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Table 5 outlïnes perceptions 'of the beng.fïts and ]osse5 from freer trade in provinc.1al

#errns.

Table 5

BENEFIT/LOSS TO THE PROVINCES OF THE REMOVAL OF TRADE BAFtR [E E25

BENEFIT ABOUT THE BENEFiT NET CHANGE
MORE SAME LESS FROM AP:RrL 1985

PROVINCE

British Columbia 64- 19 17 -L3
Alberta 61. 21 .16 -16
^askat^h^w^n 47 27 19 t2.
Maniti)laa, 33 37 27 -7
Baian.ce:Ontario 46 .26 28 +L2
Metropolitan Toronto 52. 23 24 +7
Quebec 42 31 26 -6
New Brunswick 55 L7 28 _5.
Nova Scotia 52' A 19 -3
Prince Edward Island 51 22 24 +7
Newforrndlanâ 55 23 23 +12

National Average 50 26 23 -6

Note.: Percentages for the -first three colurtins sum horizontally and may not Fum to
1.0095.due to rounding aexd exclusion of no opinion.." The Net Change column
provides data- on the change since Aprii 1986 based'on a measure of those: saving
prov€nce would "benef it more" minus those saying '"less."

,This tablo shows that thE^re Continues t0 bé a strohber beiïe# that one% own province will

ber3r3fit tnor^ from frm& trade than the country as a whole. But the underlying ôptlmlstn

idehEified in rhe f irst wave ;of this stûdy in April appears: to be abating. Part icularly in

the :Ehree provinces identifièd as- supporters for freer Trade -- Newfoundland, British

Columbia, and Alberta -- there is aAirnïnishsng Certaintv at provincial benefi-t. By

contras-T, resident•s of Metropolïran Toronto are more likel.y to identify Ontario?5 n.e.t

bertefti 'ln the everit of free trade.
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