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August 6, 2010 

 

Dear Members of the Standing Committee on Finance 

 
The Association for Reformed Political Action (ARPA) Canada is grateful that you have 
asked Canadians for input as you prepare for the upcoming budget. 
 
ARPA Canada is a non-profit and non-partisan organization that strives to equip members 
of Canada’s Reformed churches to be active participants in public life. In the last three 
years we have grown to engage political action in over 120 church congregations. Sixteen 
local ARPA groups are located in towns and cities across the country, promoting a similar 
goal through grassroots and volunteer efforts. In this submission we aim to represent the 
faith-based perspective that is held to by these, and many more, Canadians. 
 
Why should a Christian organization be addressing Canada’s budget? We recognize that the 
budget is a moral document, a testimony to what our nation values. All policy decisions are 
based on a worldview that gives direction and guidance. The budget is no different. It is 
impossible to make decisions about where our finances go without a broader 
understanding of what the role of the state is in relation to the other institutions that 
function in society. It is impossible not to mix religion and politics when it comes to making 
a budget. Your decisions must be guided by a worldview. That is why we are beginning our 
submission with this broader discussion of the role of the state before drawing out some 
specific recommendations. 
 

Biblical Principles That Are Relevant in Secular Canada 
 

The State’s authority does not come from itself (John 19:11, Romans 13): Canada is a 

parliamentary democracy and constitutional monarchy,  built on a foundation of biblical 

principles including the rule of law and the need for accountability through checks and balances. 

One need not be a Christian to recognize the importance of these principals to the daily 

functioning of civil government. Christians acknowledge that the civil government’s authority 

ultimately comes from God and comes with the responsibility of being God’s servants for the 

people’s good (Romans 13). The people’s well-being must be the primary focus of the budget, 

not the advancement of a particular party or ideology. But even if Canada’s government chooses 

not to acknowledge this Christian basis (despite its recognition in the Preamble to the Charter), it 

still acknowledges that it does not have an authority of its own. Authority is granted unto the 

state to fulfill a particular role: to restrain lawlessness and promote order and justice.  

 

The budget gives a good glimpse into what Canada’s government sees as its role. From previous 

budgets we can see that it often goes far beyond its calling and has encroached on the 



responsibility of individuals, families, social institutions, and other organizations. Token 

spending is provided to appease interest groups, at the expense of the public good. We look to 

you to change this. 

 

The State Is Not the Only Institution to Govern Canadians: The family, churches, charitable 

organizations, economic entities, and others have an important role in caring for the needs within 

society. Indeed, every individual Canadian is entrusted with not only the rights that come from 

being a citizen, but also the responsibilities necessary to make this country flourish. Human 

nature is such that we want to maximize our rights and privileges and relinquish our 

responsibilities.  Many are happy when the federal government decides to provide child care, 

social assistance, welfare, and many other services that individual Canadians should be primarily 

responsible for. Sadly, sometimes the federal government welcomes the opportunity to assume 

these responsibilities even though they are outside of their mandate. They take it upon 

themselves to spend money that we don’t have, to provide services that they ought not to be 

giving, mostly for short-term political gain. 

 

Ultimately, It isn’t the State’s Money (Deuteronomy 8:17, 18 and 10:14, Psalm 24:1, Psalm 

50:10-12, Haggai 2:8, Matthew 25:14-30): The state is entrusted with public money and has a 

responsibility to act as stewards.  The rule of law applies equally to financial stewardship. Not 

even the state may steal. The Biblical story of King Ahab’s taking of Naboth’s vineyard is a 

good example of this (1 Kings 21). The state may not take from private citizens what it does not 

have the authority to take. On the flip side, Canadians should entrust the state with the funds 

necessary for it to fulfill its role (Mark 12:17). 

 

Debt Can Be Theft (Romans 13:8): Debt has become so normal that there is little need for the 

federal government to even legitimize it anymore. Yet this is a serious moral problem. When we 

borrow money not only do we end up forfeiting our responsibilities (by transferring them to the 

state), we also incur a huge public debt, plus interest, that our children and grandchildren will 

have to cover. In effect we are stealing from future generations to pay for what we want today. 

When this is done by private citizens it is rightfully seen as shameful. There is no reason why it 

should be condoned when our civil governments do the same thing, for their own political 

advantage. 

 

The Need to Promote Civic Responsibility  
 
In general, government spending has grown because the state has taken on an increased role in 

public life, at the expense of other institutions and organizations that have already been 

mentioned. Decreasing this role will not only lead to a return of fiscal integrity, it will also put 

more responsibility on those who are best suited for it. 

 

One example of this general principle is spending that has a goal of providing services that a 

family unit can and should be providing. Early-learning initiatives, child-care, and a host of other 

programs may all be welcomed by busy Canadian families. But that does not mean that 

government provision of these services contributes to their ultimate good. Encouraging families 

to provide these services ultimately ensures the best quality of care in the short term. This also 



contributes to their overall well-being in the long term as the size of government is reduced, 

resulting in a smaller tax burden.  

 

Currently the Canadian tax structure is punitive towards those families who determine that the 

mother is best suited to raising the children. A one-income family pays significantly more taxes 

than a two-income family with the same income and number of children. The current tax regime 

promotes the idea that child care outside the home should be rewarded. But not only does this 

result in less revenue for the federal government, it also leads to increased demands to have a 

government-funded child care (either through a universal system or the current monthly 

childcare allowance), which is a significant part of the budget.  

 

A report by the Institute of Marriage and Family Canada noted that: 

Joint filing and income splitting would result in lower taxes for families generally 

and help to raise after-tax incomes among the lowest income bracket. According to 

research from the Library of Parliament, 31 per cent of two-parent families below 

$30,000 in annual income would benefit from income splitting. The average benefit 

would be $215 annually (Library of Parliament, 2006). As with the EITC’s marriage 

bonus, the size of the benefit might be considered of secondary importance. Of 

greater significance is the fact that married couples are being explicitly recognized 

by their government. This would once again send an important message to Canadian 

families about the benefits of marriage. And marriage, we repeat, is a proven poverty 

fighter.
i
 

Of course this is just one example. But it illustrates the broader principle of saving money by 

returning responsibilities to individuals and institutions that are best suited, even if they may 

prefer otherwise.  

 

Another area in which society needs leadership is in regard to debt. The current government is to 

be commended for making it a priority to reduce the deficit and debt. But at the same time its 

Keynesian policy on stimulus spending sends a message (by example) to Canadians that an 

increase in personal spending stimulates the economy. Our debt has now climbed to over $500 

billion and we pay $84 million per day on interest payments alone. We should not need to 

explain why this is a serious problem, not only for us but for our children who will inherit the 

consequences of our lavish spending. Just as Canadians are expected to pay off their debts 

responsibly (e.g. through regular mortgage payments that can’t be missed) so too should our 

federal government have to commit to paying off our debt in a reasonable amount of time. 

Without commitment each government can easily justify why it has to put debt repayment off for 

the time being while it addresses a current “crisis”, such as bailing out an auto company.   

 

A host of long term problems are associated with an expansion of government intervention in the 

economy. For example, the taxpayer money used to bail out General Motors may have made 

sense from a short term perspective, but what will it do long term? The Canadian government 

provided $1.8 billion in loans and took an additional $8.1 billion dollar equity position.  GM 

recently used some of that money to buy Americredit, a finance company that is predominantly 

involved in non-prime auto loans. The taxpayer did not ask to be a shareholder of a bankrupt 

company and surely it cannot make good business sense for the taxpayer to now support this 

industry further by permitting the cycle of bad debt to continue in the auto industry.  



 

Proposed Funding Cuts 
 

There are examples in which the federal government provides funding to organizations and 

agencies that have narrow ideological agendas that run counter to a large number of Canadians 

or whose goals should be carried out by the general population rather than our government. 

 

International Planned Parenthood Federation: The IPPF is an activist organization that 

promotes the expansion of abortion availability throughout the world, including through its 

lobbying efforts in developing countries. To add to that, there are numerous and well-warranted 

allegations pertaining to the racist objectives of both the IPPF’s founder Margaret Sanger and the 

current activities of the organization. In 2006 Canada pledged $18 million over four years. We 

earnestly ask that no more funds be given to it or any Canadian equivalent. Canada may be 

divided on the morality of abortion, but there is no reason why our tax dollars should be used to 

promote an extreme pro-abortion ideology around the world. 

 

Status of Women Canada: Even feminists will acknowledge that Canada is an example of 

equality when it comes to treatment of the sexes. So why do we continue to pay millions 

annually to Status of Women Canada? The agency does not represent or promote women. 

Rather, it promotes a particular feminist ideology. To add to that, an access to information 

request has revealed that it is has funded a pro-abortion activist organization to write a “report” 

with the goal of attacking pregnancy care centres in BC.
ii
 The $27,400 to pay for this was not 

even acknowledged in the report. The pregnancy care centres that seek to promote women and 

children’s health get attacked by our tax dollars, while activist organizations with pro-abortion 

ideologies get funded. This is just one example, and it was only discovered because someone 

took the time to file an access to information request. Status of Women Canada must be 

scrapped. 

 

Health Canada Abortion Funding : The federal government requires that provinces provide 

health services that are medically necessary. There is no way that terminating a pregnancy is a 

medical necessity. Pregnancy may be viewed as a problem for some but it is almost never a 

medical problem. On the contrary, it is a medical miracle and many couples pay thousands of 

dollars to increase their possibility of becoming pregnant. So why are close to 100,000 abortions 

performed every year in Canada paid for by our tax dollars? The answer is obvious but sad: a 

vocal minority demands that they be able to make choices without responsibilities. And our 

leaders refuse to take the public pressure and speak up, even if they are completely within the 

law to do so. What you think of abortion is not the issue here. The issue is whether our budget 

should be paying for it even though it is clearly not medically necessary.  

 

Canadian Human Rights Commission and Tribunal:  The Canadian Human Rights 

Commission and Tribunal have become a national and international embarrassment. Instead of 

protecting human rights they have become a means to intimidate and squelch freedom of speech 

and freedom of religion. New rights are created and defended, at the expense of our fundamental 

freedoms. "As long as the commissions exist, even in skeletal form, the temptation to rebuild 

them as agencies of social control will remain and will almost certainly be too much for some 

government to resist."
iii

  Other commissions, laws, and codes already exist to address genuine 



violations of human rights. The commission and tribunal are unnecessary in today’s society and 

should be done away with.  Crimes committed against human rights can be brought before a 

judge in a real court. Again, many dollars will be saved with the elimination of these agencies. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Some might read these suggestions and write them off as a “right-wing Christian” perspective. 

But consider carefully what is being advocated. We are not asking that Christian organizations 

and efforts be funded. We are not trying to advance the agenda of a narrow segment of the 

Canadian public. The reality is that the current budget is biased and ideological. The federal 

government will continue to struggle with this as long as it is involved in parts of public life that 

are outside of its basic role. Maintain a strong system of justice, keep our infrastructure current 

and in good repair, and do everything possible to keep taxes as low as possible.  These are some 

examples of very simple principles that are for the people’s good. If individuals believe strongly 

about a particular cause they should have the freedom to put their time and resources to advance 

that cause. It should not be our tax dollars that support them.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider these thoughts. We recognize that you have a very 

difficult position and we pray that the Lord gives you wisdom and courage to make good 

decisions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mark Penninga 

Executive Director 

Association for Reformed Political Action (ARPA) Canada 
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