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INTERNATIONAL Document No. 802-E
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING 

CONFERENCE
_________  11 March 19̂ +9

Mexico City, 19^87^9

MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY 
Thirty-ninth Session 

10 March. 19*+9 (Afternoon)

The Chairman, Mr. M. Pereyra, declared the session open 
at J+.IO p.m.

The same delegates, experts and observers attended who 
were present at the 38th Plenary Session, as well as Mr. Barajas, 
Vice-Chairman of the Conference, and Mr. Dostert, Secretary.
. I, CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF POINT.ONE OF THE 

. AGENDA: ADJOURNMENT OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY SET FOR
10 MARCH.

1.1 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) made the following state­
ment s

HWith reference to the discussions of the present 
session about the future work of the Conference, the 
Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. wishes to make 
some comments.

nA large number of Delegates have'spoken of the 
fundamental problem of the Conference and of its future 
work. They insist that the decisions taken previously 
by the Conference on the matter be confirmed, that the 
bases for the drawing up.of a plan be established, and 
that the problem of an equitable distribution of channel 
hours by countries and by bands be solved by common 
agreement. We believe this to be a just solution and 
we associate ourselves with these numerous statements.
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1*2 ,rAt the. same time, we disapprove the attemptaof the
Delegations of the United Kingdom, France and the United 
States to divert the Conference from that fundamental 
path and to lead it along a new road, on the pretext of 
obtaining immediately a ,fcomplete draft plan" made by 
Group 6-D,

nWe are perfectly aware of what the Delegates of the 
United Kingdom and of the United States-want to attain 
with their lullaby speeches'.'' We also understand in whose 
interest Group 6~D has drawn up that; J1 complete draft plan".

1.3 11 In support of his enthusiastic and eloquent speeches
on the success attained by the famous Group 6~D and on the 
possibilities of obtaining a "plan" within the very near 
future, the U.K. representative 'adduces the fact that his 
Delegation completely approves the plan made by the Group 
upon arbitrary bases with complete neglect of all principles 
and without taking into account previous decisions of the Conference.

nNo one among us can make a mistake as to the purpose 
of these lullaby speeches, the aim of which is evident; that 
of obtaining a plan favourable to the United Kingdom, which 
will provide for. the said' country an exaggerated number of 
channel hours, well protected against interference in each 
channel and band, owing to the special zeal'displayed by 
Group 6-D in favour of the United Kingdom.

1.*+ nIt has not been by accident that the Delegation of
Egypt has given us impressive and evident examples which-- 
show us the very essence of the work of Group 6-D. This 
work has been aimed-essentially at satisfying.the require­
ments of a series of favoured countries and to assure for 
them a high quality and efficient protection in the 6, 7?
11, 15? 17 and' 21 Mc/s bards. The Delegation of the Bielo­
russian S.S.R, too could have mentioned a complete series . 
of examples, as it has done in Committee.6, showing the 
injustice with which Group 6-D has assigned channel hours 
and the injustice with which -those channel hours have been 
protected in Such or such a channel. We have quoted•the 
examples of Iran, of Egypt, etc. We' do not think it neces­
sary to repeat them here, We believe that the assignments 
and the simultaneous sharings as made, by Group 6-D have ■ 
been made without any valid reason to the detriment of a 
great number of countries, a fact which, naturally, we 
cannot accept. The insistence and the efforts displayed 
here to consolidate the advantages gained within Group 6-D 
in favour of the above-mentioned countries, are to us quite 
evident. We understand perfectly well the speech of the 
U.K. Delegate, in which he told us that he was quite satis­
fied with the assignments made by Group 6-D upon an
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arbitrary basis and without taking into account the previous 
decisions of the Conference. That plan satisfies you,
Mr, Faulkner, but it does not satisfy us, no more than it 
satisfies the majority of the countries here represented.
The plan has be.en established by arbitrary methods, without 
taking into account the previous decisions taken. by the 
Conference and which have been set forth in Document No.589* 
This plan- is; not based, upon the. t echnical principles approved 
by the Conference and. contained in Document 635V-

’’The proposal of the Delegate of the United' States, who
.attemps to strengthen with a single stroke the monopoly of
frequencies of certain countries in short wave broadcasting,
tries to lead us towards the same goal: the absence of
principles and the non-observance of the decisions of the
Conference. That proposal tends to impose upon us - by a
’’diktat” - the conditions of the Delegation of . the United
States and to reject all decisions and all agreements pre-
.viously adopted .by the Conference, with reference to the
respect of the sovereignty of all the countries of the
world within a spirit of international collaboration.

•

."In fact, the U.S.A. proposal.tends to annul the terms 
of reference given Group 6-D, specially designated by 
Committee 6 to draw up the variants of the plan,' It tends 
to annul the terms of reference of the Plan Revision Group 
appointed by the Plenary Assembly. It alms to confer"upon 
Group 6-D the entire work of the "drawing up of .a complete 
plan”, in order that that Group could.arrange at its own 
discretion the question of channel hour assignments by 
countries and by bands, and even that of the times of trans­
mission-.

"We have' already heard the statement (which could not 
have been more pertinent) of Mr, Stoyanov, Head of the 
Soviet Delegation, on the subject of the working methods of 
Group 6-D and -of the methods which governed the making of 
the "complete plan" according to the judgment ■ of that 
Group, ft is therefore unnecessary to repeat it; however
vie wish to state that we re ject * categorically the proposal
of the Delegate of the United States, taking into account 
these pernicious working methods.

"No, Gentlemen, vie could never subscribe to such methods 
for the solution of the problems referring to the establish­
ment of a Plan, methods which the U.K. and U.S.A. Delegations
impose upon us, ignoring in an off-hand manner the decisions 
of the Conference, The Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R., 
aware of its responsibilities, states once more that it cannot 
accept anything but a plan which rests upon well defined 
general and technical principles, in accordance with the 
unanimous decision of the Plenary Assembly and with Documents



Nos, 589 and 590, and not in accordance withthe whim , of 
Group 6-D.

1.9 "W©: take the liberty of replying to Mr* Pedersen,
Chairman of Committee 6, who has so masterly defended Group 
6«*D, Mr. Pedersen was right when he said that the plan must 
rest upon general and technical principles* Why then has 
Group 6-D ignored them in its work? Why did it make; erroneous 
frequency sharing assignments which the majority of the 
countries cannot accept?

1.10 . "Finally, the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R.
wishes to point out that the Conference had already chosen 
beforehand a good method for.the solution of the fundamental 
tasks laid before it. That is why we do not see; any reason 
to divert from that method. .

"Shortly, we shall hear the .Report of the Plan Revision 
Group, We shall have to take a decision as to the'possibili­
ties of an agreement on the subject of the assignment table 
of channel hours by countries and by bands. In accordance 
with that agreement, we shall have to approach'the. establish­
ment of a draft plan for high frequency broadcasting, based., 
upon general and technical principles. Such is the viewpoint 
of the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R.

1.11 "For these, reasons, we support the proposal of the 
Delegate of Egypt, Only by the adoption of that proposal 
will it be possible, in our opinion, to gain time, to guide 
the work of the Conference towards the establishment of an 
equitable table of channel hour assignments^ towards the 
obtaining of.an agreement and of the subsequent work concern­
ing the plan, in accordance with the decisions previously, 
taken by the Conference in this respect.

"We must reject energetically all. attemps to divert us 
from that path and to guide us towards' arbitrariness and the 
absence of principles. Those attempts can in no way strengthen 
the spirit of collaboration within this Conference and, in 
the end, cannot lead to a successful conclusion of the work 
of the latter."

- 1+ ~
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Mr» Etulain (Argentine), Chairman of Working Group 6-D, 
said that the statements of the U.S.S.R, Delegate during the . 
morning Session did not agree with the facts. He wished to 
re-establish them and added that the statements of Mr. Stoyanov 
agreed even less with the personal conversations which he had 
had with the latter within Group 6-D, The meetings and the 
place where these meetings of the Group had been held had not 
been a mystery for anyone, since they had been posted every-day 
on the blackboard. If criticisms had to be made concerning the 
work of the Group, it would seem that they should have been 
presented first to Committee 6 (Plan), If it seemed that the 
work of the Group was going to lead nowhere, it would be well 
to stop the work immediately and to dissolve the Group, in 
order to avoid wasting

Esgun '(Turkey) completely supported the proposal 
of the Delegation of Egypt,

Mr® Sterling (U.S.A.) then made the following statements
”My Delegation has listened carefully to the dis­

cussion of the proposals under consideration, including 
the proposal presented by my Delegation earlier in this 
session. We believe the Conference recognizes.fully 
that it may now be deciding upon the success cB failure 
of the Conference. And we also believe that the dis­
cussion thus far has served to clarify many points which 
must be clearly understood by us all if wo are to com­
plete our work-successfully, I inay say that the discus­
sion thus far has encouraged us greatly concerning the 
prospects of success within a very short time.

”A number of questions have been raised and comments 
made concerning portions of the proposal submitted by the 
Delegation of'the United States, I should like to refer 
to certain of these questions and comments in order to 
clear up any misunderstanding concerning the views of my 
Delegation.

’’Some question has been raised concerning our 
proposal that Working Group 6-D forthwith develop a full 
frequency assignment plan for the June median session.
Our position in this regard,. as_explained in my earlier 
statement, is as follows':' Working Group 6-D has in fact 
already formulated a considerable portion of a plan. As 
pointed out earlier by the Chairman of Committee 6, this 
was an essential step in its study of sharing possibi­
lities. In its work, Working Group 6-D has acquired 
invaluable experience and familiarity with the mechanics 
of plan-malcing and with the requirements of the several



countries. We must take full advantage of this work and 
experience if we are to complete a plan during, the term 
of this Conference. And it is for this ‘reason that we 
have proposed Working- Group 6-D as the group to formulate 
an initial, draft frequency assignment plan. We think it the 

..only practical and realistic approach. In its work Working 
Group 6-D would follow the practice of interviewing Dele- 

= gations as its work progresses. To the extent possible
this practice- has been followed by it, although the pressure 
.of seeking to complete certain work by this Plenary Session 
has restricted its opportunity to interview,

1.16 "There has also been considerable comment concerning
our proposal that .the plan of 6-D then be given to a "Final

■ Plan Revision Group" for review and adjustment on the basis 
of interviews with the -various Delegations. We had proposed 
that the Final ftevi si f.,the Chairman
of Committee 6 and the Chairmen ̂ f . the Working Groups of 
Committee 6. Frankly, our suggestion as to the composi­
tion of the Final Revision Group was based, upon, this consider*- 
ation. We believed- that since’ Committee -6-is the Committee 
designated by the Conference to prepare p plan the final revision group might well have as its Chairman the Chairman 
of that Committee and its Working Groups,

1.17 "However, Mr. Chairman, so long as the function of the
revision group is clear, its composition is not of major 
concern to us. The function of that group would be to put 
into final form the draft.frequency assignment plan prepared 
by Working Group 6-D. Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, we would be happy to leave the composition of the group open at this 
point, or to accept an amendment such as that proposed by 
the New Zealand Delegation. If our proposal is otherwise 
accepted, we will welcome any revision group which the Assembly may designate, either the present Plan Revision 
Group or any other group. I repeat,. Mr. Chairman, it is 
the work to be performed by the Group rather than its parti­
cular composition that in our view is of primary importance.

1*18; "Certain Delegations have exnressed alarm lest theprocedure proposed by us present them with a "fait accompli" 
in the form of a finished plan. If that were.to be the 
case, we most certainly would not have submitted our pro­
posal. However, Mr. Chairman, our proposal would in fact 
provide for full participation in the plan-making process 

' dby the various Delegationsc First, Mr, .Chairman,. Working 
. Group. 6-0. would complete its assignments on a band by band 
basis, interviewing Delegations at^ each stage of the work,
■just as was done with resp^t'^ofr’TEe %  Mc/s band* Then, 
the results of the work of 6-D would be published affording

- 6 -
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1.19

1.20

1,21

all Dclogations an opportunity to study the full work. The 
draft plan of Working Group 6-D would then be considered by f 
a revision group which would review that plan on a basis of 
further interviews in order to put it in final form for 
formal presentation to the Conference, I repeat, Mr, 
Chairman, it appears to us that there would be full prac­
tical opportunity for all Delegations to participate in 
the formulating of the plan.

"The Delegate of the Soviet Union in his usual re­
strained manner has made many extended comments upon the 
proposal of the United States Delegation. He has charged us 
with being monopolists.. He* has asked where adoption of that 
proposal would lead us. And, in familiar fashion, he has 
answered his own question in order'to be sure that he 
receives a response acceptable to him. He statqs that 
acceptance of the United States proposal would lead to an 
"arbitrary" plan not based upon general principles*:.".

"Mr. Chairman, we believe the Delegate of the.Soviet 
Union, Mr. Stoyanov, doth protest too much,

"I do not know what definition Mr. Stoyanovrs philo­
sophy .gives- to' the word "monopoly". In my philosophy, Sir, 
monopoly mieans a greedy, grasping control of an available 
commodity or idea, This apparently is not the definition 
given by Mr. Stoyanov1 s philosophy to this word' which is 
clear to us,

"I ask the Conference"this question? Of the great 
powers here, and specifically between the United States of 
America and the U.S.S.R., which one has behaved like the 
monopolist - the greedy grasper?. Which Delegation has said 
in this very Assembly Hall on two occasions that they will 
not accept a plan which gives them less than 800 channel* 
hours - or *+00 hours more than was assigned to them by the 
first group which made the initial assignment of total 
channel hours. •

"Twice during the deliberations of this Conference we 
have heard Mr. Stoyanov declare that his Delegation will 
not accept: a plan which will give the Soviet Union less 
than 800 total frequency hours. .We have heard him say this 
two times. Well.,,,we tell him and the Conference once. 
and for all that the Delegation of the United States will 
never agree to a plan which assigns 800 frequency hours 
to any one nation. This Conference cannot permit any one 
nation to monopolize the short-wave broadcasting spectrum.

»•» 7 M
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1*22 "I remind those numerous Delegations who have asked
. the United States to increase its requirements above its 

voluntary assigned.total of 197 hours — that the United 
States has consistently maintained an honorable position 
in the equitable overall assignment of frequency hours.

"Who is the monopolist?
"Does the distinction lie in the simple matter of 

definition?
"As Hamlet saids Mr. Stoyanov] "There are. more 

things in heaven and earth,- Horatio, than are. dreamt of 
by your philosophy]"

"The Chairman of the Delegation of the Soviet Union 
has introduced elements of suspicion into the .activities 
of certain Delegations which he has mentioned by name. 
Besides ourselves? he has mentioned' the Delegations of 
France and the United Kingdom,

. "He has accused the Delegates working in Group 6-D 
of nefarious and illegal actions, It has been gratifying 
to hear the able Chairman, of Committee 6, Mr. Pedersen, 
establish the facts and enter into the record with his 
remarks a complete refutation of the unfair and unjust 
accusation,
, v "What does the Chairman-of the Soviet. Delegation seek 
to"’gain by those exaggerations? By this sowing of sus­
picion?

"Is it to obscure the fact, that ‘his Delegation 
actually does not.,Want a plan?;, m  .save one arrived at on 
his own terms?

"Is it to obscure the fact,that he is more interested 
in.'going home without a workable plan, but well armed with 
huge totals for himself and his friends?

1.25 • MTo borrow, a phrase from Mr, Pederson, the Chairman
• • of Committee 6,J-any good radio engineer knows that you

cannot arrive at a .freqUOncy-assignrgent plan by allocation 
in a vacuum-of channel'‘hour t o t a l s A n d - t h i s  is so for the 
simple reason that there are facto'r'“af:vp-f opagation, time 
of day,' times of transmission^iocatian of transmitter and 
listener, the conflicting requirements of the nations,... 
all in all. Mr. Chairman, absolutely necessary in the 
interpretation of frequency hour assignments into terms 
of program service.

— 8 —
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"In fact? Sir, we believe that an approach to a 
frequency assignment plan....that is, a plan that will mean 
anything....on the principle of channel hour total assign­
ments might even be considered "arbitrary" and "unprincipled11 
to use a phrase so loosely employed.

1.26 "As for the argument by the Soviet Union that adoption
of the United States proposal would, lead. to an "arbitrary 
plan" not based upon "general principles", 1 think we all 
understand what he means - and fears, He means that it may 
not be a Soviet plan based.upon the alleged principles urged 
by the Soviet Union, and giving the Soviet Union the "lion?s 
share" of frequency assignments. And. Mr. Chairman, he is 
right. The proposal urged by the United States Delegation 
is not intended to lead to satisfaction of selfish Soviet 
aspirations at the expense of the legitimate broadcasting 
‘needs of 'ot’her ’ Countries. ri:-!

1.27 "The suggestion-of the-Soviet Union.that the present
Plan Revision Group should be the controlling factor in
the development of-a plan;on the basis of "general prin­
ciples"^, is indeed curious.' ■It was only in*the last Plenary 
Session that he accused the present Plan Revision'Group of 
being solely a "bargain counter" acting in a wholly un-

• principled manner. • • . • u,__~ •
1.28 "In summary, Mr. Chairman, I should like to emphasize 

the belief of my Delegation that in-a real sense the deter­
mination whether the Conference is to succeed rests with
us at this moment. If we realistically get down to the 
'business of making a plan we succeed. And in our view the 
procedure suggested in our proposal presents by far the most 
realistic approach to us at this time."

1.29 Mr. Green-(New Zealand) proposed two amendments to the 
text of the proposal of the United States which were accepted 
by Mr, Sterling, and Mr. ■.Dostert (Secretary) read them:

1.30 Paragraph 2. of the proposal’?of the United States, as
amended by the Delegation of New Zealand, would read:

"After Working Group 6-D has finished the draft 
frequency assignment Plan, it shall submit it to the 
present Plan Revision Group, whose members shall remain 
the same'. The Plan Revision Group will be charged with 
giving a final" form • to the draft assignment Plan and 
with presenting it to the Plenary Assembly",
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1*32 _______
following amendment in the name of the Delegation of Belgium: 
After paragraph 1 the following sentence should be added:

"In their joint work, the two organs shall take 
into account the figures established or to be esta­
blished by the Plan Revision Group as well as the 
supplements of available channel hours resulting 
from the studies of Group 6-D and which shall be 
distributed equitably among the .countries.11

1*33 Mr. Faulkner (U.K.) supported the proposal of the Chair­
man and stated that the proposal of the United States'Dele­
gation, as modified by the Delegation of New Zealand, was 
acceptable to his Delegation. Furthermore, he was completely 
in agreement with the Head of the Delegation of France.

1.3H- Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) then made the following state­
ment :

"I', have taken the floor to express my opinion 
of the proposal of the Delegate of Egypt and to 
make a few additions to it, as well as to make some 
observations concerning the preceding discussions,

"The Delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to 
add the following three points to the proposal of 
the work of the Delegate of Egypt,

H-) After the conclusion of the work of the 
Plan Revision Group'and after" having inter­
view^ the Delegations, the Plan Revision Group 
shall present a Report to the next Plenary 
Session which is to take place from 17 to 19 
March;
5) The Plenary Assembly shall for its work 
follow the procedure established by points 5

■ and 6 of Document No, 696;
6) After the discussion, the Plenary Assembly 
shall decide on the future work of the Confer­
ence. n

. ’Paragraph 3 would -be wdrded as "follows:
"In the course of its 'work, the Plan Revision 

Group shall interview the Delegations which have 
expressed a desire etc....."

Mr. Corteil (Belgian Congo) wished to present the-
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1.35 "The Delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to state in
a few words its opinion concerning certain 'Speeches made 
during today’s discussions0

"Mr, Pedersen, Chairman of Committee 6 (Plan), in 
reply to my criticism referring to the work of Working 
Group 6-D, has said that any engineer knows perfectly well 
that, for the making of a draft plan, it was necessary to 
draw up charts and that this had been done by Group 6-D; 
that the Plan could not be just an allocation of channel 
hours by bands and by countries, but that it was necessary 
to take into account the hours.of transmission as well as 
the'location of the transmitter and of the receiver.

"This, of-course, is self-evident*
"Naturally, Working Group 6-D, in■accordance with 

its terms of reference, had to make charts but, while doing 
so, Group 6 should have taken into consideration the 
decisions of the Plan Revision-Group, If one studies the 
last Report of Group 6-D, on the 9 Mc/s band,.one will 
readily see that Group 6-D has in no way taken into con­
sideration the decisions of the Plan Revision Group. It 
has made completely arbitrary assignments. This fact is 
confirmed by an entire series of figures, • Where the Plan 
Revision'Group had allocated b channel hours to a country, 
Group 6-D gave that same country 1*+ channel, hours. Where 
the Plan Revision Group had assigned.16 channel-hours to 
a country which was willing to accept 5+1 channel hours to 
cover its minimum requirements, Group 6-D has given that 
country 60, The fact that Group 6-D has assigned to 
certain countries more than what they had asked for can"' 
only be explained by the completely arbitrary manner in 
which Group 6-D has. app rope hod the solution of'the 
problem,

1.36 "The Delegate of'the United States , in .his speech in
favour of his proposal, indulged in a series of attacks 
against the Soviet Delegation.

"I cannot see anything persuasive in his, counter­
arguments ,

"It has been said that the Delegation of the U.S.S.R, 
with the usual insistence, struggles for the drawing up of 
"a-Plan based upon principles, allegedly because it wishes 
to obtain "the lion’s share" for a .single.country.



"I am compelled to remind the Assembly once more of 
the fact that the Soviet Union is not a "single" country, 
but that it represents a group of'lR states (not counting 
the Ukrainian S.S.R. nor the Bielorussian S.S.R.), that 
these are allied Republics, none of them of lesser size 
than a European or American State of average area.

"It is not necessary to make use of the considerable 
figure of channel hours for the Soviet Union in order to 
indimidate. The important figure for. the U.S.S.R. should 
not astonish the Delegates, who-must bear in mind that the 
U.S.S.R., owing to its territory, is the largest state.
The: U.S.S.R. j the sixth part of "the globe, is an entire 
continent in itself; the U.S.S.R, has 16 official languages 
the U.S.S.R, has more than 100.different nationalities each 
speaking,its own language.

"It must not be forgotten that the difference in time 
between the Eastern and Western borders is 11 hours. This 
compels us to use high frequencies for our transmissions, 
since neither long nor medium waves can cover'ho large a 
territory.

'■’The Delegate of the United Kingdom has attempted to 
find reasons for the distribution of channel hours in the reductions of the requirements. This does not constitute 
a convincing argument, since in many eases the requirements 
of the countries are completely arbitrary,.

"The real point is to know whether the Plan is to be 
established upon an arbitrary basis or, upon the basis of 
uniform principles. The opposition to the principles on 
the part of the U.S.A. and U.K. Delegations is not just 
haphazard. This opposition entails a tendency to limit 
the legitimate rights of certain countries to receive 
channel hours. It contains a tendency to impose an unjust,..', 
and partial distribution of channel -hours,

"Unfortunately for. the U.S.A. Delegation, the 
Conference is perfectly aware of the fact that no Plan, 
whether submitted by a Delegation or by an organ of the 
.Conference, can be imposed; it can only-bo accepted by 
voluntary agreement of■the countries,

"With regret I must state that the U.S.A. and. U.K. 
Delegations are absolutely unwilling to follow a method 
of uniform approach to- the making of the Plan and that, 
by this mere -fact, they do not desire to obtain a high 
frequency assignment Plan equitable and acceptable to 
all countries.
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1.38 "From the beginning of the Conference, the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation has insistently been expressing its desire to 
establish a Plan, but a Plan which would'be equitable for 
all countries of the world, and not a Plan which Would 
satisfy the requirements of a few countries only,

"We have opposed, not tv/ice, but two hundred times 
and do so again, the acceptance of the unjust tendency to 
encroach upon our legitimate rights in order to make an 
unfair and exaggerated assignment in favour of other 
countries.

1.39 "The Delegation of the Soviet Union strongly regrets 
■that this Conference does not follow the sound tradition
of carrying out decisions previously taken. There have 
been cases where a decision already adopted has been reverse: 
on the following day*

"On 28 November 195-8, the Conference adopted with 
great enthusiasm the decision which appears in Document 
No. 589 but, unfortunately, many Delegations have already 
“forgotten that decision. The Delegate of the United States, 
when making his accusations against, the Delegation of the 
Soviet Union, did not even mention Document No. 589* in' 
which it is stated that for the artigfiment of channel hours 
it is necessary to take into account general factors; area, 
population and number of official languages, as well as 
the specific circumstances of each country,

"I wish to express the hope that' our, Conference will 
be inspired by that decision, adopted unanimously, and 
which appears in Document No. 589? and that the Plan to 
be drawn up and which is desired by the Delegation of the 
Soviet Union as much as by any other, may be established 
on the basis of faccors and objective principles and be 
of uniform application to' all countries,"

1.50 Mr. El Bard.ai (Egypt) wished that the work of Group 6-D
be coordinated and that the results of the work should be 
taken into consideration*

1.51 Mr. Sinclair Lopes (Brazil) referred to the recent state­
ment of theSoviet Delegate in which the latter had reminded 
the Assembly of the fact that his country occupied the sixth 
part of the globe with its 15 republics and that, owing to its 
vast territorial■extension, the requirements of the Soviet 
Union amounted to 800 channel hours* In this connection, he 
wished to point out the following facts, Brazil was composed 
of 26 states (which could be as many republics) and had a 
population of 50 million inhabitants, distributed over 5l 
million square miles, a quarter of the area of the American 
Continent.
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1,52 The Soviet Plan, which had allotted 185 channel hours
to Brazil, thanks to its formula reduced that figure to 82, 
in spite of the considerable importance of that country, while 
the first Plan Committee had granted 123 channel hours. How 
.could one.7 speak of international collaboration-when the 
"Soviet Union claimed 800 channel hours.' and . assigned only 8t) 
to Brazil?

1-53 - Finally, he thought that the constructive and concrete
work of Group 6-D should be.continued and he supported the 

. proposal of the U„S.A. Delegation. It was indispensable that
all countries,, in a spirit of international solidarity, accept 
substantial reductions in order to be able to come to an 
equitable and acceptable assignment for all countries. 
(Applause).

1-55 Mr. Flisak (Poland) supported the,working1 method pro­
posed by the Delegation of Egypt and said that he would vote
in favour of it. • .

The Session was suspended from 6„15.p.m. to 7*05 p.m.
1.55 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read the proposal submitted

by the Chair;
"The Plenary Assembly decides:
1) To postpone until the week of March 15 to 19

the Plenary Session for 10 March, in order to allow 
Committee 6 and the Plan Revision Group to submit 
a complete preliminary draft frequency assignment 
Plan for June median;

■2) To invite these two organs of the Conference to
work with the greatest possible speed to ensure 
examination of the draft plan by the date stipulated, 
under the direction of the Chairman of the Con­
ference .and' with the Delegate of the United Nations 
ensuring the necessary liaison between the two 
groups;

3). To maintain, for the' duration of the Plenary .
Session mentioned under 1), the procedure defined 
in points 5 and 6 of Document No.696 concerning the 
nature, and duration of the statements and the deci­
sion to follow;

5) To include in the'Agenda for the Plenary Session
mentioned under 1), points 3 , 5 and 5 and. if 
necessary, also point 2 of Document No, 608 (Agenda 
established for the Plenary Session set originally 
for 3 March)."
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^r * Dostert then read, the following proposed amendments?
1*̂ -6 A) Amendment proposed by the U.S.S.R. Delegation and 

which consisted in modifying the wording of 1) as 
follows :

"The Plenary Assembly decides ?
1) To adjourn until March lb to 19 the Plenary Session 
set for 10 March, in order to' permit the Plan Revision 
Group to present a list of channel hours by countries 
and by bands."

1.^7 B) Amendment of the Delegation of Belgium which consists
in adding the following phrase to the wording of para­
graph 1 of the Chairman's proposal : v

"In their joint work, those two organs of the 
Conference shall take into account the figures 
established or to be established by the Plan Revi­
sion Group as well as the additional available 
channel hours which may result from the work of 
Group 6-D,these channel hours being distributed 
equitably among the different countries."

l #*+8 C) Text proposed by the Delegation of Egypt and supported
by the Delegations of the P.R. of Roumania, of Turkey 
and of Poland s
1) The Plan Revision Group shall continue its work 
on the 6, 7, 9 and 11 Mc/s, taking into account the 
frequency sharing possibilities given by Group 6-D and 
checked by Group 6-C\
2) Group 6-D shall continue its work on the other 
bands, taking as a basis the number of channel hours 
decided upon by the Plan Revision Group. After trying 
to accomodate this number of channel hoursjthe Working 
Group shall attempt to fit in the other requirements 
of the countries on as equitable a basis as possible.
3) The work of Group 6-D 5shall not be considered as 
the basis, for a Plan but simply as showing the sharing 
possibilities and the density of channel hours in 
each band."
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l*k9 D) Addition proposed by the Delegation of the U,S.S.R,
composed of three paragraphs?

*

k) After the end of the work of the Plan Revision 
Group and' after, the conclusion of the interviews with 
the Delegations of the various.countries, the Plan 
Revision Group shall present a Report to the next 
Plenary Session due to take place during the week 
March lk to' 19? •
5) 1 The Plenary Assembly in the above mentioned

. Sessions, shall follow the procedure indicated in para­
graphs 5 and 6 of Document No, 696;
6) After a discussion, the Plenary Assembly shall 
take a decision as to the future work of the Conference.

l.JO E) Proposal of the Delegation of the United States as
amended by the Delegation of New Zealand?
1) Committee 6 is authorized to direct Working Group 
6-D to convert immediately its study sharing possibilities 
in the various bands into a draft frequency assignment 
Plan for June median? taking into account the useful 
work of the Plan Revision Group;
2) Upon completion of the high frequency assignment
draft Plan by Group 6-D the work shall be submitted;^to
the present Plan Revision Group, which shall retain "its 
present membership, The Plan Revision Group be responsi­
ble for putting in final form the draft Plan for pre­
sentation to the Plenary Assembly;
3) In its work, the Plan Revision Group shall consult 
with such delegations as may wish consultation, e special­
ly those wishing to recommend changes or revisions in 
the work of Group 6-D and with such other Delegations
as may be desirable.

.- Point k).was eliminated at the request of the Delega­
tion of New Zealand, in agreement with the Delegation of 
the United States.

1.51 F) Proposal of the French P.ologatu or, to consult the Plenary
Assembly on three essential points?.
a) If the Plenary Assembly .examined a complete assign­
ment Plan or simply a global list of channel hours by 
countries and. by bands ;
b) If the draft was to be prepared by already existing 
organs; then
c) Immediate action should then be requested from 
Committee 6 in order to know whether the Plan would or 
would not be based on a separation of 9 or 10 kc/s«
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1.52 Mr. Kittner (U.S.A.) proposed that the question of
substance should be studied' first and that the Assembly 
should decide whether a draft Plan should be drawn up and 
then decide as to the method to be adopted.

1.53 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) withdrew his proposed amendment
and thought that the proposals of the Delegation of Egypt and
of the Delegation of the U.S.A., which were different, should 
be put to the vote, without discussing the separation of 9 or 
10 kc/s. He proposed that the voting on both proposals should 
be secret, :!

1.5k . Mr. Chien (China) expressed his best wishes for the
success,of the Conference and stated that it ’Would be un­
realistic to adopt the procedure of considering an assignment 
Plan by bands and by countries, "•

1.55 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) stated that it was in­
dispensable to follow the procedure proposed by the U.S.S.R. 
Delegation. -.His, Delegation as wefl :as that of the Ukrainian
S.S.R. supported the U.S.S.R, proposal for ,a secret vote on 
the proposals of the Delegations of the United States and of 
Egypt,

1.56' .The Chairman .put to vote, by secret ballot the proposal
of the Delegation of Egypt, as amended by the Delegation of 
the Tk.S.S.R., The'result of the vote was • as follows? 65 Dele­
gations present; 18 delegations in favour of the adoption; k7 
against; no abstentions.

1*57 -The--proposal of the Delegation of Egypt was thus
rejected.■. .

1.58 The Chairman then put to vote by secret ballot theproposal submitted by the Delegation of the United States. The 
result of the vote was as follows 65 delegations' present;
52 delegationskin favour of the adoption; 13 against; no 
abstentions.

1.59 The proposal of the Delegation of the United States
was thus adopted.

1*60 Mr. Lalic (F.P.R. of Yugoslavia) proposed to address to
the governments of all the countries whose Delegations thought 
it appropriate, a telegram, advising them of the decision 
which had just been taken.

1,61 Mr, Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) then made the following state­
ment ;
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"The Delegation of the *U;S .S.R,~ states its cate­
gorical disagreement concerning the decision which has 
just been taken by the Plenary Assembly on the subject 
of the proposal of the Delegation of the U.S.A.

"This decision is 'in contradiction■w£th decisions 
previously taken by this Conference and which on- three 
occasions have :been .'confirmed by the Plenary Assembly.

"This decision is the complete negation of the 
procedure established with regard to the necessity to 
obtain agreement based upon a discussion of the allocation 
of channel hours by countries and. by bands,

"This decision legalizes the establishment of a 
Plan by Working Group 6-D which, not having received up 
to date the corresponding terms of reference, has pro- 
ceeded illegally to allocate channel hours by countries 
and by bands in parallol to and independently of the work 
of the Plan Revision Group, to i\rhich the Plenary- Assembly 
had conferred that task. ••

"The adoption of this decision by the Plenary Assem­
bly means that the Conference has abandoned the idea of * • 
the necessity of arriving at an agreement based upon the 
distribution of channel hours by countries and by bands. 
This is not in accordance with the spirit of international 
cooperation. ,

"This decision does not contribute to. the success ■ of this ■'Conference and entails' an increase, of the work and a useless waste of time."
1*62 . After Mr, Jacques Meyer (France) had"'proposed .an amend-

’ment to the text of point 5 of the proposal of the Chairman, 
the final wording of the decision of the Plenary Assembly 
read as follows:

The Plenary Assembly decides;
"1, ^To postpone until the week of March lk to 19 the Plenary 
Session scheduled for March 10 in .order to permit Committee 6 * 
and the Plan Revision Group to submit a complete preliminary 
draft frequency assignment plan for June Median,
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”2. .Committee 6 is hereby authorized to direct
Working Group 6-D to convert immediately its . study of 
sharing possibilities in the several bands into a draft 
frequency assignment plan for the June Median taking into 
account the useful work of the Plan-Revision Group.

M3 . Upon completion of the draft frequency assignment 
plan by the Working Group 6-D., such work shall be sub­
mitted to the present Plan Revision Group which will 
retain;its present membership. The Plan Revision Group 
.shall be responsible for'putting in final form the draft 
; assignment plan forTpfesentation to the--Plenary :Assembly.
"h, In its work the Plan Revision Group-shall.consult
with such delegations as may wish consultation, particu­
larly tho.se wishing-vto r e commend changes* or revisions.- 
in the work of Working Group 6-D, and with such'other delegations as may be desirable.

”5. The Plenary Assembly decides to invite ;those twoorgans of the Conference to work with the greatest 
possible speed in order to insure examination of the 
Draft Plan by the date stipulated, under the direction 
of the Chairman of the Conference, and with the delegate of the United Nations insuring the necessary liaison between the two groups.

’'6-. To maintain for. the discussion of the Draft Plan,
the procedure defined in points 5 and 6 of Document No, 
696 concerning the nature and duration of the inter- 

. vontions and the decision to follow."
1,63 . The text of this decision'was.adopted,
1,6*+ Mr. Dos ter t (Secretary) moved'." that, a -decision be taken

concerning the other questions to be placed on the Agenda for 
the Plenary Session to bte held during the week March Ik to 19, 
and especially concerning the possibility of taking into 
consideration points 3, 9 and 5, already placed on the Agenda 
for'the Plenary Session of 3 March. -.. •

3) Consideration, if necessary, of the Report of 
Committee 9  (Budget),.

9) Report of Committee 7 (Implementation)
* ■5) Report of Committee 10 (Steering).

7) Approval of the pending Minutes.
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1.6? Mr. Patrick (Union of South Africa) observed that
point 6 (Further study of the proposal of UNESCO, Document 
No. 676) should also be placed on the Agenda for that Session.

1.66 Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) thought that a Plenary
Assembly should meet in the meanwhile in order to discuss the 
following question! Examination of the question of principle 
concerning the character of the text to accompany the Plan, 
and programme for the establishment of the-final texts.

1.67 The Assembly decided to hold on 1̂ + March 19^9 a Plenary
Session whose Agenda~would include the question submitted by 
the Delegate of France and the approval of the pending 
Minutes.

1.68 Mr*. Huth (UNESCO) said that he had not asked for a
further study of the proposal of UNESCO.

1.69 The Chairman put to vote, by a show of hands, the
following proposal ;

"The Plenary Assembly decides to proceed to a further
. study of the resolution of UNESCO (Document No. 676) In
' the case'of'approval, the question vd 11 be examined at 
• afternoon' session of 11 March.n

The result of the voting by a show of hands -was as
follows: 39 delegations in favour; 21 abstentions; no votes
against.

1•70 The Plenary Assembly decided to meet on 11 March to
reconsider the proposal of UNESCO (Document No. 676),

1.71 Mr, Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania) observed that this
question had not appeared on the Agenda for the' present Session 
and e,sked that the voting be repeated by roll call. The 
Soviet Delegate supported him,

1.72 Mr, Sastry (India) pointed out that no motion had been
presented by the Assembly to re-open the discussion on the 
decision which had just been taken.

1.73 Mr, Lalic (F.P.R. of Yugoslavia) stated that he re­
served the right to request the re-opening of the discussion 
if the vote by roll call gave a different result from that 
of the voting by a show of hands.
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1.75-

1.75

1.76

1.77 Mr. Huth (U.N.E.S.C.0.),referring to the preceding
decision5 suggested that this question should not he raised 
again in view of the fact that he would have to leave Mexico 
hy 12 March.

1.78 Mr* Morales (Cuba)3 supported by Mr* Jacques Meyer
(France) and by Capt. Medal (Nicaragua), proposed that the 
Plenary Assembly decide not to re-open the discussion of 
the proposal of U.N.S.S.C.O.

1*79 Mr. Lalid (P.P.P.* of Yugoslavia) made the following
statement %

"The Delegation of the F.P.R* of Yugoslavia has 
not taken part in the voting by roll call on the re­
consideration of the decision previously taken on the 
subject of the question of U.W.E*S.C*0. It considers 
that9 in accordance with the Rules of Procedure of the 
Conference? a decision taken in the course of a 
Plenary Session cannot be considered in the course of 
the same Session. Consequently, the procedure adopted 
under the circumstances is not regular,"

1.80 The Chairman submitted to a vote by a show of hands 
the proposal of the Delegation of Cuba* The result of the 
vote was as followss t-3 delegations in favour of the adoption 
of the proposal! 10 against; 8 abstentions.

1.81 The Plenary Assembly thus decided not to re-open the 
discussion on the -proposal of U.N.B.S.C.Q*

Mr. Stoyanov :(U-.S .S .T(.) made the following proposals
"The Plenary Assembly decides.that the proposal 

of U.N.E.S.C.O, should be studledveither during the 
Session of 11 March or’ during another Plenary Session."
The -Ch-airman put to vote by roll call the decision taken 

previously, by a 'show of hands.
The result of the vote was as follows: 63 Delegations

present! 17 in favour; 29 against; 16 abstentions; one 
Delegation did not take part in the voting.

The Plenary Assembly, reversing its previous decision, 
decided not to reconsider on 11 March the proposal of 
U.N .5 ,S cC .0 * (Document Wo . ~ - -
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1.82 Mr. Huth (U.N.S.S.C.O.) expressed to the Conference
his sincere wishes and appealed to the spirit"of international 
cooperation with, the object of success. (Applause)»

The Session was suspended at 10:30 p.m.

APPROVED s 
The Chairman, 
M.‘ Pereyra

The Reporter?
J. E. Castaingt

The Assistant Secretary9 The Secretary,
Th. Wettstein L. E. Dostert
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Mexico City, 19H-8A-9

Fortieth Session . 
lk March 19^9 (afternoon)

The Chairman, Mr. Miguel Foreyra (Mexico), declared the 
nesting open at k "05 p.m.

Delegations present: People 1s Republic of Albania,
Argentine Republic, Australia (Commonwealth of), (temporarily 
represented by Canada), Austria, Belgium, Bielorussian S.S.R., 
Burma (temporarily represented by Pakistan), Brazil, People*s 
Republic of Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Vatican City 
(State of). Republic of Colombia, Portuguese Colonies, Colonies, 
Protectorates and Overseas Territories of the United Kingdom, 
Belgian Congo, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic (temporarily 
represented by Nicaragua), Egypt, Republic of El Salvador 
(temporarily represented by Uruguay), Ecuador (temper ariljr 
represented by Brazil), Ethiopia, United States of America, 
Finland, France, Guatemala (temporarily represented by Cuba), 
Hungary (temporarily represented by the P.R. of Bulgaria),
India, Indonesia, Ireland, Iran (represented by Switzerland), 
Iceland (temporarily represented by Denmark), ^taly, Liberia 
(represented by the United States of America), Luxembourg 
(represented by the Netherlands), Mexico, Monaco (represented 
by France), Nicaragua, Norway, New Zealand, Pakistan, Panama 
(represented by the Republic of Colombia), Paraguay, Nether­
lands, Peru, Portugal, French Protectorates of Morocco and 
Tunisia, People!s Federal Republic of Yugoslavia^ Ukrainian
S.S.R. (temporarily represented by the Bielorussian S.S.R.), 
Southern Rhodesia (temporarily represented by Now Zealand), 
Peoplefs Republic of Roumania, United Kingdom, Siam (repre­
sented by Franco Overseas), Sweden, Czechoslovakia, Swiss 
Confederation, Territories of the United States of America, 
Overseas Territories of the French Republic, Union of South 
Africa (temporarily represented by Ireland), U.S.S.R.,
Oriental Republic of Uruguay, United States of Venezuela®

Also present: Mr. L. Barajas, Vice-Chairman of the
Conference and the Observers of the O.I.R. and S.C.A.P.

Secretary: Mr. L, E.Dostert®
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I, CONSIDERATION OF POINT ONE OF THE AGENDA: CONSIDERATION OF
THE QUESTION OF PRINCIPLE AS TO THE CHARACTER OF THE TEXT TO 
ACCOMPANY THE PLAN AND THE PROGRAMME FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF THE DEFINITIVE TEXTS (Document No. 7^3 )•

1.1 Mr. Best (U.K.)- thought that this question presented it­
self under two aspects: the'form of the act which would
emanate from this Conference and the programme and the method 
to be used in approaching the work.

1.2 While it seemed proper for the conclusions, including 
the Plan, to be part of a multilateral convention between 
the governments, it was more logical for the act to be in 
the form of an agreement between the Delegations, this agree­
ment being then approved by the administrations concerned.
The second solution v/as in conformity with the terms of 
reference of this Conference.

1.3 The Delegation of the .United Kingdom thought that, it
was absolutely necessary for the conclusions and especially 
the Plan to be embodied in an act which could be ratified by 
the governments. However, since this Conference- had taken 
its origin during the course of the Atlantic City Conference, 
and as it was an administrative Conference within the frame­
work of the Union, the drawing up of a multilateral;treaty 
between governments exceeded its terms of 'references

1.*+ * On the other hand, it was essential for the final text
• which was to come out of this Conference to be considered as 
an agreement binding the Delegations which signed it.' The 
only proper form was that of an administrative agreement 
which would be signed by the Delegations and would be” subject 
to the approval of the governments.

1.5 Col. de Albuquerque (Brazil) made the following statement:
nIn order that the work of the present. Conference might 

lead to a binding Convention, it would be necessary for the 
Conference to be transformed into a Conference of Plenipotent­
iaries. This has until now been impossible for the following 
reasons:

1.6 nl) From the time of its convocation the present Con­
ference did not have the character of a. Conference of Pleni­
potentiaries. So much so that the Credentials Committee for
the ^designation of Delegates accepted mere written communications 
from the respective administrations or evCri from the accredited 
diplomatic representatives at Mexico City*
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1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

”2) In accordance with Article 1 of the Convention, no 
Plenipotentiary Conference can be held prior to the Conference 
fixed for 1952 in Buenos Aires by the Conference of Pleni­
potentiaries at Atlantic City, unless at least 20 members of 
the I.T.U, so request it, or by means of a proposal of the 
Administrative Council. This eventuality has not occurred up 
to the present (Article 1, paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Convention).

M3) 'The Convention is an agreement in the most general 
form, i.e., a code which involves important questions of 
international scope. In our case it would be necessary to 
present a complete and final solution as to the assignment 
of channel hours for all the seasons. Our work will be 
limited only to the June median, or l/9th of the total. 
Furthermore, we shall know that in any proposal which is 
submitted, .there is anticipated the continuation, and com- ' 
pletion of our work in a Special administrative conference.

”*+) The Convention does not provide and could not pro­
vide for the holding of Extraordinary Conferences of Pleni­
potentiaries (Article 10), but this does not apply to Ad­
ministrative Conferences which may be extraordinary conferences 
in accordance with the provisions of Article 11, paragraph 3 (1) 
of. the Convention.

’’The present High Frequency Broadcasting Conference of 
Mexico City, like the previous one held at Atlantic City, is 
an administrative conference, and only an •Agreement1 can be 
the result of its work (Recommendations 2 and *4- of the . 
Plenipotentiary Conference of Atlantic City, and Report of 
the High Frequency Broadcasting Conference of Atlantic City, 
Chapter I, .paragraph 1).

’’The provisions of Chapters 1 and 2 of Annex *+ of the 
Convention show clearly that the result of our work could 
lead only to an ’Agreement’.”

Mr, Lazareariu (Roumanian P.R.) did not agree with the 
point of view of the U.K. Delegation according to which an; 
administrative conference, could not establish a convention.

He recalled the precedent of the Maritime Conference of 
Copenhagen? which was an administrative Conference and which, 
at the insistence of a Delegation he did not wish to name, 
had nevertheless established a Convention, The arguments 
which were valid at that time in favor of a Convention were 
still valid at the present time. There were two very different 
points to be considered: on the one hand, the Mexico City
Conference itself and its particular character as an adminis­
trative- Conference and on the other hand, the final act which
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*.:ns to cccio out of it. Thau act could be signed by pleni­
potentiaries who would be either the Delegates present at 
the Conference if they received the full powers to do so, 
or it could be signed by any other persons accredited by the 
respective governments and having the full powers necessary,

1.13 Fro?-:' the legal point of view, it was perfectly possible
to solve the problem in that way and the Moxjicp City Confer once 
could draw up a convention.

1.1*+ From the practical point of view, it would have, served no
useful purpose to have spent so much time and trouble in the 
preparation of a Plan and the accompanying texts if the Plan 
was not to be applied —  and. properly applied. In order to 
obtain that assurance, the final texts of this Conference 
should have the greatest possible authority and should be 
acknowledged and endorsed by the governments themselves. The 
final act to be signed should be a convention to be ratified 
by the governments concerned.

1.15 Mu. Colt de Wolf (U.S.A.) recalled that at the Atlantic 
City Conference it had beon decided that the Mexico City 
Conference would bo an administrative conference. However, 
by far the most important question was .that of the spirit of 
the agreement to come, out of this Conference and not the 
letter. If an agreement.was achieved, it was unimportant 
whether it was entitled an ,fAgreement” or “Convention”. The 
essential thing was for the governments to approve the final 
act. In fact, the Delegations present at this Conference would 
sign it on behalf of their respective countries,

1.16 The Aeronautical’Conference, after having finished its 
'work, had referred its results to the P.F.B. and there was
no question of its results and the agreements reached being 
incorporated in a document having the form of a convention.
With regard to the statement of the Roumanian Delegate on the 
Maritime Conference of Copenhagen, he recalled the provisions 
of Article *+1 of the Atlantic City Convention by which 11 the 
members of the Union reserve the right to conclude regional 
agreements for the purpose of settling telecommunications 
questions which are susceptible of boing treated-on a regional 
basis”. It was a tradition in Europe to draw up conventions 
for the allocation of■frequencies in tho medium-wave bands.
In this hemisphere the same question arose, but as the Mexico 
City Conference was an administrative conference, its con­
clusions should be incorporated in an administrative agreement. 
Ho-favored the establishment-.of an agreement of that nature 
which could take the form of a “gentleman1s agreement”, similar 
to those often concluded by the U.S.A. and Mexico, for example, 
in order to resolve certain difficulties of another type.
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1.17

1.18

1.19

1.20

1.21

Mr. Jacques Meyer (France), Chairman of Working Group 
10-A, said that in that Group a majority tendency had developed 
to give the final act of the Mexico City Conference the title 
of "Agreement". Also, it .had been agreed that this administrative* 
conference- could not establish a "convention" and it was- for 
that reason, moreover, that Document No. 666 indicated in a 
footnote that the word "agreement" had been followed by the 
word "convention" in order to provide the possibility of a 
subsequent choice between those two terms as a consequence of 
a decision of the Plenary Assembly. During one of the first 
Plenary Sessions whose Agenda included the discussion of the 
rules of procedure of this Conference, the Delegate of France 
had protested against the introduction of the term "ratifica­
tion" because that term was used only in the case of a con­
vention of plenipotentiaries. It was still possible to take 
a decision against that term, which did not correspond to 
the terms of reference of■this Conference.

While, according to the national constitutional procedure 
of certain countries the final act of this Conference should 
be "ratified" by the government concerned, other governmental 
procedures provided that the agreement should-be "approved" 
or "confirmed". It should be added that this concerned only 
the countries themselves. Under the terms of the Atlantic 
City Convention the administrateofis were governmental ad­
ministrations and for that reason' the decisions of the latter 
were binding upon theif governments••

He was formally in favour of an agreement (administrative 
or otherwise). The agreement/ should be international and 
should be approved by the various countries according to 
their respective constitutional procedures.

* L^otte (Portugal) wholly- shared the point of view 
of the Delegation of the Roumanian P.P. An agreement was not 
a sufficiently powerful instrument to assure proper application 
of the provisions of the final act owing to the fact that it 
would be approved by the administrations only. Broadcasting 
referred not only to technical questions but also to questions 
of world expansion of 8, political"characterv which went beyond 
the framework of the I .T.TJ. In Portugal, for example, broad­
casting was directly subject to the President of the Council.
He favored a convention and not an agreement.

Mr. Klto (P.R.of Albania) also supported the statement 
by the Roumanian Delegate concerning the analogy between the 
Mexico City Conference and the Maritime Conference of 
Copenhagen. The latter, which was of a clearly administrative 
character, had nevertheless established a convention. Nearly 
all of the Delegations present at this Conference had
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1.22

1.23 ,

1.25+

1,2*5

1.26

received full powers from their Governments, which showed the 
importance which the governments attached to the results 
thereof. He shared the point of view of the Portuguese 
Delegate concerning the political significance of broad­
casting. The Mexico City Conference had a greater importance 
than a conference concerned merely with the allocation of 
medium frequencies', for which purpose, however, an inter­
governmental convention had been established previously.

Notwithstanding the administrative character of the 
Mexico City Conference, the latter had decided unanimously 
to introduce into its Rules of Procedure the term "ratifica- 
tion by the governments". Accordingly, it was now impos­
sible to take a decision which would be contradictory to 
the Rules of Procedure.

The Delegation of the P.R* of Albania favored the 
drawing up of a convention, and if the Plenary Assembly 
should take a different decision, he would insist on the 
text submitted at present by Working Group 10-A, which had 
tried to find/ a satisfactory wording for the two divergent 
tendencies. It would be unfair not to take into account 
the desire of 59 governments which had accorded full powers 
to their Delegations with a view to enabling them to sign 
a convention.

Doronin (U.S.S.R.) said that for the first time 
in the history of broadcasting the Mexico City Conference 
was dealing with a question which from the technical and 
political point of view exceeded in importance the questions 
which had already been dealt with by international broad­
casting conferences. Furthermore, the Plan which was to be 
drawn up by this Conference should be of long duration and 
should' be authoritative. In order to give it more weight, 
to make it more binding upon the countries which would 
accept it, and by virtue of the obligations which it would 
involve, the final act should be a convention. Moreover, 
the majority of the countries here represented had very 
well understood that when they granted full powers to their 
Delegations.

In order to avoid difficulties at the time of the 
signature of ..this convention by the administrations, it 
was possible to add to the text of the agreement a para- ■ 
graph providing that it should be compulsory for the final 
act to be ratified by the governments, 'That would simplify 
the role of the Delegates who were not plenipotentiaries.

•Mr. Lali<$ (P.F.R. of Yugoslavia) considered that the 
important thing was the spirit in which an international 
agreement was respected. The Plan which this Conference 
was to establish would be of 5 or 10 years1 duration and
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its application should bo guaranteed and respected by the 
governments which accepted it. 'If certain Delegations 
maintained that this administrative Conference could not 
draw up a convention, it must be established that, because 
of the- Plan which would result from it and of the. responsi­
bility which it would entail for the different countries, 
the large majority of the governments had anticipated that 
the results of this administrative Conference would be 
embodied in a convention* He supported the Soviet proposal 
for solution of possible difficulties at the time of the 
signature of the final act by addition of a paragraph which 
would take into account the fact that certain Delegations 
had not received full powers from their governments* He 
shared the point of view of the Delegate of France on the* 
subject of national constitutional procedures which differed 
according to the countries and which varied according to the 
different international acts concluded by the latter. In 
conclusion, he supported the opinion of the Delegations which 
deemed it necessary*to solve this question of principle by 
the drawing up of a convention, owing to the importance and 
the duration of the Plan which this Conference was to draw up.

1.27 Mr. Jablin (P.R. of Bulgaria) shared the.point of view
of the Delegation of Portugal concerning the importance of 
broadcasting.and the drawing up of a convention by this 
Conference, to be confirmed by the governments. If one 
insisted upon the importance of the spirit of the final 
agreement it would be advisable to stress that the spirit 
which animated the work of the drawing up of the Plan could 
be maintained and safeguarded' only if the governments were 
made responsible for the application of that Plan.

1.28' If the Delegations, of the U.S.A., the U.K. and France
did not want the responsibility of their governments to be 
committed and only wished their administrations to be 
familiar with the possible difficulties of application, 
that would mean that the Plan drawn up by this Conference 
would have a conditional character only*

1*29 He thought that the Mexico City Conference.should draw
up" a convention which it would be obligatory for the govern­
ments concerned to ratify.

1.30 . -Mr. Sastry (India) considered that the arguments pre­
sented in favor of ..the. drawing up of a convention were not 
convincing. Ref. , h b to the apparent analogy between the 
Maritime Conference of Copor,h nr;en and the Mexico City Con­
ference, he stressed that the plenipotentiary delegates of 
the Atlantic City Conference, in connection with the non­
ratification of the Montreux Convention, "had recognized 
the necessity for setting up a new Regional Broadcasting 
Agreement" and not a convention (Additional Protocol to the
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Acts of the Atlantic City Conference, Page 312)* ..Paragraph 
2 of the document, attached to the Additional Protocol to 
the Acts of the Atlantic City Conference, with respect to 
the "European Regional Conference of -Copenhagen, stipulated 
that "the purpose of the Conference shall be to draw up a 
new Regional Agreement for European; Broadcasting, etc..."

The arguments relating to■the.importance and the 
duration of the final- agreement in no way tended to show 
that'that agreement should be a convention, "de facto".

1*31 Recalling that broadcasting constituted:a special
‘•Department of the Government of India, he-pointed "out that 
an "agreement" would in no way diminish .the value of the 
final act of this.Conference in relation to the entry’into 
force" of the plan in his country.

1.32 That question should be decided, in the last resort by
■ the Special Administrative Conference of Geneva next
"October. He was not in -agreement with the drawing up of 
a convention,' which only a conference of plenipotentiaries 
could undertake.

1.33 Mr.- Lazareanu. (Roumanian P.R.) proposed that the .
Plenary Assembly should take a decision on the adoption 
of the following text amended by.the Yugoslavian Delegate:

"The Plenary Assembly decides:
"1) That the. Final.Act of the Mexico City Conference 

shall be entitled: International High Frequency
Broadcasting Convention.' * -

"2) This .convention may be signed by any member of
■ the Delegations duly accredited to this Conference 
whose credentials have been accepted by Committee 
2 (Credentials Committee), and.shall be subject 
to ratification by the different countries.

"3) The convention shall be ratified by the 
governments of the respective countries. "

1*3^ Father1 Soccorsi (Vatican City) was. in favor of an
"agreement", which, would -not have the solemn character of 
a "convention" and which would not, for the moment at least, 
imply ratification by the governments concernedV •'

1*35 ' • Mr. Bardai (Egypt) proposed the adoption of the following 
text amended by the. Delegation of -the Argentine and seconded 
by the' Delegations of the U.S.A. ? the U.K.. France and 
Nicaragua:
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tiTho Plenary Assembly decides?
"That the Final Act of this Conference shall take the 
form of an agreement which shall be duly approved by 
the respective governments of the signatory countries5
"That the’texts prepared by Working Group 10-A 
(Documents Nos.-666 and 729) shall bo drawn up 
in conformity with the - first•point of'this proposal*"

1*36'.‘ Mr. Dos Santos (Paraguay) then proposed.the adoption
of the following texts

"The Plenary Assembly decides:
"1). To give the Final Act of this Conference the 
• titTe of: -International (or Regional) High

Frequency Broadcasting Convention5
'"2) To specify:
"This- Convention shall be signed by :all the members 
whose credentials have been duly accepted by the 
Mexico City Conference 5
"3)- To specify:
"This Convention shall be. yalld_af ter approval the 
signatory governments according to their respective 
constitutional procedure."

• 1.37 ! Mr* Lazareanu (Roumanian P.R.), seconded by Mr. Lali<5
f' (Yugoslavian P,F.R.;)? thought that the preceding proposal

differed very little from the one submitted by the Roumanian 
Delegation and he was ready to include It in the proposal 
:submitted’by his Delegation,

1.38' :Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read the text of the Roumanian
proposal amended by the Delegation of Paraguay, which was 
to; be submitted to the Plenary Assembly for approval by a 
roll call vote s '

"The Plenary Assembly decides:
4,1) That the Final Act of this Conference shall 

■bo entitled: International High.Frequency
Broadcasting Conventionf

"2) That this Convention may be signed by any delega­
tion whose credentials have been'approved and 
acknowledged as valid by this Conference 5
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”3) This convention shall be valid after approval of 
the signatory governments, in accordance with 
their respective constitutional procedures."

The result of the roll call'vote was as follows: ■
There were 66 delegations present. Twelve delegations 
voted in favor of the proposal: P.R. of .Albania, Bielo­
russian S.S.R., P.R. of Bulgaria, Portuguese Colonies,
Hungary, Poland, Portugal, Yugoslavian F,P.R,, Ukrainian
5.5.R,, Roumanian P.R., Czechoslovakia,' and the U.S.S.R,
Fifty delegations voted against the proposal: the .Argentine, 
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Burma, Brazil, Canada, Chile,
China, Vatican City, Colombia, Colonies and Protectorates of 
the United Kingdom, Belgian Congo,.Cuba, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Egypt. El Salvador, Ecuador, United States of 
.America, Ethiopia, Finland, France, India, Indonesia,
Ireland, Iran, Iceland, Italy, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Monaco. Nicaragua, Norway, New Zealand, Pakistan, Panama,
the Netherlands, Peru, Morocco and Tunisia, Southern Rhodesia,
The United Kingdom, Sweden, Switzerland, Territories of the 
U.S.A., France Overseas, South .Africa, Uruguay and Venezuela.
Four delegations abstained: Guatemala, Paraguay, Siam and
Syria.

1.39 The Roumanian proposal was re.jected.
I*b0 The Chairman then put the proposal of Egypt, amended by

the Argentine Delegation, to a vote by roll call. The result 
of the vote was as’ follows: There were 66 delegations present^
Fifty-three delegations were in favor of the adoption of the 
proposal: Argentine, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Burma'*
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China. Vatican City, Colombia, Colonies 
and Protectorates of the United Kingdom, the Belgian Congo,
Cuba, Denmark, The Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ecuador, the United States of America, Ethiopia, Finland,
France, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Iran, Iceland, 
Italy, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Monaco, Nicaragua," Norway,
New Zealand, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, the Netherlands,
Peru, Morocco and Tunisia, Southern Rhodesia, the United 
Kingdom, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Territories of the 
United States of America, France, Overseas, South Africa,
Uruguay, and Venezuela* Ten Delegations voted against the 
proposal: P.R. of Albania, the Bielorussian S.S.R*, P.R* of 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Yugoslavian F.P.R., Ukrainian
5.5.R., Roumanian P.R., Czechoslovakia, and the U.S.S.R*
Three delegations abstained: Portuguese Colonies, Portugal
and Siam.

l.*+l ‘ Accordingly, the Plenary Assembly decided:
1) That the Final Acts of the Conference should be in

the form of an agreement and should be duly approved by 
the signatory governments^
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2) That the texts drawn up by Working Group 10-A and 
published in Documenta Nos* 666 and 729 should be 
revised in conformity with the decision in : 
paragraph 1.
The session was suspended from 6:30 p.m. until 7*1*5 pn-n

APPROVED:
The Assistant Secretary: The Secretary: The Chairman:

Th. Wettstein L.E. Dostert M* Pereyra

The Reporter:
J* E* Castaingt
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Mexico City, 19^3A9

MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY 
Thrity-Fourth Session 

25 February 19̂ +9 (afternoon)

The Chairman. Mr.'Miguel Pereyra, opened the meeting at 
k p.m.

The same Delegates, Members and Observers were present 
who attended the 33rd Session held during the morning.

I. CONTINUATION OF THE CONSIDERATION OF POINT ONE OF THE AGENDA:
QUESTIONS TRANSMITTED TO THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY BY THE PLAN GROUP.

\Frequency Assignments to Germany. Japan and Spain. (Document 
N o 685). " ~ 1 .

1.1 Mr. Stone (U.S.A.) made the following proposal:
"The Plenary Assembly instructs the Plan Revision 
Group to allocato a minimum number of frequencies 
to Spain on the same basis as to other countries 
and to consider the requests of the Occupation 
Authorities of Germany and Japan on a similar basis."

1.2 Mr. Jablin (P. R. of Bulgaria) agreed that a minimum
number of frequencies should be assigned" to Germany, Japan 
and Spain but considered that, for the two former countries, 
the frequencies should be allocated to the countries themselves 
and not to the Occupation Authorities. Frequencies should 
only be assigned to Spain for international transmissions when
this country was admitted to the family of Nations. He second­
ed the U.S.S.R. proposal made during the morning session.

1.3 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read the following proposal which
had been submitted by Mr. Lerognon (France Overseas):
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’’The Plenary Assembly decides that the frequency 
assignment shall he made to S.C.A.P. as allied con­
trol authority and to the governmental authorities 
occupying Germany hut only for the duration of the 
occupation. The final assignment of high frequencies 
to Japan and Germany should be the object of subse­
quent agreements between the powers concerned.
"The frequency requirements should be reduced to the 
minimum necessary to ensure those broadcasting ser­
vices which are strictly necessary, under the control 
of the occupation authorities,"

1*^ Mr. Chien (China) made the following statements
"Regarding the assignment'of frequencies.-to the former 
agressors, this Delegation is of the opinion1that 
the frequencies which will be assigned by this Con­
ference, should be allocated to the Allied Control 
Agency, but not to the countries. 1/ith respect to 
Japan, these freqiiencies should be allocated to 
S.C.A.P. because S.C.A.P. is acting on the decisions 
of the Far Eastern Commission. The frequencies 
needed constitute a question which should be de­
termined by the needs, of the .occupying, forces and 
should be considered by the Plan Revision*Group *
After the conclusion of the occupation, the frequencies
should be returned to the I.T.U. Regarding the future 
needs of Japan, this question is to be determined in 
a future Conference, when Japan will have been able 
to become a member of the I.T.U. after the signing 
of the peace treaty."

Mr. Uaranjo Goncao (Venezuela) thought that it was diffi­
cult to define the responsibilities of peoples for aggression 
committed during the recent World War when such, peoples had
been led astray by their loaders. It ;was equally difficult to
define to'what extent such peoples should be punished when the 
question arose of allocating frequencies to their countries.
If a criterion existed-for determining the'extent of such punish­
ment, then it would bo reasonable to consider the assignment of 
a specific number of channel hours in the manner which the 
U.S;S,R. 'Delegation had proposed.

1.6 The U.S.S.R. Delegation had stated that assignments should
be made to these countries only for'internal broadcasting in 
the 6, 7 and 9 Mc/s bands. However, he did not see what special 
powers the Conference held to prevent a country from using 
short waves for broadcasting to other countries. He wished to 
support the United States proposal, •
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1*7 Mr. Acton (Canada) seconded the United States proposal
and asked that a secret ballot be taken upon it.

1*8 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) made the following state-
. rnents

"The Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. categorically 
objects to the.free interpretation of the Articles of the 
Convention which the Argentine Delegation has permitted 
itself during its intervention. The actual state of af­
fairs indicates that the limitations stipulated in the 
International .Telecommunication Convention, with regard 
to Spain, Japan and Germany, have not been withdrawn, that 
we must rigidly respect them,"and that we must not permit 
them to.be violated, as is being virtually proposed by 
the Argentine Delegation.

"At the same tine, the Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. 
considers inappropriate the method consisting of an at­
tempt to intimidate the Conference by reference to'the 
high power transmitters which supposedly are atathe dis­
posal of fascist Spain and which, supposedly, can hinder 
.us from implementing.the Plan - as the-Delegate of Portugal 
has so diligently tried toprove.
"Not we, but Spain "faces the question of the conditions 
under which it may be accepted by.the U.N. and by the, 
I.T.U., and the same question is confronting Japan and 
Germany. Not they, but the U.N. and the I.T.U. have 
imposed the conditions which these countries must fulfil 
before being accepted by the U.N. We have no need of 
being frightened by "power"; rather, we must energetically 
and consistently bring to life the decisions of the Atlantic 
City Plenipotentiary Conference and of the I.T.U. Con­
vention, which.it is our duty to fulfil,
"In light of the foregoing, we also reject categorically 
the proposal of the U.S.A. Delegation, as we- consider that 
it is. in essence, contrary to the Convention signed r.t 
Atlantic City and to the actual state of affairs with re­
gard to the former agressor countries and their collabora­
tors. . - ' • ■ ;

"When solving the question as to how to satisfy the minimum 
R.H.F. requirements of .these countries, we should confine 
ourselves to allocating channel-hours only for national 
needs and should eliminate any possibility, of their being 
used for purposes of propaganda and -international broad- 
.casting. In no event can we agree to the desire of the ' 
U.S.A. Delegation to allocate frequencies'to Japan, Spain 
and Germany on the same, basis as to the democratic countries 
of the world.
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"We believe that the correct solution of the,...quest!on is 
contained in the proposal of the U.S.S.R. Delegation, - 
and we are, therefore, resolutely supporting it. At the 
same time, we support the motion that the proposal of the 
U.S.S.R. Delegation should be subject to a secret vote,"

1.9 Mr. Dostert (Secretary) then read the- text of a telegram
from the Secretary General of the I.T.U.; this text had already 
been read to the Assembly at the 15th Plenary Session (see 
Item 3*12 of Document No, 593). A second telegram reads "The 
General Secretariat of the Union has received on January 2Hth, 
by diplomatic, channels and through S.C.A.P. and the Swiss 
Government, an instrument of accession of the Japanese Govern­
ment to the Atlantic City Convention in accordance with Article 
17 of the Convention and with Additional Protocol No. IIM*

In reply to a question by the Secretary, the Secretary 
General had replied in a third telegrams "We emphasize that, 
since Japan has been a member of the I.T.U. since ; January 2H-th, 
19*+9j this question is now of historical interests

1.10 Mr. Morales (Cuba) agreed in part with.the U.S.S.R. pro­
posal but found it in general to.be Utopian, He supported both 
the United Kingdom and the U.S.A. proposals and withdrew- his 
own'.proposal in favour of the latter.

1.11 Mr. Flisak (Poland) said that everybody knew that Poland 
had been the object of German aggression which had employed 
every kind of means to destroy the Polish nation. ■ Germany had 
also employed broadcasting for a powerful propaganda service; 
but he was nevertheless ready to agree that both Germany and 
Japan should obtain a small quantity of channel hours to be 
used for internal purposes only.

In regard to Spain he supported the U.S.S.R, proposal that 
Spain should be assigned-not more than 20 channel hours,

L.12 'Mr. Stone (U.S.A.) said that there were 3 main points with
which ..the Assembly was now concerned;

1, Should the Assembly determine the maximum number of 
channel-hours in giving instructions to the Plan 
Revision Group with regard to frequency assignment 
to Germany, Japan and Spain?
He considered that the Assembly was not the body best 
equipped to deal with this matter., Therefore, he had 
proposed that the matter be referred to the Revision 
Group which was better able to establish an equitable 
figure of channel-hours to be assigned to the three 
countries.
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2, It had been stated that making assignments to Germany 
and Japan might constitute a danger for the future. In 
submitting the U.S. proposal, he had borne in mind that 
the only requirements for Japan submitted to the Con­
ference had been submitted by S.C.A.P.; the Revision 
Group should consider these requirements.

3. Should the Conference limit the requirements of these
'■’ countries, and particularly of Germany and Japan, to re­
quirements for domestic broadcasts? He felt that S.C.A.P. 
was entirely competent to determine the minimum require­
ments for the fulfilment of the allied occupation of 
Japan and there should be no restriction on the powers of 
the Revision Group in considering these requirements.

1#13 Col. Johnson (S.C.A.P.) stated?
"1. The Honorable Delegate of the U.S.S.R. has stated 

that the requirements for international broad­
casting submitted by .S.C.A.P. should not be con­
sidered, as to do so would enable Japan to rearm 
for war. In this connection I should like to 
remind the assembly that the ultimate objectives 
of the Far Eastern Commission decision on the 
post-surrender policy for Japan are (1) to ensure 
that Japan will not again become a menace to tho 
peace and security of the world, and (2) to bring 
about the earliest possible establishment of a 
democratic and peaceful government which will 
carry out its international responsibilities, 
respect the rights of other states and support the 
objectives of the United Nations. As regards the 
first objective, the Far Eastern Commission has 

■ a Reparations Committee which determines in detail 
and specifies exactly what "just reparations in 
kind" are, and how much of the Japanese industrial 
machine could be included in reparations without 
undermining the essential' Japanese peacetime 
economy. Included in the list of reparations are 
such items as arsenals, aircraft, machine tools, 
munitions, sulphuric acid, shipbuilding, etc,
But nowhere is there mention of radio frequencies.
It would seem that the Far Eastern Commission, 
which is the appropriate body for determining repara­
tions in the case of Japan, feels that more materia] 
things than radio frequencies are to be exacted 
from Japan for reparations. Regarding the second 
objective, I simply ask you gentlemen if the action 
some delegations here propose is conducive to the 
establishment of a democratic and peaceful govern­
ment which vd.ll carry out its international 
responsibilities, lespect the rights of other states 
and support the objectives of the United Nations.
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"2. With reference to the statement of the Delegate of 
the U,S.S.R. that "the problem must be solved by 
the Allied Council for Japan”, I would again point 
out that the ’eleven-nation Far Eastern Commission 
determines the policy for the occupation of Japan, 
that S.C.A.P. implements it, and I should like to 
clarify that the terms of reference of the Allied 
Council for Japan provide that it has the function 
of "consulting with and advising the Supreme Commander" 
and that the Chairman of the Council is'either the 
Supreme Commander himself or his Deputy.

"3* Regarding the distinction the U.K. Delegation would 
make between assignments to S.C.A.P. and Japan, I 
can merely state that, any assignment which S.C.A.P. 
accepts will, for the duration of the occupation, be 
employed in strict conformity with the policies of 
the Far Eastern Commission as limited by’ the principles 
and standards, of all regional and,international 
telecommunications agreements; and the media of 
telecommunications allowed Japan,, after the occupation 
are for the determination of the nations which partici­
pate in the formulation of'the peace treaty. If too 
many obstacles are not placed in the.way of S.C.A.P., 
it is to be hoped that it will ;be possible to implement 
the policies of the Far Eastern Commission'in such a 
-manner that Japan ,if allowed media .of telecommunications 
by the peace treaty, will operate them hn strict con­
formity with the terms of the peace....treaty and as 
limited by the principles and standards of all regional 
and international.telecommunications agreements.
Regarding the statement of the Honorable Delegate of 
French Overseas Territories made this morning, I 
should like to point out that the statement I made 
in Document Ho. 65*+ reads:

"It; is hoped by the time the plan goes into effect 
the repatriation of the nearly one-half million 
Japanese soldiers who have not yet been repatriated 
from /Northeast Asia will have at least been largely 
completed, thereby relieving Japan of the necessity 
to broadcast to this part of Asia."

And' furthermore I would point out that 15” of the 30 
channel-hours now in Use for international broadcasting 
are beamed to-'Northeast Asia and that S.C.A.P. has 
agreed to a total of only 15 channel hours for inter­
national broadcasting.
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"5, Regarding the remark of the Honorable Delegate of
the Bielorussian S.S.R. on intimidation I would remind 
him that this morning the Honorable Delegate of the 
U,S.S.R.9 Mr, Stoyanov, made the. following statement: 
"The U.S.S.R. could not accept *+60., channel hours but 
would broadcast with an additional *+Q0 channel hours."

1.1*+ J Mr, Lazareanu (P. R, of Roumania) made the following 
statement:

"Two days ago at a joint meeting of Committees 7 and 
10, we heard a statement by the U.S.A. Delegation 
that it could not agree with any decision contrary 
to the Atlantic City Convention. It was stated that 
this Convention had been signed in the. name of the 
President of the United States and that the U.S.A. 
Delegation could not accept decisions contradicting . 
obligations previously undertaken by the President.

"How this same Delegation, in the samp room and the 
same place, reads us a proposal that'Germany, Japan 
and fascist Spain should be treated on an equal foot­
ing with other countries as far as the assignment of 
channel hours is concerned,

"This proposal is clearly a flagrant contradiction of 
the Convention signed by the United States Government. 
Indeed, the Convention does not treat these countries 
on an equal footing but in separate annexes and protp- 
cols. Do the motives which govern the Atlantic City* 
decisions no longer exist? Yes, they do exist? for 
the peace treaties with Germany and Japan have not 
been signed and, as far as I know, the U.N. decision 
on Spain,referred to in the Convention,is still in 
force.

"Certain Delegations have declared that the needs of 
the Spanish people and of the ancient culture and. 
traditions of the country should be taken into account 
in the assignment of channel hours to.Spain.

"To this we must reply that we make, and will always 
make, a clear-cut distinction between certain govern­
ments- And the people which does not want them. We wish 
to recall that a large number of the bravest sons of 
our country fought together with the'heroic anti­
fascist Spaniards on the battlefields of Spain and 
were killed by arms supplied to Franco by Hitler and 
Mussolini.■
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"Our people warmly welcomed the thousands of anti­
fascist Spanish refugees who have found in our country 
not only a refuge but also a support in their just 
struggle against the fascist government of Franco.
We love the Spanish people which still fights in its 
country and everywhere in the world against the 
terrorist regime of Franco. Wo love the cultural 
traditions of the people who gave us Don Quixote, • 
we appreciate its art and its magnificent popular 
music.
"However, our Delegation considers that it vmld be a 
dis-service to the Spanish people if channel-hours 
we re assigned to Serin, tecause tie y would be employed 
by Frc'ce and his regime against the Spanish people 
and against its great cultural tradition. Wo are 
formally opposed to permitting Franco*n government 
to announce by means of short waves the reasons why 
the bravest sons of the Spanish people are every 
day imprisoned or even shot by the fascist regime 
despite the protests of the entire humanitarian 
world. We cannot shut our eyes to the present 
atrocities of the Franco regime; nor can we wipe 
out its past crimes, as for instance the famous Blue 
Division which was sent to join the Nazi armies in 
ravaging the territories of the Soviet Union. We 
cannot admit that our Conference should enable the 
spokesmen of Fascism to continue to make their 
dastardly propaganda heard throughout■the world*

"Therefore, our Delegation, and the people vhich sent 
it to this Conference, will never accept a proposal 
placing Bcrmany, Japan and Spain on an equal footing. 
We support the U.S.S.R. proposal 'to limit the al­
locations to these countries to the minimum needs 
of their domestic broadcasting."

1.15 Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) made the following statement:
"Since the proposal of the U.S.S.R. Delegation was 
submitted, we have Glistened to a number of new pro­
posals concerning the question which is being dis­
cussed,

"The Delegation of the U.S.A. has submitted to the 
Conference a proposal that Spadn, Japan and Germany. ' 
should be allocated channel hours on the same ~basis • 
as the other countries of the world.
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,fMy Delegation is perplexed and at a loss to under­
stand hovr a proposal can be submitted which provides 
for equal rights for the democratic countries of the 
world and for Japan and Germany, former aggressor 
countries, as well as for Spain, which to the regret 
of the whole world still has a Fascist regime. How 
is it possibleto pass a resolution,- placing Spain, 
Germany and Japan on the same footing as all other 
countries with respect tothe distribution of fre­
quencies?
"The Delegate of the Roumanian P.R. has drawn our 
attention to the existence of two Protocols, con­
cerning 1) Germany and Japan and, 2) Spain.
"Why are these two- Protocols attached to the Con­
vention of the Plenipotentiary Conference of 
Atlantic City?
"If the Plenipotentiary Conference of Atlantic City 
had considered it possible to grant to Germany,
Japan and Spain the right to join the Telecommunication 
Union on the same footing as other countries - and 
the question of the allocation of frequencies is bound 
up indissolubly with the question of the right to 
join the Union - there would presumabl}^ have been 
no occasion for these Protocols about the countries 
in question.

"The decision of the Plenipotentiary Conference was 
that Germany and Japan should be able to join the 
Union, provided they complied with Article 17 of 
•the Convention - and then, only at such a date as 
the appropriate authorities should consider opportune.
A special regime was thus set up in' the case of 
Germany and Japan.

"The conclusion to be drawn is that the Protocols 
annexed to the Convention of the Telecommunication 
Union stipulate special conditions in regard to 
these countries, and also provide the right to 
apply special conditions in the distribution of 
frequencies,. This is a direct result of the two 
Protocols. No other interpretation is possible in 
this case.
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"The proposal of the U.S.A. Delegation suggests that 
Spain should be granted the same conditions for 
channel-hour assignments as other countries. This 
is the same contention, as in the case of 'Germany and 
Japan.
"This proposal of the U.S.A. Delegation evokes in us 
feelings of perplexity and incomprehension. How is 
it possible to make such a proposal on the basis of 
the Convention?

"The Delegation of the Roumanian P.R. has pointed out 
that Spain is in a peculiar position, in that she 
does not belong to the family of United Nations,
This situation is. not due to chance. In Spain, 
unfortunately, there exists a Fascist form of govern­
ment, at the head of which stands Franco who is a 
spiritual ally of Hitlerite Germany.

"The peoples of the Soviet Union, the Ukrainian S.S.R. 
and the Bielorussian S.S.R. cannot forget the barbarous 
invasion of FrancoTs so-called "Blue Division", a 
truly Fascist band.

"The Delegates of the U.S.A. and of the Overseas 
Territories of the French Republic propose that the 
occupying Powers in Japan and Germany should be al­
located frequencies. Why make allocations to occupy­
ing Powers and not.to. the countries themselves? The 
Conference is making a distribution of frequencies 
among countries, and not among occupying Powers, in 
accordance with, the current needs of the countries.
"The frequencies which are to be assigned to Germany 
are to be fused under the supervision of the Allied 
Control Authority for.Germany, and those for Japan 
under the supervision of the Allied Council for 
Japan.
"The Delegate of the Chinese Republic proposes to 
allocate frequencies for the occupying Powers only 
for the period of occupation, with the understanding 
that they are to be returned to the Union upon the 
termination of the occupation. Thus, at the end of 
the occupation, after the signing of peace treaties 
with Germany and Japan, when they are candidates for 
acceptance into the family of the United. Nations ̂ there 
will not be in these countries any high frequency 
broadcasting at all# These countries must have national 
broadcasts. * They should be given frequencies, as I 
have already said in my previous statement, but not 
more than 20 channel-hours, i.e., just enough to 
satisfy their national broadcasting requirements.
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"Some Delegates have indicated the necessity of ex­
ternal broadcasting for S.C.A.P.; but I must point 
out that there is no need for S.C.A.P. to broadcast 
from Japan.

"The Delegate of Venezuela appeals to the sense of 
humanity of the Conference. He cannot understand 
how this Conference can pass sentence on the guilt 
of these countries. Gentlemen, there were published 
in the international press enough facts proving their 
guilt.

"The Delegate of Venezuela.says that the war has long 
since ended, but that we still keep remembering it.

"We cannot forget the tens of millions of human 
victims. We cannot forget the terrible devastation 
which was caused by that war, particularly in the 
U.S.S.R.-, the Ukrainian S.S.R. and the Bielorussian
S.S.R. People cannot forget the sacrifices made in 
their struggle against the savage invasion of the 
Fascist bands.
"Lt, Colonel Johnson, Observer of- S.C.A.P., says that 
at the present time the question of reparations is 
being decided, and that channel-hours are not included 
in the subject of reparations, :'

"This, to say the least, is naive,
"A surprisingly strange proposal has been made by
: the Delegation of the U.S.A. to give Germany, Japan 
and.. Spain the same terms as those accorded to other 
countries.

"It is interesting to know what "humanity" will be 
required in order to vote for this proposal,

1,16 . "We know very well how the "demilitarization", of
which Col. Johnson spoke, is proceeding, how it is 
being carried out in the western zones of Germany, 
in the so-called Trizonia, as well as in the mandated 
territory of S.C.A.P. in Japan.

"Replying to the statement made by the Delegate of 
the Bielorussian S.S.R., Mr. Egorov, in which ho 
referred to the possible disagreement of Franco- 
Spain with the limited number of channel hours al­
located to it, Lt. Colonel Johnson, Observer of 
S.C.A.P,, pointed out that the Delegate of the U.S.S.R. 
had. stated that the proposal of the Plan Group 
satisfied only 50$ of the minimum broadcasting needs 
of the Soviet Union, and that therefore at least *+00
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channel hours of the letter's requirements were still 
unsatisfied. Lt. Colonel Johnson was obviously at­
tempting to intimate to the Assembly that.the Soviet 
statement was a form of menace or intimidation.

"Some Delegations, much to my surprise, are being 
troubled by the possibility that Franco-Spain, having 
received 20 channel hours, will not accede to the 
Plan and will act according to its own desire.

"Why do these Delegations not worry, about the fact 
that the■Plan Group, in assigning to the Soviet Union 
*+60 channel-hours, has satisfied only 50% of the 
present minimum broadcasting needs of the Soviet Union? 
The Soviet Union cannot, under any circumstances, 
agree to reduce its national broadcasts by *+00 channel- 
hours.
"Our Delegation wishes once again to indicate its sur­
prise that certain Delegations express so much anxiety 
regarding the disagreement of Franco-Spain, and in the 
meantime do not say a single word about what really 
should cause anxiety to the Conference, namely, the 
fact that the needs of the Soviet Union, which con­
ducted a fierce struggle against Franco's so-called 
"Blue Division", composed of hired bandits,.are offer­
ed only 50/3 satisfaction.
"The esteemed Secretary General of the Conference has 
kindly read to us two telegrams from the Secretary 
General of our Union informing us that Japan, through 
the foreign ministry and by diplomatic channels, has 
expressed its desire to accede to the Convention of the 
International Telecommunications Union. We don't know 
why these telegrams were communicated to us. However, 
we are still more surprised by this being considered as 
an acceptance of Japan as a member of the Union.

"From the special Protocol annexed to the I.T.U, Con­
vention, it follows clearly that Japan may accede to 
the I.T.U. Convention only after a proper decision 
has been a dopted: by the responsible authorities, which 
must be interpreted by us to signify a decision taken 
by U.N. or by the. Allied Council for Japan, or in 
other words by the organs which are to decide the 
question of a peace treaty with Japan,

"The reference in the telegram to S.C.A.P. is considered 
by us as a clear misunderstanding. Our Delegation is 
therefore surprised at the extreme zeal shown by the
Secretary General of the Union, Mr. Von Ernst, in re­
lation to Japan. Wo are amazed at the failure of tie
Secretary General to take necessary and proper measures
with regard to the Mongolian People's Republic, which 
has existed for the last 25 years as in independent 
sovereign State, and has been pa3ring membership dues 
to the Union regularly for two years#
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1.18 

1.15

1.20

1.21

1.22

"Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen! The Delegation of the 
Soviet Union registers it's categorical protest 
against the proposal of the Delegation of the U.S.A. 
to allocate, on the same basis as to all democratic 
nations of the‘World, channe 1-hours -t o Franco-Spain 
as well as to the former aggressor nations, Japan 
and Germany, which are guilty of provoking the recent 
war and with whom no peace treaty has yet been signed.’

During Mr. Stoyanov’s oral -statement, Mr. Ranp (United 
Kingdom) protested against Mr. -Stoyanov-1 s reference (Item 1.16) 
to demilitarization in western Germany and requested the Chair­
man to rule those remarks out of order as being contrary to the 
principles followed during the Conference.

The Chairman asked Mr. Stoyanov to confine his remarks to 
the Agenda.

Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) recalled that the first telegram 
read by Mr. Dostert/Secretary) had been read out at the 15th 
Plenary Session; on this occasion, the Delegation of France had 
made a formal reservation respecting the accession of Japan to 
the Atlantic City Convention (Items 3*1-7-end 3.-18 of Document No, 
593). He had now received instructions from the French Govern­
ment on this question. His government considered that the ac­
cession of Japan to the. Convention could only be carried out in 
accordance with the provisions of Additional Protocol II annexed 
to the Convention. This meant that Japan’s accession must be 
approved not only by S.C.A.P. but also by the Far Eastern Com­
mission, on which Franco was represented*. Instructions had been 
given to the representatives of France in this Commission to 
voto against the accession of Japan to the Convention before she 
had signed a peace treaty. If Japan should be able to sign the 
agreements arising from this Conference, the Delegation of'France 
would have to include its reservations in a special protocol.

Some Delegations had said that frequencies should be al­
located to the German people and not to the occupying authorities 
However, no German ■state existed and there-was- no legal govern­
ment in Germany to whom frequencies could bo allocated,

Mr. Dos ter t (Secretary) read th.e text of the U.S.S.R. pro­
posal :

"The Plenary Assembly decides that to countries which 
were former aggressors and-which bear the responsibility 
for starting the last world'war (-Germany and Japan), 
and likewise to those countries who adhered to the 
former fascist bloc (Spain), thorp should be assigned 
a maximum number ox channel hours, which in the case of 
any country shall not exceed 20, on the understanding 
that those will be exclusively used for purposes of 
internal broadcasting in the 6, 7 and 9 Mc/s bands."

Mr. Oeksnevad (Norway) proposed that the two phrases "on 
the same basis as to other countries" and' "on a similar basis" 
be omitted from the U.S.A. proposal.

(Doc. 80*+-E)
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’ 1'.23 Mr. Stone (USA) and M r . Rapp (United Kingdom) did not
agree with this amendment and it was withdrawn by the Delegate
of Norway.

1.2*+ In addition to Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) Mr.Ouspenskii
(Ukrainian SSR), Mr. Jablin (P.R. of Bulgaria^, Mr. Flisak 
(Poland) and Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania)asked that the 
Soviet proposal be put to a vbte by secret ballot.

1.25 The result of the secret ballot on the USSR proposal
was the followings 60 Delegations present, 11 Delegations 
in favour of* the proposal, ?7 against and 2 abstentions.

The Assembly rejected the USSR proposal.
The Delegations of Argentine, Canada, Nicaragua and 

United Kingdom, requested a secret ballot ..on the USA proposal.
1.26 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) submitted the original amendment

of Mr. Oeksnevad (Norway) as an amendment of the USSR Dele­
gation.1

1.27 -Mr. Ouspenskii (Ukrainain :=SSR) and h other Delegations
asked that a secret vote be taken on the USSR amendment.

1.28 Mr. Jacques Meyer (France),referring to the USA' proposal,
asked that the vote be taken firstly on that part relating
to Spain and secondly on that relating to Germany and Japan.

1.29 The Chairman then put the USSR amendment to a vote by 
secret ballot with the following results 62 Delegations 
present, 19 Delegations' in favour of the amendment, 38 against 
and 7 abstentions.

The Assembly re.iected the USSR amendment.
1.30 A vote was then taken on the proposal of Mr. Jacques

Meyer (France). The Result of the vote was? 62 Delegations
present, 10 in favour of the proposal, 32 against and 17 
abstentions.

The Assembly re.iected the proposal of the Delegate 
of France.

1.31 The USA proposal was then put to a vote by secret ballot
with the following results; 62 Delegations present, 38 Dele­
gations in favour of the proposal, 18 against, 7 abstentions; 
there was one spoiled ballot paper.

The Assembly approved the USA proposal, with regard to 
the allocation of channel hours to Germany,Japan and 
Spain.
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1,32 ' Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) made the following statements
. "The U 0S 0S 0R . Delegation categorically protests 

against the resolution, which has just been approved 
by the majority on the proposal of the Delegation of 
the U.S.A. This resolution gives the former aggressor 
countries and instigators of the Second World War - 
Germany, Japan and Franco Spain - equal rights with 
all peace loving and democratic countries of the 
world in receiving channel-hours for high frequency 
broadcasting,

"The U.S.S.R. Delegation considers that the decision 
taken by the Conference is in obvious conflict with 
the Atlantic City Convention and the records attached 
thereto.

"This decision does not correspond with the spirit 
of international cooperation and does not provide an 
answer to the problems Of creating a special regime 
for the former aggressor countries or for Franco Spain.

f,The Soviet Delegation considers that the approval 
of the U.S.A. proposal concerning the allocation of 
channel-hours to former aggressor countries - Germany 
and Japan and Franco Spain - on the same basis as for 
the other countries of the world, is an obvious insult 
to all democratic peace loving countries. It is 
particularly an insult to the countries which in the 
last war suffered uncounted sacrifices and carried on 
their shoulders the whole burden of that war.

nThe. U.S.S.R. Delegation considers that the countries 
responsible for the last war with whom peaceful relations 
have not yet been established and Peace Treaties have 
not been signed, i.e.. Japan, Germany and their 11 spiritual” 
ally, Franco Spain, snould not be granted equal rights- 
to receive channel-hours for short wave broadcasting on 
the same basis as other countries. They should receive 
the barest minimum of channel hours, not exceeding 20, 
and even these should be used for internal broadcasting 

' exclusively, i.e., in bands of 6, 7 and 9 Mc/s.
"We must not forget that these countries used short 

waves for their abominable propaganda of aggression and 
incitement to war. Therefore, the broadcasting of these 
countries should be limited at present to internal broad­
casting exclusively.

(Doc.- SO^-E) .
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"The U.S.S.R. Delegation categorically protests 
against -the decision.- It reserves the. right to make 
further statements against this unjust decision on 
the allocation of channel hours to Japan, 'Germany 
and Spain on the same basis as for other4 Countries 
of the world. My Delegation will insist on. its 
proposal."

1,33 Mr. Burian (Czechoslovakia) made the following
statement;

"The Delegation of Czechoslovakia must state 
that it cannot agree with the decision taken by the 
Assembly and that it reserves the right to raise 
this question again in due course.

"I should lilke to add a few words to this statement;
"My unhappy experiences of German concentration 

camps fully entitle me to express my disappointment 
at the decisions which this Assembly has just taken.
If there .are amongst us Delegates who have had personal 
experience of fascist concentration camps then these 
Delegates will certainly understand my point of view."

1.3b Mr. Flisak (Poland) stated;
"The Polish Delegation categorically protests against 

the decision just adopted according to which the allocation 
of channel-hours to former war aggressors should be made 
on the same basis as to all the democratic.countries of the world, . . .

"We reserve the right to take the appropriate 
decisions."

1.35 Mt. Egorov (Bielorussian'SSR) made the following
statement ;

.."The Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. protests 
categorically against the decision just taken regarding 
the allocation of channel hours to former aggressor 
countries - viz. Japan and Germany, and also Franco-Spain - 
on the same basis as for other countries represented at 
the Mexico City Conference, Such a decision is in open 
conflict with the specific decisions of the Plenipoten­
tiary Conference of Atlantic City and of the I.T.U. 
Convention signed by all countries.
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1.36*

"The Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S.R. considers 
that the decision just taken shown disrespect to the 
peoples and countries which have suffered as a result of 
the aggression of Germany and Japan. Like other similar 
decisions. its effect is to undermine the very principles 
and directives, on the basis of which the existence and 
the work of the Mexico City International High Frequency 
Broadcasting Conference rests."

Mr. Kito (Albania) made the following statement;
"The Delegation of Albania protests most categorically 

and expresses its astonishment and indignation with respect 
to the decision taken by the majority on the allocation of 
frequencies to Germany, Japan and Fascist Spain. The 
United States proposal places the former aggressors, Germany 
and Japan, who were, responsible for the last war, on an 
equal footing with the other countries represented here.
The adoption of this proposal is a flagrant violation of 
Additional,Protocols II and III of the Atlantic City 
Convention. It is a sacrilege and an insult towards the 
sacrifices of the democratic peoples who have conquered 
Nazism and Japanese militarism, towards the blood of 
millions of human beings who gave their lives to: ensure 
the victory against Fascism and towards the millions of 
victims of the Fascist barbarians. Additional Protocol
II of the Atlantic City Convention clearly says that Japan 
and Germany can only be members of the Union in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 17 of the Convention, when 
the responsible authorities consider such accession ap­
propriate. My Delegation considers that the United Nations 
alone is the competent authority tc take such a decision.
We reserve our position with respect to the Secretary 
Generalrs telegram concerning the accession of Japan to 
the Atlantic City Convention and we are astonished at such 
a decision of the Secretary General whilst there are still 
democratic countries not yet admitted to the ITU. We think 
that, until a peace treaty has been signed with Germany ard 
Japan, these two countries cannot be placed on an equal 
footing with other countries. Under Additional Protocol
III of the Convention the same decision applies to Spain 
until such time as the UN Resolution of December 12, 19b6 
is abrogated, that is to say until the time when Franco’s 
regime is overthrown. Therefore, the Delegation of Albania 
in the name of its government cannot accept the Assembly's 
decision and reserves its position with regard to that 
decision."
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1*37 Mr. Lazareanu (P.R, of Roumania) made the following
statement :

"The Delegation of the P.R. of Roumania categorically 
protests against the Assembly's decision to treat the 
aggressor countries such as Germany and Japan and a fascist 
country like Spain, on an equal footing with other countries. 
This decision taken upon the proposal of the USA Delegation 
represents a violation of the resolutions of the United 
Nations and also violated the Atlantic City Convention which 
deals with the above-mentioned countries in special Protocols,

"At the same time,-this decision, constitutes a flagrant 
: injustice towards the countries who were victims of fascist 
aggression and who have been recommended to reduce their 
requirements for high frequency broadcasting well below their 
minimum needs, it also constitutes an encouragement to the 
guilty, who are thus given a possibility of renewing their 
anti-democratic propaganda on a world scale by means of 
short waves,

"My Delegation reserves all its rights with regard to 
this decision which it cannot accept. Those countries who 
proposed, supported and adopted this decision will bear the 
serious consequences which may result from it for broad­
casting and even for peace,"
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-̂•38 Mr_.__,Ouspcnskii (Ukrainian C.S.R.) made the following state­ment :

"The Delegation- cf the Ukrainian S.S.R. categorically protests 
against the resolution submitted by the Delegation of.the U.S.A. 
and approved on February 25, concerning the allocation of channel- 
hours to Germany, Japan and Spain "on the sane basis"-as in the 
case cf the other countries.

"Our Delegation will never bo able to agree with a resolution, 
which puts the former aggressor countries, Germany and Japan, 
which were guilty of starting the. ^eccnd' World liar, as well as 
Spain v/hich jointed the Fascist blcc, on the same footing as the 
democratic countries v/hich crushed Fascism'and suffered enormous 
losses in the struggle.

"lie regard, this decision of the Plenary Assembly, against 
which 18 countries voted, as an insult to the democratic countries 
which carried on their shoulders the main burden cf the. fight ' • 
against Fascism and lost millions of human lives in the-process 
because of the Fascist aggressors.

"It is necessary always to remember.that the former Fascist 
countries, Germany and Japan, and their "spiritual" ally Spain, 
used broadcasting for subversive Fascist and military propaganda 
directed against.the democratic countries, fanning the conflagra­
tion of the Second World War.

"Therefore, until a Peace Treaty with Germany and Japan is 
signed, and until those countries' arc fully demilitarized, any 
allocation of channel-hours to. them should be rigidly limited to 
the barest minimum, and even then only for the purposes cf internal 

. broadcasting. They should not be hfforded any opportunity for 
international broadcasting.

"The same limitations should be applied in the case cf Fascist 
Spain.

"The decision, taken'by the.Plenary Assembly on February 25, 
granting Germany, Japan and Spain conditions equal to these^granted 
to other democratic countries is in conflict with the decisions 
of .the Plenipotentiary Conference in Atlantic City about the 
special position of these countries, and cannot therefore be 
considered lawful.

"Our Delegation does not acknowledge this decision, and will 
categorically oppose any considerable assignments of■channel-. 
hours to these countreis by the Working Group cf Committee^ on 
such a scale as to afford then an opportunity for international 
broadcasting."
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1*39 . Mr. Jablin (P.R. of.Bulgaria) stated:
’̂Tho Delegation of the Bulgarian P.R. "protests against the 

decision just taken regarding the allocation of channel hours to 
Japan, Germany.and'Spain on the same basis-as other countries. It 
regrets to record its disappointment at the lack of true democracy 
on .the part-of a number-of Delegations represented at the Conference, 
who have adopted that decision.

. "This decision i s .in contradiction not only with.common sense 
but-also with the decisions taken at Atlantic City. ^It is also 
disrespectful to peoples who have suffered as the result of the 
former aggressors, especially as Spain up to * the present time ha$ 
shown no wish to join the family of democratic nations. The 
principle of international solidarity and justice is undermined 
by this decision."   - ■ -■

l.kO i'- .., .-ognar (Hungary) categorically protested against the de­
cision just taken by the Assembly with regard to the allocation of 
frequencies to Germany, Japan.and Spain.

1.1+1 Mr. Jacques 'Moyer (France) said that he had not understood the
1 meaning of the words "on a similar basis" in the text of ‘the reso-

' luticn. He‘assumed that the decision meant .that the assignments
made for Germany and Japan wore made to the occupation authorities 
only. If this was not the case, his Delegation, in signing any. 
plan originating .from this Conference, would-be obliged to.include 
its reservations in a special additional protocol.
II.. CONSIDERATION OF POINT Tv.’O OF THE AGENDA 2 DRAFT? RESOLUTION

SUBMITTED BY UNESCO (Doc. 676) "
2.1 A  , ‘Mr. Lazaroanu (P.R. of Roumania)' stated that resolutions simi-

-lar to that submitted by UNESCO had been passed:at Geneva in -1936 
and by the General Assembly of the United Nations in 19ls-7.. Ho 
proposed to add the following .to .the second paragraph of the 
"Consideration" of:the UNESCO resolution, the final part of the 

1 paragraph now reading
. "As well.as by the .resolution of the'General Assembly of the 

United Nations concerning "measures to be taken against propaganda 
and the instigators" of a new-war-and by the proposals made by
u ." ■ ■ ■ . - ,, ■ -

Ho also proposed an addition to”the first paragraph of the 
^Recommendation’.' which would now read:

"that the frequencies to be assigned by the Conference should 
not bo'used for purposes contrary to mutual understanding arid 
tolerance, or for' purposes of propaganda, in whatsoever country

-  20 -
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' conducted, whether it is either designed or likely to provoke or 
encourage any threat to the peace, breach of the peace or act of 
aggression."

2.2 * M r . Huth (UNESCO) said that he would leave it to the
Assembly to decide if it wished to , make an addition to the text 
of tlio resolution.

2.3 - Mr. Rapp (United Kingdom) was/ fully in agreement with the
terms of the resolution but felt that it was better to omit the
second paragraph of the "Considerations" referring to the. 
Convention of 193*6• This Convention had. had a different "back­
ground to that of the present conference and much had happened 
since the time of its signature. It would be better not to 
amplify the resolution ’in tho manner suggested by Mr. Lazareanu 
(P. R. of Roumania), as^ with these amendments, the terms of 
the resolution went far outside those cf an Administrative 
Conference.

2.k Mr. Molgar (Mexico) warmly supported the proposal of UNESCO
paying a special praise to tho measures advocated in the second 
paragraph of the "Recommendations". The constitution of Mexico 
already contained provisions to ensure that such measures would 
be taken. His country was much in sympathy with the aims of the 
UNESCO proposal and had greatly appreciated the honour paid to 
Mexico by tho appointment of one of its citizens as Director 
General of UNESCO .

2.5 Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) was in favour of the resolution of the'
UNESCO" but also felt that the reference to the Geneva Convention 
of 1936 should be excluded. However, he fully supported the 
amendments proposed by Mr. Lazareanu which made Doc.,̂ 676 more 
complete and more in accordance with the task facing the 
Conference.

2.6 Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania) did not agree with Mr.
Rappfs remarks concerning the addition to the text of the 
extracts from tho UN resolution.

2.7 Mr. Morales (Cuba) was ready to support- the resolution with
or without the amendments of Mr. Lazareanu.

2.8 . Mr. Huth (UNESCO) was prepared to accept the amendments of
Mr. Lazareanu and also .to.-delete the reference to tho Geneva 
Convention if the Assembly considered that it was. better omitted. 
However, if a unanimous agreement could be obtained, he would: 
agree not tc amplify the text.

A vote, was then taken by show of hands on the amendments of 
the Delegation of the P.R. of Roumania.

- 21 -
(Doc. No. 80k)



22' - * .
(Doc. No. 80k-E)

2.9

2.10

2.11.

2.12

2.13

2.1k;

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

The result of the vote was as follows: 11 votes in favour,
37 against and 9 abstentions.

A second vote was taken by roll call with the -following re­
sults: 63 Delegations present, 11 in favour of the amendment, 33 
against and 19 abstentions.

The following'Delegations voted in favour of the amendment:
P.R. of Albania, Bielorussian SSR, P.R. of Bulgaria, Hungary,
Poland, Morocco and Tunisia, P.F.P.R. of Jugoslavia, Ukrainian 
SSR, P.R. of Roumania, Czechoslovakia, USSR.

The following Delegations voted against the amendment:
Argentine, Australia, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, .Canada, Chile,
China, Colombia, Portuguese Colonies, United Kingdom Colonies, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, USA, France, Indonesia, Ireland,
Iran, Italy, Liberia, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Portugal, 
Southern Rhodesia, United Kingdom, Switzerland, USA Territories, 
France Overseas, Union of South Africa, Uruguay, Venezuela.

The following Delegations abstained: Belgium, Burma, Vatican
City, Belgian Congo, Cuba, Denmark, El Salvador, Finland, Guatemala, 
India, Iceland, Luxembourg, -Monaco, Norway, New Zeland, Pakistan, 
Netherlands, Siam, Sweden.

The Assembly re.iected the amendments of the Roumanian Delega­
tion.

These details of the vote were included at the request of 
Mr. .Jablift (P.R. of Bulgaria).

Father Soccorsi (Vatican City) wished to congratulate the 
Delegation of UNESCO for presenting its proposal’which was inspired 
by a noble Ideal, and would contribute to the mutual understanding 
of people and to peace.

Mr. Jacques Meyer (France) was ready to accept the proposal 
of UNESCO with or without the reference to the 1936 Convention. 
France, which had provided a home for UNESCO in Paris-, was contribut­
ing, and would continue to contribute to the advancement of the 
aims and ideals of UNESCO,

Mr. Lasaj’eanu (P.R. of Roumania) said that he would not be 
able to vote in favour of the UNESCO proposal since the Assembly 
had decided to omit his amendment, whose object was precisely 
to eliminate war propaganda and ensure that steps were taken against 
"instigators of a war".

The Chairman then put to the vote the U.K". proposal to elimi­
nate the second paragraph of the "Considerations" relating to the 
1936 Convention.
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2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.2k

The result of the vote was: 63 Delegations present3 32 in
favour5 3 opposed and 25 abstentions.

The Assembly approved the United Kingdom amendment.
A vote was then taken on the text of Doc. No. 676 as amended; 

the result of the vote was 5-1 Delegations in favour of the resolu­
tion of UNESCO, 1 against and 9 abstentions.

The Assembly approved tho resolution of UNESCO, with the 
United Kingdom amendment.

Mr, Stoyanov (USSR) said that since the Assembly had agreed 
to delete the reference to the 1936 Convention, he wished to pro­
pose that the resulting gap in the text be filled by a reference 
to the United Nations resolutions of 19k7«

Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) stated:
* "The Delegation of the Bielorussian SSR regrets that the 

majority, of the Assembly, does not consider it necessary to confirm 
the decision of the United Nations General Assembly regarding: 
•measures to be taken against war propaganda1and the instigators 
of a new war1•

"We consider this sad fact'to be contrary to the spirit of 
strengthening international cooperation."

Mr. Lazareanu (P.R.; of Roumania) made the following statement:
"The Roumanian Delegation was obliged to vote.1 against the 

resolutions contained in Doc. No. 676. We did this because of 
the Assembly’s majority decision to omit from the UNECCO resolu­
tion any mention of tho resolutions passed by the UN General 
Assembly in 19k7 concerning the measures to be taken against war 
propaganda and the instigators of a new war.

"In principle, we were in agreement with the spirit of this 
resolution. However, the majority decided not to include the 
phrases approved by the UN in condemnation of all forms of pro­
paganda. We felt that if, after this decision, the UNESCO pro­
posal was approved, this would have been an admission that our 
Conference did not consider it necessary explicitly to forbid 
those who use high frequency transmitters to spread war propaganda 
by the means of short waves. We consider that this resolution 
is vague in its wording and is not directed against the instigators 
of a new war."

Mr. Jablin (P.R. of Bulgaria) stated:
"The Delegation of the Bulgarian PR considers the refusal



of a number of Delegations- - -who rejected the amendments to Doc*
No. 676 - to confirm the decision of the UN'General Assembly 
regarding the "measures to be taken against war propaganda and 
the instigators of a n e w  war, as an obstacle to international 
cooperation, and an indication of unwillingness to.take all the 
necessary measures for the establishment of a stable peace." .

f -

2.25 Hr. S tone (USA) could not accept the interpretation placed
.. by Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) upon - the :votes 'just- -taken ,nor

did he believe that this interpretation was acceptable to the 
overwhelming majority of Delegations who had voted-for the UNESCO 
resolution. His Delegation fully supported the principles expressed 
both in the resolutions of. UNESCO and of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations. In voting for the simpler wording of the 
text of the resolution his Delegation had not expressed views in 

.any way similar to those attributed to it by other Delegations.
2.26 - Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) said that if what Mr.'Stone 

. ~had said was correct, then he regretted all the more that the
UN resolutions would not be included" in a recommendation of the 

■ Mexico City Conference.
The session was adjourned at 8.15 p.m.

' - 2b -  '
(Doc. No. 8Qlf-E)

,The Assistant Secretary: The Secretary: APPROVED:
T. Wettstcin . • L.E.. Dostert; -The Chairman

' . ' M. Pereyra
The Rapporteur:
G.H. Campbell;
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Mexico City? iyhQ/h9

United Kingdom Delegation 
Comncnts on tho Draft Agreement contained in Document 770

1. Committee 10 decided cn the l8th March that Delegations should 
submit their comments in writing to the Plenary Assembly on the draft 
Agreement contained in Document 770, The United Kingdom Delegation 
accordingly submit the following comments.
2, The United Kingdom Delegation submitted in Document 757 & 
draft Agreement which could be signed by Delegations as part of the 
Final Acts of the Conference, in the form required by the decision of 
the Plenary Assembly on the lUth March that this instrument should be 
in the form of an Executive Agreement. This Document was referred
by Committee 10 to the Plenary Assembly together with Document 770.
In order to facilitate the discussion, the United Kingdom also submit 
their viows hereunder in tho form of suggested amendments to Document 
770.
3* The United Kingdom Delegation consider that the Agreement 
should contain a specific /rticlo binding the countries parties to 
the Agreement to execute its terms. There is no provision to this 
effect in the substantive articles of the Agreement contained in
Document 770, but only a statement of intention in the Preamble,
which would not result result in creating legal obligations between 
the parties. In order to ensure that the Agreement should be legally 
binding, the United Kingdom Delegation propose the inclusion of the 
following article as tho first /.rticle cf the Agreement, the form of 
which is in accordance with normal international practice.

Execution of the Plan
11 (a) The Parties to this Agreement shall apply the provision

of tho Plan annexed hereto (hereinafter called the Plan).
(b) In this Agreement the word "Plan" shall be deemc-d to 

include all the phases of the Plan which the signatories
to this Agreement deem to be necessary for the period of
operation of this Agreement.

(c) The Plan shall constitute an integral part of this 
Agreement.M

R, Paragraph 2 of Document No. 770 as at present drafted confines 
acceptance of the Agreement to Members or Associate Members of the 
International Telecommunication Union. In view of tho fact that a 
majority of countries which signed the Atlantic City Convention has not
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yet ratified it, the United Kingdom Delegation consider that it would 
be desirable to make provision in the Mexico City Agreement to enable 
such countries £0 become parties to it, even if they should not be 
from the strict \Lcgal point of view Members or Associate Members of 
the International Telecommunication Union at the time when they may 
wish to accept the Mexico City Agreement. They accordingly suggest 
that the words, "Any country, Member or Associate Member of the Inter­
national Telecommunication Union" in paragraph 2 of Document 770 
should be repla.ced by the words "Any country, or group of territories 
listed in Annex I to the International Telecommunications Convention 
signed at Atlantic City on the 2nd October 19*+7j or any country which 
accedes thereto in accordance with the provisions of Article 17 of the 
said convention".
5. In accordance with the usual practice in Executive Agreements of 
Including in a single article provisions regarding tho means by which 
both signatory and non-signatory countries can become parties to the 
Agreement, the United Kingdom Delegation suggest that paragraphs 2 
and k of Document 770 should be replaced by the following single 
Articles M Acceptance

(a) Signature of this Agreement shall be subject to acceptance,
r which shall bo made without reservations.
(b) This Agreement shall also be open to acceptance, in respect

of any country or group of territories which has not signed
this Agreement, by any country or group of territories listed 
in Annex 1 to the International Telecommunication Convention 
signed at Atlantic City on the 2nd October 19̂ +7? or any 
country which accedes thereto in accordance wit-Ja the pro­
visions of Article 17 cf tho said Convention. Such accep­
tance shall be made without reservations.

(c) The acceptance shall bo effected by notice given to the
Secretary-General of the International Telecommunication 
Union (hereinafter referred to as the Secretary-General) 
who shall immediately inform all other countries referred 
to in paragraph (b) of this Article".

6. In order to ensure that there is no misinterpretation of tho scope 
of paragraph 2 bis of Document No. 770 (on compliance with tho Agree­
ment by countries not members of the I.T.U.), the United Kingdom 
Dologation suggest that the first part of this paragraph should read 
as follows:

"Countries which arc not entitled to become parties to.this 
Agreement under Article....(as given in paragraph 5 above) 
and for which channel hours have been specifically assigned in 
the Plan, may notify their intention to conform, without 
reservations, to tho provisions...... A ’

(Doc-. .No, 805-E)



7* In order to provide for the recent decision of the Plenary Assembly 
that only one phase of the Plan should be completed at this Conference, 
the United Kingdom Delegation suggest that there should be a Protocol 
of Signature annexed to tho Agreement providing that the signature of 
any country to the Agreement and to the June Median phase of the Plan 
should not be regarded as effective until that country has also signed 
the other phases of the Plan. The United Kingdom Delegation suggest the 
following wording for this Protocol:

"At tho time of signing the Mexico City Agreement, the under­
signed Delegates of the Signatory Countries declare that* in view 
of the fact that the High Frequency Broadcasting Conference 
of Mexico City has only completed the Juno Median Phase of the 
Plan, their si natures to that Agreement, including the June 
Median Phase of the Plan annexed thereto, shall not be re­
garded as effective until such countries have signified their 
agreement to the other phases required to complete the Plan".

8 . The United Kingdom Delegation propose to circulate a further Docu­
ment giving their views on the provisions which it might be desirable 
to include in the Agreement governing its entry into force.
9. The United Kingdom also reserve their right-to propose further 
minor amendments to the Agreement when it is considered by the Drafting 
Committee,

I
- 3 -

(Doc. No. 80* -E)

H. FAULKNER
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Original: FRENCHMexico City, 19^8A9

The Secretary ̂ brings to the attention of the Conference the 
follov/ing telegram, sent to Geneva to be retransmitted to 
certain administrations:

TO BURINTERNA GENEVA 
FOR SECRETARY GENERAL
PLEASE SEND THE FOLLOWING TELEGRAM TO FRANCE BELGIUM ALBANIA 
AUSTRIA FRANCE OVERSEAS BULGARIA BRAZIL POLAND SWITZERLAND 
ROUMANIA CZECHOSLOVAKIA HUNGARY YUGOSLAVIA CHINA MOROCCO AND 
TUNISIA IRAN MONGOLIA (QUOTE) PLENARY ASSEMBLY TEN.MARCH 
CONFERENCE MEXICO CITY NOT HAVING BEEN ABLE TO CONSIDER 
DRAFT ASSIGNMENT CHANNEL HOURS BY COUNTRY AND BY BAND BECAUSE 
OF INSUFFICIENTLY ADVANCED WORK HAS DECIDED TO POSTPONE 
CONSIDERATION UNTIL PREPARATION COMPLETE DRAFT ASSIGNMENT 
CHANNEL HOURS FOR JUNE MEDIAN SEASON (STOP) THIS DRAFT 
MUST EE CONSIDERED IN PLENARY ASSEMBLY BETWEEN FOURTEEN AND 
NINETEEN MARCH '(STOP) IN EVENT AGREEMENT CONCERNING THIS 
DRAFT CONFERENCE WORK WILL CONTINUE AT LEAST UNTIL END MARCH 
(STOP) (SIGNED) DOSTERT SECRETARY CONFERENCE MEXICO CITY 
(UNQUOTE) FOR ALBANIA SEND DIRECTLY MINISTRY FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
AND FOR BELGIUM SEND GENTEL COPY MINISTRY COMMUNICATIONS 
COPY MINISTRY COLONIES (STOP)

ooo
11 March 19^9

SERVICE URGENT CONFERENCE TELESCOP

SECRETARY CONFERENCE

L. E. Dostort, Secretary of the Conference



Document No, 807-E 
23 March 19^9 
Original: ENGLISH
Committee 6

Report of Working Group F of the Plan Committee
Meeting of March 22, 191+9

1. The terms of reference for this meeting were as follows:
MTo recommend to Committee 6 a suitable location and 
date for the convening of the Technical Plan Committee, 
which it is anticipated the Conference will decide 
to set up to prepare additional draft frequency 
assignment plans,”

2* The meeting was attended by Canada (Chairman) Brazil,
France, India, Switzerland, U.S.A. and U.S.S.R., members of the 
Group, also, at the invitation of the Chairman, Belgium, Portugal 
and the Secretary of the Conference, as observers,
3* The Chairman mentioned for the information of the Group that 
the following I.T.U. conferences and meetings are scheduled to 
be held in Geneva during the remainder of 19^9»

a) The Provisional Frequency Board.
b) Region 3 Conference, May 18th
c) Region 1 Conference, May 18th.
c) Aeronautical Conference, to reconvene July 31st.
e) Administrative Council, Fourth Session, August 15th.
f) Special Frequency List Conference, October 17th.

h. The Group was of the opinion that if sufficient accommodation 
and suitable secretariat would bo available in Geneva, for the
whole of tho period the Technical Plan Committee would require to
be in session, that'Genova, taking into account tho I.T.U. General 
Secretariat is located in that city, should ho recommendod for the 
convening of the Committee, However, in view of the problem of 
obtaining tho necessary accommodation and secretariat for the 
Committee in Geneva, also that It is essential for tho Committee 
to have its own specialized secretariat, the Group decided it was 
not prepared to recommend Genova for the location of the Committee 
as it considered there was a strong possibility that its choice 
would- result in delay in the production of draft frequency assign­
ment plans.

INTERNATIONAL
jflGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE

Mexico City, 19^8A 9
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5* Tho Group therefore considered several other locations for 
the Technical Plan Committee, also the question of a reasonable 
date for the Committee to convene, and unanimously recommends 
to Committee 6 :

a) The Technical Plan Committee hold its session in 
either Belgium (Brussels) or France (subject to 
confirmation, with regard to acceptance and city),

b) Tho Technical Plan Committee should convene in the 
city finally selected on Wednesday, Juno 15, 19^9 *

CHARLES J. ACTCN 
Chairman Working Group 6 F
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Document No.808-E (Revised) 
23 March 19̂ +9 
Original: FRENCH 
Committee 7

REPORT OF WORKING GROUP 7-B

Working Group 7-B had received the following terms of 
reference from Committee 7s To discuss and prepare the texts 
for the articles “Definitions” and “Notification of Frequencies 
to he incorporated in the Agreement”.

The Group, which was composed of the Delegates of the 
Bielorussian S.S.R., P.R. of Bulgaria, the United States of 
America and the Oriental Republic of Uruguay, and presided over 
by the Delegate of Switzerland, has had several meetings with a 
view to accomplishing its task, At the very outset. I wish 
to thank the members of the Group for the zeal and the courteous 
spirit in which they have participated in the meetings and the 
discussions, which attitude has greatly facilitated my task.
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I.
With respect to the article on definitions, the Group has 

been careful to confine itself to the definitions strictly necessary 
to an understanding of the text by a reader not specialized in the 
affairs of the Union. The text finally approved unanimously was 
as follows ;

DEFINITIONS

In this Agreement:
1. The words "International Telecommunication Convention"

designate the International Telecommunication Convention 
signed at Atlantic City in 19b-7 or any revision which 
might possibly be made thereto, after the entry into 
force of such revision,

2, The words "Radio Regulations" designate the Radio
Regulations annexed to the International Tele­
communication Convention signed at Atlantic City in
19*+7 or any revision which might possibly be substituted 
therefor, after the entry into force of such revision,0

3* The word "Plan" designates the Mexico City Plan annexed
to the present Agreement, either the entirety of the 9 #  
phases of the Plan concerning each one of the seasons 
and periods of solar activity, or any revision which 
might possibly be substituted therefor after the entry ■ 
into force of such revision;

b-, - The words "phase of the Plan" designate a distribution 
of frequencies effected for one of the seasons of one 
period of solar activity.

5. The initials "IFRB" designate the International 
Frequency Registration,Board referred to in Article 
b- of the International Telecommunication Convention;

6, The initials "CCIR" designate the International Radio 
Consultative Committee referred to in Article b- of 
the International Telecommunication Convention;

7* The words "Secretary General of the Union" designate the
Secretary General of the International Telecommunication 
Union.

# The figure of 9 phas-es indicated in Document No. 6273 Report 
of WG 7~A, appears in this Article subject to any subsequent 
decision of the Conference,
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The section on definitions is held open for the inclusion 
of any other definitions which it may be desired to incorporate, 
when this article will be under discussion in Committee 7*

II.
The first paragraph of the Article on notification of 

frequencies was submitted to the Working Group in form of the two 
following alternatives ;

NO T I F I ' ̂ jrTrG p;r FREQUENCIES
1. a) Frequencies assigned' by the Plan shall bear, as the 

date of notification in the International Frequency list, 
the date of signature of this Agreement, (This is the' 
wording of Art, 9 of Copenhague).
b) Frequencies assigned by the Plan shall bear, as the 
date of notification, the date of receipt of the first 
notice by the IFRB (text based on the RR of Atlantic City, 
par, 33*+).

As far as these alternatives are concerned, the Group did not 
reach an agreement.

Under these circumstances it was decided to abstain from giving 
any more precise character to the text under consideration, and 
to submit the question to consideration by the full Committee.

The second paragraph of this article was, after some discus­
sion, adopted unanimously in the following form;

2, Modifications of the frequencies or of the hours assigned 
by the Plan which may be made in accordance with the
provisions of Article  ....... shall be notified as soon
as possible by the country requiring same, in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 11, Section II of the 
Radio Regulations,

The present Report was examined and approved as a whole by 
the Working Group on 2h March 19*4-9*

The Acting Chairman; 
A. Wolf
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APPENDIX TO DOC, 808-E REVISED.

The Delegate of the United States pointed out certain faults 
and gaps in the Radio Regulations, particularly in the parts 
dealing with the recording of high frequencies for broadcasting,

Bielorussia and Bulgaria were of opinion that WG 7-B was 
not entitled to rise this question,

USA, Uruguay and Switzerland felt that, as the Group was 
unable to get to the bottom of the question, the question should 
be referred back to Committee 7? and that an addition should be 
made to the Final Report in the form of an Appendix, to the effect 
that a solution of the problem was recommended.

Consequently tho following compromise text was sent to 
Committee 7 for all useful purposes, and especially with a view 
to including in it the Agenda of a meeting of Committee 7? or of 
any other Committee, or even of the Plenary Assembly.

COMPROMISE TEXT 
submitted by the US, Uruguay and Swiss Delegations,

Recommendation of the High Frequency. .Broadceis.ting. Conference. 
of Mexico City, IRhB/kQ, to. the next. Ad mi ni s_irn±i ve. Ra.d±o
C o nf e ro n 00 f  o r t he mod 1 f  i c n.ti on o f ..c.arJuiijm.-Qrnvi s i an.s.., i n .thegeneral Regulations concerning the registering of fre.quencies,

The High Frequency Broadcasting Conference of Mexico
City, 19^8 A 9 ,

Considering;
that the Radio Regulations (Atlantic City Revision) and 

its annexes do not contain adequate provisions relating to the registering of frequency notifications in the high frequency 
broadcasting bands;

that the Atlantic City resolutions provide for the creation 
of a Provisional Frequency Board as well as the convocation of a 
Special Administrative Conference charged with approving the 
reference list of the frequencies established by this same 
Committee 5
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that the resolution relative to the establishment of 
the new international frequency list stipulates in sub-paragraph 
R the necessity for the establishment of such a list to allow 
application of the table of the distribution of frequencies 
adopted at Atlantic City;

that Article 6, paragraph 1, of the Telecommunication 
Convention prescribes as one of the tasks of the I.F.R.B. uto 
effect an orderly recording of frequency assignments’1 made to 
the various countries;

that the Organization charged with ’’effecting an orderly 
recording of frequency assignments” cannot work in an efficient 
manner when dealing with the high frequency broadcasting bands 
unless certain changes are made in the procedure,

Recommends:
1. That Column 10, Appendix 6? page 23*+ of tho Radio Regu­

lations (Atlantic City Revision) be completed in the 
following manner by the Special Administrative Conference:

and periods of the solar cycle used (by dates)”,
2, That the Special Administrative Conference give instructions 

to the I, F'\R . B . in order to make sure that no modifications 
are entered in the recording column (Column 2 a, Appendix 6, 
Page 23V) of the International Frequency List which would 
not conform to the provisions of the High Frequency Assign­
ment Plan in force. a copy of which is maintained by the
I.F.R.B. (This latter sub-paragraph is merely provisional).
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CONFERENCE '
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Mexico City9 19h8A9

Schedule of Meetings 2h to. 27 March 19^9 
Room and Date 
• Morning

2 Committee or 
: Working Group

Thursday ; Friday 
2hth ; 29th

Saturday s Sunday 
26 th : 27.th

s P. R. G 0 1 : 1 1 s 1
§ Com. 6 ; PL
5 W. G. 6C 3-6 I

: G. 6E 2 s 2
s Com. 7 PL i PL s '

Afternoon
£ P. R, G. 1 s 1 1 1
c Com. 6 PL
1 W. G. 6A 2 . 2
s W. G. 6D PL
: W. G. 6E PL ------ --------—

.1 W. G. 10B <i Office Sec.



Document' No* 810-5
23 March 19^9

iexico City, 195-3A-9 Original; ENGLISH 
Committee 6

The Delegation of the United States of America has observed 
that ‘at various times during the deliberations of the several 
working groups of Committee 6 the question of the appropriate 
sunspot numbers to be used for making plans lias been raised by 
various members.

The sunspot numbers as commonly mentioned are sunspot No. 70 
and sunspot No. 5* However, a study of the question might reveal 
that other sunspot numbers, for example - 35 instead of 5> might 
be more appropriate, since predictions of sunspot numbers applicable 
to particular dates in the sunspot cycle are being continuously 
revised.

There is an additional related problem. It relates to the 
period of time during which a draft plan based on a particular 
sunspot number may be useful.

There is a third question which relates to the particular 
months during which a given season plan may be applicable, for 
example - during what months shall the June 70 Plan be used; during 
what months may the Equinox 70 Plan be used, etc.

It is the view of the Delegation of the United States of America 
that these are important questions which should be studied by this 
Conference in order that the results may be available to the 
Technical Plan Committee or whatever group subsequently elaborates 
the series of plans following the June 70 Draft Plan being made by 
this Conference.

Therefore, the Delegation of the United States of .America 
recommends to Committee § that these questions be referred to the 
appropriate working group for study.

Fred H. Trimmer,
Vico-Chairman ,
Delegation of the United States 
of America.
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REPORT OF WORKING GROUP B OF THE PLAN COMMITTEE
Meeting of the 21st of March 19^9

Working Group met to consider the following two-point agenda 
presented by the Chairman and was subsequently approved by the 
Working Groups

1, Approval of the Chairman’s draft report at the previous 
meeting.

2, Consideration of the proposal of the United Kingdom in 
the last Plenary Assembly of the Conference that efforts be made 
to draw preliminary channel hour assignments for the December
m inirnum s e a s on.

The Chairman's report of the previous meeting was approved. 
The Group then proceeded to discuss the United Kingdom proposal 
which had been referred by the Plenary Assembly to Committee 6.
The Chairman of Committee 6 had requested that the Working Group 
make a recommendation on this proposal.

The specific proposal for the drawing up of a preliminary 
channel hour assignment for December minimum i s ■contained .in 
Document No. 7109 Paragraph C, of the proposal of France and reads 
as follows;

”(c) In the meantime efforts should also be made to draw up 
preliminary channel hour assignments for the December minimum 
season, on the condition that such work does not impede the normal 
activity in regard to the drawing up of the detailed assignment 
plan for the June median season."

>

.After extended discussion the proposal stated in Document No, 
710 was put to a vote of the Working Group and the vote did not 
carry5 that is9 'Working Group 6b decided that it should not begin 
the work of drawing up the preliminary channel hour assignments 
for the December minimum season.
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Out of this discussion and 'as an alternative to -the above 
proposal there developed a proposal that Working Group 63 would 
formulate general recommendations for the future Technical Plan 
Committee to use in drawing up the December minimum plan. The 
Working Group decided that a joint meeting with Working Group 
6 a. should be held for the purpose of discussing this problem.
A. joint meeting was requested and was agreed to by the Chairman 
and the members of Working Group 6 A and the results of this 
joint meeting will appear in a subsequent report of Working 
Group 6.A which report deals with the more inclusive terms of 
reference of 'Working Group 6A.

Fred H. Trimmer 
Chairman, Working Group 6B.

NOTE:
Due to the shortage of time in which to prepare this report 
for reproduction tho members of Working Group 633 have not 
been given the opportunity to approve this report. It is, 
therefore, the report of the Chairman.

F.H.T.
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Decisions Taken by the Steering. Committee
on the nlzation of the Work of'Future Meetings' .

In accordance with the terms of reference assigned to Committee 
10 by the Plenary.Assembly In its session of 19 March, the following 
program was scheduled in Committee 101s meeting of 23 Marchs
I• Plenary Assembly Sessions on 28 and 29 March 19*4-9

1, Initial Report of Committee 7 (Document No. 830).
2. Initial Report of Committee 10. Draft Text of the

Agreement (-Document No, 800).
3* Initial Report of Committee 6 on the organization of the 

Technical Plan Committee (Committee 11). 
h*... Initial Report of Committee 6 on the Preamble to the Plan,
5. Approval of the Outstanding Minutes of Preceding Sessions 

of the Plenary Assembly.
II° Plenary Assembly Sessions from 31 March through 5 April

1. Submission of the Draft Plan by the Plan Revision Group.
2. Comments on this draft by those delegations wishing to

express their opinion by this date (procedure laid down
in points 5 and 6 of Document No. 696).

3.J* Final Report of Committee 7Y
*f. Final Report of Committee 6 op the Technical-Plan Committee,
5. Final Report of Committee 10. n
6. Final Report of Committee 6 on the Preamble to the Plan.^’
7* Comments by those delegations which have not expressed

their opinion at the time of the submission of the Plan.
(In accordance with procedure laid down In points 5 and 
6 of Document No. 696),

8. Report of Committee 8. Initial reading of the final texts.
9. Approval of the outstanding Minutes of Preceding Sessions

of the Plenary Assembly,

Agenda

^If the reports have been approved during the sessions of the Plenary 
Assembly on 28 and 29 March, Committee 8 shall then submit them as 
final documents for a first reading.
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III c Plenary Assembly Sessions of 7 and 8 April 19^9
1. Final Report of the Plan Revision Group (submission of

the final plan on the basis of the comments mentioned 
in Agenda II, items2 and- 7).

2. -Report of Committee..9
a) Approval of the Financial Report up to the close of

the Mexico City Session of the Conference.
b) Approval of the budget and the organization of

services for'the Technical Plan Committee .('Committee ;
3. Final Report of the Drafting' Committee, final reading of

the texts.
b, Approval of the outstanding Minutes of Preceding Sessions 

of the Plenary. Assembly.
IV, Closing Sesslon^of the Plenary Assembly.

Signing of the Mexico City Agreement.
V. Committee 10 has created a Forking Group -- composed of the .

Delegates of France, U.S.S.R., U.S.A., Argentina and of the
Secretary of the Conference -- instructed to draw up a draft,
of simplified Rules of Procedure for the Technical Plan 
Committee.
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INTERNATIONAL . Document No. 813-E
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING

CONFERENCE 2k March 19^9

PLAN COMMITTEE
Agenda for the 27th Meeting to be held at 10.00 a.m. March 25

1. Approval of the Report of the 25th Meeting of the 
Committee (Doc. No. 7.60).

2. Consideration of action to he taken concerning Doc. No.790.
3. Report of Working Group B (Documents Nos. 798 and 8ll),
h-. Report of Working Group D (Documents Nos. 780, 78l? 782

and 783).
5. Report of Working Group F (Doc. No. 807).
6. Consideration of appropriate sun spot numbers to be 'chosen 

for the various plans to be prepared by a Technical Plan 
Committee and determination of the dates at'Vhich changes 
should be made to meet seasonal variations ixi ionospheric 
conditions (Documents Nos. 2k2 and. 810).

7« Miscellaneous.

Gunnar Pedersen 
Chairman of Plan Committee
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R E P O R T  

of the Implementation Committee 
11th Meeting 
16 March 19^9

The Chairman, Mr. Milan Lalic, declared the meeting open at 
10:30 a.m. He was assisted by Mr. Manuel--Bivar, First Vice-Chair­
man,, ,-an$ by Mr, F. C, Chicn, Second Vice-Chairman.

l#w Before reading the A g e n d a t h e  Chairman announced that Mr.
Agustin Garcia Lopez, Minister of Communications and Public Works, 
had been injured in an automobile accident and hospitalized. He 
proposed that'the Committee request the Secretariat of the Confer­
ence to transmit to Mr, LcSpoz the Committee’s best wishes for a 
prompt recovery. The Delegates heartily supported the Chairman’s 
proposal,

o
o

2. Tho Chairman read the Hgenda, as follows s
1. Consideration of a proposal by the Delegation of Brazil

concerning a recommendation to the I.F.R.B. which might
constitute a Paragraph 5 of the Recommendations contained
in Document No, 735.

2. Consideration of a proposal of the French Delegation,
3. Consideration of the Indian Proposal (Documents Nos, 6^8,

635 and 633). . . . .
*+. Consideration of the proposal of Groups 7-B and 10-A to 

incorporate, into the functions of the organization 
responsible for the application of the Plan, the study of 
temporary modifications of the Plan (Document No. 709).

5, Consideration of the proposal by the U. K,: Delegation 
(Document No. 75*0*

Tho Committee approved the Agenda,

INTER IT AT IONAL 
HIGH FRIhhrRVT' BROADCASTING 

C0:!P-:!:n::CH

Mexico City, 19):-8A9
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3. Mr. Catd (I.F.R.B.)'/made the following declaration:
"I believe that this Committee has accomplished an impor­

tant phase of its work by approving by a majority of votes 
the Report of Working Group 7-A. During part of tho elabora­
tion of that Document (No. 735) I had tho pleasure of colla­
borating indirectly, answering questions of tho various dele­
gations as best I could, and I wish to express my thanks to 
Mr, Lazareanu,* Chairman of Working Group 7-A, for having had 
the kindness to refer to that circumstance. .

"This seems an- opportune moment for me to explain to this 
.Committee tho reasons for my attitude during the final 
discussions which preceded the voting on Document No, 735* 
•During,- that final ptase- I deemed' it beneficial:' to. refrain,
Mot e • 'than * ever, Dr om ̂ intervening': .or, t akingi .part in the dis- 
cUs^ioiis, •or’‘from giving; way to tho temptation of emitting 

c opinions:-Which!-Might have alterad:,' in any. manner, the balance 
of tho. .two tendencies which have been opposed for several 
months" at this Conference concerning the implementation and 
administration of the High Frequency Broadcasting Plan.

"Mr. Chairman, although there may have been others, that 
was the most important reason for my silence, regarding which 
I have hoard certain allusions. I hope- that, in time, the 
delegates will acknowledge the advantages of that strict neu­
trality on my part, especially' in view of the strong current 
of opinion now surging in this Conference in favor of charging 
the I.F.R.B. with the'implementation and administration of tho 
High Frequency Broadcasting Plan, Sinco I belong to that 
Board, and in view of'tho fact that, up to this moment, it 
has not .boen possible to obtain a-unanimous opinion, I believe 
that I should not load any delegation to think that my opinions 
havo helped the viewpoints of their opponents,

"Gn the other hand, I wish to call, the attention of this 
Committee to tho delicacy of my position, since the I.F.R.fe. 
is a Bo-^rd which decides by majority, and which I cannot 
commit by my personal opinions.

"Finally, Mr, Chairman, allow me to* repeat what I have 
already stated in Group 7-A. The only preconceived- attitude 
of the I.F.R.B. consists in accepting gladly any additional 
task Which tho Members of tho Union may assign to-it. For 
this, I think, only throe elements are necessary: legal powers,
funds and additional personnel. How these arc to be granted 
to tho I.F.R.B.' is -a question which I cannot\answer. It 
rather seems a matter for legal exports. For the time being,
'I shall limit myself to calling attention to the fact that, 
if in the.end the task of tie implementation and administration 
of the High Frequency Broadcasting Plan is assigned to the

(Doc. No. 8lt— E)
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I.F.R.B., it will bo highly desirable that such attributions 
should bo conceived and expressed in the clearest of terms, 
so as later not to give rise to difficulties of interpretation 
within that Board.” ,
Consideration of the proposal of the Delegation of Brazil .
Colonel Albuquerque (Brazil) read the recommendation which 

his Delegation proposed to add to the four paragraphs, already 
adopted, of the recommendations of Working Group.7-A (Document No,
735);

5) ’’The I.F.R.B., in the light of the experience which it 
will have acquired in the implementation of the Plan, shall 
present to the Plenipotentiary Conference of Buenos Aires (1952), 
in the manner prescribed by the Regulations of the Union, 
the suggestions or information concerning the opportunity of 
forming or not forming a special organization charged wich 
coordinating and operating tho high frequency broadcasting 
assignment Plan.”

Having presented his proposal, the Delegate of Brazil 
made the following statement;

’’The proposal presented by our Delegation contains tho 
possibility of forming the organ referred to in paragraph A 
of the Atlantic City Recommendations. That Conference, 
acknowledging that upon that occasion it was not necessary to 
form that organ, charged the present Mexico City Conference 
.with the task of ’’making the recommendations deemed convenient” 
for the future Buenos Aires Conference, with a view to the 
formation of a special broadcasting organ within the structure
of the I.T.U.

’’Therefore, to consider that this Conference has no other 
authority than that of emitting an opinion as to whether or 
not it would be appropriate to present suggestions concerning 
that subject, is contrary to what is stated expressly in the 
text!referred to, which is definitely positive and even con- 
tains certain precise directions. This is all the more obvious 
because it would be inadmissible for our Conference to esta­
blish a high frequency assignment plan without providing in a 
simple form the designation of the organ in question*

’’However, our Conference cannot establish that organ, 
because the aforementioned paragraph A does not stipulate it.
That was the reason for which our Committee selected the
I.F.R.B . to charge it provisionally with the mission .recom­
mend e d i n  Document No. 735? with the functions indicated in 
Document No. 627*

(Doc. No. 81A-E)






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































