Scrutiny and Capacity: An evaluation
of the parliamentary committees in the
New Zealand Parliament

Elizabeth McLeay~

One of the most important functions of contemporagrliaments in liberal
democratic states is to hold the executive to agicowithin this overall role,
parliaments have developed a range of modes, imgudsing general purpose and
specialist committees, through which they scruéinise activities of the public
sector. In order for scrutiny to be effective, hoeg parliaments must have
adequate capacity and resources. In this artieealuate the scrutiny capacity of
the New Zealand committee system through usingbensive range of evaluative
indicators developed in the international politisaience literature on legislative
and committee powers.

Of course there are many approaches to evaluatiegbility of committees to
scrutinise the executive. These include examiniogg bovernment agencies, non-
governmental organisations or the mass media per@ammittee scrutiny, or by
using some of the indicators of ‘best practice’ @leped by organisations such as
the World Bank (Smith 2005, Griffith 2005). And ptiiioners, from parliamentary
staff to elected politicians, tend to make theirnojudgments on the success or
otherwise of committee systems. This article, havewses the institutional
literature within political science as the basis ftiscussing committees, mainly
because many of the generalisations have been dnitheoretical assumptions
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about committee capacity, usually explicitly stat€dese assumptions concern the
nature of the power relationships between the l@igise and the executive, between
the government and the opposition parties, and dmtwegislative and committee
autonomy. Indeed, most of the indicators generatedhe institutional literature
tend to assess the general strength of the lagislas against the executive rather
than, say, specifically isolating accountabilitydascrutiny powers. But of course
the general indicators are valid for the lattek tsisnply because, if committees are
not in a position to demand and expect executispaet and compliance, then their
capacity to perform their scrutiny functions ighli indeed.

| test out the indicators on the New Zealand cotemisystem, asking, first, how
that system performs in such an evaluative exereisé second, how helpful this
sort of exercise for increasing understanding sfitational capacity. | argue that
effective committee scrutiny should be understosdnaxtricably entangled with
wider issues such as institutional design, fornmmhmittee powers, and the nature
of the relationship between government and opmwsitFurthermore, however,
institutional indicators alone are unsatisfactomasures of the performance of our
parliaments. The exercise of evaluating the scydtimctions of the New Zealand
House suggests that we need to add additional mesagerived from democratic
criteria.

Naturally, the assessment conducted here couldppéed to a wide range of
countries, thus adding to the strength of the amichs drawn. This is exactly what
an author such as Alan Siaroff (2003) has donatlyradding to our understanding
of the relationship between parliaments and exeesitiBut, in the search for
generalisations that are valid across a wide nummbexamples, these shapshots of
particular institutions at particular times musevitably disregard institutional
history, the finer points of institutional practiceind the broader aspects of political
and institutional culture. Case studies, such asotie here, can provide a richer
understanding of how politics works. They are alébeuristic value, pointing the
way to further research and perhaps even to furingislative reform. Before
testing out the evaluative indicators on the Newald@ied committee system,
however, the notion of ‘scrutiny’, the particulannttion being discussed here,
needs some further exploration.

Parliamentary Scrutiny

Ideally, parliaments aim to examine ministers amtblio agencies carefully and
critically, analysing what they do, whether theyhiawe their stated goals, and
whether they spend the monies allocated to fuifillihose goals legally, efficiently
and effectively. These are generic tasks for lagisés in liberal-democratic states,
and are performed in a variety of ways and in kpémary and committee arenas.
Sometimes scrutiny is defined very widely. For eplemtwo authors conducting
work on this topic for the Constitution Unit, Unigity College London, write that,
Scrutiny ‘refers to all of the policy and admingion-related work of subject
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committees, including policy development and budgetk as well as enquiries
into past events’ (Sandford and Maer 2003, 7). Téeglude legislative scrutiny
from their research.Of course the act of scrutiny through committeesigrises
only part of the task of holding the executive agtable to the people: oppositions
ask ministers questions and the media quickly semmn examples of ineptitude,
incompetence, and corruption. But formal groups pratesses that develop and
foster the scrutiny role, such as committees desigio perform this task, are
central to holding the executive to account.

Although the term ‘scrutiny’ is the single most ionfant term used to describe this
process, sometimes other words are used, for erathplnotion of oversight'. At
times ‘oversight’ committees are created, desigfmdspecific areas of state
activity, supervising an intelligence agency, forxample, or election
administration—the ‘integrity’ agencies, as thewdaecently been labeled (for
example, see Smith 2005). What is the differenderden the two terms, scrutiny
and oversight? Probably the simplest distinctionbést. Oversight denotes a
supervisory role, rather than one that delves ndeeply into the operations and
implementation of government policy, as can andukheccur when committees
examine in some detail the activities of governmdepartments. To adopt an
oversight role therefore is to accept a degreeisihdce from day-to-day agency
activities while accepting the responsibility for lianited range of specialised
supervisory functions. Further, specialist oversigtmmittees tend to operate in a
more bi-partisan manner than do other committeepait because of the nature of
their jurisdiction, which tends to address the lemstroversial topics, but ones that
are of common interest to all parliamentarians.

The terms ‘scrutiny’ and ‘oversight’ are frequentliged interchangeably with one
another, however. This is because in practice ttaaaroles overlap. Richard
Mulgan employs the notion of scrutiny alongside thiaoversight when discussing
committee investigations and accountability (2083+-5). And the two terms are
similarly linked by Gareth Griffiths when he statésat his focus is on

parliamentary oversight committees and the rolg fhlay in scrutiny mechanisms
(2005, 1). The former is thus a subsidiary roleéhef latter (although this is not to
demean the role of oversight committees). At otitages of his paper Griffith uses
the term ‘watchdog’ to as a substitute for ‘ovengigfor example, pp. 22 and 38).
On the other hand, two further writers identify might of the public sector as one
major theme in the parliamentary literature aloritpwwo others, independence of
the parliament and scrutiny of the executive, inmgythat the two terms, oversight
and scrutiny, have rather different functions (Lewand Coghill 2005). For lan

Marsh, however, oversight is intrinsically linkedthy or even part of, the act of
scrutiny: ‘Scrutiny and oversight covers committegiew of current government

2 sandford and Maer propose a typology of scrusimategic policy review; forward policy

proposal; and enquiry. They list ‘other forms afuigimy’ as follows: legislative and secondary-
legislative; annual reports and legacy papers; budgports; and non-departmental public bodies
(2003, 12).
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activities, legislation and the budget, includirge tmedium-term strategy and
proposed annual expenditure, and taxation meas{ir@g5, 248).

In this article | use oversight as a synonym fgueswision, that is, a task that is a
step removed from scrutiny. Many parliaments haagnised that oversight is a
particular activity by establishing special comet$ with supervisory functions of
a different nature from the usual sort of scrutimgfes. Nevertheless, other
committees can conduct oversight functions that agtially interwoven with
committees’ scrutiny functions. This demonstratbe tery real difficulty of
distinguishing activities that are close to onethapoin the real world of committee
activities.

When considering the language of scrutiny it isoalgorth remembering that
jurisdictional differences are reflected in the abulary used about our parliaments,
and this is particularly so when it comes to thésections that can be loosely
grouped under the umbrella term of ‘accountabilitiFor instance, the term
‘oversight’, while used in Australian parliaments nhot generally used in
discussions of the New Zealand Parliament, andsnibanywhere mentioned in the
Standing Orders of the New Zealand House of Repta$e=s(2004). Furthermore,
scrutiny and oversight functions are not separatstdtutionally in terms of the
architecture of the New Zealand committee systesntha@y are in many other
parliaments. Indeed, th&tanding Orderseschew all similar terms, such as
‘scrutiny’, and ‘accountability’. These purposes @nplied in their functions rather
than specified, almost as though these key roleg ineidental to the purpose of
Parliament. Almost prosaically, ti&tanding Order&stablish an agenda rather than
a normative purpose, an agenda that is itselfqfatte wider parliamentary agenda
and yearly programme. This angle on what commitess at least in part a
consequence of New Zealand’s creation of multi-iamal committees (explained
below) that track the departments of state. Indign the idea of ‘review'— an
associated term for many writers — is also scaree&y used in New Zealand. This
might not be surprising, given that in Australigsiisually employed in analyses of
the role of the Australian Senate (and see Mulg886), and of course New
Zealand is a unicameral parliament.

Whatever the terminology employed, all parliamemtsrutinise government

activities, and they very frequently distinguishivibeen oversight (or supervision)
and the more general scrutiny tasks. And howeveliapaents perform these

functions, they all need effective committees. As Marsh said when discussing
British House of Commons inquiries, ‘Strategic pwlimaking, scrutiny and

oversight, and interest integration can only béised through a “strong” committee
system’ (1995, 262). Thus it is one thing formatiy establish committees with
general or particular jurisdictional roles thatlude agency scrutiny and oversight,
but quite another to design a legislature that alytugives the committees the
capacity to exercise these key functions effectivB€lareth Griffiths concurs with

this interpretation by selecting five criteria tha feels are particularly important
for effective parliamentary oversight committee@(2, 22).
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The next section briefly discusses the developroéthe New Zealand committee
system, paying particular attention to its scrutingctions. It briefly explains the

current structure, its main features, and two cabes that have special scrutiny
roles: the Officers of Parliament Committee and Hieance and Expenditure
Committee®

The New Zealand Committee System: Devel opment, structure and
scrutiny

The reform of the New Zealand committee system was of the revolutions
initiated by the 1984-1990 Labour government (MgL2@01, Palmer 1987, Skene
1990). Labour’s election manifesto promised to eamore open and responsive
government and parliament (including reviewing teéectoral rules). The
strengthening of government accountability to thewNZealand Parliament went
alongside the emphasis on reforming internal adeduiiity within public agencies.
That the restructuring of parliamentary powers waasignificant element of the
radical changes has not always been fully undedstdot, as an mp in the House at
the time (and subsequently a minister) has writfEnere was a desire to open up
the process of government to greater public anligpaentary scrutiny. Committees
would also help Parliament to reduce the powernobeerly dominant executive’
(Goff 1993, 166, and Palmer 1987, 132-8). The 1@88rms of the committees
improved their formal capacity for holding the eutiee to account in the broadest
sense and, more narrowly, to enable effective goaental scrutiny.

The restructured committees were given extensiveeps explained in more detail
in the overall assessment in the next section isf gaper (and see Boston et al.
1996, Ganley 2001, and McLeay 2001). Since 1985sthgect committees have
dealt with legislation as well as scrutiny and iinigs: they are multi-functional
committees. All the subject committees, includirigafce and Expenditure (see
Table 1), scrutinise and amend legislation, comsaniel report on petitions, conduct
inquiries, and scrutinise public agencies (McGeed520236—9). Thus, the
committees scrutinise estimates and supplementdimates in their own subject
areas, and review departmental and ministry animeahcial statements and annual
plans. They have the independent capacity to cdarsherialised review inquiries.
To some extent the latter two roles overlap witk another, since inquiries tend to
include scrutiny of the executive. This structureams that the scrutiny functions
are spread across the thirteen subject committees.

The review ofStanding Ordergonducted before the first election under the Mixe
Member Proportional [MMP] electoral rules in 19@6axamined the 1985 decision
to combine the legislative and scrutiny roles bgating all-purpose committees

3 | have not discussed the work of the respectediBegns Review Committee, which might be
regarded as a scrutiny committee. It scrutinisésgaged legislation, however, and not the
activities of the state and public sectors. See@afty Palmer and Palmer 2004, 214-18).
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rather than having ‘distinct legislative and samytcommittees’ (Standing Orders
Committee 1995, 31). After noting the heavy ledis&aload experienced by some
committees, exacerbated by the extra work that femdiited from having to

consider public submissions and hold public heairtge Committee concluded
that the roles should continue to be combinedates that:

[T]o the extent that members can, through theecetommittee work, build up
specialised knowledge in a particular subject degaslation undoubtedly helps.
Also, doing a combination of legislative and samytioles does give members a
wider variety of experience than they would havihdy were confined to one or
the other (Standing Orders Committe¥95, 32).

A series of interviews conducted in 2004 of parkaary staff and MPs reaffirmed
the general feeling that the multi-functional systeorked well! There is one quite

serious disadvantage to the multi-functional systeawever: the pressure to deal
with legislation can crowd out the capacity for tbemmittees to conduct full

scrutiny of departmental estimates and reports tamstitute inquiries. This was a
feature brought up in some of the interviews, altifoeveryone believed that, on
balance, the expertise gained through the muliitionality of the committees

outweighed the disadvantage of legislation overldadhould be noted also that
time is the overwhelming problem for MPs servingcommittees, whether or not a
committee system has specialised or non-specialiseztions. MPs as individuals

have only so many hours to devote to committee vaftdr spending time on other
activities, whether they are in several committeagh with particular roles, or in

one committee with many.

The tasks that the subject committees perform latiom to their scrutiny and
oversight roles can be understood better by lookintheir overall work schedule
(see Table 2). Most aspects of these functionslea# with according to the yearly
parliamentary timetable as far as the financiak yeal reporting requirements are
concerned. How effective the committees are wheg teport on the estimates of,
and reports on, the areas for which they are resplendepends greatly on the time
they have available and whether or not the opmwsithembers on a particular
committee wish to highlight perceived failings ofvgrnment departments and
ministries. Effective accountability does not degpeamly on formal jurisdiction,
powers and resources. Whatever institutional desggmight expect, MPs are
highly political actors, and publicity remains asush a goal for opposition
members as a quiet life is for the government.

The evidence from a range of sources, includingruntws, indicates that a number
of interesting changes have taken place in the-ddHP committee system,
changes that need to be considered when assessinmittee effectiveness.
Because committees now comprise a number of pagtber than just two, there

4 In 2004 | conducted twenty in-depth interviewsc(uding committee clerks and a sample of MPs)

on the committee system, focusing particularlyrguiries and, also, the role of the Business
Committee.
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are more agendas and ideas being brought to disnuasd scrutiny. The multi-

party parliament has also meant that there is ebeuf senior politicians who will

probably never become ministers and who thereforentrate more on being
effective ‘parliamentary men and women’. Committe®sv work more consen-
sually to achieve effective scrutiny and oversigiithough the extent to which that
happens still depends on the leadership of the emal the members themselves.
Party dynamics and the power balance between giomgeand opposition parties
matter a great deal; and the evidence points totarkd system change having
strengthened the powers of committee to scrutismboversee the executive.

One aspect that has shown some evolution in NevaZeéaince the introduction of
proportional representation has been the allocabioshairs to non-government
MPs. After 1985, the Opposition chaired one conmeritRegulations Review, and
this practice has continued ever since. After 1998s from the two governing
parties chaired all the committees bar one, whiels Wweaded by a ‘co-operative’
party MP; and after the 1999 election, with a ddéfg government, the same
situation occurred again with the support partyirahg just one party. After 2002,
in response to a demand by a new support partyndnegoverning parties were
given more committees to chair and the deputy chais taken by an MP from
another party. This meant that nine out of thetdbim committees were chaired by
MPs who did not represent one of the two governnpamties (Labour and the
Progressives). After 2005, the governing partieab@ur and the one-MP
Progressive Party) held eight of the 14 subjectroitee chairs, one of its support
parties held one chair, one was held by the Gredmmswere in a semi-supportive
position, and four were held by National, the maggmposition party. So the
distribution of chairs has gradually shifted awagnf the government, although
there is still some distance to go until a prommal distribution of chairs is
achieved — one of the indicators of a strong cotemisystem, as will be shown
later. Note, however, that since 1995, committesrethave not had a casting vote.

Plainly, the reform of the committee system in 188%owed by electoral system
change with its multiparty parliaments combinedgive ‘teeth’ to the scrutiny

functions of the committees. That governments haweost all been minority

administrations has also meant that they have beehle to maintain majorities on
all or even most of the committees, adding to thakitity to hold governments to
account. If a majority coalition were to be formadhe future, however, especially
a cohesive one with a substantial parliamentarypritgj then the situation might be
rather different. Informal power relationships agime teeth to formal powers or,
alternatively, emasculate them.

Having briefly discussed the overall scrutiny fuons and general powers of the
committee system, | now focus on the two committedis particular scrutiny roles.

5 Gender composition might also be important. Theanecdotal evidence that women might pursue

more consensual behavioural styles in committems dlo men.
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The Officers of Parliament and Public Expenditure and Finance
Committees

The Officers of Parliament Committee [OPC] is thdyocommittee that could be
said to exist solely because of its scrutiny fumtdi and it has a specialist
supervisory role (and see Beattie 2005). Indeedjd&cGee, Clerk of the House
of Representatives, refers to the Committee’s ipaldr responsibility for the
oversight of officers of Parliament’ (2005, 71)idtresponsible for the budget and
appointment of the three parliamentary officerse tiuditor-General, the
Ombudsman, and the Parliamentary Commission oEtihéronment. Chaired by
the Speaker, decisions are made consensually rdéisponsible for overseeing the
appointment and management of the Officers anddtting their budgets, but the
relevant subject committees deal with their finaheeviews and consider their
annual reports (Beattie 2005, 4). Interview evidesaggests that the committee is
assertive against the political executive (on btalyessues, for example).

Although effective, OPC might be even more so. Example, there are public
bodies that might well be included within its pwawi or, alternatively, brought
under the gaze of another specialist committeereTtsdlittle complaint to be made
of what the Committee does, but there are questisasthe number of positions it
supervises because there are other bodies witltydarty close associations with
Parliament. The various bodies associated withgradntary elections are certainly
possible candidates for special parliamentary sigien, given that they should
answer to the House and not to government. ThestharElectoral Commission (at
present statutorily independent) with its specidlicational function, the Chief
Electoral Officer (stationed in Justice), respolesibr organizing elections, and the
Representation Commission, responsible for drawalgctorate boundaries.
Another candidate for special overview, particylajiven the Australian
experience, is the Police Complaints Authority, thus almost certainly does not
fall within the Committee’s terms of reference (Bea2005, 2). So far, there has
been no need for an anti-corruption commission vg#rliamentary oversight
committee to match, but of course that might come.

The most glaring absence is a parliamentary coramittith scrutiny and oversight
regarding the Security and Intelligence ServiceAustralia there is the statutory
Joint Committee on the Australian Security Intedhge Organisation. In New
Zealand, there is merely a committee of five memlgenstituted outside the House
and chaired by the Prime Minister: the Intelligerme® Security Committee. Just
recently, the House of Commons Home Affairs Conemnifproposed several models
for committee monitoring of the British Security rédee, Secret Intelligence
Service, and FCHQ. They could come under the ratesizbject committees (Home
Affairs and Foreign Affairs), they could be monidrby a single committee, or the
present situation could be continued whereby theetlagencies are monitored by a
committee of MPs who are appointed on a statutasysh A New Zealand version
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of one of the first two models should be instityteltheit with the usual safeguards
protecting matters such as foreign intelligenceiadd/idual privacy.

Until 1962 the New Zealand House of Representatived a Public Accounts

Committee that primarily concentrated on parliaragntestimates. This was

replaced by the Public Expenditure Committee, megadan 1985 by the Finance and
Expenditure Committee [FEC]. The Public Expendit@@mmittee had possessed
more powers than the other committees at that éntewas the model (along with
the specialist committees produced by the 1979 eloi€ommons reforms) for the
1985 changes to the New Zealand select committtersy

The FEC has overall responsibility for the finahaiaview of all government
departments and other public bodidshas the primary responsibility for auditing
government on behalf of the New Zealand Parliaméiite all the subject
committees it also conducts its share of scrutigizibills and proposing
amendments, scrutinizing estimates, conductinghired reviews, and carrying out
inquiries. The FEC also has special responsilslities jurisdiction includes the
allocation to the various subject committees ofubees contained in the estimates
and financial reviews and, also, the reviews ofv@rentities and organisations and
State enterpris€sAuditing the Crown’s annual financial statements ¢he Report
of the Controller and Auditor-General on the Crosvrfinancial statements.
Reporting on the budget policy statement withingeeks of the publication of that
statement (or within four weeks of the first sigtimlay of the next year). The
Committee can request the Minister responsibl@fesenting the budget statement
to the House to attend the Committee’s consideratidhe Committee’s report is
debated in the House. Reporting to the House offighal strategy report and the
economic and fiscal update presented to the Homs¢he day the Budget is
delivered; and considering the monetary policyestents of the Reserve Bank. The
Reserve Bank Act 1988quires that these statements are referred t6ERebut the
FEC is not required to report on thém.

The powers and authority of the FEC are containea nhumber of sources. Apart
from the Standing Ordersthe Committee has specific responsibilities unither
Public Finance Act 1982heReserve Bank Act 1988heFiscal Responsibility Act
1994 and thePublic Audit Act 2001

5 | wish to thank Fay Paterson, a former Clerk efffnance and Expenditure Committee, for her

help with some of the information for this parttbé article. She briefed me on the Committee for
an earlier paper on aspects of this topic. Thepnétations and judgements are of course my own.
Under the Public Finance Act 1989, ‘Votes’ are éippropriations for the spending plans of
ministers for the following year. Except for Offgcef Parliament (for whom the Speaker is
responsible) each vote is the responsibility of onister (see Pallot, 1991).
8 The Reserve Bank 1989, 15 (3) states: Every polatgstent shall, by virtue of this section, stand
referred to---
(a) The House of Representatives; and
(b) Any committee of the House of Represeméstresponsible for the overall review of financial
management in government departments and otheicfhdilies.
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The FEC retains certain areas for itself insofardapartmental reviews and
estimates are concerned. For example, in 2000/200@nducted nine financial
reviews, spending a total of 24 hours on them. fEmeainder of the estimates and
financial reviews are distributed to other comneiteas appropriate. In 2002, for
instance, the Health Committee reviewed the firgnoérformances of the District
Health Boards, the Pharmaceutical Management Ageany the Ministry of
Health. It scrutinised the Estimates for Vote He§002/2003).

The FEC has a special relationship with the Audizeneral whose office advises it
(as well as advising other parliamentary select mogtees). The Controller and
Auditor-General is an Office of Parliament for therposes of the Public Finance
Act 1989. The Controller and Auditor-General hedls Audit Office which
includes the Office of the Auditor-General — whielmong its other duties is
responsible for parliamentary reporting and adwieeand Audit New Zealand.
Private Sector Audit Service providers also camy audits under the contestable
audit arrangements. As well as routine audits,Gbatroller and Auditor-General
conducts major reports on specific issues and progres, and provides advice and
guidance for public entities. (See TRmntroller and Auditor-Gener&002 for
examples.) The Auditor-General is responsible focal as well as central
government.

As well as the Auditor-General providing advicethe FEC, that committee is
required to report on the Annual Plan of the Cdilderand Auditor-General under
the Public Audit Act 2001. In this way, FEC hasaersight role. Section 36 of the
Act provides that the Speaker of the House propasesinual plan on behalf of the
Auditor-General; and the Speaker, or a committes, rmquest changes to the plan.
As with the other parliamentary committees, thatiehship between the Auditor-
General and the FEC is governed by a code of pmchccording to this, the
Auditor-General may ‘interact with the House, itdest committees and members’
in five ways (Officers of Parliament Committee 20@2. Four of these relate to the
select committees. The Auditor-General assists doenmittees with: the
examination of Estimates; the financial reviewguoblic entities and the reviews of
the performance and operations of ‘each individdalpartment, Office of
Parliament, Crown entity, public organization oat8tenterprise’; inquiries; and
consideration of the AG reports tabled in Parliatnen

Also the Auditor-General assists with ‘members'uiies or requests made directly
to the Auditor-General’ (p. 2). The Auditor-Genecah give committees advice on
the Standard Estimates questionnaires, what guastm ask when examining a
particular vote, review evidence given when a coit@aiexamines a vote, and give
support when a committee is compiling its rep@uode of Practicel.3). However,

the FEC determines ‘the general nature and exfetfiecassistance to be provided
to committees in their examination of EstimateSbde of Practiceb.1). Similar

provisions exist for advice on financial reviewson@mittees conducting inquiries
into matters of financial administration, expenditand organizational performance
can be advised by the Audit Office. Alternativelye Auditor-General can take up
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the inquiry where the matter is within its expegtiff an inquiry is conducted by a
committee, advised by the AO, then the committpe\wers to gather evidence are
employed but if it is the AO conducting an inquthen it relies on its statutory
powers Code of Practicel0.2 and 10.3). In the case of the reports ofthditor-
General tabled in Parliament, then committees maynine those reports where
they are in the committees’ subject are@ede of Practicel1.3). There are also
provisions regarding the taking of evidence andpibsition of the Auditor-General
as witness and adviser.

The FEC has always been regarded as one of theimpogtant committees, one in
which aspiring ministers wish to be on and whickegaments prefer to chair. At
the end of 2005, after the formation of the LabBrogressive minority government
supported by New Zealand First and United Futuriéh(a minister apiece outside
cabinet and outside the coalition) the FEC comgrieeir Labour MPs, one New
Zealand First MP, one United Future MP, one Act MRd four MPs from the
National party. The government had to depend osufport party members for its
narrow majority on the committee. A Labour MP ckdithe Committee and the
deputy chairperson was from National. The FEC aoatha high proportion of
experienced MPs. Although the chair was a firatatenember, FEC included a
number of experienced MPs, including National’sifine spokesperson and the Act
party leader.

Thus the FEC is a high-profile committee with a hemof specific oversight and
scrutiny functions. Its effectiveness in turnstsfgcrutiny role is limited not by its
jurisdictional powers for, as will be subsequensigown in the analysis of
committee capacity generally, these are significhat in terms of the political
energy and willpower of its membership, its domimaty the political executive,
and the perpetual problem of the limited time al@# to its membership to
perform adequately all of its roles.

So far | have described the structure of the Nealadel committee system, paying
particular attention to its specialist scrutiny coittees, and noted several problems
with it. Picking up lan Marsh’s argument that effee scrutiny depends on having
a strong committee system in the first place, | rm®sess the New Zealand system
against some internationally developed criteriattom effectiveness of committee
systems.

The Capacity for Effective Scrutiny

It is obvious that committees have negligible osignificant impact on public
agencies if they have, first, insufficient formakigdiction and, second, political
clout. Both rule-based and power-based resourcesessential if MPs are to
scrutinise the activities of public servants antittbem to account. The following
section of this paper takes a range of indicateeduby academics to assess the
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strength of parliamentary committee systems (esfigdilattson and Strom 1995,
Siaroff 2003, Strom 1998, and Von Beyme, 2000).

Besides resting on a substantial body of empirgtata, the indicators below
frequently also rest on the assumption that indi@idparliamentary actors are
primarily motivated to retain their elected pogisothrough reselection and re-
election, and to be promoted to a higher positiechsas that of minister (and see
Strom 1997). A second, and more pervasive, assampiehind the indicators is,
however, that governments will pursue their own iqylobjectives unless
constrained by legislative rules (for example aesupajority requirement) or by
the need to negotiate policies with opposition-dwated upper houses, coalition
partners, or parliamentary support parties. Theseassumptions, particularly the
first one, are of course subject to criticism abebat actually motivates political
actors. Nevertheless, they make a good deal ofesémslegislative studies.
Government MPs are generally reluctant to critidiseir own ministers or the
government departments over which they have aughavhile opposition MPs are
prone to probe for scandal rather than to spenel imdetailed and careful scrutiny.
And governments aim to implement their policies.ddwof parliamentary history
and practice has told the familiar story of podticexecutives dominating
parliamentary timetables and legislative outcombsough the practices of
collective cabinet responsibility, party disciplirend cohesion, and the sheer
domination of votes controlled by governing partiesleed, parliamentary history
is often told as a battle between legislative amecetive power. Patently,
parliaments have to arm with themselves with foahid rules in order to scrutinise
the executive effectively (and see McLeay and W0&).

Underlying the second assumption is the view timatrder to achieve their policy

and office-retention goals, it is to the advantafjegovernments to monopolise
official information wherever possible. Parliamentsorder to have the capacity to
challenge governmental interpretations of the wonded to be resourced
appropriately. Thus, in order for committees to éhdlie capacity for effective

scrutiny, individual MPs and committees must hawe dpportunity to learn about

particular policy areas and to specialise in them, durthermore, have access to
informed advice, including subject expertise anchiadstrative and legal help.

Another theoretical assumption is important in$éagive studies. Again it is closely
related to the view that governments will domingéeliaments when they can. This
assumption is that a strongly institutionalised oottee system is more likely to be
effective than a weakly institutionalised one (ba¢ Shaw 1990, 258—-67). One way
that this can be interpreted is in terms of th@tlerof time a committee system has
been established, and the permanency of the amioahittees.

Because there are now so many propositions abauimdtee powers, | have
grouped them together under main four headingschwhi suggest, provide the
basic analytical categories when understandingetipeditical arrangements. The
four categories are: the basic design (or architeftof committee systems; their
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formal powers, usually allocated through parliaraent standing orders but
sometimes also through statute; committee memigershd attendance; and the
power dynamics that are the product of the balarfigmlitical resources between
the political executive and the legislature. Afteiefly discussing each indicator |
outline the New Zealand situation. Table 3 sumnearishis comparison and
assesses the performance of the New Zealand cagarsifstem.

The basic design

The number of committees in a parliament is sigaiit for several reasons. As a
general rule, where parliaments have very few cdtess, those committees tend
to be relatively powerless because it tends todséee for governments to control
them. Further, ‘Economies of operation imply thatthe number of committees
increases, more bills can be dealt with at the same (Strom, 1995, p. 30). And
we could also add that, where there is a rangeowintttees, they can deal with
more specialist activities (such as oversight fiomst) and can scrutinise effectively
a wider range of government agencies. Of coursslédiye size is to an extent a
factor here: very small parliaments, such as thdidf@ent of Tasmania, can
scarcely be expected to maintain a wide range wintittees (and see Herr, 2005).
Indeed, New Zealand is on the borderline of suatality in terms of its size with
(normally) 120 MPs. The New Zealand House, howeseores favourably on this
indicator, with its 13 subject committees, pludfite specialist ones.

A committee system needs to be permanent. At the ménimum, it should exist
during the whole term of a parliament. When conenaist exist only at the will of
governing parties, then they are more likely toavehe beck and call of those
parties. Further, temporary committee systems dabunidd among their members
institutional and agency knowledge and familiarltythe New Zealand House, the
select committees, and their roles and powers,eatablished by th&tanding
Orders

Committees must not be too large. Small committegrease the incentive for MPs
to specialise in particular policy areas whichtumn, makes them more effective
(Strom 1995, 5). Of course committee size to soxtent again reflects the size of
the legislature itself. In New Zealand the submhmittees range in size but none
is large, ranging between six and eleven membégs thie 2005 general election.

The pattern of jurisdiction affects committee ighce and power. Committees tend
to be more important where permanent committeekvd#alegislation (and/or the
scrutiny of government departments) that shadow ghape of government
agencies. This allows committee members to develgwlid understanding and
knowledge of their subject matter—and public setyaome to learn that this is the
case and develop respect for the committees. EBhigaiticularly important for
effective agency scrutiny. In New Zealand, as alyeaestablished, the committee
structure reflects the public sector. Further, thibject committees deal with
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legislation as well as scrutiny and inquiries: tlag multi-functional, as already
explained.

Parliamentary business should be controlled by sirgs Committee. This factor
is an indicator of whether governments dominate phdiamentary agenda or
whether there is the requirement for governmentsetgotiate with other parties on
this important issue. The Business Committee ofNbw/ Zealand Parliament is a
multi-party committee which operates under a rquiring unanimity or near-
unanimity as interpreted by the Speaker, its cHaierviews have shown that the
Business Committee is regarded by MPs (inside atslde the political executive)
as influential. Its chief accomplishment is to makgreements about the
parliamentary process more transparent. It playsngortant role in so far as
committees are concerned because committees musalfp ask its permission if
they want more time to consider bills. Note alsatth has accrued additional
powers since its creation, including the power wkenpermanent and temporary
committee appointments.

The resources of committees

Committees must be able to summon ministers, wsegand documents in order to
perform their legislative, scrutiny and inquiry fitions effectively. If committees
do not have these powers, then they have a low Evauthority. It is not that
committees generally have to exercise their powRasher, the potential power of
committees to do this is important. Having said timstitutional norms and values
about agency responsiveness build up through tme these reinforce the duty of
ministers and public servants to comply with coneeitrequests. New Zealand
committees can request the Speaker to issue a swsnnum behalf of the
committee, for persons, paper and records. Mirgstan brief committees and hear
evidence. They answer for policy. As far as exatiomaof the Estimates is
concerned, ‘The committees expect Ministers tonattié invited’ (New Zealand
House of Representativ&995, 35).

Committees must be able to question civil servartts.informational needs of MPs
and the purpose of scrutiny demand this power. éw Mealand, public servants
appear as witnesses (as well as advisers) andarggdod so. Their role is to explain
existing government policy and to provide factudbrmation. Public servants are
not responsible for justifying policy — that is thMinister’s responsibility’ (State

Services Commission 2002, 3). At times public setyv&ace tough questions.

The committee stage must be an obligatory patt@fdgislative process. This is an
obvious requirement. In New Zealand, all bills (@pc for Appropriations and
Imprest Supply) are sent to the relevant subjectroittee after the First Reading.

The determination of the principles of bills by lamary session before the bills go
to committee weakens committee powers, and theersavs also true.
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The ability to initiate legislation is patently #@gsificant power. This is neither
specified as a power nor specifically denied inNw®sv Zealand House'Standing

Orders (2004). There are no recent cases of committagating legislation, but

government legislation has emerged from committeegorts and inquiries, and
individual MPs have taken up issues that have mrig@ring committee

deliberations and proposed appropriate bills.

The ability to rewrite legislation is also obvioysh significant power for
committees. Legislation in the New Zealand Parlianie routinely substantially re-
written (Ganley 2001, and Tanner 2004). MPs haegythwer to propose legislative
amendments that involve expenditure or taxation dmwernments can veto such
proposals if they consider they will have a morantiminor impact on a range of
fiscal aggregates.

Whether committees can present minority reportspasliament is important,
because such reports provide a way of indicatingattiament and government that
there are differing views and arguments apart filoose expressed by the majority.
Minority views often equate to opposition partieRallenges to government policy.
In New Zealand, minority views can be included emenittee reports: reports do
not have to be unanimously agreed updnany reports now indicate where the
lines of difference exist.

The ability of committees independently to insgtuand conduct inquiries is a
significant power in itself. Committees should rwve to depend on having
inquiries referred to them by the full legislatugiyen that that body will be
dominated by government-supporting MPs. The capdoitestablish inquiries is
particularly important for effective oversight asdrutiny. Since 1985, all New
Zealand committees have had the power to instituté& own inquiries on, and
receive briefings on, issues relating to their osubject areas. Since the first
proportional representation election in 1996, mommmittees have had the
opportunity and the political determination to ihge inquiries. Their topics range
from the more routine, scrutiny matters to majdigyanquiries.

Government responses to reports are mandatorynfeffactive committee system.
The New Zealand government must respond to recomiatioms made within
committee reports within 90 days of reports beimgspnted to the House.
Unfortunately, however, committee reports are geldiebated in the House, a
problem that the present Clerk of the House hasidhtbto the attention of the
Standing Orders Committee (McGee 2003). Respongesia required on bills,
estimates and supplementary estimates, and filanei@gews of departments,
Offices of Parliament, Crown entities, or publiganizations or State enterprises.

9 ‘There is no such thing as a minority report, tHerenly one report presented to the House by a

select committee. The minority or differing viewlsneembers may be indicated in a report. These
differing views, if accepted by the committee fioclusion in its report, become an integral part of
the report.” (New Zealand House of RepresentatiG@2211).
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These are debated in the House. The actual qudlitiie government responses
tends to vary.

Committees must be well-resourced in order to egertheir powers. They need
support from their officers and access to indepeh¢®on-government) specialist
advice. In New Zealand, however, the committeegelegively frugally resourced.
Each committee has its own clerk with an assisteime. Office of the Clerk of the
House also holds a budget to be used for paying sfmecialist advice for
committees. The Finance and Expenditure Commiteeeahspecialist tax adviser
who may be appointed to advise the committee onlldoybbill basis; and an
adviser on Monetary Statements who holds a permaoerract for this task. Other
advisers are brought in on a case-by-case basisn\&ked about the adequacy of
resources in the New Zealand committee system @%#2MPs gave very mixed
responses, ranging from criticisms to the lack wfiependent advice to the
observation that not all committees used the bufigeexpert advice that was
available to them.

Committee membership and attendance

Whether or not committee membership is distribuigedording to the party shares
of parliamentary seats indicates how dominant tlowegiment is over the
committees. Of course the allocation of committkeegs proportionately can only
partly compensate for this problem since much ddgpem the overall position of
the government in the first place. The New Zeal@tahding Order$2004) require
that parties are represented on the committeesrglvén proportion to their
respective shares of parliamentary seats.

When committee members are appointed by parliamaher than by parties, the
committees are more powerful. One might challerige ¢riterion as simply un-

realistic where there is cabinet government aneésiok parliamentary parties. It is
a criterion more appropriate and achievable fosipiential than for parliamentary
systems. In New Zealand the Business CommitteeiaigpllPs to the committees
and that Committee also decides on changes andcespknts. In fact the parties
make the decisions, usually after discussion witsMn their preferences.

Effective committees have limitations on their menghip in order that they are not
dominated by MPs who are part of the political estee and who therefore have a
stake in defending government and its agencies ¢an be another problem for
small parliaments. In New Zealand, cabinet mingstee excluded from the subject
committees but, regrettably, some governments halseed ministers outside
cabinet, and under-secretaries, on the subject dbees. The problem is that these
members of the political executive are bound byiregthcollective responsibility.
The trend to place ministers on committees camamtlin part be explained by the
post-MMP predominance of minority governments irsraall parliament, with
coalition parties under pressure to provide bothistérs and, also, supply enough
members to fulfil the requirement of proportionalin the committees.
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Governing parties should not hold all or most @& tommittee chairs in effective
committee systems. As explained above, in New Zeblde governing party
historically chaired all of the subject committemscept for Regulations Review
which, since its inception in 1985 has been chdined member of the opposition.
However, an increasing number of chairs have gonklRPs from non-governing
parties since 1996.

An indicator of the independence of committee systés when MPs want to be on
the committees of their choice, and attend regulditis indicator is not one of the
usual institutional factors found in the acadentierature. In New Zealand, it is
generally but not invariably the case that MPs wgshe involved in the committee
process. The evidence of the interviews was thabs# Ps tend to be appointed on
committees of their choice, and the allocationahmittees is closely related to the
allocation of areas to party spokespeople.

MPs who are present at committee hearings and edetibons and who are not
members of committees tend to weaken the coher@mdteénstitutional memory of

those committees. MPs relatively frequently attémel New Zealand committees
with non-voting rights, and substitutions do occlihis was regarded by those
interviewed as sometimes having adverse effectssta®d above, but as also
improving the expertise of committees on partictitgrics and facilitating the flow

of information between committees and parliamentagucuses. Thus the
usefulness of this indicator as a viable measugdfettiveness must be questioned.

Where government officials are present, they céiibihcommittee independence

of scrutiny and oversight. The dependence of cotesst scrutinising bills on the

advice given them by public servants is often @stéd in New Zealand, but it

should be noted that public servants are only ptestecommittees when requested
to do so.

The broader power dynamics

In effective committee systems committees influetiee views of the parties, not
the other way around (and see Shaw 1990). Mucheolegislative studies literature
is concerned with the nature of the relationshiwken parties and committees,
seeing party dominance of committee views and @ewisas a key indicator of a
weak system. Rather, committees should affect fleevss of the parties. The

evidence of the New Zealand interviews was thatethe a two-way flow of

information: committees are influenced, and arduariced by, party views and
policies. Again, it is unrealistic to expect conteds in cabinet systems to be
completely independent of the parliamentary paf@esl see Von Beyme 2000, 71).

In order to be effective, committees should notbenerically dominated by the
governing party or parties. Plainly, ‘The biggestakness of scrutiny committees
(and arguably the biggest weakness of responsiergment as a whole) is that
government parliamentarians, who are meant togiaatie in the scrutiny process,
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have a stake in the success of the bodies sulgjesttrttiny’ (Curtis and Marinac
2005, 13). Nevertheless, it is difficult to imagiaesituation in which a government
that held a majority of parliamentary seats woubd also choose to dominate the
committees. Since the impact of MMP in New Zealahtias become much more
difficult for governing parties to dominate the awoittees. There has been a wider
divergence of views brought to the committee tablad this has affected what
happens. Further, because since 1997 New Zealandduaminority governments,
governments have not had a majority in all comregte

Up until this point, the indicators discussed hesfated to their formal resources,
other institutional factors, and the dynamics @f telationship between government
and opposition. In particular, the thinking behihd indicators is that ‘strength’ and
‘effectiveness’ are assessed in terms of the poglationship between the political
executive and parliament. But there is another,ewngsearched and under-
emphasised dimension to how parliamentary comnsitteection: their democratic
attributes (and for a broader approach see Uhr)200te underlying assumption is
that a democratic committee system will have a tgreaapacity to scrutinise
governments than will an undemocratic one, as atdit below.

Democracy and Accountability

In this section, rather than dealing with eachaatbr one-by-one, | have grouped
them under three headings. These are: the involveaieitizens in the committee

process; the openness and transparency of comnpttEzeedings; and public

access to the information laid before the committeenbers. These indicators are
clearly important in assessing how well committeas perform their oversight and

scrutiny tasks. Publicity and transparency, it bhesn frequently observed, are vital
aspects in ensuring accountability of public ingidns.

Public involvement is generally ignored in assesdmeof the capacity of
committees to scrutinise and supervise the exesulivt it actually enhances the
process through involving people with new ideas #iindugh exposing committee
activities to public appraisal. In New Zealand thex extensive public involvement
in the committee process, and publicity for itsiates, although the media
coverage of committees needs to be improved andnelgal. Committees advertise
for written and oral submissions as well as inaigert individuals and interest
groups to present evidence. This process occurtefislation and generally for
inquiries, although it was suggested to me in inésv that it might be extended to
the scrutiny of estimates and departmental and stnynifinancial reviews and
annual reports. Another democratic attribute i$ tholic access to hearings should
be facilitated: in New Zealand, the committees dteheyond the capital city and
also increasingly use video-conferencing.

Transparency of committee proceedings heightenbopaifed elite awareness of the
scrutiny process. The New Zealand committees glydraar submissions, hear
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evidence from ministers and public servants, ard cagestions of witnesses, in

public sessions. Committee deliberative proceediags closed to the public

however, which has the advantage of preventingnggtanding by MPs and

facilitating the frank exchange of views and crpasty consensus: transparency is
not always advisable in democratic processes.

Ready access to information generated by commitsealso plainly important for

an informed and questioning citizenry, an area digpbeing opened up by
electronic communications. All New Zealand comndtteports are now online, as
are government responses to them and some subnsisblew Zealand was lagged
somewhat behind other parliaments such as theiStétarliament, but an ongoing
project is placing all submissions and, also, agizc the committees, on line.
Unfortunately, however, transcripts of committe@qgaedings are rarely made,
although the PEC does transcribe certain of itstsgr proceedings.

Another gap in the international indicators thatates to the democratic
performance of parliaments concerns the extenthimlwcommittees are broadly
representative of society’s groups. Do committedsyfrepresent social interests as
well as political ones? Are political minoritiesncluding women, indigenous
groups, and members of other ethnic minoritiesrasgnted on committees? Of
course committees are creatures of their largeéitutisns and thus any distribution
of places relies essentially on other mechanisowd) as the preferences manifested
through different electoral rules and the partyegaepers in the candidate selection
process. Nevertheless, one measure of an institsitsiemocratic attributes might
be whether or not members of political minoritiesvé proportionate shares in
terms of the distribution of committee chairs. IewiN Zealand, after the 2005
general election, 32 per cent of MPs were womemlugling the Standing Orders
and Officers of Parliament committees (with theircdficio, Speaker chairs), and
the Privileges Committee, but including the thirtesubject committee and the
Regulations Review committee, women chaired sixafuhe total of fourteen. So
women were taking senior positions in approximatepprtion to their
parliamentary representation overall. But recestdny has shown that this depends
on which parties are in government, because oflif@epancies in how adequately
the different parties represent women. As for masbéethnic minorities, after the
2005 general election three Maori MPs chaired cdiess. Whether or not
committee style and performance — rather than caitipa — is sensitive to
gender and ethnic difference is the topic of anopiager.

A further indicator has not been explicitly addezb either the institutional or the
democratic analyses of this article, although is lmacurred as an intervening
variable. This is the issue of the size of parliateePlainly, this is an area that
needs much more work from legislative scholarsti@aarly in an era when voters
are demanding that parliaments be reduced in Sigthout a sufficiently large
legislature, an effective committee system, andceeeffective scrutiny of the
executive, simply cannot be developed (Herr 20B6jther, there are consequences
for the quality of representation when parliameatge too small. But what
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comprises the minimum of MPs required for an effectommittee system needs
further research.

Thus there are other sorts of indicators that shbel considered when assessing
committees, all of which affect their legitimacydamow effectively they can
scrutinise the executive.

Scrutiny Considered

This article has discussed the complexities ofritedi parliaments’ scrutiny roles. It
has also identified a number of criteria for aneefive committee system that
provide useful indicators when assessing how padis can scrutinise the
executive. Further, it has argued that, when asdemzainst those criteria, the New
Zealand Parliament demonstrates a high capacitysdautiny through its multi-
functional subject committees. In addition, the N&aland House has two
committees with particular oversight functions: tRénhance and Expenditure
Committee and the even more specialised OfficerBarfiament Committee. The
multi-purpose committee system however has onaldisdage, in that committees
can become overwhelmed with legislation at the megpeof their scrutiny and
inquiry roles. There are also gaps in Parliameniissdiction, as has been
explained. But overall the committees have formiedbrmal powers and operate
in democratically acceptable ways, and have beengthened by the development
of a multi-party Parliament after the introductioh the proportional electoral
system.

The case study of the scrutiny capacity of the catamsystem of the New Zealand
Parliament shows how formal powers need to be gaiefl by political power, in
particular an effective opposition with some vetawprs over government action.
This is more important than expecting committees biecome completely
independent of the parliamentary parties, an uistégaland probably undesirable
development. Committees constitute the best chamcstrengthen parliaments’
capacities to supervise and scrutinise governmeadahcies. They need to be
judged against realistic and helpful indicatorsd democratic criteria of committee
effectiveness also need to be developed and entpldyiective parliamentary
scrutiny rests on rather more than developing @aleir committees with expressly
designed oversight and scrutiny functions.
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Table 1: Committees of the New Zealand ParliamenBecember 2005

Subject Committees Specialist Committees

Commerce Business
Education and Science Officers of Parliament
Finance and Expenditure Privileges

Standing Orders
Regulations Review

Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade
Government Administration

Health

Justice and Electoral

Law and Order

Local Government and Environment
Maori Affairs

Primary Production

Social Services

Transport and Industrial Relations

Table 2: Select Committee Activities, 1990-2002

Committee business 1990-93 1993-96 1996-99 1999-2002
(average)* (average)* (average)* (average)*

Meetings held 587 553 535 588
Petitions referred 1062 258 661 139
Petitions reported 900 272 191 260
Bills Referred 66 60 65 70
Bills considered 115 120 105 106
Bills reported 58 61 64 69
Estimates reported 103 70 62 67
Dept. fin. Revs. rep. 51** 17 a7 a7
CE’s, SOEs. etc. rep. 32%* 43 95 92
Inquiries reported 6 6 10 14
Inquiries on Int. - - - 22
Treaties reported
Other matters rep. 15 23 8

Notes * Rounded to the nearest whole number.
**1991-92 and 1992-93 only.

Source Report of the Office of the House of Represenstidellington, 1991, 1992, 1993,

1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 20012.200
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Table 3: Indicators of the Effectiveness of the Newealand
Parliamentary Committee System, 2005*
Indicators of Effectiveness NZ

Basic Design and Permanence

A medium-to-large number of committees Yes

Permanence Yes

Committees must not be large Yes

Committees shadow govt. agencies Yes

Business Committee control of parliamentary busnes Yes, but
executive
influential

Powers and Resources
Power to summon ministers, withesses and documents

Ability to question civil servants

Committee stages an obligatory stage of legislation
Principles of bills are not first determined bylarary session
Capacity to initiate legislation

Capacity to rewrite legislation

Minority reports can be presented to Parliament

Committees can initiate inquiries
Government must respond to reports
Committees are well-resourced

Membership and Attendance

Yes, through
the Speaker
Yes
Yes
No
Perhaps
Yes
o,
minority views
in reports
Yes
Yes
Moderately
resourced

Membership distributed according to party shargsanfiamentary seats Yes

Parliament, not parties, determines membership
Ministers excluded from committees
Parliament, not government, determines committe@gsh

Regular attendance of MPs
Non-committee members absent
Government advisers excluded from committees

Power Dynamics
Committees independent of views of parties
Committees not dominated by members of governimggsa

No
Mostly
Overall
allocation
determined
during govt
formation
Yes
No
Yesng
deliberation

No
Yes

*After Siaroff (2003), 445-64.
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Table 4: Indicators of the Effectiveness of the Newealand
Parliamentary Committee System, 2005
Indicators of Effectiveness NZ
Citizen Involvement
Public participation in legislative and inquiry passes: interest group Yes

involvement (invited)

Public participation in legislative and inquiry pesses
citizen involvement (self-initiated)

Committees travel beyond capital city

Committees use video-conferencing

Transparency of Processes
Public meetings: oral submissions and questioning

Public meetings: deliberative stage

Access to Information (beyond written record)
Submissions available online

Reports available online

Public access to advice received by committees

Written transcripts of proceedings available

s interest group and Yes

Yes

Yes

esyY
No

Not yet
Yes
yhBlot

Seldom




