The Opportunities Party
Better Business
Our policies address fundamental flaws in the way our economy works
and how the social benefits accrue. The gains from growth have been
captured by too few, leaving too many behind. It is no surprise that
the many are increasingly disillusioned with conventional politics
and indeed democracy.
The shortcomings of economic and social policy
we’re focusing upon include:
a. an unfair and distorting income tax regime
that stymies economic growth
b. immigration that strains our infrastructure,
crowds out employment, and inflates
housing costs with little tangible benefit
for New Zealanders’ incomes
c. neglect of the environment and climate
change mitigation and adaptation
d. an endemic lack of productivity and a prolonged
absence of national saving that together have
stunted per capita income growth – particularly
for wage earners
e. the rejection of our model of democracy by
more and more disillusioned New Zealanders

f. public education outcomes that are falling short
of equipping all New Zealanders to lead full
and rewarding lives
g. a failure to get the most out of young
children growing up in families where poverty
is concentrated and a stubborn refusal to cap
NZ Superannuation for those who don’t need it.
Our economic policies are summarized in Section 3
of this paper. Section 1 provides the background –
it discusses our political economy, its development,
its limitations and the bottlenecks to be cleared if
it is to serve the interests of all New Zealanders,
both present and future. Section 2 discusses
New Zealand’s poor productivity record and its
consequences.
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Section 1: New Zealand’s
Political Economy – Potential
for Improvement
1.1 THE RISE OF CONCENTRATED
MARKET POWER
Business is a means to an end, the end being a
sustainable future for our society, and fulfilling lives
for our citizens. Wealth creation is the purpose of
business – for investors, employees, and all those
who create the society in which a business can exist.
We can dumb it right down and say business is only
about profit. That of course is one goal of investors,
though despite common lauding of profit as the holy
grail, it is not always the only goal. There are plenty
of businesses whose owners pursue a number goals,
not just profit maximizing. Indeed, that has long
been identified as one impediment to productivity
growth in New Zealand.1 Once a business gets sold
to a group of investors it is more likely that profit
maximization does become more dominant.
New Zealand, though, has always had a lot of
small, cottage businesses where lifestyle of the
owner is as important as profit.
Many CEOs would like to attribute their higher pay
packets to better company performance, but there
is no evidence that is the case. The evidence is
that the wage share of GDP has fallen by about 8
percentage points since the early 1980’s.2 Yet so
long as housing is excluded, the income to capital
has not risen commensurately over the period.3
Despite this apparent capture of income via the
benefit of home ownership, the data confirms that
senior management are capturing more handsome
returns – it appears at the expense of shareholders
and general employees.
The graph below confirms, for the US, that the rise
in influence of multinational conglomerates on global
economic and political life over recent decades has
coincided with a bonanza for those hired to
manage such companies.4
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In New Zealand the share of GDP going to wages has
fallen by a similar 8 percentage points of GDP as the
following graph illustrates, with self employment and
imputed rent on ownership of houses taking its place.
In terms of the CEO/worker pay ratio, it hasn’t blown
out nearly as much as in the US but now stands
around 19x that of the average worker (up from 11x
in 1997). Interestingly the best performing companies
have had the lowest rather than the highest CEO/
worker pay ratios.5 This suggests the trend in senior
management pay does not reflect greater profitability
but rather it is driven by the market power of senior
executives in listed companies and SOEs – this group
has in effect grabbed a higher share of profits and
national income.
Given that men are more likely to be in these
management positions, this trend may be related to
the persistent wage gap between the genders, which
in recent years has been hovering around 12%.

How is it that managers have gained
a greater share of the profits generated
by large companies while their employees’
wages have stagnated, even fallen in
real terms?
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In this style of capitalism – which is called
neoliberalism, the concentration of market power
is markedly greater than in any free market or liberal
form of capitalism. Indeed it’s worse than just
market power, oligarchies exert substantial political
power as well. Neoliberalism is more akin to the
state capitalism practiced across the East Asian
Tigers like South Korea, although at the centre
is not the machinery of the State so much as
the HQs of the major corporates.
In this neoliberal world senior managers wield
inordinate power – far more than investors and
certainly much more than rank and file workers.
In addition to being confronted by technology
and globalization, worker power has been outmuscled by the political influence of boardrooms.

The popular explanation for the fall in the share
of income going to wage earners is that the IT
revolution and globalization have sent jobs to Asia.
But there’s an additional explanation; contrary
to popular belief, our markets are far from “free”
(meaning free entry and exit, with no market
dominance by any player).6 Under this argument
there has been a concentration of income that in
turn has led to greater concentration of wealth,
which in turn spills over to greater political influence
for a few, and then feeds back to even greater
concentration of income, wealth and political power.
It doesn’t take much to understand why this has
underpinned a surge of popular resentment.

A New Zealand example of inordinate corporate
power is our government’s opening of the spigot
to lower skilled immigrants. This clearly suppresses
wage levels even when the economy is booming
and full employment (at least at local or particular
industry level) is reached. With this modification,
the ability of the economy to deliver prosperity
gains to all players (often called “trickle down”)
is severely restricted as wages have become stuck.
Yet there is little resistance to senior managers
in public companies (as well as in SOEs) ramping
up their share of the cake, even in cases where
profits haven’t risen.

In other words, modern capitalism has spawned
a world of large multinational businesses. They
are able to dominate a myriad of markets as one
of just a few sellers, capable of maintaining prices
on products everyone needs or wants above the
levels that competition would deliver; able to keep
wage costs down thanks to automation and the
disempowerment of workers that global outsourcing
and free immigration has enabled; and minimise their
tax by transferring profits to tax havens or “low tax
jurisdictions”. Further, these firms don’t show any
sign of decreasing profits as competitive conditions
would predict. Their behavior is reflective of being
protected from competition.

It is no coincidence that over the
same years that we have seen the
ratio of CEO to average worker pay
rise so strongly, that the calls for
a “living wage” have risen.
This is because wage rates for ordinary workers
are falling behind employees’ costs. Businesses with
record pay rates for senior executives that don’t pay
sufficient to cover the living costs of their workers is
a clarion call that something has gone wrong. In the
UK the reaction to this imbalance of market power
has become known as “Giving Shame a Chance”,
following Theresa May’s acknowledgement of the
problem and her – somewhat weaker – undertaking
to “do something about it” through greater public
disclosure on corporate salary-setting procedures.7 8 9
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More power is becoming concentrated in the boardrooms of big business.
Is this the market working? Well we are a long
way from perfect competition – with its small-sized
firms which, by virtue of competition, maximize
wealth as efficiently as possible. Policymakers
shouldn’t be “surprised” by the apparent paradox
of lacklustre productivity since the neoliberal era
kicked in.10 The trio of globalisation, technological
advances and concentrated market power is likely
to continue to drive wages of many below their
living costs, imposing a direct cost on the welfare
systems of these societies.
So the contemporary conundrum is how to
ensure the gains from greater overall prosperity
are dispersed in this world of increased “natural”
polarization between winners and losers. That is –
rising inequality. The concept of a UBI (Unconditional
Basic Income) is one such method of distribution of
super profits or economic surplus.

In the US, 60% of the top 0.1%
of income earners are no longer
entrepreneurs; they are either hired
executives in large companies or work
on Wall St.
That’s a massive shift since Reaganomics, and
confirms the emergence of a very powerful elite
in this bastion of “democratic” capitalism.11

The sheer dominance of these firms is evident
even to the casual observer. Consider for a moment
who sells us the products we covet – they are either
local corporations or multinationals. Cars, computers
and phones, electricity, broadband, processed food,
alcohol, air travel, fuel, pet food, all make up a
large portion of household expenditure and it’s
a stretch to suggest that the consumer exerts
much competitive sway on the pricing of these
goods and services.
The power of these businesses is further
illustrated by the apparent paradox of a lack of
employment response to increases in the minimum
wage (which would normally result in hiring fewer
people). Many of the big employers of low cost
labour have enough market power to simply pass
on costs. The importance of making our domestic
markets competitive or in cases where ‘natural
monopolies’ exist, imposing limits on pricing power
cannot be understated. This is the key to pulling
New Zealand back from the neoliberal model
where benefits accrue only to some, and ensuring
all boats lift on the tide of rising prosperity.

The free market model of plenty of
sellers has been shrinking and nowadays
is confined to mostly small trade and
service businesses: plumbers, sparkies,
builders farmers, cafes, restaurants and
boutique producers and retailers.
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In summary, it’s not accurate to conclude that
it’s only globalization and technology that has led
to low investment, but also the loss of productivity
growth and stagnant wages for the median and
lower paid workers, while corporate management
has coined it. To those two forces must be added
the emergence of market concentration, business
agglomeration, and disempowerment of individual
investors and workers. There appears to be a strong
case to confront the capture of market (and political)
power by the few. This is the challenge of rolling
back neoliberalism.
1.2 ADDRESSING THE POWER IMBALANCE,
ALIGNING PRIVATE AND PUBLIC BENEFIT
For sure it matters for society that private profits
are made and that productivity is trending up at
least on a par with global averages, but it’s also
vital that national benefit accrues from the growth
in businesses. Profitability is a mere – albeit
important – subset of the national benefit.
The imbalance of power makes addressing the
social costs of business, such as environmental
damage for example, more difficult and certainly
the possibility of industry “self-regulation” even
more far-fetched. Greater transparency of the social
costs of business is a prerequisite to the action
needed to protect the public interest.
Of late there is a trend towards imposing far
greater transparency on businesses – both public
and private. Britain’s PM, Theresa May has been
attracting the most headlines for this, but it has
been a trend underway in the US, France, Belgium,
Switzerland and Australia where steps to strengthen
shareholder rights over executive pay, taxpayer
power over corporate profit shifting and increased
transparency over senior management remuneration
setting, are being implemented or considered.12 13
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These challenges are substantial. A firm making
sugar-laden breakfast cereal for instance has a
product that’s popular with customers and therefore
is also very profitable. But if the manufacturing
facility pollutes a nearby stream, has a massive
carbon footprint and the product underlies a
national outbreak of obesity-related illnesses –
it’s not difficult to see that the national cost
may well outweigh the profits and salaries the
business pays out.
From an economist’s perspective, reconciling
private benefits and public costs isn’t that difficult.
By internalising to the firm the cost of reversing or
preventing environmental damage, having a price
on carbon emissions, or imposing corrective taxes
on health-damaging products, the true benefit of
that firm’s products to the population are directly
reflected in the price for its product.
If it’s still profitable the business is sustainable.
If not, it will eventually shut down with a loss of
jobs and profits. And this is the dilemma – shortterm pain of restructuring is often something voters
and their politicians shun even though it leads to
improved lives. The implied changes in business and
property valuations from such a change, of course
heightens the resistance to change.
Obviously it’s a matter of degree. In a world
where none of the consequences of public
damage are borne by the business, then the most
commercially rewarding business is probably crime.
Even the most myopic capitalist probably accepts
this is not desirable. So where do we draw the
line? Has the pendulum swung too far thanks to
the polarization of power (economic and political)
that the neoliberal experiment has delivered? The
political reaction in these democratic capitalist
societies suggests it has.14 People are increasingly
disillusioned. But how quickly will that galvanise
a popular revolt? Who knows?
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The graph says it all – we continue to languish
in the bottom third of the OECD in terms of our
material standard of living. Most recent data has
us sandwiched between Slovakia and Slovenia.
GDP PER CAPITA – NZ IN BOTTOM 1/3RD
OF OECD, 2015 (PPP, $US2010)

R&D AND MFP GROWTH ACROSS
OECD COUNTRIES, 2003-13
MFP annual % change – Average 2003-2013

Section 2: New Zealand’s
Economic Performance
– Bottom Third
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Our total or multi-factor productivity (MFP, the
average of labour and capital) is lousy and the
Commission is suggesting there’s a link between it
and our low private sector spend on R&D. Another
graph of OECD data the Commission published in
2013 in a separate report, tells the story when it
comes to labour productivity.17 The graph looks at
the gaps in hours worked, labour productivity and
incomes between us and the OECD average.
THE GROWING GDP PER CAPITA
IS DRIVEN BY POOR LABOUR
PRODUCTIVITY PERFORMANCE

2.1 LACKLUSTRE PRODUCTIVITY

30

New Zealand’s productivity record remains poor.
To compensate for this lack of productivity we
have been growing our national income by getting
better prices for what we sell compared to what
we all want to buy, and working longer hours to
lift our incomes.
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The following graph, reprinted from NZ’s Productivity
Commission 2016 report quoting OECD data on
productivity potential, tells a woeful story.16
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The dotted line shows New Zealand’s income per
person compared to the OECD average. In the past
45 years our incomes have gone from above the
OECD average to 20% below the average. This is
despite working longer hours than the OECD average
as the top line shows. So what is the cause of the
expanding gap in incomes? It is because our workers
are vastly less productive than the OECD average.
In other words, businesses in the rest of the OECD
get their workers to work smarter and add more
value than Kiwis do.

This is the legacy of our economic
performance for the last 45 years! In
large part that fits with our record of low
investment rates and hence our sluggish
uptake of productivity-enhancing capital.
New Zealand is the fifth richest country in the
world and yet we rank 30th for income. That tells
us that we get a poor return on our investment.
We’re so busy diverting our (low) savings into
housing we’ve forgotten how real income is
generated. And our Establishment parties have
done virtually nothing about this gross market
distortion – “we’ll lose too many votes” has
been the repeated cry heard from them.
2.2 THE R&D BLACK HOLE
Innovation is recognised as essential for nation
states seeking to generate sustainable economic
growth. While the Clark and Key government’s (off
the back of the vision and hard work of the late
Sir Paul Callaghan) have been working towards
developing a national innovation system to drive
innovation, there are at least three major structural
issues that need to be addressed for New Zealand
to grow wealth in this way. First, we have very low
R&D intensity. Quite simply, this means we are not
investing enough in R&D. In fact, nowhere near
enough. The following graph illustrates just how far
behind New Zealand is compared to Sweden and
the US who sit high on the Global Innovation Index.
China is significantly ramping up its R&D spend
which is paying dividends for its economic growth.
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The second issue is the very low contribution to R&D
expenditure by the business sector, with government
having to pick up the tab. There seem to be three
primary causes for this:
1. foreign companies (of which there are many
operating in NZ) largely spend their innovation
dollars at home and then sell products and
services to Kiwis;
2. monopolies and oligopolies (i.e. markets
dominated by a few big businesses – of which
there are many in NZ) have less incentive to
innovate because they already hold market
power, and use non-market strategies to influence
the regulatory framework to prevent disruption
by small to medium NZ enterprises;
3. small and medium NZ enterprises (including
start-ups) are not getting access to the capital
they need to innovate and expand globally due
to low levels of savings, wealth being stored in
non-productive property assets, and no easy,
efficient, and effective institutional pathways
for NZ citizens to invest in this asset class
(which is the engine room of growth).

The other major handbrake to
innovation-led economic growth relates
to culture. To grow successful global
companies we need knowledge, creativity,
money, productivity, and courage.
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At the heart of the issue is that the arena for
creative and risk-welcoming entrepreneurialism
in New Zealand has been reduced – as covered
in Section 1.1 above – to the small local trade and
service businesses: plumbers, sparkies, builders
farmers, cafes, etc. The larger scale business here
dominate their markets and are in large proportion
foreign, so the R&D and intellectual property assets
are held elsewhere. The neoliberal revolution has
in short, hollowed out the innovative and R&D
capability of New Zealand industry – it has been
destroyed. Lack of funding for innovation because
we’re all too busy applying our meagre savings
to property speculation; an invasion of foreign
ownership of corporate-dominated local markets;
plus reliance on volume growth of primary exports –
are the toxic trio that underpin the low productivity,
volume driven economic growth of the last 25 years.
2.3 GETTING AWAY WITH LOW PRODUCTIVITY
Some of us have done really well from globalization
and the technology revolution, others have profited
from the protection governments have afforded
their sectors – particularly the tax break for property
speculation – just take a look at who’s on the
Rich List. Then there are those whose jobs have
disappeared or been casualised by the same three
forces. Without doubt the scale of our economy has
increased – more cows, more people, more hours
worked per person naturally lead to more income in
total. But larger scale by itself doesn’t necessarily
mean we ‘re better off, or even that we have greater
income per hour worked. Indeed as the graph above
showed, on the income metric we’ve been falling
further behind the OECD average.
And this is despite having been helped considerably
by a strong tailwind delivered courtesy of a rise in
our terms of trade – the ratio of the price of what
we sell on world markets, compared to the price
of what we buy.

TERMS OF TRADE – RATIO
OF EXPORT TO IMPORT PRICES
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We fare pretty well on the knowledge and
creativity front. However, the limited supply of
funds (discussed above), low productivity, and a
high degree of risk aversion are obstructing growth.
Culturally we can do more by changing the way
we think, invest, and work.
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This is a huge boon and reflects especially the
increased world demand for protein. We’d all like
it to go on forever, then perhaps we could get away
with not just less and less productivity, but actually
doing nothing!
Such a reliance on the terms of trade makes
New Zealand what economist Jane Jacobs calls
a ‘supply economy’; trapped producing commodities
and hoping like hell that the price goes up. As we’ve
seen in Australia lately that doesn’t always happen.
New Zealand has been lucky that with the dairy
industry struggling we have been able to shift to
another volume based export; tourism. This brings
its own problems, and sadly is not a provider of high
quality jobs that can boost productivity and incomes.
The focus of New Zealand business needs to
change from expanding production at almost
any cost, to producing more valuable goods and
services. Expanding production has been the easy
route because too many businesses are not paying
their full costs. The public is picking up the tab for
pollution and other consequences (infrastructure
stresses, congestion) of their expansion.
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The Productivity Commission report singles out
a number of impediments to our economy becoming
more competitive and generating higher incomes.18
Those recommendations can be summarized or
described as follows:
a. Education and training must be more responsive
to business (TOP policy priority #5)
b. Immigration should be better targeted
(TOP policy priority #2)
c. Housing speculation is soaking up way too
much capital (TOP policy priority #1)
d. We’re capital shallow – each worker has bugger
all capital to work with – not as little as North
Koreans perhaps, but by OECD standards, too
little. In part that’s because:
a. real interest rates are too high – the result
of inordinate competition for debt finance from
households speculating on housing. With such
low yielding investment soaking up so much
of national savings, there is a morbid reliance
on foreign finance (TOP policy priority #1)
b. our businesses are weakly connected with
international markets, investors and inventors.
The implication is that to build more bordercrossing value chains we need for more talent
to site in or connect with New Zealand.
(TOP policy priority #2)

Virtually all of the above is covered in
TOP’s 7 policy priority areas – especially
the debilitating effect of the political
refusal to deal to housing, and the need
to improve immigration strategy.
2.4 EXAMPLES OF A STRATEGY CHANGE
So let’s finish this section on productivity with a
couple of examples that should suffice to illustrate
how a changed emphasis from business and public
policy would work – dairy and tourism.

Page 9

We want to keep producing milk, not just any milk,
but the world’s highest quality milk. Can we, without
blowing our costs through the roof, differentiate
our milk from that produced in Chinese feedlots for
example? Why are we still selling only at the world
price? We know we can’t produce more volume
without buggering our waterways, so is that it?
Is this industry maxed out now? Can our on-farm
profitability not rise except by turning them into
facsimiles of Chinese feedlots? Can we not make
milk-based stuff that capitalizes on the reality that
our milk is better than their milk? We don’t believe
for one moment we can’t – our dairy companies and
those who design their business environment need
to work together to ensure this happens.
And it’s not just an opportunity for milk. All our
livestock-based activities need to recognize that
greater productivity requires making better quality
products from the same inputs. A better terms
of exchange (price received compared to prices
of inputs) for these “backbone” agricultural industries
is better for New Zealand than simple expansion
of scale. Importantly they need to know that
New Zealanders will not actually tolerate scale
expansion that damages our natural environment.
Indeed TOP wants to make the cost of doing that
a real cost for any producer (TOP policy priority #3).
Let’s do another example – tourism. This is our
biggest export earner. It’s a bonanza, never mind
the quality, feel the width. Or can we do better?
At TOP we feel that the objective with tourism
should be to extract as much profit as possible
from visitors for New Zealand, not necessarily
have as many of them as possible clogging our
roads. That means we have to make their destination
as desirable as possible and ensure that they pay
enough for the experience so that we maximize our
earnings. This implies once again that maximizing
tourist volume is not necessarily the smartest
strategy (unless you are Air New Zealand).
Other countries have models for their tourism
industry that vary widely. Bhutan charges so
much a day (US$250) and that includes meals,
accommodation and a guide and their objective
is to preserve and enhance their natural and
cultural uniqueness. Most commonly countries
charge tourists a premium for entry to all their
attractions to both cover infrastructure costs
and maximize earnings.
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New Zealand has pursued a marketing-led
strategy focused on maximizing volume with little
attention to what the profit-maximising point is.
With Air New Zealand a small (but excellent) airline
internationally its need to achieve economies
of scale clearly is part of this emphasis on the
volume game – but Air New Zealand doesn’t pay
for the consequences of lots of tourists on our
infrastructure, such as public toilets. So it is
a selective profit – once again privatizing the
profit, socializing the cost.
At TOP we would want to see a far more prominent
role played by the direct charging of tourists both
to access the country and as well to access the
natural assets that are at the heart of our attraction
to global tourists. We support direct tourist charges
at the entry point to New Zealand (and levied as
part of the airline fare). This charge would cover
a range of direct tourism costs:
a. biodiversity charge to contribute to maintenance
and improvement of our natural capital
b. an insurance charge to cover cost of foreign
visitors’ rescues
c. an insurance charge to cover cost of foreign
visitors’ ACC imposts
d. A tourist facilities charge to enable construction
of sanitation facilities in small towns and in
National Parks.

Section 3: Policy
3.1 PRINCIPLES
Our flagship policy of income tax reform
deals with the major impediment to economic
prosperity – unproductive investment of capital.
Our immigration policy deals to improving the
strength of our links with foreign productive
talent that could serve our interests.
In addition to these initiatives, The Opportunities
Party believes that in 2017 the point has been
reached to deal with the detrimental consequences
of business activity, such as carbon emissions and
pollution. In addition we need to start thinking
about how to do better than so-called “industry
self-regulation” on issues around any activity
that adversely affects human health.
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This is to say that the costs of these anti-social
impacts from industry activity should be fully funded
(at least as much as is practical) by the activity that
is inflicting them upon society.

It’s an aspirational goal at TOP – that
profits and wages are reconciled with
both a sustainable environment and
with ongoing capacity building of our
human capital.
As discussed earlier, this includes ensuring
wages are not driven into the ground because
market concentration protects profits, or more
pointedly senior managers’ pay.
Where market concentration arises because
either the firm is not bearing all the costs of
the environmental damage it’s imparting, or
because the firm is exploiting the vulnerability
of its workforce, then it’s up to the market
regulator to correct these imbalances. The market
the firm is operating in is demonstrably not free
and competitive, rather it’s free from competitive
forces in its labour market. Such competitive forces
would be expected to temper the divergence of
remuneration across its workforce. This is what
Theresa May’s crusade against CEO pay is about.
In New Zealand however, a significant contribution
to the de-powering of labour has been the decision
to open the spigot to average and lower skilled
labour, some of it permanent much of it temporary
visitor workers. This in effect prevents the tightening
of labour markets and the subsequent rise of wage
rates in those markets. Not only does this prevent
the mechanisms of “trickle down” but also pushes
up house prices, leading to many workers finding
their pay getting perilously close or even below
living costs. It also of course means businesses
that would otherwise become unprofitable with the
rising cost of labour, persist and choke off the supply
of labour to other businesses that can afford to
pay more. There is no incentive to invest to improve
productivity and the emergence of low profit, low
wage firms results. In short market forces in the
labour market have been nullified, the government
has preferred instead to boost the population and
scale of the economy through migrant workers.
That is not in the interest of a higher standard
of living for New Zealand workers.
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Of course we must also acknowledge that without
business and investment we don’t eat, let alone build
a better society. And investment requires people
to take risk, and they must have the confidence to
do that. So they must have a reasonable chance to
profit, and with high-risk endeavours, to profit well.
Business confidence is fragile, it must be nurtured.
People who start businesses, put it all on the line,
are heroes – without them none of us would have
income. An enterprise culture is necessary for a
resilient economy. It must be nurtured.

How then might we ensure a business
environment that is both strong enough
to underpin confidence and delivers
outcomes that are harmonious with
environmental improvement, social
justice, rising living standards for all
and bolstering the resilience, scale
and capability of our human capital?
3.2 THE ECONOMIC POLICIES OF TOP
1. Fundamental is the tax reform we’ve already
announced, whose primary objective is to raise
the efficiency of capital, and increase the inflow
of investment to the business sector so it’s not
crowded out by the distorted demand for finance
from tax-favoured activities such as sheltering
of property speculation. (TOP policy priority #1)
2. Dominant market concentration needs to be
countered. This is achieved both by introducing
more competition to ensure there is a balanced
contest between investors, consumers, labour
and management. This is recognized increasingly
overseas now and policies to raise transparency
of behavior as well as subject the remuneration
of executives to competitive pressure from
consumers and workers, is the start of getting
public support to break powerful elites down.
Where markets are too small for competitive
discipline to prevail, regulation has to counter the
behaviour of dominant players. In New Zealand
indexing State Sector and SOE CEO pay (via
the Higher Salaries Commission) to levels of the
private sector that arise from non-competitive
markets anyway, is a case in point.
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3. The question around average pay rates sinking
inexorably closer to the ‘living wage’ floor as the
trio of globalization, technological displacement
and the greater market power of big business
is a phenomenon that calls for revision of the
distributional mechanisms we currently use.
TOP will adopt the following;
a. use a UBI to cushion impacts of
unemployment, casualised work, or falling
wage rates,
b. not allow immigration of lower skilled to lead
to structural unemployment or depressed
wages at the bottom end,
c. reduce targeted benefits that make it not
worthwhile for people to seek paid work,
d. free up the education system from
assessment to deliver the skills the modern
economy needs,
e. give all kids a chance by increasing family
incomes and ensuring that everyone gets
free, full time, high quality early childhood
education,
f. review the tertiary sector to ensure
it is providing appropriate training,
g. maintain a centralised vacancy and availability
register which will drive retraining and
immigration policy, and identify labour market
mismatches,
h. revitalize regional labour supply through – the
tax reform of Policy #1; transport reform
(congestion charging); and reviewing the use
of the Accommodation Supplement to ensure
regional employers aren’t denied labour.
4. Given the growing concern about senior
executive pay and the persistent gender pay gap,
TOP will push a policy of ‘radical transparency’.
The idea is that ‘sunlight acts as a disinfectant’;
increasing transparency will stamp out hidden
discrimination and encourage behaviour that
recognises individual success is only possible
on the foundation of a healthy society.
5. Internalising the cost of environmental
degradation is fundamental to aligning private
profit with public benefit. (TOP policy priority #3).
6. Helping small and medium businesses
transition to a low carbon economy through
assistance with improving energy efficiency
(TOP policy priority #6).
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7. Ensure that products that damage peoples’
health pay at least some of that damage.
(TOP’s health policy is soon to be announced).
8. Strengthening the international links of
New Zealand business so that technology
transfer and capital flows can be maximized
is essential in a globalized economy. Our
immigration policy, which puts emphasis back
on this theme of attracting the world’s talent
here as opposed to the current emphasis on
getting permanent residents from the pool of
working students and backpackers, is critical.
(TOP policy priority #2). Deploy a Technology
Adviser to the PM’s office (much like the position
of Science Advisor) whose role would be to
promote opportunities for increasing the role
of technology transfer to New Zealand
(as per TOP Immigration Policy #2)
9. Stronger Competition Law:
a. s36 of the Commerce Act (market power)
currently isn’t being enforced by the Commerce
Commission. They stopped taking cases 3-4
years ago because it is so difficult to prove
abuse of dominance – the Courts require an
“economic counterfactual” which is so complex
and convoluted it is pointless. Government
knows it isn’t being enforced but have sat
on their hands, eventually launching a review
last year. Australia altered their law on this
some time ago, and we need to follow suit.
The Government has also shown it is weak
on competition policy by refusing to criminalise
involvement in cartels by Directors.
b. New Zealand also needs to adopt regular
monitoring of duopolies and oligopolies
(markets with a few large businesses) for
abuse of market power as happens overseas.
At the moment we just accept getting
ripped off as an outcome of having a small
domestic market. One-off reviews of petrol
pricing in election year aren’t good enough,
if the Government were really interested in
consumers they would monitor this stuff more
closely and have penalties for anti-competitive
practices. Building supplies are clearly another
problem area.
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10. Make all science funding subject to the control
of independent decision making at arms length
from Ministerial control. Encourage long term
contracting so that researchers don’t spend an
estimated 25% of their time writing proposals
for funding rather than researching.
11. Review all government grant funding to
businesses (e.g. R&D grants) and regional
development with the aim of transferring it into
an arms length angel investment fund that will
make investments in return for a share of equity
for the taxpayer. The ultimate aim is to create
a self-sustaining fund over time.
12. Review the way the RMA is implemented to
remove red tape and provide quicker decisions
– a win for businesses and the environment
(as per TOP Policy Priority #3).
13. Following our reform of New Zealand
Superannuation (TOP Policy Priority #7)
the country would no longer need the
NZ Super Fund (also known as The Cullen Fund).
TOP proposes a portion of this fund would
be redirected to investment in infrastructure
bonds to hasten planned projects and bolster
the funding for small innovative businesses
as proposed in 11 above.
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