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MAIN CONCLUSIONS

■

During the 2015 federal election, Justin
Trudeau’s Liberals presented a fiscal plan to
Canadians that proposed three years of deficit
spending of no more than $10 billion annually
with a return to a balanced budget by 2019/20.
After forming government, they abandoned this
fiscal plan—breaking a pledge to Canadians.

■

Despite a growing economy, the Trudeau
government has recorded annual budget deficits
nearly double the promised amount. There
is no plan to balance the federal budget and
projections by the Department of Finance point
to budget deficits well past 2040.

■

A key driver of the larger and persistent
federal deficits over the course of the government’s
current fiscal plan is rapid growth in program
spending. Since coming into office, the Trudeau
government increased program spending from
$253.9 billion (2014/15) to $304.9 billion (projected
for 2017/18). This $51-billion increase in spending
equals growth of 20.1% in just three years.
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■

On an annual basis, program spending has
increased by 6.3% each year over the same
period—much faster than federal revenue (3.3%),
inflation plus population growth (2.7%), and
nominal GDP (2.6%). In fact, the recent increase
in spending is greater than the 2.2% average
growth over the previous decade from 2005/06
to 2014/15 (excluding the 17.1% growth in 2009/10
during the recession).

■

Still, the Trudeau government could make
good on its pledge of a balanced budget by the
end of its first mandate in 2019/20 through
relatively modest spending adjustments: reducing
program spending from its 2017/18 level of $304.9
billion to $301.7 billion in 2019/20—a reduction of
$3.2 billion or 1.0% over two years.

■

This is a modest spending adjustment
compared to the 9.7% reduction over two years
that was delivered by Jean Chretien’s Liberals in
the 1990s.
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Introduction
During the 2015 federal election, Justin Trudeau’s
Liberals presented a fiscal plan to Canadians that
proposed three years of deficit spending of no
more than $10 billion annually with a return to a
balanced budget by the end of their first mandate
in 2019/20. After they formed the government,
this fiscal plan was abandoned—breaking a pledge
to Canadians. Despite a growing economy, the
Trudeau government has, each year since 2016/17,
actually recorded budget deficits nearly double the
$10 billion proposed and expects to continue to
operate in deficit for at least the entirety of its current fiscal plan, up to 2022/23. There is currently
no plan to balance the federal budget. According
to the Department of Finance, Ottawa will run
budget deficits well past 2040, which would produce a generation of consecutive federal deficits.
The Liberal’s election commitment to a balanced budget in 2019/20 is still within reach for
the Trudeau government. In the upcoming 2018
federal budget, the government can take steps
to return to balance in 2019/20 by adjusting its

spending, which has been a key driver of the
larger-than-promised budget deficits. Doing so
would entail mild spending restraint compared
to that of the federal Liberals in the 1990s (under
then Prime Minister Jean Chretien). In other
words, it is well within reach for the Trudeau
government to keep its end-of-mandate pledge
to Canadians. The purpose of this publication is
to measure how much spending restraint would
be required for the government to live up to its
promise of a balanced budget within the next
two years.
The publication is organized as follows. The first
section reviews the current state of the federal
government’s fiscal position and its fiscal plan
for the next two years compared to the plan proposed during the campaign. The second discusses
the marked growth in spending that has occurred
since the Trudeau government took office. The
final section examines what it would take for the
government to adjust spending to achieve a balanced budget in 2019/20.

1. Federal fiscal plan—Liberal platform compared to governance
Figure 1 displays the federal budget balance as
outlined in the Liberals’ election platform (which
included fiscal years 2016/17 to 2019/20) and as
delivered by the government in its first few years
in office as well as the current fiscal plan for the
last two years of its mandate. The Liberal election
platform called for budget deficits of just under
$10 billion in 2016/17 and 2017/18 and then projected the deficit would fall by almost half to $5.7

billion in 2018/19 with a small surplus of $1.0 billion in 2019/20. In other words, the Liberals proposed a return to balance by the end of their first
mandate in 2019/20. Even after assuming office,
the Trudeau government reaffirmed its commitment to a balanced budget by 2019/20.1
To be clear, the budget balances proposed in the
Liberal platform were by no means a high bar for the

1 For instance, the commitment for a balanced budget in 2019/20 was explicitly mentioned in the 2015 mandate letter to
the Minister of Finance (Trudeau, 2015).
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Figure 1: Federal budget balance ($ billions)—Liberal electoral platform compared to
governance, 2016/17–2019/20
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government to achieve. The federal government had
already recorded a budget surplus of $1.9 billion in
2014/15, the last full fiscal year before the Trudeau
government took office. The Trudeau Liberals
essentially pledged to Canadians that, despite a
growing economy, they would take the federal
budget from a small surplus to deficit and that the
deficits would be relatively small and short-lived.
Since taking office, the fiscal plan put forth by the
Trudeau government has substantially diverged
from the commitments of the electoral platform.
The actions and plans to date are characterized by
much larger deficits with no plan to balance the
budget in the Liberals’ first mandate. The Trudeau
government’s first full year in office (2016/17)
recorded a budget deficit of $17.8 billion, which is
79.6% larger than what was outlined in the 2015
platform. The projected deficit for 2017/18 is $19.9
billion, essentially two times larger than the deficit presented in the 2015 platform; and the deficit for 2018/19 is $18.6 billion; more than three
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times what was initially proposed. The current
fiscal plan now projects a budget deficit of $17.3
billion by the end of the Trudeau government’s
first mandate in 2019/20, as opposed to the small
surplus of $1 billion pledged in the 2015 platform.
Cumulatively, the Trudeau government is now
planning $73.6 billion in total deficits over four
years instead of the platform’s $24.1 billion. That is
more than triple the initial commitment (figure 1).
The rationale for the increased deficit spending given by the Trudeau government is that it
will help improve economic growth, particularly
through investments in infrastructure. However,
in reality only a fraction of the deficit in 2016/17
(the last year of historical data) was spent on
infrastructure. The Parliamentary Budget Office
(2017) estimates that the federal government
spent $1.9 billion on infrastructure in 2016/17.
This represents just 10.7% of the 2016/17 deficit.
In other words, nearly 90% of the deficit that year
is for current day spending.
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Figure 2: Actual and planned federal budget balance ($ billions), 2014/15–2022/23
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Sources: Department of Finance, 2017a, 2017b.

Figure 2 displays the federal budget balance from
2014/15 to 2022/23, as delineated in the government’s latest fiscal plan. The fiscal year 2014/15 is
of note as it is the last year that the federal budget
was in surplus ($1.9 billion). Midway through the
following fiscal year, in 2015/16, the Trudeau government took office and immediately increased
spending beyond what was planned by the previous government (Clemens, Palacios, and Veldhuis,
2018). The higher spending amounted to $7.8 billion, which was offset by higher than expected
revenues of $5.2 billion (Dep’t of Finance, 2015; calculations by authors). As a result, the Trudeau government posted a deficit of $1.0 billion in 2015/16
instead of the $1.5 billion surplus projected by
the previous government for the same year. This
means that the deficit in 2015/16—the first in an
ongoing string of deficits—was largely the result of
spending choices rather than declining revenues.
Beyond the first mandate, from 2020/21 to
2022/23, the government’s current fiscal plan
is to continue running deficits totalling over
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$10 billion each year. In fact, according to the
Department of Finance’s latest long-term fiscal
projections, without a change in federal policies, the government will continue to run deficits
each year until 2045/46 (Dep’t of Finance, 2017c).
Notably, the last long-term projections published
by the Department of Finance before the Trudeau
government took office pointed to budget surpluses over the same period (Dep’t of Finance,
2014). This suggests there has been a major structural change in program spending given the longterm projections for economic growth and thus
revenue performance did not change significantly.
While Canadians were promised relatively modest deficits and then a small surplus in 2019/20,
the Trudeau government has delivered much larger budget deficits with no plan to balance the
budget over the course of the next 25 years.
The government’s continued reliance on deficits is
problematic for a number of reasons, not least of
which is that it breaks a promise to Canadians who
voted for three years of modest deficit spending,
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not persistent deficit spending until 2045. There
are real negative economic and fiscal consequences as well. Prolonged deficits during periods
of economic growth exposes federal finances to
risks particularly if an economic recession occurs.
A recession would cause revenues to fall and certain types of spending (like Employment Insurance)
to automatically increase, resulting in even larger
deficits than already planned (Clemens, Palacios,
and Veldhuis, 2018). A vicious cycle could then
ensue characterized by persistent and growing
deficits, increasing government debt, and rising
interest payments. As Canada’s experience in the
1970s, 1980s, and early 1990s shows, the ultimate
result could be a situation where the government

finds itself unable to balance the budget or restrain
the growth of government debt. And empirical
research finds that a growing government debt
burden can adversely affect a jurisdiction’s economic performance, which ultimately translates
into lower levels of prosperity for its citizens.2
Finally, increased government debt can result in
more of the tax collected being used to pay interest
on the debt—even without the added complication
of rising interest rates. In 2018/19, the federal government expects to spend $26.6 billion in interest
on debt (the equivalent of 8.2% of total revenue),
leaving fewer tax dollars available for spending on
public services or tax relief (Dep’t of Finance, 2017a).

2. Rapid growth in program spending—a contributor to larger
and persistent deficits
A key driver of the larger and persistent federal
deficits over the course of the government’s current fiscal plan is the relatively rapid growth in
program spending (that is, total federal spending minus interest payments on the debt). Figure 3
displays actual and planned program spending
from 2014/15 (before the Trudeau government
took office) to 2022/23, the last year of projections in the current fiscal plan. Since the Trudeau
government came into office, program spending

increased from $253.9 billion in 2014/15 to
$304.9 billion, the projection for the current year
(2017/18). The $51 billion increase in spending
equals total growth of 20.1% in just three years.3
On a per-capita basis, the federal government is
spending more in 2017/18 ($8,306) than at any
other time in Canadian history except during the
2009 recession when, in fiscal year 2009/10, the
government spent $8,375, just $69 more (Clemens
and Palacios, 2017).

2 For a literature review of the evidence on the negative relationship between government debt and economic growth,
see Lammam, MacIntyre, Ren, and Hasan, 2017.

3 Over this period, 37.0% of the increased spending is for major transfers to Canadian households, including pension
benefits, transfers to parents with children, and employment insurance (Dep’t of Finance, 2017a; calculations by authors).
Another 22.1% of the increase in spending is for operation costs such as compensation for government employees, and
14.3% is for major transfers to other levels of government. And finally, about a quarter (24.9%) is for other transfers to
households and governments including federal funding of provincial and local infrastructure projects as well as transfer programs such as the Working Income Tax Benefit. Overall, the bulk of the new program spending is for current day
spending rather than investments in infrastructure, which is at odds with the Trudeau government’s claim that deficit
spending is helping grow the economy through new or improved infrastructure.
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Figure 3: Actual and planned federal program spending ($ billions), 2014/15–2022/23
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Note: “(a)” indicates years of actual historical data; “(f)” indicates that the data is the latest forecast for that year; and “(p)” indicates that the
data represents planned deficit.
Sources: Department of Finance, 2017a, 2017b.

On an annual basis, program spending has
increased by 6.3% each year from 2014/15 to
2017/18. By recent standards, that is significant
annual growth in spending. For the preceding ten-year period (from 2005/06 to 2014/15),
program spending grew by an average of 3.7%,
much lower than the 6.3% figure over the past
three years. If the unique post-recession spending increase of 17.1% in 2009/10 is excluded from
the average, then the long-term trend is annual
program spending growth of just 2.2%. In other
words, the Trudeau government has increased
program spending at an annual rate that is nearly
three times the trend over the previous decade.4
For further context, consider that the annual
6.3% growth in spending is nearly twice the
growth rate of revenue (3.3%) (figure 4). Program
spending growth has also outpaced the growth of
economic output—increasing at nearly two-anda-half times the rate of nominal GDP (2.6%). As a

result, federal program spending as a percentage
of GDP is up from 12.8% in 2014/15 to 14.3% in
2017/18. Moreover, program spending increased
at more than twice the rate required to keep up
with a growing population and increasing overall
prices (inflation).
In the coming years, including the remaining time
of its first mandate, the Trudeau government
plans to moderate the rate of increase in program
spending. From 2017/18 to the end of the fiscal
planning period (2022/23), program spending is
expected to increase from $304.9 billion to $347.9
billion (figure 3). That represents total growth of
14.1% over five years compared to 20.1% in the
previous three years.
Figure 5 shows the actual and planned annual program spending growth from 2015/16 to 2022/23.
After three years of at least 6.0% growth in annual
spending, the government plans to increase

4 Data in this paragraph are sourced from Department of Finance, 2017b; calculations are by the authors.
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Figure 4: Average growth (%) in program spending, revenue and economic indicators,
2015/16–2017/18
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Figure 5: Annual growth (%) in program spending, 2015/16–2022/23
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program spending by 2.4% in 2018/19 and 2.2% in
2019/20. Put differently, the Trudeau government
plans to increase spending by an average of just
2.3% annually in the remaining years of its mandate, a dramatic departure from the 6.3% annual
growth averaged during its initial years in office.
Indeed, in the remaining years of the mandate,
the rate of spending growth is expected to be
approximately a third of that in the initial years.
While program spending growth from 2018/19

onward is forecast to moderate compared to
the first three years, this is still not sufficient
to return the federal government to a balanced
budget. Crucially, the more moderate growth
rates apply to a higher level of spending so the
actual increases in spending remains significant.5
And the Trudeau government has not outlined
how it plans to moderate spending growth in the
future, which again would diverge from its actual
spending behaviour in the past.

3. Returning to the promised balanced budget by 2019/20
While the current fiscal plan abandons the
Trudeau government’s election promise to return
to a balanced budget in 2019/20, a balanced
budget by the end of the first mandate is not
out of reach. This can be accomplished by either
reducing planned spending on programs or by
increasing revenues through higher tax rates (or
increased economic growth), or some combination of these. Since the government does not directly control economic growth, there are really
only two possible direct approaches: restrain
spending or raise tax rates. Because increased
tax rates do not guarantee increased revenues
since behavioural responses can offset expected
revenues from the higher rates, restraining
spending is a better approach for many reasons.
First, as noted earlier, the Trudeau government
has increased spending rapidly over the past
three years and this is a key source of the larger
and persistent deficits. So restraining spending would, in fact, address a significant source of
persistent deficits.

Second, historical cases from Canada and other
industrialized countries show that efforts to eliminate deficits driven primarily by spending cuts
rather than tax rate hikes tend to be more successful in reducing the burden of government
debt (Alesina and Ardagna, 2010). Moreover, a
recent review of the empirical literature finds that
governments that rely more on spending cuts or
restraint when attempting to eliminate deficits
are less likely to harm the economy (in terms of
the effect on GDP) or create a recession compared
to efforts that rely more on tax rate hikes (Alesina,
Favero, and Giavazzi, 2018).6 In some instances,
spending reductions can contribute to an expansion of the economy: Alesina and colleagues identify Canada’s efforts in the 1990s to reduce budget
deficits primarily through spending reductions
as an example where such action led to a faster
growing economy. Finally, raising tax rates would
be inadvisable as doing so would hurt Canada’s
economic competitiveness, particularly given the
recent sweeping tax reform in the United States.

5 From 2018/19 to 2022/23, the average annual increase in program spending is $10.3 billion compared to annual increases of $16.2 billion from 2015/16 to 2017/18.

6 This could be, in part, because spending reductions boost consumer and investor confidence and reduce uncertainty
regarding higher future taxes that are needed to repay the deficit and debt (Alesina, Favero, and Giavazzi, 2018).
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Returning to a balanced budget by 2019/20
through spending reductions would mean
reducing the current (2017/18) level of program
spending from $304.9 billion to $301.7 billion—a
difference of just $3.2 billion or 1.0% over two
years. Figure 6 displays the trajectory of program
spending needed to achieve this goal as well as
the actual and planned program spending over
the course of the Trudeau government’s first
mandate. Figure 6 assumes that the government
will spread the spending reduction evenly across
two years, so that each year would include a
0.5% reduction in spending compared to the
previous year.
The 1.0% total reduction in spending over two
years is modest compared to what was accomplished by the federal Liberals under the leadership of then Prime Minister Jean Chretien in
the 1990s. The Chretien government inherited
the result of decades of chronic deficits and a
growing crisis in government finances (Clemens,

Palacios, Lau, and Veldhuis, 2017). Specifically,
when the Chretien Liberals formed government
in 1993/94, the last time the federal government
recorded a budget surplus was in 1969/70—nearly
three decades earlier. After nearly three decades of budget deficits, federal debt (accumulative deficits) grew from $20.3 billion in 1970/71
to $527.9 billion in 1993/94, equivalent to 71% of
the economy. The high level of debt meant a considerable amount of tax revenue was used to pay
annual interest on that debt. In 1993/94, annual
interest payments consumed one third of all federal revenues (Dep’t of Finance, 2017b).
The Chretien government responded to this challenge by undertaking a review of program spending to identify areas where spending could be
reduced (Clemens, Palacios, Lau, and Veldhuis,
2017). A comprehensive spending review was introduced in the 1994 budget and covered all departmental program spending. Government spending
was evaluated on the following six metrics:

Figure 6: Planned federal program spending ($ billions) and program spending adjusted
to achieve a balanced budget, 2014/15–2019/20
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1

Does the spending serve the public interest?

2 Is it necessary for government to undertake?

Business subsidies can also create irritants with
other countries with which Canadians trade, putting at risk Canadian access to foreign markets
such as the United States.

3 Is it an appropriate role for the federal
government?

4 Is there scope for partnership with the
private sector?

5 Is there an opportunity for increased
efficiency?

6 Is the spending affordable?
As a result of this evaluation, program spending
was reduced by 9.7% from 1994/95 to 1996/97
and the budget was balanced the following year.
The Trudeau government could undertake a
similar, although less ambitious, review of program spending to identify savings with the goal of
reducing spending by 1.0% over two years.
One area that should be under immediate consideration for spending reductions is subsidies
to businesses—often referred to as “corporate
welfare”. While politicians often claim business
subsidies improve economic performance or
provide well-paying jobs, the reality is that subsidies create distortions in the economy by giving advantages to particular businesses or industries. This puts businesses that may be otherwise
more innovative or productive (but lack the
contacts or political clout to receive subsidies)
at a disadvantage. Academic evidence finds that
corporate welfare generally does not stimulate
the overall economy (Milke, 2007). Instead, it
redirects resources from particular businesses or
industries to those favoured by the government.

A recent study by John Lester (2018) identified
$29 billion in business subsidies—both spending
and tax measures—in 2014/15 from the federal
government and Canada’s four largest provinces
(British Columbia, Alberta, Ontario, and Quebec).
The federal share represents $14 billion. Lester
reviewed the evidence on such programs and
concluded that only a third of the business subsidies offered by the federal government and the
four provincial governments succeeded in raising real income. That means there is considerable
potential to find savings.
Another area of government activity that
should be considered for spending reductions
is infrastructure. The Trudeau government has
announced plans for infrastructure that involves
$7.4 billion in new spending in 2018/19 and $5.7
billion in 2019/20 (Dep’t of Finance, 2017d).7 The
stated goal of this new spending is to improve
economic growth. In principle, sound infrastructure can increase long-term economic growth
by improving the economy’s productive capacity
through more efficient transportation networks
for individuals and commerce. However, little of
what the government plans to spend is for such a
trade and transportation infrastructure (Lammam
and MacIntyre, 2017). Of the new spending, only
8.4% in 2018/19 and 12.2% in 2019/20 is slated for
trade and transportation infrastructure (Dep’t of
Finance, 2017d). Instead, the bulk is going to socalled “green” and “social” infrastructure, the latter including projects such as social housing and
community centres. While these initiatives may

7 This spending is in addition to spending on infrastructure programs introduced by the previous government, which
amounts to over $10 billion in 2018/19 and approximately $8 billion in 2019/20 (Dep’t of Finance, 2016).
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be appreciated by the communities in which they
are built, they are unlikely improve productivity
and grow the economy.
A third way that the federal government can
find savings is by aligning the wages of federal
employees more closely with wages of comparable workers in the private sector. A recent study
found that government employees in Canada
receive, on average, a 10.6% premium compared

to similar private-sector workers (Lammam,
Palacios, Ren, and Clemens, 2016). This wage premium exists, even after differences such as age,
gender, education, tenure, experience, and type of
work between individual workers in the two sectors are taken into account. It is also on top of the
more generous pensions and other benefits such
as job security found in the public sector. Better
matching what the private sector pays comparable workers would yield considerable savings.

Conclusion
In their 2015 election platform, the Trudeau
Liberals pledged three years of relatively modest deficits and a return to balance by the end
of the first mandate in 2019/20. Since forming
government, the Trudeau Liberals have delivered or planned much larger deficits with no
return to a balanced budget. In fact, the Trudeau

government has essentially tripled the cumulative size of the deficits over what was promised.
Yet, it is still possible for the Trudeau government
to deliver on its end-of-mandate promise to balance the federal budget. With modest adjustments to spending, it could still keep its promise
to Canadians and balance the budget in 2019/20.

References
Alesina, Alberto F., Carlo Favero, and Francesco Giavazzi (2018). What Do We Know about the Effects
of Austerity? National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 24246. <http://www.nber.org/papers/
w24246?utm_campaign=ntw&utm_medium=email&utm_source=ntw>.
Alesina, Alberto F., and Silvia Ardagna (2010). Large Changes in Fiscal Policy: Taxes versus Spending. Tax
Policy and the Economy 24: 35–68.
Canada, Department of Finance (2014). Update of Economic and Fiscal Projections. <https://www.budget.gc.ca/
efp-peb/2014/pub/toc-tdm-eng.html>.
Canada, Department of Finance (2015). Budget 2015. <https://www.budget.gc.ca/2015/docs/plan/toc-tdm-eng.html>.
Canada, Department of Finance (2016). Fall Economic Statement, 2016. <https://www.budget.gc.ca/fes-eea/2016/
docs/statement-enonce/toc-tdm-en.html>.
Canada, Department of Finance (2017a). Fall Economic Statement, 2017. <https://www.budget.gc.ca/fes-eea/2017/
docs/statement-enonce/toc-tdm-en.html>.

fraserinstitute.org

FRASER RESEARCH BULLETIN

11

Back on Track: How the Federal Liberals Can Deliver Their Promised Balanced Budget by 2019/20

Canada, Department of Finance (2017b). Fiscal Reference Tables September 2017. <http://www.fin.gc.ca/frttrf/2017/frt-trf-17-eng.asp>.
Canada, Department of Finance (2017c). Update of Long-Term Economic and Fiscal Projections. <http://www.
fin.gc.ca/pub/ltefp-peblt/2017/pdf/ltefp-peblt-eng.pdf>.
Canada, Department of Finance (2017d). Budget 2017. <https://www.budget.gc.ca/2017/docs/plan/toc-tdm-en.html>.
Clemens, Jason, and Milagros Palacios (2017). Prime Ministers and Government Spending: A Retrospective.
Fraser Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/prime-ministers-and-government-spending-a-retrospective>.
Clemens, Jason, Milagros Palacios, Mathew Lau, and Niels Veldhuis (2017). End of the Chretien Consensus?
Fraser Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.org/sites/default/files/Chretien_Consensus_Book.pdf>.
Clemens, Jason, Milagros Palacios, and Niels Veldhuis (2018). Federal Deficits and Recessions: What Could
Happen. Fraser Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.org/sites/default/files/federal-deficits-and-recession-what-couldhappen.pdf>.
Institute of Fiscal Studies and Democracy [IFSD] (2017). Skills and Innovation: Where’s the Money.
University of Ottawa. <http://www.ifsd.ca/web/default/files/Presentations/Reports/17007%20Skills%20and%20
Innovation%20Briefing%20Note%20-%203%20March%202017%20-%20Final.pdf>.
Lammam, Charles, and Hugh MacIntyre (2017). Myths of Infrastructure Spending in Canada. Fraser
Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/myths-of-infrastructure-spending-in-canada>.
Lammam, Charles, Hugh MacIntyre, Feixue Ren, Ben Eisen, and Milagros Palacios (2016). Canada’s Rising
Personal Tax Rates and Falling Tax Competitiveness. Fraser Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/
canadas-rising-personal-tax-rates-and-falling-tax-competitiveness>.
Lammam, Charles, Milagros Palacios, Feixue Ren, and Jason Clemens (2016). Comparing Government
and Private Sector Compensation in Canada. Fraser Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/
comparing-government-and-private-sector-compensation-in-canada>.
Lammam, Charles, Hugh MacIntyre, Feixue Ren, and Sazid Hasan (2017). The Cost of Government Debt in
Canada, 2017. Fraser Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/cost-of-government-debt-in-canada-2017>.
Lester, John (2018). Business Subsidies in Canada: Comprehensive Estimates for the Government of
Canada and the Four Largest Provinces. SPP Research Paper 11, 1. <https://www.policyschool.ca/wp-content/
uploads/2018/01/Business-Subsidies-in-Canada-Lester.pdf>.
Liberal Party of Canada (2015). Real Change: A New Plan for a Strong Middle Class. Liberal Party of Canada.
<https://www.liberal.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/New-plan-for-a-strong-middle-class.pdf>.

fraserinstitute.org

FRASER RESEARCH BULLETIN

12

Back on Track: How the Federal Liberals Can Deliver Their Promised Balanced Budget by 2019/20

Milke, Mark (2007). Corporate Welfare: A $144 Billion Addiction. Fraser Institute. <https://www.fraserinstitute.
org/studies/corporate-welfare-144-billion-addiction>.
Parliamentary Budget Office (2017). Economic and Fiscal Outlook, October 2017. Government of Canada.
<http://www.pbo-dpb.gc.ca/web/default/files/Documents/Reports/2017/EFO%20Oct%202017/EFO_OCT2017-EN_Final.pdf>.
Statistics Canada (2017a). CANSIM Table 051-0001. Estimate of population, by age group and sex for July 1,
Canada, provinces, and territories. <http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a26?lang=eng&retrLang=eng&id=0510001&&pat
tern=&stByVal=1&p1=1&p2=50&tabMode=dataTable&csid=>.
Statistics Canada (2017b). CANSIM Table 384-0038. Gross domestic product, expenditure-based, provincial
and territorial. Government of Canada. <http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a26?lang=eng&retrLang=eng&id=3840038
&&pattern=&stByVal=1&p1=1&p2=50&tabMode=dataTable&csid=>.
Trudeau, Justin (2015). Minister of Finance Mandate Letter (November 12). Office of the Prime Minister.
<https://pm.gc.ca/eng/minister-finance-mandate-letter>.

fraserinstitute.org

FRASER RESEARCH BULLETIN

13

Back on Track: How the Federal Liberals Can Deliver Their Promised Balanced Budget by 2019/20

Acknowledgments
The authors wish to thank Milagros Palacios, Associate
Director of the Fraser Institute’s Addington Centre for
Measurement, for her research assistance. They also
thank the anonymous reviewers for their suggestions
and feedback. Any remaining errors or oversights are
the sole responsibility of the authors. As the researchers have worked independently, the views and conclusions expressed in this paper do not necessarily reflect
those of the Board of Directors of the Fraser Institute,
the staff, or supporters. This publication in no way implies that the Fraser Institute, its directors, or staff are
in favour of, or oppose the passage of, any bill; or that
they support or oppose any particular political party
or candidate.

About this Publication
Copyright © 2018 by the Fraser Institute. All rights
reserved. Without written permission, only brief
passages may be quoted in critical articles and reviews.
ISSN 2291-8620
Media queries: call 604.714.4582 or e-mail:

communications@fraserinstitute.org
Support the Institute: call 1.800.665.3558, ext. 586 or
e-mail: development@fraserinstitute.org
Visit our website: www.fraserinstitute.org

fraserinstitute.org

Charles Lammam
Charles Lammam is Director
of Fiscal Studies at the Fraser
Institute. He holds an M.A. in
public policy and a B.A. in economics with a minor in business administration from Simon
Fraser University. Since joining the Institute, Mr.
Lammam has published over 100 studies and 400
original articles on a wide range of economic policy
issues including taxation, public finances, pensions,
investment, income inequality, poverty, labour,
entrepreneurship, public-private partnerships,
and charitable giving. His articles have appeared
in every major national and regional newspaper
in Canada as well as several prominent US-based
publications. Mr. Lammam’s career in public policy
spans over a decade. He regularly gives presentations to various groups, comments in print media,
and appears on radio and television broadcasts
across the country to discuss the Institute’s research. He also frequently receives invitations to
provide expert testimony for various federal and
provincial government panels and committees.

Hugh MacIntyre
Hugh MacIntyre is a Senior Policy
Analyst at the Fraser Institute.
He holds an M.Sc. in Political
Science from the University of
Edinburgh, a Post Baccalaureate
Diploma in Economics from
Simon Fraser University, and an Honours B.A.
from the University of Toronto. Mr. MacIntyre has
published over 30 studies and has written over
80 original commentaries appearing in national
and regional media outlets including the Globe &
Mail and National Post. His research covers a wide
range of economic policy issues including taxation,
government finances, government performance,
public-private partnerships, labour policy, income
mobility, poverty, and charitable giving.

FRASER RESEARCH BULLETIN

14

