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HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING
CONFERENCE i

11 March 1949

Mexico cify, 1948/49

MINUTES OF THE PLENARY ASSEMBLY

- Thirty-ninth Session

10 March 1949 (Afternoon)

, The Chalrman, Lr. M, Pereyra, declared the se951on open
at 4,10 p.m.

The same delegates, experts and observers attended who
were present at the 38th Plenary Se851on 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. - : S :

1,1 Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R.) made the following state-
ment s v : o o .

"With 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,

"fi 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 draw1ng 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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"At the same time, we disapprove the attemptaof the
Delegations of the Unlted 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 '"complete draft plan" made by
Group 6-D,

'"We 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 "complete draft plan".

"In support of his enthusiastic and eloquent speeches
on the success attained by the famous Group 2~D and on the
possibilitics of obtaining a "plan" within the very near
future, the U.K. representative ‘adduces the fact that his
Delega%lon 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.'-

"No one among us can make a mistake as to the purpose -
of these lullaby speeches, the aim of which 1g evident: that
of obtaining a plan favourable to the United Xingdom, which
will provide for. the said country anﬁaxagverated numﬂer of
channel hours, well protected against interference in ed&dch
channel and band, owing to the special zeal displayed by
Group 6-D in favour of the United Kingdom,

"It has not been by accildent that the Delegation of
Egypt has given us impressive and evident examples which..
show us the very esscncce of the work of Group 6~D. This
work has been aimed. essentially at satisfying.the require-
ments of a scries 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 i1t 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 Iran121 of Bgypt, etc. We do not think it ncces-
e

sary to repcat them here, "We believe that the assignments
and the simultancous 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 acccept, The 1n51stonce and the efforts displayed
here to comsolidate the advantages gained within Group 6-D
in favour of thc above-mentioned countries, are to us quite
evident, We undcrstand perfcctly well thce spcech 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 been ecstablished by arbitrary mcthods, without

taking into account the previous decisions taken by the
Conference and which have becn set forth in Document No.589,
This plan’is:not based upon the technical principles approved
by the Conference and contained in Document 6354

"The proposal of the Delegate of the United Statcs, who
attemps to strengthen with a single stroke the monopoly of
frequencies of certain countries in short wave broadcasting,
tries to lcad us towards the same goal: the abscnce of
principles and the non-observance of the decisions of the
Conference, That proposal tends to dimpose upon us ~ by a
"diktat" - tho conditions of the Dclegation of the United

‘States and to reject all decisions and all agreccments pre=
.viously adoptcd by the Conference. with reference to the
respect of the sovercignty of all the countries of the

world within a spirit of international collaboration.

M"In fact, the U.S.A. proposal tends to annul the terms
of rcference given Group 6-D, specially designated by’
Committee 6 to draw up the variants of the plan, It tends
to annul the terms of refercnce of the Plan Revision Group
appointed by thc Plcnary Assembly., It aims to confer upon
Group 6-D the cntire work of the "drawing up of a complete

plan", in order that that Group could.grrangc at its own

discrction -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 morq pertinent) of Mr, Stoyanov, Hcad of the
Soviet Dclegation, on the subject of the working methods of
Group 6-D and of thc methods which governed the making of
the "complete plan" according to the judgment .6f that
Group. It is therefore unnecessary to repeatsit; however
we wish to state that we roject-categorically the proposal
of the Delegate of the United States, taking into account
thesce pernicious working methods. ‘ o

"No, Gentlemen, we could never subscribe to such methods
for the seolution of the problems referring to the establish-
ment of o Plan, methods which the U.K., and U,S.4, Delegations
impose upon us, ignoring in an off-hand manncr the decisions
of the Conference, The Delegation of the Biclorussian S5.S.R.,
awarc of its responsibilities, states once morc that it cannot
accept anything but a plan which rests upon well defined
goeneral and technical principles, in accordance with the
unanimous decision of the Plenary Assembly and with Documents
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Nos. 589 and 590, and not in accordance with the. whim. of

Group  6=D.
e take the liberty of replying to Mr, Pedersen,

| Chairman of Committee 6, who has so masterly defended Group

6=wD, 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 maJorlty of the
countrles cannot accept? ,

"Flnally, the Delegatlon of the Bleloru551an S.5.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 v1ewp01nt

‘of the Delegatlon of the Bleloru551an S.5 R.

"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 tlme, 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 accordancc with the decisions prev1ously

“taken by the Conferonce in this respect.

"We must reject energetlcally all attomps 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 endi %%nnoﬁ lead to a successful conclusion of the work
atter.
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Mrs Etulain (Argentine), Chairman of Working Group 6-D,
salid 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 les$ 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 anvone, 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 WMePE"TThe ™ 7

Mr. Esgun (Turkey) completely supported the proposal
of the Delegation of Egypt.

Mr. Sterling (U.S.4.) then made the following statement:

"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 c& 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 we are to com~
plete our work.successfully., I may 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 dewelop a full
frequency assignment plan for the June median session.
Qur position in this regard, as explained in my earlier
statement, is as folldws: 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-making and with the requirements of the several
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countries, We must take full advantage of this work and
expericnce if we arc to complete a plan during the tcrm
of this Confercnce, /&nd 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 Wwould follow the practicc of intervicwing Dele-

gations as its work progresscs. To the extent possible

- this practice has becen followed by it, although the pressure
.of seeking to complete certain work by this Plenary Session

has restricted its opportunity to intcrview,

"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 Delcgations. We had proposed
that the Final Revision LEQHDenC spmpescd-of the Chairman

~of Committee 6 and the Chairmen Bf the Workirng Groups of

Committce 6, Frankly, our suggcstion as to the composi-

tion of the Final Revision Group was based. upon, this consider=-
ation, We believed that since’ Committec 6-is the Committee
designated by the Conference to prepare a plan the final
rcvision group might well have as its Chairman the Chairman
of that Committcc and its Working Groups.

"However, Mr. Chairman, so long as thc function of the
revision group is clcar, its composition is not of major
concern to us, The function of that group would be to put
into final form the draft, frequency assigrnment plan prepared
by Working Group 6-D. 4ccordingly, Mr, Chairman, we would
be happy to leave the composition of the group open at this
point, or to accept an amcndment such as that proposed by
the New Zealand Delegation. If our proposal 1s otherwise
accepted, we will welcome any rcvision group which the
Asscmbly 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 vicew is of primary importance,

"Certain Delegations have cxpressed alarm lest the
procedurc proposcd by us prescnt them with a "fait accompli!
in the form of a finished plan, If that werc: to be the
case, We most eertainly would not have submitted our pro-
posai. However, Mr, Chairman, our proposal would in fact
providce for fuli participation in the plan-making process

*~.by the various Delcgations. First, Mr, Chairman, Working

Group. 6-=D would completc its assignments on a band by band
basis, interviewing Delegations at_cach stage of the work,
poct taw the "6 Mc/s band. - Then
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all Dclcgations an opportunity to study the full work. The
draft plan of Working Group 6-D would then bec considered by '
a revision group which would review that plan on a basis of
further interviews in order to put it in final form for

" Tormal presentation to the Confercnce, I repecat, Mr, _
Chairman, it appears to us that there would be full prac-
tical opportunity for all Declegations to participate in

the formulating of the plan.

1.19 © - "The Delegate of the Soviet Union in his usual re-
strained manner has made many cxtended commcnts upon the
proposal of the United States Delegation. He has charged us
with being monopolists. He-has &sked wherc adoption of that
proposal would lead us, - 4nd, in familiar fashion, he has
answered his own question in order:to be surc that he
rcecceives a response acceptable to him. He statgs that
acceptance of the United States proposal would lead to an
"arbitrary" plan not based upon general principles,

"My, Chairman, we belicve the Delegate of the Soviet
Union, Mr, Stoyanov, doth protest too much,

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

1,20 -+ M"I-ask the Conference this questions Of the great
" “powers here, and specifically bctween the United States of
America and the U.S.S.R., which one has bchaved like the
monopolist - the greedy grasper? Which Delcgation has said
in this very Assembly Hall on two occasions that they will
- not accept a plan which gives them less than 800 channele
hours - or 400 hours morc than was assignéd to them by the
first group which madc the initial assignment of total
channel hours. : ' -

1l.21 "Twice during the deliberations of this Conference we
have heard Mr. Stoyanov dcclare that his Delegation will
not accept. a plan which will give the Soviet Union less .
than 800 total frcqueney hours, We have heard him say this
two times, Well....we tcll 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.
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"T remind those numerous Delegatlons who have asked
the United States to incrcasc its rcquirements above its

voluntary assdgned. total of 197 hours ~ that the United

States has consistently maintained an honorable position
in the cquitable ‘overall assignment of frecquency hours,

"Who is the monopdlist?

"Docs the distinction lic in the simple matter of
definition?

"As Hamlet said: Mr, Stoyanov! '"Therc arc more
things in heaven and carth, Horatio, than arc dreamt of
by your phllosophyl”

"The Chairman of the’Delegatloﬁ of the Soviet Union
has introduced clements of suspicion into the activitics

‘of certain Delegations which he has mentioned by name.

Besides ourselves, he has mentioned the Declegatiomns of

zFrance and the United Kingdom.,

"He has accuscd the Delegates working in Group 6-D

vof nefarious and - 1llcgal actions. It has becen gratifying

to hear the able Chairman of Committec 6, Mr. Pedersen,
establish the facts and cnter into the rocord with his
remarks a complete refutation of the unfair and unjust

accusatlon.

”tht does the Chairman. of the Sovict Delegatlon seek

'to 'gain by those oxaggeratlons9 By this SOWlng of sus~

pch.on‘p '

"Is it to obscuro the facL that his Dologatlon
actually does not want a plan®.;..save ong arrived at on
his own terms?

"Ts i1t to obscurc the fact.that he is more interested

in. going home without a workable plan, but wcll armed with
‘huge totals for himself and his fr10nds9

"To borrow a phraso from Mr. Pedersen, the Chairman

fof Committec 6, -any good radio engineer knows that you
cannot arrive at a froquency assignment plan by allocation

in a vacuum -of channel’ ‘hour totals,. &nd. this is so for the
simple rcason that there arc factor of" propagation, time

of day, times of transmission, location of transmitter and

llstener, the conflicting requiremcents of the nations....
all in all, Mr. Chairman, absolutely nccessary in the
1ntorprota%1on of frequency hour assignments into terms
of program scrvice.
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. "In fact, Sir, we believe that an approach to a .
frequency assigmment plan....that is, a plan that will mean
anything....on the principle of channel hour total assign-

ments might even be considered "arbitrary" and "unprincipled"

to use a phrase so loosely employed.

"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 pr1n01ples", I think we all
understand what he me€ans - 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 Unléed States Delegatlon
is not intended to lead to satisfaction of selfish Soviet
agplratlons at the expense of the legltlmate broadcasting

‘needs of “other coultries, "1

"The ‘suggestion -6f the-Seviet Union:that the present
Plan Revision Group should be the controlling factor in
the development of -a- plan on the basis of '"general Prin-
c1ples" is indeed curious. -It was only in-'the last Plenary
Se351on that he accused the present Plan Revision Group of
being solely a ”bargaln counter" actlng in a wholly un-

. principled manner, R e s .

"In summary, Mr. Chairman, I should llke 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."

Mr. green. (New Zealand) proposed two amendments to the

text of the proposal of the United States which were accepted
by Mr, Sterllngéand Mr. Dostert (Secretary) read them:

Paragraph 2 of the proposal :of the United States, as

amended by the Delegatlon of New Aealand, would read:

"After worklng 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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'Paragraph 3 wouldfbelworded as Tollows:

"In the course of its ‘work, ‘the Plan Revision
Group shall interview the Delegatlons which have
expressed a desire etCe...."

Mr. Corteil (Belgian Congo) wished to present the -
following amendment in the name of the Delegation of Belglum
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 . eountries,"

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.

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

"I have takeh 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 DHerlegate of Lgypt.

4+) After the conclusion of the work of the
Plan Revision Group and after having inter-

- viewad the Delegations, the Plan Revision Group
shall present a Repor% 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
shallrdec1de on the future work of the Confer-
ENnce,'
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"The Delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to state in
a few words its opinion concerning certain -speeches made
during today's discussions, » -

"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-cvident,

"Naturally, Working Group 6~D, in-accordance with ,
its terms of reference, had to make charts but, while doing
so, Group 6 should havé taken into consideration the
decisions of the Plan Revision.Group, If onc studies the
last Report of Group 6-D, on the 9 Mc/s band, one will
rcadily 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 4 channel hours to a country,
Group 6-D gave that samc country 14 channel hours., Where
the Plan Revision Group had assigned 16 channel. hours to
a courmtry which was willing to accept 41 channel hours to
cover its minimum r equirements, 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 approgched the solution of the
problem.

"The Delegate of ‘the United States; in his speech in
favour of his proposal, indulged in a series of attacks
against the Sovict Delcgation. -

"I cannot sce anything persuasive in his, counter-
arguments., - S .

"It has been said that the Delegation'ofhthe U.5.5.R,
with the usual insistence, struggles for the drawing up of

“a-Plan based upon principies, allegedly because it wishes

to obtain '"the lion'!s share! for a.single country.
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"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 oft 14 states (not counting
the Ukrainian S.S5.R. nor the Biclorussian S.S.R.), that
these are allied Republics, none of them of lesser size
than a Europcan or American State of average arca.

"It is not necessary to makc use of the considerablc
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 Declcgates, who must bear in mind that the
U.S.8.R., owing to its territory, is the'largest state,

The: U,5.5.R.y the sixth part of %he globe, is an entire
continent in itself; +the U.S.S,R, has 16’ official languages;
the U.5.5.R, has more than lOO dlfferent nationalities each
speaking its own languagc.

"It must not be forgottbn-that‘the.difference in time
betwecn the Eastern and VWestern borders - -is 11 hours, This
compels us to usc high frecquencies for our transmissions,
sinece neither long nor m@dlum waves can cover''so large a’
terrltory.

"The Delegate of the Unlted Klngdom has attempted to
find reasons for the distribution of channcl hours in the
reductions of the requlromento. This does not constitute
a convincing argument, since in many cases the requirements
of the countrles arc complotely arbltrary.;

1.37 , "The real polnt is to know whether the Plan is to be
o 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 Jjust
haphazard. This opposition entails a tendency to limit
“the legitimatce rights of certain countrics tc receive
channel hours., It contains a tendency to impose an unjust...
and partial dlstrlbutlon of channcl hours, 4

'"Unfortunately for. the U.5.4. Delegatioh; the
Conference 1s perfectly aware of the fact tha% no Plan,
whether submitted by a Delcgation or by an organ of the
Conference, can be imposed; 1t can only-bc accepted by
voluntary agreement of the countries., _

"With regret I must state that the U.,S.,A., and U.K,
Dclegations are absolutely unwilling to follow a method
~of uniform approach to the making of the Plan and that,
by this mecre fact, they do not desirc to obtain a high
frequencey ag51gnment Plan cquitable and acceptable to
all countrics,
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YFrom the beginning of the Conferencec, the U,S.S.R,
Delegation has insistently beén 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 twice, 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.

"The Delcgation of the Soviet Union strongly. regrets
-that this Conference does not follow the sound tradition
of carrying out decisions previocusly taken. There have
been cases where a decision alrcady adopted has been reverse
on the following day. L
"On 28 November 1948, the Conference adopted with
grecat enthusiasm the decision which appears in Document
No. 589 but, unfortunately, many Delegations have already
“forgottén 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 ar7ighment of channel hours
it is nccessary to take into account gencral factors: area,
population and numbcr of official languages, as well as
the spceific circumstances of each country.

"I wish to exprcss 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 vhich is desired by the Delegation of the
Soviet Union as mucihh as by any other, may be established
on the basis of foccors and objective principles and be
of uniform application to all countries,”

Mr, E1 Bardai (Egypt) wished that the work of Group 6-D
be coordinated and that the results of the work should be
taken into consideration.

Mr, Sinclair Lopecs (Brazil) referred to the rccent state-
ment of the Soviet Delegatc in which the latter had reminded
the Asscembly of the fact that his country occupicd the sixth
part of the globe with its 1% republics and that, owing to its
vast territorial-extension, the rcquircments of the Soviet
Union amountcd 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 rcpublics) and had a
population of 50 million inhabitants, distributed over 41
million square milecs, a quarter of the arca of the American
Continent. -




1.42

143 -

14

1,45

- b o
(Doc. No, 802-E)

The Soviet Plan, which had allotted 184 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’speak of international collaboration:when the
Boviet Union claimed 800 channel hours and assigned only 80

to Bra21l°

‘Finally, he thought that the construotlve and concrete
work of Group 6-D should be continued and he supported the
proposal of the UL .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).

Mr. Flisak (Poland) supported the working method pro-_
posed by the Delegatlon of Egypt and said that he would vote

-in favour of 1it.

The Session was suspended from 6.15_p.m. to 7.05 P.M,

Mr, Dostert (Secretary) read the proposal submitted
by the Chair:

"The Plenary Assembly decides:

1) To postpone until the week of March 14 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 follow7

L) To include in the’ Agenda for the Plenary Session
mentioned under 1), points 3, L and 5 and
necessary, also p01nt 5 of Document No. 6é8 (Agenda
establlshed for the Plenary Session set originally
- for 3 March)."
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Mr, Dostert then read the following proposed amendments:

Amendment propbsed'by’the U.S.S.R. Delegation and
which consisted in modifying the wording of 1) as
follows - : o '

”The.Plenary Aésembly decides 3

1) To adjourn until March 14 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," _

Amendment of the Delegatidn of Belgium which consists
in adding the following phrase to the wording of para-
graph 1 of the Chairman's proposal : '

"In their joint work, those two organs of the
Conference shall take in%o 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-~Dythese channel hours 'being distributed
equitably among the different countries.™

Text proposed by the Delegation of Egypt-and supported
by the Delegations of the P,R. of Roumania, of Turkey
and of Poland: : A

1) The Plan Revision Group shall continue its work

“on the 6, ¥, 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 hoursythe Working
Group shall attempt to fit in the other rcquirements
of the countrics on as equitable a basis as possible.

3) The work of Group 6-D ,shall not bc considered as
the basis for a Plan but simply as showing the sharing
possibilities and the density of channel hours in
each band." C
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Addition proposed by the Delegation of the U,S3,S.R,
composed of three paragraphs:

4)  After the end of the work of the Plan Revision
Group and' after the conclusion of the 1nterv1ews with
the Delegations of the various countries, the Plan
Revision Group shall present a Report to the next
Plenary Session due to take place dur1n~ the week
March 14 to 193 ;

5) ¢ The Plenary Assembly in the above mentioned

- Sessions, shall follow the procecdure indicated in para=-

graphs 5 and 6 of Document No, 6963

6) After a discussion, thé Plenary Asscmbly shall
take ‘a decision as to the future work of thevConference.

Proposal of the Delegation of the United States as
amended by the Deleg otjon of Now Zealands

1)  Committee 6 is authorlzed-co direct Working Group

6-D to convert immediatcly its study sharing possibilities
in the various bands into a draft freguency assignment
Plan for June median, taking inilo account the useful

work of the Plan Rev1sion Group ;

2) Upon completion of the hlg“ frequency assignment
draft Plan by Group €-D the work shall be submitted to
the present Plan Revision Group, which shall retain’its
prescnt membcrshlp, The Plan Revision Group be responsi-
ble for putting in final form the draft Plan for pre-
sentatlon to the Plenary Jssembly;

3) In its work, the Plan Revision Group shall consult
with such Mclegations as may wish consultatlon, espe01al~
ly those wishing to recommend changes or revisions in

the work of Group 6-D and with qUch othﬂr Delegations

as may be desirable,

Point 4) was eliminated at the rgquest of the Delega-

tlon of New Zealand, in agrcemont Wluh the Delegation of
the United States. ‘ ,

F)

Proposal of the French Delegaticn to consult the Plenary
Assembly on three esscntial points:

a) If the Plcnery Asscmbly examined a completc assign-
ment Plan or simply a global list of chapnel hours by
countries and by bande;

'b) If the draft was to be preparcd by already existing

organs; then

c) Immedinte action should then be regquested from
Committece 6 in order to know whether the Plan would or
would not be baccd on a separation of 9 or 10 ke/s,.



1.52

1.53

1,54

1,55

1.56

1.57

1.58

1.61

- 17 -
(DOC . “NO . 802"E)

Mr., Kittner (U.S.4,) proposed that the question of
substance should - be studled 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,

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) withdrew his proposed amendment
and thought that the preposals 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 separatlon of 9 or
10 ke/s. He proposed that the voting on both proposals should
be secret.

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 con51der1ng an assignment
Plan by bands and by countries. - »

Mr. Egorov (Bielorussian S.S.R. ) stated that it was in-
dispensable to follow the procedure proposed by the U,S5.5.R.
Delegatlon.u His Delegation as well .as that of the Ukralnlan

- 5.S.R. supported the U.5.5.R. proposal for.a secret vote on

the proposals of the Delegatlons of the United States and of
Egypt. T '

" The Chairman put to vote by secret ballot the proposal

- of the Delegatlon of Egypt, as amended by the Delegation of

the 1J,S.5.R,: .The result of the vote was -as follows: 65 Dele-

._gatlons pres eht, 18 delegations in favour of the adoptions; 47
againsts; no abstentions. .

‘The prroposal of the Delegation of Egvpt was thus
rejected.. - . _

The Chairman then put to vote by secret ballot the
proposal sUbmitted by the Delegatlon of the United States., The
result of the vote was as follows: 65 delegations presents;
52 delegationscin favour of the adoption; 13 against; no
abstentions. S S

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

Mr. Lalié (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 Jjust been taken.

Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) then made the following state-
ment:
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"The Delegation of the U.5.S5.R.-statés 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.4A.

| "This decision is ‘in cortradiction with decisions
previously taken by this Conference and which on- three
occasions have ‘been ‘confirmed by the Plenary Assembly.

NThis decision is the complete negatlon 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,

“ThlS dec131on 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 an? independ-ntly of the work
of the Plan Revision Group to which 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 accordancce with the splrlt of 1nternatlonal
cooperation.

"This decision does not contribute to the success .
“of this Conference and entails ‘an increasec, of the work
and a useless waste of time,"

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 Assenmbly decides:s

"l, To postpone until the week of March 1% to ‘19 the Plenary
Begsicn scheduled for March 10 in .order to permit Committee 6 -
and the Plan Revision Group to submit a complete prellmlnary
draft frequency assignment plan for June Medlan. :
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"2, . Committec 6 is hereby authorized to direct

Working Group 6-D to convert immediately its study of
sharing possibilities in the several bands inte a draft
frequency assignment plan for the Junc Median taking into
account the useful work of the Plan-Revision Group. '

"3, - Upon completion of the draft frequency assignment
plan by the Working Group 6-D, such work shall be sub-
mitted to the présent Plan Revision Group which will
rctain its present membership. The Plan Revision Group
.shall be responsiblé for putting in final form the draft

- agsignment plan for presentation to -the--Plenary dhssembly.,

nhy, In its work the Plan ReviSion Group shall. consult
~with such delcgations as may wish consultation, particu-
1arl% those wishing.to r ecommend changes or rcvisions., !
in the work of Working Group 6-D, and with such other
delecgations as may be desirable. .

"5, The Plenary Assembly decides to invite those two
organs of the Confercnce to work with the greatest
possible speed in order to insure examination of the
Draft Plan by the datc stipulated, under the direction
of the Chairman of the Conference, and with the delegate
of the United Nations insuring thé 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 naturc and duration of the inter-

. ventions and the decision to follow."

The text of this decision was.adopted,

Mr. Dostert (Secretary) moved that. a decision be taken
concerning the other questions to be placed on the fAgenda for
the Plenary Session to he held during the week March 1% to 19,

and especially concerning the possibility of taking into
consideration points 3, 4 and 5, already placed on the Agenda

for the Plenary Session of 3 March, - -

3) Consideration, if necessafy, of the Réﬁort of
Committec 9 (éudgot),_

L) Roporﬁ‘of'Committée Vi (Implgmentation)
5) Report of Committee lO'(Steering).'

7) Approval of the pending Minutes,
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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,

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 ustablishment of the final texts.,

The Assembly decided to hold on 14 March 1949 a Plenary
Session whose &dgenda would include the guestion submitted by
the Delegate of France and the approval of the pending
Minutes, . :

.~ Mr. Huth (UNESCO) said that he had not asked for a
further study’qutheﬂproposal of UNESCO. '

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 will be examined at
afternoon session of 11 March,"

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

B against,

1.70

The Plenary fhssembly decided to meet on 11 Ma§nh to
reconsider the proposal of UNESCO (Document No, 670).

Mr. Lazareanu (P.R. of Roumania)kébserved that this A
guestion had not appeared on the Agenda for the present Session

and &sked that the voting be repeated by roll ¢all., The
Soviet Delegate supported him, '

Mr, Sastry (India) poiﬁted out that no motion had been
presented by e Assembl% to re-open the discussion on the
ecision which had just been taken,

Mr., Lali¢ (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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1.74 Mr. Stovanov (U.S.5.R.) made the following »nroposal:

”The Plenary Assembly deciées‘that thé>proposal
of U.N.E.5.C,0, should be studied;either during the
Session of 11 llarch or during another Plenary Session,"

1.75 . The Chairman put to vote by roll call the decision taken
previocusly by a show of hands.

°  The result of the vote was as follows: 63 Delegations
presents; 17 in favours 29 cgainst; 16 abstentions; one
Delegatlon did not take oart in the votlng. ‘

1.76 ‘ The Plenary Assemblv, reversing its previous decision,
deciced not to reconsider on 11 March the vproposal of
U.N 5.5.,C.0. (Document No. 676),. ..

1.77 Mr. Huth (UN,E.S.C.0.),referring to the preceding
decision, suggested that tq1s question should not be raised
again in view of the fact that he would have to leave Mexico
by 12 March. '

1.78 Mr. lorales (Cuba), supported by Mr. Jacques Meyer
(France) and by Cant. MGGQ1 (Nicaragua), nroposed that the
Plenary Assembly decide not to re-oven the discussion of
the proposal of U.N.5.5.C.0.

1.79 Mr. Lalié (F.P.R. of Yugoslavia) made the Iollow1n°
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 nreviously taken on the
subject of the question of U.MN.E.5.C.0. It considers
that, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure of the
Conference, a decision taken in the course of a
Plenary Session cannct be considered in the course of
the same Session. Consequently, the procedure adonted
under the circumstances is not regular.'

1.80 The Chairman submitted to a vote by a show of hands
the proposal of the J€1€gdtLOW of Cuba. The result of the
vote was as follous: U3 delegntions in favour of the adoption

of the proposaly 10 against; 8 abstentions.

1.81 The Plenary Assembls thus decided not Lo re~open the
discussion on the proposal of U.MN.m.5.C.0.
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1.82 Mr. Huth (U.N.E.S.C.0.) expressed to the Conference
his sincere wishes and apnpealed to the spirit of international
cooperation with the object of success. (Apnlause).

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

The Assistant Secretary, The Secretary, APPROVED :
‘ The Chairman,

The Wettstein L. E. Dostert ' M. Pereyra

The Reporter,

J. E. Castaingt
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UILIUTSS OF THTD PLENARY ASSEMBLY

RFortieth Session .

1% Morch 1949 (afternoon)

The Chairman, Mr. Miguel Poreyra (Mexico), declared the
ing onen at 4209 p.m.

Delegntions nresent: People's 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,
Protectora%es and Overseas Territories of the United Kingdom,
Belgian Congo, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic (temporarily
represented by Nicaragua), Egypt, Republic of El1l Salvador
(temporarily represented by Uruguay), Kcuador (temporarily
represented by Brazil), Ethiopia, United States of America,
Finland, France, Guatemala (temporarily represented by Cuba),
Hungary (temporarily reprecsented by the P.R. of Bulgaria),
India, Indonesgia, Ireland, Iran (represcnted by Switzerland),
Iccland (temporarily represented by Denmark), ‘taly, Liberia
(renresented by the United States of Amoricaﬁ, Luziembourg
(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
Tunisla, Pconle's Federal Recpublic of Yugoslavia, Ukrainian
S.8.R, (temporarily represented by the Bielorussian S.S.Re.),
Southern Rhodesia (temporarily represented by New Zealand),
People's Republic of Roumania, United Kingdom, Siam (repre=
sented by France Overscas), Sweden, Czechoslovakia, Swiss
Confederation, Territories of the United States of America
Overscas Territorics of the French Republic, Union of Sout
Africa (temporarily represented by Ireland), U.S.S.Rey
Oriental Republic of Uruguay, United States of Venezuela,

Also present: Mr, L. Barajas, Vice-Chairman of the
Conference and the Observers of the 0.I.R, and S.C.A.P.

Secretary: Mr, L, E. Dostert,
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CONSIDERATION OF POINT ONE OF THE AGENDA: CONSIDERATION OF
THE QUESTION OF PRINCIPLE AS TO TH%R CHARACTER OF THE ¥EXT TO
ACCOMPANY THE PLAN AND THE PROGRAMME FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF THE DEFINITIVE TEXTS (Document No. 743),

Mr. Best (U.K.) thought that this questlon 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,

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 was in conformity with the terms of
reference of this Conference.,

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 governmon%s exceeded 1ts terms of reference.

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, ‘

Col, de Albuguergue (Brazil) made the following statement

"In order that the work of the present Conference might
lcad to a binding Convention, it would be necessary for the
Conference to be transformed into a Conference of Plenipotente
iaries. This has until now been impossible for the follow1ng
reasonss : .

"1) From the time of its convocatlon the present Con-v
ference did not have the character of a Conference of Pleni~-
potentiaries. S0 much so that the Credentials Committee for

the designation of Delegates accepted mere written communications

from the respective administrations or evén from the accredited
diplomatlic representatives at Mexico City.
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"2) 1In 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

- Adminis trative Council, This eventuality hasnot occurred up

to the present (Article 1, paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Convention).

"3) "The Convention is an agreement in the most general
formy i.es, 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 1/9th of the total,
Furthermore, we shall know that in any proposal which is

- submitted,.%here is anticipated the continuvation and com~ -

1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

pletion of our work in a spccial 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 'Agreement! 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 Confercnce of Atlantic City,

" Chapter I, paragraph 1),

"The provisions of Chapters 1 and 2 of Annex 4 of the
Convention show clearly that the result of our work could
lead only to an YAgrecment!,"

Mr., Lazareanu (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 preccedent of the Maritime Conference of
Copenhagen, which was an administrative confercnce 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
Corforence ltself and its narticular character as an adminis-
trative. Conforence, and on the other hand, the final act which



1.13

1.1k

1,15

1.16
- work, had rcferred 1ts results to the P.F.B. and there was

ns %0 ecas out of it, Tt act could be signed 1y pleni-

"potentiaries who would be either the Deolegntcs nresent at

the Conlerence if they received the full powers to do so,
or 1t could be signed by any other persons accredited by the
respective governments and having the full powers necessary.

Frow the legal point of view, it was perfectly possible
to solve the problem in that way and the Mo:ico CiLty ConTerence
corld draw up a convention. ' -

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 Plon
as not to be applied -- and properly applied, In order to
ontain that assurance, the final texts of this Co-forence
should have the greatcst possible authority and should be
acknowledged and endorsed by the governments themselves., Tho
finol act to be signed should be a convention to be ratified
by the governments concerned, B

Mre Col%t éo Wolf (U.S.A.) recalled that at the Atlantic
City Confecrence it had been decided that the Mexico City
Conference would be 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 "Agreement'" or "Convention'", The
esscntial thing was for the governments to approve the final
act, In fact, the Delegations present at this Conference would
sign 1t on behalf of their respective countries,

The Aeronautical Conference, after having finished its
no quecstion of its results and the agrecments reached being

incorporated in a document having the form of a convention,
With regard to the statement of the Roumanian Delegatc on the

" Maritime Conference of Copenhagen, he recalled the provisions

of Article W41 of the Atlantic City Convention by which "the
members of the Union recserve the right to conclude regional
agrcements for the purpose of settling teleccommunications
questions which are susceptible of being trecated on a regional
basis", It was a tradition in Rurope to draw up conventions
for the allocation of frequencics in thce medium=wave bands.

In this hemisphere the same question arose, but as the Mexico
City Conferencec was an administrotive conference, its con=
clusions should be incorporated in an administra%ivo agreement,

"He- favored the establishment.of an agrecment of that naturc

which could take the form cof o “gentleman's agreement", similar
to those often concluded by the U.S.A. and Moxico, for examplc,
in order to resolve certain difficultiecs of another type.
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1.17 Mr. Jacaucs Mever (France), Chairman of Working Group
10-A, said that in that Group a majority tendency had developed
to give the final zct of the liexico City Conference the title
of "Agreement",. A7;o, it had been agreed that this adninistrative

conference could not establish a "convention" and it was for
that reason, moreover, that Document No. 666 indicated in a
“footnote uhﬂt 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 Assemtly. 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 protestec against the introduction of the term "ratifica=
tion" because thai term was used only in the case of a conw
vention of plenipotentiaries. It was still possible to take
a decision against thet term, vhich did not correspond to

the terms of reference of- this Conference.,

1.18 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 saou?d be 'approved"
or "confirmed". It should be added that this concerned only
the countries themselves. Under the terms of the Atlantic
City Convention the administratiohs were governmental ad-
ministrations and for that reason the decisions of the latter
vere binding upon theip @overnments.- :

1.19 ~ He was formally in fﬂvour of an agreement (administrative
or otherwise). The agreement should be international and
should be annroved by the various countries according to
their respective COUSblthtlonal procedures.

1.20 - - Mr, Léotte (Portugal) wholly shared the point of view
of the Dolegaulop of the Roumanian P.R. An agrecement was not
a sufficiently powerful instrvment to assure proper application
of the provisions of the final act owing to the fact that it
would be apwnroved by the aCJID]StraLIOPS only. Broadcasting
referred not only to technical gucstions but also to questions
of worlcé expansion of a Dolit;caW‘characterr which-went beyond
the framewerk of the 7.T.U. In Portugal, for example, broad-
casting was dircctly subject to the Prc31dent of the Council,
He favored a convention and not an asreement.

1.21 . Mr. Kito (P.R.of Albania) also suooorted the statement
‘ by the Roumanian Delegate concerning the analogy between the
" Mexico Citv'Conforpncc and the Haritime Conference of
Copenhegens The latter, which was of a clearly administrative
character, had nevertheless cstablished a convention. Nearly
all of the Delcgations present at this Conference had



1l.22

1.23

1.24

1.26

- 6 -
(Docs No. 803-E)

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.

Mr. 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
drawvn 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 1t, and by virtue of the obligations which 1t 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- -
granh 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, Lalié (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 years! duration and
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~its application should be guarantced and respected by the

governments which accepted it. If certain Delcgations
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 suppofrted 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 governmentsSe. 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 supnorted the opinion of the Delegations which

deemed it necessary -to solve this question of principle by

the drawing up of a convention, owihg to the importance and
the duration of the Plan which this Confercnce was to draw up.

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
Confercnce, to be confirmed by the governmehts. If one
insisted upon the importance of the spirit of the final
agreement it would be advisable to stress that the spirit
which animeted 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.

If the Delegations of the U.S.Ac,'fhe U.Ks 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 onlys

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

Mr, Sastry (India) considered that the arguments pre-

‘sented in favor of .the drawing up of a ~onvention were not

convincing. Rcl. . I., %o thec apparenu analogy between the
Maritime Conference of Ccnerhn~zn and the Mexico City Con~-
fercnce, he stressed that the plenipotentiary delegates of
the Atlantic City Confercnce, 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)s Paragraph
2 of the document attached to the Additional Protocol to
the Acts of the Atlantic City Conference, with respect to
" the Europecan Regional Confercnce of Copenhagen, stipulated
that "the purpose of the Confercnce shall be to draw up a
new Roglonal Agreemont for European Broadcastlng, etCons!

‘The arguments relatlnﬁ to the 1mportance and the
duration of the final. agroement in no way tended to show
that that agreement should be a convontlon "de facto'e

1431 g Recalling that broadcastlng constituted a spec1a1
‘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 agreemcnt with the drawing up of

a convention, which only a conference of plenipotentiaries

could undertake.

1.33 Mr. Lazarcanu (Roumanian P.R.) proposed that the
' Plenary Assembly should take a decision on the adoption
of the follow1ng toxt amended by the Yugoslavian Delcgate:

"The Plenary Assembly decides:

n1) That the Final Act of the'Mex1co City Conference
shall be entitlced: Intornatlonal ngh Frequency
Broadcasa1ng Conventlon. - »

") Thls convention may be 51vnod by any member of

' “the Delcgations duly accrodlted to this Confercnce
whose credentials have been accepted by Committee
2 (Credentials Committee), and.shall be subject
to ratification by the different countrles.

"3) The’ convontlon shall be ratified by the
governments of the respectlvo countries.

1.3% Father' Soccorsi (Vatican City) was in favor of an
- ‘Magreement", which would not have the solemn character of
a '"convention" and which would not, for the moment at least,
1mply ratlflcatlon by .the aovornments concernede- o

1.35 Mr, Bardgl (Egypt) proposed tho adoptlon of the following
- text amended by the. Delogatlon of the Argentine and seconded
by the Delegatlons of the U, ,Q°, the UsKes France and

Nicaragua:
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"The Plenary Asscmbly decidess

NThat the Final Act of this Conference shall take the
form of an agrccment which shall be duly approved by
the respective governments of the signatory countries;

"That the-texts preparcd by-Working-Group 10-4
(Documents Nos. 666 and 729) shall bc drawn up
'in conformity with the-first. peint of'this proposal,."

1;36'_‘ Mr. Dos Santos (Paraguay) then prooosod the adoption
‘ of the following text:

"The Plcnary Asscmbly decides:

Ny, To give the Final Act of this Confercnce the
©© titde of: JInternational (or Regional) High
Frequency Broadcasting Convention;

Mm2) To specify:

"This Convention shall be signed by .all the members
© whose credentials have been duly acccptod by the
Mexico City Confcrence;

"3).- To specify:

"This Convention shall bc ygldd after approval -Qf the
signatory govcernmcnts according to their respective
constitutional oroccdure,

1,370 Mr. Lazareanu (Roumanian P.R.), sccondcd by Mr. Lalié

" (Yugoslavian P.F.R.), thought that the preceding proposal
‘diffcred very 1lit tle from the onc submitted by the Roumanian
Delegation and he was rc ady to inelude it in the proposal
fsubmlttcd by his Decleg aulon.

1.38 ‘Mr. DOSbOrt (Socretﬂry) road the text of the Roumanian
‘proposal amendcd by the Delegation of Paraguay, which was
to be submitted to the Plonary Asscmbly for approval by a
roll call vote: -

"The Plenary Asscmbly decides:

11) That the Final Act of this Confercnce shall
“be entitled: International High.Frequency
Broadcasting Conventiong

"2) That this Convention may be signed by any delega-
tion whose crecdentials have been approved and
acknowlcdged as valid by this Confecrences
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"3) This convention shall be valid after approval of
the signatory governmeonts, in accordance with
their recspcctive constitutional proccdures.’”

The result of the roll call votec was as follows: -

" There werc 66 delegations present, Twelve delegations
voted in favor of the propesal: P.R, of Albania, Biclo=-
russian S.S.R., P.R., of Bulgaria, Portuguesc Colonics,
Hungary, Poland, Portugal, Yugoslavian F.P.R., Ukrainian
SeS.R.y Roumanian P.,R., Czechoslovakia, and the U.,S.S,R.
Fifty delcgations votcd against the proposal: the Argentine,
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Burma, Brazil, Canada, Chila,
China, Vatican City, Colombia, Colonics and Protectoratcs of
the United Kingdom, Belgian Congo, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican
Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Ecuador, United States of
America, Ethiopia, Finland, France, India, Indonecsia,
Ireland, Iran, Iccland, Italy, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mcxico,
Monaco, Nicaragua, Norway, New Zealand, Pakistan, Panama
the Ne%herlands, Peru, Morocco and Tunisia, Southern Rho&esia,
The United Kingdom, Sweden, Switzerland, Territories of the
UsSsley France Overscas, South Africa, Uruguay and Venezucla.
Four delcgations abstaincd: .Guatemala, Paraguay, Siam and

Syrias
1.39 © The Roumanian proposal was rcjccted,
1,40 The Chairman then put the proposal of Egypt, amended by

the Argentine Delcgation, to a vote by roll call, The result
of the vote was as follows: There werc 66 delegations presents
Fifty-three dclcecgations were in favor of the adoption of the
proposal: Argentine, Australia, Austria, Bclgium, Burmasg
Brazil, Canada, Chilc, China, Vatican City, Colombia, Colonies
and Protectorates of the United Kingdom, the Belgian Congo,
Cuba, Denmark, The Dominican Recpublic, Egypt, El Salvador,
Ecuadory, thc United States of imerica, Ethiopia, Finland,
France, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, ireland, Iran, Iceland,
Italy, Liberia, Luxcmbourg, 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 étatos of fAmerica, France, Overscas, South Africa,
Uruguay, and Venezucla, Ten Delegations voted against the
‘proposal: P.,R. of Albania, the Biclorussian S.S.Rsy PeRe Of
Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Yugoslavian F.P.R.y Ukrainian
S.54Rey Roumanian P,R,, Czecchoslovakia, and the U.S.S.Re

Three éelcgations abstained: Portugucse Coloniecs, Portugal
and Siam,

141 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 Documents 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 7,15 p.a.

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

The Wettstein L.E. Dostert M, Pereyra

The Reporter:
Je Eo Castaingt



INTPRNATTIONAL Document No. 804~E
HIGH FREQUENCY BROADCASTING v
CONFERENCE 26 February 1949

Mexico City, 1948/49

MINUTES OF THF PLENARY ASSEMBLY .

Thrity-Fourth Session

25 February 1949 (afternoon)

\ The Chairman, Mr., Miguel Pereyra, opened the meéting at
DM, '

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

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

Frqugggy Asgignments to Germany., Japan and Snaiﬁ. (Document
No. . '

1.1 Mr. Stone (U.S.A.) made the followihg proposal:

"The Plenary Assembly instructs the Plan Revision
Group to allocatec 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 themseives
and not to the Occupation Authorities. Frequencies should
only be assigned to Spain for international transmissions when
this country was admitted tc 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 proposél which
had been submitted by Mr. Lerognon (France QOverseas):
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"The Plenn~ry Ascsembly decicdes that the freguency
assignment shall be made to S.C.A.P. as allied con-
trol authority and to the governmental authorities
occupying Germany but only for the duration of the
occupation, The final assignment of hizh frequencies
to Japan and Germany should be the object of subse~
guent agreements between the powers concerned.

"The fregquency 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.,"

Mr, Chien (China) made the following statements

"Regarding the assignment of frequencies .to the former
agressors, this Delegation is of the opinion:that
the frequencies which will be assigned by this Con-
ference, should be allocated to the Allied Control
Agency, but not to the countries. Vith respect to
Japan, these frequencies should be allocated to
S.C.A.P. Dbecause S.C.,A.P. is acting on the decisions
of the Far Eastern Commission. The frequencies
needed constitute a question which shoulc be de-
termined by the needs. bf the. .occupying. forces and
should be considered by the Plan Revision-Group,
After the conclusioir of the occupation, the frequencies
should be rcturnzsd to the I.7T.U. Regarding the future
neceds of Japan, this guestion is to be determined in
a future Conference, when Japan will have becn able
‘to become a nenber of the I.T.U., after the signing
of the necco trecety."
Mr. Naranjo Cornicac (Venczucla) tought that it was diffi-
cult To cdefine the responsibilitics of pcoples for aggression
committed during th~s recent World War when such neoples had
been led astray by their lecaders. It-was equally difficult to
define te what coxtent such pecoples should be punished when the

‘question arose of allocating frecuencies to their countries,

If a - criterion existed-for determining the extent of such punish-
ment, then it would be reasonable to consider the assignment of

a specifie number of channel hours in the manner which the
U.S:58.,R. Delegation had proposcd, :

The U.S5.5.R. Delegation had stated that assignments should
be mede to these countrics only for-internal broadcasting in
the 6, 7 and 9 Mc/s bands. Fowever, he did not sec what special
powers the Conferecnce held to prevent a country from using
short waves for broadcasting to other countries. He wished to
support the United States proposal, - .



- 3=
(Doc, BOL=E)+" .

1.7 Mr, Acton (Canada) seconded the United States pvoposal

and asked that a secret ballot be taken upon it.
1.8  ir., Teorov (BlGWOruselan S.S5.R.) made the foWIOW1ng state~
ment :

"The Delegation of the Bielorussian S.S. R.,categorlcally
objects to the.free interprctation of the Articles of the
Convention which the Argentine Delegation has permitted
itself during its interventlon. The actual state of af~
fairs indicates that the limitations stipulated 1n the
International Teleconmunication Convention, with regard
to .Spain, Japan and Germany, have not been withdrawn, that
we must rigidly respect them, ‘and that we must not permlt

;,uhem to .be v101ated as is being virtually proposed by
the Argentine Delegetlon.

"At the same time, the Delegation of the Bleloru551an S.S.R.
. considers: inappropriate the method consisting of an at-
tenpt to intimidate the Conference by reference to the
high pover transmitters which supposedly are at the dis- -
osal of fascist Spain and which, supposedly, ‘can hinder _
.us from implementing the Plan - as the Delegate of Portugal
has so diligently tried to ‘prove, _

"ot we, but Spain fac g the question of the conultlons
under whlch it ‘may be accepted by the U.N, and by the
I.T.U., and the same question is confrontlng 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 frlghtened by "powcr” rather, we must energetically
and consistently bring to 11fe the de0151ons of the Atlantice
City Plenipotentiary Conference and of the I.T.U. Con-
vention, which it is our duty to fulfll. o -

"In light of the foreﬂ01ng we also reject cauegorlcally ol

the proposal of the U.S.A. Delegation, as we consider that
it is, in essence, contrary-to the Convention signed «t

Atlan%lc City and to the actual state of affairs with re-

%ard to the form r agressor countries and their collabora~-
OTrs. o : X . ‘

"then 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- frequenc1es to Japan, Spain
and Cermany on the same. basis as to the derlociatic countries
of the world.
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"We believe that the correct qolutlon of the.question is
~contained in the proposal of the U.S.S(R. DeTegatlon

and we are, therefore, resolutely supporting it. At the
same time, we support the motion that the proposal of the
U.S5.5.R. Delegation should be subject to a secret vote.,"

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, 9593). A second telegram read: "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 o, II%g

In reply to a unStlon by the Secretary, the Secretary
General had replied in a third telegram: "We emphasize that
since Japan has been a member of the I.T.U. since January 24%h
1949, this question is now of historical interest'.

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.

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 supnorted the U.3.S.R, proposal that
Spain should be assigned not more than 20 channel hours.

‘Mr, Stone'(U S.A.,) said that there were 3 main points with
which the Assembly was now concerned:

Le Should the Assembly determine the maximum number of
channel~hours in giving instructions to the Plan
Revision Group vlth 1egard to frequency asslgnment
to Germany, Japan and Spain?

He considered that the Assembly was not the body best
equipped to doal with this matter. Therezore 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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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.

Should the Conference 1limit 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 comnetent 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 Croup in considering these requirements.

Cols. 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 1like to
remind the assembly that the ultimate objectives
of the Far Dastern Commission décision on the
post=surrender policy for Japan are (1) to ensure
that Japan will not again become a menace to the
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
firet objective, the Far Fastern Commission has

- a Reparations Committee which deternines 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 arec
svch items as arscnals, aircraft, machine tools,
munitions, sulphuric acid, shipbuilding, etc,

But nowhere is there mention of radio frequencies,
It would seem that the Far Bastern Commission,
which is the appropriate body for determining repara-
tions in the case of Japan, feels that more material
things than radio frequencies are to be exactcd
from Japan for reparations. Regarding the second
objective, I simply ask you gentlemen if thc action
some delegationg here propose 1is conducive to the
cstaBlishment of a democratic and pcaceful govern-
ment which will carry out its international
responsibilities, rspect 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.5.R. that "the problem must be solved by
- the Allied Council for Japan'", I would again point

out that the eleven-nation Far Tastern 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 Chalrman of the Council is either the
Supreme Commander himself or his Deputy.

"3, Regarding the distincﬁien 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 Rastern Commission as limited by the principles
and standards of all regional and. 1nternat10nal
telecommunications agreements, and the media of
telecommunications allowed Japan after the oceupat1ou
are for the determination of thé nations which paruic1~
pate in the formulation of the peace treaty. If too
many obstacles arc 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 Tastern Commission in such a

_-manner that Japan,if allowed media. of telecommunications
by the peace ureatvﬁw111 operate them in strict con-
formity with the torms of the peacc.treaty and as
limited by the principles and standards of all regional
and international telecommunications agreements,

"L, Regarding the statement of the Honorable Delegate of
- “Prench Overseas Territories made this morning, I
should like to point out that the statement I made
in Document No. 65% reads: .

"Itils hoped by the time the plan goes into effeoct
the repatriation of the nearly one—half million
Japanese soldiers who have not yvet been repatriated
from Wortheast Asia will have at least been largely
completed, thereby relieving Japan of the necessity
;-to broadcact to this part of Asia."

[

- And~ :Urt rermore I would point out that 15 of the 30
channelwhours$ now in use for international broadcasting
are beanied to ‘Northeast Asia and that S.C.A.P., has
agreed to a total of only 1) channel hours for inter-
national broadcastwng. :
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"5, Regarding the remarl 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.y Mr. SLoVLnov made the following statement:
"The U.S.S8.R, could not accept 460 channel hours but
would broadcast with an addwtlonal MOO channel hours.

1.14 " “"Mr, Lagareanu (P. R, of Roumania) made the following
statement:

"T"wo davs ago at a joint meeting of Committees 7 and
10, we heard a statement by the U.S5.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
obllcatloac previously undertaken by the Presidemt,

"Now this same Delegation, in the same¢ room and the
same placn? 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 proto-
cols. Do the motives which govern the Atlantic City
decisions no longer exist? Yes, they do exisg, for
the peace trcaties with Germany and Japan hawve not
been signed and, as far as I know, the U,N. declsion
on Spaingreferred 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 th: 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 govaern-
ments 4and the people which does not want them, We wish
to recall that a large number of the bravest sons of
our country fought tobether with the heroic anti~
fascist Spanlards 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, We love the cultural

we apnreciate its art and its magnificent popular
music,

"Hewever, our Dalegation considers that it wuld be a

- dis=service to the Snznish people 1f channel=hours
were a351gnea to S 1n mcause ey would be employed
by Frovren ené his reglme against the Spanish people
and agains t its great cultural tradltlon. Ve are
formally opposed to permitting Franco'n ~overnment
to announce by means of short waves the reasons why
the bravest sons of the Swanish 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 Scvict Urion. We
cannot admit that our Conference should enable the
spokesmen of Fescism to continue to make their
dastardly propaganda heard throughout the world,

"I “"efore our Delegation, and the people vhich sent
it to thls Conference, will never accept a mroposal
placing ‘Germany, Jopan and Spain on an equal footing.
We support the U.S.S.R. proposal to limit the al=
Jdocations to these countries to the mwnlmum needs
of their domestic broadcasting." :

1.15 | Mr. Stoyanov (U.S.S.R.) made the following statement:

- "Sinrce the proposal of the U.S.S.R. Delegation was
submitted, we have .listened to a number of new pro-
posals concernlng the question wnlch is being dis~
cussed,

"Te Delegation of the U.S.A. has submitted to the :
Conference a proposal that Spain, Japan and Germany
should be allocated channel hours on the same basis
as the other countries of the world,
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"My Delegation is perplexed and at a loss to under=-
stand how 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 1t possibleto pass a resolution, placing Spain,
Cermany 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.

y”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 consideresd it possible to grant to Germany,

Japan and Spain the right to join the Telecommunication
Union on the same focting 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 presumably 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 aporopriate auvthorities 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
apnly 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 1nv+h@ case 01 Germany and

Japan.

"This proposal of the U.S.A. Delegaticn evokes in us
feelings ol pnrple\ity and incomprehension, How 1s
it noss1b10 to make such a proposal on the basis of
the Conventlon°

"The Delegation of bhe 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 Sov1et Unlon the Ukrainian S.S.R.
and the Bielorussian S.S.R. oannot forget the barbarous
invasion of Franco'!s so-called "Blue Division", a
truly Fascist band

"The Delegates of the U.S.A. and of the Overseas
Territories of the French Republic pronose that the
océupying Powers- in Japan and Germany should be al~-
located frequcncies Why make allocations to occupy-
ing Powers and not. to the countrics themselves? The
Confercnce 1is maklng a distribution of frequen01es
among countries, and not among occupying Powers, in
accordance with. the current nceds of the countries.,

"The frequencics which are to be assigned to Germany
are to be uscd under the supervision of the Allied
Control Authorlty for Gelmany and those for Japan
under the supervision of the fllied Council for
Japan,

"The Delegate of the Chincese Republic pronoses to
allocate frequencics for the occupying Powers only

for the period of occupation, with tne understanding
that they arce to b2 returned to the Uﬂnon upon the
termination of the occupation. Lbus, .t the end of

the occupation, after the signing of peacc treaties
with Germany and Japan, when they -are candidates for
acceptance into the fe mlTy of the Unitecd Nati ionsy there
will not be in these countries any high frcquency
broadcasting at all., These countries must have national
broadcasts. \Thoy should be given rrpquencses, as I
have already said in my previous statement, but not
more than 20 channel-hours, i.e., just enough to
satisfy their national broadcasbﬂng recquirements,
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"Some Delegates have indicated the necessity of ex-
ternal broadcasting for S.C.A,P.5 but I must point
out that there is no nned for S.C.A.P, to broadcast
from Japan,

"The Delegate of Venezuela appeals to the sense of
humanity of the Conference, Heé cannot understand
how this Conference can pass sentence on the guil?t
-of these countries. Gentlemen, there were published
in the internati onal press enough facts pPOV1ng their
gqut

"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.5.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, Colon~l Johnson, Observer of S.C.A.P,, says that
at the present time the question of reparations 1is
belng decided, and that channel-hours are not 1ncluded '
1n the subgect of reparations.

"Thls, 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,

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

"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 u,S R., Mr. Tgorov, in which hec
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., p01ntfd out that the Delegﬂte of the U.S.5.R.
had stated that the propooal of the Plan Group
satisfied only 50% of the minimum broadcasting needs

of the Soviet Union, and that therefore at least 400
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channel hours of the latter's requirements were still
unsatisfied. Lt, Colonel Johnson was obviously at-
tempting to intimate to the Assembly that the Soviet
staterent 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
460 channel-hours, has satisfied only 50% of the
present minimum broadcasting needs of the Soviet Unionr?
The Soviet Union cannot, under any circumstances,

agree to reduce its national broadcasts by 400 channel-
hours., '

"Our Delegetion wishes once again to indicate its sur-
prise that certain Delegaticns express so much an.icty
regarding the disagrcement of Franco-Spain, and in the
meantime do not say a single word about what really
should cause anxiety to the Conference, namely, tThe
fact that the ncedés of the Soviet Union, which con-
ducted a fierce struggle agoinst Franco*s so=-called
"Blue Division'", composed of hired bandits,.are offer-
ed only 50% satisfactiion. ’

"The esteened Secretarv General of the Conference has
Ikindly read to us two telecgrams from the Secretary
General of our Union informing us that Japan, thrcugh
the foreign miristry and by diplomatic channels, has
expressed its desire to accede to the Convention of *the
International Teclecommunications Union., We don't lmow
why these telecgrame were communicated to us, However,
we are still more surpriscd by this being considerccd as
an acceptance of Japan as a member of the Union,

"From the special Protocol annaxed to the I.T.U., Con-
vention, it follows clcarlvy that Japan may accede to
the I.T.U., Convention only alter a proper decision
has been adopted by the responsible authorities, which
must be interpreted by us to signify a decision talen
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 ncac2 treaty with Japan.

"The refercnce in the telegram to S.C.A.P., is considored
by us as a clear misunderstanding. Our Delcgation is
therefore surnriscd at the extreme zcal shown by thz
Secrectary Gensral of the Union, Mr., Von Trnst, in rc-
lation to Japan. We arc amazced at the failure of tin
Secretary General to teke nccessary and proper measurces
with regard tc the Hongolian Pcople's Republic, which
has cxisted for the last 25 vears as in independent
sovereign State, and has b2cn paying mcmbership ducs
to the Union regularly for two ycars.
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"Mr, Ghairman, Gentlemen! The Delegation of the
Soviet Union registers its categorical protest
against the proposal of the Delegation of the U.S.A,
to allocate, on the same basis as to all democratic

nations cof the- world, channel~hours -to Franco-Spain
as well as to the former aggressor nations, Japan
and Germany, which are gu?Tty of provoking the recent
war and with whom no peace treaty has yet been 51gned

During: Nr. Stoyanov's oral -statement, Mr., Rabnp (Un1ted
Kingdom) Urotecbed against Mr, -Stoyanov!s relerence (Item 1,16)
to demilitarization in western Germany and Fequeeted the Chair-
man to rule those remarks out of order as being contrary to the
Dr1nc1pleq followed during the Conference.

The Chairman asked Mr. Stovanov to confine his remarks to
the Agcnda.

Mr, Jacques Meyver (france) recalled that t%o first telegram
read by Mr. Dostert (Soc«etﬁry) had becen read out at the 15th
Plenary Sessionji on this occqclon, the Delegation of France had
made a formal reservation respecting the accession of Japan to
the Atlantic City Convention (Items 3417 and 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 ccossien must be
avoroved not only by S.C.A.P. but also by the Far Zastcrn Com-
mission, on which Francc was represented.. IﬂSthCuWODS had becn
given to the renresentatives of France in this Commission to
votc against the accession of Japan to the Convention before she
had signed a pecace troaty. If Japan should be able to sign the
greonents arising from this Conferonce, the Delzgation of ‘France

-would have to includec its rescrvations in a spACTﬁl protocol.

Some Delcgotions had said that frequencies should be al-
located to the German pcople and not to the occupying authoritics
However, no German state cxisted and there:was no legal govern-
ment in Germany to whom frequencics could be allocated,

Mr, Dostert (Secrctary) recad the text of the U.S.S.R. pro-
posal: ' s

v

"The Plenary Asscnbly decides that to countrics which
were former aggressors and which bcar the responsibility
for starting the last world war (Germany and Japan),

~and likewisc to thosc countrics who achered to the
former fascist bloc (Spein), there should be assigned
a maximum numbcer of channcl hours, which in the case of
any country shall not exceoed 20, on the vnderstanding
that thesec will be OXClUSLVOly used for pUrposcs of
internal brosdcasting in tﬂe,é, 7 wnd 9 Mc/s bands,

Mr, Ocksnevad (Norway) propoSed that the two phrases 'on
the same basis as to other countrics" and Yon a similar basis"
be omitted from the U.S.A. proposal.
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Mr. Stone (USA) and Mr. Rapp (United Kingdom) did not
agree with this amendment and it was withdrawn by the Delegate
of Norway.

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 Roumanla)asked that the
Soviet proposal be put to a vote by secret ballot. .

The result of the secret ballot on the USSR proposal
was the following: 60 Delegations present, 11 Delegations
in favour of* thé proposal, 47 against and 5 abstentions,

The Assembly rejected the USSR proposal.

The Delegations of Argentine, Canada, Nicaragua and
United Kingdom, requested a secret ballot on the USA proposal.

Mr, Stovanov (USSR) submitted the original amendment
of Mr, Oeksnevad (Norway) as an amendment of the USSR Dele-
gation.

‘Mr, Ouspenskii (Ukrainain *SSR) and 4 other Delegations
asked that a secret vote be taken on the USSR amendment,

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

The Chairman then put the USSR amendment to a vote by
secret ballot with the follow1ng results 62 Delegations
present, 19 Delegations in favour of the amendment, 38 against
and 9 abstentlons.

The Assembly rejected the USSR amendment.

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 agalnst and 17
abstentlons. .

The Assembly rejected the proposal of the Delegate
of France.

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, 138 against, 5 abstentions;
there was one Sp011ed ballot paper.

The Assembly approved the USA proposal., with regard to
the allocation of channel hours to Germany.,Javnan and

Spain.
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Mr, Stoyanov (USSR) made the following statement:

. "The U.S.S.R. 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 instiga%nrs 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.5.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 o0f creating a special regime
for the former aggressor countries or for Franco Spain.

"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 1s 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.

"The U,S.3.R. Declegation considers that the countries
responsible for the last war with whom peaceful relations
have not yet been established and Peacc Treaties have
not been signed, i.,e.,Japan, Germany and their "spiritual®
ally, Franco Spain, sﬁould not be granted equal rights- -
to receive channcl-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, Thercfore, the broadcasting of these
countrics should be limited at present to internal broad-
casting exclusively.
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"The U.,5.5,R. Delegation categorically protests
against the deClslon. "It rcserves 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 other countries
of the world. My Dclecgation will insist on its
proposal," -

Mr., Burlan (Czechoslovakia.) made the following
statoement:

"The Delegation of Czechoslovakla must state

~that it cannot agrce with the decision taken by the

Assembly and that it reserves the right to raise
this question again in due course,

"T should like fofadd a few words to this statement:

"My unhaopy experienees of German concentration
camps fully entitle me to express my disappointment

at the decisions which this Assembly has just takcn,

If there are amcnzst us Delcgates who have had personal
experience of fascist concentration camps then these

’Delegates will certainly understand my point of view."

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 democratlc countries of
the world,

"We reserve the right to takc the appropriate

decisions."

, Mp, Egorov (Biclorussian SSR) made the following
statement H

"The Delegation of the Biclorussian S S.R. protests
categorlcally 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 countrics 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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"The Delegation of the 3ielorussian S.S.R. considers
that the decision just taken showr disrespect to the
peoples and countries which have suffered as a result of
the aggression of Germany and Javan. Like other similar
decisions, its effect is to undermine the very principles
and direc%ives, 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 expressecs 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
Conveéention. It is a sacrilege and an insult towards the
sacrifices of the democratic peoples who have conquered
Nazlsm and Japanese militarism, towards the bloo: of-
millions of human beings who gave theilr lives to ensure
the victory against Fascism and towards the millions of
victims of the Fascist barbarians. Additional Protocol

IT of the Atlantic City Convention clearly sas 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 taize such a decision.
We rfeserve our position with respect to the Secretary
General's telegram concerning the accession of Japan to
the Atlantic City Convention and we arc astonished at such
a decision of the Secretary General wnilst there are still
democratic countries not yet admitted to the ITU. We think
that, until a peace treaty has been signed with Germany anl
Japan, these two countries cannot be placed on an equal
footing with other countries, Under Additional Protocol
ITI of the Convention the same decision applies to Spain
until such time as the UN Resolution of December 12, 1946
is abrogated, that is to say until the time when Franco's
regime is overthrown, Therefore, thc Delegation of Albania
in the name of its government cannot acccpt the Assembly's
decision and reserves 1ts position with regard to that
decision."
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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 seale 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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. Mr. Ouspensliii (Ukrainizn €.S.R.) made the following statc-
nent: _ : : L

~ "The Delegation of the Ukreinien S.S.R. éatogorically proteste
against the resclution submitted by the Delcgoticn of the U.S.L.

and aoproved on Februery 25, concerning the cllocation of channele

hours to Germany, Jopan and Spoin "en the same basis".as in the
case of the other ceuntrics. : ) ' '

"Our Dclcgaticn will ncver be atle tce agrec with a rceselution,
which puts the formcr aggressor countrics Germeny and Japan,
which were guilty of starting the “cccnd World Yar, as well as
Spain which jointcd the Fascist bloc, on the same footing as the
denceratic countrices which crushed Fascism and suffcerced enornous

.

"Ie regord this dccisisn of the Plenery Lsscnbly, ageinst
which 18 countrics voted, as an insult to thc democratic countrics
which carricd cn their shculders the main burden cf the, fight '
against Fascien ond lost nillions of human lives in the-process
because of the Fascist aggressors. -

‘ "It is nccessary always to rcmenmber. that the former Fascist
countricg, Germany and Japen, and their "spirituel" ally Spain,

- uscd broadcasting for subversive Fonscist andtmilitary:propaganda

dircected against the demceratic countrices, fanning the conflegra-

‘tion of the Sccond World 'or.

"Therefore, until a Pecace Treaty with Germony and Japan 1s
signcd, and until thosc countries arc fully demiliterized, ony
allocation of channecl=hours tc them should be rigidly limited to
the barest ninimun, ond even then only for the purposes ¢f internal
broadcasting. Thoy should not be dffcrded any opportunity for
international brecadcasting. » :

"The samec limitations should bé 2pplied in the case of Fascist
Spain. ' ' -

"Thce decisicn, taken:by the Plenary lssembly on February 25,
granting Germany, Jepen end Lpoin conditicns equal to tho§e’grant0
to other democratic countrics is in conflict with the decislons
of the Plenipotentiary Confercence in Ltlantic City about the
specinl position of these countries, and cennot therefore be
considered lawful. '

"Our Delegaticn does not acknowledge this decision, ond will
categorically opposc any ccnsiderable assignments of channcl-.
hcurs to these countreis. by the Working Greup of'ComMittee.6 on
such o scale as to afford ‘then on ovportunity for international
broadcasting."
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1.39 ‘Mr. Jablin (P.R. of Bulgrria) stated:

”“ho Delcgation of the Bulgarian P.z. ‘protests’ ageinst the
decision just tukcn regarding the allccaticn of channcl hours to
Japan, -Germany. anc ‘Spain on the sene basis-as other countrics. It
regrets to record its dlsepn01ntncnt a2t the lack of true democracy
on.the part. of a number of Delegations r:prescntcd ﬁt tho Confcrcnce,
who have adopted that decisicn. \

~

. ~ "This decisisn is.in C”HtTﬂdlCtiCn net only withjcommon sensc
but- also with the decisions taken at itlantic City. It is also
disrespectful to peoples who have suffered as the result of the
former agg ;TCSSOTS, espec1Llly &s Spain up to-the. preésent time hag
shown no wish to Jjoin the fanily cf dcmocr tic nations. The
principle-of international solidarity ﬁnd‘Justico is undermincd

by this dccision.”

1.#0." a {7t ., 0£NnAr (Hun ery) cgtogmrlc 11y protestcd qgalngt thc do~

4

cision just taken by the .[sscmbly with reog urd‘to'thc “llocetlon of
frequencices to Germsny, Jopen. und Spuln T

1.41 r, Jocques Moyer (France) said that ho hed not understood the
ncaning of the words "on 2 similar basis" in the text of ‘the reso-~

" luticn. He assuried that the decisicn meant that the assignnments
nade for Gerrmany and Japan were nade to the occubqtion authorities
only. If this was not the casc, his Delegation, in signing any.
plon originating from this Conference, would -be obliged to 1ncludc

its rescervaticons in o special additiconal protocol.

II.. CONSIDEDATICN OF POINT Ti0 OF THE LGENDA: DRLFT RESOLUTION
: © SUBMITTED BY UNEcCO_(Doc. 676) B

2.1 ! , Mr. Lagarcanu (P.R: of Roumania) stated that resolutions sini-
‘ .lar to that subnitted by UNESCO heod been passed:at Geneva in 1936
and by the General Lssembly of the United Nations in l9h7
proposcd to.add the following to the second paragreph of tho
"Consideraticn" of the UNESCO resoluticn,: the final pert of the
'pcrmﬂrcph now rcwdlng

_ . "As well . os by the resolution of the: General: Lssembly of the
United Nntions conccrning "measurcs to.be taken against. propaganda
and the 1nstlg tors of a new war and by the propos 1s nmade by
C I ! . . .
Hc clco proposcd an ddwtl,n to tao flrst parﬁﬂrooh of the
"?ccommond“t*on" vhich would now rcaod:

Q" “Mthat the frcquoncics to be  assigned by the Conforcncc ‘should
not: be used for purposcs controry to nutual understanding and
tolerancce, or for purposes of propaganda, in whatsoovc" country
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‘conducted, whether it is either designed or likely to provoke or

encourage any threat to the pokce, breuch of the pcace or act of
aggr0531on."

Mr. Huth (UNFSCO) said that he wzould leave it to the
ssemb7f To decide if it wished to neke an additiocn to the text
of the resoluticn. '

~ ir, Roop (United Kingdon) was ' fully in agrcement with the
terms of the resoluti-n but felt that it was better to omit the
second paragraph of the "Considerations" rofcrrlng to the.
Conventicon of 1936. This Convention had had a different back-
ground to thot of the present Conference and much had happened
since -the time of its signature. It would be better not to
anplify the resoluticn in the nanner suggested by Mr. Lazareanu
(P. R. of Roumanlﬂ), as; with these amendments, thc terms of o
the resolution went far out51do those rf an Admlnlsurwtlve '
COﬂICTCﬂCO.

Mr, Mclegar (Mexico) warmly supported the preposal of UNESCO
paying o special praise to the mecsures advocated in the sccond
paragreph of the "Rcecommencdations'".. The constituticn cof Mexico
alrcady contained provisions to cnsure that such mecasures would
be taken. His country was much in symputhy with thc aims of the
UNESCO proposec .1 and had r“rc*’tly apprecicted the honour paid to
Mexico by the cppointment of cne of its citizens as Dircctor
General of UNESCO,

Mr. Stoyanov (USSR) was in favour of the resolution of the
UNESCO but also fclt that therceforcence to the Geneva Convention
of 1936 should be cxcluded. However, hce fully supported the
amendnents nroposed by Mr. Lazareanu which made Dogc, 676 more
completc and rnorce in accordoance with the task fac1ng the

“Conferencce.,

Mr. Lozorcanu (P.RE. of Rouncnia) did not agree with Mr.
Rappt!s remorks concerning the oddition to the text of the
extracts from tno UN resclution.

ﬂg_ﬁMorclcs (Cuba) was ready to support the rosolutlhn wvith
or without the amendments of lr. Lozareanu.

Mr. Huth (UNESCOQ) was prepared to accept the amcndments of
Mr. Lazarcanu and also.to declete the reference to the Geneva
Convention if the isscrbdly considered thot it was botter omitted.
However, if a uncnimous o~rconcnt could be cobtainecd, hc would

agree not tc anplify the toxt.

L vote, was then taken by show of hends on the amcendments of
the Delcgation of the P.R. of Roumanla.
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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 Albeania, Bielorussian S8R, P.R. of Bulgaria, Mungary,
Poland, Morocco and Tunisia, P.F. P R. of Yugoslav1a, Ukrainian
SSR, P.R. of Roumania, Czechosl Lovakia, USoR.

The following Delegations voted against the amendment:
Argentine, Australia, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile,
China, Colombia, Portuguese Colonies, United Kingdom Colonies,
Dominican Republic, hcuador, USA, France, Indonesia, Ireland,

Iran, Italy, Liberia, Mexico, Nlcaragua Panama, Paraguay, Portugal,
Southern Rhodesia, Uiited Kingdom, Swltzerland USA Territories,

France Overseas, Union of Scuth Africa, Uruguay, Venézuela.

The following Delegatwons abstained: Belgium, Burma, Vatican
City, Belgian Congo, Cuba, Denmark, El Salquor, Finland, Guatemala,
India, Iceland, Luxembourg, Monaco, Norway, New Zeland, Paklstan,
Netherlands, Slam, Sweden.

The Assembly reijected the amendments of the Roumanian Delega-

tion.

These details of the vote were included at the request‘of

Mr. Jablin (P.R. of Bulgaria).

Father Soccorsi (Vatican Clty)'wlshed to bongrctulate'the .

Delegation of UNESCO for presenting its proposal which was inspired

by a noble ideal, and would contribute to the mutual understandlng
of people and to peace., .

Mr. Jacgues Mever (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 Pariss was contribut-
ing, and would continue to contribute to the advancement of the

~aims and ideals of UNESCO

Mr, Lazareanu (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 obgect 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.X. proposal to elimi-
nate the second paragraph of the "Considerations' relating to the

1936 Convention.,
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The result of the vote was: 63 Delegations present, 32 in
favour, 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 51 Delegations in favour of the resolu-
tion of UNESCO, 1 against and 9 abstentions.

iggmégsemggv approved the 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 1947. ’

Mr..Egorov (Bielorussian SSR) stated:

* "The Delegation of the Bielorussian SSR regrets that the
majority of the Assembly does not consider it mecessary to confirm
the decision of the United Nations General Acsembly regarding:
'measures to be taken against war propaganda  and the instigators
of o new war't,

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

Mr. Lazareanu (P.R.’ of Roumania) made the following statemeut:

"The Roumanian Delegation was obliged to vote:ageinst the
resolutions contained in Doc. No. 676. We did this because of
the Assembly's majority decision to omit from the UNZELCO resolu-
tion any mention of the resolutions passed by the UN General
Assembly in 1947 concerning the measures to be taken against war
propaganda and the instigators of a new war,

"In principle, we were in agrecment 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 propagonda
by the mcans 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
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of a number of Delegations —.-who rejected the amendments to Doc.
No. 676 = to confirm the decision of thc UN General Assembly
regarding the "measures to be taken against war propaganda and
the instigators of a new war, as an obstacle to international
cooperation, and an indication of unwillingness to take all the
necessary measures for the cstablishment of a syablé peace," .

.. Mr. _Sitone (USA) could not accept the interpretation placed
by Mr. Egorov iBielorussian-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 TUNESCO
resolution. His Delegation fully supported the principles expressed
both in the resolutions of UNESCO and of the Gencral 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.

2426

- Mexico City Confercnce. :

.© ' Mr. Bgorov (Biclorussian SSR) said that if what Mr. Stone
had said was corrcct, then he regretted all the more that the.
UN resolutions would not be included in a recommendation of the

’

The session was adjourned at 8.15 p.m.

.The Assistanf Secretary: : The Secrétary: APPROVED
" T. Wetisteln " . . L.E. Dostert ~The Chairman
' o : ’ ’ ' M. Pereyra

The Rapporteur:
G.H., Campbell.
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Mexico City, 1948/49

United Kingdom Delcgation

Comnients on the Draft Agrcemcent c-ntained in Document 770

1. Committee 10 decided cn the 18th March that Delegations should
submit thcir commcents in writing to the Plenery fissembly on the draft
Lgrcenent conteined in Doeumcent 770, The United Kingdom Delegation
accordingly subrit the following cormcnts.

2. The United Kingdom Delegation submitted in Document 757 a
draft Agrcement which could be signed by Delecgaticns as part of the
Final fLcts of the Lonference, in the form required by the decision of
the Plenery lLsscembly on the 1kth March that this instrument should be
in the form of an Executive Jlgreercnt. This Document was referred

by Committee 10 to the Plcnary Lsscmbly together with Document 770.
In crder to facilitete the discussion, the United Kingdom also submit
their views hcreunder in the form of suggested amendments to Document

770

3. The United Kingdom Delcgation consider thot the lLgrcement
should contain a specific /rticle binding the countrics porties to
the Lgrcement to exccute its torms. There 1s no provision to this
effeect in the substantive articles of the fLgreement contained in
Document 770, but only a statement <f intenticn in the Preamble,
which would not result result in crecating legel obligaticns betwecen
the partics. In order to cnsure thit the Agrecment should be legally
binding, thc United Kingdon Delcgatirn propose the inclusi~n of the
following erticle as the first /rticle of the [greement, the form of

-

which is in accrrdance with norrmal internaticnal practice.

Excecutirn of the Plan

"(a) The Partics teo this Lgrcement shall opply the prevision
of theo Plan onncxc? hereto (hereinafter called the Plan),.

(b) In this igrccment the word "Plan' shall be decemecd to
include ©11 the phascs of the Plan which the signatorics
to this lLgrecement decem to be nccessary for the period of
operation of this lLgreerent.

(¢) The Plan shall constitutc an integral part of this
Agrcencent.!

4, Parograoh 2 of Document Ne. 770 as at present drafted confines
acceptance of the LAgrecenent to Members or fLssccilate Mcmbers of the
Internationel Telccomnunication Unicn. In view of the foact that a
najority of countrics which signed the Ltlantic City Convention has not
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yet ratified it, the United Kingdom Delcgation consider that it would
be desirable to make provision in the Mexico City Agreement to enable
such countrics %o become parties to it, even if they should not be
from_the strict Yegal peint of vicew Members or fLssociete Members of
the Internati-nal Telccowmmunicrtion Union at the time when they may
wish to accept the Mexico City lgreement. They accordingly suggest
that the words, "Any ccuntry, Mcmber or lLssoclate Member of the Inter-
naticnal Telccommunication Union" in paragraph 2 of Document 770
should be replaced by the words "Any country, or group of territories
listed in anncx I te the Internatiocnal Telecommunicaetions Convention
signed at Atlantic City on thc 2nd October 1947, or any country which
accedes thereto in accordance witl: the provisions of Article 17 of the
said convention',

5« In accordancc with the usual practice in Exccutive Agrcements of
Including in a singlec article provisions rcgarding the mecans by which
both signatory and non-signatory countries can become partics to the
igreenent, the United Kingdom Delegation suggest that paragraphs 2
and 4 of Document 770 should be replaced by the following single

Lrticle:
" Acceptance

{a) Signature of this [Lgrecment shall be subject to acceptance,
g which sholl be made without reservations.

(b) This Lgrecment shall also be open to acceptance, in respcct
of any country or group of territcrics which has not signed
this Lgreecncent, by any country or group of territories listed
in lnnox 1 to %ho Interrneticnal Tclecommunication Convention
signed at Atlantic City on the 2nd October 1947, or any
country vhich acccdes thereto in accordance with the pro-
visions of lrticle 17 cf thoe said Cenvention. Such accep=-
tance shall ke made witheout rescrvaticns. '

(¢) The acceontonce shall be effected by notice given to the
Secretary=General of the Internntional Telecommunication
Union (hereinaftcer refcrred to as the Sceretary-General)
who shall immcdictely inform all other countries referrcd
to in paragraph (b) of this /(rticle".

6. In order to cnsurc that there is ne misinterpretation of the scope
of paragraph 2 bis of Dccument No,., 770 (on compliance with the figree=
nont by countrics nct members of the I.T.U.), the United Kingdom
Delcgation suggest thot the first part of this paragraph should read
as follows:

"Countrics which orce not entitled to become parties te.this
Lgrecement urder Lrticle....(as given in paragraph 5 above)

and for which channel hours have been spocifically assigned 1n
the Plen, way notify their intention tc conform, without
reservations, to the provisionsSseses:.”
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7« In order to provide for the recent decision of the Plcenary isscmbly
that only onc phase of the Plan should be completed at this Confcrence,
the United Kingdom Delcegetion suggest that there should be a Protocol
of Signature anncxzed to the Jgrecment providing that the signature of
any country to the figrecment and to the June Median phase of the Plan
shruld net be regarded as effective until that country hes also signed
the other phoses cf the Plan. The United Kingdom Delegation suggest the
following wording for this Protocol:

"At the time of signing the Mexico City fgreement, the under-
gsigned Delcgntes of the Signatery Countrics declare thaty in view
of the fact that the High Frequcency Broadcasting Confeorence
of Mcxico City has only complcted the Junc Median Phasce of the
Plon, their si naturcs te thet lLgreement, including the June
Median Phasce of the Plan cnnexed thercto, shall not be re-
garded ags coffcctive until such countrics have significd their
agreencent to the other phases required to complcte the Plan'.
8. The United Kingdom Declcgetion propose to circulate a further Docu-
nent giving their views on the provisicns which it might be desirable
to include in the lLgrccment governing its entry into force.

9, The United Xingdom alsc recserve their right-to propose further
minor ancndments to the lfgrcement when it is considered by the Drafting

Committce.

H., FAULKNER
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The Secretary brings to the attention of the Conference the
following telegrom, sent to Geneva to be retransmitted to
certain administrations:

el w00~ m——— .

11 March 1949
SERVICE URGENT CONFERENCE TELESCOP

TO BURINTERNA GENEVA
FOR SECRETARY GENERAL

PLEA E SEND THE FOLLOWING TELEGRAM TO FRANCE BELGIUM ALBANIA
AUSTRIA FRANCE OVERSZAS BULGARIA BRAZIL POLAND SWITZERLAND
ROUMANTA CZECHOSLOVAKIA HUNGARY YUGOSLAVIA CHINA MOROCCO AND
TUNISIA IRAN MONGOLIA (QUOTE) PLENARY ASSEMBLY TEN MARCH
CONFERENCE MEXICO CITY NOT HAVING BEEN ABL” TO CONSIDER -
DRAFT ASSIGNMENT CHAFNEL HOURS BY COUNTRY AND BY BAND BECAUSE
OF INSUFFICIENTLY ADVANCED WORK HAS DECIDED TO POSTPONE
CONSIDERATION UNTIL FREPARATION COMPLETE DRAFT ASSIGNMENT
CHANNEL HOURS FOn JUNE MEDIAN SEASON (STOP) THIS DRAFT
MUST EZ CONSIDERED IN PLENARY ASSEMBLY BITWEEN FOURTZEN AND
NINETEEN MARCH “(STOP) 1IN EVENT AGREIMZINT CONCERNING THIS
DRAFT CONFZIRENCE WOLRI WILL CONTINUE AT LEAST UNTIL END MARCH
(5TOP) (SIGNED) DOSTERT SECRETARY CONFERLNCE MEXICO CITY
(UNQUOTE) FOR ALBANIA SEND DIRECTLY MINISTRY FOREIGN AFFAIRS
AND FOR BELGIUM SEND GENTEL COPY MINISTRY COMMUNICATIONS
COPY MINISTRY COLONIES (STOP)

SECRETARY CONFZRINCE

L. E. Dostert, Sceretary of the Conference
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Mexico City, 1948 /49
Committee 6

Report of Working Group F of the Flan Committee

Meeting of March 22, 1949

1. The terms of reference for this mecting were as follows:

"To recommend to Committec 6 a suitable location and
date for the convening of the Tecchnical Plan Committee,
which it is anticipated the Confercnce will decide

to set up to preparc additional draft frequcncy
assignment plans.™

2 The meeting was cttended by Canada (Chairman) Brazil,
France, India, Switzerlanc, U.S.4. and . S.2.R., members of the
Group, also, at the invitation of the Choirman, Belgium, Portugal
and the Secrectary of the Confercncce, as obscrvers,

3 The Cheoirman mentioned for the information of the Group that
the following I.T.U. confercnecs and mectings are scheduled to
be held in Geneva duraing the remainder of 1949:

a) The Provisional Frequency Board.

b) Regilon 3 Conference, May 18th

¢) Region 1 Confercncc, May 18th.

¢) dleronautical Confecrencc, to rcconvene July 3lst.

e) Administrative Council, Fourth Session, .ugust 15th.
f) Special Frequency List Confcronce, October 17th.

4, The Group was of the opinion thot if sufficicnt accommodation
and suitable secretariat would bc available in Genceva, for the
wholc of the period the Technical Plen Committce would require to
be in session, that Gencva, taking into account the I.T.U. General
Sccretariat is located in that city, should bc rccommended for the
convening of the Committcc. However, in vicw of the problem of
obtaining tho neccessary accommodation and sceretariat for the
Committce in Gencva, also that it is cssential for the Committee
to have its own snccialized secrotﬁrlbu, the Group decided it was
not preparcd to rccommend Concva for the location of the Committee
as it considered there was a strﬂgg poss iblliby thiat i1ts choice
would result in del~y in the production of draft frequency assign-
ment plans,
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5 The Group thercforce considered scveral other locations for
the Technical Plan Committec, a2lso the question of a rcasonable
datc for the Committee to convenc, and unanimously rccommcnds
to Committce 63

a) The Technical Plan Committec hold its scssion in
cither Belgzium (Brusscls) or France (subjcet to
confirmation, with regard to acceptance and city).

b) Thc Technical Plan Committece should convence in the
city finally sclected on Wednesday, Junc 15, 1949,

CH (ALRLES J . «‘“C T CN
Chairman Working Group 6 F
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REPORT OF WORKING GROUP 7-B

Working Group 7-B had received the following terms of
reference from Committee 7:¢ To discuss and prepare the texts
for the articles "Definitions" and !"Notification of Frequencies
to be 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 oeveral meetings with a
view to accomplishing its task. At the very outsety, I wish
to thank the members of the Group for the zeal and %he courteous
spirit in which they have participated in the meetings and the
discussions, which attitude has greatly facilitated my task,
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L.

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 1947 or any revision which
might possibly be made thereto, after the entry into
force of such revisionj

2 The words "Radlo Regulations'" designate the Radio
Regulations annexed tc the International Tele~
communication Convention signed at Atlantic City in
1947 or any revision which might possibly be substituted
therefor, after the entry into force of such revision;j

3 The word "Plan" designates the Mexico City Plan annexed
to the present Agreement, either the entirety of the oO#
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. '

5e The initials "IFRB" designate the International
Frequency Registration Board referred to in Article
4 of the International Telecommunication Conventionj

6. The initials "CCIRY" designate the International Radio
Consultative Committee referred to in Article 4 of
the International Telecommunication Conventions

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

i# The figure of 9 phases indicated in Document No, 627, 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 1s 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,

IT.
The first paragraph of the Article on notification of

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

NOTINI ™/ ™Tr™ 3 (7 PREQUENCIES

1ls a) Frequencies assigned by the Plan shall bear, as the
date of notification in the Infternational Frequency list,
the date of signature of this Agreement, (This is the
wording of 4rt. 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, 334%),

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

Under these circumstances 1t 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:

2e Modifications of the freguencies or of the hours assigned
by the Plan which may be made in accordance with the
provisions of Article ........shall be notified as scon
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 24 March 1949,
The Acting Chairmans

L, 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 /-B was
not cntitled to risc this question.

USA, Uruguay and Switzerland felt that, as the Group was
unable to get to the bottom of the gquestion, the question should
be rcferred back to Committee 7, and that anh addition should be
made to the Final Report in the form of an Appendix, to the effect
that o solution of the problem was rccommended.

Consequently the following compromise text was sent to
Committee 7 for all uscful purposes, and especially with a view
to including in it the f4genda of a meeting of Committee 7, or of
any other Committee, or even of the Plenary Assembly.

COMPHOMISE TEXT

submitted by the US, Uruguay and Swiss Delegations.

Recommerdation of the High Frequency RBroadcasting Conference
of Mexico City, 1948/49, to the next fAdministrative Radia
Conferonce for the maodification of certain nrovisions in the
gencral Regulations concerning the repistering"gf frequencies.

The High Frequency Broadcasting Conference of lMexico

City, 1948/49,

Considering:

that the Radio Regulations (Ltlantic City Revision) and
its annexces do not contain adeguate 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
refcrence list of the frequencies cestablished by this same
Committec;
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(Lppendix to Doc,808~E Rev,)

that the resolution relative to the establishment of
the new international frequency list stipulates in sub-paragraph
B the necessity for the establishment of such a 1ist to allow
application of the table of the distribution of frequencies
adopted at Ltlantic Citys

that &4rticle 6, paragraph 1, of the Telecommunication
Convention prescribes as onc of the tasks of the I.F.R.B. "to
effect an orderly rccording of frequency assignments" made to
the various countries;

that the Organization charged with "effecting an orderly
rccording of frequency assignments" cannot work in an efficient
manner when dealing with the high frequency broadcasting band
unless certain changes arc made in the procedure, -

Recommends ¢

1. That Column 10, fippendix 6, page 234 of the Radio Regu-
lations (4itlantic City Revision) be completed in the
following manncr by the Special fAdministrative Conference:
", ,...and periods of the solar cycle used (by dates)'",

2e That the Special Administrative Conference give instructions
to the I,F,R.B, in order to make surc that no modifications
arc cntered in the recording column (Column 2 a, Appendix 6,
Page 23%4) of the International Frequency List which would
not conform to the provisions of the High Frequency .Lssign-
ment Plan in forcc, a copy of which 1s maintained by the
I.F.R.B. (This 1at%er sub-paragraph is merely provisional).
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23 March 1949

Commititce 6

COLiTNTS OF THE DOLAGATION OF TEZ UNIT D STATES OF AMGRICA

The Delegation of the United States of America has observed
that "'at various times during the deliber-tions of the scveral
working zroups of Cormittec 6 the question of the appropriate
sunspot numbers To bc used for making plans has becen raised by
various rncubers,

The sunspot numnbers as commonly nmentioned are sunspot No., 70
and sunspot ilc, 5. However, a study of the guestion might reveal
that other sunspoz nunbors, for example - 35 instcad of 5, might
be morc app“\'rlacc, since prcalctvons of sunspot numbcrs applicable
to particul dates in the sunspot cycle are being continuously
rcviscd.,

oblem. It relatcs to the

There is an additional rcelated pr
' lan based on a particular

period of time during which a draf
sunspot number may be usciul.

P
D

A
L
e

[

Therc is a third quection vhich rel atos to the particular
months during wvhich a given season plan may be applicable, for
example - darlng what months shall the Junc 70 Plan be usecd; during
what months may the Bquinox 70 Plan be uscd, cte,

' It is the view of the Dclegation of the United States of America
that thesc arc important quections which should be studied by this
Confercnce in ordecr that the results may be available to the
Technical Plan Committcec or whatcever group subsequently celeborates
the series of plans following the Junc 70 Draft Plan bcing made by
~this Confercence,

Therefore, the Dclegation of the Unitced States of America
rocommends to Comnittec 6 that these questions be recferred to the
appropriate working group for study.

Fred He Trimner,

Vice=Chairman ,

Delegation of the United States
of America,
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Committee 6

RIOFPORT OF WORKING GROUP D OF THI PLAN COMMITTED

Jleeting of the 21st of March 1949

Working Group met tTo consider the following two-point agenda
nresented by the Chairman and was subsequently approved by the
Working Group:

1. Approval of the Chalrman's draft report at the previous

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
minimum season.

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 Committec 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 is contained in

Document No. 710, Paragzrapnh C, of the proposal of France and reads
as follows:

"(c) In the meantime efforts should also be madc to draw up
preliminary channel hour assignments for the December minimum
season, on the condition that such work does not impedc 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
carrys that is, Working Group 63 decided that it should not begin
the work of drawing up the preliminary channcl hour agssignments
for the Deccember minimuwa scason.
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Out of this discussion and ‘as an alternative to -the gbove
pronosal there develoned a proposal that Working Group 63 would
formulate genceral recommcendations for the future Technical Plan
Conmittee to usc in drawing up the December minimum plan. The
Working Group decided that a joint meeting with Working Group
64 should be held for the purpose of discussing this problem,

A joint mecting was requested and was agrecd to by the Chairman
and the members of Working Group 64 and the results of this
joint meeting will appcar in a subscquent rcport of Working
Group 64 which rcport decals with the more inclusive terms of
reference of Working Group 6A4.

Fred H., Trimmer

Chairman, Working Group 6B,

Due to thce shortage of time in which to prepare this report
for reproduction the members of Working Group 6B have not
becen given the oprortunity to approve this report. It is,
therefore, the rcport of the Chairman,

FchTb
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 Committee 10

Decisions Taken by the Steering Committee

on_the Organizatigg”pf the Vork of Future Mcetings . -

In accordance with the terms of reference assigned to Committee

10 by the Plenary Assembly in its session of 19 March, the followin

¥ XA y 9 : g
program was scheduled in Committee 10's meeting of 23 Marchs: '

I. Plenary Assembly Sessions on 28 and 29 March 1649

Agpnda

1, JInitial Report of Commlttee 7 (Document No. 030)

2., Initial Report of Committee 10. Draft Text of the
Agreement (Document No, 800).

3. Initial Report of Committee 6 on tho or ganlzatlon of the
Technical Plan Cormmittee (Committee 11).

L, . 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 drarft by those delegations wishing to
express their oplnlon bv this date (orocedure laid down
. in points 5 and 6 of Documgnt No. 696),
e« Iinal Report of Committee 77 : y
. Final Report of Committee 6 oq the Technical-Plan Committee.”
» Final Report of Committee 10.
« Final Renovt of Committee 6 on the Preamble to the Plan. #
. Comments by those delegations which have not expressed
their opinion at the time of the submission of the Plan,
(In acceordance 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.

#1f the ﬂebortq have been approved during the sessions of the Plenary
Assembly on 28 and 29 March, Committee é shall then submit them as
final documents for a first reading.
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Plenary Assembly Sessions of 7 and 8 Aprii 1949

1. Tinal Report of the Plan Revision Group (submission of
the final plan on the basis of the comments mentioned
in Agenﬁa IT, ‘items 2 and 7). x
2. -Report of Commlbtee .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
o services for the Technical Plan Committee (Committee 11)
3. Final Report of the Drafting Committee, final reading of
the texts.
4. Approval of the outstanding Minutes of Preceding Sessions
of the Plenary Assembly. ' o

Closing Session of the Plenary Assembly.
Sauurdavq 9 Aurll 1989, 11 a.n.

Slgnlpg of the Hexico Cﬂty Agrcement

Committee 10 has created a Uorklng Group =-- composed of the
Delegates of France, U.S.S5.R., U.S.A., Argentina and of the
Secretarv of the Conference -- instructed to drav uo a draft.
of swmp1111ed Rules of Procedure for the ‘Technical Plan
Committce. ,
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Committee 6

PLAN COMMITTEL

Agenda for the 27th Meeting to be held at 10,00 a.m. March 25

1.
2.
3.
4,

5.

74

Approval of the Report of the 25th Meeting of the
Committee (Doc, No. 760),

Consideration of action to be taken concerning Doc., No,.790.
Report of Working Group B (Documents Nos. 798 and 811).

Report of Working Group D (Documents Nos, 780, 781, 782
and 783), .

Report of Working Group F (Doc. No. 807),

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 Which chamnges
should be made to meet seasonal variations dd ionospheric
gonditions (Documents Nos, 242 and 810). :

Miscellaneous.

Gunnar Pedersen

Chairman of Plan Committee
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Mexico City, 19h:0/49

Committeec 7

REPORT

of the Implementation Committee
1¥th Mecting
16 March 1949

The Cheirman, Mr. Milen Lalié, declercd the mecting open at
10:30 a.m, He was assisted by Mr. Manuel -Bivar, First Vice=Chair-
man, -and by kr, F. C. Chicn, Second Vice-Chairman.

Berfore reading the Agondey the Cheirmen announced that Mr.
Agustin Garcia Lépez, Minister of Communications and Public Works,
had becn injurcd in an automobile accident and hospitalized, He
proposed thot the Committce rcquest the Secretariat of the Confer-
cnce to transmit to Mr. Lépcz the Committce'!s best wishes for a
prompt rccovedy. The Delegates hecertily supported the Chairman's
proposal, ’ ‘

0]
- o}

The Cheairman rcad the .genda, as follows:

l, Comnsidcration of a proposal by the Delegation of Brazil
concerning a recommend-tion to the I.#.R.B. which might
constitute a Paragraph 5 of the Recommendations contained
in Document No, 735, o

2+ Consideration of a proposal of the French Delegation,

3. Consideration of the Indien Proposal (Documents Nos. 648,
635 and 633). e

4, Considcration of the proposal of Groups 7-B and 10-4 to
incorporatc, into the functions of the organization
responsible for the application of the Plan, the study of
tomporary modifications of thce Plan (Document No, 709).

5 Consideration of the proposal by the U, K. Dclegotion
(Document No. 754%). E

The Committee approved the Jgenda,
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Mr. Catd (I.F.R.B.) made the following declaration:

"I beliceve that this Committec has accomplished an impor-
tant phase of its work by approviag by a majority of votcs
the Report of Working Group 7-4L. During port of the elabora-
tion of that Document (No. 735) I had the plcasurc of colla-
borating indirectly, answering questions of the various dele-
gations as best I could, and I wish to express my thanks to
Mr., Lazareanu,® Cha1rman of wWorking Group 7-L, for having had
the kindness to refer to that circumstance. s

“This seecms ar opportune moment for me to explain to this

~Committec the reasons for my attitude during the final
~discussions which preceded the voting on Document No, 755,

" During. that finnl phaose. I decmed it benceficiall tq:refr01n,
- more’ than -.evcr, from -intervening. or, takingrpart in the dis-

“cusgions,. or'from giving way to the temptation:of emitting

!

¢ opinions ‘which might have altered, in any monner, the balance
- of the two tendencics vhich have been opposcd for several

morith§” at this Confercrnce cohecdrning the implcementation and
administration of the High Freoucncy Broadcasting Plan.

"Mr. Chairman, dlthough therc may have been others, that
wasS the most important rcoson for my silunce, regarding which
I hove heard certain allusions, I hope that, in time, the
delegates will acknowledge -the advantages of that strict ncu-
trality on my part, cspcc1wlly in view of the strong currcnt
of opinion now surging in this Confcrence in favor of charging
the I.,F.R.Bs with thc implementation and administration of the
High Frequency Broa dcasting Plan, Since I belong to that
Board, and in vicw of ~the fact that, up to this moment, it
has not becen possiblce to obtain a unanimous opinion, I bclieve
that I should not lead any delegation to think that my opinions
havo hclped the vicwpoints of thecir opponments,

”Op the othor hand I wish to eccll the attention of this

- Commiittec to the dOllC&by of my pOolthD, since the I.i"sReB.

is a Board which decidcs by majority, and which I cannot

- commit by my personal opinions.

"Flnﬁlly, ML, Ch81rm<n, allow me tor repeat what I have
alrcady stated in Group 7-i. The only preconceived attitude
of the I.F.R.B. consists in accepting gladly any additional
task which the Members of the Union may assign to-it. For
this, I think, only thrcc elements arce necessary: legal powers,
funds and qdd‘tlonal personncl. How these arc to be granted
to the I.F.R.B. is -a gquestion which I cahnot'answer, It
rather secms a matter for legal experts. For the time being,

"I shall limit myself to calling attention to th¢ fact that,

if in the end the task of tlc implementation and admlnlstratlon
of the High Frequency Broadcacting Plan is assigned to the
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LsFeReBsy it will be highly desirable that such attributions
should be corceived and expresscd in the clearest of torms

so as later not to givc rise to difficulties of intorprota%ion
within that Board." :

'Considerat;on of the proposal of the Delegation of Brazil,

, Colonel Albuguerque (Brazil) read the recommendotion which
- his Declegation proposed to add to the four paragraphs, already
adopted, of the recommcndations of ‘Jorking Group. 7-4 (Document No,

- 735) ¢

5) "The I.F.R.B., in the light of the experience which it

will have acquired in thc implementation of the Plan, chall
present to the Plenipotentiary Confercnce of Buenos Lircs (1952),
in the manner prescribed by the Regulations of the Union,

the suggestions or information concerning the opportuni?y of
forming or not forming a spccial organization charged w;uh
coordinating and operating thc high frequency broadcasting
assignment Plan," -

Having presented his proposal, the Delegate'of“Brazil
‘made the following statement: '

"The proposal presented by our Delegation contains the

possibility of forming the organ rcferred to in paragraph L4

of ‘the 4Ltlantic City Recommendations. That Confercnce,
acknowledging that upon that occasion it was not necessary to
form that organ, charged the present Mexico City Confercnce
with the task of '"making the recommendations deemed convenicnth
for the future Buenos Lires Conference, with a view to tnc
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 cmitting an opinion as to whether or
not it would be appropriate to present suggestions conccrning
that subject, is contrary to vhat is stated expressly in thec
toxt referred toy, which is definitely positive and even con=
tains certain prccisc directions, This is all the morc obvious
because it would bc inadmissible for our Conference to csta-
blish a high frequency assignment plan withoéut providing in a
simple form the designation of the organ in question, :

"However, our Conference cannot establish that orgaon,
because the arorementioncd paragraph 4% does not stipulatc it,
That was the rcason for which our Committee selected tho
L¢FeReB o+ to charge it provisionally with the mission rceconme
nendced- in Document No. 735, with the functions indicated in
Document No, 627, '









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































