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A submission to The Electoral Commission
in respect of the allocation of broadcast funding

For the 2008 general election



Introduction

This submission represents the views of the United Future NZ Party on the application of
sections 70A to 79C of the Broadcasting Act 1989 which relate to the allocation of time
made available by broadcasters and to allocate money appropriated by Parliament to
enable political parties to meet all of the costs of broadcasting election programmes.

In preparing our submission “United Future” has considered the requirements of section 75
of the Broadcasting Act 1989 [as amended]; the written decisions of the Electoral
Commission in respect of the allocation of funds for the 1999, 2002 and 2005 General
elections; and the results of the 2002 and 2005 general elections.



United Future Background

3 MPs represent United Future in the current Parliament. These comprise one electorate
MP and two list MPs.

One of our MP’s has, since his election to Parliament, styled himself as an
“independent” MP.

United Future is firmly of the belief that this MP, Mr Gordon Copeland, entered
Parliament on the United Future list, and he remains a United Future MP for the
purpose of Broadcasting Allocation purposes.

We contrast his position with that of Ms Tariana Turia, who ieft the Labour Party prior to
the 2005 election to join the new Maori Party. In Ms Turia’s case she was first a Labour
Electorate MP, she had earned her place in parliament due to her personai support base.
Secondly on resigning from Labour MsTuria was required, by the then existing legislation,
to resign from Parliament and seek re-election in her electorate in a by-election. This she
did as a candidate for the new Maori Party.

At the last General Election United Future gained 2.67% of the Party Vote. It also gained
2.64% of the Electorate votes, and is one of the four smaller parties to hold an electorate
seat in Parliament.

United Future is confident it will remain a political party in Parliament after the election due
to the strong following our Leader Peter Dunne has in his Wellington electorate which he
has now represented for nearly 24 years.

United Future has a strong membership and support base, and regional network of
branches and supporters from Auckland to Southland. Our membership figures will be
disclosed to the Commission when we are heard in “person”.
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Broadcast Funding Allocation Criteria

i i ission i ired to
The “Act” sets out in section 75(2) the matters that the Elgctoral Commission is requ
have regard to in making the allocation of time under section 73, or the allocation of money

under section 74A.

These are:

a) The number of persons who voted for the party and for that party’s candidates at
the preceding general election.

b) The number of persons who voted for a party candidate at a by-electicn held since
the preceding general election.

c¢) The number of MPs who were members of that party immediately before the
dissolution of Parliament.

d) Any relationship that exists between a political party and any other political party.

e) Any other indications of public support for that political party such as the reSI.'ll‘tS of
public opinion polls and the number of persons who are members of that political

party.
f) The need to provide a fair opportunity for each political party [which qualifies] to

convey its policies to the public by the broadcasting of election programmes on
television.

General Observations

The Commission has a difficult role in being asked to allocate funding at a “point in time”,
about six months before the election date, taking into account various criteria. The criteria
include the number of MPs the Party had on the dissolution of parliament immediately prior
to the election, the number of votes it and its candidates received at the last election, and
votes cast in by-elections since the last election. These criteria are relatively easy to
apply, definite numbers are available. As, where applicable, is the relationship between
parties where that exists, given the above criteria would be combined for the purposes of
allocation. The final criterion, ‘other indications of public support’, such as opinion polls,
and membership is far more problematic.

The difficulty for the Commission in taking the final criterion into account is the reliability of
the measures, public opinion polls and membership, at a point of time, generally six
months before an election.

It is United Future’s view that public opinion polls six months before an election do not
fairly reflect the support a party will get at the election later in the year.  Six months prior
to the 2002 election, for example, United Future was 0.2% in the polls yet secured 6.7% of
the party vote in the general election.

If one looks at the twelve month rolling polling figures for the two major parties prior to the
2002 election Nationals 31.36% in polls translated to 20.93% of the vote on election day.
Conversely Labour saw its twelve month rolling poll support of 49.11% drop to 41.26% of
the vote on Election Day.

On the other hand the smaller parties in parliament saw their share of the vote on election
day 2002 rise to 33% whereas their twelve month rolling poll figures were only 16%.
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Our view is supported by the 2005 Election Study_[NZES] which found that 42% of vo;ters
surveyed decided their party vote during the election campaign; and more tgan ha_lf o) _
those decided in the last week of the campaign. In the _2902_campa|gn, 61% decided their
party vote during the campaign again with over half deciding in the last week.

A second observation United Future would make is the huge importance of television in
election outcomes.

The famous “Leaders Worm Debate” prior to the 2002 General -Election is now history,
although it is now part of United Future’s folk law. After appearing on _that .debate the
United Future Leader took the party from virtual obscurity to a party with eight MPs.

The significant point is that at no time in the party’s previous election histo_ry had
Television One invited Mr Dunne to appear on Leaders Debates on Television.

Our point is, as we are sure the Commission appreciates very well, that the dec;isions it
makes on broadcast funding may well affect election out comes and the formation of
Governments.

Political Parties cannot spend more on broadcast media than the money it is allocated by
the electoral Commission.

Funding aliocation 2005 Election
The chart set out below shows the funding allocations made to each Party for the 2005
General election relative to the first criteria the Commission was required to consider, total

votes for each party at the 2002 General election

Funding 2005 v Total votes at the 2002 General Election
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United Future notes the strong correlation between votes at the 2002 election and 2005
funding allocations. We do note however the disparity, for the first time, between the
allocations to National and Labour. We also note that the disparity was significantly less
than the raw indicator, votes received, would have suggested.

We also note that for the smaller parties there is a far stronger correlation.

The chart on page five, shows the relationship between the 2005 allocation and the
number of MPs each party had in Parliament on its dissolution for the General Election.
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Funding 2005 v MPs on Parliament’s dissolution for General Election.
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This graph again shows a strong correlation between the number of MPs and the funding
altocation, with two exceptions, the allocation to Labour, was significantly less than the raw
indicator would have indicated, as was the allocation to NZ first.

We will return to the differential between National and Labour tater.
The variation in funding for the 2005 election and MPs on dissolution is significantly

different to the correlation between total votes in the 2002 election and the funding
allocation as the following graph shows.

NZ First Allocation 2005, total votes 2002, and MPs on dissolution of Parliament.
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This graph demonstrates the differences that can occur between total votes received by
any one party, and the percentage of MPs that the party ends up with in parliament.

In the case of NZ First and the Greens, a 1% extra share of the total vote for NZ First led

to it having 44% more MP’s [13 vs. 9] than the Greens in Parliament after the 2002
election.

We note that the Commission allocated both parties equal funding in 2005, which more
reflected the share of the total vote that the number of MPs.

We concur with that decision. Total votes at the last election are a more appropriate
indicator than MPs in Parliament as a result of the election.
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This observation is also relevant for the allocation of funds for the coming 2008 election as
the graph below shows.

Total votes received in 2005 election and MPs in Parliament after the election.
Maori Party v United Future.
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At first sight, with 25% more MPs in Parliament, the Maori Party gained greater electoral
support than United Future. The reality however is, that United Future obtained 21% more
Party votes than the Maori Party, which would indicate far wider electoral support than
there was for the Maori Party.

On the electorate level, the Maori Party obtained only 11,590 more electorate votes
[75,076 vs. 63486] than United Future, but won four times as many electorate seats.

The result of this analysis? The Commission is faced with a difficult task in applying the
various criteria in a fair and equitable manner.

Differential allocations between parties.

In the allocations for the 2005 election, the Commission for the first time had a differential
in the funding of the fwo main parties.

Earlier in this submission we observed that the funding allocation was skewed towards
National relative to Labour despite the fact that the raw indicator [votes and MPs at the
previous election] might otherwise have indicated. In other words we note that the
differential was far smaller than it might have been. United Future at the time of the 2005
allocation submitted that no differential should occur. United Future was, and still is, of the
view, that one of those two parties would be forming a Government and this being so they
should be given an equal amount of broadcasting time so that their respective messages
were heard equally by the electorate.

As stated United Future recognises that the differential was relatively small when

compared to the various criteria the Commission is required to take into account, but the
results of the 2005 election, in our view, give cause for sobering thought.

Take the following chart.
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Number of party and electoral votes for each |_oarty at the 2005 General election, and
electoral funding received. Ali parties in parliament
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The chart above shows the party votes received, the electorate votes received, and the
funding received for the 2005 election. The chart shows:

» The number of electoral and party votes received by Labour and National were
almost identical.

o National achieved virtually the same electoral result as Labour, despite being
allocated $200,000 less broadcast funding than Labour in the initial allocation.

o That the closeness between the electoral support for Labour and National resulted
in the electoral support for the minor parties being eroded in favour of those bigger
parties.

e in all cases the smaller parties gained less support than their level of funding might
have indicated.

As stated above, the Commission’s decision to allocate more funding to Labour than
National at the last election, was presumably based on the fact that at the previous
election Labour achieved almost twice the number of party votes and over twice the
number of electorate seats than National.

Given the closeness of the 2005 election however, only 1% of total votes cast in the
election, and two seats in parliament, separating the two big parties at the end of the day,
United Future wonders what the outcome might have been had the Labour Party not had
$200,000 extra broadcast funding.

In this context we note that the smaller parties [Act Green United Future and NZ First] who
only had $206,607 broadcast funding aflocated to each of them averaged 3.1% of the
party vote, and averaged 4.5 MP's in Parliament following the election.

As stated above, United Future submitted in March 2005 that there should not be a
differentiation between National and Labour in making the 2005 allocations, and the
election result bears out our concerns at that time.
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This should not be taken as a criticism of the Commission, who were merely foliowing the
criteria set out, but more a concern with the criteria themselves.

it is the allocation of funding, based on the number of MP’g or votes received at the
previous election which is of concern to all the smaller parties.

As recent election results have shown, when there is a significant gap between the bigger
parties the smaller parties thrive, as in 2002, [Labour 41.26% of the party vote, National
20.93%] when the smaller parties in Parliament secured 33% of the vote and ended up
with a total of 41 seats in a 120 member house.

This can be contrasted with the 2005 election when the difference between the National
and Labour party votes was reduced from 20% to 2%. In that election the smaller parties
in Parliament secured only 18% of the vote, and secured only 23 seats in a 121 member
house, and these included the results for the new Maori party which was not in the house
in 2002.

In both of those elections the smaller parties were critical in enabling a Government to be
formed, and based on history since the advent of MMP, they will again be required.

As in any democracy, the orientation, policies and “shades” of minor parties in New
Zealand vary. Whichever smaller party [parties] becomes the “partner” of a Labour or
National led Government, they will to an extent influence the “policies, shading and
orientation” of the new Government.

In United Futures view it is therefore imperative that all parties who potentially have
a realistic chance to become the support party[s] are given equal opportunity to
present their case to the electorate.

We remind the Commission that United Future has enabled a government to be formed in
both 2002 and 2005. This in spite of the fact that our share of the party votes in 2005 was
reduced 33% from the 6.9% we received in 2002 to 2.67%. That drop of course reflecting
the drop in support for all smaller parties in the 2005 election.

We are of the view that the Commission has in the criteria it is required to apply a
justification for allocating all prospective “partner parties” equal funding.

We refer to s.75 (2)(f) -

“the need to provide a fair opportunity for each political party to which subsection (1) of this
section applies to convey its policies to the public by the broadcasting of election
programmes on television” —

We recognise that s75(2)(f) particularly applies to parties not in parliament, but we feel it
justifies the decision not to have a larger differential between National and Labour in 2005,
given one of them was going to form a new Government. The same applies to the
potential “partner parties”, Act, Green, Maori, NZ First, and United Future, given the critical
importance they will have in forming a new Government.
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An Act / National Government will be very different from a Labo_ur / Green Government,_
we believe it is imperative the electorate has an equal opportunity _to assess the respective
“nartner parties” polices and orientation through equal broadcast time.

Use of Polls as an indicator of Party support

United Future is strongly of the view that the ‘use’ of polis is nota reliab!e indicator of
electoral support for smaller parties, and hence for the allocation of funding.

This view we believe is supported by the results of the 2002 General Election, as the
following charts demonstrate.

Rolling Average Polls 12 months prior to 2002 General Election, Funding Allocation,
and Party Votes received.
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As this chart demonstrates the National party lost 33% of its twelve month average poll
support on election day, Labour lost 16% and the smaller parties obtained 33% of the vote
on election day as against their combined 17% support in the previous twelve month
rolling average of polis. Put simply the smaller parties received twice the support on
election day than the rolling twelve month polls would have indicated.

This analysis can be further broken down by looking at the polling figures for the smaller
parties in parliament.

Rolling Polls 12 months prior to 2002 General Election, Funding Allocation, and
Party Votes received (Medium sized parties in Parliament)
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With the exception of the Alliance,[which imploded prior to the election] this chart cle-.arly
demonstrates that the smaller parties represented in the Parliament before thg election
gained a significantly greater share of the party vote on Election Day than their poll results
would have indicated.

The other factor of note is that the two parties that showed the greatest di§parity between
polling results and party vote at the election were United Future and NZ First, both of
whom held a safe electorate seat before the election.

It will be noted that in the above analysis the Party votes received by each party have
been used rather than the total votes received by each party from both party votes and
electorate votes, as polling is conducted on the basis of Party support.

In the 2005 election there was not a disparity between the polls and the election result. In
fact the palls in 2005 when the Commission made its allocations, closely reflected the final

election result.
We believe this was an aberration.

Early in 2005 the then Leader of the National Party made a somewhat “contentious”
speech on race relations. This resulted in a significant jump in the polls for the

Nationa! Party and led to the electorate focusing very much on the major parties to the
detriment of the minor parties, and that pre occupation continued right up to election day.

Categorisation of political parties.

_In all three of the past General Elections, the Commission has grouped the parties
into categories.

The graph below considers the allocation of the funding of each separate category and

pi':lrty votes ultimately received by the parties in each category in the 1999 General
election.

®% Funding
[O% Party Vote

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Cateqory 4 Category § Category 6

In general there is a strong correlation between the funding provided to each category and

10
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the party vote received by the parties in that category. The major exception is category
six [small parties not represented in Parliament]. On the basis of the above analysis
these parties were substantially over funded relative to their electoral support as disclosed
by the 1999 general election result.

To some extent, this can be explained by the comparatively large number of these parties
standing in 1999.

in the 2002 allocation process the Commission again had six categories, but the individual

funding allocated to the minor parties not represented in Parliament [category six] was
reduced from $18,000 each to $12,500 each.

The categories and allocations were: -

(1) National and Labour $615,000
(2) Act, NZ First, Green. $166,300
(3) The Alliance $100,000
(4) United Future, Christian Heritage $75,000

(5) Aotearoa Legalise Cannabis, Outdoor Recreation $25,000

(6) 4 Smaller Parties $12,500

{Parties in red ink were represented in the Parliament prior to the election)

Agdain a comparison can be drawn between the funds allocated to each category and the
party votes received by each category:-

70- _ M % Funding
60 gmm 0% Party Vote

This indicatgs the allocation of funds to each category fairly reflected the support for each
category as indicated by the electoral support received by each party on polling day.

11
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The categories and the final allocations were allocations were: -

In 2005 the Commission had seven categories.

(1) Labour $1,100,000
(2) National : $900,000
(3) Act, Green, NZ First, United Future. $206,607
(4) Maori Party $125,000
(5) Progressive $75,000

(6) Alliance, Christian Heritage, Destiny, Libertarianz $20,661

(7) 4 Smaller Parties $10,330

{Parties in red ink were represented in the Parliament prior to the election)

Again a comparison can be drawn between the funds allocated to each category and the
party votes received by each category:-

Mm% Funding
5 0% Party Vote

Category1 Caiegoryz Categorys Category 4 Categorys Category 6 Category 7

The disparity between funds allocated to any particular category and party votes received
by all parties in that category is greater in the three top categories than was evident in the
two previous elections. This is probably due to the differentiation between the National
and Labour allocation for the first time, which demonstrates that National was
disadvantaged in light of the election result, and the closeness of the vote between the
two major parties reducing the vote for the smaller parties as discussed above.

The correlation between funding allocated to categories four to seven is in line with party
votes received by parties in those categories. It is important to note though, that the above
analysis is based on the party vote. If the electorate vote were considered the Maori
Party may have been under funded relative to electoral support, as it had a significantly
higher electorate vote, relative to its party vote, than the other smaller parties.

United Future questions the need for so many categories.

12
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In our view there are four categories, large parties in Parliament with a realistic ch_anc:,e of
forming a government, [Labour and National], significant potential “partner” partn?s in
Parliament [Act, Greens, NZ First United Future, the Maori Party ], and minor parties in
parliament (Progressive Coalition) and parties not represented in parliament.

Allocation for 2008 General Election
Categorisation of Political Parties.

United Future supports the categorisation of parties for electoral funding purposes. We
believe however as stated above that there is a case for 4 categories, not 7.

(1) Large Parties in Parliament: - National and Labour

(2) Multiple MP parties in Parliament: Act, Green, NZ First, United Future, and Maori

(3) Single MP parties in Parliament: - Progressive Coalition

(4) Parties outside Parliament: -
United Future further believes that, unless there are compelling reasons otherwise, the
allocation to the parties in each category should be the same. A view we note was
supported by both National and Labour in their 2002 submissions to the Commission.
Prior to discussing the allocation of funding to the proposed categories in 2008, it is useful
to consider the 2005 allocations to the parties in each proposed category, and subsequent

electoral support each category received at the 2005 general election.

The following chart is relevant: -
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The chart demonstrates the swing back to National at the 2005 election was at the
expense of the category two parties. This resulted in category one funding in 2005 being
less than the ultimate electorate support for those two parties might have indicated. The
reverse applies to the category two parties, whose electoral support in the 2002 election
determined funding that the ultimate electoral support in 2005 may not have justified.

13
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Large Parties in Parliament — National and Labour

United Future acknowledges that based on the various factors to be taken into account by
the Electoral Commission; National and Labour qualify for the largest funding allocation.

United Future is also of the opinion that they should each receive the same level of
funding.

Barring some as yet unforeseen major event, after the 2008 election only Labour or
National will have enough MPs to form a Government, or form and lead a coalition
Government.

This being the case United Future believes that both parties should be given equal money
and time to convey their policy and election messages to the public.

Major Party Funding / Share of the Vote 1999, 2002, and 2005 Elections
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Despite a 20% increase in funding in 2002 [$214,705] the major parties’ collective share of
the party vote fell by 7%.

In contrast, as will be seen below the increase in funding to the smaller parties
represented in Parliament, was reflected in their increased share of the party vote.

Smaller Parliamentary Party Funding / Share of the Vote 1999 and 2002 Elections.
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In this case a 50% increase in funding [$224,404] was accompanied by a 31% increase in
share of the party vote at the subsequent general election.

14
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United Future believes this can be explained by the growing appreciation in the electorate
of the importance of the smaller parliamentary parties in the formation of a Government,
and accordingly an increasing share of the party vote going to those parties the electorate
wants to be represented in parliament after the election.

United Future is of the view that the funding for the major parties should be capped at the
two million dollar level which was the case in 2005. We further believe the balance of the
available funds be aliocated to all other parties, particularly those in Parliament.

Based on the current funding of $3.212 million, and both National and Labour receiving
one million each, a total of two million, that would leave $1.212 million to be distributed to
other parties.

Parties outside of Parliament: -

Before considering the allocation to medium and small parties represented in Parliament,
United Future first wants to address the allocation to parties not represented in parliament:

Base Allocations
We note that in the past three general elections the Commission has met the requirements
of section 75(2)(f) —

“the need to provide a fair opportunity for each political party to which
subsection (1) of this section applies to convey its policies to the public by
the broadcasting of election programmes on television” —

by making a base allocation to each politicai party.

United Future supports this approach, but does not agree with the 2005 decision to have
two categories for parties outside Parliament. The base allocation to the Alliance,
Christian Heritage, Destiny, and Libertarianz parties was $20,661. Those patrties
averaged 0.2% of the total party votes cast in the 2005 election. The other smali parties
outside Parliament, NZ FRPP Party, The Republic of NZ Party, 99 MP Party, and the
Democrat Party received $10,333. These parties averaged 0.03% of the total party votes
cast.

United Future wonders if such a low level of support for both groups justifies a differential.

United Future is very conscious of the importance to the smaller parties outside Parliament
of an allocation of broadcast funding, and the requirements of s74(2)(f) of the Act:-

“the need to provide a fair opportunity for each political party to which
subsection (1) of this section applies to convey its policies to the public by
the broadcasting of election programmes on television” —

Based on the level of electoral support for these out of parliament parties in the 1999
election 5.83%, the 2002 election 3.62% and the 2005 election,0.23% , United Future
suggests that say about 5% of the 2008 allocation be aside for these parties and would be
very fair under the circumstances. This would total $160,000. If ten of these parties stand
in 2008 this would give an allocation of $16,000 each. We note that is close to the
midpoint of allocation to categories six and seven in 2005.
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