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EXECUTI VE SUI,IHARY

't'he Institute Ior SociaI and Economic Research polled 3113
wr.lt.ern Canadians between Sept. 23 and Oct.3 1985 on their atti*
t rrrles toward f ederal and provinc iaI pol i t ics.

Sample sizes for each of the ptovinces are indicated in the
Iollowing tabIe. Theoretical error rates for each province are
lnrr:; Ihan 3,7%, 19 times out of 20.

TabIe l:

llan i toba

Sa s ka tchewa n

Alberta

nr i t i sh Columbia

'I'OTAL

Sarnple Sizes for the Provinces

798

7 44

824

747

3113

'l'l)e po11 rras conducted by telephone and the sample was sel.ect-
n,l rarrdomly, The following are the main results for each prov-
ilt,'t'

l. Manitoba.

Of decided vo[ers, 44.8%
vote Progress i ve Conservat ive

,t. Saskatchewan

Of dec ided voters , 46,3eo
vote Progressive Conservative

l. Alberta

Of decided voters, 74,1*o
vative, 14.3% would vote NDP

4. nritish Columbia

Of dec ided voters , 46.3% would vote NDP , 39eo would vote
SociaI Credit and L8% would vote LiberaL

vould vote
and 13,0%

NDP, 40.0% would
would vote Liberal.

would vote NDP , 43.8eo would
and 9,3% would vote LiberaI.

would vote Progressive Conser-
and 9.leo would vote Liberal.

i
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western separatist parLies did not f igure proriinently in the

responses (opLn-ended and recGrdecl verl:at im) '

with respect to federal politics, the Hulroney government has

dropped in populari;;- iin.u ;;;i i' '8s bv an average of "l 0eo,

except for niberta. .[']rere, ***u evidrr"]ce exists that popuiarily
has wanerJ. In addiEion, the-iat ing ':f its perf ornrance tends to
beskewed negatively in aIl provin**s, except tgt Alberta ' Each

province has a thebretical Lrror rate ef less than 3.1eo, 19 tirnes

out of 20'

The overall sampre providns a thecr$ticaI error rate of less

than 1 .gen, l9 t imes out of 2A '

A!-[.NQWLqgUEUgXJE

This report was written by Grerr Mason, Director of Lhe Insti-
tute for social and Econornic nisearch. Ari errors are the

responsibility of the author as are tlre viefs expressed'

The assistance of the followirrg pcople is gfaLef ulIy acknowl-

edged: M.oepkes uld D. Brown foi tield operations; K. Danger-

f ield Ior programmlog, D. Hudyrna ancJ teLpIe f or data entry artd

tO K, Bfowning, S. giuni, P. CahOon, l'l' COleman' W' DCrvZUk' S'

Edie, J, ridler, L. Ftrga, M.,Larccmbe, P. Mailhot, K' Medwid' A'

Michaud, D. Oravec, D. Oref anO, S' Stewaf t and D' Tataf yn f Of

intervi'ewing.

Also, the logistical assistance of ProIs. P' Thomas and R' Rcy

and Mr. C: Read is gratefully ackowledged'
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I NTRODUCTI Or.l

t''tonr 5r.1tt, 23 to Oct 3, 1985, the Institute for Social and
l",r ,rrnruirr ttesearch contacted 3113 lrestern Candians on the subject
,,1 r ur rr"rrt- political pref erences, with emphasis on pfovincial
lr, lllir':t. This report presents a province-by-province summary
,,f llrr rnain results. A detailed report r*i11 be available short-
ly,

'l'lrr. (,rveralI sample provides a theoretical error rate of less
f lran f .()'f,, l9 times out of 2A, Each province has a theoretical
rrf f r,f rate of Iess than 3,7eo, 19 times out of 20.

imminent
a steady
done on

ll,f rrtrrr:h change is apparent in the overall approval rating.
lf 'rlr,,rrlrl be noted thaE this type of quesbion usually produces
r o hlr,n'clpq which are clushered toward the middle posi t ion. Sent i *
nrFnt lrtr or against a government is shown by a "skewing" in the
I F nlrt)n!trr r:ategOf ieS

'l'nlrle 3 presents the overall results on pol i t ical pref erence
ln ltnrritoba. If the "Don't Know" and "No Response" categories
n r r nrltletl then overall undec ided may be 31 .9eo but i t i s important
1,, trlrrss thaE the 8.4% who replied "No Response" may have f irm
l,rr. lrrrnces buI care not to reveal them.

Al,t)ttt tralf the repondents (in Hestern Canada) also indicated
t lrn I vt'rt i ng f or the candidate i s more important than vot ing f or
I lrr grartf , suggesting that the undecided are composed of a Iarge
rnrrrl,r.r'of voters who make their mind up as they learn more about
tlrn (:.rncliates, usually during Lhe election campaign,

MAN.r LOBA

llre l,nriic issue is simply how the population views the
l'r,,vinri.tl election, On this matter there lras been
,lr,1rr,lF over the past two years since polling ',ras f irst
llrin lnnrre in ApriI '84.t

't lrn.rn lrol ls have used identical techniques,
f ',r rrr,rl , positioning of guestion within the
;,lrrn'rirr,l to ensure comparability over time.

same quest ionna i re
interview and same

I
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&b1q 2: Approval Rating for

"As you know, i n Han i toba the New
in power since 1981. Overal1,

the I'lani toba Government

Democrat ic Party has been
has the provincial govern-

average job or a bad job of

'l'abJeJ: Politica] Preferences in

" I f a prov i nc ial elec t ion were held
you vote Ior?"

Hanitoba (Provincial)

today, what party would

ment. been doing a good job, and
governing the province?"

Good Job

Avg. Job

Bad Job

Unr/Nn

(rotals may not

Percent

Apr i l '85

17 .1

59 .2

16 .4

7.2

due to rounainq)

was not asked in April 1gB4)

Liberal

NI)P

lrc

0t lrer

Would Not Vote

I)on' t Know

llo response

(1'ota1s may not add to 100

Percent.

Sept. '85

8.5

29 .2

26 ,1

1,3

3.0

23.5

8.4

due to rounding)

Sept. '85

19.7

51 .6

16,5

3.1

add to 100

(Note: An approva 1 quest i on

:l'O!]Sl: PoIi tical Pref erences in Mani tobans (Provinc ial )

"lf a provincial election were held today, what party would
you vote Ior?"

[,ib,

NDP

PC

Other

(totals

n=

may not

Percent.

Sept '85

13.0

44.9

40.0

2.A

505

to 100 due Lo

of Dec ided

Apr i I ' B 5

10.9

36 .7

50, B

1.8

round i ng )

Voters

Apr i I '84

14.5

23,6

58.9

2.9



SASKATCHEWAN

The provincial government has been
the Conservatives defeated the NDP.
the incumbent governrnent has slipped;
in the confidence bhe public has in
Grant Devine.

PAGE 6

in power since 1982, when
In terrns of overall rating,

this represents an ebbing
the provincial government of

PAGE 7

Political
cial)

Preferences in Saskatche'*an tprovin-

"l I r1 provincial election were held today, what party would
y()u vote for?"

IAb_lS_!: Approval Rat ing f or the Saskatchewart Government

"As you know the Progressive Conservative party has been in
po"'rer since 1982. OveralI, has the provi.nc ial government
been doing a good job, Eo average job or a bad job of gov-
erning the province?"

Good Job

Avg. Job

Bad Job

nxlN n

(torals may

Percent

Sept. '85 Apr i I '85 *,

15.0 19 ,7

57, 1 55. 1

23.9 19.0

3. I 5.2

not add to I 00 due to round i ng )

Thi s lowered approval has t ranslated in to reduced support as
shown in Tables 5 and 7.

In April 1985 the Conservatives held about a 6 percentage
point lead over the NDP, but in the Iast six months thaL seems to
have reversed, The lead that the NDP holds is aL tlre rnargin of
statistical signif icance. It should be not,eci t lrat Lhe ruraL/
urban split is very close to Statistics Canarla rlat a (see Sample
Quality in Appendix 2), so that it is unlikniy tlr;rt sanrpling has
produced this reversaL

Political Preferences in saskatchewan (provin-
cial)

" l I a provinc ial elect ion were he]d today, what party would
you vote for?"

L i trera l

rft)P

[,c

0t lre r

Would Not Vote

[)on't Know

llo Response

(rotals may not

Percent

Sept. '85

5.5

27 ,7

26 .2

.4

2.4

24 .1

13.6

add to 100 drre to

Liberal

NI)P

l r(:

t)t lrer

('l'otals may not add

Percent of Decided Voters

Sept. '85 Apr i I '85

9. 3 g .7

45.3 42,2

43.9 49.0

,5
n=446

to 100 due to rounding)

round i nq )

'l'ab-le 6:
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ALBERTA

The Progressive Conservatives continue to donrinate provincial
(and f ederal ) politics. Approval ratings are very high, and so
is the support for the provincial Progressive Conservativcs,"
This is readily apparent in Tables 8, 9, and 10.
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Table 9: PoIiticaI Preferences in Alberta (Provincial)

"I f a provincial election Here held today, what party ''-ould
you vote for?"

Table 0:

nrlun

(fotals may not add to

Percent.

Sept. '85 Apri,'1'85

38.0 31.4

51.4 53.5

8.3 ll.5

2.3 4.4

1 00 due to round i ng )

Liberal

}I DP

PC

Other

Would Not Vote

Don' t Know

No Response

(fotal may not add to

Liberal

NDP

PC

Other

:
(fotals may not add

Percent

Sept. '85

5.5

10 .2

53,2

1,9

2.5

19. 3

6.4

1 00 due to round i ng )

Percent of Dec ided Voters

Sept. '85 ApriI '85

9,1 8,4

'14.2 21 ,5

74.1 67,8

2,5 2,3

n= 592
to 100 due to roundinq)

Approval Rating
(aluerta)

f or the Prov i nc i a I Gove rnmerr t

As you know the Progressive Conservatives have been in pow*
er since l9B I . overaII, has the provincial governmenE been
doing a good job, an average job or bad job of governing
the province'1 "

Good

Avg.

Bad

Job

Job

Job

TabIe 10: PoIiticaI Preferences in Alberta (provirrcial)

'lf a provincial election erere held today, what party would
you vote for?"The approval rating of the provincial government in Alberta con-

tinues to increase, and suprisingly it has shifted to a point
where alrnost 40e" of the population feels that the government is
doing a good job. This is a very strong showing on this type of
question.

The decline in NDP fortunes may reflect the loss of Grant Not-
ley and that no hiqh profile replacement exists as yet. Also,
the current Ieadership campaign in the PC party is very conducive
to hiqh recognition and by itsetf can be expecterl to provide a
boost in popularity.
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Political Preferences in British Columbia (pro-
vincial)

"lI a provincial elecIion were held today, what party would
yorr vote Ior?"

BRITISiI COLUHtsIA

[,ast- April, the low rating
the NDP and the fact that many
not vote for tlre Social Credit
ment of l^li lIiam BennetL may f ace
These trends continue today.

coupled w i th a st rong show i ng by
of t.he undecided would def initely
Party indicated that the govern-

cl if f i,:ulty in the next eiection"

Lu tr_ls_I]:

Table l1:

Good.lob

Arg. Jotr

Bad Job

Of r/N n(fotals may no[ add Eo

Approval Rating for
(gritish Columbia)

42"4

the Prov i nc i a l Gove rnmen L

45.7

Pereent

Sept.'85

5.6

29.g

25.0

3.8

4,0

24 ,1

"As you know, in British Columbia the Social Credit Party
has been in power since 1982. Overall, has the provincial
gove rnrnen t been doi ng a good job, an ave rage job or a bad
job of governing the province?"

Percentis"

Sept. '85 ApriI '85

13.7 14.0

4l.J 36.0

l, i lrr't'a I

ll I I I '

rrur ('t r.rl.

nl lrn t

lJ,rtlrl lJol Vote

l)trtrr l KltOw

2.1 4.3
1 00 due to round i ng )

llrr llr..i[)()t]!;e 7,6

('1',rl,r I rn;ry rtot adcl to 100 due to rounding)

'l',llrlt' I l: ['ol i I ir',r I ['r'r'feren(]r's irt British
vin,:i.rl)

It seems that there is a marginal
ings, buE readers are cautioned that
lie within the error rate of the po11
remains unchanged.

reduction in rtegative rat-
these changes are slight arrd
. In ef fect, the situ.ation

"lf a provirtcial election were
worrlci you vote for?"

caIled today, what PartY

of Dec ided Voters

Apr i I '85

3.9

s0.3

39. 3

The notev,orthy aspect of
eral party, apparently at
possibly the Conservat ives.
may indicate sorne weakr)es:;
Liberal Party or it rnry 1,,'
urban sltlit is vir.trr.rlly i,l,'rrtr
the tatlles il,tvr' l,r'rn11 wr.l,;lrl,'l
ctt.-It)t-,' ,,1 :;,rtlt;,! ilr,; f,t r,,lr, In,l I I

high.

y of the Lib-
[)r'v11()cratS and

r(. lirrlt, which
I '.(:()ve ry i n the

,r, t The ruraL/
( ,r n,rrla da ta , and

I ,r rrr ,. , Thus the
tt,rt lrarticularly

Liberal

NDP

Soc. Cred"

Other

(rotals may

Percent

Sept. '85

8.8

45,3

39.0

5,8 6.5
n = 480

to 100 due to rounding)

Columbia

not add
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TEDERAL POLI Tr C5.

The recent evenls in the House of Commons may have had an
impact on the rating o[ the federal government. In addiEion,
this has translated into voting intentions. Indeed, when data
Irom April 1985 are compared to SepLember 1985, it appears thab
the Federal Progressive Conservat ives have lost about 10 percent.

Although iu is easy to point to the bank failures, high-leveI
resignations and tuna as factors in this decline, other forces
may also be at work. For example, it would be surprising if the
federal PCs did not decline in popularity from the heady days of
August '84. In addition, there is the conventional explanation
in Canadian pol i t ics that there i s a react ion to governments
which dominate the political scene. This Iatter explanation is
not aIl that convincing, especially in view of the major counEer
example AIberta.

Approval of the Federal Government: Saskatchevrafl

what kind of job has the Iederal goternment been

its firsE y."r 1t government. Has it been doing a

an averrg. job oi a bad job of running the coun-

"Overall,
rlr-rinq in
r;ood j ob,
t ry'1"

PAGE 1 3

Aprii '85

15 .8

60. 5

9.5

13.1

(iood Job

Avq. ,lob

tl;r rl .l ob

r)K/Nn

('1'ot.tls may not add to

(llule.See TabIe 14 for

Percent
SePt. B5

8.4

59 ' 5

28. 3

3,8

1 00 due to round i ng )

explanaEion of on/Nn)

'l'nt,-IS 16: Approval of the Federal Government: Alberta

"overall , what kind of job has the federal government been

rl,irrQ in'it, f irst year in government. Has it been doing a

,;oorl job, Eo average job oi a bad job of running the coun-
I t y'1 "

.lcltr

Percent
SePt.'85

15.0

54 .9

17.8

2,3

not aclcl to 1 00 due to round i ng )

Av,f .

ll,r,l

I )l(,/N Il

( 'l', t

(tlot

In.t y

IC tl_e-_ _t_1

"OveraIl,
doing in i
good j ob,
try'1 "

: Approval of the Federal Government: Manitoba

wlrat kirrcl oI job lras the federal government been
ts firsL year in government. Has it been doing a
an average job or a bad job of. running the coun-

Good Job

Avg, Job

Bad Job

DK/NR

(totals may not add to 100 due

PercenE

Sept. '85

9,5

54.8

31.1

4.5

to round i ng )

April '85

19.5

50.2

13.7

17.5

(Note: In April 1985 many respondents volunteered that it
Has too early to judge the federa I PCs. ?hi s did not come
up in September 1 985. The Apr i 1 data combi ne
"Too early to teI1", "DonttKnoy" and "No Response@"0
categories),

Ser. 'l'abIe l4 f or explanat ion of DK/NR)
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the Federal Government: nri t i sh

PAGE 1 5

'l',tlrlr. ltl: t,olitical Preferences of Western Canadians: Fed-
r.l-a I Government

"t! ,r l^tlcr'.rI election were held today, what party would
y.,lt votr. IOf?"

Percent
Dec ided voters ( Sept. '85 )

Numbers in Brackets
are April '85

TFble IZ;

"Overa1l,
doing in
good job,
try?"

Good Job

Avg. Job

Bad Job

DK/NR

Approva 1 o f
Columbia

what kind of job has the federal government beenits first yeaI in government, Has it been doing a
an average job or a bad job of running the coun-

Percent
Sept.'85

11.9

58.2

26 ,6

3.3

ApriI '85

17 .7

54.3

11.7

16.2

l'tl'r't';tI

lllf l'

f't

nl lrr t

Man.

29.1(19.1)

26 .g (22 .91

43,0(54.8)

.9(3.1)

25 .6

567

4,1

Sask. AIta.

23.3(17.9) 14.6('10,5)

34.9(29.3) 13.9(13.3)

41.3(52.8) 71.0(75.3)

B.C,

27.1(17.9)

27 .g(26.21

43.6(53.5)

1.5( 2,3)

24 .6

545

4.3

i f the
are not and

not va I id.
the entries irr
stabe that

(rota I s may not acld to 100 due to round i nq )

(Note: see TabIe I 4 above for explanat ion of DK/NR)

From these data, it appears that only in Alberta is theapproval rating oI the government being "maintained" in the sensethat the pattern is not skewed. But, [he change in aII provinces
i n the Iast six months i s dramat ic and sharp, I nterviewer de-brief ing after the poI1 ing was completed. inbicated that respon-d"1ts,.9spegi"11y PC supporters, lrere quatifyinq their iep;rnr"r,and while they Here stilt willing to iriaicate tfrat the go;ernment
:a^s doing a good job, they also mentioned that the ,,pCs hadinheri ted a ffi€ss", or that '; good government can look bad in badt imes ' " Throughout the west, th; supporb of the government
remains firm, but again, interviewers reported some aisappoinb_ment among those indicating they would vote pC if a ?"aeralelect ion were held today.

The data in Table 18 clearly shor+ that the disaffection withthe federal government has translated into stated voting inten-
t, 1ons.

The "p" refers to the margin oI error as
respondents 9/ere a random sample. They
of error rates is, strictly speaking,

provide a rough measure of by how much
(sept.ember 1985) must vat! in order to
r! sLatistical dif f erence).

.g(-)

Undec i ded
(percent)

.3( .g)

lt5 )

34 2t

480 588

4.6 4.1
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Appendix A

METHOqOTOGY

Between September 23 and October 4, 1985, 3113 households inr,restern Canada were contacted by phone, Telephone numbers weregenerated by random diqi t dial ing wi th last diqi t replacement.OveralI refusals were 21 28 p*.cent typicit of po1 i t icalpolls undertaken by ISER in the past,

A systematic random-sample was drawn fronr the telephone diree-tories in ',restern Canada, and the Iast diqi t *.r i"ndlmiy alteredfor the urban areas. This is to gain access to unlisted" nu*burr.Rural areas have a low frequency of unlisted nurnbers, but theincreased frequency of party linLs may produce some problems withrespondents who wish complete anonymity. AlL numbers wereattempted, and "bttsy" or "not at home;'neie reintroduced into thesample frame a f ter the t i rst pass. Business, disconneiIea orinstitutional nunrbers were discardedo ir

AII guestions reported here used either a simple semantic dif-ferential type response scale !u.g,, good job, 
"rerage 

job o. badjob) in wlrich case tlu cgtegories-*.rJ re"6, or were open, Thusfor quest ions which involved the respondent making a .hoi.. on apref erred party, no 1i st !,as read. ihe rgspondent eras completelyfree to state his or her choiee. In this 'ray minoiitt ;;rtieswere not exc luded and the order of a I i st would not proauce non-random ef fec ts.

The interview team received intensive training in general sur-vey methodology ( to assi st them in understanding the protocolsused), general interviewing techniqu*i and brial iuns th;ougtr ttreinstrument.

Distribution b Gende r

Te lephone pol 1s typica I 1y produce a fema le/naLe ra t i o of 60/4A
unless there is preselection (by asking for the person over 18
whose birbhday is next), Such preselection is cumbersome, prone
to increasing overall refusals and takes longer ( i.e. , costs
more), ISER polls post-stratiIy by a simple proportiona]iLy fac-
tor. If there is no difference in the pattern of response
between men and women, then this r*eight ing has no ef f ect on the
overall response. I f there are di f ferences, then the pattern of
response for men is weighted "up" to adjusI for thei r smaller
numbers.

The data reported above are all weighted to adjust for gender
imbalances.

Distribution b Location (Urban vs. RuraI)

'l'he representaI iveness
parison to Statistics
be made to 1 98 1 Census
of comparison is a bit

Append i x B

$AltPIrB _0U3LI lY

of the collected
Canada da ta , I n
data, and this
dated.

PAGS 11

data is evaluated in com-
SOme ca5e5, recOurSe rnust

may mean that tlte standard

TabIe 19: Po11 Data
Canada ( i n

on Location Compared to Statistics
Brackets)

Urban
Rural

Man.

5s (ss)
45 (4s)

Sask.

Percent

34 (33)
66 (67 )

Al ta.

s 1 (50 )

49 (s0)
A'l
IL

58

(43)
(57 )

This table reveals
and Statlstics Canada

'close correspondence between the poIl data
:intormation. No ad justmenbs are necessary.
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Distribution b I nc ome

The observed pattern of response by income category i s shown
below,

T,abIe- 20: Pol1 Data on Income conrpared to statistics cana-
da (in Brackets)

Income Han. Sask. AIta. B.C.

Percent(sooo) f

<21 40(38) 41(35) 27(2s) 34(31)21 3s 2y(2el 23(28) 29(2s) 29(27:'>3s 2s(33) 24(36) 3s(s0) 28(42)Refused 7 12 B B

(Note: statistics Canada pI?Yides no colvenienb

the1819qroup';;*i'''IikeIy-thatthepoll
it,it grouP')

rable 21' t?l'u?i:i-r:i
l'la n

18 2+ 12 (13)

2, 44 45 (40)

45 64 25 (29)

55+ l8 (18)

Age CornPa r ed L o

Sask

11 (14)
3B (3e)
31 (29 )

20 (18)

PAGE 1 9

Statistics Canada

Alta

13 (18) e (13)

;3 i+;l q (43)

;i iz+l 21 (28)'; iirl 16 (16)

breakdo.rn of
understates

I

I

I tem refusals for income are usual. The format used in ask ingthis information is the least threatening approach possible.
There is a tendelcy for.high income respondinti to not qiu. suchinforrnation' AIso, it was apparent from interviewer-f..dback
that due to adverse agricultural conditionsT €specially in Sas-
katchewan, the income question was especially seniitive,

Some adjustment may be warranted, i f i t could be ascerta inedthat the refusals were random, but this is very unlike1y. Thereader is cautioned that some disturbance to the pat[..n of
response may exist. No adjustment was made to reconciie differ-
ences between Statistics Canada information and the poll data.

Distribution b

There are some smal1 distort ions between the pol I data andStatistics Canada information for the population. if the patternof Iesponse Here signif icantly dif ferent among age groups, thiscould become a serious distortion in the oreiali paLtern ofresponse. In fact, and contrary bo common belief , the age relat-
ed dif ferences in political preferences are noE that gr6at, IrrManitoba, the age distribution of support for pc is"similar tothat of the NDP. There is some suggestion that younger

respondents ( < 44 ) support t!. NDp ,ng older respondenLs support

rhe pc parry, bur ii.'trurr"ri 
";;I;aionir'ip is that vouns resl-

dents bend to supporr*,;; L1 uuiars . I r ao"i not appea r rha L age

distribution ef tectr'r,uru airt"itLa the main results f or the two

;;loi purbies in Planitoba'

SimilarlyinSaskatchewan.and.ll?:,:u,Lhe'agedistribution
appears no[. ro hgr.'ii;;;ua- tr,u basic ;"ir;r^,i1 irsponst ' rhe

ma jor qylii r i."rion ii thaI ar,. "Don' t 
-Kno*" response i s LenrJs to

be Ptovto"a- by the youngesl category '

InB'C.thereisagreuL.:rtendencyfortheunder44tosup-
p:r: .t:,:??"i:fl ,o:;:,:;il,':,!!.i!itil',i|:';:::'iI t[?*l'"' iil:
rhese reri:l:'j:rrrvin"." seems no presslng 1.:: lI^':i;;" iu knounoverall pattern, there seems no pressinn t*94 to adjust lhu daLa

ro ret Iecr di IreSe;;;; in tt. .oilecred- data arrd what 1:

i rout Lhe PoPuIa t I on '

one f inal poinE is usefu}. Sampling to PI??uCe 
a representa-

r ive sampre i s verr'ii ii icutl and ,uq'i I;; in"! backgro-und tli,:;

r i.^s be cortectel';i'i;i-"b.i'it.:.i 
of rhe inrervrew'

.litl.r-terl:iampleS, t","-u pIa.u,, but tr.,"y,i* also oIten not ran"

(-are was taken to ensure an accurate ruraL/urban

I l rrrltrentty plays th; ;;"abe*t-toiu in political
,1, rtlt .

I tt
:;1r I i t

preIet
t lr.t I
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overall the coliected data represents.. the population in majordimensions' In those spects - which there i.. discrepancies,cross-tabulat ions reveals that thg prttern of response to themain guestion (i 'e', politicui preference;i 
";; not different forthat dimension ' A*:ttgingiy, aside f iom the correct ion f or thegender inequality (standard i; aIl IsER polls) no further adjust-rnent to the data h,a$ required,

ReIUsa1s

The ref usal rate f or this poll was about 2qeor representat iveof other poriticar potls 
";;ertaken by the Institute.

Tahle 22:

l"Ia n ,

Rural lg.l

Urban 29. l

OveraIl 25,3

Refusals

Sask.

19.7

29 .7

26 .5

by Province

AI ta ,

1g.g

22 ,8

21 ,6

*ro.rcent 
)

B.C.

2l ,2

27 .0

24 .2

MaIe

Fema 1e

19,5

29 ,2

24,g

29,g

lB.1

25.3

23,3

26 ,5

The higher refusals in
common feature of telephone
these non-rand.onl inf lu.n.ui

urban areas and among women is also apo11s. The re'ader ifrould be aware ofin the data.

PRoFILES ON MANIIOEA

The Prof I les on Manltoba and l./estern Canada are a reglJlar ser ir,,. ,,rr
publlc attltucles toward major policy lssues. These are avai l.rt,lr.
for $2O.OO a set (volunre) or $5.@ each. A dlscount of 2C/. aJ)F)1t,.'.
on quantlty orders (tO or mone).
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Vol.2.No.2

Vol.2,Nr,;" iJ
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ATTITUDES OF TI-{E MANITOBA POPULATION TOWARD EILIT.J(;I '^I I..IIPOLICIES PROPOSED BY THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT

AITI TUDES OF THE MANITOBA POPULATION TOWARD MJCL T^IT
D I SARM^MENT

REACTIONS OF TI.{E MANITOBA POPULATION TO HEALTH AhJf)

5^FEIY LEGISLATION

ATI I TUDES OF THE MAINTOBA POPULATION TOWARD EDUCATION
I N M^NI TOBA

Il{[ 1eB4 FEDERAL ELECTION; A RETROSPECTIVE POL"L

A T T I TUDE S OF THE MAN I TOBA POPULAT I ON TOWARD
C^P I TAL PUNI SI.{MENT

POL I T I CAL ATT I TUDES OF WESTERN CANAD I ANS
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