New Zealand’'s Early General Election of 2002

Stephen Church and Elizabeth McLeay

On 27 July 2002 New Zealand went to the polls, ptarely, for the third

time under the Multi Member Proportional electiorstem. Labour, under
Prime Minister Helen Clark, remained the largestrtgain the House of
Representatives, but still lacked a majority; ivgms in coalition with the
2-member Progressive Coalition Party. The Goverrtagrarliamentary

position is secured by agreements with two smatigm the Greens and
United Future.

On 27 July 2002 New Zealanders went to the polisttie third time under the

relatively new, Mixed Member Proportional (MMP) efleral system. After a

campaign that swung from the predictable to thexpeeted, voters gave the
incumbent Labour-led Government an increased nurobgrarliamentary seats.
Nevertheless, although Labour continued in goveniraéter the election, its share
of seats was insufficient to give it, together wiith chosen coalition partner, the
newly-branded Jim Anderton’s Progressive CoalifiB&) party, a majority in the

House. The decision to go to the polls early tadorigins in the record of the
minority Labour-Alliance Government. What was thackground to the 2002
election, and how did it impact on the electioelit®

Governing under minority conditions, 1999-2002

After the 1999 election, Labour, led by Helen Clakd the left-wing Alliance, led
by Jim Anderton, had swiftly moved to form a cdalit hoping through its decisive
yet cooperative behaviour to demonstrate how diffea government it would be to
the previous National orfeln 1996 the centrist, populist New Zealand Firatty
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(NZF), led by Winston Peters, had simultaneouslgotiated with Labour and
National for two monthé Against the preferences of the majority of itspanpers?
NZF chose National, the minimum connected winnioglition solution. In 1998,
NZF publicly disagreed with National over the saleéhe Wellington airport, Prime
Minister Jenny Shipley dismissed Peters from hisitgmn as minister and deputy
prime minister, and NZF, internally riven, left thealition. Shipley, who had taken
over from Jim Bolger in a brutally adept coup (pafitthe problem for Winston
Peters, who distrusted Shipley), then led her pamty some former NZF ministers
through to the end of the parliamentary term asrernty government.

The pre-election rapprochement between Labour hadAtliance, and the rapid
government formation in 1999 — it happened everofgethe special votes had
been counted and the Greens entered parliamengbtheobbing Labour and the
Alliance of their parliamentary majority — were @nided to signal how well the
two parties intended to work together in contraghe previous three yedt&efore
the election, the Greens had indicated that thayldveupport a Labour-led govern-
ment, so the new coalition knew that, in the ewtkat they did not gain a majority
of seats between them, they could depend on thenGSrr support in votes of
confidence and supply. For almost two years it apge that, after the party
defections of the two previous parliamentary teams the 1998 coalition split,
MMP had finally delivered a responsive and stalleegnment and a more settled
parliamentary party system. Indeed, public supportthe new electoral rules,
which had plummeted as support for the governmadtdiso dropped, rose again
after the 1999 election for the first time since pre-1996 period. Despite a series
of minor scandals, the Government and the Primadtdinretained their popularity.

There were several reasons for the high levelsubfip support. First, most of the
(admittedly modest) policy commitments were fudfdl the coalition delivered on
its promises. One of these involved legislatingntaibit the party defections that
had been so unpopular with voters. The Electoraighity Amendment legislation
was passed in 2001 with support from NZF (but het®&reens or the other oppos-
ition parties; and some Labour backbenchers haigty opposed the legislation).
This would subsequently rebound on the Governnangxplained below. The top
income tax rates were raised; health was restredt(yet again); the minimum
wage was increased; there was a new employmernioredabill; the Government
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began its controversial program of trying to deseethe socio-economic disparities
between non-Maori and Maori (who had supported Labim the election);
superanuants had increases in their pensionspad-atane superannuation fund was
begun; and Labour acceded to the Alliance’s dem#ords nationally owned ‘Kiwi
Bank’ and paid parental leave. Some policies hat been as popular: the
restructuring of the defence forces, includingdlkeng of the combat air wing, had
been criticised by members and supporters of thiende establishment. The re-
nationalisation of the Accident Compensation Coation, together with the reform
of employment legislation, had attracted hostileergtton from business, but a
charm initiative from the Government, especiallye tRrime Minister and the
Minister of Finance, Michael Cullen, had dampenedi those criticisms.

The second main reason for Labour’'s extended hooegnperiod with voters
until late 2001 was the virtual absence of publiuabbling from within the
administration, either between the coalition pardra within the parties. This was
in contrast to the previous years under MMP andeéd, under FPP, including
Labour’s own previous performance during the biesars between 1987 and 1990.
Third, mostly through luck but partly through cafglmanagement, after many
years of depressing financial figures, the econpnogpered. Unemployment was
down, inflation did not rise, and external earningsre high, mainly due to the
productivity of the agricultural sector but alsachese, along with other exporters,
primary producers benefited from a very low New lded dollar relative to the
major world currencies.

The clear intent of the Labour/Alliance Governmers to demonstrate that the
centre left could take the place of the centre trigh the ‘natural’ parties of
government by behaving as a stable and settlednégtraition with limited and
achievable goals. The performance of the Prime ditniwas a key element in
Labour’s success in the opinion polls. She wammand of policy principles and
detail, she was accessible to members of the madgaand she had an assertive
leadership style (dealing rapidly and firmly withyaminister who stepped out of
line). From 1999 onwards, her popularity kept ocréasing. The weakness of the
opposition National Party heightened the appearamitea highly successful
government.

Peaceful governing did not last. Although a rifpegred amongst the governing
and supporting parties on free trade issues, WighGreens against an agreement
with Singapore and the Alliance divided on it, the September 2001 attacks on
New York and Washington DC revealed a wider chagpgning up differences
within the Alliance Party over New Zealand's mitigasupport of the US-led
bombing of Afghanistan. However, this was the gatalfor a range of
disagreements, for the differences were not ontutloreign policy. Some MPs
and party members felt that the Alliance membersthe# Government were
altogether too supportive of Labour, too non-asgeit pushing their own policies,
and were excluded from decision-making. Despiteatsstructive relationship with
Labour, the Alliance’s opinion poll ratings sunkvery low levels as support for
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Labour soared. Further, there were personalityhelasThe gap between the party
president, Matt McCarten, and the leader and Depritye Minister, Jim Anderton,
widened. On 3 April 2002, Anderton and his Depuwit the Alliance saying that
they would remain Alliance MPs until the electiout then form a new party. The
parliamentary contingent split into the Andertoid éime Alliance factions, Anderton
and five other MPs were expelled from the Allianaed another MP, Laila Harre,
became the Alliance Leader, but only outside Paiat.

At this stage, the internal schism became interwowéth arguments about the
compatibility between the behaviour of the Alliard®s and the principles under-
lying the recently passed legislation on party dédms, the legislation that had
been so desired by the Alliance after experiendefgctions during the previous
term, including the departure of the Greens toestrthe 1999 election on its own.
Because the formal conditions under which MPs cdé@dequired to resign their
seats were not satisfied and the expelled MPs rogadi sitting in the House and in
cabinet (as did the continuing Alliance membeisg, Government was faced with
sarcasm and criticism from Opposition and medikeaior not complying with its

own principles of behaviour. Meanwhile, the Speakehhe House, Jonathan Hunt,
ruled that he would continue to treat the dividegity as one party within

Parliamenf. Of course, if the party defection legislation hamt been passed, the
Alliance would merely have split into two parties bad enough but not nearly as
embarrassing as pretending to be one party fopuhgoses of retaining parliament-
ary seats, party funding and ministerial postghinevent it was not until after the
election was called that the Anderton faction bezafficially identified as the

Progressive Coalition Party, later renamed ‘Jiméxtah’s Progressive Coalition’.

The attacks on its coalition partner failed to deabour’'s popularity. But the

Government complained that it found getting itsidedion through the House
difficult because of the time being spent in Pankat on the resignation issue.
However, even before the Alliance split there hadrba backlog of legislation. The
reliance on the Green Party had to some extentasdicapped the Government’s

5 Stephen Church, ‘Partisan Defection in the Newl&ehParliament’, paper presented to the
Australasian Political Science Association ConfeegiBydney, 26—29 September 1999.

5 To activate the anti-defection law, the Speakestmeceive a letter from the MP concerned,
signalling that he or she has resigned from thiégmagntary membership of a party, and wishes to
be recognised as a member of another party ordependent. The MP would then be deemed to
have resigned their seat in Parliament. If, howeaelefecting MP does not notify the Speaker of a
change in allegiance, then the leader of the partier whose banner he or she was elected may
write to the Speaker indicating that the MP conedrhas acted in such a way that distorts the party
proportionality of Parliament as determined atl&st election. However, the leader must have the
support of two-thirds of the party caucus to inéithis measure. In the case of the Alliance,
Anderton and those who supported him remained ken&k MPs in spite of their expulsion from
the party because the remainder of the caucusatithimk that they could legally seek their
resignation from Parliament (since Anderton wdsletider and commanded two-thirds of the
caucus). Thus the Speaker followgnding Orderguidelines and continued to accept Anderton
as leader of the Alliance.
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legislative progress. Consultation over a rangdsefies, including the budget
(where the Greens won some minor victories) ndiusibwed down the process.

More significant than this, however, were the nedmins over the parliamentary
process itself. The Greens would not agree to altoev Government to take

urgency’ and this evidently produced a level of frustratimmongst ministers about
their legislative programs. When Parliament wassalid and the election

campaign began, there was much unfinished legislaand policy development

business. Indeed, there were 35 pieces of legislabefore select committees
(almost all legislation is referred to a select autteef and 94 bills on the Order

Paper. In addition, there were inquiries also b&oagducted by the committees at
the time of the parliamentary dissolution.

More dramatically, on 23 May 2002 the Greens stag@dlkout from Parliament

on legislation that limited the prohibition on ajgpkions for the commercial release
of genetically modified organisms to October 200Be Greens said that they
would bring down a government that lifted the moratm. There was much talk

about just how influential a minor party should teer a government; and the
adamant stance of the Greens on this principle éauits relationship with Labour.

Indeed, the Prime Minister attacked the Greenshcg&taand ruled out a future
coalition with the Greens. The GE issue was to datei the election campaign.
The combination of the Alliance’s internal dispated, also, the Greens’ views on
GE had fractured the centre-left and left Labouhwit a strong feasible coalition
partner or support party.

Two other unresolved issues threatened the Goverrsneredibility. There had
been a longstanding dispute over secondary teddaesies and industrial action
in schools. Further, the Prime Minister herself wasler attack. In April it had
come to light that Helen Clark had signed a paghshe had not herself created
when supporting a campaign to raise money for gha8he apologised for her
error of judgment. Despite the adverse publicitst tthis action stimulated, the
public, if the opinion polls are anything to go lbggarded the whole event as rather
trivial. Unfortunately for Clark, just as the issseemed to be dying down, on 10
May a member of the public (who proved not to beoamted with an opposition
party) made an official complaint to the Police. &dhthe date of the election was
announced, the Police still had not reported thdifigs of its inquiry. This meant

The Greens are philosophically opposed to thedatf urgency. The legislative process in the New
Zealand House of Representatives is organised imthie-party Business Committee chaired by
the Speaker where all decisions are taken eithéhebasis of unanimity or, alternatively, near-
unanimity. Se&tanding Orders of the House of Representatidedlington, 1999, 74—7. Not all
governments have taken requests for urgency thrthg@ommittee. In practical terms, however,
minority governments have to be sure of their paréntary support for their legislative tactics ¢ b
successful. Thus the Greens were in a powerfutipagbrocedurally.

See E. McLeay, ‘Parliamentary Committees in Newl@ed: A house continuously reforming
itself?’ Australasian Parliamentary Reviel$(2), 2001, 121-39.
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that Clark and the Government went to the pollfilie threat of an adverse ruling
hanging over therh.

The Prime Minister calls an early general election

For some months commentators had been predictaigih general election would
be held in winter rather than late spring. Earlypegal elections are uncommon in
New Zealand, for the short, triennial parliamentiaym constrains the extent of
prime ministerial discretion to go to the polls maturely™® When, on 11 June
2002, the Prime Minister named 27 July as eledtiay, it was only the third time
an early election had been held in the post-waiodem 1951, the National Prime
Minister, Sid Holland, called an election a yeaeadh of schedule, justifying it in
terms of seeking a mandate for quashing a bittedght waterfront dispute. He
improved his party’s vote and National stayed ineggament until 1957. In 1984,
another National Prime Minister, Robert Muldoonought the election forward
some months, arguing that National was in dangéoshg its majority because of
dissident backbenchers (despite the protestatibriseoMPs concerned that they
would not bring down the Government). Muldoon’slresason was probably the
country’s rapidly deteriorating economic positidrhis time National lost its snap
election. So history could give no reliable guitevehether voters would punish the
governing party for requiring them to vote early.

Why did the Prime Minister, Helen Clark, take tl&krof an early election? The
public justifications were that while the split ihe Alliance had not affected the
function of government,

time wasting by the Opposition will continue to tost the pattern of
important legislation until an election is callddttle would be achieved
by having Parliament sit for another two monthsdeled, to prolong
Parliament’s sitting at this point can only furthdemean its public
standing and enhance its unfortunate image as stitution which
achieves little?

At the same time, the PM also made a thinly-veilférence to the Greens, as she
‘did not believe that it is acceptable to New Zedkers to see small parties exercise
a balance of power irresponsibly’. The difficutief governing, with the Greens
being prickly and the opposition parties attackihg Alliance’s schism, certainly
contributed to the decision, yet there were othgpsrting reasons for seeking a
new mandate prematurely, and these were undoubsdidast as important as the

9 During the campaign the Police announced thaethvasprima facieevidence of forgery but that
there was not a sufficient case to warrant progacut

9'In New Zealand, as is also the case in the federsiralian Government and in Britain, the Prime
Minister recommends to the Governor-General (or doh) that Parliament should be dissolved
and an election called. It is a convention that tejuest is agreed to, unless the PM has lost the
confidence of the House.

M Rt Hon. Helen Clark, ‘PM Announces Election Dategws release, 11 June 2002.
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officially stated ones. Labour was consistentiipgl more than 50 per cent in the
opinion polls; and had publicly expressed its hitya the party, with the help of its
coalition partner, would not only be re-elected batld also win a majority (or
near-majority) of the nationwide vote — essentiader MMP if it wished to win a
majority of seats in Parliament. Besides, the nogiposition party, National, under
its new leader, Bill English, was rating poorlytime opinion polls. Clearly it had
not regained the ground it had lost in the 1998ti&la, despite the leadership spill
in early October 2001 when English took over franrly Shipley. The high-profile
strategy of the National President, Michele Boags wlso keeping the party in the
news in an unflattering way. Internal party disseas stimulated by Boag’'s aim to
‘stop the rot’ by turning out ‘dead wood’ MPs where seen as not performing
well and replacing them with ‘new blood’. There Haekn also the threat of scandal
when in May 2002 the National Party was accusethahdering’ large donations
from private sources during the previous electiampgaign, an issue that was
ineptly managed by the party and reminded voterigsdfig business connections.
(The accusations were not upheld, either by thect&lal Commission or the
Serious Fraud Office.)

Another factor in the Government’s calculations whest the economy was doing
rather well, although it was expected to deters@iring the latter part of 2002.
The May 2002 budget declared respectable surparsgsinemployment was down.
In short, the risk of antagonising voters by takihgm to the polling booths before
the end of the parliamentary term seemed to be wbatdess than waiting for the
economy to turn sour. What the Government did mbcgate, however, was the
sour nature of the campaign itself, and the wawhich specific events would harm
its prospects of governing as a majority coaligmvernment.

The rules of engagement and the political aspirants

The 2002 election was the third to be held underMlixed Member Proportional
(MMP) rules adopted by referendum at the time ef1893 general electidhThe
electoral system, closely modelled on Germany'segielectors two votes on a
single ballot paper, with citizens voting for th@ireferred party (the party vote)
and, also, their preferred constituency candidaie €lectorate vote). The party vote
determines the overall distribution of the parliswaey seats amongst the parties.
After the constituencies have been awarded to thaimg candidates by means of
the traditional first-past-the-post voting rule ndalates are then taken from the
party lists in the order in which they are ranked the parties to produce a
legislature in which parties are represented irpgrion to the party votes cast. In
order to be eligible for the allocation of list sggarties must be registered with the

2 gee especially: J. Boston, S. Levine, E. McLeayMu®1 RobertsNew Zealand Under MMP: A
New Politics?Auckland, Auckland University Press/Bridget WilliarBooks, 1996; and K. Jackson
and A. McRobieNew Zealand Adopts Proportional Representatidldershot, Hants., Ashgate,
1998. There is good information on the electoratay athttp://www.elections.org.nz/
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Electoral Commission (fulfilling certain conditionand, also, gain either five per
cent of the party vote or, alternatively, win omecéorate seat. For example, NZF in
1999, and Jim Anderton’s PC in 2002, each gainetthdu MPs by winning a seat,

despite their failure to reach the five per cemeshold. In comparison, although
United won one electorate seat in both 1996 an®,1i9%ceived insufficient party

votes to warrant any extra seats.

Voting under FPP was relatively simple; voting uni#MP, with its two votes and
thresholds to learn about, is more complex. Funtioee, whereas tactical voting
was certainly significant under FPP — particulartyen it came to considering the
utility of minor party voting — under MMP there wenew issues to be considered,
including whether or not to vote for two differgudrties for the party and electorate
votes (at the previous two elections, more thantbird of voters had split their
tickets). As with the previous MMP elections, thiedtoral Commission, with the
Electoral Office, conducted an educational campéigwoters™

At the 2002 election, there were 51 list seatslabbd plus 69 electorate seats,
seven of the latter elected by those Maori who eltosegister on the Maori, rather
than the General, electoral roll. Fourteen partiegistered with the Electoral
Commission and were therefore eligible to receieeters’ party votes. In 1999,
there had been 22 registered parties, the lowerbaurm 2002 reflecting the
deregistration of parties that no longer fulfil tb#icial requirements, or that had
insufficient time to organise themselves for thelyealection. Accordingly, the
numbers of candidates hoping to be elected alsppéich Of the list candidates,
there were 524 compared with 760 in 1999; and theeee 575 electorate
candidates representing 30 parties, (plus jushil8dendents) in comparison with
1999's total of 679?

Coping with campaigning

The central theme of the campaign was not ‘who d@avern?’ but ‘who would
Labour govern with?’. Clark made it clear that pezference was to campaign for a
majority (along with Jim Anderton’s PC), and thespion of the Greens over the
GM moratorium merely reinforced that claim. Much tife Prime Minister's
rhetoric framed the activities of minor parties annegative light, with oblique
references to the past divisions within the Alliar@nd more overt comments on the
current intransigence demonstrated by the Greediask Gad publicly opposed the
introduction of MMP, and although she had not soughdismantle or doctor the

13 For results of its 2002 research on public undeding of MMP, see Colmar Brunton’s Social
Research Agency, ‘MMP Monitor—Post-election Resuli®2Summary Report’, at
www.elections.org.nz/elections/news/index.htrBlee also, the Electoral Commission’s third editio
of theNew Zealand Electoral Compendiffarthcoming, 2002) containing full 2002 election
results, information about the electoral law, M&w] the formation of the government. See
www.elections.org.nfor further information.

14 Seehttp://www.elections.org.nz/voting/elec-can.html
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system while in government, her campaign for a nitgjtraded on public antipathy
towards the system and the role it created for Ispaties. She sought an FPP
result from an MMP election.

In the initial phase of the campaign, it seeme #¥s strategy was paying off for
Labour. Although its polling began to slip just &el the majority support it had
consistently scored for several months prior todampaign, if Anderton managed
to bring one or two MPs in with him then winning radghan half the seats was still
feasible. Another factor was the disproportionadjgnerated by wasted votes (that
is, votes for parties that do not pass the thresbolwin an electorate seat). On the
basis of about 5 per cent wasted votes, Labourdcaut 46-47 per cent and still
get its coveted majority with the help of a coupld°C seats.

Labour was assisted in this goal by the poor parémrce of National, both in the
lead-up to the campaign as well during the contsstf. A senior National MP
described the party’s problem as ‘an acute relgvdeficit’ — the weak position of
the party relative to Labour before the campaigintetl gave voters good reason to
believe that National would not win. Yet the faeat National actually lost support
while electioneering also pointed to fundamentadtbpgms in the party’s own
tactics. Its campaign seemed to suffer from antitjewrisis: its advertisements
were ill-conceived, voters were often directed taevNational for the electorate
rather than the more important party vote, Englaled to make inroads against
Clark in their televised encounters, and partygotliid not seem to have evolved
from the previous National-led government. On thtter point, it might have been
that voters found it difficult to vote for a partywhose program remained
substantively unaltered from that rejected by mbem two-thirds of the electorate
in 1999. Another feature of the early stages ofdhmpaigns was that it appeared
that concerns about the impact of GM, and the wigkre of whether a major party
could be trusted to govern alone, led to a filhipsupport for the Greens. Thus, the
campaign came to be dominated by the face-off betwebour and the Greens,
and initially their oppositional stances seemelégavorking in both parties’ favour.

However, the nature of this stand-off was draméjiadtered by events in the final
two weeks of the campaign. A book was releasedmihg that genetically-
modified corn seed had mistakenly been importedpdadted in New Zealand, and
that the Government had arranged a cover-up uponitey of it®> The Government
denied the allegations and subsequently providédepue to suggest that the
initially positive tests for GM corn had been compised. However, ‘Corngate’, as
it was unimaginatively dubbed by the media, cautesl differences between
Labour and the Greens to erupt into open warfane. gublisher of the book was a
list candidate for the Green Party, and although @reen co-leaders, Jeannette
Fitzsimons and Rod Donald, denied prior knowledfythe book’s existence, they
were quick to accept its conclusions and pointecd@using finger at the Clark
Government. In turn, Labour accused the Greenglidfy‘tricks’. At this point it

15 Nicky Hager,Seeds of DistrusNelson, Craig Potton Publishing, 2002.
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appeared that the tensions between the two panmdd be too difficult to
reconcile in any sort of cooperative relationshujoiving the election. The episode
also created other problems for Clark, when TV3 sreader John Campbell
interviewed her the day before the story broke. flzeti had received an advance
copy of the book, and, faced with an interrogalime of questioning regarding
specific events about which she knew little, thien@rMinister reacted angrily. The
interview was broadcast the following evening indam with the news of the GM
corn-scare, and although many thought that Clackldeen unfairly ambushed, for
others it echoed other episodes such as ‘Paingrganother inventive media
moniker) where the PM was perceived to have sucedn hubris.

Although these events ate into support for Labaar the Greens, and made it even
more likely that Clark would not win her majority,much more pervasive effect of
campaigning under MMP had already discounted thentality. The first two
elections campaigns in 1996 and 1999 showed tleatihor parties often made a
stronger showing than their polling between eledicuggested. The simplest
explanation for this phenomenon is that an electampaign places parties on a
more or less equal footing, in that even the magmties (including the party in
government) have to fight for the attention of tlating public. A campaign also
gives voters the exposure to minor parties, anu gadicies, in a manner not seen
in day-to-day political coverage throughout thelipamentary term.

However, the previous elections had also shownttieasurge in support for minor
parties begins to flag as polling day draws negrersumably as voters abandon
their flirtation with the exotic in favour of thelative certainty of one of two parties
that are likely to provide the core of the next gmment, National or Labour. Both
major parties were expecting the same to happ@9®2, but two minor parties in
particular were successful in attracting voteshia katter stages of the campaign.
After nearly missing out on representation altogeth 1999, and following a fairly
quiet term, NZF constructed its campaign aroun@ehissues (immigration, the
Treaty of Waitangi, law and order), and the adopid Bob the Builder’'s catch-
phrase ‘Can we fix it? Yes we can! In addition, Nl&éader Winston Peters seemed
to wake from his parliamentary slumber to turn ierf@ps the most assured
performance by a leader in the campaign, a mixat@ik@uff, gravitas and charm.

But undoubtedly the biggest winner was Peter Dumme his tiny United Future
(UF) Party. As the sole United MP for two terms,2002 Dunne was asked to
appear on the TVNZ Leaders’ Debate for the finstetj largely due to the fact that
the split in the Alliance had forced the networkitwite all leaders of parties
represented in Parliamefit.Performances in the debate were charted by ‘the
worm’, a controversial device that plots the reatsi of a sample audience, and out
of the eight leaders on show, the worm anointedrieute winner. The impact of
the ‘victory’ spread beyond those who actually ettt the debate, through the
televised worm analysis later that evening and emgiant reporting by the news

18 1n 2000, United joined with Future New Zealangiradominantly Christian Party.
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media over the following days. At a point in thengaign when Labour and the
Greens were fighting, and the parties on the rsgleimed to be hammering away at
the same simplistic messages regarding law and emig Treaty policy, Dunne
appeared to offer moderate, balanced, but vaguartan sense’ solutions and did
not engage in arguments with the other party lead€his performance in the
penultimate week of the campaign was followed tsedes of poll results in the
final week which suddenly lifted UF into contentiganmping from an average of
about 1 to 4-6 per cent. Thus the party becameofessisky option for voters who
otherwise would not have wanted to waste theirypaotes. Although Dunne had
consistently proffered the same message in hia8dsyas an MP (ten of those with
Labour), what seemed to make the difference was dbmbination of the
nationwide exposure he received, and the avaitghufia middling constituency not
ready to give their vote to National, yet not widii to let Labour govern alone (or
with the Greens).

The new Parliament: the parties, social representatiess, and party
rivalries

The election turnout was the lowest for six elewsiovith only 77 per cent of

enrolled electors choosing to vote. Perhaps thly edection meant that parties

were not as well organised as formerly, affectimgjrt capacity to mobilise voters.

Perhaps, also, there was a feeling that the emdt resa Labour-dominated govern-
ment — was inevitable. Another characteristic & éhection was that 39.3 per cent
of those who voted split their votes, choosingedight parties for their electorate
and party votes. This was higher than in the previzvo MMP election$’

Table 1 outlines the results of the 2002 electamwell as those of the previous
two elections under MMP. Although Labour improvadtbe result that put it into
government with the Alliance in 1999, this has t® fut in the context of the
collapse of the Alliance vote and the much highelt patings for Labour in the
months prior to the election. The percentage ofypastes secured by the Greens
also increased but, again, it should be viewedhéncontext of polling which put it
at 9-11 per cent in the early stages of the campdign Anderton managed to hold
onto his own electorate seat, thereby allowing torbring in another MP, but the
absence of further support, and the complete faibdithe remnants of the Alliance
to win any representation illustrates the electal@iage that can be caused by
internal disunity. It also means that Parliamentor@er contains a party that sits
squarely on the left in terms of requiring greateervention by the government in

17 Seehttp://www.electionresults.govt.n#or an analysis of split voting under MMP see KArp, J.
Vowles, S.A. Banducci and T. Donovan, ‘StrategiciWgt Party Activity, and Candidate Effects:
Testing Explanations for Split Voting in New ZealismNew Mixed System’Electoral Studies
21(1), 2002, 1-22. Using aggregate and individeal voting data, the authors argue that there is a
high level of strategic voting involved in New Zaat and that it should not therefore be assumed
that voters split their vote because they are c@tu
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the economy, although the Greens could be viewefdlfiling this role to some
degree.

The 2002 election also saw National suffer its Wwalsfeat in a proud 66-year
history. The final result was actually worse thae 25-30 per cent that most polls
predicted, and even then, this was an outcomesihiaie insiders considered an
‘Armageddon scenario’. Compared to the previoustelr, ACT’s party vote was
nothing if not consistent, although consideringt thehad improved in the 1999
election against an overall swing against the rigghéxpected to do better in 2002.
A strong campaign bore fruit for NZF, which moranhdoubled its result as many
voters seemed prepared to forgive (or forget)rdsdils in coalition with National
from 1996 to 1998. UF experienced a slightly laiigerease in votes, but in light of
its previous dismal record, and the fact that @simgly came from nowhere late in
the campaign, the party’s success was the mosimdstg of the election.

Table 1: New Zealand Election Results 1996 to 2002

1996 1999 2002

Party votes Number Party votes Number Party votes Number
Party (%) of seats (%) of seats (%) of seats
ACT 6.1 8 7.0 9 741 9
Alliance? 10.1 13 77 10 1.3 0
Greenb - - 5.2 7 7.0 9
Labour 28.2 37 38.7 49 41.3 52
PC - - - - 1.7 2
National 338 44 305 39 209 27
NZ First 134 17 43 5 10.4 13
United Futuree 0.9 1 0.5 1 6.7 8

@ Jim Anderton, Leader of the Alliance and Deputy Prime Minister, was expelled from the Alliance and formed the Progressive
Coalition Party (PC).

b The Green Party of New Zealand was part of the Alliance. In 1997 the Greens decided to contest the 1999 election on their
own.

¢ The United Party became United Future in November 2000.

Note that, aside from the Alliance, the parties that contested party votes in 2002 and did not gain parliamentary
representation were: Christian Heritage (1.35 per cent); Outdoor Recreation NZ (1.28 per cent): Aotearoa Legalise
Cannabis Party (0.64 per cent); Mana Maori Movement (0.25 per cent); One NZ; 0.09 per cent; and the New Millennium
Party (00.1 per cent).

When New Zealand changed its electoral systempbtiee hopes expressed for the
new rules was that Parliament would be more reptatee of society’s groups as
well as of party and opinion. The three electionsar MMP certainly delivered

parliaments that represented a range of politiadigs, as shown in Table 1. MMP
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has also delivered parliaments that are more reptasve of the peopfé.Maori, in
particular, are now fairly represented. Before 19®@ main vehicles for Maori
representation were the four Maori electorates. &wones another Maori MP, or
perhaps even a couple, managed to be elected thriheg General seats (for
example, Winston Peters). Under MMP in 1996 and®18% percentage of Maori
MPs nearly matched the approximately 15 per cemadri in the overall popula-
tion. The Maori seats were retained under the MM&esn, but were linked in
number to those who chose to register on the Madlri By the time of the 2002
election, there were seven Maori seats. As antiethaviaori were also selected by
the political parties for winnable party list placevhile a lesser number were elect-
ed for General electorate seats. In the 2002 gkelection, the proportion of Maori
in Parliament matched that in the population agdaralthough there was some
disparity amongst the parties insofar as Maori @epntation was concerned (see
Table 2). The new Parliament elected in 2002, theeehas a strong Maori contin-
gent who can be expected to take particular inténddaori issues and problems.

New Zealand is an increasingly diverse society,eeisfly since the rise in

immigrant numbers from Asia since the early 19%storically, it has also had a
substantial number of people from the nations efRiacific. Elected in 2002 were
three Pacific Island MPs, one Chinese MP, and amM&was born in the Pakistan
part of the Punjab.

Many women were disappointed with the 2002 electiesults. As predicted, in
1996 MMP had delivered an increased number of woMPs, as parties placed
women in winnable places on their party lists (itesihe absence of quotas except
for the Greens). For the first time for many yed&syever, in 2002 the number of
women MPs fell. There were 34 (28 per cent) congavith 37 in the previous
parliament, a reduction mainly due to the partiethe centre-right (NZF and, to a
lesser extent, National) and the centre (UF) wiazed a predominance of men in
the top places of their party lists (see TableA3)the voluminous world research on
women and legislatures has shown, given an app@teprpolitical culture,
proportional representation can help women’s reprdion, since women are
more likely to gain nomination for multi-member thasingle-member
constituencies. But parties remain the gate-keeperpolitical power, so their
selection processes and philosophies are alsdfisagmti Furthermore, in a mixed
electoral system, more than half the seats ardesimgmber districts, and these are
particularly vulnerable to male incumbency androkito selection. Thus, despite
their successes, women still have some way to gbléw Zealand to achieve
representative parity with men.

18 For an interesting discussion of Maori represémaunder MMP, see M. Duri§e Kawanatanga,
The Politics of Maori Self-DeterminatipAuckland, Oxford University Press, 1998. On woraed
Maori, see also S. Banducci and J. Karp, ‘Repredentander a Proportional System’, in Vowles
et al, Voters’ Victory?135-52; H. Catt, ‘Women, Maori and Minorities: Micepresentation and
MMP’, in Bostonet al (eds),From Campaign to Coalitignl99-205; and E. McLeay, ‘The New
Parliament’, in Bostoet al (eds),Left Turn 203-16.
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Table 2: Maori MPs, 1990 to 2002

1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
M. G. M. G. M G PL M G PL M G PL

ACT - - - - 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
Alliance - - 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2

Green - - - - - - - 0 0 0 0 0 1
Labour 4 0 3 1 0 1 4 6 2 2 7 2 1
PC - - - - - - - - - - 0 0 0
National 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

New Labour 0 0 - - - - - - - -
NZ First - - 1 1 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 5

United - - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

No.Seats in 4 9 4 95 5 60 5 6 61 5 7 62 51
Category

Total No. 97 99 120 120 120
Parl.Seats

Total ‘No. 6 7 16 16 19
Maori

M. = Maori seats; G. = General seats; PL. = Party List seats
-- =did not contest the election or, in the case of the Alliance in 2002, did not win any seats at all.

Note: the Greens were part of the Alliance until 1999; New Labour was part of the Alliance from 1993; United became United
Future in 2000; and PC = Progressive Coalition.

As explained above, women were not the only graupet reduced in number: the
National Party parliamentary contingent was thellsiafor years. Before the new
Parliament met for the first time on 26 August,réhevere reports that the other

opposition parties, including the Greens, had dmtidhat National should

relinquish two of its front-bench positions to esft the increased gains of the
others. This issue was still unresolved severak dmfore Parliament was due to
meet. Rather than having an unseemly game of miwdiears, the former Speaker,
Jonathan Hunt, resolved that MPs, including pagaders and ministers, would be
seated in alphabetical order until the Speaker elasted. Thus, there were some
interesting seating combinations on the first dathe new session, although most

of the leaders (including the Prime Minister) masthgo switch places with
cooperative backbenchers. The Speaker (the reedleetunt) then ruled that
National would indeed be reduced to seven frompievious nine front-bench
places but, in return, as it remained the singigelst opposition party, National
would retain the position of Leader of the Oppasitiwhich brings with it prestige,
influence and resources.
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Table 3: Women Elected to the New Zealand Parliament, 1984 to 2002:

by Party

1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
ACT - - - - 3 3 4
Alliance - - - 1 7 4
Green - - - - - 3 4
Labour 10 11 8 14 13 18 18
National 2 3 8 6 8 9 6
New Labour
NZ First 4 0 1
PC - - - - - - 0
United - - - - 0 0 1
Total no. of women 12 14 16 21 35 37 34
Total no. of MPs 95 97 97 99 120 120 120
% of women in Parl. 12.6 14.4 16.5 21.2 29.2 30.1 28.3

-- = did not contest the election or, in the case of the Alliance in 2002, did not win any seats at all. See also the notes for Table II.

In representative terms, after the 2002 electiow Mealand truly had an MMP

Parliament. Furthermore, proportionality had becamprimary principle for the

allocation of power and resources within the ledigle. The composition of the
influential committees had been proportionally deieed since 1996. This
principle was also largely followed with the dibuition of select committee chairs
amongst the parties after the election, in conttaghe previous two parliaments
when the governing parties had retained all butdhairs for themselves.

Negotiating a government

It was evident on election night, as in 1999, thatparties of the centre-left (that is
Labour, the PC and the Greens) had a majority afssi@ Parliament. Thus, there
was no question of a change of government. Sirgjlas in 1999, pre-election
commitments made it almost inevitable that Labooult form a coalition rather
than seek to govern alone. Clark had already maddear that she would be
inviting Anderton to re-join the cabinet, but whahs less apparent was whether
another party would be joining them in coalition supporting them in the
legislature. Given the numerical complexion of ft®D-seat Parliament following
the election, Labour (52 seats) and the PC (2)dctndk to the Greens (9) or UF
(8). The acrimony between Labour and the Greens G during the campaign,
as well as Dunne’s declaration that his party wookd prepared, under certain
conditions, to support a Labour-led government, hinipave made a deal with
United seem more likely. However, in the weeksdwihg the election the Greens,
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United, and the PC all held bilateral negotiatiasith Labour. There was, of course,
yet another option, NZF, but Clark had made it cjgdor to the election that she
would find it difficult to work with that party bewse of its stance on immigration.

Given the Greens’ position on lifting the GM monaton, and given Labour’'s
unwillingness to change its stance, a coalitioroimng the Greens was politically
untenablé? In fact, an enduring support agreement was alswgo be difficult to
arrange, if the Greens followed through on the&dge to withdraw support on
confidence and supply for a government which liftieel moratorium, due to expire
in October 2003. A coalition with UF was equallypblematic, albeit for different
reasons. With the exception of Dunne, none of thgyjs MPs had previous
parliamentary experience, and it was partly fos ttdason, and partly due to the
difficulties faced by junior coalition partnerstime past, that UF rejected the idea of
a coalition, preferring instead to adopt the rdla support party (as the Greens had
done in the previous parliamentary term).

The first agreement to be concluded formalisedcttadition between Labour and
the PC, and was similar in form and content toltAbour-Alliance agreement of
the previous terrf) although this time it enunciated several broadcggiositions.
On 8 August, less than two weeks after the electiabour-PC and UF signed an
agreement whereby the latter guaranteed parliamyestgpport on confidence and
supply, but reserved the right to dissent on otbgislative matters. In return, UF
was granted several policy concessions and woultbhsulted on all other issues.
However, it was recognised that the centrist pasitig of United, together with its
group of Christian-identifying MPs, would lead @ tisagree with a significant
proportion of the Government’s program. Thus, despheir unwillingness to
support a Labour-led government due to its GM statiee Greens were still crucial
to the success of the coalition in enacting itsiggyoblatform. A cooperation
agreement between Labour and the Greens was thd#irnoed on 26 August,
specifying three different categories of engagement policy issues: full
participation, consultation, and, at the loweselesimply sharing information. The
upshot of all of this is that New Zealand is nhowgmed by a Labour-PC minority
coalition, with support on confidence and supplhttera from UF, and support on
other legislation from the Greens.

Conclusion

The verdict of the voters at the 2002 general mlroivas for a further period of
coalition minority government — the predominanuation of recent years, and,
indeed, the position that the Government had beexhien it decided to go to the
people before the scheduled end of the parliameieam later in 2002. The voters

19 1n any case, the Greens had failed to securketietof support that they had previously indicated
would be desirable if they were to enter officaaftts 10 per cent).
20 Boston, ‘Forming the Coalition between Labour amelAlliance’.
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opted to keep Labour in government — in sufficiaombers to give that party a
substantial majority of seats under the single-ne&mgbnstituency, simple majority

rules. Under MMP, however, the effect of the vatel®ice was to ensure that New
Zealand did not return to the pre-MMP situationhaf/ing a party in power that

could dominate the public policy process throughdommand of a majority of

parliamentary seats. The voters achieved this girazthoosing minor parties in

substantial numbers, thus creating a form of lichig@vernment in a unicameral
political system. The new government would be ablenplement its policies, but

only after consultation and negotiation. In thisyw#o, the growing assertiveness
of Parliament was also assured.

Thus the voters demonstrated their fast-developgrgsp of proportional
representation rules in this third election undeM® But not all the parties
demonstrated a similar level of knowledge of how trew rules affected their
campaigning strategies. In particular, National sapoor campaign, a bad dream
from which it will have to awaken before it can seart its position as the clearly
dominant opposition party and, moreover, as tharabparty of government. In the
meantime, Labour is positioning itself in that @asolidly in the centre although
with a long-term program of gradual social demacreg¢form. At the same time it
seeks to reassure business interests that it cara mesponsible economy; and
leaves largely intact the basic state structurdrpptace through the reforms of the
1980s and 1990s, changing it only when it suité@dar goals. A



