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The meeting was called to order at 3.10 p.m. 

AGENDA ITEM 39 (continued) 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLARATION OF THE INDIAN O~J\.N AS A ZONE OF PEACE 

(A/34/29, 45 and Corr.l, 357, 542) 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now take a decision on the draft 

resolutions recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean in its 

report (A/34/29). 

I shall now call upon those representatives who wish to explain 

their vote before the vote. 

Mr. PHAM NGAC ( Vi.et N9)11): My delegation wishes to make clear a 

specific point on the draL resolutions now before this Committee. 

My delegation has alw :tys supported the establishment of a zone of peace 

in the Indian Ocean. It shares the concern of many countries of the 

region regarding the presence of foreign military bases and warships, which 

are threatening the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of 

countries as well as the peace and stability of the region as a whole. 
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( Tlr. Ph an H gac, Viet IJ am) 

r1y delee;ation, however, considers that the notion of the so-called 

n[Sreat-Power rivalry' mentioned in preambular paragraphs 4 and 5 of draft 

reso::..ut.ion A lS bot;h inac..:curate and misleading, for it fails to 

reflect :ceality and clearly lacks oujectivity regardinc; the situation ln 

the region. 

Apart from this shortcoming, the tuo draft resolutions contained in 

document A/34/29 are constructive and in the opinion of my delegation would 

promote the establishn:ent of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean. l"!Y 

delegation will therefore vote in favour of draft resolutions A and B. 

Nr. MULLOY (Ireland): On behalf of the Nine member States of 

the European Community, I propose to make a statement by 1ray of clarification 

of our vote on the draft resL•J utions containeC: in document 34/?9. 

The Nine members of the European Community abstained in the vote on 

the resolution on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace in 1978. In explaining 

their vote, the Presidency noted the support which the European Community 

traditionally gave to regional arms control initiatives. I \·rish again to 

place on record the Nine's continuing support for such initiatives. The Nine 

also share the wishes of the States in the Indian Ocean area to further the 

peace and stability of that region. 

The Nine followed the course of the recent meeting of littoral and 

hinterland States with interest, and took note of the Final Document adopted 

at that meeting. 'de believe that the meeting marl;:ed an important stage in 

the development of the proposal on the Indian Ocean as a z'lne of peact~. 

But we noted that the Final Document was not adopted unanimously, and that 

a number of States had reservations about elements of the document. In their 

explanation of vote last year, the Nine member States also expressed 

reservations concerning in particular the lack of a clear and agreed definition 

of the area of the Indian Ocean peace zone, and the activities to be excluded 

from it. The Nine member States emphasized the need for firm assurances 

that freedom of navigation by sea and air 1vould be guaranteed to all nations 

and that the provisions of the law of the sea -vrould not l'e contravened. He 

believe it would be premature to move to a conference until those questions 
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(Mr. Hulloy, Ireland) 

The Nine member countries of the European Community have therefore 

decided to abstain on r'!raft resolutions A ancl B submitted this year. But ln so 

doing, they wish to make clear that such an abstention does not prejudge 

their attitude towards the enlargement of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 

Indian Ocean and participat,ion in its vork. 

Mr. TROY.ANOVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation 

from Russian) : The delE~gation of the Soviet Union wishes to give its vlews 

on the occasion of the vote on the draft resolution relating to the 

Declaration of the Indiart Ocean as a Zone of Peace -vrhi ch vras explained in 

detail by the representai.i ve of Sri Lanka, Ambassador Fernando, at the meeting 

of the First Committee on 12 November. 

The Soviet Union, =-ike most States l"'rembers of tl1e United :Nations, is 

in favour of the implemerctati-:._n of the 1:eclare1tion 011 the Indian Ocean 

"lvhi ch would make that ocE, an a zone of peace. That is due to the policy of 

principle follovred by thE, Soviet Union. The Soviet Union starts from the 

premise that the fundamertal tenet for the creation of a true zone of peace 

in the Indian Ocean is tl.e elimination of all foreign military bases in the 

region and the refusal tc' create new bases. Of course, when r;iving practical effect 

to the idea of making thE· Indian Ocean a zone of peace, the norms of international 

law on freedom of navigaiion should not be jeopardized. Nor should scientific 

research in that region 1 e hindered since it is of paramount importance for 

the economy and security of many States. That is our position of principle 

concerning this question, 

He -;rievr -vrith underctanding the interest exnressed by the coastal 

States of the Indian Ocefn and believe that on this question their 

interests and ours are ir ~1greener1t. However, after studying carefully the draft 

resolution on the implemEntation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean 

as a Zone of Peace, the ~oviet delegation wishes to state that it will be 

compelled to abstain in the vote on draft resolution A, In fact, if; 

contains elements -vrith -vrhi ch tbc Soviet Union coulJ not agree. 

l a1:1 referring, first, to the so-called "great-Power ri valry 11 



EC/2 A/ C .1/ 34/PV. 50 
8-10 

(Hr. Troyanovsky, USSR) 

res 2. source of tension ln the Indian Ocean region. The Soviet 

delegation has explained on more than one occasion why it was not possible 

for it to accept that formula. "Great-pmrer rivalry" prest.:.pposes 

ti1at all those States, including the Soviet Union, bear responsibility 

for the tension prevailine: in the Indian Ocean. In this 

connexion certain delegations, as the work of the recent meeting of the 

littoral and hinterland States shovrs, have interpreted that term to 

n:ean that the main cause of tension in the region is the military 

competition or rivalry of two Powers - the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Is that assertion vell founded? In the Indian Ocean basin, the Soviet 

Union like other States, possesses certain interests as vre have said quite 

frankly on more than one occasion. Practically the only sec~ lane open 

throughout the year vrhi ch links Europe with the far -:'ast passes through the 

Indian Ocean. Hhat is also important for us is to ensure the national 

security of the Soviet Union in view of the fact that the waters of the 

Indian Ocean are in direct proximity to the southern frontiers of our 

country. However taking account of natural, legitimate interests, the 

Soviet Union does not threntcn anyone or anything in the Tndian Ocean, Quite 

the contrary, we are in favour of the oroadening of deteEte in the ree;ion, and 

the cessation of the arms race there as elsevrhere. The Soviet Union 

has not installed in the Indian Ocean region any launchers of strike weapons 

and does not carry out larc;e-scale manoeuvres there. Our country does not 

use naval forces for military manifest at ions in the Indian Ocean or near 

those countries seeking to assert and affirm their indenendence. Nor does 

the Soviet Union seek to establish military bases in the region of the 

Indian Ocean or to for:n military contingents designed to interfere in 

the internal affairs of States in the region or elsewhere. There can 

therefore be no question ca';soever of rivalry or cnr;metition. 
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\That vrould it mean for tr e Soviet Union to consent to the thesis 

of rivalry as a source of tenEion in the Indian Ocean? It wculd simply 

mean a readiness on the part c f the Soviet Union to share 1Ti th the 

United States the blame for t:re age;ravation of the situation in the 

Indian Ocean. He cannot accq:t this nor 1vill 1ve accept it. 

There lS another element in draft resolution A concerning which 

we believe it essential to give our vieHs. The draft contains o.n appeal by the 

General Assembly to the Uni tecl States and the Soviet Union to rcsumP -vrithout 

delay thetalks on the limitations and reduction of military activities in 

the Indian Ocean' nnd Gn cxprE ss ion of YC::';ret that those tall<::s have been interrupted. 

Ue understand very 1vell the profound concern of the littoral 

and hinterland StatPs in vie1v of the fact that the Soviet-American tall<:.s have 

not been resumed. The success of the tall:s -vrould reflect practical results 

in rer;ard to the implementatio'l of the DPclaraticn of the Indian Ocean as 

a Zone of PPacP. 

Furthermore, as emphasizE:d in the statement made by the Foreign 

Hinister of the Soviet Union at the sppcial session of the General Assembly 

en disarmamPnt, agrPemPnt on thp limitation of weapons in such a 

vast region Hould have very cl,~ar effects on the intf'rnational situation 

as a uhole. Hhy is it that th<~ tall;:s behreen the United States and the 

Soviet Union have not been res-ll!led? At first they went q_uite -vrell. 

Some proc;r0ss T-as made, and 1,11: sm,r the outline of a possible agreement 

beginning to emerc;e ,which the ::>oviet delegation reported in due course to the 

Ad lic>c Committee on the Indian rcean. IIoHever, the Uni tPd States breke off 

the talks and,if' spite of our :~epeated proposals, it is refusing to agree 

to the resumntion of the tall;:s. At the smnmit meeting held in Vienna behreen 

Mr. T:lrezhnev, General Secretar;r of the Cc'ntral Co:mmi ttf'e o:f thf' Communist 

Party of the Soviet Union and President of the Presidium of the Supreme 

Soviet of the USSR, and Jvir. Carter, President of the United States, agreement 

vas reached that the appropriate representatives of both sides would immediately 

meet to discuss the q_uestion o'' the l'esumption of talks. Such a :meeting took 

place. Houever, the United States side, once again, did not agree to establishi21g 
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specific dates for the resr· ~pticn of talks. Furthermore, recently 

the United States has tru{en a number of steps to escalate its military 

presence in that region. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, its position 

remains unchanged. The Soviet Union is still ready to continue the Soviet

American talks responsibly and in a positive spirit. 

Those are the facts which we believe should be reflected in the draft 

resolution. However, the relevant paragraph of the draft resolution is 

vrorded in such a vray that it is impossible to determine vrho is to bear 

responsibility for the fact that the Soviet-American talks h: .·e been broken 

off, which side is not agreeing to their resumption. vle cannot agree vdth such 

an interpretation of the situation with regard to the Soviet-.A.merican talks. 

The points I have set forth make it impossible for us to support 

dra::'t resolution A on the Indian Ocean. Hovrever, this fact in no -.ray 

changes the position of principle of the Soviet Union with regard to the 

idea of transforming the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. It is 

impossible to achieve this vrithout broad and constructive co-operation 

bet-.reen the littoral and hinterland states of the Indian Ocean on the one hand 

and the other State'S that make broad use of that Ocean on the other. 

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it is ready to extend such 

co-operation. An objective basis for this exists, inasmuch as both the 

States of th~ Indian Ocean and the Soviet Union have a profound interest 

in the strengthening o~ peace and security in that part of the vrorld. 

Furthermore, at the stage when the Declaration of the Indisn 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace is being implemented; the combined efforts 

of States to att['.in tl:.is ~c~.l becoi'le irr.Hediately 2nd urc;ently 

neccss~:ry. 

On tne basis of these considerations, the Soviet delegation will vote in 

favour of draft resolution B on the Indian Ocean. 

\le are authorized to state, in this regard, that the Soviet Union 

js ready to approva the prposals in that draft resolution and to join the 

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, which has been entrusted with the 

Preparatory \rlork for the convening of a conference on the Indian 
Ocean and the preparation of an appropriate international agreement. 
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There is no need to go into any great detail in explaining that 

this decisicn of the Soviet Union is of grc-ct international 

significance. The readyness of my country immediately to participate 

in working out an agreeraent to transform the Indian Ocean into a zone of 

peace very clearly demonstl'ates its adherence to the idea of peace and 

disarmament. 

He should like to assure all the members of the Ad Hoc Committee on 

the Indian Ocean that in j c'ining that body the Soviet Union will do everything 

in its power to see to it that that Committee achieves success in its work. 

He realize that there inter:>st in certain circl<:'s in preserving international 

tension in inter alia the region of the Indian Ocean and 

in doing ~verything possibl~ to hinder such ~o-op~ration between the Soviet 

Union and the countries of the Indian Ocean. To those ends they are making 

active 'J.Se in particular of the unjustified argument about the rivalry of 

the great Po-vrers as the major source of tension in the region of the Indian 

Ocean. Therefore, in our vimr, it would be appropriate in the future 

to abandon that doubtful position, which reflects a baseless political 

approa-::h and might hinder the impleeentation of decisions upcn ivhich depends 

the idea of transforming the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. 

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Poland has consistently expressed its support 

for the idea of the establishment of zones of peace in various parts of the 

world as an important measure of regional military detente vThich should 

contribute to the strengtheo.ing of the security of States within such zones 

and of international security in general. In particular, Poland welcomes the idea 

of creating a zone of peacE in the Indian Ocean, provided of course its 

establishment would not infdn[!:e :he generally accepted norms of 

international law concernin?; the freedom of navigation of ships of all 

States on the high seas. l'lort>over, it has always been :.he> view of my 

delegation that the elimina~ion of all military bases from tlw Indian Ocean 

is of' key importance for th<~ successful implementation of the Declaration 

in question. 
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(Mr. Sujka, Poland) 

Poland follows with interest the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 

Indian Ocean. Ue strongly support the prcposal to convene 

a conference on the Indian Ocean in 1981 as envisaged in draft resolution B 

contained in the latest report of that Committee. 
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I should like to ava:.l myself of this opportunity to announce 

that Poland, as one of ma,for maritime users of the Indian Ocean, 

is interested in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee and in the preparations for 

the Conference on the Ind:.an Ocean as a measure of implementation of the 

Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. 

Having said that, I c:annot but express my delee;ation 's sincere 

regret that draft resolut:.on A embodied in the report of the Ad Hoc 

Committee on the Indian Oeean contains some formulations vrhich are 

evidently not in keeping vith the existing realities in the area or 

are just unfair to some States. 

First of all, we cannot ~cccpt a gencrr>.l thesis en 11great-Power 

rivalryn as a source of tEmsion in the Indian Ocean without differentiating 

between those Polrers uhicl. are really stepping up their military activities 

in the region, particularly by setting up new military bases there, and 

those ivhich are not doing so. He believe that inclusion of such 

formulations in the draft resolution clocs not help in the development 

of constructive co-operatjon among all forces genuinely interested in 

the transformation of the Indian Ocean .into a zone of peace. 

Liy delegation consid<: rs also ·~s unobjecti ve t~ose provisions of 

draft resolution A ivhich, while rer;rettinr; the suspension of the Soviet

American talks on the limjtation and subsequent reduction of military 

activities in the Indian Ccean, create an impression that both sides 

are responsible for the s1.:spension of the talks. 

In these circumstancEs, while fully supporting the idea of 

establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean, the Polish 

delegation will abstain f!om voting on draft resolution A and vrill 

vote in favour of draft rEsolution B. 
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lir. KOSTOV (Bulgaria): 'I'he People's Republic of Bulgaria 

has from the very outset lent its support to the idea of turning 

the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace, as well as to all efforts 

aimed at its speedy and full implementation. 

Our interest in this idea is prompted by several considerations. 

First of all, it is starl<::ly obvious that the creation of a 

zone of peace in a rq;ion comprising one-fourth of mankind vrould 

be conducive in a most undeniable way to the strengthening of uorld 

peace and security. This is a goal which is actively sought by the 

over-all foreign policy activities of the People's Republic of Bulgaria. 

Secondly, the Bulr;arian Government is -vrell cognizant of the 

situation, and nurtures heartfelt sympathy towards the y<::arninG of a 

number of coastal States of Asia and Africa to have their security 

guaranteed and to see the cre:1.tion of favourable conditions for their 

socio-economic development. 

Thirdly, the creation of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean 

corresponds to the immediate national interests of my country. As 

a maritime nation, Bulgaria actively uses the sea lanes of the 

Indian Ocean. Its economic relations and trade turnover 1-ri th many 

States of that region are constantly on the increase. A stabilization 

of the situation, cessation of the arms race and elimination of the 

hotbeds of tension in that ree;ion -vrould assist the further dl.evelopment 

and expansion of our co-operation -vri th those countries. 

Lastly, may I also recall that the Bulgarian Government has been 

actively involved in the imrk of the United Hations Conference on the 

Law of the Sea, vhich is another reason for our interest in regulating 

the status of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. 

My delegation takes the vie-vr that the principles elaborated on 

the zone's creation correspond to the coals set in this respect. J\~one; 

with that, we consider that some formulations need to be defined more 

accurately and exhaustively. It is of particular importance that all 

formulations should be substantiated by a precise assessment of the 

military-political situation in that area. 
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In this connexion 0 I join the previous speaker in submitting 

that the thesis of "great-Power rivalry" 0mbodied in the Final Document 

of the rleeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian 

Ocean, as vell as in draft resolution A in document 

l\/34/29, paragraph 21, is not conducive to revealing 

the genuine causes of the military tension in the Indian Ocean region. 

Quite the contrary, this thesis is apt to conceal the real causes of 

the existing tension and of leading to incorrect political conclusions. 

By delegation supports the convenine; of an international 

conference for the implementation of the General Assembly Declaration 

on the Indian Ocean. In this connexion, vTe consider highly pertinent 

the proposal to entrust to the Ad Hoc Committee the work on the 

preparation and convening )f that Conference. At this juncture it 

is very important that the Conmrittee truce up the task of drafting 

appropriate arrangements f·)r a future international ac;reement for the 

maintenance of the Indian ')cean as a zone of peace. 

Keenly avare of the C<)mplicated and multifarious practicnl vrork 

which has to be carried out, my delegation considers well-grounded the 

Ilroposal, contained in ope:~ative paragraph 1 of draft resolution B 

to enlarc;e the Ad Hoc Comm:~ttee by the addition of new 

members. It has "'oeccme ev:~dent that in order to ensure 

the success of future work it is necessary to unite the efforts of a 

larc;e number of States concerned. 

In this connexion, I nhould like to state that Bulgaria is interested 

in participating in the en:Larged Ad Hoc Committee in order to make its 

contribution to speedily turning the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace, 

in close and sincere collalJoration with all interested parties. 

For tlle aforesaid reauons, my delegation vrill abstain from voting 

on draft resolution A, but will vote in favour of draft resolution B. 
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Mr. NOLAN (Australia): In connexion with the draft 

resolutions now before the Committee on the Declaration of the 

Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, I will first address my comments 

to draft resolution A. 

Australia has traditionally voted for draft resolutions on 

the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and is pleased to do so again 

this year. This draft does, ue believe, reflect the views of the 

member States of the .Ad Hoc Committee and the results of its meetings 

this year. He can accept the references to the .results of the Heeting 

of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean as contained 

in operative paragraph 2, but wish again to make it clear that the 

Final Document of that Meeting contained important elements which 

were unacceptable to Australia. As a consequence, Australia was 

unable to accept that document, ,.,hich could not therefore be adopted 

by consensus. 

I •rish nm-r to tu:a:n to draf't resolution B, uhich the Australian 

deleGation •rill support. 

Both at this year's session of the Ad Hnc Committee and at the 

eeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States, "'custralia expressed 

reservations about a date being set this year for the convening 

of a conference for the implementation of the Declaration 

of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. It has been our belief that 

before a conference can successfully be held it will be necessary to 

resolve those fundamental difficulties which the r.!€E:tinB of Littor<'-1 

and Hinterland States demonstrated still exist between the St2tes of 

the Indian Ocean region. He are, hrn-rever, hopeful that this can be 

achieved, r.nC'. as a consequence, are willing to accept the principle of 

a conference being held during 1981. 

It will, hovrever, be necessary for the perr::nnent me:ulbers of the 

SC'curity Council to participate, both in the work of preparation for 

the conference and in the conference itself. H'i thout such participation, 

a meaningful conference could not be held. In this respect, the Australian 

delegation urges all permanent members of the Security Council that have not 

already done so to accept the ir.vitaticn to serve on the expanded Ad lice 

Co:mmi ttee. 
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Mr. BEKER (Israel): Israel supports all efforts to pramote peace 

and stability in the region of the Indian Ocean. This attitude stems not 

only from our general policy, but in particular from our close proximity to 

that region and our concern for the safety of the maritime routes there, which 

are vital to the security and economy of Israel. 

Therefore, my Governme 1t has followed with considerable interest the 

work of the Ad Hoc Committe~ on the Indian Ocean and the proceedings of the 

meeting of the Group of Li t·~oral and Hinterland States, held in New York in 

July 1979, with which it wi >hes to be associated. 

I would like to recall the letter of the Permanent Representative of Israel 

of 29 June this year, in wh:[ch, inter alia, he stated the following: 

"'Ihe General AsseJably, in its resolution 33/68 of 14 December 1978 

on the Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone 

of Peace, decided that Member States 'which have participated or have 

expressed their willingness to participate in the work of the Committee 

could attend upon the :.nvi tation of the Committee'. 

"On 10 October 19"'7 the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 

Indian Ocean sent a letter to the Permanent Representative of Israel 

acknowledging the lattE~r 's letter of 3 October 1977. He also informed 

the Ad Hoc Committee at its 48th meeting of the contents of that letter 

which, in addition, waE circulated as Conference Room Paper 4/77 of 

5 October 1977. Its willingness to take part in the meetings of the 

littoral and hinterlanc. States having been recorded in this manner, 

Israel indisputably faJls into the category of Member States referred 

to in operative paragr~:.ph 4 of General Assembly resolution 33/68. 

"The failure to ir:vite Israel is, therefore, not ~mly a breach of 

the spirit of a resolution of the General Assembly, but is also in complete 

disregard of Israel's geographical qualification as one of the hinterland 

States of the Indian Ocean. 

"The absence of Israel from the !'l:eeting of the Littoral and liipterland 

States of the Indian Ocean will, therefore, necessitate a thorough 

examination by its Government of all decisions adopted at the meeting". 

Israel, therefore, has no option but to abstain on draft resolutions A and 

B in document A/ 34/29. 
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Mr. OKAWA (Japan): My delegation fully understands the desire of 

the States concerned to establish a 7.rme of peace in the Indian Ocean. 

We believe that the establishment of such a zone would contribute to the 

security of the countries in the region, as well as tv the achievement of 

general and complete disarmament, provided that the following conditions are met. 

First, that it is approved by a consensus of the States concerned, including 

the nuclear-weapon States; secondly, that it does not undermine the peace and 

security of the region or of the world as a whole; thirdly, that it is 

accompanied by an effective safeguard system, including international inspection 

and verification; fourthly, that it is consistent with the principles of 

international law, including the principle of freedom of navigation en the high 

seas. 

As a membpr of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, my delegation -v;~_shes 

to endorse the idea of convening a conference on the Indian Ocean for the 

implementation of the llec:::_arat:.cn c:f the Indian Ocean as a Zcne of Peace but 
> 

feels it necessary to point out, as it has always done on several occasions 

during the course of discussions in the Ad Hoc Committee, that not only the 

conference itself but also the preparatory work fc r the convening of the 

Conference should be assured of the full participation of all permanent members 

of the Security Council as well as the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean. 

It should also be noted that during the discussions in the Ad Hoc ~ommittee, 

some delegations, including my own, expressed their doubts regarding the 

desirability s~ the wisdom of deciding at this stage to convene the conferenc on 

the Indian Ocean in 1981. My delegation continues to believe that in order 

to ensure the success of the conference, it is absolutely essential that 

adequate preparations be made prior to its convening. 

My delegation hopes that these considerations will be duly taken into 

account when fixing the precise date for the conference. Having made these remarks, 

my delegation will be voting in favour of the two draft resolutions on the 

implementation of the Der:J Rrati,~n o::: the Indian Ocean as a Zcne of Peace, contained 

in document A/34/29. 
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Mr. KAHN (German Democratic Republic): The German Democratic Republic 

advocates the establishment of a zone of peace in the region of the Indian Ocean. 

My country supports all efforts directed at preventing the use and the threat 

of force against States in the region, and all measures, globally and regionally, 

intended to strengthen international peace and security, For my country, 

therefore, it is a matter of sound reasoning that from the very beginning 

it has taken a favourable attitude regarding the establishment of a zone of 

peace in the region of the Iniian Ocean. Similarly, we are prepared to participate 

in the activities of the rele~ant bodies which can help transform the region 

of the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. 

Our indicated interest and preparedness result not least from the fact 

that the German Democratic Re}ublic maintains friendly relations with the 

majority of littoral States e:r the Indian Ocean. A number of sea and air routes 

which are operated by my coun·~ry cross through that region. The Rtable ctevelopment 

of these friendly relations and unhindered communications require a climate 

of security and co-operation. In addition, such a climate would provide for 

the best conditions to resolve pending problems of the region in a constructive 

manner. 

The draft resolution before us meets with our approval on account of the 

objectives and technical prov:.sions contained therein. Instead of the wording 

in the fourth and fifth preaml>ular paragraphs of draft resoiution A on the 

causes of tensions in that region and the resulting dangers, we would wish to 

see a statement that would do justice to the realities. "1-le believe that the 

complex process of developing heterogeneous relations among States should 

not be reduced to some superficial formula. Recent developments in the region 

have underlined the topicalitJ· of an examination of the situation which will 

verify that the thesis of "grE~at-Power rivalry" is indeed indefensible. That is 

why my delegation cannot vote in favour of draft resolution A but 

will support draft resolution B. 
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Mr. MARKER (Pakistan): Hy delegation is grateful for the opportunity 

to state its views on the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean 

contained in document A/34/29, which is now before the First Committee· 

At the outset I wish to express my delerr,ation 1 s profound appreciation 

of the dedicated efforts made by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, A.'llbassador 

B. J. Fernando, 1-rho skilfully guided the work of the Committee as well as that of 

the meetings which the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean held in 

New York from 2 to 13 July 1979. 

Pakistan is gratified at the significant progress made towards the goal of 

the establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean follmv-ing the adoption 

by the General Assembly of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of 

Peace in its resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971. The Meetin~ of the 

Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, held last July~ was ru1 

important landmark in that endeavour, since it was able to develop the basic 

principles underlying the concept of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean region. 

The outcome of that meeting was endorsed by the Summit Conference of the 

non-aligned nations in Havana. That endorsement signifies the approval of those 

principles by the great majority of the 1rorld community. The Pakistan delegation 

aclmowledges that the Final Document adopted without a vote by the Meeting of 

the Libtoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean does not fully meet the 

requirements of a consensus. However it is our earnest hope that in due course of 

time the positions of all the States concerned will be harmonized on the 

principles of agreement identified in the Final Document, lvhich woulcl facilitate 

the fulfilment of the common aspiration of all the nations of the Indian Ocean 

region for the creation of a zone of peace in that region. 

Among the principles of agreement identified in the Final Document of the 

Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, my delegation 

attaches special importance to those relating to the reduction and elimination of 

outside military presence in the region, the non-use of force and the peaceful 

settlement of disputes~ the strengthening of security through regional and other 

co-operation and the denuclearization of the entire Indian Ocean region. In our 

view the acceptance of those principles constitutes an indispensable prerequisite 

for the creation of a zone of peace in the region. 
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The report of the Ad He£ Committee on the Indian Ocean contained in document 

A/34/29 has focused on tlvo principal aspects of our future endeavours. First, it 

nas recommended that the General Assembly decide to convene a conference on 

the Indian Ocean in 1981 at Colombo for the implementation of the Declaration of 

the Indian Ocean as a Zone :)f Peace. Secondly, it has recommended tl:at the General 

Assembly invite the participation in the Ad Hoc Co~~ittee of the permanent 

members of the Security Council and major maritime users of the Indian Ocean 

with cvhom the Committee had previously held consultations and who were not 

represented on it. According to the report, the enlarged Ad Hoc Committee would 

also serve as a preparatory committee for the proposed conference on the Indian 

Ocean. IV!y delegation is confident that the proposed conference on the Indian 

Ocean in 1981 vrill brins within reach the establishment of a zone of peace in 

the Indian Ocean, which can ensure genuine peace and stability in the region and 

strengthen the stability of all the States of the region, enabling them to 

devote their energies and r~=sources to the progress and welfare of their people. 

l':Jy delegation is also 15reatly pleased that this important conference will take 

place ln Sri Lanka, the country lvhich pioneered the concept of the Indian 

Ocean as a zone of peace and with which my country enjoys close ties of traditional 

friendship and co-operation, 

IIi thout international 1:0-operation, particularly from the great Powers and the 

co·c:ntries 'lvhose interest in the Indian Ocean has been acknmv-ledged by the States 

represented on the Ad Hoc Committee, the pursuit of creating a zone of peace in the 

Indian Ocean uill remain elusive. In that rec;ard 1ve appreciate the fact that the 

Chairma.n of the Ad Hoc Comm:_ttee has made contact with the representatives of 

t~1e Soviet Union and the Unjted States with a view to seeking their participation 

Hl the Committee. He have nc>ted that in their respective communications addressed 

to the Chairman of the Ad He~ Committee, those tvo Pouers have not raised any 

'Jbjections in principle to the idea of creating a zone of peace in the Indian 

Ocean or to co-oper at ins: with the States of the region for the implementation 

of the idea. In that connexjon my delegation -vrelcomes the positive assertion just 

made by the J\.mbassador of tte Soviet Union. It is our hope that the Soviet 

Union, the United States and other major maritime users of the Indian 

Ocean Hhich have been invited -vrill be able to participate in the enlarged Ad Hoc 

Committee and mali:e their vital contribution to the progress of its work. He also 

believe that the implementation of the Declaration will be greatly facilitated by 

an early resu..rnption of bilateral tall~s behreen the United States and the Soviet 
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Union on the limitation and eventual discontinuation of their military activities 

in the region. 

In conclusion permit me to make a fe1v com..ments ree;arding the preparatory wor1 ~ 

for the convening of the proposed conference on the Indian Ocean. The enlarged 

Ad Hoc Committee will undoubtedly hold detailed discussions on the modalities of 

the establishment and maintenance of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. It ~s 

our hope that the Committee, while considerine; the appropriate arrangements, -vrill 

give serious thought to the suggestion implicit in paragraph 14 (a) of the 

report regarding the conclusion of an international agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN: 'I'he report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean was 

introduced by the representative of Sri Lanka in his capacity as Chairman 

of that Committee at the 33rd meeting of the First Co!II.mittee on 12 November 197~. 

The draft resolutions recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean and 

contained in document A/34/29 are draft resolution A appearing on page 7 and draft 

resolution B appearing on page 9 of the document. These draft resolutions have 

financial implications which are contained in document A/C.l/34/L.53. 

The Committee will now take action on draft resolution A. 

A recorded vote has been requested on both draft resolutions. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, 

Burma, Burundi, Cape Verde, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, 

Costa Rica, Cuba, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, 

Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, 

Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Iceland, India, Indonesia, 

Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, 

Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan 

Arab Jamahiriya, 11adagascar, Halaysia, Maldives, Mali, Halta, 

Mauritania, Mexico, l.Iorocco, Iviozambique, Nepal, :New Zealand, 

Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, 

Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and 

Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 

Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian 

Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
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Turl~ey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 

Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania) Upper Volta, 

Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 

Zambia 

None 

Belgium, Bul~aria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, German Democratic 

Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary, Ireland, 

Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, 

Poland, Portugal, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of 

America 

Draft resolution A was adopted by 102 votes to none, with 23 abstentions.* 

The CHAIRMMq: The Committee will now take action on draft resolution B. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, 

Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian foviet Socialist 

Republic, Cape Verde, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa 

Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic 

Yeme~, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, 

Ethi)pia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic 

Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, 

Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, 

Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's 

Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 

Jama~iriya, l''!adagascar, Malaysia, IIaldives, Mali, Malta, 

Mauritania, Mexico, Ivrongolia, Ivrorocco, Hozambique, Nepal, 

New ~ealand, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Prucistan, Papua New 

Guin,:a, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, 

Romru1ia, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, 

Sene,~al, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 

Sudru1, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, 

* Subsequently the delegations of Guinea and Seychelles advised the 
Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour. 
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Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda~ 

Ukrainian Soviet. Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, United Arab ~1irates, United Republic 

of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 

Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Ham, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 

Zambia 

Against: None 

Abstentions: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Federal Republic 

of, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 

Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland, United States of America 

Draft resolution B was adol)ted by 111 votes to none, 1-ri th 14 abstentions.* 

* Subsequently the delegations of Guinea and the Seychelles advised the 
Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour. 
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The CHAIIDlJAN: I s 1all now call on those representatives who have 

asked to explain their votes after the vote. 

Mr. de La GORCE (France) (interpretation from French): The French 

delegation fully associates itself with the declaration of the presidency of 

the European Communities on ·~he subject of the vote which •ras just taken. 

vle should alo like to recall that France was represented at the inaugural 

Meeting of the Littoral and :Unterlancl States of the Indian Ocean. In 

so doing the French Government wishes to stress the importance it attaches 

to the regional approach to ~~ertain problems of disarme.ment. Indeed, it is 

by placing ourselves in a re1sional context that quite often we can perceive 

and understand threats to se1~urity as they- may be felt by the States concerned, 

and that ve can hope to secu:~e the most effective measures and the necessary 

consensus to apply them. In this regard, France takes pleasure in the fact 

that on Sri Lanka's initiatire for eie;ht years now a certain number 

of coastal anQ. hinterland States of the Indian Ocean have been 

striving to define the condi·~ions for preserving that region from war. 

The grave events that we nmr see taking place only serve to confirm 

our attitude. However, Fran~~e felt it necessary to abstain in the vote on 

the two draft resolutions. 

Indeed, we are convinced that the 1971 Declaration and some of the 

conclusions reached at the Mi~eting of the Littoral and Hinterland States 

are not in keeping with the ~~riteria of international maritime law or 

with the criteria of the equilibrium of rights and duties of all the 

countries concerned with the preservation of peace in one of the most 

sensitive areas of the world. The concept of zones of peace as it has been 

advanced hitherto is not intE~rnationally accepted~ nor has any precision 

been given to the limits of 3uch a zone as applicable to the Indian Ocean 

or the nature of the activities that should be excluded therefrom. 

The balance sheet of the activities and negotiations in the 

past cannot, therefore, be ca.tegorically positive; but, as a coastal country 

o f the Indian Ocean - and fo:~ some centuries now that has been the case -

France is aware of its responsibility and the need to contribute to the 
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search for the establishment of greater security in that region. In this 

regard, we are ready to consider in a most constructive spirit any 

invitation that might be extended to us to take the place that properly 

belongs to us in the Ad Ho~ Committee on the Indian Ocean. 

Mr. WINN (United States of America): The United States 

abstained in the vote on the two draft resolutions prepared by 

the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean because we have never 

agreed with certain basic aspects of the Committee's mandate and because 

we cannot associate ourselves with a firm decision to call for a conference 

on the subject in 1981 - or, for that matter, even at some later date -

until it is clear that a promising basis exists for a consensus to emerge 

at such a conference. 

In our statement on 2 July at the special New York Meeting of the Littoral 

and Hinterland States the United States explained in some detail our difficulties 

with the Committee's mandate. Briefly summarized, we are not prepared to 

agree with explicit or implied abridgements of the right under the United 

Nations Charter of individual or collective self-defence, or with the idea of 

eliminating great-Power military presence in the Indian Ocean or 

eliminating the logistical support facilities for those forces. 

On the other hand, we recognize the legitimate desire of the members 

of the Committee to involve the permanent members of the Security Council 

and other relevant maritime countries in an attempt to find out where areas 

of consensus may lie and to see if there is a basis for a successful 

conference. If we were to join in this preliminary w~rk in a manner that 

reflects the fac+, that we are neither a littoral nor a hinterland State, 

we wish to make clear at the outset that we would insist on modest and 

realistic goals, such as regional military restraint and improved regional 

pacific settlement measures. 

In this same connexion, it is important that the Committee appreciate 

the great importance that we attach to the principle of consensus being 

adhered to in the Committee~s preparatory work for a conference. 
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Finally, our attitude towards participation would be very much affected by 

that of others. For the results of a conference to be seen as meaningful, 

we believe that the particip~tion of all the permanent members of the Security 

Council would be required. 

\{e look forward to consultations with the Chairl"lan, Mr. Fernando, and the 

members of his Committee in -~he coming months to attempt to find ways 

to deal with these difficult problems. For our part, we intend to approach 

those consultations in a spirit of accommodation. 

!1r. REBELO~-~lg:lfu\.DE (Portugal): In the past Portugal has always 
supported· the· ·coReept of zone.s of peace in 1-rhich it sees a realistic means of 

promoting detente and thus the necessary conditions for achieving ~eneral and 

complete disarmament. For this reason, last year Portugal voted in favour 

of the resolution concerning the implementation of the Declaration of the 

Indian Ocean as a Zone of Pe~ce. 

However, we believe that at the present st~ge it will not be possible 

to make further progress in that direction without a common understanding 

ffinong all the nations concer~ed on the main issues involved, and in particular 

without the agreement of the permanent members of the Security Council on 

the characteristics of the proposed zone. 

IV!y delegation notes that the final document of the July Meeting of the 

Littoral and Hinterland States was adopted without consensus and, 

furthermore, that the talks between the United States and the Soviet Union 

regarding their military presence in the Indian Ocean have been 

interrupted. 

In these circumstances, Portugal decided to abstain in the vote on 

draft resolution A contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 

Indian Ocean. 

Hith reference to draft resolution B in the said report, I should like to 

say that Portugal supports the objective of a conference on the Indian Ocean, 

but thinks that a date for such a conference should not be set without 

reasonable guarantees of a successful outcome. For that reason Portugal 

abstained in the vote on that resolution also. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has thus concluded its consideration of 

the draft resolutions in docwnent A/34/29. 
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AGEHDA ITEM 126 (continued) 

INADMISSIBILITY OF THE POLICY OF HEGEHONISM IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (A/34/243; 

A/C.l/34/L.l, L.8, L.52) 

11r. BALETA (Albania)(interpretation from French): The representatives of 

several countries sincerely concerned about the danger posed by the policy 

of he~emonism nave been among those who have participated in this debate. 

According to their political opinions, they have made efforts towards and 

contributed to the clarification of the meaning of the term and the 

concept of hegemonism and to the identification of the characteristics of the 

policy of hegemonism. 

\'lith the same desire :i.n mind, the delegation of the People 1s Socialist 

Republic of Albania wishes to make its ovm modest contribution by offering in 

this statement some considerations on agenda item 126 and explaining its 

vie-vrs on the problem of hegemonism. 

To begin~ one might venture to assume that before the beginning of this 

session, representatives with previous experience of the First Committee ·VTere 

trying to guess the guise in which the demagogy of the Soviet social-imperialists 

would appear this year. And, once curiosity was satisfied by the revelation 

that item 126 was to be entitled olinadmissibil:i.ty of the policy of hee;emonism in 

international relations; 1
, it becrun.e :i.mperati ve to tackle this problem in accordance 

1-r.i. th the interests of the peoples of the world and not Hi th the desires of the 

hee;emonists. He thought therefore that it was the duty of this Committee to seek 

in the course of the debate ansHers to questions which have already been 

publicly asked or vrhich are circulating pr:i. vat ely among us. 

He are firmly convinced that the proposal to include item 126 on the 

agenda of the present sess:i.on was not at all motivated by any concern that a 

serious and useful examination be undertaken of so disturbing a problem as 

that of hegemonism, or by the desire to brine out the truth about hegemonism. 

The haperialist super--Powers have for many years attempted to prevent discussions 

-vrh:i.ch might reveal their policies and designs. It is no accident that, last 

month, in one of the introductory statements - 1·rhich are no doubt strictly in 

keeping 1vi th the argumentation vrorl~ed out by the Soviet social-

:i.mperialJ:sts - the latters 1 proposal was described as n consisting of the 

adoption of a political resolution11
• 
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l·;j_sleading propaganda las alvrays been the other side of the coin of 

the aggressive and hef~emonistic policy of the imperialist super-Powers. 

At the present time they >vart to use the deliberations in this Committee 

to try to create a storm in a teacup ac;ainst hegemonism, thus thrO'Iving 

dust in the eyes of peace-lcving and freedom-loving peoples and States. 

They >vould like in this i·ray to succeed in diverting the Committee from an 

in-depth analysis of the prcblem and from the specific events and facts 

which >wuld expose the:i.r he[!emonism. They -.rould lil~e, above all, to prevent 

others from posing certain simple but important questions, such as: vlho are 

today 1 s hE"gemon:i.sts? 1Jhy sbould such an odious phenomenon as hegemonism 

continue to exist in international l:i.fe in spite of changes Hhich have 

taken place and in spite of the principles ivh:i.ch outlaw it? Hhat are 

the manifestations 

and combated? 

the policy of hegemonism and hmr may it be prevented 

The Soviet social-imperialists are trying to delnonstrate, ivith ill--concealed 

and very clear-cut ulterior motives, that hegemonism is nothing but the desire 

of certain States to dominate other States, in which case it could not 

even be a policy, as it is called in the title of agenda item 126. Every 

attempt is being made in order to create a false idea that her::emonism can be a 

constituent of the policy of any State -.rhatsoever, vrhatever its nature, 

and re(!;ardless of the economic and social system of that State and of the 

role that that State plays or might play :i.n the international arena. But, 

once again, certain questions cannot be avoided, namely: vihy does this 

desire to dorrd.nate others appear :i.n certain States? Hhy does this desire 

become so irresistible that certain States go so far as to use aggression 

and the most barbarous means to satisfy their desires? 

He really do not have t) break our heads to mderstand the truth. There 

are objective causes and factors vrh:i.ch underlie the policy of hegemonism. 

There cannot be any question of myster:i.ous or inexplicable desires or 

motives. Hegemonism is the ~ffect of real events in specific conditions 

and phases of' i1istorical development. It is a manifestation of specific 

political interests. 

In our view. it is not enough to say ·- indeed, it is very much an 

mderstatement - that he0en:onism is a departure from the principle of 

the sovereign equality of States. Hegemonism, particularly as no•r pursued 
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by the :i.mperialist super-Pmrers, is the opposite, the very negat:i,on of this 

principle: a complete and brutal negation. 

This is 1-rhy hegemonism, both as a policy and as a pract:i.ce, is not only 

inadmissible in international relations, but reprehensible, barbarous. Hegei!lonisrn 

is an odious phenomenon, like imper:i.alism, soc:i.al-:i.mperialism, colonialism, 

neo-colonialism, racism and Zionism. Is it sufficient only to say that these 

phenomena are inadmissible and stop ric;ht there? 

Previous speakers have spoken of' the consequences of hegemonism in the 

past. But vTe have heard certain inadmissible speculat:i.ons on historical 

events and the past. It is too ironical and cynical that the Soviet social

imperialists c:i.te the policy of the Soviet Union vrhen it was a socialist 

country, the Soviet Union of Lenin and Stalin, as Hell as the glorious events 

of the strucgle against German lJazism in order some1-rhat to embellish their 

current hegemonism. Their policy is none the less hec;emonistic for their 

ceaseless repetition of outmoded slogans on "detente", disarmament, non--use 

of force, and so on. 

The proposal to include on the agenda an :i.tem on the inadmissibility of 

hec;emonism is also due to the fact that the hegemonists are engaged in a 

ruthless COTJl!)et:i.t:i.on :i.n the field of propnganda. The Soviet sodal-:i.mper:i.alist 

formula ;,inadmissibility of the pol:i.cy of hegemoni.sm'; had to lJe invented 

as a counterpoise to the 11 ant:i.-hec;emonism clause 11 used by the Chinese 

social-imperialists. But in neither case can verbiage disguise intentions 

and acts. 

It seems to us illusory to hope that hegemonism can be fouc;ht successfully 

through the adoption of resolutions or the issuing of urc;cnt appeals to everyone 

without distinction to undertake to renounce hegemonism. Such appeals, 

unfortunately, can only have the effect of a voice crying J.n the VTilderness. 

For our part, vre 1vould have preferred to mal;;:e it qui.te clear in the documents 

uho the hegemonists are, and to condemn them for the:i.r dancerous policy, vrhich 

is against the national freedom, independence and sovereignty of peoples and 

other States. But :i.t sef'IDS to be practically out of the question for us 

to see the names of the hegemonists in any document that mi~ht be adopted 

after this debate. 
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In our vievT, it is mosi. important is to identify as clearly as possible 

thP principle partisans and protagonists of the policy of hegernonism in 

order best to serve the struggle aGainst that policy. It is the American 

:i.mperial:i.sts, the Soviet social-imperialists and, for some time nmr, the 

Chinese social imperialists who pursue the policy of hegemonism, 11ho 

burn 1-T:i.th ambition and work feverishly to establish their domination not 

only over certain parts of the vmrld, but over the whole planet. 
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HecemoniSill is part of the very nature of imperialism and social imperialism, 

just as are war, aggression and exploitation. Hegemonism has ab1ays been and 

remains a fundamental feature, a constituent el61ent, an objective and a method 

of the imperialist policy of the great Powers and the super-Powers. At the 

present time hegemonism has assumed most dangerous manifestations and proportions 

in the policy and activities of the Soviet Union, the United States 

and China. 

The means adopted by the capitalist countries to become major imperialist 

Powers and the path they have chosen to follo"r to becor..lle imperialist super-Powers 

w·ith hegemonistic ambitions have been different. 

The capitalist system emerged from the Second Uorld Har severely shaken, its 

equilibrium destroyed. The capitalist countries found themselves on the 

threshold of revolutionary upheavals. The Socialist systen had scored important 

victories, the former colonial empires were foundering, and many peoples of 

Asia, Africa and Latin America were becoming independent. 

Unlike the other imperialist Powers, the United States emerged from the war 

even 1-:1ore pmrerful than it had been when it entered it. It took advantage of that 

to mobilize its economic and military potential, to save world capitalism and 

reaction anu to attack socialism and the national liberation movements. American 

imperialism contributed to the rehabilitation of capitalimn and world reaction, 

and became a leader in the movement in order to develop its o~ 

neo-colonialism. Thus it became an imperialist super-Pmrer pursuing the 

objectives of world heb~1ony. To achieve that the United States used two methods: 

aggression and direct intervention by force, and political and ideological 

subversion. Depending on its global strategy for world domination, the United 

States created the aggressive NATO bloc and a whole system of other military 

alliances around the 1vorld; it set up military bases and stationed armed forces 

in all continents, sending its navy to all seas and oceans. It organized numerous 

coups d'etat in other countries and established and maintained any 

number of reactionary cliques in pm-rer. The United States carried out 

interventions and massive armed aggression almost everywhere in Europe in 

Europe, Asia, Africa and Latin America. It committed massacres and caused 

destruction in Korea and in Indo--China, and established hotbeds of tension in 

the Middle East, Cyprus, and elsewhere. 
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Tlw hc:c;r::c_onism of the Urited States is based upon the method of intervention 

and agGression. It is sustained by a gigantic war machine and by vast capital 

investments abroad. The United States is not only not relaxing~ as its 

friends in Peking Hould have us believe, but actually stepping up and 

diversifying its efforts to rraintain and consolidate its advantages~ to 

acquire others and to regair. its grip -vrherever it has been loosened and 

extend it even further ., in e 1vord, to promote its policy of hegemonism. It is 

striving above all to consolidate its existing aggressive blocs and alliances 

and to establish others so aE to compete more effectively vith social imperialism. 

'l'he hatred of and revolt agaj nst i\merican imperialism that is increasing everYivhere 

provide the best proof of it~ a{':(?;ressive nature and the danger of its actions. 

The most strikinc; evidence of this is the gunboat policy, military blackmail 

and threats of an econonic blockade that the United States is usine; against Iran 

in order, as a hee;emonistic super-PoHer, to ir.:rpose its will upon that country. 

But the provocations and the blaclm1ail of the American imperialists will never 

succeed in bringing the Iranian people to their lmees. 

FollovTing the transformation of the Soviet Union into a revisionist and 

social--i111perialist State, ancther imperialist super-Pm·rer made its entry into the 

international arena, pursuine an expansionist, neo-colonialist, hegenonistic 

}JOlicy, just li~;_e the .America11 imperialists, by competing Hith them and 

co-operating vrith thew to dorrinate the world anu to divide it up into zones of 

influence. The global strategy of the Soviet Union is the strategy of an 

imperialisG State seeking to extend its hegemony over all continents. The 

Soviet social imperialists hrve taken advantage of their policy of hegemonism and 

the economic, technological and military potentialcreated by socialism. They 

make use of socialist phraseclogy in order to camouflage that policy and their 

designs. 

J:'hei:r hec;emonism is most clearly manifested in their intention ancl their 

attempts r::olitically, economically ancl miJitarily to integrate the countries of 

tbe Harsm-.r Treaty. The theory of limited sovereic;nty has macle hegemonism an 

official par-e of the politicel system of the Soviet Union. It >-ras in order to 

achieve such hec;emonistic ob~ectives that the Soviet Union converted the Harsaw 

Treaty croup into an ac;gressive military bloc like NATO. And that is why the 
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soviet Union has established on the territory of other States military :forces 

that differ in no way fro:m armies of occupation, It is for that reasor-' that 

it continues to militarize its economy, to increase its arsenals of all kinds 

of weapons, to organize offensive military manoeuvres and to maintain great 

fleets in various seas an~ oceans, and so on. The Soviet social imperialists 

are seeking to achieve their hegemonism under the cover of so-called aid and 

support for the national liberation and revolutionary mover:1ents and the young 

underdeveloped countries. 

At present, another major State, China, is strivinc; feverishly to achieve its 

dream and plan of becoming a super-Po-vrer. To attain that objective it first ne,~ds 

to acquire the necessary economic and military potential, 1-rhich it laclcs at 

present. That is why it is trying to get aid and credit from all sides, and money, 

technology and arms. At the present stage, social-imperialist China is bending 

most of its efforts towards consolidation of the alliance "I'Tith funerican 

imperialism, which it has chosen as its principal support~ in the l;.novrlPdc;e that 

that imperialism possesses the greatest economic and military potential. But 

China is also -vmrking to create, still in the shadow of the United States, a ne1-r 

imperialist alliance in the Far East and to strengthen its links 1-ri th the other 

capitalist and imperialist States. 

Another major objective of the efforts of China to become a super-Pouer lS 

to take over the leadership of uhat it considers to be the third irorld, 

cherishing the hope that one day it mll be easier for it to oppose the Soviet 

Union and the United States and to have a [';reater voice in the various disputes 

and the bargaining that goes on in order to divide the world up into zones 

of influence. The policy pursued by the Chinese social imperialists both inside 

and outside their country most clearly reveals that the strater,y of China consists 

in establishing hegemony over the wurld. 

That is why the Chinese social imperialists have undertaken a praunatic and 

profoundly reactionary policy, made comm.on cause ;:ri th international 

reaction, become the zealous champion of American i~perialism and 

encouraged and sustained militarists, revenge·"seekers and fascist cliques, 

All this, in the language of the Chinese social imperialists, is motivated by 

the formula that Soviet social imperialism is enemy nurriber one anO. U1e l-;,ost 

dangerous enemy, and that anythinc; is justified provided it is aimed a{7ainst that 

enemy. 
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They use the same argument to justify their support for NATO, a united imperialist 

Europe, the pursuit of the arms race, preparations for war and the intervention 

of imperialism in Africa, Asia and Latin America. It is with this kind of 

imperialist logic pushed to the limit that they have become ardent champions 

of world war and above all of confrontation between the Soviet Union and the 

United States, between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries. The hegemonism of 

China was publicly and totally exposed at the beginning of this year by the 

barbarous aggression against Viet Nam and the theory of "giving lessons". 

Of course, China is still a long way from possessing all the means and 

resources it needs in order to play a role equal to the roles of the two 

imperialist super-Powers in the struggles for zones of influence and hegemony. 

But its ambitions are not to be minimized for that reason, and it is proving 

very active in trying to shuffle the cards better in the game of the super-Powers 

and the imperialist Powers. The Chinese social imperialists are therefore just 

as dangerous as the American imperialists and the Soviet social imperialists. 
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There are thus many destabilizing factors on the international scene 

and the probabilities of confrontation between great Powers, the possibilities 

of local conflicts and the threat of a major vrorld confrontation are increasing. 

The international situation is becoming ever more tense and explosive 

because o,f the many activities engaged in by the imperialist super-Powers in 

order to preserve the status quo and the existing alliances and relationships 

in certain regions, or to create new balances and new alliances between 

themselves in other areas. 

Now that China has embraced the global strategy of American imperialism, 

the United States is hastening to derive the maximum advantage and to assure 

itself of a dominating position in the threefold game among the imperialist 

super-Powers. They are striving most effectively to play the Chinese card, 

but without doing too much to aggravate the contradictions between it and the 

Soviet Union. 

The Soviet social imperialists are of course not indifferent and are 

not remaining idle. They ceaselessly recall to the United States and the 

other capitalist countries that they should not be too enthusiastic about 

the Chinese overtures or too eager to disrupt the existing equilibrium. · They 

are profiting from the Chinese-American flirtation to derive advantages 

from the point of view of propaganda, to mislead Soviet and world public 

opinion by arguing that they are obliged against their will to continue the 

arms race and preparations for war. In a word they are finding it profitable 

to use this as a pretext to justify their own aggressive policy. 

As long as the Chinese-American alliance remains in the honeymoon 

stage, China shovrers blessings and encouragement on the idea of a united VTestern 

Europe and counts on its support to assert itself as a super-Povrer 

and use it today against the Sc,•riet Union and tomorrow against 

the United States. But we should not lose sight of the fact that vre 

should not be surprised by sudden changes in Chinese policy. China may one 

day adopt the tactic of peace on both sides and then revert once more to 
its old position, announcing that American imperialism has once again become 

more dangerous and that Soviet social imperialism must again be counted on 

to oppose it. Events have proved that that is a real possibility. 
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The hegemonistic policy of the imperialist super-Powers, the United 

Sta"tes, the Soviet Union and China, poses great dangers to the peoples and 

the sovereign States of thE world and to general peace and security. 

In his book entitled Inlper~alism ___ B:_l}..<i__Revolutio!!_, the leader of 

the Albanian people, Comrad= Enver Hoxha, in analysing this hegemonistic 

policy and the clash of imp =rialist interests in the struggle for a new 

partitioning of the world, 2mphasizes the following: 

"It is precisely ·;hese interests and this struggle between the 

super-Powers that is prompting each of them to use all the available 

forces and rr.eans to WE~aken its rival or rivals until these 

cl2,slc.e:s become so 1Ji tter that they resort- to armed 

confrontation.,; 

Two draft resolutions have been presented to this Committee: 

A/C.l/34/L.l by the Soviet lJnion and A/C.l/34/L.S by China, The 

Soviet and Chinese social in~erialists hope to mislead us by setting out 

certain alreao.y familiar pr:~nciples and formulas on t1vo separate sheets 

of paper. 1-lhat counts for l.S is not what they say but what they do. It is 

for that reason that we are not going to base our attitude on the fine words 

which they have put on paper. He thinlc that we should take a stand in the 

light of the policy actually pursued by the authors of these drafts and the 

objectives which they pursue. It is sufficient for us to note that these two 

draft resolutions have been presented by the hegemonists themselves in order to be 

sure that they cQnnot serve the struggle against hegemonism. 

Having said this, we s'1o1lld like to state that if the two draft resolutions 

are put to a vote the Albanian delegation will vote against them. By that 

negative vote we intend one= again to assert our opposition to the misleading 

policy and tactics of the su)er-Powers. T·!e vish to stress once a~ain that 

we find it inadmissible that the hegemonists should use this body 

to attempt to camouflage their hegemonism. 

Mr. KUNDA (Zambia) : The question of the inadmissibility of the 

policy of hegemonism in international relations could not be more pertinent 

for discussion today by the United Nations and, in particular, in the First 
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Committee. It is indeed unfortunate that this question has been ne,<:;lected 

for such a long time, in spite of its relevance for discussion and debate 

by this body. 

Hegemonism has been defined, inter alia, as a desire or striving for world 

dominance, for domination over other countries and peoples. By definition, 

hegemonism can only be exercised by those States that possess the instruments 

to effect or cause doEtination over those that have comparatively less 

power to -vrithstand such pressure. A cursory glance at the landscape of 

international relations indicates that the new nations of the third world, 

for example, are always reeling under the shadow· of hegemony by big Powers 

that crave spheres of influence. 

Zambia attaches great importance to all attempts designed to arrest 

hegemony. 1\lly delegation regards the current debate on the inadmissibility 

of the policy of hegemony in international relations as one such effort. 

Zambia is aware of the gruesome implications of the policy of hegemonism 

because it has been a victim of it in the form of imperialism. ~ve 

expressed our abhorrence of hegemonism in the form of colonialism and 

imperialism by fighting for our national independence as a people. Since 

the attainment of our independence "re have continued to pursue our ardent 

opposition to imperialism and other forms of domination wherever they 

prevail, especially in southern Africa~where minority racist regimes still 

oppress the Africans -vrho form the ovenrhelming majority. 

Zambia's defeat of colonialism and imperialism did not spell the end 

of its suffering at the hands of those that seek hegemony in other forms 

and manifestations. Because of our commitment to the struggle for majority 

rule in southern Africa, the racist minority regimes and their backers have 

unleashed unprovoked military attacks on Zambia. In consequence, many innocent 

Zambians have perished and property after property has been destroyed. 

Only recently the racists launched an abominable wave of destruction of 

Zambia's infrastructure in the form of the bombing of bridges, to isolate 

the people of Zambia from the rest of the world. 

That form of military hegemony has been the basis of the -policy of 

the racist minority regimes in Salisbury and Pretoria vis-a-vis independent 
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African States. Consequently, other front-line States, particularly 

Angola, Botswana and Mozambique, have been victims of military attacks 

as well just because they support, as does Zambia, the cause of genuine 

majority rule, freedom and independence in southern Mrica. 

Zambia will continue to support the cause of genuine independence and 

majority rule in Zimbabwe and Namibia until victory is achieved. At the 

same time we shall continue, without yielding to intimidation and blackmail, 

to call for meaningful change in South Africa with a view to bringing about majority 

rule in that country. 

Another heinous manifestation of hegemony that needs scrutiny is the 

acquisition of arms by States for offensive purposes. During our debate 

relating to disarmament we have heard many representratives alludinr; 'tvith 

immense regret to the increase in the military budgets of the ivorld community 

from $256 billion in 1969 t) something like $450 billion by the end of the 

First Disarmament Decade in 1979. The consequences of this sustained 

militarization have all been negative, to say the least. One such consequence is 

the denial of funds for civil uses 1 if not the diversion of funds from civil uses 

to military uses 0 Furthermore" the e:~cessive acqu~sition of arms has led to 

certain States' ber;inning to exercise undue influence in their areas of 

operation. That also leads to an arms race. 

This form of hegemonisn manifests itself in political hegemony in a 

given area when the most po·.verful partner surrounds itself with those that 

are less powerful. That poLicy unfortunately negates the principle of the 

sovereign equality of State3. If anything, it ex:1cerbates political 

hegemonism and adds fuel to hotbeds of conflict. 
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To avoid the development of hegemony in this regard, vre need to redouble our 

efforts in the area of detente through disarmal'lent. He have also an obligation 

to avoid the furtherance of hegemony by our own strict observance of international 

lau as defined in the United Nations Charter in regard to peace and security, 

respect for territorial integrity nnd the sovereign equality of all States. 

l>/ly delegation is also concerned at the use of economic pressure as a means of 

dominating other countries. In their relentless struggle to bring about a New 

Economic Order, the third-world countries have indeed met the most pmrerful 

opposition from the econorrJ.ically viable countries. The opposition to the Ne~:r 

Economic Order has been prompted by the fact that the envisaged order calls, among 

other things, for equality among States in the area of international economic 

relations. Economically powerful countries have also been knmm to use economic 

blackmail in third ~:rorld countries. For example, some countries have been 

lmmm to withdraw certain services from third~world countries lrith a view to 

paralysing the economies of the latter. This situation is untenable, to say the 

least. 

Hegemonism, in whatever form, is futile. History is replete l·rith examples 

of the futility of hegemonism. Imperialism and colonialism represent a case in 

point. The majority of us assembled here ~:rere at one point in time under the 

yoke of colonial and imperial oppression. Eventually, v.re overthrew colonialism 

and imperialism. Today, I am pleased to say, the membership of the United 

nations is approaching universality, thanks to our common abhorrence of colonial 

and imperial hegemony. 

Another classic example of rejection of hegemony is that of Hitler. 

Hitler initiated the Second vlorld vJar as a result of a misguided idea of 

dominating the entire world. Like other manifestations of hegemony, Nazism 

was defeetted. 

I do not ~:rant to overburden the Committee with more and more examples at 

this State. All I can say is that the only lesson we can drav.r from hegemony 1 s 

hazardous road is that we should not, in the first place, waste our time by involving 

ourselves in the pursuit of hegemonistic policies. 
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Many delegations have already referred to other forms of hegemonism 

in addition to those I have briefly referred to in my intervention this 

afternoon. Those are cultural, ideological and strategic in nature, in addition 

to the other forms of neo-col )nialism. As a non-aligned country, Zambia 

is extremely concerned at the advent of the multifaceted manifestations of 

the policy of hegemony becaus= hegemony is the direct antithesis of the policy 

of non-alignment. 

I do not think it would ·)e preposterous to say that we all recognise 

the imperative need for 1.rorld peace and security. Given that imperative, 

my delegation wishes to call 11pon all States to make a significant and 

meaningful move, away from a 1rrere rhetorical cow~itment to end hegemony, to a 

practical demonstration to end hegemony. 

!Ar. CHAl'J YOURAH (Democratic Kampuchea) (interpretation from French): 

The fact that we are discussing today the question of hegemonism clearly 

shows that this new form of inperialism may be regarded by the international 

community as the greatest danger to world peace and security, At a time 

when colonialism, neo-colonia.ism and imperialism are on the decline as a 

result of the unrelenting and unceasing struggle of oppressed peoples to 

regain their freedom and theiJ• right to self-determination, a new form of 

>mrld or regional domination seeks to replace them and even to 

supersede them. This new phenomenon has in the past ten years acquired 

the name of hegemonism, the main manifestations of which are the follo"liring: 

use of political, economic and, above all~ military force to 

intervene in the internal affairs of States, throur;h agents infiltrated 

into those States to carry ou1; acts of subversion, sabotar,e, assassination of 

the leaders of the country an<l coups d i etat 1-rith the criminal designs of 

destabilizing and overthrowing the existing Government and replacine; it with a 

puppet regime, and, if all thE~se subterfuges fail, the use of armed and blatant 

invasion and aggression under the cover of a puppet organization created entirely 

for that purpose. 



NR/mtm A/C.l/34/PV.50 
58-6o 

(Mr. Chan Youran, Democratic 
Kampuchea) 

Hegemonism seeks to destroy the independence, sovereignty and 

territorial integrity of States, to subjueate them, to dominate them and 

to control them in all fields, including the political, economic, ideological 

military, cultural and other fields, and to place them within one 1 s sphere of 

influence, leaving these vassal States only a formal l:ind of independence, 

limited to its lowest expression, 

There is in fact no difference between colonialism, neo-colonialism, 

imperialism, zionism and apartheid, it will be agreed since they all 

trample underfoot the fundamental principles of the United Nations Charter, 

the principles of non-alignment and the lavrs governing international relations. 

That is undoubtedly true, but in our vievr, it is desirable to emphasize 

three specific traits of hegemonism uhich distinguish it from other phenomena 

of domination. 

First, at the end of the twentieth century, when almost all the subjugated 

peoples have recovered their freedom, independence, sovereignty and territorial 

integrity after an arduous and unrelenting struggle of national liberation, 

hegemonism seeks to call into question all the fruits of that struggle and 

place those liberated peoples under a new form of servitude. 

Secondly, hegemonism does not exclusively belong to a great world Power, 

It can also be practised by a country recently freed from imperialism, 

a country of the third world which has aims of regional expansion and the 

will to place under its domination its smaller and weaker neighbours 

in the region, although it may itself be poor and suffering the aftermath 

of the vrar it waeed to shake off the yoke of imperialism and colonialism. 

This regional hegemonism, in order to carry out its ambitions, seeks support 

from world hegemonism, vrhose objectives are, if not identical, at least 

complementary to its own. Providing world hegemonism helps it to extend its 

influence over others that are smaller than itself, regional hegemonism does 

not hesitate to place itself within the orbit of the former. 
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Thirdly, hegemonism us,=s such slogans as peace, security, international 

detente, solidarity and spe~ial friendship, but actually practises aggression, 

annexation, expansion and g'=nocide. It perfidiously attributes to its victims 

the crimes it itself has pe:~petrated and arrogantly scorns world public opinion. 

As such, it represents the 1sravest threat to international peace and security. 

For several decades no1v, Kampuchea has constantly been struggling to 

defend its consistent polic;r of independence and non-alignment against regional 

hegemonists and expe:msionis·;s. Those hegemonists, who practise a bloc policy, 

have infiltrated Kampuchea 1rith many fifth-column agents, whc are carrying out 

Sabotage> SUbVersiOn, Und a·;tempted COUpS d I etat > and haVe SUCCeeded in killing 

many thousands of our cadre:> and patriots who were too independent for them. 

This has been done in order to destabilize the Government of Democratic 

Kampuchea, to replace it by a puppet Government and to absorb Democratic 

Kampuchea into their bloc. They have always used threats of all kinds and 

resorted to armed force; thE~Y have even gone so far as to launch the present 

war of aggression and exten1ination against Kampuchea, which everyone is 

acquainted with. In an effort to stifle the desire for independence of the 

Kampuchean people and Government and to break the resistance of the Kampuchean 

people, which is determined not to live under their subjugation, the regional 

hegemonists and expansionists have resolved to exterminate Kampuchea by 

massacring its people, using all kinds of weapons, including toxic chemicals, 

as well as a deliberately created famine. Embroiled as they are in the 

popular war of resistance bE·ing waged by the people of Kampuchea, they continue 

to pour reinforcements into Kampuchea to bolster the more than 220,000 soldiers 

of their army of aggression. Just like the Nazis who massacred the Czech 

population of Lidice in 1941. and the French population of Oradour-sur-Glane in 

1945, these invaders have Cl'eated throughout Kampuchea hundreds of Lidices 

and Oradour-sur-Glane. In f,ddition, again like the Hitlerite fascists who 

created crematory ovens to E!xterminate the Jews, they have deliberatley 

created famine and have turned Kampuchea into one great crematorium to 

exterminate the people of Kcmpuchea. 

More than a million Kan.pucheans have already perished as a result of 

massacre and famine and hunc.reds of thousands of other Kampucheans are dying 
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daily. Hundreds of thousands of Kampucheans have already been obliged to 

seek refuge in Thailand, and their tragic situation has shocked world public 

opinion. The war of aggression waged by the regional hegemonists and 

expansionists against Kampuchea and its people is thus no mere classic 

colonialist or imperialist war: it is more cruel, more barbarous, because 

it is a war of genocide designed to exterminate a whole people, a whole nation, 

the entire Kampuchean race. In all the history of mankind, no people has 

suffered such a tragedy. Oblivious to world-wide opposition and condemnation, 

those regional expansionists and hegemonists are pursuing their acts of 

extermination against the Kampuchean people, nation and race. 

On 12, 13 and 14 November last, the General Assembly considered the 

situation in Kampuchea brought about by the war of aggression and extermination 

waged by the regional hegemonists and expansionists. The overwhelming majority 

of United Nations Members expressed strong feelings at the plight of the 

Kampuchean people and deep concern at the grave situation produced by that war, 

which may well spread throughout South-East Asia. By 91 votes to 21 they 

adopted resolution 34/22, appealing for increased humanitarian assistance for 

the people of Kampuchea threatened with extinction. They demanded that the 

regional hegemonists and expansionists cease their aggression against Kampuchea 

and withdraw forthwith all their troops from Kampuchea so that the people of 

Kampuchea might decide its own destiny without any foreign interference, 

through elections under the supervision of the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations. 

In this connexion, it is worth emphasizing the expressed opposition to 

that anti-hegemonist and anti-expansionist resolution on the part of the very 

promoters of hegemonism, who have taken the initiative of seizing the United 

Nations of the question of nthe inadmissibility of the policy of hegemonism 

in international relations 11
, while currently spending $3 million a day to 

assist the regional hegemonists and expansionists in massacring and exterminating 

the Kampuchean nation and people. That attitude unmasks the hypocrisy ard 

treachery of the hegemonists, particularly the regional hegemonists, who are 

past masters of the art of blaming their crimes on the victim and of making 
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lies, slander, distortions ::md gangster logic, cloaked in progressive slogans, 

a code of conduct for international relations. Moreover, by declaring our 

Assembly's vote of 14 November last "a farce" and 11 illegal", the regional 

hegemonists once again have insulted all the peoples and Governments of the 

world that lcve peace and j11stice and have shown that all they know is the 

law of the jungle and that ·~hey are imbued with the logic of gangsters. 

My delegation believes that at present, in the face of the growing threat 

to peace and security in So11th-East Asia and throughout the world and to the 

independence and territorial integrity of all States, especially the small and 

weak countries of the world, the most urgent task incumbent upon the world 

community is to take approp:~iate measures to compel the regional hegemonists 

and ex?ansionists to put an end to their policy of hegemonism in South-East 

Asia and to implement General Assembly resolution 34/22 without delay. In 

this regard, authoritative ·roices have been raised ever more strongly and in 

growing numbers, advocating political, diplomatic and economic pressure to 

compel those regional hegemonists and expansionists to implement that 

resolution- in other words, to respect scrupulously the Charter of the United 

Nations, the principles of non-alignment, and the laws and standards governing 

international relations. 
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The Kampuchean people and their Government consider it necessary and indeed 

urgent to send to Kampuchea observers or United Nations forces to ensure the 

direct distribution of humanitarian assistance to all the people of Kampuchea and 

to supervise the withdrawal of all foreign troops from that country. The 

international community thus will have taken effective measures to make world or 

regional hegemony recede and the United Nations, in keeping with its noble task, 

can save the people of Kampuchea from extinction while at the same time restoring 

peace and stability to South-East Asia, preserving international peace and 

security and sparing our peoples the tragic fate which the people of Kampuchea 

now face. 

Mr. CAMPS (Uruguay) (interpretation from Spanish): In discussing the 

item entitled 11 Inadmissibility of the policy of hegemonism in international 

relations", we find ourselves once again analysing the causes which engender and 

continue to engender international tensions. After more than 30 years we are 

still considering the factors which led the international community to 

establish this Organization. Those factors caused it to pursue an essential 

objective - namely, the maintenance of international peace and security. To 

achieve that objective, it was agreed that the Organization should be based on the 

principle of the sovereign equality of all its Members. 

Because of the untold suffering wrought on mankind by the two World Wars, 

the means was sought to bring lasting peace to the world in order to preserve, 

as laid down in the preamble to the United Nations Charter, future generations 

from the scourge of war. 

The bitter experience acquired from those two events alerted the people of the 

world to the dangers of power politics and the desire for conquest. To that 

end, it was felt that the adoption of collective measures directly oriented 

towards the maintenance of international peace and security would put an end 

to the aggression implicit in the practice of policies of hegemonism. It was 
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felt that the intentions of certain nations to exert influence and control 

over others could be thwar~ed. 

Experience having pro·red that imperative to be the most sensitive aspect 

it was in order to respond to it that the whole text of the United Nations 

Charter is a condemnation 1)f the policy of hegemonism and an instrument aimed 

at restricting its practic,~. 

The States which met i.n San Francisco 34 years ago and adopted our Charter 

solemnly undertook unreserredly to observe its provisions. The same 

undertaking was assumed by all those who later joined the Organization. 

Unfortunately, we not'~ with regret that this peace-seeking injunction was 

not observed by some State:;. Despite the solemn undertaking to abide by the 

provisions of the United Nn.tions Charter and the resolutions of its bodies, 

power politics still exist and seriously endanger international peace and 

security. 

Thus, during the year:; which have elapsed since the creation of this 

Organization, many armed conflicts, flashpoints of tension, violence, and so 

on, have occurred in the world. We have also witnessed the unbridled race 

for armaments, including nuclear weapons. The technological progress achieved 

in this field was such that it prevented hegemony being gained by conventional 

methods, in other words, b;r the usual forms of attack. Therefore, a more 

subtle means of achieving this end was sought. Conquest is now to be achieved 

by bringing about radical c:hanges in the political, economic and social systems 

of countries. 

To this end, subversion against established Governments is encouraged; 

terrorist movements are supported in various ways and are even created; 

infiltration into the inte:~nal organization of countries is practised; 

campaigns aimed at destroy:lng the prestige of certain countries are organized, 

distorting the true situat:~on in many States in order to isolate them; the 

economies of States to be llrought under domination are undermined; propaganda 

programmes are broadcast in order to disrupt the established order, and so on. 

These actions are now commonly employed to achieve conquest by indirect 

means. The result of such actions, save for limited exceptions, are the 
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flashpoints of tension and violence emerging in various parts of the world. 

Insecurity and instability are fertile ground for States seeking to exert 

influence and control over others. 

The signing of the Treaty on the limitation of offensive strategic 

weapons between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics, the debates in this Assembly and the decisions adopted on 

international security and disarmament, indicate that the predominant trend 

among the great Powers is towards detente. 

We consider that these are significant factors since their aim is to prevent 

the risk of a world war that would endanger the very survival of the human race. 

But at the same time a careful analysis shows that the treni towards detente 

is only partial. On the one hand the great Powers have shown no sign of their 

willingness to recognize that international peace and security and the economic 

and social development of peoples are indivisible. 

On the other hand, so long as there is no absolute awareness of the fact 

that until these hegemonistic practices to which we referred earlier cease, 

and until the peoples of the world are allowed to develop freely and to achieve 

their economic and social progress, international peace and security will be 

threatened. 

For these important reasons, we believe that the discussion by the 

Assembly of the item on hegemony is timely, despite the fact that, as we said 

at the beginning of our statement, the very text of the United Nations Charter 

implies condemnation of the policy of hegemonism and is an instrument aimed at 

restricting this practice. But we also believe that the title of the item, namely, 

"Inadmissibility of the policy of hegemonism in international relations" is 

inappropriate. The "inadmissibility:! of such a policy is already laid down in 

the Charter. We therefore believe that the title should be different. For 

example, and for the reasons we have given in this statement, it might have 

been more pertinent to call it "Consideration of the policies of hegemonism 

practised by States". Thus, it would have been possible for us to identify the 

new forms of power politics, and even to single out those practices. 
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This should be done through a comprehensive rather than a selective study 

since the latter would imply taking a political position towards particular 

countries. It should be a peace-seeking venture aimed solely at promoting the 

maintenance of international peace and security. 

Lastly, we wish to state that we shall support any draft resolution .directed 

towards the objective we have mentioned, that is to say, the maintenance of 

international peace and security. Therefore, pending completion of a 

comprehensive study on the subject, we shall be unable to vote in favour of 

those which imply taking a political position towards specific countries. 
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Hr. EILAN (Israel): I 1-rish to address myself to draft resolution 

A/C.l/34/1.52. The First Committee until very recently devoted itself to two main 
subjects: disarmament and international security. The submissionby Iraq of anti-

Israel resolutions) both last year and this, introduced for the first time the 

!.riddle Eastern issue into the Corr.mittee 's deliberations on disarmament. Now draft 

resolution A/C.l/34/1.52 goes further by including Zionism in the draft resolution 
that deals with heGemonism. 

There is no such word as hegemonism in recognized general and political 

dictionaries, However as a code >-rorcl used in contemporary international politics 

it may have served a certain specific purpose, but the introduction of Zionism 

into this draft resolution adds a novel and sordid dimension to an exercise in 

semantic absurdity. 

The malicious and unwarranted addition of Zionism to it makes it look more 

and more like the automatic slogans which are adopted with monotonous regularity 

at meetings of parties of a certain political orientation. Ever since the 

shameful resolution on ZionisH of 1975, describing it as a form of racism, the 

slogan nzionism1
'' has been used by Arab States and their friends in this 

Organization in connexion with every evil existing in the world, with all the 

social and economic ills that beset the third world, the world's arms race and 

what have you. If a draft resolution were ever to be introduced in one of the 

Committees of the General Assembly advising the world of the dangers of cigarette 

smoking, some Arab Members and their friends would no doubt find a way of 

attributing the dangers of smoking to Zionism. 

\~en the Arab States were invading Israel in 1948, a certain representative 

expressed surprise in the Security Council at: 
11 

••• the position adopted by the Arab States in the Palestine question, 

and particularly at the fact that those States ·~ or some of them, at 

least - have resorted to such action as sending their troops into Palestine 

and carrying out military operations aimed at the suppression of the 

m.tional liberation movement in Palestine. ;v 

( ~ /Py__ ~_299.: _ _p_._ J) 
The representative who spoke those words was the present Foreign Minister of 

the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko,and the national liberation movement to which he 

referred was the Zionist movement, the national liberation mo~ement o~ the 

Jewish people. 
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That statement, since it came from the lips of its imperial master, merits 

particular consideration by Cuba, one of the sponsors of this draft resolution 

and a country which has of late done so much for world peace and security. 

Israel is goine to oppJse draft resolution A/C.l/34/1.52. 

Mr. l1USBARRAF HOSSA.IN (Bangladesh): llzy- delegations considers this 

debate on hegemonism import~t and relevant in the context of contemporary 

international relations and the over~all objective of evolving a stable, peaceful 

and equitable world order. 

I need hardly emphasiz,~ the stake non-aligned countries have in this debate. 

It was only a short time ago that the great political and economic issues of our 

time, issues of war and pea1!e and of the destinies of entire peoples were decided 

in a handful of capitals. This is no longer so because millions of people in 

the resurgent continents of Asia, Africa and Latin America and in other regions 

have come into their own an<l asserted their determination that decisions involving 

them, whether concerning war and peace or the direction of their own social, 

economic and political deveLorment, could only be made by them and in their own 

country. That was the subst~mce of non-alignment. It gave credence and meaning 

to the fundamental premise c,f the Charter of the United Nations - the sovereign 

equality of all States and the preservation of genuine independence - principles 

that are the bed-rock of every constitution in the world, national or international. 

The essential contrihutjon of non-alignment to international politics was 

represented by the desire of those newly-independent States to preserve their 

hard-won independence throueh an alternate option, a path independent of 

policies that had polarized the >vorld into blocs and alliances and one vrhich 

would allow them instead to promote peaceful and equitable relations among all 

nations, irrespective of si2e~ power and ideology. They were determined that their 

respective territories should not be used for the subjugation of other people, or 

for subversion, intimidation or coercion, however subtle their forms. That w·as the 

motivation that fuelled their unrelenting struggle against colonialism, 

imperialism, racism and its nore covert manifestations. That was the objective 

that led to their ~lat rejection of all forms of dependency, interference, 

intervention, direct or indirect, and of all pressures, whether political, economic, 

military or cultural. in international relations. 



AH/14 A/C.l/34/PV.50 
73-75 

(Mr. Husharraf Hossain, Bangladesh) 

It is within that context that they view·ed and condemned the policy of 

hegemony. For the essential constituents of hegemony are an antithesis of the 

principles of the Charter and a threat not only to the principles of the sovereign 

equality, territorial integrity and political independence of States, but to the 

very maintenance of peace and security. vJhat then do ,.,e perceive to be the 

elements of hoc;emony? Hegemony is an attempt to dominate, to control~ to 

subjugate politically, economically and militarily, not only States but regions 

of the world; it seeks to perpetuate unequal relations among States and the 

maintenance of power and the privileged ~s guo· it is manifested in the use of 

force and intervention, seeking to limit the freedom of States in determining 

their own political systems and in the pursuit of economic, social and cultural 

development ,.fithout let or hindrance. The continued manifestation of hegemony, 

as indeed of colonialism and its evils, constitutes an insurmountable barrier to 

the achievement of that universal community based on co-operation~ equity and 

peace which is our common objective. In order to endure, a world order cannot be 

imposed by the strong nor built on the domination of a given culture, sector or 

ideology; it can only succeed and survive when it draws its strength from global 

diversity and the undoubted recognition of our interdependence. 

That is why Bangladesh is a supporter and sponsor of the draft resolution 

contained in document A/C.l/34/L.52. 
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Mr. KOMA.TINA (YugoBlavia): He welcome the inscription of this agenda 

item and the debate on this "ery important problem, which is proof of the 

positive evolution in political thought and practices in the world. Less than 

a year ago, the mere mention of the 1vord "hegemonismn used to provoke various 

kinds of resiatance and misgivings~ as it was erroneously supposed that this 

concept applied only to varic1us forms of unequal relations ivi thin one group of 

countries, vn1ereas imperiali~t and colonialist forms of domination, for instance, 

were supposed to apply to e;rcup of countries of the other social system. 

Numerous factors have ccntributed to the maturing of consciousness 

concerning the need to exPrine the prohler:1 of hege:rr:onism ;;,ore thoroughly, 

to identify its protagonists and sources, to '-'eten1im: iL;s 1!!ailifest;:t-Gions, to 

throw light on its dangers and to underline the need for banishing it from 

international relations. This maturing has been made possible by better 

comprehension of the complexity of international relations and the variety of 

links among international sucjects of unequal strength, by a better understanding 

of the evolution in the character of social forces in the vrorld and thP effects of 

unequal international economic relations and, finally, by a more thoroue;h 

comprehension of different trends and of the socio-historic conditions in which the 

struggle for changing the historical position of nations and peoples is taking 

place. Hence the increased awareness that the new forms of subjugation of 

peoples arising from the existing system of international relations cannot be 

either explained by or identified with either the classical framework and purport of 

imperialism - whose nature ha3 not changed, but whose power and influence are 

on the ·w-ane - or with those of colonialism, which has disintegrated or completely 

disappeared as a world system. 

Consequently, it is· beconing increasingly clear that subjugation and 

exploitation are the common d~nominators of all forms of domination, regardless 

of the fact that the ways in 'vhich this is achieved may differ. Actually, there 

is a higher degree of awarene3s of the fact that what is involved are diverse 

phenomena stemming from the c::-isis of the existing system of international 

relations and from the confli,~t between the forces that are endeavouring to 

maintain the status quo and those fighting for the creation of a new 

system of political and econouic relations. 
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There is no doubt whatsoever that any form of hegemonistic relations poses 

a direct threat to the independence and free development of countries and 

peoples and, consequently, to world peace. It would therefore be dangerous to 

underestimate this threat, to treat it as a passing phenonenon or as only a 

secondary by-:~)roc::_uct of the 11 faults of subjective forces," of inherited objective 

conditions or ;lneed11 for a temporary solving of contradictions by recourse to 

the use of force, by njust' 1 interventions and the like. On the contrary, 

hetjemonistic relationships are much more frequent and varied today, in a period 

when the influence of imperialism in its classical form is decreasing under the 

weight of the great anti-imperialist revolution for independence, and when it 

is yieldine; its place to more "up-to-date" but not, for that matter, less 

dangerous forms of usurpation of rights of peoples and countries. 

Under conditions of ever-more diverse relations among countries and 

peoples, of ever-greater interdependence but also of increasing inequality, of 

an ever-nore universal process of radical changes and strategic adaptations of 

social forces in the world and an ever-vaster arsenal for the use of force, attempts 

are made to impose various fonns of relations of dependence which sometimes 

appear in subtle and less visible for~·Js e>.11cL vays of influencin.·; ·che c.1evelo1},,1Cnt 

of comti:.l'les, but uhicll 3.1."2 L1.luo.;ys J.CCO.l~)ai:lie(, by a 1,10:re or less brutal use 

of force. All this makes it imperative to follow this phenomenon closely, to 

consider it, to study it, to unmask it and to eliminate it from international 

relations. 

Hegemonism - as an attempt to establish supremacy and to transform it into 

a permanent system of relations - is in various forms immanent in every epoch 

and phase of development of the society, whether it manifests itself in the 

form of various phenomena of classical imperial annexations or domination, or 

their universalization through imperialist expansion, colonial occupation and 

neo-colonial exploitation, or in the shape of contemporary attempts at 

ablishing a system of e;lobal 11 super-domination 11 by one or several centres of 

l-'mrer. All such attempts have alvmys been based on military and economic power 

'1nd on classical or insidious use of force, and this whole arsenal is now being 

modernized thorugh various co-ordinates of indirect or direct political and 

ideological action. 
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It is obvious that on the whole, the great or military and economically 

strong Po1·rers dispose of such might. Primarily, they can be the protagonists 

of hegemonism because they C.ispose of all the instruments of power. Regardless 

of the different position of small, medium-sized and underdeveloped countries 

in various social systems, these countries are actually most frequently the 

object of pressure. Their farticipation in the decision-making process is 

unequal and limited, their sovereisn rishts are constantly curtailed, their 

economic resources are exploited and, not infrequently, they are the victims of 

aggression while their social development is as a rule "directed". All this 

finds further expression in a system of international relations characterized 

by attempts of centres of power to monopolize and legitimize the right to 

regulate the situation in the world by means of a constant expansion of spheres 

of interest. 

The policy of non-alignnent defines hegemonism w·ithin the context of defence 

of independence and sovereig1ty of countries and peoples and the negation of 

any form of subjugation or dependence, interference or exertion of political, 

economic, military or ideolo sical pressure. The non-a.li:::.,ned countries consider 

that hegemonisti c and imperialist pretensions, along with all their 

manifestations, are an obsta1!le to the political, social and national awakening 

of peoples. 
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They have affirmed, as one of the basic principles of non-alignment, the 

struggle against hegemonism, placing it on the same plane with the struggle 

against imperialism, colonialism, neo-colonialism, apartheid, all forms of 

racism, exploitation, power politics, inequality, aggression, intervent~on, 

occupation and all forms of interference in the internal affairs of sovereign 

States. The struggle against hegemonism has been raised to the level of a 

fundamental principle, in the same way as the elimination of imperialist and 

hegemonistic policies has been proclaimed to be one of the substantive objectives 

of the policy of non-alignment. 

Briefly, both in the theory of the policy of non-alignment and in the 

practice of non-aligned countries, hegemonism is treated as one of the forms 

of oppression of peoples and countries, whereas the forces of hegemony are 

treated as forces striving to perpetuate relations of inequality and 

privilege acquired through the use of force. The struggle against hegemonism 

is qualified as a contribution to the strengthening of peace in the world and 

to the liberation struggle of peoples in all of its aspects, as well as to 

the establishment of a new order in which every people will freely determine 

its national, social and economic development. 

The immediate causes of hegemonism in contemporary conditions should be 

sought first of all in the existing system of international relations based 

on the outdated doctrines of balance of power and policy of division of 

the world into blocs and spheres of interest in which the actors strive to 

gain, through direct rivalry or through the strategy of so-called 

indirect advance11 advanta~es,most frequently to the detriment of the 

independence of small, medium-sized and developing countries. 

Furthermore, hegemonism stems from attempts to solve international 

contradictions by force, from the unabated arms race, threats of nuclear 

war, incitement to or waging of limited or local wars, military interventions, 

imposition of neo-colonial relationships and foreign social models of 

development, and so on. Consequently, it is not infrequent that social 

transformation, struggle for national liberation or problems arising in mutual 

relations between individual countries are used for imposing hegemonistic 

relationships and for rivalry in shifting the borders of spheres of interests. 
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From the character of these causes derive also the manifestations of 

hegemonism which are complex and numerous, but always constitute an impediment 

to the independent developme1.t of peoples and countries. lilithout pretending 

to establish a precise nomen~lature of all the manifestations of hegemonism, 

we would say that every-day ?ractice shows that the most numerous and 

conspicuous aspects of hegem)nism are the policy of use or threat of use of 

force; foreign domination, i;1tervention and interference; maintenance of 

unequal relations, pri vilege:3 and monopolies; various forms of limitation of 

the sovereign and legitimate rights of peoples and States in any field of 

their activities -political, economic, cultural, religious, racial or 

ideological; violation of thE! right to self-determination, free national 

development and choice of soc~io-political and economic system~ tendencies to 

impose foreign models of soc:~al development and various doctrines and systems 

of relations designed to ser,re that purpose; various forms of preventing or 

restricting the participation of States, on a footing of equality, in the 

solving of international prol>lems and attempts at preservinc; in this respect 

the monopoly of militarily ruLd economically strong Powers and blocs; 

perpetuation of unequal economic relations and prevention of States and peoples 

from preserving and exercisirLg sovereign control over their natural resources; 

attempts at depriving peoplef', of their cultural identity and imposing alien 

cultural values; perpetuatior. of monopoly in the field of information, mass 

communications and dissemination of news, and so on. 

Today, the struggle against hegemonism is one of the most important 

battlefields for the universel implementation of the principles of active 

and peaceful co-existence amcng all countries, irrespective of their social 

system, size or level of development. At the same time, it is a struggle 

for the democratization of international relations, which implies a system 

of o.eep and constant changes in the sphere of political, economic and other 

relations; for equal :partie ir,ation ·in the solving of problems and taking of 

decisions on crucial issues in the world; for equal security for all countries; 

for independence,all--rouncl netional emancipation of all countries and peoples 

and their inalienable right to independent social development; for the right to 

economic development_ and so ono In brief, it is a struggle for the establishment 

of a nevr system of international political ano econcnic relations. 
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\'lith the emergence of the Non-Aligned Movement there appeared a real 

force as an alternative to the existing system~ which was developing in the 

sense of conservation of unequal relationships and the drawing of small and 

under-developed countries into a new system of domination. The action of 

non-aligned countries has resulted in the creation of more favourable conditions 

for the struggle for independence, equality, development and progress. 

Therefore, the expansion of the area of non-alignment, the strengthening 

of the Non-Aligned Movement as an independent global force, the implementation 

of the principles and achievement of the goals of the policy of non-alignment, 

the lending of support to peoples under foreign and colonial domination in 

the struggle for their national liberation, the rejection of bloc policy and 

overcoming nf the division of the world into blocs constitute the most 

effective barrier to hegemonism. All the greater is the need for such a 

united, independent and strong non-aligned movement as a new element in the 

world balance of forces. Therefore, non-alignment has never been conceived 

as a transient phenomenon, but as a world factor and world strategy for the 

establishment of new relationships. Consequently, there can be no more 

effective way for rejecting and fighting hegemonism than the implementation 

of non-aligned principles and objectives, because non-alignment itself as 

a force, concept and movement, as well as its programme, are by their very nature 

anti-hegemonistic. 

The draft resolution before us, of which my country is a sponsor, 

provides answers to all the indispensable questions regarding the causes, 

nature and manifestations of hegemonism. I believe, therefore, that it is 

a very important document which will become an essential instrument in the 

struggle against this real, acute and extremely dangerous phenomenon in 

international relations. 
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~Vlr. HANYOIKE (Ken:ra): My delegation will vote for draft resolution 

A/C.l/3!~/L. 52. In doing so we shall be stating our position once again, 

that is, Kenya's total oppo:d tion to actual, manifest or intended deli berate 

tehdency to control, domina·;e and subjugate politically, economically or 

militarily other States, peoples or regions of the world. 

He take this unequivocal stand because in it we see the real possibility 

of humanity learning eventually to move away from the path of conflict and 

fighting that has brought wttold suffering to the world. We do so because 

we believe that nations at harmony with one another stand a better chance 

of success in promoting detente, and as a nation we are fully committed to 

that goal. Kenya does not and will not interfere in the internal affairs 

of any nation. We continue,, as we have done in the past, to respect the 

territorial integrity of all nations. We abhor and are opposed to 

ideologies that minimize and impose unbearable burdens on fellow human beings 

just because they happen to have a skin of a different colour. 
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In this connexion, w·e >-rant to refer specifically to the evil and sterile 

political ideology of aparthe:i.d. This is a system of governr.:cnt vrhich 

has brought untold suffering and humiliation to its own nationals just because 

they are black. He condemn it unreservedly and find it indefensible. 

Apartheid is hegemonistic as an ideology and is a close historical ally 

of nazism. v!e all know the depths to -vrhich nazism sunk and hm-1 it consequently 

left in its hour of greA.test shEJL:= o. tragedy that no human being, then or 

now, could erase from human history. \·le ask those -vrho continue to support 

this evil system of apartheid to learn from history before history catches 

up 1-1i th them, for those who refuse to learn from history will themselves be 

condenmed when history repeats itself. It vras not an accident that one 

of the architects of apartheid, the former Prime ?vJinister of South Africa, 

was detained by his ovm Government when it was felt that he openly and 

enthusiastically supported the other architect of racism, Adolf Hitler. 

It is also sad to note that the people who fought so courageously to rid the 

world of the cancer of the doctrine of racial superiority and hegerr1onism should now 

find themselves in sympathy w·i th apartheid. This makes their verbal opposition 

to apartheid look hollow· and hypocritical, especially as they continue to 

give economic support to sustain the very system that they profess to oppose. 

The continent of Africa has suffered very much from the hegemonistic 

designs developed and hatched outside the continent to exploit it. Over 

10 million blacks -vrere carried away into slavery over a period of more than 

three centuries. As if this i•Tere not enough, 11e are passine; through a 

historical period of colonialism uith its attendant ev:i.l of e:hrploitation. 

This phase :i.n our h:i.story is by no means complete: thousands upon 

thousands have been killed and continue to be killed in southern Africa 

for no reason other than their active opposition to systems of government 

that deny them their humanity and self-respect. \!e CRll on all nations 

that are arming those regimes to end their economic and military support. 

The subject to -vrhich He e.re addressing ourselves is a serious one, and 

i·Te ask that it be treated -vr:i.th the seriousness it deserves. None of the 

super·-Povrers can honestly claim innocence -vrith rer;ard to hegemony. If 

-they try to :ignore this .fact, vTe must tell them, as the Bible tells us, to 

11 cast out the beam of thine own eye; and then shalt thou see 

clearly to cast out the mote out of thy brother's eye". 
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A Roman general is quat ed as having said, "I came, I sa-w-, I conquerecl". 

That 11as a military and ecorom:i.c conquest Hh:i.ch took place more than 2,000 

years at.;o, but since that time nations have cont:i.nued to march a~ross their 

own borders to conquer and subjugate other nations. If they do not do 

this militarily, they do it through the might of their economies. 

Hegemonism is a negative concept in all its ma11ifestations. It is an 

enemy of peace and of the genuine and ler;i timate freedom of expression of peoples 

:: n choosing their sociaJ , gcvc::rnmental and cconomi c systems. Draft 

resolution A/C.l/34/L.l, submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

draft resolution A/C .l/31~/L. 8, submitted by China, and the recent draft 

resolution A/C .l/34/L. 52, submitted by Bangladesh, Cuba, India, Pakistan, 

Sri Lanka 3lld Yugoslavia, all condewn resolutely the practice of hegemony 

in international affairs. This rejection of hegemony is common to all of 

them and j_t because of this commonality of purpose that I hail the move 

of the representative of Chi:J.a, ivho agreed this morning to support draft 

resolution A/C.l/34/L. 52, thus not ins:i.sting on a vote on draft resolution 

A/C.l/34/1.8. In my opinion, draft resolution A/C.l/34/1.52 incorporates 

the best of the three drafts, and should, I hope, enjoy a consensus among 

all those uho sincerely reject hegemonism in all international relations. 

Hr. TEOYANOVSICY (U1ion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation 

from Russian): The delegati :m of the Soviet Union notes uith satisfact:i.on 

that considerat:i.on of the qu"stion of the inadmissibility of the policy of 

hegemonism :i.n international relations is at the forefront of 

the work of the thirty-fourt:l session of the General Assembly. 

lie are deeply convinced that this :i.s in keeping 1vith the primary task of 

thf• United nations, that of '~nsuring international peace and security. 

The initiative of the s,)viet Union in raising the question of 

the inadmissibility of the pl)licy of hegemonism at this session as a matter 

of urgency and :i.mportance is further evidence of the line it has persistently 

pursuPd: the line of restructuring international relations on the basis 

of the pr:i.nc:i.ples of peacefU:_ co-existence, the development of mutually 

adventa;:;eous co-operation arr,ong States 1vith different social systems e:md the 

strenc;thening of international peace and security and friendship amonc.; nations. 
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The Soviet Union has given warning of the danger of the policy of hegemonism. 

It d:i.d so as early as before the Second Horld vlar and in the League of Nations 

it raised the question of adoptinc; effective measures against hegeiLlonist:i.c 

claims. Unfortunately, the League of Hations proved ince.pable of taldnij 

such measures and the peoples of the world had to pay dearly for that in 

the Second Horld Uar. Our Soviet people alone gave 20 million lives in 

order to defeat Hitler's plans to establish vrorld suprPmacy and in order 

to bury he~emony in its fascist incarnation. 

Continuing its struggle for international peace and secur:i.ty, the 

Soviet Union once again brings up the question of the inadmissibility of 

the policy of hegemonism, a policy which is an obstacle to the deepening 

of the process of international detente and its extension to the whole vmrld. 

The proposal for the condemnation of the policy of hegemonism supplements 

the efforts of the socialist countrivs to merge political detente with 

military detente and opens up one more important area of activity for 

the United Nations in the process of the strengtheninc; of international detente. 

It is a matter of satisfaction to us that States l 1iembers of the United 

lfat:i.ons are expressing the virtually unanimous view that the time has come to 

proclaim for all to hear the special danger of the policy of hegemonism 

:i.n current conditions and to call for measures to halt this danger. In the 

statements of participants in the discussion, deep concern - indeed alarm- has 

hecn apparent over the fate of the 1vorld, ivhich is threatened by hegemonism: 

this alarm is totally justified. The discussion of this question in the United 

Nations has once ac;ain confirmed that the ambition for vrorld supremacy and 

dominat:i.on of other countries and peoples - precisely the essence of the 

policy of hegemonism - is meeting 'I·Tith the unconditional resistance of the 

ivor ld Organi.z at ion. 
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The appetite for expansion, imperialism, colonialism, neo-colonialism, 

racism in all its forms, ~1rtheid and great-Pmver chauvinism and, indeed, 

everything that is organic 1nd inherent in hegemonism has undergone the most 

severe criticism. In the statements of representatives of the most varied 

l>J:ember States it has quite rightly been pointed out that hegemonism leads to 

a serious threat to international peace and security and menaces the 

sovereignty and independenc:: of States. All this points convincingly to the 

need to condemn hegemonism in all its forms and manifestations and the need for a 

clear-cut and unambiguous d::claration by the General Assembly that States 

or groups of States should in no circumstances, for any reason whatsoever, 

pursue a policy of hegemoni3m in international relations or attempt to occupy 

a dcminant position in the ..rorld at large or in any particular region of it. 

In puttinG forward this proposal the Soviet Union based itself also on the 

view that discussion of thi3 question would make it possible to confirm the 

need to strengthen the prin:::iples stipulated in the United Nations Charter, 

primarily the principle of -~he sovereign equality of States. vTe note with 

satisfaction that in this C)mmittee clear-cut expression has been given to the 

idea that hegemonisr.1 is a d~?nial of equality in co-operation among States, a denial 

of the rie;ht of States and ;Jeoples independently to decide their m-m internal 

affairs and to base their r::lations on the principles of mutual advantage and 

mutual respect. naturally, the representatives of the non-aligned and the 

developing countries are th<)se who have expressed particular ccncern in this 

regard. They have taken an active part in the discussion of the question of 

the inadmissibility of the policy of hegemonism in international relations. 

That is entirely understand:J.ble, because hegemonism threatens primarily the 

small and medium-sized countries. It is precisely the developing countries that 

have experienced at first hand the pernicious effects of various manifestations 

of the policy and practice )f hegemonism, aggression, occupation and intervention 

in their internal affairs b'f those forces that are seeking to perpetuate unequal 

relations and the privileges of the epoch of colonialism. 

Those countries are coming out ever more categorically ln defence of their 

sovereignty and independenc~ and their right to determine their ovm political, 

social and economic systems 1vithout any outside interference. They repudiate the 
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policy of the threat or use of force, intervention or pressure, and they favour 

strict observance by all States in their international relations of the principles 

of the United Nations Charter and the principles of peaceful coexistence. 

The policy of hegemonism has a most adverse effect on international 

relations. It engenders .conflict situations and international crises and it 

stimulates the arms race. Today we see that the danger of hegemonistic ambitions 

is made a hundred times worse if we take it into account that nuclear and other 

weapons of mass destruction can be placed in the service of hegemonism. The 

primary task of all who cherish peace is to prevent that. Precisely for that 

reason we have heard many representatives in their statements stressing the 

highest priority task of the United Nations, namely that of promoting the 

strengthening of international peace and security on the basis of strict compliance 

with the principles of the United Nations Charter. 

By taking a decision unreservedly to condemn the policy of hegemonism, the 

United Nations would be placing in its path a most significant political and moral 

barrier. 

The Soviet delegation wishes to express its gratitude to those delegations 

that have taken a positive part in the consideration of this question, which is 

of such great importance to the cause of bringing about peace and ensuring 

international security. 

A discordant note was struck by the delegation of China, which attempted to 

reduce this important matter to mere routine attacks upon the policy of our 

country. The Soviet delegation could, of course, say a great deal in reply to 

these provocative onslaughts. However, our approach to the discussion of the 

question of the inadmissibility of the policy of hegemonism in international 

relations is one of the utmost seriousness and responsibility. It is a question 

on which the Committee has yet to take a decision, and we consider it wrong to 

distract its attention by fruitless polemics. 

We should like to express particular gratitude to the delegations of 

Bangladesh, Cuba, India, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Yugoslavia, which have 

adopted a highly responsible approach to consideration of the question of the 

inadmissibility of the policy of hegemonism in international relations and whose 

constructive efforts have made it possible for the First Committee now to adopt 

an important decision of principle condemning the policy of hegemonism. 
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Desiring to accommodat~ the wishes expressed by the non-aligned countries 

that have sponsored the draft resolution, the Soviet delegation does not object 

to the adoption of their dr~ft resolution alone, and therefore it will not insist 

upon a vote being taken on its own draft. 

The CHAIRMAN: Th~ Committee had before it three draft resolutions on 

agenda item 126, numbered AlC.l/34/L.l, L.8 and L.52. The representatives of 

the Soviet Union and China :1ave agreed not to press to a vote their respective 

drafts, L.l and L.8. Consequently the Committee will proceed to take action on 

draft resolution A/C .1/34/L. 52, entitled "Inadmissibility of the policy of 

hegemonism in international relations". That draft has eight sponsors, and it 

was introduced by the repre:;entati ve of Sri Lanka at the forty-seventh meeting 

of the First Committee, on :~9 November 1979. The sponsors are Bangladesh, Cuba, 

Guinea, India, Nigeria, Pak:~stan, Sri Lanka and Yugoslavia. 

I shall now call upon J~epresentatives who wish to explain their votes 

before the vote. 

Mr. MULLOY (Ireland) : I should _like in the name of the nine member 

States of the European Community to offer our observations on draft resolution 

A/C.l/34/L.52, introduced b~' Sri Lanka, entitled "Inadmissibility of the policy 

of hegemoni sm in international relations". 

The Nine have followed the debate under agenda item 126 but have refrained 

from participating in it. !'rankly, we do not understand the special emphasis 

placed on this subject within this Committee at this stage. This Committee has 

been engaged in an attempt i.o prohibit what is already prohibited and to condemn 

what is already condemned. Furthermore, discussion of this item has introduced 

an unwelcome polemical note into the work of a Committee whose principal task 

we believe is to bring about progress in disarmament. 



EC/19 A/C.l/34/PV.50 
96 

( Mr. Mulloy --2- Irelan_:!) 

That objective has certainly not been assisted by the debate on this 

item. Nor has the debate contributed to any clearer political understanding 

of international relations. In the course of the debate we heard many 

widely diverging views on the theme involved. 

It goes without saying that our delegations have the strongest 

objections to the references in the text to Zionism. 

Apart from this clearly unacceptable element, which of course ensured that 

consensus would be impossible, there are various other points in the draft 

resolution with which many of us could not agree. Bu~ in saying this, 

I must pay a tribute to the non-aligned delegations for their efforts to 

find a compromise text. \'le can support many of the positions expressed in 

the draft resolution. 

He would emphasize, however, that what is required in this area is not 

the elaboration of new resolutions but rather the implementation of agreed 

decisions and above all respect for the clear principles of the United Nations 

Charter. By introducing a concept into our debates for which there exists 

no internationally accepted definition, we risk embarking upon polemics 

and friction instead of strengthening the possibilities for further mutual 

understanding. 

In these circumstances, we have no alternative but to abstain in the 

vote. 

I should like, however, to avail myself of tl1is on:ortuni ty to reiterate once 

again the desire of the Nine to contribute to more just international 

relations, better preservation of the independence and equality of States, 

more fairly shared prosperity and increased security for all. 

They originally reiterated tlwse principles at the Copenhagen 

Summit Meeting of Heads of State or Government on 14 December 1973 

and reaffirmed them at the Rome Summit Meeting on 17 July 1975, adding on that 

occasion that they would work to ensure that the United Nations achieved 

its aims, particularly as regards the maintenance of peace, the peaceful 

settlement of disputes and conflicts, the furtherance of social and economic 

progress the defence of human rights and humanitarian actions. 
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Mr. ROSE ( Germ~::.n Democratic Republic): The delegation of the 

German Democratic Republic will vote in favour of the draft resolution 

contained in document A/C.l/34/L.52. 

On this occasion, we wish to commend thf' Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

on its initiative, as other d<:,legations have alrf'ady done. That 

initiative led to a fruitful exchange of opinions on the substance and 

the manifestations of hegemonism. That exchange helped to clarif,y the 

content of the term. This in turn was an important prerequisite for the 

clearer definition of tlw tasks and the ccals of efforts to combat hegemonism. 

This is all the more necessary since time and again attemps havf' been nade 

to cause confusion. Only this morning, vle witnessf'd such an attenpt. One 

must indeed be hit def'ply to resort to such tiractes and calumnies. 

The draft resolution before us identifies the manifestations of hegemonism 

and in the seventh preambular paragraph states what has been corroborated 

in thousands of instances in the past and present, namely that hegemonism 

is a serious threat to international peace and security. Consequently 

hegemonism in all its manifestations is sharply denounced in the operative 

part of the resolution. rhat includes the rejection of any attempt to 

arrogate the right to take punitive action against other States. The draft 

resolution, h~vever, goes beyond mere condemnation. It also points to the 

alternative,which, indeed, can only be that all States strictly adhere to 

the principles of the United Nations Charter. This is particularly true as 

regards respect for the SI)Vereign equality of States and the right of people 

to self-deternination. N') State, whatever its reason may be~ can be 

allowed to seek doninance over, other States and peoples. 

The delegation of th~ German Democratic Republic is convinced that 

the adoption of the draft resolution before us will help strengthen peaceful 

coexistence and the· progn,ss of d~tentf' 

Mr. WINN (United States of Anerica): The position of the United 

States on the effort to equate Zionism with racism is well known to all 

members of' this Assembly. tfe find this allegation repugnant and totally 

unacceptable. For that rE!ason we shall be> obligf'd to votf' against draft 

resolution A/C.l/34/L.52. If this unacceptable reference were deleted, 
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the United States would abstain in the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/34/L.52 

because we do not believe that an attempt to define hegemonism is a worth-while 

exercise in which the United Nations General Assembly should be involved at 

a time when serious and meaningful problems confront us. vle appreciate the 

earnest effort that the sponsors of this resolution have made to find a 

basis for consensus. Nevertheless, the Charter of the United Nations clearly 

defines the rights and obligations of Members. It does not refer to vague 

abstractions like hegemonisrrh for obvious reasons. We do not see how the attainment 

of i1<1porto.nt goals of collective security, peaceful settleQent and disarmament 

will be furthered by the attempt to draft precarious definitions of 

hegemonism. 

In addition, we are concerned about certain aspects of draft resolution 

A/ C.l/34/L. 52 that might be considered to redefine or limit the United Nations 

Charter. We do not wish to see abridged the rights of States to pursue 

individually or collectively the legitimate measures that are foreseen under 

Chapter VII and Chapter VIII of the Charter. 

Mr. BURvliN (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya) (interpretation from Arabic): 

Draft rc::solution A/C .l/34/L o 52 on agenda item 126, regarding the inadmissibility 

of the policy of hegemon ism in international relations reflects different 

views. It is an exhaustuve text and we support it for that reason and 

should like to express our gratitude to its sponsors. 

I should like to take this opportunity to state that the reference to Zionism 

in this draft resolution is based on 1 '<:my things and pa.rticularly Gc,neral 

Assembly resolution 1904 (XVIII),which declares that it is necessary to put 

an end to all forms of racial discrirclination,laying stress on the fact that 

cmy doctrim' of racial supf'riori ty is fa.ls2 and F"or:1lly and 

socially reprehensible. He know that the Zionist entity bases itself on the theory 

of racial superiority and has created a State based upon racial 

and religious discrimination. 

Jv:Ioreover, the General Assembly in resolution 3151( XXVIII) condemned, 

inter alia, the unholy alliance between the racist regime of South Africa and the 

Zionist. 
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regime. I would also reft'r to the Mexico D,,cla.ration of 1975 on 

the Equality of Women and their Contribution to Development and Peace. 

Hi thin the framework of tl:e Horld Conference of the International Homen's 

Year held in Mexico, that Declaration stipulates that international 

co-operation requires li1erty, independence, the elimination of colonialism 

neo-c ·lcx.i,·.lis,J, zi,~nis;J, apartheid and racial discrir.rination in all 

their forms. The Declaration also stipulates that it is necessary to 

recognize the right of pe 'Jples to self-determination. I should also like 

to refer to a resolution cf the Summit Conference of the Organization of 

African Unity held at Kam:t;:ala in 1975 in which it w1s stated that the racist regime 

in occupied Palestine :end the two racist rfgino?s in ZiFlbabwe and South Africa 

had similar imperialist scurces and constituted one entity which sought 

to d<"ny hunan dignity. St.rtly that should bo? considered racial discrinination. 
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I would add that the Conferences of the non-aligned countries have affirmed 

in their numerous declarations, in particular in the Havana Declaration, that 

zionism is a racist movement. The Declaration of the Meeting of Foreign 

Ministers of the non-aligned countries held in Lima in August 1975 condemns 

zionism as a threat to international peace and security. All States were asked 

to oppose that racist theory. 

Secondly, at its thirtieth session the General Assembly, in resolution 

3379 (XXX) on the elimination of all forms of racial discrimination, stressed 

the fact that zionism is one of the forms of racial discrimination. Consequently ix 

it ~ppears that zionism is one of the forms of racial hegemonism that have been 

condemned regionally and by the Non-Aligned Movement and the United Nations. 

This is sufficient response to all those who do not want us to make reference to 

zionism in this draft resolution. 

I would add that this draft resolution reflects the current situation in 

the world and diagnoses a malady from which rrankind suffers today. That is why 

we cannot remedy part of the evil while leaving the rest. We have to deal with 

the whole disease if we do not want the whole body of mankind to wither away. 

Zionism exercises hegemony over all those who practise Judaism in the world 

and demands that they be loyal to the Zionist entity and not to the countries 

in which they live. Zionism puts Jews into a different category; consequently 

we must oppose zionism and condemn it. 

Mr. THIEMELE (Ivory Coast) (interpretation from French): In keeping 

with the statement my delegation made on the question under discussion, I wish 

to state that we have no difficulty in supporting draft resolution 

A/C.l/34/L.52, which has been proposed by a number of non-aligned countries. We 

find in it the essence of the points that we regard as fundamental with respect 

to the policy of hegemonism and therefore we shall vote in favour of the text. 

However 9 we wiRh to express specific reservations on two paragraphs in that 

text, the fourth preambular paragraph and operative paragraph 5, both of 

uhich contain notions that the Ivory Coast cannot accept. We reject the equation 

of zionism with racism. 
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The CHAIRMAN: The representative of Israel has requested that a 

separate vote be taken on the expression "including zionism" found in the fourth 

premabular paragraph and operative paragraph 5. A recorded vote has been 

requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afgh1mistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 

Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Cape Verde, China, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 

Kampuchea, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, 

Against: 

Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, 

Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic 

Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, 

Maldives, Mali, Malta, Ma,lritania, Mongolia, Morocco, 

Mozru11bique, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Poland, Qatar, Sao Tome, 

and :)rinciple, Saud.i Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra 

Leonl~, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic , Trinidad 

and ·~obago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Repu.Jlic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab 

Emir,:~.tes, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of 

Tanz,:~.nia, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia 

Aust:ralia, Austria, Bahamas, Canada, Denmark, Fiji, 

Finl:~.nd, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, 

Irel:~.nd, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 

Zeal md, Norway, Papua New Guinea, Portugal, Sweden, 

Unit~d Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 

Unit~d States of America 

Abstaining: Arge:1tina, Bhutan, Burma, Chile, Colombia, Cyprus, 

Domi:1ican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Ivory Coast, 

Jamaica, Japan, Lesotho, Mexico, Nepal, Peru, Philippines, 

Sing~pore, Spain, Suriname, Thailand, Togo, Uruguay, 

Venezuela 
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The words 11 including zionism" were retained by 65 votes to 22, with 

24 abstentions.* 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now vote on the draft resolution as 

a whole. A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, 

Bangladesh, Bhutan, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, China, Colombia, 

Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, 

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gabon, 

German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, 

Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, 

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's 

Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 

Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 

Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, 

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, 

Romania, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 

Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 

Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad 

and Tobago, Tunisia, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, 

United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, 

VietNam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia 

Against: Australia, Canada, Israel, United States of America 

Abstaining: Austria, Belgium, Chile, Denmark, Fiji, Finland, France, 

Germany, Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Ireland, Italy, 

Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Papua 

New Guinea, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Uruguay, 

Venezuela 

* Subsequently the delegations of Burma and Democratic Yemen advised the 
Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour. The delegation of Belgium 
advised the Secretariat that it had intended to vote against. 
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Draft resolution A/C.l/34/1.52 was adopted by 87 votes to 4, with 

24 abstentions.* 

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish to 

speak in explanation of vote after the vote. 

Mr. VE1ISSAROPOULOS (Greece) (interpretation from French): Hegemonism, 

as the term indicates, is a result of the will of a strong State to dominate 

weaker ones, which are thus deprived of the free exercise of a fundamental right 

deriving from the principles of sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity 

and non-intervention as laid down in international law and custom, the United 

Nations Charter and the relevant documents and resolutions which have been adopted 

since the inception of the United Nations. 

Opposition to the practice of hegemonism, which is the object of draft 

resolution A/C.l/34/1.52, cannot but be supported. How could anyone raise 

objections to most of the provisions of this draft, especially those which condemn 

domination, aggressicn and occupation and those which advocate respect for 

sovereignty, the United Nations Charter, the principle of non-interference in 

the internal affairs of other States and the obligation to resort to peaceful 

procedures for the settlerrent of international disputes? That is why we voted 

in favour of the draft resolution, thus stressing our support for its basic ideas. 

We wish to state, ho~ever, that we have a series of important reservations 

concerning some of the previsions of the draft resolution. Thus we feel that 

the definition of hegemonism has been rather hastily drafted and that, instead 

of being confined to its true limits - in other words, those normally ascribed 

to it - it has been given, in the fourth preambul:ar paragraph and operative 

paragraph 5, a conceptual meaning that goes beyond that which our practice and 

intellect generally ascrite to it. The best is generally the enemy of the good, 

and those who support the fourth preambular paragraph and operative paragraph 5 

have not appreciated the Yalue of that adage. 

* Subsequently the delegation of Democratic Yemen advised the Secretariat 
that it had intended to vcte in favour. 
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However, our reservations do not stop there. In our vievL, the last 

preambular paragraph and operative paragraph 9 go too far. We recognize that 

no text can keep its initial value forever, because we live in a world where 

everything changes and everything vanishes, just as we do, but the fact that 

the world is in constant evolution makes necessary the scrupulous preparation of 

documents on the basis of concepts which, under the Charter, have been accorded 

general and repeated acceptance. 



A/C.l/34/PV.50 
106 

(!'rr. Velissaropoulos, Greece) 

'Jht' problem ~s not hf:sti.ly to dismantle and replace all the United nations 

:institutions but to ensure r:jspect for thPm. Meanwhile tt.l_T\' is <t body coEnetc•nt 

to rPvisP the C:hartPr, which has lonr: been sPekine; a solution, which we agree is 

desirable and nerhans inPvjtftblP in the lonr, run. 

HPnce ve rer~ret th<<t th:~ sponsors of drRft rPsolution A/C.l/34/1.52, who 

vrorl=ed so hard Rnd enthus-iastically, felt unAblP to accept certain suc~,r;ested 

HTePndrrents nut for",Jf!rd by various partiPs. Had they been able to do so, it is 

lil;:C>ly thAt eve ~-rould hflVP had beforP us R text that could have been adopted by 

consensus. 

But, as I said Rt the beGinninr of this explanation, the princirlc of the 

drGft being so iElportant in the opinion of the Greek dele~_;ation, we voted in 

fRvour of thP draft, vJhile expressinr: the important reservations to which I have 

_j lJSt referred to the fourth preambular pRragrRph rmd operative paragraph 5, which 

we voted ar:ainst. 

'l'hr· CHAIR~lAH: I shall nmv call on the representatives who vish to 

exerclSP thPir right of reply. 

"''ir PHAH r.JG/\C (V 0 t Yi ) o ~-- __ c _ Je . am . ~'Jy dPlee;ation decided not to speak on this 

-: tnn, sine<' Fe havP fl.lready Pxpresspd our vie\-TS in many docum<"nts distributed lD 

this Cornm-itte<", such as docue".ents A/34/553 and A/34/541, to citP but tlvo. He share 

the' viPWS of many dPlpt~ations that spoke on the subject of hegemonism and expressed 

this hope that our Co:rnwi ttee \-rould be able to work smoothly, without enp;aginp: in 

TlOlemi cs. 

Hmrever, tld s morning thf' Chinese representativP chose this occasion to attnck 

V~i C•t ~1 ai!1, trw very victim of the policy of hegemonism and expansionism of the 

Prokinr: leaders. Thr-d.r familiar slandPrs can in no way IN"hi tewash their policy of 

ht:>f'<'monism ftnd expansionism or cover up their true nature as danr;erous enemies of 

-renee and nRtional indepenclence. 

dele;--;ation rej Pets nll those slanders. To us, China is thP only 

hPr:emoni.sti.c Power in .~'~.sia. It has launched a dirty and barbarous war of 

ac='n,ss:ion ar;ainst Viet ~Tam. The draft resolution adopted today by this 

Committee condPrc"litS just that. 
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Chin<' 1 s leaders, for decndes, have pursued this policy of her;emonism and 

eXPAnsion against Viet lJam, Indo-Chin<'~ and South~East Asia fmd ap;Rinst c1ll i.ts 

ne:ir;hbours. For the benefjt of this Committee, I 1vish to quotP one or two 

statements of the Peking leadPrs jn this connexion. 

In 1963 Chairman rlao Tsetung rlvclt red in llu Hlln: 

"I will be the Chnirman of 500 million poor peasants, and my Prmies 

1-Jill march on South--East Asia.·. 

Is that not rer;ional he,zemonism? 

And in August 1975 Chairman l2ao Tsetung again reaffirmed, in a meeting of tlw 

Political Bun"au of the Chinese Communist Forty Central Committee: 

"lrTe must by all rr:eans seize South-East Asia, includinc; Sout Vit~t HRm, 

'I'hailand, Burma, Halaysi a and Singnpore. This n·gion is rich in rmr 

mAtPrials - it is ·hrorth the costs involverl. After seizing South-East Asia, 

1ve can incn'ASP our strew~th in this region. And '!Te shall be strong enour,h 

to confront the Soviet-East European bloc. The East wind -vrill prevnil ovt~r 

the vlest wind. 11 

Is thr't not r:loblll te;::pmonisr1? 

Hould the Chinese represPntati Vf' challenge all tht,se statements of a clParlv 

hec;emonistic nature, both globAl and rer,ional, made by his own leaders? The 

docurrwnts from uhich I heve read are but a few examples. 

Mr. AL-ALI (Iraq) ( intPrpretation from Arabic): I ~Vi sh to state thnt J 

did not ask to exercise my rir;ht of reply to the representative of zionism so Hs to 

rPpeAt the Rllegations and untruths to ~Vhich he resortPd when he referred to dn1ft 

resolution A/C.l/34/L.52 on the inadmissibility of the policy of her;emonism. I 

asked to exercisP my rir;ht of reply to unmask that representative 1 s manol'uvres to 

di VPrt this Commit tee's attention and prevPnt it from dealinG ivith the substanc.__• of 

the matter under discussion, as is his custom. 

'I'rh' Z:i onist reprPsentati ve says that Iraq has submitted a draft resolution 

aplinst Israel -vrh:i ch diverts the First Committee from it~3 n•ul ""1\crk en Jif:: rmarre>nt 

snrr internRtional peace and security. 

Is it not the duty of this Committee to consider Israel's nuclear arnan~ents? 

I'Ot'S the Zionist rt>nresentative vrish to Hccuse the members of this Commitl:,ee ccnd 

:L ts :-,fficers of ir,norance in PXamining draft resolutions and the procedures to o~' 

npplied? 
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The Zionist representative tries to be amusin['; when he speaks, saying that 

Iraq, sorr.e of the other J,rab countries 2nd certain countries friendly to us attempt 

to accuse zionism of all the evils in the vrorld and that, if ever a draft 

resolution etr:ainst tobacco were submitted, Israel would be accused of having 

discovered tobacco. The Zionist representative forgets that the peoples of the 

1-rorld represented here have condemned zionism, colonialism, neo-colonialism, 

racism and apartheid. That condemnation will be repeated year after year, both 

vdthin this Organization and outside it. 
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(r.1r. Al-Ali, Iraq) 

The peoples of the 1mrld 1vill continue to fir;ht Plonc;side the• Palt-'stinian 

peoPlP to put an end to all these di sgrRceful mrmi festRtions, and I refer in 

particular to racial discrimination, apartheid and zionism. He are part of that 

section of mankind that seeks the ivt'll-beinr; of Rll the }Waples of the world. Tht-: 

Zionist rt~presentative should have Pxplained why he did not vote in favour of this 

draft resolution. He should havP said that his country is amonr; those countries 

which practise hegemony, particularly since it occupies Palestine, as well as the 

tprri tory of other Arab count riPs, by force, -vri th the assistA.nce of its ally, the 

United States of America. 

The United States representative said that the link that has been established 

betwePn Zionism and racial discrimination is unAcceptable. My reply is that the 

Uni tecl States position is well known. The United States assists zionism and 

similar rer;imes in Africa and other continents. His remarks strengthen our 

conviction that the United States is the only country that supports the Zionist 

entity in the Middle East. 

Mr. GLAIEL (Syrian Arab Republic) (interpretation from French): I cannot 

help being surprised at the language used by the products of the ghetto, in 

particular the HRrsaw Ghetto, with regard to those vhose lands they have usurped, 

thus making it possible for them to c>stablish tbemsPlves as a country with a right 

to speak in this body. They arP a people i·rhich throughout history has been given 

refur;f'. These are people whosf' memories an' shortened by a feeling of military 

stn·ngth. That is what causes hPgemony, of ~<rhich zionism is one of the most 

dRnr,erous aspects. 

The CHAIRMAN: The list of speakers on ar;enda item 46 -vrill be closed at 

6 p.m. on 4 December. I urge delegates who plan to take part in the debate on that 

item to inscribe their names as soon as possible and to look in the journal fer 

information as to ,,rhen our next meeting will be held. 

The meeting rose at 6.35 p.m. 




