at 12 db.
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9f Mr. Voatch said ho would liko to point out that whether a figure 
of 12 db o r T 5  db was adopted, the procedure could not be considered 
consistent because this committee had. by its earlier decisions, added 
one set of correction factors arithmetically and another set.of 
correction factors by a method yot to be determined,
10. The Chairman asked Mr. Richardson if Working Group *+A had been 
able to clarify how tho 12 db could bo mathematically deduced from 
the individual correction factors of 9 and 8 db for short and long 
term fading since a decision on this point would assist in the present 
discussion.
11e Mr. Richardson said that it had not been possible to reach a 
conclusion in Working Group *+A on this subject because it had been 
decided that there was insufficient time to deduce a mathematical 
formula•
12, Tho dolegate for the U.S.A. said ho was sure that a number of 
delegates~in Committoe V  and the majority of the members of Working 
Group kA understood tho explanation and reasons, given by himself,
for adding tho correction factor arithmetically, The U,S,A,delegation 
would be pleased to prepare a paper to show that these figures have to 
be added arithmetically.

If Committee *+ .adopted a figure of 12 db in this paragraph, then , 
the U.S.A. delegate would put in a reservation on the subject,
13, The delegates for Egypt and Mexico both agreed that the figures 
for short and long term fading should bo added arithmetically,
1*+. Tho delegate for the U.S.S.R, said that a few days ago Mr, Buchan? 
had shoxm him curves which quite clearly indicated that in certain 
cases it was necessary to add the figures while in other cases it was 
not necessary. He would like to ask Mr. Buchanan if these curves did 
not confirm the fact that it was not possible to get a general rule 
for all cases* .
l5r The delegate for Mdxico agreed that in the case of two adjacent 
stations operating on adjacent frequencies, to the same reception 
point, then in such a case the day to day variation would be the same 
and so there would be no need to take the separate variations into 
account. For signals, on adjacent frequencies, which had travelled to 
the same reception point over different paths then the day to day 
variations would not be the same and the variations would have to be 
added.
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16♦ Tho delegate of tho U.S.A. said that the U.S.S.R, delegates had 
several times questioned the figures for day to day variations. While 
in Washington recently, he had been able to study this question thorough!! 
and ho had come to the conclusion, from an analysis of data and statistic* 
collected over a number of years, that tho field intensity varied due 
to several factors and that variation in absorption only accounted for 
a small percentage of the variation in the field intensity. There was 
also not perfect co-relation of figures collected on signals received 
over tho same paths.
17. The delegate for tho U.S.S.R. said that he agreed that absorption 
was not the only reason for long term fading but* ho felt that absorp
tion was the basic condition for causing-long term fading and it af
fected both tho wanted .and unwanted signal.

In Working Group *+A tho.U.S.S.R. delegation had made it quite 
clear that they considered that tho figures for tho desired and un
do sired signal could not be added arithmetically and also that the 
absorption affected the desired and undosired signal in approximately 
the same- manner. Since, therefore, it was most probable that the two 
signals would bo out of phase, tho figure of 8 db quoted by tho U.S.A. 
delegation was too high. Tho figure of 9 db was also too high while 
tho reasons, given by the delegate for the U.S.A., for adding tho 
figures arithmetically wero quito unfounded.

Tho delegate for the U.S.S.R. therefore proposed that in order 
to be consistent on the ono hahd and the fact that 12 db was moro 
realistic than 18 db, it was necessary to accept the samo figure as 
adopted previously, namely 12 db.
18. Professor Siforov said that Committee *+ had decided that the 
general correction for fading should be 12 db. Despite this decision
a lengthy discussion was again taking placo on this question. If every 
oarlior decision was to bo rodiscusscd in this manner, then this 
Committoo would never terminate its work.

Prof, Siforov pointed out that he had had the honour of speaking 
before Committee *+ and also Working Group *+A, on tho subject under 
discussion, and he had told both of these assemblies that from a 
theoretical consideration and on a practical basis, an overall figure, 
of 10 db was satisfactory. As a compromise a figure of 12 db had boon 
adopted by this committoo as the overall correction factor for short 
and long torm fading.

Continuing Prof. Siforov gavo an explanation to clarify tho reasons 
why a correction factor of 9 db for short torm fading was too high.
Speaking on the long and short term fading correction figures, Prof. 
Siforov made it clear that the figures wore not constant and since it 
was not nooecsary, in all cases, to take both-corredtions intb'account, 
then it was hot the correct procedure to add them arithmetically as had been suggested,



- *+ -
(Doc. No. 508-E)

In Working Group *+A when the question of adding tho correction 
factors had boon discussed, he had got tho impression, that in general, 
it was considered wrong to add the figures arithmetically and also the 
opinion had boon expressed that there seemed, no mathematical justifi
cation for adding them geometrically.

As Committoo *+ had already decided to accept an overall figure 
of 12 db then, to expedite the work of the committee, further discus
sion on this subject should stop and tho 12 db should bo adopted for 
paragraph 2 (c) of tho report.
19* The Chairman suggested as a compromise that the figure of 18 db 
bo amended to road 12 db with tho following additional paragraph in 
2 (c):

"The figure of 12 db above has boon assumed with a view to being 
consistent with a similar allowance for the short and long term 
fading that was agreed to by this committee in the case of 
co-channel protection ratio. Further, it is tho understanding 
of this committoo that the above figure'shall bo revised in 
accordance with subsequent studies that will be made by this 
committee or any decision that will be taken by this committee 
to obtain the total allowance needed from tho individual 
allowances for short torm and long torm fading factors”.

20. After further discussion on this point, tho compromise proposal 
was accepted unanimously.
21. The delegate of the U.K. pointed out that sinco tho 18 db was 
being amended to 12 db, then the 3 db should now become 9 db.
22. Tho delegate for tho U.S.A. said ho would be very happy to give 
a lecture on his reasons for assuming that tho separate ■ correction 
factors should bo added arithmetically.
23» Referring to paragraph 2 (d)(i) the delegate for tho U.S.S.R. 
drew the attention of the Committee to the reservation of the delegates 
of tho U.S.S.R., Ukrainian SSR, and Biolorussiaa SSR as given in Annex D 
of document 378. Continuing, tho delegates for_'the. U. S.S.R. again 
protested against tho procedure adopted in compiling this report, and, 
as explained in Annex D, pointed out the manner in which paragraph 
2 (d)(i) had finally boon incorporated in the final report.

Summing up, tho delegate for the U.S.S.R. said that his delegations 
would like to'protest at the procedure of incorporating into reports, 
paragraphs and statements which had not boon discussed or approved 
during the general discussion of a Working Group. For this reason the 
delegate of tho U.S.S.R. proposed the deletion of paragraph 2(d)(i).
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2*+. ^Thc Chairman askod tho Chairman of Working Group *+A if ho could 
clarify tho position.
25. Mr. Richardson said that Report No, 8 had boon prepared in draft 
form so that any corrections, deletions and additions could be made 
by the Working Group. When the draft report had boon prepared,
paragraph (c)(i) had boon included in order to sum up recommendations
given in paragraph (a) and also to lead up to the recommendations given 
in paragraph (d)(ii). For these reasons it was felt that tho inclusion
of paragraph (d)(i) was justified,

Tho Working Group had by 7 votos to *+ approved paragraph (d)(i).
26. Tho delegate for tho U.S.A. said ho had prepared the draft of the 
8th report-"of Working Group *+A but ho would havo been quite happy to 
havo given the task to somebody olso.

Working Group *+A folt that they might have overstepped their 
terras of reference whon they had included a reference to filters and 
for that reason they had thought it .necessary to insert paragraph (d)(i)„
27. The delegate for tho U.S.S.R. said that ho' noted with interest
that Mr, Vcatch and not Mr. Richardson, had prepared tho 8th draft
report of Working Group *+A.

Tho U.S.S.R.' objection was basod upon the procedure by which 
paragraph (d)(i) had been included in the report. Paragraph'(d)(i) 
had not been discussed before it was included in the draft report and 
this procedure w a s  basically wrong because it inferred that discussion 
had taken place in the Working Group on a certain subject, whereas no 
such discussion had takon place.

The U.S.S.R. delegation, in order not to delay tho work of
Committee h. would not insist on tho deletion of paragraph (d)(i) but
askod that the figure of *+ bo amended to 2 and requested the following
reservation to bo included in the minutes:

"Reservation of the Delegations of tho U.S.S.R., Ukrainian S.S.R
and Biclorussian S.S.R. concerning tho 8th Report of Group *+A.

"The above mentioned delegations feel compelled to protest 
categorically against the method of compiling reports which has 
been used many times in Group *+A and which consists in including 
into tho text of tho report, paragraphs not yet adopted in the 
meetings of tho Group,

"Such an inadmissible occurence was pointed out in tho reserva
tion made by our delegations concerning tho 5th report of Group *+A. 
However, despite tho protest of our delegations against such an 
unconstitutional method which violates the rules of procedure, 
tho same gross violation of procedure recurred in tho compilation
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of tho report of Group *+A, whon paragraph (b) and sub-paragraph
(1) of paragraph (o) wore included into the text of paragraph 2-A 
(Tho paragraphs aro given according to tho original numbering).

"Tho above mentioned paragraphs represent the views expressed 
by the U.S.A. Delegation only. They were nevor put to a vote and 
consequently never adopted.

"Although point (b) was deleted as a result of tho vote, 
paragraph (i) of (c), later on amended to read (i) of (d), is 
only a repetition of tho second part of point (b) which was 
deleted in accordance with a majority decision.

"Our delegations again categorically'state that reports of 
Group *+A, just as those of any other group, must reflect the true 
course of tho discussions and tho decisions made, and that they 
are not statements of tho view of one delegation only.

"Our delegations also express thc-ir categorical protest against 
tho voting procedure applied by the Chairman of Group *+A in regard 
to tho points illegally included into the toxt of the 8th report, 
as the Chairman, if ho were to act objectively, should himself 
havo excluded tho points which did not correspond to the decisions 
taken by tho Group,

(signed) Prof. Siforov, 
for the Delegation of the U.S.S.R.

(signed) G. Uspenski,
Plead of tho Delegation of the Ukrainian SSR.

(signed) G. Egorov,
Hoad of the Delegation of the Biel^ussian SSR

28. At the proposal of the delegate for South Africa supported by
the delegate for tho U.S.S.R. it was decided to give both the arithmetic 
and logarithmic ratios in paragraph 2 (d)(i) and 2 (d)(ii).
29. Paragraph (d) was adopted on tho understanding that the question 
of tho audio frequency modulating bandwidth of 6*+00 c/s should be 
discussed after document 378 had been approved.
30. Paragraph 3 was adopted.
31* It was decided to delete paragraph *+,
32. It was decided, following a proposal of the U.S.S.R.. to amend 
paragraph 5(a) to road as follows:
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(a) Definition. A simultaneously shared channel is a channel 
used simultaneously by two or more transmitting stations 
on condition that the protection ratio of *+0 db between 
the median value of desired and undesirod signal is 
maintained.

33* The Chairman agreed with tho delegate for Egypt that this paragraph 
was adopted with the understanding that the reservation made earlier, 
with regard to paragraph 2 (c), applied.
34-, Paragraph 5(b) was adopted after it had been agreed to amend the 
word "requirements” to road "necessity” in the title of this paragraph.
3?. After a brief discussion, a proposal of the delegate for the U.S.A. 
supported by the delegate for South Africa, to dolcto paragraph 5C(i), 
C(ii) and C(iii) was adopted by 25 votes for to 9 votes against with 
4- abstentions.
3 6. Paragraph 5C(iv) was adopted.
37. Referring to paragraph 5(d), the delegate for the U.S.S.R. said 
that Working Group 4-A had in this paragraph, adopted a rather strange 
decision. Paragraph 5(d) meant that Working Group 4-A had adopted^ in 
advance, graphs that had still to be worked out by U.S.A. and Mexican 
engineers. In the views of the delegate for tho U.S.S.R. it was wrong 
to take discussions on documents which had not been discussed or ever 
seen.
3 8. The Chairman suggested this question should be loft in abeyance 
so that a decision could bo taken on the subject when the information 
was available.
39. The delegate for tho U.S.A. said he had no strong objection to 
the procedure suggested by the Chairman. Mr. Veatch said he would 
like to point out that since over 14-00 curves wore being prepared, it 
would bo a very tedious and long job to check all of them.
4-0. After further discussion it was decided that a decision on this 
question should be deferred until delegates, had had an opportunity of 
studying tho necessary documents and deciding whether these documents 
could be adopted for the solution of problems on simultaneous channel 
sharing.
4-1. Document 378 was approved with the amendments and reservations 
adopted.
4-2. The Chairman said that this committee must now decide whether the 
adopted recommendation of Working Group 4-B, that the audio frequency 
modulating bandwidth should be 64-00 c/s, should be rediscus sod.
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.4-3. The delegate for Egypt referred to the recommendation of the 
Stockholm meeting of the C.C.I.R.
44. The dolcg a to f or t ho U.S.A. said that the C.C.I.R. recommendation 
to adopt a bandwidth of 6400 cps was based on a ratio of undosired to 
desired signal of 1 to 6, Since this committee had decided to adopt'a 
ratio of 1 to 2, then tho C.C.I.R, recommendation did not hold in the 
latter case.

If an audio bandwidth of 6400 cps were adopted, it meant that in 
order to prepare a satisfactory plan then either a ratio bettor than 1 
to 1 would have to be maintained or else a channel separation greater 
than 10 kc/s would have to bo adopted.
45* Tho delegate for the U.K. said ho would like to propose that • 
Committeo~4~ should not at the present time make any definite decision 
on this subject, Tho information given in document 378 should be put 
before tho Planning Committee and any decision, to reduce tho audio 
frequency bandwidth to 5000 cps, should bo left until definite informa
tion was made available by Committee 6. If Committee 6- found difficult"/ 
in meeting the various protection ratios, in order to accommodate the 
various countries’ requirements into an assignment plan, then Committee 4 
could reopen discussion on tho question.
46. The dolegate for South Africa spoke in favour of reducing tho audio 
frequency bandwidth to 5000 cps, pointing out that the reduction in the 
audio frequency bandwidth from 6400 cps to 5000 cps would not seriously 
affect the quality of reproduction but it would greatly assist in the 
preparation of the frequency assignment plan. Mr. Patrich pointed out 
that relatively few receivers were capable of availing themselves of 
the extra bandwidth between 5000 and 6400 cps.
470 The delegate for India supported the U.K. proposal.
48, Tho delegate for Belgium said that there wore two aspects to this
question:

(1) The effect on the quality of reception.
(2) The effect on tho frequency assignment plan.

In tho Belgian Congo, since it was only practicable to broadcast on 
short waves, then it was indispensable to have available a bandwidth 
of 6400 cps. Continuing, Mr, Hondrickx pointed out that very high 
quality receivers, and not average receivers, were generally used for 
reception in the Belgian Congo,

On tho other hand, it was not possible to have this extra band
width without its consequent effect on the production of a frequency
assignment plan. For this reason he supported the proposal of the 
delegate for the U.K.
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4-9. The delegate for Mexico said that if a bandwidth of 64-00 cps were 
retained it meant that it would be impossible to have transmitters, 
working on adjacent channel frequencies, serving the same area. The 
Mexican delegation had carried out tests for Working Group 4-A as out
lined in document 378, and on the results of these tests the recom
mendation given in paragraph 2(d)(i) and 2(d)(ii) had been based.

Since it was not a practical proposition to increase the 
channel separation then the delegate for Mexico proposed that the 
audio frequency bandwidth should be reduced to 5000 cps.
50. The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said that the question had two 
aspects. On the one hand a reduction in tho audio frequency bandwidth 
made sharing easier, but there was really no need to broadcast on 
adjacent channels to tho same area. On the other hand, a reduction
in the bandwidth decreased the quality of reception.

Working Group 4-B and the C.C.I.R. had recommended tho figure 
of 64-00 cps and the U.S.S.R. delegation considered that this figure 
should not be amended.

Reference had been made to Committee 6. On this point his 
delegation felt that this question could bo left until the necessity 
arose.
51. The Chairman said that there were-three proposals on this subject 
but first it should be decided whether the recommendation of Working 
Group 4-b should be reopened for discussion.
52. By 27 votes to 12 with 2 abstentions, it was decided not to reopen 
discussion of the question.
53. The Chairman said that discussion was now open on the 9th Report 
of Working Group "4-A, as given in document 379.
54-. Referring to paragraph A. the delegate for the U.S.S.R. said that 
his delegation and tho delegations for the Ukrainian-GSRf^flie Bielorussian. 
SSR and the Roumanian Popular Republic had submitted a reservation which 
was given in Annex B of the report.

Tho proposal of the U.S.A. that the NBS Circular No. 4-62 
should servo as a guide for the work of this Conference was unfounded.
Other technical documents could, and had been used, but they had not
been mentioned in this report.

Taking the formal aspect, Circular 4-62 had not been discussed 
in Committee 4- or Working Group 4-A. So, how could it be recommended
as a guide either in whole or part?
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In the course of discussion on certain subjects, such as protection 
ratio for atmospheric noise, the U.S.A. delegate had submitted entirely 
different figures from those given in Circular 462. The delegate for 
the U.S.A. had, by supporting the figures he had quoted, implied that 
the U.S.A. delegation considered that some sections of Circular 462 
were obsolete.

The proposal given in paragraph A was one of a series of proposals
which had been included in the reports of 4a without being discussed
or approved.

The delegate for the IT.S.S.R. therefore proposed tho deletion of 
paragraph Al.
55. The delegate for Egypt said that Circular 462 was a very good 
document but he felt it was* unsafe to adopt tho document as a whole 
because there were a great number of chapters and sections in the
book whilch had not been investigated or confirmed.
56. Tho following compromise proposal from the Chairman was adopted 
unanimously foi paragraph Al.

Recommendation regarding the use by this Conference of Technical 
Documents.
This Committee decides that the following documents may be used 
for use in solving questions of high frequency propagation, 
atmospheric noiso levels and other allied problems.
(i) Atlantic City High Frequency B/C Conference Report
(ii) P.F.B. documents
(iii) Planning Committee Documents of tho Geneva and Mexico City

Sessions
(iv) U.S.A. Bureau of Standards Circular 462
(v) C.C.I.R. Report, 5th Meeting, Stockholm 1948,

The above recommendation is subject to modification, in whole or in 
part in the light of further information, study or experience.
57. Document 379 was approved.
58. The Chairman,said that this completed the reports of Working Group 4 
and he would like*'to thank Mr. Richardson and the members of Working 
Group 4A for the excellent work that had been carried out.

An ovation was given to Mr. Richardson by the Committee.
59* Mr. Richardson thanked tho members of the Committee for their
expression of appreciation. Continuing, Mr. Richardson said he would 
like to express special thanks to the Mexican delegation for the tests et
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that they had carried out and he would also like to than the delegate 
of the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. for their constructive criticisms and 
comments on the various subjects discussed by his Working Group.
60. During further discussion it was decided:

(i) Working Group 4C should meet at 10 a.m. on Wednesday,
January 12th.

(ii) Committee 4, during the afternoon session on Wednesday, 
January 12th, should discuss document 317. On completion 
of this discussion the drafting group composed of the 
Chairman and Vice-Chairman of Committee 4, Chairman of 
Working Groups, Mr. Buchanan and Mr. Parker, should meet
to start the preparation of the final report of Committoo 4.

(iii) On Thursday, January 13th, Mr. Voatch should give a lecture 
on tho question of adding correction factors for short and 
long term fading.

The Reporter The Chairman

P. N, Parker M. L. Sastry
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I have the honor of stating that, being obliged to 
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REVISED CLASSIFICATION OF REPLIES 
TO THE QUESTIONS CONTAINED III DOCUMENT NO. 265

This Document replaces Document No.'4-4-7 9 as it is the
revised version of Document No. 4-47 and is the result of the revision 
carried out by Working Group C of Committee 3. The names of those . 
delegations whose affirmative/negative replies are not categorical, 
but conditional, have been underlined.

Would it be advisable to take any of the following into
consideration and, if so, to what extent?
(a) The number of transmitters in operation and the volume 

of broadcasting being carried out at the present time.
(b) Extraordinary circumstances, if any, which have had 

a significant bearing on the position of H.F.B. in 
a country.

(c) The number of transmitters in operation and the 
volume of broadcasting being carried out at an agreed 
past date, in the case of certain countries which 
suffered damage during the last war.

AHMED BOKHARI,
Chairman of Working Group G 

of Committee 3.

Question 1.
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(d) The number of transmitters to be operated and the
volume of broadcasting that is expected to be carried 
out at a future date to be agreed by the Conference, 
taking into account the fact that certain countries 
have not been able to erect new,- or extend existing 
installations at the same pace as 'other countries.

Replies
1 (a)

Total number of answers: 50
No answers: 2
Yes: 37,
(Conditional: 12), viz: Indonesia, S.C.A.P., Italy, Canada,

Netherlands, Belgium, Belgian Congo, 
Australia, Switzerland, Vatican City, 
U.N.O., Monaco, South African Union,
New Zealand, Mexico, China, United King
dom, Iceland, Cuba, Sweden, Norway,
Brazil, Colombia, Argentine, Pakistan, 
Nicaragua, Denmark, Uruguay, France,
Chile, Finland, French Oversea Terri
tories, United States, Morocco and 
Tunisia, Portugal, U.K. Territories, 
Southern Rhodesia.

No: 13, viz: Egypt, Syria, India, Czechoslovakia,
Roumania P.R., Austria, Albania, Poland, 
U.S.S.R., Mongolia, Ukraine S.S.R,,
Bolivia, Biclorussia S.S.R.

. 1— LW .

Total number of answers: 48
No answers: 4
Yes: 38,
(Conditional: 13)? viz: S .C .A .P., Iceland, Sweden, Norway,

Pakistan, Denmark, Austria, Belgium, 
Belgian Congo, France, Finland, Vatican 
City, South African Union, Bolivia,
Mexico, United Kingdom, Cuba, Brazil,
New Zealand, Syria, Indonesia, Colombia, 
Argentine, Italy, Canada, Nicaragua, 
Netherlands, Uruguay, Switzerland, Chile, 
U.N.O., Monaco, French Territories, U.S.A., 
Morocco and Tunisia, Portugal, U.K. 
Territories, Southern Rhodesia.

Question 1.^
(cont1d.)
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Question 1.
(cont*d.)

No: 10, viz

Total number 
No answers:

India, Czechoslovakia, Roumania P.R., 
Australia, Albania, Poland, U.S.S.R., 
Mongolia,
S.S.R.
1 (O

Ukraine S.S.R., Bielorussia

of answers:

Yes: 39?
(Conditional: 15), viz

No.: 7, viz

S oC .A .P., Iceland, Sweden, Norway, 
Italy, Netherlands, Belgium, Belgian 
Congo, Australia, Switzerland, France, 
Vatican City, U.N.O., Monaco, U.S.A., 
Mongolia, South,African Union, New 
Zealand, Indonesia, Mexico, U.K., Cuba, 
Brazil, Colombia, Argentine, Pakistan, 
Canada, Nicaragua, Denmark, Uruguay, 
Austria, Chile, Finland, Poland, French 
Territories, Morocco, Portugal, U.K. 
Territories, Southern Rhodesia.
Egypt, Syria, India, Czechoslovakia, 
U.S.S.R., Ukraine S.S.R., Bielorussia
S.S.R.

Others: 2, viz

Total number of answers: 
No answers:
Yes: 35,
(Conditionals 7), viz: %

Roumania, Albania.

i (a)
k6 
6

Egypt, New Zealand, Syria, Indonesia,
S ,C .A .P., Iceland, Sweden, Norway, 
Brazil, Colombia, Argentine, Italy, 
Pakistan, Nicaragua, Denmark, Uruguay, 
Belgium, Belgian Congo, Australia, 
Chile, Vatican City, U.N.O., U.S..a., 
South African Union, Bolivia, Portugal
Mexico, Cut)a ? Canada, 
land, France, Monaco, 
Morocco and Tunisia.

Austria, Switzer- 
French Territorie
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Question 1.
(cont'd.)

Nos 11, viz: India, U.K., Czechoslovakia, Roumania 
P.R., Albania P.R., U.S.S.R., Mongolia. 
Ukraine S.S.R., Bielorussia S.S.R., 
U.K. Territories, Southern Rhodesia.

Question 2.
(a) Mould it be advisable and practicable to make a first 

assignment of a minimum and equal number of channel- 
hour s to each country requesting the same?

(b) If so, to what extent?
(The Chairman of the Committee to refer this question 
to the appropriate technical committee (s) for 
technical data).

(c) What should be the number of channel-hours or the 
percentage of the total channel-hours put aside for 
this purpose?

Replies

Total number 
No answers:
Yes: 2k, 
(Conditional:

of answers:

3), viz:

2__(a).

kk
8

Syria,
Brazil

Mexico, S.C.A.P

No: 19? viz:

China, Cuba,
, Colombia, Argentine, Italy, 

Nicaragua, Uruguay, Austria, Switzer- 
land, Chile, Vatican City, Monaco, 
Morocco and Tunisia, Bolivia, Egypt, 
France, U.N.O., French Overseas Terri
tories, Portugal, Netherlands.
New Zealand, Indonesia, U.K., Norway, 
Czechoslovakia, Pakistan, Canada, 
Roumania P.R., Australia, Albania,
Poland, U.S.S.R., U.S.A., Ukraine S.S.R., 
Mongolia, South African Union, Bielo
russia S.S.R., U.K. ..Territories,
Southern Rhodesia.

Abstentions: 1, viz: India,
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Total number of answers: 32
No answers: 20
Yes: 22,
(Conditional: 5)? viz: Chile, Egypt, Syria, China, India. Cuba,

Brazil, Colombia, Argentine, Italy, 
Nicaragua, Netherlands. Uruguay, Austria, 
Switzerland. France, Vatican City,
Monaco, French Overseas Territories, 
Morocco and Tunisia, Boliviaq Portugal.

No: 10, viz: Czechoslovakia, Canada, Roumania P.R„,
Australia, Poland, U.S.S.R., U.S'.A., 
Mongolia, Ukraine S.3.R., Bielorussia
5.5.R.
2 (c)

Total number of answers: 3^
No answers: 18
Yes: 20,
(Conditional: 2),- viz: Egypt, Syria, Mexico, China, India.

Cuba, Brasil, Colombia, Argentine, 
Nicaragua, Netherlands, Uruguay, Austria, 
Switzerland, France, Albania, Monaco, 
French Overseas Territories, Morocco 
and Tunisia, Bolivia.

No; 15-, viz: U.K., Czechoslovakia, Canada, Roumania
P.R., Australia, Albania, Poland, 
U.S.S.R., U.S.A., Mongolia, Ukraine
5.5.R., Bielorussia S.S.R., U.K. 
Territories, Southern Rhodesia.

Question 3.
Would it be advisable to take into account and/or to 
recommend taking measures for economizing in the use of 
high frequencies, such as: bilateral exchange of pro
grams, relays, recordings, point-to-point services, im
provement of national coverage by other means, etc.,' etc.?

Question 2.
(contla.)
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Replies
Total number of answers: 52
No answers: 0
Yes: 50,
(Conditional: 2), viz: Egypt, New Zealand, Syria, Indonesia,

S oC.A,P., China, U.K., Iceland, Cuba, 
Sweden, Norway, Brazil, Yugoslavia F.P.R., 
Colombia, Argentine, Italy, Pakistan, 
Canada, Roumania P.R., Nicaragua, Denmark, 
Netherlands, Uruguay, Austria, Belgium, 
Belgian Congo, Hungary, Switzerland,
France, Chile, Finland, Albania, Vatican 
City, Poland, U.S.S.R,, U.N.O., French 
Overseas Territories, U.S.A., Mongolia, 
Morocco and Tunisia, Ukraine S.S.R., 
Portugal, U.K. Territories, Southern 
Rhodesia, Mexico, Czechoslovakia, Monaco, 
Bolivia, So. African Union, Bielorussia S.S.R

No: 2, viz: India, Australia,
Question b .

In establishing the final assignment plan, among other 
factors, should either of the following be taken into 
account?
(a) The requirements as presented, or
(b) only the technically justified requirements for the 

duration of the operation of the said plan.
Replies

ii__
* Total number of answers: *+9

No answers: 3
Yes: 9, viz: Brazil, Colombia, Argentine, Nicaragua,

Uruguay, Australia, Bolivia, Cuba,
Chile.

Question ,1.
(cont'd.;
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Question 
(cent’ d.)

No2 395 viz2 New Zealand, Syria, Indonesia, Mexico,
S.C.A.P., China, India, U.K., Iceland, 
Sweden, Norway, Czechoslovakia, Italy, 
Pakistan,'Canada, Roumania P.R., Denmark,. 
Netherlands, Austria, Belgium, Belgian 
Congo, Hungary, Switzerland, Finland, 
Albania P.R., Poland, U.S.S.R., U.N.O., 
French Overseas Territories, U.S.A., 
Mongolia, Morocco and Tunisia, Ukraine
S.S.R., South African Union, Bielorussia 
S.S;R., Portugal, U.K. Territories, 
Southern Rhodesia, France.

Other Replies: 1, viz2 Monaco.

** (b)

Total number of answers: 52
No answers: 0
Yes: bl,
(Conditional: 1), viz

No: 9? viz:

Egypt, New Zealand, Syria, Indonesia, 
S.C.A.P., China, U.K., Iceland, Sweden, 
Norway, Yugoslavia.^ .P .R ., Czecho
slovakia, Italy, Pakistan, Canada, 
Roumania P.R., Denmark, Netherlands, 
Austria, Belgium, Belgian Congo, 
Australia, Hungary, Finland, Albania, 
Vatican City, Poland, U.S.S.R., U.N.O., 
French Overseas Territories, U.S.A., 
Mongolia, Morocco and Tunisia, Ukraine
5.5.R., South African Union, Bielorussia
5.5.R., U.K. Territories, Southern 
Rhodesia, Switzerland, France, Chile.
Mexico, India, Cuba, Brazil, Nicaragua, 
Bolivia, Portugal, Argentine, Colombia.

Other Replies: 1, viz: Monaco.
Abstentions: 1, viz: Uruguay,
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Question 6.
(a) Would it be advisable to determine the assignments 

or shares of frequencies of various countries in the 
available frequency spectrum space on the basis of 
an equitable and uniformly applicable methccd?

(b) If so, what principal factors should be established 
which could serve as a basis for the calculation of 
frequency hours in formulating a plan for the dis
tribution of high frequencies for broadcasting?

Replies
6 (a)

Total number of answers? 5l
Wo answers; 1
Yes; 29,
(Conditional; 9), viz; Egypt, Syria, Indonesia, S .C .A ,P.. Cuba,

Brazil, Yugoslavia, Austria, Australia, 
Hungary, Albania, Poland, U.S.S.R., 
Mongolia, Ukraine^ S «S .R., Bolivia, 
Bielorussia S.S.R1., Mexico. * China.
India. Nicaragua. Vatican City. Morocco 
and Tunisia, Portugal. Roumania P.R., 
Argentine. Colombia. Pakistan. Czecho
slovakia,

No; 12,
(Conditional; 2), viz;

Others; 10, viz:

_L L, c;_LciiiU . j wj vv c m  j  J -o c tJ_ ty j  u  tJ i iu id i .  JA.  ̂ jlm c? u i ic ;

lands. Belgium, Belgian C0ngo, Switzer 
land, Chile, Finland, Monaco, New Zeal
U.K., Canada, Uruguay, France, U.N.O., 
French Overseas Territories, U.S.A., 
South African Union, U.K. Territories, 
Southern Rhodesia,

6 (b)
Total number of answers: 35
No answers: 17
Yes: 27,
(Conditional; *+), viz: Egypt, Syria, Indonesia, Mexico, China,

India, Cuba, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, 
Colombia, Argentine, Pakistan, Roumania, 
Nicaragua. Netherlands, Australia,
Hungary, Switzerland, Chile, Albania, 
Vatican City, Poland, U.S.S.R., Mongolia 
Ukraine S.S.R.sBiolorussia S.S.R,, Portugal
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Nos 6, vizs Italy, Canada, Uruguay, Austria, Monaco,
Morocco and Tunisia,

Otherss 2, viz? Brazil, S.C.A.P.,
Question 7«

(a) Should the factors, population, area and number of 
languages be the basic factors for frequency assign
ment?

(b) Are there other factors which should be considered?
(c) If the answer is in the affirmative to either (a) or

(b),or both, what relative weightages should be given 
to these factors?

7__(a)

Question 6.
(cont’ d .)

Replies.
Total number of answerss 52
No answers; 0
Yes: 13,
(Conditionals 3) viz; Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Roumania, 

Hungary, Albania, Poland, U„SoSoR.,^ 
Mongolia, Ukraine S.S.R,, Bielorussia
S.S.R., Indonesia, Pakistan, India*

Nos 39)
(Conditionals 2), vizs Egypt, New Zealand, S ,C .A .P ., Iceland,

Cuba, Sweden, Norway, Brazil, Colombia, 
Argentine, Italy, Canada, Nicaragua, 
Denmark, Netherlands, Uruguay, Austria, 
Belgium, Belgian Congo, Australia, 
Switzerland, Chile, Finland, Vatican 
City, U.N.O., Monaco, French Territories, 
U.S.A., Morocco and Tunisia, South 
African Union, Bolivia, Portugal, Syria, 
Mexico, China, U.K., France, U.K. Terri
tories, Southern Rhodesia.
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Question 7,
"(cont'd.) .

Total number 
No answers?
Yes: M+, 
(Conditional:

No? b , viz?

Abstentions ?

Total number 
No answers?
Yes? 17, 
(Conditional?

No? 1*+, 
(Conditional?

Abstentions ?

of answers?

5), viz?

1, viz?

of answers?

3)? viz?

2), viz?

8, viz?

7 (b)

1+9
3

New Zealand, S.C.A.P., Iceland, Sweden, 
Norway, Yugoslavia, Argentine, Canada, 
Denmark, Austria, Belgium, Belgian 
Congo, Australia, Finland, U.N.O.,
Monaco, U.S.A., Mongolia, Portugal,
Egypt, Syria, Mexico, China, India, U.K., 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Colombia, Italy, 
Pakistan, Roumania, Netherlands,
Hungary, Switzerland, Chile, Albania, 
Vatican City, Poland, Morocco and 
Tunisia, Bielorussia S.S.R,, U.K. 
Territories, Southern Rhodesia, Brazil, 
France.
Indonesia, Uruguay, U.S.S.R., Ukraine
S.S.R.
Bolivia.
7  (c)

h i
11

Egypt, Yugoslavia, Indonesia, Mexico, 
China, India, Czechoslovakia, Roumania, 
Austria, Hungary, Albania, Poland, 
U.S.S.R., Mongolia, Ukraine S.S.R., 
Bielorussia S.S.R., Portugal.

New Zealand, Argentine, Italy, Uruguay, 
Australia, Chile, Monaco, U.S.A.,
South African Union, Southern Rhodesia, 
U.K., U.K. Territories, Morocco and 
Tunisia, Switzerland.
Norway, Colombia, S.C.A.P., Cuba, 
Bolivia, Vatican City, France, French 
Territories.

Others: 2,.. viz? . Syria, Brazil.
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Question 8.
Would it be advisable and/or practicable to reserve 
frequency hours for any, or ail, 01 the following special 

' international transmissions?
(a) Events of special world importance or interest.
(b) United Nations’ world news services.
(c) For the purpose of locating displaced persons.

Replies
8 (a)

Total number of answers? 1+6
No answers? 6
Yes? %
(Conditional? 1), viz?

No? 28, viz?

Abstentions? 2, viz? 
Other Replies? 7> viz?

Total number of ansers? 
No ansers:
Yes: 2*+,
(Conditional? 2), viz:

S.C.A.P., China, 
and Tunisia, Syria, 
City, Portugal.

JL 0 d_L V ̂
Mexico, Vatican

Mongolia,
Union, Denmark,
Finland, Czechoslovakia,  ----
Bielorussia S.S.R., U.S.S.R,, Netherlands R 
mania, Indonesia, India, Albania, Sweden 
Uruguay, Canada, Iceland, Poland, U.S.A. 
New Zealand, Colombia, Argentine, Brazil

Pakistan, Cuba, South African 
v Australia, Nicaragua,

Ukraine S‘."S.Rf, 
S.R., Netherlands

Uruguay,
New Zealand, Colombia, 
Chile,
Yugoslavia, Hungary.
France, Monaco, Belgium, Belgian Congo, 
Switzerland, Norway,-Austria.

lb)
*+8

b

S.C.A.P., Cuba, China, South African 
Union, Australia, New Zealand, France, 
Netherlands, Italy, Indonesia, Austria, 
Vatican City, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, 
Iceland, Norway, Nicaragua, Czecho
slovakia, Morocco and Tunisia, Monaco, 
Mexico, Bolivia, Portugal.
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No: 21

Question 8.
(contrd.)

(Conditionals 1), viz

Abstentionss 2, viz
Other Replies: 1, viz

Total number of answers 
No answers:
Yes: lV, 
(Conditional ), viz:

Nos 27, viz:

Abstentions: 2, viz: 
Other Replies: 2, viz: 

Question 9.

Mongolia, Canada, Pakistan, Belgium, 
Belgian Congo, Uruguay, U.S.A., Colombia, 
Roumania, Poland, India, Argentine,
U.K., U.K. Territories,
Rhodesia
Albania, U.S.S.R.

Southern 
, Brazil, Chile, Ukraine S.S.R., 

, Bielroussia S.S.R.
Yugoslavia, Hungary. 
Switzerland.
8 Ic)

7 •

Vatican City, Bolivia. 
Belgian Congo, Sweden, France, 
Monaco, Netherlands, S.C.A.P.,

China, Italy,
Belgium,
Austria,
Morocco and Tunisia, Mexico,
Mongolia, U 

.Sb
Bielorussia,S ,R.,

>, Pakistan, Cuba, 
Australia, Nicaragua

S.S.R.,
SouthUkraine

African Union, «.ucoj.axxlu^aiagua, 
Czechoslovakia, Roumania, Indonesia, 
India, Albania, Uruguay, Canada, U.S.A. 
Portugal, Colombia, New Zealand, Argen
tine, U.K., U.K. Territories, Southern 
Rhodesia, Poland, Brazil, Chile.
Hungary, Yugoslavia.
Switzerland, Norway,

(a) Should it be recognized that any country has the right 
to refuse broadcasts directed to it by another country, 
and/or

(do) should it be recognized that any country may exercise 
the right of reciprocity with another country with 
regard to any broadcasts directed towards it by that 
country?
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QQuestion 7.
(cont' d.)

(c) If the answer to '(b) is in the affirmative 
practical means for assuring this right be 
ment of frequencies for this purpose?

should the 
the assign-

Replies

Total number of answers: 
No answers:
Yes: 8, viz:

No: 9, viz:

Abstentions: 7? viz

Other Replies: 20, viz

8
Cuba, Colombia, South African Union, 
Indonesia, Argentine, Bolivia, Mexico, 
Austria.
S.C.A.P., Australia, Bielorussia S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R., Ukraine S.S.R., New Zealand, 
Italy, Switzerland, Albania,
Yugoslavia, Hungary, Norway, Belgium, 
Belgian Congo, Brazil, India.
Pakistan, Nicaragua, U.K., Southern 
Rhodesia, U.K. Territories, Monaco, 
Uruguay, Canada, Mongolia, Poland, 
Roumania, Vatican City, France, Morocco 
and Tunisia, Netherlands, Chile, U.S.A., 
Czechoslovakia, Portugal, U.N.O.
9 (b)

Total number of answers: +̂3
No answers: 9
Yes: 13, 
(Conditional b), viz: Cuba, Colombia, Indonesia, Mexico,

Argentine, Portugal, France. Morocco 
nd Tunisia, Canada, Portugal Col., South

African Union, Netherlands, Austria.
No: 11,
(Conditional: 1), viz: S.C.A.P., Mongolia, Australia, Bielo

russia S.S.R., Italy, Czechoslovakia,
New Zealand, Switzerland, Ukraine B.S.R., 
U.S.S.R., Albania,

Abstentions: 7? viz: Yugoslavia, Hungary, Norway, Belgium, 
Belgian uongo, India, Brazil.
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Question 9.
(c ont'd.)

Other Replies; 12, viz Roumania, Vatican City,Chile, U.S.,;
Pakistan, Nicaragua, U.K., Southern 
Rhodesia, U.K. Territories, Monaco, 
Uruguay, Poland.
Q

Total number of answers; 
No answers;

l £ l

3*+18
Yes; 10,
(Conditional; 3)? viz; Cuba, Colombia, Indonesia, Mexico,

Argentine, Portugal, France. Morocco 
and Tunisia, Austria, Bolivia.

No; 10, viz; Mongolia, Switzerland, Bielorussia
S.S.R., Ukraine S.S.R., U.S.S.R.,
Italy, Netherlands, New Zealand, Canada, 
Albania.

Abstentions; 5? viz; Yugoslavia, Hungary, Norway, Brazil,
India.

/
Other Replies; 9? viz; Pakistan, U.K., Southern Rhodesia,

U.K. Territories, Monaco, Poland, 
Roumania, Vatican City, South African 
Union.

Question 10.
Is it the principal function of high frequency broad
casting to serve national requirements covering large 
areas within national borders, or to cross political 
frontiers to develop a spirit of good understanding and 
cooperation among peoples?

Replies
Total number of answers; 5l
No answers; 1
International Preferences; 9 (Conditional; 2)

Austria, Monaco, Italy, Switzerland, Syria, Uruguay, 
China, U.S .A .. U.N.O.
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National Preferences; 16 (Conditionals 1), viz:
Mongolia, Cuba, Brazil, Nicaragua, Czechoslovakia, French 
Overseas Territories, Roumania, Albania, Mexico, Poland, 
Bielorussia S.S.R., Portugal, Ukraine S.S.R., U.S.S.R,, 
India, Indonesia.

2 Alternatives on equal basis: 13, viz:
Colombia, Australia, U.K., Southern Rhodesia, y. •
Territories, Morocco and Tunisia, Chile, Argentine,' 
Bolivia, Netherlands, Belgium, Belgian Congo, Vatican 
City.

Abstentionss 3, viz:
Yugoslavia, Hungary, Norway.

Other Replies: 10, viz:
South African Union, New Zealand, France, Pakistan, Den
mark, Sweden, Iceland, Finland, Canada, S.C.A.P.

Question II.
When reducing requirements would it be advisable to take 
into account the fact that some countries
(a) reduced their requirements before they were submitted\

(b) submitted requirements without taking into considera
tion the principle of economy of frequencies?

Replies
11 (a)

Total number of answers: *+7
No answers: 5
Yes: 17,
(Conditional: 2), viz: S .C .A,P., Cuba, China, Australia, Indo

nesia, Uruguay, Portugal, New Zealand, 
U.K., Southern Rhodesia, U.K. Terri
tories, France, Morocco and Tunisia, 
Switzerland, Vatican City, Austria, 
U.N.O.

Question 10.
(cont'd.)
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Question 11.
(cont’d.)

No; 15, viz:

Abstentions: 5, viz:

Other replies: 10,viz:

U.S.S.R., Ukraine S.S.R., Bielorussia 
S.S.R., Colombia, South African Union, 
Nicaragua, Italy, India, Argentine, 
Roumania, Albania, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Mongolia, Mexico,
Yugoslavia F..P.R., Hungary, Norway, 
Belgium, Belgian Congo.
Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Iceland, 
Brazil, Chile, Monaco, Syria, U.S.A., 
Bolivia,,

Total number of answers: 
No answers:
Yes: 2 b ,
(Conditional: 2),' viz:

Nos 7? viz:

Abstentions: 3? viz: 
Other replies: 9? vi:

Question 12

^3
9

S .C .A .P .. Cuba, China, Australia, 
Nicaragua, Italy, Switzerland. Indonesia, 
Belgium, Belgian Congo, Uruguay,
Portugal, U.K., Southern Rhodesia,
British Territories, New Zealand, 
Argentine, Colombia, Albania, Vatican, 
France, Austria, U.N., Bolivia.
India, Mongolia, South African Union, 
Ukraine S.S.R., Bielorussia S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R., Roumania.
Yugoslavia F.P.R., Hungary, Norway.
Denmark, Sweden, Iceland, Finland,
Chile, U.S.A., Syria, Brazil, Monaco.

(a) Should the Assignment Plan for High Frequencies be 
based only on already established criteria?

(b) Would it be advisable to try to draft a preliminary 
plan based solely on technical principles?

Replies JLLial
Total number of answers 
No answers: U5

7
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Yes: 11, 
(Conditional:

Question 12.
( c on tf cfTT

No: 16, 
(Conditional:

Abstentions: 5

Other replies:

Total number 
No answers:
Yes: 8, viz: 
(Conditional:

No: 28, viz:

Abstentions: A

Mongolia, U.S.S.R., Bielorussia S.S.R.,,
5)9 viz: Ukraine S.S.R., Colombia. Brazil.

Indonesia. Uruguay, Mexico. Argentine. 
Syria.

L) viz: S.C.A.P., Cuba, Nicaragua, France,
Monaco, Italy, Switzerland, Austria, 
Chile, India. Morocco and Tunisia,
New Zealand, Pakistan, Portugal,
Egypt, French Oversea Territories.

, viz: Yugoslavia, F.P.R., Norway, Belgium,
Belgian Congo, Bolivia,

13, viz: Albania P. R., South African Union,
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
U.S.A., Vatican City, Ro'umania P.R., 
Australia, U.K., Southern Rhodesia,
U.K. territories, U.N.O.

lg J M
answers AA

3), viz S,C .A .P.. Nicaragua, Austria, Chile, 
South African Union, French Oversea 
territories, Portugal. Switzerland.
Pakistan, Cuba, Brazil, Hungary,
Colombia, Czechoslovakia, France, Monaco, 
Italy, Indonesia, Syria, India,
Albania P.R., Uruguay, Mexico,
Ukraine S.S.R., Mongolia, Poland, 
Argentine, U.S.A., U.S.S.R., Bielorussia 
S.S.R., Australia, Morocco and Tunisia, 
Roumania P.R.,
New Zealand.

Bolivia, Egypt,

viz: Yugoslavia F.P.R,* 
Belgian Congo. ■

Norway, Belgium,

Other replies: A, viz: Vatican City, U.K., Southern Rhodesia, 
U.K. territories.



Question 13:
(a) Should assignments be made to all countries,.irres

pective of their ability to use them immediately on 
account of the non-availability of equipment, lack 
of other resources or for any other special reasons?

(b) If the answer to (a) is in the affirmative, should 
the non-usable assignments be transferred for the 
time being to other countries by means of bilateral 
agreements incorporated in the Plan itself?

Replies; 11 (a)
Total number' of answers 
No answers;
Yes; 33;. ;
(Conditional; 8), viz;

N o; lb-,
(Conditional; 1), viz;

Abstentions: 2, viz: 
Other replies: 2, viz

51
1

Yugoslavia F.P.R., Hungary, Colombia, 
Egypt, Czechoslovakia, Roumania P.R., 
Indonesia, Syria, Albania P.R., Uruguay, 
Mexico, Ukraine S.S.R,, Mongolia,
Austria, Poland, Argentine, U,S 
U.S.S.R., Bolivia, Bielorussia S,S,R .,
Cuba, Brazil,
Portugal, Chile, Italy,

Netherlands, Canada
Iceland, Denmark, 
Pakistan,

  Switzerland,
Sweden, Finland,

Australia, U.K., Southern Rhodesia, 
U.K. territories, S.C.A.P., Belgium, 
Belgian Congo, India, Monaco, South . 
African Union, France, French Oversea 
territories, U.N., New Zealand
Norway, Morocco and Tunisia
China, Vatican City.

H _ l k 2
Total number of answers: 35
No answers: 17
Yes: lb-,
(Conditional: 8), viz: Brazil, Colombia, Italy, Indonesia,

Bolivia, Cuba, Chile, Egypt, Syria, 
U.S.;,., Switzerland, Uruguay, Mexico, 
Argentine.
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' Question 13.

(cont ’ d.).
Nos 16? viz:

Abstentionss 3> viz:

Other replies: 2, viz:
Question 14- .

If the answer to question 1(c) Document No. 193 is in
the affirmative,
(a) Would it be advisable to specify the total number

of channel-hours to be set aside for exclusive 
assignment to ’'certain countries which suffered
damage during the last war"?

(b) If the answer to question (a) above is in the
af f irmativeq
i. Would it be advisable to specify the countries

which are to be included as ’’certain countries
which suffered damage during the last war”?

ii. Would it be advisable to havo the countries
thus designated allocate among themselves the 
channel-hours specified for this purpose?

U.S.S.R.’, Mongolia, China, Hungary,
New Zealand, Czechoslovakia, French 
Oversea territories, Roumania P.R., 
Albania P.R., Ukraine S.S.R,, Austria, 
Poland, Bielorussia S.S.R., Pakistan, 
Canada, Finland#
Yugoslavia F.P.R., Norway, Morocco and 
Tunisia.
Portugal, Vatican City.

Replies:
l b  (a)

Total number of answers: +̂7
No answers: 5
Yes: 9,
(Conditional: 3), viz: S.C.A.P., Australia, Albania P.R.?

Bielorussia S.S.R.. U.S„S.R., Ukraine
S.S.R., Mongolia, South African Union, 
Uni t ed Nati on s.
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Question iV.
(cont1d.)

Nos 30, viz:

Abstentionss 3, vizs

Pakistan, Cuba, Brazil, Colombia,
Egypt, Denmark, Nicaragua, Finland,
Monaco, Sweden, Norway, Syria, India, 
Switzerland, Uruguay, Mexico, Canada, 
Argentine, U.S.A., Bolivia, Iceland,Austria 
New Zealand, U.K., Southern Rhodesia,
British
Belgian Congo,

'erritories, Indonesia, Belgium
France

Yugoslavia,,F .P ,R., Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia*

Other replies: 5? viz: Netherlands, Chile, Poland, Morocco
and Tunisia, Roumania.

I1 (b 1)
Total number of answers: 
No answers:

23
29

Yes: 8,
(Conditional: 3)? viz:

No: 8, Viz

S.C.A.P., South African Union, Australia, 
Albania.P.R., U.K., U .S .S.R.,
Bielorussia S.S.R., Ukraine S.S.R.
Uruguay, Argentine, U.S.A., New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Brazil, Colombia, 
Egypt.

/.Abstentions: 3? viz Yugoslavia F.P.R., Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia.

Other replies: b, viz: Switzerland, Roumania P.R., Poland, 
Chile.

(b 2)
Total number of 
No answers:

Lnswer, 22
30

Yes: 0
No: 15? vM Brazil, Colombia, 

Union, Austra"
Egypt, South African 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, 

S 0C .A .P ., Uruguay, Argentine,
Bielorussia S.S.R., Switzerland, Chile, 

Ukraine S.S.R.U.S ,S „R
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Question lA.
(cont* d.)

Abstentions; 3* viz

Other replies; 5-, viz;

Yugoslavia F.P.R,, Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia.
Poland, Albania P.R., Roumania P.R., 
U.N.

Question 15.
Taking into consideration the rights common to all 
countries, and considering the total number of channel- 
hours to be distributed, would it be advisable to, 
establish maximum and minimum limits for assignment of 
these channel-hours in order to avoid great inequality 
between the contemplated limits?

Total number of answers! 
No. answers!
Yess 19,
(Conditionals b), viz

No; 23, viz

Argentine, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, 
Colombia, Cuba, Egypt, France, Indonesia, 
Mexico, Nicaragua, Morocco and Tunisia, 
Syria, Uruguay, S.C.A.P., Austria, 
Vatican City, Portugal, U.N.O.
Albania, Australia, Bielorussia S.S.R., 
U.K. territories, Denmark, U.S.A., 
Finland, Iceland, Italy, Monaco, Norway,
New Z ealana, Poland, Ukrainian &.S ,R., 
Southern Rhodesia, Roumania P.R., 
Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, South 
African Union, U.S.S.R., Mongolia, 
Netherlands.

Abstentions! 3? viz; Belgium Belgian Congo, India

Question 16.
Once the various categories of priorities are adopted, 
would it be advisable to divide up the total available 
channel-hours between these categories and then distri
bute them among the countries?

Replies.
Total number of answers; 
No answers;

1+7
5



Yess 8,
(conditionals 1), viz: Argentine, Brazil, Colombia, Mexico,

Nicaragua, Indonesia, Cube., Netherlands
Nos 3b-,
(Conditionals 2), vizs Albania, Australia, Austria, Belgium,

Bielorussia S.S.R., Canada, Vatican 
City, U.K. territories, Belgian Congo, 
Denmark, U.S.A., Finland, Iceland, ✓ 
Norway, New Zealand, Pakistan, Poland, 
Portugal, Ukraine S.S.R., Southern 
Rhodesia, Roumania P.R., UAK., Sweden, 
Czechoslovakia, South African Union, 
U.S.S.R., Uruguay, Mongolia, 
Switzerland, France. India. Italy, 
Monaco, Syria.

Abstentionss 5, viz: Bolivia, Chile, Morocco and Tunisia,
U.N.O., S.C.A.P.,

Question 17
Would It bo advisable to set a limit to the duration of 
programmes for the use of each frequency assigned to a 
specified country in order to satisfy a greater number 
of requirements than might otherwise be possible?

Replies
Total number of answers: 
No answers:
Yes:. 1
(Conditional: 3), viz

l+9
3

argentine, ______ 7 ______ 7   ... -
Monaco, Portugal, S.C.A.P., Austria, 
Brazil, Vatican City, France. Mexico 
Morocco and Tunisia. Switzerland, 
U.N.O.

Bolivia, Colombia, Indones 
S.C.A.P.. Austria,

No: 3b-, .
(Conditionals 1), viz: Albania, Australia, Bielorussia S.S.R.,

Canada, Chile, U.K. Territories, Cuba, 
Denmark, Egypt, U.S.A., Finland, India, 
Iceland, Italy, Nicaragua, Norway,
New Zealand, Pakistan, Poland, Ukraine
S.S.R., Belgium, Belgian Congo,. French  ̂
Territories. Southern Rhodesia, Roumania 
P,R., U.K., Sweden, Syria, Czechoslovak! 
South African Union, U.SJ3.R., Uruguay, 
Mongolia, Netherlands.
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Question 18
Would it be desirable, in the assignment of high frequencies 
for broadcasting, to take into account evidence existing 
at present of the interest of listeners in programmes 
which are now being transmitteed?

Replies
Total number of answers: 
No answers:
-L C O • J, ( ,
(Conditionals 1), vizs Belgium, Canada, Belgian Congo, Italy,

New Zealand, South African Union, U.N.O. 
Bolivia, Chile, Vatican City, U.K..Terri 
tories, Indonesia, Portugal, Southern 
Rhodesia, U.K., Switzerland, French 
Territories.,

Austria, U.S.S.R., Brazil, Colombia, 
Egypt, U.S.A., India, Mexico, Monaco, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Poland, Morocco and 
Tunisia, Ukraine S.S.R., Roumania P.R., 
Syria, Czechoslovakia, Uruguay, Mongolia, 
S .C .A.P., Cuba, France, Netherlands, 
Bielorussia S.S.R.

Cuba, Denmark, Finland, France. Iceland, 
Nicaragua, Sweden, U.N.0., S.C.A .P .,
U.K. Territories, Italy, Mexico, Norway, 
Morocco and Tunisia', ""Southern Rhodesia. 
U.K., South African Union, Netherlands

No: 2.7,
(Conditional: l,)vizs • Albania P.R., Argentine, Australia,

Question 19
(i) In order to determine the importance of broadcasting in

a country, would it be useful to consider the following:
(a) The number of receivers
(b) The consumption of electrical energy.

(ii) If so in what form and to what extent?
Replies 19 ( la)

Total number of answers: 
No answers:

*+7
5

Yes: 22
(Conditional: 7)? viz: Argentine, Australia, Chile, Colombia
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•?
No: 25,

• (Conditional: 1), viz: Albania, Austria, Belgium, Brazil,
Canada, Belgian Congo, Egypt, India, 
Indonesia, Monaco, New Zealand, Pakistan, 
Poland, Ukraine S.S.R., Roumania P.R., 
Syria, Czechoslovakia, French Territories, 
U.S ,S .R .,Mongolia, Bielorussia S.S.R,, 
U.S.A., Portugal, Uruguay, Switzerland ...

uestion 19
con't1 d.)

19 (I b)
Total number of answers: 
No.answers:
Yes: 10,
(Conditionals V), viz

No: 37? ' 
(Conditional: 1), viz:

*+7
5

Arg entinc, Chil 
Nicaragua, S.C.A'.P., 
Morocco
- - -  CJ------------------- 7
Nicaragua, w . ̂  •,  x xcxx.y,

and Tunisia, Netherlands
Colombia, 

Italy,
France,
Mexico,

Question 20
Is it desirable to formulate a recommendation of a 
maximum power limit to 'prevent rivalries in the competition 
for power?

Replies
Total number of answers: 50
No answers: 2
Yes: h i ,
(Conditionals 3), vi*: Albania P.R., Australia, Austria,

Belgium, Bielorussia S.S.R., Bolivia, 
Vatican City, U.K. territories, Belgian 
Congo, Danmark, Finland, France,
Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Monaco, Norway,
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Question 20.
(cont1d.)

Y e s:(c ontinu ed)

No: 8, viz:

Abstentions: 1, viz:

Indonesia, Poland, Morocco and Tunisia, 
Yugoslavia F.P'.R., Ukraine S.S.R.,
Southern Rhodesia, Roumania P.R,,
U.K., Sweden, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, 
French Territories, U.S.S.R,, Mongolia,
U .N . 0 ., S ,C .A .P ,, Brazil, Cuba, Egypt, 
India, Portugal, Syria, South African 
Union, Netherlands.
Argentine, Chile, Colombia, Nicaragua, 
Uruguay, U.S.A., New Zealand, Mexico
Cano, da

Question 21

(b)

Do you think the sovereignty of peoples should be wholly 
respected with reference to the organization of their 
telecommunications by high frequency radio-broadcasting?
If not, do you believe it possible and desirable to impose 
on them a Plan to which they have not freely consented and, 
if so how?

Replies
21 (a)

Total number 
No answers:

of answers U9

Yes: 27,
(Conditional: 1), viz: Albania■P.R,, Argentine, Austria,

Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia,
Cuba, Egypt, U.S.A., France, Hungary, 
Indonesia, Italy, Mexico, Nicaragua, 
Poland, Portugal, Morocco and Tunisia, 
Yugoslavia F.P.R., Roumania,P.R.,
Syria, Czechoslovakia, U.N.O., Uruguay, 
Switzerland.

No: 8,
(Conditional:1), viz: Australia, Denmark, Finland, India, 

I c el and, S'wed en, S „C .A .P .,
New Zealand.

Abstentions: lb, viz Bielorussia, S.S.R., Vatican
J.K., Belgian Congo, Monaco, 
rn'-airie S .S ,R., Southern

Belgium 
City,
Norway, uki 
Rhodesia, U.K.'Territories, South' 
African Union, U.S.S.R., Mongolia 
Netherlands.
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Question 21
(contrd.)

Total number 
No answers?

of answers
21 (b)

i}.l+
8

Yes? 0 
No? 3*+? viz

Abstentions? 10, viz

Albania P.R., Argentine, Austria, 
Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada,
Chile, Colombia, U.K. territories,
Cuba, Egypt, U.S.A., France, Hungary, 
Indonesia, Italy, Mexico, Nicaragua,
New Zealand, Netherlands, Poland, 
Portugal, Yugoslavia F.P.R., Southern 
Rhodesia, Roumania P.R., U.K., Syria,
C z echo Slovakia, Uruguay, U,N.0.,
S .C .A .P.,Morocco and Tunisia, Switzerland
Belgium, Bielorussia S.S.R,, Vatican 
City, Belgian Congo, Monaco, Norway, 
Ukraine S.S,r >? South African Union, 
U.S.S.R., Mongolia,

Question 22
Would it be admissible to 
International Broadcastin

H (iDncnrl.o'fini c-.a -i f* th e

allocate frequencies for 
& to Colonies, oversea territories 

ana dependencies if the same are covered by broadcasts 
from their respective mother countries?

Replies
Total number of answers? 
No answers?
Yes? l*f?
(Conditional? 1), viz

9

Saves'
V ,
GE^i

Canada, U.K., U.K. Territories, Southern 
Rhodesia, Morocco and Tunisia, Australia, 
Norway, Indonesia, Netherlands, French 
Territories, Belgium, Belgian Congo, 
Portugal, France.

No: 23,
(Conditional: 1), viz Brazil, Colombia, Egypt, Mexico, 

Czechoslovakia, Cuba, U.N.O., Austria, 
Roumania P.R., Nicaragua, BielorussiaQ P o ,ri Uruguay, U.S.S.R., India, Syria,
Mongolia, Ukraine S.S.R., Poland 
Argentine, Albania P.R., Bolivia, 
Switzerland, South African Union.
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Question 22
(cont1d.)

Abstentions; 1, vis; 
Other replies; 59 viz

Vugoslavia F.P.R.
U 0S. A. 9 S.C.A.P., Monaco, New Zealand, 
Chile,

Question 27
Would it he advisable to study the possibility of 
dividing up the countries of the world into Zones or 
Groups-in order to distribute among these Zones or 
Groups, blocks or bands of frequencies in all the high 
frequency broadcasting bands with the purpose of leaving 
to the Zones or Groups the task of sub-dividing these 
blocks or bands between the countries contained in the 
Zones or Groups?.

Replies
Total number 
No answers;

oi answers

Yes; 11,
(Conditionals 9)9 viz;

No; 36, vi:

Question 2.k 

(a)

(b)

*+7
5

Brazil. Colombia. Chile, Mexico.
Bolivia, U.N.O., S .C J i .P.. Nicaragua, 
Uruguay, Cuba, Argentine.
Czechoslovakia, U.S.A., Albania P.R., 
Portugal, Belgium, Belgian Congo, 
Switzerland, France, South African 
Union, Austria, Canada, Roumania P.R., 
Iceland, Sweden, Monaco, U.K., 
Bielorussia'S.S.R., Morocco and Tunisia, 
Denmark, Australia, Norway, Pakistan, 
Indonesia, U.S.S.R., India, Syria, 
Netherlands, Finland, Mongolia, Ukraine
S.S.R., Poland, French Territories, 
Vatican City, New Zealand, Southern 
Rhodesia, U.K. Territories.

Would it be advisable and practicable to reduce the 
excess of requirements by the application of suitable 
percentages to the number of channels and/or hours of 
transmission requested?
If so, would it be advisable to apply suitable percentages 
for each band?
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Replies 2b (a)
Total number of answers: +̂8
No answers: Y
Yess 8,
(conditional: 6), viz; Colombia. Cuba. Nicaragua, Uruguay.

Argentine, Bolivia, Switzerland,
Mexico.

No: *+0, viz:* U.N.O., South African Union, Albania
P.R., Belgium, Belgian Congo, France, 
Southern Rhodesia, U.K. territories, 
Brazil, Egypt, Italy, Czechoslovakia, 
U.S.A., New Zealand, Iceland, Monaco, 
Sweden, U.K., Syria, Chile, Netherlands, 
Austria, Canada, S.C.A.P., Roumania 
P.R., Bielorussia S.S.R., Morocco and 
Tunisia, Denmark, Australia, Norway, 
Pakistan, Indonesia, U.S.S.R,, India', 
Finland, Mongolia, Ukraine S.S,r . ? 
Poland, French Territories, Vatican 
City.

Question 2b
(cont'd.)

2b (b)
Total number of answers: 32
No answers: 20
Yes: 7j
(Conditional: b ), viz: Argentine, Switzerland, Nicaragua,

Uruguay, Mexico, Colombia, Cuba.
No; 25> viz: Mongolia, Ukraine S.S.R., French

Territories, Vatican City, Austria, 
Canada, Roumania P.R., Albania P.R,, 
Bielorussia S.S.R., Morocco and Tunisia, 
U.S.S.R., India, New Zealand, Monaco,
CzechoSlovakia, Egypt, U.S. A., U.K. 
territories, U.K., Southern Rhodesia, 
Brazil, Chile, Syria, Netherlands, 
Italy.

Question 25
Should the needs of countries which have not submitted their
requirements be taken into consideration?
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Replies

Question 2'
(cont’d.)

Total number of answers: 
No answers:
Yes: 28,
(Conditional: 3), viz:

No: 6,
(Conditional: 1), viz

A., Austria, Canad 
Switzerland, Braz:'

Australia, South African Union, India, 
U.S.S.R., Bielorussia S.S.R., Ukraine 
S.S.R.

Abstentions: 1, viz:
Other replies: 12, viz

Question 26

Norway.
French Territories, Morocco and Tunisia, 
New Zealand, Monaco, U.K., U.K. terri
tories, Southern Rhodesia, Roumania 
P^R., Albania P.R., Belgium, Belgian 
Congo, France,

In the allocation of H.F. channel-hours for national and 
‘’primary11 coverage should any preference be given for services 
which cannot technically (as distinct from economically) be 
provided in any other way?

Replies
Total number of answer; 
No answers:
Yes: 1*+, 
(Conditional:

No: 7> viz:

37
15

3), viz: Netherlands, Mexico, U.S.A., New Zealand,
U.N.O., South African Union, Belgium, 
Belgian Congo, Bolivia, Australia, 
Indonesia, India., Canada, Roumania P.R.
Czechoslovakia, Mongolia, Poland,
Albania P.R., Bielorussia S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R,, Ukraine S.S.R.
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Abstentions: 1̂ +, viz? France, Morocco and Tunisia, Monaco,
U.K., Norway, Pakistan, Colombia,
French Territories, Argentine, Vatican 
City, U.K. territories, Southern 
Rhodesia, Uruguay, S.C.A.P,

Other replies 2, viz: Switzerland, Brazil.
Question 27

'Where H.F. channel-hours are allotted to a nation. fork” primary”
coverage as the most economic means (but not the ultimate high 
quality'means) of providing service, should any allocation 
made for the purpose in bands applicable to international and 
intercommonwealth "auxiliary”, broadcasting be taken into account 
when allotting the same nation frequency hours to fulfil its 
international or intercommonwealth aspirations? -

Replies
Total number of answers? 21
No answers:
Yes: 3? viz:
No; 13? viz:

Question 26
( contf d,)

. Abstentions: 17, viz: French Territories, Argentine, Vatican
City, Brazil, Colombia,. U.N.O., South 
African Union, Norway, Belgian Congo, 
Belgium, Roumania P .R., S ,C .A .P .,
Uruguay, Indonesia, Morocco and Tunisia , 
Monaco, France.

Question 28
In arriving at a basis for the distribution of such H.F, broad
casting frequency hours as may be made available for "auxiliary” 
international and intercommonwealth services, should any loading, 
or preference be allowed to nations broadcasting from world 
centers which to groups of nations are natural foci or world 
news culture and are recognized as being peculiarly equipped 
to meet the needs and desires of large blocks of the world’s 
listeners?

19
U.S.A., New Zealand, Australia.
Mongolia, Ukraine S.S.R., Poland,
Mexico, Czechoslovakia, Canada,. U.K. U.K. 
Territories, Southern Rhodesia,
Bielorussia S.S.R., Pakistan, U ,S ,S ,R,, 
Albania P.R.
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Question 28
Replie;

Total number of answers! 
No answers!
Yes! 8

36
16

(Conditional! 1), viz; Netherlands. Australia, U.K., Indonesia,

Noi 13, viz

Abstentions! 15, viz:

South African Union, New Zealand, U.K. 
territories, Southern Rhodesia.
Mongolia, Ukraine S.S.R,, Poland, 
Bielorussia S.S.R,, Pakistan, U.S.S.R. 
Mexico, Czechoslovakia, U.S.A.,
Albania P.R., Bolivia, India, Canada.
French Territories, Argentine, Vatican 
City, Morocco and Tunisia, Monaco, 
Norway, Roumania P.R., U.N.O.*, Brazil, 
Colombia, Belgium,.Belgian Congo,
Franc e, S ,C .A . P., Uruguay.



INTERNATIONAL 
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING 

CONFERENCE

Mexico City, 19k8/k9

SECOND REPORT
of Working Group C 

of General Principles Committee

1. Working Group C of Committee 3, as enlarged by the
addition of the following members !

India, Roumania, Switzerland, Brazil
'met on 18th and 19th January 19k9 to work in accordance with 
the following terms of reference t

i) To complete Document kk7?
ii) To formulate conclusions based on Documents 375>

38k and kk7?
iii) To establish a draft recommendation for the 

Plenary Assembly.
Prof. Ahmed S. Bokhari (Pakistan) was in the chair.

2, Correction of Document kk7« Written requests for 
corrections to be made in Document kk7 had been received up 
to the morning of 18th January 19k9 from some delegations.
The Working Group decided to invite the remaining 
delegations also to send in their remarks, if they cared to
do so, and issued a notice for that purpose (Document JOk).
Comments from a few more delegations were received in response 
to this notice. ■ These, as well as the aments received 
previously were all duly considered, first by the Sub-groups 
and then by the entire Working Group, and Document kk7 was 
modified accordingly. This document, after corrections, now 
appears as Document 511•

3 * Conclusions and Recommendation. On these two points the
Working Group adopted, by 11 votes to 5 (one member of the 
Working Group being absent) the following resolution proposed 
by the Delegate of Roumania s
" (a) In analysing the replies of countries (Documents 375? 

38k and 511) to the Questionnaire in Document 265? 
Working Group C of Committee 3 recognizes that it is 
impossible to establish, at the present time, general 
principles acceptable to the great majority of 
countries and applicable in a uniform manner to all

Document No. 512-E 
20 January 19k9 
Committee 3



" (b)

" '(c)

countries, principles which could serve as a basis 
for the elaboration of a High Frequency Broadcasting 
Plan. At the same time, the Working Group notes that 
the .majority of countries consider that the 
elaboration of a Plan on the basis of technical 
principles alone is unacceptable.
In view of the above-mentioned circumstances and
taking into account the desire of the members of the
Working Group to submit, as promptly as possible, to 
the Plenary of the Conference and to Committee 6 , 
any necessary information concerning the fulfilment 
of the terms of reference of Committee 3> the Working 
Group recommends that the report to the Plenary 
Assembly prepared by Committee 3 regarding the ful
filment of its terms of reference be composed of the
items given in (c) below,-
i) The text of paragraph (a) of the present 

resolution;
.ii) Document 1̂1 which contains a statistical

summary of the replies to the Questionnaire in 
Document 265;

iii) Document 38A, containing the full text of the 
replj.es of the countries to the Questionnaire 
in Document 265;

iv) A recommendation 'to the Plenary Assembly of the 
Conference to submit Documents 511? 375 (as 
corrected) and 385 to Committee 6 for purposes 
of information.11

— 2 ~*
(Doc.. No„ 512-E)

Ahmed Bokhari
Chairman, Working

of
Committee 3



INTERNATIONAL Document No, 513-E
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE 20 January 1959
Original: FRENCH

Mexico City, 1958/1959

Committed 3

REPORT.ON THE WORK OF THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES COMMITTEE "

CONSTITUTION, COMPOSITION AND TERMS OF REFERENCE.
Committee 3 was set up by the Plenary Assembly on October 

26th, 1958, Initially, the following countries stated that they 
wished to take part in its works

Albania, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bielorussian S.S.R., 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Overseas Territories of the French 
Republic, United Kingdom Colonies and Protectorates, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, U.S.A., Finland, France, Guatemala, India, 
Indonesia, Ireland, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Mexico, Monaco,
New Zealand, Pakistan, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Morocco and 
Tunisia, Yugoslavia, Ukrainian S.S.R., So. Rhodesia, Roumania P.P.R., 
United Kingdom, Switzerland, U.S.S.R., Uruguay, Venezuela, and the 
Observer of the United Nations.

Later, the following were added to this lists
Argentine, Belgian Congo, Bolivia, Bulgaria P.R., Colombia 

Czechoslovakia, Egypt, El Salvador, Hungary, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Panama, Portuguese Colonies, South Africa, Sweden, Turkey, Vatican 
City; in addition, the following Observers;

Popular Republic of Mongolia, S.C.A.P., U.N.E.S,C.0., as 
well as the expert of the I.F.R.B.

Mr. H. J. Van den Broek (Netherlands) was Chairman, Mr. 
Jacques Meyer (France), First Vice-Chairman; Professor Viljo Viktor 
Yloestalo (Finland), Second Vice-Chairman; Mr. J. M. Leproux (France), 
Rapporteur.
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Owing to his commitments in other Committees, the Second
Vice-Chairman has only been able to attend a limited number of meet
ings of Committee 3.

The Plenary Assembly gave the following terms of reference 
to Committee 3“

"To examine and recommend the types of priorities and the 
general principles which may-serve as a basis for the final draft of 
the High Frequency Broadcasting Assignment Plan or Plans, for which 
purpose the following should particularly be taken into accounts

a) The reports and documents of the Planning Committee 
(Geneva and Mexico Sessions). •

b) . The comments sent by the different countries and the
documents of this Conference which contain points of 
view or information on the subject."

II. MEETINGS AND WORKING GROUPS.

The Committee held 5l plenary meetings after its opening 
meeting on October 2'7th and up to the date of the examination of this 
Report, (the figures in brackets give the Document numbers of the 
reports of. the meetings concerned)? October 28th (27), October 29th 
(50), November 3rd (77)? November 5th (85), November 10th (116), 
November :11th (130), November 12th (131)? November 15th (163), No
vember l6th (165), November 17th (196), November 19th (197)? November 
22nd (202), November 23rd (232), November 25th (233), November 26th 
(235), November 29th (250), December 1st (288),; December 2nd (292), 
December 3rd (303)? December 8th (325), December 9th (333)? December 
10th (327)5 December 22nd. morning ( 5lo), December 22nd,. afternoon 
(519)? December 23rd (520;? January 3rd, morning (521), January 3rd, 
afternoon, (522-), January 5th, morning (523 ), January 5th, afternoon, 
(525), January 7th, morning (589), January ?th, afternoon (525)? 
January 8th (526), January 10th, morning (527 )? January 11th, morning 
(528), January 13th, morning (529), January 13th? afternoon (530), 
January l5th,morning (531), January 17th, morning (532), January 17th, 
afternoon (533)? January 19th, evening (53*0? January 20th, morning
(535).
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Plenary meetings of the Committee were held on almost all 
working days (apart from Saturdays), except when this was prevented 
either by Plenary Sessions of the Conference or by meetings of Work
ing Groups of the Committee.

• •
Thre© Working Groups were successively set ups
Group A . whose task was to classify and define the various 

types of broadcasting. It was composed of representatives of;
Vatican City, Brazil, U.S.A., India, Morocco and Tunisia, 

Mexico, Portugal, United Kingdom, U.S.S.R.5 and later, Cuba and Italy.
Chairman: Father Soccorsi (Vatican City).
Reports: Documents 171 and 290.
Group B . whose task was to classify and, if necessary, to 

combine and re-write the additional questions proposed by the dele
gations, so to submit to the full Committee those which it should a~dd 
to its questionnaire. The Group was composed of :r©presentatlvo-ŝ ofts:

Argentine, Canada, Overseas Territories of the French Repub
lic, India, Roumania, Switzerland.

Chairman: Mr. Barajas (Mexico).
Reports: Document 221.

Group C. .entrusted with examining, classifying and inter
preting the replies to the questionnaire. It was formed from 
representatives of:

Argentine, Colombia, U.S.A., France, Indonesia, Italy, New- 
Zealand, Pakistan, Portugal, United Kingdom, Czechoslovakia, Ukrainian
S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Uruguay..

Chairman: Professor A. S. Bokhari (Pakistan).
Reports: Documents. 375 and 513* The replies in full .are

contained in Document 3$+ (2 volumes).
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HI. THE APPROACH TO THE PROBLEM
^The terms of reference* which the Plenary Assembly had given 

to Committee 3 on October 26th did necessarily bear relation to points 
2 and 3 of the Agenda established for,, this Conference by the Atlantic 
City High Frequency Broadcasting Conference (19^7). These points were 
as follows:

2. Consideration of the question of priorities in. order to 
.take into account any needs for adjustment Wi ich. have

■ been brought- to light by the work of the Planning .Com-' mittee. . . -
3. Re-examination of general and technical principles and 

data in the light of any- new material which has become 
available since the Atlantic City Conference* with a 
view to establishing the basis of a final frequency 
assignment plan, ■

• With reference to the question of priorities.* iti.should be
noted -that the following conclusion was.reached by the Committee which 
was asked to examine this problem* amongst others, at the Atlantic 
City RHF Conference:: ir...* it is not possible now to draw up a table
of ' priorities,n . (See Rhf. Documents 128* 137 and l5+7).

It can be understood., therefore^ that Committee 3 of the 
Mexico City Conference began its work with some circumspection* but 
this fact did not exclude either good,humour or the desire to succeed,

o
.0 , .0

Theoretically, there.-w.ere several possible methods of tackling 
the problem. However, in the light of the experience gained at 
Atlantic City it scorned desirable to proceed with great prudence. Con
fused and .fruitless discussions might* in the Chairmanf s. opinion* ̂ have 
resulted if a draft list of general principles, or_table of priorities, 
had been submitted to the Committee for consideration.

The Chair therefore considered that it was useless,to try to 
go forward too quickly* and that the first step might well be the 
drawing un of a certain number of questions. The replies to these 
questions" would enable account to be taken df the^opinions of the- a if 
ferent delegations with regard to the problems which had been raised.
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• On the basis of those replies, it might then perhaps bo 
possible to attempt to establish at 'least a number .of general prin
ciples.

During its meeting on October 28th, the Committee authorized 
the Chairman to present a draft -questionnaire; this was done on 
November kth (Document *+9).

Several plenary meetings of the Committee were necessary 
before the text of 5 questions could be approved (Documents 198 and 
262), About 20 other questions were added to them at the proposal of 
Working Group B (Document 221), All delegations were then invited to 
reply to the final group of questions (Document 265), These replies, 
classified and coordinated by Working Group C, are dealt with in 
paragraphs IX and X of this Report. •

It would be vain to deny that the debates in Committee 3 
were at times laborious and that it was not always possible to achieve 
progress as rapid as the great majority of the Committee would, no 
doubt, have desired. This seems especially to have been the case 
when the Committee examined the texts of the first questions contained 
in Document k9.

However, beneath these discussions, which appeared to be 
purely theoretical and only concerned with details, there lay not 
only a keen appreciation of the problems at stake, but also a strong 
desire to make, a genuine, constructive contribution to this Confer
ence, . . -

A number of delegates often wondered -.if it was really 
necessary to. discuss at such length the text of certain questions and 
if it would not be better to reserve their mental energy for framing 
replies. On reflection, however, they were obliged to admit that the 
manner in which a question is drawn up can.greatly influence the reply. 
Moreover, the importance of this reply was measured by the fact that 
it, in turn, would perhaps serve as atasis for the formulation of 
general principles.

Therefore, the discussions within Committee 3 had a definite 
value, even when they were most difficult, and progress was extremely 
slow. These debates enabled the delegations, without any positive 
conclusions being reached or decisions taken, to exchange their views 
on matters which most directly concerned them.

i
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Very often one had the impression that slowly and laborious
ly, but nevertheless.syrcly, the dim outlines of a now international 
charter of high frequency broadcasting were being sketched in the course 
of those discussions..

Although at certain meeting, tho discussions were 
.more lively than is customary, yet th^ greatest cordiality 
did not cease to reign amongst the delegations. The tone of the de 
bates remained courteous and good faith remained absolute, even if, 
in exceptional cases, the customary vigour of the statements became 
somewhat vehement in form.

IV. DEVELOPMENT OF THE DEBATES.
The first meetings of Committee 3 were spent in preliminary 

discussions and in an exchange of views with regard to the classifi
cation and definition of the various types of broadcasting. These 
discussions led to the formation on November 3rd of Working Group A 
whose composition has been given above and whose work will be briefly 
summarized in Section V.

. At this stage of the debates, several delegations submitted 
documents for the Committee to study. ’

The examination of the questionnaire, contained in Document 
*+9, began on November 10th, The Committee accepted this document as 
a basis for discussion, on the understanding that it, would be entirely 
free to modify, or to reject, one or several auestions, or to add ; 
others. Indeed, it seemed impossible not to let the Committee itself 
judge the final form of the questionnaire, to which all delegations 
would be invited to reply.

There was a risk that discussion on the best procedure to 
follow might be unduly prolonged, but, at the end of the meeting on 
.November 11th, the Delegation of Pakistan submitted the following 
resolution which was unanimously adoptedj .

MThe Committee adopts in general the questionnaire in Docu
ment J+9 as the basis of discussion, in the purely arbitrary order in 
which the questions are given, approving or rejecting the individual 
questions as they are given; next considering additional questions - if 
any - and finally considering the order of the questions as they would 
appear in the final form.’1
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The procedure having thus been determined, the questions 
could now be examined one by one.

The discussions during the meeting next day showed the 
arduous task which the Committee had given itself by agreeing to 
discuss, down to the smallest details, the texts of the proposed 
questions *

With regard to the first question, the Delegation of India 
made a counter-proposal (Document 10*+) which received a great deal of 
support during the debates on November 12th, After re-drafting (Docu
ment 115),the text of this question was unanimously adopted on Novem
ber ljth with slight modifications only.

Two meetings, on November l6th and 17th, were required to 
complete discussion of the first part only of question No.,2. This 
question concerns the practicability of assigning a minimum number of 
channel hours to each country requesting it. It gave rise to pro
longed but instructive discussions on the relationship between 
national sovereignty in broadcasting matters, as well as on the right 
of each country to a minimum part of the high frequency spectrum.

After this, progress was somewhat quicker. At the next 
meeting (November 19th), discussion was resumed on the second part of 
question Noc 2 which, the Delegations of Argentine and UoS.S.R. had 
re-submitted by way of an amendment. After minor alterations, this 
question and question No. 3 were approved.

In none of the cases mentioned, had it been necessary to 
take a vote. The Committee, like its Chairman, considered that it 
was desirable to avoid votes as far as possible, since a majority 
would not be able to impose its will on a minority in these matters.

However, time was short and at the meeting of November 23rd 
the Chairman felt it was necessary to put to the vote the amended text 
of question No, b, which was adopted by 27 votes to b, with 2 ab
stentions.

The text of these b questions, as approved, is in Document
198.

o
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Two days later, the Committee "stated that it accepted the' 
date of December 17th, which the Plenary Assembly had fixed for the 
handing in of the final report. During the same meeting, the Com
mittee appointed a Working Group to collect, group, classify and, if 
necessary, to draw up such additional questions as the delegations 
wished to add to the questionnaire. It asked this Group to submit 
its report as soon as possible.

Finally, it adopted unanimously a new text for question 
NO;., 5- (Document 262),

.' A further meeting was held on November 26th. It was de
cided by 27 votes to' 8 that the new text of question No. 5 Would not 
Only include that of question No. 6.,' as had been decided the previous 
day, but that it also made question No. 7 superfluous. In this'way, 
the. examination of the questionnaire of the Chairman could be con
sidered as complete.

However, before asking for replies, the Committee declared 
that it. would await the result of the work of Working Group B, which 
;it :had just set up.

Meanwhile, the report of Group A was to be discussed.

This Report (Document 171) was presented to the Committee, 
at its meeting on November. 29th.

It was then examined-at two meetings, held on December 1st 
and. 2nd;, this examination showed such wide differences of opinion that 
it was decided to' ask the Working; Group to. reconsider the. majority of 
its recommendations. '

However, the-Committee, in one meeting (December 3rd) and 
'almost without discussion, adopted the report.-of Working Group B 
(Document 221) which contained amongst other.things, the text of the 
additional questions which the Group proposed should 'be added to the 
questionnaire.

Immediately afterwards, the Committee appointed a new 
Working Group to classify and coordinate the replies. Thanks to the 
efforts of Mr. Bokhari, Chairman of the new Working Group, the ad— - 
ditional questions were combined, with those ofthe questionnaire, in 
a single document (Document 26J).
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The replies were to be.handed in-to tho Group by 2.p.m. on
December 8th, at the latest, but this target date was later postponed
until the afternoon of December 9th.

After having given Group A several days to reconsider Document 
No. 1.71, the Committee met on December 8th to study the results 
contained in Document No. 290.

These results amounted only to a decision taken by a small majo
rity and the Committee, on the proposal of the Chair, attempted in 
the first place to see'if it could agree upon a compromise text.
After one and a half mootings,, these efforts proved unsuccessful. The 
Chairman then proposed that the Committee accept the evidence and re- . 
cognize that it seemed impossible to obtain unanimity or quasi-unanimity , 
which were, in his opinion, indispensable - despite the long debates and 
the manifest good will of uhe members of the Committee. He proposed 
that■questions of classification and definition of broadcasting types 
should be set aside and that the Committee pass on to discuss another 
subject, at any rate until such time as a new compromise text might 
be submitted, which had a real chance of being accepted either unani
mously or by a very large majority.

This proposal met with vigorous opposition from certain delega
tions, who considered tho procedure irregular and insisted that 
Document No. 290 be immediately discussed and put to the vote. This 
conflict found a happy solution when the delegations, who in protest 
had left the meeting on the previous.day, again attended the meeting 
on the following day (December 10), not in order to enforce their 
views., as a majority, but merely in order to take the opinion of the 
delegations on the statistical point of whether they accepted or 
rejected Document No. 290, this being done, not in order to impose the 
will of the majority, but simply "for statistical reasons". A compro
mise text proposed by the Soviet Delegation was submitted to the dele
gations under tho 3-ano conditions. For the results see the end of 
paragraph V.

Moreover, it was decided that question No. 5> as well as any 
replies which might already have been received, be examined separately 
from the others by Group C.

During the work of Working Group C. i.e. from December 11th to 
21st, the plenary meetings of the Committee were interrupted in order 
that the Working Group might hand in its report as soon as possible.

They were resumed on the morning of December 22nd. In accordance 
with Committee 3fs terms of reference and with a decision of the 
Coordinating Committee (Document No. 109)5 the Committee then 
decided to examine the questions of principle raided in Appendices B
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of the Reports of the Planning Committee (Geneva and Mexico Sessions).
This examination of the Appendices B was mainly devoted, as will 

be seen in paragraph VII, to discussion of the basic principles of tho 
Soviet Plan and it was completed on January 7th.

o
0 0  . ,

Committee 3 was then able to tackle the last part of its works exa
mination of the Delegations* replies to the questionnaire (Document No. 
265)j as contained in extenso in Document No. 38*+ and as classified and 
interpreted by Working Group C in Document No. 375? which was accepted by 
the majority as a working document during the afternoon meeting on January 
7th together with Document No. 38*+.

In the course of the discussions which followed it appeared necessary 
to correct certain points in Document No. 375? after which the Committee 
proceeded to consider Documents Nos, -̂06 and *+07.

■Document No, ^06, prepared by the Chair, contained draft conclu
sions and recommendations to be submitted by the Committee to tho Ple
nary Assembly. The document gave rise to laborious discussion at a 
number of meetings. As the progress made was too slow to make certain 
that the Final Report would be presented to the Plenary Assembly within 
the prescribed time-limit, the Committee decided on January 17 to request 
Working Group■C'to meet again with a view to a second revision of the 
classification of the Replies, and the presentation of new draft con
clusions and recommendations.

In its Report, which was submitted to the plenary Committee on 
January 20, Working Group C reached the conclusion that it could not carry out the second part of the task entrusted to it.

The text of the relevant resolution (which will be found at the 
•end of Chapter VIII) was approved by 28 votes to 10, with 6 abstentions, 
after the Argentine Delegation had submitted a different draft resolu
tion.

The resolution marked the close of the labors of the Committee.
It gave expression to the impossibility, at any rate for the moment, 
of. finding general principles acceptable .to the great majority of 
countries, and applicable uniformly to all countries, but at the 
same time recommended the presentation of Documents Nos. 375? 38*+ and 
511 to the Plenary Assembly.
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V. WORKING GROUP A .
The following terms of reference were given to this Group, 

whose Chairman was Father Soccorsi and whose composition has been 
given above:

J'l, Determine and define the criteria for classifying the 
various types of high frequency transmissions, taking 
into account the destination of these transmissions, 
as well as the nature of the programmes and the techni
cal conditions of operation.

2. Determine and define a practical classification, as 
simple as possible, capable,of being used immediately 
by the appropriate Committees, for statistical analysis 
and other purposes.

'3* This work should be undertaken on the basis of all pro
posals and documents already submitted, or later to be 
submitted, to the present Conference, and on the basis 
of documentation of the Atlantic City HFB Conference.

b . Proposals for definition and. for classification should 
be submitted in a form which in no way prejudices later 
discussions on the principles of priority in Committee
3

The Group, constituted on November 3rd, has held numerous 
meetings. As working documents it had at^its disposal, among others:

No. 25 - The Question of Priorities - Brief Summary of the 
Atlantic City Documents;

No. 28 - Morocco and Tunisia - Classification of Short Wave 
Transmissions;

No. 38 - India - Types of Broadcasting Services;
No. 53 - Portugal - An attempt to classify HF Broadcasting 

Services;
No. 5b - Brazil - Proposal for Classification of Broad

casting Services.
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After long discussions, and thanks to the untiring efforts 
of the chairman,- a report on "Proposal for Classification and 
Definition of different Types of■Transmissions" was presented on the 
29th November (Document No. 171).

This was composed of four parts, referring to classifica
tion and proposed definitions, according tos

I. Destination of transmissions,
II. Nature of programmes,

III. Technical conditions,
IV, Necessity for using high frequencies.

While the report had not been voted on within- the Working 
Group, and some delegations had only made reservations with regard 
to certain points, violent opposition against the proposals contained 
therein became manifest when the document was discussed in the plen
ary meetings of the Committee. During the meeting of December 1st, 
part III was approved by 22 votes to,13, after a vote taken because 
no-’ question of principle seemed to be involved. On the following 
day, part II was completely eliminated by 29 votes to 3« As to part 
IV, the Delegation of New Zealand proposed a new wording, as well 
as an addition establishing a classification into "indispensable 
services" and "auxiliary service's".

But the real stumbling block was undoubtedly part I, which 
proposed a classification intos

a) National Transmissions,
b) Mixed Transmissions,
c) International Transmissions,
d) Special Transmissions.

The opposition arose principally against the admission, 
within the classification, of the "mixed transmissions" which in
cluded, amongst others, "transmissions in the language of the trans
mitting country to persons enjoying the rights of citizenship of 
’that country but living outside its frontiers.". Certain delegations, 
and amongst them especially those of the Western hemisphere, con
sidered that such a classification was of an inadmissible political 
character. While they were aware that opposition against the clas _ 
sification would not automatically signify the elimination of the 
objectionable transmissions, they did not want to see them "acknow
ledged and sanctioned" in any official document of the «onference.



Other delegations on the contrary, insisted on a clearer and more 
complete definition of the classification in question.

.To this divergence of viewpoints must be added the srtgTOStions 
made by certain delegates to eliminate completely or partially category 
d) in which had been included the transmissions by the United Nations 
(including those by UNESCO), and those from the Vatican City and the 
International Red Cross, Other voices were raised insisting that cate
gory a) , contrary to the proposal contained in Document 171, should 
cover only national transmissions in the strictest sense of the word, 
and that it should not cover transmissions intended for colonies, 
protectorates, territories under mandate and other countries members 
of a national community.

For these reasons and instead of proceding to a vote which, 
in the circumstances, would have had no practical significance, it 
was decided that parts I and IV as well as the proposal from New 
Zealand be-referred to the Working Group with the request that the 
problem be reconsidered in the light of the discussions within the 
Committee.

o
0 0

A few days later, Working Group A submitted a new draft of 
part I (Document No. 290). The main characteristic of the new clas
sification consisted in the fact that the "mixed transmissions" and 
the "special transmissions" of Document 171 had disappeared completely. 
Furthermore, the first of the two 1ypes of transmissions which had 
been preserved (type A) only included "transmissions intended for the 
interior of the transmitting country or for other regions of said 
country", while the other type (type B) covered "transmissions in
tended for the colonies, protectorates, possessions or mandated 
territories of the transmitting country" as well as "for-other 
countries".

This problem had already caused lively discussions within 
the Working Group. The text just mentioned had only been adopted by 
5 votes to 3, with 3 abstentions.

This was the reason for the Chairman's proposal (as stated 
in Section IV) during the session of December 8th, in which Document 
290 was to be discussed, that a compromise text be found. Responding 
to this suggestion, the Delegation of the USSR proposed the following 
texts

A. National Transmissions (Transmissions for the Interior!

(Doc. No. 513-2)

Transmissions by a country intended exclusively for 
listeners residing within its territory or territories.
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B,, International Transmissions (Transmissions for the Exterior)
• Transmissions by a country intended for listeners abroad, 
residing beyond the frontiers of the transmitting country!

1* In the language of the transmitting country.
'2. In other languages.

This type includes the transmissions by the United 
Nations (also UNESCO).

- The following introduction preceded this text:
"In order to facilitate the discussion, and without prejudice 
as to priorities, the different types- of transmissions are 
classified in the following two categories":

b
o o

The next day, the Argentine Delegation, also in response;to 
the suggestion of the chair submitted the following text in the name 
of several friendly delegations:

"For reasons of a practical nature, and without prejudice to 
the question of priorities, the high frequency broadcasting 
transmissions are classified into the following three types:
Tyne "A" Transmissions intended for reception within the 

territory of the transmitting country, or other 
regions of said country not included under types 

- B or C,
Type "B" Transmissions intended for reception in the colonies, 

protectorates, possessions or territories. under 
mandate of the transmitting country or vice-versa, 
or within the respective territories, or between these 
territories.

Type "C" All transmissions intended for reception by other 
countries, including the transmissions which a 
country member of a commonwealth of nations may. 
intend for one or several other' countries, members 
of that same cJommonwealth, 1) in' the principal 
language of the'transmitting country or, 2) in other 
languages. This type includes the transmissions by 
the United Nations (also UNESCO).

The Committee, by 26 votes to 20 and 7 abstentions, refused 
to accept the text submitted by the Argentine Delegation as a basis 
for discussion. Due to the opposition of certain delegates it became 
impossible to consult the Meeting to find out if it would be willing 
to discuss the text submitted by the USSR.
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The following day, December 10th,. the votes taken "for 
statistical reasons" under the condiiloihs• described in Section IV, 
gave the--following resu? t's's ’

Text of Document 290: for 21, against 3*+? abstentions 2.
Text of U.S.S.R.: for 30, against 20, abstentions 5*

VI. WORKING GROUP "B" . •
This Group, set up on November 25th. but unable to com

mence its work until a few days later, presented its report in time 
for discussion at the meeting of December 3rd.

The Committee had given the Group the following terms of
references

"To classify and, if necessary, to combine and re-write 
j the additional questions proposed by the delegations, so

as +'o submit to the full Committee those which it
should add to the questionnaire."

o 
o o

The Report of the Group -.(Document No. 221) is a notable 
proof of the considerable efforts made under the competent guidance
of Mr# Barajas with'record speed, which demanded prolonged work,
many times late at night. Sixty supplementary questions had been 
submitted by the various countries. Of these, 31 were combined to 
form S new questions, and 11 were thought to contain new ideas, 
so that 19 questions were added to the original 5 of the question
naire.

Annex B of the Report, which contained the 8 questions of 
part a) and the 11 questions of part b) above-mentioned, was ap
proved by the Committee without discussion, by 25 votes to 7 with 
b abstentions. It was understood that parts c), d) and e) of
Annex B, which contained questions to be referred to other Com
mittees, and which did not refer to general principles or affect 
questions already approved, -would not be taken into consideration.

The additional questions were then, together with those 
drafted by the Plenary Committee, published in Document No. 265? 
to which ail Delegations. were■ -invited to reply-.
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VH. APPENDICES B OF THE REPORTS OF THE PLANNING 
COMMITTEE (Geneva and Mexico Sessions).

The terms of reference given by the Plenary Assembly to Com
mittee 3 showed that the latterfs work should, amongst other fac
tors, be carried out in .the light of the reports and documents of 
the Planning Committee (Geneva and Mexico Sessions). Moreover, 
document 109, issued' by the Coordinating Committee stated that the 
Appendices B of these reports should most especially occupy the 
attention of Committee 3.

This task was undertaken by the Committee on December 22nd, 19*+?* 
At the request of several Delegations, Prof. Siforov of the Soviet 
Delegation was first invited to explain the general outlines of 
the principles on which his Delegation^ plan is based. A: large 
number of Delegates then expressed their wish to put questions to 
the speaker concerning both the validity of the principles and 
the manner in which they had been applied,'

With the best of grace and with obvious care to forget no der 
tail, Prof, Siforov replied to the questions put to him. Six 
plenary meetings of the Committee were devoted to this exchange 
of views which, for several Delegations cast a great deal of light
on important points which had hitherto remained more or less obs
cure* A vote of thanks to Prof, Siforov was adopted unanimously and 
with hearty applause.

o
0 0

It soon appeared that, after the questions and answers con
cerning the Soviet Plan, the majority of Delegations d'id not'con- 
sider as useful a more thorough study of the appendices B at this
stage of the work of Committee 3»

At the meeting on the morning of January 7 .th y the following ■ 
resolution was passed, giving the reasons for this opinions

"Committee 3s
1, Considers that the general principles, on which the Soviet 

Plan is based, as well as those contained in Appendices B 
of the Reports of the Planning Committee (Geneva and Mexico 
Sessions) are included in the questionnaire distributed as 
document 265?
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2. Is of the opinion that the best way to discuss these 
principles is to 'include such discussion in a general

• x debate on the report of Working Group C, distributed
as document No. 375."

It was also decided to start the examination of document No. 375
at the next meeting (January 7th, afternoon).

VIII. WORKING GROUP "C"

This Group, the comnosition and terms of reference of which were 
indicated in paragraph II of the present Report, began work immedia
tely after the' time limit fixed for the submission of Replies to the 
Questionnaire in Document No. 265 (evening of December 9)*

On the working method adopted by the Group, and on the difficul
ties with which it has had to deal, the Chairman, Prof. Bokhari (Pa
kistan), has interesting information to give in his Report (Document 
-No. 375). But the latter does not adequately reflect the extent of the 
work done by the Group, or the devoted service of all its members under 
the inspired direction of its Chairman. If Documents. No. 375 and No.38b-. 
are amongst the most useful and the most illuminating hitherto publish
ed by the Conference, it is to the work of Group C and its Sub-Groups 
that this result is due.

After the Christmas and New Year holidays, owing to the heavy 
work of the Secretariat in connection with the translation, reproduction 
and distribution of the analyses and replies, a certain number of dele
gations were not in a position to take note of these documents until the 
early days of 19b-9.

The consideration of these documents began in the afternoon of 
January 7. .After a short general discussion it was decided by 39 
votes to 9 to accept them as working documents.

The question of the best method of procedure to enable, not 
only Committee 3? but also the Conference as a whole, to derive the 
fullest advantage from the work done,^gave rise to prolonged dis
cussion. A.Norwegian proposal to invite Group C to meet again in 
order to take note of such corrections as delegations might have to 
make, with a view to a Supplementary Report to the Committee, was 
rejected; and the Committee, on the proposal of the Cuban Delegation, 
approved the following solution;

"Certain Replies to Document No. 265 having been incorrectly 
analyzed or reproduced in Document No. 375? Committee 3 decides 
that the last named document shall be considered question by 
question, in order'to eliminate, such errors, on the understand
ing that each delegation shall correct such errors as concern 
it without intervention by other parties.



"Committee 3 further expresses' a wish to be informed 
immediately as to the details of the classification 
of the different countries in the four categories: 
"Yes", "No", "Abstentions", and "Other Replies", in 
order that delegations may be enabled to indicate 
their agreement with the classification of their 
Replies, so that perfectly correct statistical data 
may be established."
In accordance■with the procedure thus established, the 

Committee, on January 10th, began the examination of Document No. 
375? question by question. It soon appeared, however, that the 
tabulation of the affirmative, negative, "abstentions", and "other 
replies took too much time in plenary Committee meetings. For 
this reason it was decided to ask all the delegations to find out 
from the Chairmen of the Sub-Groups of Working Group C in which 
category their replies had been classified and to request correc
tions in writing, when necessary.

On the ba'sis of these corrections, the Chairmen of the 
Sub-Groups drafted a correction document (Document No. b-b-7).

Having finished this task, the Committee, at the sug
gestion of the Chairman, decided - at the meeting of January 10 - 
to begin the study of Documents No. b-06 and No, b-07, containing 
draft conclusions to be drawn from Documents Nos. 375? 38b- and b-b-7 
as well as draft resolutions.

The first of these documents - Document No. b-06, pre
pared by the Chair was intended to be included, after approval or 
•modification by the Committee, in the Final Report of the Com
mittee to the Plenary Assembly.

Several meetings were devoted to the discussion of the 
document in question. However, progress was so slow, and the work 
of drafting so laborious, that on January 17 the Committee decided 
to ask Group C to resume its work, now consisting of:

1. Making new corrections to Document No. b-b-7? which 
itself was a correction of Document No. 375•

2. Drafting conclusions to be drawn from the answers 
of the various countries to the questionnaire of 
Document No. 265«

3. Drafting resolutions to be presented to the Plenary 
Assembly.
Group C met on January 18 and 19*



Tho result of this part of its work is included in Docu
ment No. 511? containing tho final classification of the answers, 
and in Document No, 512*

The latter contains, in addition to a short summary of 
the work, the text of the following resolution which the Group 
adopted by a vote of 11 tp 5? with 2 abstentions;

"(a) In analyzing the replies of countries (Documents
Nos. 38h- and 511) to the questionnaire in Document 
No. 265? Working Group C of Committee 3 recognizes 
that it is impossible to establish, at the present 
time, general principles acceptable to the great 
majority of countries and applicable in a uniform 
manner to all countries, principles which could 
serve as a basis for the elaboration of a High 
Frequency Broadcasting Plan. At the same time, 
the Working Group notes that the majority of 
countries consider that the elaboration of a Plan 
on the basis of technical principles alone is 
unacceptable.

"(b) In view of the above-mentioned circumstances and
taking into account the desire of the members of
the Working Group to submit, as promptly as possible, 
to the Plenary of the Conference and to Committee 
6, any necessary information concerning the ful
fillment of the terms of reference of Committee 
3, the 'Working Group recommends that the report 
to the Plenary Assembly prepared by Committee 3 
regarding the fulfillment of its terms of reference 
bo composed of the items given in (c) below,

"(c) i) The text of paragraph (a) of the present
resolution 5

ii) Document No. 511 which contains a statistical 
summary of the replies to the Questionnaire 
in Document No. 265;

iii) Document No. 38b, containing the full text of 
the replies of the countries to the Question
naire in Document No. 265;

iv) A recommendation to the Plenary Assembly of 
the Conference to submit Documents Nos. 5H>
375 (as corrected) and 38b to Committee 6 for 
purposes of information."

*At its plenary meeting on January 20, Committee 3 
unanimously approved the summary of the latest work of Group C.
The resolution, as stated at the end of paragraph IV, was adopted 
by a vote of 2o to 1 0, with b abstentions.
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IX. CONCLUSIONS
It does not seem necessary to comment at length on the 

results of the work of Committee 3* Only the future can prove. . 
conclusively whether the work of the b2 meetings of the Committee 
was in vain.

The' Chairman wishes to express his deep gratitude to the 
First Vice-Chairman, Mr. Jacques Meyer, who not only attended all 
of the meetings of the Committee, but also contributed a great 
deal to the discussions.

' He also- would like to express his gratitude to the Chair
men of the Working Groups; Father Soccorsi, Mr. Barajas, and Mr. 
Bo.khari, who had the .thankless task of clearing the way for the 
Committee at particularly difficult times.

Last but not least, it is to the "workers behind the 
scones" that we should state the sincere appreciation of our Com
mittee; to Mr. Leproux, the Reporter, whose numerous and sometimes 
voluminous reports are models of clarity as well as the results of 
assiduous work; to the members of the Secretariat who have in
variably given their fullest cooperation, 110 matter how extravagant 
the demands made upon them for translating, duplicating and dis
tributing the documents; to the interpreters who faithfully re
mained at their posts during the longest and most tiring meetings.

If one adds to this the good-will which the Chairman, in 
spite of some serious errors on his part, constantly found in all 
the members of the Committee, no one will be surprised to learn 
that he carries away with him very pleasant recollections of 
Committee 3»

The Chairman,
H. J. van den Brock
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Committee' 3 - ' Working Documents

25 - Question-of priorities - A Brief Summary of the Atlantic City. 
Documents (19b7)

28 - Morocco and Tunisia - Classification of Short Wave Transmissions 
38 - India - Types of Broadcasting Services 
b9 - Draft Questionnaire
53 - Portugal - Attempt to classify high frequency broadcasting services 
5b - Brazil - Proposal of Classification of Broadcasting Services h/f 
58 - Portugal - General Principles in the Field of Frequency Economy 
76 - Terms of Reference of the Working Group of Committee 3
87 - United Kingdom - Proposed Revision of Document b9.
88 - United Kingdom - Principles of allocation of frequencies for h/f .

broadcasting
96 - Uruguay - Comments on questionnaire of document no. b9.
98 - USSR - Brief Explanatory Note to Projected Plan.for the Distribution 

of fr equencies for .Short Wave Broadcasting.,, prepared by the Soviet 
Delegation

10b- - India - Modifications and additions to Document No. b9
109 - Committee I - Notice . Working Group of Committee 1
115 - Text of Question No. 1 as proposed by the India Delegation
120 - UNESCO - A Memorandum submitted to the Mexico International High" 

Frequency Broadcasting Conference by the Director General of 
UNESCO

135 - France - A composite Proposal presented by the Head- of. the French’. 
Delegation at the conclusion of the Meeting of the General Prin
ciples Committee. 16 November 19b8

lb7 - Guatemala - supports Annex .V of Document No. 105 Rhf (Atlantic City) 
by Argentine.

157 - France - Elaboration of Principles to be adopted for the purpose of 
regulating the use of High Frequency Broadcasting.

17'1 - First Report of Working Group A of the General Principles Committee 
29 November 19b8.



189 - Brazil, Points of view on Plan of Distribution of Frequencies
198 - General Principles Committee, • Text of Questions I, II, III and II,-
20b - Benelux Countries - Comments on the bases of draft plans (see

corrections document no. 230-E)
221 - Report of Working Group B of the General Principles Committee.
262 ~ General Principles Committee. Text of Question V
265 - Working Group C of GeneraJ Principles Committee. Questionnaire
283 - Working Group C of•the General Principles Committee
290 - Second Report of Working Group A of the General Principles

Committee
291 - Constructive suggestions submitted by the Soviet Delegation for

the General Principles'Committee
319 - Portugal - Comments.on the requirements presented by various 

countries for long programmes
36b - Corrigendum to Document No*. 319 (concerns the French text only)
375. - Report of Working Group C of the General Principles Committee
38b - Replies to the questionnaire contained in doc. no. 265
b06 - Propped Conclusions and Resolutions based on Documents Nos. 375 

and 38b (Working Group C), submitted by the Chair
1

bO7 - Vatican City - Conclusions.
t

bb7 - Working Group C .- Classification of Replies,

bb8 - The Chair - Draft Report to Plenary Assembly.
b83 - Corrigendum, to .Document No, bb8.
50b - Working Group C - Request for corrections to Document No. bb7«
511 11 11 ff — Corrected classification’of Replies
512 - ,f lf n - Second Report,
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INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE Addendum to Document No. 513-E 

2 February 191+9 
Original; ENGLISH

Mexico City, 19b8A9

1. The title of Section IX of Document No, 513 is changed 
from "Conclusions" to "General Remarks".

2, A new section, section X, is added, entitled "Recommend
ations" . containing the following;

The final conclusions which are imparted to Committee 6 are as 
follows:

a) In view of the impossibility of establishing general 
principles for a Plan acceptable to all the countries 
concerned, Committee 6 shall take into consideration 
only those points of view likely to furnish a fair and 
equitable frequency assignment Plan.

b) Any plan based exclusively on technical principles is 
unaccceptable,

c) Any eventual Plan shall take into consideration the 
means likely to economize high frequencies, in accordance 
with the almost unanimous opinion expressed in the re
plies to Question No, 3 of the Questionnaire in Docu
ment No, 265.

d) Lastly, any Plan shall consider the final conclusions 
resulting from the replies to Questions Nos. 1, 13? lb,
20, 21, 23 and 25 of the Questionnaire referred to*

This decision was adopted unanimously in the Plenary Assembly 
of January 29th, 19b9.



— ---- 20 January 19^9

INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE - Document No. 5lb~E

Mexico City, 19b8/b9 _ ... _J 9 '  ' Committee 2

L I B E R I A
Mandate

The Secretariat has received the following message 
from Monrovia? Liberia;

"HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING CONFERENCE 
MEXICO CITY, MEXICO

YOU ARE REQUESTED TO RECOGNIZE THE AUTHORITY WHICH I 
HAVE GIVEN TO THE UNITED STATES DELEGATION TO VOTE ON 
BEHALF OF LIBERIA WITH FULL POWERS TO SIGN ANY DOCU
MENTS THAT MIGHT. ISSUE FROM THE CONFERENCE STOP A 
FORMAL DOCUMENT ADDRESSED TO THE CONFERENCE IS BEING:- 
FORWARDED,

(signed) V/. V, Stubman, President"



INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE

Mexico City, 19b8/b9

A G E  N D A

of the 
Plenary Assemblies 

of
January 21st and 22nd

1* Approval of the' Report of tho Credentials Committee (Committee 2) Document i'fo. 516.
2+ Approval of the Report of the Technical Principles Committee 

(Committee .-b) January 21st, 19^9, Document No, b90-
3, Approval of the Report of the General Principles Committee 

(Committee 3) .January 22nd, 19b9, Document No, 393*

N.B, "The Plenary of January 21 will begin nromntly at io a.m.

Document No, 5l5-E^Rr>visedY
20 January 19*+9

The Plenary Hall not being available to the Conference on the 
afternoon of January 22nd, the Plenary Assembly will begin 
nromntly at 9 a.m. and will close at 2 p.m.



INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE
Document No, 515-E
20 January 19^9

Mexico City, 19b8/b9

A G E N D A

of the 
Plenary Assemblies 

of
January 21st and 22nd

1. Approval of the Report of the Technical Principles Committee 
(Committee .-b) January 21st, 19^9* Document No. b90-

2. Approval of the Report of the General Principles Committee 
(Committee 3). .January 22nd, 19^9, Document No. 393.

N.B, "The Plenary of January 21 will begin promptly at lO a.m.

3. The Plenary Hall not being.available to the Conference on the 
afternoon of January 22nd., the Plenary Assembly will begin 
promptly at 9 a.m. and will close at 2 p.m.



INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE
Document No. 516-E
20 January 19*+9
Originals FRENCH

Mexico City, 19^8 A-9
Committee 2

REPORT OF THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE 
POWERS OF LIBERIA

1. The Plenary Assembly of January 1? has sent to 
Committee 2, for study, the question of the validity of the powers 
conferred by Liberia on the Delegation of the U.S.A.

2. In the meanwhile, Committee 2 has received the 
following cables

11 X-l̂ f MX3*+0 MXS/R 3107/LYS66 LIBGOVT MON- 
R OVI AL IBERIA 53 19 (01) 135*+ HIGH FREQUENCY
BROADCASTING CONFERENCE MEXICOCITY MEXICO 
YOU ARE REQUESTED TO RECOGNIZE THE AUTHORITY 
WHICH I HAVE GIVEN TO THE UNITEDSTATES DELE
GATION TO VOTE ON BEHALF OF LIBERIA WITH FULL 
POWERS TO SIGN ANY DOCUMENTS THAT MIGHT ISSUE 
FROM THE CONFERENCE STOP A FORMAL DOCUMENT 
ADDRESSED TO THE CONFERENCE IS BEING FORWARDED

WVSTUBMAN PRESIDENT

3. Since Committee 2 had admitted previously that 
powers transmitted by telegram would be considered as provisional 
powers, those conferred by the above telegram enter within that 
category, and Liberia is thus to be included in the list of countries 
which have conferred provisional powers.

Lf. As from the receipt of the Letters of Credence 
mentioned in the above telegram, these provisional powers automa
tically become definite, in accordance with the procedure admitted 
by Committee 2 and approved by the Plenary Assembly.

Raul de Albuquerque 
Chairman of Committee 2



INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE

Mexico City, 1 9 W A 9

Document No.. j£LZ-§
20 January 19̂ +9 
Original; SPANISH 
Committee 1

C U B A
Proposal for modification of Document No. -̂33~E

of Brazil

The Delegation of Cuba shares the feelings and objectives 
expressed by the Delegation of Brazil in Document No. ^33? but, 
in view of the proposal of Brazil in paragraph B of the said do
cument that, in case no majority can be obtained in the Plenary
Assembly for any of the plans submitted to it, the Conference 
should be terminated without having arrived at any resolution, 
we wish to formulate the following amendments and additions to 
the aforementioned proposals

1. That paragraph A of the second section of the pro
posal be eliminated (there being no object in pre
serving it),

2. That the present paragraph B should become paragraph
1) of the first section, altering the text so that the
paragraph begins; "Between January 20 and 31? one ox
more Plenary Assemblies shall be held.....etc."

3. The present paragraphs C and D to become A and B, res
pectively.
That a second part be added to the proposal of Brazil,
with the following texts

2,-In case none of the plans submitted to the con
sideration of the Plenary Assembly should be adopted 
(present paragraph B of the Brazilian proposal), a
Special Committee, composed of one or more members of
each delegation present at the Conference and desirous 
of forming part of the said Committee? shall be esta
blished and charged with the task of taking into con
sideration all requirements and viewpoints presented 
in writing by each and every delegation, - as well as 
all resolutions approved by the various Committees 
of the Conference, and shall proceed to draft a general 
plan of frequency assignment for short wave broadcast
ing, indicating the methods suggested for its applica
tion.
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A. The Special Committee to finish its task before 
30 April 19^9•

B. The Mexican Administration to remit to all in
terested Administrations concerned before 20 May 19̂ +9 
the results of the work of the Special Committee, for 
their information and consideration. The said Admi
nistrations to advise that of Mexico in writing, before 15 
July 19^9? whether they do, or do not, accept the plan in 
question, and the Mexican Administration to notify these 
replies to all the other Administrations.

C. If the majority of the Administrations accept the 
plan drawn up by the Special Committee, it shall be adopt
ed and applied in accordance with the methods suggested.



7 February 19*+9
Mexico City, 19^8A 9  Originals FRENCH

Committee 3

INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING Document No. 5l8~E

CONFERENCE

REPORT OF THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES COMMITTEE 
Twenty-fourth Meeting 

22 December 19*+8 (Morning)

1, The meeting was declared open at 10,15 a.m. by the Chair"
man, Mr. H, J. van den Broek, who was assisted by the First 
Vice-President, Mr. Jacques Meyer,

The Chairman invited the Committee to take a decision as 
to the acceptance of Documents Nos, 232 and 23^, constituting 
tho Minutes of tho 1̂ +th and l6th meetings. The Committee ap« 
proved the two Minutes, subject to the following rectificationss

2, Document No. 232; '
At the request of the Delegate of Canada. the beginning 

of the second sentence of the second paragraph of the Canadian 
Delegate*s statement on page 7 was omitted and replaced by the 
following wordings "He did not consider it worth while to take 
an immediate decision concerning the creation of a second work
ing group to study replies,  etc,"

The Delegate of Mexico wished the Spanish text of the 
Mexican Delegate*s statement appearing on Page 8 to be made to 
conform with the original text handed to the Reporter by the 
Delegation of Mexico,

3, Document No.
At the request of the Delegate of the U.S.A.« at the top 

of page 5 of the English text, the third sentence beginning with 
"Under these conditions he could not agree" was replaced by;
"He could not consider that an agreement had been reached to be
gin the discussion Monday morning,"
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At the request of the Delegate of India, in the text of 
the account of his statement on page 6 of the English text,--the 
last sentence was replaced by the following? "He insisted that 
the procedure previously adopted should be maintained*11

*+, The Delegate of tho U.S.S.R* reserved the right to make
subsequent modifications in the two documents cited*

5. The Chairman pointed out to the - Committee that there was
an error in Document No. 202 (Report of the 13th Meeting), which 
should bear the date of November 22 instead of November 23®

6* He welcomed the Delegate of Turkey, who was taking part in
the meeting for the first time*

The Delegate of Turkey expressed his thanks for the Chair
man^ kind welcome*

7m He called the Committee^ attention to the following docu
ments, which had been distributed since its last meeting?

Document No. 291? The constructive proposal submitted by 
the Soviet Delegation to the General Principles Committee*

Document No. 319? Comments of the Delegation of Portugal 
on the requirements submitted by the various countries for pro
grams of long duration.

Document No. 328s Draft report on the work of tho General 
Principles Committee, first part* The Chairman proposed that the 
latter document should be submitted first to the Committee and 
then to the Plenary Assembly. It would not be discussed imme
diately 5 the account of the later work of the Committee would
be added to it subsequently, especially the account of the work 
of Group C, which had finished its important mission tho night 
before*

o
o o

8. The Chairman invited Delegations to make suggestions regard
ing tho program they wished to adopt concerning future work.

The Delegate of the U.S.A* proposed that the Committee 
proceed to a thorough examination of the ̂ principles which had 
served as a basis for the establishment of the Soviet Plan, pend
ing the conclusions of Working Group 3 C,

9. The U.S.A. proposal was supported by the Delegates of India,
the U*IC0, Pakistan and tho P.R. of Roumania.



The Delegate of France was also of the opinion that the 
discussion of the general principles of the Soviet Plan should 
be begun. He insisted on the fact that although Committee 6 
had submitted questions to all the delegations, concerning the 
Soviet Plan, the general principles thereof - whose consideration 
was within rhc province of Committee 3 - had not been, and could 
not be, discussed outside of the latter Committee.

The Delegates of the F.P.R. of Yugoslavia and the U.S.S.R. 
expressed satisfaction that the Committee now appeared ready to 
proceed to the consideration of the Soviet Plan, They suggested 
that Prof. Siforov might make an explanation of tho bases of the 
Soviet Plan, after which a discussion on principles might be 
opened.

Tho'Chairman said that in conformity with Document No. 109> 
Committee 3 had to examine Appendices B of the Geneva and 
Mexico City Reports. The Consideration of the general principles 
of the Soviet Plan riight be considered as forming a part of that 
task. The Committee agreed with the Chairman*s suggestion: and
the latter invited Professor Siforov to take the floor.

Professor Siforov outlined the bases on which the U.S.S.R. 
had established a plan for distribution of frequencies among all 
the countries of the world, A work of such nature was absolutely 
necessary in order to put an end to the present chaos in the 
ether. Various committees and working groups had already examin
ed the technical principles of the plan. Comments oh both the 
technical considerations and the general principles had been re
ceived. The U.S.S.R. Delegation deemed it indispensable to ex
plain to Committee 3 the general principles on which its Plan was 
based with a view to subsequent discussions, especially as cer
tain comments showed that the bases of the Soviet Plan had not 
been clearly understood.

In order that the structure of the plan might be set forth 
clearly, he proposed to take the folloying five questions in suc
cession:

1) Number of channcl-hours available for assignment;
2) Indispensable fundamental principles;
3) Factors which determine a country!s importance and 

its high frequency needs; /
Mathematical formula to be used to determine the num
ber of channel-hours which it would be advisable to 
assign to each country;
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5) Consideration of certain statistical data which res
pect to the assignment of channel hours to the coun
tries.

.a) Number .of, .channel hours available for assignment*.
On the basis of the bands assigned at Atlantic City to 

high frequency broadcasting, and on the recommendation fixing a 
separation of 10 kc/s between carriers it was found that
there would be available only l85 channels, that is to say, 
that there were available 185 x 2k s-k^kOO channel hours.. That 
number constituted the ’’fund” of channel-hours available to the 
Conference* It resulted from physical considerations, and did 
not take into account the possibilities offered by simultaneous 
transmissions by certain broadcasting stations. The Soviet Dele
gation had made calculations to illustrate to what degree the 
simultaneous sharing of frequencies might allow the above-men
tioned total to be increased. , On the basis of those calculations, 
the ^oviet Delegation obtained the figure of 5,500, which repre
sented the definitive total of channel hours that might possibly 
be available for distribution among the countries. The draft 
plan of the U.S.S.R, Delegation for frequency assignments for a 
year of median solar activity was founded upon that figure of 
5 ,5 0 0 channel hours.

15. b) How was that general number of channel-hours to be allotted? 
In order to assign the channel hours available, it was absolutely 
necessary to make an analysis of the requirements of all the 
countries. The total number of the requirements was 1^,776 
channel hours, i.e. about three times as much as was available. 
Accordingly, it was physically impossible to satisfy all the 
requirements-. The necessity arose therefore, of finding an equit
able method which would allow of an objective determination of 
the requirements of each country in the matter of high frequency 
broadcasting. The need for such a method had- boon shown by the 
fact that the majority of countries had rejected Annex A of the 
Report of the Planning Committee (Geneva Session), The allot
ment of channel hours among the various countries, as provided
by Annex A, was unacceptable, because it had not been based upon 
equitable general principles, because it had no proof behind it, 
and because it had not taken into account the needs of the 
countries or the requirements they had submitted,

16. From all the aforegoing consideration it was evident
that each country would have to consent to make sacrifices and 
to limit its demands to a certain degree. These considerations
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showed-that general principles, from which any plan must pro** 
coed, wore indispensable, Furi;hermore, the Replies of the 
Countries to the Questionnaire of Committee 3; which appeared 
in Document No, 2c5* proved that the greater part of the -dele
gations wished the plan to be based, not-only upon technical 
principles, but also upon a uniform and just method of allot
ment of frequencies,

17, c) What should that method be?
The problem consisted in determining just and equitable 

factors and genera,! principles for the entire world, which 
took into account the real needs of each country, Any plan 
which failed to take into consideration these principles, lack
ed a solid foundation. What were those factors?

In principle, every country evidently had tho right to 
request whatever it; wished, but. since the ether was not in
finite, it was necessary to limit that right, and the Confer
ence had been convened for that purpose, In the first place, 
it was a matter of satisfying the national needs of each co'un- 
try and the cultural needs of its population, taking into ac
count the necessity of spreading its national culture and the 
necessity of giving the entire population an opportunity to 
listen to news broadcasts in its own language. For these reasons, 
it was necessary to grant priority to national broadcasting.
Using this basis as point of departure, the first factor was 
the area of the country concerned; the second was the number 
of its inhabitants, without which the area factor was incom
plete, The number of the necessary programs became greater as 
the level of population increased. These two factors thus were 
mutually complementary.

The third factor was the number of official languages.
High frequency broadcasting had to satisfy all the official 
languages of a country. It was obvious that the number of 
programs would have to increase in proportion to the number of 

- languages. These three factors were permanent and reflected 
the needs of each country in the matter of high frequency 
broadcasting. Their objectivity and true influence had been 
recognized by many of the delegations present, both in docu^ 
ments and in personal conversations.

o
o o



The meeting was suspended at 11 . W  a.m. and resumed at 12*15 p.m.
Prof* Siforov continued his explanation. He said that in Documenl 

No. 68j of the Planning Committee (Mexico City Session) the Delegation 
of India had expressed the opinion that, when distributing high fre
quencies^ it was necessary to take into consideration the area* number 
of inhabitants and number of languages of each country. Some delega
tions' however thought it desirable to take into account such supplement 
ry factors as figures of imports and exports, number of nationals 
residing abroad, and also the number of receiving sets.

The Soviet Delegation had' studied carefully a number of different 
factors in order to determine which of them it was advisable to conside 
essential determining factors, and which of them should be ignored.
It had arrived at the conclusion that, in order to establish a just 
basis upon which the allotment of frequencies could be founded, it 
was sufficient to limit the factors to three, and that it was in no 
way necessary to consider other factors which had no relation at all 
with broadcasting (imports, exports, etc.).

Continuing, he explained the mathematical formula used by the 
Soviet Delegation for the approximate calculation of the number of 
channel hours for each country. He wrote the following formula on 
the blackboards

Explaining the meaning to be attributed to the different symbols, 
he said that:

D a total number of available channel hours, 
dn - number of channel hours assigned to a country nnM. 
an 3 area of country W ,  
bn B number of inhabitants of country MnM. 
cn = number of official languages in use in country "nu.
m 3 total number of all countries.
Why had this formula been chosen? Because it represented the 

most correct and equitable means of doing justice to the requirements 
of each country. It led to an equitable criterion of general apprecia
tion of the relative position of each country without exception* u

0 )

/ = /



He then proceeded to demonstrate why those three factors, area, 
population and number of official languages, should be given equal 
importance. He showed by examples that the factors should be equal 
and that equal variations of high frequencies should correspond to 
equal variations of these factors. In order to prove the fairness 
of this equality, ho referred to the following elements which appeared 
on tho blackboards

providing a picture of the noeds of each country in the matter of
broadcasting. Furthermore, this method eliminated the possibility
of having'to satisfy exaggerated’ and unfounded requirements.
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JHe then commented upon the practical application of this formula 
in the following examples?
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He had thought it necessary to present a complete series of 
examples and details, because certain delegations had not inter
preted the meaning of the formula correctly. In the document of 
the representatives of tho Benelux countries for instance it had 
been said that, if the population increased 100 times, the number 
of channel hours would increase In the same proportion. In reality, 
a hundredfold increase of tho population would lead, in accordance 
with the formula, to an increase of channel hours equal to the cub® 
root of 100, i.e., b , 6 5  times. Similar considerations, which did 
not correspond to facts, could be found in other comments on the 
Soviet Plan. The explanations ho had just given would contribute 
to clear them up. ,

Pie added that it would be desirable to correct his formula in 
such a way as to allow of tho determination of an approximate number 
of channel hours for the purpose of taking into account the influence 
of additional elements of appreciation. Amongst those elements could
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bo classed tho devastation suffered by countries which had fought 
against Fascism or which had suffered from Fascist occupation, as 
also the contribution of the different countries to the victory 
over Fascism, These elements could not bo evaluated according to 
any mathematical formula; but it was desirable to cstimate their 
influence on tho number of channel hours in the specific case of 
oach country *

g ) He went on to explain that, at the beginning of its research,
the Soviet Delegation had taken as a point of departure the for
mula of the arithmetical moan proposed at Genova. But a study of 
the said formula had shown that it was vitiated with essential 
defects, which were to be found in all arithmetical moan formulasc 
For this reason, tho Soviet Delegation had sot itself the task of 
finding a formula which would not have such faults and which would 
allow of ah objective and equitable allotment of high frequencies.

On the basis of this formula, tho Plan proposed by the Dele
gation of the U.S.S.R, permitted tho complete satisfaction, accord
ing to the relative position of each, of the requirements of 68 
countries out of a total of 85, 33 of those 63 countries had been
allotted a greater number of channel hours than that resulting under 
the formula* Of 17 countries, which had received a number of 
channel hours inferior to that established'with tho aid of the for
mula, 9 had .ac omplotoly satisfied in with their
requirements. When the Soviet Plan was being e3 a^^nted, all require
ments had been studied carefully. The Delegation of the U.S.SaR." 
had done its best to maintain, for oach country, all directional 
broadcasts which had been demanded. Nevertheless, it had been com
pelled to take into account the inevitable necessity of reducing 
the demands from i^rOOO to 5»500»

In conclusion, tho Soviet Delegation thought that in the prepa
ration of its draft plan on a uniform method, based upon objective, 
stable and comprehensible factors, it had produced an extremely cons
tructive contribution to the Conference. It was true that the plan 
was susceptible of improvement; but it could servo without doubt as a 
basis for the Plan which the Conference was called upon to establish 
for a long period of ten years. He invited criticism which would . 
allow of the attainment of a unanimous pp-*-m^ent and of the realiza
tion of the objective which had brought so nc v ”  potions together 
in tho hospitable land of Mexico.

The Committee applauded Prof. Siforov*s explanatory statement.
Tho Chairman thanked the speaker for his interesting statement;.

He said that the < — ittee recognized that the Delegation of the
U.S.S.R. had done a great work, oven though it was possible Llm.i 
delegations would not be completely in agreement with tho conclusions 
He hoped that the discussion which would ensue would-bn fruitful and 
contribute to the final success of the Conference*

The Delegations of Egypt. and jjidia wis’ned to put questions to 
the Soviet Delegation. "* ' # —
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In view of tho late hour, after spocchos by the Delegates of 

Uruguay* of Brazil and of Now Zealand, tho mooting was suspended at 
1 3.1 5 , to be" resumed in thetafternoon at 1 5.3 0.

Tho Hoportor 
J*M, Leproux

Tho Chairman;
H.J. van don Brook*
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The Delegate of India asked Prof. Siforov how the world constan
C had been obtained," and. if in g eneral the data, which had served as
bases for the calculations of the Soviet Delegation, could be placed at 
the disposal of all delegations, •

Prof. Siforov replied that these data could be furnished, and .
that the Soviet Delegation would undertake the task 0  ̂ publishing them.

The Delegate of India asked, what sources of information had 
served as bases for the primary statistical data.

Prof. Siforov replied that the sources of information were, 
first the official documents of the Geneva Session and, secondly, other 
equally official documents.

The Delegate of India wished to know the total number of ... 
channel hours assigned under the itrict application of the Soviet .for
mula. For the purpose of the discussion, he limited his question to a 
few countries only, viz. China, U.S.A.,. the P.R. of Roumania and. the 
Vatican City, .

Prof. Siforov in reply submitted the following general data 
relating to the assignment of high frequencies: '

57 % of the total number of countries ...were satisfied with the ■ 
Soviet Plan, which assigned them a number of channel hours greater than 
that derived from the simple application.of the Soviet formula.

26 % of the countries received a number of channel hours which 
corresponded with sufficient precision to the Soviet formula and to. 
their requirements.
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17 % received a number of channel hours inferior to that derived 
from the application of the Soviet Formula,

He then gave some figures referring to the various countries.
In the case of China, the requirements had. been 220 channel hours. The 
statistical data were-ns -follows area - 3 j700,000 square miles, popu
lation - *+57*000,000 inhabitants, number of official Government 
languages - 3* The corresponding number of channel hours under the for
mula would be *+89. In the Soviet Plan this number had been reduced to 
185. The Soviet Delegation had deviated in this case from the formula 
for the reason that only 201 of the 220 channel hours demanded by China 
were in accordance with the Atlantic City conditions. Thus, China's 
requirements had been reduced only by Q% or, in other words, justice had 
been done to 92 % of those of her requirements which were in accordance 
with the Atlantic City stipulations. The number of channel hours assign
ed would ensure the satisfaction of China's needs in all directions.

As to the U.S.A., that country had asked for *+05 channel hours, 
of.which 317 were in accordance with the conditions specified at Atlantic 
City. On'the basis of the following data: area - 3,060,000 square miles, 
population - 132,000,000 inhabitants, number of official languages - 7, 
that country•should receive.under the formula 396 channel hours. The 
number of- official languages, which had been taken-, from the Planning 
Committee's official documents (Geneva Session) was exaggerated; but the 
Delegation of the U.S.S.R. did not have at its disposal any other official 
data, and had accordingly used the number mentioned in applying the formula 
Furthermore, the geometrical mean of the weightage was'7.2$. The number 
of channel hours assigned by the Plan was 229. This, difference was ex
plained by the fact that the U.S.A. did not use short waves for interior broadcasting, Nevertheless, her requirements had been completely satis
fied.

In the case of the Roumanian P.R. the data vero thq following: 
channel hours demanded - 98, area - 95,600 square milespopulation - 
16',000,000 inhabitants , official languages - 1 geometrical mean of the ' 
weightage - 0.59$* The number of channel hoir s resulting from the for
mula was 33. The Soviet Plan had assigned 71. The difference was explain
ed by the fact that Roumania had contributed to a notable extent to the 
common victory over Fascism, and had suffered extremely-heavy losses.

In the case of the Vatican City the requirements were 80 channel 
hours. The statistical data were; area - 0,5 square miles, number of in
habitants - 1,025, languages - 1, In accordance with the formula, only' 
one channel hour ought to have been assigned, In this case, the Soviet 
Delegation had thought it necessary to assign a number of channel hours 
without taking into account the results obtained with the aid of tho for
mula. ^After a concrete study of the requirements, it had seemed possible 
to assign 12 channel hours to the Vatican City,

/
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In the case of Greece the Soviet Belcgat:’ on had not-at the 
moment sufficient statistical information to enable them to reply 
' ) the Delegate of India. But they had c-c-rtain data, which ho would 
communicate upon a later occasion'.

Tho Delegate of India then asked in what manner the other factors 
had been taken into account, and on what bases tho requirements had 
been reduced. ■

Prof. Siforov explained that the results obtained in accordance 
with the formula represented an approximate number of channel hours.
After that, such factors as tho contribution of the'countries to the 
victory over Fascism, and.their needs, as reflected in their demands, 
had been taken into account. In tho elaboration and establishment of 
its Plan, the Delegation cf tho U.S.S.R. had used ii she first place 
’the requirements of the countries; it had dr.nc its best to Satisfy, 
as far as possible, the needs of oach country. Unfortunately, it had 
been necessary to reduce the requirements, Furthermore, the Delegation 
of tho U.S.S.Pi. did not think it correct to apply any kind of mathematical 
formula in estimating for example the destruction caused by the war or 
the contributions made to tho victory over Fascism. Iho influence of 
these factors had boon studied, separately in the case of oach country.

The Delegate of India asked what was the number cf channel hours 
' wiiat had boon assigned • in the universal Plan. He. explained that it 
was a matter of knowing whether in the application of the additional 
formula equal relative weightage had been accorded to the three basic 
factors on a world scale, i.e. if one third of the channel hours, 
namely 1.800, had been assigned, to each of these three factors.

Prof. Siforov replied that his Delegation had not applied the
formula, which was -based upon a geometrical average, until after a great
deal cf research and many preliminary calculations, The formulas based 
upon an arithmetical average, proposed at tho Genova end Ucxico City 
Sessions of the Planning Committoo, wore not applicable ior the reasons
detailed in Document No. 255 of our Conference. Those formulas led to
''incoherences and contradictions, as coulci easily be soon from the 
following example. Take the case of two*, countries, one with an area 
twice as large as that of the other, and two other countries with 
their respective areas also in tho proportion‘of 2:1. Assume further 
that tho areas cf the letter two countries are one - tenth of those of 
the first two countries. Logic and common sense would indicate that
the relation between the number of channel hours for the first and the•
second pair of'countries should ho the same. But tho formulas based 
upon arithmetical averages did not give that result. For that reason, 
it would have been incorrect to divide, the total number of channel hours
y throe, and then distribute them between the counlries.
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Tho Delegate of India enquired if the Delegation of the U.S.S.R. 
considered the population factor as a constant.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. replied that, properly speaking, 
it was a variable factor. Nevertheless, it was of relatively sufficient 
stability to bo considered in practice as a constant factor.’

The Delegate of India asked for further explanations.
1# It was not clear' on what basis the modifications and 

reductions had been made after the application of the 
formula.

2. Pie, had understood that'the figure 5*600 represented the
number of available channel hours. Accordingly, it did not 
seem necessary to make further reductions.*,

3* Concerning question 5, he thought that logic and common
sense recommended tho application of a geometrical average.

.But, if one of the parameters should bo smaller than the 
cube root, for example, if the country should have no 
language, then what would happen? ..
Were all the factors strictly constant?

Prof. Siforov replied that the U.S.S.R. Delegation was aware of 
the fact that the formula did not have an absolute character, and that 
it only served to determine the approximate number of channel hours 
corresponding to each country. In certain specific cases it had been 
necessary to deviate considerably from it. For instance, if it had . 
been strictly applied, the Vatican City would-not have received more 
than one channel hour. Generally speaking, tho.approximate number of 
channel hours obtained with tho aid of the formula had been corrected 
in accordance with tho needs cf each country. Thus, in 'the case of 
the United Kingdom and its Territories, the Delegation of tho U.S-.S.R. 
had thought it necessary to increase by JO % the number of channel hours 
above those obtained under tho formula, in order to take into account 
certain broadcasting difficulties. On the other hand, where the formula- 
gave a higher figure than that indicated by tho requirements, it had 
been thought necessary to follow tho latter and not tho formula. As 
far as tho number of languages was concerned, it was obvious that when 
their number was 0, the number of channel hours would also be 0. In 
other words-, on imaginay country, peopled by deaf and dumb, would not 
need any broadcasting. From this it could be seen that even in so absurd; 
a case the formula based upon the geometrical average was just. As to 
the question of stability/ the three factors chosen might be considered, 
in practice, stable factors.

The meeting adjourned at *+.50 p.m.
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Tho Delegate of Now Zealand put the following questionss 
' •

”1. Is it a fact thaty.in view of its imperfections, high
frequency broadcasting should be used for internal coverage 
only'when' absolutely necessary?

”2, Do you agree that, in most progressive countries, high
frequency broadcasting is only used to meet most exceptional 
cases, In their internal coverage?.

"3- Do you agree that the general principles for this Conference 
should bo based on-modern • technique (with safeguards to 
meet special cases) and not on the exceptional practice of 
some countries?
Do you agree that the chief application of high frequencies 
to internal or national braodcasting is to the lonely and 
sparsely populated areas of the world?
Do you-agree that AREA to be served is not a factor used in 
high frequency radio engineering when determining the 

J frequencies necessary for a particular service; but that* 
range (or :'a linear, dimension) is the important factor; that 
is that the number of frequencies is a function of a distance 
and not a distance squared?”

The Chairman consulted the Committee as to whether it would not 
prefer to adjourn a discussion of the far reaching principles involved.

The Committee' decided by .22 votes to 8 to continue the discussion.

The meeting adjourned at 5.30 p«m, and resumed at 5 * 55 P*m..
Prof. Siforov answered tho questions put by the Delegate of New

Zealand in their order.
1. He said that the Soviet Delegation was of the opinion that

the relative position of each country with reference to the 
other countries of the would was determined by the three 
factors proposed. That relative situation reflected the 
broadcasting requirements of oach country, especially for 
tho satisfaction of its interior needs. The calculations 
of the U.S.S.R. Delegation were based upon the factors in 
auestion. The Soviet Delegation had studied the demands 
of each country. When a country had presented requirements 
both for interior and exterior broadcasting, it had attempted 
to satisfy the requirements by a careful study of its needs.
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Tho Delegation wa-s~ net ‘opposed to exterior broadcasting, 
but thought that interior broadcasting was nore important. 
Generally speaking, it.thought that as a bases for the 
distribution of the total number‘''dT'''channel hours the three 
factors should be* taken into%account, after preliminary 
study cf the interior nc-eds of. each country, without exclud
ing . the' exterior needs , These latter had been satisfied as 
far as tho general total oF channel'’hours had permitted.

The .Chairman having asked him to explain his statement, Prof *
Siforov- repeated that the:'requirements of all countries had been taken 
into consideration, but that it was impossible to give a general answer, 
since in the various countries different broadcasting systems--played 
different.parts.

2, Continuing, ho stated that in the establishment of the Plan 
no difference had been made between countries with a highly 
developed technique and those which were more backward in 
that respect.. The requirements and the demands of the small 
countries had boon carefully studied. The formula of the 
U.S.S.R. Delegation, based upon tho principle of the 
geometrical average, was the most satisfactory for ‘the small 
countries,- more sc than the arithmetical average. Generally 
speaking, the Delegation cf the U.S.S.R. had .approached the

: - study of the problem on the basis of tho principle of - .
equality of rights of all countries, independently of the 
technical development of each. Any other moans would have 
been incorrect.

3* (First part) In the application of any rule, the exceptions 
had to be taken into account. Tho general principles wore 
those which were defined approximately by the formula 
explained during the ncrning session. Other considerations 
took second place. An • example was the caso of the Vatican 
City, where a number cf channel hours twelve times larger 
than that which would have been derived from the simple ap
plication of the formula had been granted.
(Second part) The Delegation had acted on the’ assumption ■ 
that the plan should be established upon general and 
equitable*technical principles as well as upon modern technical 
bases. The discussion of the technical principles fell within 
the province-of'other Committees, although, if; concrete 
questions should arise in that connection, ho would bo glad 
to answer then.

*+. The Soviet Delegation was aware of t,hot< fact that high
frequency broadcasting played a very important part in cases 

- whore programmes had to'be transmitted to’sparsely settled
parts,"far away from cultural centers, as was the case in 
the U.S.S.R#
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5. The number of channel hours evidently should depend on the 
area. Concerning the. quantitative relation mentioned by 
the Delegate of New Zealand, resulting from the lineal con
formation of a.country and not from its area, there had been 
a misunderstanding. The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. was not 
in agreement with the insinuations of the Delegate of New 
Zealand. According to the Soviet formula, the symbol design
ating the area was indicated by a cube root. Consequently, 
if the increase in area was 100, the increase in channel 
hours would be equivalent to the cube root of 100, i.e.,
*+.65. Therefore, there was no direct relation between an 
increase in the area and the increase of channel hours, 
which proved, among other things, that the formula selected 
by the Soviet Delegation was equitable from the view-point 
of the interests of the small countries.

The Delegate of Egypt put tho following questions to the Delegate
of the U.S.S,R,
1. Taking into account the fact that Prof. Siforov had explained the 

reason for the existence of each of the three factors, he would 
like to hear an explanation of the relations of these three factors, 
and, especially what was the relation bo tween* the number of offi
cial languages and international broadcasting.

2. Did the results of destruction-due to the war, taken as an extra 
factor, affect any of the factors of the formula, namely: area, 
population and number of official languages? If not, hew^can the 
destruction of war affect the number of assigned frequencies?

Prof. Siforov replied as follows:
1. His Delegation believed that it was necessary, in the first place, 

to satisfy the internal needs of a country. Nevertheless, the 
Delegation thought that external broadcasting was equally important 
and had taken it into account. It had made a thorough study of 
the requirements'of the countries and where these had presented, 
demands for external broadcasting, such demands had been satisfied 
in so far as the total number of channel hours available permit
ted *

2. In tho elaboration of the Plan, the Soviet Delegation had taken- 
into account three factors. Those factors were common to all 
countries; but in the study of each particular case, the Soviet 
Delegation had considered the degree of destruction caused by 
Fascist occupation. In tho case cf Poland, for example, which 
had been occupied by Germany from 1939 to 19*+5 and, apart from the
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material destruction, had suffered moral damages from her 
inability over a period of 6 years to develop her culture, 
it had been necessary to grant supplementary channel hours. 
That had been necessary.in order to assure for the Polish 
people the conditions for their development, <and in order 
to enable them to inform the world of their living con
ditions and to resume cultural interchanges. In ether 
words, in each special case the Soviet Delegation had taken 
into account concrete individual factors which could not be 
passed over in silence.

The Delegate of the Argentine put the following questions, while 
noting that some of them had already been answered.

nl. Do you believe it possible to reconcile the mathematical for
mula which you have explained"(with-its three basical factors, 
population, area and number of languages) with the incorpora
tion of other restrictive factors, variable and subjective, 
such as the appraisal of the degree of destruction.caused by 
the war or the degree of participation of the countries in the 
struggle against Fascism, without these additional factors 
completely annulling- the mathematical quality of the formula 
in such a way as to render it liable to be interpreted as a 
discriminatory procedure?

,f2. How do you take into consideration the basical factors, area,
population and official languages, in the assignment of high 
frequencies for international broadcasting?

n3* Has, or has. not, the area factor taken into consideration the
geographical conformation of the territory, the conductivity 
of the soil, and the material obstacles which compel resort to 
high frequency broadcasting? If so, to what extent? . . -

ni+. The Delegation of the Argentine believes that Committee 6 in
Document No. 217 asked Delegations to express their opinion of 
the Soviet draft plan in its different aspects. That being so, 
when the Soviet Delegation affirms that 85 countries have been 
completely satisfied by the assignments of the Soviet Plan, has 
the U.S.S.R. Delegation taken into account the results of the 
enquiry of Working Group 6 A of Committee 6?n

Prof. Siforov replied as follows 2
1. In the achievement of any task, both general and special factors

.had to be taken into account. For the resolution of the problem 
before them, it would have been incorrect to comv~once by taking 
into account the special factors. For that reason the Soviet
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Delegation had considered in the first instance the common 
factors, the influence of which was relatively constant and 
applicable to all the countries of the world. The question 
■put by the Delegate of the Argentine was as to how the subs
tance of tho complementary factors could be taken ,into account, 
such as for instance the 'destruction caused by the war or the 
participation in the struggle against Fascism. For the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation, the nature of those factors was such that they coulc 
not be included in a mathematical formula.
Accordingly, those factors had been studied in a definite form 
in the case of each country, taking into account the require
ments presented. The Soviet; formula was not a panacea. It 
only attempted to take into account the essential elements, 
and then to consider the arrangement of the details. The Dele
gation of the U.S.S.R. had not made any discrimination, but 
they thought it indispensable to take into account the necessity 
of aiding those countries which had carried all the burden of 
the war.

2. The second question had been answered already.
3. If the Soviet Delegation replied only nyesn or ,!non the ques

tion would lose its sense and might be misinterpreted. The 
reply was nyesn in the sense that, taking into account the 
factors mentioned, the best effort had been made to satisfy
the requirements. The latter, it should be remembered, reflecte 
to a certain degree the said factors. The' formula had not been 
applied blindly. In the study of the requirements the multiple 
needs of each country-, ■ including the factors in question, had 
been taken into account.
If the question was considered as one raised formally, the 
reply evidently had to be in the negative.

b . 57 % of the countries had received more frequencies than the
number derived.from the application of the formula. 26 % of the 
countries had received a numbor of channel hours corresponding 
approximately to the formula. Therefore, 83 % of all the 
countries had received an equal or higher number than that, 
derived from the strict application of the formula. Therefore, 
there remained only 17 % of tho countries which had received 
a number of channel hours inferior to that derived from the 
formula. Furthermore, it should be noted that approximately 
011c half of the 17% of countries had received the number of 
frequencies requested. The other half included countries which, 
generally speaking, had not submitted any requirements, together 
with the aggressor countries such as Germany, Japan and Spain.
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After observations by the Delegates of France and the Argentine, 
the Committee recognized that, owing to an error of translation, where 
countries had teen spoken of as "satisfied1* by the Soviet Plan, the 
reference was only to the extent to which their needs were met by the 
Soviet Plan.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. explained that under any technical 
■standards or"any plan the countries would not be satisfied, since there 
was a proportion of 3 to 1 between requirements and availabilities.

The Delegate of the Yugoslavian F.P.R. proposed that any discussion 
of‘the consequences of the war should be suspended. He had listened 
with great impatience to certain delegates who seemed to be doubtful 
about the obligations inscribed in the Atlantic City Convention for the 
grant of compensation to tho countries which had been victims of the war.

The Delegate of Uruguay shared the opinion of the preceding
speaker that the countries which had supported the whole weight of the 
war against Germany ought to receive compensation0, but he would like . 
to know how these imponderable concepts had been evaluated. It was 
necessary that the'Committee should be able to make an analysis of all 
these facts in order to appraise them properly.

The Delegate of the U.K. seconded the Uruguay Delegate’s suggestion.
The Delegate of the-Yugoslavian F.P.R. agreed to Delegations

raising at the next meeting questions concerning the percentage of war 
destructions. It would be discrimination indeed, if that essential 
factor was not taken into account.

The meeting adjourned at 7®30 p.m.

The Reporter s 
J, M. Leproux

The Chairmans
H. J. van den Broek
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The meeting was declared open at 11 AO a.m. by Mr. H. J. Van 
den Broek. Chairman, assisted by Mr. Jacques Meyer, first Vice-Chairman.

The Chairman offered the floor to the delegations which wished 
to continue asking questions of Professor Siforov with regard to the 
Soviet Plan.

The Delegate of Brazil wished, in order, to avoid any confusion, 
to put his questions one by one. He began by askings
1) On what date was the Soviet Plan concluded? '

Professor Siforov replied that he did not recall the exact 
date but that it was in the vicinity of 7 or 9 November that Mr.Stoyanov, 
Head of the U.S.S.R. Delegation, had officially submitted the Soviet 
Plan, together with its appendices, to the Chairman of the Conference 
during a Plenary Assembly.
2) Was the Soviet Plan based upon the frequency requirements
drafted for this Conference?
Reply; The U.S.S.R. Delegation took into consideration'the require
ments of each country; i.e., in addition to the bases of the Soviet 
Plan, it took into consideration all exigencies and needs reflected in 
such requirements.

The Delegate of Brazil wished a clarification. He wanted to 
know whether, when the Soviet Delegation spoke of the exigencies of 
the Atlantic City Convention, it did not mean by that the require
ments which had been submitted in Atlantic City. Nor did be agree with . 
the U.S.S.R. Delegate as to the number of countries satisfied with the 
Soviet Plan.

Finally, he asked whether the Soviet Delegate admitted that 
the formula had failed in its mathematical application in regard to 
17' percent of the countries of the world; i.e., that these countries 
did not receive the number of channel-hours to which they were entitled.
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Professor Siforov stated that the Soviet Delegation considered 
that the principal general factors which could be taken into account 
were solely area, population and number of official languages. On the'
bases, the Soviet Delegation worked out an equitable formula for the
quantitative calculation of channel-hours to be assigned to each country. 
Were this formula to be compared with the other formulae which provide 
for an arithmetic mean -such as the Geneva Formula or the one proposed
by the Indian Delegation, it would be seen that the latter were devoid
of scientific nature and would result in absurdities and contradictions, 
as is outlined in detail in Document No.255* The formula of the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation seemed the most equitable and correct of all the formulae 
introduced thus far. It took into account, in an equitable manner, the 
needs of all countries, including the small countries.

In answer to the Brazilian Delegate, who had stated that the 
formula was clearly unfavorable for 17 percent of the countries, Profes
sor Siforov gave certain data which showed that.among the countries in- 
included in this 17 percent, several were satisfied in regard to their 
requirements whereas others had not, in general, submitted any require
ments. Furthermore, Germany and Japan should not receive a large 
number of frequencies, Thus, the formula did not fail in any respect,
It could even be applied to the imaginary country of deaf-mutes of 
which the Delegate of India had spokon. It would be correct even in 
this case. Thus, Professor Siforov replied "NO" to the second part of 
the question.

The Brazilian Delegate then asked what was the criterion used 
in the Soviet Plan for those countries which suffered war damages.
Could this criterion be defined by a percentage?

Professor Siforov replied that the case of each country had been 
studied separately. No mathematical formula could be adopted in this 
case. The problem had been concretely resolved by taking into account 
the actual extent of damages and tho contribution made to the victory 
over fascism. ♦

The Delegate of Brazil then enquired whether there were other 
factors of a political or sentimental nature which influenced the 
Soviet Delegation.

Professor Siforov replied that no consideration of this kind 
had' entered into play, and he gave concrete examples. The United 
Kingdom and its colonies had received 150 percent of the number of 
channel-hours that would result from the strict application of the 
Soviet formula, as allowance was made for the number of difficult 
circuits in this country. Thus, any political or sentimental consider*
ation was ignored.

The Delegate of Brazil pointed out that the U.S.S.R. Delegate, 
in increasing the number of channel-hours for the United Kingdom, seemed 
to have ignored the factor of its contribution to the war effort against



Germany and Japan. Ho therefore asked whether, as regards Roumania, 
the increase of 120 percent which had been granted this country 
stemmed solely from consideration of its war damages.

Professor Siforov repeated that the Soviet Delegation had 
never taken into consideration any political factors 'whatever..... It 
bnse’d its plan on the above-mentioned general principles; i-.A,: 
took into account, on the one hand, area, population and the number 
of official languages and, on the other hand, the contribution of 
this or that country to the victory over fascism,. The political 
structure of any given country and the sympathies or antipathies 
of the Soviet Delegation had nothing to do with the allocation of 
high frequencies. With regard to the P. R. of Roumania, it had been 
allocated a channel-hour supplement of 120 percent, because of its 
large contribution to the struggle against fascism and to compensate 
it for 'the tremendous destruction it suffered as a result of the 
last war.

The Delegate of Brazil considered, therefore, that Professor 
Siforov had'taken into account certain technical factors, and he 
considered this point of extreme importance.

Professor Siforov felt that his reply had given rise to a 
misunderstanding. In ascertaining the number.of channel-hours to
be assigned to the United Kingdom, the. Soviet Delegation took into
account the large number of very long circuits. Naturally? this 
constituted a complementa.ry factor, the assimilation of which among 
the technical factors was not improper. In essence, this factor seemed 
to be linked to the factor of area.

A statement by the Delegate of the P. R. of Roumania gave rise
to a discussion of procedure concerning whether or not it would be 
more expedient for the delegations to ask their questions as a whole 
rather than one by one.

The Delegates of Brazil, Uruguay, the U.K. and the U.S.A. 
favored the procedure that was being followed*

The Delegate of Brazil then asked his final question; What 
was the formula used by the” Soviet Plan for international services?
Was it the same as that used for national services?

Prof. Siforov replied that the Soviet Delegation recognized 
that national services should have priority* The Soviet formula had 
therefore been applied, and the international services had been ac
comodated, in the degree which the objective consideration of require
ments had allowed.

- 3 -
* Doc. No. 520-E)



- If - .
(Doc• No. 520-E)

A discussion then ensued concerning the contention of the 
Delegate of the'Union of South Africa that it might be better for 
the Committee to examine at a later meeting the questions which would 
be submitted in" writing this same day'and distributed to the 
delegations. The Delegations of France 1 the U.K.. the U.S.S#R.*
Canada and Colombia each presented suggestions on the procedure to 
be followed.

The Chairman then called for a vote by show- of hands and the 
Committee decided, by 36 votes to 1, to continue the discussion by 
means of oral questions.

He then informed the Committee that, since tho working 
schedule of the Conference -would not be determined until the Plenary 
Session of that afternoon, he could not fix a definite date for the 
next meeting of Committee 3* *

. Various delegations, notably those of the U.K. and the U.S .A.. 
had suggestions to offer, and it seemed that, in the final analysis, 
the opinion of the Secretariat would have to be taken into consider
ation.

The Chairman stated that, in principle, the Committee would 
next meet on Monday morning, January 3rd, in which case he would now 
like to present his best wishes, for Christmas and the New Year to all 
members of the Committee. .

The Delegate of the ?. R. of Albania suggested that, in order 
to facilitate the course of later discussions, the ten delegations 
which still wished to take the floor should kindly submit a copy of 
their questions to Prof. Siforov as soon as possible. >-

The Chairman thought that this was an excellent suggestion 
and .proposed tha.t. it be adopted.

Since there was no opposition to this procedure, it was 
approved and the meeting was adjourned at 1:30 p.m.

REPORTER: CHAIRMAN:
J. M. Loproux H. J. van den Broek
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The meeting was declared open at 10:15 a.m. by Mr. H. J. van 
den Broek, Chairman, who was assisted by the First Vice-Chairman,
Mr. Jacques Meyer.

The Chairman expressed his New Year congratulations to the 
members of the Committee and to the interpreters. He then gave a .list 
of the documents interesting the Committee which had been put into 
circulation since the last meeting, viz. No. 233? Report of the ljth 
Meeting; 288, Report of the l8th Meeting; 292* Report of the...19th 
Meeting; 303? Report of the 20th Meeting; 32*+, Report of the 21st 
Meeting;' and 3275 Report of the 23rd Meeting.

The above Reports would be submitted to the Committee for 
study at the meeting of January k.

The Committee had also received Document No. 375? which con
tained the conclusions of the Working Group of which Mr. Bokhari was 
Chairman, and Document No. 38*+> in two parts, which was the repro
duction of the Replies of the different delegations to the. Question
naire.

He invited Mr. Bokhari to present the aforementioned 
documents,

Mr. Ahmed Bokhari said that, as many delegations had not yet 
had a chance to study the documents, he thought it proper to give a 
few explanations, in order to make their study easier.

The first four pages constituted an explanation of the work
ing methods which had been followed. The four Sub-Groups had studied 
the Replies with great care, and the summaries could be considered as 
having been drawn up very conscientiously. The work had not' been easy 
as the translations had had to be made in great haste, and at the 
time of drafting the summaries certain ambiguities had appeared which 
had made it very difficult to determine exactly the sense of the
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Questions. It was also true that some of the Replies were themsel ,s 
ambiguous. The Working Group had fulfilled its task in the best 
possible manner; but it had to be taken into consideration that in 
many cases it had been difficult to classify certain Replies as either 
affirmative or negative. Accordingly the Group had thought it 
necessary to ask the Secretariat to publish the complete text of the 
Replies in the four languages. That was Document No* 38*+. He there
fore suggested that although some differences of appreciation might 
become apparent, as to details, the Report of the Working Group should 
be accepted as it stood, and that any observations should be presented 
to the heads of the four Sub-Groups.

Chairman thanked Mr. Bokhari for his explanation and for 
all the work he had accomplished. He proposed that the Committee 
should devote one or two days to the study of the Report; the Chair 
would present provisional conclusions, in order to speed up the work 
of the Committee. The latter should fix the -date for the discussion, 
and might decide at once on the immediate agenda, since it seemed 
difficult to discuss a document which had not yet been studied by all 
members.

At the instance of the Delegate of the Roumanian P.R., after' 
a discussion in which the Delegates of the Yugoslavian F.P.R., Pak l- 
tan and India took part, the Committee agreed to hold morning and 
afternoon meetings during the coming week, and to make an effort to 
observe the opening hours, beginning the work at 10 a.m. in the 
morning and at 3*30 p.m. in the afternoons.

The Delegate of India stated that, as he was Chairman of 
Committee *+, the continual meetings of Committee ^ might create 
difficulties, and he would prefer only one meeting per day,

^he Chairman proposed that the Committee should continue the 
discussion opened before the holidays concerning the general prin
ciples of the Soviet Plan. He asked Prof. Siforov to come up to the 
platform in order to reply to the speakers, of whom he already had a 
list, which he gave him.

The Delegate of Uruguay put the. following, .questions :
1. What criterion had been followed by the Delegation of the

U.S.S.R. in the analysis and calculation of the various require
ments of the countries?
. Prof. Siforov replied that the principal criteria had bee^ 

the three fundamental factors? area, population and number of 
languages, and secondly the priority given to internal broadcasting.
All these factors had been taken into consideration in accordance with 
a mathematical formula; and, once the result of the calculation with 
the aid of the mathematical formula had been obtained, the complementary
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factors', such, as tho struggle against Fascism:.and the destruction 
suffered, had'been taken into account.. The Soviet Delegafi6hThad 
also taken into account- specific, concrete factors, peculiar to each 
country. * "

2, What number of Catholics did the U.S.S.R. Delegation calculate 
- ; ” •.for the world? ;

Prof. Siforov did not see that the question had any direct 
relation to the'elaboration of the Plan. The. Soviet-^Delegation had 
not taken into account such factors as the number of per'sons belong- • • 
ing* to one creed or another.

3* .Since the previous question concerned the Vatican City, the.
•• ' Delegation of Uruguay wished to hear supplementary explana- ..

tions,- since the 'factors, in that particular case had not . 
been established with precision.1
Prof. Siforov explained the considerations which had served 

as a basis for the determination of the channel hours to be assigned 
to-the. Vatican City. In this case, the Soviet Delegation had cate
gorically refrained fro-m applying its basical formula, because the 
case of the Vatican City was a very special one. If the basical 
factors-alone had:been taken into account in accordance with the mathe
matical formula, only a single channel hour would have been assigned. 
The Vatican City had demanded 80 channel hours. The Soviet Dele
gation, after a thorough study of the requirements, had considered 
it possible to grant 12. _ :

' *+. 'In tho benefits in the form of a supplementary. assignment. 
of channel hours granted to countries which had suffered 
Nazi occupation, had the Soviet Delegation taken into 
account only the damages suffered in connection with broad
casting?'

Prof. Siforov replied.that in the case of countries which had 
suffered great war damages, as well as in the case of those which had 
contributed considerably to the struggle against Fascism, the Soviet 
Delegation had-taken into account not only the degree of destruction 
of the broadcasting stations, which would have been insufficient, but 
also other factors such as Nasi occupation, and the necessity of 
improved broadcasting services to enable the victim countries to 
resume as soon as possible their normal development.

5* How .had the factor ’duration of occupation” suffered by-the 
countries which had had to support Nazism been evaluated in 
channel hours?
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Prof. Siforov replied that while tho duration of the occupa
tion constituted an essential factor of evaluation, it was not the 
only one. Other factors had been taken into account,, such as the 
degree of damage suffered, the degree of participation in the struggle 
against Fascism, etc.

6. Had tho effort of the United States of America in.the struggle 
against Fascism been taken into consideration in the Plan?
Prof-* Siforov indicated that both the general factors and the 

complementaryTactors had been taken into consideration in the Soviet 
Plan, and the application of the formula had been based upon the of
ficial data submitted to the Geneva Session by the representatives of 
the United States of America, and in particular upon the figure of 
seven official languages, which had been taken into consideration, 
even though- it appeared somewhat high. Under these circumstances, 
the United States of America had received 229 channel hours, i.e., 
a number slightly inferior to that resulting from tho application of 
the mathematical formula.

. 7. In view of the fact that the war effort of the United States
of America had been taken into account, in what proportion
had this been done in the Soviet Plan in the case of the 
occupied countries? He wished to have an explanation on a 
percentage basis.
Prof.•Siforov answered that the mathematical determination of 

such elements was impossible. The degree of direct participation, of 
losses suffered, of economic aid, could not be evaluated in a general 
formula. Such a formula would not afford a serious means of taking 
into consideration factors which had not the same importance. ‘Ihe 
case of oach country had to be examined carefully and separately.

8, How had a distinction been established, in taking into
consideration the material consequences of the war, between
the damages caused by Nazism and those caused, by the action 
of the liberating armies?  '

Prof. Siforov replied that he had already indicated that it 
had been impossible to take these factors into account on a precise 
qusffititative basis. Tho ■■complementary factors had been taken into 
account in a definite manner, without the application of any sort of 
mathematical formula. The results might be open to discussion, and 
it was open to the Cohference to make the necessary corrections.
The Soviet Delegation did not claim that the numerical data submitted 
were absolutely exact.
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9. Could . the Soviet Delegation submit a list of the coun-
tries which had received special advantages-from the fact 
of the damages which they had suffered, together with all 
the reasons and factors which had led to the grant of 
these benefits, as v/ell as the number of channel hours 
corresponding to all these elements of appreciation?

Prof. Siforov replied that a very complete answer to that 
question could be found in the document sent to the Secretariat more 
than ten days ago, entitled "Satisfaction of the Requirements of the 
various Countries", which contained a certain number of tables giv
ing replies to the questions raised.

The Delegate of Uruguay thanked Prof. Siforov for his answers.

o
0 0

Prof. Siforov stated that he had received the following ques
tion from the Delegate of the Roumanian P.R.:

"Prof. Siforov has told us that the Soviet formula is not . 
a rigid formula, that it only constitutes a point of depar
ture, and that it can be modified in specific cases by 
taking into consideration complementary factors,
"That being so, why should not a plan elaborated on the 
bases of the specific conditions of each country, taken 
separately, without reference to a universally applicable 
formula based upon general principles, be equally satisfac
tory?"
The Delegate of the U.IC. questioned Prof, Siforov in the fol

lowing forms
"Like the Delegate v.of Uruguay, I have made considerable ef

forts to understand the operation of the Soviet Plan. I believe 
that the virtual abandonment of the formula has not made the task 
any easier* The immutable factors of area, population and languages, 
"objective, equitable and permanent factors", according to the terms 
of the Soviet Document No, 291, have now been considerably modified 
and reduced to the role of principal factors, in a manner to allow 
the taking into consideration of the specific conditions of each 
country* Consequently, it seems that the value of the original for
mula has deteriorated considerably, and that it is more difficult 
than ever, if not impossible, to follow the results obtained by it. 
Prof. Siforov has just admitted this to be so, that it is no longer
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entirely a question of a mathematical formula* In fact, in the 
course of the discussion, the Soviet Plan has appeared to be com
pletely arbitrary and to be based upon factors which are far from 
clear,

"I wish to examine four specific cases, and to ask Prof. Siforov 
how those results havo been obtained; These four cases arc those 
of the Roumanian P.R., Greece, China and the United States of America, 
in which other factors have been applied which have completely al
tered the results of the original formula.

"Why for instance, has the original assignment for Roumania 
been increased 112$ in order to compensate the damages suffered 
during the war? I must admit that I find this manner of compensat-. 
ing Roumania for the part it has taken in the war excessive, to 
say the least, and I find it difficult to understand,

"Why, in the second case, has the assignment for Greece been 
reduced 63% ? when this country also suffered during the war, and 
unlike Roumania, offered luring four years a courageous contribution 
to the war against the Nazi aggressor. Having arrived in Greece 
with the liberating troops-, I have had an opportunity to see for 
myself the terrible devastations wrought by the Nazis to its ports, 
its railways and to the general economic life of the country.

"Why has China, which fought the Japanese aggressor during 
Ik years and underwent terrible sufferings for this reason, not re
ceived any compensation under the Soviet Plan but, on the contrary, 
has suffered a. reduction of 62$ of its assignment calculated in ac
cordance with the original formula? If it is argued that the as
signment has been reduced because the requirements presented are in
ferior to what it would have' received in accordance with the formula, 
may I then ask why the Ukrainian S.S.R. receives under the Soviet 
’"Plan 99 channel hours, against 7k which it had asked for?

k

"Finally, I should like to know why the United States, which
has made a very important contribution to our common victory over,
the aggressor,, has not received any compensation for this fact but, 
on the contrary, finds its assignment reduced k2$ for the reason 
that the said country does not use high frequencies for interior 
'broadcasting,.a reduction factor which, in my opinion, should also 
;come into play in the case of Roumania,

"Studying these four cases, it does not at all seem clear how
the factors of war damages and resistance to the Nazi aggressor have
been applied, and I should be glad if Prof. Siforov would explain 
the precise value which he has assigned to each of the factors in- 
the case of those four countries."
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The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. made the following 
statement t '

n,I have asked for the floor on a point of order. I 
'have noticed that the discussion has deviated from the subject of 
the principles of the Soviet Plan, and passed on to statements.

"I have listened with great attention, and to say the 
least, with astonishment, to the words of the Delegate of the 
U.K. who, when speaking of Greece, stated that the said country, 
unlike Roumania, had fought the Nazi aggressor.

"Far be it from me to belittle the merits of the Greek 
people, which not only fought during the entire duration of the 
war, but even*now continue to struggle heroically against Fascism, 
against the invaders of its country, for a democratic independent 
and free Greece.

"I only wish to rectify the injustice and lack of con~ 
sideration for the Roumanian people expressed by the Delegate of 
tho U.K., when ho stated that the Roumanian people had not fought 
against Fascism. I do not want to recall the countless victims of 
the patriotic Roumanian movement during the Fascist occupation.'- 
But, after the coup d!etat of 2k August 19kk, when our popular 
forces" shook off the yoke of Fascist dictatorship, when almost the 
entire country was.still occupied by the Germans, until 9 May 19^5, 
the -day of Victory in Europe, the Roumanian army fought valiantly 
by tho side of the liberating Soviet armies, both to chase the 
Nazi invader from the territory of our country and to aid in the"* 
liberation of Hungary and Czechoslovakia. During all this time 
we had between 15 and 20 complete divisions on the front. Owing 
to the ruthlessness of tho fighting, the casualties in our army, 
were extraordinarily largo, amounting to nearly 150,000 dead, 
wounded end missing.

"I do not want to refer to the great economic sacrifices 
made by my country with the object of bringing to a favourable 
ending the War against Fascism, but I could furnish data on this 
particular to any delegation which would like to havo them.

Mf should like to remind the Delegate of the U.K. that 
the great contribution of our country to tho victory against 
Fascism,; has been publicly recognized by numerous personages of the 
United Nations and, amongst others, by Mr. Anthony Eden, former 
Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom.

"I therefore hope that, in the light of what I have t 
said, similar erroneous expressions on the subject of the contri
bution of the Roumanian people to the victory against Fascism will 
not be repeated at this Conference."



Prof. Siforov thought that the opinion expressed by the Dele
gate of the U.K. was a statement rather than a question. 'In the 
course of the first part of his statement, the Delegate of the U.K. 
had said- that the Soviet formula had lest all its sense because it 
had taken Into account a series, of special factors. Furthermore, 
he had said that the Soviet Delegation had adreitted that the formula 
could not be applied effectively.

The. Soviet Delegation considered that a formula based upon 
just and objective essential factors took into account the need's of 
all countries. The ‘fact that in certain cases it had been necessary 
to deviate slightly from the formula did not imply that the formula 
was wrong. The conclusion of the Delegate of the U.K. was faulty 
for- the following reasons:

For the solution of any problem, no matter of what nature, 
it was necessary to ascertain, first, the common essential factors, 
and, secondly, the individual complementary factors. On the basis 
of these general considerations, the Soviet Delegation had shown 
clearly how the three essential factors defined in a just and. equit
able manner tho needs of the countries. It was not exact -to -say that 
the Soviet Delegation had admitted that the mathema-tical formula 
was not applicable, or to conclude that it had lost its sense.

In the case of China there was no injustice. That country 
had demanded 201 channel hours, in accordance with tho rules laid 
down at Atlantic City, Under the Soviet Plan, it had received 185,
i.e. 92% of the number demanded in accordance with the rules laid, 
down at Atlantic City. Tho reduction therefore was 8%, and was 
based upon the elimination of second and, above all, third frequen
cies. The Soviet Delegation thought that the needs of China had 
been fully satisfied, and that'she would not suffer any disadvantage 
since all the essential broadcasting directions had been satisfied.

As to Greece, that country had not presented any requirements, 
and the Soviet Plan had provided the jndispensable number'of channel 
hours.

The situation in regard to the United States had already been 
explained.in reply to the questions.put by the Delegate of Uruguay.
He would*like to add, however, that owing to the fact tho Soviet 
Plan had taken Into consideration the exaggerated figure of 7 of
ficial languages, the number of channel hours obtained with the aid 
of the formula was to that extent exaggerated. Furthermore, that 
country did not use high frequency broadcasting for its internal 
needs. The number of channel hours assigned to it in the Plan of 
the Delegation of the U.S.S.R. therefore offered every possibility 
to make its broadcasting .transmissions in all directions in which 
it was interested.
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Concerning Roumania, ho could only repeat how great its con
tribution to the struggle against Fascism, and how considerable the 
losses and damages suffered by it, had been.

The increase provided in the Soviet Plan therefore was only 
just, since it had boon necessary to take into account the partici
pation of that country in the struggle against Fascism in an equit
able manner.

The same thing applied to the Ukrainian S.S.R. The Soviet 
Plan had granted that country 99 channel hours instead of the 7*+ ' 
which it had demanded. It had been necessary to modify the results 
of the formula in order to take into account the great contribution 
of the Ukrainian people in the fight against Fascism. Such a recom
pense was entirely deserved. Tho Delegate o*f the U.K. had mentioned 
tho participation of tho United States of America in the war, and 
had argued that the said country had received no recompense on that 
account, but on tho contrary had suffered a h-2% reduction. That was 
completely inexact. The data in the case wore as follows: The
area of the United States was 3j060,000 square miles, Tho populatior 
was 132,000,000, The number of official languages was 7» The Soviet 
Plan gave it 229 channel hours. According to the formula,- the, coun
try should receive 396. The data came from the documents of the 
Planning Committee of Geneva and from various publications contain
ing statistical data for all the countries of the world,1

After an objective study of all those data, the Soviet Dele
gation had arrived at the conclusion that no harm would be done to 
the United States by granting it tho -number of channel hours provid
ed in the Plan. It had been necessary to take into consideration 
the specific character of oach country and the fact that the popu
lation of some of them ha.d been decimated in the course of the 
struggle against"Fascism, while other countries had taken part in 
it 011 an essentially economic plane and even improved their economic 
structure by so d oing. It would certainly have been incorrect 
hot to take into account such differences in the nature and degree 
of the participation in the struggle against Fascism.

A ”

The Delegate of tho Yugoslavian F.P.R. asked the C-hairman if 
the■preceding discussion fell within t.hcwscope of the agenda, and 
if it would not be better to avoid certain discussions which seemed 
to have very little bearing on the Soviet Plan,

Prof. Siforov stated that he saw no objection to delegates 
expressing their viewpoints with entire liberty.

Tho Delegate '\f the U.K. thanked Prof, Siforov, and assured 
him that he 'had had no intention of making any insinuations, but had 
-only wanted to express his viewpoint on certain conceptions which 
were liable to give rise to misunderstanding and confusion. Ho was
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not entirely'satisfied with the explanations given concerning the 
relative weightage of some countries and the manner in which the 
complementary factors had been taken into consideration in the case 
of the four countries he had cited. How had.the final result been 
arrived at? In the- case of China, Prof, Siforov had said that a re
duction of Q/.u had been made when, in accordance with -the formula and 
the preceding statements, it scorned that the result should have been 
k89. The reduction percentage therefore was 62>o, and not 8%,

In the case of Greece, Prof. Siforov had said that it had re
ceived the indispensable number of channel hours. That reply was 
not satisfactory, because it was inconceivable' that this country 
‘Should not be treated as favourably as the Roumanian P.R. and the 
Ukrainian S.S.R., He would appreciate an explanation as to the re
lative importance of the fundamental and- complementary factors in 
these particular cases.

The Ghairman observed that Prof. Siforov had promised the 
forthcoming publication of a document in which tho first part of 
that question would be answered. He invited Prof. Siforov to give 
explanations on tho cases of China, Greece and the Ukrainian S.S.R,

Prof. Siforov replied that, as far as China was concerned, the 
reduction was only 8%, For Greece, which had not presented any 
general requirements, an assignment of 10 channel hours had 'seemed 
sufficient. He had already given an answer concerning tho Ukrainian
S.S.R., and had explained clearly that it was impossible to treat 
the complementary factors as a mathematical formula. He had stated 
upon-Various occasions in what spirit the Soviet Delegation had ap
proached the problem in order to arrive at. just and equitable con
clusions.

At the request of.the Chairman, Prof. Siforov confirmed that 
the document which the Soviet Delegation had sent to the Secretariat 
for distribution contained for each country explanations'of the 
relative importance attributed to the complementary factors. The „ 
document would not contain mathematical formulae of any kindj but 
its Part IV would give explanations which would satisfy the wishes 
expressed by various delegates.

The Delegate of the U.K. stated finally that he was unable to 
understand the difference in the treatment of China and of the 
Ukrainian S.S.R. The Soviet Delegation had not thought it necessary 
to grant China what she had demanded, and yet had seen fit to give 
the Ukrainian S.S.R. much more than it had demanded.

Prof. Siforov said that it was'true that the Delegation of 
the U.S.S.R. had assigned in its Plan to the Ukrainian S.S.R. 99 
channel hours, when the application of the formula indicated only 7*+*
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That had boon done because the Ukrainian S.S.R. had suffered enormous 
losses in human lives and considerable material destruction. Fur
thermore, the Ukrainian people had boon under the Nazi yoke for 
several years, and had contributed ,greatly to the victory over 
Fascism. All these factors justified amply the recompense accorded 
that country.

Concerning China, which had demanded 220 channel hours, a 
careful study had shown that the second and third frequencies could 
be reduced without inflicting any harm upon that country# Not only 
the figures but the needs of a country had to bo taken into account.

The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. wished to point out that 
in the case of his country the Delegate of the U.K. had not taken 
into account the fact that.in the original demands of the Ukrainian
S.S.R, certain essential factors had not been considered, for which 
reason they had to be increased later and brought up to 99 channel 
hours.

The meeting adjourned at 1,30 p.m. till 3*30 p.m.

The Reporters 
J. M. Leproux.

The Chairman;
H.J. van den Brock.
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•The meeting was declared open at A;h7 p.m.' by Hr. van den .Broek, 
Chairman, assisted by Mr. Jacques Meyer, First-Vice-Chairman.

On behalf of the Delegation of Colombia, the Delegate of the 
Argentine put the following question to Professor Siforov;

Inasmuch as the Soviet Delegation admits that the "m" 
factor is variable, this factor cannot be contained in a 
mathematical formula; and as it refers to "war damages", 
this factor actually constitutes an indemnification value. 
Consequently, the Colombian Delegation wondered;

Was the value of the "m" factor obtained on the basis 
of the reduced number of channel hours which, by reason of 
the application of the U.S .8 .R. formula, should ..be assigned' 
to the\countries which had caused these war damages, or was it 
obtained at the expense of all countries?
Professor Siforov; Among the complementary factors which were 

not common to all the countries, the Soviet Plan seriously took 
into account additional elements of appreciation which reflected the 
high frequency broadcasting needs'of each country. For example, 
quite a series of countries which made a substantial contribution 
to the victory over Fascism suffered, severe damages. Those countries 
received an additional number of channel hours. On the other hand, 
only the strict minimum was assigned to the aggressor countries 
responsible for the damages in question. The aggressor' countries/ 
were thereby deprived of a part of the necessary channel hours.
The U.S.S.R. Delegation was of the opinion that the struggle against 
Fascism was a common cause; the number df channel hours assigned by 
way of indemnification for the damages suffered because of the 
struggle against Fascism was relatively small and in actual fact did 
not prejudice the interests of all countries. As to the quantitative 
aspect of the question, in these circumstances no general mathematical 
formula could be applied. The calculation of additional channel hours 
could be made only by taking each country separately.



- 2 -
(Doc. No. 522-E)

Colom bia; Hence the frequencies assigned by way o f rep ara tio n s
o rig in a te d  from a common high frequency fund, though i t  could not be 
determined in  what p ro p o rtio n .

The Delegate o f Indonesia wished to  pose the fo llo w in g  questions; 
1 s t. What did the U .S .S .R . formula mean by " o f f i c ia l  s ta te  language"?

P ro f, S ifo ro v  said th a t the re p ly  fo llow ed d ir e c t ly  from the 
expression . " o f f ic ia l  language of a country". The o f f i c i a l  documents 
o f Geneva contained the in fo rm ation  r e la t in g  to the number o f languages 
o f each country and the data had been used a t  the time o f the prepara
t io n  o f the Plan.

The Delegate o f Indonesia continued; 2nd. Indonesia l ik e  the 
United S tates o f Am erica, had one or two general o f f i c i a l  languages 
which, n eve rth e less , were spoken by only 10p o f the p o p u la tio n , In  
exp la in in g  the S o v ie t formula fo r  cases o f such a nature did P ro f. 
S ifo ro v  agree th a t the languages which were a c tu a lly  used in  n a tio n a l 
broadcasting should r e a l ly  be taken in to  account?

P ro f. S ifo ro v  agreed because ho considered th a t the needs fo r  
n a tio n a l broadcasting should have p r io r i t y .  The S o v ie t form ula had 
taken in to  con s id era tio n  the number o f languages fo r  n a tio n a l, as 
w e ll as .'in te rn a tio n a l broadcasting.

Indonesia  3 rd . The fig u re s  and explanations given by P ro f. 
S ifo ro v : a t preceding meetings , showed ’th a t because o f war damages 
Roumania had received' 120y more channel hours than the number re s u lt in g  
from the a p p lic a tio n  o f the form ula, Indonesia , on the c q n tra ry , had 
received on ly  12-1/2D  more by a p p lic a tio n  o f the same'reasoning. What 
were the fa c to rs  and the source th e re o f which had been used to  
c a lc u la te d  the percentages in  the two cases?

P ro f. S ifo ro v  re p lie d  th a t the needs o f each country had been
examined very c a re fu lly  and- th a t each requirem ent had been met', 
tak in g  in to  con sideratio n  the needs and p a r t ic u la r  rank o f each country . 
N a tu ra lly , the fa c t  had been taken in to  co n s id era tio n  th a t i t  was 
im possible to provide com pletely fo r  the requirem ents o f a l l  the 
c o u n trie s .

As the I ndonesian Delegate pressed fo r  a more precise re p ly ,
P ro f, .Siforov re fe rre d  him to his previous answer to  tho Colombian 
D elegate . He added th a t the d iffe re n c e  between the number o f-ch an n e l 
hours assigned and the number determined according to the form ula  
arose from the d iffe re n c e  in  the degree o f d e s tru c tio n  su ffe red  by 
d if fe r e n t  countries  in  the war ag a in s t Fascism and the g re a te r or
le s s e r c o n tr ib u tio n  toward v ic to ry .

The Chairman asked P ro f. S ifo ro v  whether d e ta ile d  in fo rm atio n  
on the question would f ig u re  in  the document which the S e c re ta r ia t  
was to p u b lish .
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Prof, Siforov said he would subsequently make a concrete reply 
to the question, since he did not at the moment have all the factors 
of the problem before him.

The Indonesian Delegate noted that Prof. Siforov believed it 
fair for countries such as the United States of America and China 
to receive a smaller number of channel hours than the num nr re
sulting from the strict application of the formula. Since that 
was the case, what good did it do to apply basic factors which -- 
as Prof. Siforov had indicated -- should have a general bearing 
on high frequency broadcasting in all the countries.

' He wanted to know, finally, whether Prof. Siforov could give 
any general information as to the value attributed to the comple
mentary factors which had been taken into consideration. Had the 
value been fixed in a general or arbitrary way?

Prof. Siforov deemed it necessary to indicate that, whenever 
the number of channel hours obtained according to the formula was 
greater than the number of requirements, the U.S.S.R, Delegation 
had taken the requirements as a point of departure. That had been 
the case particularly rega.rd.ing China, The complementary factors 
had been taken into consideration after careful examination of the 
requirements* In the case of a series of countries the number of 
channel hours contemplated in the Plan was higher than the number 
arrived at by means of the formula. The United Kingdom, for 
example, had received 50 % more channel hours than the figure in
dicated by the formula. The United Kingdom was'treated in that 
way because of the large number of difficult circuits in that 
country. Furthermore, its contribution to the victory over Fascism 
was taken into consideration, Tho-U.S.S.R* Delegation had never 
acted in an arbitrary manner; it had always taken into consideration 
the principal elements of appreciation which reflect each country1s 
broadcasting needs*

The Indonesian Delegate then asked why high frequencies had 
not been assigned to certain tropical regions for national long 
distance broadcasting during the time between 5 p.m. and midnight, 
local time*

Prof. Siforov said that in general the total number of channel 
hours requested by all the countries was about three times the 
number of channel hours available for distribution. Unfortunately, 
therefore, it had been necessary to reduce the requirements. How
ever, in effecting the reduction, the U.S.S.R. Delegation had 
exerted itself to cause the least inconvenience possible to the 
countries. He would reply to the question of reduction of fre
quencies during the hours between 5 p.m. and 12 p.m. when he had 
the necessary information before him.
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On behalf of Working Group 6-C, xMaich was analyzing the Soviet 
Plan, the Delegate of Sweden wanted certain explanations. His 
Group was trying to determine the factors of area, population and 
number of languages for each country. He had noted differences 
between the data established, according to those factors, for b2  
countries in the U.S.S.R'. Plan and the data established by' Working 
Group 6-C. Therefore, other sources must have been used. What 
were they?

Professor Siforov pointed out that the figure of k2 countries 
for xHiich the differences had been noted was grossly exaggerated. 
Actually, it was 'only in the case of 8 countries out of 85 that the 
channel hour data available to Group 6-8 differed more than 20 % 
from the data in the Plan of the U„S.S.R. Delegation. However, 
even that difference arose from a number of inaccuracies by the 
Group in question. He confirmed that the information was taken from 
documents assembled in Geneva and put into final form later on by 
the countries themselves as well as according to other exact data.

The Swedish Delegate wondered if the information had been fur
nished directly to the U.S.S.R. Delegation.

Prof, Siforov confirmed that the figures were taken from of
ficial statistical documents.

The Sxredish Delegate wished to knox/ from what o f f i c i a l  docu
ments they were taken.

Prof. Siforov cited the passages from the Report of the Plan
ning Committee containing the data. Furthermore, the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation had used the manual "The Countries of the World".

■ The Swedish Delegate pointed out the differences which existed 
with regard to the population figure for certain countries. As to 
the number of official languages, the figure was not given in any 
official document.

Professor Siforov recognized that the essential data played a 
very important role, furthermore, he pointed out that the official 
documents of tho Geneva Session contained information as to the 
number of languages. It was possible that there were some inac
curacies which should be rectified here at the Conference.

The Delegate of the UoJIJU said that the United States of 
America had never submitted information to Geneva indicating that 
the number of its official languages was 7. Nor had the U.S.A. 
given any other information as to population or area, he did hot 
know where the information used by the Soviet Plan originated.



The Chairman noted that the exchange of views between the 
representative of Sweden and Professor Siforov had not helped to 
solve the question. He asked.the Professor whether he could say 
what information had been given by the countries and on what date.

Prof. Siforov replied that the basic documentation was taken 
from the official information of the Geneva Session to which was 
added information taken, from various statistical manuals, among 
them "The Countries of the World". The number of 7 languages for 
the United States of America indicated in the Geneva documentation 
was exaggerated. But the U.S.S.R.Delegation did not have any other 
official data. Also, at the time of the application of the formula, 
it had taken as a guide the number in question.

The Delegate of -Yugoslavia thought that it was absolutely 
necessary to- specify the sources. As to the languages, we did not 
have any exact criteria. Each country should submit a written 
document on the subject.

The Chairman did not think the time had arrived to discuss 
the question. It was advisable merely to note the fact that the 
number had not been defined and to go on to the Agenda.

The Delegate of Chile asked Prof-Siforov why the population 
density was not considered in the Soviet plan,-

Prof. Siforov replied that the population figure, was the 
essential factor, When the population increased, the need for broad
casting programs increased. The density of population was calculated 
on the basis of the number of inhabitants in relation to area. The 
two latter factors had been taken into consideration, in the U.S.S.R. 
Plan. With regard to the density of population as such, .it did not 
constitute an essential factor and did not reflect the high frequency 
broadcasting needs of a country.

The Chilean Delegate asked the following question;
"Why had the highest figures, instead of the average figures, 
for the factors area (of the U.S.S.R.), population (of China) 
and languages been taken into consideration in the Soviet 
formula?"
Prof. Siforov replied that in its formula the U.S.S.R. Dele

gation had not used the. maximum .figures indicated by the Chilean 
Delegate. One had only to consider the formula to realize that fact. 
The maximum figures referred to by the Chilean Delegate appeared in 
the formula proposed in Geneva. But that formula was erroneous and 
would not withstand the slightest criticism.
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The Chilean Delegate thought that the Soviet formula gave 
an unfair Advantage to certain larges countries. He wondered how 
the conclusion was reached, according to the Soviet ..formula, that 
some countries did not need high frequencies for national "broad
casting.

Prof, Siforov denied that the interests of the small countries 
might ..be ■ injured by the Soviet formula. The formulas based on the 
arithmetical average were even more unfavorable to the small countries 
than' the formula based on the geometrical average proposed by the 
U,S.S,R. Delegation. He categorically rejected the Chilean Delegate’s 
contention..

With regard to the countries which had no need for national 
broadcasting, the Soviet Delegation had examined all the concrete 
examples.- thereof and after having studied very carefully the 
requirements of the countries, it had determined the actual number 
of channel hours for each one of them.

o
o o  .

The meeting was suspended at 5s30 p.m. and resumed at 5 ° 5 5
p.m.

The Chilean Delegate wished to know whether the Soviet Plan . 
had taken into consideration, among ,the complementary factors, the 
nature of the soil, the geographical characteristics and the ex
tremes of distances between the limits of the same country.

Prof. Siforov said that along with the factors of area, 
population, number of languages and the factor of “participation 
in the struggle against Fascism” the U.S.S.R. Delegation had also 
taken into consideration the complementary factors enumerated by 
the Chilean Delegate. Those complei'tary factors- had also been 
taken into consideration in the Soviet Plan. Actually, the U.S.S.R, 
Delegation had studied very carefully the countries-’. .requirements, 
which reflected those factors. In that regard, the United Kingdom 
presented a characteristic example.

The Chilean Delegate wondered whether the dqpument to be 
published by the U.S.S.R. Delegation would give the additional 
explanations and whether it would indicate the countries which had 
been granted additional channel hours by reason of- particular 
technical difficulties.



Prof. Siforov again explained how tho document which the U.S.S.R 
was going to publish was drafted: After some general considerations,
basic information concerning all the countries would be given in four 
tables. The conclusion would contain the data concerning the special 
..cases. All the basic considerations had been, modified in that part 
of tho document. Aftor those modifications, the U.S.S.R. Delegation 
had decried it necessary to change the number of channel hours obtained 
for any particular country according to the formula.

Tho Delegate of Roumania asked tho following question:
Prof. Siforov had said that tho Soviet formula was correct 

and fair. Ho wondered, therefore, why a plan not based on a 
formula but ‘on general principles applied directly to each 
country would not bo equally as fair?

Prof. Siforov thought, that the consideration of particular eases 
correct!}/- taking into account the essential and complementary factors, 
would givo tho same results. Before undertaking the preparation of 
tho mathematical formula, the U.SCS0R. Delegation had determined what 
were tho essential factors common to all, which had to be done in 
order to solve any problem. Those factors had also intervened in tho 
mathematical factor worked out by the U.S.S.R. Delegation, after which 
the U.S.S.R. Delegation took into consideration the complementary 
factors which wore not common to all the countries. It followed from 
the above that it would be possible to apply the method proposed by 
tho Roumanian Delegate. However, the method used by the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation appeared to be the most practical because it enabled a sol
ution to be reached quickly by the method of succeasive approximations 
in current use in the most varied fields of science and technology.

The Delegate of Franco asked for information on the initial 
data relating to area, population and the number of lo.nguagos of 
France and Algeria,

Prof. Siforov said that the data relating to France and Algeria 
were as follows: channel hours requested, 276; area, 1,073*000
square miles; population, -̂o,600,000; number of languages, 2; 
number of frequencies resulting from the formula, 132. According to 
the U.S.S.R, Plan, 152 channel hours w^re granted, or 20 more than re
sulted from the formula.

The Delegate of France not..d that France had suffered destruc
tion and had fought against Fascism, Nevertheless, according to the 
Professor’s calculations, the extent of the' adjustment which rcsulted 
from taking into consideration the additional factors was not favor
able to Franco. For example, the adjustment was five times loss than 
the adjustment anticipated for Great Britain, three times loss than 
that contemplated for Czechoslovakia and Albania, and 2.5 times less 
than the adjustment taken into consideration for Roumania, Bulgaria, etc
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P ro f, S i forov said th a t the document which had bc-on submitted  
to cho S e c re ta r ia t  contained explanations as to why Franco had received  
p. la rg e r  number o f frequencies than the number re s u lt in g  from the f o r 
mula, I t  was due p r in c ip a lly  to the g reat leng th  o f c e r ta in  rad io  
c irc u its  and to other circumstances connected w ith  the d e s tru c tio n  
suffered  during the war ag a in s t Fascism.

The Delegate o f France did nor s^e how the basic elements o f 
the S o v ie t Plan could in terven e  in  in te rn a tio n a l broadcasting. I t  
would seem more lo g ic a l i f  the U .S .S .R , D e legation  had not provided  
p a r t ic u la r  assignments o f channel hours fo r  in te rn a t io n a l broadcasting  
or e lse  had adopted p a r t ic u la r  c r i t e r ia  fo r  the l a t t e r .  Why had the 
U„S.S.R. D elegation  not provided those c r i te r ia ?

P ro f, S ifo ro v  did not deny the necess ity  fo r  in te rn a tio n a l broad
casting  but he pointed out th a t the U .S .S .R . Plan gave p r io r i t y  to  
n a tio n a l broadcasting. The former had been taken in to  con s idera tio n  
when the requirements were a c tu a lly  examined.

Tho Chairman, as the Delegate o f H o llan d , re tu rn ed  to tho idea
of the Delegate o f France r e la t iv e  to high frequencies fo r  in te rn a t io n 
a l  broadcasting. I f  the case o f countries which used high frequencies  
s o le ly  fo r  in te rn a t io n a l serv ice was considered, could the Professor 
e x p la in  how the three basic fa c to rs  could in tervene?

P ro f. S i forov answered th a t the c r i t e r ia  r e la t in g  to in te rn a t io n 
a l  broadcasting could not be d e fin e d . For example, i t  was im possible  
to determ ine o b je c tiv e ly  the number o f languages necessary fo r  in t e r 
n a tio n a l broadcasting. The number could not be determined because a l l  
the c o u n trie s , in c lu d in g  the sm all countries', could submit re q u ire 
ments fo r  transm issions in  a l l  d ire c tio n s  and in  a l l  tho languages o f  
the g lobe.

The Chairman askod whether the Professor recognized th a t the
three basic fa c to rs  had no reason fo r  being and could not c o n s titu te
a basis fo r  comparison when i t  was a question o f in te rn a t io n a l broad
c a s tin g ,

P ro f, S ifo rov re p lie d  t h i t  i t  was im possible to determine common 
fa c to rs  fo r  in te rn a tio n a l broadcasting, Tho Plan o f tho U.-S.S.R, D e le 
gation  was based on the p r in c ip le  o f p r io r i t y  fo r  n a tio n a l broadcasting. 
But i t  did not f a i l  to take in to  co n s id era tio n  the needs r e la t in g  a lso  
to in te rn a t io n a l broadcasting.

The Chairman thanked P ro f. S ifo ro v . The m eeting was adjourned  
u n t i l  the fo llo w in g  morning a t  10 a.m.

Tho R eporter: 
J . V. Loproux

Tho Chairmans
H. J . van don Brook
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The meeting was declared open at 10:b5 a.m. by the Chairman,
Mr, H.J. van den Broek, assisted by the First Vice-Chairman, Mr.
Jacques Meyer.

The Agenda called first for the approval of the M^iu^es of the 
15th, l8th, 19th, 20th, 21st and 23rd Meetings, Documents Nos. 233?
288, 292, 303, 32^ and 327.

a) Document No. 233 was approved without discussion.-
b) Document No. 288:
The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. demanded the following recti

fications of Document No. 288:
In paragraph l*f, the fifth sentence should read:
“But since the Working Group lacked members who wore qualified 

technical experts, it could not undertake the responsibility of 
posing essentially technical principles, and Committee k would 
have to present valid conclusions by experts on the subject,"

In paragraph 75? after the second sentence, add:
"Tho Delegate of the U.S.S.R. pointed out that Committee 3 might 

have boon able to achieve its task in a more rational manner and have 
gained much time if, from the beginning, it had discussed the fun
damental principles 011 the basis of documents such as Document No,
57 Rhf of Atlantic City, which defines the position taken by the 
U .S .S .R . on the subject of broadcasting categories and to which wo 
havo referred in the course of tho discussions; Document No". 25 
of tho Mexico City Conference, drafted at the request of the U.S.
S.R. Delegation; Report No. b of the Working Group of tho Planning 
Committee (Geneva Session) and Document ,No, 98 of the Mexico City 
Conference. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. once more recalled his 
proposal to make the Working Groups prepare the questions beforehand.
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"This would make it; possible to avoid many sterile discuss'ions 
in the Plenary AssenibTxes •and at the same time would give Committee 
3 the opportunity to devote itself to the work which the other 
Committees and the Conference as a whole expect from it."

The Delegate of Switzerland asked ‘that paragraph- 6l of Docu
ment No, 288 be modified as follows:

The first sentence of paragraph 61 should be retained, but the
rest of the text, commencing with "In the particular case  ....."
should be deleted and replaced by the following text:

"He was of the-opinion that tho transmissions intended for 
nationals residing abroad would not constitute a real danger for 
their adopted country as long as the country of origin xiaintained 
a fair and honourable.attitude towards the adopted country.

"It was not tho task of this Conference to define this fair 
and honourable attitude and even less to limit the freedom of, 
information or of listening. This would be the work of an In
ternational convention something like that of 193&? mentioned, 
upon several occasions by the Delegation of France.

"Until such an international-convention were adopted, the 
best defense against tactless foreign transmissions was the pro
duction of good national programs. Switzerland1s experience 
had proven this."

Paragraph 62 remained unchanged, except for the worfs "That 
request was.premature and",.which should be deleted.

The Delegate of the U.S.A. asked that paragraph 12 of Document 
No, 2o8 bo worded as follows:

"The Delegate of tho U.S.A., agreed. that the conclusions of 
Working Group A represented a constructive contribution; he 
seconded the statement of tho Delegate of the U.K., in.this res
pect, and repeated the suggestion that he had made: in' the course 
of the previous meeting for the prompt approval of Document No.
171 (Revised). Hov/ever, he was unable to agree to the integral 
acceptance of the Report." •

The Delegate of Uruguay requested the rectification of the 
Spanish text. •

Paragraph 19, Document No. 288, should read: does not
come under the jurisdiction .... "
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Document No. 288 was thus approved with the above mentioned 
•modifications»

Documents Nos. 292 and 303: The study of Documents No's 292 and
303 was left for the following 
morning.'

Document No. 32̂ f:
. Document No. 32*+ was approved, with the following rectification 

requested by the Delegate of Brazil?
Paragraph h of the summary of his statement, on page. 9 of Docu— 

nent No.. 32̂ +-E, should be reworded as follows:
”At the request of the Chairman, the Delegate of Brazil, 

explained that his position with reference to the proposals 
of the Chair'-and of the U.S.S.R. was that these proposals : 
lacked the character of - compromise proposals, since they clas
sified transmissions intended for the colonies among tho nation
al services.”

Document No. ^27:
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. demanded the following rectific

ations:
Paragraph 1*+, after the first sentence add:

♦ +

"The statement of the Delegate of the Vatican was contrary 
to sound logic. He affirmed that priorities would not be adopted 
but that, nevertheless, 1 to some extent'certain elements of ap
preciation had to be taken into account1. What was this, if 
not an indirect admission .that tho priorities wore necessary? 
Recognizing tho necessity of taking into account not all the fac
tors but only some of thorn which were of decisive fundamental 
importance, and proclaiming the convenience of preferring one 
factor over others, did.this not definc-tho concept.of *priqr-. ities*?”. !« '■
. Paragraph l̂ f, page *+, to tho sentence which begins with “That

very day it might......" add the words: "of the Plan proposed by'
the Delegation of the U.S.S.R,”

Paragraph 1*+, in the sentence ”.....the Soviet Delegation de
sired to .bserve that the plan it had presented was not based upon 
gratuitous affirmation ...” replace ”gratuitous” by ’’arbitrary”.
'Add ..to this same sentence, af ter ”... .but upon solid fouiidations” the 
words ”and exact principles”.
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Paragraph *+6, omit tho word "U.S.S.R." from the first ■ sentence. •
"'•paragraph *+6, third sentence, the wording of the Vtat'Oment' of''' 

the Delegate of the U.S.S.R, should read as follows:
"The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. stated his reservations on tho 

subject of tho decision adopted. He thought that it was incorrect 
to take into consideration the results of tho vote on Document No. 
290 and the proposal presented by the U.S.S;R„ only for"Statistical 
purposes, since any vote had a statistical character. By. this 

—  fact, that voth hacLas...legal a- character -as-;any" othorr" *
Tho Delegate of Albania requested that, on page 10 of Document 

No.. 327, after paragraph"?!?, the following■ statement be added: _
"The Delegate of Albania pointed out that, it would be in

correct to interpret the results of the.vote on tho Soviet pro
posal as a statistical enumeration of opinions. H o •stressed the 
point that-no such:decision had boon taken before voting and that, 
consequently, the vote had been regular and the proposal adopted 
.constituted a decision like all other decisions taken by Committee 
3> in the same manner and by the same procedure"

The Delegate of the P.R. Roumania asked'that'the* third sen
tence of his speech in paragraph 26 be worded thus:

"The Conference should take note cf those differences and 
record them, with the aim of finding a solution satisfactory to 
all countries."

Tho Delegate of Uruguay asked that after paragraph k6 a new para
graph should be inserted, as follows:’ . »

"The Delegate of Uruguay states:'
"It would be incorrect to attribute-1 to this vote the charac- 

‘ ter of a definitive resolution, taking into account that the* text 
in question had b^en proposed only for'statistical purposes-for 

^  us^b^forklng Group C."
The Delegate of the U.S.A. requested that the last .two. sentences 

of.. paragraph 15 bo replaced by the following: , . . .
"The Delegates of the Latin American countries had already stated 

that they were willing to continue after the result of. the vote and
- it- had been agreed by tho .Committee that any result of tho vote .

should have only a statistical -value. An, Immediate vote on the'sub
ject,should, in his •opinion, b^ a^cop-’-ed wi*th • complete .freedom. "
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The Delegate of the P.F.R. of Yugoslavia asked*the Chairman 
what was the true significance of the vote taken in the course of 
that meeting.' He thought that the vote had a formal character, with
out reservations, as witnessed by the Minutes.

The Chairman contested this viewpoint and indicated that, in 
accordance with the suggestion of the honorable Delegate of the Vatican 
City, it had been taken only for statistical purposes.

The Delegate- of -Uruguay pointed out that the Assembly did not 
have to pronounce itself with reference to tho scope of the vote.
There was nothing to indicate that the resolution had been taken as 
a firm decision. On the contrary, upon various occasions the Chair
man had emphasized that the vote had only statistical value*

The Chairman proposed that the last sentence of Doc, No. bb  
be worded thus s

"The Chairman stated the result of the vote."
The Delegate of Cuba thought that it was not possible to mis

understand the sense of the vote, as stated by the Delegate of the 
U.S.A. in paragraph 15 of the Report. It was a purely statistical 
question and the Latin American countries had accepted tho vote sole
ly in this sense,

The Delegate of France recalled that although he had been ab
sent when the vote had been taken, he could state that during the 
entire meeting he had boon under the impression that the vote had a 
purely documentary character.

The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. recalled that the Chair
man had stated that the text of the Soviet proposal had boen accepted, 
and that he was opposed to any modification of point b3 of the Minutes,

The Chairman stated that ho, was certain that the vote had been 
taken for statistical purposes and that he could not admit any other 
interpretation.

Tho Delegate of the P.R. of Roumania called attention to the 
character of the vote and to the fact that no decision had been taken 
on tho, matter of procedure. Fundamentally, the term * statistical vote1 
either made no sense or it was a tautology. Every vote was statistical 
but nevertheless a valid vote. The term /statistical vote1 did not 
appear in any of the regulations of the Conference,

The Delegate of the U.S.A. regretted that this matter should 
have been brought up again without any reason. Ho had understood 
clearly that the vote had been taken only for statistical purposes;
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it was’necessary to go on- working- without any further waste of time, 
approving the Report with the alteration proposed hy the Chairman and 
allowing the countries who wished to do so to make observations.

The Chairman again proposed that the last sentence of para
graph V3 should be worded thus:

MThe Chairman made known the result of the vote."
The Delegat e, of the P.F.R. .of Yugoslavia did not agree with., this 

Wording.' He proposed that the text be maintained and thcvt the Chairman 
should add a paragraph explaining his viewpoint,

‘The Chairman consulted the Committee, which approved his 
proposal by 36 votes against 8,

The Delegate of the Vatican City requested the following 
rectifications to be made in paragraph *T:

Delete in line 6 of the English text the words: "by a unani
mous finding as to the reasons of the disagreement.M

Line 9> instead of:
"in accordance with a classification based upon a clearly 

marked establishment of priorities," should read ", ♦ .in accordance with 
a priority based upon a classification of . the.-.various types of trans
missions."

Line 11, instead of: >
"different types pf priorities", should read:
"different types of transmissions which it was necessary to

* take into account".
Line 19, (same paragraph), instead of "by sounding as well as 

by voting" should read: "by sounding the opinions and not be a delibera
tive vote".

The Delegate of the' P.F.R'." of Yugoslavia wished to clarify 
:his opinion on the subject of the nature of,the vote which had been 
taken'during the 23rd Meeting concerning the proposal of the U.S.S.R. 
on the subject of classification of the transmissions (Document No. 290). 
The Delegation of the--P.F.R. of Yugoslavia thought that the result of
the vote constituted a decision for Committee 3- made in accordance with
tho rules.
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At tho samo time, tho Delegation of tho P.F.R. of Yugoslavia 
wished to point out that no decision whatsoever concerning tho nature 

the--vote had boon taken at tho 23rd Mooting, although several'delega
tions had expressed their viewpoints to the effect that the vote should 
represent only an indication of statistical nature. i)h this premise, 
the Delegation of the P.F.R. of Yugoslavia stabed that' it was categori
cally opposed to any other qualification of the decision taken concerning 
Document No. 290.

The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. made the following state
ment : . ~ ■

"The Delegation of the Ukrainian S.S.R. believes that the 
. results of the votcttaken on the subject of Document No, 290 
and of the proposal'of the U.S.S.R, contained in Document No. 327 
have together the value of an adopted decision, not a statistical 
nature as was the opinion of the Chairman and of the .delegates 
of a certain number of countries."
The Delegate of the P.R, of Roumania requested that the follow

ing statement.be inserted in the.Report:
"The Delegation of the Peoplefs Republic of Roumania considers 
that the vote expressed on 10 December in the full meeting of 
Committee' 3? concerning the classification of the various types 
of transmissions, was--a -legal vote and that its result should 

* therefore be communicated to Committee 6.
The artificial form of a statistical vote can in ho1 case be" 
accepted, taking into consideration tho fact- that it does not 
exist in any of the regulations which-govern our Conference,
Furthermore, the idea of the "statistical-vote", which had 
emanated from the Delegation of tho Vatican City and formulated 
in Writing by the Delegation of-New Zealand, had not .been accep
ted for discussion by the Committee before the vote."
The Delegate of the. P.R. of Albania made the following state

ment: - ~

"Tho Delegation of the People |s Republic of Albania, consider
ing that-upon the occasion of the discussion of the Report of 
the 23rd Meeting of Committee 3? Document No, 327? the Chair
man of the Committee and certain delegations have reaffirmed 
their opinions as to the nature of the vote taken on the matter 
of classification of high frequency broadcasting, believes it 
necessary to make the following statement: •,
TTho Delegation of the People's Republic of Albania considers
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tho- results of the vote on the classification of high frequency 
broadcasting services to be a decision which must be trans- . 
mittod to Committee 6 to serve in the elaboration of the Plan, . 
The Albanian Delegation believes that the interpretation of this. 
vote as being of . statistical' nature is incorrect for the follow- 
'ihg reasons:,:.,

a) The proposal of tho Delegate of tho Vatican in favor of 
this' interpretation had been withdrawn in deference to the 
proposal of Nov/ Zealand, which was then voted on and re
jected.
b) Before the vote on Document No, 290 and on the Soviet 
proposal, no decision had been taken to give this vote 
the nature of a statistical enumeration of opinions.-
c) In accordance with, the C-cneral Regulations of Atlantic 
City and the Rules of Procedure of our Conference,' when it
-is impossible to.obtain unanimity, a decision must be the 
consequence of a vote'. In the'regulations referred to we do 
not find any clause specifying that if a meeting cannot, 
arrive at a unanimous decision on a. subject it should not 
-take a decision and should abandon the matter. On the 
contrary, these regulations have established a well de
fined, procedure for such, cases: the procedure of voting.

In conclusion, the Delegation of the People 1s Republic of 
Albania believes that the opinion of the Chair and of the other 
delegations, -which consider the result of the vote on the 
Soviet proposal concerning the classification of high frequency 
broadcasts as having a purely statistical nature, is not correct. 
■'We consider that such methods of procedure are incorrect and 
contrary to the Regulations of Atlantic City and to our Rules of 
Procedure, that- they are dangerous to the work, that they keep us 
from.taking decisions and from establishing the principles which 
are indispensable for the elaboration of the Plan and that, 
consequently, they will' obstruct all progress of the work of our 
Conference," - ' "■ f

. The study of Documents No.s 292 and 303 was left for the 
next day1 s meeting..■ . "

x x . x  
x

The meeting, was .suspended at 11:30 a.m. and resumed at
11:55 a,m.

Prof. Siforov wished to furnish some specific information

(Doc. No. ‘523-E) '



which he had not been able to give at the previous meeting, in reply 
to certain questions,

1. Why had certain frequencies not been assigned in the trop
ical broadcasting band between 17:00 and 2^:00 local, time? 
(question raised by the Delegation of Indonesia)
The Soviet Plan had not provided channel hours for the tropical

broadcasting zones of the Eastern hemisphere between 17:00 and 2^:00 
local time because., during that time and during' those days of * the 
summer season1, those waves did not carry through.

2. The Delegate of Colombia had asked what number of high
frequencies intended for the Fascist countries, according to 
the formula of the Soviet Plan, had been proposed in favor of 
the countries which had suffered aggression?.'.
For Germany, according to tho formula, 70 channel hours should 

be provided, while the Soviet Plan assigned 18.
For Japan the formula gave 62 channel hours, while the ;plan 

provided 18.
For Spain, the formula gave t-8 channel hours. The Plan provided

l b .

If the differences in channel hours provided for these three 
countries were summed up, 130 channel hours would result.

Concerningtbe group of countries which had suffered great 
damages and which had contributed considerably to the struggle against 
Fascism, there was a difference of 330 channel hours, in other words, 
these- countries had received 330 channel hours more than the number ■ 
which had been derived from, the formulas.

Comparing the two figures of 130 ahd' 330, it could bo -seen 'that 
the difference was 200 channel hours. It should be noted that these 
figures wore only approximate, since they took into account not only 
the factors referring to tho last war, but also other factors which 
were reflected in the requirements.

3* As for China, Prof, Siforov confirmed that the requirements 
were 218 channel hours and not 286.

Replying to the Delegation of Sweden on the subject of 
. differences between the data of the plan of the U.S.S.R. and 
those of the documents at the disposal of Working Group 6C,
Prof, Siforov stated th.it a now analysis had been made which 
had shown that there were no substantial differences. Those 
which did exist, for a limited number of countries, came from 
the lack of precision of Group 6C,

- 9 -
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5* As for tho number of languages for the United States, tho
figure 7 was printed in the Report of the Planning. Committee 
• (Geneva Session) > page 113. Another source, the'Universal -
Almanac", London 19^7> also gave the figure 7«

' The Delegate of Sweden maintained that for *+2 .'countries the 
data obtained in.accordance with the formula of tho Delegation of 
the U.S.S.R. were different from those of Working Group 6C and if tho 
results appearing in the Soviet Plan wore the some, a check-up should 
bo made.

Prof. Siforov gave an explanation concerning tho rcsult^of tho 
application of tho Soviet formula by tho Working Group and by the Dele
gation of the U.S.S.R.. These results showed clearly that there were 
no substantial differences for tbc overwhelming majority of the countries. 
Ho could give explanations■for the differences existing in the case of 
8 .countries, which differences originated in lack of precision in tho 
calculations of Group 6C. There wore not differences in the data 
concerning b2 countries * To state the truth, these differences wore 
so negligible that it was useless to waste time over them.

• The Delegate of Sweden wished to know from what official sources 
-the initial data con,corning area, population and number of languages 
had boen taken.'

The Delegate of tho U.K. stated that the two sources indicated 
by the professor,, published in London, wore not of an official nature,

Tho Delegate of Franco explained that if there were differences
in the case of France, for example, it was precisely because in tho 
Soviet Plan the entity Franco-Algcria had boon considered as a whole, 
which seemed not to havo been tho case in Working Group 6'C,

Tho Delegate of the U.S.A. stated that at no time had tho • 
Delegation of the U.S.A..sent‘statistical documents to Genova, 
especially none concerning the number of languages.

Tho Delegate of China stated that the requirements.presented 
by China at tho Conferonce totalled 286 channel hours, and not 201. Ho 
confirmed the data which he had submitted on the previous day and asked 
for another rectification.

Prof. Siforov repeated the explanations already given on the 
subject of the methods employed for satisfying the requirements of 
China, Ho observed that out of tho total number of channel hours 
requested by China, 201 fulfilled the Atlantic City conditions. The 
Mexico City Planning Committoo had not received requirements 'amountinpto 286 channel hours from China.

Tho Delegate of China once more asked how the Delegation of tho
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U.S.S.R. had arrived at tho conclusion that tho Chinese requirements 
hi d been reduced by 8$.

Prof, Siforov explained how China had received 92% of the 
requirements it had presented, within the provisions of Atlantic City,

The Delegate of China stated that prior to 5 November he had 
submitted Formula *+, as requested by the Conference, and that those 
requirements clearly totalled 286 channel hours.

Prof, Siforov explained that the Plan of the Delegation of the 
U.S.S.R. had been elaborated in October and presented at the beginning 
of November, based upon previous data.

He then referred to the statement of the U.S.4* Delegation 
according to which the Delegation of the said country at Geneva had 
submitted no information to the Planning Committee, Nevertheless, these 
data had been published and it seemed that not until now had anybody 
objo.cted to them. The U.S,S.R. Delegation had used tho data just as 
they had been presented.

The Delegate of tho U.K. stated formally that the figures of the 
Geneva Report wore not exact as far as the United Kingdom and its terri- 
tories were concerned.

Prof. Siforov thought that the Conference could correct the 
mistakes.which originated in a possible lack of precision in the 
initial data. As for the number of languages, it was. possible that 
there were differences and that this matter should be clarified* An 
official State language was a language used by tho government institu
tions.

Our Conference should define clearly tho term "official State 
language", in order to eliminate all possibility of divergent interpre
tations on tho subject.

At 12:30 p.m. the Chairman suggested that tho .Annexes to the 
Geneva and Mexico City Reports could be discussed after the Committee 
had finished its questions on the matter of the Soviet Plan,

The meeting was adjourned at 1:30 p.m.

The Reporter: 
J. V. Leproux

The Chairman:
H. J. van den Brook.
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The meeting was declared open at 3 ^5 p.m. by Mr, van den Broek 
Chairman of the Committee.

The Delegate of India was given the floor. He asked Prof. 
Siforov the following questions:

What were tho figures for the three factors of area, population 
and number of official languages in the case of India?

Prof. Siforov replied as folloxv's: Area, 1,181,000 square miles
population, 260 millions; number of languages, 16. The number of 
channel hours under the formula was *+78; the number of channel 
hours proposed in the Plan was 299.

India's requirements showed 388 channel hours, 352 of which 
met the Atlantic City requirements, •' v

Proceeding, he gave particulars of broadcasting directions and 
transmission and reception points.

The Delegate of India called tho Professor's attention to the 
fact that the figures for tho area and population wore not exact. 
According to tho real figures 7-19 channel hours should be assigned, 
whereas tho Plan gave only 299. On what basis had the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation proceeded to such a substantial reduction? .

Pr°P* Siforov replied that the fundamental data resulting from 
tho three basic factors had been taken from tho Report of the Plan
ning Committee (Genova Session), page 111, Appendix B. With re
spect to the reduction in the requirements, a careful study of tho 
latter had shown that the second frequencies could be eliminated in 
certain directions without causing harm. Furthermore, India was 
entirely in the tropical zone 5 therefore it should use tho tropical 
broadcasting bands from 1300 to 0100 G.M.T.



- 2 -
(Doc. 52k-E)

The Delegate of India pointed out that the figures marked 
with an asterisk in the Geneva document were merely provisional*
He was not of the opinion that the tropical bands could replace 
high frequencies. He would like Prof. Siforov to give him exact 
information as to the considerations which had led him to reduce 
the number of channel hours.

Prof, Sjforov recognized, that the initial data concerning the 
area and territory might contain inaccuracies which it was advisable 
to rectify. In connection with reductions - aside from the un
avoidable general reduction in the number of channel hours owing to 
the fact that the total number of channel hours requested by all 
the countries was almost three times the number available for dis
tribution - technical considerations were taken into account. He 
gave concrete data with regard to those considerations, specifying 
tho directed‘transmissions, frequencies, number of requirements,'etc,

The Delegate of India reserved the right to take up tho question 
of tho use of tropical bands again with Prof. Siforov. India had 
not requested two frequencies for the same direction, and no mention 
had been made of general principles. Ho would like to know also 
whether the part which India had taken in tho struggle on the 
Allies' side had been taken into consideration.

Prof, Siforov replied that the U.S.S.R. Plan certainly was 
based on general'principles. Ho did not accept the statement of 
the Indian Delegate' as accurate: the reductions in the requirements
were a necessary evil. India's participation in the war had been 
taken into account. Tnc inaccuracies in the data regarding area 
and population would of course havo to be corrected.

The Delegate of India asked whether the document to be pub
lished on the subject of mooting tho requirements under the Soviet 
Plan would include two columns, one showing the number of channel 
hours resulting under tho formula, and tho other showing tho number
of channel hours assigned in tho Plan.

Prof. Sjforov gave particulars. Thc data desired would appear 
in the document. Specific reference was made in the document to 
tho case of India.

The Delegate of India wished to know what tho total reduction 
was of the number of channel hours in comparison with tho number 
resulting under tho formula, i.e., the total reduction resulting 
from consideration of all the complementary factors.

Prof. Siforov did not have the data at hand; but ho gave examples
of general scope to shod light on tho subject. Ho referred to the 
tables to be published by the U.S.S.R. Delegation, and gave various 
statistical data concerning tho countries whoso requirements had boon 
mot.
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Tho Chairman repeated in noro explicit terms tho question put by 
the Indian Delegate.

Prof. Siforov, in turn, asked for more explicit mathematical data. 
Was the Indian Delegate interested jn the increase based on the arith
metical average or the increase resulting from tho geometrical average? 
Tho U.S.S.R. Delegation had not made the calculation requested.

The Delegate of India felt that the arithmetical data would have 
groat significance in relation to tho bases of tho Soviet Plan. He 
would like to have the data.

The Chairman said that, once tho Soviet documents wore published, 
each delegation could easily make the necessary calculation.

Tho Delegate of Uruguay, referring to the fourth table in Document 
No, 382 (which, he said, ho had only just received), said that the in
formation necessary for an exact analysis of the Soviet Plan did not 
exist for oach country, as had been promised. Would a second document 
be published containing an itemization of tho different supplementary 
factors for each country?

Prof. Siforov replied that the document did not contain individual 
information about particular countries. Seven pages of the document 
wore devoted to an individual analysis, and they contained exqet ex
planations for specific eases. There wore no separate explanations in 
tho document for all countries; but the Soviet Delegation would gladly 
give complementary explanations concerning any concrete question which 
might bo put.

With regard to the publication of the documentation concerning 
tho Soviet Plan, aside from the documents indicated above-., a document 
on tho technical principles of the Plan had been sent to the Secreta
riat, which would certainly go a long way toward more completely 
illuminating.the subject.

The Delegate of Canada referred to a statement to the effect that 
330 channel hours had boon distributed as a compensation for the war 
effort of different countries. Was it possible to give a list of those 
countries with their respective shares?

Prof. Siforov gave the following list of countries which had 
received an additional number of channel hours for reasons connected 
with the late war against Fascism:

Poland, Czechoslovakia, the P.R. of Roumania, tho P.R. of Albania, 
tho P.R. of Bulgaria, the Ukrainian S.S.R. and tho Bielorussian S.S.R..
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Tho Delegate of Switzerland made the following observations:
1* Document No. 98, which explained the basis of tho Russian Plan, 

mentioned among the principal tasks of Rhf tho cultural exchanges and 
rapprochement of peoples.

These things were ideal values, which could not be measured 
mathematically. Document No, 98 wont on to state that these non- 
moasurablc values wore not a sufficiently sure basis for the establish
ment of a plan, and that they should therefore be eliminated in favor 
of the so-called throe permanent factors of which they had heard so 
much.

It followed from Prof. Siforov1s replies that the three permanent 
factors had had to be corrected in each case, taking into consideration 
certain factors, to a large extent imponderable. Prof, Siforov esti
mated tho total of the cases so corrected at Ho had never men
tioned the cultural and rapprochement factors in his enumeration of 
the complementary factors.

Why did tho Russian Plan discard those important imponderables, 
which the Russian Plan itself considered important, and introduce 
other factors no loss difficult to evaluate, as shown by tho last few 
days1 discussions?

2. Prof. Siforov had been kind enough to indicate the sources 
from which the Russian Plan had drawn its information concerning the 
said three permanent factors, which.constituted the Plan’s mathematical 
basis* Would Prof, Siforov be kind enough also to indicate the sources 
of information on which the Russian Plan based its evaluation of tho 
other more or loss imponderable factors, which in of the cases had 
led the authors of the Plan to correct the figures resulting from the 
basic formula?

Prof, Siforov said it was true that broadcasting played an 
essential role in the cultural and political life of nations. The 
Swiss Delegate’s allegation that the U.S.S.R. Plan did not take into 
consideration those aspects of broadcasting was altogether erroneous. 
Tho three essential factors, in particular the factor of population, 
wore in direct relation to these non-material aspects. The percentage 
of deviation from the formula indicated by the Swiss Delegate was 
certainly very exaggerated. Actually, the percentage was three or 
four times less. The fact was that an infinite number of factors 
always intervened in the solution of any problem. No doubt it was 
impossible and unnecessary to take them all into consideration. In 
order to attain practical results, the essential should be separated 
from the non-essential, in the first place, and the essential factors 
should then be taken into account. ,



The Swiss Delegate- -askod what were the basic sources of infor
mation in the ease of the complementary factors on which the U.S.S.R. 
increases and reductions were.founded.

Prof. Siforov said.that the most varied factors were reflected 
in each country1s requirements, as he had observed-for * example in the 
case of the United Kingdom. The Soviet Delegation had studied very 
carefully ...the requirements of. all;‘thc countries; and to a certain ex
tent they reflected all the factors about which the Swiss Delegate 
had asked.

The Delegate of the F.P.R. of Yugoslavia asked whether in con
nection with complementary factors the Soviet Delegation had taken 
into account the fact that certain countries, which had largely con
tributed to the victory over Fascism, had at the sane time increased 
their national income‘and developed their broadcasting services.

Prof.Siforov said that the U.S.S.R. Delegation had taken into 
consideration-the fact that the contribution of countries to the 
struggle against Fascism differed both in quality and quantity. During 
the war against Fascism certain countries, whose people had partici
pated actively and enthusiastically in the struggle, had lost the 
flower of, their youth# On tho other hand, the participation of other 
countries in the conflict had. been essentially economic, with the 
result that they.had thereby improved their economic condition.

The Delegate of the F.P.R. of Yugoslavia asked whether in esti
mating complementary factors the Soviet Delegation had taken into 
consideration any.general principles for establishing corrections, 
and whether there, was any relation between gain in channel hours and 
losses sustained by countries victims of aggression.

Prof., Siforov answered in the affirmative. Nevertheless, it was 
generally impossible to solve mathematically such problems. It was for 
that reason that' each case had been studied separately.

The Delegate of the F.P^R. of Yugoslavia askod whether the Soviet 
Delegation: had taken into account tho legal obligations;of the Atlan* 
tic City Convention in favor of the victims'of the war,' or only moral 
principles.

.-..Prof-. Siforov replied that the U.S.S.R. Delegation had taken into 
consideration tho legal obligations in question. Moral factors had 
also been taken into account, as" for example the fact the the'Polish 
people had been under the German yoke for six years, and had thereby 
sustained enormous'non-material damages-..



The'Delegate of the F.P.R, of Yugoslavia asked whether 
the Soviet Delegation had taken into account the moral sufferings 
of the countries which had found it impossible to participate 
in a practical way in the struggle against Fascism.

Prof. Siforov answered that the ,Soviet'Delegation had 
based its Plan on objective factors, and that the subjective 
factors of sympathy or antipathy had not entered into consider
ation, just as the political systems of the various countries 
had not been taken into consideration.

"  0 
0 .0

\
The meeting was suspended at 5*̂ +0 p.m., and resumed at

6 p.m.
. * The Delegate of Uruguay observed that Prof. Siforov had
Stated that there was a document which contained certain informa- 
tipn; but in his reply the Professor had indicated that the in- 
formation was not complete, which was as he (the Uruguayan Delegate) 
had thought. He would like to have information concerning.the,case 
of Belgium, which had suffered in the war and in other wars, and 
to know whether all of Belgium's sacrifices, material and moral 
losses had been taken into.nonsideration by the grant under the 
U.S.S.R. Plan of a single additional frequency in compensation.

Prof. Siforov repeated that the Soviet Delegation thought 
it wrong to take the political structure of a country into consi
deration in connection with the supplementary assignment of channel 
hours. The U.S.S.R, Delegation had taken as a basis the three 
factors -mentioned above in • connection with an objective -study of 
the requirements,' taking into account the extent of destruction 
and the contribution to the victory against Fascism. Table I of 
Document No. 382 showed, that a large number pf countries of very 
different political structure had received a larger number of 
channel hours than they would have received by strict application 
of the Soviet mathematical formula. With respect to Belgium, it 
had received a slightly larger number of channel hours than the 
number which resulted from the formula. The question whether the 
factor of "destruction" and "contribution to the'victory over Fas
cism" had been sufficiently taken into consideration in this par
ticular case deserved further study.

The Delegate of the U.K. repeated the question put by Ca
nada. He wanted a list of the countries which had received addi
tional frequency assignments by reason of their contribution to
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the struggle against Fascism. Prof. Siforov had given the names 
of, nine countries. Why had the other countries been omitted?

Prof. Siforov repeated that the figure of 330 channel hours 
•was approximate in the sense that it took into account an aggregate 
of factors, among them those connected with the late war. The case 
of each country had been examined carefully. He could not indicate.- 
precisely what part of those channel hours reflected the degree of 
contribution to the war.

The Delegate of Brazil asked whether the Soviet- Union re
cognized the same rights in respect of participation in-the late 
war inihe case of such countries as France, Belgium, the Netherlands, 
Luxembourg, Denmark, Norway, Greece, the United Kingdom and the. 
United States of America, as it did in the case of Poland,"Czechos
lovakia, the P.R. of Roumania, the F.P.R. of Yugoslavia, the P.R. of 
Albania, the Ukrainian S.S.R., the U.S.S.R., the Bielorussian S.S.R, 
and the P.R. of Bulgaria?

Prof. S if drew stated that no doubt some of the countries men
tioned had played a positive part in the war, but that the degree 
of participation of each was different both in quality and quantity. 
It was impossible to embody that factor in a mathematical formula; 
but the fact that for instance, the United Kingdom and France had re
ceived a larger number of channel hours than they would have had 
under the mathematical formula showed that their participation had 
beer, taken into consideration.

The Chairman considered that the reply of the U.S.S.R. 
Delegate was inadequate, but advised dropping the matter.

The Delegate of Brazil said that an exact reply to his 
question was no doubt difficult for the U.S.S.R. Delegate; but to 
him (the -Brazilian Delegate) it was a matter of justice. How was 
it possible to be satisfied with an incomplete enumeration, when it 
was a matter of enumerating the countries which had struggled for 
liberty?  ̂ .

The U. K. Delegate seconded the Brazilian Delegate's 
contention.

Prof. Siforov said that the Brazilian Delegate had mis
interpreted his preceding statement. The factors connected with 
the late war had been taken into consideration by the Soviet Dele
gation; but, though the degree of participation had been reflected 
in tho assignment of channel hours, It was impossible to indicate 
exactly in what proportion.

The Delegate of Belgium drew attention to the situation of 
his own country. The Belgian requirements of 80 channel hours had 
been reduced in the Soviet Plan to 17 hours, plus one additional
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hour over and above the number of hours obtained by the formula 
as a compensation for Belgium’s heavy material, and moral losses.
That showed in t he opinion of Belgium that the Soviet formula 
could not serve as a basis for discussion.

‘Was Professor Siforov aware that all the other European 
Conferences, where the attempt had been made to establish a ma
thematical formula for the medium frequencies, had been unable 
to come to an understanding? At the preparatory Conference of 
Brussels the Soviet Delegation had placed beforenthe Committee 
of Eight countries a plan based upon the same formula as that 
used by Prof. Siforov. That formula had been finally abandoned 
by the Soviet Delegation itself at Copenhagen* Under those con
ditions one might have one’s doubts as to the chances of success 
of a short wave plan based on a mathematical formula which had 
been rejected at three previous Conferences.

Prof. Siforov answered that all previous formulae had 
been analyzed. As a result of the analysis, the Soviet Dele
gation had come to the conclusion that the fairest and most correct 
formula was tho one upon which the present Soviet Plan was based.
The lack of consistency of the old formulae had been pointed out 
in Document No. 255* The U.S.S.R. Delegation was firmly convinced 
of the necessity of a plan based upon equitable general principles 
and an equitable formula. No new formulae of any kind whatsoever 
had been submitted, by any delegation. The Soviet Delegation had 
analyzed all known formulae.

The Chairman closed the discussion. The meeting would ad
journ until the following day ,at 3«30 p.m., when Appendix B of the 
Reports of the Planning Committees (Genova and Mexico City Sessions) 
would be examined, in order to enable the conclusions of Working 
Group C to be considered on the following Friday.

The Delegate of the P.R. of Roumania thought that, now that 
they had heard the replies, a general discussion should take place 
on the Soviet Plan, and the discussion of the principles should be 
finished.

The Chairman replied that the consideration of the princi
ples of the Soviet Plan was inherent In the examination of the 
conclusions of the Geneva and Mexico City Sessions (Appendix B).

The Delegate of India shared the viewpoint of the Chairman 
as to the proceeding to a thorough study of the conclusions of the 
Geneva and Mexico City Sessions. Document No. 3^2, which had just 
been published, would call for comments. The discussion should 
finish on the following day.
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Tho Delegate of the IJ.S .S.R . said that a decision had been 
taken to discuss the Soviet Plan. There was no question of a 
connection between that Plan and the work done at Geneva or Mexico 
City, The Committee should discuss the Plan and take a decision 
on it. The work begun should be finished.

• The Delegate of Canada recalled that the delegates who had 
proposed the study of the Soviet Plan had also pointed out the ne
cessity of interrupting it in order to proceed to the conclusions 
of Group C.

The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. seconded the Roumanian 
Delegate’s contention.

The Delegate of Pakistan , as Chairman of Working Group C, 
considered it desirable to discuss theroughly the general prin
ciples of the Soviet Plan. But in their replies to the Questionnaire, 
many delegations had expressed their views concerning the princi
ples of the Soviet Plan. The Report of Group C and the replies
which had been published contained the elements of appreciation which
should be taken into account. He doubted whether it would be helpful 
to discuss separately the Geneva and Mexico City Plans.'

The Delegate of Uruguay shared the views of the Delegate of 
Pakistan; but frankly he could not find constructive elements in 
the questions put to Prof. Siforov** The elements of the Soviet Plan, 
in spite of all the work that had been put into it, were not suffi
ciently itemised to serve as a general base for the Plan which the
Committee had to draw up.
Therefore, it was necessary to analyze the conclusions of Group 3-C 
in order to find new elements.

The Delegate of the U .S .A supported the Delegate of Pakistan.
The Delegate of the F.PoR. of Yugoslavia regretted that the

Agendas of the Committee were not strictly observed, in spite 
of all the efforts he had always made for a clear understanding of 
their contents. He considered that the entire Committee had agreed 
to a thorough study of tho general principles. He pressed for a
discussion and decision by tho Committee on the following day of
the principles upon which the Soviet Plan was based. Otherwise, 
the discussions would be interminable.

The Delegate of tho P.R. of Roumania stated that the ma
jority of delegates favored a general discussion of the principles 
of the Soviet Plan. Now it seemed that the question of such dis
cussion was under consideration, an inadmissible proceeding.
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The Chairman repeated that it would be perfectly possible 
to express opinions on the Soviet Plan within the limits of the 
discussion of Appendix B.

The Delegate of Cuba agreed with the Delegates of Uruguay 
and Pakistan.

The Chairman repeated that, when he had proposed the dis
cussion of Appendix B, he had had no intention of excluding the 
Plan from the discussion. Doubtless Document- No. 375 was pending, 
but it was necessary to make an attempt to end the discussion of 
Appendix B on the following day. The two questions had much in 
common, and the discussion could take place later. The Chair had 
prepared a document.

The Delegate of India wished to put certain questions on 
Document No. 382.

The Delegate of the U.K. asked for a vote on his previous 
proposal.

The Delegate of France objected in any case to discussing 
Document No.* 382 on. the following day for the reason that he had 
not yet received it.

The Delegate of the U BS CS ,R . ..was amazed at the attitude of' 
certain delegations which, after bding apparently sincere in proposing 
the discussion of the Soviet Plan, were now anxious to abandon it, 
though it was the only serious working basis and the only one which 
might'lead to success. It was impossible to begin there and then 
with the study of the voluminous documents which had just been 
distributed. Time was needed to study them. Logic required that 
the work'undertaken weeks ago should be expedited by discussing the 
Soviet Plan and Appendix B on the following 'day.

The Delegate of the Ukrainian S .S.R. had not the time to 
study the Report of Working Group 3-C for the following day. He 
supported the Chairman's proposal accordingly. He would like to 
see a general summary of the Report of Working Group C.. •

The Delegate of New Zealand supported the U.K. proposal.
He thought that all the work should be concentrated so as to make 
more progress, while awaiting the necessary complementary information 
on which to form a fairer idea of the Soviet Plan.

The Delegate of the P.R. of Albania described how the con
sideration of the Soviet Plan had been decided..' He thought a general 
discussion ought to follow on the replies to the questions put.
He protested against the attempts of certain delegations to put an 
end to the discussion.
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The Delegate of Brazil said that the U.S.S.R. was interested 
in having its Plan known. By studying the conclusions of Working 
Group C on the following day, the Committee would be in a position, 
thanks to the explanations which had been given' it, to give an 
opinion on the Soviet Plan.

The Delegate of the U .S .A. confirmed that he had proposed 
the study of the Soviet Plan pending the conclusions of Working 
Group 3-C. He read his previous statements in regard to the dis
cussion of the Plan,

On the other hand, he supported the proposal of the Delegate 
of Pakistan. He agreed however with the Delegate of the Ukrainian
S.S.R., and suggested that tho U.K. should amend its proposal, so 
that the Agenda for the following day would be as follows?

1. Consideration of the Minutes;
2. Oral or written statements concerning Prof.

Siforov’s remarks.
The following Friday could then be devoted to the consider

ation of the Report of Working Group. 3-C, and to the definition of
the Working method.

The Chairman said that, as seven entire meetings had been 
devoted to the discussion of the U.S.S.R. Plan, it could not be 
■denied that it had received serious consideration. All the opinions 
expressed had been founded on solid bases. The point was how to 
obtain the best results for the Plenary Assembly. He therefore 
proposed that the Committee should leave it to him to direct the 
discussions on the following day, and at the end of the meeting 
they would see what decision the Committee was in a position to take.

The Delegate of the F.P.R. of Yugoslavia asked what would 
then be the Agenda for the next meeting.

The Chairman replied as follows?
"Discussion of Appendix B of the Report of the 

Planning Committee (Geneva and Mexico City Sessions), 
including the general principles of the Soviet Plan."

The Delegate of the U.K. accepted the U.S.A. amendment in which 
the Delegate of Pakistan concurred.What would be the Agenda for Friday?

The Chairman insisted on immediate adoption of his proposal
as a means of speeding up the work on the following day.

The proposal was adopted.
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The Delegate of India was not in agreement with the 
Chairman’s proposal.

The meeting adjourned until the following day at 3.30 p.m.

The Reporters The Chairman;
:J. V . Leproux H . J. Van den Brock
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1. The meeting was declared open at k;l5 p.m. by Mr. H. J. van 
den Broek? Chairman, 'assisted by Mr. Jacques Meyer, 1st Vice*-

. Chairman.
The agenda called for a general discussion of Documents No.

375? Report of Working Group 3C, and No, 38k, containing the 
textual answers of the delegations..

2. The Chairman drew attention to Document No. k07 of the Vatican 
City, which had just been distributed. When the general discus
sion of Documents Nos. 375 and 38k were concluded, the Committee 
would consider which procedure it would follow in studying the 
details and which other documents it would have to consider.
. The Delegate of Roumania pointed out that errors of translation 
had slipped into documents in question and inquired:as to when 
the necessary corrections would be made.

3. The U .8aA , Delegate requested clarification of the procedure 
envisaged by the Chair.
The Chairman stated that, in his opinion, the question was whe

ther or not the Committee was inclined to accept Documents Nos,375 
and 38k as a working basis, following which the Committee would 

■ try to determine the methods by which it would procede to a de
tailed study. Concerning the request made.by the Delegate of 
Roumania, he would willingly accept any suggestions relative thereto

k 0 The Delegate of Yugoslavia proposed that each delegation sub
mit its corrections in writing. He also stated that it seemed 
advisable to take into ac.count Document No. k06 of the Chair.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. objected to having Document No. ko6 
taken into consideration immediately and requested clarifications 
on the future work of the Committee. In his opinion, the Committee 
should devote this meeting to defining its work program for the 
following days.
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5. The Delegate of France believed that the Committee should
begin a general consideratibn of the question,.then go on to 
a more detailed consideration, and finally to study the con
clusions, taking particular note of Document No« *+07 of the 
Vatican City. Corrections which would- be requested would 
necessarily entail discussion; thus, it would be preferable, 
when discussing the details, to review them question by ques
tion and not delegation by delegation.

6. The Delegation of India found Mr. Meyer’s suggestions
excellent. But he pointed out one difficulty: if we were
to compare the answers of the various delegations, it would 
be .difficult for some of the latter to ascertain in which 
category their answer had been classified.

7. The Chairman proposed a general' discussion, 6f Documents
Nos. 375 and 38U

The Delegate of Yugoslavia felt that this general discus
sion should include a critical evaluation of the previously 
defined general principles.

8. The Chairman observed that, in his opinion, the sole issue
was whether or not the Committee wished to take the documents 
under discussion as a working basis.

As no objection had been made to this suggestion, the 
Chairman invited those delegates wishing the floor to have 
their names listed.

9. The Delegate of Uruguay stated that question No. 11 had
been incorrectly translated .in three languagesso that in 
Working Group 3C the answers had to be transformed. It would 
therefore be advisable to have oral consultations in order to 
reframe the question in accordance with the Spanish text and 
to obtain new answers thereto.

10. The Chairman preferred that this question be considered
during examination of the details.

The Delegate of France stated that it was a question of 
method; not only did question No. 11 give rise to protests, 
but question No. 13 as well. He also felt that all dis
cussion should take place during- consideration of the ques
tions. .

11. ' The Delegate of Uruguay appealed to the common sense of
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the Committee and preferred that corrections be dealt 
with immediately.

The Chairman requested the Committee to confine itself 
to the general discussion. t

12. The Delegate of Czechoslovakia pointed, out that during
the second meeting the Chairman had stated that answers to
the questionnaires world not have the nature or meaning of
a vote. Language differences which cropped up in the use 
of simultaneous interpretation had created misunderstand
ings. This greatly decreased the value of the answers to 
the questionnaire.

13. The Delegate of the U.S.S,R. did not attribute great im
portance to the questionnaire. This opinion was confirmed 
by ci hteen countries who had not answered'the questions
at all. Other countries did not answer a major part of the
questions. Thus, the questionnaire could not be a serious 
working basis for the Committee. The latter was well aware 
of the time' it had taken to draft the textcf only five ' 
questions. This was why it seemed more reasonable to begin 
discussing the summary submitted by the Chairman. Tb under
take considering the answers themselves would set off a 
discussion which might last-for two months.

l*f. The Chairman considered that the speaker,was out of
•order. His statement should have been made, at the end 
of the general discussion to which the Committee should 
now confine itself .

The Delegate of the U.S.5.R.pointed out that certain 
delegations had given their opinions on the working pro
cedure, and he had thought it possible to do likewise.

15* The Delegate of Brazil did not believe a general dis
cussion necessary and felt that it would be better' to 
start considering Document No. 375 question by question.

16. The Delegate of Yugoslavia felt that the result of the
work did-not measure up to the efforts, expended. Varying 
tendencies and interests had been displayed within the 
Committee; it was unnecessary to waste' a great deal of time 
on -these documents; the Committee . should return Immediately 
to a discussion of the general principles contained in
the Soviet Plan. .

17. The Delegate of Cuba supported the opinion of the Dele
gate of Brazil'who did’not wish the Committee to waste a
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great deal of time in the general discussion* But he did 
not agree with the Delegate of Yugoslavia that a discussion 
of the document of Working Group 3C would he a waste of time. 
After the Soviet Plan, this document had a vital importance. 
It should be accepted immediately and then discussed item by . 
item.

18. The Delegate of Brazil recalled that in a previous meet
ing the Delegate of Chile had proposed disbanding Working 
Group 3C. No delegation had supported this proposal. How
ever, as some of the delegations now considered the work 
under discussion to be valueless, this mc-ant that they were 
coming back to their previous position. Moreover, certain 
answers were of major interest. He gave some examples and 
joined with the Delegate of Cuba in considering the document 
of the Working Group to be of primary importance.

19. The Delegate of the U.K.considered Document No. 37? to
be essential; but it was not possible to discuss the over
all document without adequate headings.

The Delegate of Roumania pointed out that, the Chairman 
felt that the issue concerned whether or not Document No.
37? should be taken as a working basis. The Committee had 
been directed to define general principles. Within the 
questionnaire were contained essential questions,.e.g., Nos.
6 and 7? and other questions of a secondary nature. He drew 
attention to questions Nos. 6 and 7 which, in his opinion, 
sufficed in order to ascertain the general principles. To 
discuss all the other questions would lead to debates of 
considerable length. If the Committee really wished to con
clude its work, it should discuss the principles of the 
Soviet Plan, or, if it so preferred, only the answers to 
questions Nos. 6 and 7.

20* The Delegate of Albania did not underestimate the con
siderable work accomplished by Working Group 3C during the 
two months necessary to complete the questionnaire. But 
the result of this work was not satisfactory. A great deal 
of time had beenyvastcd in drafting five questions and, 
after this, twenty questions had been accepted without dis
cussion. At the present time, only questions Nos, 6 and 7 
wTere important and for this reason we should confine our
selves to these latter two and go on to accomplish concrete 
work, i.e., to proceed with tho drafting of general prin
ciples on the basis of the Soviet Plan and of the other 
documents at the disposal of the Committoo,
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21. The Chairman proposed that inasmuch as all delegates 
having requested the floor had been acknowledged, the ques
tion should now he put to a vote.

The Delegate of the U„S.G.R. pointed out that he, himself, 
had made a proposal and requested that it be voted upon,

22. The Chairman replied that this proposal was not in order 
for the timo being but that it might be made subsequently.

The Delegate of the U .S .S eR . repeated that he considered 
his proposal in order, and he then read it. It concerned 
abandoning the discussion of 'Working Group 3C1s documents 
in order to begin considering the documents of the Chair.

The Delegate of Roumania proposed the following amendment: 
"After thoroughly examining Documents Nos. 375 and 38b-, Com
mittee 3 agreed to accept the answers to questions Nos. 6 and 
7 and to deal thereafter with the answers to the other ques
tions as far as the available time of tho Committee would 
allow."

23. The Chairman requested the delegates to decide whether or
not Documents Nos. 375 and 38^ would be taken as a working 
basis. . :

With a show of hands the Committee agreed, by 39 votes to
9, to adopt those documents as a working basis.

2 b , Referring to the last meeting of the Coordinating Committee, 
the Chairman pointed out that ho had proposed 22 January as 
the deadline for Committee 3. After recess, he would ask the 
Committee for its opinion on this subject.

Following this, he would ask what should be done with res
pect to the answers to tho questionnaire.

The way in which these questions wore to bo considered 
should be decided upon: to review the questions in their nu
merical ordor, to review certain ones, or to adopt tho order 
of questions as outlined in the draft conclusions of the 
Chairfaan (Paragraph IX, Document No. A06).

25. The Delegate of the U.S .8.R.made the following statement:
"An overwhelming majority of tho countries represented at 

the Conference consider that a plan should bo established on 
the basis of an equitable method which could be applied in a 
uniform manner. According to the Soviet Delegation, this 
method would seem to be the ascertainment of the rank' of each
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country in respect to the others.
"Now, the rank of each country can he cbterminecl only by 

dc-fining the basic, equal elements of appreciation, whose 
influence remains constant and which may be applied to all 
countries.

"These_factors are: area, population and number of offi
cial languages. In fact, should we wish to establish other 
equivalent factors whose influence would bo constant, it will 
suffice to glance at the Report of Working Group 3C in order 
to ascertain that none of tho factors contained therein is 
objective, of equal importance in relation to tie others, unless 
It be those which we have just mentioned above.

"It therefore seems that the method selected by the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation to determine tho rank of each country is correct, 
for it is equitable for all countries'.

"Should tho method proposed by the U.S.S.R. Delegation in 
the international broadcasting assignment plan be adopted? Most 
assuredly. Since the rank of each country is determined, is 
another method possible and necessary to define the number of 
channel-hours to be allocated to international broadcasting?
We answer 'No*,as no other factors exist whose influence would 
remain constant. In fact, each country may broadcast radio 
transmissions towards any country and in any language; you are 
aware of this fact. The requirements of the countries, i.e., 
their desires, enable us to determine the importance of broad
casting intended for abroad.

"The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. considers that once the num
ber of channc-l-hours has boon determined on tho basis of fac
tors whose influence remains constant, each country is bound 
to undertake a detailed study of the requirements of other coun
tries, in the same way as it should ascertain whether these re
quirements agree with those submitted in Atlantic City, and 
finally to consider; directional transmissions, reception areas 
and other technical principles. Furthermore, when requirements 
of countries arc to bo reduced, account should be taken of those 
which receive channel-hour allocations in the tropical band.

"After considering the requirements of the countries, it 
is necessary to assign an additional number of channel-hours 
to thoso countries which havo contributed to the wiping out 
of fascism, allowing for the destruction of their communica
tion facilities and damages suffered during the war.

"Gentlemcnl The U.S.S.R. Delegation has submitted a plan
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to the Mexico City Conference, firmly convinced that this 
plan is cquitah'le for all the countries, that it takes the 
needs of all the countries of the earth into account, that 
it is equitable for' all countries, large or small,

"Furthermore, the U.S.S.R. Delegation recognizes that 
this plan, as in the case of all other similar documents, may 
contain errors”. It remains for the Conference to correct this, 
by considering the individual case of each country, and by 
studying its needs and requirements, e, g,, by taking into 
consideration facts similar to those outlined by Mr. Bokhari, 
Delegate of Pakistan, whose country has only recently been 
granted independence.

"Taking into account1 the above-mentioned considerations, 
the Delegation of the U oS 0S.R, proposes that the present assem
bly recommend that the Plan Committee take the principles con
tained. in the Soviet Plan as a guide for its work."

26, The Delegation of the Ukrainian S .S ,R . stated that it had 
voted .against the adoption of the documents since they were 
not directly in accordance with the terms of reference of the 
Committee,

The Chairman wished to thank the Chairman of Working Group 
3C, Mr, Bokhari, for the appreciable work his group had accom
plished.

The meeting was: suspended at 5*55 p. m,
0 - 0 - 0

The meeting was resumed at 6s20 p.m.
27, The Delegate of Yugoslavia wondered'if the Spanish inter

pretation of his preceding statement had been correct, as it 
had evoked inexplicable protests from the Delegates of Cuba
and Brazil, He had no intention whatever of denying the im
portance of the documents under discussion.

The Delegate of Roumaniawishc-d to explain his vote. He 
feared that the Chair’s proposal would indefinitely prolong 
the discussions, and-lie would-have preferred that only ques
tions Nos. 6 and 7 be considered,

28, The Chairman invited the Committee to consider the pro
cedure to be followed as he had previously-suggested it.
The general discussion was now declared open. Twelve dele
gates requested the floor,
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The Delegate 'of Cuba wished to give his opinion on the 
: the three points raised by the Chairman.

The date of 22 January had been accepted for the sub
mission of the Committee’s report.

He agreed that the documents should be considered ques
tion by question and that countries interested in this 
issue might make the necessary suggestions to put thorn 
in order.

29. The Delegate of Canada proposed that the document of
the Chair be accepted as the basis ' f z v  discussion and that, 
the Committee immediately proceed to the consideration of 
Chapter X, "Recommendations," of Document No. k06.

The Delegate of Yugoslavia felt that the’̂adoption of 
the date depended upon tho working procedure which would 
be selected. That was why he felt that questions and 
answers reflecting the discussions which had taken place 
during the two preceding months should no longer be dis
cussed, He made a formal proposal that the Meeting again 
take up the general principles of the Soviet Plan, linking 
them with the consideration of Document No. k-06.

The Chairman pointed out that Document No. *+06 had been 
based upon Documents Nos. 375 ’and 38^0

The Delegate* of Yugoslavia stated that after Document 
No. ^06 was discussed, the Meeting would, in his opinion, 
recognize the necessity of again taking up the conclusions 
of the Soviet Plan.

Tho Delegate of Belgium observed that certain delega
tions considered that only tho bases of tho Soviet Plan 
should be taken into account, without considering Documents 
Nos. 375 and 38V. Therefore, in order to clear the ground, 
it would appear necessary to put the Yugoslavia proposal 
to a vote.

The Delegate of Czechos'lovakia pointed out that to 
take the combined Documents Nos. 375 and 38*+ as a basis 
would lead to a pointless protraction of discussion, and 
he, therefore, supported the opinion of the Delegate of 
Yugoslavia.

The Delegate of Syria felt that the questions should 
be considered one by one and voted individually, without 
omitting any, in order to respect the majority of opinions.
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The Delegate of France agreed to the proposed date, hop
ing that such a procedure would make it possible to reach an 
agreement. As to the procedure, he noted that it only entail
ed approving a report and taking into account corrections 
submitted in writing. With respect to Documents Nos. *+06 
and *+07, the issue concerned suggestions which should not 
be confused with the approval of the report, item by item.

The Delegate of the People’s Republic of Roumania stated 
that he agreed with the answer given by thu relegate of 
Yugoslavia, In order to observe the deadline, the procedure 
should be accelerated; in order to do this, a point-by-point 
discussion should be abandoned. Since Document No. *+06 was, 
in itself, a summary of Documents Nos, 375 and 38*+, it might 
serve as a starting basis.

With reference to corrections, he felt that they could 
be submitted in writing and subsequently published in order 
to save time. He therefore formally proposed that Document 
No. *+06 be taken into consideration, thus enabling the Com
mittee to make recommendations as to the principles.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. referred to the decision of 
the Coordinating Committee relative to 1 February as the 
desirable date for winding up our work. The Committee had 
sufficient material to be able to proceed rapidly. There
fore, Document No. *+06 should be considered immediately so 
that the Committee may comply with its terms of reference; 
to this end, it should study; this document very thoroughly, 
paying particular attention to questions Nos. 6, 7 and 10 
of the questionnaire, which are clearly within its terms of 
reference. He further agreed to the delegations’ submitting 
their comments in writing.

The Delegate of the U.K. felt that, due to the l^ck of 
' time, it would be impossible to consider all the quo tiens5 
he also felt that it would be impossible to consider Docu
ment No." *+06 in its entirety. He, therefore, thought iL ad
visable to consider only certain chapters c° the question
naire.

The Delegate of India proposed first of all that the 
necessary corrections be made to the Working Croup’s report 
and that, following this, Document No, *+06 be adopted as a 
basis, but that the Committee should not attempt to proceed 
too rapidly.

The Delegate of Norway pioposed the following to the 
Committee s
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"Working Group 3C shall interview those delegations 
wishing to submit comments and shall then publish the 
result of the agreed, corrections. At that time. Committee 
3 shall forward.these documents, together with Documents 
Nos. li-06 and *+07; to the Plenary Assembly so that Committee 
6 might avail- itself of thorn." t

.The Chairman noted that the majority of delegations 
agreed that a date could not bo considered without esta
blishing- procedure, ThcjTonmittee. should,. therefore, begin 
at this point. Furthermore,"tho Committee seemed agreed to 
tr^ to draw certain conclusions from Documents Nos, 375 and

Finally, divergent opinions were expressed concerning 
the discussion of Documents Nos., 375 and *+06,

.The Chairman proposed taking a vote on the Norwegian 
proposal which would refer consideration of corrections to 
Document No. 375 to Working Group 3C.

-The Delegate of Roumania proposed.that a vote first be 
taken simply on whether or not corrections should be sub
mitted in writing.

The Delegato of Brazil requested that, in a discussion 
of Documents Nos. *+o6 and *+07, the Committee be able to re
fer to tho original documents.

The Chair Fan confirmed that such vreuld be the procedure.
The Delegate of the U.S.A,thought the Norwegian proposal 

excellent, but complex, and he proposed that note be taken 
thereof and tho mooting adjourned.

The Chairman inquired of•the Norwegian Delegate whether 
he considered that Documents 'Nos,, 375 and 3&U- should i.ot be 
discussed by Committee 3 but forwarded directly to the flenary 
Assembly. .

The Delegate of Norway confirmed this opinion.
The Delegate "of Yugoslavia stated that he had already 

made a proposal and requested that it .be taken into con
sideration.

The Chairman pointed out that tho Norwegian 'proposal 
digressed most from the original text and 'that, consequently,



it should be voted upon first.
The Delegate of Roumania inquired if the Norwegian 

Delegate really believed that Committee 6 should receive 
the documents in question.

The meeting was adjounred at 7^0 p.m.

The Reporters 
LEPROUX

The Chairmans 
H „ J. VAN DEN BROEK
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The meeting was declared open at 10s20 a.m. hy the 
Chairman,: Mr. H.- J. van den Broek,.who was assisted "by the • 
First Vice Chairman, Mr. Jacques Meyer.
1. The Report of the 22nd Meeting, Document No, 333, was ..a 

proved with the following rectificationss
Paragraph 2kv page 5«> to reads

"The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that he was not 
withdrawing his own proposal. He thought it was. not 
correct to introduce modifications to the proposal of 
the Delegation of Argentine before having decided 
which text was to he discussed first. He added that 
the Assembly had not entrusted Mr. Mayo, Delegate of 
Argentine, with the task of drawing up the text for a 
proposal. Under these circumstances, he considered 
the proposal as emanating only from Mr. Mayo." ■’
Paragraph 60, page 13* to read s.

"The Delegate of the U.S.S.R'. deplored the* note 
of pessimism which, he said, certain delegates had 
imported into the discussion with a levity which was 
out of place. The work done in a month and a half 
was considerable. During that time, all delegations 
have had time to make up their minds 6n the subject 
of principles and priorities which must.be taken as a 
basis for the establishment of a plan, whatever it may 
be. For this reason, it could not be said that what
ever had been done was useless or without value. 
Doubtlessly, the results attained are paltry, and no 
doubt much time had been lost in the discussion of
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questions of minor importance, which are in no way 
related to the terms of reference conferred upon 
Committee 3 by the Plenary Assembly. Many times, 
the Delegation of the U.S.S.R. drew the attention 
' of""the .members of the Committee to the fact that 
the latter had not chosen the right path, that the 
work had not been very productive ,.. that it 'had not 
attained'any concrete results and that it had not 
formulated - for the Plan Committee - any recom
mendation on the subject of principles and priorities 
which would have allowed that latter Committee to 
proceed.

The Committee, might have done better. For a 
month,.it has. had before it a complete Soviet Plan 
which it has neither discussed nor- studied-. Every 
delegate should take a stand on this matter and con
sider the possibility of accelerating promptly and 
constructively the.work of the Committee by studying, 
without further delay, the principles on which the 
Soviet Plan is based.

At the moment, it was evident to many delegates 
that the Questionnaire and its replies by the coun
tries would yield very little in the way of practi
cal results toward the fulfilment of the terms of 
reference of the Committee. They would only retard 
the work of the Conference, and from this arose the 
need to modify the nature of the activity of the 
Committee."

Paragraph 9-1% page 18.. to reads
"The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that- the manner in 
which the Chairman had been conducting the discus
sions had always be'en aimed at obtaining unanimous 
decisions. For this reason the resolutions adopted 
in the course of this meeting had always been fair. 
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. regretted that the 
delegations which walked out of the room indulged in 
such manifestations, probably because their'point' 
of view hid not at all coincide with the opinion * 
of the large, majority. By behaving in this manner, 
they showed that they did not wish to collaborate- 
with the majority." .
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2. The Delegate of India requested that the following
additions and rectifications should be introduced in 
paragraph 62, page 13s . .

To be added to the end of the paragraph 1
"He stated finally that all efforts should be made 
to avoid a rupture and appealed most sincerely to 
the Chairman to adjourn the meeting in order not to 
precipitate such a rupture."
(Paragraph 870 Page 17 should be completed as 
follows and a check.of the English translation 
should be made to this end)s
"The Delegate' of India said that he had been the first 
to suggest a suspension of the meeting, because he 
had foreseen what was bound to happen if it con
tinued. Now it had happened. He pressed for an 
adjournment of the discussion, at least for the 
time being."

3• Paragraph 95. page 19. to read 2
"The Delegate of India was anxious to state that his 

-... proposals had always been made with the intention ■ 
of resolving the. difficulties of procedure and of 
helping to find compromise solutions. However, he 
wished to express his complete confidence in the 
Chairman.".

k, The Delegate of the U.S.A., requested' that the words
"and approved" should be struck out in paragraph 9*+, page 19.

5. The Chairman suggested that the Committee should continue 
the discussion on the procedure, A strong current of opinion, 
he said, was in favour of not setting a time.limit before the 
matter of procedure had beennegulated. On this latter point,
he recalled the proposals before the Committee and asked the Dele- 
■ gate ; of Norway to read his suggestions. These are as followss

6, 1) Working Group 3C should invite the delegations which 
desire to formulate observations concerning the summary con
tained in Document No. 37.5-E to present such observations at 
a later meeting of the V/orking Group. It should be under
stood that the replies presented by the delegations were in 
no way to be modified.
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7. 2) As, soon, as the .Working Group has finished the
justified; .corrections of its first Report, it will es
tablish a' concise statistical classification of these 
answers. • •

8. 3) The Plenary Committee .shall then decide if it
would be preferable to open a new discussion on the 
general, principles,' with a view to taking a vote on ■
certain conclusions, or if the documents of this Com
mittee should be passed on without further delay to the 
Assembly, in order that all these elements may be placed 
at the disposal of Committee 6 as soon as possible,

. 9. The Chairman remarked that this 'proposal was.
not identical with the one ms.de the previous evening and 
invited the various speakers to present their requests for 
the floor, which the delegates proceeded to do.

The Delegate of Pakistan, referring to. the above men
tioned proposals!) and "2), said that the Working Group was 
evidently at the disposal of the Committee but that, in his 
opinion, the summary had been drawn up very carefully and 
that he had every reason to .believe that the Replies had 
been classified correctly. He explained the, procedure ob- . 
served by the Working Group in order to avoid the possi
bility of making mistakes, especially by interviewing the 
authors of the Replies*

10. It was possible, however, that' in drafting the sum
mary of the Replies it had been necessary to-leave-out cer
tain qualifying factors. Since the complete text of the 
Replies had been published, it was easy to check if they were 
in. accordance with the summary hand thus to‘‘as certain if any : 
corrections had to be made. Each delegation had clearly" 
•understood its right to explain the meaning of its own 
Reply, and. the Working. Group would be glad to receive any . ' 
observations in;this matter. Concerning the rectifications 
of the statisticswhich would be few, they would become 
evident.* '

'11. The Delegate’of the U.S.A. called attention to the. 
necessity of adopting a procedure to rectify the possible 
errors committed in Working Group 3C and to improve the 
wording in order to draft satisfactory documents for Com- . 
mittee 6.
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Experienco.had shown, however, that the Committee 
would waste. much time if it attempted to draft the final 
wording of tho texts. Instead of submitting general 
principles to Committee 6, it would doubtlessly suffice 
to pass on to it, through the Plenary Assembly, all in
formative elements obtained. He would like to learn the 
viewpoint of the Chairman, of .Committee 6 on this procedure."

The"proposal of Norway, with the modifications sug
gested by the Delegate of Pakistan, doubtlessly constituted 
the most efficient and most constructive procedure. It 
really did not seem possible for Committee 3 to come to ...an 
agreement on the general principles.

12. The Delegate of France referred to the text of the
. Norwegian proposal and stated his agreement with the ob
servations of the Delegate of Pakistan.

1) Concerning the procedure to be followed in order 
to modify and improve the presentation of the present . 
Report of Group C, he thought that if the Working Group 
was to meet again, Committee 3 afould not continue in 
session. However, he was not voicing his opinion as 
to the convenience of such a procedure.

If the Working Group was to' meet again, in order 
to collect observations, there was a .good chance that 
the discussion would open again. . By provoking addi
tional discussions, only useless, temptations would be 
provided. For all these reasons he proposed, as several 
of the speakers who had preceded him had done, that a 
very brief time limit should be established for the 
presentation of observations.in writing, which would be 
studied all together by the Working Group, without any 
discussion. .

2) The first duty of the Committee was that of ap
proving the report, paragraph by paragraph, without re
newing the discussion.

.3) Concerning the question of whether the Committee 
could remit, 'without discussion, the collected qualify
ing factors to the Plenary Assembly, this did not seem 
possible. It would be a confession of failure on be
half of the Committee not to take a stand on the matter 
and to send to Committee 6 documents of more than 300 
pages ,' without any ..guidance. In his opinion, the Com
mittee should finish an honest report with at least a 
summary of all the opinions.
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To state it briefly, written opinions could be 
requested from the delegations, a single meeting of 
the Working Group could be called, the Committee could 
approve the Reports and a discussion on a brief gen
eral Report could be held. ' '

13# The Delegate of Cuba wished to repeat the proposal
which he had made the day before and which he requested, 
■'should be taken into consideration immediately.

Ik. The Chairman explained that he would prefer to
follow the procedure of studying first the proposal of 
Norway which is the one furthest removed from the original 
text.

The Delegate of Cuba accepted the suggestion of the 
Chairman, but he thought that, in order to gain time, his ' 
proposal should be placed before the members of the .Committee.

15# The Delegate of the U.S.A. called attention to the
fact that the Delegate of France had not understood his 
previous observations and asked that he should be given an 
opportunity to give a specific explanation.

16. The Delegate of Switzerland suggested t'hat the Com
mittee should proceed to consider the Replies, in order to 
arrive at conclusions. He was under the impression that it 
was necessary to open a new Chapter of the work and to avoid 
coming back in detail to work already accomplished. Con
clusions' should be drawn from the. Replies, in order to pre
sent the General Report to the Plenary Assembly.

If the proposal of Norway was approved, there would 
be a serious risk of waging ceaseless discussions, over, de
tails. Then it would be a matter of having to send volum
inous documents to another Committee in the vain hope that 
the latter would solve a problem which had proven too much 
for us.

■ He said that his delegation had full confidence in
Working Group C, having attended various meetings and ob
served the.serious atmosphere and the capacity of its members.

It was evident that certain summaries of the Report 
would not have the support of everyone. His delegation too 
was"-going to propose a few small corrections . But these were 
only details which did not alter the essential outline of the 
Report, nor the statistics derived from it.
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Tho Swiss Dolegtion thought that it would be a
pity to fail to draw' conclusions from these Replies and,
through them, from all our several months’ work,'at the 
very moment when the goal was being reached.

.The meeting had Document No. k06 of the Chair be- * 
fore it, and in Chapter IX certain conclusions were drawn
from the Replies, conclusions which, in turn, refer to each
of the Questions asked, classifying them in a clear and logi
cal manner. These conclusions of Document No.- k06 formed an 
'excellent basis for the future #work. Those who wished to 
present observations or to propose corrections with reference 
to certain .questions or concerning the treatment of their 
Replies, could do so at their leisure. The work would pro
ceed logically and promised to lead to the goal within the 
time limit which had been fixed.

Document No. k07. of the Vatican City, in his opinion, 
completed No. k06 in a.very happy manner, since it led al
ready a. little beyond the immediate aims. It would be ad
visable not to lose sight of it in the course of the dis
cussions.

He was quite confident that neither priorities nor 
magic formulas would come out of it, but criteria which would 
efficiently help the other Committees., in existence or yet to 
be formed, in t heir tasks.

17. The Delegate of Cuba pronounced himself against the
proposal of the Delegate of Norway, since it was necessary to 
avoid the delay of the work of the Committee which would be 
occasioned by returning a document again to the Working Group. 
Documents Nos. k06 and k07, he said, were based upon the 
Replies made; he was certain that rectifications would have
to be made in several Replies, especially those referring to 
Question 11. It seemed to him that the delegations which 
desired to present amendments could do so rapidly, in Com
mittee, without involving the Working Group. Furthermore, even 
if they were passed on to the Group, it would be impossible 
to avoid the re-opening of the discussions within the Committee.

18. The Delegate of Brazil, in accordance with several
of the .speakers who had preceded him, thought that, above all, 
it was necessary to avoid wasting time and that since the pro
cedure proposed by Norway involved six steps it was inop
portune. He seconded the procedure suggested by the Delegate 
of Cuba, Dqubtlessly it could be ascertained right'away which 
were the delegations which wanted to present observations.
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If the proposal of Norway was rejected, the delegations 
could: be. invited to formulate their .observations -immed
iately, within-"the 'Committee-,-take note of' them, and decide . 
on the subject next Monday,

19. The Delegate of Denmark,.Chairman of Committee 6,
made, the following statement s . .

"Mr.- Chairmans- I -cannot promise to be'brief, Please 
forgive me, but I -have not in. the past taken up much of 
the time of Committee- 3 • I should -, like to give my per
sonal opinion on'the question under discussion.

As you may know, Committee 6 has so far been doing 
only preparatory work, awaiting most of all the- results 
of Committee 3. .

But the position is now rather critical. In order 
to conclude 'our work within a reasonable time limit, it 
will be quite necessary for the Plan Committee to start 
drafting a plan on some basis or other. And the basis 
for this plan will of course be the information avail- 
. able to Committee 6. - -

Today, this- is 2
1) The information contained in the reports of the 

Planning Committee, Geneva and Mexico City 
Sessions;

2) the -U.S.S.R, Plan, and
- 3) the Replies to the Questionnaire in Document 

' No. 217.
And very soon we will probably have additional pro

posals' from the U.S.A. and Portugal. *'•■■■ "
: It will be - to say the least - very difficult for

Committee 6 to find any agreed basis for the draft plan
on this material, as we have no general principles to 
; guide us'.

It is therefore - from the point of view of time -
very important that the results of Committee 3 should
be made available to Committee 6 within a' short time. 
Otherwise it' may not be very helpful for making a plan, 
but may of course be of some interest when criticizing 
the draft,.plan. So much -for the time when the informa
tion should be available for Committee 6.
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And with regard to the question of the substance 
of the results to be passed to Committee 6,

we would all like to have a rigid formula giving 
the exact number of channel hours for each country,

but it 'is also clear from the work of Committee 6 * 
that even if we get an agreed list of the total number 
of channel hours for e ach country, it does not mean 
that the difficulties are at an end in the Plan Com
mittee.

Because channel hours have no fixed value, the 
value depends upon t ime of day, frequency band and 
other factors.

, The Plan Committee therefore must apply some 
sort of general principles when allocating channel hours 
to the different frequency bands and to the different 
times of day.

This is just as important as the fixing of the 
total number of channel hours.

And in any case, we shall have here- only some 
rather general principles to guide the work of Com
mittee 6.

, It is therefore reasonable that the general prin
ciples formulated- in a rather flexible î ay could just 
as well be used by Committee 6 for all the work here.
And such flexible principles will be of value if we get 
them soon.

This is - as I said - only my personal opinion and 
not the agreed opinion of Committee 6.

You will also understand that I support what has
been said by the U.S.A. Delegate, and the Danish Dele
gation will support the Norwegian proposal or any other 
proposal which will make it possible for Committee 6 to 
receive information from Committee 3 at the earliest 
moment, even if this information is not of a very rigid 
nature and is only for guidance,"

20.  ̂ The Delegate of India stated that the work of Work
ing Group 30 had- an extremely objective character, which 
could be rectified by the Plenary Assembly, The Chairman of 
the V/orking Group would doubtlessly be able to furnish detai1 ■
as to the meaning of the Replies of the different countries to
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each Que stion* of the Questionnaire. The Delegation of 
India, he said, seconded the proposal of the Delegate of 
Cuba, but opposed that presented by the Delegate of the 
U.S.A., tending to relieve this Committee of its respon
sibilities and pass them on to another Committee.

The Meeting was suspended at 11*50 a.m.
o

o o
21. The Meeting was resumed at 12*23 p.m.

The Delegate of Yugoslavia shared the viewpoint of
all the preceding speakers who had opposed a long and de
tailed study of the conclusions of Working Group 3 9 and said 
that the rectifications could be presented in writing. As
to point 3 of the proposal of Norway, he was in favour of
submitting to Committee 6 only the qualifying factors, with
out adding any conclusions. Now Committee 3 had to discuss 
and take a stand on the general principles. Document No.
A06 could be taken as a basis for this.

22. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. ma.de the following
statement*

"The Delegations of the U.S.S.R. and of the Ukranian 
• S.S.R. state that Committee 3 is obliged to establish 
. the general principles necessary for the elaboration of 
... a plan.

The Report of Working Group 3C (Documents Nos. 375
and 3$*+) does not permit Committee 3 to foresee a solu
tion of the problem of the general principles within 
the near future. It refers only to a series of secondary 
and insignificant questions, the discussion of which 
within the Committee serves only to delay considerably 
not only its particular work, but also that of the .Con
ference as a whole.;

For these reasons 'the Delegations of the. U.S.S.R. and 
of the Ukrainian S.S.R. vote against the adoption of 
the Report of V/orking Group 3C as a working, document 
for the future activities of Committee 3* . .
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The Delegations of the U.S.S.R. and of the Ukrai
nian S.S.R. believe it would be better to discuss 
Questions 6, 7 and 10 of Documents Nos. 375 and 38*+,
since they are directly related to the terms of re
ference given Co&mittee " 3• A discussion on these 
subjects would be'more susceptible of leading to the 
effective elaboration of the general principles and 
the establishment of priorities .

23. - The Delegate of Syriaseconded the proposal of the
Delegate of India, to obtain a list of the countries
which have given affirmative or negative replies, and 
said that he opposed the proposal of the Delegate of 

• • Norway.
2 b , The Delegate of the U.K.thought that the first task 

before.the Committee was'that of rectifying the Report 
of Working Group 3C. To this end, he proposed an amend
ment to the proposal of Norway, to the effect that all 
observations of the delegations concerning their own 
replies should be presented in writing. One or two meet
ings could then be devoted to the study of the statistics.

25. The Delegate of Norway accepted the proposed amendment*
Be thought that one of'two meetings of the Working Group 
would-suffice to perfect the final document and that he 
was convinced' that" such a procedure would save time.

26*• The Chairman suggested that the proposal of Norway 
be put to .a vote, paragraph by paragraph.

The Delegate of the Vatican City thought that it might 
be advatuigeous to enquire first, as had already been 
suggested by .the Delegate of Brazil,

1) How many delegations were going to ask- for rec
tifications referring to their Replies, aid

2) How many delegations were going to ask for a re
vision of the computations "of the affir native 
and negative Replies.'

27. The Delegate of Yugoslavia thought that a votershould
be taken on the proposal of Norway as .a whole.

28. The Chairman believed that each of the three points
should be put to a vote.

29. The Delegate of Syria wished to know how he was sup-
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posed to formulate any observations if he did not know in 
which category his Replies had been classified.

The Delegate' of France, Chairman of»a sub-group, 
stated that he could furnish the list of the.countries 
which had-been classified in the yes and the no categories.
He thought that the Chairmen of the other sub-groups could 
do likewise.

30. ‘ The Delegate of Uruguay, Chairman of the Spanish language
sub-group, shared this viewpoint, expressing his astonish
ment at the slowness of the procedure and the hope that it 
would soon be terminated.

31. The Delegate of the U.S.A.. stated that he had been mis
understood by the Delegate of France in a previous observa
tion. He had never meant to say that the powers of Committee 
3 should be limited. On the contrary,, he wished that it would 
really analyze the Replies, instead of attempting'to deduce 
general'principles from them. This would be in accordance 
with the wishes of the Chairman of Committee 6, and with the 
Norwegian proposal. Committee 6 would thus be informed as to 
the points approved by Committee 3 as well as to those which 
had been rejected.

32. The Delegate of India said that he was in agreement with 
the Delegations of the Vatican City and of Syria, that all 
statistical results should be communicated to the Committee.

33* The Delegate of Uruguay thought that the proposals of the
Delegates of Brazil and qf the Vatican City deserved atten
tion.

3*+. The Delegate of Roumania believed that the proposal of
Norway should be put to vote immediately and that later, 
after tho requests for rectifications had been received, it 
should be studied how they could be taken into account.

35* The•Chairman came back to the Norwegian proposal. He
requested the Committee to decide if the proposal of the 
Delegate of the Vatican'City should be taken into consider
ation previously.

On a show of hands,'the Committee decided, by 28 votes 
against 6, to consider the latter proposal.

36. The Delegate of France suggested that it might be more
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practical to ask the Committee how many delegates had no ob
servations to make concerning the Report.

37. The Delegate of India believed that the proposal of the
Rev. Soccorsi should be kept in its original form.

3.8. The Chairman seconded this viewpoint and 'put to a vote
the first part of tho proposal of the Delegate of the Vatican
City.

3-9. The Delegate of Yugoslavia proposed that the meeting, be
adjourned.

The Delegate of Bulgaria seconded this proposal.
The Delegate of Argentine pointed out that the Committtee 

had just formally decided that a vote should be taken, and 
that they should proceed to do sc.

1+0. The Chairman asked which delegations wished to present
observations concerning the conclusions of the Report. These 
Delegations so indicated”

Sweden, Switzerland, Argentine,.Colombia, Syria, 
x Norway, Denmark, Finland, Brazil, Roumania, Czecho

slovakia, Yugoslavia, U.S.S,R. Ukrainian S.S.R.,
United Nations, Bulgaria.

1+1. The Chairman asked the Committee to decide on the pro
posal of Norway. ; .

The Delegate of Roumania stated that a minority of coun
tries wished to present observations.

The Chairman returned to the matter of voting on the pro
posal of Norway.

On a show of hands, the result concerning the first part 
of the proposal was 5

FOR 17 votes
AGAINST 28 votes

Th© Delegate of Norway withdrew the other parts of his 
proposal.

k2, The Chairman thought it necessary to establish the future
procedure, pointing out that it had been proposed to submit the
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requests for rectifications in writing to the Chairman of 
the V/orking Group. .

The Delegate of the Argentine recalled the proposal of 
the Delegate of Cuba, which suggested that- the requests for 
rectifications should be studied in a meeting of the Committee.

The Delegate of Yugoslavia thought that both.the Cuban, 
and the YugosIavian proposals should bo voted on.

The Delegate of the U.S.A. asked for some explanations con
cerning tho manner of submitting the written observations.

The Delegate of Roumania stated that the Committee had de
cided that the requests for rectifications should be pre
sented in writing to the Chairman. He suggested that the pro
posals of Yugoslavia and Cuba should be put to vote at the next 
.meeting. <

The Delegate of France thought that it might be well to 
establish whether the Questions should be studied one by one, 
or if Document No. H-0'6 should be taken into consideration imme
diately. It.would be desirable that the observations to be 
considered be presented in writing.

h.6. The Chairman asked if the entire Committee was in agreement
that the observations should be presented in writing to the 
Chairman of the Committee.

The Delegate of Syria observed that as long as the countries
did not know exactly how their'Replies had been interpreted,
they could not present any observations-.

b 7 • The Chairman put to a vote the proposals of the Delegate
of Cuba and that of the Delegate of Yugoslavia.

The Delegate of Cuba read his proposals
"Since errors have been observed in certain Replies to 

the Questionnaire of Document No. 265, the Committee be
lieves that the Replies should be checked for correction, 
in their proper order. It will suffice for the interested 
delegation to point out, in each Question, the desired recti
fication, without the oral intervention of any other delega
tion. M

*+8. The Delegate of Yugoslavia believed that his proposal had chron
ological priority.

^3.
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Tho Chairman considered both proposals exclusive and 
that, consequently, tho fallowing proposal of Yugoslavia 
should equally bo put to a vote.

"Committee 3 decides to pass on at onco to the discussion 
of Documents Nos. 5-06 and *+07 and of all documents which 
refer to the general principles."

b 9 . The Delegate of Canada recalled that he, too, had presented 
a proposal referring to the study of Document No. 375 in the 
order in which the recommendations were presented in tie summary 
of the Chairman.

50. The Delegate of India asked the Delegation of Cuba to
accept the amendment s

"that the bases for the classifications made by the *+ 
sub-groups should be submitted immediately to the Commit
tee, in order that the delegations may have the opportunity 
of expressing their agreement with these classifications 
or of modifying them, for the final compilation of correct 
statistical information."

51. The Chairman asked that, in-view of the hour, there should
be no afternoon session and that the work should be finished 
that same morning.

The Delegate of Cuba accepted the amendment of the Delega
tion of India.

52. The Delegate of France pointed out that all Replies which
were neither "yes" nor "no" nor abstentions, figured among 
the Replies. Taking into account the one presented by the 
Delegate of Canada, there were now three proposals pending.

53• The Chairman believed that the proposal of Cuba should be 
put to the vote first; if it was rejected,^ -then it would be 
a matter of choice between the proposals of Yugoslavia and of 
Canada.

/ The Delegate of Roumania believed that the proposal of 
Yugoslavia had. priority and asked for certain explanations 
concerning the scope of the proposal of the Delegate of Cuba.

The Delegate of Cuba replied that he did not exclude dis
cussion of Documents Nos. ^06 and ^07.
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5^. Tho Delegate of Roumania then proposed that Documents
Nos. h06 and ?07 should he discussed, that observations
should be presented in writing, and that consideration be 
confined to the general principle?, in conformity with the 
Committee^ terms of reference.

The Delegate of Cuba opposed this proposal.
The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. asked what good would come

of a procedure which lead every delegation to prepare written
observations, only to present them orally before the Committee 
immediately afterwards.

55. The Chairman stated that the point was to perfect the :
Reports of the Working Groups.

The Delegate of the U .S.S.R. considered that all this 
could be accomplished in writing, without need for the 
Committee to listen to the observations and waste time.

56. The Chairman believed that it should be put to a vote.
The Delegate of the U.K0 proposed that the proposals 

should be put to a vote in the following order:
1. Cuba? 2. Yugoslavia? 3. Canada.

57* This proposal was accepted unanimously.
The Delegation of Brazil recalled the proposal of amend- 

mend of the Delegate of India and the comments of the Delegate 
of France on the classification of the different Replies. 
Instead of saying four categories, it would perhaps be better 
to leave the question less definite, in order to afford room 
for all pos-sibilities.

58. The Delegation of the Ukrainian S.S.R.asked that a se
cret vote be t'ken on the Cuban proposal. This request 
was seconded.

The Delegate of Argentine observed that such a procedure 
would not be regular, and that Committee 1 had recommended 
that the procedure of a secret vote should no longer be ad
mitted in the Committees.

-he Chairman stated that no decision had been taken on 
the subject and that the request for a secret ballot was re
gular .

o

o o
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59* A vote was taken by secret ballot on the adoption
of the proposal of the Delegate of Cuba.

52 voted; FOR, 2j; AGAINST, 16; ABSTENTIONS, 7; 
blank or void ballots,

o
o o

60. The Chairman indicated that on the following Monday
at 10.00 a.m. 3 the study of Documents Nos. 375 and 38k  
would c onlinenc e.

The Delegate of Yugoslavia regretted the adoption 
of this procedure9 which would prolong the work of the 
Committee.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R.stated that the results 
of the vote showed that an important majority had taken 
no stand and that the Committee was far from uanimity.

The meeting was adjounred at 2s30 p.m.

Re Reporter s 
J. V. LEPROUX

The Chairmans
H. J. VAN DEN BROEK
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1* The meeting was declared open at 10.20 by.the Chairman,

Mr. H. J. van den Broek, who was sssisted by the First Vice-
Chairman, Mr, Jacques Meyer. •

The agenda called for tho consideration of the Report 
of V/orking Group C, (Document No. 375) point by point.

?■, The Chairman invited the Chairman of the Spanish lan
guage Sub-Group of Working Group 3C to read the classifications 
made.

3* The Delegate of the U.K. observed that there was no
 question of-discu-ssing the ..Replies.

The Chairman of the■Sub-Group stated"that, since the 
Chairman of “Working Group 3C had already given general explana
tions, it might suffice to answer pnly the observations_which 
tho various delegations might wish to make.

The Chairman of the Committee said that it was only 
a matter of giving the names of the countries.

• • ' . .V

Tho Chairman of the Spanish language Sub-Group sub
mitted the following information:

In the case of Question I, tho following countries had 
given categorical Replies:
1) f Affirmative: Indonesia, S. C, A . P., U.K., Southern Rhodesia,

Territories of the U.K., Ireland, Sweden, Norway, 'Italy, 
Canada,Netherlands, Belgium, Belgian Congo, Australia, 
Switzerland, Vatican City, U.N.O., Monaco, South African 
Union.

2). Negatives Egypt, Syria, India, Czechoslovakia, Roumania, 
Austria, Albania, Poland, Ukrainian S.S.R.., Bolivia, 
Bielorussian S.S.R.
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5. The Delegate of Norway said that the Norwegian
Reply should be classified under point g, like the Danish answer. 
The Chairman of the Sub-Group saw no objection to adding to the 
Re ly of Denmark those of Norway,* Switzerland, Iceland, Finland 
and Sweden.

6. The Delegate of the U.S.S,R. thought that all obser
vations should have been submitted in writing* He added that the 
U.S.S.R, had given a negative Reply to Question I, and that he 
was going j to formulate, .observations., in. writing, since the docu
ment had not taken into account the Reply of the U.S.S.R,
The Chairman of the Sub-Group acknowledged that the U.S.S.R. had( 
replied in the negative to points a, b and c.

7* The.Delegate of France, Chairman of the French language
Sub-Group, explained that to say that certain questions wore use
less, or that they went beyond the terms of reference, did not 
imply that they should be considered as negative Replies. He 
cited.examples to show to what absurdities a classification of 
statements of unwillingness to answer as negative Replies might 
lead.

• •

8. The Delegate of the U.K.shared the French Delegate’s'
point of view, and justified the decision of the Working Group 
with an example taken from the Replies of the Ukrainian S.S.R. 
to Question I.

9* ' The Chairman of the Spanish language Sub-Group. Mr,
Fontaina. stated his agreement with the.Chairman of the French 
and English language Sub-Groups.

10. The Chairman proposed that tho statement of the Dele-
geto of the U.S.S.R*, should be accepted without discussion, and

. th-.it Question I should be considered as .having received 50 Replies, 
38 affirmative, and 12 negative.

The Delegate of the U.S .S.R.,, said., that he had given 
very clear supplementary explanations in the case of a certain 
number of Questions, and that they had not been taken into 
consideration by the Working Group. Under these conditions the 
Soviet Delegation would not continue to take part in discussions 
which, in his opinion, only constituted a waste of time.

11.t The Chairman.appealed to-the active collaboration of
all delegations. He did not think it proper to re-open a dis
cussion of the procedure.

The Delegate of Poland stated that within a very brief 
term his Delegation would submit written observations. It'would 

• not.continue to.take part in the discussion bxcept to submit an 
observation concerning a material error in point 8.



12. Tho Dolour.to of tho U.K. a>skcd for tho resolution
adopted on ttu previous Saturday afternoon (Minutes of 33rd Meet
ing') to be road.

13. ..  Tho Chairman read the proposal of tho Delegation of
Cuba cand the. anondnunt iy tho Delegation of India , . both of which 
had boon accepted.

1*+. The Delegate of the U.K. proposed that delegations which
'wanted to formulate observations, like those of the U.S.S.R,, 
should submit them immediately in writing.

15. The Chair nan asked the Delegate of the U.S.S.R. (1), if,
he was willing that his Reply should be classified as negative, 
and (2) if iri tho case of future Replies he was prepared to 
express his views on the contents of tho Reply so as to allow of 
the requisite statistic at adjustments, subject always to the 
subsequent submission of written Replies, where necessary,

16. Tho Delegate of the‘U.S.S.R. did not think tho proposed
procedure acceptable, and repeated that his Delegation did not

" - wish to participate in a useless discussion,
17. The Chairman observed that the procedure had already

been voted on', and appealed a gain to tho Delegation of the 
U.S.S.R. to contribute to the progress of the work of the Committee.

The Delegate of Albania P.R. made a remark concerning
the Reply of Mongolia P.R.

18. * The Chairman said that a country was not entitled to 
intervene concerning the Reply of another' country.

The Delegate of Roumania. P.R. called the,a ttcntion of the 
Chairman to tho fact that, certain-delegates had already been dis
cussing the subject of the Soviet Reply'to certain Questions,

The Delegate of Brazil observed that the heading 
"Observations on affirmative answers:M ‘ (Document No. 375, P&sc5, 
line 6)would better read "Observations on conditionally affirm- 
attivo answers:",

19* The Delegate of India asked what was meant by the
category "No replies"? He agreed with..tho proposal of the 
Delegate of Brasil.

20. Mr. Fontaina said that the two countries which had not
replied wore Yugoslavia and Hungary. On the other hand, all 
requisite explanations would be found in the document, which con
tained all the necessary figures and particulars, including 
particulars of the unrestricted affirmative and conditional 
affirmative Replies.

- 3 - ...(Doc. No. 527,-E)
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21. Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) proposed a correction. ' It
was not a matter of conditional Replies9 but of Replies with
■observations. To ask who had not replied, was...to create an un-, 
mecessaiy complication. 52 countries had replied to the 
questions. Hence, taking the total sum of-the replies received, 
it was simply a matter of subtraction to find the number of 
countries which had not replied. Concerning the abstentions,. 
the V/orking Group had taken the view that an abstention did not 
constitute a negative Reply.

22.. Mr.. Font a in a explained the procedure observed by his
Sub-Group in the classification of the Replies.
. . The Delegate of the'Mongolian P.R. stated that his
Reply should be classified among the negative. and not among 
the affirmative<, Replies.

23. Mr. Fontaina--read-- the complete answers of the Mon- ,
golian P.R. in the Spanish text. He admitted that a misunder
standing was pos'sible,

2h. The. Chairman stated , that Document ..No. 375-E had been
approved with the following rectifications (2nd line of page 5)^

Number of answers 1
Affirmative answers: * f
.. categorical , 16
relative 9
conditional 12

Negative answers: 13
No answers s 2

o
0 0

The Committee proceeded to consider Question IB.
25. Mr. Fontaina read the following list of countries

which had replied in the affirmatives
New Zealand, Syria, Indonesia.,. S .C .A .P., Iceland,. 
Sweden, Norway, Pakistan, Denmark, Austria,:Belgium, 
Belgian Congo, France, Finland, Vatican City, South 
African Union., Bolivia, Territories of the U.K., 
Southern Rhodesia.
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m
Negative Replies had been received from':

India, Czechoslovakia, Roumania P.R., Australia,
Albania P.R., Poland, Mongolia P.R., Ukrainian S.S.R.,
Bielorussian S.S.R. and U.S.S.R.

26. The Delegate of the Argentine wished his country to
be included in category c) nIn exceptional cases”.

^r« Fontaina admitted that an omission had occurred.
The Delegate of. Syria wished his country to be in-- 

eluded in category b) "Only in the case of Pakistan”*
27. The Delegate of the U.S..S.R. observed that a great

many 'countries,which had sent in their answejs, were' now ab
sent. Kow then could they present their observations?

: o
0 0

■28.1 ' The Committee proceeded to consider Question 1C.
The Delegate of the U.S.A. asked for explanation on 

a point o.f- procedure.' If oral- corrections were to be made 
there and then, and written corrections later^ it would mean 
doing the same work twice. It would be better to ask dele
gations which were going to present written corrections when 
they thought they could do so; The meeting might then be sus
pended until the documents were available.

The Rev. Fr. Soccorsi (Vatican City) proposed to pub 
the question to the Committee as to which delegations were 
going to present observations..

'29* The Chairman asked if the Committee agreed to the
■proposed question being put. On .a. show of hands, the Com
mittee decided affirmatively.

De The Chairman then asked which delegations were going 
to present written observations. The following delegations 
registered:

Argentine, Colombia, Brazil, Albania P.R., Yugo
slavia .F.P.R Bielorussian S.S.R., Uruguay, Iceland,
Denmark, Syria, Cuba, Finland, Sweden, Mexico,
•U.S.S.R.,' Poland, Hungary P.R.

o
o ■ o
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The Chairman asked if the above delegations were in 
a position to send in their Replies before the following morn
ing.

Some of the delegations did not believe it possible 
vto reply within'that'term. " • *

30.  ̂ The Delegate- of-Syria observed that he had already
said that, unless he knew in which category his answer had been 
classified, he could not reply. • ; ‘

31. The Delegate of.the U.K. thought that, in order to
avoid a deadlock, it was necessary to know, first of aLl, if the 
answhrs of the delegations had been classified correctly. Then 
the meeting could be suspended in order to prepare the written 
observations. * ' - ‘ ’

32. ■ The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. stated that it had been
shown that the current procedure could not be followed. He 
proposed a meeting of the Chairmen of the Sub-Groups, to allow, 
delegations to inform themselves as to the classification of * 
the answers of their countries. The written Replies should be 
sent in by the following day.

33• The Chairman proposed a simple reading (without dis
cussion) of the classifications made for the different countries.

The ;written observations could then be presented by 
the following morning.

3^-.. The Delegate of Uruguay read, first., the affirmative
answers to Question 10. . ■ * *

New Zealand, Indonesia, Mexico, S.C.A.P., U.K., Ice
land, Cuba, Sweden, Norway, Brazil, Colombia, Argentine, 
Italy, Pakistan, Canada, Roumania, Nicaragua, Denmark, 
Netherlands, Uruguay, Austria, Belgium, Belgian Congo, 
Australia, Switzerland, .France, Chi^e, Finland,
Albania P.R., Vatican City, Poland, u*N.0., Monaco, 
French Oversea Territories, U.S.A., Mongolia P.R*, 
Morocco and ..Tunisia, Union of South An rica, Portugal, 
U.K. Territories and.Southern Rhodesia.

and secondly, the negative answers:
Egypt, Syria, India, Czechoslovakia, U.S.S.R.,
Ukrainian S .S ,RBielorussian S .S.R'.

o 
o o
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Affirmative Answers:
Egypt, New Zealand, Syria, Indonesia, Mexico, S.C.A.3., 
Iceland, Cuba, Sweden,. Norway, Brazil, Colombia,

. Argentine, Italy, Pakistan, Canada, Nicaragua,. Den
mark, Uruguay? Austria, Belgium, Belgian Congo,
Australia, Switzerland, France, Chilej Vatican City, 
U.N.O., Monaco, French Oversea Territories, U.S.A-, 
Morocco and Tunisia, Union of South Africa, Bolivia 
and Portugal.
Negative Answers:
India, U.K., Czechoslovakia, Roumania P.R., Albania P.R., 
U.S.S.R., Mongolia P.R.. Ukrainian S.S.R., Bielorussian
S.S.R., Territories of the U.K., Southern Rhodesia.

36. Question 2 A.
The reading of the lists in the case of the other 

Questions was continuing when at 1:30 p.m. the Delegate of the 
37> U.S .A. commented on the slowness of the procedure.
.. The Delegate of Roumania P.R. said it would take two

or three meetings to finish the work at that rate. He agreed 
with the UoS.S.R. suggestion. The majority of delegations knew 
perfectly well how the answers of their countries had been 
classified.

38. The Delegate of France did not find any inconvenience
in the procedure, provided it was well understood that after
the consultation of the ^hairmen of the S u b - G r o u p s ,  no delegation 
would bring up the question again, and that all the observations 
were presented in writing at the beginning of the meeting.

39. The Chairman thought that the written observations
might be extremely brief. Suggestions as to the manner of 
formulating them would be welcome.

i+0. The Delegate of the U.S .S .R. said that some of the
corrections sent in might be important, and pressed for an 
extension of the term for submitting them.

Ifl. The Chairman insisted on Document No. 375-E being
taken on the following morning. The Delegate of the U.S .S .R_«

35* Quostion 1 D.



stated that, if it was only a case of presenting observations 
on points of detail without going into general principles on 
the following morning, he was in accordance .with the meeting 
of a limited group during the afternoon.

It was resolved 'that the Chairmen of the Sub-Groups of 
3C shold'receive, in'the course of the afternoon, the obser
vations of the Delegations, In order to report on them to the 
Committee.

The meeting adjourned at 1:3? p.m.

The Reporter: 
Leproux

The Chairman:
Ii. J .. VAN DEN BROEK
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The meeting was declared open at 10,15 a.m. by the Chairman,

Mr. H.J. van den Broek, who was assisted by the First Vice-Chairman, 
Mr. Jacques Meyer.

The Chairman reported to the Committee on the labors of the 
previous afternoon. The Chairmen of the Sub-Groups were of opinion 
that a new meeting of a small joint Committee might contribute 
effectively to a rapid agreement in the matter of Document No. 375? 
Should such an agreement be reached in the course of the morning, 
the plenary Committee might consider the Final Report of V/orking 
Group 3 C that same afternoon, and proceed with the Agenda.

The following countries had submitted observations on Document 
No. 375: Norway, Poland, U.S.S.R., India, S.C.A.P., Canada, China,
Denmark, Iceland, Finland, Sweden, Switzerland, and Albania.

The U.N. Observer explained that in his judgment Question 8 B 
ought not to figure in the Report for the reason that it did not 
reproduce the original question. He proposed to omit it, together 
with those Replies which were of no interest to Committee 6.

The Chairman thought the Question! .might be more usefully 
considred at the next meeting.

The Outer Mongolian Observer indicated that he too had correction 
which he was anxious to make in Document No. 375.

There being no opposition to the Chairman’s proposal, it was 
approved unanimously, and the meeting rose at 10.30 a.m.

The Reporter: The Chairman:
LEPROUX Ho J. VAN DEN BROEK
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1. The Meeting was declared open at 10s25 a.m. by Mr.
H. J. Van den Broek, Chairman, who was assisted by Mr. Jacques 
Meyer, first Vice-Chairman.

The Chairman recalled that it had been decided at the 
previous meeting that’, after the Chairmen of the Working Sub- 
Groups had received the comments submitted by the delegations, 
they should draft a corrigendum to Document No. 375. The cor
rigendum would be issued shortly, together with a new text giv
ing the comments of certain delegations. •

2. The Committee was aware that the Plenary Assembly ex
pected a Final Report by January 22. The Committee would short
ly receive Document No. *+*+8 which, together with Document No.
*+06, would form the dra"t Report of the Chairman to the Assembly.

3. The Delegate of Poland asked if the comments of his Dele
gation would appear in the new document.

The Chairman replied in the affirmative. The document 
would contain corrections to the comments of Document No. 375*

The Delegate of the United Nations referred to his state
ment made at the preceding meeting on the omission of Question 8.

*+. The Delegate of Canada referred to his proposal to consider
Document No. *+06. He thought that Document No. *+07 of the 
Vatican City Delegate might also be discussed.

The Delegate of Switzerland supported the Canadian 
Delegated proposal,

5. The Delegate of the Vatican City stated that he had not
submitted Document No. *+07 in order to provoke’' discussion in 
the Committee.
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The.Chairman consulted the Committee, which voiced no 
objection to taking Documents Nos. h06 and h07 into considera
tion*

6. The U.S.S.R. Delegate agreed to discussing these two
documents as an indication to the Technical Committee of the 
principles which, should constitute the basis of the plan. 
Nevertheless ? before discussing Document No. *+06 item by item,
' it would be necessary to consider the proposals made by various 
countries in order to form the basis of a plan.

7. The Delegate of the Vatican City pointed out that on
the whole the Replies showed that the delegations affirmed, on 
the one hand, the necessity of safeguarding all rights, while 
they were opposed, on the other hand, to several criteria sug
gested with a view to a general reduction in requirements.
That seemed to preclude any possibility of solution. But ‘ 
methods of reduction conceived as mandatory .rules to be applied 
uniformly and automatically to all requirements generally en
countered. opposition. More flexible methods were indicated, 
such as those suggested in Document No. 1+07. Failure to accept 
any sort of reduction would be a plain indication that the Com
mittee did not intend to reach any agreement at all.

8. The Delegate of Czechoslovakia wished to know what line
the Committee intended to take in regard to the fact that four
teen delegations did not answer the Questionnaire.

'9. The Delegate of the U.K. wished to put certain questions
with regard to the working program of the Committee. A. working 
procedure should be established for the maximum .of five days 
which were still available before the Final Report was to be 
lodged.

10. The Chairman replied that the point v/ould be considered
subsequently.

The Delegate of Pakistan wondered where they stood in 
regard to the. discussion. If Documents Nos. b-06 and hO7 were 
to be considered, he had the following general remark to make.

Both documents had attributed equal importance to all 
factors;, but, despite their good qualities, both were timid. 
Questions 9? 7 and 10 were of a very peculiar interest, and the 
conclusions of the documents did' not seem to have taken the fact 
into account. For instance, it might be thought that the prob
lem of classification and priorities had been abandoned. The 
conclusions appeared weak, and their relative importance was not
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sufficiently stressed. A. universally applicable formula was 
no doubt impossible| but it might have been stated that cer
tain factors such as area, population, and number of languages 
were useful. It might further have been brought out that all 
countries did not make the same use of high ..frequencies, and 
that account should be taken of-the fact. Hence, it seemed that 
particular importance attached to Question 5-

The Delegation of Switzerland feared that the Meeting 
was becoming enmeshed in procedure. He proposed to proceed 
with the discussion of Document No. k06.

11. The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. said that the Com
mittee' had now reached its essential task— viz. the submission 
of recommendations to Committee 6 as to the general principles
•of a plan. Documents Nos. R06 and k07 were very useful. He 
thanked their authors, as also the Delegate of Pakistan for 
his suggestion that certain questions should first be considered, 
irrespectively of whether agreement was reached on all their 
conclusions or in particular on the relative importance -there
of, The Meeting should confine itself to general principles, 
and Question 6 would appear essential in that connection. So 
too will Question 12. The Pakistan Delegate had also very proper
ly pointed out that, although the majority did not vote in favor 
of the general principles of the Soviet Plan, there was a gener
al tendency to admit the great importance of the factors on 
which the Soviet Plan was based.

He proposed, therefore, that Questions 6, 7 and 12 should 
be discussed.

12. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. wished:to add Question 10 
to that list, as well as the question of the relative impor
tance of national and international services.

13. The Chairman ruled that the general discussion had not 
been'concluded, and that the Meeting should proceed to a-de
tailed discussion of Documents Nos. k06 and k0.7. ,

The Delegate of France pointed out that in his Report 
(Document No. h-06) the Chairman had placed the essential ques
tions at the beginning, and that under these conditions it 
would be logical to discuss the Document in its established 
Order.

The Delegate of the Roumanian "P.R. agreed, subject to 
deferment of the discussion of point a).
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The Chairman accepted the suggestion. As no objection 
was voiced, the discussion was opened on paragraph b) "Prin
ciples or No Principles?"

I k .  The Delegate of the U. S.S.R. observed that most of the
Replies to point 12B conceded that a plan based solely upon 
technical principles could not be accepted. That was shown 
by the experience of Appendix A of Geneva. It was conse
quently necessary to adopt general principles acceptable to all, 
and to work them out in Committee.

On the question of the definition of principles, the 
Soviet Delegate had already replied. The overwhelming majority 
of countries had stated, in answer to question 6A, that it was 
necessary to base a plan on a just and equitable method of 
channel-hour assignment.

On Question 7A concerning the possible consideration 
of criteria based on population, area and the number of 
languages, ten countries had replied affirmatively, and 18. 
countries had replied that these factors should be taken into 
consideration, but not to the exclusion of others.

On Question 7B (consideration of other factors) 32 
countries had offered various suggestions in thoir Replies.
This showed that the plan could not be drafted except on 
generally accepted principles. These principles should be 
studied, and factors which had been supported by a certain 
number of countries should be considered. A list of such 
factors should be compiled, and their relative importance 
should bo determined.

15. The Delegate of the U.K. did not agree with the U.S.S.R. 
Delegate as to-the percentage of affirmative Replies to the 
Question of general principles in paragraph Bl. The correct 
figure was 37 against.. Nor was it true that the general prin
ciples had been accepted 011 the whole. The Committee should 
collect the proposals of principle emanating from the various 
delegations, and try to determine to what extent these pro
posals afforded bases for general recommendations.

16. The Delegate of the Albanian P.R. emphasized the necessi
ty for general principles. He gave examples drawn from the 
statistics of the Replies to certain Questions, which (he con
tended) showed that, t.he conclusions in the Report were not
very true, inasmuch as no distinctions had been made as to the 
nature of certain Replies. Document No. k06 did not correctly 
reflect the Replies; nor did Document k07.
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17. The meeting adjourned at 11sJO a.m.

o
o o

18, The meeting resumed at 12sl7 p.m.
The Delegate of India made the following-statement 

which he wished recorded in the Minute’S in extensos
"It must be recognized that Questions 6 and 7 have par

ticularly retained the attention of the Committee. It was to 
be expected that the Replies to these Questions would not 
allow of clear conclusions. One of the most difficult tasks 
which devolve upon this Committee is precisely that of drawing 
conclusions from the Replies to these two Questions; and it is 
pointless to stress the seriousness of the situation in view 
of the relationship between these conclusions and the basic 
principles which have to be formulated.

"A. ’formula’ has been mentioned; but I must confess-- 
however surprising this may seem--that I detest the word 
’formula.’ The proposal submitted by the experts of India to 
the Plan Committee was incorrectly designated as a formula.
It is but a method of equitable and uniform application in
tended to solve the problem of high-frequency assignments. The 
sole purpose of this proposal is to provide a method which can 
be uniformly and equitably applied to all countries, on the 
basis of factors which may prove to be finally acceptable. This 
document simply suggests the principle that an assignment plan 
should be founded on a logical basis and not exclusively on 
one which is arbitrary and unjustifiable.

"In our proposal, we wished to show that the method sug
gested could produce results, if not identical to, then at 
least very closely approximating to those which will be finally 
reached. The experts of India, at the meeting of the Plan Com
mittee, were already aware of the fact that this proposal con
tained certain defects and was wanting in other respects. We 
had even realized by then that a method such as ours was not 
on the whole of a compromise nature, and could not be applied 
in all circumstances, and that consequently other criteria 
would have to enter into consideration for specific cases.
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"The Delegation of India fervently and honestly wishes 
to collaborate and participate in the study of the problem 
or method enabling the Conference to undertake consideration 
of the question. This does not entail the discovery of a 
magic formula, but rather the invention of.a method based above 
all on factors which can be concretely applied to all coun
tries. It is obvious that this method of approach should be 
of a compromise nature, and should not give rise to extreme 
measures.

"The only mems c f endowing it with this compromise 
nature and of making it approximate to reality,- is to increase 
.the number of factors, giving them their appropriate impor
tance, so as to avoid these extreme conclusions,

"We have a long list of factors in Appendix B which 
should give rise to a logical discussion, and should be divided 
into two categories. The first set of factors could be in
tegrated with a uniformly applicable basic method, and the 
second set could be applied, as concretely-and humanely as 
possible, to individual cases. I am offering this suggestion 
to the Committee simply as an experimental method enabling us 
to anticipate results which might be achieved, inasmuch as at 
the present time we are not yet taking any decisions, but are 
striving solely to estimate workable results on the most vary
ing bases."

19. The Delegate of France had two comments to offers
1) With respect to form. He believed that the Committee 

should exercise extreme care as to the way in which it took in
to account the Replies to Document No. 375- That document was 
to be amended by a corrigendum, which would show th-~t it was 
unwise to draw hasty conclusions from statistical information, 
especially where it was attempted to transform "other" Replies 
into more cat -gorier.! comments.

2) With respect to substance. Experience showed that 
in the past purely empirical plans, not based on genuine prin
ciples, had been drafted in frequency assignment Conferences.
At Copenhagen the Technical Committee had not yet concluded 
its work, when the Plan was completed and accepted by the 
majority of delegations.

20, The Delegate of the Bielorussian S.S.R., referring to
Copenhagen, said that certain principles had been discussed.
At the present Conference it was essential to adopt princi
ples from the outset.



The text of Document .lie. *+06 was not sufficiently 
categorical. It should contain only a certain number of 
essential recommendations on the primary factors - area, 
population and number of languages - and on the secondary 
factors accepted by the majority of countries, which the 
Committee should discuss.

The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. agreed with the Dele
gate of France that Replies should be analyzed very cautious
ly; but vital principles could be extracted from them.

21. The Delegate of Portugal stated that the overall work 
accomplished by his Delegation showed that the initial formula 
.had been too rigid, and that it should be given greater flexi
bility by adding other factors thereto. But a further thorough 
study showed that it was practically impossible to achieve this.

For this reason, the Portuguese Delegation approved the 
text of paragraph 2 of Document No. kO6.

The Delegate of Poland said that the Committee agreed 
with its Chairman that a detailed discussion could not be 
launched without an agreement on general principles. He 
agreed completely with the French Delegate as to how the Re
plies should be handled.

22. The Chairman replied to certain speakers who had taken 
exception to Document No, N06 on the ground that it was not 
sufficiently categorical. He stated that he had simply wished 
to be objective, without wishing to force the Committee one
way or another..

It rested with the Committee itself to choose a more 
definite course. It would seem that the Committee should 
first of all give its opinion on point 6.

With respect to the corrected figures in the Replies to 
the Questions, the Chairman was prepared to furnish the infor
ma t i on i mme d i a t e1y.

23. The Delegate of the Albanian P.R. submitted various 
comments on Document No. NCKdI He considered it necessary to 
draw up a list of tho primary factors given by the principal 
delegations in their Replies, with the names of their respective 
countries. Committee 3 could then discuss the factors sup
ported by the greatest number of countries.

2*+. The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. wished the procedure
for the afternoon to be decided upon. Since point 6 of Sec
tion b) was the conclusion, it would logically follow that the
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Jext of that Section should be studied point by point. Once 
agreement was reached on the five points, the question could 
be rapidly concluded.

25. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. agreed. He insisted upon
his former proposal to study the factors submitted by the 
various countries with a view to drafting a plan. He agreed 
with the French Delegate that statistics should be used cautious
ly. He was convinced that certain Replies had not been cor
rectly classified, either be.cause of the insufficient number 
of categories or because of difficulty of defining the meaning 
.of certain Replies. A list of the factors proposed by the 
various countries should be made available, so that the Com
mittee might study them and patiently draw conclusions there
from.

The Chairman proposed that the discussion should con
tinue on points 1, 2 and 3 during the afternoon meeting. No 
objection was made.

The meeting rose at ls08 p.m.

THE CHAIRMAN 2 
H. J. Van den Broek

The Reporter s 
J. V. Leproux
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' ’ The meeting was doclared open at ^:30 p.m. by
Hr. fi* Jf Van don Broek Chairman, assisted by Hr. Jacques
Meyerr Vice-Chairman.

Chairman summed up tho corrections requested that 
morning concerning paragraph 6, "Principles or No Principles”, 
of Document No. h06.

2. The Delegate of the U.S.A., referring to the English
text of Question 6a), asked that the two texts of this question 
and of tho draft conclusion should be made to agree.

The.Delegate of Roumania accepted the text with the 
reservation that the number of negative answers be indicated.

3* The Delegate of Albania asked that the number of
miscellaneous answers also be indicated.

The Delegate of Switzerland wished a definition of 
the terms, "principles”, "criteria”, etc.

The Delegate of Mexico made a similar remark. He 
did not consider that the word "principle” was suitable, and 
he proposed that it be made perfectly clear that paragraph b) 
referred to an ideal formula or to methods.

*+■• The Delegate of Canada pointed out that the English
text used the word "method", which he considered acceptable,

?• The Delegate, of the U.K. suggested the title, "Formula
or No Formula".

6.- The Delegate of the U.S.S.R, did not understand the
gist of tho discussion. Committee 3 was bound, by its terms 
of reference, to establish principles. The. questions had been 
well put, carefully discussed, and principles should be deduced 
therefrom. The title, "Principles or No Principles", was, 
therefore, perfectly correct. '
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He thought that tho various categories of answers 
should be recorded.

7. The Chairman consulted the Committee as to whether
the title should be left until the end of the discussion*
This proposal was put to a vote by a show of hands and adopted 
by 18 votes to 13, with two abstentions.

8. With reference to the U.S. proposal, the French text
thereof would then become ”,..sur la base d’une mdthode Equitable 
et susceptible d’etre appliqudc d'une manioro uniformo.,•”

The Chairman consulted the Committee on this- correction. 
As no objection was made', the proposal was adopted,

9* . - ’ The Chairman suggested that tho second paragraph
should reads

■ ”In fact, of tho 51 answers received, 26 were affirma
tive, 12 negative and 13 miscellaneous.”

This proposal was unanimously adopted.
10. The Chairman reread tho final texts Sub-paragraph 1

was adopted as followss
"On the question of whether the allocation of high 

frequencies should bo based on an equitable method, uniformly 
applied, it would seem that the answers to Question 6-A of the 
Questionnaire furnish tho best indication. In fact, of the 51 
answers received, 26 were affirmative, 12 negative and 13 
miscellaneous.n

11. Tho Delegate of Albania asked that a conclusion to
the analysis of tho replies to Question 6 b) be clearly stated.
Ho proposed the following;

”0ut ox -a total of 33 answers to question 6 b), dealing 
with the consideration of certain essential factors, 28 were 
affirmative, b negative, with one abstention.”

12. * The Delegate of France repeated the .fhiestion; ”If so,
what principal factors should be established, etc.?” and pointed, 
out that such as it was worded, it could not be answered by yes 
or no; In other words, it would bo impossible to record the- 
answers as either affirmative or negative.

13. The Delegate of tho U.K. suggested an amendment based
on the preceding remark,.
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l̂ f. The Delegate of tho U.S.S.R. road tho question, which
seemed quite clear. An overwhelming majority of countrios had 
replied, giving a list of factors. Tho Committee could not 
change such a list, but should state that countries had replied 
in tho affirmative.

15• The Delegate of Portugal supported the statement of
the Delegate of Franco.

16. Tho Delegate of Uruguay, on behalf of tho Spanish
speaking V/orking Group, considered that although it might not 
be possible to answer the question by yes or no, another form 
of answer might bo considered.

17. The Chairman did not object to the Albanian proposal
as amended by the United Kingdom. He suggested an additional
paragraph numbered 1 b) which would read as follows; "In 
reply to question 6 b) ("If so, what principal factors should 
bo established which would serve as a basis for the calculation 
of frequency hours in formulating a plan for the distribution of 
high frequencies for broadcasting?."), 28 delegations have listed 
a large number of factors, which are given in Appendix B to 
Document No, 375.”

- Following a statement by the Delegate of the U.S.S.R.,
the Chairman suggested the following; "Of 35 countries which 
have replied to Question 6b), 28 have listed a large number of 
factors (contained in Appendix B to Document No. 375)? 6 delega
tions havo listed no factors, and one has abstained."

Since no objection had been raised, paragraph 1 was 
thus adopted.

18. Paragraph 2 was then considered. The Chairman read
out minor changes to be made thereto:

1st line - h2 delegations out of *+8; ■
7th lino - 7 a) instead of 75
9th line - 52 delegations, only 11...

19. The Delegate of Roumania suggested the following . *
amendment: Tho first sentence would remain as worded5 the
second would bo tho following: "As to the factors-area, popula
tion and number of official languages the opinion of Committee 3 
was divided as follows:
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Eleven dolegations considered that those throe 
factors wore indeed tho fundamental ones.

The majority of tho other delegations, while conceding 
that such universal factors should necessarily be ‘considered 
when drafting a frequency assignment plan, believed that other 
specific factors with .respect to the individual country *• .
also must be taken into account.".

20. Tho Delegate of Uruguay pointed out- that the figure
of 11 countries having accepted the throe basic factors would 
appear to include Indonesia. Ho wanted to know whether the
Indonesian ̂ Delegate considered '■ that his reply had boon correctly 
classified.

21. Tho Delegate of Indonesia said that the U.S.S.R,
f ormula was suitable only f or na 11onal 'bradocasting an d c ould 
bo considered only after common agreement had established tho 
. relative share of high frequencies to be allocated respectively 
to national and international broadcasting. As the Atlantic 
City Conference had very clearly shewn that no agreement on this 
question.could bo foreseen, a plan which assigned frequencies 
both to national and international broadcasting, based on area, 
population and number of languages, could not bo considered, as 
founded on solid and acceptable principles. 'The Delegates of

* Uruguay. Roumania, tho UUR-_, Indypo^sia and the U . S.S.R. offered 
observations on the moaning to bo auaributcd to this reply for

• the purpose of including it in tho statistics,
22. • Tho Chairman stated that when Document No. ¥+7 had

beon distributed tho Committee would be consulted and tho 
Delegates would be allowed to present any possible observations 
on tho reclassification of their replies, .

23. Tho Delegate of Urrupcc referred to the amendment of the
Delegate of Roumania. He had no objection concerning it but 
requested the following modification; Instead of "other spe
cific factors", the paragraph should read; "other general or 
particular factors".

2 k , Tho Delegate of India agreed with the opinion of the
Delegate of France but suggested that tho end of the proposal 
should road: "that other additional factors must also bo taken
into consideration".

25* The Delegate of Roumania agreed to tho suggestions and,
accepted the amendment of Mr, Moyer, but ho nevertheless believe 
that tho words "general or particular" could be deleted.
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26. The Dologato of Franco strongly insisted upon the
words, "general or particular".

27. * The Delegate of tho U.S.A. did not agree to the use.
of the word, "universal1’. On tho other hand, he could accept 
a new text which would include tho statistical data and the 
amendments suggested by tho Delegate of France.

28. Tho Delegate of Switzerland rejected the Roumanian
Delegate1s text, as it would convoy an erroneous impression of 
the Committee's actions with respect to the basic criteria of 
the Soviet Plan. Ho requested that the Chair’s text be put to 
a vote,

29. • The Delegate of Uruguay pointed out that an analysis
of Question 6 b) showed that the majority of delegations did not 
agree to the three basic principles.

30. The Chairman had no objections to the study of the
Delegations1 answers.

31. The Dologato of the Argentine supported the two
preceding speakers.

32. Tho Delegate of the U.S.A. shared Mr. Fontaina1s ;
feeling as to the advisability of consulting the statistics.

33. 'The Delegate of Canada supported the Swiss Delegate's
statement. When tho delegations replied that they accepted 
"other factors", this did not mean that they had accepted the 
first throe; he proposed, therefore, that tho Chairman's text 
be adopted.

3*+. The Delegate cf the U.S.S.R. requested the delegates
who had spoken against the Roumanian proposal to reread the 
answers of the various countries. He supplied precise details 
about many countries. Tho objective result was that the majority 
of countries had actually considered that the three basic factors 
of the Soviet Plan should be taken into account,

35. The Delegate of India supported the Chair's text. -
36. The Delegate of Brazil considcrod that those countries

which had expressed an opinion should, in case of doubt, give 
their advice as to the way in which their opinion should be 
interpreted. Contrary to the belief of tho Soviet Delegation, 
his delegation did not recognize those throe.basic principles, 
and he j therefore, considered, it necessary to havo this question 
put to a vote so that the Committee would know which line to 
follow.
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37. Tho Dologato of Chilo also considered that the U.S.S^R.
Delegation had incorrectly interpreted his answer,

38. Tho Delegate of Roumania, replying to tho Chairman,
further clarified his amendment and agreed to modify it as 
suggested by tho Delegate ef France.

The meeting was suspended at 5>k5 p.m.

The meeting was resumed at 6:07 p.m.
39. The Delegate of Mcxic& suggested an amendment to the

Roumanian Delegate’s proposal which would prevent the adoption
of a text which failed to reflect all viewpoints.

k-0. Tho Delegate of the U.S.A. agreed to this proposal,
but also road another*version,

*+1. The Chairman stated that ho intended to put to the' vote
the Roumanian, Mexican and U.S.A. proposals in that order,

*+2. There followed a discussion on a point of order. Some
delegates thought that the U.S.A. text was a new proposal and
not an amendment. Others wished to inquire of the Roumanian 
delegate whether ho agreed to theso texts. Still others, consi
dering that the Roumanian text was itself an amendment to the 
Chair's original proposal, felt that the Chairman should give 
his opinion on its' acceptance.

*+3* T The Delegate of the Vatican City inquired whether the
word "necessarily" was still included in the Roumanian text. If 
such wore tho case, it should be stipulated that its retention 
did not preclude the consideration of individual cases.

The. Chairman asked the Delegate of Mexico to submit a 
now amendment incorporating.the U.S.A. proposal. The text was 
as follows:

*a) After "The majority of tho other delegations...”: 
"while recognising all or somo of these three 
factors",

b) At the end of the text:
"believed, nevertheless, that this should be 
secondary to the general consideration of other 
factors,"
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c) "With regard to tho factors of area, population 
and number of languages, eleven countries believed

. thattthese three factors were indeed the three 
fundamental factors for assigning of frequencies".

d). "A certain number of countries in this latter, 
group agreed.that one or more of the above factors 
should bo taken into consideration to a certain 
extent, but believed that other factors should 
also be taken into account," •

*+5. Tho Chai rman asked the Delegate of Roumania whether
he accepted the amendments of the Delegates of the Vatican City 
and Mexico.

■'The Delegate of Roumania accepted both.
He withdrew the word "necessarily" as requested by 

- tho Delegate of tho Vatican City, but did not deem it possible 
to accept the U.S.A. text in its present inaccurate form, from 
which an underestimation might be inferred.

He requested that a vote be taken.
h-6, The Chairman read the final text of the Roumanian

amendment., and proposed that a vote bo taken.
The Delegate of India asked for certain clarifications 

on the wording of the amendments when "languages" are mentioned, 
are these understood to mean "the number of official languages?"

The Chairman stated that if reference were made to the 
text of the questions, the word "official" should be deleted.
The French text would read "number of spoken languages".

The Delegate of Roumania agreed to this correction,
^7. The Roumanian text was voted upon and rejected by 27

votes to 13, with 1 abstention.
*+8.- The Chairman suggested that the Mexican-U.S.A. amendment

should now be considered.
The Delegate of Czechoslovakia questioned the origin 

of the figure *+1 which appears in the text,
T^e Chairman quoted the figures in connection1 With the

replies to question 7 A.
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^9* After a lengthy exchange of views among the Delegate'
of Roumania. the U.S.S.R.. India. tho U.S.A. and Uruguay on the 
number of replies to question 7 A, a French amendment to the 
Mexican-U.S.A. text was adopted. Tho proposal, would now read 

• "many delegations" instead of "the majority of delegations"
’and no statistics would be quoted.

50. The Chairman put to a vote the Mexican-U.S.A. proposal
as amended by M.-Moyer-.

The Delegate of - Mexico pointed out that the second '* 
part should read "countries" instead of "delegations".

Tho text was adopted by 33 votes to 5, thus replacing
sub-paragraph b) 2- of Document ho6.

51# The''next meeting was scheduled for Saturday morning.
The- meeting was adjourned at 7 ^5 p.m.

The Reporter: The Chairman:

J. M. Leproux H. J, Van den Broek
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1. The meeting was called to order at 10.20 a.m,‘by Mr. H.
J. Van den Broek, Chairman, who was assisted by Mr. Jacques Meyer 
First Vice-Chairman.

T-he Chairman suggested that the Committee should continue 
its discussion of document No, ^06, interrupted the evening be
fore*

2, The Delegate of Poland called the Committeers attention 
to the question submitted by his Delegation with respect to the 
location of dispersed families. -In many texts, as the result of 
an error of translation, this question was made to refer to "dis
placed persons".

The Delegation of Poland as early as last November had 
written a letter calling the Committee*s attention to this ques
tion. As it appeared that this request for correction had not 
been taken into account in certain documents and particularly in 
Document No. M+7, point 8 C, he inquired as to what steps had 
been taken to comply with his request. In his opinion, the an
swers to point 8 C were incorrect owing to the existing confusion

The reply of the Polish Delegation should be in the "No"
column*

The Delegate of the U.K. said that in English the term 
"displaced persons" also included "dispersed?families."

The Chairman said that the Polish Delegation^ remark 
would be included in a new correcting document to be published 
shortly.

The Delegate of Pakistan, speaking in his capacity as 
Chairman of V/orking Group 3 C, stated that he had received the
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Polish request for correction, hut that, having studied the 
Replies to the Question, he had felt that the majority of dele
gations could .not have mistaken its true meaning.

T^e Chairman thought it would be desirable to resume the 
discussion of the point, when the Committee came to consider 
point k of Document No. k06.

The Delegate of Poland pressed for amendment of the clas
sification of his country in the table of Replies, in such a way
that the documents in circulation would leave no misunderstanding 
as to the meaning which the Polish Delegation attached to the 
expression "dispersed families".

3* , The, Observer of U.N.0. said that Question 8 B was meaning-
lessinasmuch as it dealt with a situation which did not arise. 
He had said what he had to say on the subject by letter; but, 
in order to gain time, he would prefer to have the question 
eliminated definitely from the Report*

The Chairman did not think it possible to alter the docu
ment; but a comment on the subject, which he read, would appear
in the new document to which he had'.referred.

The Delegate of Pakistan confirmed that Question 8 B had 
-be;en accepted by the Committee.

o
o o

*+,♦ ■ ' . The Delegate of India had various corrections to make.
The Delegate of France«■ speaking in his capacity as Vice- 

Chairman, said that Document -No. kb 7 would be followed by. a sup
plementary document. As however certain statements did not give 
a- very clear idea of the meaning of the Replies, the Sub-Groups 
had not been able to state their view in a certain number of cases, 
even on the question of whether the Replies were in the affir
mative or the negative. It would in any case be desirable to ask 
delegations, whô pe Replies' were classified as affirmative or 
negative, whether their affirmative or negative Replies were 
categorical or conditional, and to publishn. new document contain
ing the additional Information,

5* The Delegates of India and Albania drew attention to the
misplacement of certain Replies of their respective Delegations, 
and called for rectification.
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6. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. could not accept Document
No. Mf7 as it -stood. He hoped delegations would submit their 
views on the point as soon as possible.

7. The Chairman, replying to the Delegate of Portugal, said
that his idea would be to publish a new Document No. 3 indi
cating which Replies were conditional (whether conditionally af
firmative or conditionally negative), and containing in addition 
the ̂ observations of those delegations which considered that V/ork
ing Group 3 C had misinterpreted' their Replies.

8. The Delegate of Uruguay, speaking in his capacity as
Chairman of the Spanish language Sub-Group, sought to explain 
how differences in the interpretation of the character of Replies
'were liable to arise. He illustrated his point by examples taken 
from the preceding remarks of the Indian and Albanian Delegates.

9* In reply to the Delegate of the U.. S a S.R. , tho Chairman
suggested a ■■rcctificatory document containing in the first place 
statistical material and in »the second place an annex embodying 
corrections to the observations,

10. The- Delegate of Czechoslovakia raised the question as to
whether or not Bulgaria could still submit its Replies.

The"Delegate of Turkey, who arrived after the expiration 
of the deadline for the submission of Replies, reserved the right 
to hand in his Replies, in the event of the proposal of the 
Czechoslovakia Delegate being approved.

The Delegates of Switzerland. Pakistan. U.S .Al and U.S.S.R. 
considered the Czechoslovak proposal inacceptable, because it was 
indispensable above all to comply with the deadlines for the' sub
mission of the Final Report of the Committee, Delegations wish
ing to do so had every right to make their points of view known 
by submitting themselves a document, which delegations would no• 
doubt study with interest.

The Chairman consulted the Committee as to whether coun
tries which had not been present and had thus been unable to sub-* 
mit Replies before the set deadline, should still be allowed to 
have their Replies included in the statistics.

By a very large majority the Committee rejected this sug
gestion.

11. The Delegate of Pakistan submitted the following resolution
for adoption by the Committee t
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"The Committee adopts Document No. A  7 $s a fair and 
practical statistical summary' of tho Replies, subject only 
to the delegations,indicating before Tuesday morning whether 
their Replies, negative or affirmative, are categorical or 
conditional.

MThe Committee agrees to consider Document No, M+7, 
completed as indicated, together with Document No, 3 A > &s 
a definitive analytical compilation of the Replies, and to 
adopt these documents as a basis for the discussion of Docu
ments Nos, k06 and i+07."

12. The Delegate of the Roumanian P„R. proposed tho insertion
. of the following words in the first sub-paragraph of the Pakistan 
resolution*

"Subject to the corrections already submitted in 
writing and the delegations1 indications

The Roumanian amendment was supported by the Observer of 
the United Nations and by the Delegate of the Albanian P.R.

The. Delegate of the U.K. desired to ■ have the word "original" 
added after the word "Replies" in the first sentence. The con
clusions should be considered in their qualitative sense and not 
exclusively in a statistical or quantitative sense.

13* The Delegates of the Bielorussian S 0S0R . and the U.S.S.R.
pointed out that Document No. 3$+ had already been adopted as a 
working document. Document No. W 7 needed important corrections, 

q and no delegation had as yet had time to study it. Under these 
circumstances they thought it logical to adjourn the decision on 
the proposal.

lk. The Delegate of Pakistan accepted the first amendment of
the U.K. Delegate. As regards the.latter part of the U.K. Dele
gated remarks, he proposed that Document No. 38k should be men
tioned in conjunction with Document No. 3759 so as to show that 
It was not only the statistical elements which were to be taken 
into account. In Document No. A 7 he favoured the correction of 
obvious errors, without entering into detailed discussions.

The Delegate of France supported the proposal of the Dele
gate of Pakistan.

15. The Delegate of India. while expressing agreement with the
proposal of the Delegate of Pakistan in its latest wording, thought 
it preferable that the deadline should be set for Monday instead 
of Tuesday.morning.
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16. The Delegate of Brazil noted that the Pakistan's text re
ferred to ’’conditional or categorical” Replies.

He would prefer, in order to avoid misunderstandings, to
reads

whether the replies, affirmative or negative, have 
been classified correctly, and whether they are categor
ical or conditional”,

17# The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. insisted that his earlier
proposal should be taken into consideration.

18. The Chairman thought the Committee should decide whether
it was prepared to accept corrections which were absolutely con
trary to the original Replies, or whether it was prepared to 
leave it to the Chairman of the Working Croup and tho Chairman 
of the Sub-Group to decide whether this or that Reply .should be 
accepted.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. failed to understand why the 
Chairman had raised su-.h a question, since it had not been proposed 
by any delegate,

The Chairman answered that an answer to the question was 
necessary before the amendment of the Delegate of tho Roumanian 
P.R, could be considered....

The Delegate of India believed that, as certain Replies 
were considered ambiguous, the delegations themselves had alone 
the right to interpret them.

19. The Delegate of France declared that the problem consisted 
in determining who in the last instance should have the power to 
deciue ori the classification. Was the delegation concerned to be 
able to impose its own classification, even when the latter was 
contrary to its original Reply, or were the Chairmen of the Groups 
to decide the matter?

In any case, it would be necessary to set a date so that 
a definitive document could be worked- out,

20. In reply to the Delegate of the Bielorussian S.S.R. , the 
Chairman, asked the Delegate of the U.S.S.R. to read his proposal 
which was worded as followss

’’Committee 3 considers it indispensable to make tho 
necessary corrections in Document No. ¥+7.
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• : . "All countries concerned, shall submit these correc
tions in writing by Monday at the latest. The latter must 

f conform to the original Replies with respect to the correct
ness of the classification of their Replies submitted.to the 
V/orking Groups, as reproduced in Document No. ^7#

"Delegations shall also indicate whether their Re
plies are affirmative or conditional."

, The Chairman declared that this proposal did not have pre
cedence over the previous .pne..

21. The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. withdrew his amendment
to the Pakistan proposal.

22. A long debate ensued on the subject of procedure. The
delegate of France felt that, if the amendment of the Delegate
of Brazil was incorporated in tho text of the Pakistani resolution, 
the latter would be practically identical with the proposal of 
the U.S.S.R. Delegate.

23. The latter proposal was supported by the Delegate of the
Roumanian P.R.

The Delegates of the Albanian P.R.. ■ the Roumanian P.R ..
'the Yugoslavian F.P.R. and the Ukrainian S.S.R. favoured prece
dence for the U.S.S.R, proposal.

The Chairman put the U.S.S.R. proposal' to the vote, and it 
was rejected, on a show of hands, by 26 votes to 10, with 3 abs
tentions.

Following tho vote, the Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. 
declared that the vote was not valid^ because the Chairman had 
omitted to read the text before-submitting it to the vote.

21+. The Chairman said that the Pakistani resolution was now
before the meeting.

The Delegate of Mexico inquired whether the text excluded 
the possibility of delegations submitting requests for corrections 
which had not been submitted previously.

" He agreed*" with’ the amendment of the Delegate of’/*"Brazil, 
considering that the Working Group should have the last word.

25. The Delegate -of France -said that it was only .a matter of
whether the Delegates.of Mexico and Brazil were in agreement.
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Should the amondraont be adopted by tho Committoo , would that 
moan that the Working Group would bo empowered to decide in the 
last instance? That must be decided before the vote was taken.

26. After observations by "the Delegates of the Roumanian P.R. 
the Argentine. and tho U. N.0, Observer, who pointed out that the 
delegations themselves would have the last word in Committee 6, 
the Chair’man proposed that the following point should be put to 
the Committee;

"Does Committee 3 consider that the last word with 
respect to the final interpretation of the original Replies 
should rest with the-delegations themselves?"

On a show of hand, the Committee registered 12 votes for, 
and 20 against, with 6 abstentions.

Following on the vote, the Delegate of the Yugoslavian 
F.P.R. reserved the right to give its own explanation of its Re
plies,

The Delegation of Portugal reserved the right to withdraw 
those of its Replies which had been incorrectly interpreted.

27. Following the adoption by the Committee of a proposal of
the Delegate of India, to fix the dead-line for Monday morning 
10 a.m., the Chairman put to the vote the Brazilian amendment, 
which was adopted by 32 votes with 9 abstentions and no dissenting 
vote.

The text as finally adopted, was as follows:
"The Committee accepts Document No. kb 7 as a fair 

and practical statistical summary of the Replies, subject to
tho delegations concerned indicating by Monday morning' 10 a.
m. whether their Replies, affirmative or negative as the case 
may be, have been classified correctly, and whether they are 
categorical or conditional.

"The Committee agrees to consider Document No. Mf7, 
completed as indicated above, together with Documents Nos,
375, and 38*+, as an analytical compilation of the Replies, 
o.nd to adopt those documents as the basis of the discussion 
of Documents Nos. U-06 and *+07" •

28.  ̂The Chairman put to the vote the proposal of the Delegate 
of'Pakistan, as amended by the Delegations of Brazil and India.
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The resolution was adopted. 011 a show of hands, by 32 
votes to 9 with 2 abstentions.

The Delegate of the Bielorussian S.S.R. declared that he 
could not consider that the Committee had expressed a valid opin
ion on Document No. Uk-7, which had -been distributed only that 
same morning and could .not have been studied properly.

The Delegates of tho Yugoslavian F.P.R., U.S.S.R., Czecho
slovakia and the Roumanian P.R. expressed similar reservations.

The Delegation of the Roumanian P.R. reserved, the right to 
withdraw any questions that might have been classified incorrect
ly.

*

The meeting adjourned at 2.30 p.m. until the following 
Monday morning at 10 a.m., -

The Reporter 
J.M. Leproux

The Chairman 
H.J. van den Broek
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1, The meeting was opened at 10.30 a.m, by the Chairman. Mr. 
H.J. van den Broek, who was assisted by Mr. Jacques Meyer, Vice- 
Chairman.

•The Chairman said that Document No. Mf8 was open to amend
ments calculated to facilitate its use.

He proposed to continue the discussion of Document No, h06  
without waiting for a new document LP+7. No objections to this 
suggestion were advanced.

2, The Delegate of India made tho following statement, which
he wished to be included in the Minutes;

"During the course of the meeting of Committee 3, on Satur
day last, the Delegation of India voted in favour of the proposal
put to the house, viz; ’Does Committee 3 desire that the final 
interuretation of the original Replies be given to delegations themselves?#.

"The Indian Delegation wishes to place on record in the 
Minutes the view stated by us during the discussions that have 
taken place that it is fair and proper for the Committee to let 
the Delegations concerned indicate finally the correct inter
pretation of the respective Replies in cases where they are 
neither categorically affirmative nor categorically negative, and 
it is therefore only a question of interpretation."

3, The Chairman asked for any observations the Committee might 
havo to make on paragraph b, point 3 o f Document No. h06*

*+. The Delegate of Mexico said that, in his opinion, Document
No, +̂06 should be completely revised, since it was based on the 
interpretation given to the Replies by the Working Group, He
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considered that the Replies had been greatly modified. There
fore, he did not consider it opportune to continue the discus
sion.

It would no doubt be possible to classify certain Replies 
under a new category "Specific", and to appoint a new v/orking 
group for the reconsideration of tho classification.

The Chairman did not think the amendments to Document No.
M+7 were likely to be of much importance. Perfection was always^ 
desirablej but if they tried to achieve it, the Committee would 
not be able to complete its task within the time-limit assigned. .

The Delegate of Mexico stated that he had not intervened 
hitherto, in order not to complicate the work of the Committee; 
but that morning he had considered it his duty to make his pro
posal, which he did not propose to press, in order to reserve the 
right of speaking later on.

o
o o

5. The discussion was resumed on paragraph b, point 3 of 
Document No. *+06.

The Delegate of the U.K. suggested that the point might be 
approved without discussion.

Approved.
The Committee proceeded to discuss point b 9

6. The Delegate of the UeS.S.R. was for following the same 
procedure as hitherto. He proposed accordingly to proceed with 
the consideration of the classification of the Replies to Question
5.

7# In connection with Question 10 (see second paragraph of
point *f) the Vice-Chairman, speaking in his capacity as Chairman 
of the Group which had considered Question 10, commented on the 
indications of Document No. Mf7 on the subject. He did not con
sider it fair to say or suggest that the two principal broadcast- ■ 
ing categories were equally popular. He made certain suggestions 
in this connection with a view to greater precision as to the ef
fect of the Replies.

8. The Delegate of the U.K. supported the proposals of the
Delegates of the U.S.S.R. and France. He proposed to take the Re
plies to the Questionnaire as a whole.
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The proposal was seconded by the Delegate of the Ukrainian
S.S.R..

9# ' The Vice-Chairman did not insist on a new text, but felt
that the "other Replies’1 must be taken into account. Most of 
these treated the different typos on an equal, footing.

The Delegate of the U.K. said that the "other Replies" 
strengthened the sentiment"of equality.

10, The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. believed, that the coun
tries classified under the category "various observations" could
also bo classified as having declared themselves in favour of the 
priority of national services.

11. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. to save time, suggested that 
the V/orking Group might make a now classification.

The Delegate of the U.K. agreed.
12, The Delegate of the U.S.A. wanted it to be clearly indi

cated that no definite conclusions were to be drawn from the sense
given to complex Replies, He proposed that the line of point
*+ should be completed as follows*

"As-regards this particular Question, it is important 
to note that the Replies were rarely categorical, that is
to say, that the countries named as’having expressed pre
ference for a certain type, did not indicate in their Re
plies that they excluded consideration of other require
ments which other countries had indicated."

The Chairman proposed that the text should be put into 
final shape, be studied during the recess, and that the Committee 
should now proceed with the immediate consideration of point J. 
the first two sub-paragraphs of point b being regarded as*.adopted.
The Committee proceeded to consider point 5.

13* The Chairman said that the figures given would be corrected
in the fight of the documents submitted that morning by certain delegations.

ihe Vice-Chairman pointed out the contradictions to be 
found in the Replies to Question lb, if compared with the Re
plies to Question 2, on the subject of minimum limits.

l*t« The Delegate of the U.K. wished to have the 7th line of
sub-paragraph 5 amended by a drafting group so as to make the 
text show clearly that the delegations had refused to pronounce 
on either the higher or tho lower limits.



- k -
(Doc. 532-E)

15. The Delegate of-Brazil thought it would be necessary in ' \ < 
paragraph 5 to give the results of the Replies to Question 2 
regarding the assignment of a minimum and equal number of fre- 
quency-hours. He also wished Question 16 which had been put by 
Brazil, to be taken into account, without establishing a relation 
between the two Questions.

*  -

The Delegate - of the U.S.S.R. believed that paragraphs *f
and 5 if put toge.ther, would answer certain observations of the
Delegate of Brazil.

The Delegate of Uruguay seconded the proposal, and suggest
ed that the text should be submitted to a working group for con
sideration.

The Chairman consulted the Committee, and the suggestion 
was approved.

16. At the request of the Delegate of Mexico, paragraph 5 vfas
divided into 2 parts, one relating to Questions 2 and 15? and 
the other relating to Questions 16 and 18.

17. In reply to the Delegate of the U.K. the Delegate of Brazil -
‘said that, as a matter of order, Question 2 should constitute a
separate' point,

18. .. In reply to'the Delegate of Mexico, the Delegate of Brazil
-answered that question 15 should also constitute a separate
.. paragraph.

The Delegate of the U agreed with the Delegate of
Brazil.

19. '■ The Delegate of the U.K. said he would like to have further
particulars as to what exactly was understood by "maxima" and 
"minima".

o
o o •

20. The meeting adjourned at 12.15*'p.m. and resumed at 12.35
' p.m. .

The Chairman submitted point 6 to the consideration of the , 
Committee. ■



The Dologato of tho U.S.S.R. proposed tho following texts
"In view of tho divergencies between the Replies to 

the Questions on general principles and priorities, it is 
necessary to make a detailed study of all the proposals sub
mitted by the countries and, on the basis of that study to 
establish general principles and priorities which will best 
express the interests of all the countries".

The Delegate of Czechoslovakia said that one could not 
disregard tho fact that ]JT countries had failed to reply to the 
Questionnaire, fie reminded the Committee that he had already 
stared that, in so far as the R...plies were concerned, a decision 
could not be reached by means of a vote. Other factors must be 
taken into account and especially the need of taking general re
quirements into consideration in order to establish the essential 
principles for the elaboration of a Plan,

Ho supported the proposal of the Delegate of the U.S,S.R.
Chairman said that the proposal of the U.S.S.R. and 

point 6 (Doc, No, Vo6, page 2) would be examined at the same time
The Delegate of tho U.K. said that tho Committee had 

adopted a procedure, which had resulted in negative results. He 
was inclined to propose a compromise text, as it would be impos
sible to begin ail ov~r again tho work done so far, and the Com
mittee had to submit a Report by tho end of tho week.

The Dologato of the U„S,S.R. said that Committee 3 had 
never once discussed the ..various factors proposed by the dele
gations, and the majority of tho delegates were not acquainted 
with thorn as a whole.

The Delegate of India was of the opinion that paragraph 6 
was confusing, and that the conclusions expressed therein did 
not correctly reflect the opinion of tho delegations#'

The Vico-Chairman observed that all 'the delegates had had 
the opportunity to become acquainted with the various opinions on 
the subject; and it did not appear that there was any general 
trend of opinion in favor of any one factor. It was only neces
sary to road the Replies# The wording of point 6 was for that 
reason strictly honest# The re-examination of tho Replies was 
an impossible and useless task, As Delegate of France he could 
only support such a wording as that of Document No. *+06,
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6,

7.

The Delegate- of the Albanian* P.R. sa 
to examine tho different factors. He

make a list of factors, showin 
supported which.
sar y 
suggestion to

that it wa 
recalled his

neces- 
previous 

which countries had

The Delegate of th 
the U.S.S.R. giving the re- 
point 6 of Document No. ]f06

Ukrainian supported the text of 
asons which prompted him to reject 
, which (ho said) was a confession of 

impotence on the part of Committee 3? ?-nd would end in the es
tablishment of a Plan based on technical principles. The Com
mittee well knew that the majority of the r-ienbers of the Confer
ence had recognized the necessity of adopting general principles. 
In support of his argument, ho cited figures taken from the 
statistics of the Replies.

The Delegate of frazil 
"for the moment" in pointT.
two following factors 
which ho indicated.

should
asked what was meant by the words 
Before proceeding to a vote, the 
be considered - and for good reasons

_The .Chairman said that 
Committee had been unable to 
moan, however, that its work 
being so, he was inclined tc 
discussion and vote on point

point 6 merely indie 
agree on a formula, 
had been completely

ated that 
That did 

useless.
6.;k -the Committee to postpone

tho
not
That
the

The Delegate ol the U.S_.R. supported the proposal of the 
Delegate of Brazil. The words "general principles" could be 
inter pro ted in different ways*, and he for his part did not see 
why the Committee should not agree on certain principles.

The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. said that the t.-rms of 
reference of the Committee spoke of recommendations of priority 
and general principles and not of "wordings"5 
accept the view of the U.S.A. Delegate 011 
was essential to discuss tho general principles. The.Brazilian 
proposal seemed to him acceptable, provided the proposals of the 
various countric 
reached.

and ho could not 
thcse orinciples, It

on the subject wore considered and conclusions-

U«The Delegate of the___
pensablo that a working group

RR. considc 
should work

■red
out

that it was indis- 
tho figures in tho 

caso of the general principle, indicating the countries which -- 
had made proposals with re gar I to ‘ the samfeA The Commit too could 
then take 0. decision in the light of the results, and thereby 
complete the examination of paragraph 6. As at present advised, 
he was prepared to accept the proposal of the Delegate of Brazil.

The Delegate of the U . S . A again explained his point cf view 
on tho possibility of an agreement on certain principles*
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The Delegate of the.U. K, supported tho proposal of the 
Delegate of Brazil.

The Chairman proposed that the Brazilian proposal he put to 
a vote.

The Delegate of India considered that, since the proposal 
of the U.S.S.R, was an amendment, it would he voted upon first.

The Delegate of the U.S,S.R. said that his te2ct was .indeed 
an amendment to the proposal, of Brazil, since it advocated post
ponement of the examination of point 6 until tho conclusions of 
the Working Group had been received,

A long exchange of views on this subject took place, the 
Delegate of Brazil objecting to the Soviet text being considered 
as an amendment to his proposal.

The Delegate of the U0S„S .R. formally proposed to amend 
the Brazilian text after the words "to postpone the discussion 
of point 6 of Paragraph b)" by the addition of the words "until 
tho additional statistical data have been completed by Working 
Group 3 C concerning the Replies of the countries on the fac
tors to be taken into consideration for tho formulation of the 
Plan "

The Delegate of Brazil said the texts were incompatible.
28. The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. suggested that the meet

ing should be adjourned.
The proposal was rejected by 23 votes against 13.

29. The U.S.S,R. text was put to the vote.
The Delegate of Mexico asked Mr. Meyer how long it would 

take to interpret the Replies of the various countries.
The Delegate of France answered that it would tako a week.
The Delegate of Mexico stated that, In that case, he would 

vote for the U.S.S.R, proposal.
The text was rejected by 22 votes to 1*+ with 7 abstentions.
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30, The Brazilian proposal was put to the vote, and approved
by 28 votes to 1 0, with !+ abstentions. *

31. The ■ Delegate'of the Rounanian P.R. wished to point out that 
the question night have been settled one and a half hours earlier, 
if the Chairman had not interrupted him, when ho wanted to pro
pose an amendment. He wished his statement to that effect to be 
recorded in the Minutes of the.Meeting.

Chairman ‘replied that he.had followed the regulations. * 
The meeting rose at 2.27 p.m.
Next'meeting at 16.15 p.m.

J-hc Reporter 
J. M. Leproux

The Chairman
H. J. van den Broek
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1. The meeting was declared open at k-,25 p.m. by Mr. H. J, 
van den Broek, Chairman, who was assisted by Mr. Jacques Meyer, 
First Vice Chairman.

The Chairman consulted the Comm ttee as to whether or not 
it wished a general discussion of paragraph c) of Document No, 
h06, which was on the agenda.

..... The Delegates of the U.K. and of the U.S.A. proposed the
immediate discussion of the Document, paragraph by paragraph,

2. The Delegate of Mexico suggested a rectification in the title
of the paragraph to render it less absolute, viz. to read 
"Factors which might be taken into consideration").

After discussion, the Committee decided to leave the draft
ing of a new title to the Drafting Committee.

4
3. Paragraph c) 1, The Delegate of the U.S.A. proposed to

omit the first part- of the sentence "In spite of the absence ... 
"down to "a majority".
The modification was unanimously accepted.

L-, Paragraph c) 2. The Delegate of the U.S .A. suggested that
Points 1 and 2 should be reconciled by eliminating mention of 
the ."platonic" character of the aspiration.

The Delegate of the U.S ,S .R. orioposed to refer the Document 
to a Drafting Committee in order to bring Point 2 into harmony 
with the Replies of certain c umtries which had not been taken 
into account.

.The Chairman pointed out that Point 2 referred'solely "to 
certain instances".
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The Delegate of the U.° ,S .R .called attention to the fact; that 

the paragraph contained a sole exception, Mexico,., whereas there 
wer'e. -quite a- number" of countries which should figure side by side 
with that country.

The Delegate of Mexico believed there had been'a misunder
standing. He wanted to know that coefficient of relative impor
tance was attached to each factor by the Soviet Delegation.

The U.S.S.R. Delegate answered that he had made a .complete • 
Reply to Question 7 C, indicating three equal fundamental factors 
for all countries. Other couni.f±.es:lm-.d•rapi--led-in'Tegard' to the 
other factors in such' a way that the Working Group was in a posi
tion to give a concrete reply to the Mexican Delegate's question.

5. The Delegate of the U.K.' proposed the following resolutions
’’Committee 3 instructs the Drafting. Group to prepare . ■ 

a short resume of .twelve lines'at most, bringing out the 
general tendency of the Replies to Questions 6 B and 7 C,"
The proposal was supported by several Delegations.
In.reply to the suggestion of the Delegate of Switzerland« 

the U.K.' Delegate said he had no objection to the f ollowing: words 
being added to the text he had proposeds

"and any other reply dealing with the application of 
factors".
The Delegate of Portugal recalled the previous proposal of 

the U.S.A. Delegate, and expressed amazement at the present U.K. 
proposal.

The Vice-Chairman,' the. Delegate of France,repeated his point 
of view. When and how, he wondered, would the Working Group, 
which had-been given .so many tasks- since'the morning’meeting, be 
able, to,.work?

6. The Delegate of Uruguay- thought it was necessary to reconcile 
certain differences between Questions 7 B :and 7 C. in a more 
explicit manner. He; cited examples to show that in a great-many 
instances the Replies to Question 7 B were of no value. He. 
thought the Replies to Question 7 C would reduce the number and 
importance of the Replies to Question 7 B.

The Delegate of Canada thought the U.K. Delegated proposal 
would be difficult to apply.



7. The U.S,S.R. Delegate thought the Drafting Group should con
sider the factors,, and enumerate them in the text. He proposed
•the following solution: -

9
"Committee 3 decides that the Drafting Group shall 
prepare a.new.textin which the general'attitude of 
the countries in regard to Points 6 and 7 is brought 
out."

The Chairman observed that the conclusions in paragraph b), 
embodying the Pveplies to Questions 6 , 7 a) and 7 b), had already 
been examined and adopted. .:D

The U.S.S.R, Delegate replied that the factors had not been 
studied,

The U.K. Delegate, noting that there was no agreement as to . 
the substance of his proposal, withdrew'it. 1

8 . The Chairman pr.oposed under these conditions ,to revert to the
U.S.A.. proposal. ■ .

The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R, said that the work would 
be expedited by taking a decision on the statistical data to be 
determined for the .different factors.

The Chairman said that the statistical data were available 
in Document Nos. 375 and 381i~, and that a document ,which; was a 
resum,6 was not the place for statistics.

Upon the insistence of the Delegate of the Roumanian P.R.. 
the Chairman invited him to make a concrete proposal.

9. The U.S.S.R. Delegate made the following proposal:
"Committee 3 decides that the Drafting Group shall

prepare a brief new text of point 2, taking into account
the actual Replies of the countries to Questions 6 and 7, of
the Questionnaire."
The proposal was supported by several Delegations.
The Vice-Chairman, the Delegate of France, again pointed out 

that he had already expressed his opinion on the subject. He 
insisted on knowing when the necessary work of drafting was to. 
be done, and who was to do it.

The Chairman believed it preferable that the work'should.be 
done.in the Committee.

“ 3 -
('Doc. No. J33-E)
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'1:0. ; . Tha Delegate of Portugal said thatthc .preceding • proposal of
•tho U.S.S.R. Delegate had nothing to do with-, the Points’’1*‘and 2 
under discussion. He proposed that the two points should be

« approved.with the.U.S,A. amendment, and that the Soviet proposal 
;'.should-be-considered at-the same time as T oint 3»

11*.' "The D elcg£te of the Ukrainian S.S.R. proposed that the
Chairmen of the llorking Sub-Groups of Committee 3 C should meet 
that .evening:in order to. put tho texts into final form, and to 
;prepare the statistics which would allow an answer on*the question 
of the factors to be taken into consideration. ,

.Tho .Delegate- of Uruguay askod what would be ..the use of the 
enumeration of tho factors? The contradiction brought out 
between the Replies to Questions 7 B and 7 C showed that 
Committee 6 would.not be able to use those factors.

i , , *12, At the request of the Chairman, the Delegate of the Roumanian 
P.R., read the,text of a*formal proposal: .    •

"Committee 3 decides to include in.the final wording 
of Document No* *+06, Chapter 9j paragraph c), a 
...statistical analysis of the factors enumerated in 
Annex b) of Document No. 375."

He. (the..Delegate, of the Roumanian P.R.) would-have ho objec
tion to combining the above proposal with the’ U.S.A. -proposal.

The Chairman observed that the proposal- was even further 
removed-from tho original text than, the U.S.A. proposal..
—  ' "" •• , -The U. K. Delegate thought that the proposal raised a very- 
important question of principle. He showed by examples' that it, .- 
was impossible to compel the countries as-a whole to take into 
consideration factors which, nevertheless, might- be quite valid 
for a vqry small number ■ of countries or oven.'.for • a • single 
country.

13. The Delegate of Uruguay put the question whether Committee
6 was to be;compelled to apply the decisions reached in Committee
3.

'■ The Chairman replied by reading the:text- of the terms of
reference of. Committee 3. • • •

lN. The Dologato of Canada said .that the duty of•the Committee
was to give information to the Plenary Assembly, of...a completely
objective character,: and that any considerations based on pure 
statistics would be liable to cause confusion. He supported the 
proposal of the U. Kv Delegate.

(Doc.■No. 533-E)



Tho Dologato of India considered, on the contrary, that 
statistics, would., ho very useful, and.that discussion of the 
factors would'be desirable.

15* .The U.S.S.R.- Delegate withdrew his proposal in favor of that
of. the Delegate' of. the Roumanian -P ,R.

The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. maintained -his previous 
proposal,. The Conference needed a. working.basis. Where a 

' country was concerned with a single -factor only, Committee 3 
ould take the fact into account,, and. inform the Plenary 

.. Assembly accordingly,'’
...16, The Chairman was about to mead again the proposal of the

Delegate’of the Roumanian”-P.R-.'' as a preliminary to putting it 
to the-vote,'when the Delegate of Cuba proposed an amendment.
The Chairman consulted the Committee,, which agreed to the. submis
sion.-of the amendment«... The amendment” proposed to add at tho end 
of the; Roumanian.',proposal the following passages

"..In order that the Plenary Assembly may be in a 
position to determine what are the factors which should be 
taken'into consideration in the- elaboration of the Plan”.*
The' amendment was rejected, after a check of the voting by 

18 votes to 2k, with 3 abstentions.
17. The Chairman then put to 'the vote the U.S,A. amendment to*

combine paragraphs l. and 2 and omit In "Point 2.the following 
clauses

"this aspiration..." down to "...the delegations
confined themselves..,".

At.the request of the U .S .S .R . Delegate, the meeting was 
suspended at ,6s30 p.m.

l8.. The meeting was resumed at 6,57 p.m. The Delegate of the
U.S.A., read "the text of his proposal which was as follows:

"In certain instances tho Delegations confined 
themselves to - indicating the factors they would like to 
have considered without adding how that wa~s to "be done.
In other instances, both the factors and the way they 
wore to.be applied were indicated,"
The above proposal which was supported by several Delegations, 

was put for ..discussion. . . .
The Delegate- of Urugay proposed to replace the first three 

words "In. certain instances . ..." by: -"In a..number of instances".

- 5 ~ ..
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The proposal received support, and the Chairman stated 
that it would be put to the vote.

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that,' IX the Committee
was to comply with its terms of reference, the wording of the 
second sentence would have to be modified in a concrete sense.

The Delegate' of Mexico proposed the following wording:
"In the majority of instances ... " and in. the second

sentence "In other instances (Mexico,’India, China, etc.,.)".
The Delegate of the Roumanian P. R. did not see the use of

any such wordings. They would*not be o:f a”ny interest to• the
Plenary Assembly, The Committee had previously decided not to 
employ the terms "numerous" and "the majority" "Without supplement' 
ary statistical information,. He agreed with the Delegate of Me
xico that it was absolutely necessary to prepare the list of
countries which had given, factors..

19. The Delegate of Switzerland accepted the U.S.A. proposal, 
but wished the name of his country to be included in the list of 
countries which had indicated the methods of -application of the 
factors.

20. The .Delegate of the U.S.S.R. supported the Mexican Delegatees
proposal, but wished the complete list of countries which had pro
posed factors to include particulars of the coefficient of import
ance, if any, which had been given to them,

21, The Chairman invited the U.S.A. Delegate to indicate to
what extent he was prepared'to accept the proposed amendments.

The U.S.A. Delegate 'did not see any objection to adopting 
the word "majority", He also agreed to the inclusion in the text 
of the names of the countries; but he thought it was a point-which 
should be examined separately by the Committee,

The latter suggestion was supported- by the- U.K. Delegate.
22, The Chairman proposed that the meeting should vote in the

'following manner:
1) On the Mexican Delegated proposal to specify the 

countries in the last part of the paragraph.
The amendment was rejected on a show of hands by 21 votes 

to 1 6, with b abstentions.
It was accordingly deci'de'd that the countries should not be 

specified.
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23# Tho mooting proceeded to vote on tho text proposed by the
U.S.A. Delegate, including the word "majority”,

• The text was adopted by 28 votes to 8 , with one abstention.
2*+. The Vice-Chairman, the Delegate of France, observed

that three hours had been s pent on a drafting matter in order 
finally to accept, a text pretty much the same as the original 
one. He wondered how the Committee would be able to finish in 
the time alloted it, if that continued.

25. Point 3 of Paragraph c). The Committee considered the
text, after the Chairman. had struck out in the first line the 
words "for example". '

\ f '

The Delegate of Brazil thought th' the text gave informa
tion which did not correspond to.the facts. It.was clear that 
the text of the Replies did not permit of the present situation 
of broadcasting being defined in such exact tormS,

He proposed to add in the first line the word "conditionally" 
after the words:. ".... wore in favor .... "

26. The U.S.S.R. Delegate disputed the wording of paragraph
3 by means of figures and examples. He* thought the text should 
be., corrected by indicating tho number of countries which agreed 
on "this br that point.  - ■ ’

27. Tho Delegate, of the Argentine was net satisfied with the
’ ' .last part of -point- 3, beginning with • "especially war damages",

which did not appear'to tally with the text of Question l.c).
He proposed the following wording:

%  •" ... the situation of broadcasting in the past (at a date 
to bo fixed by common consent) of certain countries which have 
suffered war damages (Question 1 c - hi votes to 5)j but without 
attempting "to fix,any number of-bhannel-hours to compensate for 
war damages (Question l*+)".> . . *

28. The U.K. Delegate agreed fundamentally with'the Argentine
Delegate, but through! tho paragraph should be more detailed 
in order to take into account the different situations.

29. The Chairman invited the Delegates of the U.K. and of the
Argentine to submit an agreed text."

130. The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. objected to the Argentine
Delegated amendment, which (he said) was not in accordance with 
the facts.and was tantamount to answering Question lh. in the nega
tive. He supported the Chairman!s-proposal, but wished tho follow-

’ iiig to be clearly specified\



but. a grc-.it many countries felt that additional 
assignments should be granted to each- particular country, and 
that it was* not necessary there ana then to fix any total number 
of channel-hours for the purpose of subsequently dividing them, 
■among these countrics,"

The latter proposal was support .d by several Delegations.
Since no further, amendments .were n ’oson: d by any Dele-' 

gation, the Chairman was prepared to put she text to the vote,*
U»K. Delegate suggested that it would be better for 

the various Delegations to s .bmit more exact texts at tho 
beginning of the next meeting,

"The Chairman saw"no objection to the adoption of tho U.K. 
suggestion. He invited the Committee to proceed to the consider
ation of paragraph d), omitting point b o f paragraph c).

The Delegate cf Brazil remarked -that a great many Dele
gations were giving a categorical moaning to conditional Replies, 
for which reason th discussions vcre interminable and the points 
of view irreducible,

T*10 Chairman consulted the Committee as to the omission of 
point There was no objection to the proposal.

The Vice-Chairman^. the Delegate of France„ pointed out that, 
if it was necessary to know what the conditional Replies wore, 
the documents roceivod that morning would have to be analyzed, 
and a majority of the Delegations whc had not given their points 
of view on that form of classification would also'have to be 
invited to reply.

9
The Delegate of the U.K. agreed 'fundamentally with the 

French Delegate. He proposed that the documentation should be 
referred to Working Group 3 C for discussion of the rectification 
requested, > •

He also asked how the Chairman proposed to proceed with the 
Committeers work.

The Chairman replied that he intended to ask the Committee 
to continue the discussion of the Document as late as they wished 
- if necessary, until'10 p.m. - and that he himself would analyze 
the Replies.

Several Delegates exchanged points of view'with the Chair
man on the subject of procedure. The Delegates of the U.S.S.R., 
the Ukrainian S.S.R.«, the U.K., the Roumanian P.R. and Brazil
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The U.S.S.R, Delegate said that to his thinking the V/orking 
Group should-reconsider Document-No. ■ *+06 in its entirety, taking 
into, consideration all tho now elements of appreciation.

The U.K. Delegate, thought the Working.Group should be 
guided by the Replies of the Questionnaire,

f < »

The Delegate of Uruguay felt that any report of whatever 
origin would involve the same difficulties. He suggested that 
each Delegation might bring to the plenary meeting on. the follow-, 
ing day a series of recommendations, from which the Assembly might 
be able to draw immediate conclusions.

The Delegate of' the Roumanian P.R r . v o i. *ed that the Work
ing Group should meot on the following day, and that the Delegation 
should- submit their observations on Document N o, *+06 to it in 
writing.

36. The Delegate of Brazil returned to the sibject of the inter
pretation of the conditional Replies, and argued that certain 
Replies might have been taken into consideration in a sense which 
had not beon intended,

37« The Delegate of Franco said that he was prepared to work at
night, if necessary5 but the work of drafting should be distinguish 
od from that of classification, and the work of classification of 
the Replies was normally the function of tho Sub-Working Group,
As only 20 Delegations had stated how the .0plies, should be 
interpreted, the Committee should give directions as to the 
meaning to be given to the Replies of the other 32 countries 
which had not specified their interpretation.

The U.K. Delegate said that, if a Delegation had not givon 
its Reply by that morning, the Reply should be considered as 
unconditional. a deadline was indicated,

33. The Delegate of tho U.S.S.R. supported the Delegate of Brazil1
criticism. Conditional Roplies could not be given a categorical 
interpretation. The V/orking Group should be askod to moot on the 
following day.

39* The Chairman pointed out that ton days previously the
Delegate of Norway had made a proposal on the.lines of that which 
was now put forward on the" subject of c " - tional Replies, and-his 
suggestion had been rejected by tne Committee. Ho doubted whether 
experience justified; the .hopes which the- Committee apparently still 
reposed in the practice of assigning tasks to a Working Group. The 
GroupTs Report (if any) was found to give rise to as lengthy 
discussions as any other document. However, he would not in any

thought that tho Working Group should roc:\^±der Document No. 1+06,
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way object to.the proposal made; but it seemed wise not to ask 
the Working Group to do more than put Document No. *+06 into 

• final form’, and submit draft recommendations/to'the-Committee, ^
avoiding conclusions. Otherwise, the Group would ■in’ all proba
bility' bo faced with a task which it would not be in a position 
to accomplish within a reasonable time. •

**0. The U.K. Delegate suggested tho following morning as a final
deadline for tho deposit of Replies.

^1. The Delegate of Switzerland supported the proposal. He
' ( also wished Document No. RR8 to be r of erred to the Working- Group,

The Vice Chairman, 'the Delegate of-Francey thought the work
. to be assigned to the Working Group should be:

* m •

1) To finally 'and definitively finish the classification.
2) To note the number of categorical or conditional Replies, 

taking into account only those Replies of Delegations 
which did not affect the Replies of others.

3) .To do such drafting as the Committee might indicate.
If the Committer wanted the Group in addition to draft 

conclusions or recommendations, it-would ■ • t bo able to do so 
within 2b hours.

■ Tho U.K. Delegate thought that Document.Nh. t-06 should be 
revised in its entirety.

**2. The Delegate of, Brazil • suggested that each Delegation
should interpret -its Reply to each Question either in the affir
mative or in the negative so as to eliminate conditional Replies 
and facilitate the preparation of the Committee's conclusions.

The Chairman considered the proposal'unacceptable. He 
asked the Committeefs opinion.as to tho advisability of desig
nating a V/orking Group,. -

On a show of hands, the Committee dccido-ij by a very large 
majority," in favor of the appointment of a Working Group.

R3. At the-invitation of the Chairman, the Committee decided * •
that the1 V/orking Group should bo composed • of'the Delegations : 
members of Group 3 C, -that its Chairman should be the Delegate 
of Pakistan, Professor Bokhari, and that the'following Delegations 
should he attached to tho Group:



f 11 -
(Doc. No, 533-E)

Brazil, Switzerland, the Roumanian P.R. and India.
The Chairman then proposed that the Committee should take 

a decision on the following prospective tasks of the V/orking 
Group:

1, Restatement of Document No, *+06, in accordance with the 
Delegate of Pakistan's motion adopted on the previous 
Saturday morning.

2. Formulation of conclusions based on Documents Nos, 375j 
38*+ and k06.

3* Preparation of draft recommendations for the Plenary 
Assembly.

The Delegate of Franco proposed to sub-divide Point 2,
The Chairman put tho three points of the above-mentioned 

terms of reference to a separate vote. The first and third 
points were approved by a quasi-unanimous show of hands. The 
second point was approved by l8 votes to 1*+.

Tho Chairman then informed the.Committee of how he proposed 
to arrange tho future work of the Conference.

The next meeting would take place on Wednesday, January 19 
at 8 p.m.

The meeting rose at 10:10 p.m.

The Reporters 
J.M.- Leproux

The Chairman s
H. J, van den Brc*k
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REPORT OF THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES COMMITTEE
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/
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1. The meeting was declared open at 8:20 p.m. by Mr, H. J.
van den Broek, Chairman, assisted by Mr, Jacques Meyer, first 
Vi c e-Chairman.

\

The Chairman brought to the attention of the assembly Docu
ment No, AkBs "Draft Report on the Work of the General Principles. 
Committee". He pointed, out that the text, already old, might need 
some restatement on account of its date. Since it contained, al
most exclusively, old questions, it did not appear necessary to 
discuss the form thereof; preferably, only questions of rectifi
cation on precise paragraphs or requests for deletion should be
taken into consideration, in order not to prolong the discussion
too much.

He consulted the Committee as to the procedure it wished to 
follow in the consideration of the Document,

The Delegates of the United Kingdom and Vatican City felt 
that long discussions would be avoided by immediately accepting 
the text proposed by the Chairman, in which he himself might 
make the necessary rectifications in detail,

2, The Delegate of Turkey wished the name of his country to
be added to those of the countries participating in the Committee.

3* The Delegate of Mexico requested that, on Page 3 of Docu
ment No. ¥+8, the paragraph regarding the terms of reference of 
Group B be modified to indicate the wording as it appears in 
Document No,.221 in the following way:

"To classify and, if necessary, to combine and re
write the additional questions proposed by the dele
gations, then to submit to the full Committee those 
which it should add to its questionnaire."
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*+# With respect to the change requested5 the Delegate of
the UoS ,-S oR, had no objection in principle to the adoption of the 
Document in its entire 'y,. but thought the ’following rectifications 
should be made?
1. On Pape *+, in the llth line from the bottom of the English 

text, substitute therefor tho following wordings
...ilC.onfu-sed and fruitles s---disoussin'n'S m'ight have resulted, 
according to the Chairman, if a draft list

2. Page }i-, same paragraph, • delete, everything bo ginning with 
the word "Besides1’ and ending with the words "might lead".

3. Page 5? first paragraph, delete completely- the second 
sentence,

*+. Same page , fifth paragraph, delete completely the last 
lino throoil 1 1 , not an illusory one which it would 
find to be of no service", ’ «

5# Pago 6, eliminate completely the second sentence of the 
first paragraph.

6. " Page 9j third paragrapn, ninth line, after the word "de
finition", add-? "of typos of broadcasting" .

7. On page 10, first paragraph, delete the sentence begin
ning with ’the words? "This work was s . . ," down to and in
cluding the words- "Working Groun C."< * "

8. . Same- page, second paragraph, third lino, delete the 
 word's ’ "at the "end 'oX''‘fh'u morning of" and. substitute

therefor the word "on",
9. Same page, third paragraph, line 5? after the words

"was accepted", insert the fo1lowing words m "by the 
majority";

10.. Pago 13, second paragraph, thqyfirst two lines should 
be replaced by tho-following wording? "To.this^diver
gence of viewpoints must be added the statements made 
by certain delegates- tending to eliminate

• o
o o



At tho request of the Delegate of tho Peoplefs Republic 
of Roumania„ the name of his country would bo replaced in the 
text according to its official denomination.

o
o o

At tho request of the Delegate of the Argentine Republic, 
the second sentence of paragraph four on Page 9 would be changed 
to read as follows* "This conflict found a happy solution when 
the delegations who in protest had left the meeting again attend
ed the meeting on' thu following day, December 10th, not to impose 
their will but simply in order that they might be consulted for 
statistical purposes to determine whether they accepted or reject
ed Document No. 290."

After discussion, the above requests for rectification were 
approved by the Committee.

Other corrections in form only would be called to the at
tention of the Secretariat. A new document would be published, to 
take into account all the observations made.-

At the end of the meeting, the Delegate of the Argentine 
informed the Chairman that during the meeting of the Working Group 
on the previous day, certain Delegations, his included, had made 
serious and concrete observations against the adoption of a text 
which had received majority approval. He wished to consult the 
Chairman as to the procedure to be followed in order that his ob
servations might be submitted to, the Committee for attention.

The Delegate of Roumania, who originated the proposal which 
had received the majority, said that every Delegation was perfect
ly free to submit the texts they chose and that the observations 
of the Argentine Republic might bo made tho subject of a docu
ment to be published by the Secretariat,

The meeting was adjourned at 9:^0 p.m.
The next meeting was scheduled for tho following day at

10 a.m.

The Reporters 
J. M, Leproux

The Chairman;
H, J, van den Broek
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The meeting was declared open at 10.30 a.m. by Mr. H, J. 
van den Broek, Chairman, who was assisted by Mr. Jacques Meyer, First 
Vice Chariman.

The agenda called for the consideration by the Committee 
of the conclusions of V/orking Group 3C«

In the absence of the Chairman of Working Group 3C? the 
Chairman of the Committee Invited those of the Delegates who might be 
able to give information as to the work to take the floor.

The Delegate of the Roumanian ? .R. gave some general in
formation on the work in which he had taken part; but it appeared pre
ferable to him for the Committee to have a formal Report before eommencir 
the discussion.

The Delegate of the Argentine Republic indicated that he 
would have a proposal to make on the subject of the Report.

Chairman replied that no proposal could be received 
until the Report of the Working Group had been submitted.

The Delegate of the U.S„S.R. supported that viewpoint, 
and the Chairman declared the meeting postponed until such time as rhe 
Committee was informed of the conclusions of its Working Group.

X 
X X

The meeting was suspended at 10.37 a. m. and resumed at
11 a. m.

■̂'e Chairman of the Working Group. Mr. Bokhari, made a 
report on the work of the Group, He recalled the terms of reference 
of the Group, and indicated that his Report, accompanied by another 
document, would be available to the members of the Conference on the 
following day. As the documents were very short, they could be read to 
save time and allow immediate discussion.



Regarding Document No. kk7, all the corrections requested by 
the Delegations had been taken into consideration. Further, the Dele
gations which had not replied had received an additional 2k hours so 
that the Working Group could have available as many replies as possible.
V new version of Document No. kk7 would be published on the following 
day, numberod 511. \

Regarding the conclusions on the recommendations, the Working 
Group had adopted by a vote of 11 to 5 ( the Delegate of the Ukrainian
S.S.R, being absent at tho time of the vote ) the following recommenda
tions

M (a) In analyzing the replies of countries ( Documents
375, 38k and 511 ) to the Questionnaire in Document 
365, V/orking Group C of Committee 3 recognizes that 
it is impossible to establish, at the present time, 
general principles acceptable to the great majority 
of countries, and applicable in a uniform manner to all 
countries, principles which could serve as a basis for 
the elaboration of a High Frequency Broadcasting Plan.
At the same time, the Working Group notes that the 
majori-ty of countries consider that the elaboration of 
a Plan on the basis of technical principles above is 
unacceptable.

n (b) In view of the above mentioned circumstances and taking 
into account the desire of the members of the Working 
Group to submit, as promptly as possible, to the Ple
nary of the Conference and to Committee o, any necessary 
information concerning the fulfilment of the terms of 
reference of Committee 3? the'Working Group recommends 
that the Report to the Plenary Assembly prepared by 
Committee 3 regarding the fulfilment of its terms of 
reference be composed of the items given in (c) below.

M (c) i) The text of paragraph (a) of the present resolution;
ii) Document 511 which contains a statistical summary of 

the replies to the Questionnaire in Document 265"
iii) Document 38k, containing the full text of the Replies 

of the countries to the Questionnaire in Document 
2655

iV ) .A recommendation to the Plenary .Assembly of the
Conference to submit Documents 511, 375 ( as corrected) 
and 38k to Committee 6 for purposes of information.

-2-
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The ^haiyinan of the Working Group indicatod that tho above-

mentioned resolution would ho published in Document No. 512, which
would constitute the Report of thk Working Group.

The Delegate of the A^entinc pointed out that this plan
had not received unanimous support, and- that there was a strong 
current of opinion in favor of Committee 3 finishing its work in 
another Way. He thought that tho procedure accepted by tho Working 
Group was a categorical admission of impotence, and that it would be 
to the interest of Committee 3 to take a line of its own in the 
matter.

It was wrong, for example, to say that it m s impossible 
to establish general principles; and, when it was said that a task 
was impossible, the party responsible for the statement should be 
specified. There wasnoreovor an 'unacceptable contradiction at the 
end of paragraph (a). One might continue by the consideration of 
paragraph (b) and the others, and find that the text gave rise to 
extremely serious observations. For that reason, tho Delegation of 
the Argentine had drafted the following new resolutions

” Committee 3j as a "summary and final conclusion of its work, 
after having taken into consideration all the available 
factors of appreciation, states to tho Plenary Assembly 
of the Conference that i I has been impossible to establish 
general principles, and universally applicable methods 
for priorities, according to its terms of reference; 
however Committee 3 deems it its duty to recommend to the 
Plenary Assembly the advisability of adopting as a guide 
for the future work of the- Conference tho conclusions to
bo drawn from Documents Nos. 375? 38k and 511? vizs
n 1st. That In view of the impossibility of establishing 
general principles for tho elaboration of a Plan accepta
ble to al- countries cone >rnod, it is preferable to limit 
consideration to the possibility of taking other points
of view into account as a basis for the elaboration of a
High Frequency Broadcasting Plan,

” 2nd. That any Plan of whatever nature is unacceptable 
if based exclusively on to clinical principles.

11 3rd. That any possible Plan must take into consideration 
moans of economizing tho use of high frequencies, in 
accordance with the opinion expressed by almost all the 
countries in their Repli,s to Question No. 3.
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Mkth, That any Plan should also take into account special
circumstances and particular criteria to be drawn from the
majority of the Replies to the aforementioned Documents
Nos. 375? 38k and 511. "
The Chairman called attention to the fact that he had per

mitted the Delegate of the Argentine to speak, in order that the 
.Assembly should have a clear idea of tho currents of opinion facing 
it; but, before taking the Argentine proposal into consideration, * 
he thought the Committee should take a decision on. the Report of its 
Working Group.

The Delegate, of Poland supported the Chairman1s statement.
Tho Dologato of the U.K., considering that it was important 

to reach quasi-unanimity, and that there was no fundamental difference 
between the two texts, proposed that a limited Working Group outside 
of tho Committoo should endeavor to arrive at a common wording.

The Chairman of Working Group C stated that on the previous 
day the Group had followed an analogous procedure to the one just 
recommended by the.Delegate of the U.K.

The changes which had been made by the Delegation of the 
Argentine were difficult to reconcile with the original proposal,' 
and for that reason he agreed with the Chairman as to the procedure 
to be followed.

The Delegate of Cuba also thought that it was impossible to 
'draw up a compromise text, and he supported the Argentine Delegate's 
proposal.

The Dologato of Switzerland thought that there wore only 
differences of form in the two "texts. He supported the U.K. Dele
gate1 s proposal.

The Delegate of Uruguay set forth his point of view on the 
Committee's Final Report. He considered it necessary to state 
frankly and clearly, without fear of ridicule, certain obvious 
truths, and to put in the Report certain absolutely necessary in
formation. Unless that was done, later on it would be necessary to 
again resort to Committee 6 on questions of area, population and 
number of languages. That would result in difficulties which would 
cripple the work.
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Tho Dologato of tho U.S.S.R. stated that the proposal of 
the Argentine Delegate had been rejected the previous day in the 
Working Group. In spite of tho changes which had been made in it, the 
Soviet Delegation could not accept it as it stood. The proposal could 
not be used by Committee 6 for the numerous reasons he had set forth 
when he criticized Dr. Mayo's text paragraph by paragraph.

The Soviet Delegation would never accept any Plan which was 
not based on general principles acceptable to all countries.

The Chairman said that, without wishing to Insist on a point 
of procedure, he must point out that the Agenda called solely for the
discussion of Working Group 3 C's conclusions,

Tho Dologato of France made the following observations %
1st, The Committee must come to a decision on the Report 

of Working Group C. The time element was a compelling factor, and 
the Report of Committee 3 should of necessity be discussed on the 
following Saturday in the Plenary Assembly.

2nd. An attempt made on the previous day to reconcile the 
two points of view at prosorit facing tho Group had failed, because the
Delegation of tho Argentine Republic refused to include in its text a
certain proposal which at present was included in it..

3rd. The new oxact figures in the Replies were an important 
and interesting document which spoke for itself. It would also be in
teresting for the future work of Committoo 6 to have at hand at the time 
of its interviews with the Delegations with a view to reduction in 
Requirements the original replies of all the Delegations. Those docu
ments existed, and were useful there was no reason for the Committee
not to transmit them to Committee 6, since the latter was in a position
to find the documents in any case.

The Delegate of the Vatican City sympathized with the proposal
of the U.K. Delegation; hut in tho light of the discussion he thought
that the Committee should decide on the two following questions in order 
to smooth out all tho difficulties:

1st, Why was Committee 3 going to send back those documents 
to Committee 6 ? It was the Plenary Assembly which should decide whether 
the discussion of general principles should be sent back to Committee 6.

2nd, Should the Committee, as proposed by the Delegate of 
the Argentine Republic, specify directives ?

The Chairman again called attention to tho fact that the 
Agenda called for a decision on tho Working Group's text, and not on 
the proposal of the Argentine Republic, on which subject ho would-not 
have permitted any one to take the floor, If he had wanted strictly to 
apply the regulations.



The Delegate qf India said that he could not conscientiously 
vote in favor of the Working Group’s proposal. He felt that Committed
3.had. ignored its terms of reference. For example,.the Committee had 
1_ ;andoncd Document No. k06 in the course of consideration. There had 
never been any possibility of thoroughly discussing the most important 
questions.

Tho Delegate of the Ukrainian S. S. R.saw two possible courses.
Either acceptance of general principles* loading to fair and 

equitable conclusions, or tho arbitrary course which would result in 
unacceptable solutions. The proposal of the Argentine Delegation favored 
the second choice; and for that reason the Delegation of the Ukrainian
S.S.R. was firmly opposed to It.

The Delegate of tho Albanian P. R .was convinced that the Confe
rence could not establish an acceptable Plan without general principles;
but he supported the Working Group’s text.

Tbe Argentine Delegate suggested separate discussion of the two 
parts of the V/orking Group’s Report, so that the minority might have the 
opportunity of making known its point of view.

He refuted at length, paragraph by paragraph, the analysis of
b^s proposal by tho U. S. S„ R. Delegate.

The Delegate of the Roumanian P . R . said:
1st. That the Committee had failed to carry out its terms of 

reference. Certain Delegations might think, like the Delegate of India, 
that something might still be accomplished; but the Committee had to 
render an account of its work within 18 hours.

2nd. That the draft resolution adopted in the V/orking Group 
very correctly reflected the upshot of its work.

He justified and supported the Working Group’s resolution, and 
proposed that it be put to the vote.

Tbe Argentine Delegate protested against the Roumanian Delegate's 
statements.

The Delegate of Brazil wished the vote to be taken in two stages.
The Chairman proposed that a vote he takens
1st. In the first place, on the Report of tho Group's activities;
2nd. On the resolution which was the subject of the present 

discussions.

-6-
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The Delegate of Franco asked how a Report, with which no 
one was acquainted, could be put to the vote.

The Chairman replied that everything that had taken place 
was well known to every one, and it was impossioLe further to delay a 
vote, the reason for which was clear to every one.

The Delegate of'the U. S, S. R . submitted new observations 
on the Argentine Delegate’s statements, in connection with the Committee’ 
terms of reference to which ( he said ) it was essential to adhere, and 
on which alone the Report could be based.

The meeting proceeded to the vote. On the first issue, the 
Committee unanimously decided for the adoption of the Report on the 
Group’s activities.

On the adoption of the V/orking Group’s resolution, a vote 
was taken by roll call. The results were as follows;

The Delegations of the following 28 countries voted for the 
adoption of the resolutions

Albania, Australia, Bielorussian S.S.R., Bulgarian P, R., 
Canada, China, Colonies and Protectorates of the U.K.,
Egypt, U.S.A., Franco, Hungary, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, 
Monaco, Norway, Poland, Yugoslavian F.P.R., Ukrainian S.S.R., 
Roumanian P ,R.-, U.K., Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, 
Czechoslovakia, Territories of U.S.A., Turkey and the U.S.S.R,
The Delegations of the following ten countries voted against 

tho adoption of the resolutions
The Argentine, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, El Salvador, 
Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico and Uruguay.
The Delegations of the following six countries abstained

from voting;
Vatican City, Portuguese Colonies, India, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, and Portugal.
Twenty-one Delegations were absent at the time the vote was

taken.
The Chairman declared the Working.Group1s resolution adopted 

by a vote of 28 to 10.
Accordingly, it will appear in tho Final Report.

~7-
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The Delegations of the Argentine and of Brazil wished the 
.Report to contain also the text of the Argentine Republic’s proposal 
as well as a list of the countries which had been inclined to support 
it.

The latter proposal met with objections from the Delegates of 
the U#S0S*R. and the Roumanian P.R.. They felt that, if the proposal 
was adopted, an unacceptable precedent would thereby be established, 
which would lead all Delegations'that had been in the minority since 
the opening of the Conference to request that all the Minutes and 
documents should be supplemented to contain the texts which they (the 
minority Delegations) had supported.

/The Delegate of the Argentine invoked Article 20 of Chapter 
2 of the General Regulations of Atlantic City to support his conten
tion that he had a right to what he had requested.

The Chairman consulted the Assembly on the point in question.
On a show of hands, the proposal to include in the Final Re

port the proposal of the Delegation of the Argentine Republic was re
jected by 18 votes to 10 with 6 abstentions.

The Delegate of the Argentine again protested against what he 
considered a violation of the Rules of Procedure of broadcasting con
ferences.

The Chairman replied that the observation was ill founded.

o
o o

The Chairman noted that the Committee had reached the end of 
its work. He thanked the members of the Committee for their unceas
ing labors, and for their collaboration in a spirit of great good 
will and cordiality under circumstances often difficult. Ho recog
nized that the Committee could have had certain reasons for a griev
ance against him for the manner in which he had conducted the dis
cussions, He had sometimes been hard pressed, on questions of proce
dure. In every'case he had always been led, not by any personal con
siderations, but only by the desire to have the Committee execute a 
worth while and constructive labor as rapidly as possible. At the 
present time no final judgment could be passed on the work which had 
been accomplished during the k-2 meetings of the Committee, If those 
meetings did not seem to have been immediately productive of results, 
it was‘possible that the number of documents, which the Co mittee had 
collected and published, would be an extremely valuable source of in
formation in the future which might bear fruit.
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Ho especially thanked his immediate collaborators, the Vice-
Chairman, Mr. Meyer, who on many occasions had properly guided the
Committee’s work. He also thanked the Reporter, Mr. Leproux, who 
had done an ehormens amount of work. The whole Committee had ad
mired his very clear reports, which gave a complete picture of the
discussions in the Committee.

Nor' could he overlook the interpreters, on whom great demen 
had been made, and who had always accomplished a particularly dif
ficult task in a most competent manner and with smiling good humor.

The Committee members unanimously applauded the Chairman’s 
statements*

The Delegate of Brazil wished to express his and his colleagues’ 
complete sympathy with the Chairman. He wished to say that the dis
agreements on matters of procedure were by no means directed against 
the Chairman personally, but were necessary because the Delegations, 
in spite of the complete admiration which they had for the impartial
ity and the considerable amount of work they had required of the 
Chairman of tho Committee, were often under the necessity of taking 
a rather categorical position in order to fulfill their terms of re
ference. He renewed his colleagues' assurances of appreciation of 
the manner in which Mr. van den Broek had always conducted the dis
cussions, for his remarkable straightforwardness, his impartiality 
aid capacity for work and asked the Assembly to bear witness to.his 
remarks by applause, which was unanimous.

*
The statement of Mr. Machado was greeted by loud applause.
The Delegate of Uruguay also wished to ask his colleagues to 

clearly express their gratitude to the Chairman of the Committee.
If disagreements had arisen, Mr. van den Brook’s personality was in 
no way connected with it. All the members of the Committee.had ad
mired his will to work, his forceful personality and his spirit of 
sacrifice, (Unanimous applause).

* The Delegate of the U.S .A. and numerous other ‘Delegation not 
only wished to join in the preceding statements but requested that 
mention be made of it in the Minutes.

TEe Chairman thanked the Committee for its kind expressions 
and adjourned the meeting at 2,20 p.m.

He said, however, that the members of the Committee would be 
called together once more in order to approve the Minutes of meetings 
which, for various reasons, they had not yet boon able to distribute.

xhe Reporter 
J. M. Leproux

The Chairman
Ii. J, van den Broek
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ADDENDUM TO DOCUMENT NO. *+90

The following additional decisions were adopted by 
Committee b in its k ^ r d  meeting on the 20th of January, 
19^9. These decisions are submitted in addition to those 
contained in Document No. ^90 consideration.

I. (a) To draw the attention of Committee 5 to 
the inadmissibility of a formal approach 
to the rules given in para. 20, Doc. 27b  
and to draw the attention of Committee 5 
to sub-para. 3, para. 20, Doc. 27b where
in it was indicated that the rules men
tioned in the above document are given as 
a preliminary approach to the practical 
problem and

(b) To indicate the discussion that had taken 
place in Committee b*

II. Questions concerning geometric reception areas
and difficult broadcast circuits are very com
plex and could not be completely studied in 
Committee k within the available time. It is 
therefore recommended that further study be 
conducted on the Above problems.

M. L. SASTRY, 
Chairman
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NOTICE TO DELEGATES

On account of the increasing number of requests for in- 
extenso insertions in the minutes of the Plenary Sessions, the 
Secretariat, in order to arrange for the publication of the docu
ments in good time, regrets not to be able to accept such documents 
after a delay of 24- hours during the week, and of 4-8 hours if a 
Sunday intervenes, unless it receives, instructions to the contrary 
from the Conference.

The General Regulations establish a term of 2 hours, and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Conference state "as soon as possible."

Delegates will also please bear in mind that the texts must 
be submitted in their definitive wording and in four copies, in 
order to facilitate the translation.

L. E. Dostert 
Secretary of the Conference
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INTERNATIONAL Document No. 5S8-E
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REPORT OF V/ORKING GROUP 1 
CONCERNING THE ORGANIZATION OF THE FUTURE WORK 

OF THE CONFERENCE,

Working Group 1 of the Coordinating Committee has been 
studying a proposal by the Chair regarding the organization of the 
future work of the Conference. The following proposals are submitted 
to Committee 1 for approval and for presentation, as soon as possible, 
to the Plenary Assembly for final decision.

The Delegation of Brazil, in Document No. *̂33? Has submitted 
to the Conference various proposals, with the object of speeding up 
and organizing the future work of the Conference. The proposals re
commended by V/orking Group 1 have the same object, but they vary from
the Brazilian proposals in that they tend to attack the problem with 
the purpose of arriving at a more positive solution.
I. The present state of the work of the Conference allows us

to believe that by 29 January 19*+9 the Conference will have 
finished what may be termed, the "preliminary” phase of its work.
By that date, the Conference will have at its disposal, for the
elaboration of a frequency assignment plan, the following docu
ments s

a) The U.S.S.R. draft plan.
b) The U.SoA. draft plan.
c) The basis of a plan proposed by India to the Planning

Committee, Mexico Session.
d) The proposal of the Delegation of Portugal,
e) The Reports of Committees 3? H and
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II.

Ill,

In order to lighten the task of the Conference and to allow 
certain delegations, if they so desire, to reduce the number of 
their members, the Conference decides that Committees 1, 2, 3> H 
and after the approval of their Reports, if such be the case, 
and at all events by the end of January, shall cease their work. 
Committees 6, 7? 8 and 9 shall continue their activities.

A new Committee (Committee 10), called the Steering Com
mittee, shall be constituted as followst

Chairs Mexico.
Members? Brazil, Netherlands, India, U.K., Denmark, Yugo

slavia, France, Argentine (Chairmen of the present
Committees),

Also; U.S.A., U.S.S.R., Portugal (Delegations which
have submitted basic documents for a plan).

Committee 10 shall have the following terms of references
1, "To hold regular meetings in order to study at least

once a week the progress of the work of those Com
mittees which remain active for the purpose of pre
paring the plan, and to take the measures which may 
prove useful for the acceleration of the work and for 
the attainment of the objectives of the Conference.

2* To edit the text of the agreement which is to accompany 
the plan.

3, To submit, as needed, reports concerning powers and 
credentials."

Working Group 2 of Committee 1 shall function as a Working 
Group for the new Committee 10,

The task of studying the documents mentioned in paragraph I 
above, with a view to the preparation of the plan, is conferred 
upon Committee 6. In order to ensure the study of the technical 
problems which remain, a Technical Working Group will be as
signed to Committee 6. A V/orking Group to take charge of all 
matters referring to requirements will also be formed by Com
mittee 6, These V/orking Groups shall have as Chairmen, respective
ly, Mr, Sastry and Mr. Faulkner. The advantages obtained by the 
formation of these V/orking Groups for Committee 6 are evident.



IV.

- /.

VI.

VII.

VIII.
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With the object of guiding the future work of the Conference9 
it is suggested that the Plenary Assembly should request Com
mittee 6 to present9 by 7 February at the latest, a report on 
the "general prospects of an agreement" based upon the results 
of the consultations which Committee 6 is to hold with the repre
sentatives of the various countries. On the date mentioned, 
Committee 6 shall also submit, for the consideration of the Plenary 
Assembly, a concrete proposal on the procedure to be followed 
when considering a draft plan. In case Committee 6 should prove 
to be unable to do this, the Plenary Assembly will have- to decide 
on the immediate closure of the Conference. On the other hand, 
if, as it is to be hoped, the Report of Committee 6 is affirmative, 
it will be requested to present, by 18 February at the latest, a 
draft plan for channel-hour assignment to the Plenary Assembly, 
which will take a decision on the subject within'*+8 hours. In 
case an agreement on this draft plan should prove impossible, the 
Plenary Assembly will have to decide on the immediate closure of 
the Conference. If the Report of Committee 6 at the beginning of 
February is affirmative, then the terms of reference for that 
Committee shall be to begin work on the establishment of at least 
a second draft plan applicable to the winter season minimum 
previous to the next Plenipotentiary Conference of the Inter
national Telecommunication Union.

If an agreement is arrived at by 20 February, concerning 
the draft plan for the assignment of channel hours, the Committee 
shall be charged with the task of completing, with this draft as 
a basis, an assignment draft plan for at least the June median 
season, by the end of February at the latest. ■ This draft plan 
shall be followed, within the shortest possible time, by a complete 
draft plan for the winter season, -doth these draft plans shall 
be based, as far as possible, on the documents mentioned in 
paragraph I of this Report. In other words, Committee 6 shall 
undertake the elaboration of its draft using the drafts or pro
posals which are submitted to it.

Committee 7 shall resume its work on 1 February and submit 
its Final Report to the Plenary Assembly by about 18 February.

The Working Group charged with editing the text of the 
agreement which is to accompany the plan shall present its 
Report also on 18 February.

Proposal of the U.S.S.R.s
"Recalling the decision taken previously by the Plenary 
Assembly of the Conference, concerning the target date 
for the closure of the Conference, the Delegation of 
the U.S.S.R. recommends that the previous decision on 
this subject be upheld."
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The Secretary has received the following 
communication, which is hereby passed on to the 
Conference for its informations

P O R T U G A L
During the temporary absence of the Head of 

the Delegation, the order of rank of the remaining 
members of the Delegation of Portugal is as followss

1, Dr. Luis Jorge da Costa5 Ing. Henrique Leotto 
Taranes

2. Ing. Manuel Meneses.

THE HEAD OF THE DELEGATION.
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REPORT OF THE PLAN COMMITTEE 
17th Meeting 

15 January 194-9

1. The meeting was opened at 10,15 hours by the Chairman., Mr. Pedersen
assisted by the first Vice-Chairman, Mr. Arkadiev.

7. The Chairman first requested the Committee .to approve the proposed
Agenda (Document No. 4-71), after amending the second line of the 

heading to read '"Agenda for the 17th Meeting".
This Agenda was then approved.

3. Regarding item one of this Agenda, the Chairman said that he hoped
that all members had had time to study the report of Working Group 

A contained in Document No. 4-70, which had been published on the 15th 
January. He then asked Mr. Arkadiev, Chairman of Working Group A, to 
introduce this document.

3.1 Mr. Arkadiev said that this report had been agreed to by tho 
majority of the Group, although certain members had been unabl 
to express their views, due to the short time available before 
submitting this report to the Secretariat. There were certain 
differences between this written report and the verbal report 
he had given at the last meeting, mainly of a drafting nature.

3.2 The Chairman wished to thank the V/orking Group, and in parti
cular the Chairman, for their very efficient work in producing 
the ropert. He proposed two minor drafting amendments to the 
document 2
(a) That the terms of reference of Working Group A, given on 

tho first page should bo accurately quoted from Document
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(b) Pago 2, para, 3 (a), in the second lino of tho English 
text, the word "studying" be deleted and the word 
"awaiting"- be substituted.

Following these small amendments, the Chairman requested the
Committee to open the discussion on this document.

3.*+ The first point to be discussed was the paragraph under Section
39 page 2, of the report which reads in the English version 
"Since the work of the Conference must be accomplished by 1st 
February, the Working Group proposes, etc. etc." Several pro
posals were put up by delegates to amend this paragraph in order 
to conform to the existing situation regarding the probability 
of completing the work by 1st February,

V.l The delegate of France considered that there was a direct con
tradiction between this paragraph, and the last paragraph of the 
report under point 6 on page 1, and therefore some modification 
would be necessary.

^.2 The delegate for the USSR thought that the decision taken by Com
mittee 1, contained in Document }-f575 and endorsed by the Plenary 
Assembly should be quoted in this paragraph on Page 2 of the re* 
port,

*+.3 The delegate for Canada proposed that the wording of this para-
grapn be changed to read: - "Since every endeavour should be
made to ccnlude the work of the Conference by the 1st February, 
the Working Group proposes, etc." and that the last paragraph 
of Page 5 should read, "In view of the necessity to conclude 
these interviews at the earliest possible date, every endeavour 
should be made by delegations to cooperate with Working Groups 
B and D."

W.k The delegate for the U,S0A o asked the Chairman if Committee 6
had. any target date to report to the Plenary Assembly,
In reply the Chairman said that there was no target date fixed, 
at the moment. At an early stage of the Conference, January 
ljth had been fixed as target date for making a draft plan, but 
this wras at a time when the other committees were expected to 
finish their work before Christmas. At a later Plenary Session 
he had stressed that the target Gate for Committee 6 must be de
layed by the same number of days that the work of other committees 
was being delayed,

W.6 After further discussion it was agreed to accept the delegate of 
Canada’s proposal regarding this paragraph.
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5« Regarding the second point under discussion, the wording of the 
last paragraph of the report, the delegate of Morocco and Tunisia
t greed with the delegate for France that attention must be drawn 
5 the date suggested for the conclusion of these interviews. He 

pointed out that the U.S.A. plan would be published on the 19th January,
and that at least two days would bo required to study this proposed
plan before delegations would bo prepared to answer questions regard
ing this plan. This would mean that the interviews could commence on 
the 21st January with those delegations who were prepared to volunteer. 
Assuming that each of the three sub-working groups conducted 20 inter
views, at an average of b per day, then the work could be completed by 
the 2oth January, A report on these interviews could then be prepared,
and presented to the full Committee on the 31st January,
5*1 The delegate of Argentine pointed out that tho dates of January 

21st and 22nd had been scheduled for Plenary Assemblies, and he 
therefore did not consider that the interviews could begin un
til the 2*+th January,

5.2 The delegate for Pakistan thought that the Committee should not 
be too optimistic regarding the duration of tho interviews. Ex
perience in Group 5B had shown the difficulties involved in 
getting delegations to comment on the Forms B2.

3 At this point Mr. Esping, Chairman of Working Group C stated
that with regard to Page 5? paragraph 5? although his Group 
would be happy to give any assistance possible, they still had 
another wook^s work before them to complete the analysis of 
Document 98. A Iso he anticipated that the analysis of the 
proposed U.S.A. plan would be entrusted to his Group, There
fore he did not consider it possible that they would be able 
to cooperate with Groups B and D on the question of the inter
views.

5,k Tho delegate for the U.S.A. put forward the following text as
a substitute for the final paragraph: - ”In view of the neces
sity to conclude tho Conference at the earliest possible date, 
every delegation is urged to cooperate with the V;orking Groups 
of Committee 6, so as to enable Committee 6 to make its final 
report consistent with thu target date to bo fixed by the 
Plenary Assembly”.

5.5 The delegate for Brazil supported this proposal, and added
that the members of his delegation were at the disposal of the 
Committee for cooperation in any groups which the Committee may 
set up regarding this question.
The delegate for Morocco and Tunisia Said that he agreed with 
the general sense of this proposal. He felt that this Committee



should go as far as possible in establishing target dates in or
der to avoid lengthy debates in Plenary Sessions, He thought 
that , although the interviews may not commence until 25th 
January, they could be completed in 5 days provided that prior
ity was given to them over all other work of the Conference,
The Chairman should request the President of the Conference for 
this priority.

5*7 Mr. Apkadiev considered that the text proposed by the delegate 
for the U.S.A. was unacceptable , as it was not specific enough, 
and would lead only to further delay in this question of inter
views. He thought that the interviews could proceed in parallel 
with the Plenary Sessions, thus eliminating the loss of further 
time. He could accept the proposal of the delegate for Canada 
regarding the last paragraph of Document *+70.1

5.8 The Chairman thought the U.S.A. proposal was useful but required 
some addition. He proposed the addition of the sentence ”It 
is to be expected that the interviews could be concluded during * 
the first week of February, if the necessary facilities are 
arranged."

5.9 The delegate for Morocco and Tunisia supported this proposal, 
and pointed out that the Committee should request priority for 
its work after the 22nd January as Committees 3? 'b an^ 5 would 
by then have given their final reports,

5*10 The Chairman said he would approach the President of the Con
ference for this priority after the 22nd January.

A i

5*11 A discussion then took place on the number of countries that 
should be called for interview each day. The delegate for 
Argentine proposed that 8 or 10 delegations be called each day, 
by each group, in order to ensure that at least b were inter
viewed.
The delegate for the French Overseas Territories considered that 
this could be left to the Chairmen of the V/orking Groups con
cerned,

5*12 The delegate for the United Kingdom said* that he was surprised 
to find after 2 1/2 months many of the Committee so optimistic
regarding the rate of conducting these interviews. He believed
that these interviews were the last endeavour to make the re
quirements meet the available channel hours. If they failed to 
do this, then further time would have been wasted. It would be
impossible to conduct these at a rapid rate, as a good deal of
reasoned argument would be required. He considered it impossible 
to complete this task by 1st February,
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5.13 It was then proposed by tho Chairman th a t a d ra ft in g  group be 
set up during tho recess, composed of tho UoK., U .S .A ., USSR, 
and France to d r a f t  a te x t  fo r  th is  la s t  paragraph.

5*1*+ Mr. Arkadiev however, felt that he must support the text as 
written, and that every endeavour should be made to complete 
the interviews in one week.

5*15 The delegate for Roumania proposed that the paragraph commence 
with tho words, "In view of the fact that the interviews will 
havo to be over one week, etc. " This gave a definite time 
limit and would engender a disciplined respect for the dates 
set.

5.16 This proposal was supported by the delegate for Italy who also 
believed that it was necessary to establish a time limit,

5*17 The Cha-irman then asked for any delegates who had experience of 
the time taken for interviewing to give their opinions on this 
subject, and especially invited Mr. Cortoil, the delegate for 
Belgian Congo, who had experience at Brussels, to give his opin
ion.

y.l8 The delegate for the Belgian Congo stated that at Brussels, the 
Committee of 8, conducting interviews regarding the European 
Medium Wave Plan, had found that the time had varied consider
ably, some countries requiring as much as three quarters of a 
day.
However he appreciated that the problems at Brussels were not so 
complicated as those confronting these proposed interviewing 
groups,

5.19 The delegate for the French Overseas Territories said that Group
5A had boon able to interview about 50 countries in ono week,
concerning one comparatively simple task. Ho realized that 
these interviews proposed wore much more complicated, and would 
require more time. He suggested that the delegations to be in
terviewed should be personally informed of the time and place
of their interviews, as the posting of lists was not always suc
cessful.

5.20 The delegate for the U.S.A. then proposed that document b70 be
discussed section by section and then the date for commencement
be established.

5.21 This proposal was supported by the delegate for the U.K.
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6, The Chairman ‘then requested the Committec to consider tho report 
section by section. Regarding Section I ho wished tho Committoo 

■> note the three amendments already agreed.
6.1 The delegate for India proposed an amendment to tho wording of 

paragraph 3 (b) of Section I; he suggested the following para
graph be substituted; - "Committee 4 will present its final re
port on January 21st, this report is expected to include the 
lisc of recommendations concerning: etc.......u. He consider
ed that this paragraph would more closely reflect the work of 
Committee 4.

6.2 The delegate for Italy supported this proposal,
6.3 The delegate for the USSR said that he felt it necessary to

view with anxiety these particular questions listed, as he thought 
they would require supplementary work by Committee 4.

6.4 The Chairman considered that the Committee should net in any 
way attempt to give a verdict on the final report of Committee
4. It should hoyevcr s rate what Committee 6 needed and he pro
posed that the sentence, "It will be very important for the 
work of Committee 6 that this report includes recommendations 
concerning: -etc,", be added to the proposal^ of the delegate 
for India".

6.6 With this addition the amendment was approved.
6.6 The question of tho paragraph in Section 1, paragraph 3? which

had been already .discussed at some length (See Section 4 of this 
report) was re-opened. However, it was decided that the text 
already decided should be retained.

6.7 As there was no further comments on Section 1, the Chairman
passed to Section II, He said that as this mainly contained
quotations from previous documents, it should present no dif
ficulty. The important part was the last two lines, and he 
proposed that the words "Should be", be substituted for the 
words "can be" in the last sentence of this section, referring
to the U.S.A. draft plan. In this way the necessary instructions 
could then be issued for tho examination cf the U.S.A. plan.

6.8 The delegate for the U.S.A. said that he was concerned with the
words ’"in the same way and in the same order" contained in the 
first paragraph of item 2, Section II, as he did not understand 
what was meant by this phrase,

.9 The delegate forthe U,K. drew a .tehtion to the fact chat it
would not be practical to follow this procedure of the same way 
and same order of interviewing. However he felt that the wording 
should remain as in the document7 as this had previously been ap
proved by the Committee.
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6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13.

7.

The delegate for Brazil suggested that the last paragraph 
of Section II should contain some reference also to the 
Portuguese delegation's proposal for the bases of a plan.
The Chairman emphasised that the U.S.A.plan was in a 
concrete form, whereas the Portuguese proposal was only a 
basis for a plan. In any event the Portuguese proposal 
was mentioned in Section III, para. 1(a) of Document k-70.
The delegate of Portugal agreed with the Chairman's remarks, 
and added that his delegation were satisfied with the 
suggested manner of dealing with their proposal.
Section II of Document ^70 was then adopted with the 
agreed amendme nts.
The Chairman proposed that Section III of the report should 
be dealt with at the next meeting. The meeting was then 
closed at 13.30 hours.

The Reporters The Chairman:
R. Craig Gunnar Pedersen
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Preliminary Statements
I. Article 20, Paragraph No. 2, of the Rules of Procedure 

in force, prescribing the concrete procedure to be followed in 
the preparation and drafting of the final reports of the committees, 
restrictively providess

"If circumstances warrant, the Committees or 
Sub-Committees shall prepare at the end of their 
work a final report, in which they shall recapi
tulate in concise terms the proposals and the 
conclusions which result from the studies which 
have been entrusted to them."

II. At its night meeting of 19 January 19^9j Working Group 
No. 1 of Committee 1, in strict accordance with the letter and the 
spirit of the Rules of Procedure, again ratified the procedure 
authorized by Article 20 and decided to include in its Final Re
port to Committee 1 a dissenting point of view, with regard to a 
concrete measure, maintained by only one Delegation among all those 
presento the Delegation of the U.S.S.R.

III. Notwitstanding tho clear right issuing from the restric
tive provision of the Rules of Procedure, and notwithstanding the 
precedent of the day before, which the U.S.S.R. Delegation itself 
helped to confirm with its demand before Working Group No. 1 of 
Committee 1, a slight majority of 18 votes against 10, precisely 
on the initiative of tho U0S.S.R. Delegation and the Delegation 
of the People's Republic of Roumania, denied the undersigned De
legation -- author of the plan which motivates this Document —  
and the nine remaining Delegations which honored the Argentine 
Delegation with their support, of the inalienable right of in-
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eluding the dissenting opinion of the minority in a conclusive 
document of such significance and importance as anj Final Report 
of a basic Committee must Jbe^ ..in this case Cornmitte_e. 3.

IV. The Argentine Delegation, while it deeply regrets 
that the facts mentioned force it to reveal the contradictory 
behavior of the U.S„S0R 0 Delegation in tho two distinct Committees 
I n  dealing with analogous questions affecting the right of the 
'other Delegations, fulfills its duty of making expressly clear its 
categorical and energetic protest at the notorious violation of the 
Rules of Procedure by the chance majority of Committee ~3. (21
countries were absent from the meeting half and six others abstain
ed from voting).

V. In view of all the above, the Argentine Delegation, 
mindful of the regulations in force, and out of the consideration 
due all the Delegations and minorities that the former may repre
sent, fulfills its duty of contributing the greatest objectivity in
the discussions by bringing to the attention of the Plenary Assem
bly the concrete proposal which it had the honor to submit to 
Committee 3? with the support of ten Delegations constituting the 
minority in the said Committee, in order that the Plenary Assembly 
may duly take it into consideration in accordance with the Rules 
of Procedure and may take a decision thereon at .the proper time,

VI, The proposal in question is as followss
"Committee 3? in summarizing and in concluding its 
work, after taking into consideration all the in
formation available, states to the Plenary Assem
bly of the Conference that it has been impossible
to draw up the general principles and uniformly,
universally applicable priorities required accord
ing to its terms of reference. Notwithstanding 
this fact. Committee 3"considers it its duty to 
recommend to the Plenary Assembly the advisability 
of adopting, as a guide for future work of the Con
ference, the conclusions to be drawn from Documents 
Nos. 375, 3&*l and- 511, that is to says 

1st. That in view of the impossibility of establish
ing general principles on which to base an accept
able plan for all the countries concerned, it is 
advisable to limit our v/ork to the possible consi
deration of other points of view likely to serve 
as basis for a high frequency broadcasting plan.
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2nd. That any plan based exclusively■on technical 
principles5 whatever its nature, is unaccept
able,

3rd. That any eventual plan should seriously consider 
all likely means of economizing high frequencies, 
as shown by the almost unanimous opinion of the 
countries in their replies to Question No. 3*

Vth. That any plan should also take into account the
special circumstances and the particular criteria 
subscribed to by an obvious majority in the res
pites contained in the aforementioned Documents 
Nos. 375, 38^ and Jll.

Final S ta t e ment
This proposal is inspired by a constructive desire not to 

obstruct the normal work of Committee 6 and to avoid transferring 
problems to it which would convert the said Committee 6 into a 
new Committee 3? thereby delaying the termination of the work 
and.endangering the possibilities of achieving a final Plan.
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1. The eighteenth'meeting of Committee 6 was opened at 15*50 hours 
by the Chairman, Mr. Pedersen, assisted by the fir at Vice-Chairman, 
Mr. Arkadiev.
2. The Chairman first requested, the approval of the Agenda (Docu
ment R81T 5 after noting that Item 1 of this Agenda would have to be 
postponed to the next meeting as the document concerned had not 
yet been published.

This revised Agenda was then approved.
3. Regarding Item 2 of the Agenda, the chairman reminded the Com
mittee that Sections I and II of Document N70 had been modified 
and approved at the last meeting. The Committee, had therefore, 
to consider only Section III...

Regarding the question of the interviews he wished to make 
certain comments. He said that ..whenever this'question had been 
raised, it had been stated that the main purpose of these inter
views was to obtain a reduction in the requirements. Although 
he did not believe this to-be wrong, he would point out that the 
purpose of the Conference was to transform the number of poor 
quality channel hours now prevailing, into the greatest possible 
number of planned good quality channel hours. It was not appropriate 
to call this a reduction, as we' had not before had the opportunity 
to plan good quality channel hours from the existing situation.
It could perhaps be more fairly stated that the purpose behind the 
interviews was to obtain a survey in order- to establish the degree 
of necessity, ■ and the degree of possibility of fulfilling the 
requirements. He considered that if this attitude was adopted, 
then delegations Who felt that they could not reduce' their require
ments would attend the interviews. Regarding the substance of the 
interviews, the Chairman felt that the main question before each 
delegation was whether they wished to replace a certain number of 
poor quality channel hours with a smaller number of high quality 
channel hours. If they were not prepared to do this, then there 
could be no plan, which would be regrettable to all concerned.
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No country should, feel in any way ashamed to admit requesting 
channel hours in excess of the possibilities. Perhaps', some day, 
some new technique may be found, which would enable the ambitions 
of all to be fulfilled in H.F. broadcasting. He believed that 
it had not been sufficiently stressed during this Conference, how 
important it was for a plan to be agreed. He hoped that some
delegations would soon put... the possible situation, if there was
no plan forthcoming, before the' Conference-. ..He pointed out that 
the agreed Atlantic City Frequency Allocation Table would come 
into force in any case, which meant that all tho broadcasting 
stations at present working in bands allocated to other services 
would have to come into these broadcasting bands. According to 
•the Chairman1 s latest information there, were at least 152 of 
these broadcasting stations working outside the Atlantic City fre
quency bands. This more than outweighed the increase in the -
allocated, broadcasting bands. Also we must assume that by the
time the new Allocation Table-comes into force, there will be a 
number of at present projected stations, in use,.-

Therefore the choice open to the Conference was between a 
plan not giving full satisfaction to any country but which at 
least represented the highest total number of good channel hours, 
and, no plan which would lead to a situation far worse than the 
existing chaotic situation,..

3*1. A discussion then took place on the recommendation 
given in para. 5 of Section III of Document 570, 
■regarding the use of the three or four regions laid 
down by the Atlantic City Conference. (Three regions 
were decided upon for propagation purposes, and four 
regions decided upon for the election of members to 
the IFRB. The list of countries in each of the four 
regions appears in Document 1003 of the Radio Conference 
of Atlantic City). After this discussion the Committee 
agreed to adopt the four regions of Document 1003, 
and that each of the three sub-groups should have one 
member from each region. (A list of the countries in 
these four regions is given in the attached Annex).

3.2. The delegate for Portugal then proposed that each of 
the three groups should, include one member of those 
delegations who had submitted plans, or bases for 
plans, i.e. U.S.S.R., U.S.A., India.and Portugal. He 
felt that the experience these delegations had obtained 
with regard to requirements, technical principles, etc, 
would be of ' great- assistance to the sub-groups. Also 
these members would be well acquainted, with their own 
particular proposals, and would be able to assist when 
the sub-group was dealing with that section of the 
interview.
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3.3. This proposal was supported by the del agate for the* U.S.A. 
who expressed the willingness of his delegation to 
supply one member who had worked on their plan to each 
group, if so desired. He thought that these additional 
members vould only need to be available when their 
particular proposal was under discussion.

3.5. The delegate for the U.S .S-.R . "'said that he assumed that
his delegation could supply the number of engineers
required, although he would prefer not'to-give a definite 
answer, until ho had consulted the Head of his delegation. 
He questioned whether the smaller delegations of Portugal 
and India would be able to -supply" one'member to each 
group. He also stated that it would be necessary to 
have the U.S.A. proposed plan distributed as soon as 
possible in order that relevant comparisons could be . 
made between all four of the proposals before the 
Conference.

3.5. The delegate for the U.S.A. stated in reply, that the
plan proposed by his delegation would be available for
distribution on Wednesday January 19th next. He asked 
if the UJS.S.R, delegation would be submitting their 
plan for the other two seasons of June sunspot activity. 
His delegation were submitting, with all speed, the , 
plan for Winter minimum sunspot activity, and the other 
seasons would follow this as soon as possibl;e,..„.

3.6. The delegate for the U.S.S.R. replied that their plan 
for June minimum sunspot activity was available, but 
had not been distributed as a document for the practical 
reason that it entailed a tremendous task for the 
Secretariat. ■ '

3.7. The delegate for India said that ho could not reply to 
the question regarding his delegation’s assistance at
the interviews, until the proceedure of these was known.

3.8. • The delegate for Portugal said, that his delegation could
make one engineer available who would-be well acquainted 
with their* particular proposal.

3.9. The delegate for Egypt said that.in his view the inter
views would take, until at least the 1st week of
February, and also that as there were no specific 
directives for these interviews,’ a. trial should be made.
He suggested that this trial should be made by the 
interviewers interviewing themselves, and if the results- 
were not satisfactory, then the question of interviews 
should be postponed to a later date.
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3*10, Tho Chairman could not agree with this proposal,
although he thought that there were certain merits in 
having trial interviews, of some other type. He proposed 
that the Committee consider Section III of Document 570 
.paragraph by paragraph,

3.11. ■ The delegate for Brazil said that with regard to para
graph 1 point (b)., he considered that there should be 
a reference to the Indian and Portuguese methods of 
approach in this paragraph.

3.12, The delegate for France pointed out that in the wording 
of paragraph 1 (a) the words "taking into account 
especially" were used with regard to the Portuguese 
proposal* this placed too much emphasis on one proposal.

3.13* The Chairman then proposed that paragraph 1 (a) be
replaced by the following; . .

/

"On the subject of global numbers of channel hours 
allotted, taking into account the available documents 
concerning this number of channel hours,"

3.15. This proposal was agreed by the Committee. ■
5. A discussion then arose, regarding the conducting of the inter
views, The delegate for Belgium-asked whether the results so,far 
obtained would be published during the course of the interviews.
Also whether reservations on any reductions undertaken could be 
made, in view of the fact that the Governments concerned may not 
subsequently agree to these reductions.

5,1, A long discussion took place on the. subject of whether 
the interviews should be held in secret, The majority 
of delegates speaking being in favour of not making 
these secret, at the same time making it quite clear 
that observers would not be welcomed. The Chairman Is 
proposal was amended by.the delegate of the U.K. and 
then agreed to be included in Section*111 of Document 
570 as an additional paragraph No,. 7. This reads as 
follows:-

"Committee 6 recommends strongly that all delegates 
should forego their right to send observers to the 
interviewing groups. The report of the interviews will 
be published after the conclusion of these interviews."

'-S

5.2, Regarding paragraph 1 of Section III it was agreed that 
this paragraph should be modified to reads-

"Working Group 6B shall interview the various dele
gations .... etc.",
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This modification would then leave the establishment 
of the date for commencing the interviews to paragraph 6

5.3* Paragraphs 1, 1(a) and 1 (b) as modified, were.then 
agreed by the Committee. v

5.5. Regarding paragraph 2, a point was raised regarding the 
use of both Forms A and B.2 from Committee 5? as it was

- felt that this would further complicate the interpre
tation of the requirements of each country. However, 
it was agreed that the envelope containing these forms, 
with the relevant comments, letters etc. should be used 
in order to give a more complete picture of each country 

: . requirements to the interviewing'groups.
5,5* Regarding the- sequcncy of the interviews, the delegate 

for Brazil proposed that these should first be carried
■ put with' those delegations who had. presented plans or 
in alphabetical order. The' results of these first

. interviews with those delegations presenting plans or 
methods, of approach, to be published for the information 
and assistance of other delegations.

5.6. This proposal was subsequently d eferred  to thq m eeting  
o f V/orking Group B fo r  recommendations.

5.7. The delegate for Belgium proposed that in paragraph 2,
■ 2nd- paragraph, the word "proposed" be substituted for 
tho word "accepted". Also that any reduction should be 
understood to be conditional pending government or 
administrationa! agreement.

5.8. .With these, modifications paragraph 2, Section IV, was 
agreed. Paragraphs 3 and 5 were agreed without
me d ifi c a t i on•

5.9. The delegate for the U.K. proposed that paragraph 5* 
.which referred.to the 5 regions defined at Atlantic

. C ity ,  should include a reference to the app ro pria te  
document. (A t la n t ic  C ity  Radio Conference Document 
• 1003)* •

5.10. This was agreed,.and'the list of countries in these 
various regions is attached as an Annex to this report.

5.11. Tho delegate for Argentine proposed that in view of 
hr. Esping’s remarks at-the previous meeting, that 
V/orking Group C would not be able to co-operate in the 
constitution of those sub-groups, that the second para
graph of 5 bo deleted. He a." so said that it would be
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5+.12.
H-.13.

^.1^.

b.lo.

U-.17.

• l8 O

V.19-.

necessary to agree to increase the size of Group B in 
order to form the three proposed sub-groups.
Thse proposals were agreed by the Committee. ■ •
The delegate for Morocco and Tunisia considered that 
a member of Committee 5 should be represented- on each 
group but.he felt that all the necessary arrangements 
to.be made should first be discussed at a meeting of 
Working■Group 6B, and then submitted to the Main Com
mittee for approval.
Regarding the first point of this statement, the Chairman 
thought it would be possible to choose the-additional 
members of Group 6B from those delegates who had been 
closely associated with the work of Committee 5.
The delegate for the U.S.A. then proposed ah' additional 
paragraph to paragraph 3 of Section illy.which would 
include the decision taken to have those delegations 
who had submitted plans or methods of approach, available 
for assisting the interviewing sub-groups.
This was agreed after slight modifications, and .the 
final text read 2-
"It is further recommended that experts of the Delegations 
submitting plans, and. methods of approach for the total 
distribution of channel ‘hours, for'consideration, be 
placed at the disposal of the interviewing groups to 
clarify points and answer questions regarding the Dele
gations plan, or method of approach’.'
With this addition to sub-paragraph and the deletion of 
the existing second paragraph, • paragraph 5 ’was agreed 
by the Committee.
The delegate for Morocco and Tunisia proposed* that the 
discussion on- paragraph 6 of Section III should be 
postponed until Working Group B had presented its recom
mendations on the various points referred to this Group.
He also hoped that the sub-groups formed would be able 
to meet as soon as possible and decide upon the methods 
to be employed for these interviews. • •
The Chairman then listed thd points to be discussed at 
the meeting of Working Group B on the following day:-

(a) Working schedule
(b) Date for commencing interviews
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(g ) Sequence of interviews
(d) Composition of the three sub-Groups
(e) Proposal by the delegate for Brazil (para. *+.5 of the 

report).
(f) Concerning paragraph 6 Section 111 Document ^70.

V.20 The delegate for Argentine then raised the point that it had 
been agreed to restrict the membership of the sub-Groups to 
four, but by adding the delegates who had submitted plans or 
methods of approach, the membership would be eight. He con
sidered this would complicate the work of these sub-Groups.

H-.21 After some discussion, it was decided to refer this point to
Working Group B'for recommendations.

5. The meeting then closed at 20.00 hours.

The Reporter 
R. Craig

The Chairman 
Gunnar Pedersen.
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ANNEX:' ■
Extract from Document 1001 of--the Inrternational Radio 

Conference. Atlantic City (19V7).«.
Region A. American Region.

Argentine 
Bolivia.. .
Brazil
Canada
Chile
Colombia
'Costa Rica
Cuba.
Dominican .Republic 
Ecuador•
El... Salvador 
United States

Guatemala
Haiti
Honduras
Iceland'
Mexico’
■ Nicaragua 
Panama
Peru
Uruguay ' 
Venezuela

Region B. West European & African Region.
♦

Union of South Africa
& the mandated territory 
of South West Africa.

Austria
Belgium'..
Vatican City 
. .Portuguese . Colonies 
Belgian Congo and tho 

mandated tor r i t o r i o s 
of Ruanda Urundi 

Denmark 
France 
Greece 
Ireland

Italy
Liberia
Luxemburg
Monaco
Norway
Netherlands
Portugal
French Protectorates 
of Morocco &■ of 
Tunisia 

Southern Rhodesia 
United Kingdom of Great 
Britain & Northern 

Ireland 
Sweden 
Switzerland

Region C. East European and North Asiatic Region.

Region D.

Albania
Bielorussia
Bulgaria
Finland
Hungary
Poland
South Asiatic

Roumania 
Czechoslovakia 
Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republic 

Yugoslavia 
Ukra i ni an S.S.R.

nd Oceanic Region.
Afghanistan 
Saudi Arabia 
Australia 
Burma 
China
Colonies, Protectorates
Overseas territories
und e r French m a ncl a t eEgypt . iiopia

cn

Netherlands
Iraq
Iran
Lebanon
New Zealand
Pakistan
Phillipines
SiamSyriaTurkeyYemen

In d ies
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1. The 19th Meeting of Committee 6 was opened at 15;9-5’ hours by the 
Chairman, Mr. Pedersen, assisted by the 1st Vice Chairman, Mr.

Arkadiev,
2. The Committee then approved the Agenda for this Meeting, contained 

in Document No. 9-97.
3. Regarding point 1 of this -Agenda, the approval of the report of the 

15th Meeting (Document No. 9-̂ 2), the Chairman wished to correct
three small typographical errors.

In paragraphs 5*15 and 5.18, the document mentioned should he 
"399" not "299”.

In paragraph .7? in the third sentence, the words "in the 6 and 7 
Mc/s bands" should 'be added at the end of this sentence.

3.1. The delegate for Indonesia said that with regard to para
graph 7S the membership of the second sub-Working Group of 
Group D, should be, "French Oversea Territories, Indonesia, 
Argentine and Italy" instead of "French Oversea Territories 
India, Argentine and Italy" as stated in the report.-

3.2 The delegate for the French Oversea Territories Submitted 
the following text to replace the existing text of para
graph 7.2b;
"The Delegate of France Qver.sea agreed with the proposal 
of .the Delegate of Morocco and Tunisia to postpone the 
discussion to a later, date.
1) The results of the 6. A Report were, he said, 

sufficiently conclusive.
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2) But the latest views put forward in the Annex were 
capable of serving as a basis for the work of delega
tions interested in the question.

3) He agreed with the U.&.S.R. Delegate that it was 
impossible to arrive at tho first attempt §at a Plan 
which would satisfy.everybody. He recognized that, 
even if the Soviet Plan was not to receive further 
consideration, it had at any rate forced delegations 
to submit observations which might prove very valuable 
to the further work of Group 6 B."

3.3 With these amendments the report of the 15th Meeting was
approved.

9-, Regarding point 2 of the Agenda, the Chairman requested Mr. Ster
ling of the U.S.A. Delegation, Acting Chairman of Group B, to 

give a report of the mooting of his Group held on January loth.
9-.1 Mr. Stirling then gave the following brief reports

•
"1. The meeting was held under the Acting Chairmanship 

of Mr. Sterling of the U.S.A. Delegation, assisted 
by the Chairman of the Committee, Mr. Pederson, who had 
been invited to attend this particular meeting. Also in 
attendance were the Chairmen of V/orking Groups 6 A and 6 D, 
Mr. Arkadiev and Mr. Navatta.
n2. The following points had boon referred by the 17th

Meeting of the Main Committee, to the Working Group, 
for recommendations to be presented at tho next full 
Committee meeting.

(3) Working schedule
(b) Date of commencing interviews
(c.) . Sequence of interviews
(d) Composition of the sub-groups to be formed
(e) The proposal by tho delegate of Brazil that the 

interviews^ should first be carried out with those 
delegations who had presented plans or basis of 
plans, followed by the remaining delegations in al
phabetical order. The information obtained from 
the'"first set of interviews, i.e., with those dele
gations presenting plans of basis of plans; to be 
made known in order to assist other delegations.



”3. The following unanimous decisions were taken by the 
Working Group regarding the above points, and it 

therefore recommends:
Point (a) That Tuesday, January 25th, should be the day

on which the interviews commence, provided that 
the plenary Session scheduled for the 2kth 
January does not extend to this date. If this 
should occur, then the first day after the con
clusion of the Plenary Session shall be taken.-

Point (b) That the above date be taken, with a target date
for the completion of the interviews as January 
31st. .

Point (c) That the sequence of the interviews be decided
by the method of..drawing lots. ■ This should be 
performed by the. Secretariat at the next full 
C ommi 11 ee me e t ing.

Point (d) Tho composition of the three sub-groups be as
f olloxtfS :

Atlantic City Region Sub-Group 1 Sub-Group 11 Sub-Group 111 
(Doc.1003)

(f) Concerning paragraph 6, section 3 9 of Document No,^70.

A
B
C
D

Point (e)

Point (f)

Brazil
U.K.
Ukrainian 
S.S.P.
Pakistan

Uruguay
Belgium
CzechoslO'
vakia

Egypt

U.S.A.
France
Roumania
(P.R.)

N. Zealand
The proposal by the delegate for Brazil was not 
supported in the Working Group, and the unanimous 
decision under Point (c) is recommended.
That, if agreed by the Main Committee, the above 
recommendations should replace the present text 
of paragraph 6 Section III of Document No. t-70.

It was also agreed that it was essential to have a 
uniform style of interview in all three of the Sub 

Groups. To achieve this aim, it is proposed that the 
Chairman of Group 6 B should call a meeting of the dele
gates < who will constitute these three Groups, and that this 
meeting should decide upon a uniform procedure. In addi
tion to the above point, the Ch'airman of Group 6 B should 
act as the coordinator between the three Sub Groups, It 
was also felt that as the interviews proceeded and experience



_ If _
(Doc. No. 5U-E)

was gained, that tho procedure adopted may require some 
amendment. This task should bo entrusted to the Chairman 
of Group 6 B in cooperation with the Sub Groups, tI t  is of 
course, understood that the composition of the Sub Groups 
given under Point (d), does not revoke the decision taken 
at the 18th Meeting of the Committee, that the delegations 
submitting plans and bases for plans, namely, U.S.S.R., 
U.S.A., Portugal and India, should make experts available 
to. the Sub-Groups whenever required.M

k.2 The delegate for Belgium wished to express on behalf of his
delegation, his thanks for being included in a sub group 
which would conduct the interviews. However, as Belgium 
and the Belgian Congo were represented at the Conference 
by only two delegates, he felt that he would have to decline 
the offer.
(The delegate for Belgium after being requested to reconsider 
his decision in consultation with the other delegate for 
Belgium, informed the Committee during a later stage of the 
meeting, that he would be able to serve on sub group 2 of 
the interviewing groups.')

k-*3 Regarding the report given by Mr. Sterling, the delegate
fi.r India wished to stress the need for careful consider
ation by the sub-groups, in consultation with the Chairman 
of Group B, of the procedure to be adopted before commen
cing the interviews in order that a uniform method could be 
followed by each group.

k.k. The Chairman agreed with this statement and requested that
the Chairman or Acting Chairman of Working Group 6 B should 
issue a document following the meeting of the sub groups, 
prior to commencing the interviews. With regard to the 
recommendation of Group B concerning paragraph 6 section 
3 of document No. *+70, the Chairman proposed the following 
text be substituted for the existing text of this paragraphs
”6. Following the above recommendations, Working Group 6 B

has recommended to the main Committee that*
(a) The interviews commence on January 25th, 19^9*
(b) The target date for the conclusion of these

interviews shall be January 31st, 19̂ +9•
(c) The sequence of the interviews be decided by the

drawing of lots. This task to be performed by the 
Secretariat at the Committee Meeting scheduled for 
the 19th January,
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(d) The composition of the throe sub groups to accomplish 
the interviews shall bo as follows?

Atlantic City Region Sub Group 1 Sub Group 11 Sub Group 111
(A.C. Radio Conf.
Document 1003)

A Brazil. Uruguay U.S.A.
B U.K. Belgium France
C Ukrainian Czechoslo- Roumania

S.S.R. vakia (P.R.)
D Pakistan Egypt N.Zealand

A.5 This proposal and also the report by the Chairman of
V/orking Group B were approved by the Committee without 
modification.

5. As the Committee had decided that the sequence of. the- interviewing
should bo by drawing lots, the Chairman proposed that this should

now be carried out by a member- of the Secretariat present at the 
meeting.

5.1 This ceremony was duly performed, and the results of the
draw are given in tho attached annex. The countries being 
listed under the sub group which will carry out the respec
tive interview.

5.2 As pointed out by several delegates, it would be necessary 
to transfer certain countries from one interviewing group 
to another, in order to avoid delegations appearing for 
interview on the sub group of which they were represented.

5.3 It was agreed by the Committee that these adjustments should 
be made at the meeting of tho three sub' groups of Group 6 B 
when''discussing 'the -procedure to bo followed.

6. Regarding Point 3 of the Agenda, tho consideration of the report
of Working Group'D, tho Chairman asked Mr. Navatta, Chairman of

this Group, whether he had any comments to make before general dis
cussion took place.

6.1 Mr. Navatta said that he had already expressed his opinion
when giving his.verbal report to tho Committee at the 16th 
meeting. However,' ho would like.to correct one error in 
tho Spanish text of this document, regarding page 3j 
second paragraph, the hours quoted were given as n6 and 
2k hrstl instead of ?r00 and 2k hrs11 as in the English text.
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6.2 In order to avoid any misinterpretation of 'the- geographical 
terminology used in the fourth paragraph of this document,

■ .p-g was decided to delete this terminology, and refer to 
tho zones listed by alphabetical letters only. '

6.3 The delegate of the U.K. said that, regarding the work of 
Group 6 D, he was disturbed by the amount of work which had

j been undertaken, as he.felt that unnecessary duplication
might be involved. He- thought that Group 6 D (1) should 
investigate only the sharing used in the plans submitted 
to this Conference. Regarding the work of Group 6 D (2) he 
wished to point out that the P.F.B. had produced a great 
deal of data relative to the subject of field intensities, 
and also the U.S.A. Delegationvere producing charts for 
use in this connection. In view of this it appeared that 
the sub-Working Group would be duplicating work already 
undcrtaken elsuwhoro.

6.A Mr. Navatta drew tho Committee’s attention to the dif
ficulties that his Group and Sub-Groups, were experiencing 
regarding personnel to accomplish the tasks allotted. He 
suggested that the full Group should meet and try to solve 
this problem. I connection with the work of Sub-Group 
(2), he said than they were experiencing difficulty with 
tho work on short distance circuits, because of the lack of 
information on this subject. Ho understood that the Indian 
delegation had some information on this subject, and he 
asked if this could be made available.

6.5 The delegate for India said that tho information on verti
cal Incidence Critical Frequencies in possession of his 
delegation, would bo placed at the disposal of the Committee.

6.6 The delegate- for the French Oversea Territories, Chairman 
of Group D (2), agreed with Mr. Navatta that one of the 
main difficulties in his Group was in finding tho necessary 
personnel to complete the work undertaken. However, he 
could not agree with the suggestion by the delegate for the 
U.K. to consider only those plans now available, as the 
percentage of satisfaction in tho lower bands (6 and 7 
Mc/s) was very small in these particular plans. He con
sidered that when this work undertaken was completed, it 
would be of great value to the Committee. However he' 
wished the matter to be firstly discussed within the 
Working Group. He also wished to point out that the Group 
had had no opportunity to approve the report contained in 
Document No. A'6< before its submission to1 the Committee.
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6.7 The delegate for tho U.K. suggested that perhaps tho Group 
could be amplified in membership, by adding some of the 
members of Committee 7, when they had completed their wobk 
on that Committee.

6.8 The Chairman said that the .rest important thing was to get
a picture of the position .in the 6 and 7 Mc/s bands as 
quickly as possible, as shortly the Committee may need to 
know the total of channel-hours which would be available 
for distribution in a plan.

6.9 Mr. Navatta agreed that these points should be discussed
in the Group, and he assured the Chairman that they would 
de everything in their power to complete their task at the 
earliest possible date. The Chairman suggested that this 
work should take priority in the Group, and he requested 
Mr. Navatta, if possible, to give a report at the next
Commi 11 e o me e t ing.

7. -As this concluded the discussion on the first three points of
the Agenda, the Chairman asked for opinions from the Committee 

as to whether they should discuss further outstanding questions such 
as %

(a) How many plans it was intended to make?
(b) What measures should be adopted regarding consideration 

of the Portuguese proposal?
(c) Document No. A77
7.1 The delegate for Morocco and Tunisia said that with regard

to Document No. 700, the questionnaire concerning the
U.S.A. proposed plan^ he would propose that those countries
appearing for interview before January 27th should have 
already submitted their replies to this Document.

7.2 The Chairman pointed out that the same time period for
replying had been given to this questionnaire, as that 
given to the questionnaire in Document No. 217. He 
suggested that the same procedure be adopted regarding 
these replies as that adopted for the replies to tho 
U.S.S.R. proposed plan, i.e. that Group A should classify 
their replies, and that Group C should analyse the U.S.A. 
proposed plan. These replies should be available from 
Group A to the interviewing Groups cf Group B, whenever 
required.

7*3 The delegate for Morocco and Tunisia agreed with this pro
posal, but added that the forms 6 C should again be filled 
out relative to the U.S.A. proposed plan.
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7.*+ The Committee agreed with the procedure regarding the
replies to Document No. J00.

8. In view of the joint meeting cf Committees 5 and 6 to he held on
20th January, it was decided to postpone, further discussion on

the points outlined by the Chairman (Para. 7) until the next meeting. 
It was proposed that the sub-Groups of Group' B should meet, and 
discuss the interviewing procedure to be adopted immediately following 
this meeting.

8.1 The Chairman then closed the meeting at 17 sl-5 hours.

Tho Reporters 
Richard B. Craig

The Chairman 
Gunnar Pedersen
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ANNEX
Sub-Working Groups of Group 6b

I.
Austria
Morocco and Tunisia
Nicaragua
Cuba
New Zealand 
French Oversea 
Territories

China
Uricn of South Africa
Mongolia
Switzerland
Indonesia
D enmark
Honduras
^Ukrainian S.S.R*. 
Paraguay 
India 
Panama 
Canada 
Uruguay
United Kingdom Coloni 
United Kingdom 
Bulgaria
Bielorussian S.S.R. 
Ireland

II.
Czechoslovakia 
Vatican City 
U.S.S. R.
Egypt
Sweden
Dominican Republic

Southern Rhodesia
Yugoslavia
Siam
Monaco
Finland
Poland
U.S.A.
Australia 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
Mexico
S.C .A.P.
Pakistan 

s Bolivia 
Luxembourg 
United Nations 
Guatemala

III.
U.S, Territories
Hungary
Ecuador
Venezuela
Syria
Norway

Brazil
Argentine
Albania
Iran
Portuguese Colonies
Iceland
Roumania P.R.
Chile
El Salvador
France
Turkey
Liberia
Colombia
Burma
Belgium
Belgian Congo
Italy
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AGENDA OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY 
. OF JANUARY g2,_ 1 9 ®  ’ '

1. Reconsideration of the decision taken in'the 
Plenary Assembly of January 21st concerning 
Point 2 of that Plenary Assembly,

2. Approval of the report of the General Principals 
Committee ( Committee 3 ) Document No, 513•

N. B.j The Plenary Hall not being available 
to the Conference in the afternoon of 
January 22nd, the Plenary Assembly will 
begin promptly at 9 AM. and will close 
at 2 PM.’'
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Committee 5

COMMOKEJEALTH OF AUSTRALIA
The Schedule of Australian frequency requirements pre

pared in Committee 5? contained some ambiguities. Investi
gation has shown that these were due to the information in 
Form b differing in certain cases from that supplied by 
the Australian'Administration. The trouble appears to have 
occured in the printing of the forms.

For example, in the case of Median June, channels 
2 and 3, the hours O83O-IA3O refer to channel 3? not channel 
2# Similarly channels 5 and 6, hours 0800-1^-00, refer to 
channel 6, not channel 5? etc.

It is desired to supply the correct information. A 
complete list of the correct figures where corrections are 
necessary is attached. The effect in total hours is not 
considerables it is only a matter of avoiding confusion by 
correcting these ambiguities.
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Minimum September (cont1 d.)

I k  (O83O-AOO 
(2000-2230

15 (2000-2230 
(0830-lkOO

Minimum December. 
Channel

Median June,
Channel

2 (2230-0830 G.M.T.
3

k

5
6

15

2

3

k

5

(0830
(2030
2230-
2200-

(0800-
(2000-

-lJf30
-2230
-0830
-0800
•Aoo
•2200

8 0200-1030
9 (1030.

(2200*
•1600
•0200

13 (2230-0830
lk (0830- 

(2000-
(2000-
( 0830-

•1l!-00
•2230
•2230
•ikoo

2230-0830 G.M.T.-a
'83 

(2030'
2230.
2200'

6 (OOOO 
(2000'

-1^30
■2230
•0830
•0800
OAOO
■2200

8 0200-1030
9 (1030.

(2200-
■1600
•0200



3
Median June ( c o n tr d . )

12 OOOO-lhOO

Median  September 

Channel

13 (0830-1^-00
(2000-2230

lb 2230-0830

15. (2000-2230
(O030-lhoo

63 Cancelled

(2030-2230
(0830-1li-30

2 2230-0830 G.M.T
3 ( 0830- l li-30

(2030-2230

>+ 2230-0830

5 2200-0800

6 (0800-1^00
(2000-2200

8 0200-1030

9 (1030-1600
(2200-0200

12 2000-1^+00

13 2230-0830

1^ (0830-lh00
(2000-2230

15 (2000-2230
(0830-lL!-00

6b 2230-0830

65 (2030-2230
(0830-1^-30



Median December 
Channel

Maximum June 
Channel

(0830-18-30
(2030-2230

2230-0830

2200-0800
(0800-18-00(2000-2200
0200-1030

(1030-1600(2200-0200

2230-0830
(0830-18-00
(2000-2230

(2000-2230
(O83O-I8-OO

2230-0830

(2030-2230
(0830-18-30

2230-0830 G.M.T.
(O83O-I8-3O
(2030-2230
2230-0830
2200-0800
(0800-18-00(2000-2200

0200-1030

(1030-1600(2200-0200

2230-0830
(2000-2230
(0830-18-00

(2230-0830 G.M.t .2

3

8-
5
6

■8

9

13
18-

68-

65

2

3

8-

5
6

8
9

13
18-



Maximum
(2000-2230
(O83O-OL8OO

Channel

Channel

6h 223O-O83O

65 (2030-223<
( 0830- 13-30

o r »

2 2230-0830

3 (O83O-I63O
( 2030-2230

8 2230-0830

5 2200-0800

6 (0800-1800
(2000-2200

8 0200-1030

9 (1030-1600
(2200-0200

11 2200-0800

12 (2000-2800
(0800-1800

18 2230-0830

15 (0830-1800
(2000-2230

16 (2000-2230
(0830-1600

69 2230-0830

66 ( 2O3O-2230
(O83C-I63O

“*1 (0830-1830
(2030-2230

2 2230-0830

0



Maximum Dec ombor (cont1d,)

3 (0830-1^30
(2030-2230

*+ 2230-0830
5 (0800-1^00

(2000-2200
6 2200-0800
7 (0800-1̂ -00 

(2000-2200
9 2200-1600
10 (1030-1600

(2200-0200
11 0200-1030
12 (2000-2200

(OSOO-l^OO
18 2230-0830
19 (2000-2230

(0830-11+00
20 (2000-2230

(O83O-II+OO
66 (2330-0600
67 (1600-1900

(1900-2100
68 1VG0-2000
69 (2030-2230

(0830-11+30



AUSTRALIA
AMBIGUITIES BETWEEN DETAILS SUBMITTED AMD FORM b AS PRINTED 

For hours of transmission, the correct figures are as follows 
Minimum June.

Channel 2 2230-0830 G.M.T.

3 (0830-1^30
(2030-2230
2230-0830

5 2200-0800
6 (0800-1500

(2000-2200
8 0200-1030
9 (1030-1600

(2200-0200

13 2230-0830 ■
1>+ (0830-15-00

(2000-2230
15 (2000-2230

(0830-15-00
September
Channel 2 2230-0830 G.M.T.

3 (0830-1530
(2030-2230

1+ 2230-0830
5 2200-0800
6 (0800-1500

(2000-2200
8 0200-1030

9 (1030-1600 
(2200-0200 ■

13 2230-0830
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SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS FROM 2b .THROUGH.29 JANUARY 19b9 
____________________Date and Room

Morning:
Comm, or 
Wk. Grp.

Monday 
2b Jan.

r...——....
Tuesday 
2 J an •

V/edne sday j Thur s day 
26 Jan. j 27 Jan.

Friday 
28 Jan.

Saturday 
29 Jan.

Remarks

C omm. 1 PL

Comm. 6 
Sub-Gp. I PL PL PL PL PL

V/orking 
hours 
for the 
Sub- 
Groups 
of Comm. 
6 s

093 o- 
1200

m oo-
17^5

Sub-Gp. II 1 1 | 1 1 1

Sub-Gp. Ill 2 2 j 2 2 2

Afternoons
C omm. 1 PL

C omm. 6 
Sub-Gp. I PL. PL PL PL PL

Sub-Gp. II
1ii 1 1 1 1

Sub-Gp. Ill
i 2

2 2 2 2 i

The Drafting Group for the text of the Plan will meet 
20 January 19^9, at 15^30, in the Presidents office.

NOTE c
Plenary Meetings will be held in the evening from 8 P.M. 
to midnight during the week of 2b January, as required.
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JOINT STATEMENT OF THE IBERO-AMERICAN 
COUNTRIES

Since the Delegations of the Ibero-American countries 
present at the Conference are in complete and open disagreement with 
the resolution that the majority of Committee 3 adopted at its last 
meeting on January 20th, the content of which they consider inadequa
te, they deem it their duty to submit to the Plenary Assembly of the 
22nd of this month the present joint statement which, so to speak, 
summarizes their clearly constructive position on the whole Conference, 
âs well as their firm desire to attain a final solution in the matter.

In this respect, the undersigned Ibero-American Dele
gations considers

I. That the resolution approved by the majority of Committee 
3, which these Delegations continue to openly reject, if 
approved by the Plenary, will cause the unpardonable 
failure of the present Conference and the absolute 
wrecking of any possibility of a Plan, for the following 
reasons:
a) Because the said resolution calls for the dissolution

of Committee 3 and de facto transfers to a new Committee 
6, the task of determining general principles, very 
doubtful of attainment, thereby interrupting the normal 
commitment which this Committee had been carrying out 
to date and indefinitely prolonging this Conference.

b) Because it is obvious that Committee 6 now lacks 
sufficient time until the deadline for termination of 
the work to prepare by itself, without any concrete 
instructions from the Plenary Assembly, all the crite
ria and conclusions on which the future high frequency 
assignment must be based.
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II. That these concrete instructions constitute precisely the 
sum-total of the complex and burdensome deliberations of 
Committee 3 9 as clearly shown by Documents Nos. 375*9 38^, 
i+06, ^07 and 511.

III. That sufficient criteria and practical, concrete conclusions 
are found in the said documents upon which to base the plan 
sought. For this reason, the intention not to deduce the 
said conclusions in a clear and categorical manner, as pro
posed by the majority of Committee 3 in its resolution must 
be very harshly judged, since it would appear to encourage
a procedure directed toward the final failure of the present 
Conference.

IV. That the conclusions referred to in the previous para
graphs II and III are of undeniable value to an executive 
Committee such as Committee 6, and must be pointed out as 
such by the Plenary Assembly of the Conference with regard 
to the concrete replies to questions Nos. 1, 139 1^,20, 21, 
23 and 25 of the Questionnaire in Document No. 265-

V. That these conclusions must be correspondingly imparted
to Committee 6, if it is actually desired to attain a Plan 
because they represent an unquestionably constructive con
tribution not only regarding the immediate present but also 
the future.

VI. That on the assumption that the Plenary Assembly should
decide not to impart concrete directives to Committee 6, 
such as are suggested by Documents Nos. 375^ 38*+, H-06, ^07 9 
and 511 referred to, the signatory Delegations henceforth 
deny all moral and material responsibility for the almost 
certain failure which this Conference would unavoidably 
face.

VII. That for the same reasons set forth in the previous para
graph these Delegations also deny all responsibility 
regarding the failure attributable - in our opinion quite 
unjustifiable - to the General Principles Committee 3 
referred to.

VTII, That the final conclusions which may be imparted to
Committee 6 are as follows:
a) In view of the impossibility of establishing general 

principles for a Plan acceptable to all the countries 
concerned, Gommittee 6 shall take into consideration 
only those points of view likely to furnish a fair 
and equitable frequency assignment Plan.
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b) Any plan based exclusivoly on technical principles 
is unacceptable.

c) Any eventual Plan shall take into consideration the 
means likely to economize high frequencies, in 
accordance with the almost unanimous opinion expressed 
in the replies to Question No. 3 of the Questionnaire 
in Document No. 265.

d) Lastly, any Plan shall consider the final conclusions 
resulting from the replies to Questions Nos, 1, 13, 
lh, 20, 21, 23 and 25 of the Questionnaire referred 
to.
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Document Not 5^8-E
1st February 19^9
Committee 10

The Document which was assigned the 
same number, dated 22 January 19^9. 
has been wi thdrawn (see Doc. No.971)

C H I N A

The Secretary of the Conference has received the following 
c omrnuni cation:

“I have the honour of informing you that, as I am now 
leaving Mexico City, our delegate, Mr, F. C, Chien, 
will act with all powers for the Delegation of the 
Republic of China to this Conference during my absence,”

(signed) G»- C. Chien
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1ST JOINT MEETING OR COMMITTEES 5 A M  A  

HELD ON THE AFTERNOON OF 20TH JANUARY^2^2

1', The Meeting was opened at 1550 hours by Mr. Pedersen  ̂ Chairman., 
of Committee 6, who proposed -that. Mr. Faulkner<, Chairman of Committee 
5, should be requested to act as Chairman of this Joint Meeting, and 
this was agreed.
2. The Chairman first explained, for the benefit of the members of 
Committee §*, the reasons why this Joint Meeting had been called. He 
said that the Plenary Session held on l*+th January 19*+9 had discuss
ed the report of Committee 5 and.had referred back to Committee 5 cert • 
certain points for consideration. It had been felt that the meet
ings of Committee 5 which had been bald following the Plenary Session 
had revealed that certain of these points also concerned Committee
65- and that it would be advisable to hold a Joint Meeting in order 
to discuss problems of common interest.
2.1 The Chairman then requested the approval of the Agenda for this 
Joint Meeting contained in Document No. 510.

This Agenda was then approved b^ the Committee,
3 . The delegate for the U.S.A.then madq the'following statements -

"0n behalf of my delegation, I wish tu make-a-statement*in ob
servance of the inauguration on this day of President Harry 
S. Truman as the thirty-second president of our country.
"This inauguration follows the orderly process of history as 
the result of the election held last November second in the 
United States, and marks the uninterrupted succession of
Constitutionally elected President's since the inauguration 
in 1789 of George Washington, our first President. I wish 
to thank you for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to enter 
on the minutes of the deZiterations of this Conference this 
brief .statement of observance of a day of historical and pa
triotic significance to every member of my delegation.”

3,1 The Chairman on behalf of the Committee, wished to express
his congratulations to the Chairman of the U.S.A. delegation 
on this auspicious occasion.
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5-. - The dele,gate for Switzerland wished to draw tie attention of the 
Committee to Document No .*"""5-9 5" which he noted was not included in the 
Agenda for discussion, although he felt that this had a direct bear
ing on the points listed in the Agenda concerning d'ocument 5-96.

5-.1 The Chairman in reply said that this document had been 
published too late for inclussion in the Agenda, but he 
agreed that it should be considered when the Joint Meeting 
was discussing points concerning item No.2 and any other 
points to which this document might be relevant.

5. The first item on the Agenda concerned the joint consideration by 
the Committees of document 506. With regard to this document, the 
Chairman informed .the Committees that he had drawn up a transactional 
proposal which he- considered to be-more suitably worded, and he wished 
the Committee to consider this transactional proposal during the dis
cussions to follow. He said that Document No. 506 had been unanimously 
approved by Committee 5? and then proceeded to outline for the 
benefit of the members of Committee 6, the reasons for this proposal. 
Briefly,- the Chairman’s transactional text proposed that Working 
Group 5B should work in close liaison with Working Group 6B of the 
Plans Committee, in order to avdid what appeared to be a large amount 
of unnecessary calculations concerning the seasons of the sunspot 
cycle which wo -Id not at present be required.

5.1 Mr. Pedersen. Chairman of Committee 6, wished to express
on behalf of his Committee, his thanks for the efficient way 
t <\ which the members of Committee 5 had carried out their work. 
He- considered the transact.'.onal proposal of the Chairman to 
be an extremely appropriate- proposal for dealing with the 
liaison which mould be of great assistance to the TTork of 
Committee 6. - •

5.2 ■ The delegate for the U.8.S.R-. • requested the Chairman to
clarify the phrase in the text ’’the corresponding frequencies 

. for the other two seasons’1. He was not clear a.; to what was 
meant by the phrase ”other two seasons”, and also the use 
of a past tense in reference to the first draft plan for 
June sunspot median,

5.3 In reply, the Chairman explained chat Committee 5 had already 
calculated the frequencies for the three June seasons of sun
spot activity and the phrase ”other two seasons” referred to 
winter and equinox seas ns of sunspot activity. He agreed 
that the phrase "incorpora.ted into the first draft of the
"plan” should be altered to tho future tense. He proposed 
Vat the words ’1 which wi11 be11 be added before the phrase 
"incorporated into etc.”

5.5- The delegate for the U.S.A.- proposed a minor drafting
amendment, suggesting that the words "frequency allocation” 
should be replaced by "frequency assignment” as this was the 
accepted phrase used in miiixnce to frequencies,
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5.5 The delegate for the French^'Overseas-.Territories proposed 
further drafting amendments in order to clarify and' complete 
,the text proposed.

5.6* With one further addition proposed by the delegate for the 
U-.-S.S.R. , the transactional proposal was adopted by the 
assembly, and the final text reads as follows
"It does-not seem desirable to formulate now the frequency 
requirements for the two remaining seasons as has been done
by Committee 5 for tho June season. It is agreed that the
procedure to he adopted will be to work out for each frequen
cy assignment which will be incorporated into the first draft 
of the plan for tho June median period, the corresponding fre- 

. quencies for the other two seasons. Corresponding frequencies 
will be calculated for those seasons and in the order in which 
the plans will be worked out in accordance with the decision 
of the Conference. For this purpose Working Group 5B will 
work in close liaison with Working Group 6B of the PlancS Com
mittee, and shall do everything possible in order to ensure 
that the frequency assignment for the seasons studied after 
the June season will he completed by the time'Committee 6 
has finished Studying the first plan”.

6, Regarding item No. 2 of the Agenda which concerns both documents 
5-96 and 5-95? the Chairman said that those points (1, 3B and 7B of do
cument. 5-9o) were all contrary, to the proposal which had just been 
agreed. He suggested that there was no need to further discuss,.these 
points, in view of this previous decision.

This suggestion was agreed by the Assembly.
7. Regarding item 3 of the Agenda which referred to tho immediate
reproduction by the Secretariat of the prediction curves submitted
by tho U.S.A. delegation for the seasons of sunspot activity, Decem
ber and Equinox; the Chairman informed the assembly that the U.S.A., 
delegation would .possibly havo available additional information with 
regard to these curves. In view of this fact, it had boon decided 
in the past to wait until a later date before their repiuduetion.However, 
ho requested tho delegate for tho U.S.A. to inform the assembly when 
this additional information would bo .available, as it wo GLd be neces
sary for Working Group 6B to have sets of these curves available within 
a fairly short time.

7.1 The delegate'for the U.S.A. in reply stated that 'this addi-



tional information was not available, and suggested that the 
curves now being used in V/orking Group JB should be reproduced 
for general distribution by the Secretariat.

7.2 The delegate for Portugal wished to draw the Committee’s atten
tion to. tho fact that ccrtaih.'delegations prosent at-the. Con
ference had prediction curves available for specific circuits.
He considered that it would be advantageous for V/orking Group 5B 
to have this additional information at their■disposal, as appa
rently the U.S.A. prediction curves wore calculated relevant 
to'large geographical zones.

7.3 The Chairman suggested that if this procedure was to be adopted, 
then those predictiqn curves provided by specific delegations 
should be first submitted to Committee 5- for approval.

7.5- - The delegate for the U.S .A. wished to point out , that the curves
■now at the disposal of the Conference were calculated from data 
which was approximately one year more recent than the data con
tained in the NBS Circular No. 5-62. He considered, therefore, 
that it was more practical to use the curves at the disposal 
of Working Group 5B than those provided by specific countries.

7.5 The delegate for Portugal pointed out that in the U.S.A. curves, 
from any specific point, certain zones were.not listed, in which 
case it was necessary to take the adjacent zone. This would ob
viously lead to certain inaccuracies.

7.6 The delegate for the U.S.A.in reply stated that with regard to 
the U.S.A. curves where certain zones were not listed, then

■ special calculations had boon made in connection with the circuit 
under consideration.

7 o7 fhe delegate for the U.'S.S.R.supported tho proposal by the dele
gate for Portugal as he considered that any additional informa
tion regarding circuit prediction would not in any way be detri
mental to the data supplied by the U.S.A. delocation and should 
certainly at least be considered .by Committee 5-.

7.8 -The delegate for the U.S.A. thought that possibly Working Group 
5B should have at its disposal the master shoots for the calcu
lation of circuit prediction, and also tho light table necessary 
to perform the calculations, and then any additional curves re
quired could bo produced rapidly. It was necessary that the 
information regarding circuit prediction to be used in any 
plan should be uniform throughout this plan.-

7.9 The Chairman thanked the delegate for tho IJ1S.A; for the sug
gestion that those master shoots should bo made available and

- 5- -
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agreed that this would in somo way ovcrcomo the objections 
put forward by the Portuguese and U.S.S.R, delegations.

7.10 Point 3 of document b ^6 was then approved by the assembly.
8.. Regarding item b of *the Agenda which concerned point 3@ of do
cument4 *+96, the Chairman explained that this propo :a.l was put. for
ward in order to speed up the work of the Conference, suggested 
that perhaps the Chairman of Committee 6 should give some estimate 
of the number of additional Technicians who might be required by 
Committee 6 in its work.

8.1 Mr. Petersen said that ho was not in a position at the pre
sent moment to give this estimate, but it might be useful 
to have the opinion of the members of Working Group 6B on 
this point.

• 8,2 It was generally felt by the assembly that it would be use
ful if Technicians could be made available, provided that 
they would not require too much supervision in the work to 
be undertaken. However, it was thought better to leave 
the question in a somewhat-open condition and a text was 
submitted by the delegate for the U.S.S.R.which after amend
ment was adopted by the assembly. This read as followss

"This joint meeting of Committees 5 end 6 recommends that 
should it be found necessary in practice, Technicians 
should be employed in order to assist in the work of the 
Conference. The number of Technicians would be determined 
by tho incidence of the work and would be dependent on 
the dates fixed by the Conference for carrying out the 
said work."

9. Regarding item 5 of the Agenda, the Chairman said that this sub
ject had been discussed at great length in Committee 5? end certain 1 
decisions had been reached. However, this item was of interest to 
Committee 6 because it concerned the requirements to be dealt with 
in making a plan,

9.d Mr. Pedersen suggested that these items should first be 
discussed' in V/orking Group 6B, following the adoption of 
the report of Committee b in the Plenary Session 
for the 21st January next. Committee 6 would then deal 
with the question on the basis of the report of Working 
Group 6B.

9.2 This proposal was. agreed by the Committee and these points 
wo'. Id be subsequently referred to Working Group 6B for recom

mendation.
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10, With regard to item 6 of this Agenda concerning point 6 of 
document 5-96, the Chairman proposed that this should be dealt with 
in the same way as the preceding item.

10.1 The delegate for India considered that this item was of 
interest to both Committees 5 and 6, and should be discussed

■ at this present meeting.
10.2 The Chairman doubted whether this item fell within the 

terms of reference of Committee 5> and he suggested that 
if Committee 6 reached a decision on this subject, they 
could then request Committee 5 to produce the necessary 
data.

10.3 Mr. Pedersen agreed with the Chairman’s suggestion as he 
felt that the members of Committee 6 were not yet in a 
position to know the consequences of any decision which 
might be taken. Therefore, he would agree that Working 
Group 6B should discuss and make recommendations on this 
subject, • '

10.5- The delegate for Portugal supported the Indian proposal 
to discuss this subject at the present meeting.
However, as there was no other~support for these two 
delegations, the Chairman’s proposal was adopted by the 
assembly,

10.5 Before passing to the next item on the Agenda, the delegate 
for Roumania wished to point out an error in the text of 
his proposal under paragraph 5(a) in document 5-96, In 
the last line of this proposal, the word "band” should be 
substituted for the word "frequency”.

11, With regard to item 7 on the Agenda, paragraph 9 of document 5-96, 
this was approved without discussion.
12, Referring to item 8 on the Agenda, the Chairman considered that
Committee 5- should be asked for recommendations on this subject.

12.1 The Chairman of Committee 5-, Mr. Sastry, could not agree 
with this suggestion, as he felt that this more directly 
concerned Committees 5 and 6. In any case, Working Group 
6D was at present collecting information on this subject.

12.2 The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said that this question had 
been repeatedly raised in Committee 5 by his delegation 
without satisfaction. His delegation had pointed out that 
many countries had been recommended incorrect frequencies
by Working Group 5B, due to the lack of sufficient directives
concerning these particular services. This would make the
construction of a plan more difficult because when the



directives were received it would be necessary to revise 
the. requirements submitted to Committee 6 by Committee 5.
He felt that point 10 of document 5-96 should be accepted 
but should be clarified to request more specific informa
tion regarding these particular, services. Also as a 
Working Group of Committee 6 was dealing with this question, 
he considered that the information should be submitted to 
the Chairman of Committee 6,

12.3 The delegate 'for Argentine, Mr. Navatta,■>. Chairman of 
Working Group 6D, informed the Committee that a sub- 
Working Group of his Committee would shortly present a 
report on this subject. However, the information at their 
disposal was not as complete as they would wish and he 
requested any delegations having information on vertical 
incidence critical frequencies and field strength measurements 
for these services, to submit this as soon as p- • sible to 
the Chairman of Committee 6.

12.5- The delegate for the French Overseas Territories proposed 
a text to bo substituted for paragraph 10 of document 5-96 
which would embrace the views expressed during the discus
sion on this subject.

12. 5 With some amendment this text was adopted, by the Committee, 
and now reads"' as followss-
"To deal effectively with short distance services, Committees 
5 and 6 shall obtain all information regarding vertical 
incidence critical frequencies for the E layer which is 
not at present available and also information on the strength 
of field at short distances in.order to have a solid basis 
on which to deal with the problem of short distances broad
casting."
Discussion then took place concerning the right of this 
Conference to recommend to certain countries the use of 
frequencies in the UHF or medium wave bands to replace the 
requirements submitted in tho HF bands. It was agreed by 
the assembly that this question would be more appropriately 
rais'ed in a Plenary Assembly of the Conference as it did 
not fall within the Agenda for this Joint Meeting, nor 
within the terms of reference of either Committee.

13. Regarding item 9 of the Agenda, the delegate for Canada made the 
following statements-

"I believe this is a problem that will be studied in the Plenary 
Assembly tomorrow when discussing tho report of Committee 5-5 
however, I should like to make tho following observations based 
on the experience I have gained as a member of Working Group 5B.

I should like to put the following considerations to the Committees.

(Doc. No. 55-9-E)
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"The present Committee b directives on difficult circuits 
and geometric areas have further complicated the work, have 
increased some of the requirements and on the whole have 
not satisfactorily clarified the problem.
"The primary difficulties are the followings :

1. A more of less impossible, rather than difficult, 
circuit has boon defined, ■

2. A specific definition of geometric areas based on 
azimuth and radial distance was not perhaps the 
proper approach, the fallacy lying in the fact that 
the intended reception area does not coincide with

. ethe specific definitions.
3. Application of Committee b recommendations has not 

produced economy in the use of frequencies,
"In the light' of what 'has" been mentioned, I" would put the 
following suggestions to this meetings

1. That Committee b be requested to reconsider this
. problem and. if now directives are established, Com
mittee 6 would apply these new directives in 
allocating frequencies in the plan, and further,
;that Committee 5 adopt the new directives in future 
computations.

2. That Committee 5, when considering an.intended.area 
of reception, should, if there is a difference in 
the optimum working frequencies for this area, list 
each frequency and zone of service of that frequency 
as a separate requirement,

3. That there be only two classes, of service s
(a) Vertical Incidence Service
(b) Service other than Vertical Incidence.

"In conclusion I would request that Committee 5 do not 
reconsider the work already accomplished, because the 
calculations for June as they are, have been a very clear 
and definite illustration of■a complicated problem, made 
more complicated "'by the application of definitions which 
have proved to be somewhat impractical in practice."

13.1 The Chairman felt that as the report of Committee 5- was., 
to be considered in the Plenary Session scheduled for the 
21st January, this question should not be discussed at the 
present meeting, ■
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13,2 -̂ he delegate for the U.S.S.R. could not agree with the
last paragraph of the statement by the delegate for Canad'a, 
as he felt that it would most certainly be necessary for 
Committee 5 to reconsider tre recommendations for the three 
June seasons of Sunspot activity. He listed certain 
examples of countries whose requirements had been unjusti
fiably increased by the recommendations from Committee 5*.
He considered that this matter should be referred back to 
Committee 5- who should take into account the fact that the 
requirements had not been reduced by the present technical 
recommendations.

13*3 The delegate for India said that this question had already 
been raised during the Plenary Session which had discussed 
the report of Committee 5- He was surprised that Committee 
5 had not brought this question to the notice of Committee 
5- at an earlier stage in their work. He agreed with the 
Chairman that as the report of Committee 5- was to be 
discussed at the Plenary scheduled for January 21st, that 
it would be advisable to postpone any detailed discussion,

13.5- The delegate for Roumania supported wholeheartedly the
statement made by the delegate for Canada, with one exception. 
He could not agree with the recommendation contained in the 
last paragraph of this statement as this would mean that 
every assignment made for the season of June median solar 
activity would be repeated in the other two June seasons.
He also considered it necessary that Committee 5 should 
establish the total of channel-hours requested for the 
season June sunspot median, in order that the remaining 
seasons should maintain this same total in the plans to 
follow,,

13*5 At this point, the Chairman proposed that item 11 of
document 5-96 should be left in abeyance until the final 
report of Committee 5- had been fully discussed.
This proposal was agreed by the Assembly,

15-. As the Agenda for the meeting had been completed and there was 
no other business forthcoming, the Chairman closed the meeting at 
19i10 hours.

Reporters? -̂ he Chairman:
A, Blanchette H. Faulkner
Richard A, Craig
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Proposal of the USSR Delegation 
to the Plenary Assembly of the Conference 

Regarding the Report of the General Principles Committee

Taking into consideration the fact that a great many 
Delegations at the Plenary Assembly of January 24, 1949 agreed 
that no final frequency assignment plan can be worked out without 
first accepting the general principles ;

Considering also the experience of the Copenhagen Conference 
where general principles were adopted j

And on the basis of the terms of reference adopted for the 
present Conference at Atlantic City "with reference to the need 
for working out general principles and priorities", the Delegation 
of the USSR proposes the following text to the Plenary Assembly 
regarding the decision on the Report of C/3: -

"The Plenary Assembly decides that, in order to work out a 
final plan for frequency assignment the following basic factors 
concerning the distribution of the nomber of channel-hours among 
the countries of the world, be taken into account s area of the 
country, population, nomber of official languages and the specific 
characteristics of each country,"

Head of the USSR Delegation
So Stoyanov
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Document No. 551-E

26 January 195*9.’
Mexico City, 195-8/5-9

LIST OF DOCUMENTS PUBLISHED BY THE . 
INTERNATIONAL HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING CONFERENCE

Mexico, 19^8/5-9
Doc. No. 501 - 550 - E

No. of 
Document No, of 

Committee TITLE

501

502 

503 

505-

505

506

507

508

509

510

511

5 & 6

5 & 6 

5- 

5- 

2
5 & 6 

3

-List of Documents published by the Inter
national High Frequency Broadcasting Con
ference, Mexico 195-9. Doc. Nos. 5-51 - 
500 - E.

Information for Publication of Official 
List of Participants.
-Venezuela (United States of). Replies to 
Document No. 265-S.
-General Principles Committee. Request for 
Corrections to Document No. 5-5-7tE 0
-Announcement concerning meeting of Commit
tees 5 & 6.
-Resolution proposed by Committee 5 for 
joint consideration by Committees 5 and 6,

-Report of Technical Principles Committee. 
33 Meeting, 10 January 195*9.

-Report of Technical Principles Committee, 
35 Meeting. 11 January 195*9.

-Guatemala. Power of Proxy.
-Agenda for Joint Meeting of Committees 5 
and 6, 20 January 195-9.
-Working Group C of Committee 3. Revised 
Classification of Replies to the Questions 
contained in Document' No. 265**E, (This 
Document replaces Document No. 5-5-7-E).
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No. of No. of
Document Committee TITLE

512 3 -Second Report of Working Group C of
General Principles Committee. 20 January 
19^9.

513 3 -Report on the Work of the General Principle
Committee,

5l*+ 2 -Mandate of Liberia,
515 - -Agenda of the Plenary Assemblies of

January 21 and 22. (This document is 
replaced by Document No. 5^--E),

516 2 -Report of the Credentials Committee.
Powers of Liberia.

517 1 -Cuba. Proposal for modification of Docu
ment No. L,L33-E of Brazil.

518 3 -Report of General Principles Committee.
2k Meeting. 22 December I9M8,

519 3 -Report of General Principles Committee.
2.5 Meeting, 22 December I9M8,

520 3 -Report of General Principles Committee.
26 Meeting. 23 December 19*+8.

521 3 -Report of General Principles Committee,
27 Meeting. 3 January 19̂ -9 •

522 3 -Report of General Principles Committee.
28 Meeting. 3 January 19^9 •

523 3 -Report of General Principles Committee.
29 Meeting, k January 19̂ +9.

521! 3 -Report of General Principles Committee.
30 Meeting, k January 19^9•

525 3 -Report of General Principles Committee,
32 Meeting, 7 January 19̂ +9*

526 3 - -Report of General Principles Committee,
33 Meeting. 8 January 19^9 •

527 3 ..-Re port og General Principles Committee,
3*+ Mooting. 10 January 19^9*
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No. of 
document

No. of. 
Committoe TITLE

528

529

530

531

532

533

533-

535

536
537

538

539 

5^0 

5^1

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

1

6

3

-Report of General Principles Committee.
35 Meeting. 11 January 19^9•
-Report of General Principles Committee.
36 Meeting. 13 January 19M9 .

-Report of General Principles Committee.
37 Meeting. 13 January 19^9.
-Report of General Principles Committee,
38 Meeting, 15 January I 9M9 . .
-Report of General Principles Committee,
39 Meeting. 17 January 19M9 .

-Report of General Princ:' les Committee.
MO Meeting. 17 January I 9M9 .

-Report of the General Principles Committee.
Ml Meeting. 19 January I 9M9 .

-Report of tho General Principles Committee,
M2 Meeting, 20 January 19^9.
-Addendum to Doc. No. M90-E#
-Notice from the Secretary of the Conference 
to the Delegates concerning insertions in 
the Minutes.

-Report of V/orking Group 1 of the Coordinating 
Committee concerning the Organization of the 
Future Work of the Conference,
-Notice from the Secretary concerning order 
of rank in tho Portuguese Delegation,
-Report of the Plan Committee. 17 Meeting.
15 January I 9M9 .

-Argentine Republic, Proposal of Final 
Conclusion of Committee 3j submitted to 
the vSaid Committee by the Argentine Delega
tion, with tho Support of Ton Delegations, 
at the Meeting of 20 January I 9M9 .
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No. of 
Document

5k2

5^3

?¥+

$+5

5^6

5‘+7

51+8
5^9

550

Ho. of
Committei

6

Australia

3

China 
5 & 6

USSR

TITLE

-Report of the Plan Committoe. 18 Meeting, 
17 January 1999.
-Report of the Plan Committee. 19 Meeting.
19 January 1999.
-Agenda of the Plenary Assembly of 22 
January 19^9 (This Document replaces 
Document No. 515-E),
-Commonwealth of Australia? correct fre
quency requirements.

-Schedule of Meetings from 29 through 29 
January 19^9.
-Joint Statement of the Ibero-American 
Countries.
-China. Representation.
-First joint fleeting of Committee 5 and 6.
20 January 199-9.

-Proposal of the USSR Delegation to the 
Plenary Assembly of the Conference Regard
ing the Report of the General Principles 
Committee.
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Document No* 552 ~E 
29 January 1999 
Original: ENGLISH 
Committee 6

FOR THE ATTENTION OF ALL DELEGATES

Committee 6 wishes to call the attention of all Delegates 
to the Resolution adopted at the 18th Meeting of the Committee 
(see Document No, 59-2) concerning the interviews to he conducted 
by Working Group 6 B commencing on January 25th? 1999# This Re
solution reads:

"Committee 6 recommends strongly that all Delegates 
should forego their rights to send observers to the 
interviewing groups. The report of the interviews 
will be published after the completion of this work.”

Chairman of the Planning Committee 
Gunnar Pedersen



INTERNATIONAL Document No. 5 53-E
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING . ;■ '

CONFERENCE 29 January 1999

Mexico, 1998/99 Original: FRENCH
Committee 3ii * i.j  m  ■  »  i i . n  >  ii r fr f i

ADDENDUM TO DOCUMENT. NO. 511

Document No. 511, which is a corrected version of 
Document‘No. 997? lays down the definitive classification of the 
Replies of Delegations to the questionnaire contained in
Document No. 265? and further indicates which Replies are
to he considered as categorical and which as conditional.

But to enable this document to afford a complete con
spectus of the classification, it is essential to recall 
the observations made by certain delegations to the Chair
man of Committee 3? not on the subject of the Replies but 
on the subject of the Questions themselves.

Question 8 B. The Representative of the United Nations, in a
letter dated January 13, proposed to delete 
Question 8 B on the following grounds:
1. The text of the Question as put in No. 8 B 

is in contradiction with the original text,
2. The Question is irrelevant as reflecting an 

unreal situation.
3. It is of no particular interest either to 

Committee 6 or to the Conference in general.
Question 8 C, The Head of the Polish Delegation drew the

attention of Committee 3 to the fact that the 
Polish Delegation had already stated on November 27 
that the Question was badly put in Document No.
265. The expression "displaced persons”, should 
be replaced by the expression "families dispersed 
as a result of the late war”.

Question 11. The text of Question 11 was reworded as follows
to make it correspond with the original Spanish: 

"When reducing requirements would it be ad
visable to take into account the fact that some 
countries
a) reduced their requirements before they were 

submitted:
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b) submitted requirements without taking into 
consideration the necessity of economizing 
frequencies ?”

(Doc. 553-E)

The Chairman cf Committee 3 
H, J. van den Broek.
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Document No. 559-E 
29 January 1999 
Original: FRENCH
Committee 6

Mexico City, 1998/99

DRAFT REPORT OF SUB-GROUP 6 D-2 
OF THE PLAN COMMITTEE

1. WORK OF SUB-GROUP 6 D-2
Sub-Group 6 D-2 was composed of four members: The Delegates

of France Overseas, Indonesia, Italy and the Argentine,
In addition, the Delegate of Hungary graciously participated 

in the work of the Sub-Group and was of considerable aid.
Sub-Group 6 D-2 held four official meetings to decide on the 

basic documents to be used, on the method of calculation and on 
the final presentation of the results.

The work was distributed among the various members of the Sub- 
Group, which allowed each one to make the best use of his time while 
working on the task assigned to him.

It should be noted that the work of the Sub-Group has been
considerably complicated by the multiplication of the simultaneous 
meetings of Committees 3? 9, 5 and 6, which completely prevented
any meeting of the Sub-Group after Tuesday, January 11th.

The terms of reference of Sub-Group 6 D-2 were "to prepare 
graphs giving the value of the field produced at short and medium 
distances by a 1 kW transmitter using frequencies of 6 and 7 Mc/s 
and for different hours of the day".

• Methods of Calculation.
The calculation of the field has been made for distances of 

900, 800, 1200, 1600, 2900, and 3200 km. In addition, in order to 
determine the possibilities of channel sharing at night, calculations 
were made for distances of 9000 and 6000 km.

The Sub-Group at first decided to confine itself to calculating 
the field for the frequencies of 6, 7 and 9 Mc/s and for each of the 
directions, north, south, east and west, every two hours from 06.to 
29 hrs. (average local time at the transmitting point).

2. PRESENTATION OF THE WORK.
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However, in order to allow determination of the optimum fre
quencies, which were necessary for medium distance services in day- • 
time, the field was calculated for the frequencies of 11, 15, 17 and 
21 Mc/s at noon, local tine.

This work was completed for tho latitudes of 0° , 20° N. and 
20° S. for the June median season (Q 1.35? sunspot number — 70).

Moreover, calculations were made for the use of two t3"pes of 
antenna, an isotropic antenna and a half-wave antenna situated a - 
quarter of a wavelength above the ground, radiating a power of 1 kW.

B• Basic Document.
The basic document has been Circular No. 962 of the National 

Bureau of Standards.
C. Observations on the Work.

(1) Various possible modes of propagation wore taken into ac
count 5 1 and 2 reflections from the 3 Layer and 1 and 2 re
flections from the F2 layer. For tho isotropic antenna it 
was as sinned that the fields added together qu,adratically at

y the point of reception, although in fact the effective length 
of the receiver antenna varies with tho mode of propagation 
considered, and that to bo completely accurate it would have 
been necessary to add quadratically the voltages at the 
receiver input, and not tho field.

For tho half-wave antenna a quarter of a wavelength above the 
ground, tho Sub-Group took into account differences of antenna direc
tivity according to tho angle of radiation used for each mode of 
propagation.

Tho table in Annex I gives tho corrections for oach angle of 
elevation while tho table in Annex II gives the angles of elevation 
for oach distance and oach mode of propagation considered.

In all casesj tho fact of adding tho fields due to the different
modes of propagation would not affect tho results by more than 3 db.

(2) As a result of tho fact that all cf the calculations in 
Circular No. 962 arc based on tho hypothesis that an antenna 
radiating a power of 1 kW produces a field of 300 rnV/m at a
distance of 1 km, while in reality such an antenna produces
a field of 300 mV/m = 173 mV/m, it has been necessary, in 
order to _3 compare tho gains of the real antennas with 
tho isotropic.antenna, to reduce all tho values obtained by 
5 db.

Under those conditions, for example, tho field produced at large 
angles of elevation by a half-wave antenna situated a quarter of a ' 
wavelength above the ground is 2.5 db. greater than the values indi
cated in the Circular (for short distances of 900 and 800 km, at 
the most)5
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for instance, let X be the value read; it must be reduced by 5 db. 
in order to take into account the preceding point; then add 2.15 
db. (gain of an isolated half-wave antenna relative to the isotropic 
antenna)9 then add 5.5-db. in order to take into account the 
directivity of the antenna situated a quarter wavelength above the 
ground relative to the isolated half-wave antenna.

From this we get the result - 5 2.15 + 5.5. = 2.5 db.
(appr oxima telv).

3 VALUE OF TEE RESULTS OBTAINED.
(a) It may be considered that the calculations have been made 

with an accuracy of ^ 2 db.
(b) In fact, the Sub-Group encountered the following 

difficulties which it would like to submit to the 
U.S.A. Delegation.
(1) As a whole, the values obtained for short and medium 

distances seemed rather pessimistic; this is confirmed 
by the fact that if a calculation were made of the 
field produced at 3200 km. for frequencies of
17 Mc/s and 21 Mc/s • by the method used for 
medium distances, values are obtained which are 
U to 6 db. lower than those obtained by the method 
used for distances greater than 3200 1m.

In fact, the field calculated for UOOO km. for 
a given frequency is greater than the field calculated 
for the same frequency and for a distance of 3200 km, 
using the method for short distances.

As an example, for graphs gjving the field at
noon produced by frequencies of 15, 17 and 21
Mc/s,' the Sub-Group has had to reduce" syste
matically the values obtained for 1+000and 6000 km. 
by U and 6 db. in order to ensure the continuity of 
the curves at 3200 km,

(2) Moreover, the use of curves for reflection from the 
E layer (1 hop) for the same absorption value, for 
example 1.5? gives;

for 1200 km., 6 Mc/s ; - 8 db.
for 1600 km., 6 Mc/s ; - 8 db.

that is to say, the same value, which seems abnormal 
a priori.
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(c) In conclusion, the results given in the graphs, except
'for 'the night-time graph, should be used with discernment; 
it does not seem that the overall accuracy can be greater 
than z  3 db,,. and in certain cases - 3 db. - 6 db.

D . Presentation of the results
(1) The differences in the values of field intensity obtained 

for the different directions (north, south, east, west) hardly 
exceed 2 to 3 db in the aggregate, for the field intensity values 
required. For the accuracy required of the calculations, it appeared 
sufficient in tho first place to prepare graphs for the directions 
east and west.

(2) On the other hand, considering the fact that propagation 
during twilight periods could be effected in manifold ways and 
that the atmospheric conditions changed rapidly, it was found 
preferable first to prepare graphs for the stable periods of midnight 
(darkness path) and midday.

(3) Furthermore, the field intensity values at latitudes of 0°, 
20° N, and 20° S. generally differ by less than 3 db. from one another.

Accordingly, the first curves have been prepared solely 
for 'the equator.

(A) The presentation of the provisional results of the Sub- 
Group will be as follows;

(a) a graph, giving as a function of distance, from 0 to 
6000 km, the field intensity expressed in db relative to
1. piV/m, produced at night by a 1 kW transmitter (effective , 
radiated power) using either an isotropic antenna or a half
wave antenna situated a quarter of a wavelength above the 
ground.'

The field produced by a transmitter having a power X db 
greater than 1 kW and using an antenna having,in the direction 
considered, a gain of Y db relative to the half-wave antenna, 
or Y db + 2.15 db relative to the isotropic antenna, will be 
obtained from the value given by the curve for the isotropic 
antenna and then adding X r Y - 2.15 db.

(b) A graph giving the field, expressed in db relative to 
1 pSf/ m, produced at midday (maximum absorption) by a 1 kW 
transmitter (effective radiated power) using an isotropic 
antenna and operating on frequencies of 6, 7? 9? 11? 15? 17 
and 21 Mc/s.

Beyond 3 200 km, the values obtained from the calculations 
by the method used for large distances have been reduced.
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for 21 Mc/s? by k db
for 17 Mc/s? by 6 db

Tho graph for those distances has been drawn in pencil.
It seemed preferable to the Sub-Group, after having called 
the Group's attention to the matter, to restrict the use of 
this graph to distances of less than kOOO km while awaiting 
exact information from the Delegation of the U.S.A.

(c) Three graphs giving, for distances of U00 km, 800 km
and 1 200 km, the field in east and west directions as a 
function of the time of day for the frequencies 6, 7 and 9
Mc/s (at 800 km and 1 200 km for the frequencies 6, 7, 9 and
11 Mc/s) assuming the transmitter to be at the equator.

The scale at the left expresses the field produced by
an isotropic antenna; the scale at the right expresses the 
field produced by a half-wave antenna situated a q u a r t e r  of a 
wavelength above the ground.

* PROPOSALS OF THE SUB-GROUP.
In conclusion, at the present time it seems to the Sub-Group 

to be unnecessary to prepare graphs as a function of distance;
(1) for twilight conditions, because of the uncertainty of 

the results,
(2) for tho 20° N and 20° S .latitudes, because the results 

for the distances of from 0 to 1 200 km generally differ 
from the results obtained for the equator by less than
3 db.

On the other hand, the Sub-Group proposes to prepare graphs 
similar to those prepared for the equator for the L-O0 $ and especially 
the U0° S latitudes, which should differ perceptibly from 
preceding ones.

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS.
(a) Tho advantages of using a half-wave antenna situated a 

quarter of a wavelength above the ground, by comparison with an 
isotropic antenna, for short distance services, appear clearly on 
the night graph. In fact, by using the former, it is possible to 
make multiple night assignments with a protection ratio of around 
L-0 db every 6 000 km (assuming a service area of L-OO km around the 
transmitter1) and with a protection ratio of 30 db, every kOQO km.
On the other hand, with an isotropic antenna such assignments would 
only be possible every 30 000 km in the first case and every 12 000 
km in the second case.
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(b) Minimum field to be protected; the application of tho
' decision of Committee b relative to the minimum field to be protected, 
which is U8 db for frequencies of 6, 7 and 9 Mc/s, shows;

That by using a 1 kW transmitter the service area at night
may be 800 km radius;
the service area in the daytime is considerably reduced.

/

In order to servo an area of 800 km radius, using a frequency 
of 9,Mc/s, a 10 kW transmitter would be necessary; using a frequency 
of 6 Mc/s a 200 kW transmitter would be necessary.

For frequencies above 10 Mc/s the minimum field to be protected 
is U3.5 db. Accordingly, in order to assure daytime service at 
1 200 km using an antenna with 7 db gain relative to the isotropic 
antenna, a L-0 k¥ transmitter would be necessary using a frequency 
of 11 Mc/s.

(c) Protection in relation to atmospheric noise
In tho case of an area where the noise is at a level of grade k, 

the level of atmospheric noise (frequency of 6 Mc/s) is about 19 db 
at 20 h.

The lc-vel of the useful signal would therefore be 19 + b6 = 65 
db, which would only be possible at 5-00 km with a transmitter of 
about 30 kW and at 800 km with a 50 kW transmitter.

With a 1 kW transmitter serving an area of 5-Ou km radius the 
ratio of protection would be reduced to 31.5 db.

During the day, at noon, the level of noise under the same 
conditions is grade 3.

Accordingly, a 50 kW transmitter would be necessary in order 
to serve an area of WOO km radius at this time of day on a frequency 
of 6 Mc/s.

km radius
In order to serve an aS’ea; of 80Q/using a frequency of 6 Mc/s, 

a 5-00 kW transmitter would be required, on 9 Mc/s, a 12 kW transmitter*
(d) In conclusion, it appeared;

1
(1) that using a 1 kW transmitter it is by no means

possible to make transmissions at 5-00 and 800 km, 
conforming to the recommendations of the Conference.

(2) That in any case, unless veryhigh-powered transmitters, 
were used, at midday it would be necessary to use fre
quencies of 9 Mc/s and even 11 Mc/s in order to serve 
an area of 800 km, radius--.

Henri Lerognon



ANNEX I
GAIN OF A HORIZONTAL HALF-WAVE ANTENNA, SITUATED AT A 
QUARTER OF A WAVELENGTH ABOVE THE GROUND. IN A PLANE 

PERPENDICULAR TO THE AXIS OF THE ANTENNA

Angle- of elevation in Gain in relation to
degrees isotropic antenna

(Doc. 55^-E)

1 - 23.15
3.? - 12.15
5 - 9.*+5
7 - 6 .2 5

8 - 1.15
13 - 1
18 +• 1.5
25 ... if

27 1.5
33 5.75
37 6.35
15 7.15
57 8
72 8.15



ANGLES OF ELEVATION NOR SNORT AND MEDIUM DISTANCES
(in degrees)
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ANNEX II

Distance 1 hop 2 hops 1 hop 2 hops
(km) (1 reflection (2 reflections (1 reflection (2 reflections

at the E at t he E at the F2 at the F2
.ayer) layer) layer)  layer)

o1+00 km

OO-C\j k5° 57° 72(
800 13 27 37 57

1200 7 18 25 *+5
1600 3.5 13 18 33
21+00 X 7 9 25
3200 X 3.5 3 18

>+000 X X 1 13
6000 X X X 5
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ANNEX III

USE OF GRAPHS PREPARED BY GROUP 6 D-2
A , Basic documents.

Tho graphs arc based on Circular No. k62 of the National 
Bureau of Standards, As tho field intensity values given in 
the Circular are based on the hypothesis that an isotropic 
antenna radiating a power of 1 kW produces at a distance of 
1 km from the antenna a field of 300 mv/m, whereas in reality 
the field produced at that distance is only 300 mV/m = 173 
mV/m, the figures given in the Circular have A 
been systematically reduced by 5 db,

B, Lay-out of the graphs.
The graphs prepared by Sub-Group D 2 for the median June 

period (Q = 1.35) are of two kindsj
(1) Graphs giving tho field calculated in decibels above 

1 uV/m at different distances from the transmitter (from 0 to 
*+000 km) for frequencies of 6, 7? 9? 11? 15? 17 and 21 Mc/s.
Each graph is plotted for a particular hour (midnight, noon
or 8 a.m..), and for a given antenna, viz, either an isotropic 
antenna or a half-wave antenna situated at a quarter of a 
wavelength above the ground. These graphs have been prepared 
for latitudes 0° direction W and E, and h0° N, -̂0° S. direction 
Nj S, E and W.

(2) Graphs for the several distances H-OO, 800 and 1200 km 
giving the field at different hours of the day. The right hand 
scale gives the field intensity in dccibles relative to 1 uV/m 
for an isotropic antennas the left hand scale gives the field 
intensity for' a half-wave antenna situated at a quarter of a 
wavelength above the ground,, in a plane;perpendicular to the 
axis of the antenna. Those graphs have been prepared for 
latitudes 0° direction W and E, and *+0° N., ^0° S. direction
N , S, E . and W .

C , Use of the graphs.
(1) Accuracy of the graphs.

A degree of accuracy of more than ^ 3 db is not to be 
expected in these graphs. That being so, it did not appear 
worthwhile to prepare graphs for all directions at the 
Equator and at latitudes of 20° N. and 20° S., since the 
differences between the field intensities at latitudes of 
20° and the field intensities produced by tho same 
transmitters on the Equator (directions E and W) are 
generally loss than 3 db, especially for short distances.
In other words', the graphs prepared for the Equator 
(direction W and E) may be used for latitude 20° N. and
S., and for the other directions N and S,



(2) Case of use of another type of antenna.
Whore another typo of antenna is used, having 

in tho'direction of the angle of elevation (see 
Annex II) a gain of X db relative to the half-wave 
antenna, or X - 2,15 db relative to an isotropic 

- antenna, and v/horc the power radiated is Y db above 
1 kW, the value of the fjold obtained with the 
isotropic antenna should be increased by X f Y  ̂2,15 do*

ANNEX III (cont’d.)
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X.

2.

3.

J+.

5.

The Chairman said that it had been decided that Mr, Veatch 
should give at the present meeting his point of view on why the 
corrections for short and long term fading should be added 
arithmetically,

Mr, Veatch explained that it would take a short time.to 
draw some curves on the blackboard.

It was decided that in order to save time, Document No.
317 should be discussed.

The Chairman gave a brief summary of the contents of 
Document No. 317*

The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. said that generally 
speaking the basis of the proposal given in Document No. 317 
was acceptable.

In the 26 Mc/s band the requirements were much less than 
the channels available. The proposal of Document No. 317j that 
Committee b should recommend.that any country could use a 
channel in the 26 Mc/s band, seemed incorrect. In the plan to 
be compiled by this Conference it was necessary to assign fre
quencies in siich a manner that there. ..was no interference be
tween stations. On 26 Mc/s it was not possible to have sharing.

The Ukrainian S.S.R, suggested that assignments in the 
26 Mc/s band should therefore be made only in proportion to 
those assignments in the 17, 17 and 21 Mc/s bands received by 
countries from Committee It was wrong to assign frequencies 
in the 26 Mc/s band to countries who had- assignments only in the 
lower bands", such as the 6 Mc/s band.
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6. The Delegate of the U.K. said he could see 'how a mis
understanding was being caused. In order to prevent ambiguity, 
he would like to delete the words "one of the lower broadcast
ing bands" and insert "either the 17 or 21 Mc/s broadcasting 
bands’!.*

7* The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that the U.K. amendment
clarified the position. The U.K. amendment now meant that a 
country could use simultaneously either one frequency in the 
17 Mc/s band with one frequency in the 26 Mc/s band or one fre
quency in the 21 Mc/s band with one'frequency in the 26 Mc/s 
band. The U.ScS.R. Delegation agreed, in general, with the 
proposal submitted by Mr. Fryer but they would like to amplify 
it a little. The 15 Mc/s band frequencies were not greatly 
different from the 17 Mc/s band frequencies and for this reason 
the U.S.S.R. Delegation proposed that the resolution "Frequencies 
in the 26 Mc/s band may be assigned as frequencies for simul* 
taneous use for such stations which, in accordance with the as
signment plan, will be assigned frequencies in'either the 15? 17 
or 21 Mc/s bands".

Continuing, the Delegate of the U.S.S’.R. said that there
were 5'0 channels in the 26 Mc/s band (using a channel spacing
of 10 kc/s). The total number of channels" “in' the'-T5, 17 and 
21 Mc/s bands was 85. All the countries who had assignments in 
the 15, 17 and 21 Mc/s bands would not necessarily want fre
quencies in the 26 Mc/s band. In addition, frequencies in the'
26 Mc/s band could not always be used simultaneously with a 
frequency in these lower bands. Taking all these circumstances 
into account, then the amplication of the proposal of Mr.
Fryer, as suggested by the U.S.S.R. Delegation, seemed quite 
acceptable. ' .

If it was found that requests for frequencies .in the 26 
Mc/s band exceeded the channels available then the 26 Mc/s 
channels should be assigned proportionately between the countries 

• who -had received assignments in the 15/ 1-7 and 21 Mc/s bands.
8. The Chairman-suggested the following proposals "After

complying with the requests of the count ies for specific assign
ments in the 26 Mc/s band, the remainder of the frequencies may 
be assigned as frequencies for simultaneous use by those 
countries who are desirous of making use of these assignments 
and who, in accordance with the.assignment■plan, will be assign
ed frequencies in the 15? 17 and 21 Mc/s bands'. These remain
ing frequencies will be distributed first to assignees in the 
21 Mc/s band, then to assignees in the 17 Mc/s band, and 
finally to assignees in the 15 Mc/s band.
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

I1*.

15.

The Delegate of Pakistan said he understood from the U.K. 
proposal that if the OWF curves showed that a country should be 
assigned a frequency in the 26 Mc/s band then, for the reasons 
stated in Document No. 317 in connection with the development of 
receivers, the country would also receive an assignment in the 
21 Mc/s band. If the OWF was 21 Mc/s it was not understood how 
an assignment in the 26 Mc/s band could be of much use. .

The Delegate of the U.K. said that the U.S.S.R. proposal 
clearly conveyed the.same idea as the U.K. proposal and was 
probably a better text in the Russian language. The U.K. Dele
gation had not included the 15 Mc/s band because it was felt that 
few countries who received an assignment in the 15 Mc/s band 
would get much benefit_from using simultaneously an assignment 
in the 26 Mc/s band, it was not thought that any country would 
set up a transmitter for use on 26 Mc/s unless it was going to 
be useful.

The Chairman said he thought that the last part of the 
statement made by tho U.K. Delegate had answered the question 
raised by the Delegate of Pakistan.

The Delegate of the U.K. said he would like to s ee the 
other points, given in the U.K. resolution, included in the 
final text, Mr, Fryer said he thought that; the text suggested 
by the Chairman could be included in the resolution of Document
No*- 317 by deleting "any.country desiring to do..............
difficult circuits" and in its place inserting the text proposed 
by the hairrnan.

The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. said that he thought 
that it was necessary to make assignments in the 26 Mc/s band 
when the requirements of countries' were technically correct.
The U.S.S.R, proposal was more correct and it was quite logical 
to allocate frequencies in the 26 Mc/s frequency band only to 
those countries whose requirements were confirmed by Committee 
5# The text proposed by the Chairman could lead to assignments 
in the 26 Mc/s --quency band which were not technically correct.

- The Chairman said that this point could be covered by in
cluding the words "technically justified".

The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that although the amend
ments suggested by the Chairman and the Delegate of the U.K. 
improved the final text, the U.S.S.R. Delegation still had a 
number of doubts. In the opinion of his Delegation, require
ments should be well founded both from the technical point of 
view and from the general substance of the claim. As an example, 
a very small country might be technically justified in. using 
26 Mc/s but as it was a small country It might not be justified
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in having so many channel hours, -̂ or this, reason the proposal 
might be amended to' read "technically well founded and approved 
by the planning committee".

Continuing, the Delegate of the U.S .S .R. ■■ said he objected 
to the mention of priority for the uses.of■ frequencies in the 21, 
17 and 15 Mc/s bands. Such an establishment*of order of pre
ference was not correct and was not justified on a technical 
basis,

16. The Chairman said he thought that technical and other justi-
. o fication for the use of 26 Mc/s was automatically implied.

As for as the order of preference was concerned he would 
be quite willing to delete that part of the-text if the assembly 
so desired. He felt, however, that from the. propagation aspect 
the simultaneous use of 26 and 21 Mc/s was more justified than
the simultaneous use of 26 and 15 Mc/s.

17* The Delegate of Egypt said he felt that this resolution was
more the concern of Committee 6 than Committee

18. Several speakers disagreed with the statement of the Dele
gate of Egypt.

After a further brief discussion on the text of Document 
No, 317, it was decided to set up a small drafting group con
sisting of the Delegates of the U.S.S.R., Ukrainian'S.S,R•, 
Pakistan and the U.K. to prepare a final text acceptable to all.

19. Mr. Veatch then gave .a lecture to support his opinion that
the correction- factors for short and long term fading should be 
added arithmetically.

A copy of this lecture will be published as Annex C of 
this report,

20., Professor Siforov then gave a lecture-in support of his
opinion that the short and long term fading correction figures

’ ' should not be added arithmetically but that an overall correc-* 
tion factor of 12 db was mathematically justified,

A copy of this lecture will be published as Annex D of 
this report. ■

2 1 . . " The Chairman said- that these lectures, had been given in
order tp try and prove how the short and long term correction 
factors' for fading should be added. It was for the Committee 
.to decide if they considered that the factors should be added 
arithmetically or whether an overall figure of 12 db should be 
applied. Continuing, the Chairman suggested that the question 
should be put to a vote.



~ 5 -
(Doc. 555-E)

22. The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said he did not understand
what question was being put to a vote. In Committee b a de
cision had been adopted that the overall correction factor for> 
short and long term fading should be 12 db. Working Group -̂-A 
had unsuccessfully tried to explain how this figure of 12 db 
could be correlated with the individual figures for .short and 
long term fading. Professor Siforov had just proved mathematic
ally, on a probability basis, how the figure of 12 db could be 
derived from the figures of 8 and 9 db. All that remained to
be carried out was to insert in the Minutes the mathematical 
explanation showing how this 12 db could be derived from the 
individual short and long term fading figures of 8 and 9 <db 
respectively.

23. The Chairman said that this proposal of the Delegation of
the U.S.S.R. could be put to the vote.

2 b , The Delegate of the Argentine said he had followed the ex
planations given by Mr. Veatch and Professor Siforov. In his 
opinion, Mrv Veatch had referred to one aspect of the question 
while Professor Siforov had referred to another a.spect of the 
question. There did not appear to be sufficient data on the 
subject.

Continuing, the Delegate' of the Argentine said that the 
Committee should state that a certain overall figure of correc
tion factor had been taken as a practical value because it had 
not been possible to determine mathematically how the separate 
figures for short and long term fading should be added.

25* The Delegate of Indonesia supported this proposal,
26. The Delegate of Egypt said that Committee *+ had decided to

accept a figure which applied for 90% of the hour and 90% of
the days. For that reason the 12 db overall figure was incorrect,

At the meeting when the 8th Report of Working Group b~A 
had been approved, the figure of 12 db had been adopted on the 
understanding that in the light of further studies tjiis figure 
could be amended. After listening to the lectures given this 
morning the Delegation of Egypt proposed that this question 
should be reopened.

2 7 . The Delegate of the U.S.A. supported this proposal.
28. The Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R, said £hat the pro

posal of the Delegate of Egypt was premature. t was first 
necessary to take a decision on the question on the Agenda.
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29* ( The Egyptian proposal was adopted by 19 votes for, to 13
votes against, with no abstentions.

30«'" The^Delegate of Argentine said that the Committee should
not specify separate figures for short and long term fading but 
should give a single practical figure.

31*- The Chairman said that the existing figure of 12 db could
cover this proposal.

32. The Delegate of Egypt proposed a figure of 17 db.
33* The Delegate of Italy supported this proposal.
3^* The Delegate of Switzerland said he would abstain from

voting because he felt that the figures of 8 and 9 db were not 
confirmed in reality.

35* ■ The Delegate of the ..U.S .S -.R. said that the Committee should
first vote on.the figure of 12 db because it had in reality 
been submitted first. The figure of 12 db had been adopted at 
an earlier meeting where it had been stated ‘that the figure
would be maintained until another figure could be proved mathe
matically to be better. The U.S.S.R. Delegation did not under
stand on what grounds this Committee could adopt another figure 
because no mathematical proof had been given to show that a- 
nother figure was better. The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. would 
like to know on what basis the earlier decision was being 
'challenged •

36. ' The Chairman said that by a majority decision the Committee
had just decided to reopen the question.

37.• The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said he understood that the
Chairman should be the counsel to see that•the correct rules of 
procedure were being observed. This Committee had decided that 
the figure of 12 db should only be altered iD it was proved 
.mathematically incorrect. He would like to know what mathe
matical proof had been given to change the figure from 12 to
17 db.

The U.S.S.R. Delegation maintained that the figure of 12 
db should be retained until such a. time as a satisfactory 
mathematical proof was given to show that 17 db was better.
This question should be decided by logic- and not by a show of 
hands•

In conclusion the Delegate of the U.S.S.R. said he would 
like to draw the attention of the Chairman to the Chairfs com
promise proposal to retain the 12 db.
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38• The Chairman said he still supported the view he had expres
sed when he put forward the compromise proposal. Procedurely,
the Chairman has to abide, by. the -rules of procedure and therefore 
by the majority decision of the committee,

39• The delegate of Egypt said that a decision had been taken to
reopen the discussion and it was necessary to stick to this de
cision,

5-0. The delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. said he thought that a
mathematical problem could not be solved by a vote, .This com
mittee could, by a.vote, decide that 2 x 2 z 5 which procedure 
was just as incorrect as deciding by a vote that a certain non- 
mathematical proof was correct. .. . .

The delegation of the Ukrainian S.S.R. therefore proposed 
the acceptance of the figure of 12 db with an explanation that 
it referred to 83% of circuits.

5-1. The delegate of the U.S.S.R. said that he protested against
the procedure which had been accepted by the chair. The com
mittee had definitely adopted a proposal at the previous meet
ing to accept 12 db until mathematical proof was given that it • 
had to be changed. Continuing , .'the- delegate "Of "the U.S.S.R, 
said he thought that the compromise proposal of the chairman, 
made at the previous meeting, was being violated by its author.

*+2, The Chairman said that the delegate of the U.S.S.R, was
questioning the procedure being adopted by the chair and that he 
would therefore, put to vote whether the procedure adopted by the 
chair was correct. By 23 votes for, to 10 votes against, with no 
abstentions the assembly upheld the procedure of the chair.

5-3. The delegate of the U.S.S.R. proposed that the Ukrainian
S.S.R, proposal should be voted on first and that the vote should 
be secret,

5-5-, Professor Siforov said that the question being decided was
very important and he suggested that discussion and decision on 
the subject should be deferred until after lunch.

1+5. The delegate- of Egypt said he objected to voting upon the
proposal of the Ukrainian S.S.R, before his proposal.

5-6. The delegate of the U.S.S.R. said he supported the proposal
made by Professor Siforov, The last vote had decided that dis
cussion on the question of the correction factors should be re
opened, It had not been decided that the committee should close 
the discussion on the question.



- 8 -
(Doc. 555-E)

*+7. .. By :19 votes -to 11 with 3 abstentions if"was decided to close
A.,: the discussion.'.
b8. The delegates of the Ukrainian S.S.R.. Bielorussian S.S.R,.,

Albanian P..R, ,. Roumania and Bulgaria supported the U.S.S.R. re
quest for a secret.vote,

5+9. It. was decided to vote on the two proposals simultaneously,
. By 18 votes for-, to 11 against, with 3 abstentions the Egyptian 
proposal of 17 db was''accepteh,

By 11. votes’" for, to 18 votes against, with 3 abstentions 
the U.S.S-.R. proposal of 12 db was rejected.

JO. . .. The delegate of - the. U.S.S.R. said thaf his delegation and the
... . delegation of, Albania wished to state that they did not agree to 

the decision just taken and they would submit their reservation 
in writing. (See Annex A)

Jl. _ The delegate of Roumania said that his delegation and the
: delegation of Yugoslavia wished to state that they did not agree 
■ to the decision just' taken and they would submit their reservation^' 
in writing. (See Annex B). ■

: The delegate of Bulgaria, said that a decision on the ques
tion just discussed had not been decided upon by a mathematical
proof but by means of a vote. ...

J3*. The delegate, of the Ukrainian S.S.FU said that his dele
gation and. the delegation, of the Bielorussian S .S..R. .wished to 
state that the figure of 17 db was excessively high and had no 
mathematical foundation.

Jk#; -It was-agreed that- the' drafting'"group of Committee ^should
meet during the afternoon.

5J,: It was decided that the delegates of fhe U.S.S.R., the
.. . Ukrainian S'.S .Rv, Pakistan , and the U.K.' shouldomoef"to-decide

the final text of .the resolution given in Document. 317.

The Reporter: 
P. N. Parker

The Chairman: 
M, L. Sastry
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ANNEX A

Particular Opinion of the Delegations
of the U.S.S.R., Ukraniarr- S .S ,R. and Bielorussian S.S.R.*      —             —    y.

With Regard to the Decision Adopted 
At the 36th Meeting of Committee b.m

1. The above-mentioned Delegations state their categorical 
disagreement with the decision adopted by Committee b in regard to 
the question of the methods used for combining the additional pro
tection ratios for short and long term fading.

2. •• The method of adding arithmetically the maximum cor
rections for short and long term fading, adopted by a majority of 
Committee U, is, in the opinion of the above-mentioned Delegations, 
incorrect because it concerns the least favorable conditions, the 
probability of which is very small.

3. The method of arithmetical addition is too narrow since 
it does not take into consideration the variety of fading conditions 
which can be observed on all radio' broadcasting circuits of the 
world.

b» The afore-mentioned Delegations consider that Committee 
b had no reason whatsoever for revising the decision adopted at the 
30th Mooting of the Committee, that the total additional protection 
ratio for short and long term fading should be 12 db, since no 
mathematical or even generally convincing proof justifying the re
vision of this value was presented.

On behalf of the Delegation of the U.S.S.R.
Prof. V. Siforov

Head of the Delegation of the Ukrainian S.S.R.
G. Ouspensky

Head of the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R.
G. Egorov

13 January 19*+9
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ANNEX B

The Delegations of the People’s Republic of Roumania 
and the People’s Federal Republic of Yugoslavia do -ot agree with 
the procedure adopted by this Committee, the-result of which was 
the vote on "the addition of the figures for short and long term
fading, for the following reasons s' ’

1) When the value' of 12 db was adopted as the
necessary correction for all types of fading, 
it was decided that this value was acceptable 
in practice (since it had been adopted by a 
majority) though as - yet to be substantiated 
from a mathematiaal viewpoint, which is what 
Professor Sivorof did today with such clarity.

2) -The considerations submitted to our Assembly
by the U.S.A. Delegation to explain the 
arithmetic addition of the figures for fading 
do not seem to us to be sufficient and in any 
case cannot modify the adoption of the pro
tection ratio to take fading into account, 
whose value of 12 db had received the theoreti
cal foundation requested by this Committee'.

Delegate of the 
Popular Republic of Roumania

Mr. Milan Manciulescu.
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1. The Chairman said that it was necessary for Committee b to have 
its Final Report ready for'approval by the Plenary Assembly of Friday, 
January 21st and he.appealed to all delegates to show a spirit of 
co-operation during the present and subsequent meetings so that the 
Committee could, present Its report on time.

Continuing, Mr. Sastry asked M.rc Fryer if the small'drafting 
group had agreed upon a text for rhe resolution given in document 
317.

Mr. Fryer said that the small drafting group, consisting of de
legates of the UoS6S.R., Ukrainian SSR-, Pakistan and UCK. had pro
duced a text. This text contained points on which one or more mem
bers of the drafting group had not been in complete agreement but
thanks to the spirit of co-eoperation the following compromise text
had been agreed:- .......

n(a) Committee 6 may, as an exception to the general rule 
for the assignment of one frequency to one programme 
to one reception zone, allocate duplicate frequencies
in the 26 Mc/s band, when so requested by the country
concerned and when the frequency is likely to prove 
useful for technically justified assignments in the 
bands 15, 17 and 21 Mc/s.

"(b) Committee 5- recommends that a frequency in the 26 Mc/s 
band should not be allocated as a single frequency in, 
those cases where a country meets difficulty in pro
viding technical means for the transmission or recep
tion of the broadcasts in those bands,

” (c) These rules will be considered acceptable only during
the life of the Elan accepted by the present Conference”.

Document No. 556-E 

25 January 19*+9 
Original s - ENGLISH 
Committee A
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3* The Chairman-said that he would like to clarify these points 
which arose out of this proposals- '

(i) The introductory sentence as given in document 317 had
been omitted from the text first dictated by Mr. Fryer. He 
suggested that the text "That, recognizing the pre
sent Conference, Committee 5- recommends that” should 
be included .

(ii) Committee b could not give a directive to Committee 6
but could only make a recommendation.

(iii) Paragraph (b) might violate the terms of reference of 
Committee b .

k. The delegate of the U0SoS0R e said his delegation did not object 
to the first two amendments suggested/by the Chair. With regard"to 
the third point raised by the Chairman, the delegate of the U.S.S.R. 
felt that paragraph (b) did not come within the terms of reference 
of Committee k, but was appropriate to Committee 6.
5. The delegate for Egypt said he felt that the whole of the pro
posal was' within the terms of Committee 6 and for that reason he
would abstain from voting.
6. The Chairman said that as there appeared to be* no. objection to 
the first.two points he had raised, they would be adopted. The ques
tion that remained to be decided was whether paragraph (b) came 
within the terms of reference of Committee b or Committees 3 and 6.
7. The delegate for Pakistan said that his delegation had included 
paragraph (b; because they felt that it was in line with the ori
ginal U.K. proposal as given in document 317. The delegation.:of 
Pakistan recognized the fact that a smaller number of. receivers 
could be tuned to 26 Mc/s than to 21 Mc/s and for that reason it 
was thought that a country., which was allocated a frequency in the 
26 Mc/s band, should also>receive an allocation in. the 21 Mc/s band.

C0ncerning the fact as to whether paragraph (b) came within the 
terms of reference, of Committee k, he would like to refer to the 
fact that an adopted recommendation of Working Group C (document 
+̂08). had used the expression "technically and, economically" and, 
as used in that report, the word "economically" did not come within 
the terms of reference of Committee k.
8. The Chairman said he agreed with the first point made by the 
delegate for Pakistan but he had doubts concerning the second point.
9. The delegate for the Ukrainian SSR said he had certain doubts
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concerning paragraph (b) also. In paragraph (a) , and the preamble 
suggested by the Chairman, the text referred to an economy of fre
quencies but if paragraph (b) was adopted it would not- lead to ’an 
economy.
10. Committee had recommended- the use of the U.S.A. OWF curves 
and if paragraph (b) was adopted, the, Committee would.be contra
dicting the results obtained, from the application of these curves.

In conclusion,, the delegate of the Ukrainian SSR said, that pa
ragraph (b) was appropriate to "Committee 6 and no” to Committee A.

By 12 votes for, to 6 against, with 12 abstentions, it was 
decided to delete paragraph (b).
11. The following text was therefore:adopted:-

"That, recognizing the necessity for encouraging tho use 
of the 26 Me/s broadcasting band, with, a view to-reliev
ing congestion in the.lower'bands, and bearing in mind 
that the 26 Mc/s band is 500 kc/s wide and unlikely, in 
any event, to be fully utilized during the life of the 
Plan adopted by the present Conference, Committee b re
commends that'?-
(a) Committee 6 may, as an exception to the general‘rule 

for the assignment of one frequency to one programme 
to one reception zone, allocate duplicate frequencies 
in the 26 Mc/s band, when so- requested by the country 
concerned and when the frequency is likely to prove 
useful for technically justified assignments in the

: -bands 15> 17 and 21 Mc/s.
(b) These rules will be considered acceptable only during the 

life of the Plan accepted by tho present Conference."
12. The delegate for Pakistan said that it had been decided to
delete paragraph (b) and he would like to know whether this meant 
that paragraph (b) could not be included as a separate proposal.
13. The Chairman said that the paragraph could be submitted as a 
separate proposal.
15-. The delegate for Pakistan said he wished to put forward the
text of paragraph ((b) as a proposal.
15# The delegate for Mexico said he supported the proposal put 
forward by the delegate for Pakistan because his delegation felt 
that the paragraph was within the competence of Committee
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16. The Chairman asked the delegate of Pakistan if he would
not submit his proposal to Committee 6.

1
17. The delegate of the Ukrainian SSR said that at the pre
vious day's Plenary Assembly it had been decided that no deci
sion taken earlier at a meeting could be revised by a decision ■
takerl at the same meeting. For this reason his delegation felt 
that the Pakistan proposal court not be voted upon at the pre
sent meeting,
18. The Chairman said that he upheld this point of order raised 
by the delegate of the Ukrainian SSR. ‘ *

19. The delegate for Pakistan said he could not agree with the 
rule of. procedure upheld by the Chair .
20. The rule of procedure of the Chair was upheld by 2̂ - votes 
for5 to 3 against,-with 3 abstentions, which meant that the 
Pakistan proposal could not be put to vote at the present meet
ing.
21. Before the meeting closed, Mr, Richardson said that the 
redraft of Annex A document 300 with' the relevant curves, was 
now available in all languages.
22. It was decided to discuss this question at the meeting of 
Committee b 011 January 18th.

The Reporters 
P. 'N. PARKER

The Chairmans 
M, L. SASTRY
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ICELAND
Proxy

The Delegation of Iceland hereby confers power 
of proxy upon the Delegation of Denmark to represent 
it at the Conference in all instances of absence.

Consequently the Danish Delegation is authorized, 
when taking part in the discussions in the various 
Committees, or in Plenary Assemblies, to present the 
view points of the Delegation of Iceland, and ir : 
particular to vote in its name.

(signed) D. Heegard
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CONFERENCE
Itojcumesrrt_ No. 597-E
25 January 19*+9
Committee 1



INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE

Mexico City, 19k8/k9

Document No. 558-E 
Originals ENGLISH 

25 January 19*+9 
Committee k.

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL PRINCIPLES COMMITTEE-

38th Meeting 
17 January 19k9 

Morning Session

1. Before the arrival of the delegate of the U.S.A.  the Chairman 
explained that the draft report of Committee 9- had been distributed. 
This report had been compiled in a very short time and there might 
be several mistakes in the text, but these could be corrected when 
the document was discussed.
2, After a brief discussion, it was decided that providing the 
present meeting completed its work by 1 p.m. then delegates should 
come prepared to discuss the first half of the report during the 
afternoon meeting.
3. The Chairman called upon Mr. Veatch of the U.S.A. delegation 
to give a brief explanation of Annex A and its associated curves.
*+■ Mr. Veatch said he would deal only with the graph given in 
Figure 1 which related to atmospheric noise, since the question of 
industrial noiso had been dealt with at the last meeting. The 
U.S.A. delegation did not wish to take' up any position with-regard 
to these protection ratio figures. With the aid of the C.R.P.L., 
the U.S.A. delegation had merely tried to bring basic information 
before this group. This group was composed of some of the most 
competent radio engineers in the world and if they could not make 
up their minds on these questions, then these problems could never 
be solved. In Working Group kA it had been said that the standards 
set up by this Technical Committee should be based on sound techni
cal principles, and then if these standards could not be satisfied ; 
in practice, other standards founded on a practical basis would 
have to bo recommended.

Mr, Veatch then continued by giving an expose on the various 
protection ratios, and corrections shown on Figure 1 of the dia
grams to Annex A of Document 300.
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5. The delegate for the U.S.S.R.' said' that ho would' like to put a
few questions to Mr. Veatch?-

(i) Why was the correction factor for the clay to day fading of
signals taken as 6 db while'--the correction factor for day 
to day fading on atmospheric noise was 10.1 db.?

(ii) Why had the U.S.A. added the day to day correction factors 
for signal and atmospheric noise under fading conditions by 
an R.S.S. law, while in other cases the corrections had been 
added arithmetically?

(iii) The U.S.A. delegate had stated that more complete information 
regarding atmospheric noise would be found in Circular k62.
If Circular k62 was consulted, it would be found to contain 
different data from that given in Annex A. As an example, 
from Circular k62, it would be seen that tho value of signal

• - to median atmospheric noise for standard broadcasting was 38
db and for international broadcasting this ratio was 27 db. 
The delegation of the U.S.S.R; would like to know how the 
U.S.A. delegation could refer to Circular k62 as a reference 
and then not use tho information given in tho reference.

(iv) Committee k had, by a majority vote, accepted the figure of 
k6 db as the protection ratio for median signal to average
atmospheric interference. In Document 300, Annex A, this
figure had been raised to 56 db. The U.S.S.R. delegation did 
not understand how the two figures of k6 and 56 db could be 
accepted for the same protection ratio.

6. Mr. Veatch gave tho following answers in reply to the above queS7 
tionss-

(i) The value of 6 db had been found from analysis of field inten
sity recordings, A statistical analysis of these recordings
had.shown that the.logarithm of the distribution of variation 
was normal. The figure of 10.1 db had been found in.a similar 
way and also followed the same law of distribution, and for 
this reason it was quite correct to combine theso two values 
by taking their R.S.S. Mr, Veatch said ho. would also like
to emphasize the fact that the figures of 6 and 10 db were 
based on actual measurements taken over a great number of 

".years, :
(ii) Since the logarithm of distribution was normal for the daily

variations of noiso and signal, then as pointed out in tho
previous answer, these values could bo added by the R.S.S. me
thod. The other correction factors could not be added by this 
method because they were not of the same typo.
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(iii) The figures given in Circular *+62 related to intelli
gibility. This Conference was not considering intelli
gibility but was deciding the minimum signal for satis
factory broadcasting. This explained why the figures 
in Circular ^62 had not been used and also why they did 
not agree with the figures given in Annex A Document 300*

(iv) The figure *+6 db referred to the value exceeded 10$ of 
the days, and curves were available which could be used 
in conjunction with this figure. The U.S.A.- delegation 
had added the figure of 56 db merely as a reference to 
show that this figure was exceeded for 50$ of the days. 
Unfortunately, no curves w-re. available for this figure 
and so at present it need not be considered. If how
ever, curves were subsequently produced, this figure 
would be found useful,

7* The delegate for tho U.S.S.R. said that he was not fully satis
fied with the replies concerning question (i) and he would like Mr. 
Veatch to give a physical explanation for the difference between 
the 6 db for signal and the 10 db for noise,

Mr. Veatch had stated that the R 0S.S. method had been used 
because there was no correlation between the fading figures. There 
was also no correlation between the long term and short term fading 
figures and so it was not understood why these had not been added 
by the R.S.S, method.

Satisfactory answers had not been givdn to questions (iii) and
(iv) also.
8. The Chairman said that he thought these points should be taken 
one at a time and he would like to know if Mr, Veatch could give 
a physical explanation to support the statistical analysis from which 
the 6 db and 10 db had been obtained.
9* The delegate for Egypt said that he could give an explanation 
to tie delegate for the U.S.S.R, The difference between the figures 
of 6 and 10 db. was due to tie fact that the power of the transmitter 
and the distance from the transmitter to the reception area was fixed 
in the case of signals, but in the case of atmospheric noise, the 
power and distance was variable and the peak values of the atmosphe
ric noise would be greater,
10. The delegate for*the U.S.A. said he had nothing to add to this 
explanation which was perfectly correct,
11, The Chairman said that the second point to be decided was why
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tho correction for'day to day signal and atmospheric noise had 
■ been added by the R.S.S. method, while the correction factors 
for short and long term fading had been added arithmetically.
12. The delegate for Egypt said that the reason for adding the 
day to day signal and noise correction factors by the R.S.S. me
thod had been explained by Mr. Veatch quite satisfactorily and he 
would like to enlarge on this by merely saying that these two 
types of fading did not usually occur together. The short term 
and long term correction factors had to be added arithmetically 
because the hourly fading always occurred around the daily fading.
13* The delegate for the U.S.A. said that he agreed with the ex
planation given by the delegate for Egypt, namely, that the short 
and long term fading correction factors were not the same thing; 
one was the average taken over a long time rand the other was the 
average taken over a short time and they were too far apart to be 

- added by the R.S.S, method.
1*+, The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said he would like to make a 
few comments on the explanation just given.

The physical explanation for the difference between tfce 6 and 
10 db was not satisfactory because what had been s aid referred to 
fading within the hour and not long term fading. As far as long 
term fading was concerned the variations of atmospheric noise and 
signal should physically be more or less similar. At the last 
meeting it had been shown that it was necessary to take into 
account all aspects of this problem. It had also been made quite 
clear that short and long term fading effects were not the same 
for all circuits and for that reason it was not the maximum va
lues that should be used. Day to day fading was great on some , 
circuits, was less on others and could be disregarded on others.
For this reason it was necessary to examine the question from all 
aspects and for all the circuits in the world. Professor Siforov 
had clearly shown, at the last meeting, that the figure obtained 
from the arithmetic sum was very improbable in practice and in , 
reality the average resulting figure should be lower. As an exam
ple, Professor Siforov had shown that for individual short and long 
term fading figures of 8 and 9 db an overall figure of. 12 db was 
satisfactory which corresponds to the R.S.S, value of 8 and 9. For 
83$ of the circuits of the world this H.S.S. value of 12 db would 
not be exceeded. Nobody had yet refuted this point and for that 
reason the U.S.S.R. delegation insisted that it was incorrect to 
add the values of 8 and 9 db arithmetically, . ,
15. After a further discussion on this point the Vice Chairman, 
Professor Siforov, said that since no convincing mathematical pr 
physical proof had. been given and since Committee *+ had little time
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left to discuss such a controversial point he would suggest that 
no .decision should be taken on Annex A of 'Document 300? "but that 
it should be used only as working material and that tho question 
should receive further study.
16* It was agreed that no decision should be taken on Annex A of 
Document 300 but that the document should be used as a reference 
while the problem should be added to those to be submitted to the 
C.C.I.R. or some other body for further study.
17* The Chairman said that it had been decided at the last meeting 
to amend the overall figure of the correction .factor for short and 
long term fading to 17 db. This amendment would affect other de
cisions. The steady state value had been adopted as 28 db while 
the overall protection ratio had been adopted as *+0 db. It was 
obvious that 28 and 17 did not equal *+0.

The Committee must therefore decide whether they would amend 
the figure *+0 db to *+5 db or whether they would amend the figure of 
28 db to 23 db.
18. The delegate for *tho U.S.A. proposed that the figure of 'bO db 
should be amended to kp db to keep the figure of 23 db in line with 
the figure corresponding to 60 « 70% of satisfied listeners,
19. The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said that he must recall the fact 
that the figure of bo "db had at an earlier meeting’never been dis
puted by the delegate of the U.S.A. Now it seemed that the delegate 
of the U.S.A, had changed his mind. There was no jus ification fori 
raising the figure of m-0 db to *+5 db. The figure of 23 db and not 
the figure of 28 db was based upon 60 - 70% of satisfied listeners. 
If the figure of }+5 db was adopted it would reduce tho possibilities 
of sharing. The figure of kO db had been accepted by the Atlantic 
City H/F B/C Conference, the Geneva Planning Committee and also by 
Working Group bA and Committee *+ of this Conference. For these 
reasons the delegation of the U.S.S.R. felt that the figures of *+0 
and 23 should be adopted,
20, The delegate for Egypt said he favoured the figures of 28 db 
and *+5 db. At the Copenhagen Conference *a' figure of 5f0 db for 
steady state conditions had been adopted and so he felt that on 
short waves a higher figure was necessary,
21, Professor Siforov said that this question had already been 
discussed at great length and .he would suggest that the figure of *+0 
db be adopted.
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23. The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said he would like to recall the 
proeedure that had been adopted when the Working Group report had 
been discussed in Committee k. After some discussion on the figure 
for steady state conditions for which no agreement could be reached,, 
it had been decided to consider the correction factors for short 
and long term fading. An overall correction factor of 12 db was 
adopted. After that decision the overall protection ratio figure 
of kO db was adopted and then the steady state figure of kO - 12 db 
was automatically approved.
At the last meeting the figure of 12 db had been amended, by a majority 
vote, to 17 db,. Following the procedure adopted when the Working 
Group report was discussed, this Committee had only to amend the 28
db to 23 db, leaving the kO db as approved earlier.
2k. After a further brief discussion on tvis point in which the
delegates for Egypt. India, Mexico and the U „S „S ,R . to ok part,.-it
was decided by 26 votes forj to /"votes against., with 5 abstentions, 
to decide what value should be adopted for the overall protection 
ratio figure in the presence of fading.
25, The delegate of the Bielorussian S.S.R. sa."5 1 he hoped that 
Committee k was not now going to change its mind. The figure of kO 
db had been discussed over a long period and had been adopted by 
Committee k as 'the figure to bd; used in formulating the assignment 
plan. As there did not appear to be any reason for amending the 
figure of kO db tho delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. proposed 
that the previous figure of kO db be .confirmed,
26, Professor Siforov said he would like to recall- briefly the 
fundamental reasons as to why'the kQ db. should be adopted.

If the figure of kO db was raised very slightly it would give a 
very slight improvement in the quality but it would reduce the number 
of channel hours available* . ;The question of channel hours was more 
acute than a slight improvement in quality. Lastly it should be 
borne in mind that the figure of kO db was the minimum standard.and 
would only really apply in the case of very small reception areas.
27. By 21 votes for, to lk against, with 2 abstentions, it was decided 
to adopt .the figure of kO db.
28. Referring to the draft report of Committee k, the delegate for 
the U.S.A. said he would like to raise a point on the question of 
the ratio of desired to undesired signals on adjacent channels. With 
regard to the ratio of 2.1 which had been adopted, this should now
be amended to k.l in order to line up with the change of 12 to 1'7 db 
for the overall correction factor for short and long term fading.

Continuing, Mr. Veatch said that he would also like to see some 
reference to the use of a filter, in order to reduce the audio fre
quency modulating bandwidth to 5000 c/s if the above protection ratio 
could not be met.
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29. The Chairman asked Mr. Veatch to prepare a transactional text 
which could he produced at the meeting to he held during the after
noon.
30. The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said he did not understand why a 
figure of 18 db was now being quoted. Experimental data obtained by 
the U.S.S.R. delegation 'Showed that an overall correction factor of 
10 db was satisfactory and his delegation had accepted 12 db as a 
compromise.

The ratio of 2 s 1 (6 db) was confirmed in the Atlantic ^ity
document and also in document 187? and there did not appear to be
any good reason for Increasing the ratio to k s 1.
31. The delegate for: Mexico said he would reserve his opinion on
this subject for the afternoon session.
32. The delegate for Pakistan asked the Chairman to put the Pakistan 
proposal on the agenda for the next meeting.

The Reporter. 
P.N. Parker

The Chairman. 
M.L.- Sastry.
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T* The Chairman said that the draft report of Committee k was 
contained in Document No. k79.
It was decided that the document should he discussed and approved 

paragraph by paragraph. It was further agreed that Mr. Mercier, Prof 
Buchanan and Prof. Siforov or Mr. Sergiev should amend a copy of the 
French, Spanish and Russian texts respectively so that corrected and 
approved drafts in these languages could be handed to the Secretariat 
This, it was explained, would expedite the preparation of the final 
report.

The Chairman also asked delegations to have their reservations 
ready for handing to the secretary by k p.m. on Tuesday, January 18th
2. The first page of the report was adopted with minor drafting 

amendments.
3. The Index was adopted. ' *
k* Chapter 1 was adopted with minor drafting amendments.
5* Chapter 2 was adopted with minor drafting amendments.
6. 6.1 Referring to Chapter 3? the Chairman said that 1(c) had been

added, at the suggestion of Dr. Metzler, during the work of the 
drafting group,
6.2 It was decided to adopt the text of 1(c).
6.3 It was decided that it would not be necessary to issue a 
specific report on item 1 of the points to be studied by the 
Main Committee because, during’the work of the Committee and its 
Working Groups, the data and comments offered by Dr. Van der Pol
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had been taken into consideration.
6.4- it was decided to amend 2(e) on page 6 of the English
text to reads- u Transmission of the same programme to various
areas of reception
6*5 Chapter 3 was adopted with minor drafting and editorial 
amendments.

7. Chapter *+ was adopted with minor editorial amendments.
8. 8.1 It was decided to make the following amendments to para

graph 1(a) of Chapter 5s-
(i) Add " with local oscillator " after n 1 mixer stage ».

Delete words " double diode:". After n detector stage n 
add, in parenthesis, n usually a diode with separate 
diode for A.G.C ".
Delete single asterisks.
Shift 1 power stage " to come after " 1 voltage am
plifying stage ",
Delete ( The diode and triode are generally inside the 
same envelope ).
Minor drafting amendments were made to paragraph 1.

9. Paragraph 2 was adopted with drafting amendments.
10. 10.1 The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said his delegation would 

suggest an amendment to the draft of paragraph 3 when it came 
up for approval at the Plenary Assembly.
10.2 The delegate for the U.K. said that his delegation would 
also suggest an amendment to this paragraph when it was discussed 
at the Plenary Assembly. The U.K. proposal for a difficult cir
cuit was given in document 358.
10.3 It was decided, after a brief discussion, that unanimity 
could not be obtained on the point and for this reason it was 
agreed that paragraph 3? as approved by a majority vote in 
Committee should remain in the final report and that dis- . 
cussion of any amendment should be left to the Plenary Assembly 
when discussing the final report.
10.^ Paragraph 3 with drafting amendments was approved.

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

(v) 

8,2
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11. Paragraph h with drafting amendments was approved.
12. Referring to paragraph 5? the de1ejqa'tpp fhr .Italy; said that in

the case of a frequency being shared by more than 2 stations, 
he would like to know how the resultant interfering field 
would be calculated, ’• '
.12,1 The dejLe£ate__j*or_ ,thp̂ Û._S_.Ŝ R. said that the text of 
paragraph had been agreed after*^lengthy decisions and if 
the question was reopened it would cause considerable delay.
In the view of the U.S.S.R. delegation the text was satisfactory 
and should be retained.
12.2 After considerable discussion on this point, it was
■ decided, following a suggestion by the delegate for France» 
that the delegate for Italy should prepare a draft text of 
his proposal which could be dictated to the assembly at the 
end of the meeting and discussed at'the next meeting.
12.3 The adoption of paragraph 5 was deferred until the . 
question,' raised by the delegate for Italy, had boon decided.

13. Paragraph 1 of Chapter 6 was adopted.
1*+. Paragraph 2 was adopted with drafting amendments.
15. It was decided to defer a decision on paragraph 3 para

graph 13 had been discussed.
16. Paragraph. was adopted,
17. Paragraph 5 was adopted.
18. Paragraph 6 was adopted. The delegate of the U.S.S.R. pointed

out that his delegation would submit~a reservation .on- this/; 
question.

19. Paragraph 7 was adopted after it had been agreed to delete
the word " approximately n and replace it by tho words ,r at
least 11.

20. 20.1 Referring to'paragraph 8, the delegate for the U.K.
reminded tho Chairman that when this question Had boon dis
cussed in the committee, the U.K. delegation had put forward'a 
general proposal which was contained in paragraph 5 of document 
L(-03. This proposal had been adopted by the Committee and the 
U.K. delegate would, therefore, like this general proposal to
•be inserted as paragraph 9 (iii)*
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20.2 The following text was adopted for paragraph 9 (iii)s-
n Nevertheless, in view of possible difficulties in achieving 
such standards it is considered advisable to indicate for the 
information of other Committees, how the percentage of sa
tisfied listeners is liable to diminish if tho protection 
ratios arc reduced below tho recommended values. Graphs 
showing the variation of satisfied listeners with the pro
tection ratios, are given in Annex C of document 380
20.3 It was decided to add the words " at least " before 
" 80 to 1 " and " 10 to 1 " in paragraphs 9(i) and 9(ii) 
respectively.
20.^ Paragraph 8, with the amendments stated above, and 
with minor drafting amendments, was approved.

21. 21.1 Paragraph 9 with minor drafting amendments was approved.
22. 22.1 It was decided, in tho title of paragraph 10, to amend

the words " under steady state conditions " to read " with 
steady fields
22.2 It was. decided, in viewof the latest decision on this 
question, to amend the " 28 db" to read " 23 db ".
22.3 Paragraph 10, with the amendments given above, was 
approved.

23. Paragraph 11 was approved.
2 b , Paragraph 12 was approved, after it had been decided to amend

the figure " 28 db " to read " 23 db".
25, 25.1 Referring to paragraph 13, the delegate for the U.S.A.

said that this paragraph was not consistent with the standard 
given in paragraph 11. Continuing, Mr, Veatch said he had a 
proposal which he would like to read. The proposal was as 
follows s-
" (a) Without limiting the audio frequency modulation band

width of emission to a value less than 6^00.c/s, the 
ratio of the median values of desired and undesired 
signal shall be at least 3.5? 1 (11 db)•

(b) While it is desirable to maintain a maximum audio 
frequency modulation bandwidth of 6̂ +00 c/s, it is 
recognised that due to the congestion in the high 
frequency broadcasting bands, a more favourable 
adjacent channel ratio may be necessary in some cases.
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(c) If the adjacent channel ratio stated in (a) above
cannot be maintained, it may be necessary for the 
transmitters concerned to employ an audio frequency 
low pass filter with an attenuation of 6 db at 5300 c/s
and at least 25 db at 6000 c/s.

(d) If the audio frequency modulation bandwidth is limited
in accordance with the filter characteristics as pro
posed in paragraph (c) above, the ratio of the median 
values of desired to undesired signal shall be at least

25.2 The delegate for the U.S.S.R. said that the contents of 
this proposal were not clear to his delegation and in 
view of the lateness of the hour he suggested that dis
cussion oh this question should be deferred until the 
next meeting.

26. 26.1 The Chairman asked the delegate for Italy to read out
his proposed amendment to paragraph 5 of Chapter 5.

26*2 Tho delegate for Italy made the following proposals-
tf (a) Amend the word " signals " to read " fields ",

(b) Add as an additional sentence, ” In the case of 
simultaneous sharing of more than two stations 
the resultant interfering field will be calculated 
by the R.S.S. of the median values of the indivi
dual interfering fields n. n

27. It was agreed that the proposals of the delegates o.f U.S.A. 
and Italy would be discussed at the next meeting as all the 
delegates would have the necessary time to study these propo
sals in the meantime.

28. The meeting was adjourned at 20,30 hours.

Is 1.6 ( - b  db). »
Continuing, the U.S.A. said he would
like to point out that he had reduced the figure of 
18 db, as suggested in Working Group ^A, to 17 db.

The Reporter The Chairman
P. N. Parker M. L. Sastry
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UNITED KINGDOM 
Proposed new paragraph No. 11 of Charter 7 

Document *+90

The Plenary Assembly decides that Committee 6 may use its 
discretion in applying the high technical standards and recom
mendations given in the report of Committee *+ in the formulation 
of a plan. However, departures from those standards and recom
mendations shall be made only where necessary, and in as uniform 
a manner as possible.
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REPORT OF THE REQUIREMENTS COMMITTEE 
11th Meeting 

l8th January, 19*+9

The meeting was opened at 10.20 a.m. with Mr. Faulkner. U.K.,
in the Chair. With regard to the agenda proposed in Document No, *+o8,
the Chairmen made the following statement:» 'mmm -

"The last Plenary Assembly referred back to this Committee the 
question of the methods to be adopted for its future work. Document 
No, -̂87 which sets out the principal proposals so far made is unfor
tunately not yet ready. However, in discussing the matter with Mr, 
Walker and Mr. Mather of Working Group 5B yesterday, one very import
ant factor became clear and I propose to bring this to your notice 
at the beginning of our meeting so that it can form the basis of our 
discussion. The point is that a complete plan for the June median 
period will be prepared before the remaining eight plans for the other 
periods. Thus the services which are to find a place in the first 
plan will have already been fixed, and in formulating the other plans, 
it will be necessary as far as is possible to carry these agreed ser
vices forward on frequencies suitable for the other periods of solar 
activity,

"The position as regards the formulation of requirements is 
therefore quite different for the remaining periods and it would ap
pear to be quite unnecessary for Committee 5 to go throught the same 
procedure as for the June season.

• "It is envisaged that the process adopted by Committee 6 might 
be somewhat as follows:

.(1) To formulate a plan on the basis of the June median re
quirements.

(2) To work out for each allocation the new frequency re
quired for the remaining seasons.

(3) To try to fit the new frequencies so determined into their 
respective bands.
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"It will thus be unnecessary to check the requirements against 
the Atlantic City and Technical Committee directives, since this will 
already have been done, and the comparison of the calculated frequency 
with the requirement can readily be done by reference to Forms A and 
Forms k ,

"The simplest organization would appear to be to attach the 
necessary experts to .Committee 6, in which case Committee 5 could 
either wind ups as soon as it has. finished its present task, or remain 
in abeyance to produce any additional information which might be re
quired

He then requested the views o+ the Committee on this proposal.
The BSSR delegate, bearing'in mind that Committee o had just 

created a special Working Group and was now reorganizing its working 
procedures, pointed out that Committee 5, in organizing its own future 
work, should consult with Committee 6, in order to avoid difficulties. 
He also wished to know the exact. contents of document *+87.

The Canadian delegate then quoted the following figures concern
ing requirements handled by Working Group 5B: "It is well known that
requirement approximate to something like l̂ f, 500 channel hours per 
season, w t  e only some 5,500 channel hours can be accommodated. The 
facts of case are, therefore, that there exists for each season
an excess some 9,000 channel hours.

"If Working Group 5B is to continue with calculations on the 
present basis, there remains an excess of some 5*+,000 channel hours to 
be computed in addition to the channel hours chat may be allocated.

"In conclusion, the Canadian delegation would associate itself 
with the proposal that only those programs which will go into a plan 
bo calculated."

The Chairman then explained to the Committee that document 
^87 had not been as yet distributed by the Secretariat, but that the 
question he had raised was one of its main points. In view of the 
over-riding nature of the point lie raised, he suggested it should be 
discussed without having the appropriate document at hand.

The Argentine delegate agreed with the views submitted by the 
Chair with respect to speeding up the future work of the Committee.
If the June median plan served as a ‘basis for the other seasoi-s, such 
a procedure, he felt, would permit Committee 5 to save 2/3 of its fu
ture time: experts could thus be spared for work in Committee 6.

The Roumanian delegate then asked how Working Group 5B was ex
pected to know which frequencies would be finally allocated. This
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could bo done only by close collaboration between Committees 5 and 6,' 
He then urged acceptance of the proposal made in this respect by the 
BSSR delegate. Moreover, he requested that all proposals with regard 
to the future work of the Committee be published and discussed. The 
Albanian delegate supported this measure.

In spite of the absence of document *+87, the Chairman felt that 
the Committee could easily decide one crucial point with regard to its 
future work, i.e., whether to carry on as before with respect to the 
two remaining seasons, or to consider only those frequencies to be.al
located in the June median plan.

The Indian delegate, supported by the delegate for Brazil, sug
gested that consideration should now be given to all proposals con
cerning the future work of the Committee, inasmuch as they might con
tain an answer to the questions raised by the Chair,

The Swiss delegate, in this connection, was of the opinion that 
steps should be taken in order to avoid all unnecessary work*

Mr. Walker, Chairman of Working Group 5B, then presented a brief 
outline of the discussions which had taken place. He said that two 
main categories of proposals had been submitted:

(1) those concerned with the future work of the Committee; and
(2) those concerned with the operational- mechanics of Working 

Group 5B.
In his opinion, the latter were largely repetitive and, for 

the moment, less important.. In conclusion, he strongly supported the 
suggestion that only those frequencies allocated in the June median 
plan be used by Working Group 5B in calculating the requirements for 
the two remaining seasons.

The Chairman explained that he agreed that the views of Com
mittee 6 should be obtained in this regard, before arriving at a final 
decision.

The delegate for the French Overseas Territories then examined
and summarized the various points of view submitted so far* In con
clusion, he made the following proposal:

(1) Before determining the final procedure governing its 
future work, Committee 5 should await the first re
sults of Committee 6 in order to take advantage of 
the remarks of that Committee concerning Form B2 and 
of the first channel hour reductions obtained.
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(2) A joint meeting of Committees 5 and 6 should then take 
place in: order to discuss the future work of Committee 5*

(3) In the meantime, Working Groups 5B and 5C should carry on
a.s .usual .concerning the December season,- bearing in mind 
available personnel. He added that he would be willing,., 
to give priority to the first two points of his proposal

;. and offered to withdraw the third- part, if the Committee 
objected to it'.

The Argentine delegate then submitted a proposal which was 
discussed at length: the text as finally amended by the delegates
for Canada and U.S.A., is as follows: .

"Committee 5'is of the opinion that the proposal formulated by 
•the Chairman not to continue the work of Committee 5 in its present 
form but to wait until sufficient formulation of the plan for the June 
median season has been established to enable further useful work to
be done by Working Group 5& should be accepted.   This.Working Group,
working .in close collaboration with Committee 6, will calculate fre
quencies for the other periods on the basis of the frequencies which 
will figure in the said plan, so saving two-thirds of the calculations 
and allowing of ..the disposal of manpower to collaborate with the Plan 
Committee. This proposal is subject to future discussion with Com
mittee 6 at a joint meeting,"

This-.:proposal was accepted unanimously. .
In supporting this proposal, the U.S.S.R.' delegate pointed out 

that it was essential:
(a) To correct supplementary frequencies recommended by Working

.- Group JB- for short distances in accordance with the direc
tives of Committee h,

Ob) To. clarify those cases in which high frequencies in the Broad
• casting Bands were recommended instead, of'high frequencies in 

the tropical bands.
(c) To review those- cases in which two frequencies were recom

mended Where ".only one ’had 'been requested■ b y  the country.• ....
She further added that it would be desirable to give full con

sideration to those proposals presented in the Plenary Assembly con
cerning, the future work of Committee 5.

The Committee then passed on to consideration of a proposal sub' 
mitted by 1.R°umanTa and- supported by Albania ,and the B .S.S.R. This 
proposal,-in two parts and as finally amended, is as follows:



"As regards detailed discussion of the proposal submitted by 
the Argentine Delegation calling for rationalization of the work 
of Committee 5 in connection with the establishment of OWF for
December and Squinny seasons, a joint coordination meeting of
Committees 5 and 6 shall be called, if possible, for Wednesday 
afternoon, the 19th January."

The Committee agreed.
The second part of the Roumanian proposal, as amended, follows:
"In the course of this same meeting, every proposal concerning 

the future work of common interest to Committees 5 and 6 will be 
discussed."

This part of the proposal was adopted after a vote as follows:
13 for, 7 against and 11 abstentions.

In the opinion of the Chairman,•the points of common interest 
to both Committees could be defined previously by the Chairmen of 
both, or at the very beginning of the joint meeting.

M r Wallger stressed that all points concerned with the 
operational mechanics of Committee 7 came under its exclusive 
jurisdiction and he was therefore opposed to having such operations 
discussed at the joint meeting.

The Indian delegate then pointed out that he had voted against 
the Roumanian proposal because, in his opinion, the points of common 
interest to Committees 7 unci 6 had not been established clearly 
enough.

The Committee adjourned at 1.35 p.m.

The Rapporteurs: The ghairman
A. Blanclrette H* Faulkner
A. Wolf
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I R E L A N D
C R E D E N T I A L S

Mr. E, O lDuffy, Executive Engineer of Posts and Tele
graphs has presented letters of credentials signed by the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs cf Ireland.

Ireland should be listed as No. 33 on List I (Final 
Letters of Credentials) of Document 377-E, which is hereby 
amended accordingly.
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OFICINA INTFRAMERICANA DE RADIO 

R e pr e s onta t i on

I have the honor to inform you herewith that during 
my absence Mp. Rafael Hernandez will represent the Oficina 
Interamericnna de Radio as Observer to the International High 
Fr e que nc y Br o a d c a s t. i ng C onf c r onc e •

(Signed) Miguel I. Am6zaga?
Director of the Oficin 

Interamericana de Ra
(Observer to the Conference)
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I T A L Y
Provisions for the elimination of radio frequency

interference

The Italian Delegation has followed with a great deal 
of interest the discussion on the subject of interference caused 
by industrial electrical installations and which led to the recom
mendation adopted by the Plenary Assembly on January 22nd, on the 
proposal of the Soviet Delegation, supported by the Delegation of 
Belgium and New Zealand,

The Italian Administration attaches great importance to 
this question, which it has studied since 1928 and regulated by 
means of technical standards approved by legislative provisions in 
force for many years.

In general, the results have been satisfyings for a certain 
number of the most harmful electrical installations, measures have 
been taken following which the interference diminished, A large number 
of special cases have been studied and have been solved by the adoption 
of appropriate technical measures.

Large cities have specialized technicians available who are 
-charged with searching for the causes- of interference and suggesting 
the necessary remedy; about a thousand cases of this type are haridled 
each month in Italy,

Rrom its own experience the Italian Delegation believes, 
therefore, that satisfactory results can be obtained in this field, 
the effect of which will be a considerable improvement in the quality 
of reception in general, and more especially, the reception of inter
national broadcasts. For this reason, it-proposed at the Conference 
of Plenipotentiaries at Atlantic City the contents of paragraph 3 of 
Article 5-5-, Page 29, of the Convention,

Atlantic City Conventions Article 5-5-, paragraph 3s
” Further, the Members and Associate 'Members recognize 
the desirability of taking all practicable steps to 
prevent the operation of electrical apparatus and 
installations of all kinds from causing harmful inter
ference to the radio services or communications 
mentioned in paragraph 1 of this Article, n



Under these conditions the Italian Delegation proposes 
that the text of the recommendation adopted he completed by an 
introductory sentence reminding the Administrations of the above- 
mentioned Article bb (3) of the Atlantic City Convention as well as 
Article 13, Section II, Page S3 of the Radio Regulations, dealing 
with the same subject.

RR Atlantic City, Art. 13, Section IIs
n Administrations shall take all practical and necessary 
steps to ensure that the operation of electrical appa
ratus or Installations of any kind does not cause harm
ful interference to a radio- service operating in 
accordance with the provisions of the present Regulations,
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J* Th© Chairman said that the committee would continue its dis
cussion of Doc.J+79. There were two proposals still before the 
Committee ior consideration. The two proposals, the one submitted 
by the delegate of Italy referring to Chapter 5. paragraph 5, and 
the other submitted by the delegate of the U.S.A. referring to 
Chapter 6, paragraph 13, had been dictated to the assembly at the 
last mesting.
2. It was decided to consider., the Italian proposal'first.
3* Professor .Siforov, speaking on oehalf of the U.S.S.R. and 
Albanian delegations, said that therewe re two aspects to this ques
tion. The proposal would undoubtedly lead to better quality of 
reception but it would mean a loss of chaxmel hours. It would be 
necessary to calculate what effect this proposal would heave on the 
channel hours available before a decision could be made.
5-.. The delegate for Egypt said he did not appreciate' the attitude 
adopted by the delegate of the U.S.S.R. that a poorer quality of 
reception should not be accepted in order to increase the number cf 
channel hours*
■5. • The ..delegate of the U.S.A. said he thought that by-.taking the 
R.S.S. values, the figure would not be affected by more than 2 db.
6. After a further brief discussion on this point,, it was decided, 
as a compromise, to defer, discussion on this point until the report 
had been approved.
7. Referring to paragraph 13, Chapter. 6, Professor. Siforov ^  tho the figure of 1:1.5- in paragruph 13(6)- shJuld be amended to 1:2.15*

Continuing, Professor Siforov said that the U.S.A. proposal, as 
a whole', was unacceptable. In the view of his delegation the pre
sent text of paragraph 13, with the amendment suggested, was more 
correct. Reference to document 187 would show that the figures 
given in paragrph ly wore .confirmed by experimental data.



8. The delegate of the U.S.A. said that the figures given in para
graph 13 were based on a 12 db correction factor for..fading and 
recently it had been decided to adopt a figure of 17 db. The ratio 
of 2s1 was undoubtedly for steady state conditions.-

This whole question was being dealt with in a very inconsistent 
manner and should be cleared up before the report was presented to 
the Plenary Assembly.
9. The delegate of Mexico said that 'he -supported the opinions given 
by the delegate of the U.S.A. When the various aspects of protection 
ratio for signal to atmospheric noise and aesired to undesired signal 
had been discussed the results had always"been expressed for the 
ratios of steady fields. The first two sections of paragraph 13 
were incorrect. In order to clarify the whole question, it would
be necessary to give two sections in paragraph 13, the first deal
ing with steady carrier conditions and the second, taking fading. . 
into account. 'Professor.-Buchanan then read' out the following . 
proposal for. the-first sections-

11 (1J. Protection ratio for steady carriers on-adjacent channels.
(a) For audio frequency modulation bandwidth of 65-00 c/s, 

the ratio between the’values of:the desired and the 
interfering signal for constant fields should be at 
least 1 s2-. ( -6 life-) . .

(b) Limiting the audio frequency modulation bandwidth 
with a ■low pass filter with an attenuation of 6 db 
at 5300 c/s and of at least 25 db at 6000 c/s,*the 
ratio between the valuc-s of the desired and inter
fering signals for steady fields should be at 
least 1 M 1.2 (-21 db)

Professor Buchanan said that the second section would take the 
form of the. proposal just submitted by the delegate. of the U.S. A... 
ana the heading for this proposal should be "Protection ratio be
tween the median field ’intensities of carriers on' ad jacent- channels 
taking fading into account". . *
10. The delegate of the Ukrainian SSR- said he would like to .confirm 
the fact that a bandwidth "of 65-00 c/s had been adopted by a majority 
vote and had been confirmed at a later meeting-by a substantial 
'majority. The delegation of the Ukrainian SSR did not agree to the 
Mexican proposal and suggested that paragraph 13, as contained#in 
Document 37.9 should, with trie amendment proposed by Professor 
Siforov, be adopted. If high standards of protection ratio were / 
adopted,, it would lead to' a’ decrease in the number of channel hours 
available.
10, 10.1 It was decided to defer any decision on this point until

consideration of the rest of the report had been completed.
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11. 11.1 Referring to paragraph 1*+, the delegate of the U.K. said
that his delegation did not agree with the first paragraph 
of this proposal and wished to set on record that they 
would move the rejection of the first part of the proposal 
when the report was being discussed by the Plenary Assembly,

11.2 After further discussion on this point, it'was decided 
unanimously to stand by the earlier decision that no change 
in substance of the various paragraphs of the report should 
be decided unless time permitted, after the report was 
adopted, for a detailed discussion on any contentious point.

12. Paragraph 15 was approved.
13. 13-1 Referring to paragraph 16, the delegate of the U.S.S.R. said

that his delegation would move an a m w ^ e n t  to this text 
when the subject was discussed at the Plenary Assembly,

13.2 The delegate of the U.K. said he wished to point out that 
his delegation would also move a rejection to this para
graph when it was discussed at the Plenary Assembly, .

13-3 father Soccorsi pointed out that Section 1 of paragraph 16 
was not strictly in accordance with the recommendation of 
the'. Atlantic City Conference and he suggested that reference 
to that Conference should be deleted.
It was decided to delete the words "in accordance with the 
decision of the Atlantic Cpty Conference”.

13A  Paragraph 16 with the amendments given above was adopted.
A ,  A.l Dr. Metzler~" asked if this was tho correct time to give his 

proposal on."Depth of Audio Modulation",
The Chairman confirmed that Dr, Metzler could give his pro** ■ 
posal. Dr. Metzler dictated'the following"proposal:
"D oth of. Audio Modulation*
Recognising the harmful effects of over-modulation of trans
mitters, it is recommended that measures should be taken 
to limit the depth of modulation of broadcast transmitters 
to a maximum value of 95 % on negative peaks. An appropriate 
means of attaining the above would be the use of a limiter 
amplifier in the audio chain."

A . 2 The delegate of the U.K. said ho had no objection to the
proposal road by Dr. Metzler but he would like to point out 
that limitation of modulation depth did not of itself 
guarantee that tho output of the■transmitter would be free 
of distortion. . .-Continuing, Mr. Fryer referred lo the rele
vant paragraph on this subject as contained in the Atlantic 
City document.
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lk; 3--Professor ■Siforov said that his deleation. and.the Albanian 
Delegation supported the proposal of Dr. Metzler in the 
draft form as read.

lkA The proposal was adopted unanimously and it wad decided to 
insert this standard as paragraph 5 of Chapter 6. The 
Chairman pointed out that paragraphs 5, . 6r 7 etc. as they 
existed in the present report’would now become 6, 7> 8 etc,

15. Paragraph 1 of Chapter 7 was approved after it had been agreed 
to delete the words "as convenient".
16. Paragraph 2 was approved after minor drafting amendments had 
been agreed. . . .
17. Paragraph 3 was approved after- minor drafting amendments had 
been agreed.
18. Paragraph A  was .approved after-manor - drafting -amendments had 
been agreed.
19* Paragraph 5 was approved after minor drafting amendments had 
been agreed, . "
20, 20,1 Referring to paragraph 6, the delegate of the U.S.S.R. said

tiiat h3 s delegation reserved_ the right to reopen this 
question at the Plenary Assembly,

20.2 Paragraph’6 was approved after minor drafting amendments 
had been agreed. ‘

21. 21.1 Referring.to paragraph 7? Professor. Siforov said his
delegation'wished to make a slight amendment in'substance 

. . to Section1'IV 1(c) .
21.2 After a brief discussion on this, point it was decided, in 

conformity with the earlier- decision',' 'not"to---change the 
substance of the text of the report, and that, the question 
should be raised at the Plenary Assembly or it'could be 
raised after the final report had been adopted.

21.3 Paragraph 7.was approved.after minor'drafting amendments 
had been agreed,

23. 23.1 Referring to paragraph 9 (ii) 9 the delegate of the U.S.S.R, 
said that his delegation- could not agrqe to recommending 
curves and data which had not yet been printed or approved 
b :r this Committee.

23.2 The following compromise text was suggested by the Chairman 
for this section of paragraph

- k - •
(Doc. No". 565-K) '
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"The Committee hopes to submit in due course for the con
sideration of tho Plenary Assembly, curves of field in-* 
tensity that could bo used for tho solution of the problem 
of simultaneous sharing".

23.3 It was agreed in paragraph 9(i) to amend the word "sense" 
to read "extent".

23.^ Paragraph 9? with the above amendments^was approved.
it*. Paragraph 10 was approved after drafting amendments had been 

agreed.

The Reporter;
Poh, Parker.

The Chairman; 
M.L. Sastry.
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REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL PRINCIPLES COMMITTEE
hist Meeting 
18 January 19A 
(Afternoon Session)

1. The Chairman said that discussion would continue on the approval 
of Chapter 8 of the Final Draft Report of Committee h as contained in 
Document '4-79 •
2* Chapter 8 was approved after minor drafting amendments had been 
agreed
3* Chapter 9 was approved after minor drafting amendments had been 
agreed.
A  A l  After, paragraph 2(b) of Chapter- 10. it was decided to add 
the following sentences-

"With particular reference to the total correction that 
is needed to take into account short and long term 
fading in the case of,
(i) one broadcast signal
(ii) two broadcast signals
(iii) a broadcast signal and atmospheric noise.

A 2 Chapter 10 with the above amendment, and .'minor drafting . ■
corrections was approved.

5* Chapter 11 was approved after it had been agreed to insert the 
relative document numbers 2953 A  5 an(̂  A6,
6. 6.1 The Chairman pointed out that in Chapter 12, the sentence

starting, "The present report of etc." should be deleted
and ‘the following text addeds-
"The Chairman wishes to thank the Secretariat and in 
■particular the translation staff who had all.along 
been most helpful-and cooperative in the documenta
tion x̂ ork of this Committee. It may be pointed out 
here that translation of highly technical matter
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calls for a very high standard of work. Finally, 
the Chairman would like to congratulate and thank 
the Secretariat for the almost impossible achieve
ment of bringing out the text of this report in 

.. four languages, in a .period . of just, over twenty four 
hours.
"The present report of the Technical Committee covers 
the study of most of the subjects entrusted to this 
Committee. However, it is to be stated that the 
Committee is still continuing its work and a sup
plementary report will be submitted to the Plenary 
Assembly in due course".

6.2 Chapter 12 with the above amendment was approved.
7. The Chairman said that there were several errors in the 
"List of Participants" as given in Annex 1 but he assured dele
gates that the final draft would be correct.
8, The Chairman- said' that this completed the approval of doc- 
•ument *+79 and the only points that had to be decided were*.--

(i) The Italian proposal to amend paragraph 5 of Chap
ter 5 c

(ii) The U.S.A. - Mexican proposal to amend paragraph l b  
of Chapter 6.

(iii) The USSR proposal to amend paragraph 7.IV(e)‘ of 
Chapter 7*

9# It was agreed to discuss each proposal■separately..
10. 10.1 Referring to the Italian proposal to amend paragraph

5 of Chapter 5? Professor Siforov said that., at. the 
meeting held during the morning he, on behalf of his 
delegation, had expressed doubts on the effect of 
this proposal without having made calculations on 
the subject. • His delegation had now made prelimi
nary calculations and as a result of these calcula
tions the ..U.S.S.R. delegation did not., obj.ect to t he 
amendment-suggested. Continuing, Professor Siforov 
said that his delegation would make more detailed 
calculations on this subject and if, after these 
further calculations, it was found that the Italian 
amendment was not acceptable, then the U.S.S.R, de
legation would reopen discussion on this point at 
the Plenary Assembly.
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10.2 It was decided unanimously to approve the Italian 
proposal.

11. 11.1 The Chairman said'that the text of paragraph 13 - now
renumbered .paragraph lb- of Chapter 6, had to be approved 
There were two main points on which differences of opi
nion had been expressed.
(i) The audio frequency modulation bandwidth
(ii) The total allowance for fading,.
Continuing, Mr. Sastry said that the delegates of the 
U.S.A. and Mexico had put forward proposals on this 
subject and the Chair had, as a compromise proposal, 
suggested the deletion of paragraph lb- section (a) ,
(b) and (c) and the adoption of points 1(a) and 1(b) 
of tho, Mexican proposal in their place.

11.2 The-.delegate for South Africa said' he had gained the 
impression that there was actually no difference of 
opinion over the audio frequency modulation bandwidth. 
Nobody, in general, .objected to a limit of 6b-00 c/s

* ■ but-only wished to apply a limit of 5000 c/s when it
would allow two adjacent channels to be used for re
ception- in' the same reception areas. If this limit 

/ : of 5000 c/s was not applicable in such cases then it
would limit tho number of channels available for 

" assignment.
11.3 The, dologato of the U.S.A.said that the Committee had 

made a beautiful job of boxing itself in. A top limit 
of 6b-00 c/s had*been set and with a protection of 2 s 1 
this would mean that during the peak reception periods

■fin Europe every odd channel would not be usable. Con
tinuing, Mr. Veatch said he was not clear whether a full 

■ discussion could take place at the present meeting or 
whether it should be deferred to the Plenary Assembljr.

11.b- . The Chairman said that a. full scale debate could take
place at the present meeting - but he- must-point out that 
the time, was short. For the. latter reason he had put 

-■ forward the -compromise proposal,
11,5 A brief discussion then, took place during which the de

legates of the U.S.S.R., Albanian PR, Ukrainian SSR and 
Bielorussian SSR expressed the view that- the ' question 
should not;be reopened for discussion while the delega
tes of U.S.A., Mexico and Egypt expressed the view that 
this question should be reopened for discussion.
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11.6 By 17 votes for, to 13 against, with b- abstentions,
it was agreed to reopen discussion on the substance of ■
paragraph l b  of document"A79T"

11.7 The delegate of the U.S.A. proposed the following text
for paragraph lb-2 - ~
"(i) Protection ratio for steady carrier on adjacent

channels 1
(a) For an audio frequency modulation bandwidth 

of 6b-00 c/s, the ratio between the values 
of the desired- and the interfering signal 
for constant field should be at least 1 ; 2 
(-6 db).

-(b) Limiting the audio frequency modulation 
bandwidth with’ a low pass filter with an 
attenuatio?i of 6 db at 530Q c/s and of 
at least 25 db at 6000/ c/s the ratio 
between the values of the desired and 
undesired signal for constant fields 
should be at least 1 s 11.2 (-21 db).

■(c) If the adjacent channel ratio stated in 
(a) above cannot be maintained, it may 
be necessary.for ■ the transmitter concern
ed to employ an audio-frequency low-pass 
filter with an attenuation of 6 db at 5300 
c/s and at least 25 db at 6000 c/s.

(d) If the audio-frequency modulation bandwidth 
is limited in accordance.with the filter 
characteristics proposed in (c) above, the 
ratio of median values of desired to unde
sired signals shall be at least 1 % 1,6 
( 4  db)/

11.8 The delegate of Italy said he had been in agreement 
with those delegates who, in voting for a reopening 
of the discussion on paragraph lb-, had wanted to give 
a complete answer on the subject. The U.S.A. proposal 
was acceptable to his delegation.

11*9 Professor Siforov referring to the-U.S.A.: proposal said 
that his delegation could : '' agree to section I, as a
compromise, and they also agreed to section IV, but 
they objected to the text of sections II and III. The 
correction for fading of 17 db was unacceptable and
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tho U.S.S.R. and Albanian delegations reserved the right 
to raise this question at the Plenary.Assembly, if .sec
tions II and III were adopted.
The proposal out forward by Mr. Veatch. was not consistent.

• In Committee Mr. Veatch had agreed that the 8 db correc
tion referred to the most unfavourable conditions. The 
U.S.S.R. delegation therefore did not understand what 
reasons Mr. Veatch could put forward for basing his pro
posal on this basis of 8 db.

%11,10 The delegate of Mexico said he was_ in complete agreement 
with the proposal put forward by Mp, Veatch.
The proposal in its present form could, if the fading 
figures were subsequently changed, be easily amended.
The Mexican part of the proposal was essential because 
in the Americas, and undoubtedly in other.areas,of the 
'world, the audio frequency modulation bandwidth would 
have to be conveniently adjusted to tho values quoted 
in the proposal. If the proposal was adopted it would 
mean that all channels on the various bands could be 
assigned and not -10 out of 20.

11.11 The delegate of South Africa said he felt that everybody 
would agree that a bandwidth of 5000 c/s was necessary in 
some cases.- For that reason ho would like to ask Professor 
Siforov if it really mattered whether a correction factor 
for fading of 12 or"17 db was adopted as far as the actual 
bandwidth was concerned.

11.12 Professor Siforov said that his delegation considered the 
* figure for the correction factor for fading was very im
portant. Annex'A had been used as the basis for preparing 
this figure for the correction factor for fading. The final 
figure adopted had not been derived by any convincing mathe 
matical or physical proof but only on a show of hands. The 
author of the document known as Annex A thought that a 
protection ratio of ‘50 db or higher was necessary. If too

high ’a protection ratio was adopted it would, as far as the 
number of channel-hours available was concerned, only lead 
to unfavourable results. The standards 'prepared by the 
U.S.S.R. delegation would lead to good quality of recep
tion and would be quite acceptable from the point of view 
of the total channel-hours available.
Secondly, the U.S.S.R, delegation had expressed its views 
several times on the question of the audio frequency modu
lation bandwidth and considered a bandwidth of 6^00 c/s 
as correct.
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11.13 The dole sate of the U. ;3. A . said that Professor Siforov
had again taken’him to task over his figures. Ho would 
like to point out that the U.S.A. delegation had no
thing to' gain politically over the figures ppt for
ward but merely wished to see decent technical standards 
adopted. The figures quoted had all been derived from 
data supplied, on an impartial, basis, by the C.H.P.L.

11.1*+ Professor Siforov proposed that the four points of the 
proposal should be voted upon separately,

11,15 The voting on the four parts of the proposal ~ was as 
followss
Point 1. Adopted unanimously.
Point 11. Adopted by 25 votes for, to 12 against, with

1 abstention.
Point III. Adopted by 2b votes for, to 10 against, 

with 3 abstentions.-
Point IV. Adopted unanimously.

12, . The Chairman said that this completed the discussion on docu
ment V79 and he wished to thank all members for the spirit of co
operation and compromise shown during the discussion.

The Reporter» 
P. NV PARKER

The Chairmans 
M. L. SASTRY
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Working Group of the Steering Committee

The Working Group Is charged with preparing the draft agree
ment which Is to accompany the Plan. In accordance with the 
decision of the Plenary Assembly, it Is attached to the new Committee
10. Its Chairman is the Delegate of France and its membership in
cludes tho following countries:

At least two meetins. of this Working Group will be held next 
week in Room No. 1: on Thursday afternoon, February 3rd, and on 
Friday morning, February Nth. A reminder of these meetings will 
be posted on the blackboard in good time.

the only one w" ich has submitted a proposal for the text of the 
Agreement (Document No. 22h). Delegations which do not agree with 
the general con .ent of this document and which wish to submit other 
texts for discussion must forward them to the Secretariat by 
Tuesday, February 1st, at the latest, in order to ensure their 
publication before the meeting of February 3rd.

Delegates are reminded that draft texts cannot be ar-uepted 
any later because of the February l8th deadline for the presenta
tion of the Report before the Plenary Assembly.

France
Albania
Argentine
Guatemala

U.S.A.Î idia
Italy

Pakistan 
Turkey 
Portugal 
Vatican City

Important; Up to the present time the U.K. Delegation is
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The Chairman of the Conference has received the following 
c ommun i c at i on:

"To my regret, I find that I must return to
Cuba for a short period of time.

I wish to advise you that during my absence
Mr. Charles J. Acton, Delegate to this Conference from 
Canada, has been designated to act as Head of the 
Canadian Delegation.

(signed) C. P. Herbert
Chairman,

Canadian Delegation"
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UNITED KINGDOM

The Secretary of the Conference communicates the 
following for informations

511 have the honour to inform yen that the 
United Kingdom Delegation, as from the 2hth 
January 19^9 > will he augmented, by the addition 
of Mr. J. Beresford Clark, C.B.E., Deputy 
Director of Overseas Services, British Broad
casting Corporation, London, England.

Iir. J. Bo Clark will attend the Conference
as a delegate.

(Signed) H. Faulkner
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CORRECTION TO DOCUMENT NO. 999

At the request of the delegations of various countries, 
the following changes must be made in Document No. 399s
1. Add to:

Category B question "a" Paragraph 1,
Doc. No. 217 - Indonesia;

‘ Category*C question Mbn Paragraph'l,
Doc. No. 217 - Indonesia;

Category C question ,f cTt, Paragraph 1,
Doc. No. 217 - Indonesia;

Category A question ,!d” Paragraph 1,
Doc. No. 217 - Indonesia.

2, Transfer from:
Category *b question f,c", Paragraph 1, Doc. No. 217 

to Category A - Roumania (P.R. of);
Category C of the same question to Category D - France;
Category A (a) to Category B (a) question ,!an, Paragraph 2,

Doc. No. 217 - Indonesia and Portugal;
Category A (a) and Category C (b) to Category B (b), question

"b”, paragraph 2, Doc. No. 2 1 7 - 
Portuguese"Colonies, Egypt and Indonesia;

Category A to Category B, question "c" paragraph 2,
Doc. No. 217 - Portuguese Colonies and Egypt;

Category A to Category C of the same question - Portugal
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Delete from the list of countries on page 1 0 , Document No. 399? 
which have submitted incomplete answers or no answers to the 
Working Group?
Bulgaria (P.R, of) and Canada.

*f. The front page of Annex A to Document No. 399 must contain the 
following texts

"This Annex to the Pieport of Working Group 6 A has been 
compiled by Mr. Nerurckar, Delegate of India, at the request 
of the Working Group, as a resume of opinions expressed in 
the information submitted by various countries, and is 
presented to the delegations for their consideration for the 
purpose of inserting corrections, if the necessity arises."

5, Make the following changes in the text of Annex A to Document 
No. 399s

No, 1 1 . Chile. Change "Density of Population" to read
"Number of inhabitants per square mile".,.

No. *+7. Portugal. Item (1): After the words "... particular
case of each country" adds "... but this 
formula is useless because in reality it 
presents the same inconvenience."

No. 6l, France Overseas. Item (2): After the words "...
because of the high atmospheric 
noise in these regions" adds 
"which makes it impossible to utilize 
medium waves and demands the use of 
high frequencies for the national 
requirements

Chairman of Working Group 6 A

D, Arkadiev
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WITHDRAWAL OF DOCUMENT NO. 99-8

1. By decision of the Plenary Assembly, Document No.
99-8, dated 22- January 199-9? published by mistake, is withdrawn.
This Document is therefore not part of the official documentation 
of this Conference.

2. The letter reproduced in this Document had not been
communicated to its addressee prior to its publication as a Docu
ment •

3. This■letter« was submitted in Russian to the trans
lation services in the form of a document. Since the addressee 
had no knowledge of this letter its publication was not authorized.
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UNITED KINGDOM

The United Kingdom Delegation wishes to refer to 
the decision taken by the Plenary Assembly on 25th January, 
199-9, on the subject of the use of more than one frequency 
for the transmission of one programme.

The United Kingdom has carefully considered the 
technical implications resulting from the decision taken 
and regrets that it must reserve its position with regard 
thereto,
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C H I L E

Comparison Between the figures in Appendix A 
of the Report of the Planning Committee (Ge
neva Session) and those in the Plan for the 
Allocation of Frequencies of the Delegation 
of the United States of America.

C o u n t r y

Channel
-hours
in

Apuendix 
' A

Channel 
-hours 
in U.S. 
Plan

Increase
in

channel
-hours

Decrease
in

channel
-hours Increase

%
Decrea;

%

Afghanistan 28 16 0m •— 12 mm mm

People's Republic 
of Albania 26 21 — 5 19
Andorra ' 8 3 — 5 — 62.5
Argentine 130 lt-7 17 12.5 —
Australia 116 202 86 79-
Austria 36 AO 11 -
Belgium b-2 37 -- 5 12 '
Belgian Congo 52 83 31 60 mm mm

The Bielorussian 
Soviet Socialist 
Republic 22 25 A
Bolivia 28 66 38 136 ---

Brazil 70 129 59 8*f
Bulgaria P.R. 3lf 37 3 -- 9 --
Burma
Canada 130

50
160 30 _  _ 23 — —

Ceylon 59 13 -- 28 --
Chile 96 103 7 -- 8
China 136 172 36 -- 26 --
Colombia 50 60 10 20
Costa Rica 22 36 A -- 6h --
Cuba 66 82 16 - - 2^ ---

Czechoslovakia 30 b2 12 ifO ---
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C o u n t r y

Channel
•-hours

in
Apoendix 

' A

Channel
-hours
in
U.S.
Plan

Increase
in

channel
-hours

Decrease
in

channel
-hours

Denmark & 
Greenland 
Dominican Re
public 
Ecuador 
Egypt
El Salvador
Ethiopia
Finland
France
French Overseas
Territories
Germany
Greece
Guatemala
Haiti
Honduras
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran
Iraq
Ireland
Israel
Italy
J apan
Korea
Lebanon
Liberia
Luxembourg
Mexico
Monaco
Mongolia P.R. 
Morocco & Tunisia 
Netherlands, Cura 
cao & Surinam

Increase Decrease 
% %

16 . ; 23 7 bb

26 •*+3 17 „ _ 65
38 b'7 9 25-
5-0 *+3 3 — 7
28 30 2 _ _ 7
30 35 rrJ 16
20 30 10 50
85- lbb 60 — . 72

185- 216 32 —— 17
36 33 __ 3- --
10 17 7 — 70
38 5-5 7 — 18
28 37 9 -- 32
16 2b 8 50
lb 2.3 9 — 6b
8 b b --

202 177 — 25 —

12b 162 38 — 30
2b 35 11 5-6
32 . bo 8 25
20 19 1

lb-
50 70 20 5-0
32 68 36 112
lb 15 1 - - 7
lb 22 8 57
8 17 9 — 113

30 ' 23 -- 7168 101 ,— 67 —

16 23 . 7 bb
56 56 0 0 0

. 18 27 9 -- 5o

77 73 b

8

50
12.5

5

5-0

0

5
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Channel Channel Increase Decrease
-hours -hours in in
in in channel channel

Appendix U.S. -hours -hours Increase Decrease
C o u n t r y ‘A Plan % %

New'Zealand l b 29 15 ' -- 107 «...
Nicaragua 16 ^3 27 168
Norway 50 58 8 -- 16 - -

Pakistan 82 105 23 28 - -

Palestine 18 17 — 1 _ _ 5.5
Panama 20 59 39 19b
Paraguay 22 51 29 132
Peru bb 58 l b — 32 --
Philippines 92 71 mm mm 21 i m m t 23
Poland 60 5b 6 • — 10
Portugal 52 56 b 8 —

Portuguese Colo
nies lh 65 5i 365 mm **

Roumania P.R. 2h 37 13 5b ---

Saudi Arabia b 2 2 — 50
Siam 6 ho 3*+ 566 ,5 - -

Southern Rhodesia. 2 h 2 -- 100 -
Spain 12 11 — 1 — 8.5
Sudan 8 5 — 3 — 37.5
Sweden 36 bo b 11 -
Switzerland 6b 68 • b — 6
Syria- 28 31 7 10.5 -
U.S-.A. (Tangier) 8 20 12 150 --
Turkey 3h 39 5 15 --
Ukrainian S .S PR . 28 36 8 28 --
Union of South 
Africa 28 67 39 mm mm 139 — u.
United Kingdom 2J6 251 -- 5 -- C.
United Kingdom 
Territories 176 252 76 h3 —  —

United Nations 78 52 -- 26 — 3? rU.S.A. 206 197 - - 9 -- A ?
U.S.A. Terri
tories 
U.S.S.R. 270

bo
29b 2h 9 . .

Uruguay ■70 77 7 - - 10 — —

Vatican City 1+0 b3 3 — 7 - -

Venezuela l b 5b ho 285
Yemen b 2 — 2 -- 50
Yugoslavia P.F.R. 5 2 bo — 12 - - 23
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CONFERENCE

V E N E Z U E L A  

Power of Proxy

The Delegation of Venezuela confers power of proxy 
on the Delegation of Mexico to represent it at the Con
ference in all cases of absences.

Consequently, the Delegation of Mexico is authorized, 
in taking part in the discussions of the different Committees, 
or in the Plenary Assemblies, to present the point of view 
of the Delegation of Venezuela and to vote in its name.'

Dr. Jos6 Naranjo Goncao 
Head of the Delegation of Venezuela
(signed) Jose Naranjo Goncao
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THE NETHERLANDS

As I am compelled at leasttemoorarily, to 
return to the Netherlands for official reasons,

Mr. J. M. MADSEN 
will discharge the duties of Head of the Netherlands 
Delegation during my absence.

Furthermore, our Delegation grants full powers 
to the Delegation of Indonesia to represent it in 
case of absence and to vote on our behalf 'in the 
Plenary Assemblies as well as in the Committee meet
ings .

H. J. van den Broek
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SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS FROM El JANUARY THROUGH 5 FEBRUARY 19h9
Date and Room

!'..or nine
C omm. or 
Wk, Grp.

G. I

G. II

Go III

Text Grp 

Com. 6

Com. 7

Com. 10

Monday 
31 Jan.

PL

1

Tuesday 
1 Feb,

PL

1

Wednesday 
2 Feb.

PL

1

2

Thursday 
3 Feb.

PL & 1

Friday 
h Feb.

Sa turday 
5 Feb,

1

PL

Remarks

PL & 1

Afternoons

Rooms 3, h? 5, reserved for small Groups of Com. 6. Room 6 it n it ft " tt ti 7^
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PRINCIPLES FOR A TRIAL CHANNEL HOUR PLAN 
PROPOSAL FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE PLAN COMMITTEE

1# Introduction
In accordance with the decision of the Plenary Assembly held on 

2*+ January 19 +̂9? Committee 6 is to commence drafting a trial channel- 
hour plan immediately after the termination of interviews of the various 
Delegations. For the elaboration of the plan Committee 6 will have the 
following document* at its disposal;

(a) The U.S.S.R. draft plan
(b) The U.S.A. draft plan
(c) The basis of a plan proposed by India to the Planning

Committee, Mexico Session
(d) The proposal of the Delegation of Portugal
(d) The Reports of Committees 35 *+ and 5
The trial channel hour plan will be submitted for the consider

ation of'all Delegations in order to obtain their reactions, and 
Committee 6 must report to a Plenary Assembly not later than 12 February 
19^9.

The Chairman of Committee 6 feels that this schedule can only be 
met if Committee 6 is in a position to begin the study of one or more 
concrete proposals for a channel hour plan based on the new directives 
for Committee 6, during the early days of February.

In order to ensure that a proposal based on these new directives 
is available for discussion in Committee 6 at an early date, the Chair
man has prepared the following proposal to serve as basic material for 
a trial channel hour plan.

Document No. 577-E 

31 January 19̂ +9 
Original; ENGLISH 
Committee 6
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2. • Proposed Principles for a Channel Hour Plan
2.1 General

The report of Committee 3 does not give general principles 
in such & way that they can he combined into a formula for 
evaluating the number of channel hours to be given to each 
country. As the numerical basis for a channel hour plan must be 
available within a short time it will be necessary to seek this 
numerical basis in the other dbcunents listed in paragraph 1,
It is agreed that it may not be a very satisfactory solution, 
but in the light of the schedule fixed which gives only a short 
time for Committee 6 to c omplete this task, it is probably the 
only solution. This does not however? mean that the conclusions 
concerning general principles should m  any way be neglected, 
and it is appreciated that these principles will serve as a guide 
when analysing and criticising the trial channel hour plan, and 
later the frequency assignment plan.
2.2 It is clear that none 0f the plans for allocating channel 

hours so far proposed can be accepted as a basis for future
frequency assignment plans. It therefore appears to be necessary 
to seek a solution by combining the results of these different 
proposals in the best possible way.
2.3 The basic idea behind this proposal is to obtain the maximum 

amount of benefit from the rather happy coincidence that the
four proposals (a) - (d), have come from four different countries 
situated in four different zones of the world, and therefore 

- collectively they may be considered as representative of a world 
opinion. It coaid be assumed that by means of a reasonable com- 
Unation of the four proposals a solution might be reached which 
could be considered as being equitable.

The reason for considering these proposals as being re
presentative of the world as a whole are given below,

2.5 With a view to obtaining equitable representations from all 
parts of the world in the I.F.R.B., the Atlantic City Radio 

Conference after a very extensive study of this problem, establish
ed a regional division of the world for the purpose of the election 
of members to the I.F.R.B. (N.B. This regional division is given 
in the Annex to Document No. 5^2). It should be noted that this 
regional division was also adopted by the Telecommunications 
Conference for the election of^members to the Administrative 
Council. Also during this present Conference this same regional 
division has been used by Committee 6 in the selection of delegates
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to serve on various Working Groups, and especially for the compo
sition of the sub-groups to perform the interviews. It is the 
opinion of the Chairman that this practice has proved to be 
reasonably satisfactory.

2.6 It can be seen that the four proposals at present before the 
Conference, (a), (b), (c) and (d), para. 1, have come from coun
tries situated in the four different regions of the world? C, A,
D, B respectively, and therefore individually may be considered 
to a degree to be representative of the picture in a particular 
region. It can be assumed that a plan elaborated by a certain 
country will be especially valuable with regard to tho relative 
allocation of channel hours to countries within tho same region, 
For example, there is good reason to believe that the experts who 
prepared the U.S.A. plan have a bettor knowledge of the relative 
needs of countries within the American region than the experts 
preparing the U.S.S.R, plan, similarly there is good reason to 
believe that the U.S.S.R. plan more correctly reflects the rela
tive needs of countries within their region, than the U.S.A. plan.

2.7 This same point of view may, to some extent, be applied to the 
proposals from Portugal and India, as it may be assumed that the 
mental process behind the elaboration of any formula must be 
especially influenced by evaluation of the needs of countries 
within their respective zones.

2.8 In consequence it is proposed that the relative allocation of 
channel hours within a certain region of the world should be based 
primarily on the relative allocation given in the plan or bases 
for plan prepared by a country within this region. In this way 
tho problem of preparing a list of channel hours to be allocated 
to oach country will be reduced to the much simpler problem of 
establishing, the relative distribution of the total number of 
channel hours within each of four regions.

2.9 Several possibilities exist for establishing those four regional 
totals. However, it is proposed hero to follow tho simplest pos
sible method which is to take the average value of channel hours 
within each region as proposed in the four plans or bases for 
plans. Tho justification for this approach is to bo found in the 
fact that those four separate proposals may be considered to be 
representative of the opinion of tho world as a whole.

2.10 The result of applying this method in the first trial plan will 
give certain practical advantages, and in the Chairman1s opinion 
will meet, to some degree, the wishes concerning general 
principles, The practical advantage of this method is that
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almost a l l  the necessary data fo r  drawing up the channel-hour 
l i s t  is  now a v a ila b le ,  and th e re fo re  i t  could be possib le to  
meet the ta rg e t  date o f 12 th  February fo r  p resen ta tio n  o f such 
a p lan  to the P lenary Assembly. By accepting th is  proposed 
method the Committee may a lso  considerably f a c i l i t a t e  the 
drawing up o f the f in a l  frequency assignment p lan .

2 .11  In  reg io n  A* the channel-hour d is t r ib u t io n  w i l l  be p ro p o rtio n a l 
to  the d is t r ib u t io n  given under the U .S .A . plan fo r  th is  p a r t i 
cu la r re g io n . This probably means th a t some sectio n  of th is  
plan could be u t i l i z e d  w ith  only minor changes. In  the same 
way some p a rt o f the U .S .S .R . plan could probably be included  
in  the f in a l  p lan , w ith  on ly small m o d ific a tio n s . This would 
of course, f a c i l i t a t e  the task  of the Plan Group o f Committee
6 , and would considerab ly  improve the p o s s ib i l i t ie s  of meeting 
the next ta rg e t date 1 st March, 19^9 *

2 .12  Each d e le g a tio n  must o f course decide fo r  i t s e l f  whether i t  con
s id ers  th a t th is  proposal meets i t s  wishes w ith  regard to  the 
p r in c ip le s  which should c o n s titu te  the basis fo r  the channel- 
hour p lan . I t  is  however pointed out th a t  p r a c t ic a l ly  a l l  the  
fa c to rs  which have been brought forward during the work o f 
Committee 3 have been introduced in to  the present proposal by 
means o f the plans which would form the bases fo r  th is  proposal. 
The c o n s id era tio n  o f the th ree  fa c to rs , a re a , po pu lation  and num
ber o f languages, have been introduced through the U .S .S .R . p lan  
and the In d ia n  proposed bases. C onsideration  of the requirem ents

has been introduced through the proposal o f P o rtu g a l. I t  can
also  be assumed th a t the present s ta te  o f broadcasting would be
introduced through the U .S .A . p lan . These fa c to rs  included in  
any of the fo u r proposals would dominate the r e la t iv e  d i s t r i 
b u tio n  w ith in  the reg ion  from which the p a r t ic u la r  proposal has 
emanated. In  the rem aining three regions each o f these resp ec tive  
fa c to rs  w i l l  have a sm all in flu e n c e .

2 .13  Pract i c a l  Methods

For the p r a c t ic a l  e v a lu a tio n  of the d is t r ib u t io n  o f channel hours 
to  each country , i t  has been found most p r a c t ic a l to  c a lc u la te  the 
percentage of the t o t a l  number o f channel hours instead  o f c a l
c u la tin g  the absolute number of channel hours. The reasons fo r  
th is  are th a t the t o t a l  number of channel hours a v a ila b le  in  
the f in a l  p lan  is  not ye t known, and w i l l  not be known, u n t i l  
the conclusion o f c e r ta in  te c h n ic a l discussions e s p e c ia lly  in  
Working Group 6D. Even a f te r  these te c h n ic a l discussions have 
been concluded, i t  w i l l  be possib le to give only an estim ate of 
the t o t a l  number of channel hours a v a ila b le , the exact number 
w i l l  not be known u n t i l  the frequency assignment p lan  has been 
made, and a l l  the in d iv id u a l cases of sharing , e tc . have been de
c ided . Furtherm ore, i t  is  not possible to compare the t o t a l  
number o f channel hours a llo c a te d  to  the
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individual countries by the different proposals (a, b, c 
and d para. 1), as these proposals are based upon a dif
ferent overall total number of channel-hours.

2.1*+ In order to illustrate the proposed principle a table has been 
prepared which indicates the approximate number of channel-hours 
for each country. This table should be considered entirely as 
an example, as the data available concerning the number of 
channel-hours in the different plans is in some cases not suf
ficiently precise. This especially concerns the Portuguese 
proposal where it has been necessary tc calculate the number of 
channel-hours on the basis of the data given in document No.
*+50, as this document does not give these numbers. In case it 
should be decided to accept this principle proposed by the 
Chairman, it would then obviously be necessary to study and 
correct the list of channel-hours allocated in the four.plans, 
and for tie Portuguese plan it may be necessary to study the me
thod used in the light of the form of requirements from different 
countries.

2.15 In Annex 1 a summary of the allocation to each region is given 
(the United Nations allocations has been included in this sum
mary.
In Annexes 2, 3, *+ and 5 a list of countries belonging to the 
different regions is given. It is pointed out that this dis
tribution amongst the regions may not be correct in all cases, 
especially with regard to colonies. This could however be correct
ed by the delegations concerned.

2.16 The allocation of channel-hours given should be corrected in 
such a way that no country receives an allocation exceeding 
its requirements. (N.B. These corrections cannot be made 
before the results of the intciviews are known). It is felt 
that this correction may give a surplus of channel-hours which 
would facilitate the task of the Planning Group, and also possi
bly improve the sharing conditions. This possible surplus would 
also, if so desired, be used to give additional allocations to 
special cases where the need is justified.

3 * Total Number of Channel-Hours.
The result of the proposed principle would be a list of relative 

channel-hours, expressed as a percentage, to be given tc each country 
(see column 5 in Annex 1-5)• It is felt that this percentage method 
"S more correct as the exact number of channel-hours available will not 
ue known before the trial frequency plan has to be prepared. It is 
realised however that it may be difficult for the various countries to 
state definite agreement or disagreement with this list which gives only
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a relative share and not the absolute number of channel-hours for 
each'country. For this reason columns VI, VII and VIII which give 

■ the absolute number of' channel-hours have been added only to serve 
as an example.

The number of channel-hours given in column 6 is based on a total 
number of channel-hours available of 6000, This number is a little 
in exces.s of the totals given in the U.S.S.R. and U.S.A. plans, how
ever it is felt that there are reasonable possibilities of reaching 
this figure without reducing the standards laid down by Committee 5. 
This may be achieved bys-

(a) Making use of some of the channel-hours not used in exist
ing plans because the particular time is not in accordance 
with the requested time. (This possibility is being exa
mined during the interviews).

(b) Adding some new sharing, in accordance with suggestions re
ceived from countries in connection with the replies to the 
questionnaires on the plans.

(c) The results obtained by Working Group 6D.
3.1. In order to illustrate by example the importance of esta

blishing the correct technical standards, the columns VII 
and VIII have been added.

The number of channel-hours given in column VII are based on a 
total number of approximately 8500 channel-hours. This number of - 
channel-hours will not be available with the present technical stand
ards but it is estimated that they would be available if these 
standards, in the case of protection ratios, wore lowered by 10 db 
(i.e. ̂ 0'db to 30 db) or by decreasing the channel separation. In 
the same way the numbers given in column VIII are based on a total 
number of approximately 11800 channel-hours. This is estimated to 
correspond to a reduction in the standards established for protection 
ratios of approximately 20 db. (i.e. *-1-0 db to 20 db). This is, of 
course, a quite unacceptable standard, and the example is given only 
to illustrate how poor tho result would be for tho listener even in 
the best possible plan based on this total, if no substantial reduc
tion of requirements is obtained,

k . Conclusion
Thus, (in accordance with the new directive for Committee 6), a prin
ciple which may serve as basic material forvdrafting a trial channel- 
hour plan has been proposed.
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To summarise the basis of this proposal is to consider the 
available plans or bases for plans as being to a degree represen
tative of the opinion in the four particular regions of the world.'
The results given by these different proposals are combined in 
such a way that each proposal will carry the most weight within its 
own particular region, for which it is assumed to bo tho niost corfoct. 
The actual number of channel-hours which may be allocated to each coun
try will depend upon the technical standards employed when making 
the frequency assignment plan5 therefore, this proposed principle 
only gives the relative allocations expressed as a percentage for 
each country. The examples given in the Annex illustrate the great 
importance of obtaining the correct balance between the greatest num
ber of channel-hours on one hand, and the best possible reception 
conditions on the other hand.

GUNNAR PEDERSEN
Chairman of the Plan Committee.
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REGION OF THE WORLD 

DIVISION DU MONDE EN REGIONS 

DIVISION DEL MUNDO EN REGIONES 

nOAPA3AEJlEHHfl 3EMHOrO U1APA 

HA PAMOHbl

I

INDIA PROP. 

riPEAJlOX.MHAHU

II

URSS PLAN 

nJIAH CCCP

111

USA

nJIAH

PLAN

ClUA

1Y

PORTUGAL PROP

nPEAJiox.

nOPTYfAJlUM

Y

AVERAGE

MOYENNE

MEDIA

CPE4HHSI

HOURS 0 / 0 0 HOURS 0 / 0 0 HOURS 0 / 0 0 HOURS 0 / 0 0 0 / 0 0

REGION A. 12 0 2 2 4  1 1 2 0  1 2 2 0 1 8 0  2 3 18 1 8 9 3 3 6 8 2 8 9

i. B. 14 4 6 2 9 0 1 0 6 6 1 9 5 1 3 8  7 2 4 4 119  5 2 3 2 2 4 0
.. C. 7 7 7 1 5 5 1 4 9 6 2 7 5 6 9 5 1 22 7 2 9 1 4 2 173
m D. 15 6 8 3 1 4 1 6 4 4 3 0 0 1 7 3 8 3 0 6 1 3 2 4 2 5 8 2 9 3

UNITED NATION'S 5 9 1 0 5 2 1 0 5

TOTAL 4 9  9 3 1 0 0 0 5 4 6 6 1000 5 6 7 4 1 0 0 0 514 i 100 0 1 0  0 0

EX.TOTAL NO. CHANNEL-HOURS 
EX. REPART. NO. TOTAL HEURES- 
VOIES.
EJ.ASIGN. NO.TOTAL CANALES -  
HORAS.
nPMMEP PACflPEAEJlEHMfl 
OEmETO MHCJ1A KAHAJ10- MACOB.

6 0 0 0
VI

8 5 0 0
Y II

11800
V III

1 7  3 0  

1 4 4  0  
1 0 4 0  
1 7 6  0  

3 0

2 4  5 0  

2 0  4  0  
14 7 0  

2 5 0  0  
4  0

3 4  10 

2 8 4 0  
2 0 4 0  
3 4  5 0  

6 0
6 0 0 0 8 5 0  0 1 1 8 0 0
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71 YE v m

6000 8500 11800

142 236 2 7 8
63 89 124

125 177 24 6
99 140 195
58 82 1 14
35 48 67
79 1 1 1 154
41 59 81
45 64 88
29 4 1 57
43 6 1 85
35 50 69
23 31 45
97 138 191
41 59 82
57 81 112
49 70 97
56 79 1 10
74 105 146
52 73 101 '

154 217 302
190 268 373

4 5 7
39 55 77
3 4 6
17 25 34
85 120 166.

R E  6 !  O f
1 I I m IY Y

4 A.
h h • .s • h * / . . h */«o V . .

1 ARGENTINA APTEHTMHA 61 12,2 64 11,7 147 26 0 23,6
2 BOLIVIA 60J1HBH5J 44 8 ,0 66 11,6 10,5
3 BRASIL BPA3HJM5I 1 35 27,0 84 15,4 129 22,8 20,8
4 CHILE HHJIM ~ 27 5,4 39 7,1 103 18,2 16,5
5 COLOMBIA KOJIYMEMfl 40 8,0 57 10,4 60 10,6 9,7
6 COSTA RICA KOCTAPMKA 13 2,6 12 2,2 36 6,3

t
5,7

7 CUBA KY6A 30 6,0 20 3,6 82 14,4 13,1
8 REP. DOMINICANA AOMMHMKAH. PCEflY6 20 4,0 17 3,1 43 7,6 6,9
9 ECUADOR 3KBAA0P 27 5,4 . 51 9,3 47 8,3 7,5

10 EL SALVADOR 9Jib CAJ1BAA0P 10 2,0 20 3,6 30 5,3
•

4,8
11 GUATEMALA TBATEMAJ1A 21 4,0 39 7,1 45 7,9 7,2
I2HAITI TAMTH 20 4,0 35 6,4 37 6,5 45 35 299,0 5,9
13 HONDURAS TOHAYPAC 8 1,6 12 2,2 24 4,2 3,8
14 MEXICO MEKCHKA 64 12,8 101 18,5 101 17,8 I6£
15 NICARAGUA HMKAPATBA 13 2,6 12 2,2 43 7,6 6£16 PANAMA I1AHAMA 19 3,8 16 2.9 59 l<V* 9,5
17 PARAGUAY flAPATBAN 16 3,2 24 4,4 51 9,0 *12
18 PERU nEPY 36 7,2 58 10,6 SB IQ2 9,3
19 URUGUAY YPYTBAH 31 6 * 24 4,4 77 13,6 12,4

20 VENEZUELA BEHEUY9J1A 23 4,6 16 2,9 54 %5 Bfi
21 CANADA KAHAAA 153 30£ 130 23,8 160 2B£ 92 I7£ 25,6
22 USA . CLilA 360 72,0 229 41,9 197 34,8 98 19,1 31,6
23 ICELAND MCJ1AHAJW 8 10 1,8 4 0,7 13 2P 0,6

USA TERR. TEP. ClUA 21 4,2 20 3,7 40 7,1 33 6,4 6<5
GROENLAND TPEHJIAHAMJI 3 0,5 3 0,5 0J5
CURACAO-SURINAM KYPACAO-CYPMHAM 8 1,6 9 1,6 18 3£ 23 4£ 2>
U.K. COL K0J10H.C.K. 38 7.6 55 10.0 88 15.5 99 19.3 14.1

- 1 2 0 2 1 201 180? 1 8 93
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R E G IO N  B
I n m IV Y VI Vll vm

h %o h %. h %o h %o %0 6000 8 5 0 0 11800

1 SOUTH AFRICA IOX. A4PHKA 3 5 7,0 36 6 ,6 6 7 11,8 76 14,8 15,3 9 2 1 3 0 1 8 0
2 AUSTRIA ABCTPHSI 1 7 3,4 18 3 ,3 4 0 7,1 2 1 4,1 4,3 2 6 3 7 5 1
3 BELGIQUE 6EJlbrH9 56 11,2 17 3,1 3 7 6,5 29 5 ,7 5,9 35 5 0 69
4 CITE DU VATICAN BATMKAH 1 7 3,4 12 2 ,2 4 3 7,6 38 7 ,4 7 ,7 4 6 66 9  1
5 PORTUGAL COL. nOPTYrAJ.KDJI. 3 1 5,2 4 2 7,7 65 11,5 140 2 7 ,2 28 ,2 169 2 4 0 330
6 CONGO BELGE BEJIbF KOHTO 4 6 9,2 54 9 ,9 83 14,6 78 15,2 15,7 94 1 30 185
7 DENMARK AAHMfl 4 0 8,0 25 4,6 20 3,5 17 3,3 3,4 20 29 40
8 FRANCE ♦PAHUM9 2 0 3 40,6 152 27,8 144 25,4 118 23,0 23,8 143 202 28J
9 GRECE TPEUMfl 1 3 2,6 10 »,8 17 3,0 10 2,0 2,1 13 18 25

10 IRELAND MPJIAHAMJI 22 4,4 15 2,7 19 3,4 20 3,9 4,0 24 34 47
II  ITAUE HTAJIMfl 1 1 2,2 77 14,1 7 0 I2<3 43 8,4 8,7 52 74 103
12 LIBERIA J1MBEPHJI 8 1,6 12 2,2 17 3,0 12 2,3 2,4 14 20 28
13 LUXEMBOURG JIIOKCEMBYPr 13 2,6 9 1,6 23 4,1 18 3,5 3,6 22 30 42
14 MONACO MOHAKO 8 «,6 2 P,4 23 4,1 21 4,1 4,2 25 36 50
15 NORYEGE HOPBErMS 47 9,4 64 11,7 58 I0£ 34 6,6 6,8 41 58 80
16 NETHERLANDS HMAEPJlAHAbl 168 33,6 25 4,6 55 9,7 43 8,4 8,7 52 T4 03
17 PORTUGAL nOPTYrAJIMfl 46 9,2 27 4,9 56 9,9 49 9,6 1 0,0 60 85 118
18 MAROC a  TUMISIE MAPOKKO M TYHMC 29 5,8 37 6,8 27 4fi 50 9,7 10,1 61 86 119
19 S. RHODESIA 10. P0AE3MH 16 3.2 4 07 4 0,7 6 1,2 1,2 7 10 1420 U. K. C.K. 370 74,0 249 45,5 251 44,3 210 41,0 42,4 254 360 500

21 SWEDEN llJBEUHfl 36 7,2 46 8̂ 4 40 7,1 20 3,9 4,1 25 35 48
22 SUISSE uibeRuapmsi 58 11,6 42 7.7 68 12,0 39 7,6 7,9 47 67 93

ANDORRA AHAOPPA 3 Q5
ALLEMAGNE TEPMAHMfl 116 23,2 18 3^ 33 5,8
ESPANA WCflAHMSI 14 2,6 II ',9
TANGER USA TAHXEP CUJA 20 3,5
U. K. COL. K0J1.C.K. 4 0 8p 59 10,0 93 16,3 103 20,0 * 20,7 124 176 245

TOTAL 1446 1066 1387 1195
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L 11 111 I Y Y Y1 YI I V II I

R E G I O N  C
h °/oo h °  / /oo h °//oo h 0 /  /oo %o 6 0 0 0 8 5 0 0 11800

1 ALBANIE R.P. HP. A JIB AH MM 1 3 2 ,6 2 6 4 ,7 2 1 3 ,7 1 6 3,1 3 ,0 1 8 2 6 3 5
2 BIELORUSSIE RSS EEJ10PYCCKA5! CCP 2 0 4 ,0 4 9 9 ,0 2 5 4 ,4 3 2 6 ,2 5 ,7 3 4 4 8 6 7
3 BULGARIE R.P. HP EOJirAPMM 1 5 3 ,0 4 2 7 ,7 3 7 6 ,5 1 3 2 ,5 4 ,9 2 9 4 2 5 8
4  FINLANDE ♦m h jk h u m 2 5 5 ,0 33 6 ,0 3 0 5 ,3 17 3,3 3,8 2 3 33 4 5
5 HUNGARY BEHI~PMfl 24 4,8 2 8 5,' 23 4,1 1 1 2,1 3 ,2 1 9 2 7 38
6 POLOGNE noJibUJA 27 5,4 1 0 0 18,3 5 4 9 ,5 4 0 7,8 11,6 6 9 9 9 137
7 ROUMANIE R.P. HP. PYMblHMM 4 7 9 7 7 1 13,0 3 7 6 ,5 5 0 9,8 8 ,2 4 9 7 0 9 7
8 TCHECOSLOVAQUIE MEX0GJ10BAKM5I 39 7,8 8 9 16,3 4 2 7,4 23 4 ,5 10,2 61 86 120
9 URSS CCP 4 4 0 88 ,0 8 1 6 150,0 2 9 4 5 2 ,0 3 3 0 6 4 ,3 9 4 ,5 5 6 7 8 0 3 1115

10 UKRAINE RSS YKPAMHCKAS CCP 3 6 7,2 99 18,1 36 6,4 53 10,3 1 1,4 68 97 135
11 YOUGOSLAVIE R.P.F. HOP JOrOCJlABMH 46 9,2 8 3 15,2 4 0 7,1 58 11,3 8,7 52 74 103

12 MONGOLIE R.P. HP MOHTOJIMM 4 5 9,0 6 0 11,1 56 9,9 8 6 16,7 6,3 38 5 4 7 6

7 7 7 1 4  9 6 6 9 5 729



AN. V. DOC. 577.

R E G I O N  D.
I 11 m IV Y

h %o h %. h %o h %.

1 AFGHANISTAN AfrAHMCTAH 29 5,8 38 7 ,0 1 6 2,8 25 4,9 5,4
2 SAUDI ARABIA CAYAOBCKAH APABH9 3 1 6,2 1 6 2 ,9 2 0,3 5,8
3 AUSTRALIA ABCTPAJIHfl 128 25,6 84 15,4 202 35,6 101 19,7 23,9
4 BURMA EMPMA 30 6,0 58 10,6 50 8,8 33 5,4 5,6
5 CHINA KMTAM 340 68,0 185 33,8 172 30,4 116 22,6 63,56 EGYPT ErMflET 17 3,4 43 7,9 43 7,6 36 7,0 3,2
7 ETHIOPIA 3«Monm 34 6,8 48 8,8 35 6,2 34 6,6 6,38 INDIA MHAM9 327 65,4 299 54,7 177 31.2 176 34,2 61,0
9 INDONESIA MHA0HE3MS 73 14,6 1 13 20,6 162 28.6 127 24,7 I3J6

10 IRAK MPAK 25 5,0 39 7,1 40 7,1 23 4,5 4,7
1 1 IRAN HPAH 34 6,8 59 10,8 35 6,2 20 3,9 6,3
12 LEBANON J1MBAH 7 1,4 10 1,8 22 3,9 10 2,0 1*3
13 NEW ZEALAND HOBAfl 3EJIAHAJM 24 4,8 14 2,6 29 5,1 21 4,1 4,5
14 PAKISTAN F1AKMCTAH 66 13.2 121 22,6 105 18,5 1 14 22£ 12,3
15 PHILIPPINES ♦MJMnnHHbl 39 7,8 36 6,6 71 12,5 56 10.9 7,3
16 SIAM CNAM 24 4,8 8 ',5 40 7,1 14 27 4,5
17 SYRIA CMPMfl 11 2,2 14 2,5 31 5,5 25 4<9 2,1
18 TURQUIE TYPUHfl 35 7,0 40 7,3 39 6,9 20 3,9 6,5
19 YEMEN MEMEH 2 0,3
20 FRANCE OUTRE-MER 3AM0PCKME TEPP. ♦RAHUMM . 208 41,6 257 47,0 21 6 38,0 285 55,5 38,8
21 ISRAEL H3PAHJTb 24 4,4 14 2,5
22 JAPAN *flOHMfl ' II 2* 18 3,3 68 I2p 55 10,7 2,1
23 KOREA KOPEJJ 19 3,8 38 7,0 15 2,6 3,6
24 PALESTINE nAJIECTMHA 17 3,0
25 SUDAN CYAAH 5 0,9
26 U.K.TERR. TEPPM70PMM CK. 56 11.2 82 15.0 130 23.0 33 6.4 105

TOTAL 1568 1644 1738 1324

V I YD vm

6000 8500 II 8 0 0

32 4 6 6 4
35 49 69

143 203 282
34 48 66

381 540 750
19 27 38

38 53 74
365 516 720

82 1 16 160
28 40 55
38 53 74
8 1 1 15

27 38 . 53
74 104 145
44 62 86
37 38 53
13 18 25
39 55 77

233 330 458

13 18 25
22 31 43

63 89 124
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Vice Chairmen ; Dr. Metzler (Switzerland)

Mr. Bokhari (Pakistan)
Secretary % Mr. L.E. Dostert, Secretary of the

Conference

1-1. The Chairman opened the meeting at 10.30 a.m, The first
item for discussion was Document No. 5-33 (Proposal of Brazil), 
after which Documents Nos. 538 (Report of the Working Group of 
Committee 1) and 517 (Proposal of the Delegation of Cuba) would 
be taken.

1-2, Dr. Andrada (Argentine Republic) proposed to alter the
Agenda so as to consider first the possibility of transforming 
the plenary meeting of the Committee into a Plenary Assembly 
of the Conference, in order to discuss the Documents mentioned 
by the Chairman, and then to continue the discussion of the 
Agenda left over from the previous Plenary Assembly.

1-3# Dr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) was of the opinion that, although
Documents Nos, 5-33? 538 and 517 referred to the same subject, 
each one presented a different aspect of•the situation. He 
agreed that those Documents should come before the Plenary 
Assembly for consideration, but thought that, if the latter was 
to moot again, it should discuss, first, Document No. 5-90 (Report 
of the Technical Committee) and then finish its other Agenda, 
before considering Documents Nos. 5-33? 517 and 538. Ho based 
this opinion on his own Delegation’s view that the latter Docu
ments were dependent on the prior approval by the Plenary Assembly 
of the Reports of Committees 3 and H-,
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1-5-, Mr, Gross (Roumanian P.R.) agreed with Mr, Stoyanov, The
transformation of tho mooting into a Plenary Assembly of the 
Conference should be conditional on the Agenda previously fixed.

1-5. Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) submitted a third proposal for the
transformation of the meeting into a Plenary Assembly of the 
Conference with an Agenda including, first, the discussion of 
Documents Nos, 5-33? 517 and 538, and then tho consideration of 
tho Reports of Committees 3 and 5-.

1-6', Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) was in agreement with the first
part of the Uruguayan proposal, but he felt that the Plenary
Assembly should be left free to establish its own Agenda,

1-7. Mr. Dostert, Secretary, read tho following compromise text «
"In order to save time and as an exceptional measure, 
Committee 1, at its meeting of 25- January 195-9? 
decided to convert itself into a Plenary Assembly 
and to transmit for the consideration thereof, 
without previous discussion, Documents Nos. 5-335 517 
and 538c”

1-8, The above text was unanimously approved,
1-9* Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) proposed to omit the second

phrase of paragraph 5—1 of the Report of Committee 1 (Meeting  
of 12 January 195-9 ? Document No, 5-85 ) .  He fu r th e r  wished the

to be inserted in Document No, 5-85 as paragraph

Mr. Jacques Moyer (France), as Chairman of 
Working Group 2 of Committee 1, asked for the 
provision of at least one meeting, to allow of 
now contacts, in the coming week. Since Committee 
1 was enlarged to include all tho Heads of Dele
gations, he thought that tho reduction of tho 
Working Group, which was a corollary of the 
reduction of the Committee, should be reconsidered 
in such a way as to allow1- of the admission of new 
applications for participation by certain Dele
gations ."

1-10. The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 11 a.m., the Plenary 
Assembly being scheduled for 11,30 a.m.

APPROVED
The Reporter § Tho Secretary s Tho Chairman s
E. Sanchez Lafaurie L.E. DOSTERT MIGUEL PEREYRA

following text 
5-.2  b is  s

"5-, 2 b is .
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Committee 10

U. S. A.

The Secretary of the Conference has received the following 
communication;

"I inform you that the President of the United States 
has designated Mr. Fred H, Trimmer as Vice-Chairman 
of the United States Delegation to the International 
High Frequency Broadcasting Conference now in session 
at Mexico City.

\

Very truly yours,

For the Secretary of State;

s/ John E. Peurifoy"
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U S oR.
CONCLUSIONS ON THE SUBJECT OF THE DRAFT PLAN 
FOR THE ASSIGNMENT OF FREQUENCIES FOR HIGH - 
FREQUENCY BROADCASTING PRESENTING BY THE DE
LEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

(Document No. 5-65)

In connection with tho establishment of a draft plan for 
the assignment of high frequencies to the various countries of the 
world, the authors of the draft plan must solve, in the first place, 
a fundamental question; how aro the channel hours to be distributed, 
how many channel hours aro to be assigned to each country, and what 
criteria should be adopted to evaluate the real requirements of oach 
country for high frequency broadcasting?

In order to solve this problem it is necessary, first of 
all, to elaborate a general, objective and impartial method for the 
assignment of frequencies, susceptible of uniform application to all 
countries, and to demonstrate, secondly, that such a method allows 
an oxact determination of the requirements of all countries for high 
frequency broadcasting.

Only by adopting such a method is it possible to base a 
draft plan upon a solid and concrete foundation, to give the plan 
stability and to make it objective and independent of tho subjective 
viewpoints of its authors.

A plan which doos not rest upon such general bases, and 
tho structure of which has not been erected upon objective general 
principles, loads to an arbitrary distribution, without principles, 
of the channel hours.

The elaboration of a general and uniform method which can 
be applied to all countries, the establishment of general principles 
according to which tho allocation of channel hours is to be made, 
tho determination of basic factors to evaluate the requirements of 
the countries for'high frequency broadcasting make it possible to 
arrive at the appropriate number of channel hours to be allocated 
to each country, taking into account at the same time the requirements 
of the other countries, to which tho same method of assignment will 
be applied.



Having resolved this problem and determined tho number of 
channel hours corresponding to each country, tho matter of concrete 
assignments of channel hours w ith in  each band should be taken up, 
based upon the technically ju s t i f ie d  requirements of tho countries.

Furthormore, the plan must satisfy the requirements of the 
countrios as much as possible, both from tho view points of tho number 
of directed transmissions required by each country and tho category of 
tho frequencies assigned.

Any draft plan for frequency assignment must also conform to 
all generally admitted prosont technical standards and scientific 
principles.

In the study of tho draft plan for the assignment of high 
frequencies presented by tho U.S.A. Delegation, the Delegation of tho 
U.S.S.R, has analyzed to what extent this draft plan responds to the 
above mentioned needs. To this end, it has undertaken to emphasize 
tho following questions;

1. Ha s tho U.S.A. Dolo ga ti on bo en guido d by pr inc iplo s, 
whatever those may havo boon, whon assigning frequencies to the 
various countries?

/2. Docs the U.S.A.. draft plan conform to tho technical 
standards and principles which havo boon approved by international 
conferences?

3. In what measure does tho U.S.A. draft plan accedo to tho 
high frequency broadcasting requirements of tho U.S.S.R.?

I
Has tho U.S.A. Delegation boon guided by principles, whatever 

these may havo boon, when assigning frequencies to tho various countries?
In tho explanatory notes (pago 2, para. 2) on the subject of 

the draft plan for tho assignment of frequencies prosonted by the U.S.A.
Delegation (Document No. 5-65 ) ,  it is  s ta te d ;

"It is considered that any sot of principles, if rigidly 
applied, would result in inequities against the various countries."
(Underlined by us") ~

"Therefore, tho United States has been guided by engineering 
principles, but their application has boon tempered by a recogni
tion of tho specialized needs cf tho various countries". (Doc.5-65-E pg,2'

Thus, tho U.S.A. Delegation admits spontaneously that it has 
not applied a general, uniform method and that It has not employed 
"any sot of principles" in the allocation of channel hours. It has 
stated categorically that it has been "guided by engineering principles".

- 2 -
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What does the U.S.A. Delegation understand by so-called 
"engineering principles"?

Does it understand by "engineering principles" the technical 
standards and principles required, for example, for the field inten
sities in the reception area, for the protection ratios, for the 
types of antennas which should ensure broadcasting of the highest 
quality, or does it understand thereby the need for employing such 
or such frequencies because of certain propagation conditions, etc.?
In short, does it understand the entirety of generally accepted 
notions concerning technical principles, recognized by eveiybody, 
or doos it understand something else? If such is the case, on what 
does the U.S.A. Delegation base itself when it states: "...but their
application has been tempered by a recognition of the specialized 
needs of the various countries"?

According to what criteria havo these "specialized needs" 
of the various countries boon evaluated?

The explanatory noto to the U.S.A. draft plan (Doc. No. 5-65) 
loes not contain a reply to this question. It does not even contain 
an indication as to what is exactly meant by these "specialized needs".

It is therefore impossible to understand by which principles 
the U.S.A. Delegation has been guided when allocating a number of 
high frequencies to the various countries.

We regret that we are unable to find in those explanatory 
notes the bases on which the assignment of channcl-hours has .been 
made in accordance with so-called "engineering principles".

Therefore, because it did not apply general principles, tho 
U.S.A. Delegation has not boon able to justify the use of "engineering 
principles" and of the torm "specialized needs" with a view to a con- • 
creto definition of tho number of channol-hours corresponding separatory 
to each country.

The fact that the U.S.A. Delegation did not apply the uniform, 
general principles for all countries which should bo takon as a guido 
for tho alldcation of channol-hours, and that it refused to take into 
account general and objective qualifying elements whose influence is 
constant and which allow a. determination of tho relative position of 
->ach country with reference to tho othor countries of the worldj have 
xead. both of them (and this has been demonstrated by the practical 
results' of the U.S.A. draft plan) . to an arbitrary and Inequitable 
distribution of channel hours, which can only be explained as a 
obvious demonstration of political sympathies and dislikes.
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In support of this statement, we may give the following
example s

Countries like the U.S.S.R,, India, China and Pakistan, 
whoso aggregate population is equal to one-half of the population 
of the earth, have “been allocated by the U.S.A. draft Plan a total 
number of 7ko channel hours, against the 5 ,6 7 b which could have been 
assigned to them. In other words, they receive only 13$ of the total 
number available. Tho other half of the population of the earth has 
been presented with *+,926 channol-hours, or approximately 87$.

Furthermore, it might be well to note that the countries of
tho American Continent, of the British Commonwealth and the countries
included in the sphere of influence of tho so-called "Marshall Plan" 
receive the .major portion of this '87$ of the total number of 
channel-hours.

How can suc’h a disproportionate distribution be explained? 
Why does the U.S.A. draft plan prevent one half of the population
of the earth from hearing its national transmissions?

Is it perhaps intended that they should bo made to listen 
to the transmissions from other countries?

The above-mentioned example is far from being an isolated
case.

Our Delegation would like to'know why lk republics of the 
Soviet Union (without taking into account tho Ukrainian S.S.R, and 
the Bielorussian S.S.R,), whoso territories cover an area of 
8,k00,000 square miles and whoso population includes lk2,000,000 
people, havo received only 29*+ channel-hours according to the U.S.A. 
draft plan, while lk Latin-American countries (Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Paraguay, Panama, Nicaragua, Honduras, Guatemala, El Salvador, Ecua
dor, Dominican Republic, Cuba, Costa Rica, Chile and Haiti), whose 
total area, is 1,216,000 square miles and whose population total 32 
million inhabitants, have been assigned 731 channel hours.

Taking into account that the area of the U.S.S.R. is seven 
times larger than that of tho lk Latin-American countries mentioned 
and that its population is k.k times larger, the Soviet Union should 
receive a number of channel hours 3*1 times higher than that granted 
to the above-mentioned countries, that is to say, 2,266 channel hours 
instead of 29*+*

Furthermore, our delegation would like to know why the 
Ukrainian S.S.R., with kl million inhabitants, has been allocated 
only 32 channel hours, exactly the same number as that assigned to 
the Republic of Costa Rica, which has only 700,000 inhabitants and 
an area one tenth of that of the Ukrainian S.S.R.
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V/liy has tho Bielorussian S.S.R., with a population of 
10.000,000 inhabitants and an area of 120,000 square miles, been 
assigned, in tho U.S.A. draft plan, 25 channel hours, i.e., the 
same number as that allocated to Monaco, with a population of 2k,000 
inhabitants and an aroa of 0.8 square miles? Why ha,s the Bielorussian 
S.S.R. received a number of channel hours almost half of that which 
the draft plan of the U.S.A. has assigned to the Dominican Republic 
(k3), tho population of which is only 1.6 million and the area of
which is 1/6 of that of the Bielorussian S.S.R.?

It is highly improbable that any favourable replies will be 
received to the questions askod by the U.S.S.R.# Delegation. However, 
we shall try to answer them, by continuing our comparisons

Poland (2k,000,000 inhabitants) has been granted, in the 
U.S.A. draft plan, 5k channel hours, the same as Venezuela, v/ith a 
population of 1,^00,000 inhabitants.

The People’s Republic of Hungary, ( 9 , 300 , 000 ) inhabitants), 
has received'23 channel hours, i.e., loss than Honduras (1.2 million 
inhabitants).

The People’s Republic of Bulgaria (6.3 million inhabitants)
has been allocated 37 channel hours, the same as Haiti, which has a
population of 2,6 million inhabitants.

Czechoslovakia (lk million inhabitants) has been presented
v/ith k2 channel hours, a figure almost half that assigned to Uruguay
(77 channel hours), which has only 2 million inhabitants.

The People’s Republic cf Roumania (16 million inhabitants) 
receives 65 channel hours, or almost as much as Panama (0.6 million 
inhabitants).

Paraguay and tho People’s Republic have tho same number of 
inhabitants, but tho U.S.A. draft plan provides for tho latter a 
number of channel hours one half of that assigned to Paraguay.

Tho People’s Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (16 million
inhabitants) has boon granted a number of channel hours (kO) equal
to that assigned to Nicaragua, with a population of 0.9 million 
inhabitants.

# NOTEs The original states "USA" - believed to bo an error for "USSR"
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It is seen from these examples that ..the 
U.S.A., draft plan re veals political discrimination in regard^to the 
countries .just listed and that they have favoured the countries of 
the American Continent.

It is worth pointing out that the distribution of channel 
hours among the countries of tho American Continent has not been 
made in a balanced way, on the bases of general factors such as 
area and population of each country/. It is evident that more or 
less obvious sympathies have acted as a guide.

A few examples will suffices
Brazil, with a population of kl million inhabitants and an 

area of 3j275?0O0 square miles, receives only 129 channel hours, 
while tho Argentine, situated on its border, with lk million inhabi
tants and an area'of 1.079 million square miles, has been accorded 
lk7 channel hours.

Mexico (23 million inhabitants, 76k,000 square miles) 
receives 109 channel hours, while its neighbour, Cuba, with 1/k 
that population and an area 17#5 tines less, has been granted 82 
channel hours.

Panama (population O.63 million, area, 28,000 square miles)
receives 59 channel hours, and Peru, with a population 11 times larger
and an area 15 times greater receives only 58 channel hours.

Two neighboring countrios, Nicaragua and F.cviuras, with 
practically identical population figures and areas, nevertheless 
do not receive tho same number of channel hours (kg for the former
and 2k for the latter).

Another inequitable circumstance; the countries which were 
most to blame for the last world war and who from their broadcasting 
stations transmitted fascist venom and propaganda for an adventurer’s 
war. i.e. Japan and Germany, would again be able to exploit broad
casting if the American draft plan were adopted.

Therefore the agressor countries would be more favoured 
than the democratic countries which havo suffered fascist occupation 
and serious losses during tho last world war and which have largely 
contributed to tho victory ovor fascism.

The U.S.A. draft plan grants 101 channel hours to the 2 
principal countrios guilty of this last world war - Germany and 
Japan - with whom poacc has not oven yet boon signed. This number 
is larger than that which has boon assigned to 2 domocratic countries - 
Czechoslovakia and Poland, whoso economy and broadcasting installations 
have boon destroyed, thinks to tho Gorman occupation.
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The U.S.A. draft plan proposes for Gomany 3 parallel 
channels., although only 2 have boon requested.

Japan has boon assigned a groat number of channel hours for 
its international broadcasts in tho 11, 1 5 , 17 and 21 Mc/s bands, in 
spito of the fact that this country had not asked for thoso frequencies 
in tho original Form k.

It should ho evident to all that the principal aggressors 
of the last war (Germany and Japan) should not receive more than a 
minimum number of frequencies, and then thoso should be used only 
for interior broadcasting sorvicos.

Tho distribution of channel hours, as proposed by tho U.S.A. 
draft planj not only ignores the stipulations of tho International 
Tolocommunication Conference of Atlantic City, which stated:

"...Tho necessity of rendering immediate assistance to tho 
countries Members of the Union, that wore devastated by the second 
world war,.,11 (Resolutions, Recommendations and Opinions, Page 112, 
International Tolocommunication and Radio Conferences, Atlantic 
City, 19V7),

but it also favours, in practice, tho aggressor countries more than 
tho countries which woro victims cf tho aggression.

2• Docs the U.S.A. draft plan conform to tho technical
standards and principles which havo been approved by
international conferences?
Failing to elaborate general principles and basing its plan 

only upon "technical principles", the U.S.A. Delegation should have, 
so it seems, introduced in Document No. k65 a unique system of technical 
principles, standards and criteria from which tho 'later establishment 
of a plan would logically have boon derived.

It must bo noted that the U.S.A. Delegation had at its 
disposal the technical recommendations of the Atlantic City Conference, 
of the Planning Committee (Genova and Mexico City Sessions), those 
contained in tho U.S.S.R. draft plan and tho recommendations formulated 
by the Technical Committoo of tho Mexico City Conference.

However, a study of tho U.S.A. draft plan shows that this 
draft doos not rest upon any dofined system of technical principles 
whatsoever, that it appears entirely..inccmip̂ pbpp from a technical view
point and That to a considerable degree, it does not correspond to the 
technical standards and principles adopted by the Atlantic City and 
Mexico City Conference. ~
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Let us now study tho fundamental questions with the aid of 
which it is possible to determine the bases for any plans

1* Reception area,
2. Choice of necessary frequencies for definite radio wave 

paths in correlation with the time of transmission.
3# Standards for field intensity.
а, Power of transmitters,
5. Directive antennas,
б. Frequency tolerances.
7. Bandwidth of audio modulating frequencies and spacing be

tween channels
8. Protection ratios %

a) Wanted/unwanted signal (co-channel)
b) Wanted/unwanted signal (adjacent channel)
c) Signal/atmospheric noise,
d) Signal/industrial noise.

" 9» Number of frequencies for the transmission of a signal 
program,

10, Possibilities of multiple simultaneous assignments (of 
the same frequency) and total number of channel hours.

• Reception Areas
Document No. b-65 does not offer a true picture of the problem 

of reception areas.
The document does not contain any sort of uniform 

definition concerning the meaning of "reception area". Furthermore«, 
for a number of countries it does not indicate, either the location of 
the transmitter or the areas to bo served. For example the Annexes 
A and B ofDocument No." W ?  states "U.S.B.R, to U.S.S.R,, China to 
China, Brazil to Brazil, India to India, Indonesia to Indonesia,
Canada to Canada-, etc. "

Although the points of transmission and the reception areas 
have not been determined in any manner, definite frequencies and hours 
for their use arc indicated. This is an obvious self-contradiction.

It is evident that it is absolutely necessary to determine the 
points of transmission and the reception areas, from the view point 
of the choice of frequencies, field intensity required, elimination 
of mutual interference caused by undesired transmissions (shared chan
nels, adjacent channels).

Only by a correct territorial distribution of the stations and 
by a choice of the necessary working frequencies is it possible to ar
rive at a favorable basis for the > establishment of a technically 
valuable plan. ’ '
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The la c k  o f c la r i t y  and p re c is io n  o f any kind^ concerning so 
Im portant a question are in d ic a t iv e  o f complete te c h n ic a l inconsistency  
in ' the bases o f the d r a f t  p lan concerning the lo c a tio n  o f the tra n s 
m itte rs  and the rece p tio n  areas.

2 , Choice c f necessary fre q u e n c ie s .

The exp lanatory  notes o f the U .S .A . D e legation  In d ic a te  th a t  
on the sub ject o f the question o f the choice o f  frequencies fo r  broad
castin g  " I t  has not always been p ra c tic a b le  to  make assignments in  the 
High Frequency Broadcast band im m ediately below the curve o f optimum 
working frequency . . . . . .  *' (Document No. Page k ) .

I t  should be pointed out in  the f i r s t  place th a t such depar-* 
tures from the optimum broadcasting bands do not c o n s titu te  exceptions. 
Rather on the c o n tra ry , they occur q u ite  fre q u e n tly . The fo llo w in g  
examples w i l l  confirm  th is?

a) France to Madagascar, 1700-2100  GMT, OWF is  equal to 19 Mc/s 
according to the curves; 11 Mc/s according to  the d r a f t  p la n .

b) Hungary to North America, 2300-0200 GMT, OWF is equal to
17-15 Mc/s according to the curves; 9 Mc/s according to the
draft plan.

c) A u s tr ia  to  South A fr ic a ,  1700-1900  GMT, OWF is  equal to 20 
Mc/s according to the curves; 1 Mc/s according to the d r a f t  
p la n .

d) Monaco to  North America 00-01  GMT, OWF is  equal to 17-G.6 Mc/s;
9 Mc/s according to the draft plan,

e) Yugoslavia -  South A f r ic a ,  2000-2100 GMT,'OWF is  equal to 2
Mc/s according to the curves; 11 Mc/s according to the d r a f t
p la n .

These examples c le a r ly  show th a t in  the U .S .A . d r a f t  p lan , in  
q u ite  a number o f instances , frequencies p e rc e p tib ly  lower than 
the OWF are assigned.

A s im ila r  decrease 'in  the working frequencies leads to a con
s id e ra b le  increase in  the absorption  of the radio-w aves in  the  
ionosphere during d a y lig h t.

Furtherm ore, a h igher le v e l of atmospheric noise is  a lso  to
be expected during the evening and a t n ig h ttim e  as a r e s u lt  o f
such a red u ctio n  in  tho value o f the working freq u en c ies .
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This inevitably loads to an unduly large increase in the power 
of the transmitters.

To the number of the most glaring faults in the draft plan of 
the U.S.A. may be add'ed the impossibility of determining the op
timum working frequencies for . too large a number of broadcast
ing paths, in consequence of the complete lack of accuracy concern 
ing the location of the.transmitters and the reception areas.

How, in fact, can the optimum v/orking frequencies be deter
mined for communications such as the U.S.S.R. to the U.S.S.R. , 
China to China, India to. India, Canada to Canada, etc.?

The draft plan of the United States of America, therefore. 
does not solve in a satisfactory manner - whatever it may be, 
the problem of the assignment of the most appropriate frequencies 
for the majority of the transmissions broadcast, in consequence 
of the inaccuracy mentioned above concerning the location of the 
transmitters and reception areas -

3• Field intensity standards0
In connection with field intensity, the explanatory notes in 

the draft plan of the United States of'America indicate that "no 
assignment was made which would provide a field intensity of less 
than about 100 microvolts per meter (not including fading)" (Docu
ment No. k65~E, paragraph 2, page A). Further on, reservations 
were made as to the instances in which this rule was not observed.

The phrase "not including fading" is not altogether clear.
If it is a question of the median field intensity of the signal, 
the standard of 100 microvolts per meter is lower than that adopt
ed by Committee k (see Document No, k90-E, Chapter 6, paragraph, 16).

The field intensity calculations which we have made for a 
series of transmission paths, according to the draft plan of the 
United States of America, have resulted in the followings

a) South Africa to North America circuit, frequency 11 Mc/s,
No. 3 Channel, 00-01 GMT,' the field intensity is 75 microvolts per 
meter \

b) Australia to North America circuit (eastern part) frequency 
9 Mc/s, channel No. 100, lkOO GMT, field intensity is 59 microvolts 
per meters

c) Same circuit, but at lkOO GMT, the field intensity is only
7.5 microvolts per meters
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d) Colombia to gurope circuity frequency 17 Mc/s, 1900 GMT, 
the field intensity is 79 microvolts nor meter; ■
e) Australia-Europe circuit, frequency 11 Mc/s, 1600 GMT, the 
field Intensity is 87 microvolts ncr meter*,

All of these examples have been calculated by taking into ac
count the power in the antenna and its characterictics as indicated 
in Annex A of Document No. *+65,

For short distance transmissions, the field intensities are 
even lower* The following examples confirm this statements

1) Belgian Congo to Belgian Congo, frequency 6 Mc/s, 0900 GMT, 
distance 5-00 km, the field intensity is 8 microvolts per meters
2) Bolivia to Bolivia, frequency 6 Mc/s, 1700 GMT, distance *+00 
km, tho field intensity is 8 microvolts per meter;
3) Chile to Chile, frequency 6 Mc/s, 1800 GMT, distance 500 km,
the field intensity is 11 microvolts per meters
5-) Costa Rica to Costa Rica, frequency 6 Mc/s, 1900 GMT, distance
kOO km, the field intensity is 10.7 microvolts per meters
at a distance of 800 km, the field intensity is 1.5- microvolts per 
meters
at a distance of 1200 Ion, the field intensity is 0.71-microvolts 
per meters
7) Ethiopia to Ethiopia, frequency 7 Mc/s distance 500 km,
field intensity is 11 microvolts per meters
at a distance of 800 km, the field intensity is l.R microvolts 
per meters
6) Indonesia to Indonesia, frequency 6 Mc/s, 0600 GMT, distance 
5-00 km, the field intensity is 12. .5 microvolts per meters
at a distance of 800 km, the field intensity is 2 microvolts per 
meter;
at a distance of 1200 km, the field intensity is 1.56 microvolts
per meter.

The examples which we have just mentioned and which might be 
multiplied at leisure, convincingly show that the standard of 100
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microvolts por motor for the field intensity adopted by the draft 
plan of the United States of America, which of itself is already low, 
especially for tho urban sections of the countries, in the majority ' 
of instances is inappropriate.

One cannot but note the extreme inconsistency and the lack of 
technical principles underlying the position taken by the Delegation 
of the United States of America concerning the problem of field inten
sity standards.

Throughout' the Conference the Delegation of the United States 
of America has advocated high standards for field intensities (not 
lower than 500 microvolts per meter), and in its draft plan (Document 
No. 5-65) ii suddenly proposes a low standard of 100 microvolts per 
meter. The U.S.A. Delegation even submits this standard without com
mitting itself and often does not realize how the examples mentioned 
appear.

The numerous strange incongruities which we have just noted in 
the draft plan of tho United States of America prove that the authors 
thereof have by no means studied a question as important as that of 
the field intensity and that this draft cannot withstand criticism.

5. Powor of Transmitters.
When submitting their Forms 5, each country indicated the power 

of tho transmitters for a given circuit and, with the exception of 
the U.S.A., that indication was given by a single figure.

However the U.S.A. draft plan, (annex A to Document 565) fre
quently indicates those powers in a most indefinite manner. For ins
tance, for the U.S.S.R. it gives from 50 to 100 kW, for India - from 
10 to 100 kW for Austria - from 50 to 100 kW for U.S.A. - from 50 to 
200 kW etc.

Such indefinite indications of transmitter power, together with 
the Inaccurate indications of the locations of tho transmitters and 
reception areas, stress even more the extreme weakness of the technical 
position of the U.S.A. draft plan.

The recommendation contained in the explanatory notes to the 
U.S.A. draft plan, (Document U65) concerning the increase of field 
intensity in some cases, at the expense of increased transmitter power, 
is not well founded, as it can easily be seen that such an increase 
vill inevitably lead to a decrease in protection ratios, an increase 
in interference, a deterioration in the quality of broadcasting, and 
as a final result, a violation of order in the ether.



It would of course be much more correct to achieve the neces
sary field intensity by selecting appropriate working frequencies and 
hours of transmission.

5. Directive Antennas
It is impossible, when analyzing the U0S.A. draft plan, not to 

be amazed by the fact that ‘such an important question as that of the 
directed radiation and the electrical parameters of antennas, adopted 
when formulating the draft plan, is not even mentioned in the explan
atory notes to that draft (Doc. 5-65).

The absence of the slightest reference to this makes it impos
sible to judge, on the mere basis of document 565, the correctness of 
the sharing contained in the plan, or of the extent of the sharing, 
and makes it equally impossible to judge the field intensity in the 
service area, and consequently, makes it impossible to calculate and 
verify the protection ratios.

The absence of these indispensable indications and the apparent 
failure to take into account the directive properties of antennas in 
the U.S.A. draft plan, detract considerably from the value of the 
said draft both in essence and on formal grounds, since it has failed 
to take into account the recommendations that had been adopted on 
that question at this Conference by Committee 5-.

Frequency Stability.
The question of the frequency stability of transmitters is com

pletely ignored in the "explanatory remarks" of the U.S.A. Delegation.
It is therefore impossible to express an opinion on that subject.

7* Modulation Bandwidth and Frequency Separation Between Channels.
The frequency interval of 10 kc/s adopted in the U.S.A. draft 

plan corresponds to the decisions of the Atlantic City and Mexico City 
Conferences.

However, the question of modulation bandwidth is completely 
ignored in the "explanatory remarks". That question has been repeated
ly discussed at the Mexico City Conference and is directly connected 
with the standards of protection ratio for adjacent channels and has 
a direct bearing on the question of the separation between channels.
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This ŝ trGssos...once more the h i ghly incomplete nature of the, 
technical" ^tandaVd"s pilj,7hijcHi "the*JAG .XT XXftTlXan is based*

8* Protection Ratios.
a) of the desired signal to tho unde sired signal for, the co- 

channel.
The explanatory remarks to the U.S.A. draft plan (Doc* b65) 

mention that the protection ratio was taken as equal to bO db in a 
service are^ having a diameter of 1000 kn, or in other words a radius 
of 500 km,

Further, this document srates that in some cases tho ratio of 
the desired signal to the undesired signal within the limits of one 
and the same reception area was taken as around bO db.

In actual fact we find in the U.S.A, draft plan, time and again, 
that the protection ratio adopted has been considerably less than bO
db, i.e.. that it Iocs jvr(;_adher e to th standard of bo db adopted
by Committee b6

Lot us examine a few typical examples which confirm the above 
statement;

1, Interference from the circuit Indochina to India on 11 Mc/s 
at 1700 GMT experienced in Brazil when receiving the local 
broadcast.
Protect!on_ratio_c,f_t.ho jordcup of 50 db,

2, Interference from Australis, working to Western Australia on 
9 Mc/s ar 2300 GMT experienced in Central America when re-
ceiving Panama,
Protection ratio taken_a.s_26,br

3* Interference from India v/orking to India on 9 Mc/s at 0200
GMT experienced when receiving Cuba in those parts of Latin -
America within a radius of 1000 Ion of Cuba,
Protect ion r at i o ,23_G b,

b, Interference from the circuit England to North Africa on
9 Mc/s at 2100 GMT experienced in Bolivia when receiving in-

* ternal broadcastsc
Protection ratio at the limits of a zone of *+00 km radius - 

5 dbs at the limits of a zone of 800 km radius - !.jdb*
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It is essential to point out tho technical inconsistency of 
the USA delegation which insisted on raising tho standard of protection 
ratio for a wanted to an unwanted signal adopted by Corn, b. from 4-0 db
to b5 db* while tho draft plan shows that 
far from being always observed.

The question then arises, whore is the overall correction for 
fading of 17 db, so stubbornly' defended by tho USA delegation.

b) protection ratio of wanted tc unwanted signal on adjacent 
channels.

On the question of protection against adjacent channel inter
ference, the Delegation cf the USA came to the conclusion that "it was
impossible to establish a rigid standard of protection ratio between 
adjacont channels."

The question then naturally arises, what was the object of 
the USA delegation in so persistently ur:;in~’ Committee b and the Plenary 
Assembly of tho Conference to adopt high standards for tho protoction 
ratios between adjacent channels?

Could it really be only so as to ignore, in practice, the 
figures adopted?

Is it possible that the USA delegation did not realise that
its proposal for raising protection ratios could load to nothing other
than difficulties when elaborating a plan?

Wo aro here faced once more with the incomprehensible inconsis 
tency and lack of logic shown by tho USA delegation on tho question of 
technical principles,

b) protection ratio of signal to atmospheric interference.
When Committee b and the Plenary Assembly of tho Conference 

oxamined tho question of protection ratios for signal to atmospheric 
interference, the delegation of tho USA hero also proposed standards tha 
were clearly exaggerated.

The delegation of the USA explained Its point of view on that 
question in tho so-called "Annex A" (document 300) submitted by it to' 
Committee b.

According to that document, tho field intensity of a broad
casting signal should be 31 db higher than the field intensity given by 
curves 8.5 - 8,10 -of tho Bureau of Standards Circular No, b62.
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Although in  our opinion document 800 is  com pletely unfounded, i t  
would seem th a t the adherence to  tho standards contained th e re in  should 

o compulsory fo r  tho d e leg a tio n  which had proposed the so standards and 
'had dcfended them in  Committee b w ith  incomprehensible stubbornness,

•
I f  we now take tho f ie ld  in te n s ity  of 100 uV/m adopted fo r  the d ra f t  

plan of tho USA d e le g a tio n , i . e .  bO db abcvo 1 uV/m, and according to  
document 300, sub tract 31 db wo got 9 db, which corresponds to  a f ie ld  
in te n s ity  of 2 .8  uV/m.

In  comparing th is  f ig u re  w ith  the f ie ld  in te n s ity  values given in  
curves 8,5-8,10 of C irc u la r  b62 , i t  is  easy to  soo th a t tho USA d ra f t  
plan does not adhere to  the standards of pro t e c t i on r a t io  of s ig n a l to  
atmospheric in te rfe re n c e  proposed by tho USA d e leg a tio n  i t s e l f , oven 
w ith in  tho l im its  of tho second zone of atmospheric in te r fe re n c e , to  
say nothing of the th ir d  or fo u rth  zones.

And tho question once more a r is e s , what made tho USA de leg atio n  
propose to  Committee b standards of p ro te c tio n  r a t io  fo r  atmospheric 
in te r fe re n c e , which thc-y new so e a s ily  re je c t?

c ) p ro te c tio n  r a t io  of s ig n a l to In d u s tr ia l  in to r fo ro n c e .

On the proposal of the USA d e le g a tio n , Committoo b adopted a p ro tec 
tion r a t io  of 3 • clb fo r  the median value cf the s ig n a l to  the peak value  

of in d u s t r ia l  in te r fe re n c e .

Basing ourselves on a f ie ld  in te n s ity  of 100 uV/m we w i l l  e a s ily  
f in d  th a t the maximum le v e l  of peak values of in d u s tr ia l  in te rfe re n c e  
adm itted in  tho USA d r a f t  p lan is  equal to 2 uV/m.

Such a low le v e l of in d u s t r ia l  in te rfe re n c e  corresponds to  an 
extrem ely e f fe c t iv e  suppression th e re o f.

This shows th a t in  attem pting to  form ulate a r e a l is t ic  d r a f t  p lan , 
the USA d e leg a tio n  was p r a c t ic a l ly  compelled to adopt the po in t of viow  
of tho necess ity  fo r  suppressing in d u s tr ia l  in to rfo ro n c e , a po in t of view  
th a t had always been defended by the d e leg a tio n  of tho USSR.

Wo th e re fo re  wonder why in  Committee b ,th o  USA d e leg a tio n  opposed
so stubbornly tho adoption of any recommendation on tho n ecess ity  fo r
suppressing in d u s tr ia l  in te r fe re n c e .

9 • Number of Frequencies fo r  th e T ransmission of a Sin g le  Programme.

Tho USA d e leg a tio n  d r a f t  p lan contains b la ta n t v io la t io n s  of tho
ecommendations adopted a t  the A t la n t ic  C ity  and Mexico C ity  conferences, 

concerning the number of frequencies fo r  tho transm ission of a s ing le  
programme.
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In the Atlantic City Conference report (Doc. lb9 Chapter 5, Article 
A, -par. 2) it is stated that for the transmission of a single programme 
one only frequency will bo used except in tho ease of difficult circuits, 
the dofinition of which was loft to tho present Conference. *

Following the decisions of tho Atlantic City and Mexico City, 
conferences concerning difficult circuits, most countries of Central 
or South America would bo assigned only one, or at tho most, two frequen
cies for tho transmission of a single programme.

However those countries, according to the USA draft plan, receive 
from 5 to 10 frequencies for a time period of 12-lb hours* duration,

We give below examples to confirm this statement:
1. Argentina,receives 9 pairs of frequencies
2. Bolivia " 5 ,f ■ "
3. Brazil " 10 ■« »
b. Chilo " 8 "
5. Paraguay n S " "
6. Peru " 5
Thoso examples show that tho authors of the draft did not take into 

account the decisions takon concerning tho duplication of frequencies.
'10. Possibility for Stations to operate simultaneously on one frequency 

and Total number of channel hours..
Tho question of the simultaneous operation of stations on a shared 

channel is one of tho most important technical problems to bo solved in 
tho compilation of a draft frequency assignment plan.

Tho number of channel hours to bo assigned to tho various countries 
depends, in fact, on the sharing possibilities in one or another fro^uoncy 
band.

Tho anal3rsis made by us shows, that tho possibilities of sharing 
of the USA draft plan do not have tho necessary technical basis. ‘

It is quite obvious that it is impossible to find a serious solution 
to the problem of tho possibility of sharing, if, as has been pointed out
r>nr*l i n r  . i n  t h o  n v o r v r h o l  m i n o  n r  i nrif.v rvS p.no.rvn n o  i t.ho-n f h n  l o o n  to o n  n-Pearlier, in tho overwhelming majority of cases neither the location of 
tho transmitters nor tho Tocoption areas aro indicated

In casos where such indications aro available the protection ratio 
of bO db cannot bo maintained, as can bo soon from tho above examples.

Moreover the rule adopted by tho USA delegation that tho necessary 
protection ratio is only to bo maintained within tho limit of a circle 
with tho diameter of 1000 km, is entirely arbitrary and unfounded.
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As a result of this, parts of tho reception areas situated outside 
tho 1000 km diameter circle aro, with full cognizance, doomed to an in- 
r -̂ ficiont protection 'from the interference of other stations operating 
c— the same frequency.

It is quite obvious that the geographical distribution of stations 
operating on shared channels must be such as to ensure a minimum protec
tion ratio of hO db at every point in the reception area.

The refusal to apply this rule, and tho limitation of tho protected
area to a circle of 1000 km diameter prove that tho USA delegation did
not succeed in solving the problem of joint operation of stations on 
shared channels to the extent necessary for tho compilation of a draft plan.

Therefore? the number of channel hours in the various bands where 
sharing is possible and consequently tho tctal number of channel hours 
sot forth in the USA draft plan aro unfounded.

TO WHAT EXTENT DOES THE USA DRAFT PLAN SATISFY THE USSR REQUIREMENTS?
A. Number of Channel Hours.
Only 27% of tho USSR requirements aro satisfied. In the requirements, 

1017 channel hours wore requested, Tho USA plan provides for 29*+ channel 
h rs, 25 of which arc for international broadcasting and 269 Tor national 
broadcasting. The reduction in the number of channel hours was not made 
proportionally in the various bands; the highest percentage of reductions 
was made in the most vital bands i.e. 9, H ? 15 and 17 Mc/s,

The following table shows the number of channel hours assigned in 
the various bands according to the USA draft plan0.

Band Channel Hours Assignments in Percentage of satisfaction
requested USA draft plan of USSR requirements

6 16 16 100
7 116 hB -̂1
9 206 51 2511 192 l!-2 21

15 2^2 hk 18
17 123 30 2521 122 63 51

.otal 1017 29*f
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The above table shows that in compiling their draft plan the USA 
delegation made quite unfounded arbitrary reductions in the requirements 
-of the USSR without taking into account such general factors as: area of 
the territoryj population and number of official state languages. In the 
first part of this document attention was drawn to the arbitrary way in 
which channel hour assignments were made.

The above table also very clearly shows that the USA draft plan 
excludes, without any reason, the most vital long distance national 
broadcasting circuits which require the use of frequencies in the 9j 
11, 15 and 17 Mc/s bands.

B , Allocation of directions of broadcasting and programme hours.
The USSR requirements.contained 75 directions of broadcasting.

The USA draft plan allows for 32 directions only with a considerable 
reduction, in the duration of the transmissions..

The territory of the USSR is extremely large. It constitutes 1/6 
of the globe. In view of this fact it is indispensable to broadcast 
in many directions and during different periods of the 2b hour day ~
'̂"om the centre almost throughout the 2b hour day period - as the time 
^fference between the western and eastern borders of the USSR is 11 hours. 
When it is night in Moscow it is morning in the Far East.

Transmissions to large industrial centres, whore plants and factories 
work 2b hour shifts, have to be made during various period.s of the 2b hour 
day.

The arbitrary reductions on the directions for broadcasting as well 
as in the duration of transmission made in the USA draft plan are there
fore quite unfounded and cannot be accepted.

The most substantial reductions wero made in the USSR requirements 
for national broadcasting.

In the USA draft plan an entirely unfounded reduction Was made in 
the programmes required by the USSR.

In all. 5b programmes wore excluded, 13 of which are for internation
al broadcasting and bl for national broadcasting.

The USSR is a socialist government consisting of many nations, and 
tho broadcasts made from its centre to oach of the lb republics of the 

ion are carried out in the native languages of each of these republics.
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Moreover the broadcasts within the republics of tho Union are
being carried out in several languages.

The arbitrary reductions in the number of programmes made by the 
authors of the USA draft plan are therefore entirely unfounded and 
quite inadmissible.

The size of the USSR territory makes it impossible to broadcast 
from the centre to the overwhelming majority of the USSR republics on 
long and medium waves.

Broadcasting in all the directions indicated in the USSR require
ments can therefore only be carried out by operating on high frequencies



CONCLUSION

1. The draft Plan of the UoS.A. Delegation is not based on 
general objective and uniformly applied factors, reflecting the 
weightage of a country in relation to other countries.

The craft Plan presents an arbitrary and inequitable distribu
tion of channel-hours, which can be explained only by a- flagrant 
manifestation of political sympathies or antipathies, and by a tendency 
to concentrate the maximum number of channel-hours in the hands of a 
certain political group.

2. An analysis of Document No. b-65 leads to the conclusion that 
the draft Plan of the U.S.A. Delegation is nothing more than a varia
tion of "Appendix A" to the Report of the Planning Committee (Geneva 
Session), which is well known to all Delegations.

The said Appendix A had already been decidedly rejected by 
the overwhelming majority of countries as unobjocti . , unjust and 
t e chni c a1ly unfounde d,

Consequently, am attempt to reinstate Appendix A, after it 
had been rejected by a decision of Committee 6 of the present Conference 
(Document No. 227), is foredoomed to failure.

3# It seems appropriate to note that, the explanatory remarks 
appended to the draft Plan of the U.S.A. Delegation (Document No. h65) 
contain a very strange observation to the effect that "No proposal for 
a change in the Plan will be considered, unless it Is complete, that 
is, unless it lists ail the changes involved when a single change is 
proposed."

This unreasonable demand can in fact be considered to be a 
measure tending to impose conditions on other delegations. These 
conditions can only give rise to mutual mistrust among the delegations 
of the various countries.

h. The draft Plan of the U.S.A. Delegation does not contain any 
definite system of technical principles, is absolutely incomplete from 
a technical point of view, and to a largo extent does not correspond 
to the standards and norms accepted by the Atlantic City and Mexico 
City Conferences.

9, The U.S.A. draft Plan completely ignores the vital needs of 
the U.S.S.R. in respect of short-wave broadcasting, as stated in its 
Requirements.

The total number of channel-hours has boon reduced from 
1017 to 29!+, The reduction has been effected by me j of a sharp 
decrease of the required directions (32 instead of 77)> a considerable 
decrease in the number of programs (pT- programs have been eliminated), 
and by means of a considerable decrease .in the time of listening.

- 21 -
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Such an arbitrary and inadmissible reduction of its 
requirements is not'acceptable to the U.S.S.R.

6* The U.S.A. draft Plan, disregarding logic and equity, is 
based on considerations which to us are inacceptable from the point 
of view of international collaboration, and which seek only a 
favourable majority vote.

The problem of the adjustment of short-wave broadcasting 
cannot be solved by such means as these, for the reason that it is 
obvious that it sis impossible to impose oh the lk Soviet Republics 
represented by the U.S.S.R. Delegation a Frequency Assignment Plan, 
which would manifestly made inroads on its vital needs.

In tho light of the above -arguments, the draft Plan put 
forward by the U.S.A. Delegation Is absolutely unacceptable and is 
rejected categorically by the U.S.S.R. Delegation.

Head of the U.S.S.R. Delegation,
S. Stojanov.
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Mexico City, 19^8/+9 Originals ENGLISH

Country

MODIFICATIONS TO DOCUMENT No. b lQ

Heading
from

Change
to

Australia
Bulgaria

Ethiopia

Finland

France Oversea 

Paraguay

U.S.A. Terri' 
tories-

Switzerland
Turkey

Population of colonies
Number official languages 
of country
Area of country 
Population
Number High Schools 
Number Universities, Colleges, 
Technical Schools
Number official languages 
of country
Area of country 
Population
Number official languages 
of country
Imports and Exports

Imports and Exports 
Imports and Exports

1 311 172

1

2 790

1.3
3

350 000
15
195
9

16
88 000 
1.1 
2

Blank

l b  187 
2 790



INTERNATIONAL
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Document No. 582-E

February 1, 19li*9

Mexico City, 199-8A 9 Original: RUSSIAN

U.S.S.R. PROPOSAL REGARDING THE AGREEMENT 
(CONVENTION) OF THE INTERNATIONAL 

HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING CONFERENCE OF MEXICO CITY

Considering that at the International High Frequency Broadcasting 
Conference of Mexico City the overwhelming majority of the credentials 
submitted by the countries (58 out of 67) represent governmental powers, 
and taking into account the fact that the High Frequency Broadcasting 
Conference of Mexico City- is a direct continuation of the Administrative 
High Frequency Conference held at Atlantic City in 199-7? the represen
tatives at which were granted full powers by their Governments, the 
UoS.S.R. Delegation esteems that the Final Acts to bo drawn up at the 
Mexico City Conference should be ratified? after thoir signature by the 
respective Governments,

The Soviet Delegation suggests the following wording for the 
text of the Agreement (Convention) between the countries participating 
in the High Frequency Broadcasting•Conference of Mexico City:

1. The undersigned, Plenipotentiaries of the Governments of 
the aforelisted countries of the world (the countries should be 
listed at the beginning of the text of the Agreement (Convention) 
in French alphabetical order), which have participated in the 
Mexico City Conference, in virtue of the recommendations of the 
High Frequency Broadcasting Conference of Atlantic City, 199-7? have 
accepted by common consent, subject to ratification by the Govern
ments of their respective countries, a regulation in respect of 
international short wave broadcasting contained in the following 
Agreement (Convention) and in the annexed Plan (Committee 10)? and 
have further agreed to:

2. “ " Application of the Agreement (Convention) and of the Plan 
(Committee 7).

3* Definitions (Committee 7)
9-. Ratification of the Agreement (Convention) signifying ap

proval of the Plan and of the Agreement (Convention) (Committee 7).
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5* Accession to the Agreement (Con-vention) (Committee 7)®
6. Denunciation of the Agreement (Convention) (Committee 7)
r;. Abrogation of the Agreement (Convention and of the Plan

(Committee 7).
8. Revision of the Agreement (Convention) and of the Plan 

(Committee 7).
9. Modification of the Plan (Committee 7)
10. Notification of frequencies to the I.F.R.B* (Committee 7)
11. General technical regulations (Committee 6)
11. Organization of the implementation of the Plan (Committee 7)
13. Expenses of the Conference (Committee 9)
lb. Entry into force of the Agreement (Convention) and of the

Plan (Committee 7)
15# Conclusion and signatures (Committee 7)
16. Preamble to the Plan (Committee 6)
17. Technical principles, standards and recommendations to the 

Plan (Committee 6)
18. Recommendations concerning the functions of the organization 

to be entrusted with the implementation of the Plan (Committee 7)
19. Table of frequency distribution as ‘between the countries of 

the world (Committee 6)
Drafting of the general wording of the Agreemei e (Convention 

(Committee 8).
c

In connection with the constitution of the new Committee (10)5 
and with the enlargement of the functions of Committee 6, the Soviet 
Delegation deems it necessary to request Committee 10 to examine the 
present proposal, and on its basis to recommend to the competent- Com- 
ittees the working out of the text of the High Frequency Broadcasting 

Agreement (Convention).
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CONFERENCE
 __ 15 January 199*9

Mexico City, 199-8/9-9

MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY 
Fourteenth Session 

lb January 19b9 (Morning)
The Chairman, Mr. Miguel Pereyra, opened the meeting at

10,bO a.m./

Delegati ns present; Peopie's Republic of Albania, Argen
tine (Republic), Australia, (Commonwealth of), Austria, Belgium, Bel
gian Congo, Bielorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Popular Republic of Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Chinaf Colombia,
(Republic of), Colonies, Protectorates and Overseas Territories of 
the United Kingdom, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic 
(temporarily represented by Nicaragua), Egypt, Ecuador (temporarily 
represented by Brazil), El Salvador (temporarily represented by 
Uruguay), Finland, France, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Iceland, 
Indonesia, Iran (represented by Switzerland), Italy.., Luxembourg, 
(temporarily represented by the Netherlands), Mexico, Monaco (re-' 
presented by France), Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Paraguay, Poland, (Republic of), Portugal,•Portuguese 
Colonies, Overseas Territories of the French Republic, French Pro
tectorates of Morocco and Tunisia, Popular Republic of Roumania, 
Sweden, Switzerland (Confederation), Siam (temporarily represented by 
the Overseas Territories of the French Republic), Syria, Territories 
of the United States of America, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay (Oriental Republic 
of), Vatican City^ People’s Federal Popular Republic of Yugoslavia, 
Venezuela (United States of ).

Also presents -Mr, L. Barajas, Vice-Chairman of the Conference.
Other members; Mr, Hernandez Cata y Galt of the IFRB.
Che following were represented by observers; Israel, Mongolia 

(Popular Republic of), OIR, United Nations, Supreme Command for the 
Allied Powers (SCAP), Oficina Interamericana de Radio,

Secretariat; Mr. L.E. Dostert, Secretary of the Conference 
Mr. T. Wettstein, Assitant Secretary

I. CONSIDERATION OF POINT ONE CF THE AG INDAs APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF 
THE 12TH AND 13TH SESSIONS (DOCUMENTS NOS. 391 and 9-20)*



1*1 Mr. Duspenskii (Ukrainian SSR) stated;
■ '’Point' 1) of Document No. 391 contains a remark to the effect 

that the ..new. text of’the Agenda had been adopted at. the suggestion 
of Mr, Ouspenskii,

"I request the deletion of said remark as completely contrary 
to reality, I world take the liberty of calling to mind that a 
number of Delegations, and mine among them, had expressed the desire 
to intervene in conformity with the original Agenda, in <order to 
discuss the incorrect working methods followed by some Committees. 
However, the Chairman had continually, restricted, this discussion 
(see items 1.32, 1.37) and had eventually put to a vote a proposal 
that the working methods followed by the Committees should not bo 
examined. After the proposal was approved by a majority vote, our 
Delegation very reasonably indicated, that, in view.of the decision 
taken not to examine the procedure applied by the Committees, the 
Agenda and the wording of tho Minutes did not correspond to such a 
restricted process of discussion and requested modification of the 
Agenda and the drawing up of the decisions taken, in order to avoid 
an incorrect report in tho Minutes.

."The requfest to mod ffy the Agenda was based on tho fact that 
there'was a former restriction of the discussion and on the decision 
not to discuss the.’’working methods of the-. Committees. Therefore, 
the remark under paragraph 1 on page 2 is quite inadequate and should 
be deleted,"
1.2 Mr. La'lid (Yugoslavia) proposed that the text of point 1 of 
the agenda of tho 12th Plenary Session should be given as contained 
in document No. 332. Then the following could bo added;

"After prolonged discussion and at tho proposal of Mr. Ous
penskii (Ukrainian SSR), th: s.. text wee substituted by the following;

1 Information:given by the Chairmen of Committees on the state 
of the. work up to December 17th in order to enable target dates to 
be set for the work of the Committees'".
1.3 . Ho also wished to propose a number of corrections to tho'text
6f item 1.36 of doc. 391* In his opinion, tho Minutes were not 
written in a clear manner, there being, for instance, no logical 
connection between items ..1.35 and 1.3§. . It was not clear, in fact, 
if the ̂ Delegate of Yugoslavia was protesting against the procedure 
followed in giving the floor to Delegates in respect to the statement 
of the Delegate of Brazil or of another Delegate. He therefore 
considered that the text of item 1.36 should be replaced by the 
following-; ■ . .

"Mr. Lalid (Yugoslavia) began to givo his opinion with regard 
to point one of the agenda.and, particularly, to the working methods 
of the Committees-. He was interrupted by the Chairman who stated 
that the ’study of thu status of the work of tho Committees did not 
imply that comments could be made on the v/orking methods of the 
Committees."

— 2 —
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This correction reflected clearly and precisely tho procedure 
adopted by the Chairman against the Delegate of Yugoslavia, 'who 
protested on several occasions in support of his point of view.
1.9- Item 1,9-1 of tho same document should be drafted as follows;

"Mr. Lali6 (Yugoslavia) again protested that he had been 
interrupted before being able to make the comments which he desired.
The Chairman might have the right to interrupt if he (the Chairman) 
thought that the study of the- status of the work of the Committees 
did not imply that comments could bo made on the work within the 
Committees; but, in any case, the Chairman did not have this right 
at such time as Mr. Lalid (Yugoslavia) wished to make comments on the 
work itself of Committee 3*"
1*5 Mr, Kito (Albania), referring to his statement in item 2.20

asked that a correction bo made,.which involved no change in tho 
English text of the statement.

1*6 Mr. Sterling (USA) said that Liberia, for which the United 
States Delegation held a proxy, had been omitted from the list of 
Delegations at tho beginning of the Minutes. He would like 
Liberia to be included in this list, assuming that the document, 
which conferred the mandate, had been received by the Conference 
in tim« for tho 12th Plenary Session,

1.7 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) asked Mr, Dostert, Secretary of the
Conference, as to who had signed the mandate given by Liberia to 
the United States Delegation. This question had already beon 
discussed in tho Credentials Committoo but it had not beon settled 
owing to lack of accurate information,

1»8 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) stated that December 19-th \/as the date, 
on which Liberia conferred its mandate on tho United States 
Delegation. The 12th Plenary Session had boon hold on Decomber 
17th and Liberia could therefore bo included in the list of 
Delegations represented at the Session, if the credentials were 
valid. The Secretary, acting on behalf of the Credentials 
Committee, had received a letter from the Minister of Liberia in 
Washington, who stated that, on the instructions of his government, 
he was giving a mandate to tho United States Delegation. During 
tho oarly days of tho Conference, the Credentials Committee had 
submitted a report stating that credentials would bo accepted provide 
that they were signed by a duly accredited diplomatic representative, 
The Committee had found the mandate to be incomplete because tho 
letter of credentials, though giving the right to voto, did not 
specifically confer tho right to sign; the Secretary, on behalf 
of the Committee, had therefore written to tho Minister of 
Liberia asking for more details on the nature of the credentials.
It appeared that the United States Delegation was empowered to 
represent and vote for Liberia, but the question arose whether the 
diplomatic jurisdiction of the Minister of Liberia in Washington 
included Mexico*.
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1.9 Mr. Stoyanov'(USSR) declared that the question- required add!
tional ..study by' the Credentials Committee.

1.10 Mr. Sterling (USA) thought that the mandate, conferred by tho 
Minister of Liberia, had in fact been approved, thus giving vo
ting rights to the United States Delegation on behalf, of ..Liberia. 
■As. the Assembly well knew, his-Delegation had cast votes''for 
Liberia.

1•11 Mr. Albuquerquo (Brazil), Chairman of tho Credentials
Committee, said that his Committee had agreed to regard as valid 
credentials those signed by.diplomatic representatives outside 
Mexico, provided the jurisdiction of these representatives included 
Mexico.

. i
1.12 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) stated that, when discussion took place

on the mandates conferred by certain countries', the Soviet 
Delegati n had protested against the procedure adopted, referring 
to the Atlantic City Convention. The decisions taken, with regard 
to countries absent from the Conference who transferred their 
representation to other countries, were contrary to both the 
spirit and the letter of the Convention.

He asked the Chairman and the Secretary to.ascertain from the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Mexico whether the Minister of 
Liberia in Washington held diplomatic authority in Mexico,

1.13 Mr. Sterling. (USA) asked the Secretary to obtain the required
information immediately from-the Mexican Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs in order''that a decision might be taken on this question.

1.19- Mr. Drobojow'ski (Poland) said that it was clear fi*om the do
cuments published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs In Mexico 
that there was no Minister of Liberia accredited to Mexico; nor 
was it possible according to any diplomatic tradition, that another 
country represent the interests of Liberia in Mexico without that 
fact being specified in a document. .

1.15 Mr. Sastry (India). asked that tho statement by Mr. Arkadiev
(USSR), as contained in item' 1,58 be'verified by the recordings 
which, he understood, were available for the proceedings of the 
Plenary Assembly. "With reference to paragraph 9- of t is statement, 
•he recalled that the Chairman had ruled those remarks out of order 
as soon as Mr. Arkadiev had begun to make them. This ruling had 
been given for two reasons;
1) because tho Plenary Assembly was not considering the procedural 

• methods of the Committees;
2) because the work of Committee 9-, not of Committees 9- and 6 

jointly, was under discussion.



The statement as published as item 1.58 contained not only 
tho portion ruled out of orderbut also remarks which were not made 
during the meeting. If such remarks had been made at the time, 
then he would have replied to them,

1.16 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) stated that the difficulty involved in 
this question was fundamental. Sometimes at the request of the 
Chairman, or more often cn their own initiative certain Delegations 
w ore in the habit of submitting written statements after a session, 
which did not fully coincide with tho oral statements made earlier'.
He proposed that such statements be published separately in special 
sheets; at tho next session the texts would be submitted to the 
Plenary Assembly for approval and inclusion in the minutes, if the 
Assembly thought fit.

1.17 Mr. Sastry (India) said that the Secretary’s proposal had not 
solved the fundamental problem as to what should be the authoritati
ve version of such a statement, if there were discrepancies be
tween the written text and the text as taken down by the Rapporteurs. 
The Plenary Assembly must take a decision on this problem.

1.18 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) said that the statement in item 1.58 had 
been read by Mr. Arkadiev from a text which he (Mr. Arkadiev) had 
prepared before the session; this text had been handed in to the 
Secretariat after the meeting.

He did not agree with the Secretary's proposal that written 
statements be published separately as annexes; this procedure would 
harm the clarity of the text and wou.ld not allow the discussion, 
which actually took place, to be faithfully reflected in the minutes.

With reference to item 1.3 of document 3915 he requested that 
a. correction be made to the first sentence, where the word "represent
ative" should be replaced by "chairman". This applied to the 
Russian text only.

1.19 Mr. Raup (United Kingdom) declared that an important point
of principle had been raised. There wore steno--typists present at 
the session, who took down everything said at the Plenary Session 
and their notes provided an authoritative account of the proceedings* 
If a Delegation wished to submit a written s tatemcnt for inclusion 
in the minutes, the text should bo carefully compared with the ste
nographic notes and the attention of the Delegation should be drawn 
if there were divergencies between the two vers. ons.

It was a serious matter if Delegations submitted written 
statements which did not conform with the corresponding oral state
ment .

It was. especially serious, if the additions or alterations were 
in the form of personal attacks on another Delegate, as the latter 
was deprived of all possibility of replying to such attacks.
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1.20 Mr; Dostert (Secretary) submitted the following proposal for 
consideration by the Assembly;

"When a Delegation submits in writing a text of its statement, 
tho Secretariat shall carefully compare this text with that re
corded by wire and stenography. In case of a discrepancy between 
tho text recorded, and that submit tod in writing, the Secretariat 
.shall consult with the Delegation concerned with a view to es- ,
’ tablishing a text which agrees v/ith the original."

1.21 - The Vice-Chairman considered that only those ports of a written 
statement should bo included which conformed with the recorded 
version of the statement. An addition to this effect should be 
made to the proposal of the Secretary.

He agreed v/ith thv- statement by Mr, Sastry (India). In fact 
when Mr. Arkadiev (USSR) .was making his statement, he ('the Vice- 
Chairman) had emphasized that no criticism should be made regarding 
the procedure followed in the work of Committee 9-. (Technical)

When the minutes were written not only the text of a given 
statement should bo taken into account, but also such comments as 
wore made in chc accompanying discussion.

1*22 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) proposed that the second sentence of
his proposal now read; "In case of a discrepancy between the text 
recorded and that submitted in writing, tho Secretariat shall 
consult with the Delegation concerned, and with the Chairman, in 
order to draw up a harmonious text and to ensure that the Minutes 
faithfully reflect the debates."

1.23 Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) had no objection to the text road 
by the Secretary because It offered a solution to the difficulties,
Tho text isferred to recording both by wire and by stenography. He
regretted that the wire recording system had not boon operating 
and that only stenography had boon employed; how otherwise was it ’ 
possible to explain that there wore so many discrepancies in the 
text. The recording system was apparently only for use in Plenary 
Sessions, and It remained to solve the problems presented by the 
reports of the plenary meetings of the Committees. He had noted, in 
respect to these reports, that statements by Delegates were not 
only greatly abridged but In some cases were omitted altogether.

1*29- Mr. Dostert (Secretary) stated that the responsibility for the 
Reports of Working Groups and Committees rested entirely v/ith these 
bodies. The Secretariat was responsible for drawing up the Minutes 
of the Plenary Sessions in conformity v/ith the General Regulations; 
these Minutes v/ero not submitted in "verbatim" or "in extenso" form, 
although they were more complete than the succinct summaries re- 
pro sen tod by tho Reports of Working Groups and Committees*

- 6 -
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Tho following personnel and facilities were available for 
drawing up tho Minutes 2 3 Rapporteurs and 3 verbatim reporters in
English, French and Spanish; in addition, automatic recording 
apparatus.. It had, unfortunately, been impossible to provide a 
qualified Rapporteur for the Russian language.

1•25 The Assembly approved the proposal read by the Secretary and
relating to tho submission of written statements by Delegations.

1.26 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) askod that his statement, as 
contained in item 2.58 be replaced by the following:

"Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) supported the proposal of 
the U.S.S.R. Delegation regarding tho vote of no-confidcnce in the 
Chairman of Committee 3» He stated in his turn that, through the 
fault of its Chairman, Committee 3 had not accomplished up to that 
time any concrete task and had held only useless discussions on 
questions which had no direct relation with tho terms of reference 
conferred on Committee 3 by the Plenary Assembly, Furthermore, 
neither the draft of the H.F. Assignment Plan submitted by the 
U.S.S.R. Delegation, nor any of the general principles very clearly 
formulated in the plan of the U.S.S.R. Delegation had up to that 
time been studied by Committee 3 (General Principles).

All of tho foregoing showed that the work of the Chairman 
of Committee 3 had been quite unsatisfactory and compelled this 
Delegation to raise the question of a vote of no-confidence,

Para. .1.61 Replace: "He had noted numerous errors of
procedure in ...." by "He had 
often pointed out numerous facts 

* , . pertaining to..,."
1.27 The Chairman stated that the above amendments would be in

cluded in the Minutes after they had been checked and proved to 
be accurate. When written statements were made by Delegations, 
they should, be handed in to tho Secretariat after the meeting.

1.28 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) stated that another fundamental questic 
must be considered. The Atlantic City General Regulations clearly 
specified that the Minutes of the Plenary Sessions should be 
summaries of the proceedings. He wished to know if it was now to 
become a custom to depart frCrn the Regulations and to include 
verbatim statements which would involve additional work- and erilarge 
the already voluminous documents.

1.29 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) agreed that the Minutes should
be a summary but objected to the omission or deletion of basic facts

1.30 Mr. Sas.try (India) regretted that no decision had been taken 
with regard rto paragraph b of item 1,58, He reserved the right to 
reopen the discussion on this question as soon as the Secretariat 
had made available its version of the statements made at this time.

The meeting adjourned at 12.15 P.m. and was resumed at 12.*+5 p.tf
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1.31

1.32

1.33 

1.3^

1.35

1.36

1.37

Mr. Dostert stated that information had been received from 
an official of the Mexican Foreign Office ,that the Republic of 
Liberia had no representation in Mexico and that its Minister 
in Washington had no diplomatic jurisdiction in that country.
In fact, Mexico had no formal direct or indirect diplomatic re
lations with the Liberian Republic, although it had friendly re
lations with that country.

Mr. Sterling (U.S.A.) said that9 in raising this question 
at the Plenary Session, he had acted in the belief that the 
sovereign will of the Liberian government had been 'made•known 
in the appropriate manner. However, he would undertake to clarify 
the matter to the satisfaction of the Conference, and moved that 
the debate on the matter be adjourned.

Mr. Lalit̂  (Yugoslavia) thought that the United States Dele
gation should not continue to exercise voting rights on behalf 
of Liberia until the matter had been finally settled,

Mr. Sterling (U.S.A. ) agreed that the representation and 
voting rights, hitherto exercised by his Delegation on behalf of 
Liberia, should be suspended until the question had been cla
rified,

Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) stated that he had been considerably 
worried both by the contents of document 391 and by tho discus
sion which had centered around it. From item 2.13 onwards, there 
were statements by the Delegations of Uruguay, Argentine, Cuba, 
Venezuela and Brazil*, these statements referred to a particular 
expression employed by Mr. Arkadiev (U.S.S.R,), However, the 
written statement of Mr, Arkadiev in the Minutes did not contain 
the expression, which had given rise to formal protests by the 
Delegation mentioned.

He considered that Mr. Arkadiev (U.S.S.R,), in the heat of 
the debate, had used expressions of which he had later repented; 
however, He (Mr, Fontaina) was ready to forgive and did-not 
therefore insist that his statement be retained in the Minutes.

The Chairman asked Mr. Arkadiev if he had used the word 
"discrimination" at the meeting or whether he had withdrawn it.
In the latter case the. statement containing the protest of the 
Delegation of Uruguay could be omitted,

Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) stated that, as far as he remembered, 
the term "discrimination" had been used by the Soviet Delegate 
at the end of his oral statement; Mr. Arkadiev had referred to a 
decision which amounted to a discrimination. Unless Mr. Arkadiev 
wished to pursue the matter further, he (Mr. Fontaina) did not 
insist on maintaining his statement in the Minutes*
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1*38 Mr. Arkadiev (U.S.S.R,) stated that ..he-could not find the word
"discrimination" in the text of his statement in item 2.12 nor 
did he believe that he had made any mistake in this respect, He 
would be grateful if the Delegate of Uruguay would withdraw his 
statement (2.13).

1.39 Mr. Dostert said that, when Mr, Arkadiev made his oral state
ment, at .the 12th Plenary'Session, the translation in English, 
French and Spanish included the term "discrimination". This term 

... gave rise to statements by the Delegates of Uruguay. Argentine^ 
Venezuela, Brazil and Cuba, whilst later the Delegate of Albania 
and Yugoslavia echoed the word "discrimination" in their state
ments. (items 2.20 and 2.21). If Mr. Arkadiev had not in fact 
used this word, then all those statements would have to be modified

lAti Mr. Arkadiov (U.S.S.R.) declared that the remarks of the
Secretary were probably connected with his (Mr, Arkadiev1s) state
ment in item 2,19 and with the previous statement - of Mr, Maristany 
^(Cuba), In any case, the Secretary’s remarks had no connection 
‘with item 2.12, which clearly and accurately gave the statement 

' _ of the Soviet Delegation.
l . k l  The Chairman stated that a check would be carried out with

the recordings in order to obtain the authentic version of the
statement.*

1.^2 ’ Mr. Maristany (Cuba) did not wish to withdraw the statement
(item 2.18)' which he had made in .r elation to Mr. Arkadiev’s 
statement; he remembered clearly what had happened and that the 
jword ".discrimination" had been used in the Spanish version of the 
’•statement. In his opinion, its correct place was at the end of 
paragraph e) of item 2.12, where it should be substituted for the 
word "decision".

He could not accept that Mr. Arkadiev (U.S.S.R.) should say 
that the Delegation of Cuba was discourteous. It was perfectly 
correct and courteous for him (Mr, Maristany) to say that the 
Soviet Plan was the most prejudicial plan to his country; this 
meant that the other plans were also prejudicial. It did not 
mean that he was discriminating against the Soviet Plan, but merely 
expressing his opinion upon it,

1.^3 Mr. Arkadiev.- (U.S.S,R.) considered that it was unacceptable
to use vulgar, words in the Conference; nor could he accept the 
term prejudicial when use d to appraise tho Plan of the Soviet Dele- 

" gation, It was obvious . at the use of such a term had caused 
him to make a statement as representative of the Soviet Delegation.
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l.Mf

1.^5

1M  

1A  7

l . k Q

l.b9

1.50,

Mr. Jacques'Moyer (France) said that tho prosent debate 
might be extremely interesting for some Delegations, but time 
.was being lost and no progress was being made with, the agenda*

Mr. Lalic (Jugoslavia) declared that the presence of the 
word "discrimination” in his statement (item 2.21) had no connec
tion with any statement made by Mr, Arkadiev (U.S.S.R,), In any 
case, he v/ished to maintain the word "discrimination” in his text 
because he considered that the procedure adopted at the Confer
ence with regard to the Soviet Plan did amount, in practice, to 
a discrimination against the Plan.

Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) referring to item 2.27 asked 
that the statement by Mr. Lasareanu (P.R. of Roumania) be repro
duced in the*minutes of the 12th Plenary Session;’ this statement 
referred to remarks made by the Delegate of Cuba*

• Mr. Maristany (Cuba) protested against the statement by Mr. 
Arkadiev (U .S .S .R .)  that he (Mr. Maristany) had used vulgar words^ 
As Delegate of Cuba, he was defending the interests of his coun- ^ 
try and the Soviet Plan did not suit his country and was preju
dicial to its interests, However, the word "prejudicial” in 
Spanish was not in any way vulgar and he could not understand how 
Mr. Arkadiev (U.S.S.R.) could interpret it as being vulgar.- Ho 
asked the Plenary Assembly to take a decision on this matter, as 
it was both important and dangerous«

Mr, Arkadiev (U.S.S.R.) regretted that so much of the time 
of the Assembly had been spent in discussing this matter, How- 
, ever, he wished to point out that the Minutes of the 12th’ Session 
did not contain the terms which Mb. Maristany (Cuba) had'used in 
the heat of the debate.

Mr. Corteil (Belgian Congo) agreed with Mr. Jacques Meyer 
(France’) that although this discussion might be of interest to 
certain Delegations, it was hindering the progress of the work; 
this fact should particularly be borne, in mind, when so many 
Delegations wore complaining that the work, of the Conference was 
not .progressing. This was not the first time that the approval 
of Minutes had led to interminable debates*

He therefore proposed that, in the future, the approval of 
the Minutes should be the last point on tho agenda, so that the 
Assembly might have ample time during the session to discuss real-, 
ly important matters.

Dr. Metzler (Switzerland), referring to Item 2.,I!-0 of Doc. n 0, 
391 stated that, although it mentioned a statement by the Delegate 
of Switzerland nothing nor', was mentioned than a "statement by 
Dr, Metzler (Switzerland)”'. His Delegation had made a number of
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comments of a general character, whoso value today remained unchanged 
and he did not agree with the elimination of these remarks of a 
general and important character. Ee asked the Chairman that these 
remarks be included in the Minutes, as well as the following state
ment which yas more or less the reconstruction of the statement which 
should be mentioned in Item 2.,+0. The following statement, In' 
principle, conformed with that made at the Session, whose Minutes 
wore now being examined; it was as follows:

1*51 "The Delegation of Switzerland considers that it will be impossible 
to maintain the target chtos fixed for the early days of January and 
therefore proposes Lhat they should be fixed a week later.
"This would .allow the granting to the Secretariat of several days 
rest which it no doubt needs.
"Moreover, the situation of tho work of the Conference does not 
allow the loss of precious time between Christmas and New Year.
In Switzerland, as in many other countries, this week is a working , 
week and the duration of the Conference would be uselessly pro
longed if no work was done during 10 days. The Delegation of 
Switzerland is opposed to any measure of this nature for the follow
ing reasons: any prolongation would involve an increase in the
cost of the Conference for zhc Delegations of the various countries, 
and especially of the small countries. Administrations encounter 
serious difficulties because specialist, eng in., ' s .and senior 
officials are kept abroad by numerous international conferences.
My Delegation considers that everything possible should be done 
by the Conference to ensure that this situation does hot further 
deteriorate. We aro clearly bound by our responsibility as Dele
gates of our countries to this Conference."

1.52 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) stated that half a day had already been spent 
on!tho discussion of the Minutes. Tre’therefore proposed that the 
Assembly approve the Minutes of the 12th and 13th Plenary Sessions
(I)ocs. Nos. 391 and b-20) on the understanding that Delegates T-rould 
submit to the Secretariat in writing such amendments as they 
v/ished to propose. The debate on Item 1 of the Agenda could now
bo closed.

1.53 The- Chairman proposed that the following be added to the proposal 
of the Soviet Delegate: .
"The Secretary shall check the amendments submitted by the Dele
gations and" see if* they conform with the statements made in the 
Plenary Session."
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1*5*+ Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) asked if tho abovo proposal applied to 
tho amendments already submitted during the session and the 
Chairman replied that all such amendments had been approved but 
subject to their verification by the Secretariat.

1.55 Mr. Lai 16 (Yugoslavia) had no objections to Mr, Stoyanov*s (USSR) 
proposal but had serious objections to tho proposal of Mr, Cor- 
t®il (Belgian Congo). Generally, Minutes were approved between 
two to three weeks after the session in question; these Minutes 
contained certain decisions and those decisions could be questioned* 
on tho grounds that the Minutes had not beon approved. This 
situation might load to general discussions in the work of the 
Committees and would not facilitate the task of future Plenary 
Sessions. Tho original procedure with regard to approval of the 
Minutes should be maintained, oven- though much time might be
spent in such approval. In any case, it was tho responsibility 
of the Secretariat to draw up the Minutes in such a manner that 
they would not give rise to great objections.

1.56 Tho Chairman declared that, up to date, the Assembly had 
approved 11 documents' containing Minutos of Plenary Sessions 
without discussion or changes and had in fact congratulated the 
Rapporteurs upon their work,

1.57 Mr. Albuquerque (Brazil) was. in favour of the Belgian Congo pro-
, posal which was perfectly compatible with Article 21 of the Rules 
of Procedure.

1*58 Mr. JabIin (P.R, of Bulgaria) stated that the Belgian Congo pro
posal did not provide a s olution for the problem nor did it exclude 
the possibility of lengthy discussions when the Minutes were 
approved. Thu basic difficulty was that the Minutos did not 
accurately reflect what took place at the sessions, since some 
statements were inaccurately reproduced and some were omitted.

1.59 The Chairman then put to the vote the Belgian Congo proposal.
The result of tho vote was 50 votes in favour, 2 against and 1 
abstention.

1.60 The Assembly approved tho Belgian Congo proposal that in future 
the approval of the Minutes of the Plenary Sessions should bo 
the last point on tho Agenda.

1 *6l The Assembly- approved the Soviet proposal to approve documents
Nos. 891 and V20 on the understanding that amendments submitted 
by the Delegations would be carefully chocked by the Secretariat.
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1*62 In reply to a question by Mr. Kito (Albania), the Chairman
said that the Minutes could not include any written statement 
which had not been made at the session with the exception of 
statements made in protest against a vote; in addition, the 
recorded version of the statement was to be the final authority 
for the checking of such statements.

The meeting rose at 1*55 P*m.

APPROVED:
The Chairman, 
M. Pereyra

The Secretary: 
L* E. Dostert

The Rapporteurs:
G. H* Campbell,
J* E, Castaingt,
E* Sanchez Lafaurie.

The Assistant Secretary: 
Th. Wettstein
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Proxy

The Secretary of the Conference has received the following 
communication :

"I have the honor to inform you that, to my regret, I am 
obliged to leave the Conference on February 5, 19!+9? and that 
I shall be temporarily absent from it,

v "I have given the Delegation ox Pakistan the power of proxy 
to represent my country, to protect its interests, and to vote- 
on its behalf in.the different Commit Lees or in the Plenary Assembly 
whenever necessary*"

(S igned) Tin Maung 
Head of the Delegation of Burma
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Union of South Africa
A LAIC PRINCIPLE FOR. CHANNEL JXLOCTTION 

Consent of the Receiving Country

1. introduction
1.1 The preamble to the International Telecommunication Convention, 
Atlantic City, makes a statement that has had a profound effect on 
this Conference. In dealing with an important point of principles, 
the preamble states concisely:

"While fully recognizing the sovereign right of each 
country to regulate its telecommunication, the pleni
potentiaries of the Contracting Governments have agreed 
to conclude the following Convention, with a view to 
ensuring the effectiveness of telecommunication,"

1.2 The problem of frequency allocation has been complicated by an 
, incorrect interpretation of this idea of national sovereignty over
telecommunication. The prevailing view is that a country has the 
fundamental right to operate whatever telecommunication and broad
casting services it likes. It is thought that this Conference has 
no authority to limit a country’s right in any way, and that delegations 
may, as a favour, give up certain portions of their cherished rights 
in order to obtain a plan. This attitude makes the labours of the 
Conference difficult indeed, for it now has the delicate and unenviable 
task of curtailing the sovereign "freedom of action" of the member 
states. This approach is particularly unhappy, for no country likes 
to feel - and this for very understandable reasons - that its 
sovereignty is in any way being jeopardised.
The South African Proposal.
2.1 There is another approach which appears to the South African 
Delegation to be the correct one in law, and which is much happier, 
for it- does not imply any curtailment of national sovereignty.
2.2 The "sovereign right of each country to regulate its telecommunica
tion" does not mean the right of one country to invade the air space
of another country with impunity. Our interpretation is that each 
country has the sovereign right to regulate telecommunication within 
its own borders.
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2,3 This view, indeed, follows logically from the important principle 
adopted by all signatories at the International Conference on Aerial 
Navigation held in Paris in 1919* It was agreed there that:

"Each state has complete and exclusive sovereignty 
over the air space above its territory."

2,8- The Atlantic City preamble must be read in the light of this 
previously accepted principle. Whether we are considering aircraft 
or radio waves does not affect the principle, for tho entrance of 
both into a national air space must be subject to control. The message 
carried into a country by radio waves may just as easily violate its 
sovereignty.
2.5 We certainly cannot assume that the preamble changes the principle 
adopted at Paris, and that it gives each country a new right to violate 
the sovereignty of other states by transmitting unwanted programmes
to thorn.
2.6 There is an important extension of this argument. If a country 
wishes to send radio waves to another country, it must, as is only 
right and equitable, seek the permission of the receiving country.
2.7 It is important to note that the principle of agreement between 
transmitting and receiving countries has long been in force for inter
national telephone and telegraph services. In this sphere it has operated 
with considerable success.

\

2.8 If the message carried by radio waves is to be one of goodwill 
and friendship, tho agreement of the recipient is a prerequisite for 
success. This Delegation has carefully studied the list of 21 countries 
who havo applied for services directed to the Union of South Africa. 
Perhaps we may be pardoned for wondering whether some of these transmis
sions will ever be welcomed by listeners in our country. Certainly
we would have been more favourably disposed had these countries 
approached us before making their applications.
2.9 We, too, have been at fault in this respect. We have applied 
for international channels without asking the receiving countries 
whether they would like to hear our programmes or not. This is a 
most unsatisfactory and discourteous procedure, and we should much 
prefer to arrange these matters by mutual agreement between ourselves 
and the countries.concerned. Among other questions, we should ask 
them whether they would like to hear from us. If the answer were in 
the affirmative, we should enquire as to the time, duration and nature 
of the programme desired. Preliminary co-operation of this nature 
would bo more likely to lead to future success than the present 
indiscriminate broadcast of programmes whose welcome is b}̂ no means 
assured.
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3. Some Fundamental Difficulties.
3.1 To see how this principles would work, let us look through the 
official lists of requirements. An impartial observer could not fail 
to be impressed by the large numbers of international services which 
will never reach an appreciable number of listeners in the receiving 
country. After the transmitting country has gone to a great deal of 
trouble and expense to put on an international programme, there is still 
a great difficulty to be overcome - th^ listener has to be induced 
to tune in to the station. The international broadcaster has one 
point in his favour; the novelty of his programme may attract some 
listeners during the first few months. After that he must contend v/ith 
one or more of the following factors; -

1. The listener invariably prefers a local mcdiumwave service 
without noise, fading, distortion and atmospherics,

2, The listener does not like to follow the frequent wavelength 
changes of international services.

3. If there are three or more good programmes available on medium 
waves (or P.M.) in an area, it is unlikely that more than a 
few percent of the listeners will cune regularly to shortwave 
programmes. This small percentage will be splic among many 
shortwave stations so that oach one will capture only a minute 
fraction of the audience.

h . If there is one good television programme in an area, it is 
doubtful whether the "viewers” will ever tune to shortwave 
stations.

5. Very few of the countries vb.icli propose international broad
casts havo the funds or the facilities to produce programmes 
of such a high standard that they will draw listeners away 
from tho local mcdiumwave services. If any of these operators 
cherish to hope tha listeners will tune in to hear cultural 
talks and nev/s services, they are sadly mistaken,

6, Few listeners have tho skill to operate a shortwave receiver 
properly, even when it is fitted with bandsprcad tuning. The 
difficulty seems to be the enduring distrust with which the 
lay listener regards such mystic markings as kilocycles,
me g a cycles and metors.

7* Publicity will be poor or non-existent for international
services. The listener invariably tunes to one of the local 
programmes advertised in his evening newspaper. This is a 
very real and serious point. It ’'as been found that unless 
details of an international programme arc ormtod day by day 
in the local papers, the listeners simply do noo tune in to it,
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An international broadcaster must organise a good publicity 
system in the receiving country or else he will waste his 
time and his money.

8. The success of an international service rests to a certain 
extent upon daily reports from the receiving country. It 
is preferable, therefore, to. obtain the co-operation of 
the receiving country before starting the service, so that 
existing monitor stations may bo used.

9# The listener must, at least, have the inclination to tune 
in to a programme. His first thought will be to tune in 
to the national programme;after that ho will think of 
programmes from countries with which he has national and 
linguistic ties; and lastly ho will consider the programme 
from a foreign country.

3.2 When we view the present requirements in the light of these 
practical considerations, it will be seen that many countries are
going to spend much money in providing programmes for very few listeners. 
We have all heard a great deal lately about fulfilling the "needs" 
of countries which wish to transmit. Perhaps we should also remember 
that the listener has certain needs. If he does not "need" a program
me, he will not tune in to it; and in view of the nine points mentioned 
above, it is going to be very difficult to make the listener think 
that he needs an international programme from any particular country.
So, before embarking on an international service to broadcast to the 
world on culture and achievements, it would be as well to enquire 
discreetly in the receiving country whether listeners thoro would be 
willing to hear the message. It would be better to hoar tho truth 
before buying the transmitter.
3.3 Eor our part',, if any transmitting country were to ask our opinion 
about operating a service to the Union of South Africa, we should be 
only too glad to supply all relevant facts. For if a service could
be operated, we should like to help the transmitting country to run 
it as efficiently as possible, in return for the courtesy of asking 
for our consent to the service, we should naturally wish to offer 
our co-oporation,

f̂» The Noed for a New Principle.
*t.l With the above facts in mind, this Delegation considers its 
proposal timely; for if it were necessary to obtain the cqnscnt of 
the receiving country before applying for channel hours, many 
indiscriminate applications would bo eliminated from tho present 
requirements.
*+•2 Of course, one of the first things that may be said of the pro
posal is that it is idealistic and impracticable. Let us judge it 
on strictly practical grounds and refer to the cost of this Conference, 
which has only now arrived at the stage where countries are being 
begged to reduce their requirements.
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*+•3 There has been one main reason for the argument and debate of 
the last 15 weeks. Delegations have come to this Conference knowing 
that there are throe times as many requirements as there are channel- 
hours. Hence, in order to produce a plan,general and technical prin
ciples had to be evolved to ensure a fair distribution of the avail
able time and sptaco. But any delegate who felt that a particular 
principle would adversely affect the requirements of his country, had 
of necessity to oppose it. With the many different points of view 
hero present, it would have boon impossible to avoid debates about 
trifles, ponderous corrections of the Minutes and arguments about a 
decibel or two; and all this at a cost of *+0 Swiss francs por minute.
k.1* If the consent of tho receiving countries had been obtained at 
the start of this Conference, requirements would havo been so reduced 
that they could havo been fitted into tho space available. As a 
partial proof of this statement, we have analysed the case of South 
Africa.

5. The Principle Applied to South Africa as a Receiving Country.
5.1 When an analysis is made of the requirements for scrvicc-s directed 
to the Union of South Africa, the following interesting facts appear;

1. Twenty-one countries have applied for 155 channol-hours for 
transmissions to South Africa,

2. Of the transmissions from those 21 countries, about one third 
would bo welcomed, one third would be considered and the 
remainder would be refused.

3* It v/ould bo possible to reduce the transmission times in many 
cases on the following grounds;

(a) Sessions too long.
(b) Times unsuitable.
(c) Programmes unlikely to bo popular. .
(d) Circuits unreliable or impossible.
(e) Programmes could bo recorded and sent to

South Africa for broadcast over the national 
network.

‘(f) Occasional topical items of interest to the
listeners could be sent to South Africa 
over commercial telephone circuits for 
rebroadcast over the national network.
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• 5.2 If those points are applied to the total requirement of 155 hours, 
it night possibly be reduced to 60 hours. It would be most interesting 
if other delegations would also inspect in this way the proposed 
services to be directed to their countries. They might find that they 

. could dispense v/ith at least half of them v/ithout any undue loss to 
their listeners.
5.3 We consider, therefore, that if there had been co-operation 
between transmitting and receiving countries before the start of this 
Conference, the requirements for 15*000 channel-hours might have been 
reduced to the more reasonable figure of six or.seven thousand. With 
a figure so close to tho available channel-hours, it would have been 
possible to proceed immediately v/ith the formulation of a plan. In 
other words the practicability of our proposal can be measured in terms 
of the 1,600,000 Swiss francs which have been spent to date. It is 
possible that at least 1,000,000 Swiss francs might havo been saved 
had this principle been applied from the start.
5 A  There is also the possibility that a plan cannot be produced by 
agreement under tho present system v/hero broadcasts are made solely 
at the will of the transmitting country, and without consideration for 
the feelings and desires of listenors in the receiving country. If 
failure seems imminent at any time, the immediate application of the 
fundamental principle we have proposed might offer a fair chance of 
success.

6. Objections to tho Principle.
6.1 There, are several objections that can bo made to our proposal, 
and these should be considered now.
6.2 National Services. The principle does not control applications 
for channol-hours to be used for national services. In such cases 
safeguards of the following types could bo devised

(1) The onus should be on the applicant to prove that high- 
frequency broadcasting alone would be practical and 
economical.

(2) Technical standards would have to be set up to prevent 
national services from causing undue interference outside 
tho national boundaries.

. r:,96.3 Intermediate Countries. If two countries agreed to an international, 
service, the radio waves from the transmitting country might pass
^through several national areas on their way to the receiving country.' 
Should the consent of these intermediate countries also be obtained?
The application of this rule might be laborious in practice, and we
could not do better than to follow the present practice for inter
national telephone and telegraph circuits, v/hero there is agreement 
only between the two principals. There would naturally have to be 
technical rules to restrict the transmission of energy as far as pos
sible only towards the area of reception.
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6,*f Abuse of Permission. On obtaining the consent of a single 
receiving country, the transmitting country might try to use the 
service to send programmes to other countries adjacent to the receiving 
country. The following restrictions could be applied in such cases;

(a) Only the language of the receiving country might be used.
(b) Programme items intended for other countries could not be 

broadcast...
(c) Services to indefinite areas would not be allowed. Each 

application would have to be for transmission to a specific 
country or countries.

6.5 Illegal Transmissions. It may be said that the principle will 
fail because some countries will do international broadcasting without 
the consent of the receiving country. There are two points to consider 
here;

(1) A few violations of a law do not invalidate the law itself.
(2) If this law is broken, it will be easy to obtain evidence 

and report the offender to the responsible authority,
7. Conclusion.

7.1 .. Up to the present all the emphasis has been laid on the rights 
of the transmitting country, with little consideration for the rights 
of the receiving country. The proposal of the South Africa.n Delega
tion amounts to nothing more than that the rights of the country of 
reception shall also be taken into account. We wish to recognise 
national sovereignty over the air space above a country and to make 
sure that this right is honoured and safeguarded. Wo propose, there
fore, that;

"Every application for an international service shell 
be accompanied by proof of the consent of the receiving 
country,"

P.E. Patrick.
Head of the Delegation of the Union of South Africa
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PLAN COMMITTEE
Agenda for the 20th Meeting to be held 

at 3.30 p.m. 3rd February 19*+9

1. Approval of the Reports of 16th, 17th, 18th and 19th Meetings 
of the Committee (Documents Nos. *+98, 5*t0, 5b2 and 5̂ +3) *

2. Information from the Chairman in connection with the new di
rectives for the work of the Committee.

3. Consideration of proposal concerning request for information 
on numbers of H.F. transmitter hours in use, documents 397 
and *+77 •

*+♦ Consideration of action to be taken concerning the Portuguese
proposal in document No. *+50.

5. Report of the Chairman of Working Group B on the results of . 
the interviews.

6. Consideration of the future work of the Committee.
7. Miscellaneous.

GUNNAR PEDERSEN 
Chairman of Plan Committee
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7th Meeting of Committee 7 ' 
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1. Communications and constitution of the Committee.

2. Approval of the Minutes of the kth, 5th and 6th meetings
(Documents Nos. 309? 310, 311)*

3. Organization of the work of the Committee, taking into
account its terms of reference and the time limit set for 
the presentation of the Report of Committee to the Plenary 
Assembly.

If, Miscellaneous.

The Chairman of Committee 7
MILAN LALIC
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United Kingdom Colonies and Associated 
Territories,

Information regarding the voluntary reduction made in 
the total claim submitted on behalf of the U.K. Colonies 
and associated territoriesc

1. When interviewed by Sub-C-roup II of Working Group B of Committee 6 
on 1st February 19^95 ^ie Delegation of the Colonies, Protectorates*

Overseas Territories and Territories under the Mandate or Trusteeship 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland offered ■ 
‘voluntarily to reduce by 3$% the total claim submitted on behalf of the 
U.K. Colonies and Associated Territories* The purpose of the present 
document is to give some indication of the basis on which this voluntary 
reduction is proposed, together with additional information which will, 
it is hoped, serve to indicate the nature of the sacrifices that this 
reduction will entail and to emphasise the extremely modest nature of 
the original claim. It should be noted that the claims referred to • 
herein exclude those made on behalf of Ceylon, which has, since Vth 
February 19!+8, been an independent Dominion with a constitutional status 
parallel with that of, for example, Australia and Canada (x). It should 
also be noted that the claims for Malaya and British Guiana referred to 
herein do not include or overlap with any claims submitted by the U.K. 
Delegation for Singapore or Georgetown.
2. It cannot be too strongly emphasized that although the Colonial 

claims are being presented collectively they are being made on
behalf of twenty independent and widely separated territories which are 
distributed, geographically, throughout the world. Nearly all are 
situated in areas of high noise level ana all require h*?gh frequencies 
to cover the distances involved. Moreover, it must bo borne in mind that 
in many of these territories, the relatively scattered population, the

(.xj Ceylon has applied for membership of the United Nations and the I.I.U. 
but being unable to obtain membership of the latter in time to attend the 
present Conference in its own right has entrusted the representation of 
its interests to the delegation of the UrK. Colonies.
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large number of locral languages and dialects, and the general diffi
culties of communication give broadcasting considerable administrative 
and educational importance, in addition to its cultural and entertain
ment value.

Some general information is given in the Annex to the present 
document regarding the approximate areas and populations of the various 
territories. Where a language other than English is spoken by a con
siderable fraction of the population in question, this is also shown.
In many cases these figures serve in themselves to indicate how moderate 
is the claim that has been submitted, but it must be emphasized that 
they are by no means the only factors that must be taken into account 
and that in some cases they bear no relationship to the requirement of 
the territory concerned. As an examplesin the first category, Nigeria 
may be cited. Nigeria has an area of 3/2,700 square miles, a popu
lation of 22,000,000 and four main languages (in addition to English) 
and the claim for 28 channel hours submitted on behalf of this terri
tory must be considered extremely modest, especially when considered 
in relation to the reasonable claims submitted on behalf of other terri
tories of comparable size and population. (For example, the total 
number of channel hours claimed by Norway, Sweden and Denmark, which 
have a combined area of 315,000 square miles and a combined population 
'of about 13,000,000 is approximately iWO). Fiji, on the other hand, 
is a case where long distances have to be covered in order to serve 
the dependent islands (the maximum distance is approximately 1500 
miles), and this factor has far more significance in relation to the 
claim than the combined land area of Fiji and the dependencies.
3. The total number of channel hours requested on behalf of the U.K.

Colonies and associated territories (excluding Ceylon) is 522-1/lf, 
subdivided between the various territories in the manner sb'wn in the 
table below:

Barbados
Country Channel hours requested 

18

British Honduras
British Guiana 8J-1/2

19-1/2
British North Borneo
British Somaliland

7
l*f

Sub-total forwarded 
to next page
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Country „ Channel hours requested
Sub-total brought forward 
from preceding page i k k

Falkland Islands l6

Fiji l b

Gambia 6
Gold Coast 11
Hong Kong 28-1/2
Nigeria 28
Malaya 105
Northern Rhodesia 2b

Kenya 52
Malta 30
Trinidad 18
Zanzibar 10
Jamaica 18
Mauritius 2-3/4
Cyrenaica 15

TOTAL 522-lA
It will be appreciated that the services contemplated are, in # 

general5 of such a character that it Is not possible to reduce the 
number of channel hours by purely technical means, such as synchroni
zation, and that any reduction of the Colonial requirements can there
fore, only be achieved by reducing programme time. Moreover, for many 
of the territories, frequencies have been claimed for only one pro
gramme so that reduction of the requirement necessarily involves re
action of the period during which a local broadcasting service is 

available. Nevertheless, in the sincere hope that this will represent 
a material contribution xo reducing the difficulty of making a plan, 
the Delegation of the United Kingdom Colonies is" prepared to agree to 
a reduction of the total requirement from 522-1/4- to 325 channel hours, 
a reduction of 3&%*
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The Delegation of the U.K. Colonies is not, at the present time, 
prepared to discuss the detailed subdivision of the reduced global- 
figure of 325 channel hours between the various territories concerned, 
but will be prepared to discuss this question with the Planning Com
mittee at a somewhat later date and also to discuss at an appropriate 
time, the changes in the individual transmission schedules that the 
reduction will entail.

In conclusion, the Delegation of the U. K. Colonies must stress 
the point that the offer to accept this very considerable reduction in 
channel hours is made in the sincere hope that other countries will 
make parallel sacrifices.

P. W. FRYER
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ANNEX

Country  

Barbados 

B r i t is h  Guiana

Approximate 
area in  

square miles

166
83 ,00 0

B r i t i s h  Honduras 8,900 ■

B r i t is h  North Borneo 29,500

B r i t is h  Somaliland 68 ,000

Falk land  is lands

F i j i  ( in c lu d in g  
Rotuma and V/. P a c i f ic  
dependencies)

Gambia

if, 618

2 A  800

b,000

Gold Coast

Hong Kong 

N ig e r ia

Malaya

91,800

391

372,700

50,850

\

Approximate
population

193,000
376,000

59,000
330,000

700,000

2,200 
If 75,000

2b0,000 

>+, 100,000

1.750.000 

22,000,000
5.800.000

P r in c ip a l  languages 
other than English  
w ith  the approximate 
numbers by which they  

are spoken

Various Ind ian  languages 
(175,000)

(Malay (1 5 0 ,0 0 0 ))  
(Dusun (1 2 0 ,0 0 0 ))  
(Chinese (6 0 ,0 0 0 ) )

Arabic (the population  
g e n e ra lly )

( F i j i a n  (1 2 0 ,0 0 0 ))  
(H industani (1 2 0 ,0 0 0 ))

(Mandinka (9 0 ,0 0 0 ) )  
(W ollo f (3 0 , 0 0 0 ) )

(Twi (1 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0 ) )  
(F a n ti (1 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0 ))  
(Ewe (5 0 0 ,0 0 0 ))
(Ga AOO5OOO)) '

Cantonese (the popu
la t io n  g e n e ra lly )

(Hausa (5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 ) )  
(Ibo ( 3 , 500 , 0 0 0 ) )  
(Yoruba (3 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0 ))  
(F u la n i (2 ,2 5 0 ,0 0 0 ) )

(Chinese (2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 ) )  
(Malay (2 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0 ) )  
(Tamil C500 ,000 ))
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ANNEX 
cont*d.

Country
Approximate 

area in 
square miles

Northern Rhodesia 3A 9OOO 
(v/ith Ny as aland

Kenya (v/ith Uganda 680,000 
and Tanganyika)

Trinidad and 
Tobago
Zanzibar

Jamaica
Mauritius

1,980

1,020

b /-50 
720

Approximate
population

3.SbO.OOO

13,500,000
558,000 

250,000

Vl9,000

Principal languages 
other than English 
with the approximate 
numbers by which they 

are spoken
(Nyanza, Bemba, Kolulo, 
Lozi, Ila, Tonga^ 
Chinyanja - precise 
sub-division not known)

Swahili (750-, 000) and 
numerous other African 
languages

Swahili (the population 
generally)

(Fren c h (100,000)) 
(Hindustani (200,000))

s6 Northern Rhodesia also provides a service in African 
languages to Southern Rhodesia, but since Southern 
Rhodesia is separately represented at the Conference 
•its area and population have not been included in 
this table.
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DECISIONS OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY ON THE QUESTION OF
GENERAL PRINCIPLES

The Plenary Assembly of January 29th. 19^9 has taken note 
of Document No. 513 and all documents related thereto, recognizing 
that;

ls .Unanimous agreement has not been reached so far. either on 
"" the precise principles which should be taken into considera
tion in the formulation of the High Frequency Assignment 
Plan, or on whether the several categories of services should 
be accorded priority (Question 10). In view of the importance 
of this last question, the results of the questionnaire on 
this point are quoted for information and guidance; Inter
national Preference; 9? with 2 conditional; National Pre
ference; 16. with 1 conditional; both alternatives on equal 
basis; 13; other replies; 10.

2. Although the majority of the countries were in agreement to
determine the assignment of frequencies in the available 
frequency spectrum apace on the basis of an equitable and 
uniformly applicable method, it has not proved possible so 
far to adopt a formula or other method whose application 
could determine the proper allocation for each country.

3. That the assignment of frequency hours by the Plan Committee 
should take into account the factors enumerated hereunder 
which have been approved by a majority of the Delegations, 
although it has not been possible so far to determine the 
relative importance of these factors either considered in 
themselves- or in their specific application to each country.

ai The common factors of the area of the country, 
population, official languages, the existing 
circumstances in each country, as given below, 
together with other factors, such as those given 
in Appendix B of Document No. 375, insofar as 
they reflect the genuine needs of the different 
countries.

The Plenary Assembly further
DECIDES
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•b. The number of tra n sm itte rs  in  operation  and the volume 
of the broadcasting being c a rr ie d  out by a country a t  
the present tim e,

c. The e x tra o rd in a ry  circumstances which have had a 
s ig n i f ic a n t  bearing on the development o f broadcasting  
in  a country, ( i t  being'undestood th a t  th is  fa c to r  
applied in  p a r t ic u la r  to the case of Pakistan or any 
other country in  a s im ila r  p o s it io n )

d. The number of tra n sm itte rs  in  operation  and the volume 
of broadcasting being carr ied  out by a country, member 
of the ITU as w e ll  as the development plan being 
c a rr ie d  out a t  an agreed past da te , in  tho case of  
countries which have suffered damages during the la s t  
war.

e. The number o f  t ra n s m itte rs  to be operated and the 
volume of broadcasting th a t  is  expected to be c a rr ie d  
out a t  an agreed fu tu re  date in  the case of countries  
which have not been able to re c t  new, or extend e x is t 
in g , in s t a l la t io n s  a t  the same pace as other cou ntr ies .

*+. That the fo llo w in g  co n s idera tio n , agreed to by a m a jo r ity  o f  
de leg a tio n s , should a lso be taken in to  account in  the prepara
t io n  o f  the Frequency Assignment Plans

a) The assignment of an agreed minimum of frequency hours 
to each country;

'b) The p o s s ib i l i t y  o f using a l te r n a t iv e  methods o f  
transm ission and dissem ination fo r  the purpose.of  
achieving economy o f frequencies;

c) The te c h n ic a l ly  ju s t i f i e d  requirements fo r  the dura tion  
o f the operation  of the Plan;

d) Assignment o f frequency hours to a country should not 
be refused i f  i t  cannot use them im m ediately, provided  
i t  can do so before an agreed date;

e) The neieds o f  countries  which have not submitted th e i r  
requirem ents;

f )  Frequency hours should be a llo c a te d  to the United  
Nations In fo rm ation  Services (a lso  UNESCO)

g) A maximum power l i m i t  fo r  high frequency broadcasting.



•VJT

- 3 -
(Doc. No. 589-E)

, That any Plan which is based exclusively on technical prin
ciples (Question 12 b) is inacceptable.

6, That the negative answers of the majority of Delegations to 
questions 1?, 17, 21 b, 23 and 2b in Document No. 511 should 
also be taken into account in the preparation of the Plan,

The above text was adopted unanimously.
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DECISION OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY
ON THE QUESTION OF WAR DAMAGES

Upon the proposal of the Delegation of the Roumanian People1s 
Republic, concerning the question of countries that have suffered war 
damage,

to reaffirm the opinion adopted in Atlantic City on this 
subject, which is as follows' :

nThe International Telecommunications Conference of Atlantic 
City recognizes the necessity of rendering immediate assistance to 
the countries, members of the Union, that were devastated by the 
second World War, in order to rehabilitate their telecommunications 
system and expresses the hope that the United Nations draw the 
attention of its competent organs to the importance and the urgency 
of this problem which is part of the general-problem of reconstruction

The Plenary Assembly
Decides unanimously :

Opinion
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URUGUAY
The Delegation of Uruguay, in accordance with the opinion 

expressed in the Plenary Assembly of Saturday, 29 January 19̂ +9, when 
it was resolved to omit the result of the Replies to Question 11 of 
Questionnaire 265, which were collected in Document No* 511, wishes 
to demand a reconsideration of the subject in the next Plenary Assembly*

In the opinion of this Delegation, the Conference has the 
moral obligation to attribute some sort of value to the reductions 
of the requirements made previous to their presentation to the 
analysis of Committee 5, since, as can be observed clearly at this 
Conference, failing to db so would openly encourage the abuse or 
lack of observance of the explicit regulations of Atlantic City*
The lack of a condemnatory resolution, up to the present, has per
mitted such occurrences*

This Conference has been working for over throe months^ not 
only on account of tho simple fact that the spectrum is excessively 
congested and? in consequence, high frequency broadcasting is useless 
to the countries, but also because, for the same reason, it has become 
completely uneconomical. Fundamentally, we find ourselves in this 
situation due to a historical process which, examined under the light 
of contemporary circumstances, shows a lack of vision of those who,
"in illo tempore", exercised uhe most decisive influence in the 
organization of the I.T.TJ.

When the countries that were further advanced technically, 
with truly capable representatives, and who, due to this position 
and their capacity, naturally exercised the leadcr-ship over other 
countries which were less prepared and furthermore lacked adequate 
representation (thoughalready using high frequencies), guided the 
first steps of the I.T.U., they forgot that, with the progress of 
the countries of the world and with their undeniable and legitimate 
rights to use the spectrum, the "cunning" of the early leaders would 
ultimately be discovered (and with it, all the injustices committed) 
and that tho chaos we arc now facing would inevitably result*

We must, therefore, avoid repeating tho errors of the past 
and abandon the wrong path taken by our predecessors. We must be 
perfectly aware of the fact that any injustice committed against any 
one of the member states of our organization will provoke, sooner or 
later, an anarchical situation worso than the one we are now facing, 
since tho claims of tho nation whose rights wo ignore will be 
supported by tho voices of the peoples who aro now struggling for 
their liberation and whoso just claims wo must not overlook,

Document No. 591-E
3 February 19^9
Originals SPANISH
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The incomprehensible injustice sanctioned by an overwhelming 
majority in last Saturday’s Plenary affected not only Uruguay but' 
some thirty other nations, a list of which we shall publish in due 
time. Many of them, however, as we pointed out, abetted this 
tremendous injustice by thoir vote, without considering that, by 
so doing, they were damaging tho interests of their own peoples.

What may our governments expect of a Conforoncc which walks 
roughshod over the sound and faithful fulfilment of the explicit 
recommendations concerning economy of frequencies? Would it have 
been preferable for us to have presented larger requirements than 
those formulated at Atlantic City and Geneva, in order to obtain 
their tacit acknowledgment? Could this, by any chance, have been 
an efficient method of obtaining better consideration of our 
requirements, oven though, as we see now, such a procedure endangers 
all chance of success of our work?

We cannot fail to acknowledge that some countries presented 
upon those occasions extremely moderate requirements, without taking 
into account future needs. It should be remembered that it was pre
cisely the Delegation of Uruguay which proposed in a Plenary that the 
requirements presented by some ten countries after the time limit set 
for 5 November 19^8 had expired, should be accepted. Upon that occasion 
wo held the same desire as nov/s to avoid injustices, to placate ill 
feeling and to eliminate all possibility of discontent.

It was only in pursuance cf such an opinion that we accompanied 
the majority when it voted to consider tho countries which aspired to 
the development and progress of their high frequency broadcasts. This 
just aspiration, worthy of consideration, received special expression 
in several of the general principles approved by that Plenary Assembly. 
For this reason, we believe that they should bo the first ones to 
acknowledge that only because many countries havo reduced their claims 
to absolutely imperative needs is it possible, at present, to take into 
consideration all requirements.

All general principles which we approved last Saturday are founded 
upon strict justice and equity, which fact, as one of our esteemed 
colleagues has said, docs honour to this Conference. We aro therefore 
juridically and morally obliged to complete said Statute by including 
again the chapter which established duo consideration of all require
ments presented in accordance v/ith the explicit and precise directives 
of tho Conference, thus saving time and the terrible worries we are all 
suffering.

The esteemed representatives of the government's who have met 
hero must not forgot that, as in all casos of relations between peoples, 
it is necessary to proceed with a high spirit of equanimity, since any 
injustice provokes reactions which can never be extinguished. On the 
contrary, they propagate and, in the end, accumulated with other 
injustices or discontent, grow into an irresistible force which is 
impossible to hold back.
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If tho Governments hero represented -aro truly interested in 
bringing peace to tho world, as has boon proclaimed these days with 
such insistence and publicity, let us do so integrally, in all fields, 
with undoubted lucidity, banishing all suspicion of insincerity or 
distrust.

Let us exterminate , once and for all, those who speculate on 
the ignorance or lack of experience of their neighbours and let us 
banish from the I,T.U.,onco and for all, the "cunning" that takes 
advantage of good faith and of tho honesty cf the countries whose 
conduct, on tho contrary, deserves the most ample support and approval.

And let us recall, finally, tho universal proverb which says's 
"He who sows winds, harvests tempests". Lot us sow Justice, that we 
may reap Peace....
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PLAN COMMITTEE
Agenda to the 21st Meeting 
to be held at 1 s30 n.m. 5-th 

February 19̂ +9

1. Consideration of the future work of the Committee (Document

577).
2. Consideration of proposal concerning request for information 

on numbers of H.F. transmitter hours in use, Documents Nos.
397 and 5-77.

3. Consideration of action to be taken concerning the Portuguese 
proposal in Doc. No. 5-50.

5-. Miscellaneous.

GUNNAR PEDERSEN 
Chairman of Plan Committee
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MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY
IJth Session 

15- January 195-9 (afternoon)

The se.ssion was declared open at 5-S20 p.m. by the Chairman, 
' Mr. M, Pereyra.

The same members, delegates and observers were present who 
attended the 15-th Session.

I. CONSIDERATION OF POINT TWO OF THE AGENDAs
REPORT ON THE PROPOSAL OF THE BIELORUSSIAN S.S.R, 
(Document No.-. 5-57-E.)

1.1 The Chairman said that the Report of the Coordinating Com
mittee (Document No. 5-57-S) was to the effect that paragraph 1 
of the proposal o.f the Bielorussian S.S.R, had been accepted by’ 
a large majority of Committee 1, with an amendment stating that 
the Conference would do all it could to observe the closing date 
previously fixed, ..Paragraphs 2 and 3 had been rejected by a 
large majority.

1.2 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) made the following state-.

"On December 23, 195-8, the Delegation of the Bielorussian
S.S.R, made constructive proposals on the most, effective methods 
to pro'mote the drawing up of a final high frequency assignment 
plan and to bring to an end the work of the Conference on the 
date already established, that is to say February 1st, 195-9*

"In its statement, our Delegation pointed out that the 
Soviet Draft Plan, which had been examined.during numerous meet
ings of Committees 3? 5- and 6, constituted a solid basis for the 
drawing up of a final plan.

"Our proposals wore rejected for no well founded reason.
A report on this matter was immediately published and it ap
pears in Document 5-57.

mont t
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"Since then 3- weeks have elapsed and the Conference has 
spent another 32^,000 Swiss francs. However,'it' has neither 
examined a new plan nor received one, nor has it taken any clear- 
cut decision with regard to the drafting of a high frequency 
broadcasting plan.

"In fact, the work of the Conference has made no progress- 
in relation to the situation outlined in Document 3&L.

"Moreover, the Conference has not fixed a target date for 
the end of its work and has not determined in what order or on 
what date the existing plans will-..be considered. Finally, it has 
not fixed any time limit for the submission of those plans which 
are awaited,

"Such a situation can only uselessly slow down the work of 
the Conference,

• "The Delegation of the Bielorussian S0SaR. considers that 
this situation is inadmissible.- In addition. Document h57 is 
lacking in objectivity and is not satisfactory. Our Delegation 
feels that it must insist that a decision be taken without delay 
'on all questions relating to the future work' of 'the Conference 
and to the method to be followed for the consideration and draw
ing ■ up of a final high frequency broadcasting plan. We also 
insist that the Conference keep to the target date fixed for the 
end of the work of the Mexico Conference, pn accordance with 
Document 331,"

1".3 Mr, Droho.iowski (Poland) referring to-.-the report of the
Coordinating Committee accused the majority of'showing; little regard
for the money of the Polish taxpayer, and the time'of the officials 
of the Polish Government, There were, only two solutions left for 
the Delegation of Poland, either- to discuss, the Report with the 
majority, or leave after issuing a suitable.; communique to,the 
Press.

The Polish Delegation agreed v/ith the proposal of the 
Bielorussian S0S0R., and left to the majority of the Assembly the 
responsibility for what might happen in the near future. ■

l.̂ f The Chairman asked delegates to limit their, statements to
concrete proposals, in order to avoid useless prolongation of 
the discussions,

1.5 Mr. de Albuquerque (Brazil) started that the proposal made
by his Delegation dealt with the same subject as the proposal of 
the Bielorussian S.S.R., and he suggested that both documents
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■ should be discussed simultaneously on the same day,
1.6 The Chairman replied that the proposals of the Brazilian 

Delegation and of the Bielorussian S.S.R. Delegation were dis
tinct, The latter had been considered by the Coordinating 
Committee, and the Assembly was now studying the result of that 
Committee's deliberations. *

1.7 Mr, Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R.) made the following 
. statement's
"On December 23rd, the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. 
submitted a very important proposal to accelerate the work of 
the Conference and direct it along the line of taking concrete 
decisions.
"However, the Plenary Assembly decided to refer this question 
to the Coordination Committee instead of considering the 
situation.seriously and fixing a date for the conclusion of 
tho Conference, Now, after three weeks, the. proposal of the 
Delegation of the B.S.S.R., having been rejected by the Coor
dination Committee, is returned for consideration by the Plenary- 
Assembly,
"I draw- the attention of the Conference' to this fact, in order 
to show how unproductive is tho work of the Conference and how 
stagnant tho position in which we aro now. A proposal aiming 
to accelerate the work of tho Conference has, in the course of 
throe weeks, travelled from the Plenary Assembly to the Coor
dination Committoo and back; worst of all, no actual decision 
has been takon upon it,
"Wo protest against such procedure-as was adopted- at the meet
ing of tho Coordinating Committoo, when discussion was limited 
on tho substance of tho question - tho question of accelerating 
tho work of the Conference; this - limitation occurred on the 
12th of January and in tho course of four hours an unproductive 
discussion took place on tho•question.of procedure. At the 
last meeting of tho Coordinating Committoo a discussion went on 
for four hours as to whether to prolong or shorten tho dis
cussion. All the speakers, who asked for the floor during that 
time, might have expressed themselves on the substance of the 
question.
"What of practical value has been done in the lapse of three 
weeks for the formulation of a new plan? N.othing.
"The Plan Committee has scarcely worked at all, as till now 
it has not received any recommendation on general principles 
from Committee 3; nor has the Committee during three months of 
work resolved tho question of general principles of priorities.
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."Under these conditions, the Delegation of the Ukrainian S.S.R. 
considers that it must state that the time for taking concrete 
decisions has arrived, that we must not remain any longer in a 
state of inactivity and that it should first bo decided that 
tho dvto for the conclusion, of the Conference, is February 1st, 
However,, in order to carry out tills decision immediately, it is 
necessary, as from January 15th to stop accepting any new pro
posals and draft plans, to reorganize tho work of committees 
in such a manner that decisions on g encral principles and 
priorities be finally taken, and productive work on drawing up 
a new'plan-be started. -
"Everything that is necessary for this purpose is at our 

... disposal. V/c have tho plan of the Soviet Union which is a 
concrete one, worked out in detail and based on general prin
ciples. It is a plan created according to the requirements of 
the countries and tends to satisfy theso requirements in the 
best manner. The representatives of each country have come 
here intending to' roach an agreement. Each country should realize 
that it is impossible to satisfy fully all requirements, because 
the number of channel-hours requested is almost throe times the 
number of channel-hours which are to be distributed. However, 
no other plan can satisfy fully the requirements of all 
countries, and in order to achieve results, we must adopt the 
Soviet plan as a basis for our future work, making the neces
sary corrections and amendments; thus wo can work out a high 
frequency assignment plan,
"Therefore, the. Delegation of the Ukrainian S.S.R. fully 
supports the, proposal of the Bielorussian S.S.R. and calls 
upon all other delegations to do the same. Acceptance of this 
proposal will allow us to bring nearer tho final date for the 
closing of this Conference end will help us to draw up a plan 
for high frequency broadcasting,"

1.8 The Chairman observed to Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R.) 
that his remarks were not relevant to the Agenda. It was the 
Report of tho Coordinating Committee (Document No, *+57-E), on 
which the Assembly was called upon to take a decision in tho 
first instance.

1.9 Mr. Rann (U.K.) urged the Assembly to boar in mind the 
time already spent in long discussions on the Bielorussian 
proposal by Committee 1, whose membership was, v/ith a few 
exceptions, identical to that of tho Plenary Assembly. All 
prolongation of the discussion on the proposal seemed to him 
quite superfluous. On the other hand, a decision had been 
taken with reference to the date for the discussion of the Bra
zilian proposal concerning the future work of the Conference.
That date had boon set for January 2*+th. The proper course now 
was to examine the report as it stood and to put it to the vote 
as soon as possible.
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Mr. Burian (Czechoslovakia) stated, firstly, that the pro
posal of the Bielorussian S.S.R. was not the same as the Brazil
ian proposal, and, secondly, that the former_ had already been 
examined by Committee 1 and submitted to the' Plenary Assembly.
The acceptance of the Bielorussian proposal would make it pos
sible to accelerate the work of the Conference and particularly
that of Committee 6, (Plan),. .Unless the present working methods
were modified, he could not see when the Conference could end,

Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania) fully shared the views 
of his Polish colleague as to the heavy burdens imposed upon the 
Polish taxpayer and upon the time of the officials of the Polish 
Government. -He was referring to the preceding s.peech of Mr.
Rapp CtJ.K.), when he was interrupted by the Chairman in order 
to allow Mr. Rapp (U.K.). to make his meaning clear.

Mr. Rapp (U.K.) said he had merely supported the recom
mendation in Document ho. that the discussions should be
abbreviated as much as possible. ,

'Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. Qf Roumania) ‘protested vehemently 
against the Chairman* s. action in' interrupting him.

/
The Chairman replied that he had apologized for. his in

terruption, the only object of which had been the better'- guidance 
of the discussions.

Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania) continuing said that, if 
the Assembly1 shared the opinion expressed by the Delegate of the 
U.K., it would be necessary to decide whether the Assembly itself 
or the Coordinating Committee should be dissolved. In fact, the 
Assembly was the supreme, organ of the Conference and was free to 
comment on the debates which had taken place within the Committees. 
Even though it had been rejected by Committee 1, the Bielorussian 
proposal should be considered by the Plenary Assembly in order to. 
shorten the work of the Conference. The date for the presentation 
of the U.S.A. Plan had already been postponed. He proposed that 
the Plenary Assembly should reject the decisions of Committee 1, 
and discuss the Bielorussian proposal immediately.

The Chairman proposed to put the proposal of Mr. Lazareanu 
(P.R. of Roumania).to the vote immediately.

Mr. Dostert (Sec- etary) explained, before the voting commenced, 
that the Roumanian proposal was for the rejection of the Report of 
Committee 1 (Document Ho. *+57-E), and for the replacement of the 
proposal of the Bielorussian S.S.R, (Document.No. 3&1-E) on the 
Agenda of tho present session.
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Tho result of tho vote was as follows?
50 votes in favour of the proposal, 10 against and 2'

• abstentions.
f

1*16 Tho Roumanian proposal for tho reconsideration of the proposal
of tho Biolorussian S.S.R. (Document No. 381) was accordingly
ro.jectod.

1.17 Schaeffer (Morocco and Tunisia) thought that, until the
Plenary Assembly had at its disposal a written document, prepared
by the Chair, on tho progress of the work of tho Committees, all
general discussions on the subject were useless. 'He wanted the
genda for the. next Plenary Session to include the examination of 
the Report. o.f. Committee 6 (Plan) as well as the study of a-document 
on tho progress of the work of the Committees.

1.18 -• MrLali£ (Yugoslavia) stated that he had had no opportunity of
expressing the opinion of his Delegation on the procedure proposed 
by the Chair, which ho considered strange, of limiting discussion
to examination of Doc. No. Lt-57-EJ which was inseparable from that
of Document No. 381-E.' The procedure j adopted.-by the majority of 
not taking decisions and' of delaying always the date for them, was 
inadmissible. Furthermore, it was not possible to study in 5 days, 
as proposed, both the draft plan cf the U.S.A., -and the proposal of 
Portugal. The study of the Soviet plan, which had been drawn out 
over two months, had not produced any decision; the procedure of 
the majority consisted in prolonging tho work of the Conference 
without drawing up any plan. His Delegation formally opposed the 
adoption of Document No. b57~B and asked ail delegations present
to reject it, and to resume immediately the discussion of the 
closure of the work of the Conference and the drawing up of a 
plan-.

1.19 The Chairman pointed out to Mr. Lali<$ that, contrary to his
statement, four concrete decisions had been adopted, all calculated 
to accelerate the work of the Conference ?

a) To do everything possible to respect the time-limits pre
viously established;

b) to receive the draft Plan of the U.S.A.- and the proposal
of Portugal by January 15 at tho very latest;

c) to distribute these new documents by January * 1-9 th;
d) to study.the plan for the future work of the Conference
■ and for its closing date on January 2b as proposed by
Brazil.
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1.20 * Mr. Sto.ianov (U.S.S.R.) stated: "In accordance .with the
proposal of the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R., we are 
now discussing the Report of Committee 1, On behalf of. the 
Delegation of the U.S.S.R., I wish to state that we do not agree 
with the cbcision of Committee 1, as contained in Document No. *+57* 
Naturally, the Report of Committee 1 was drafted after a consider
ation of the proposal made by the Delegation of the Bielorussian
5.5.R# How then is it possible, while discussing this Report, 
not to speak on the proposal of the Delegation of the Bielo
russian S.S.R.?
"What have we beon debating lately at the meetings of our 
committees and our Conference? It is tho situation in which, 
tho Conference finds itself, the results which wo achieved 
during three months of work' and what these results promise us,
"I am pointing out tho sad fact that lately \<b occupied ourselves 
with questions of procedure and with modifications to the rules 
of procedure which have been approved by us. Have these 
questions any direct connection v/ith tho attainment of that aim 
v/hich faces our Conference? None whatsoever,
"The results of tho.work of our Conference do not correspond 
to our terms of reference. The Dologato of the Ukrainian S.S.R.,
Mr. Ouspenskii, has correctly stated that the Plan Committee'must im
mediately start drafting a plan for a world-wide, allocation of 
channel-hours,
"Why does Committee 6 occupy itself only v/ith general discussions 
and not v/ith the problem of drawing up a plan? Because Committee 
3 has not obtained any results and the character of its work 
promises nothing. The same may be said with reference to the 
work of Committees k and 5, which up to now have not submitted 
their results for tho work of Committee 6,
"The proposal of the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. is 
intended to improve the work of the Conference and lays before 
it concrete tasks. Therefore, this proposal must be considered 
now#
"I do not accept Document No. Li-57 in -its 'present form, because 
by doing so we would block tho road for the substantial improve
ment of our work,
"In expressing its objections against Document’ No, h57j the 
Delegation of the U.S.S.]}. proposes to consider Document *No. 381, 
which has been submitted by tho Delegation of the Bielorussian
5.5.R, at this meeting of our Conference v/ith the purpose of 
taking the necessary measures for tho acceleration and improvement 
of our work."
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1.21

L. 22

Mr. .KJtq (Albania) askod the Chair to'note that the Albanian 
Delegation "had voted for the rejection of Document No. b-57 and 
that, initially, he had been unable .t o vote, because he did not 
know what proposal was being put to the vote. He wished tho 
following statement to.be inserted in the Minutes:
"The Delegation of the People's Republic of Albania, togethc*r 
with other delegations, asked for the floor on points of order 
before the beginning of the vote. In addition, 'the -Delegate of 
Belgium stated that tho vote was not clear. The Albanian De
legation noticed that the voting had begun without the Chair 
allowing points of order to be raised, and that the Secretary, 
after answering the Belgian Delegate, had proceeded with the 
voting instead of starting again at the beginning. As a result 
of this the Albanian Delegation was unable Id  speak, Tho conti
nuation of tho voting in that rapid manner, ignoring the fact 
that certain delegations were not yet clear as to the subject 
of the vote or had. criticisms to make on the procedure, was not 
a correct procedure. The Chairman was bound to give the floor 
on points of order, not only before voting, but also after voting 
had begun, v/hero it was a question of explanations or of procedure. 
The Chairman had no right to take a vote in such a way as to 
prevent delegates from expressing their opinions, or to compel 
them to vote without being clear upon what matter they v/ero-voting. 
As regards the proposal of the Bielorussian S.S.R,, the Albanian 
Delegation expressed its opinion, when tho proposal was discussed 
in the Coordinating Committee'. :
-"I wish to inform this Plenary Assembly that the Delegation of 
Albania deeply regrets that the Coordinating Committee rejected 
the two essential points of the proposal which can most quickly 
enable us to achieve the result v/e desire. In the present very 
serious situation of tho Conference, my Delegation cannot clearly 
see what arc the prospects for the future and I fear that my 
country may expend uselessly the money and the work of its Dele
gate. For all these reasons, my Delegation considers that this .. 
Assembly should not accept the decision of Committee 1'and that, 
in order to emerge from this serious situation, we should take 
a decision on the basis of the proposal of the Bielorussian S.S.R. 
contained in Document No. $1* .If a decision is taken to the con
trary, contrary to this, ray Delegation declines all responsibility 
for the future of the Conference."

In reply#, the Chairman stated that tho Roumanian proposal 
was very clear and had been read' again at dictation speed by the 
Secretary. However, he took note of Mr. Kito's statement.
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1*23 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) stated that he had
requested the floor, as had the Delegate of Albania, before 
voting started upon the Roumanian proposal ajid that the Chairman 
had not granted his request. Where and when Was the Assembly 
going to examine the proposal of Bielorussia with regard to the 
conduct of the work of the Conference? Secondly, he asked if 
the proposal of Portugal would be ready for distribution on 
January 15th.

1*2*+ Mr. Dostert (Secretary) said that the document of the
Portuguese Delegation had beon received, that its translation 
had at once been started and that it would be distributed on 
January 17th, unless the Delegate of the Bielorussian S.S.R.! 
wished the Secretariat to work during tho night of January l*+th 
to 15th. In the latter case, the proposal of Portugal would be 
distributed on the morning of January 15th.

1.25 The Chairman, replying to the first question of the Delegate
of the Bielorussian S.S.R.,■ declared that the reconsideration of 
that Delegation(3 proposal had been rejected during the preceding 
vote,

1*26 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.-S.R.) did not insist that the
Secretariat work during that night, stating that he would be 
satisfied if the Portuguese proposal was distributed to the De
legations on January 17th. With reference to Document No. *+57? 
he was opposed to its consideration and did not accept its text 
since.it gave no precise idea of tho progress of the work and 
furnished no work programme for the future. In addition, this 
document did not reflect the discussions which had taken place 
in the Coordinating Committee on Document No. 381. The Assembly 
should take more concrete decisions on this matter and in this 
latter course it would be supported by the majority of Dele
gations present.

1.27 Mr. Jablin (P.R, of Bulgaria) protested against the fact
that tho supreme assembly of a Conference had rejected a
document without having discussed it. He asked that the Dele
gations _ who had rejected the document, should assume the res
ponsibility for prolonging the work cf the Conference, both 
before their respective governments and the public opinion of 
their countries. His Delegation did not wish to assume such a 
rosponsilibity.

1*28 Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) said that he could not agree with
the assignment of 2*+ channel hours, as allotted to his country 
by the Soviet Plan and, interpreting the opinions of several 
other Delegations> he felt it desirable to examine other plans 
first. With regard to the question of the proposal of the 
Bielorussian S.S.R., he recalled that long debates had taken place 
upon this proposal, both during the Plenary Session of December 
23rd and later in the Coordinating Committee.
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lo29 After the Chairman had t said that he would .now put
to the vote the proposal contained in document '*+57 ? Eh •
Dostert (Secretary) said that the vote wbuld take place
on the approval or rejection of this document of the 
Coordinating Committee. The result of the vote was as 
follows s 51 votes in. f a v o u r 10 votes against and 1 abs
tention.''

1.30 The Assembly approved the Report of the Coordinating
Committee (document on the proposal of the Bielo
russian SSR (doc .“"381). ' ” ’

The meeting was. adjourned from 6.35 p.m. to 7 p.m.

• II. CONSIDERATION OF POINT THREE OF THE AGENDA 1 ' PROPOSED '
AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES OF PROCEDURE (DOC. M+0).

2.1 Mr. Stojanov (USSR) stated that this question had 
been debated at length in the Coordinating Committee and 
to avoid r.epetion of these debates, he wished to mak£ the 
following proposal?

"Delete figure 13 from the text of the first sen
tence of paragraph 2, article 1*+ of doc. M+0,M

In this manner, the right to have .fecburse to a se
cret ballot was safeguarded not. only for Plenary Sessions 
of the Conference, but also for plenary■meetings of Com
mittees in which important questions■ might arise, likely 
to influence the very future of the Conference. It was 
therefore not desirable to restrict the rights of Delega
tions by'denying them the right to resort to a secret 
ballot when circumstances required.

2.2 Mr. Sastry (India) supported the Soviet motion that 
the proposal be quickly put to the vote. The. amendment.
of the Delegation of India.was intended to bring the rules

• of procedure of the Conference into line .with the provisions 
of.the Atlantic City General Regulations, and also to acce-

.. lerate the work of the Committees and of. the Conference.
2.3 The proposal of Mr. Sastry was seconded by Mr.

■ Faulkner (United Kingdom) whilst Mr. Stojanov‘seconded 
by (3ielorussian SSR), Mr . G ross (P.R. of
Roumania), Mr. Burian (CzechoslovakiaTTand Mr.. Lalid ' 
(Yugoslavia) requested that a secret vote be taken.
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2.*+ The proposal , of the Soviet Delegation was re
jected by \3~ votes to 16' with"T abstention. Accord
ingly , the te_xt,.P.L paragraph 2 of Article~~jV of Do- 
cument No. Tft-0 was Jpept_ intact.

2.5 Mr. .Stojanov (U..S.S.R.) then proposed that Document
No. b W  be. accepted, without further discussion.

2.6 The Report (document.M+0) of the Coordinating
Committee to the.Plenary Assembly on amendments to the 
Rules of Procedure was adopted, unanimously v/ith accla
mation.

III. CO.’SI DERATION OF ITEM FOUR OF THE AGENDA: DE
CISION ON THE SUBJECT OF THE QUESTIONS RAISED 
'I? DOCUMENTS NOS. 26k (YUGOSLAVIA) AND 388 
(S.C.A.P.)

3.1 £olpjieA.JqhlL?_95 (S.C.A.P.) stated that on the 23rd
of January 1988 a member of S.C.A.P. had been sent with 
a Japanese Technical Adviser to Geneva, where the latter 
had actively participated in the work of the P.F.B. Later 
on the Allied Council for Japan had approved by a vote of 

. 3 to 1 the participation of S.C A..P,? in the name of
Japan, in several.international conferences with the 
right to decide the composition of its 'representation. 
Finally, on 9 June 19^0, the Far Eastern Commission 
decided, by a vote of 10 to none,, with one abstention, 
that a representative of S.C.A.P., accompanied by a Ja^* 
panose Technical Adviser, should participate in inter
national conferences (par. 3-D? Document No. 388). More
over, tho Atlantic City Convention provided that Japan 
could accede to the Convention by co. Torming te the pro
visions of Article 1 not being applies )le to Japan. On 
1 September 19̂ -8 S .C. A.P.authorized th: Japanese Govern
ment^ to secede to the Convention. However, the Japanase 
Government did not have the power to act without the 
prior approval of the Diet, and it was not until Decem
ber 3rd that the instrument of accession was addressed 
to the General Secretariat of the Union through the in
termediary of the Swiss Mission at Tokyo. In conclusion, 
he asked that all facilities be given to the Technical 
Adviser so that.he might participate as assistant to the 
Observer in the drawing up of the Plan.

3.2 Mr. Lalie (Yugoslavia),.the author of the proposal
contained in Document. 26b relating to tho participation 
of S.C.A.P. in the Conference, then proceeded to analyse
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Document No. 388, containing the views of the Observer of 
S.C.A.P.

The Delegate of Yugoslavia considered that the. expert 
of Japanese nationality accompanying Colonel Johnson was 
neither necessary to the latter nor to the Conference. In • 
fact, some Delegations did not include a radio specialist. 
Secondly, at least 100 broadcasting specialists and techni
cians were already participating in the Conference and he • 
did not see how the presence of a  Japanese expert would con
tribute to its success. Commenting on paragraph 3? he (Mr. 
Lalid) thought that sub-paragraph c) did not constitute a 
valid argument in support of Colonel Johnson*s proposal. The 
present situation of Japan could be altered only by a general 
decision taken by the United Nations. Referring to sub-para
graph d) of the same paragraph, he considered that the un
deniable right of S.C.A.P, to designate representatives to 
certain conferences did not constitute any obligation for the 
I.T.U, Examining sub-paragraph e), he said that the decision 
of the Far Eastern Commission was not consistent with the de
cisions of the Administrative Council. With regard to sub- 
paragraph f), no definition appearing in Annex 2 of the Atlan
tic City Convention could be applied to the S.C.A.P. Observer. 
Commenting upon sub-paragraph g), he considered that, in 
agreeing to the presence of an export of Japanese nationality, 
the Conference would commit an act contrary to the spirit 
of international cooperation and to tho decisions of tho Ad- 

, minis-;~rative Council.
3.3 In conclusion, being convinced that no' Delegation shared

. Colonel Johnson*t point of view, he categorically objected 
to the adoption of Col. Johnson*s proposal, especially as 
Japan had not yet become a democratic country and the pre- 

.s. sonce of one of its nationals at this Conference would cons
titute a direct and inadmissible offense to the democratic 
countries here ropresented.

Nevertheless, ho wished to say that tho authorization 
for admission granted to the Japanese expert by the Mexican 
Government was an action worthy of the homage of all demo
cratic countries.

3.*+ Mr. Stojanoy - (U. S. S. R.) made the following statement;
**The Delegation of the Soviet Union regrets and is sur

prised that the Conference is forced again to return to ques
tions which have already been decided. We are surprised also 
by the inconsistonsy of S.C.A.P., which after giving (in No-
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vernier 19^8) a - written statement hta-t its- Technical Ad
visor (a Japanese) would not attend; the Sessions of the 
Conferonce, .is now raising tho same question again..

"I dr aw the attention of tho Conference to.' the ex
tremely strange'fact that the Official List of■ Delegations 
att-.nding this Conference'' (dated. 5 January- 19*+9) 'included 
- a technical expert of Japanese nationality, whose attendance 
at the Conference was" explicitly excluded. My Delegation is 
surprised by this situation; and I request the Secretary of 
■the Conference Mr. Dostert to give me an explanation on the— 
point. ; .'■■■-■■ '

"Is to point "a", paragraph 3? of Document No, 388, 
the Delegation of the Soviet Union has the following obser
vations to submit;- - •

"This point states that the presence of -the-Technical 
Adviser at the meetings of the Conference is considered ne
cessary, in order to ensure representation, of the interests of the Occupation authorities. - .... .. .. ...

"The interests of the occupied country should be re
presented by the occupying country. The Observer of the 
S.C.A.:P. , Colonel Johnson, is a fully competent person, and 
is the proper representative for the 'purpose. Colonel Johnson 
can also receive full help from his Technical .--Adviser, if he 
needs it, without any need for the Adviser to >be present at 
the. Meetings of. the Conference. . For this purpose he can 
avail^himself, if necessary, of the Mexicah Governments hos
pitality, as the latter .has permitted the entry of a Specialist 
of • Japanese nationality. - : : n -

. "The question before us is whether the presence of a 
Technical Adviser to the;'S.C.A.P.- Observer is- actually neces
sary for the solution.of the tasks of our Conference?

‘She Conference can decide :the question, in one way only. 
We have' a sufficient .number of highly .qualified specialists 5 
and the -technical questions can be solved- successfully without 
the presence of a Japanese .specialist.- . ■

"Japan is.an occupied*country. A Treaty of Peace with 
Japan, which-was one: of the Original Fascist .countries, one 
of the original aggressorsis. not yet signed.;:;-Japan’trea
cherously attacked .Cliina,'the U.S, A. and other countries. The 
Diood, which was shed oh' t he fields of battle because of Ja
panese aggression, is .not yet washed off.. Japan has not yet 
redeemed its'guilt' as far as the Democratic countries of the 
world are concerned.
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"Tho Delegation of the Soviet Union will not under 
any.conditions agree to the participation of the Japanese 
Technical Advisor to tho S.C.A.P. Observer in our Con
ference, -and submits accordingly the following concrete 
proposal:

"To exclude tho request contained .in Document No.
388 from the programme of the present Conference, 
and to pass to the consideration of ohe next point 
of the Agenda.- tho Report of Committee 5."

3.5 .In reply to a question by Mr. Stojanov, the Secretary 
said that it did not appear to him that the exclusion 
of the physical presence of the Japanese expert from the 
meeting rooms of the Conference should involve the exclu- 

. sion of his name from tho list of international organi
zations represented at the Conference.. Moreover, he felt 
that the Conference should respect the' right of a Delega
tion to select its members as it wished.

3.6 • Mr. Andrada (Argentine) made the following statement:
"I. The Argentine Delegation wishes to support the 

request of S.C.A.P. se.t forth in Document No. 388, that 
its representatives appointed to this Conference be per
mitted to participate as Observers.

"The reasons .urged in Document No. 388 itself seem 
convincing to me. On the other hand, I find nothing in 
tho Atlantic City Convention, or tho Rules of Procedure, 
or its Annexes.to stand in the way of such a solution.

3.7 Ma) In the first place, It is impossible to deny the
fact stated in the Document, that Japan had acceded to 
the Atlantic City Convention as from December 3rd, last, 
■with-its accession becoming effective on January 1st of 
this year, viz., the date the Convention came into effect. 
This act, for the accomplishment of which no other forma
lity is necessary, according to the provisions of Annex
II to the Protocol, is of the greatest importance, inas
much as it implies the inclusion of the said country as a 
member of tho I.T.-U.

"As I understand, the Observer properly speaking, as 
well as the Technical Adviser ..of Japan, has been appoint
ed -by--the supreme authority of that country as exercised 
by the Supreme Allied Command in which all the Occupying 
Powers take part. Not only does this eliminate any doubt 
which might have been entertained on the subject, but it 

. . must be interpreted as legalizing and confirming the man-
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date, which the Observers or ropresentatives referred to 
would properly exercise to-day on behalf of a.-member 
country of the I.T.U. '

3.8. "b) The resolution (No. 112) of the Adminis
trative Council, referred to by the Credentials 
Committee in Document No. 68, Page adopted in 
September 19^8, viz., prior to the accession of 
Japan, was broad enough to allow participation of 
both members, of the S.C.A.P.- at this Conference 
w ithout any distinction. This resolution said 
that 'the recr-esentatives of Sjb.A.P. can take 
part, in Conferences as Observers,1 thus employ
ing the word 'representatives' in a generic sense, 
to mean persons invested vrith the representation or, 
as in this case, the mandate of S.C..A.P., and’ not 
in tho restricted technical sense defined by Annex 
2 of the Convention, where it is said that a 'repre
sentative ’is a person representing a recognized pri
vate operating agency . . . etc., which obviously is 
not the case with the S.C.A.P. Accordingly, no ob~ '' 
joction could, or can, be taken to the resolution of 
the Administrative Council, which is in complete con
formity with .the Convention and Annex 2-. thereof.

3.9 uc) Finally, reasons of practical convenience, 
already enumerated by S.C.A.P. in Document No. 388, 
favour allowing the participation of technical ad
visers - from any delegation- - in the discussions 
of the Conference, without regard to whether they 
are strictly ’delegates' or ’experts' , provided they 
are ’delegated’ as provided'in Annex 2 (see defini
tion of 'delegation')*. Their participation in the 
matters within their, competence is. always helpful, 
inasmuch as.it saves time and facilitates common 
understandingf Any question that may.arise, as to 
whether or not they represent their country in any 
given connection, can easily met by subsequent 
.confirmation of the derogate of the country to which 
they belong. This, is the unvarying practice at all 
conferences, including the Atlantic City Conference 
and. the present Conference in Mexico City. Were it 
otherwise, .I do not see.how the simulataneous oper
ation of Committees, Sub-Committees and Working Groups 
could be. arranged, ”

3.10 Mr. Sterling (U.S.A.) thought that the presence
of the Technical Adviser of S.C.A.P. at the Conference 
was quite in order and'should be permitted. In desig-
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noting an export to accompany its Dologato to this Con
ference, S.C.A.P. merely bowed to the policy decisions 
of the Far Eastern Commission. Now, insofar as S.C.A.P. 
had been formally admitted to this Conference as an Ob
server, tho only question pending was whether the Tech
nical Adviser, who had been duly appointed by S.C.A.P. 
could participate in the work of the Conference. The 
procedure provided by the Atlantic City Convention and 
by .Annex II thereof was perfectly appropriate and should 
be followed by all Delegations participating at this 
Conference. That procedure consisted, in particular, 
in recognizing the right of each country or organiza
tion to determine the composition of its delegation as 
it wished. The^Delegation of the United States of 
America formally supported, the presence of S.C.A.P. with 
its Technical Adviser, and requested that such right 
bo formally recognized by the Assembly.

Ur. Rapp (United Kingdom) associated himself with 
the opinions expressed in support of Document No. 388 
by the Delegate of Argentine. He asked the Secretary 
whether he had been notified by the'General Secretariat 
of the I.T.U, of receipt of Japan's instrument of acces
sion to the International Telecommunications Convention.

In addition, he asked what the status of Japan and 
S.C.A.P. would be at the Conference, when it was confirmed 
that the instrument had indeed been received.

(Secret ry) stated, in answer to tho first 
question ox the U.h.Delegat :•, th t tho Gencrrl Secret ,ri~t of one ur:on in v* ^ * +■ 1 - ■-
instriL-nntAiadEot yet' boon received. A  f t A d i s ' l i  ^ Inother
infovV- WK  rrc?iv‘'d -lr-' P 10 Secretary General or the frnionm f 01 i.n..tne Coniur nc- enc.t a letter from the- Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of Japan, countersigned by S.C.A.P., 
had been sent by the diplomatic representative of the Swiss 
Confederation at Tokyo to the Department of Political 
Affairs at Berne. The Secretary General stated that he 
had not considered that letter as constituting an instru
ment of accession under the terms of the Convention. Con
sequently, he (the Secretary-General) had wired S.C.A.P. 
requesting that an instrument be sent in due form. However, 
the General Secretariat- had not yet received the document 
in question, although its reception might be merely a 
matter of days.

3.1S -In reply to the second question of the Delegate of
the U.K., the Chairman requested the latter to '
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refer to the provisions of Additional Protocol II ..of tho 
Atlantic City Convention concerning Germany and Japan, 
which reads .

"It is hereby ■ agreed: that Germany and Japan.may 
. accede to the International Telecommunication 
Convention of Atlantic City by fulfilling the 
provisions of Article 17 therefor at such time 
as the responsible authorities consider such 
•accession appropriate. . The formalities pres
cribed by Article 1 of that Convention shall , 
not apply to these two countries."

3.1^ Mr. Rapp (United Kingdom) pointed out that since Japan
might within a few days enjoy a deliberative status at this 
Conference, the proposal of the Delegation of Yugoslavia 
became unreal and. even constituted an unjustified increase 
of the prerogatives of the Assembly. The question under 
discussion was connected neither with politics nor opinions, 
but solely with procedure. Nor was it a question of the race 
or the colour of the Observers. Finally, Annex 2 of the 
Atlantic City Convention clearly stipulated that the Observers 
had the right to be accompanied by experts of their choice, 
and the Conference should .not interfere in this question.

3.1?'' Mr. de Al bug ue r q ue (Brazil) stated that, contrary to the
opinion of the Yugoslavian Delegation, he felt that the Con
ference did not have sufficient technicians. In other res
pects, he considered that the. decision should be left, to the - 
discretion of S.C.A.P, as to whether, in its interest, its 
.representative should be accompanied by a Technical Adviser. 
Furthermore, he wish,ed'to state that the democratic countries 
had used the technical services of former enemy countries, and 
it was not the first time that this had occurred, .Finally, 
the-Assembly should In this case, adopt a well-balanced atti
tude and its deliberations should reflect the greatest con
sideration; for the decision taken by the Supreme Command for 
the Allied Powers.

3.16 Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) drew attention to the danger, of
considering this important subject, from a political angle. 
There was, in all cases, one human consideration which domin
ated all others 2 that of dispensing justice. In the interest 
of harmony, this Conference should remember that the people 
themselves were not-guilty of the errors of their governments, 
•however horrible these errors may have been in reality... There
fore, to mete out arbitrary justice in the case of the Japa
nese expert would, mean refusing him the right to participate 

, in the work of this Conference and. would entail the same ar-
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bitrary refusal for his entire country. The Delegation 
of Uruguay itself saw no objection to the presence of an 
expert of Japanese nationality.at this Conference.

U17 Mr. Jacques Moyer (France) stated that delegations had
the fullest right to determine their membership as they 
wished'.- The Delegation of Franco - even though finding it 
regrettable - considered that it- had nothing to say in this 
matter. Indeed, the only really important fact arising from 
Document No. 380, and which was a new consideration, concerned 
Japan's accession to tho Convention, which action might make 
that country a member of this Conference. Tho provisions of 
the Convention were applicable and Japan could accede to it 
by conforming with the provisions of Article 17, as soon as 
the competent authorities consider this accession opportune.

/.The French Delegation, being no mere informed than the Secre
tariat on the dispatch or reception of Japan’s instrument of 
accession, believed that, in any' case, this question was 
beyond the competence of this. Conference. He formally requested 
that the following reservation be noteds

3.18 If the Delegation of S.C.A.P. included a Japanese expert
- which was its own affair - no formal consequence concerning
the accession of Japan should be dram from this fact, con
trary to what, had been stated in Document No. 388. The Dele
gation of France could not take any dofinite stand on this

' point before receiving formal instructions, which it would 
ask to receive.

3.19 Mr. Kito (Albania) then made the following statements
"During the consideration of the question concerning 

the admittance of the Japanese technical adviser at the 
beginning of November, my Delegation was categorically 
opposed to the presence of this expert in our Conference.
In the Plenary Session on 7 November, we voted on this 
question, and the result clearly demonstrated that the 
presence of a Japanese was not desirable here. There was . 
a very, slight difference in the number of votes 'in favour 
of his admission and those opposed, and the number of abs
tentions exceeded the number of affirmative arid negative 
votes cast. Taking this fact into account, Colonel Johnson, 
in his letter of 8 November addressed to the Chairman of the 
Conference, resolved the question satisfactorily for all the 
delegates present, who applauded his magnificent initiative.
To my groat astonishment, I learned of document No. 388 eman
ating from Colonel Johnson and requesting the participation 
of the Japanese technical advisor in our Conference. This
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is'a poor illustration of the letter cf 3 November,
•‘ which I had applauded with such great satisfaction.

The representative of SCAP. informed us in Document 
. 388 that tho Supremo Commander of Allied Powers con
sidered that the presence of the Japanese technical 
advisor now had become necessary. In tho opinion of 
tho Albanian Delegation, this argument is incorrect. 
First of all, it is not now that the Supreme Commander 
for.the Allied Powers considers that the presence of 
the Japanese expert is desirable, as he has held this 
opinion from the outset, when the Japanese technical 

. advisor was first sent to Mexico City. I should like 
to stress here that it is not SCAP who may decide 
whether or not tho presence of a Japanese in this 
Conference is desirable, but that it rests with those 
countries here represented to take the necessary de
cision. With reference to the reasons advanced by 
SCAP in justification of its request for the presence 
of its technical advisor in this Conference, we con
sider that they are not sound. My Delegation feels 
that the presence of a Japanese technician is not ne
cessary for the SCAP representative nor desirable for 
this Conference. The case of Japan is very similar 
to that of Germany* Wo.do not havo hero Allied repre
sentatives from Germany, whereas Japan finds itself 
privileged, as we have with us^a representative of SCAP. 
A request has now been put forward for us to admit a 
Japanese - this is inadmissible for the Delegation of 
the People’s Republic of Albania. Tho representative 
of SCAP can very easily consult his Japanese technician 
outside the Conference, and the presence of a Japanese 
among us is neither necessary nor desirable at a time 
when a peace treaty has not yot been signed with Japan 
and when this state is still outside tho family of the 
United Nations and remains dangerous to humanity - 
this last fact being demonstrated by the fact that there 
are still occupation troops in Japan. There may bo 
countries which have not felt the fascist boot and 
which seek erroneous arguments in order to re-establish 
the prestige of the Japanese advisor who was annoyed 
because he was not admitted to our Conference5 but my 
Delegation cannot accept his presence and considers that 
Japan should furnish a great deal of proof before being 
admitted to the family of nations represented here.
My people, which I represent, feel that, were they to 
forgot the consequences of fascist occupation, they 

. would-be forgetting their obligation to"peace and de
mocracy. With regard to die statement of the U.K. Dele
gate on the possible admission of Japan with the right
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to vo e in our Conference, this same Delegate has denied 
this right to democratic countries such as the People’s 
Republic of Mongolia and the State of Israel; the Delega
tion of the People’s Republic of Albania states that.it 
does - not consider the Atlantic City decisions to be the 
Bible, and even were Japan to be accepted as a member of 
the International-Telecommunications Union, the former 
could never accept the presence of a representative of 
Japan in this Conference as an Observer, even worse, 
with the right to vote.”

3.20 The Chairman regretfully noted that, despite his 
const.?.nt and repeated requests, certain-delegations per
sisted in again voicing opinions which ha^ already been 
given at length. He renewed his pressing i citation to 
limit statements to the expression of new opinions.

3.21 Mr. Morales (Cuba) stated that the matter had already 
beon discussed sufficiently and requested that, in ordei 
to shorten discussion, the Assembly should put. the ques
tion to the vote.

3.22 Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania) prot fed against the 
•procedure adopted by the Chairman, who had f  given him the 
floor, although he had asked for it.

■ Firstly, he did not wish to refer to-the statement cf 
Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) on the matter of the adherence 
of Japan to the ITU. It was true that each Delegation was free 
to determine its membership in accordance with the terms of 
a clause of the Atlantic City Convention. However, it was 
not less true that the Plenary Assembly of this Conference 
was not obliged to admit anyone within its midst.

3.23 after Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania) had made certain 
allusions, tho Chairman interrupted him explaining that, 
firstly, he (Mrf Lazareanu) was not keeping to the A.genda 
as he had been asked to; and secondly, that he (the Chair
man) could not permit the inclusion of these allusions in 
the Minutes.

Mr Lazareanu (P0R„ of Roumania) stated that, if it was 
argued that Japan was a democratic country., Col. Johnson 
would never have come to Mexico to repres rt SCAP, since, 
in that case, there would no longer bo an occupying power 
in Japan nor a Supremo Command of tho Allied Powers In any
case, and for the reasons 'stated, his Delegation was formally
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opposed to the presence. of a Japanese observer at 
the Conference.

3.25+ Mr. Morales (Cuba), seconded by Mr. Sastry
(India) and by Dr. Andradq (Argentine) , thought that 
the' Assembly should be consulted immediately as to 
whether this matter should be put to m e  vote,

3.25 Mr. Sto.janov (USSR) askod the Chair to put to 
the vote the proposal previously presented by the 
Soviet Delegation,

3.26 ■■ Tho Chairman stated that a vote would now b e 
taken on the . proposal of the USSR and this was then 
read by the Secretarys "

"The request contained in Docunmm t 388 is de
leted from the programme of the Confer mace and the 
Assembly proceeds' to consider the next point; on 
tho Agenda.”

The result of the vote by roll call was as followss 
in favour of the proposal 9 votes, 38 votes against 
and 12 abstentions.

3•27 The'Soviet proposal was rejected.
3.28 Mr. Lalic (Yugoslavia) rejected the criticism made

by the United.Kingdom Delegate with respect to the in
troduction in the debate of remarks on colour, race, 
etc. He added that, in the constitution.of Yugoslavia,, 
no such discrimination was made and he therefore took 
the liberty of proposing to the United Kingdom Delegation 
that they give their advice .to some other country form
ing part of the British Empire.

/

3.29 Furthermore, the Delegation of B:mm:il: had. stated
that it did not wish there tc be a ’’monopoly of demo
cracy”, The Delegation of Yugoslavia wished to point 
out that Japan, Germany and other fascist countries 
had excluded themselves from the family of democratic 
countries. Finally, concerning tho admission of an 
adviser of Japanese nationality, the Delegation of. Yugos
lavia believed that the United Nations General Assembly 
was the only qualified authority to decide with refer
ence to the participation of Japan in international 
Conferences, He drew attention to trie United Nations 
resolution dated 12 December 19^6, which the Atlantic 
Conference had taken as the basis for its decision that



Spain could not accede to the Atlantic City Convention. There
fore. the Delegation of Yugoslavia wondered how it was possi
ble that Spain, which only gave partial support to the Axis 
Powers, was'.not admitted, while a country, which was a member 
of the Axis was allowed to attend the Conference. ■

3»30 Col. Johnson (SCAP) stated that he was not a member of
the General Staff of SCAP and that consequently, if Document
265+ was approved, he would automatically■be excluded from the 
Conference. '

3*31 The Chairman stated that he was going to put to the vote
the proposal of Cuba, and Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read the
following text:

’’The Plenary Assembly considers that the unestions raised 
in Documents Nos. 2 65+. and 388 have been sufficie-ntly discussed. 
It, therefore, decides to close the debate and to vote immediate
ly on the conclusions contained in those documents.”

- 22 -
(Doc. No. 593-E)

The result of the vote by roll call was the followings 
votes in favour of the proposal, 9 against and A abstentions.

3.32 The Assembly approved the proposal of tho Delegation of
Cuba.

3.33 Mr. Hebert (Canada) seconded by Mr. Klttner (USA), proposed
that a vote be taken on- whether the Assembly would or would hot 
accept a technical adviser of Japanese nationality.

3.3A Mr. Lalic (Yugoslavia) insisted;that the two points of the
’’Decision” of Document'No. 26*+. should be separately-,put to the 
vote, since, even'if the Japanese adviser should be accepted, 
this acceptance would only -be valid for this Cd'nference. It was 
necessary, therefore, to establish what policy should be follow
ed on this matter in the future. It. was necessary to define 
the position, of the Union once and- for all.

3.35 ' Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) shared-the viewpoint, of the
Delegations of Cuba and Canada and. insisted on the interpreta
tion which was to be given to the vote. The Assembly should 
c.ide whether or not it was going -to permit the observer of SCAP 
to be assisted by a technical adviser of J a p a n 0 nationality.
It should be established clearly that this ad'.lssion^ if it was 
approved, was not in any way connected with meanership'of Japan 
in . the ITU.

3.36 The Chairman stated that, in whatever sense the vote might
be taken, Document No. 265+ was not going to solve the problem



. - 23 - •
(Doc. I!o. 593-E)

. under discussion, 'which was whether a Japanese adviser was 
to be admitted to tho Conference.

3.37 Mr. Albuquerque (Brazil) seconded tho proposal of Canada.
The Credentials Committee had already submitted a proposal to 
the Plenary Assembly. The proposal of Canada also interpreted 
that made by the Credentials Committee.

3.38 Mr. Fontaine (Uruguay) proposed a compromise text:
11 Authority is hereby given to the General Staff of SCAP' 

or its. representatives to take part in the Conference with the 
status cf Observers.”

3*39 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) considered it necessary tc find
a text which would cover both documents and, therefore, pro
posed to the Assembly the following texts

Tho Plenary Assembly decides 2
a) that point 1 of Document No. 2.6b does not refer to any 

subject or question now before the Assembly. It invites the 
author of Document No. 26*+, in his capacity as member of the 
Administrative Council, to submit his proposal directly to the 
General Secretariat of the Union, so that it may be included ' 
in the agenda of the next session of the Council;

b) it grants the request of the Observer of SCAP that
his Technical Advisor may attend the meetings of the.Conference.”

3.A0 . Mr. Laiid (Yugoslavia) considered that his text was per-
..fectly clear and in agreement with the decision of the Adminis
trative Council concerning the conferences of the ITU. He could
not, therefore, approve the text proposed by the Secretary.

Nor did ho agree with the statement that the first point* 
of his proposal ha’d no relation to tho subject under discussion. 
On the contrary, it was clearly related.. If only a member or 
members of the General Staff were admitted, the Japanese adviser 
would automatically be excluded, for the Delegation cf Yugoslavia 
was convinced that the adviser of Japanese nationality could 
not bo.a member of tho General Staff of SCAP.

3**+l Mr. Dostert (Secretary) at the request of Mr. Lalid
(Yugoslavia), read the text of Resolution 112 of the Adminis
trative Council.

3.*+2 Hr. Lai id (Yugoslavia) stated tha"t, in the light of the
text just read by the Secretary, he wished to amend thc»text 
of Document 26*+ as follows: in Point 1, where it road “the
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members”, the words “tho. representatives” of the General Staff 
cf SCAP should bo substituted. Thus the-text'would conform 
better to the decision of' the Council. He also wished to ask 

. Col. Johnson if he thought that his advisor of Japanese na.-.
:tionaly was the. representative of SCAP.

3.*+3 Col. Johnson (SCAP) stated categorically that the Japanese
adviser attached tc the Observer was not HE representative 
of SCAP but A representative of SCAP.

3.AA Mr. Lalid (Yugoslavia) stated that he did not.wish to
become involved in the question of the powers of SCAP, but 
that he considered that the Supreme’Gonnand, for many reasons, 
would not appoint a Japanese as its representative.

3«A5 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) stated that, in his opinion,
to be representative of SCAP or to be technical adviser to the
representative of SCAP were two quite different matters. He
suggested that, in order to clarify the situation, the matter 
should be referred for'study to the Credentials Committee. The 
Delegation of the Bielorussian SSR thought that it should be 
confirmed by an official document that the Japanese. Adviser 
really was a representative of the General Staff- of. SCAP,

3.5+6 ' Col. Johnson (SCAP) stated that he personally was not a
representative of the General Staff, but simply a representative 
of SCAP. The credentials were perfectly clear both as to him- 

; self as to his. technical advisor.
3**+7 Mr. Sto.janov (USSR) said that ho could not understand how
... ; the -representative- of an occupied country, in this case Japan, 

could represent the occupying power. Ho desired an explana
tion as to whether the Japanese adviser had any official 
character, that is, if he came also'as an official of his 
country. <

3A8 Mr. Morales (Cuba) wished to present a proposal in order
to end the long debate. This proposal read:

: ' ”Tho Plenary Assembly having sufficiently studied and dis
cussed Documents Nos. 2 65+ and 388, decides to ratify the ad
mission' to the Conference of the official representative or 
representatives- of SCAP.”

: He asked That this proposal be put to the vote. • •
3.*+9 Mr. Sto.janov (USSR) insisted upon the proposal which he had

made previously. He thought it absolutely necessary to wire the 
Supreme Command of the Allied Powers, asking, it- to confirm if 
the official representative of Japan really was the official 
representative of S.C.A.P.
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3*50 Col. Johnson (SCAP) then read the following^letter of credence:
' GENERAL • H3ADQUATSRS - 

SUPREME COMMANDER FOR THE ALLIED POWERS 
Office of the Chief of Staff

APO 500 
.15 October 19A8

The Secretary General
Bureau of the International Telecummunications Union 
Berne, Switzerland
Dear Sir:

In view of. the impracticability of direct participation of Japan . 
in the meetings of the International High Frequency Broadcasting Con
ference at Mexico, D.F. , beginning on October 22, 19*+8, the following 
named persons are designated by General of the Army, Douglas MacArthur, 
Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers, as official representatives 
and to participate in the aofementioned meetings:

Lt. Col. Luther E. Johnson, Sig. C.,-0-30535,
Director, Domestic Radio Division, Civil Communi
cations Section, General Headquarters, bupreme 
Commander for the Allied.Powers; to act as.Oberver.
Mr. Tsuyoshi Amishima, Japanese national Director,
Radio Bureau, Japanese Ministry of Communications; :

. to act as Technical Advisor to the observer.
It is reouGsted. that the. above named Observer be accorded the 

same rights and privileges, with' the*Exception of voting privileges, 
as are granted.to representatives*from other member countries of the 
Union.

' Very truly-yours,
‘ ' ' (sighed)

PAUL J. MUELLER 
Major General, General.Staff Corps 

, Chief of Staff .
For tho Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers,”
3-51 . Mr. Sto.lanov (USSR) stated that the document read by Col.

Johnson had not been submitted in, nor examined by,- the Credentials 
Committee. Neither had it been published. Moreover, it was 
addressed to tho Secretary-General of the ITU and not to the 
Conference. Therefore, the Soviet Delegation proposed that the 
letter should be published as an official document of the^Con
ference and submitted to the consideration of tho Credentials 
Committee. If the latter should have any doubts on ths subject, 
it would have to request the necessary explanations directly 
from SCAP*
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3.52 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) replied to the remarks of Mr. Stoyanov.

In the first place, the letter of credence was addressed to the 
Secretary-General of tho ITU in accordance with the decisions of the 
Administrative Council and v/ith Resolution 112, which clearly stated 
that "the Secretary-General is to be informed whether SCAP desires to 
be represented at the Conferences of the Union.” Therefore, there was 
no doubt in this respect. Furthermore, no credentials had. been pub
lished at the Conference. The credentials of SCAP, like all others, 
had been passed on for consideration to the Credentials Committee and 
had been dealt within the usual manner. The Committee had given a 
favourable decision on the admission of SCAP as an observer to the 
Conference.

3.53 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) said that he had drawn one very clear con
clusion from the document read by Col. Johnson. Although Col. Johnson 
had stated categorically that the Japanese citizen Amishima was a 
representative of SCAP, the credentials showed that he was .not to be 
accredited as a representative, but as a technical adviser attached to 
the observer. Therefore, by accepting him as a representative of 
SCAP, the Protocol of the Atlantic City Convention with reference to 
Germany and Japan was being violated. Furthermore, such acceptance 
was contrary to the United Nations Charter. He emphasised that the 
only responsible authority to decide upon the participation of J an 
in international conferences was the United Nations.

3*?A Mr. Hebert (Canada) suggested that the proposal of Cuba should
bo amended by the addition of the words: including those of
Japanese nationality.”

3*55 Mr. Morales (Cuba) could not accept the amendment proposed by
the Delegation of Canady. It was not necessary to specify the 
nationality of the representatives, since if SCAP should wish to 
change its Japanese adviser for one of different nationality, the 
Conference should also accept him.

3*56 Mr. Egorov (Biolorussian SSR) made the following statement:
”No decision can be taken with reference to the admission of a 

technical adviser of Japanese nationality, as representative of 
SCAP, because the document read by Col. Johnson does not offer a 
sufficient basis to approve a resolution in that sense. The delega- • 
tion of the Bielorussian SSR considers that the matter should be 
studied by the Credentials Committee, on the basis of an‘official 
document. Therefore, it insists that no decision should be taken.”

3.57 Mr. Kito (Albania) made tho following,statements
”The Delegation of the People's Republic of Albania states that 

it will vote against the presence of a representative of SCAP of Ja
panese nationality, v/ith the status of technical adviser attached 
to the observer, Col. Johnson, but that it has no objection to the 
presence of the latter.”
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3.58 Tho proposal- of Cuba was put to a vote by roll call with tthe
following result: 39 votes in favour of tho proposal, 10 votes
against and 9 abstentions, v ;-

3•?9 Tho Assembly approved tho proposal of Cuba that tho official
representative or representatives of SCAP bo admitted to the. 
Conference.

3*60 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) made the following statement? with which
Mr. Sgorov (6i o1oru s s ian SSR) and Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian SSR)
associated themselves:

"Tho Delegation of tho Soviet Union categorically protests 
against tho vote just taken on tho question of allowing an official 
Japanese representative, (who is a director of tho Japanese Ministry 
of Communications and assitant to the SCAP observer) to be present 
in the capacity of a technical advisor at our Conference,

"This decision is in complote contradiction with the directive 
of the protocol, as contained in tho Atlantic City Convention, with 
regard to Germany and Japan, 1

"From tho text of this protocol it clearly follows that Japan 
may acccdo to tho Atlantic City Convention only aftor a decision 
by the responsible authorities, which moans a decision of the 
United. Nations, since it concerns tho question of tho participation 
of Japan in International Organizations and in International Con
ferences,

"It should bo absolutely clear to all concerned that a 
representative of Japan, as an occupied country with which no peace 
treaty has yet been signed, cannot represent an occupying country 
(in our case, SCAP), as this is in contradiction with sound logic.

"Tho presence of a Japanese adviser at the Conference is not 
justified by any necessity or by technical considerations.

"Tho Delegation of the Soviet Union retains for itself the 
right to take appropriate measures and lodges its categorical 
protest against tho decision to allow an official Japanese repre
sentative to bo prosent at our Conference in the capacity of adviser 
to the SCAP observer."

3,6l Mr; Buriaii (Czechoslovakia! made the .following statement:
"The Delegation of Czechoslovakia cannot accept the resolu

tion which enables a Japanese national to take part in the work of 
this Conference. My Delegation reserves the right to raise this 
question again at a lator date,"



The meeting was adjourned at 11.00 p,m 

The Assistant Secretary: The Secretary:

I. Wettstein Dostert

The Rapporteurs: '
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The Chairman 
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MINUTES OF TliiE PLENARY ASSEMBLY 
1.6th Session 

17 January 19!+9 (Afternoon)
The Chairman, Mr. Miguel Pereyra, declared the session open at 

^.15 P«m.
The same member^ observers and experts were present who 

attended the -ljth Session of the- Plenary Assembly.
The Chairman informed'- the Assembly that His Excellency Lie. 

Miguel Alemdn" Valdds , President of the United States of.Mexico, had 
not had the time to visit the C.I.R.A.F. after having inspected the 
Exhibition of Industrial Equipment. He had, however, asked the 
Chairman of the Conference to transmit to the Assembly his personal 
greetings and best wishes. 'Without giving a formal undertaking,- 
Lie. Miguel Alerndn had told the Chairman that he would be glad to 
preside the Closing Session of this Conference, especially if it 
was to sanction tho establishment of a' Plan for. th©- Assignment of 
High Frequencies' for Broadcasting, for which tire-.Conference had 
assembled, '

The Chairman called.the attention of the Assembly to the im
portance of this statement, and to the'responsibility which had 
fallen on his shoulders- a's Chairman of the -Conference, under these 
circumstances, '
I. CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF POINT FOUR OF THE’’ AGENDAS 

(Doc. No. 26k- of YUGOSLAVIA and No. '388 of- S.C.A.P, )
1.1 Mr.,' Rapp (U.K. )~'made--the -following statement? .

nAt yesterday evening's meeting of the Plenary Session, certain 
Delegations permitted themselves to introduce political polemics, 
into a debate on procedural matters, making remarks which- my 
Delegation considered .to be entirely out of order, both as regards 
the subject matter of the debate and the whole work-and ..spirit of, 
an. Administrative Conference. My Delegation refraine'd from re-, 
plying to these-St a tern,ents, 'as it did not wish to prolong.-a dis- • 
cussion which-had already taken up far too. much'of the 'time of the 
Conference. If, however, remarks of this kind are repeated at future 
meetings, I must beg the Chairman at once, to declare them out of 
order, as otherwise my Delegation must reserve its right toxeply in 
an appropriate manner. At the- same time, I must point out that 
political polemics are out of place in a Conference of the Inter
national Telecommunication Union, and hinder rather than help our 
work.”

INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FEECUE CY BROADCASTING

: CONFERENCE



1.2* Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R) m d e  the following statement:
"In reply to the statement of the United Kingdom Delegate, I 

wish to remind him that it v:as precisely the U.K. Delegation, which 
at.yesterday1s Plenary Session raised the very political question 
of the admission of Japan, in accordance with document No. 388, to 
the International Telecommunication Union.

"In the light of yesterday's decision to admit to the Conference 
an official representative of Japan in the capacity of Technical 
Adviser to the Observer of S.C.A.P., I submit the following resolu
tion to tho Conference, taking the text of that decision ns a basis:

"The Plenary Assembly resolves to send the following 
telegraphic inquiry to the Supremo Command of tho Allied 
Powers in Japan: Is the official representative of the
Ministry ot Communications of Japan Mr. Tsuyoshi Amishima 
•considered to be tho official representative of S.C.A.P.?
Ponding tho receipt of a suitable reply, the decision of the 
Plenary Assembly does not take effect."
"The necessity of sending this inquiry is a result of the 

decision which was taken yesterday, because there is a legal 
divergence between tho text of tho decision and the text of the 
powers of Colonel Johnson."
1.3 The Chairman observed that the question raised did not

figure in the agenda, and that to take into consider tion such 
a proposal was equivalent to re-opening the debate. A very 
clear decision had been taken in the course of the previous 
session, and the problem of the admission of a Japanese citizen 
went beyond the prerogatives of an administrative•conference. 
However, he would accede to Mr. Stoyanov*s wish in order to 

•■ smooth over difficulties although, in his opinion, the sending 
of the .'telegram‘was redundant. He put the Soviet proposal to ‘ 
a voto by roll call, and the result was as follows: 10 votes 
in favour of the Soviet proposal, 32 against and 12 abstention.

I.k The Soviet proposal was thus re.1 acted.
I I ,  CONSIDER-TION OF POINT FIVE OF THE AGENDA: THE REPORT OF THE 

REQUIREMENTS COMMITTEE (Doc. No. R3I0
2,1 Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom), Chairman of the Requirements 

Committee, made the following statement:
"In view of the spate of oratory, I must apologise for in
troducing a subject connected with-the High Frequency Assign
ment plan for tho first time in the Plenary Session. I ask 
that my sincere apologies be entered in the Minutes of the 
Meeting.



"I have pleasure in introducing the report of Committee 5 
contained in Document No. h-3̂ - which has been approved unani
mously by the Committee, with the exception of two small 
amendments which I shall indicate,
"Paragraph 2.6. of the report should be amended as follows:
’Working Group 5 B did. not have sufficient technical data to 
carry.out recommendations.for bands below 6 Mc/s and therefore 
for short distances recommended, in the majority of .cases, 
frequencies from the high frequency broadcasting bands. ; " 
Committee•5 calls the attention ...’
"Appendix A under.Siam - (5) Additional requirements were 
requested in Document No, 3 83 but not yet 'oublished in 
Supplementary Form..1!.
”It may's eem to some that the time taken to do this work has 
been excessive but although.I recently hoard one delegate say 
that the Conference had been wasting its time for the past .
2-1 /2 months, I jean assure him that his observation does not 
apply to the V/orking Groups of .Committee 5.
"The volume of work entailed in carrying out the terms of 
reference of Committee 5 in.respect of the requirements sub
mitted by the various countries has been very^great. To give 
an example, it has been estimated that V/orking Group 5 B for 
the June season made 15000 calculations of. the optimum workihg I. 
frequency for individual circuits. Fortunately, we had avail
able the OV/F curves which had been prepared by the United 
States Delegation, as. otherwise the task would have, taken much 
longer, if•in fact it had been possible at all. Each calculation 
requires that the geographical situation of both the transmitter 
and the reception .area ..should be first determined and then • 
located to particular zones on the map, the angles subtended by 
the reception- area, should then bo measured-, and the curves read 
in order to check, them against tho directives received from-the 
Technical Committee., The time taken for . each*case. is appreciable. 
'Similarly, thc'-V. channel loading charts for only - 33. of the 
. countries have required the preparaticn of 1700 charts. .-I quote 
figures in order to show the Delegates the volume of work 
necessary to complete the task. Th.e. physical amount of^work^ 
entailed is therefore considerable and, when it is realized-tnat 
only comparatively fcw delcg-: tcs/.have . b cn able to g.ve their 
full* time to this work, and that the .attendance of the others 
has been continuously interrupted by their desire to take Pa?z 
in the work of other committees, the difficulties in^carrying . 
out the work in a shorter time than has been accomplishe *
"be evident. If it had been possible to employ .permanent suai
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the work covld have been expedited but this was not possible.
Only a few delegations were able x>-give continuous attendance 
and to them we. owe a considerable dsbt. V/ork was also slowed 
down at each stage by the necessity of interviewing the countries 
concerned in order to elucidate questions of the number of pro- ° 
grammes, etc, and to hand them forms for chock and approval, 

"Considerable delay was caused by this operation, somc~countries 
insisting on keeping their forms for long periods before signi
fying thoir approval or o,the-rv;ise, and others unduly delaying 
their appearance for interview.

2.5 "It is mentioned in the report that Committee 5 had considerable 
help from a number of technical students who were put at its 
disposal through the good offices of tho Mexican Delegation, and 
these young men continue to do very good work for us.

2.6 "It is emphasized that .the requirements for the Juno seasons 
only, have so far boon produced and the channel loading charts 
for this season should be available to Committee 6 within the 
next few days depending uron the degree of cooperation of 
delegates in dealing with forms B, all cf which have beon 
completed and passed to the Delegates concerned, I shall have 
something more to.say about the work inconuecticn'with the other seasons a little later.

2.7 "At the time ok reporting, the requirements of some 35 countries 
have been finally produced -on the channel loading curves and it; 
might bo. cf interest to mention .a few of the facts which arise

. therefrom.VEhe .operations of tho Committee in applying the 
Atlantic City *and. Technical Committee directives have,* so far, 
resulted in a net saving in channel hours of some 6.3$ for tho 
June median period and about 8% for the June maximum period. A 
reduction of the order ol 2kfi for the June median period would 
however have b een *realized but for the application of directives 
of Committee *f, defining the area of a transmission, which led to 
an increase in the number of circuits required, in many cases.
For example, in tho case of Brazil,the requirements were 
increased from 302 to 5̂ -3 channel hours by the strict application 
of these .rules. This increase arises from the fact that when'a 
country states .its requirements to serve an area at a-greater 
distance .than ^000 km :and which subtends an angle greater than 
the 18 degrees laid down by Committee the insertion of an 
additional'frequency becomes necessary according to the directive.

2.8 MIt will be seen from-the Report that this question was discussed 
at great length and it was argued in Committee that if a country 
demanded only one frequency, it was not for Committee 5 to 
increase that requirement, and that only the number of frc-quencie-



- 5 -(Doc, No. 59J+-E')

required should be recommended. After discussion in the Committee, 
the majority view was that it was unfair .that one country, which 
had happened to arrange its broadcasting services on the .basis of 
18 degrees angle, before the findings of Committee were known, 
should gain at the expense of other countries which had provided 
for service over a greater angle, and that it was the task of 
Committee J to indicate the facts of the frequencies required on 

• a uniform basis for all countries concerned, and for Committee 6 
to take all the facts into ..account in making the. actual allocations.

2.9 "The work of the Committee to date hrs taken approximately tiro 
months, and similar work for the December and Equinox seasons
still remains to be done. The delegates who have been concerned 
with the work estimate that the time which-would be required on 
the present basis would probably be from three to four months, 
and the minimum possible which can beenvisaged is two months 
with the present staff and organization. This situation, there
fore, raises a very important question for the Conference to 
decide-, and the following questions arise:

(1) Is the statement of requirements in the form in which
- ..it is now being tabled for the June season necessary for 

these remaining seasons? ■ ,
(2) At what date is this .information reauired by. Committee 

6? . *
"It is presumed that if the information is required, a delay 
even of two months-would be intolerable, in the light of what 
we have heard from the discussions of the Plenary Assembly and 
of-the- view that the Conference must end at the beginning of 
next month. The organization will therefore have to be recon
sidered with a .view to 1 speeding-up the work considerably, if-, 
the answer to the first question is in the affirmative.

2.10 "This question has not been discussed in full Committee but 
it - has been given some consideration by a small working group

. and there seem to -be three alternative methods which might 
accelerate the work even if they did not produce the results 
as quickly as desired. The first suggestion is that the Forms.
B should be handed out to the Delegations individually so-; that 
each Delegation can complete its own forms and make its own. 
calculations, either writh or without. the help of an expert of 
Working Group 5 B who would be made available to assist and 
submit the completed form to that working group for checking 
as to whether the recommended frequencies conform^with the 
Atlantic City and Technical Committee reoonmendations as regards 
the use of more than one frcauency for any given programme.
If wc agree to establish such an organization it would entail 
the photostating on the basis of at least one copy per Dele
gation, of the reme.ining OWF charts for the December and

/
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Equinox seasons. The decision to make these copies has not 
been taken previously because it ms hoped by the United 
States. Delegation that other curves would shortly be avail
able, giving additional information which could with advantage 
be placed on the same graph a.s the OWF curves. Unfortunately, 
it is'understood that the required information will not be 
available for several weeks,, and therefore, if it is decided 
to adopt the procedure just outlined, it will be necessary to 
have the other curves photographed at once without the 
additional information which would improve their usefulness.

2.11 "The second method which has been considered is that Working
Group 5 B should work in close liaison v/ith V/orking Group 6 B, 
and be available to work out for that Committee the OWF 

; values only for those circuits which it was proposed to insert
in the plan. Such a procedure might avoid the present waste 
of time spent in calculating between three and four times more 
circuits than it will eventually be possible to accommodate 
in the bands. Under this scheme only those circuits which 
appear to have a prospect of figuring in the plan -would be 
calculated, so saving two-thirds of the v/orking time.
"A third method would be to augment very considerably the 
personnel of the Working Groups 5 B and 5 C with members who 
would be willing to work continuously every day; but in view 
of the difficulty of finding more candidates for the work in 
the past, it is doubtful if this is a practical suggestion, 
especially in view of the fact that the present members of the 
Groups are getting'r ather tired.

2*12 "I would, be glad to have the views of the Conference on this
matter as it may be necessary to alter the terms.of reference 
of Committee 5 slightly to enable the work to proceed.

>.13 "As regards Appendix A of the Report, it will be seen that a
number cf countries have submitted 'supplementary Forms b after 
the 5th November, in spite of the resolution of the .Plenary 
Session of this Conference, and instructions are sought of this 
Plenary Session as to the action to be taken in these cases.
It will bo seen that in four of the cases, acceptance is 
recommended owing to extenuating circumstances. In the.other 
cases, nothing is known of any extenuating circumstances, and 
unless any such-, are put forward by the countries concerned, it 
is the recommendation of the Committee that such supplementary 
Forms 5+ and other information should not be accepted.
"It will.be seen from the Report that the work of the Committee 
aS regards the June season, is drawing to a close and I am 
glad to be able to report that all Forms B have now been 
completed, The date of final completion v/ill depend almost
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entirely upon the cooperation of the few* countries remaining 
in dealing expeditiously with Forms which are sent to them for 
approval, and the assistance which V/orking Group 5 C will find 
it possible to obtain in finally completing Forms C.

2.1*+. "In conclusion, I would like to draw two morals from the work 
of my Committee which give food for thought.

(1) That the very large volume of work which is associate! 
with the mere checking and scheduling of requirements 
should be borne in mind when considering the time 
Which is thought to be necessary to formulate a plan 
which naturally entails far uorc work, calculation 
of field strength, adjacent channel interference, etc 
and last but not least far more argument and dis
cussion about every detail. Even if an existing plan 
is taken as a basis it will still probably be necessa 
ry: to make a complete check of all the technical 
parameters involved.

(2) That in spite of the simple nature of the work of
scheduling requirements in accordance with the di
rectives, the Planning Committees at Gpneva and Me
xico were not able to do this since they had not full 
powers. I am not blaming these Committees but merely 
pointing 'out that it will be useless in the future as 
it has proved to be in the past to leave committees 
to complete any plan unless they have full powers of 
decision and are fully representative of all the

■ countries concerned. It is not a small job to make
a Plan which is to contain all the detailed work of 
this. Conference,"

The Chairman expressed his satisfaction at having heard 
within the Assembly for the first time a statement on a 
strictly technical matter., and congratulated Mr. Faulkner on 
his concise, moderate ..and. constructive report. He suggested 
further that Committee 6 should be asked whether it would not 
be desirable to submit the requirements /for the other periods 
of solar activity in the same way as they had-been presented 
for the June period. The date on which. Committee 6 would 
like to receive these requirements should also be ascertained.
Mr, Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R.) made the following state
ment:
'"The Delegation of the Ukrainian S.S.R.. considers that the 
work of Committee 5 was unsatisfactory and calls for decided 
improvement.

2.15

2,16
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2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

- • 21

"In the first place. Committee 5 worked very slowlŷ ' and in 
the second place the requirements of the different countries, 
after being dealt with by Committee 5? were subjected to 
considerable changes in respect of the character of the 
allotted frequencies and the total of the channel-hours.
"As a result, Committee 6 is placed in a difficult position, 
first, because the original requirements- of certain countries 
are continually being increased, and secondly because of the 
uncertainty as to which frequencies are to be assigned, i.e., 
whether the frequencies asked for by the country or the 
frequencies recommended by ComMttee 5* !
"The following are examples:
"Example 1.- As a result of mechanical application of the 
recommendations of Committee b-, concerning reception areas. 
Working Group 5 B has made a number of assignments of two 
frequencies for short distance broadcasting under highly 
favorable conditions of wave propagation. This.brings about 
a contradictory position. Difficult circuits and long 
distance circuits for broadcasting receive only one frequency, 
while easy circuits and short distance circuits receive two 
frequencies. As a result, the requirements of a large number 
of countries are greatly increased. Brazil, for example, 
asked for 306 channel-hours] but after its requirements had 
been dealt v/ith by Committee 5S Brazil*s requirements had 
been increased to 5^2 channel-hours.
"Example 2.- Many countries, not knowing exactly whether the 
present Conference would distribute frequencies of tropical 
range, indicated frequencies of tropical range in their require
ments for the purpose of information.
"Working Group 5 B, mechanically applying the American graphs, 
replaced these frequencies by frequencies in the H.F. broad
casting bands, and consequently these requirements., which 
should have been excluded and should not have ' been considered, 
as not falling within the competence of the Conference, 
receive assignments in the high frequency broadcasting bands.
The process involves an increase and not a decrease in the 
requirements.
"Example 3*~ The American graphs are not very exact, 
because their working areas are very extensive and permit 
choice of frequencies within rather broad limits. As a 
result of mechanical application of these graphs. Working
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2.22

2.23

2 .2 }-f

2.25

Group 5B has arbitrarily changed the frequencies asked for by 
the countries; and many countries do■not agree to these changes.

"I submit the.se examples for the purpose of showing the 
kind of mistakes which were allowed in the work of Committee 5*

"How should these requirements have been dealt with by 
Committee 5? If we examine carefully the original requirements 
of the countries which have not yet been considered by Committee , 
5, wo shall come to the conclusion that many requirements lack 
technical justification and are exaggerated. If we apply the 
decisions of the Atlantic City Conference and the recommenda
tions of Committee k of the present Conference in Mexico City, 
all excessive and unfounded requirements can be excluded, as 
well as requirements in ranges which are not subject to dis
tribution, Without harming the due interests of tho several 
countries, we could then approach the problem of a reasonable 
and .considerable decrease in tho original requirements. In 
particular, we could approach the problem of the requirements 
for local short distance broadcasting by means of satisfaction 
in other lower ranges of frequencies.

"Instead of considering the requirements critically with 
the aim of possible and. reasonable reduction, Committee 5>. 
mechanically applying the American graphs, has increased the 
requirements of those countries which asked primarily for short 
distance broadcasting, and has reduced tho requirements of 
those, countries which asked for long distance broadca sting, 
and. .in so doing has changed the frequencies originally asked 
for by the countries concerned.

"For these roasohs the work of Committee 5 cannot be 
"regarded as satisfactory,

"Committee 5 should reconsider its recommendations7, having 
in view the maximum approximation to the original requirements 
of the countries concerned.

"Committee 5? should further reconsider its decisions in 
assigning two frequencies for easy and short broadcasting 
circuits, and should exclude all additional' frequencies re
commended ‘over and. amove the frequencies asked f.or by the 
countries thorns elves.

"Committee 5 should further reconsider its recommendations 
v/ith a view to excluding short distance frequencies in tropical 
areas where frequencies of tropical range could be successfully 
used.



Mr. Sastry (India) congratulated the Chairman of Committee 
5 on his excellent Report and the entire Committee on .the 
excellent work accomplished, which was extremely valuable for 
the Conference.

Mr. 'Loro gn on (French Oversea Territories) made the follow- • ing statement:
"The Delegation of the French Oversea Territories wishes 

to present observations concerning two points: First, as to 
the manner in which Committee 5 should continue its work and 
secondly, as to the quality of the work submitted by Committee 
5, regarding which a certain number of delegations have made 
objections.

"1. Committee 5 should continue its work on the bases 
adopted up to now, and also with respect to the other December 
and equinox seasons. I should like to state that Committee J - 
will have at its disposal the work and the documents necessary 
to draft a plan for the’ June season, in about a week, and that 
it will take at least three weeks to draft a plan. Under these 
circumstances, Committee ? will have at least a month to prepare* 
the work on another season.

"The second point I should like to make is that the work 
of recommending frequencies for the two equinox seasons and 
December has already been started for some time in V/orking Group 
5, so that it would be easier to obtain a definite outline for 
these two seasons than for the June season.

"Thirdly, the organization cf the work of Committee 5*
Mr. Faulkner has proposed that the calculation of the frequen
cies to be assigned and recommended for the circuits required 
should be left to each delegation. This method docs not seem 
desirable for the following reasons:

a) It would bo necessary to explain to each delegation 
(supposing it has tho requisite means and the time at its 
disposal, which not all delegations have), the method of the 
use of the curves, and for interpreting and applying tho de
cisions of Committee h on the subjects of difficult circuits 
and reception areas.

b) If these persons arc not accustomed to that kind of 
work, the risk of errors is considerable.

c) In-any case, it would bo necessary to chock the work 
of each delegation, and this might well take as much time as if 
the work was done in a single instance.

- 10 -
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2.31

2.32

2*33

d) It would bo necessary to r eproduce the ...curves for the 
equinox and December seasons, which would imply an additional 
loss of time and also additional expenditure for the Conference.

"Committee 5 and especially 5B, should follow the same 
procedure as hitherto; and in accordance with the suggestion 
of tho Chair, it seems preferable, that engineers recruited and* 
appointed by the Conference, (working under the vigilant and 
constant authority cf Messrs. Walker and father, who havo so 
well• conducted the work of Group BB) should take charge of 
this work, and that possibly certain members of the Secretariat, 
especially competent, and some of the delegat;:s, might help 
them.

"2, Quality of the work of Committoe 5. Concerning this 
subject, I should like to remind the Assembly that, in accord
ance with its terms of .reference, Committee 5’ is charged with 
the application of a certain number of decisions of Committee 
b, and with the use in a reasonable and uniform'.manner of the 
curves which have been established by the U.S.A. Delegation.

If this work was to bo uniform, it was .necessary that 
Committoo B should, not make any corrections of the frequencies 
directly indicated by those curves. On the other hand, if the 
work is uniform and if a certain number of. defects•appear, 
this would constitute a basis for an e specially interesting 
task for Committee 6, (Plan) which would have every possibility 
to reduce the number of frequencies assigned, or to change the 
order of the frequency as indicated by the curves, taking into 
consideration in. particular (a) the potentialities of the 
transmitters employed and (b) the fact that for operational 
reasons it may be .preferable to use lower frequencies than 
those indj.eat.ed theoretically. 1

"The first criticism that may be made of the work is that 
it has boon necessary tc apply systematically and uniformly .the 
decisions cf Committee b to increase the number of frequencies♦ 
It is the task of Committee 6, in consultation with each dele
gation,- to establish the manner of applying, in practice, the 

decisions of Committee b.
!. "The second criticism which arises is in connection with 

short-distance services, in which my Delegation is particularly 
interested. It Is not within the competence of this Cqnferonce 
to assign frequencies in the tropical bands. Furthermore, the 
curves of the U.S.A.. Delegation wore insufficient for the de
finitive assignment of frequencies for short-distance services. 
Documents giving the value of tho critical frequency for layer 
E would have been needed; and these we do not have in Working 
Group bg. it was for this reason that wo had to draw attention, 
in tho final Report of Committee J, to the need for reconsider
ation and revision by Committee t> of the frequencies recommended 
for short~di.ste.nce services.
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2.3b "In summary, my proposal is as follows:
a) 'Committee ,? to continue its work, beginning 

with the December season.
b) Committee 5 and especially Working Group bB, 

to continue the work, following the procedure 
observed hitherto, and using as reouired the 
services of engineers appointed by the Con
ference and of such member of the Secretar
iat as may be available."

2.35, Mr. Sterling (U.S.A.) congratulated the Chairman
of Committee b on his excellent Report.

2.36 Mr. Gross(Roumania) gaid that it had to be ac
knowledged that Committee b had achieved important work 
with visible results. However, it was equally necessary 
to point.out certain errors, in order to avoid them in 
the future work of the Committee.

2.37 Firstly, while it was true, as had been said by the 
U.K. Delegate, that Committee b had had a very heavy 
task, on account of the calculations necessary for
lb,000 requirements of frequencies, much of the labor 
was due to (the fact that, following the directives of 
Committee b, certain requirements had been increased, 
at times almost doubled. This had inevitably led to 
complications for which there was no solution in cases 
where requirements already very large were still fur
ther increased. It would be best, therefore, for the 
future work of Committee b? not to increase the re
quirements, even where such increase was indicated by 
the. curves.

2.38 . It 'was also necessary to point out that Working 
Group bB had determined the frequencies exactly In 
accordance with the curves placed at its disposal by 
the U.S.A. Dc-lcgation .and-with the recommendations of 
Committee b. This point had already been made in the 
plenary meeting of. tho Committee, . In many cases, the 
frequencies thus determined had been modified. There 
existed three possibilitiess

a) Countries with experience in short wave broad
casting would ask for the frequencies which 
had given the best results, in which case it
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wodldebc ■ desirable not'’to-modify 'thie frequencies 5 !' ' ......

bv. Centain t nansffiit tor s!' 'c ould be' -op c-ratod • only in 
a limited number of bands, in which case they 

■■1 should .'not be assigned'frequencies which they • " 
could not use;

cl For certain countries, the • frequencies :had been 
calculated with sound technical''data- as basis. 
Such, frequencies were' correct, and it would not 
be advisable to change them. Alternatively, 
where the calculations were only approximate,

. because based ''upon incorrect -t-ociinical data,
" .frequencies -in accordance -with' 'the ''curves 

should be assigned.
2,39- * ' • • In any''ease' the percentage of such cases was on

the low -side and was certainly not oa-'s’ high'as the' 60% - 
GOfo which ‘Group 5C had indicated. For the future work 
of- .Committee'. 5? he 'recommended that if the difference be
tween the frequency'requested' and-'that, indicated by the 
curves was not greater ''than 'the width of’ a single band, 
tho frcuency asked for by the country should be recom
mended.

2.hO - ‘ 'As to 'theorganization -of'the work of Committee 5?
he thought that, «i'f' Working Group1 5B' had achieved its 
results so slowly, there was a good reason for it.
■Forking Group B really did not have at its disposal a 
sufficient number of-curves or an adequate personnel to 

' carry on the work-in'-a satisfactory manndr. Ho Wished 
to (call tho attention of the Plenary Assembly to the 
necessity of continuous collaboration in Working''Group ?B.

2.1+1 • -• H-'e'acknowledged that C omit tee 5 had f’os-pected and
followed the directives which it had been given by Com
mittee k; but he thought, nevertheless, that the results 
obtained we re not sufficiently constructive for the future 
work of the Conference since, instead of reducing the 
frequency requirements presented, they had been increased. 
He therefore thought that the recommendations of the 
Technical Committee or their application by the Require
ments Committee should be revised.
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2,k2 - Mr, Stoyanov (USSR) stated:
MThe Delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to 

express its thanks to Mr, Pereyra, the Chairman of the 
Conference, for his kindness in putting to a vote the 
proposal of the USSR Delegation, to wire the Supreme 
Commander of the Allied Powers in Japan, with reference 
to whether the technical adviser to the.observer of 
SCAP is an official representative of SCAP0 However9 
I consider "the refusal by the Conference to send such 

• a telegram as a lack of respect to my Delegation*
MI will now proceed with the Agenda.
MWe must welcome the appearance of the first re

port on the work of our Committees and the first Plenary 
Assembly of the Conference devoted to the consideration 
of a question directly related to the work of the Com
mittees,

"The Report of Committee 5 (Doc, No, k3k) appears 
to be a sufficiently objective and complete document,

nThe Soviet Delegation, having thoroughly analyzed 
the work of Committee 5j finds the results of its work 
unsatisfactory, for the following principal reasons:

"1. - The work of-Committee 5 is being prolonged 
considerably,' In a period of over two months^ the Com
mittee has not fulfilled its task,

"2, - The recommendations of Group ?B do not 
possess sufficient strength because of the great in
accuracy of the method used for determining the work
ing frequencies (see Document No, 33k of the USSR 
Delegation),

Because of this, there exists a great number of 
divergencies between the recommended and the requested 
frequencies, due to a.lack of technical bases. This 
circumstance will only hamper the work of Committee 6, 
which, in many cases, will have to return again to 
the problem of choosing the correct frequency.

2 >

2.1+5



- 15 -
(Doc. No. 59)+-E)

2.k6 M3. - Committee 5? in conjunction with Committee
k, also failed to solve satisfactorily the question as to 
which cases will require the use of one o.r two frequencies 

. for .transmitting', one programme to an area indicated by a 
country,

■ "Committee- 5 was satisfied with a vague recommenda
tion from Committee k and on the strength of this recom
mendation, the assignment of two frequencies was carried 
out., principally, for short distance broadcasts under very 
favorable conditions for the propagation of radio waves.

., "As a result, the requirements of a number of coun- 
.. tries, have beon increased by Group 5B. This increase of 
'.requirements could be avoided by an increase in the size 
'..of reception, areas or by a decrease in the number of 
broadcasting hours in each of the recommended freouencies.

"Tho Soviet Delegation has always considered that 
the aim'of Committee 5 should be to decrease the recuire- 
.ments, ;thls decrease being based on technical considera
tions, but not to increase them.- An increase of require
ments would only complicate the future work of the Con- 
■ feren.ee. -

"Referring to the statement of the. -Chairman of the 
• Conference, that Committee 5 has fulfilled precisely the 
recommendations of Committee k, I must state that, if dur
ing the course of discussion, it was seen that these 
recommendations did not give correct results, then they 
should have,been referred back to Committee k for ap
propriate revision. It is necessary to point out here 
that the recommendations of Committee k in general could 
be valid for Committee 5 only after their approval by 
the Plenary Assembly-'of the Conference.

2,k7 "k. - Committee 5 recommended short wave broad
casting frequencies for national broadcasts over* short 
distances of 200-300 km, even in cases when a country 
requested frequencies in the tropical band. Technically, 
the utilization of medium, ultra-short or tropical fre
quencies, with rare exceptions, appears- quite justifi
able in these cases.
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"The report of the Chairman also contains in
formation regarding certain other shortcomings in the 
work, which were also pointed out by- the Soviet Dele
gation in the Plenary Meetings of the Committee as 
well as in the meetings of Working Groups,

"With reference to proposals concerning the 
future work of Committee 5, the USSR Delegation states 
that, in order to accelerate the work of examining 
the requirements for the equinox and December, it agrees 
with the first proposal of Mr. Faulkner that the coun
tries themselves should carry out this examination to
gether, with Group 5B. For this purpose, the curves for 
these - seasons must be ouickly mimeographed by the 
Secretariat.,....

"I consider it necessary to point out that a 
similar proposal was made by the Soviet Delegation in 
Document No. 155.

"As a consequence of-the above, the Soviet Dele
gation considers that Committee 5 has not produced the 
necessary satisfactory results and, not being able to 
obtain a decrease in the number of requirements, it 
therefore did not facilitate at all the future work of 
the Conference.

2.k8 "The Soviet Delegation recommends that the Plenary
Assembly of the Conference consider and approve the 
following decisions:
1. To recommend that Committee 5 should exclude all 

additionally recommended frequencies.
2. To recommend that the Technical Committee recon

sider its decisions concerning difficult circuits 
and reception areas.

3. To recommend that Committee. 5 should, reconsider 
its recommendations, taking into consideration 
the proposals of the Soviet Delegation, as con
tained in Document No. 33k... The most important
of these proposals was that Group 5B should recom
mend the frequency requested by a country, if the 
frequency calculated according to the curves used 
by the Group differed from the one requested by a 
country by not more than the interval between ad
jacent bands.
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k; to. recommend that'* when making corrections in the 
' plans , Committee 6 should take into consideration 
..only. the. recommendations of Committee.7* to which 
'.the countries have "agreed ;

5; ‘To recommend that -the delegations, themselves 
. should re-examine, their own requirements for the 
equinox and December, making use of the rocom- 

‘ mendations of Group pB. ?
6. To recommend that the Secretariat' should mimeo

graph, as. soon-as possible the diagrams which are 
necessary for'the calculation of frequencies for 

. the equinox and Dec ember.,r

The session Was suspended at 6.20 p.mi and resumed 
at 7.00. p.m.

2.7-9 ' Mr. Morales (Cuba:) associated himself with the
statements made by the Delegates of India and French Over
sea Territories. . lie considered that Committee 5 had ful- 

'. filled it s. terms of reference. •'
2. JO' . Mr. Fontaina (/Urhguay) wished to make a number of

recommendations to Committee 7. In paragraph 1.1 it was - 
stated that some countries had increased their require
ments to a figure above that originally submitted in the 
forms 7-, .In his opinion, it was■desirable that the names 

. .-of these countries be ' given."
2.71 Similarly, in paragraph 1.2, it was stated that 

several countries had been unwilling to give information
..on the number of their transmitters; it would be inter-.
; esting to know the names of these countries. The Deie- 

. . ‘ gations should be informed of all these'details, Includ
ing the obstacles which the Committees■ met in completing 
their work, ' .

2.72 Paragraph 1.7- of the;Report stated that i/orking 
Group 7A had revised forms 3 and 7- for 73 countries. He 
felt it desirable that the list of these 73 countries be 
made available, together with a list of those whose forms 
3 and 7- had not yet been examined.
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2.53 A statement 'Should also he given of'the countries
to whom,'for technical^reasons, more channel hours were 
allocated than they had reouested (paragraph 2.2).

2,57- With reference to Appendix A of . the Report, con
taining the list of countries who submitted their re
quirements after November 5th, his Delegation was repre
senting the Delegation of El Salvador and he wished to 
draw attention to■the difficulties for the countries con
cerned to submit their requirements in good time,

2.55 Therefore, in order to settle this problem finally,
he proposed, that the Conference approve these requirements. 
In his opinion, a specific number of frequencies should be 
allocated(both to countries who had not presented require
ments and ’ to those who, for good reason, had not been able 
to attend the Conference. Finally, he wished to express 
his congratulations to Mr. Faulkner and to the members of 
Committee 5 for their excellent Report.

2.56 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) thought that the time
had come to.criticize constructively the defects in the 
work of Committee 5* If the work had'in fact been carried 
out well, this fact would be proved'when the frequency as
signment plan was produced.

2.57 . ; The. Assembly was now discussing a technical report; 
it was necessary to point out. the defects in the work and 
to trace the course which the Committee should follow in 
the future in order to eliminate those defects. The Report 
of Committee 5 was objective. He thought that the reports 
of the other Committees should be more categorical in 
form, giving more complete information and laying down

, : precise directives which could successfully be used in 
the future work of the Conference, Unfortunately, the 
Report of Committee 5 was not characterized by categori
cal conclusions.

2*58 His Delegation has insisted on numerous occasions
that the requirements of the various countries should be 
analyzed in accordance with the decisions of Atlantic City. 
He insisted that a technically correct definition be given 
of the number and types of frequencies presented to Com
mittee 5 by. the Technical Committee.
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2.59 Without finally denying the value of this pro
posal, the majority of Committee 5? in order to sim
plify the work as far as. possible, had adopted other 
methods to solve the problem.. These methods did not 
consist of a detailed .analysis of the requirements 
but of a purely statistical work; one might even' say 
that they were limited to the reproduction of the re
quirements submitted by the countries in.forms A, B2 
and C. This method also led to the formulation of a 
mechanical definition of the optimum working frequen
cies in accordance with the curves and the .same, pro
cedure v/as applied to a number of curves. It could, 
therefore,- be concluded that Committee 5.had not 
carried out an analysis of the requirements of the 
countries in . conformity with the Atlantic City recom
mendations,

2.60 Instead of allocating frequencies for "difficult
circuits", the Committee assigned a large number- of ad
ditional channel hours to easy circuits, increasing ar
bitrarily the number of frequencies requested by the 
countries by 1-1/2 or 2 times,

2.61 Moreover, a large number of frequencies .of the 
high frequency band for distances from 100 - 300 kilo
metres were allocated to countries whose requirements 
referred to frequencies in the tropical bands.,

2.62 The nominal amount of frequencies recommended is 
very .different from that of the frequencies requested and 
the work in question was carried out In a mechanical man
ner by considering- the curves only and not. the propaga
tion conditions. Nor did the Committee take.into con
sideration whether these recommendations for frequencies 
tallied wi.th the frequencies which the countries had used 
for many years * The result was that, many countries re
jected the frequencies recommended, asking that those 
frequencies be retained which they had been accustomed
to employ. The United States was amongst these countries.

2.63 The United States Delegation, after having studied 
form B2, reserved the right to -query the correctness of 
the frequencies assigned, and he thought that the Dele
gations of India, and the United Kingdom had .made, similar 
comments, as well as Czechoslovakia and a number of other 
countries. T:iIs showed once more that the frequency
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recommendations made by V/orking Group 5B did not 
have sufficient authority, were not, and could not 
be, justified from a technical point of view and 
should therefore be revised,

2.67 All these facts led to the conclusion that the
document presented by Committee 5 could be considered 
as working material, but that its recommendations 
could not be considered as final with respect to their 
application in the drawing up of a high frequency as
signment plan. These recommendations must again be 
analyzed, checked and amended.

2.65 The Delegations, who were familiar with the work 
■ of Committee 5> had pointed out that the work of the 
Committee was not at all satisfactory. For all these 
reasons, he supported the Soviet proposal that, in the 
future, Committees 5 and 6 should revise their work, 
excluding the requirements, which did not conform v/ith 
the necessary conditions. They should also analyze the 
recommendations more completely and correct the work 
which had been done for the June season of a year of 
mean solar activity.

2.66 With respect to the other seasons, he associated 
himself v/ith the Soviet proposal that the curves men
tioned should be duplicated for the month of December 
and distributed to all the countries, who v/ould then
be able to check their requirements against the curves.
In this way, the errors which Committee 5 had tolerated 
hitherto could be corrected, and the work v/ith respect 
to other seasons could be accelerated. All this work 
could have been carried out in a much shorter period of 
time and should have been better organized. He considered 
that all Delegations would take these facts into consid
eration and v/ould wish to make the necessary amendments 
to the work done by Committee 5 up to the present time.

2.67 . Mr. Walker (USA), Chairman of V/orking Group 5B,
stated that he wished to make some brief comments, because
of the various criticisms which he had heard v/ith regard
to the work of Committee 5 and of V/orking Group 5B
. especially.
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2.68 Firstly, ho wished to pointy out that the only
tools, which Group 5B had at its disposal, were the
optimum working frequency curves and the definitions 
'of "difficult circuits" and "geometric areas" which 
had been supplied by Committee 7-.

He was fully- aware of the limitations of the 
OWF curves but wished to make it clear that this.series 
of curves was the only one available to the Conference 
for determining the optimum working frequencies of a 
circuit,

2.69 A great deal of- criticism had been made about' 
these curves and about the fact that the additional 
curves were not supplied with the necessary speed.
Most of those criticisms had been made by the repre
sentatives of the USSR. In his opinion, more con
structive remarks could have been made, especially if 
one bore in mind that the USSR possessed propagation 
experts who could supply interesting material for con
sideration by the Conference,

2.70 Moreover, In official documents of'the Confer
ence, the Soviet Delegation had stated that the OWF 
curves, presented by the United States Delegation, 
had been compared with v/orking material prepared by 
Soviet propagation experts and that very few discrep
ancies had beon noted in the results.

2.71 With respect to short circuits -and the applica
tion of the OWF curves to them, the United States Dele
gation was the first to recognize that additional in
formation should be Included; but the same.difficulty 
arose that there- was only one tool available,

2.72 At the end of the Atlantic City. Conference, the 
documents were lacking a-certain number of definitions 
referring especially to signal to industrial and at
mospheric noise ratios and referring also to~defini- 
tions of difficult circuits and service areas.

As a result, before the documents, to which ho 
had referred, could be used as a basis for the analysis 
of the requirements, they had to be completed by the 
definition mentioned and this task was. allotted to 
Committee 7.



He wished to point out that the definitions, 
handed to Committee 5 by Committee 7-, were essentially 
and basically the same as those which the Soviet Dele
gation had proposed in the Technical Committee.

The USSR Delegation had, he thought, included day 
time and night time services, but the definitions were 
essentially the same.

When Committee 5 received these definitions, it 
was agreed that they would be applied in a uniform and 
equitable manner to all countries. This v/orking method 
was rejected by the Soviet Delegation and by others 
who considered that the application of the definitions 
v/ould result in an increase of the frequencies recom
mended by Group 53.

In his opinion, the basis of this opposition was 
the followings

The frequency requirements of the USSR, the 
Ukrainian SSR and perhaps other countries too, were 
in fact based upon these definitions. If the latter 
were applied to countries whose frequencies were not 
increased, such countries v/ould by virtue of this ap
plication naturally have a definite advantage over the 
remainder of the countries, as far as the recommenda
tions of Group 53 were concerned.

By a majority vote it was decided to apply these 
definitions in a uniform manner to all countries with
out taking into consideration whether their application 
increased or decreased the assignments.

The definitions, from the technical point of view, 
were sound; so was the decision to apply them to all 
countries and not only to those countries whose require
ments had :'.ndeed been based upon such definitions.

The Assembly had also heard much criticism from 
the Delegations pf the USSR, the Ukrainian SSR and the 
Bielorussian SSR on the work of Group 5B in assigning 
frequencies in accordance with the OWF curves.

As chairman of Group 5-3 he had access to forms 
B2 and he now wished to give some details to the Assem
bly since he had been abie to see the corresponding 
forms for the Delegations whom he had just mentioned.
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2,77 As the Assembly knew, form B2 contained a
comparison of the frequencies requested and of those 
assigned by Group 5B. From the form in question it 
could be seen that the USSR had accepted 95 programmes 
for the June medium season; only 6 programmes were re
jected. For the June minimum season the USSR Delegation
rejected only 9 and for the June maximum period only 6
were not approved. This showed that 90/ of the fre
quencies assigned were accepted by the USSR and v/ith re
gard to the Ukrainian SSR he felt the Assembly would be' 
interested to know that there was only one point of dis
agreement in the allocation for the June median period.
For the June maximum period, the Delegation of the Ukrain
ian SSR was only in disagreement on two points.

The Delegation, of the Bielorussian SSR had noti
fied its agreement v/ith all of the recommendations of 
Working Group 5B.

In the light of the figures which he had quoted, 
he was really surprised at the numerous criticisms which 
these Delegations had made against the work of Group 5B.

Finally, as far as the future work of Committee 5 
and of Group.5B especially was concerned, he considered ' 
that the work should be continued in the same manner as 
had hitherto been adopted.

Mr. Sastry (India) declared that many criticisms 
had been made that Committee 5 had not succeeded in re
ducing the requirements.

However, if its terms of reference were studied 
even superficially it could be seen that they included 
no directive to reduce the requirements. In support 
of this statement, Mr. Sastry then read out the terms 
of reference of Committee 5 and stated that the Delega
tion of India would support all efforts to standardize 
the requirements and to establish uniform standards for 
consideration of them; he did not think it correct to 
ask Committee 5 to do more than its terms of reference 
required.

The increases which had taken place were the re
sult of the application of the technical principles. It 
was possible that in some cases there had been reductions 
and in other increases, but in any case this arose from 
the uniform application of the technical principles.

2.78

2.79
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2.80

2.81

2.82

If the: Plenary Assembly decidedin accordance 
with the Soviet proposal, that tho definitions of dif
ficult circuits and areas of reception should be re
considered, then the technical' committee v/ould; have no 
objections to undertaking this task.

With respect to short distance services, the 
chairman of Committee 5 had stated that no very complete 
data were available. He would therefore like a clari
fication as to whether frequencies in the 6 and 7 Mc/s 
bands had been indicated for short distance services.
The Delegation of India, as well as that of French Over
sea Territories, was especially interested in having 
an' explanation on this point.

He then wished to knows
1) what data was lacking;
2) what frequencies in the 6 and 7 Mc/s bands had 

been indicated for short distance services 
merely because the data for vertical inci
dence was not available.

Mr. Walker (USA) replied that the frequencies as
signed for short distance circuits had included those in 
the 6 and 7 Mc/s band. The information available for 
.assigning frequencies for short distance circuits had 
been as. follows? the curves supplied to the Conference 
had included vertical incidence curves which had been 
employed for all distances, from the minimum distance 
requested in the various forms and by means of the ap
plication of adequate correction factors from the mini
mum distance..up to and including 1500 kilometres.

For distances from 1500 to 7-000 kilometres, it 
had been necessary to apply other correction factors, 
whilst for distances above 7-000 kilometres the curves 
had been used v/ith which Mr. Sastry was no doubt familiar.

Mr. Sastry (India) then proposed that Committee 5 
invite information regarding vertical incidence critical 
frequencies, in order to decide which were- above and 
which were below 6 Mc/s. The Delegation of India v/ould 
be happy to give information on the vertical incidence 
critical frequencies for its country and, if they were 
of value to the Committee, the latter could use them in 
the allocations for short distance services.
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There had been some discussion on the curves 
provided by the United States Delegation.and he felt 
it his duty to say that for the majority of cases the 
curves had conformed with the frequencies indicated 
by the countries.

However, with reference to cases when there 
.were discrepancies between the frequencies indicated 
•:by the OWF curves and those requested by the coun
tries, he felt that the curves should be used unless 
a country could justify its point by means of sound 
information abased on technic al measurements or unless 
in the'cases concerned the difference was of only one 
band. V/ith the'two above exceptions,‘ he felt that a 
certain tolerance should be allowed both with respect 
to the frequencies requested by the countries and to 
cases where the difference between the requirements 
and the assignments was of one band only.

2,83 He made the'following proposals?:
1) the Plenary Assembly decides that, Whatever 

rules are compiled by Committee 5? they 
should be applied in a uniform and non-
si s t e nt ma nne r 0

2) If there .were a differenc.iw#Ptween ‘the fre-’ 
quency as determined from the- OWE curves of 
Committee 5.and the frequency requested by 
the : country that obtained by' application 
of the. curves should be accepted unless?
a) the respective country had determined its 

OWF..on the basis of ionospheric measure
ments or

b) ’the 'difference between :the two frequencies 
was not greater than the,separation be
tween two' adjacent high frequency broad
casting : bands'.-'1 ■

3) In order, to deal effectively,, with short dis
tance services Committee 5 should obtain all 
available information on vertical Incidence 
critical frequencies.
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He then mentioned the case of Brazil whose require
ments had been increased to about 500 channel hours, this

: number being somewhat higher than what had been requested.'
Finally, he suggested that the series of curves

presented by the United States Delegation should be used 
in a reasonable manner; the figures obtained from the 
curves should not be reproduced in forms B2 since other 
data related to ionospheric conditions would enable the 
frequencies to be determined and would avoid the errors
discovered in the work of Committee 5- He-asked that the
Soviet proposal be put to the vote.

2.87 ... Mr. Acton (Canada) asked the Secretary to read the
text of the Canadian proposal which had been submitted 
during the recess.

The text was:
"It seems to be generally admitted that Committee 

5 has followed its directives. Therefore, the Canadian 
Delegation moves that the excellent report contained 
in Document be adopted and that the Assembly then 
discuss what future work should he carried out by Committee
5."

2.88 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) wished to reply to the comments made 
by Mr. Walker (USA) with regard to the forms B2 handed in 
by the Soviet Delegation. His criticisms v/ith respect 
to Working Group 5 B were not directly related to the 
USSR requirements since his Delegation had signed form 
B2 to signify its agreement with the assignments. His 
criticisms had referred to assignments made to other 
countries.

He was in agreement with the Canadian proposal but 
suggested a minor amendment, namely that the words "excell
ent report" be replaced by "Objective report". This 
amendment was accepted by the Delegation of Canada.

2.89 After a short debate on procedure, the Secretary
proposed that the last two sentences of paragraph 1.1 of 
document 3̂*+ be replaced by the following: "it must also
be stated that certain countries have requested a revision 
of their requirements v/hich were received after November 
5th, The list of these countries appears in Appendix A 
of this Report."

The right hand column and the notes in the Appendix 
• could then be deleted and only the list of countries would 
remain.

(Doc. No, 59^-E)
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Another question had been raised during the 
debate and this referred to requirements submitted
later than November 5th, In his opinion, this was
a subject of major importance and should be dis
cussed in detail by the Plenary Assembly before 
a.decision was taken.

2 . 8 k Mr. Walker (U SA) cons id er ed tha t Mr . Sastry' s
proposals should be examined by Committee 6 since they 
were matters concerning the Group whose task was to 
prepare and draw up the Plan.

2.85 Mr. Pedersen (Denmark) congratulated Mr. Faulkner
(United Kingdom), Chairman of Committee 5? on the Re
port and stated thqt in his opinion, it had been an ex
cellent idea for the Conference to set up a Require
ments Committee and another Committee to draw up the 
Plan. From the point of view of.the Plan Committee,
it was very desirable to have the least possible number 
of frequencies-to consider. It was therefore preferable 
for the requirements to be reduced.

He recognized, however, that this matter was within 
the competence of Committee 5 and he did not wish to insist 
upon this point. Committee 5 should hand over to Committee 
6 information on the following 3 pointss

frequencies requested, frequencies recommended 
and additional information.

It was then the responsibility of Committee 6 to 
decide in what form the above information should be used...

He had few.comments to make on the work of Committee 
5 and he emphasized'that the opinions, .which he had ex
pressed, were his own and not.those of Committee 6 (Plan).

2.86   Mr. Egorov" (Bielorussian SSR) wishes to clarify
his previous statement. "He had not said that all countries, 
but that a large number of countries had received frequen
cies which were, markedly different from those requested 
by them5 this led to work being done all over again.

The Delegation of India had declared that Committee 
. 5 had no power to reduce requirements. On the other hand,
• the Committee’s terms of reference did not say that it was 
to Increase.requirements and the present state of the 
work showed that the Committee had increased them.



The Chairman then put to the vote document *+3*+ and 
Appendix A with the inclusion of the amendment read by the 
Secretary.

•The. result of the vdte was. as follows: 53 votes in 
favour, none against and 2 abstentions.
♦

The Assembly approved document h-3*+ containing the 
Report of the Requirements Committee.

The Chairman stated that the delate was now; open 
on the future work of Committee 5*

2.93 M r . Albucucrqne (Brazil) referred■to the comments.e
..made by certain Delegations on the number of channel hours 

.. assigned to Brazil by Committee 5. These:assignments re
sulted, from, the application of a technical method-and his 
country..had not taken part in the drafting of the document 
concerned, which had emanated directly from Committee 5. 
Moreover, it should be remembered that the recommendations 

; of Committee 5 would be referred to Committee 6-which v/ould 
accept or reject them as it thought fit..

• Some Delegations had hastened to affirm that the
. ; Delegation of Brazil would support this document. .. He

wished , to make it clear that his Delegation was compe
tent to tackle its own-problems by-itself,

2.9^ Mr. Schaeffer (Morocco and Tunisia) then pro
posed that the debate be adjourned on the,'future work of 
the Committee, that tho Committee itself be left to draw 
up the work programme and submit it to the Plenary Assembly.

2.95 Tho Chairman wished to amend tho above proposal in
i’: . order that the proposals, on the future work of the Committee 
~. should be handed over to the Committee itself for study

x , a . before it drew up its work programme. • ...
2.96' ; There being no objections,Ntho Assembly approved Mr

Schaeffer!s proposal as. amended by tho Chairman,
No vote was cast against the proposal.and there was 

one abstention by Mr. Sastry (India).
2.97 - ' M r . Morales (Cuba) referred'to document 395j in

which his country and 8 others was listed as having.re
quested an increase in the assignment of frequencies. His 

n Delegation wished to make it clear. that it had not re
quested such-an increase but on the contrary, had-decreased 
its channel hours requirements in the form distributed by 
V/orking Group 5 B.

- 28 -
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2.90

2.91

2.92
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2.98 Mr. Kito (Albania) made the following statement:
"The Delegation of the Popular Republic of Albania 

entirely shares the criticisms and proposals made by the 
Delegations of the USSR? the Ukrainian SSR, the Popular 
"Republic of Roumania and the Bielorussian SSR, with respect 
to the past and future work of Committee 5."

The meeting was adjourned at 10 p.m.
The Assistant Secretary: The Secretary: APPROVED

T. Wettstein L. E. Dostert The Chairman
M, Pereyra

The Rapporteurs:
G. H. Campbell 
J. E. Castaingt 
E. Sanchez Lafaurie

(Doc. No. 59^-E)
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INTERNATIONAL
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CONFERENCE ■ Document No. 5,95-5

MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY 
17th Session •

21 January 19*+9 (Morning).
The Chairmany Mr. Miguel Pereyra, opened the meeting at 10,05 a.m.
Delegations presents Peoples’ Republic of Albania, Argentine 

(Republic), Austria, Australia, Belgium, Belgian Congo, Bielorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Bolivia, Brazil, Popular Republic of 
Bulgaria, Canada, China, Colonies, Protectorates and Overseas Territo
ries of the United Kingdom, Cuba, Czechoslovakia. Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Egypt, Ecuador (temporarily represented oy Brazil), El 
Salvador, Finland, France, Guatemala (temporarily represented by 
Cuba), Hungary, India, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (represented by 
Switzerland), Italy, Luxembourg (temporarily represented by the 
Netherlands), New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, (Re
public of) ,Portugal, Portuguese Colonies, Overseas Territories of the 
French Republic, French Protectorates of'Morocco and Tunisia, Popular 
Republic of Roumania, Sweden, Switzerland (Confederation), Siam 
(temporarily represented by the Overseas Territories of the French 
Republic), Syria, Territories of the United States of America, Turkey, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of South Africa, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom. United States of America, 
Uruguay (Oriental Republic of), Vatican City, Peoplers Federal Popular 
Republic of Yugoslavia, Venezuela (United States of), Liberia (repre
sented by the United States of America), Ireland.

Also presents Mr. L. Barajas, Vice-Chairman of the Conference
Other members% Mr. Hernandez Catd y Galt of the IFRB
The following were represented by observerss OIR, United Nations, 

Supremo Command for the Allied Powers (SCAP)•
Secretariats Mr. L.E. Dostert, Secretary of the Conference 

Mr. T. Wettstein, Assistant Secretary.
I, CONSIDERATION OF P0TNri ONE C 1 THE AGENDAi APPROVAL OF THE REPORT 
. OF THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE (POUERS OF LIBERIA) AS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENT NO. 516.

1.1. The Assembly approved without amendment the Report of the Credentials 
Committee relating to the powers of Liberia.



- 2 -
(Doc. No. 595-E)

II CONSIDERATION OF POINT TWO OF THE AGENDAS THE REPORT OF THE 
, .TECHNICAL PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS COMMITTEE (DOCS. >90 and 536). . - -

2.1 Mr. Sastry (India), Chairman of the Technical Committee, made
the following statements

MI submit herewith for the consideration of this Plenary Assembly 
the report of the Technical-'''Principles and Standards Comftiit .ee as 
contained in Document No. b90. This Document is a report of the 
activities of, and the results achieved by, this Committee since 
its inception on the 25th..October 19̂ +8. The terms of referencef as 
decided by this Plenary Assembly, are given in Chapter 2 and the 
plan of work that was adopted by the Committee is contained in 
•Chapter 3« Three Working Groups were set up; the first under the 
Chairmanship of Mr, W. B. Richardson of Canada, the second under 
the' Chairmanship of Dr, Metzler of Switzerland and the third under 
the Chairmanship of Hr, Korcior of France. Details of specific 
problems assigned to the various Working Groups could also be found 
in Chapter 3. It must be mentioned here that all the three Chairmen 
carried out their respective tasks in tho best possible way. and 
my most sincere thanks arc due to them for their whole-hearred co
operation,

2.2 "The technical data that form the basis of the work of this Com
mittee, cither directly or Indirectly, are detailed i n  Chapter b. 
Chapters 5 to 10 indicate the results arrived at by this Committee.
It may be mentioned in this connection that it has not always been 
possible to achieve unanimous agreements, particularly in view-of 
divergence of opinions on some of the issues. However illogical it 
may seem in a technical discussion and however undesirable it may 
have been, it became necessary at times to reach decisions by voting 
in-view of the fact that the time available to the Committee was not’ 
unlimited. All the same, in my opinion, ample opportunity was pro
vided to all Delegations to express their own points of view or put 
forth constructive criticisms,

"But in spite of the fact that differences of opinion existed 
among the Delegations that took part in this Committee, it must be 
emphasized that the standard of technical discussion was of a very 
high order and that a spirit of friendliness has always prevailed. 
Whatever may bo the drawbacks or incompleteness of the work of this 
Committee, it is to be said to the credit of the members of this 
Committee and to the Conference as a whole, that for the first time 
in the history of High Frequency Broadcasting, Technical Experts 
from all parts of the world gathered together and cooperated with a 
genuine desire to evolve sound engineering principles on which the 
Broadcasting of tomorrow is to be based. If one looks objectively 
at the work accomplished it will be realized that this will be an 
invaluable asset, not only for the drafting and Implementation of an 
assignment plan out also for the planning of technically sound and -
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efficient broadcasting throughout tho world. It is my personal 
opinion that when-we--coTiie to review the work of the Technical standard 
and Principles Committee, we should set up such standards that could 
he .justified on a purely technical and scientific basis. -It will no 
doubt be necessary, during the process of the actual preparation of 
an assignment plan, that standards sot up now might need revision in 

f view of the practical repercussions of those standards,
2.3 "Duo to the limited time and in some cases, due to insufficient

data that were available to this Committee, it has not been possible 
in a few cases to pursue all the problems that were entrusted to this 
Committee to their logical conclusion and, therefore, the Committee 
has listed in Chapter 10 the problems that have to be further studied 
by the appropriate organization in the light of further experience 
or additional Information that might become available in the future.

2.U "Each and every member of this Committee has cooperated whole-
heartedly and contributed considerably to the work of this Committee 
and I thank them most sincerely. Further, I feel it my duty to make 
special mention to this Assembly of the exceptionally valuable 
contribution of the Delegations of Mexico, U.S.A., U.S.S.li, , and 
U.K.

"V/ith those few remarks, I introduce the report of my Committee 
for the consideration of the Plenary Assembly,"

2. J The Assembly approved without comment chapters 1 to b inclusive
of tho Report of the Technical Committee.
Chapter 5 - Difficult Circuits.

Mr. Faulkner (United' Kingdom) thought'that the definition of a 
difficult circuit, as given in Chapter 5? was of an impossible circuit 
rather than of a difficult one; indeed, circuits, in'which the OWF 
changed by as much as one hundred per cent in an hour, were very rare 
The definition contained in the Report had been the subject of a 
close vote in the Technical Committee and he felt it in order to 
raise the question in the Dlc:aary Assembly. He drew attention to the 
United Kingdom proposal (doc. 358) on this question and moved that 
the Assembly adopt the following definition instead of that given in 
the Picports

"A difficult circuit is one whore the OWF changes in one hour 
or less, from the band shown in column A to the band shown in column 
B, or from the band in column B to chat in column A."

The Mc/s bands for columns A and B wore those given in Document 
No. 358.

2*7 Mr. Mercier (France) stated that he had not agreed with the
definition approved after debate in the Committee and contained in
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Chapter.5. Annex 2 to the Report included his Delegation's reser
vation with reference to t̂ iis definition and he now wished to support 
the proposal of the United Kingdom.Delegation. _ :

* • •
2.3 . Father Soccorsi (Vatican City) and Mr. Sastry (India) .seconded

.the United Kingdom proposal. ■
2.9 Mr. Stoya.nov (USSR) considered that the question had not been 

sufficiently studied by the Technical Committee and that it could 
vxly.be solved by the seating up of a special technical group, which 
would carefully analyse the available material. He submitted the 
following proposal:

"The Plenary Assembly notes that the recommendations of the 
Technical Committee on difficult circuits require .additional study 
and proposes that the matter be referred for study either by -a 
technical group of the Conference or by the CCIR."

2.10 " . Mr. Sastry.(India) seconded by Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) 
proposed that the Assembly agree upon a definition for use by this 
Conference only and .that it also refer the matter .for more detailed 
'study by an appropriate organisation, such as the CCIR, v

i
2.11. Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) said that the provisional definition should

be made.by a technical group and that the CCIR should carry out a 
more detailed study. ! ’

2.1 2..... The Chairman-then- nut to. the-vote the. Soviet ̂ proposal that a
technical group should produce a provisional definition and that .the 
CCIR then carry out a more detailed study. ........

Tho result of the vote was as follows: 12 votes in favour of
the proposal, 36 against, and 3 abstentions. ..

2.13 The Soviet proposal was7 therebv rejected.
2.1*f Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) protested strongly against' the procedure

, adopted. It was not’right.for the Assembly to approve technical 
.standards without debate and by means of a vote; such problems could 
only be solved by technical, discussions within the technical commit
tee itself. v .

2.15 Tho Chairman declared that the Technical Committee had debated
the question of difficult circuits at great length.

2.16 ‘ Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) stated that the United Kingdom proposal, in
its present form, had not been discussed by the Technical Committee* 
only document 35$ had been submitted to the Committee for considera
tion. / • .
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2.22
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Mr. Faulkner (United'Kingdom) agreed with Mr. Stoyanov that the 
Technical Committee had not debated the United Kingdom proposal in 
this particular form. However, a long debate had taken place on 
the principle of the matter and document 35o had in fact been issued , 
on December 21st, giving Delegations ample tine to give the question 
a thorough study. He requested that his proposal be put to the vote.

The Chairman then put the United Kingdom proposal to a vote, 
with the following result: 36 votes in favour of the proposal, 6
against and 3 abstentions. 12 Delegations did not take part in the 
vote.

The Chairman asked that those Delegations, who wished to 
protest against the vote, should submit their protests in writing-.

The Assembly thereby approved the United Kingdom proposal for 
a definition of "difficult circuits11, on the undc-standing that the 
CCiR be requested to study this definition and give a final ruling,

Mr. Da Costa (Portugal) and Mr. Mr.cedo (Portuguese Colonies) 
made the following statement (written statement);

"In accordance v/ith the .statement included in Annex II to docu- 
ment no. k90, the Delegations of Portugal and of the Portuguese 
Colonies, make tho following reservations: Since wo have doubts v/ith
regard to the consequences of a definition of "difficult circuits",, 
our Delegations reserve the right to take such measures as wo deem 
appropriate to ensure the efficiency of our circuits,, taking into 
account the harmful effect of fading, which is observed when the 
ionospheric conditions of the control points are very different or 
aro changing rapidly."

Mr, Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) made the following "statement 
(written statement) 5 •. , .

."The Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. resolutely-protests 
against the system of discrimination which has boon permitted in 
regard to the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. by the Chairman 
at a number of sessions of the Conference., Such discrimination 
excludes tho possibility of expressing our point of view"on questions 
being considered and in particular regarding the Report of Committee 

°uch a method of procedure by the Chairman, naturally docs not 
help to strengthen the spirit of cooperation of the Conference.

At'the same time the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. 
protests against the adoption of "technical standards and terms of 
reference by vote without their being studied in detail and considered 
by technical organs of the Conference. We presume that, if a.s a 
result of 3 months work Committee k has not decided the problem of 
difficult circuits, then tho vote just taken also does not solve this 
problem."



•
2 .2 3 '.Whilst making his oral statement, Mr. Rgorov (Biolorussian SSR) 

was -IntGrruptod by the Chairman who drew attention ’’’to - tho ruling., r - 
'that protests; against a -voto should be submitted, in • writing. - -

2 .2  V  •- It?. Dr oho .1 owsky. (Poland) stated1-that the Chairman, before giving 
' '-the above ruling, had promised .that Delegations would have an'-’- ■
1 opportunity to speak aftbr the vote. «• '

2.25 - ‘ The Chairman 'stated that ho had-wished to give Delegations the -<
floor for comments'on the substance of the question and not for protests, a. ; 1 .

2.26 Mr. Laiid (Yugoslavia) said that it was incorrect for tho Chairman 
1 to- rule that protests 'should be made in writing only and. according

to-the correct-procedure ho was obliged to allow Delegations to make 
.protests orally.

2,27.. •. 1 K,The Chairman .stated that- 'the procedure which ho had followed' in 
■ * ..putting .-.the, mathereto, a .-vote,. had been designedto save time. . Indeed

in Committed V much time had beon spent on. debating the subjeot of V  
difficult circuits and the Chair1s procedure'at this session had 
been justified by the majority vote of tho Assembly, -

2 .2 8 : - Hr. Lali6 (Yugoslavia) stated that, in the debates in Committee 
! *4- he had only been able to express his opinion indirectly, through
the Delegation of Roumania.-; It was not right for the Chairman to 

-.prevent him' (Mr. LalicS) £ron giving his views directly when -the • final 
Report of - the Technical Committee was being' debated -in the Plenary ’ 
Assembly,’ If? the Chairman continued-to follow this procedure, there 
appeared-t o be- no reason for the- Delegation of Yugoslavia to prolong 
its stay’in-Mexico.- ■ ■'*. ; j . •

2.29 Hr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) declared that the Technical Commit- 
tee--had rejected a United Kingdom proposal on difficult-circuits.
How then could the Assembly approve such a proposal without debate?
He protested against the procedure adopted by the Chairman, who had

:.not'allowed'Delegations to give their opinions' or to make iheir •• 
protests orally; ' ' "•

2 .3 0 Mr, 'Sastry (India) speaking as the Delegate of India, referred 
the protection ratio of V) db given in paragraph 5. \ He moved that

>this'paragraph.be approved,' subject- -to whatever- decision the Assembly 
.might -take-when it’ considered the question of- protection ratio. ■ '

2.31 , With the above reservation by Hr. Sastry (India), the Assembly
approved' Chapter-5 of the Report of the Technical Committee. - :

t u Chapter' 6 ' Technical’ Standards and Principles.
2.32 1- a: Mr.,;: Veatch (USA)' stated that ? during the interval .b etween, the

-Geneva-Session of the Planning Committee and this Conference, the

— 6 —
(Doc. No. '595-E) .
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United States Delegation had obtained corrected information on noise 
levels and had made recordings of the interference caused by atmos
pheric and industrial noise to broadcasting programmes. In this 
matter, they had boon able to obtain the advice of Dr. van der Pol.
These recordings wore brought to tho Conference and were heard, by 
•a number of Delegates who were asked to draw conclusions from them.
In the vote which had been taken, the USA Delegation did not take 
part because it knew the .ratios used in't4ne recordings*, indeed, it 
had made the latter available with the aim of giving Committee b as 
much basic information as possible.

He moved that Chapter 6 be approved in its entirety.
2.33 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) declared that the Technical Committee had

carried opt an important task, contributing greatly both to the worik 
of the Conference and to the cause of broadcasting. However, he was 
obliged to draw attention to certain deficiencies in the work and in 
the results of the Committee which, in his opinion, had taken a 
number .of incorrect decisions.

,2.3*+ For instance, ho considered as unsatisfactory the standards which
x Committee *f had accepted with regard to the stability of transmitters. 

These standards required the reconstruction of existing equipment and 
the great expense which such reconstruction would entail, would be 
a burden for small countries and especially for those countries which 
had suffered from fascist aggression. In his opinion, the most 
rational standard for the frequency stability of transmitters was 
that of 0.003 %y for both shared and unshared channels.-

2.35 In addition, unless adequate protection measures were taken
against industrial noise-and interference, it was impossible to main
tain an efficient service of short wave broadcasting for large cities 
and for long dista.neos. If such measures wore not.taken, then it 
would be necessary for the power of transmitters to be excessively 
high, if freedom from interference were to bo maintained It was 
unfortunate that Committee if had not recommended that countries apply 
such measures.

2.36 Ho did not agree with Committee V s  decision to increase from
2b to 38 db the protection ratio for a steady carrier to the average 
level of atmospheric interference; nor could he accept the increase 
to b6 db of the protection ratio for the median signal to the same 
average level,’ taking fading into account. These decisions.were 
based on a one-sided interpretation of the problem. He also objected 
to tho Technical Committee^, decision with reference to the protection 
ratio of the median signal to the peak value of industrial - interference.

2.37 On the basis of experience gained in the Soviet Union, he consi-
dered that 5 to 10 db must be allowed for fading. Therefore, the 
protection ratio indispensable for the median signal to industrial 
interference should be 30 db, and not 3li- as the majority of Committee
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if had decided. He accepted ifO db as a suitable protection ratio for 
the wanted signal, taking fading into account in simultaneous sharing. 
However j he could not agree with the Committee^ decision concerning 
the question of an additional protection ratio in order to take-short 
and long period fading into account; this decision was incorrect 

• because it-was based upon the least satisfactory conditions which 
were in fact, seldom present. The arithmetical method was also one
sided, since it did not take into account the diversity of fading 
conditions, which could be observed .in all broadcasting bands of the 
world and which led to an increased figure of 17 db for the correc
tion of fading. ' .

2 .3 8 The Committee had made further mistakes in its decision concerning
the protection ratio for the wanted' to the unwanted signal. For b
adjacent channels with a bandwidth of modulating frequencies of
6^00 c/s, the majority had adopted a ratio of 11 db.... This .was.an 
increased standard and it resulted in a 17 db correction for long 
and short period fading but in his opinion an allowance of 5 - 10 db 
for all types of fading was sufficient. He considered that the 
ratio of wanted to unwanted signals for adjacent channels should be 
equal to lsl or at the utmost 2 :1 (6 db).

When the bandwidth of modulating frequencies was. reduced to 
« 5000 c/s, the ratio of wanted to unwanted signals ’should be 1:2.8 
(-9 db) and not 1:1.6 (-if db) as was agreed during the *+lst ■meeting 
of Committee If. (

2.39 He therefore proposed: -
1) that the Assembly reject items 2 and 3'of Chapter 6 , ' 

because they contained rigid and unreal standards.
2) That the Assembly reject item 12 of Chapter 6 , because’ 

there was no foundation to the arithmetical method of 
determining the maximum correction for short and long

t 'period fading.
3) That Items 2 arid 3 of paragraph lVshould not be adopted 

because they were based on an inaccurate correction factor 
of 17 db for taking both short and( long period fading into 
account.

... If) The Soviet Delegation considered that the Conference must
recommend all countries to adopt measures for the reduction 
of industrial interference, in order to ensure short wave 
broadcasting of good quality in modern cities,

' ‘The*meeting was suspended at .1 1'ifO a.m. and resumed at
1 2 ,1 0  p.m. • •
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.hi Hr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian SSR) considered that paragraphs ii
and iii‘.should be modified by adding the following? "the frequency 
tolerances admissible for frequencies us£d on the basis of simultaneous 
sharing should be 0*.C03

2.k2 Ur. Veatch (USA) atated that any change in paragraphs ii and
iii would■make them inconsistent with paragraph 1, which the Assem- 

' bly had just approved. The Mexican Delegation had, during the work 
of the Technical Committee, made recordings of co-channel inter
ference v/ith a difference of 20 c/s'between the carrier frequencies 
of the desired and undesired stations. There had been a difference • 
of 8 db between the two in the amount of interference received. Pa
ragraph 1 was by no means a new paragraph, since' its contents had 
boon approved at the Atlantic City Conference as well as at the Ge
neva and Mexico Sessions of the Planning’ Committee.

2.V3 Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) stated that the frequency tolerance
specified in 2.ii were too high and could not be observed by countries 
whose equipment had suffered damage during the war. He referred to 
the' reservation which his Delegation had made and which was contain
ed in Annex 2 to document *+90, while he supported the Soviet proposal 
that the frequency tolerance should be 0.003%. This latter figure 
should be adopted for use up to January 1st, 19?3 and from that date 
the tolerance as specified in paragraph 2 should come into force.

'i

2.M+ Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) disagreed with Mr. Veatch (USA).
In the Radio Regulations, standards of stability for transmitters 
had been laid down for the various bands and types of service and 
these standards were different from those contained in the Report 
of the Technical Committee. The Regulations specified a tolerance 
of 0.005% for short wave broadcasting transmitters up to January 
1st, 1953, on which date the standard would be raised to 0.003%.

He therefore seconded the Soviet proposal on this point, since
the standards which it contained could be complied with by the ma-

' jority of countries and v/ero in accordance v/ith the standards of 
■ Atlantic City; in addition, Dr. van der Pol had confirmed that the 
standards recommended by the Soviet Delegation were realistic.

Mr. Lalid (Yugoslavia) stated that the damage, which his country
had suffered during the war, made it impossible to comply v/ith the
rigorous standards for frequency tolerances laid down in Chapter 6 
of the Committee's report." It would amount to discrimination against* 
Yugoslavia if frequencies were assigned to it upon the basis of thos 
standards since his country would be unable to comply v/ith them.
•He therefore seconded the Soviet proposal.

2.k0 The Assembly approved Chapter 6. item 1 and item 2. ii.
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2.k6 , Mr. ' otrick (South Africa); s.-aid that,the proposed tolerance of
0,003 would ••'allow a^frequehcy difference between carrier of 200 to 
300 c/s. Practical experience had shown that.with:..a variation of' 
this order, simultaneous operation .became almost impossible. It had 
been stated that compliance with the standards recommended in the 
Committees1 Report would involve a heavy cost; but.in fact all that 
was involved was modification of the master oscillator of the trans
mitter and the cost of this was'small in proportion to the cost of' 
the transmitter. . He wished to vote for the highest possible standards 
in order that it might be possible to operate three or four transmit
ters on one channel at one time.

2.5/ Mr, jjurian (Czechoslovakia) shared the opinions of Mr. Gross
(P.R. of Roumania).

2.1+8 ; Mr^ Faulkner (United Kingdom) strongly supported the recommenda
tion made in the Committee’s Report. This was an important question 
affecting the quality of service of all stations on shared channels.
By reference to the appropriate curves it could be ..seen that the 
variation from 100 to 20 c/s in the beat note between two stations 
increased the percentage of satisfied listeners from 50 % to 75 %•
It would be of no use to provide services giving a beat note which 
made listening impossible. The United Kingdom'’Delegation-did not 
consider the figures recommended in the Report as unnecessarily 
high since for many years transmitters in the United Kingdom had 
been operating with the low figures recommended in the Report,

2.1+9 . Mr. Kito (Albania), shared the opinions of the Delegation of
the USSR -and* the Ukrainian SSR.

2*50 Pr0 Me wrier (Switzerland) shared the opinion of Mr, Patrick
(South Africa)' with respect to the difficulties caused'when two 
transmitters wore operating on the .same frequency without a sufficiently 
strict frequency tolerance being .applied. He' considered that eve;n 
the figure of plus or minus 50 c/s was too large a tolerance and 
that the increased figure, as proposed by the-Delegate of the 
Ukrainian SSR, was inadmissible- for frequencies in the 9- Mc/s bands,.
The figure of 0.003 %, given for broadcasting stations, in Appendix 
III of the Radio Regulations, had -been fixed witn the general idea 
of reducing interference between services. He therefore supported, 
the' recommendations made in the Report; the tolerance of plus or 
minus 20 c/s should be applied and_not later than January 1st, 1953*

2,51. Mr. Dr oh o .1 o w s ky (Poland) and Mr. Jablin (Bulgaria) supported
the viewpoint of Mr. Gross (R.P, of Roumania).

Mr. S tcya.no v (USSR) proposed the following amendment to para
graph 2, :_i s "The figure of 0,003% should be recommended as a pro
visional standard for frequency tolerance until the next Pleni
potentiary Conference."
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2.53 The Chairman then put the Soviet proposal to the vote v/ith the
following results 13 in favour of the proposal, *+6 against and 6 
abstentions.

2.5*+ The Assembly thereby rejected the Soviet proposal and approved
the text of paragraph 2.~ Chapter 6. (Doc''. No. 4-~90T".

2.55 Mr. Patrick (South-Africa)- moved that the Assembly take a deci
sion upon the proposal of Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) that January 1st, 
1953 be fixed as the date for the application of the frequency tole
rance of plus or minus 20 c/s.

2.56 The Assembly approved the above proposal of. Dr. Metzler,
agreeing that its text be included in paragraph 2. Chapter «

2.57  "Ti e- Chairman welcomed Mr. 0 ' Duffy (Ireland) , who was attending
the Plenary Session for the firt time, and Mr.. O'Duffy thanked the 
Assembly for the warmth of its welcome.

2.58 Mr. Lalid (Yugoslavia) made the following statements
"This recommendation is based upon the conclusions of Recom

mendation. No. 28 of the CCIR. During the CCIR meeting at Stockholm, 
my Delegation reserved its opinion on the basis of Chapter 13* para
graph 3 of the General Regulations and I would like now to express 
the same reservation.”

2.39 The Assembly approved paragraphs 3. k.- 5 and 6 of Chapter 6,
(Document No'. V 90) .
Paragraph 7 - Industrial Interference.

2.60 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) drew attention to his previous proposal that
paragraph 7 be amended as follows: After the word "Conference”, 
replace the existing ex', by "trie possibility of suppressing industrial 
interference snail be taken into consideration."

2.61 Mr. Sastry (India) preferred the text contained in Document No
*+9 0. The Conference could not compel the countries to pass legislation 
to suppress industrial interference and if the Plenary Asso: :bly ap
proved the Soviet proposal, thc.n his Delegation would have to reserve 
its position on this question.

62 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) stated that Annex 2 to Document
No, *+oq conta:ned his Delegation's reservation v/ith regard to the 
text of the Committee's recommendation on industrial interference.
The audition proposed by the Soviet Union was contained in a more 
categcv- leal form in the Atlantic City Convention and to approve the 
Soviet proposal would simply be to confirm the opinion of the countrie 
which had signed the Convention.
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2.63 Mr. Cortoil (Belgian Congo) considered that the Soviet proposal
was, at least in principle, well founded. ..It. had been well under
stood at Atlantic City how harmful industrial interference was to 
broadcasting and this Conference should do its best to arm the 
Administrations for the struggle against it,' He proposed that the 
Conference should make a recommendation concerning protection*against 
industrial interference, but without laying down figures., since this 
latter step'could perhaps better be taken by some other international 
organization.

2.6k The Chairman then put the Soviet proposal to the vote with the
following result? 27 votes in favour of tho proposal, 29 against and 
8 abstentions.

2.65 The Assembly rejected the Soviet pro postal concerning industrial
'interference.

2.66 Mr. Sastry (India) drew attention to'Article kk. paragraph 3
of the Atlantic City Convention, This text represented a delicate 
compromise which had been reached after lengthy discussions, and did 
not constitute a recommendation; it merely expressed a desire'which 
could not be taken as having the force of a regulation. He considered 
that the recommendation contained in the Committee's Report was en
tirely adequate ,

2.67 The Assembly approved paragraph 7 of Chapter 6.
2.68 Mr. Green (New Zealand) wished to explain why he had voted

against the Soviet proposal. In fact, his.country was one of ’the
few which had legislation against industrial interference and he
would be happy to support any separate proposal recommending that 
countries pass legislation, or take other action, to.reduce such 
interference. However, years of experience in New Zealand had shown 
that, even with the support of legislation,, it was -impossible *to 
reduce this interference below a very substantial minimum. He v/ould 
be ready to support a more realistic proposal taking into account a 
situation likely to last for many years.
Paragraph 8 -

,.2,69 Mr. Lai id (Yugoslavia) wished to make the same reservation with
regard to the decisions of Committee k, which the Delegation of. 
Roumania had included in Annex 2 to Document No. k90,

2.70 II--. Stoyanov (USSR) v/elcorned the statements by the Delegates
of Belgian Congo and New Zealand, asking the latter to make a 
specific proposal and possibly to submit a document in order to 
give the Conference the benefit of his country's experience of



industrial interference.
The meeting rose at l,*+0 p.m.

The Assistant Secretary: The Secretary?
T. Wettstein L.E. Dostert

The Rapporteur:
G.H, Campbell

(Doc. No. 595-E)

APPROVED:
The Chairman: 
M, Pereyra
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CONFERENCE

Mexico City, 19*+8A9

MINUTES .OF'THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY
Eighteenth Session 

21 January 19*+9 (afternoon)

The Chairman, Mr. Miguel Pereyra, opened the meeting at
3.*+5 p.m.

The same Delegates, :::e. hers and observers'were present, 
who attended the 17th Session held in the morning.

I, CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF POINT TWO OF THE AGENDA s 
THE REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS COMMITTEE 
(Docs, *+90 and 536).
Chanter 6 - Technical Principles and Standards. (Continued)
The Assembly approved.paragraphs 8 and 9 (i).

Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania), referring to sub-paragraph 
(i), considered as too high the figure of 38 db which Committee 
k had. approve^ as the ratio of steady carrier to average atmos
pheric noise. He proposed that the.Assembly,approve a figure of 
3k db under non-fading.conditions. Working Group k A had already 
approved this value and if it was inereasexl,-;and: unnecessary in
crease in power would be the result*

. Mr,' Sastry- (India) proposed that the; figure be increased 
to kk db, this value . corresponding to a satisfaction of .90/ of 
the listeners,

Mr. Lali6 (Yugoslavia) seconded the. Roumanian proposal..
Mr. Mercier (Franco) thought that"the protection ratios 

approved by the Committee had, in general, been.rather high.
He wished to give an example of this by referring to the.protec
tion ratios given in paragraph 10 (i). Here..the ratio-of 38 db 
for steady carrier to average, atmospheric noise had been -taken

1.1

1,2

--Y.3
l.k

22 January 19k9 
Original: ENGLISH

Document No. 596-E
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as a basis for the recommendation ,-f a figure of k6 db as tho 
protection ratio of median carrier to average atmospheric noiso, 
including all types of fading. Now, if one considered a trans
mitter radiating 1 kW and the field set up at a short distance 
around this transmitter, it could be seen from NBS circular *+62 
|that under the most favourable conditions, 'without absorption, 
a field of 51 db could bo obtained. This meant that, at 8 p.m. 
for instance, one would havo with this field of 5-1 db a protec
tion ratio of k6 db merely for an interference level not exceed
ing 5 db.

Everybody know that in the areas whore tho level of at
mospheric interference was of grade 3 er 3v5 or more, the level 
of Interference was higher than 5 db; this would amount to say
ing that it was not possible, with one kW radiated, to ensure a 
satisfactory service at short distance, in the sense given by 
Committee* k. He did not think that the numerous Delegates, who 
had requested frequencies for short distance services in the 
6 Mc/s band, were really convinced that they could, nevertheless, 
carry out a service which would satisfy a large proportion of 
listeners.

He thought that in general, the levels adopted were too 
high by 6 -db-and this- general criticism applied- to-serveral para
graphs in the Report, and to all cases where specific protection 
ratios were•recommended in•ardor to limit discussion of paragraph 
9.(i). He felt that it was quite reasonable to.adopt the ratio 
of 3*+ db proposed by the Roumanian Delegate, ■

1.5 Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian U.S.R.) considered that the de
cision contained in paragraph 9 (1). end. the proposal of Mr.
Sastry (India) were unrealistic and purely academic. The pro
tection ratios proposed in document 490 wore, in general, much 
too high and were based' on tho unconvincing argument that satis
faction of listeners should be ensured for 90% of the hours and 
of the days* Such ratios would lead to unnecessary • increases 
In the power of transmitters and could not in practice be main
tained, especially by small countries which had low power trans
mitters. Equally, .an increase., in the power of the transmitter 
would lead, to a dbcroa.se in sharing possibilities and therefore 
to a reduction in the number of channel hours available.

He supported the Roumanian proposal for a ratio of 3*+ db 
as this was a realistic- figure and would be sufficient to ensure 
good quality reception.
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Mr, Kito (Albania) supported the Roumanian proposal. He 
wished to associate himself with the reservation made in Annex 
2 by the Soviet Delegation which represented the interests of 
Albania in the Committees when he was absent.

Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) recalled that the ratio of 38 db had 
been obtained by listening to broadcast programmes with back
ground noise. There had been no time in Committee b to deter
mine what power was required in any particular instance. It was 
agreed in the Committee that these ratios were not established 
for the purpose of changing power but in order to inform all 
tho countries what ratios were necessary in order to provide a 
certain grade of service in high frequency broadcasting. He 
considered that the ratios established could not be altered with
out decreasing the percentage of satisfied listeners*

 ̂Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) stated that the protection ratio, 
to which paragraph 9 (i) referred, should not be considered on 
the basis of the experiment during which the recordings had 
been heard; it should rather be considered on the basis of world 
wide experience.

For this protection ratio, a decision of the Atlantic 
City Conference had laid down a figure of bO db taking fading 
into account. If the provisions of paragraph 10 (i) were taken 
into consideration, this would mean that the ratioas indicated 
in 9 (i)? should be only 32 db. The Planning Committee at its 
Geneva Session had recommended a standard of *+0 db, taking fad
ing into account,, v/ith 30 db as a minimum standard and Dr. van 
der: Pol had-alao Tecommend'ed these standards. • - While., to '•favoured 
adoption of 32 db, he was "prepared, as...a compromise, to support 
the Roumanian proposal of 3*+ db.

Mr. Sastry (India) declared 'that the lower standards, 
adopted at Atlantic City and Geneva, had be.en. established on the 
basis of approximate data ‘only.

The ratio of 38 db, which had been obtained from the two 
tests in question, only corresponded to a satisfaction of 60^ 
of the listeners and he considered that his own proposal of H-b 
db was the required standard, since it ensured satisfaction for 
90^ of the hours, of the days and the listeners.

Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) seconded tho proposal of 
Mr. Sastry (India) for -increasing the ratio to kb db, on the un
derstanding that all the figures in the following paragraphs 
would be correspondingly increased in order to make the table con
sistent, He considered that the standard of satisfaction for
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1.11

1.12

1.13

1.1b

90$ of the listeners was s. good engineering standard. Of course, 
the x°lan Committee might not, owing to a shortage of frequencies, , 
be able to observe this figure and in this case it should be en
titled to use its discretion in modifying the figure for the 
purpose of drawing up the PI,an.

Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) stated that the experiments, 
which Committee' b had carried out once only, could not give 
realistic results because the experiments were carried out be
fore a highly critical audience of technicians and not before nor
mal listeners. He still -considered that his own proposal of 3b 
db provided a realistic standard.

Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) seconded the Roumanian 
proposal. The standard of 38 !h was too high to be a practical 
standard and he did not agree v/ith Mr. Faulkner1 s statement that 
a stand&rd could be established which the Plan Committee v/ould 
then be free tc modify. The Chairman of Committee b had in the 
Report proposed one standard but at this session he had proposed 
a higher standard; perhaps Mr. Sastry might propose an even 
higher standard tomorrow*

The Chairman then put to the vote the Roumanian proposal, 
with the following results: 19 votes in favour, 32 against and
9 abstentions.

This'was followed by a vote on the proposal of India, 
which was rejected by the following votes 8 Delegations in 
favour, b3 against and 7 abstentions.

The Assembly thereby approved paragraph 9 (i) containing 
tho ratio of^S db for steady carrier to average atmospheric 
noise under non-fading conditions.

Paragraph 9 (ii)
Mr. Sastry (India), in reply to Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian

S.S.R.) said that it was obvious that a Committee Chairman in 
presenting the Report of his Committee, expressed the opinion of 
the Committee and not his own personal views.. Since his Dele
gation had not always had the opportunity of expressing its views 
at the Committee meetings, he now wished to express them in the 
Plenary Session.

In his opinion, the figure of 20 db, given in paragraph 
9(ii), should be increased to 26 db. He asked Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) 
to give the results of the tests carried out with lay listeners
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in the United States; it appeared to him, from figures quoted 
in Committee b, that the percentage of satisfied lay listeners 
was much lower than the percentage of satisfied technicians and 
engineers,

1.15 Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) stated that a test had been made in
the United States v/ith 2000 unqualified radio listeners who
heard the same recordings of atmospheric and industrial noise
as had been heard at the Conference. The listeners had selected 
higher signal to noise ratios than the experts at tho Conference; 
in the case of industrial noise, they had requested a ratio of 
27 1/2 db.

He seconded the proposal of Mr. Sastry (India), as the 
ratio of 26 db was likely to ensure satisfaction for 70$ of 
the listeners.

1.16 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) and Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom)
considered that the ratio should be maintained at 20 db,

1.17 The Chairman then put to the vote the Indian proposal
to increase from 20 db to 26 db the ratio of steady carrier to 
peak industrial noise under non-fading conditions. The result 
of the vote was: 8 Delegations in favour, b6 against and 6 abs
tentions,

Tho Assembly rejected the proposal of the Delegation of
India.

The Assembly approved paragraph 9 (ii) and (iii) of Chap
ter 6.

Paragraph 10 (i)
1.18 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) proposed that the ratio of b6 db, 

as included In paragraph 10 (i), should be altered to b2 db.
1.19 Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) declared that the fading correction,

as included in this paragraph, had been determined by the CRPL on 
the basis of 15 years recording of the variations in field inten
sity, The ratio of 38 db followed inevitably teeause of the ap
proval of paragraph 9 (i).

1.20 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) seconded tho proposal of
Mr, Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) and drew attention to Annex 2 (Doc. b90) 
which contained his Delegation1s arguments in favor of b2 db - 
the figure approved unanimously by Working Group b A,

1.21 . Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) referring to paragraph 10 (ii),
stated that it had been shown by many years1 experience in the U.
S.S.R. that a correction of 5 - 10 db.was sufficient to take into
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1 • 22

1.23
1.2V

12.5

1.26

1.27

account all typos of fading. The Assembly, in adopting paragraph 
9 (ii) had approved a ratio of 20 db for steady carrier to peak 
industrial noise under non-fading conditions and he therefore pro
posed the ratio of median carrier to peak industrial noise, as 
proposed in paragraph 10 (ii), should be lowered to 30 db.

Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) stated that tho ratio ,;f lb db for 
fading has boon proved correct by experience gained in the U.S.A. 
and was scientifically well founded0

Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) seconded tho proposal of Mr,
S toyanov(U.S.S.R.)

Mr. Morelor (France) did not object to tho adoption of a 
ratio of 3̂+ db, though he felt that this ratio was designed to 
meet the most unfavourable conditions. He was prepared to accept 
the ratio of 30 db as proposed by Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.).

The Chairman then put to tho vote the Soviet proposal re
lating to paragraph 10 (ii) with the following results? 17 votes 
in favour, 28 against and 15 abstentions.

The Assembly thereby approved paragraph 10 (i) and (ii) of 
Chapter 6 of the' Report (Doc. b9Q).

Paragraph 11.
Mr. Sastry (India) stated that the ratio f 23 db provided 

in paragraph 11 was very low and should be increased to 38 db.
He made this proposal for tho following reasons?

...1) It was not logical t'o'provide a higher protection ratio for 
atmospheric and industrial noise if the ultimate limit was 
to be set by co-channel interference.. . This would apply both 

 ..  to. actual protection afforded and to tho percentage of listen
ers satisfied by the quality of the reception.

2) Co-channel interference was more serious- and loss subject to 
Var ia t i on the n a trrrn) s ph er i c noise.

3) 'Experience gained in India had shown that tho average listener 
could tolerate a higher degree of interference from atmos
pheric noise than from co-channel interference.

If an adequate -protection ratio was not provided at this 
stage and broadcasting stations experienced intolerable interfer
ence ? then the inevitable result would be a race for power by such 
stations,

Mr. Bardai (Egypt) considered that tho protection ratio of 
23 db was low for the following reasons? this result was based on 
an average difference between ’the two stations of between 20 c/s to 100 c/s.

Moreover, at tho morning session a number of Dologatos had 
indicated thoir disagreement oven with tho tolerance of 50 c/s.
He therefore thought that the protection ratio should bo at least that for a 100,c/s difference between stations, especially for cases of more than two stations sharing; the same frequency, as there 
v/ould be a probability of greater difference bo two on stations.
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The value of 23 db was to his knowledge too low for steady state 
even for two stations exactly on the same frequency.

He wished to ask the U.S. Delegation for the results of 
the tests carried out in the U.S.A. for the values indicated there.

1# 2o ilr. Veatch (U.S.-j..) stated, that measurements made in the
U.S.A. and thu roc Tding mode in Mexico had shewn that the 
ratio of* 23 db was n.;t high enough.

1.29 Mr, Mercier (France) thought that paragraphs 11, 12 and
13 must be examined together. He would accept for paragraph 13 
the proposed ratio of AO db, which Committee *+ had approved by 
an overwhelming majority. However, he found the ratios specified 
in paragraphs 11 and 12 to be too low and would accept a ratio
of 28 db for paragraph 11 and 12 db for paragraph 12.

1.30 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) wished to accept the figure of 
AO db given in paragraph 13. Not only had this figure been 
approved by a large majority of the Technical Committee but it 
had also been accepted by the Atlantic City Conference, by 
Dr. van der Pol and by the PFB. It was of great importance in 
considering sharing possibilities and the resulting increase in 
the number of channel hours to be allocated by the Conference.

He did not agree with Mr. Sastryfs proposal to increase 
the ratio in paragraph 11 from 23 to 38 db.

1.31 Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) considered that the ratio of
23 db as proposed in paragraph 11, was absolutely insufficient.

It was well known that satisfactory results were'obtained 
with a protection ratio of the order of 1:50 for two stations 
working on the same frequency and that a ratio of 1:25 (28-'db). 
could also be satisfactory on the condition that-the two 
stations worked on exactly the same frequency. At the morning 
session, the Assembly had adopted certain frequency tolerances, 
in particular a figure of £ 50 c/s. It was therefore possible
that two frequencies would""operate with a frequency difference 
of 100 c/s. This produced a very tiresome audible note in the 
reception and this was a fact, which made conditions for fre
quency sharing much more difficult. Although a ratio of 28 db 
might be acceptable for two stations operating on the same fre
quency, it could no longer be satisfactory, when there was an 
appreciable difference in frequency, i.e. when an audible note 
might occur.

However, he fully knew the difficulties involved in draw
ing up a plan and considered that a sacrifice must be made.
The Swiss Delegation was therefore prepared to accept a ratio 
of 28 db.
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1.32 Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) said that it would not be logical
to take a decision first upon the ratio given in paragraph 13, 
since this ratio depended on the two basic factors given in 
paragraphs 11 and 12 respectively. As far as the ratio of kO db 
was concerned, it had indeed been approved at Atlantic City « 
and at Geneva but such approval was based upon guesswork since 
there was not sufficient information available. The United 
States Delegation had asked the Director of the CRPL to make an 
investigation v/ith respect to the ratio of 17 db-indicated in 
paragraph 12 and the investigation had shown that the figure of 
17 db, both in practice and in theory, was correct for 90% of 
the hours and 90% of the days.- In his opinion, this figure could 
be considered as exact, where-as the other two figures in para- , 
graphs 11 and 13 might not be exact.

Mr. Sastry (India) agreed v/ith Mr. Veatch'-(U.S.A.) that 
the basic -factors in paragraphs 11 and 12 should first be 
determined, in order to obtain the final figure in paragraph 13*

The Chairman then put to the vote the ratio of AO db as 
contained in paragraph 13. Delegations casting affirmative 
votes v/ould be in favour of bO db; those casting negative votes 
would favour b5 db, this figure being composed of the 17 db 
specified in paragraph 12 and of the ratio of 28 db proposed by 
Mr. Mercier (France).

The result of the vote was: 27 affirmative votes,
23 negative votes, and 
7 abstentions.

The Assembly thereby approved paragraph 13 of Chapter 6 of the 
Report.

1*35 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) asked that a vote now be taken on
the allowance for short.and long period fading as given in 
paragraph 12. He proposed that this allowance should be 12 db 
and not 17 db as decided by the Technical Committee. He made 
this proposal because he considered as incorrect the arithmetical 
method adopted for the addition of the maximum correction for 
long and short period fading. This maximum correction took 
into account the most unfavourable working conditions, which in 
fact v/ould seldom occur simultaneously.

The Soviet proposal was then put to the vote with the 
following results: 16 votes in favour, 20 against and 19 abs
tentions.

' The Assembly thereby approved paragraph 12 and also paragraph 
11 cf Chapter IT,

The session was suspended at 5 ib 0 p.m. and resumed at
5.55 p.m.

1.33

1.3^



Paragraph l k  - (ii) Fadinr.
After.discussion, Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) proposed that . 

paragraph l k  (ii) be deleted, since it was identical to para
graph 12.

This proposal was then put to a vote by show of hands with 
the following results: 23 votes in favour, 22 against and 8
abstentions.

It was then put to a vote by roll-call, in which 26 Dele
gations voted in favour cf the proposal, 2*+ against and 10 
Delegations abstained.
The Assembly arreed that paragraph-lk-. (ii)be deleted# . ’ 
■Paragraph I1)-, (iii) - Protection-Ratio in the-Presence of Fading.

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.Ro) proposed that at the end of (iii) 
a) the figures 3*5*1 (11 db) should be replaced by 2:1 (6 db).

Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) said that paragraph 1!+ (ii) had al
ready been deleted because it was identical to paragraph 12, 
Clearly, if the figure cf 17 db was,added to - 6  db, as contain
ed in it (i) a) which the Assembly had just approved, the answer 
was bound to be 11 db.

Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R,) considered that an 
arithmetical approach to the problem was wrong. The ratio of 
2:1 (6 db), as proposed by the Soviet Delegation, was applicable 
to all radio circuits whereas the ratio proposed in (iii) a) 
set too high a standard and.; was characteristic of only a small 
number of such circuits..

Mr. Sastry .(India) agreed with Mr. Veatch that the ration  m  it i g w —  *m *ii oiw-rwifai ' ' ^in,(iii), a) should be obtained arithmetically from paragraph 
. 12 and -it (1) a).

A vote was then taken, on paragraph it (iii), a) as contained 
in Chapter ,6. '3-8 Delegations voted in favour of it'(iii) a)
as it stood, 10 Delegations voted against and 13 abstained.
The Assembly approved paragraph It (iii) a) of Chanter 6.

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.), proposed .that the Assembly : approve 
without further discussion the Report"of' the Technical Committee,

The Assembly approved paragraph l[f (i) a) and b).
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together with its Annexes and Appendices, which contained the 
reservations of the various Delegations. He thought that thie 
proposal would be acceptable since a night session would be 
avoided and the Report could be immediately approved (Applause).

I.k2 Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) considered’that there were
still a number of_other points to be discussed before the meet
ing CGuld be adjourned.

It was necessary that the Committee which dealt with these 
recommendations of Committee k, should know on which basis such 
recommendations were adopted. He proposed that the following 
sentence be added between paragraphs lk.and 15:

"The protection ratios recommended in paragraphs 9j 10 
115 13.and lk were arrived at on the basis of satisfying 
about 60% of the listeners."

I.k3*. Mr. Sastry (India) seconded the; United_ Kingdom proposal
but also moved that the Assembly obtain information on the
percentage of satisfied lay listeners who had taken part in 
the extensive tests carried out in the United States.

l.kk Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.), referring to the United Kingdom
proposal, said that the phrase u60% cf the listeners" should 
be clarified*, in fact, the listeners concerned were members of 
the Conference and it would be more correct to say "approxima- 
;tely 60 to 7C$."

He did not agree with the amendment proposed by Mr. Sastry 
(India). The tests carried out in the United States might 
possibly be of considerable value but he preferred that re
ference be made to tests carried out within the Conference* 
itself.

I.k5 Mr. Sastry (India) stated that he had submitted his amend.-
ment because, from information given by the U.S.A. Delegate in 
meetings of Committee k and earlier during this session, it 
appeared that lay listeners demanded_higher.technical standards 
and standards of protection than the group of exports which had 
listened to the recordings. This was a fact which he could not 
explain and he had asked that the figures for the tests with 
lay listeners be given, because they might make this fact 
intelligible to other Delegates who had heard the recordings.

I.k6 Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) wished to confirm that Mr. Sastry* s
remarks on the tests with lay listeners were correct.

l*k? Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) said that he welcomed the
amendment proposed by Mr. Sastry (India) and wished to associate 
himself v/ith the statement which Mr. Sastry had made.
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1.R8 Mr. Lali£ (Yugoslavia) drew attention to Mr. Stoyanov’s
(U.S.'STS7T pro'posal to close the debate. Those Delegations 
who wished to make reservations could submit them later in 
writing.■

1.R9 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read the.final text of the .
United Kingdom proposal which, with amendments by Mr. Stoyanov 
(U;S.SoR.) and Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom), was as follows;

MThe protection ratios recommended.in paragraphs 9* 10,
11, 13 and 1** were adopted by the Technical Committee on the 
basis of recordings of various ratios of signal to interference 
for various types cf interference and the result was approxima
tely 60 - 70% of satisfied listeners among members of the 
Conference who heard tho recordings.M

1.50 The Chairman then put /this text to the vote, with the
following results; 55 votes in favour, none against and 2 
abstentions.
The Assembly approved the text of the United Kingdom proposal 
Tas amended bv.Mr. Stovanov and Mr. Faulkner) which was to be 
placed at the end of paragraph lk. .

1.51 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) asked that-a vote be taken on his
proposal to close the‘debate. If this proposal was not put to 
the vote, then ho wished to re-open the debate on paragraph iR 
as he wanted tc propose a large number of ..amendments both to 
this chapter and to subsequent chapters.

1.52 Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) wished to protest empha
tically against an attempt to stop discussion of the Report at 
paragraph lk. He could not understand why., paragraphs 15* 16 
and 17 should be approved without discussion after paragraphs 
1 - lk had been debated at great length. He had amendments to 
propose for paragraphs 15 end 17 (ii); the latter must be 
amended as otherwise there would be a serious inconsistency in 
the Report.

1.53 Ike Vice-Chairman agreed with Mr. Faulkner (United
(Kingdom) that if the latter had comments to make which he 
(Mr, Faulkner) considered should be included in the Report 
itself and not in the Annex, then these comments should be made 
now.

It had been his (the Vice-Chairman's) intention to point 
out, before the Report was approved, that paragraph 17 (ii) 
should be amended in accordance with the decision taken on 
Chapter-5j (3)« In his opinion, this amendment did not require



a specific intervention by the United^Kingdom^Delegate but was 
an automatic, result of the decision taken on the-paragraph *

\ mentioned.
Under these circumstances, he proposed that the Assembly 

■formally continue examination of the Report,-.
1.5k Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) declared that Delegations who

wished to submit further amendments could include them in 
Annex 2 of the Report in the form of reservations.

1.55 . Mr. Sastry (India) - said that till now the Assembly had 
examined the Committee’s Report point by point. If this pro
cedure was to be changed radically and discussion was to be 
closed, then Delegations should be allowed to express their 
views fully on this change of procedure.

1.56 ' Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) said that, according to 
correct procedure, amendments to a proposal must be considered 
before the whole proposal was put to the vote.

1-.-57 * ' Mr.'"“Green (New Zgaland) shaped, the opinions of Mr. Faulk
ner (United Kingdom) and Mr. Sastry (India).

1.58 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.J wished to lodge a stron
protest because he had not been given the floor when he had 
requested it. He seconded the Soviet proposal and asked that it 
be .put to the vote immediately.

1*59 . Mr. Faulkner (United'Kingdom), referring to Rule 13 (3)
of the General Regulations, said that he wished to claim the 
right to present his amendments to the Assembly and explain his 
reasons for presenting them.

1.60 Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R.) supported by k other
.Delegations, requested a secret vote upon the Soviet proposal.

l*6l After further discussion, Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) read the
text of his proposal which was as follows:

’’The Plenary Assembly decides* to close the debate on the 
g Report of the Technical Committee and to approve the Report in 

Document No. k90 with the amendments previously adopted. Those 
Delegations who wish to state their views concerning the various 
paragraphs of the Report shall do so in writing in Annex 2 of 
Dcoument No, k90.”

The U.S.S.R. proposal was then put to a vote by secret 
ballot with the following result: 31 votes in favour, 29
against and 1 abstention.
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The Assembly approved the Report cf the,Technical Committee 
(Document No.~k90) with the various amendments already discussed

Iifium r — woi -nil I—rw«r- — r ■ ' ■»— iC im mm "m-and approved by the ; s o r-

The meeting rose at 9i 20 p.m.

The Assistant Secretary: The Secretary: APPROVED:
T. Wettstein L.E.Dostert The Chairman

M. Pereyra

^ e  Rapporteur: 
G.H.Campbell
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Popular Republic of Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Vatican 
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Belgian Congo, Cuba, Denmark, Egypt, El Salvador (represented 
oy Guatemala), Ecuador, U.S.A., Finland, France, Guatemala, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (represented by* Switzerland), 
Ireland, Iceland (represented by Denmark), Italy, Liberia 
(represented oy U.S.A..), Luxembourg (represented by the Nether
lands), Mexico, Monaco (represented by France), Norway, New 
Zealand, Pakistan, Paraguay, Netherlands, Poland (Republic of), 
Portugal, French Protectorates of Morocco and Tunisia, Southern 
Rhodesia (represented by New Zealand), PeopleTs Federal Popular 
Republic of Yugoslavia, Popular Republic of Roumania, Ukrainian
S.S.R., Siam (represented by Overseas Territories of the French 
Republic), Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Czechoslovakia, Terri
tories of the U.S.A«, Turkey, Overseas Territories of the French 
Republic, Union of South. Africa, Oriental Republic of Uruguay, 
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Also present: Mr. L. Barajas, Vice-Chairman of the
Conference, Mr. Alfonso Hernandez CatS. y Galt of the I.F.R.B., 
ecd the Observers of the O.I.R., U,N., S.C.A.P. and U.N.E.S.C.O.

Secretariate Mr, L. E. Dostert, Secretary of the. 
Conference ■,
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lo C ONS ID EH AT I ON OF ITEM 1 OF THE AGENDAS 
RECONSIDERATION OF THE DECISION TAKEN 
AT THE PLENARY SESSION OF JANUARY 21 
ON ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA (ADOPTION OF 
THE REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE,
DOCUMENT NO. 9-90)«

1.1 The Chairman said that he regretted the incident which
had taken place at* the end of the 18th Session? when he had been 
obliged to be absent from the Session? At the request of a 
number of delegations? he had now placed on che Agenda of the 
present Session (Document No, 5*+*+) &n item for the reconsideration 
of the decision taken at the l8th Plenary Session on the subject 
of Document No<, 9-90 (Report of the Technical Committee). The 
Document in question was of such importance as to call for care
ful consideration.. He appealed to the good will of the Assembly 
for an orderly discussion of as short a character as possible*

h,-9 Mr? Fajullener (UJC.) said that his Delegation was one
^f those which had asked for the reconsideration of Document No. 
9-90? on the grounds that the real view of the Assembly on the 
subject had not been expressed« The Document in question was a ' 
monument of realistic data such as few other Conferences had 
ever had submitted to theme

1.3 Mr, Stpxanoy (U.S.S.R.) said that the Assembly should
take a dec is-Von before anything else on the approval of the
Agenda (Document No? 5k9-) in accordance with the Rules of 
Procedure.

1„9- . Mr. T̂ oiitjanna (Uruguay) said he had made a proposal at
the previous Session to adjourn consideration of Document No.
9-90. He repeated his proposal with the suggestion that the 
Document might he considered at a Plenary Session on Monday, 
January 29-th?

The Chairman put to the vote the U.S.S.R. proposal 
for the adoption of" the Agenda of the present Session*

The results of the vote by roll-call were as follows:
11 votes in favour of the adoption of the Agenda? 15" against and 
2 abstentions.

1.5 The A genda of the Plenary Session of 22 January. .1^2
jpgcument N o g V + D  was acoordin^iy, adopted^
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T*6 Mf• Lalid (Yugoslavia) protested against the action of
Mr. L. Barajas, when acting as Chairman at the 18th Plenary 
Session. Mr. Barajas had refused him the floor. He called 
upon the Chair to recognize the inalienable right of his Dele
gation to express its opinion as and when it found it necessary 
to do so. Otherwise, he would be compelled to return to his 
country before the end of the Conference.

1*7 Mr. Sastry (India) said that his Delegation had been
in favour of the reconsideration of Document No. *+90. It was
of primary importance for the Conference to agree to spend some 
hours on the discussion of the Document in question, in order to 
complete its examination.

1.8 Mr. Drohojowski (Poland) said that no delegation was
more anxious than his own to speed up the work of the Conference. 
He had submitted a written communication to the Chair, stating 
the strict instructions he had received from his Government; he 
wished to know whether the Chair proposed in the future to con
tinue refusing the floor to delegations desiring to raise points 
of order.

1.9 The Chairman proposed to submit Document No. *+90 for
discussion.

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) said that, so far as he was 
aware, the Assembly had taken no decision as to the reconsidera
tion of Document No. *+90. He thought the delegations present 
ought first to be consulted as to their views on the subject.

1.10 The Chairman said that he proposed to give the floor
to 5 speakers in favour of the reconsideration of Document No*
*+90, and to 5 speakers of the contrary opinion.

Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) proposed a time-limit for
speeches.

On the suggestion of Mr. Lalid (Yugoslavia), the 
Chairman accepted a time-limit of 5 minutes for speeches.

1.11 Mr. Faulkner (U.K.) repeated his suggestion of the
previous day that the discussion of Document No. *+90 should 
begin with paragraph 15 of Chapter 6.
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1*12 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) said that highly technical
questions, such as those which figured in the Report of the 
Technical Committee, could not possibly be dealt with by a 
series of votes. They must be settled by technical bodies.
The Assembly would be well advised in his opinion to stick to 
the decision taken the previous day, and to put an end to all 
discussion on Document No, ^90, leaving it to the delegations, 
which so desired, to include in the reservations in Annex 2 
such observations as they thought fit.' If the Assembly now took 
a new vote in an opposite sense, the U.S.S.R. Delegation would 
feel compelled to take the line it had indicated on the previous 
day and discuss the Document point by point, beginning with 
paragraph lH, point 1, and not with paragraph 15*

He accordingly proposed to confirm the decision taken 
by the Plenary Assembly at its 18th Session not to continue the 
discussion of the-Technical Committee’s Report (Document No. *+90).

1.13 Mr. Ouspenski (Ukrainian S.S.R.) said that on the pre
vious day the minority of the Assembly had given the majority a 
lesson. In the light of this, he protested against the recon
sideration of the decision then taken not to discuss Document 
No. V90 any further though allowing delegations, who so desired* 
to submit their observations on the Document in writing, for in
clusion in Annex 2 of the same.

l.l̂ f Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) said that he had been greatly sur
prised at the Assembly’s decision not to give careful considera
tion to such an important document as the Report of the Technical 
Committee. He himself was in favour of its immediate recon
sideration, beginning with.paragraph 15 of Chapter 6.

1.15 Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) insisted on his proposal of the
previous day, which he had renewed at the beginning of the 
session, to adiourn consideration of Document No. V90. His 
proposal differed most from the others since it contained ele
ments which no other proposal had.

1.16 Mr. Acton (Canada) supported the proposal of the U.K.
and of the U.STA. to reconsider the Report of Committee *f 
(Technical), beginning with paragraph 15* Chapter 6.

1.17 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) said that, as long
ago as December 23rd, his Delegation had called the Conference’s 
attention in Document No. 3&1 to the great difficulties caused 
by the perpetual reconsideration of decisions already taken and 
discussed at length. The only consequency of such a method was 
to prolong the Conference unnecessarily, which was inadmissible.
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1.18

1.19

1.20

1.21

The present discussion was another case in point. Although an 
overwhelming majority had decided not to discuss Document No.
^90 any further,-the Assembly had reopened discussion on the 
subject. Who was to be held responsible if his' country was com
pelled to bear double the expenses estimated for the Conference?
it was not possible to go back on a decision once taken and re-
consider the Report of the Technical Committee.

Mr. Sastry (India), speaking as Chairman of Committee 
*+ (Technical), wished, first, to express his deep and sincere 
appreciation to all the members of the Conference and to the 
experts who had participated in the work of Committee b*  
Secondly, as the Delegate of India, he wished to point out that 
the decision to discontinue discussion of Document No. *+90 had 
been taken only after a vote of 31 to 29. Finally, he favoured 
reconsideration of the decision taken the previous day on the 
subject of Committee V s  Report (Document ITo. *+90).

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) proposed that the Assembly 
should take a decision on the question by secret vote. The
proposal was supported by the Delegations of the Roumanian P.R..
Czechoslovakia, the Bielorussian S .S.R. and the Ukrainian S .S~.H.

Mr. I&li<£ (Yugoslavia) stressed the fundamental ad
vantages of the Soviet Delegation1s proposal.

He argued that it would save time in view of Mr. 
Stoyanov* s statement that he v/ould discuss the Report paragraph 
by paragraph. A discussion on technical points would last, 
perhaps, two or three days. He recalled that the constructive 
proposal of the Soviet Delegation had been acclaimed by the 
Assembly at the time it was made.

The purpose of the Report was to make recommendations 
to the Plan Committee. Attached to the Report was an Annex 
containing reservations, the value of which differed only from 
the legal point of view. The reservations submitted by the 
various delegations had almost the same value as the Document 
itself. Moreover, the Soviet Delegation's proposal provided that 
Delegations which so desired could add. new reservations in the 
Annex. That was a reasonable proposal. He proposed accordingly 
that the decision taken on the previous day should be maintained 
and that the Assembly should not reconsider Document No. *+90.

Mr. .Faulkner (U.K.) referred to the provisions of sub- 
paragraph 3 of paragraph 6 of Article l6 of the Rules of Pro
cedure of the Conference concerning the right to reply* He said 
that his Delegation could not submit reservations on such a 
difficult problem, but wished to submit observations in the form 
of amendments.
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1.22

1.23

1.2V

1*25

1.26

1.27

1.28

1*29

1.30

Mr* Fontaina (Uruguay) modified his previous proposal 
to enable the discussion of Document No. *+90 to take place at 
the end of the Session instead of on Monday, January 2*+th,

Mr. Dostert (Secretary) said that the Assembly would 
now take a decision by secret vote on the question of continuing 
the consideration of the Report of the Technical Committee *+ 
(Document No. *+90). beginning with paragraph 1*+ of Chapter 6, 
sub-paragraph (iii), point (b).

The result of the vote was as follows: 33 In favour
of the proposal, 26 against, with 1 vote spoiled and 3 abstentions.

The 0hairman said that the Assembly would then take a 
decision on the proposal of Uruguay to discuss Document No, *+90 
at the end of the Session. The result of the vote was as follows: 
13 in favour of the .proposal of Uruguay, 2*+ against and 21 
abstentions.

The proposal of Uruguay was therefore rejected, and
the consideration of Document No. Li-90 continued in
the order indicated in the Agenda.
The session was suspended from 11:15 a.m. to ll:*+5 a.m.
On resuming, the Chairman said that, inasmuch as 31 

delegations were present, there was a quorum, He called for the 
Assembly1 s comments on Document No. *+90, Chapter 6, paragraph: v
sub^paragraph (iii), point (b).

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R,) proposed to omit point (b) of 
sub-paragraph (iii) because it lacked clarity on the one hand 
and, on the other, it did not furnish any definite standard...

Mr. Sastry (India) agreed that point (b) might be 
deleted but thought that if any one insisted on its retention, 
the recommendation contained therein might be applied.

Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) agreed with Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) 
that point (b) should be eliminated^

The Assembly decided to delete point (b) of̂  sub:-'
paragraph .(iif-V-of paragraph 1*+ of Chapter ]?
(Document No ." ̂ +90).

1*31 Point (c) was adopted.
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1*32 Mr*. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) proposed to amend point '(d)
by substituting for 1:1.6 (-*+ db) the* value 1:2,8 (-9 db).

1.33 Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) pointed out that in order to be
consistent the db should be maintained, taking into account 
that in paragraph 12, +17 db had been accepted.

1.3*+ Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) called attention to the fact
that the figure of 17 db was a standard which r esulted from the 
simple arithmetical addition of tv/o figures, those of the pro
tection ratios for short and long period fading of 9 and 8 db 
respectively. Those tolerances were the maximum figures and 
took into account extreme cases which never occurred simultaneous 
ly in practice. On that basis, the Soviet Delegation proposed 
to put 12 db in place of 17 db. Besides, on the previous day 
Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) had replied to a question by the Soviet Dele
gation that the tolerance of 9 db took into account the most un
favourable case. Nevertheless, the U.S.A. Delegate had proposed 
maintaining the arithmetical addition. The addition of two ex
treme cases not met in practice could not be made. From the 
point of view of possible additions, the arithmetical one was 
not an addition of maximum values but of average values. Q.uite 
a number of Delegations had proposed taking the square root of 
the sum of the squares of the two figures "8 and 9 and the adop
tion of that standard would enable the U.S.S.R. Delegation to 
express its agreement with the paragraph to which it had proposed 
a change. It was quite clear that if a standard ratio for point
(b) was agreed to be 1:2.8, that is to say, (-9 db), that value 
could bo accepted as sufficient and technically correct.

1.35 In reply, Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) said that 17 db had been
arrived at in the following manner: In the Planning Committee
Professor Siforov (U.S.S.R.) had submitted an excellent report 
on the correction factors for the fading of two signals for 
90% of the hour, i.e., fading during a short period of time*
From the way in which he had dealt with the subject mathematical
ly? it could be deduced that a correction factor of more than 
9 db was necessary for the ratios in question. Committee *+ 
(Technical Committee) had rounded that value to 9 db as it re
sulted from Professor Siforov1s mathematical treatment; up to 
the present, the Conference had not found a better method of 
making the calculation. The U.S.A. Delegation did not know of 
any better one. The value of 9 lb had accordingly been accept
ed as proposed by the U.S.S.R. Delegation. The daily correction 
factor for the fading of two signals, obtained after an analysis 
by the P.F.3., was added to the figure of 9 db. That figure 
was the result of an analysis of recordings made over a period 
of fifteen years of the daily field intensity variations for a
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1.36

certain, number of circuits. That value was found in Circular 
5-62 of the it had been used in a great many places from
the moment it had been precisely determined. The exact value 
used was for 90% of the days. The two figures should be added 
as indicated in Committee H-. Professor Sifhrov (U.S.S.R.) had
later been invited to make a mathematical strly of the value of
12 db proposed by certain delegations; he had not disagreed with 
the arithmetical addition of those two factors, but he had cal-
cul h ;.9 pm;; cent age of locations and not the percentage of
bimo. Accordingly, he was not in disagreement with the addition 
of those two factors* He showed by his calculations that 83% of 
the points would be represented by the correction factor of 12 db, 
but he assumed that 17 db represented 100% of the locations. Mr. 
Veatch had asked the Director of the C.R.r .L. whether that was 
exact and the latter had replied in the negative. According to 
the statistics, the daily variation applied to 50% of the circuits. 
Prof. Siforov had also assumed that no 'fading occurred on certain 
high frequency circuits. In the speakeropinion, such was not 
the case, since all high frequency sky-wave circuits were subject 
to fading. The figure of 83% of the location., was based on an 
incorrect hypothesis that certain circuits were not subject to 
fading and that 17 db corresponded to 300% of the circuits. Up 
to the moment, nobody had doubted, the value of 17 db. The 
question consisted only of ascertaining the number of circuits 
to which this figure applied. It was valid or around 50% of 
the locations, This information had been confirmed by those who 
had made an analysis of the problem.

Prof. Siforov (U.S.S.R.) referred to the studies on 
fading which he had submitted to the Planning Committee and 
stated that the conclusions from these studies could be reduced 
to the fact that the correction for fading should not exceed 
9 db. Those studies had been based upon the assumption that a 
given, point of reception received an infinite number of reflected 
waves. In the course of the discussions which had taken place 
within Committee *+ (Technical) and its ^ork'ug uroups, it had 
been established that 9 db .constituted the tolerance for short 
period fading under tho most unfavourable conditions. In the 
Committee, Mr. Veatch had agreed that this really was the maxi
mum t e ~ m e  Ter tho worst cases, and now he asserted the 
v̂ ixlirary. In this Assembly, tho decision had been taken by vote 
to adopt an allowance of 17 db. It was quite evident^that such 
problems could not bo solved by a mere vote. j.n Committee R, 
two viewpoints had been expressed. One of these had been the 
proposal of Dr. Metzler (Switzerland), seconded oy Mr. Jacques 
Moyer (1 ranee). The intent of that proposal was not to use the
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arithmetical sum of 8 and 9 db, but rather to add those values 
according to the square root of the sum of the squares of the 
two figures. Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) had asked him to analyze 
that question from the viewpoint of probability. That analysis 
had been presented to Committee *+ (Technical) and Prof. Siforov 
had shown the unilateral character of the problem as set forth 
by the U.S.A. Delegation. The unilateral character of the 
method of approaching the problem consisted in the fact that the 
U.S.A. Delegation, by insisting on the simple arithmetical sum 
of the two factors of maximum tolerance, had started from an 
absolutely false premise. Common sense indicated that it was not 
possible to proceed in this manner. The proof put forward in 
Committee *+ (Technical) had led to the conclusion that, in the 
presence of maximum tolerances for short period fading of 9 dbf 
and for long period fading of 8 db, the sum of the tolerances 
would be less than 12 db for 83% of aLl circuits. The Soviet 
Delegation had given a mathematical proof of this situation.
Now, what had occurred within Committee *+? The '’voting machine11 
had worked again. This, of course, had not given a convincing 
proof of this excessively simple, and even unexpected, arithmeti
cal method, so that the decision adopted was taken in a completely 
illogical fashion. No proof in support of the method had been 
presented before the Committee, nor in the Plenary Assembly*
Apart from a gratuitous affirmation without basis either in 
mathematics or even common sense, nobody had contributed any 
proof. Again the "voting machine" had been put into operation, 
despite the fact that these questions could not be resolved by 
a simple show of hands. The results obtained were erroneous.
Upon repeated occasions, the Soviet Delegation had pointed out 
in Committee *+ (Technical) the exaggerated standards and 
tolerances in the matter of fading, as well as the exaggeration 
of all factors and the application of the method of arithmetical 
addition which led to exaggerated protection ratio standards.
In Committee *+ he had already discussed this matter of the exag
gerated protection ratio standards. It was clear that this 
procedure was completely detrimental to the interest of the small 
countries and represented a discrimination.

I.37 Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) informed the Assembly that for two
months he had been busy with this problem and that, in his 
opinion, these two months were quite sufficient. He had already 
indicated within the V/orking Group that, during his recent trip 
to the United States over the Christmas holidays, he had verified 
that the figure of 17 db was correct with the C.R.P.L. The 
latter had been asked by the P.F.B. to make these measurements 
and had assigned a large staff and a g?eat amount of equipment 
to this work. The countries interested in the bases of high
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frequency broadcasting had received the necessary documentation 
and additional tables.. This documentation showed the effects 
of the reduction of the protection ratio to below 17 db. He
added that if the Group desired to reduce thi" ratio to 5 db, it
would serve to make the U.S.A. draft plan far more acceptable.

1*38  ̂ The Chairman insisted that the Assembly should arrive
quickly at a common ground for an agreement on the adoption of 
the tolerances provided in point (d)*

1*39 Mr* Faulkner (U.K.) proposed that the U.S.S.R. Dele*-
gation1s amendment be put to a vote, after which the discussion 
on the possible reduction of the protection ratio could be con
tinued. In his opinion, it was not possible in all cases to 
return to the discussion of paragraphs 11 and 12.

1 A 0  Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) expressed his surprise
at the ignorance in which Committee had been kept concerning 
the important technical material presented :y Professor Siforov 
(U.S.S.R.). He protested against the proredu.re adopted by the 
Committee in accepting a protection standard upon the basis of 
a simple vote and not upon technical bases. Now it seemed that 
the same procedure was being enforced within the Assembly. This 
was the worst working method imaginable. From what Mr. Veatch 
had said, he had obtained a clear impression that the U.S.A. 
Delegation did not wish to present the technical material upon 
which it based its proposal. Eor the time being, the proposal 
in question totally lacked technical bases. Prof. Siforov’s 
(U.S.S.R.) report to Committee If (Technical), drawn up in a very 
logical manner and upon technical bases, had explained the various 
situations which had to be taken into account. Committee U 
(Technical) had approved his report; then, using the habitual 
method of reconsidering questions and basing itself on arguments 
as vague as those presented by Mr.. Veatch, it had reconsidered 
the question,sailProfessor Siforov’s technical material 
completely aside. Finally, the Bielorussian Delegation requested 
that the question be presented with ample documentation and that 
no definite decision be taken until there was a general con
viction that modifications were really necessary.

1*1+1 The Chairman declared that the proofs and data sub
mitted by Mr. Veatch on a protection ratio of 17 db, as well 
as the clear and precise statement by Professor Siforov (U.S.S *R.), 
had sufficiently clarified the situation.

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) said that the technical material 
referred to b^ the Del.g*be of the U.S,A. had. never been sub
mitted in Committee.^ and the Soviet Delegation knew absolutely 
nelljjr& about it. **e also wished to say that the U.S.A.
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Delegation had stated its readiness to accept the figure of 5 db 
if the latter were useful for the U.S.A. draft plan. &e finally- 
insisted that the value of 12 db should be adopted instead of 
17 db as the tolerance for long and short period fading. This 
viewpoint was shared by Mr* Gross (P. R. of Roumania).

1.̂ 2 Mr. Sastry (India) thought it his duty, as Chairman of
Committee k (Technical) to point out that these discussions had 
already taken place upon several occasions within -Group V-A and 
in the Committee itself* up to the day when the Committee, after 
having listened to the explanations of Professor Siforov and of 
Mr. Veatch, had taken a final decision. It had been unanimously decided that this question would need a very thorough study and 

• it had been recognized that the complete theoretical explanations 
had not yet been made available, as was shown by point (d) of 
paragraph(2) of Chapter 10 of the Committeefs Report. This 
problem had been recommended for further study by a competent 
organization.

1.^3 After the Chairman had stated that he was going to put
to a vote the proposal .of the Soviet Delegation, Mr. Stoyanov
(U.S.S.R.) recalled that he had also proposed that in the text 
of paragraph 12 the figure of 17 db should be replaced by that 
of 12 db. He asked the U.S.A. Delegate if he agreed to accept 
the figure of 10 db, which was closer to the figure of 5 Ub 
(which he had mentioned) than that of 12.

l.̂f*+ Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) maintained that he had not agreed
to accept 12 db; on' the contrary, if the Committee reduced the 
protection ratio to 12 db, he was convinced that circuits operat
ing under these protection standards would get satisfactory service during only 70%o of the time, i.e., that they would lose 
30 days out of every 100#

l.i+5 The Chairman considered that there was no other solution
than that of putting the question to a vote, in other words,
28 db should be included in paragraph 11, and 12 db in paragraph 
12, in order to arrive at a total of *+0 db in paragraph 13.

1*1+6 Mr* Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) then asked the U.S.A. Delegate
what was the basis of maximum tolerance in db, in the U.S.A. 
draft plan or, in other words, what, according to him, was the 
ideal maximum standardf

1,1*7 Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) replied that the figure of 17 dbrepresented the necessary tolerance to ensure satisfactory re
ception during 90% of the days and 90% of the hours. If this 
could not be established, the countries should know the 
necessary tolerance for satisfactory reception during 90% of 
the days and 90%> of the hours.
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l«*+8 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.), after having requested that
the vote be taken by roll call, said that it was not ideal stan
dards which interested the Conference, but realistic standards 
which might serve for the drawing up of a plan. He stated that 
his Delegation had submitted all the technical data which had 
been requested from, it and he renewed his request to the U.S.A, 
Delegate to inform the Conference what, had been the standards 
which had served as tolerance bases in the draft plan of the 
U.S.A.

l«*+9 After Mr. Veatch (U.S.A.) had asked the Chair for per
mission to answer the question raised, remarking that this ques
tion was outside the Agenda, the Chairman put to a vote the 
amendment to paragraph 1*+ proposed by the Soviet Delegation.

The result of the vote by roll call was the followings 
16 votes in-favour of the amendment, 27 against and 17 abstentions,

1.50 Point (d) of sub-paragraph (iii), paragraph 1̂+ of
Document No, 490 was thus maintained in its present

‘ ' form.
1.51 The Chairman opened the discussion on sub-paragraph 

(iv) of paragraph 1*+ of Chapter 6 (Document No. ^90).
Er. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) stated that he had no objection 

to raise concerning the sub-paragraph, but he was surprised at 
the inability of the U.S.A. Delegation to reply to the question 
which he had raised. It was all the more astonishing inasmuch 
as in the document which accompanied the U.S.A. draft plan it 
had been said that the plan was based upon technical data.

Fie proposed a second addition to paragraph lU, in 
addition to that suggested by the U.K. Delegation, as follows:

"The Plenary Assembly considers that the level of in
dustrial interference in the large cities increases from year 
to year and that it is impossible to obtain the necessary pro
tection ratios against this interference. The Conference there
fore recommends to the administrations of all countries to 'take 
every possible measure to suppress industrial interference."

1.52 The Chairman asked that the correct order of the de
bate be respected and then submitted sub-paragraph (iv) to the 
consideration of the Assembly.

1•53 Paragraph lU, (iv) of Chapter 6 cf ~he Committee.Lg
■ Report was adopted.
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1*5*+ Mr. Dostert (Secretary) then proceeded to read the
addition proposed by the United Kingdom and amended by the U.S.S.R,

"The protection ratios recommended in paragraphs 9? 10, 
11, 13 and 1*+ were adopted by the Technical Committee on the 
basis of recordings of various ratios of signal to interference 
for various types of interference and the result was approximately 
60-707 of satisfied listeners among members of the Conference who 
heard the recordings."

1*55 Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) stated he wished to make a
clarification. If this G0% referred to the VO db indicated in 
paragraph 13? the Delegation of Switzerland had no objection to 
such a statement by the Conference. However, this G0% of 
satisfied listeners should refer to the 3 figures in the two 
Sections which composed paragraph 13, in other words, to para
graphs 11 and 12. The Delegation of Switzerland again referred 
to its arguments brought forward in the previous Sessions and 
believed that this recommendation did not correspond to reality.

1.56 I-ir. Sastry (India) agreed v/ith the statement made by 
the Delegation of Switzerland, concerning a recommendation on 
which an agreement had been reached during the preceding Session. 
However, he wished to propose again an additional amendment on 
the subject of the number of non-technical listeners who had 
been satisfied in the United States, if the United States Dele
gation could submit the corresponding figures. Furthermore, he 
proposed that the addition suggested by the U.S.S.R. Delegation 
should be included in the following Chapter entitled "Recommen
dations" and not in the one entitled "Technical Principles and 
Standards"•

1.57 Mr* Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R.) expressed his agree
ment v/ith the proposal of Mr. Sastry (India) concerning the 
proposed addition to Chapter 7 (Recommendations). He was how
ever opposed to the addition proposed by the Delegation of India 
concerning the figures which should be furnished by the U.S.A. 
Delegation. If the experts of that country had arrived at differ
ent results in their calculations, no official data had been 
communicated, and the Delegate of the Ukrainian S.S.R. thought
it appropriate to base the conclusions of this Conference only 
upon the experiments conducted by it. The amendment proposed by 
the U.K. Delegation seemed more correct.

1.58 Mr. Kito (Albania) and Mr. Gross (Roumania) also op
posed the amendment proposed by the Delegate of India^and thought
that only the results of experiments made in Mexico City should
be taken into account. In view of the late hour, the Chairman 
stated that the time-table should be respected and that agreement 
had to be reached on the work programme for the future.
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1«59 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) said.that the Plenary Sessions
of the Conference could be held, if necessary, •from 8:00 p.m. . 
to 12:00 p.m. Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) asked that in no case 
should the working schedule of the V/orking Groups be affected, 
however long the Plenary Sessions might last.

1*60 Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) recalled that it had been
decided at a previous Plenary Session to consider the Brazilian 
Proposal on January 2*+th.

l,,6l Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) opposed the amendment'proposed
by the Delegation of India which wished to take into account the 
results of experiments made in the United States. The Conference 
had never been informed of these results.

1.62 Mr. Sastry (India) stated that these experiments had
been presented within Committee k by the Delegate of the U.S.A. 
before Christmas and that, upon that occasion, no objection had 
been raised. He suggested that the Delegate of the U.S.A. should 
be officially invited to present them in the form of a Conference 
document and that the Plenary Assembly should then decide whether 
they should be taken into consideration.

.1.63 Discussion then took place on the work programme for
the Session to be held next week. Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) in
sisted that the times specified for opening and adjourning the 
Sessions should be rigidly enforced. After statements by Mr. 
Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.), Mr. Schaeffer (Morocco and Tunisia) and 
Mr. Dostert (Secretary), the 6hairman said that Document No.
538, which had a certain influence on the programme to be drawn 
up, should be discussed as soon as possible.

1.6^ The Plenary Assembly had agreed that Committee 1
(Coordination) should discuss this document as soon as the# 
Working Group of that Committee had finished it. He then *put 
to a vote the work programme read by the Secretary, with the
following results:- 35 votes in favour of the work programme
proposed oy the Secretary, 11 votes against and 8 abstentions.

1.65 The work programme proposed by the Secretary for the
following wTeck was adopted.

1.66 Mr. Morales (Cuba) expressed his agreement with the
programme, for which he had voted, but recalled that^his Dele
gation had presented a- written amendment to the Brazilian Pro
posal, which differed from the proposal of the Working Group of 
the Coordinating Committee. He asked that tho consideration of 
this amendment appear on the Agenda.
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1.67 Mr. Machado (Brazil) shared the opinion of Mr. Fontaina
(Uruguay) with regard to strict observation of the..times for the
opening and the adjournment of Plenary Sessions. Ee proposed, 
in order to speed the work of the Conference, that the Report of 
the V/orking Group of Committee 1 should be submitted directly to 
the Plenary Assembly.

1*68 The Chairman observed that it was up to Committee 1
(Coordination) to take a decision on this matter, but that, in 
any case, it would be contrary to normal procedure.

1.69 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) was not opposed to the pro
gramme, from the view point of working hours, but he was cate
gorically opposed to any violation of the order of the discussions 
which appeared in the Agenda of the Plenary Assembly. Independent 
ly of the timetable, there were questions which should be dis
cussed in the chronological order of their presentation. If the 
study of the Report of Committee b (Technical) was not finished
at this Plenary Session, it should be resumed at the next Session. 
It should be followed by the study of the Report of Committee 3 
(General Principles) and only after the approval of that Report 
should other natters be brought up for discussion.

1.70 Mr, Jacques Meyer (France) drew attention to his 
previous proposal, which he thought was not in contradiction with 
the work programme which had just been adopted. The aim of this 
proposal was to show clearly that it was the drawing up of a 
Plan - if this was really desired - which had priority over all 
other natters. This was a point which the Conference seemed to 
have ov. rlooked at times. I n  view of the work programme just 
adopted and to which he was not opposed, he formally asked that 
the Plenary Assembly should not adopt any decision affecting the 
timetable laid down for the interviews - which were to lead up
to the final decision concerning the continuation of the Conference 
He again wished to present formally this proposal in the hope of 
being supported by all those who still wished to do everything 
to achieve a Plan.

1.71 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read the text of the proposal 
of the Delegate of Franco:

"The Plenary Assembly desires that the study of the 
reports of the Committees or any other questions shall in no 
case modify the timetable established for the interviews of the 
Groups of Committee 6 with the Delegations."

THe Chairman put this proposal to the vote, with the 
following results: ^3 votes in favour of the French proposal,
1 against and 11 abstentions.

1.72 The proposal of the Delegation of France was therefore 
adopted.
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1*73 Mr. Fontaina (Uruguay) stated that he had abstained
from the vote. He thought that if a timetable was not established 
in a rigid and inflexible manner, any other decision taken in 
this respect would be purely platonic•

1 . 7 k  The Chairman stated that he was going to put to a vote
the observance of a strict timetable. Mr. Schaeffer (Morocco and 
Tunisia) pointed out that by’ virtue of the preceding vote not to 
modify the schedule for the interviews, there was no doubt that 
evening meetings of the sub-groups would have to be held and 
therefore a new vote should not be contrary to reality. He 
proposed, if a vote was to be taken later, to postpone the 
examination of the Report-of Committee *+.

1.75 Mr. Lalid (Yugoslavia) stated that he had voted against
the proposal of the Delegate of France because he considered that 
the small Delegations like his own could not possibly participate 
in meetings during the morning, the afternoon and the night.

1.76 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) asked that the next Plenary 
Assembly, no matter when it was held, should start with the con
tinuation of the discussion of the Report of Committee k (Techni
cal).

1.77 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) stated that the next Plenary 
Session had been called for 2k January at 8:00 p.m. and that it 
would study the points already on its Agenda.

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) asked what would happen if 
Committee 1 (Coordination) decided during its meeting the morning 
of January 2̂ -th to transform itself into a Plenary Assembly. He 
insisted that the Plenary Assembly should continue the discussion 
of the Report of Committee k and not concern itself with any new 
questions.

1.78 The Chairman explained that Committee 1 (Coordination) 
would decide on this matter at its meeting on the morning of 
January 2̂ -th.

The Session was adjourned at 2:20 p.m.
The Assistant Secretary: The Secretary: APPROVED
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Th. Wettstein L, E. Dostert M. Pereyra

The Reporter:
J. E. Castaingt



INTERNATIONAL
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING Document No. 598-E

CONFERENCE ■'
 ____  25 January 19^9

Mexico City l$*+8~^9 Original : ... ENGLISH

MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY 
Twentieth Session 
2V-January 19^9

Chairman, Mr, Miguel Pereyra, opened the meeting at 11:^5
a.m.

Delegations present: People's Republic of Albania, Argentine
(Republic), Australia (Commonwealth of), Austria, Belgium, Bielorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Bolivia, Brazil, Popular Republic of Bul
garia, Chile, China, Canada, Vatican'City, Colombia (Republic of), 
Portuguese Colonies, Colonies, Protectorates and Overseas Territories of 
the United Kingdom, Overseas Territories of the French Republic, Belgian 
Congo, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ecuador- (Temporarily 
represented by Brazil), El Salvador, Finland, United States of America, 
France, Guatemala (Temporarily represented by Cuba), Hungary, India, 
Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (Represented by Switzerland), Ireland, Italy, 
Liberia (Represented by the U.S.A.), Luxembourg (Temporarily represented 
by the Netherlands), Mexico, Monaco. (Represented by France), Nicaragua, 
Norway, New Zealand, Pakistan, Poland (Republic of), Portugal, French 
Protectorates of Morocco and Tunisia, People's Federal Popular Republic 
of Yougoslavia, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Southern Rhodesia, 
Popular Republic of Roumania, United Kingdom, Siam (Temporarily represente' 
by Overseas Territories of tho French Republic), Sweden, Switzerland 
(Confederation), Syria, Czechoslovakia, Territories of the United 
States of America, Turkey, Union of South Africa, Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics,' Uruguay. ( riental Republic of), Venezuela (United 
States of).

Also present-:" Mr. L, Barajas, Vice-Chairman of the Conference.
Other members: Mr, Hernandez Cata y Galt of'the IFRB.
The following were represented by observers: OIR, United

•Nations and SCAP. *
Secretariat: Mr. L. E* Dostert, Secretary of the Conference.



- 2 -
(Doc, No. 598-E)

I. ''Discussion'took "place on the agenda to be adopted -for this Plenary
Session.
1.1 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) proposed that the debate be continued

on the agenda of the 19th Plenary Session. "" This agenda had
been approved by the Assembly and discussion of it had not been
completed,

1.2 After discussion, the Assembly by a vote rejected the Soviet
proposal and by a second vote adopted the following agenda which 
had been proposed by Dr♦"Mayo•(Argentine);
Point 1: Report of Working Group 1 concerning the organization of 

the future work of the Conference (Doc. No. 53$ ? Docs, 
Nos. k33? aontaining a proposal of Brazil, and 517 
containing a proposal of Cuba).

Point 2: Continuation of tho examination of the Report of the
Technical Principles and Standards Committee (Doc. **90).

Point 3: Examination of the Report of the General Principles 
Committee (Doc, 513)* ’

1*3' Mr* Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) declared that his Delegation had
refrained from taking part in the second vote which had led to 
tho approval of the above Agenda. * .-
It was incorrect to sot aside the Agenda which had already been
approved for the 19th session on January 22nd. There was no
justification for the Assembly's procedure in interrupting the 
debate on.an Agenda already approved and'in adopting an entirely 
new agenda.

II. Consideration of- Point One of the Agenda: REPORT OF WORKING GROUP ONE
CONCERNING THE'ORGANIZATION OF THE FUTURE WORK'OF THE CONFERENCE
(doc. 538). ' ; ’
2.1 Mr. Albuquerque■ (Brazil) made the following statement:

"The Plenary Assembly of today has beon convoked for the purpose, 
among others, of taking up the particular matter of the Brazilian 
proposal in Document No. rs-33, as the Conference'knows*, ;"

2*2 . .lTFrom the . date of tho submission-of the. .said Document up to the
present, the Delegation of Brazil has not changed its point of '

^view, i.e., that the Conference has reached a crucial phase in 
’ which it becomes necessary to adopt certain measures in order to 
obtain results. We desire this, and we believe that all the 
Dele'gations present'wish it. Furthermore, from that time until 
Jhe present, our convictions havo become stronger, inasmuch as

* the events have .proven that, the general outlook is unchanged, and
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have confirmed all the impressions of the Delegation of Brazil. 
Now we havo Document No. 538, purporting to be a compromise 
proposal of the Chair, resulting from the deliberations of Work
ing Group 1 at the night meeting of January 19th. This Document 
had its origin in the Brazilian proposal, but in‘ its principal 
conclusion is far removed from it. We say this, because the 
object of the proposal in Document No. k 33 was to hasten the end 
of'the Conference, whereas tho proposal of the Chairman enter
tains the possibility of continuing our work until next March,
The Delegation of Brazil desires in the first place to express 
its opinion with respect to tho Chairman's Document before 
referring to its own proposal in Document No. k33- This will 
therefore be the preliminary statement of the Delegations of 
Brazil regarding the proposal of the Chair and the work of the 
Conference considered in detail.

2.3 Item No. I has points of contact with the Brazilian pro
posal. January 29th is set as the date for closing the first 
part of the Conference, which is considered by the Chairman's 
Document as the "preliminary phase" of its v/ork. But the--Dele
gation of Brazil takes the liberty of asking' a question which 
can receive only an unfavorable answer-: How is this first phase
to end? Will it end in the approval of the Committee's Reports? 
If so, we ask, what will be the result of those Reports? What 
has been determined by the Report of Committee 3, which was to 
have established tho general principles on.which the Plan, or 
Plans, to be prepared by this. Conference were to be founded?
It is very regrettable that we must recognize the lack of precise 
results from the General Principles "Committee. Its conclusions 
are depressing. It is sufficient to read tho following 'state
ment to be convinced: "In analyzing tho Replies of-countries
(Documents Nos. 375, 38k and 511) to the Questionnaire in 
Document No. 265, Committee 3 RECOGNIZES THAT IT IS IMPOSSIBLE 
AT THE PRESENT TIME TO ESTABLISH GENERAL PRINCIPLES ACCEPTABLE 
TO THE GREAT MAJORITY ,0F COUNTRIES AND APPLICABLE IN A UNIFORM 
MANNER TO ALL COUNTRIES, PRINCIPLES WHICH COULD 'SERVE AS A BASIS 
FOR THE ELABORATION OF A HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING PLAN". 
Further on, the same Report states that- "AT THE SAME TiME 
COMMITTEE 3 NOTES THAT THE MAJORITY OF COUNTRIES CONSIDER THAT 
THE ELABORATION OF A PLAN ON THE BASIS OF TECHNICAL PRINCIPLES 
ALONE IS UNACCEPTABLE".- Now, Mr. Chairman, in tho f aco of those 
two conclusions, tho Delegation of Brazil still cannot see tho 
value that may be. given in the future, to the recommendations 
contained in Item I of the Chairman's proposal. We ask per
mission, Mr. Chairman, to make our own deductions clear: the

, draft Plan of the Soviet Union is based on .general principles- 
which have not yet been accepted by the Conference,0 the same is 
true of the bases for.the elaboration of a Plan of the Delegation 
of Indian the draft Plan of the United States of America is based 
on technical principles, which, in accordance with the Report of
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Committee 3, cannot be the'only principles for tho.preparation of 
a frequency.assignment Plan; the Requirements of tho.various 
countries alone cannot be taken into account in the Plan itself, 
the result of which is1 that the proposal, of the Delegation of 
Portugal is unacceptable•to the Conference. There would remain,

’ therefore, the Reports of Committees 3, k. and 5, but:
Commit too 3 has not reached any conclusion v/ith respect' to 
general.principles;
Committoo k, in Its brilliant Report, considered'technical 
standards and principles, which cannot be considered separately 
in the elaboration of a Plan, according to'Committee 3 fs own 
Report;
Committee 5 has studied all tho Requirements, but those Require
ments cannot bo considered without the establishment of the 
general and technical principles,1 . ■
The result-is that wo aro caught in a vicious circle. The most 
real and logical conclusion is that all our work for three long 
months has- been dosolutolv useless, for the drawing up of the 
Plan, -which is our' principal object'in coming.to this charming 
city of Mexico, Wo believe that thero is no one.in the whole 
Conference who knows how Committee 6 will be able bo work on the 
basis of the documentation to be sent to it in accordance v/ith 
the Chairman fs . proposal.

2,k. "II, Item.II of the proposal of tho Working Group of Committee 
■ 1 states, tcxtually-: . : v
"IN ORDER T0: LIGHTEN THE'TASK OF THE CONFERENCE - AND . TO ALLOW 
CERT. A IN DELEGATIONS, IF THEY SO DESIRE, TO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF 
THEIR IfSMBSRS, ETC.". Thero Us no doubt, gentlemen, that this 
was tho object of tho. Delegation of Brazil in proposing in 
Document No, k-33 that the :Conference.torminate. its work on the 
'31st of January, in view of tho fact that that date embraces the 
first part, or phase, of the Conference, which would still 
continue in reduced form. This would permit-.'.some. Delegations 
to reduce tho .number of their members, as a substantial economic 
measure v/ithout,. however, impairing'the. progress of tho -Con
ference, which is now'much assisted by the presence of most of 
tho technicians charged with the drawing up of a Plan, -or Plans,

2,5. "Ill, The point of ■ difference b etweon the Chairman's proposal 
and tho Brazilian proposal.is, precisely, that v/hich refers to 
tho preparation of a Plan, or Plans, regarding which the two 
proposals prove■to be very different. The Brazilian Delegation 
wanted the question-'of the Plan solved purely and simply by a 
vote. It would -have-teen a .very simple method, if, by chance, the 
Plans submitted could have been put to a vote. The results
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obtained by Committee 3 force,us to disregard all tho efforts 
of the. various Delegations who were authors of the proposals.
Now, wo shall have to follow a now course and go into the techni
cal field in reducing the Requirements by means of interviews 
by Committee 6, in order to prepare a Plan which will please all 
the Delegations here represented. But if the g. eneral .principles 
are not. yet established, if the technical principles cannot be

■ the only ones to be considered, and if the Requirements as 
submitted have to be reduced to the capacity of the spectrum, 
only one road, gentlemen, will be left to us: the drawing up
of an empirical Plan only] All the attempts of 'Working Group 1 
to fix deadlines will be uselessJ The Conference has never 
complied with the deadlines and will not do so now, when we are 
about to finish, if wc arc over to do so. The work intended to 
be concluded by the beginning of March will-have to be postponed 
again and again, and it is quite possible that we shall not have 
a solution even by' April. Committee 6, which will have all the 
future responsibility, would be able to reach a concrete result 
only in this way.

2.6 "IV. Unfortunately, gentlemen, we do not believe in the complete 
effectiveness of the proposal of V/orking Group 1' in the terms in 
which it is drawn up. We must spegik clearly and frankly. Either 
the Conference must decide that, under the conditions which we 
face. Committee 6 should prepare an empirical Plan, taking into 
account Item I itself; or wc shall obtain nothing, howeyer much 
we prolong our work in tho vo.ry justifiable anxiety to attain 
the final objectives: a High Frequency Assignment Plan. There
fore, with this end in view and in order that this Plenary 
Assembly nay discuss constructive proposals which arc rather 
more positive than ours, this Delegation withdraws its proposal 
in favour of tho one submitted by the V/orking Group (Document 
No. 538). We make it clear that we shall be very satisfied if 
this Plenary finds a constructive solution to the impasse in 
which, unfortunately, wo find ourselves,"

j Mr. Maristany (Cuba) withdrew his proposal (Doc. No, 517) for 
modification of Document No. *63 of Brazil, . .

2.8 Mr. Sastry (India) declared that Document 'No, 538, submitted by 
V/orking Group 1, was in general acceptable to his Delegation,

■ which considered that all possibilities must be explored of 
drawing up an assignment plan, in view of tho time and energy 
already expended at tho Conference, It was most regrettable 
that there had been no agreement as to the General Principles on 
which tho plan should be based. In his opinion, it was futile 
to think of drawing up a plan without principles and, in view of 
the apparent failure of Committee 3? either the Plenary Assembly 
or the Plan Committee.ought to determine the principles according 
to which tho plan was to be drawn up.
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2.9 Mr. Sterling (U.S.A.) supported tho work programme outlined in 
Document No. 538. This programme seemed to be realistic and to 
afford the best possible opportunity for success within a reason
able time; it would also provide a fairly rapidmethod of deter
mining what possibilities there were of drawing up an assignment 
plan, which would bo generally acceptable. Therefore, .despite 
certain misgivings, he would, acqept tho procedure recommended
by Working Group 1 in document No. 538.

2.10 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) made tho following statement:
"Tho U.S.S.R. Delegation greatly regrets that it is once more 
forced to draw attention to the perpetual recurrence of the need 
to consider tho postponement of the closing date of the Inter
national High Frequency Broadcasting Conference In Mexico City.
Tho misguided and intolerable character of such methods of work, 
which consume much time in fruitless.discussions and at the 
same tine impose a heavy financial burden on the peoples of the 
world, arc evident to all,
nThesG: circumstances force- the U.S.S.R. Delegation to press in 
the most emphatic and insistent manner for a fundamental change 
in the existing situation,
"It is impossible to work successfully in the absence o f definite 
limits to both the -time and tho scope of the work.
"It is-common knowledge that on 2k November 19k8 the Plenary 
'Assembly of tho Conference considered the question of the pro
longation of its work, and decided that 1 February 19k’9 should 
be tho closing date. .

2.11 "In .its .anxiety over tho slow progress of tho work of th e  
Conference, the. Dole gat ion of, the Bielorussian S. S.-RvVmontti 
later, i.o, on 23 December 19k8, drew tho attention of the 
Conference .to tho necessity of concluding the work by tho pres
cribed date, ,   mi

2.12 "On 5 January 19k9 the Coordinating Committoo considered the 
proposal submitted by .the Bielorussian S.S.R, Delegation., and 
agreed that it was necessary:

.To do everything possible to carry out the decisions previou&m* 
ly taken regarding tho fixing of a deadline for the work of tho 
Conference concerning the preparation of a High Frequency Broad
casting Plan by February ls-t, and to indicate to the Chairmen 
of Committoos tho absolute necessity of complying with the dead
lines fixed for them.
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"Tho Plenary Assembly of the Conference approved this decision 
on lk January 19k9. •
"And now, wo aro agcin confronted'with the problem of new 
changes in the final dcates,

2-. 13 "On 2k December 19k8 our Delegation energetically supported the 
proposal to postpone tho closing date. Desiring by all means 
to assist .in the final success of tho Conference, the Delegation 
of the IJ.S.S.R, has done all that was in their power to do,
A commensurate contribution in the form of a draft Plan for , : 
frequency assignment for the throe seasons of median sunspot 
activity, as well as the active participation of known specialists 
of our Delegation, constitute a concrete proof of our sincere 
desire to assist in the progress of the Conference as a whole.
In our endeavours v/o wore inspired by the hope that the time 
until 1 February 19k9 would bo used productively and usefully.

2,lk "However, events havo shorn that the time was not practically : .... 
employed,, but was spent in the main to waiting for the United 
States draft Plan.
"Our Delegation does not believe that tie re was, or, is, -any 
necessity to waste time and money in allowing the Conference 
to run on fruitlessly for the sole purpose of allowing the 
U.S.A. Delegation to prepare its variation of tho Plan.
"If the U.S.A. Delegation wore seriously interested in the 
.favourable conclusion and timely ending of the work of the 
Conference, it could havo dono its preparatory work beforehand.

2,15 "The Delegation of the Soviet Union points with groat satisfaction 
to tho declaration by the Dologato of India to the effect that 
tho Plan should bo based on general principles and factors * 
having a permanent value.
"The Delegation of the Soviet Union further points with great 
satisfaction to the similar statement by the Delegate of Brazil, 
to the effect that general principles are the indispensable 
condition for the preparation of the Plan.
"Our Delegation cannot agree with the reasonableness of the new 
proposal to prolong the work of the Conference. We consider 
that it will be more correct to affirm again tho necessity to 
complete the work within the established period, i.e., by 31 
January 19k9",



2*16 Mr. Esgun (Turkey) and Hr. Da Costa (Portugal) supported the proposals ‘ 
made in Document No, 53$"> which provided a practical method for the 
organization of the future, work of .the Conference.

2.17 Mr. Pedersen (Denmark) considered that the proposals presented in 
document No. 538 were realistic and provided a reasonable possibili' * 
of bringing the Conference to a successful conclusion. At the presb*it 
stage of the Conference, it was clear to everyone that it v/ould be 
impossible to obtain agreement on a series of general principles which 
might serve as a basis for a plan. However, in his opinion, this did 
not mean that the Conference was doomed to failure. For ; over 25 years, 
European broadcasting conferences had tried to formulate such a series 
of general principles; they- had failed to do this.but had never
theless succeeded iri drawing up plans. They had beon able to achieve 
this by coordinating a number of different proposals for general 
principles.

2.18 Fortunately, there were k proposals bod ore tho Conference. They came 
from different regions, -which were regions in tho sense laid down in 
Atlantic City, and he considered that those proposals could bo taken 
as a basis for tho work of tho Conference. He believed'strongly that 
thoro was a good possibility of drafting a plan and. approved tho 
measures outlined in tho Report for tho organisation of the work of 
drawing up the plan.

2.19 Dr, Mayo (Argentine) made the following statement:
"Taking into account tho statements of the"Delegates of Brazil and 
Cuba, our Delegation also accepts in general the Report of Working 
Group 1 of the Coordinating Committoo, which has submitted its Report 
as Document No. 538 to tho Plenary Assembly of tho Conference.
"However, we wish to make th: s statement in order to keep our slate 
clean in this matter; in fact, our Delegation, for reasons of prin
ciple, was the first to oppose the alteration ■ of target dates for any 
Conference - and this one in particular --without sufficient evidence 
to justify such an alteration.

2.20 "I havo tho right to remind you that my Delegation, at tho session on
• * November 2k th, considered as premature- any alteration, v/ith out basis,

of tho dates proscribed for this -Conference. At tho time wo were call
ed pessimists but, unfortunately, the facts bore out our point of view.

2.21 "All tho dangers, to which my colleague and. tho Chairman of our Delega
tion, Dr, Andrada, drew attention, have become fully apparent. It v/ould 
have boon bettof*. for us to havo boon more cautious at that time, as tho 
Argentine Delegation proposed, but that is the way things happened and 
it is no use crying over spilled milk. Wc then complied with the v/ill 
of tho majority, 'Wo understand that tho majority’s decision thon was
to give more time .and wc think that ho who has given more'time can 
perfectly well give a little more time now; especially as those 7 days 
will allow the three v/orking groups of Committee 6 to carry out tho 
interviews which wc havo agrood should, bo held. In addition, those 7 
days will bring us to a decisive date when wo can take a final decision 
upon the fate of our Conference."
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2.22 Mr. Ouspenskii (U.U.S.R.) made the following statement: "Our Dele
gation Insistently prossos-for tho conclusion of the work of tho 
Conforcnco on 31 January 19**9 for tho following reasons:
"During thro^ months of work the Conforcnco has not achieved any 
results, because certain delegations, loaning on majorities, are 
preventing the acceptance of basic decisions on General principles, 
in the absence "f whichpr ep aration of the plan" Tsr impossible.

2.23 "Tho Conference' from the very beginning had at its disposal a con
crete plan for frequency, assignment submitted by the Delegation of 
the U.S.f.R. and based on general principles. The Conference had 
also at its disposal tho Indian proposal also based on general 
principles. However, Instead of a business-like consideration of 
those proposals, certain delegations, loaning on majorities, have 
prevented.the drawing up of general principles and have diverted 
the work of the Conference into the path of fruitless debates in 
expectation of a now Flan, which was promised by .the Delegation of 
the U.m.A. The result was unprecedented. Here was an International 
Conference waiting two months for the U.S.Delegation to complete 
its' Plan, and taking no decisions during these two months..
"One of the basic Committees cf tho Conference, Committee 3? com
pleted its work by acknowledging the impossibility of working out 
general principles. At the sam.o time it acknowledged that no plan 
could be made based on technical principles only. Therefore, 
thorc remains no possibility at.all of a Plan,

2.2k "Our Delegation considers it a duty tc declare that a refusal to
work out general principles makes a preparation of the plan an im
possibility, because any Plow.which loos n-jt take into considera
tion the basic factors of area, pcpulatiin and the number of offi
cial languages of the countries concerned is an arbitrary and unfair 
Plan, and cannot be considered acceptable.
"A Plan without general principles does not ensure a just assign
ment of ‘channol-hours between countries and we therefore omphaticall: 
protest against any attempts to prepare an empirical Plan,
"I would like to remind you that at the Conference in Copenhagen 
general principles wore accepted, and these were* taken into consi
deration in the preparation of tho Plan.

2.25 "In view of tho- existing situation, in which the very foundation for 
the preparation of the Plan, viz, tho acceptance of general princi
ples , is still unsettled, and no settlement is possible owing to 
tho endeavours of certain delegations,to prevent a settlement, our 
Delegation considers that the worm, of the Conference should bo 
terminated by January 31• The responsibility for tho failure of tho 
Conference rests with those del; gati'ens which (a) did not desire the 
discussion of the Plan submitted by tho U.-o.S.R. Delegation, (b) 
prevented discussion of tho question of general principles, and (c) 
during three months prevented the acceptance of any concrete de- 

. cisions. " '
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2.26 "Our Delegation accordingly objects to the- recommendations contain
ed, in Document lie. 53G."
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2.27 Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) said that the Assembly would have' 
to give precise directives to the Plan Committee if the op
timism lying behind document 53$ was to be justified and the 
success of the Conference was- to be ensured. In his opinion, 
the simple mentioning of data in section 1 of document 738 
was insufficient and the Plan Committee would lose consider
able time in reaching an agreement on the procedure to be 
followed in examining the basic documents. The method out
lined in paragraph B of the Brazilian proposal was more real
istic and more likely to lead to positive results. However, 
if the Assembly decided to approve the method proposed by 
Working Group 1, he would not oppose such approval,

2.28 However, he considered that for once the dates approved for 
the completion of the work should be maintained arid,that steps 
should be taken to ensure that a result be obtained at any 
price. It was unnecessary to recall that the Conference had 
consistently underestimated the volume of its work#

2.29 He thought that the recommendations of document 538 with re
gard to the last phase of the work were completely vague.
He could not agree with them unless a final date was fixed 
for the closing of the Conference; this date should be fixed 
irrevocably as the end of February at the latest#

2.30 Mr. Corteil (Belgian Congo) shared the opinions of Mr, Pedersen 
(Denmark), and stated that ho was not pessimistic v/ith regard 
to the success of the Conference. Some Delegations, were pes
simistic, maintaining that it was impossible to. draw up a
Plan without general principles; but, as Mr, Pedersen had 
said, experience gained at European broadcasting conferences 
had shown that this argument was incorrect. This experience 
had shown that a broadcasting conference was only ready to 
make a plan when all Delegations, after lengthy discussions 
had become convinced that it was impossible to take principles 
as the basis for a plan. The reasons for such a conviction 
were simple 1 each factor and each principle was interpreted 
in a different manner by the various Delegations and these in
terpretations were frequently opposed to one another, ' He 
could not see how these conflicting interpretations could be 
conciliated.
He supported the proposals contained in document 538 which 
.wore realistic and constituted a new effort to obtain a sol
ution.

2.31 Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) warmly supported the general ob
jectives of document 538 which marked an important stage in 
the Conference and provided an opportunity of undertaking the 
practical v/ork of endeavouring to draw up a plan#
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2.32 He.wished to reply to those Delegates who had declared that it 
would be impossible to draw up a plan unless it was based on 
general principles, and particularly, on mathematical prin
ciples# To his knowledge, no plan had yet been made which was 
based on tho mathematical division of frequencies in the way 
proposed by those Delegates, although many successful plans 
had been made during the last 20 years.

2.33 ■ As chairman of the Plan Committee at the Copenhagen Conference,
he could inform the Assembly that certain general principles 
were laid down at that Conference and that they included area, 
population and languages. However, these principles were not 
based on any mathematical foundations whatever, but were simply 

• considered as factors which should be talnn into account when
- discussing the basis 011 which the plan was to be .made# With
short wave broadcasting such principles, or in any case these
three factors, did not apply to the same degree. Therefore, 
it could not be argued that such factors should be taken into 
consideration at the Mexico Conference because they had been 
accepted at Copenhagen.

2.3b- Tho working method proposed in document 538 was very similar
to that adopted at Copenhagen although it was slightly dif
ferent in certain respects since, of course, it was a method 
to be applied for short-w; ve broadcasting,- He felt that with 
the proposal in document 538 the Conference was starting on a 
road which would lead to the practical completion of a plan# 
With a large amount of hard work and of cooperation between 
delegates success should be achieved.

2.35 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) stateds
’’One may well regret the statements made here by the 

Delegates of Belgium and United Kingdom in which they advocate 
preparation of a plan without principles, notwithstanding the 
fact that the Atlantic City Plenipotentiary Conference issued 
to our Conferonce a clear directive to consider and preparre 
general principles and priorities on the be sis of which should 
• be created a high frequency assignment Plan,

"Now, let us proceed to the essence of Document 538,
2.36 "In connection v/ith the general discussion of Document

538, the Delegation of tin, Bielorussian S.S.R, considers it 
necessary to make the following statement, which we wish to 
have inserted in the'Minutes.

"As far back as 2b November 19b8 the Conference decided 
on the closing date for its work, i.e., 31 January 19̂ +9, and
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planned the work of its Committees in conformity with this 
date. Nevertheless, instead of taking all possible measures 
to promote the consideration and approval of concrete docu
ments - as well as a draft frequency assignment Plan placed 
a-t its disposal by the Soviet Delegation - or of the proposal 
submitted by the Delegation of India, the .Committees of our 
Conference continued to undertake fruitless discussions and 
baseless reconsideration of decisions previously taken by the 
Conference, This was‘done with the obvious aim of prolonging 
the work of the Conference until the publication of the U.S.A.

, Plan, solemnly promised to the Conference on 2b- November 19b-9 
with a proviso that it would oe delivered in the very near 
future,

2.37 . "Considering that the situation which existed at the end
of December 19b8 was intolerable, the Delegation of the Bielo
russian S.S.R, in its statement of 23 December 19b8 and in 
Document 381 with all seriousness presented the. question of 
affirming the closing dates for the work of the Conference and 
of making a radical change in the methods of work of the Con
ference.

"Although the majority of the Conference agreed to do 
all it possibly could, to keep within the established time 
limits, nevertheless nothing was done to carry out its decision.

2.38 "Using steam-roller voting tactics the majority of the
Plenary Assembly rejected points 2 and 3 o f tho Document 381, 
with the obvious aim of providing another loophole'.for pro
tracting the work of the Conference under the pretext of em
ploying the policy of the ."open door", in expectation of new 
plans and proposals, ....

"We are not responsible for this policy forced on us by 
tho majority, and we are not to bo blamed for the three months 
of aimless work, which were mentioned today by tho Delegate 
of Brazil. The blame' falls on the majority which approved a 
decision declining consideration of concrete documents and the 
Plan; tho Delegation of U.S.A. is to be blamed because it did 
not prepare its own draft Plan in time and ’this forced the Con
ference to work fruitlessly during 2 months.

h39 . "We fully * agree v/ith the statement of the U.S.S.R. Dele
gation made at today!s session and we most emphatically de
clare that only a Plan, prepared on the basis of general prin
ciples and clear -technical directives could be acceptable for 
tho Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R.. We are glad to 
welcome today’s statement of the Delegations of India and
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Brazil that a. Plan can only be considered which is based,
.first of all, on general principles. During the very first 
days of the work of the Conference the Delegation of the 
Soviet Union submitted concrete proposals on the question of 
general principles; nevertheless, the majority of the dele
gations at this Conference ignored them and, as a result, we 
now find ourselves still at the starting point 011 this fun
damental question.

"Essentiallyj the state of the work of the Conference 
is in the same position which was pointed out by the Bielo
russian S.S.R. Delegation in Document No. 38I5 under these 
'conditions our Delegation does not consider it possible to 
change its point of view concerning the final date for the com
pletion of the work of the Conference, i.e., 1 February 19h9.M

Mr. Arboleda (Colombia) mad.e tho following statement:
"The reason for my taking part in this debate is to re

call past happenings, which seem today to have a bearing on 
the document which is being .discussed as well as on the state
ments which many of our colleagues have already made*

"At the last meeting the question of a final date was 
discussed at length and the Chairman himself said that it was 
known that in the five remaining days (i.e. between today’s 
date and February 1) there was no possibility of arriving at 
a constructive solution and that one might just as well bring 
the Conference to an end today. Things were.said then of such 
a/character as to suggest that it may be as well to remember 
that, tv/o months ago, three delegations had sufficient frank
ness to say exactly what they thought about this final date, 
with which wc are now confronted.: The three delegations were
those of tho Argentine, Brazil' and Colombia.

"I have heard my wo'rds repeated today almost verbatim by 
my. esteemed colleague of Belgium,- Mr. Corteil. In othbr words, 
our predictions of, those days have come true today, and; I feel 
that I should remind the Assembly that my words' have been 
backed up by facts.

"Taking up now the concrete point, I believe that Docu
ment No. 538 does represent something constructive. In general 
terms it offers an index, something concrete> .to help us if .. 
■wo really want to progress. But in order to do so, it is ob
vious that wo cannot establish a time limit. This has already 
beon stated by Mr. Corteil and by the Delegate of the U.K..
In order to reach a settlement, something more is needed than 
the principles which we have tried in vain to establish.



-  Ik -

(Doc, 598-E)

There is no doubt that wo have failed to reach an agreement 
on general principles. Good will has not been lacking. The 
Delegation of Colombia, at the beginning of this Conference, 
explained in Committee 3 that the only principle which could 
lead us to a final agreement was the principle of good will.

2.kk "Tho three Delegations, which two months ago raised tho
point with which we are dealing today, are the only ones author
ized morally to enquire who is to blame; but wo are not going 
to do so, since the fact that a gaven plan is not acceptable 
to all Delegations is no fair reason for casting blame on the 
dissenting countries.

2.k5 "In any case I fec-1 entitled to state that the Ibero-
American Delegations havo attended this Conference in a spirit 
of cooperation, and that we have analyzed tho plans presented 
with all good will. If those plans have faults, if they do not 
satisfy us, if they are unacceptable for us, that does not en
title us to say that this or that delegation is to blame. On 
the other hand, in the concrete case of the U.S.A. plan, a de
lay -in a draft plan is always justified by tho intention to 
ada.pt it to circumstances and enable it to satisfy all the 
various aspirations. For this reason, Mr, Chairman, the Dele
gation of Colombia wishes in general to support Document No.
538 as a practical lino of conduct.

"The one thing we ask of the Plenary Assembly, whatever 
decision it may adopt, is that the necessary measures be taken 
to see that the decision is implemented with exactitude. Either 
we establish no time limit at all, with all that that implies, 
in order to enable a solution to be obtained in an atmosphere 
of complete harmony and good will; or we acopt a fixed date 
or a time-limit, and in that case see to it that this date is 
strictly observed. It really has become impossible for Dele
gations to continue advising their respective Governments week 
after week of a new date of closuro and any new decision which 
involved a continuance of this state of things would place us 
in a diffiqult and embarrassing position. That, Mr. Chairman, 
is our viewpoints either we fix an exact date, or we dispense 
with any time limit at all."

2,k6 ' Father Soccorsi (Vatican City) was in favour of document 538
since there was still a probability of success for the Confer
ence and it would bo regrettable to set such a possibility 
aside.

Some Delegates had stated that, without general principles, 
it would be impossible to draw up an objective and equitable 
plan. Even though the General Principles Committee had not
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succeeded■in presenting clearly a scries of general principles, 
he was not pessimistic. In any case, it was an exaggeration 
to say that no principles had been formulated,, Indeed, he 
considered that common criteria had been formed by the replies 
given to the questionnaire of the General Principles Committee; 
his own proposal (Doc. *+07) for the extraction of certain prin
ciples from the replies had met with some sympathy from other 
Delegates, although unfortunately he had had no opportunity 
to present this-proposal in Committee 3»

2.V7 Ho also considered that a common method would be established 
by means of the interviewing of Delegations by the Plan Com
mittee and that this method would assist the drawing up of an 
equitable and objective plan.

2A 8 Mr. Dr oho j owsky (Poland) could not accept document 538* He 
could not agree with Mr. Pedersen1s (Denmark) remarks on gen
eral principles and considered that one of the chief failings 
of the Conference was that it had not paid enough attention to 
principles*
He considered that there had been a number of defects in the 
working methods adopted by the Conferences firstly, much time 
had been lost because the majority had awaited the much delay
ed plan and secondly, the Assembly had continuously reconsider
ed and reversed its decisions*

2A9 Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) accepted document 538, interpreting 
it as an effort to renew the methods and activities of the Con
ference by giving its specialists the opportunity to work ef
fectively.

The Assembky should be given the possibility in the very 
near future of considering the date for the end of the Confer
ence* Delegations must use the last chance for the Conference 
in other manners than by making vain speeches and tho Confer
ence must, if necessary, havo the courage to recognize that 
it had failed partially or totally*

2.50 Mr. Kito (Albania) said that ho could take no responsibility 
for the extension of the Conference beyond February 1st as 
there was no solid basis for believing that, c-vcn with this ex
tension, the Conference could obtain the desired results*
He was convinced that without general principles no plan could 
be drawn up and his Delegation could not accept an empirical 
plan. He shared the opinions of the Delegates of the U.S.S.R.. 
Ukrainian S.S.R. and Bielorussian S.S.R.. He could not accept; 
document 538 and, if the Assembly approved it, he would have to 
request further instructions from his Government®



2«5l Mr.. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) made‘the following statement:
"I have listened v/ith satisfaction to the remarks of many 

delegates concerning the Reports of Committees 3 and k; 'this is 
quite normal. However,' in this very important moment when the 
Plenary Assembly is about to decide on the future of this Con
ference, it is* logical to call to mind thp basic documents on 
which such a decision could be founded; but it is not at all 
logical that the Plenary Assembly has not studied any one of 
these documents to date. I should like to state tha.t the . 
Assemblyfs decision to establish this-Agenda, which tackles the 
major problem without having studied the indispensable bases, 
demonstrates a total'lack of logic.

"I have a few remarks to make concerning Docuiaent No. 538*
2.52 "It is again proposed to establish another deadline. I 

believe that our Conference will become notorious as a conse
quence of our having regularly sot new dcadlinesj..._thesa -we-re- 
never. respected and the game was begun all over again. Various 
constructive proposals have been presented in the course of 
the Conference which were intended to accelerate tho work and 
to hasten the end of the Conference. These proposals have 
always been rejected,

2.53 "Nov/, I ask you., Mr, Chairman, what guarantee you can give 
me that the new deadline just pronosc-d will be respected? And 
what guarantee can I give my government and the Roumanian 
poople that, after the months which we have already spent here, 
wc shall not stay here several other months in vain? There is 
no guarantee, and we therefore believe that setting, amlher—  
deadline which will not be respected is entirely senseless.

... Consequently, we propose that the deadline of January 31st be 
maintained,

2.5*+ "Moreover, I havo listened v/ith pleasure to a great number
of delegates before me who spoke of the necessity of having 
general principles, I agree with them completely, but I have 
noted with astonishment that there are some proposals which 
suggest the’establishment of a so-called empirical, practical 
plan based on "good will". Let me ask you: just what is an 
empirical and practical plan? Wc are familiar with modern 
high frequency broadcasting practice; are you satisfied with
it? Will you be able to establish a new plan on such a ‘basis?
No? that v/ould be utterly Impossible. Then, according to what 
criteria do you want to determine the real needs of each country? 
On the basis of the countries! requirements, some of which are 
judicious and moderate while others arc grossly e x rggerated?
This is equally impossible. In all logic, the establishment of 
a plan is therefore possible only on the basis of general prin
ciples which are well defined and applicable to all countries.

- lb - ̂ N(Doc. No. 598-E)
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If an altorftion proves necessary for certain countries, it can bo 
made. In conclusion, then, the only plan acceptable to tho Dele- 
gati n of the People’s Republic of Roumania is that plan which will 
be’ established on general principles that arc fair and applicable 
to all”.

2.55 Mr. Maristany (Cuba) agreed v/ith tho proposals contained in Doc.
* -' 538, asTTvas essential for the Conference to make every effort to 

achieve success. Mr.. Kito (Albania) had stressed tho serious 
economic burden imposed on all countries by the prolongation of tho 
Conference; but all Delegations shared the .fear of returning to 
their countries without results and with tho depressing nows that 
the Conference had failed completely.
He agreed with Mr. Arboloda (Colombia) that it would be most unwise 
to fix-further target dates and his Delegation had always voted „ 
against ’fixing target dates for the presentation of a plan. He 
considered that a number of general principles acceptable to the 
majority could in fact be extracted from the replies to the question
naire of tho General Principles Committee. 5 ,a

2.56 Mr. Laiid (Yugoslavia) thought that the date of January 31st for
tho -closure of tho Conference should bo maintained. No general
principles had been formulated which might servo as a basis for a 
plan and ho c.ould sco no good reasons for prolonging tho Conference.- 
Certainly, tho good will, optimism and probability of success, j
about which certain Delegations had spoken, wore not a sufficient 
basis for an assignment plan.
Tho Conference had failed to grasp the opportunity presented to it 
by the Soviet Delegation which had presented a constructive plan 
based on general principles and there appeared to bo therefore no 
basis for the prolongation of the Conference.

I
The assembly then examined Document 538 point by point.
The Assembly approved, section I of document 538.
Section II

2.57 At the proposal of tho Chairman, it was agreed that the vice-chair
man for the Steering Committoo should be nominated by tho Delega
tions of Switzerland and Pakistan.
Tho Assembly approved Section II of Document 538.
Section III

J§.58 At tho proposal of Mr. Esgun (Turkey), it was- agreed that the first 
“  part of the 3rd .sentence (English test) should read ’’another Work

ing Group”.

(Doc. No. -598-E)



2.59 Mr. Dostert {Secretary) road out the following proposal:
"A third working Group shall ocaminc the work of Committee 3 in order 
to assist tho Plan Committee in using the material contained in the 
Report cf Committee 3> insofar as this material may prove useful."

' ’ This tcxt: was to bo included in 'Section III.
2.60 After discussion of this proposal, it was withdrawn by the Chairman

^nd Mr. Bokhari (Pakistan) proposed that Section III be ?dcletecl.
The meeting rose at 6.1? p.m.- i

Tho Assistant■Secretary: Tho Secretary: . APPROVED:
T.-Wettstein L. E. Dostert -The Chairman

'' - M. Poroyra
Tho Rapporteur:

G. H. Campbell

-  i s  - • ■ . ;
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MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY
Twenty-first Session 

2h- January 19*+9 (evening)

The Session was declared open at 8 p.m. by the Chairman. 
Mr. Miguel Pereyra.

The same members, observers and experts were present who 
attended the previous Session which adjourned at 6:10 p.m. of 
the same day.

CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT 
■ OF WORKING GROUP NO. 1, CONCERNING THE ORGANI
ZATION OF FUTURE WORK OF THE CONFERENCE (DOC.
NO. 538).

1 : The Chairman recalled that the discussion of the Report 
.during the previous Session left off at section III of
Document No. 538, and he invited the Assembly’s observations.

2 Mr. Bokhari (Pakistan) called attention to the fact that
his Delegation had already proposed the deletion of section 
III of Document No, 538.

3 Mr. Mayo (Argentine) recalled that three proposals had
already been submitted: the proposal of Pakistan; that of the

• Delegation of Uruguay to defer taking into consideration 
section III until the discussion of Committee 3!s Report had 
been finished; and finally, the proposal to amend section III, 
authorizing the appointment of a new Working Group. He 
requested the Assembly to take a decision by a vote. i

Mr. Sastry (India) supported the Chairman*s proposal 
to appoint"" a Working Group to examine the material submitted 
by Committee 3 (General Principles) in order to aid the work 
of Committee 6 (Plan). Section III was tbh logical conse- ■ 
quence of section II and if section III v/ere deleted, the 
Delegation of India could not agree to the retention of 
section II in its present form. .
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1.5 Mr. Patrick (South Africa) expressed surprise, firstly to find - 
Committees 3? *t and 5 re-establish on a small scale in the form 
of Working Groups of Committee 6 (Plan), and secondly to note the 
agreement of,the U.S.SCR, Delegation to the creation of these 
Working Groups when that very Delegation wanted February 1st to 
be the closing date for the Conference. That led him to propose 
taking into consideration proposal B of the■Delegation of Brazil
(Document No; k 3 3 )  > a point of view shared by the Delegations of
Cuba and Switzerland. It was advisable to adopt as a basis the 
plan which could be supported by a majority. In that way a plan 
for the'June season might be ready by mid-February. Accordingly, 
it was desirable to approve the Reports of Committees 3 and ana 
to go on to consider the draft plans which had been submitted to 
the Conference.

1.6 Mr. Lali6 (Yugoslavia) shared the opinion of the Delegation of 
India regarding Section III, the text of which was not very clear 
but nevertheless specified the manner in which Committee 6 (Plan) 
should pursue its work. ' He did not agree with the proposal of 
th‘e Delegate of Pakistan, who wished Section III to be deleted.
He thought it possible to appoint Working Groups in Committee 6- 
(Plan) and for that purpose proposed the following inclusion in 
the text of Section III, to replace the first sentence of the 
present text:

"A V/orking Group shall be charged with the consideration of 
technical problems. Finally,, another Working Group shall 
deal more especially with questions, relative to general 
principles. "

He proposed that the first sentcnco of the existing text of 
Section III be deleted.

1.7 Mr. Sastry (India) speaking as Chairman of Committee A (Technical) 
recalled tha-t, regarding tho V/orking Group which would be concerned

, with technical questions, Committee A (Technical) still had a number 
of points.to discuss. Moreover, that fact was mentioned in the 
last paragraph of Document No. b90. The Assembly should decide 
either that the study of those other points should not be • 
completed,, or that Committee *+ was to continue its work. In the 
latter event, Section II should be modified completely and he 
insisted’ that Committee b should pursue its task until it was : 
finished. A-s the Delegate of India, and wishing to' reply to the 
South African Delegate, he said that there v/ere important dis
cussions in all the Committees and that if it was desired to cut 
them short, the work of the Conference might as well be ended 
immediately. He could not accept the idea.of adopting a plan by 
a majority vote and wished to recall the remarks made by■the Chair
man of the Atlantic City Conference when the frequency assignment 
table was discussed: "No assignment can be made on the basis of
a majority vote." He added that no frequency assignment plan could 
be drawn up on tho basis of a majority vote.
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1.8 Mr. Machado (Brazil), recalled that the Coordination Committee
had held"endless meetings in order to try to find a way to shorten 
•the Conference’s work. The Delegation of Brazil had clearly under 
stood tho proposal of that Committee and, in a spirit of cooper
ation had withdrawn its document in order to find a prompt 
solution to the problem. It would be difficult to reopen the 
discussions in a more V/orking Group composed of a limited number 
of Delegations; it should bo remembered, that a Committee in which 
all the Delegations participated - thereby, making it a small 
Plenary Assembly - after three month’s work had.achieved only 
those results relative to general principles which could be 
deduced from its Report„ Two possible solutions were now open 
to the Conferences either to create a Working Group which would 
have no reason for.existing, since it had no definite functions, 
or to appoint a Working Group which would, in a way, be a Committe 
3 in limited forme Why decide under those conditions, that 
Committee 3 no longer existed, only to resurrect it under such 
unfavorable conditions? That would be tantamount to going back 
to October 22nd, the date of the inauguration of the Conference, 

r but with an additional- handicap, - that of having. .one more inter
mediate echelon to submit questions to the'Assomblyr~~In conclu
sion, he askod the Assembly what wore the functions and the terms 
of reference to be given to that Working Group. Would the terms 
of reference require the revision of Committee 3 fs work, with the 
participation of all the delegations interested, or, 'on the con
trary, was a new discussion of general principles to'be initiated; 
If the argument for the appointment of a V/orking Group prevailed, 
the functions and terms of reference of the latter should be 
defined clearly, r '

1*9 The Chairman pointed out that it was not a question of a new 
discussion of general principles but rather of assembling and 
examining the results already obtained. Accordingly, he called 
for proposals to that effect.

1.10 Mr. Schaeffer (Morocco and Tunisia) wished to make a preliminary 
criticism dn~tho subject of the particularly illogical situation 
in which the Assembly, as well as tho Conference, found itself, 
Neither tho proposal in Document.No, 538 nor theproposals of the 
Delegations of, Pakistan, and Yugoslavia satisfied him. There were 
two choices; cither the Reports’ of Committees 3 and *+ should be 
discussed immediately, in which case the role of Committee 3 
could be considered as ended and a Working Group would no longer 
be necessary; or else the reports of those Committees wore in
sufficient, in which event it might be desirable for the latter 
to have final meetings during the first week of February. ’This 
would enable the Plenary Assembly to hold a shorter meating sub
sequently.
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1.11 Concerning tho Working Groups of Committoo 6 (Plan) ho further 
stated that the- latter would havo a great deal of difficulty in 
drawing up a plan and would only fall heir to the results of the
■fruitless discussions which had lasted for- three months,

1.12 He wished to make the following' proposal: Replace Section III by 
the 'following two sub-paragraphs a) and b): •
a) A Working Group shall be formed, to be attached to Committee 

6 (Plan), It shall undertake the consideration of questions 
relative to tho requirements. Tho Chairman shall bo the ex- 
Chairman of Committee 5> Mr. Faulkner.

b) In order to lighten the task of Committee 6 (Plan) and to pre
sent a final report to tho Plenary Assembly. Committees 3 and
b will hold final meetings during tho first week of February. 
The preparatory work for those mootings shall be undertaken, 
respectively, by two special Working Groups able to work 
during that week.

1.13 Mr. Faulkner (U.K.) thought it was advisable to stick to the pro
cedure- normally followed, leaving Committoo6 (Plan) froo to appoint 
working groups to which it could give clear and exact, terms of 
reference. He supported the proposal of tho Delegation of Pakis 
tan to delete paragraph III, leaving Committee 6 its freedom of 
decision.

l.lA Mr. Acton (Canada) also supported tho proposal of Pakistan to
delete Section III of Document No. 538 and to leave Committoo 6 
froo to appoint working groups if it wished,

1.15 In ordor to avoid misunderstanding, Mr. Bokhari (Pakistan) 
stated that his Delegation did not object to the appointment of 
a Working Group of Committee 6 (Plan) but that it had proposed
tho deletion of Section III bocauso his Delegation did not consider 
the appointment of those working groups opportune. It was advisa
ble to renew the discussion of Section III when the Reports of 
Committees 3 and A wore considered.

1.16 -The Chairman stated that tho Assembly would tako a decision on 
the matter by vote, Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania) said that 
the Chairman’s first amendment should be put to tho vote first; 
then the proposal of Morocco and Tunisia; and finally, tho proposal as a •whole,

1*17 Mr. Faulkner (U.K.), who previously had supported only the propo. 1 
of the Delegation of Pakistan, now proposed tho deletion of Section 
III (Document No. 538). The latter proposal was supported alro by
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tho Delegations of the Argentine, Canada, Italy, the U.S.A., 
Venezuela and Cuba.

The result of the vote by r oil call was as'follows: 38
votos in favor of the elimination of Section III, 12 votes 
against and 13 abstentions. •

1.18 Accordingly, Section III of Document No. 538 was deleted.
1.19 The Chairman then opened the discussion on Section IV of the

same”Document. -
1.20 Mr. Faulkner (U.K.) thought that the general question of the

possibilities of drawing up a plan should be. postponed to a later
time when the plans had been considered by the countries interested 
and the latter had -expressed their opinions.

1*21 ' Father Soccorsi (Vatican City) proposed to include, in the text of 
Sectiori TV .a similar sentence to xeplace the one commencing at the 
ninth line of the text, as follows: "If Committee 6 finds it is
unable to do so, tho Plenary Assembly will make efforts In the last 
instance to fix more exact directives for Committee 6, In the 
light of tho .Report of Committee 6, those directives would be 
founded on the choice of tho plan to bo taken as a basis, and on 

. the method to be followed in the necessary preparation;of the plan",
1.22 Prof. Sacco (Italy) wished to propose an addition and a modifi

cation to Section IV: The first and second sentences should read
as follows: "With tho object of accelerating the future work of
tho Conference, it is suggested that the Plenary Assembly request 
Committee 6 to submit by February 18th at the latest a draft 
high frequency assignment plan on which-the Plenary Assembly will 
take a decision within A8 hours. If the preparation of !.he draft 
plan should prove impossible. Committee 6, shall refer the matter 
to the Plenary Assembly by February 7th at the latest and the 
latter shall then take a decision on the immediate closure of the 
Conference," The rest of tho paragraph might be maintained 
unchanged.

1.23 Tbe Chairman expressed his regret to find the Plenary Assembly ‘ 
doing tho work of Working Group No. 1. Mr, Droho.towski" '(Poland) 
then expressed his point of view as to the hypothetical dates of 
February 5? 7 and 18. -He pointed out that a decision had not yet 
been takon concerning the date of closure of the Conference,

1.2*+ Mr* Schaeffer (Morocco end Tunisia) seconded the proposal of the 
Delegation of Italy, Ho thought it was especially wise and 
improved the text of Document No. 538, Section IV.
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1.25 Mr. Mayo (Argentina) objected to any modification in the subs
tance of tho text of Soction'IV.- Regarding its form, ho proposed 
that tho torn "it is suggested" bo replaced by ",>•• decided", 
so as to read: "With tho object of guiding the future work of the 

. .Conference, the Plenary Assembly has decided that Committee 6 shaj.1 
present •..

1.26 Tho•Chairman stated that the Report of Group 1 of Committee 1
(Coordinating) was not a resolution and that therefore there was 
no objection to changing it. Mr. Faulkner (U.K.) said that his 
Delegation had drafted a text. This was read by Mr. Dostert 
(Secretary) after Prof. Sacco (Italy) had indicated that he would 
withdraw his proposal- in order- to suppor-t. -thds text.*..
Tho text road:

1.27.."With the object of guiding the future work of the Conference, it is 
decided that after the end of the interviews with, the different 
delegations, Committee 6 shall begin immediately the drafting of 
a trial plan for the assignment of channel-hours. This plan shall 
bo submitted to tho consideration of all tho Delegations, which 
will announce their reactions thereto. Committee 6 shall.then 
draft, by February 12 at the latest, a Report- to Tfha.-.Plenary• ••• ' 
Assembly concerning the general prospects for agreement. ‘If an 
agreement on this plan is,found to be impossible, the Plenary 
Assembly shall then take a decision regarding the immediate 
closure of the Conference. If the Report of Committee 6 is affir
mative, its terms of reference shall then bo to commence work with 
a view to establishing at least; a second draft plan applicable to 
the winter season minimum preceding the next Plenipotentiary 
Conference of the I.T.U."

1.28 Mr. Mayo (Argentine) could nob agree with tho text proposed by
the U.K. Delegatiorr. ~He thought that from February 7 5 i.e. 9 two
days after the end of.the interviews, it would be possible to have 
an idea as to the prospects of agreement.' Under those conditions,

, >, why postpone the submission of tho Committee rs/Report to February 
12? Such . procedure served no practical purpose nor^ was there any 
logical reaspn for it.... Tho Delegation of .the Argentine categorically 
insisted'on the observance of the target dates fixed by Section TV 
of Document No. 538. ' .

1.29 Mr. Machado (Brazil) asked whether Committee 6 would begin the 
drafting of a plan if the result of the interviews were negative®
In his opinion ̂ the interviews would then bo use las s.. : It would not 
be ,’worth - while* wasting .12 days to carry out the interviews. He 
felt that the 'immediate drafting of a plan would be more practical -
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1.30 Mr. Lai16 (Yugoslavia) thought that the remarks of the Delegations 
'of the Argentine and of Brazil"were logical. He proposed to add
the following sentence 2 "Committee 6 shall also submit for the 
consideration of the Plenary Assembly a proposal as to the orien
tation to be given to a draft plan to be unanimously adopted"'.

1.31 Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R.) pointed out that the amendment 
proposed by the U.K. Delegation was based solely on the.possibility 
of an agreement by delegations to reduce requirements. He wanted 
to know on what basis Committee 6 would undertake the preparation 
of an immediate plan if, on the other hand, the delegations were 
not in agreement. In the latter event, it did not seem logical to 
wait until February 7 to take a decision and he felt that Document 
No, 538 furnished a more acceptable solution,

1.32 In reply to the remark of the /argentine Delegation Mr, Faulkner 
stressed that the proposal of his Delegation would save time 
instead of wasting it. In reply to the Delegation of Brazil, ho 
said that there were more possibilities of obtaining an agreement

.if, in considering a draft plan, each Delegation took into account 
the situation of the neighboring countries. Ho pointed out that 
it v/ould be impossible to obtain unanimity and recalled that at 
-the Lucerne -Cohforonee, for example, 8 consecutive draft plans had 
been drawn up and that at Copenhagen A plans had been drawn up 
before a final one was attained, ....

1.33 Mr. .Jacques Meyer wanted to know how much time had been allowed 
for tho interviews and also wanted to know what would happen if,
2b hours after they /were finished, it was found that Committee 6 
(Plan) was no longer in a position to prepare a draft plan,

1.3A In reply to a question by the Chairman, as Chairman of the Plan
Committee, Mr. Pedersen (Denmark), stated that ho was not prepared 
to set a date upon which the Committoo v/ould be in a position to 
furnish a draft plan, February 18 seemed a likely date, however; 
if it seemed possible to submit a first draft plan on the 12th, 
March 1 might thus be kept as the final deadline.

1.35 In reply to tho first question by Mr. Jacques Moyer (France), he 
said that the interviews v/ero 00 arranged as to bo finished by 
January 31* After that date, it v/ould bo advisable to summarize 
tho information received and to study the results; this work might 
take a few days.

1.36 In reply to the second question by Mr, Jacques Meyer (France), 
the Chairman said that in view of the information furnished by 
Mr, Pedersen (Denmark) a Report might be obtained by February Ath 
or 5th and that by February 7th some result might be reached. Tho 
proposal of the U.K. Delegation was put to a vote by roll call, 
with tho following result; 29 in favor of the U.K. proposal, 22 
against and 12 abstentions.
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1.37 Accordingly, tho new text of Section IV of Documpnt No. 538 was 
adopted.

1.38 The Chairman then invited the comments of the Assembly on the 
subject of Section V. He pointed out that "February lA" should 
be substituted for "February 20" in the first line of the text,

1.39 Taking into account that modification, the text of.. Section V • 
was adopted.

1.A0 The Chairman then invited the comments of the Assembly on the 
subject of Section VI,

1**+1 Mr. Mayo (Argentine) proposed to substitute the date of lA
February for-that of;l8 February, for the presentation*of the 
final Report of Committee 7 (Implementation).
The text of Section VI should be worded as follows; "Committee 7 
shall resume its work from the date-of 1 February and submit a 
Final Report to the Plenary Assembly around lA February,"

1*A2 The new text of Section VI of Document No. 538 was thus adopted.
1.A3 The Chairman then invited the comment of the Assembly on the 

subject of Section VII.
l.AA Regarding the proposal of the Delegation of Argentine to change 

the date of 18 February to lA February, and also to. .s ubstitute 
for the words, "text of the agreement" the words, "draft text of 
the agreement", Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read the new wording of 
Section VII, as follows;

"The Working Group charged with editing the draft text of 
the agreement to accompany the plan shall present its 
Report also on 18 February."

1.A5 The now wording of Section VII of Document No. 5̂ 8 was adopted.
1.A6 The Chairman then asked the Assembly for observations concerning 

Section VIII of Document No. 538 (Proposal of the U.S.S.R.)
1.A7 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R,) thought t \ ,t it had become quite clear 

from the Report which had beon discussed at this Session that 
Section VIII should be deleted. Nevertheless, he took the 
opportunity to remind the Assembly that the Delegation of the 
U.S.S.R. had always-had, and still had, the keenest desire for a 
high frcqucncy assignment plan based upon general principles 
acceptable to all countries. He assumed that if the time limits 
previously fixed were observed, and if by February 1 or 2 at the 
latest, some final results could be obtained from the interviews, 
that fact might make it possible to take clear and definitive 
decisions*
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1,A8 Section VIII (Proposal of the U.S.S.R.) was deleted.
1.A9 Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) said that .both the. Delegation-of Brazil 

and the Delegation of Franco had raised the. very important question 
of tho interviews, and that he shared their viewpoints• He thought 
that tho success of the Conference depended, to a great extent, 
on the interviewsi Tho evening before they were to commence, it 
appeared absolutely necessary-.for each delegation to recognize the 
necessity of reducing to the minimum its requirements of channel- 
hours. He therefore proposed to the Assembly the following 
resolution;

1.50 "In view of the impossibility of drawing up a plan which might 
satisfy the total requirements submitted by each country, the 
attention of every delegation attending this Conference is called 
to the necessity of reducing their high frequency requirements to - 
tho strict minimum."

1.51 Tho Chairman informed tho Assembly of his desire to see the dele
gations present adopt the resolution unanimously. Mr. 'Ualld, 
(Yugoslavia) asked the: Delegate of Switzerland for an exact explan
ation of what, he understood by tho term "strict minimum".

1.52 Dr. Metzler (Switzerland) thought that it was not*up to him to 
give an explanation, hut that each head of the delegations present, 
should know his requirements at the same time” as the possibilities' 
of satisfying thorn. so:as to be able to make comparisons with the 
requirements of the other countries. That question could be 
conscientiously answered by each delegation present.

1.53 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) seconded the proposal of Dr, Metzelr. 
(Switzerland),

1•5A The Assembly unanimously adopted the resolution proposed by the 
Delegation of Switzerland,

1.55 The session was suspended from 11:20 p.m. to 11:30 p.m.
1.56 On resuming, the Chairman called tho attention of the Assembly to 

the order of the questions on tho Agenda.
II. STUDY OF ITEM TV/0 OF THE AGENDA; CONTINUATION OF THE

CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT OF COMMITTEE A (TECHNICAL)
(Document No, A90),

2.1 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) recalled that paragraph lA a) had boon
approved and that an amendment had been proposed by the Delegation
of India, to add a supplementary paragraph lA b).



m  IQ **
(Doc, No. 599-E)

2.2. Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R,-) recalled that the addition proposed by the 
Delegate -of India had been left for a subsequent d.iscussionV The 
Soviet Delegation, therefore objected to the inclusion-;.in the 
Report of Committee A (Technical) of the results of experiments 
,which had not yet been published. If such results had been 
published officially, they could be discussed. He asked:the 
Delegate of India to be kind enough to withdraw his proposal; 
otherwise, the Soviet Delegation would strongly protest against 
such working methods,

2.3 The Chairman confirmed that the Delegation of India did not with
draw its proposal.

2,A Mr, Sastry (India) recalled that tho viewpoint of the Delegation * 
of India had not changed. The statistical data furnished by the 
U>,S.A. Delegation had been mentioned upon "several occasions at the 
meetings of Committee A (Technical) without anybody raising objections 
thereto,

2*5 Mr. Gross (P. R. of Roumania) was categorically opposed to any 
mention of the data in question in the Report of Committee A 
(Technical).

2.6 Mr. Stoyanov ( U.S.S.R.) stated that the: Delegation of.. India was 
trying to make the Assembly accept an incomprehensible amendment*,'' 
and requested that the amendment proposed.by the latter delegation 
be read.

2.7 Mr. Sastry (India) read the text of tho additional paragraph:
"... the corresponding figures of satisfied listeners from a non
technical audience in the United States are as follows .... ", He 
thought that the- U,.S, A.. Delegation might furnish the exact' figures•

2.8 Mr.' Egorov- (Bielorussian S.S,R.)'expressed astonishement that 
Mr. Sastry (India*) -should propose the addition of complementary1 
technical information to the work accomplished by Commift'ee A, 
which was concretely reflected in the Report of that Committee.
He (Mr. Egorov) had not even seen this, information. He thought 
that, since even tho U.S.A. D ologation did not insist on the , 
point, it might be better not to add the information# He fully 
supported the viewpoint of the U.S.S.R, Delegation,

2.9 Mr, Veatch (U.S.A.) explained that, the.information had been 
published and served as standards throughout North America.

2.10 Mr. Sastry (India) recalled that the information consisted of 
actual figures which appeared in the tables and which he proposed 
should be published as a Document. He agreed to postpone the 
discussion of the matter to a lator dato, after tho information 
had been published.
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2.11 Mr. Navatta (Argentine) proposed to close the discussion; the 
Chairman indicated that the Assembly would go on to the dis
cussion of paragraph 15, Chapter 6, of the Report of Committee 
A (Technical)

2.12 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R,) proposed that the discussion be post 
poned to the following day, so as ‘to conform to the timetable.

The Session was adjourned at midnight.

The Assistant Secretary; The Secretary?
T, Wettstein L.E. Dostert

APPROVED:
The Chairman, 
M, Pereyra

The Reporter?
J. E. Castaingt
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Chairman opened the debate on paragraph 15 of Chapter 6*
1*1 Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) noted that paragraph 15 was

divided into two parts. With regard to the first part, he 
pointed out that its application .w6u-ld--be very difficult and 
might' cause abnormal results, since uniform figures had been 
adopted for the median value of the minimum field intensity to 
be protected. In the latter respect, the U.K. Delegation 
supported the arguments presented by the Delegation of France 
in its reservation appearing in Annex II of Document No. A90.

. The U.K. Delegation considered that the second part of 
•the paragraph referring to a limit'of carrier power of 120 kW, 
or in exceptional cases of 2*+0 kW, offered sufficient 'pro
tection against any possible power competition.

The Delegation of the United Kingdom appreciated the 
- idea expressed in the first papt of paragraph 15, but as he 
deemed its practical application-impossible, he requested that 
it be deleted. As to the second .part of the paragraph, it 
would remain as originally worded. p

The preceding proposal was . ;sec'on'ded by • Acton • (Canada), 
who also supported th'£- Delegation .of France1 s reservation.

Ii2 Mr. Veatch (United States of- America)' said, that he did
"not object to the elimination-of the paragraph. However, he 
recalled that .it had been agreed since the-Atlantic City; 
Conference that limiting, the power of broadcasting transmitters 
was inadequate. ;Th.e U.S.A. Delegation :did not wish to insist 
too much on- that- 'argument but wanted to point out that the 
power had little to do -with the1 -interference-. Actually, the 
propagation conditions v/ero much'more important. •

1*3 ‘ Hr.• Bardai (Egypt) agreed v/ith the:; U.K. proposal. ■
l.A ;Mr. Costa (Argentine Republic)-said that when the'maxi

mum value of the median field- intensity was -fixed at 6 deci
bels above the minimum median field intensity, it was done 
with the idea that the minimum field would be 500 microvolts 
per meter. In making the proposal the Latin-Anerican countries 
.sought to establish' a maximum fielcj. intensity which could not 
:b0' exceeded and which at the same time could be measured. The 
Argentine Delegation agreed- that under present conditions the 
value of 6 decibels produced a low field intensity. According
ly the Argentine Delegation would propose that, instead, of 
deleting the first part of paragraph 15, it be changed so that

I. The discussion of Document No. A90 was -continued*
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the maximum power for transmissions over long and short- 
distance.circuits he limited to.-the power necessary to create 
a' medianvfieid intensity in a reception area of ■ a . .minimum 
value of 1 millivolt per meter. In short, the/figure ."'6 db, • 
would be changed to "1 millivolt per meter"• * . ’ . •

Mr, Mercjer (France) was in agreement with the, 
Delegation’s proposal to delete the first' sentence of'the 
paragraph (15). His Delegation- had proposed definite amend-, 
mentsy whose arguments. he was-not going to "repeat now.,, .but *he 
wished to emphasize that the Argentine’'proposal did..hot. change 
the meaning of the sentence in any way. It was simply a change 
in values. -

After enumerating the three proposals for consideration1! 
that is to say ? .the U.K. proposal-,, that of .the AigerVtirie Re
public , and., the original proposal -in Document .No** d9.Qy.'"the 
Chairman decided,. to . put. the -U.K. ..proposal to a 'vote,.” The 
latter proposal deleted the first sentence of paragraph 15 
and therefore was the one• ■mo-st. contrary to. the .maintenance o,f 
the 'original text.

The result of the vote was as follows; 22 in favour of 
deleting the first sentence, none against and 17 Abstentions*

Accordingly, the U.K. proposal was ;approved.:;
’’As . the .proposal did not exclude the Argentine "proposal* 

the Chairman put the latter to-a vote, with the following re- 
sultl TTvotes for, 23 against and 17 abstentions,

' Accordingly, .the amendment ufonosed by-the*Argentine ’ 
Delegation was rejected.
. ... In accordance with the results of the two votes., the. first 
sentence .of paragraph 15, Chapter :.6y was deleted, •

In the discussion of paragraph d6$ Mr, Veatch- (U..S.A,) 
said'. that the original proposal was for a minimum figure of.
5Q0 microvolts. This proposal referred to the atmospheric ' 
noise of a relatively small,- typical city'of approximately 
20 to 25 thousand inhabitants. Although the -figure was sub
sequently reduced, the U.S.A. Delegation favoured increasing 
it to 500 microvolts per meter. .. A ‘

Mr. Sastry (India) was of the opinion that the' problem 
was divided into two,parts; The first part concerned the 
’signal value necessary to overcome' the atmospheric or•.indus
trial noise, and the second part concerned the lower level 
necessary to establish or maintain a signal which 'could be 
duly selected. 'This level should be limited.only by the 
background noise of the receiver.-



'He thought the minimum figure that could give satisfactory 
-' service'.'was'100 microvolts per meter. He recalled that in 
the P-.F.BV a figure of only 50 microvolts had been agreed 
Upon® ;.Nevertheless, the*'Delegation of India suggested that 
for all bands a minimum of 100 microvolts per meter be pro-; 
tected*

1 . 1 3 * . Mr# Bardai (Egypt) agreed with the Delegation of'.India 
'because he thought the figure of 250.microvolts per m.eter, as 

•*:c" given in. the Document, was too high* '
M ♦ * . ‘ . V •
JVl1* Professor Giforov (tF.S.S.ri.) did not altogether object to

the' figure of 100 microvolts suggested by the Delegation of,; 
India, but considered it more logical to qgree upon‘the figure 
which appeared in Document'No* *+90, viz., 150 microvolts per 
'meter,.since the Soviet Delegation was of the opinion that that 
value .should be applied to all the bands0

1,15. ,He .completely disagreed with the Delegate of the U.S .A* 
regarding,a standard of 500 microvolts per meter which, in 
the latter1s opinion, was necessary to overcome industrial 
noise•
; ' A field intensity of 250 microvolts per meter would be-;<#;
■needed for a city of a million inhabitants. Accordingly, the 
Soviet Delegation-proposed -that "a-'St'ahdar'd of 150 microvolts; ;• 
b© established as a compromise between the proposals-of India 
and the U.S.A.* ’

1*1.6"* ’ • ' Mr * _ Sastry - (India) stated that in the interest of a unani
mous solution, he-would support the value of 150 microvolts 
proposed by the ;U,S.,S,R*

1.17 No objection being raised, the value^-of 150 microvolts
. P©r .meter proposed by the Delegation of- the U.S.S.R. was‘ 
unanimous ly a rvoroved * - • -

1*18 . ~. -In discussing paragraph 17‘of Chapter 6, Mr. Blvar "■ 
<P‘oi,tugar)'^was of the opinion that sub-paragraph (ii) of 
that paragraph was a consequence of the definition of "diffi
cult circuits". -Under those conditions, the Delegation of 
Poftugaiis -interpretation was that sub-paragraph (ii) should 
‘be';;:mdd.ified .in ■ order to agree with the U.K. proposal which had 
been approved in a previous Session.

1*19 .Hr® Faulkner (United Kingdom,) recalled that his Delegation
had, submitted a proposal in Document No.. •358, sub-paragraph (ii) 
of paragraph-3. He read this' proposal and:moved,that sub- 
paragraph (ii) of paragraph 17? Chapter 6, under discussion, 
be ’replaced by the proposal in Document No-* 358*



. - 5 - "

(Doc . '600-E )

1.20 , . Professor Siforov (U.SoS.R.) held that clause a) of the
United Kingdom proposal (Document- No. 358) was- superfluous 
because circuits of less than k-,000 kilometers could not be 
considered as very Difficult, circuits. Circuits of less than 
4* j000_ kilometer s. had., only one. reflection point in* the iono
sphere, .'and .therefore. it'was. not difficult to find the OWF for 
each individual‘case. Furthermore, it should be remembered 
that in those circuits whichtwere not very long, as a general 
rule.the absorption was. not too great. Consequently in those 
cases,’ if the OWF changed within one hour, it would'hot be 
difficult to operate on lower frequencies.

With respect to paragraph c) of the U.K., proposal, the 
Soviet Delegation was of the opinion that it was hot practical 
to separate the .circuits of. .8,000 km. or more, since special 
rules-.would have to. be established for those-circuits in onder 
to’ separate, them. For the circuits from'h to-8,000 kilometers 
as well as for those, of . more than 8,000 kilometers', ■ the- OWF 
was determined'by the OWF at two control points at a distance 
of 2,000 kilometers: from each end o.f the circuit. The’ OWF, 
therefore, .could be. determined for circuits of over *+,Q00 
kilometers between the transmitting and receiving points, and 
consequently there was no reason for differentiating- between 
•circuits, of mere than. *+,Q.0Q kilome.trs and -those of- more than 
8,000 kilometers,. :.-i'.

Professor Siforov1s .opinion was that the U.K. proposal 
was one-sided, sinde it took into account only one aspect of 
the problem, viz., the one referring to the rapidity-of the 
changes.in £he OWF. However,.there were other aspects of the 
^problem which .were no-less 'important: for example, the ab
sorption’of the radio, waves. , In many cases the difficulty of 
propagation in the circuits' was. not influenced-by the rapidity 
of the .changes in.,the OWF but by the absorption of the radio 
waves• Furthermore., it was .known, for example, that ■‘.trans
mission in magnetic storm’, areas was mUch more difficult than 
in areas situated in lower latitudes. This fact was not con
sidered in the United Kingdom proposal. Nor- d-id;:it mention 
the fact that dawn conditions were more difficult than-twi
light conditions.

In view of the above., the Delegation of the U.S *S1B. pro
posed that tjue. Assembly '-should:.

- 1, • Consider that-the problem of difficult circuits was 
• . extremely complicated and' had hot been Sufficiently 

studied 5'
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2* Recommend that this problem be studied more thoroughly, 
after having referred It to a specialized agency such 

. as the C .C .IrR*,;
3. Be guided temporarily in its work by the decisions 

contained'in Chapter V, paragraph a), sub-paragraph 
II of the.Report of the Atlantic ^ity Conference,

These three points constituted, in- fact, the proposal of 
the U.S.S.R. concerning sub-paragraph (ii) of paragraph 17, 
Chapter 6,.Document No. k90, which'was being-discussed. The 
■Delegation of the U.S.S.R. also proposed the'deletion of 

. • paragraph, 3 of Chapter J, which gave a definition of a diffi
cult circuit. 1 ■;

1.2-1. Hr. Veatch (United States) said that he was in agreement 
. with some, of .the statements made by Professor Siforov. ' Never
theless, he would’like to state, that technical investigations 
.on the problem of difficult circuits had been made in--Com
mittee A+, The field .intensity produced, ’the percentage of 
time, and the variations of. the OWF had also been investigated. 
The addition of a second frequency helped'very little. The 
Delegation of the United States, with the help of the C.R.P.L., 
■had c.ome ,to the conclusion that a .difficult circuit was not 
influenced by the field intensity which .could be established, 
since, if sufficient field, intensity were provided at the 
OWF, a satisfactory circuit would be obtained. If ’the necessary 
.field.intensity were not established,'the second frequency 
would also be useless* ’ ;

There was also another,important point: it had not been 
established at what time a specific frequency night cease to 
be useful. In view of this, and considering that a change in 
band would be required whehever the OWF changed, it would be 
desirab3.e to, establish two frequencies, as had been proposed 
by the United Kingdom, sot that the radio listener could 
change from one band to another in order' to follow a con
tinuous programme. One hour of overlap on the two frequencies 

. would .be sufficient in each case.
The Delegation of the United State's had requested the 

C,R*P.L* to investigate this daily variation. However, since 
it was sure that the field intensity had'nothing .to do with 
the problem,, he proposed to modify the U.K. proposal as follows:

In the sentence: "a) In the case of circuits not ex»
ceeding.*.1’ to delete the word "not" leaving the rest of the 
text as it appeared in the proposal.
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In addition, the Delegation of the United States favoured 
the deletion of sub-paragraphs b) and c). It did not consider 
it necessary to establish an'overlap of more than one,-hour, 
and, as Professor Siforov Stated, for- circuits bplow V,*000 km 
a satisfactory field intensity; could be created with the OWF.

1.22 }4r. Bardai (Egypt) seconded the proposal 'made by the
Delegation of the United States.

1»23 . .. Professor Sacco (Italy) considered that the Technical
Committee had. not approved the -: text as it stood in' the Report. 
Therefore, the Italian Delegation'believed that the proposal, 
contained in Document No. 3^8, of the Delegation of the United 
Kingdom, was very’reasonable and he supported .it st.rongly.
.His „D;elegation considered that .circuits."of different length, 
for example those of V,000 to- 8,000 km. and those .of- more 
than -8,000 km.should be treated differently. ‘ '

As regards '.certain observations'''made ' against the U.K. 
proposal, he wished to= indicate the need- for making a dis
tinction between "difficult circuits" and "impossible circuits". 
His Delegation - proposed, in ■ addition, 'that 3" -t) should not 
state "..aWhere the maximum distance exceeds V,000 km..," but 
rather "...where the maximum distance is between V,000 and 
. 8,000 km." ^  •- ’ 1

i

1.2h- Mr. Mercier (France) stated that the proposal of the,.
United Kingdom' was very reasonable-, ..asp it agreed with 'the" 
definition of difficult circuits-adopted' during a previous 
"Session. The U.K. proposal referred to the difficulties in 
relation to. the variation of the OWF, .which--was preciseiy 
the,, problem which had caused the greatest discussion, in 
.Committee V«

In addition, the,Deiegatjon of France believed that the 
-two first points- of the U,S.ScR« proposal Were also quite 
acceptable, and that this was indeed a very complex problem 
which should be studied later b" the C.C.I.R. .; _

1.2?. ‘ The U.S.S.R. Delegation "reiterated its•disagreement with
the U.K. proposal and once again proposed the adoption of its 
own text, requesting that it be voted:Upon, paragraph by 
paragraph, beginning with the third paragraph, which he read 
again. .

1,24 The Chairman submitted the third'.paragfapH of the U.S.S.R.
proposal'.to a vote,, v/ith the following result:- 12 votes in 

■ favour, 32 against' and-15- abstentions, ; .
1,27 The Asromh] v poiecteHu tha tun r>s praoh of the U»S .S .R.

-proposal,
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1.28 , Hr. Sastry (India) wished to clarify.'the situation re
garding paragraphs 1 and 2. These two paragraphs had been 
accepted unanimously in Committee V and were included in the 
additional recommendations in Document/Nov 536., ,*

1.29 ■ Professor Siforov (U.S.S.R.) stated that the observation 
of Mr. Sastry (India) was correct;.but he nevertheless

- that the first two paragraphs of his proposal could1be in
cluded- in Chapter 6.

1.30 , The Secretary, Mr. Dostert. stated that if the :first two 
paragraphs proposed by the Delegation of the- U.S.S.R. and the 
proposal of the United Kingdom, amended by Italy,-were approved, 
paragraph 17 of' Chapter 6 v/ould read as follows:-,.-

Sub-paragraph (!), points a) and b) would; be the two 
points proposed by the - U.S-.S .R.'-j , .
Sub-paragraph (ii) would be the present :sub-paragraph (i)$ 
and finally,
Sub-paragraph (iii) would be the U.K. .proposal amended 

• by Italy. . . .
1.31 The Chairman submitted the first two points of the U.S.S.R.

proposal to a-vote, and they v/ere approved unanimously.
1.32 . Mr. Patrick (Union of ^outh Africa) considered that the 

proposal of the United Kingdom v/as rather drastic.-. Neverthe
less, he favoured maintaining points a),and b), on the under
standing that although frequencies would be assigned for 
periods of three or four months, it: would not be compulsory 
to use them simultaneously for two hours during the entire 
period of assignment.

1.33 I ir, Walter Buchanan (Mexico) recalled that in Committee V 
. the Mexican Delegation had maintained ..the point of view- con
tained in Document No. V90, in view of the .practical cfiffi- . 
culties which v/ould be found in applying the rules proposed
by the Delegation of the United■Kingdom. . It was sufficient 
to consult the OWF curves in order to recognize that a con
siderable majority of the circuits v/ould require the simul
taneous use of two frequencies during-one hour of trans
mission. This fact would .make a truly efficient distribution 
of the frequency'bands impossible, as the use of two frequencies 
during one hour for one service could interfere with other ■ 
services v/hich otherwise v/ould have operated under -better 
conditions. ....
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The Delegation of Mexico understood that the proposal 
contained in Document No. V90 could also be presented in the 
form of columns A and B as in the U.K. proposal. Column A would 
be identical v/ith Column A p n  the U.K. proposal; but Column B 
would be 11, 15, 17, 21, 26, 26 and 26 Me/s., that is, where 
the U.K.-proposal indicated a change from 6- to 9* the proposal 
of Document No. VfO v/ould indicate changes from 6 to 11, 7 to 
15, 9 to 17, 11 to 21, 15 to 26, 17 to 26, and 21 to 26.

If the U.K. proposal were adopted, there is no doubt that 
at least 60% of the circuits would have to be given an overlap 
of 1 hour on all transmissions.

He considered the U.K. proposal to be strictly technical 
but felt that it could not be carried out as the question v/as 
one of economizing frequencies. As to point 3 a) ? referring 
to circuits not exceeding V ,000 kilometers, most of the cases 
could be satisfied by means of an increase In power or, inversely, 
by a small reduction in the field intensity.in the area to be 
served.

In view of the above, the. Delegation of Mexico,was not in '
... agreement v/ith the U. Iv. - proposal, but rather, strongly supported 
the proposal contained in Document No, V90.-

1.3V Mr. Egorov - (Bielorussian S.S.R.) emphasized the fact that
proposals having a considerable bearing on the increase in re
quirements had been easily approved. Paragraph 3? Chapter 5, 
o'f Document No, V90, which gave a partial definition of "difficult 
circuits", was also adopted. His Delegation once again insisted 
on the deletion of this point.

Paragraph 3 of the Soviet proposal had been rejected. 
Nevertheless, there was no doubt, as had been stated by the 
U.S.S.R. Delegation, that the problem of difficult circuits had 

. not been sufficiently studied and should be referred to the 
CCIR for careful consideration. Experience had shown that the 
arguments of the Delegation of the United States were not logical 
because it v/as natural that additional frequencies were needed 
on difficult circuits. In addition, if the additional frequencies 
011 difficult circuits were eliminated, these frequencies would 
be assigned to shorter circuits, applying once again the recom
mendation of Committee h concerning reception areas. Therefore, 
in order to reach a just and equitable decision on this matter, 
the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. insisted that it would 
have been logical to delete paragraph 3 of Chapter 5 and to 
approve instead the U.S.S.R. recommendation to observe the 
standard established at Atlantic City.

1.35 Mr. Henneberg (Austria) stated that, after studying the
curves carefully, he had reached the conclusions that the 
simultaneous uso of two frequencies on adjacent channels during
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ono hour would bo advisable in many cases.- However, it could 
not be justified for more than one hour. He therefore supported
the deletion of sub-paragraphs b) and c) of the U.K. proposal.

1.36 The Chairman then submitted the U.K. proposal, as amended 
by Italy, to a vote.

' The result was as'follows; 21 votes in favour of the pro
posal, 32 against and 6 abstentions.-

1.37 The proposal of the United Kingdom was therefore rejected.
1.38 The United States amendment was then submitted to a vote.

This proposal consisted of the deletion of tho word "no" in the 
first sentence of point a) and the deletion of points b) and c) 
of the proposal contained in Document No. 358.

The result was as follows; 30.votes in fervour of tho amend
ment, 6 against and 26 abstentions.

1.39- Tho text proposed by ,the Delegation of the..United. States
was therefore approved, and the discussion of paragraph 17 of 
Chapter 6. Document Tip. V90« was finished.

The meeting was suspended at 11230 a.m. and resumed at
12.; 00 noon.

l.VO Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumanian) stated that some- important
points were not contained in the decision just taken 'by the Ple
nary Assembly, but that, in turn, they appeared correctly in 
Chapter V, Section A, paragraph 2 of the Recommendations contained 
in tho Report of the RHF Conference of Atlantic City. Therefore, 
the Roumanian Delegation proposed:

"In the drafting of tho high frequency assignment plan, 
the provisions contained in-Chapter V,- Section A, paragraph 
2 of the Recommendations of the Atlantic City Report, will 
have to be taken into account.”

l.Vl The Chairman stated that the proposal was out of order since
it had already been made in an identical form by the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation. Of course, tho fact that it had not boon explicitly 
adopted did not mean that the decisions should bo disregarded 
since the Atlantic City documents were in force,

1.V2 Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) disagreed with the Chairman,-
The U.S.S.R. proposal was similar to the one submitted by the' 
Delegation of Roumania, but while the Drmer was to replace other 
proposals, the latter was a completely separate■recommendation.
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1.V3 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) supported the proposal of the (P.R.*’
of Roumania). He considered that it was in no way related to 
the one previously submitted by the Soviet Delegation, although 
they were essentially similar. The Roumanian proposal was an 
addition to the point adopted.

1.1+1+ At the request of Mr. Veatch (United States) Mr. Dostert
(Secretary), read Chapter V, Section A paragraph 2, sub-paragraph 
a) of the Atlantic City Recommendations as contained in the Re
port of the RHF Conference referred to by the Roumanian proposal.

1,1+5 Mr. Sastry (India) considered that the Roumanian proposal
should bo discussed during the debate on Chapter 7 of Document 
No. li-909 relating to the "Recommendations". This opinion was 
shared by Mr. Veatch (United States), but rejected by Mr, Stoyanov 
(U.S.S.R.), who was in favour of including it as an additional 
paragraph of paragraph 17* Chapter 6.

I.1+6 Mr. Mercier (France) shared the opinion of the Delegation
of India. If paragraphs a) and b) of the Atlantic City Recom
mendations were already,covered by the decision taken in this 
Assembly, the new point which might be raised concerned, the idea 
contained in sub-paragraph c). In the opinion of the French 
Delegation, this point could be discussed when the Recommendations 
relating to "reception areas" were to be considered.

1.1+7 Mr. Gross (P.R. of Roumania) and Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.)
insisted that the proposal completed the decision taken and re
quested that it be put to the vote.

The Chairman acceded to this request and the following was 
the result of the votes 1C votes in favour of the Roumanian pro
posal, 36 against and 6 abstentions.

1.1+8 The proposal of the Roumanian People’s Republic was rejected.
1.1+9 In the discussion of point 1 of Chapter 7 (Recommendations) ,

Prof. Siforov (U.S.S.R.) stated that, concerning the OWF curve's 
submitted by the United States Delegation and recommended by 
Committee b for mass calculations which did not require much 
accuracy, a great percentage of difference existed between the 

frequencies recommended by Committee b on the basis of these charts 
and the frequencies requested by the countries.

In' the opinion of the Soviet Delegation these differences 
.were caused by .the lack of accuracy in the OWF curves, and also 
by the fact that Group 5B did not make sufficiently correct use 
of these curves, since they used them as they stood, without 
taking other considerations into account.

In view of the discrepancies which had arisen, the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation wished to submit a proposal 'to be added to paragraph 1 
of Chapter 7.
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a) to collect and use all the necessary data in order to 
determine the frequencies v/ith greater accuracy, once 
a decision had been reached on the method of using these 
curves.

.b) If it should not bo possible to collect this information 
within a short time, making it necessary to use only the 
available data, to recommend to Committee 5 that the
frequencies requested by the countries should be maintained
in all those cases in which, between the requested fre
quencies and those determined from the curves, there was 
a difference which did not exceed the separation of two 
adjacent bands,

c) If the difference was greater than this separation, Com
mittee 5 would consult the interested countries.

d) Committee 6 would assign only those frequencies which 
were accepted by the countries.

1.50 Mr. Veatch (United States) regretted that the U.S.S.R, Dolega
tion should have found the OWF curves so inaccurate. However*
he recalled that the Soviet Delegation had stated at a meeting 
of the Committee that the OWF calculations carried out in the 
U.S.S.R. and those made by tho CRPL according; to the curve system 
wore almost identical. Moreover, he emphasized the fact that
the U.S.S.R. and other countries had indicated that they agreed
to 90 or 95 percent of the frequencies recommended by Group 5B 
on the basis of these curves. Nevertheless, although he under
stood from the U.S.S.R. statement that tho CRPL had v/as tod twelve 
thousand dollars in order to supply the most modern and precise 
information possible, the United States Delegation still trusted 

• that- •information,
1.51 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) stated that ho did not

understand why the United States opposed the inclusion of the 
additional recommendation proposed by the U.S.S.R. for paragraph 
1 of Chapter 7. Ihe U.S.S.R. Delegation had not objected to the 
OWF curves for Winter, Summer, and Equinox, contained in Recom
mendation 1,

However, it was natural that if a country to Committee 5
and proved that its requirements were correct and more accurate 
than those calculated on the basis of the curves, this fact should 
be carefully considered.

It was not to be doubted that the values which did not 
require great accuracy could be used in the practical work of 
the Plan Committee, but the discrepancies frequent!y arose when

The text of this proposal was the followings
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the. difference'between the requested frequency' and the recommended 
one -was .only as much as the separation between adjacent channels. 
Therefore it was necessary to settle this matter in.the manner 
proposed by the U.S.F.R. Delegation,consequently, the Bielorussian
S.S.R. supported the proposal of the Soviet Union, since it 
considered it logical and reasonable and a contribution to the 
improvement of the work.

1.52 ' The Chairman put sub-paragraph a) of the U.S.S.R. proposal
to.a vote, with the following result:-12 votes in favour of the 
proposal, 25 against and 22 abstentions.

1.53' . Since paragraphs b), c) and d) were a direct consequence of'
paragraph a), in rejecting paragraph a) the Assembly thereby 
simultaneously rejected the entire Soviet proposal.

1.5*+ Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) stated that the decision which had
just beon taken was unjust because the problem of ObT’s had not 
been subjected to sufficient study. The curves were not suf
ficiently accurate. The Delegation of the U.S.S.R. insisted 
that the other three points of its proposal be discussed and put 
to a voto.

1.55 Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainian S.S.R.) stated that the problem
concerned him not only with respect to the interests of his 
country but, in particular, because he hoped that a favourable 
result could be reached which would allow the preparation' of an 
equitable frequency assighment plan.

He quoted the incident which had occured"in'Working Group 6B 
with reference to a country which originally hud requested fre
quencies corresponding to the b Mc/s tropical band.. " The. Working 
Group did not assign it frequencies in the band requested but in 
the 6 and 7 Mc/s band, after carrying out the calculations by 
means of the curves. This, apart from the fact that^it was 
inconvenient for tho country itself which was assigned the fre
quencies, also increased the number of channel-hours, in contra
diction with the instructions issued by the Atlantic City Confe
rence.
■ His Delegation considered that it would' be mr.ch more convenient 
to assign a country the frequencies requested when the difference 
between those and the ones recommended did not exceed the separa
tion between.bands. He did not consider it opportune to assign 
now frequencies, since this method only led to an unjustified 
increase in the requirements,-

"1.56 Mr. Egorov'(Bielorussian S.S.R.) insisted once; again on
having the three remaining points of the' U.S.S.R. proposal examined 
and submitted to a vote, because he believed that not all the 
Delegations wore satisfied with the frequencies recommended, since
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those frequencies were neither in agreement v/ith the requirements 
submitted nor .suitable to the conditions of propagation in their 
respective countries. . * •

1,57. Mr. Acton (Canada) proposed a compromise text to be added
to paragraph 1 of Chapter 7. The wording was as follows:

. "However, if any Delegation disagrees with;-the frequencies ' 
thus selected, Committee 6 will assign in its Plan only those 
frequencies which the interested Delegation considers suitable"

1.58 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.Pi.) considered' that the Delegation of
the United States seemed to.be pursuing .its own interests only, 
without considering those, of. the. other. ..countries, This attitude 
v/as oven more surprising since the U.S.A. Delegation v/as the 
author of a draft plan and should therefore show more concern 
for tho interests of the other' countries of-the world.

The U.S.S.R'. Delegation'had come to this Conference not only 
in order to further its own interests but also to offer its help 
in a more general and larger task, v/orking toward a just solution of the problem.

The U.S.S.R. Delegation v/as not opposed to the text proposed 
by^the Delegation of Canada, but insisted that the last three 
points of its ov/n previous proposal bo studied and submitted to a vote.

1*59 .. /Mr, Veatch (U.S.A.) agreed v/ith the Canadian proposal but
•suggested that since it was an official document of an International 
Conference., the following words bo deleted from Recommendation 1 
•Chapter 7* "as prepared by the U.S.A. Delegation", leaving the * 
rest in its original drafting.

The preceding suggestion v/as'categorically rejected by 
Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) who considered' that, since it v/as undeniable 
that the' Delegation of the U.S.A. had prepared the OVE curves, 
there was no reason to delete the sentence,

1.60. The Chairman submitted the Canadian proposal to a vote, .
stating that the wording of Recommendation 1, Chapter 7 v/ould be 
maintained in its original form as it appeared in Document No.*+90.

The result of the vote v/as as follows: h6 votes in favour 
of the proposal, 6 votes against•and 5 abstentions.

1.61 The Canadian text, to bo added to the origin-al -text, containnri
■ in Document No. W o  ."Chapter 7. paragraph 1, v/as thus approved.

1.62 The Assembly unanimously approved sub-paragraphs a), b), c)
and d) of Recommendation 2 (Receiver Characteristics). Chapter 7 
of Document No. h90.
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1.63 The Assembly also unanimously approved carauraphs a), b)
and c) of Recommendation 3 (Directional Antennas).

1.63 A In the discussion of Recommendation *+ (Consideration of the
most commonly employed types of antennas), Prof. Siforov (U.S.S.R.) 
proposed the following wording to be added to the paragraph 
appearing in Document No. *+90;

"Committee k recommends the use of curtain arrays for high 
frequency broadcasting."

The U.S.S.R. Delegation considered that this- addition was "a 
logical consequence of what v/as expressed in the second part of 
Recommendation *+.

1.6*+ Mr. Bardai (Egypt) felt that the use of curtain arrays
depended on the type of broadcasting or tro.nsmission, only in 
the case of a directed transmission could one use a curtain array.

1.65 Mr. Sastry (India) then proposed to add to tho U.S.S.R. text
the wordsr "when a high directivity transmission is needed."

1.66 Mr. Faulkner (United Kingdom) stated that this recommendation
v/as highly restrictive, since it v/as not proven that there were
no other types of antennas' which could be used for' directed 
transmissions. Therefore, the United Kingdom Delegation consi
dered that no particular type of antenna should be recommended.

1.67 Prof. Siforov (U.S.S.R.) then submitted a new wording drafted
as follows 1

"Committee *+ recommends that curtain arrays and no other 
high directivity antennas be used for long-distance transmissions.’

1.68 Mr. Mcrcier (France) considered that the figures" which 
appeared in the 2nd paragraph of Recommendation *+, pertaining

1 to the number of antennas of different type used by 20 out of
the countries which submitted information, were mere statistica.' 
data*

Therefore, tho Delegation of France could not agree that a 
recommendation be formulated for the type of antennas to be used 
on the basis of these figures, which, he repeated, were statistical 
data. On the other hand, it was quite possible that many countrie 

* . were in no position to use curtain arrays, either because they
were using other types or for economic reasons, since curtain 
arrays were extremely expensive.

The Delegation of France therefore proposed to adopt the 1 f 
wording of Recommendation *+ as it appeared in Document No. *+90. ■



1.6 9... . Mr* Ous ponskii (Utrainian' -S.S.R.) stated that antennas should
be used which.allowed the■establishment of an adequate field 
intensity in the reception area and which did not cause interfe
rence*

Ho considered that if the recommendation proposed were to 
be adopted, other types of antennas could be used when necessary, 
since the current types of antennas produced very considerable 
lateral "lobes. Therefore,' a more satisfactory and.adequate type 
of antenna should be indicated.

1.70 Mr, Dostert (Secretary) read a third- text which completed 
the two previously proposed. This wording was as followss

"The Technical Committee recommends the .use. pf-curtain arrays 
or directional devices of superior characteristics for high fre
quency -broadcas ting in cases-whore a high-diroctivity transmis
sion is necessary."

When the text road by the Secretary was put to the vote, 
the following result v/as obtaineds 36 votes in favour, 12 against 
and b abstentions..

1.71 This text v/as then approv ed ys_ yin addition jto Roc omme nd a t ion'
Chapter 7. of Document No, lt-90; _ .

The meeting v/as adjourned at l . b j  p.m.

The Assistant Secretary? The Secretary? . APPROVED?'
T. Wcttstein - L.E. Dostert The Chairman

' . M, Pereyra
The-Rapporteur ?
E. Sanchez Lafaurie


