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Table 7ouziines the pereeived current bi]ateral relationship and compares the results.

with tho.se previously ubtairted in Rpri! 1986.

Table 7

CANADA - U[VITED STATES RELATIOÏNS
BILATERAL RELATIONS

KEY: {L} July 1.98'6. (2) Net Change from April 1986

Cool and Fncfepi^riderit 7 +! 7
Businesslike but

Neighbourly .43. ' ' -3 29 -4 42 -Z'
Close FriencEs and

Trading Partners 37 +1- 41 +f
Warrrtest and Cle.5est
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of Friends l2 -1 21 -±O 8 -4

Personal pr.efer.Once and perzreptior!s of, what the lederal g6vernrnerit. wantE; in terris of

bilatéral reEatioris have rernaïned •constant in thé period since April E.9816. Preiference

bi^tween frieridty{close and czxol/inr[eper,dent measures uverall are sPlit virtua[ly evenly.

-What i5 remarkable is the reluctance to akpC extreme positions. Just- one in zen

`Canadians, for exarnple, advacate tFtaii Canada become "the warmest •an4d closest uf

frierids" with our neighbour to the south, The p6bli<, marginally favours'a businesslike but

fle:ighbourly tbnq^_.

The,dâta substanrti4te. a key proposition from the first wavi^ of this study. The Canadian

public çorizinuL:,s to befieve 'that the.govefhmenr want^ a relatior7ship much closer than is

dperneç appropriàte. Ovetall, 49,96 of Canadians wanc to be close trading parzners, but

6'296 see this as Lhe central zederal goal. The actual s^ate of the current relationship is

characterized in this &-ay by 32%. The prairie provinces are less likely co say that the

reiationship at .p.resent is close, particularly. in Saskatchewan ^.^here just 24% adopt [his

view.

.1

1^DeaMa RESEARCH LiMIreD

ÇANADIAN
PERSONAL 0 1 QVERtvMEfvT'S' CÇ1RRENT

PREFERENCE. [DL=,AL. RELATIONS

(l) {2} (1) {2} {1} ^2}

1


