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A sampie of expert opinion

all concurred that Canada was less influential now than in
the early years. Considering the dramatic change in UN
membership, a drop in Canadian influence was cause for
neither surprise nor dismay. More serious was the com-
plaint from about half this group, that Canada had become
less committed, and was trying less. Others contested the
point vigorously. Canada’s support does appear to have
declined in some issue areas, such as peacekeeping. It has
increased in others, however, most notably in international
development and human rights. And support remains very
serious in disarmament.

Canada continues to field a strong and active mission
to the UN, led as a rule by an outstanding Ambassador. We
heard almost as many tributes to William Barton, Canada’s
representative in the mid-seventies, as to Lester Pearson.
Many in the UN thought that quietness was carried to an
extreme by Gerard Pelletier, Canada’s Ambassador at the
time of our interviews; we also heard praise of his commit-
ment and skill, however, and it should be recalled that our
respondents attached little value to speechmaking as a
factor of influence in the UN.

The speeches of Pelletier’s successor, Stephen Lewis,
may prove to be the exception. His extraordinary elo-
quence, and his willingness to defend the UN, will cer-
tainly win admiration, and may compensate for the time
spent away from the UN corridors where Pearson and
Barton made their great impact.

Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark has
warmly reaffirmed Canada’s traditional support for the
UN. Prime Minister Mulroney, however, has emphasized
that the first plank in Canada’s foreign policy is now friend-
ship with the United States, and this at a time when Wash-
ington has never been more hostile to the UN. The two
objectives are not totally irreconcilable, but Canadas UN
diplomacy appears to be in for a testing period. U
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