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Executive Summary 

Public funding, or state subsidies, for political parties exist in many countries around the world. 

A landmark study by The International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance 

(International IDEA) found that approximately two-thirds of countries have public funding or 

state subsidies for their political parties. Malaysia is an exception.  

Public funding is usually introduced to reduce the influence of private money in politics, to 

promote a more level playing field, to provide incentives and assistance for informed debates 

and parliamentary duties, and to moderate partisanship by changing the incentives of electoral 

politics. 

There are many direct and indirect forms of public funding. Per International IDEA, direct 

funding includes:  

 funds or subsidies for election campaign expenses,  

 routine party operations and administrative staff,  

 legislative research,  

 education and training of party members or candidates,  

 research staff and projects,  

 activities aimed to support the participation of under-represented, voter education, civic 

education,  

 and publishing of election manifesto, ideological publications, or party press. 

Meanwhile, indirect funding includes  

 subsidies for media access,  

 interest-free loans for basic election campaign,  

 free or subsidized office space for political party headquarters or local branches,  
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 free or subsidized public transportation for candidates, key party activists, or in some 

cases even for supporters going to political rallies,  

 use of government buildings like schools, administrative buildings, and sports arenas 

for meetings and rallies,  

 special taxation status for political parties,  

 tax-free donations for contributing to a political party,  

 free or subsidized postage for disseminating informational material to voters or, in some 

cases, for any purpose,  

 and free or subsidized telephone lines and telephone calls. 

The different types of public funding depend on the specific purposes, eligibility criteria, 

amount of allocation, level of distribution, timing of distribution, and earmarking.  Some public 

funding is allocated only for electoral activities, while others provide for regular, non-electoral 

funding such as policy development grants and funds for opposition parliamentarians. 

Policymakers also must balance between giving discretion to political parties to decide fund 

usage and earmarking funds to be spent for specific purposes such as gender-targeted functions. 

This paper provides a general overview of public funding debates as well in-depth case studies 

of public funding practices and implications in four selected countries: South Africa, Canada, 

Australia, and United Kingdom. Like Malaysia, these cases are parliamentary democracies and 

Commonwealth countries spread across different regions. 

After examining the debates and case studies, Bersih 2.0 proposes three recommendations for 

introducing public funding of political parties in Malaysia. To implement our first two 

recommendations on direct public funding, we propose an annual allocation of RM 133 million 

(absolute upper limit) at the federal level. This RM 133 million annual allocation – to be 

administered by the Election Commission – is a figure derived by taking the median of the last 
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10 years of federal budget and multiplied it by 0.05%. The amount will be divided into two 

parts: RM 123 million for the first recommendation, and RM 10 million for the second 

recommendation. 

Our first recommendation is introducing vote-based direct public funding for regular 

party and campaign expenses. This amount is to be proportionately allocated based on vote 

share that a party gained in the most recent federal election.  

To be eligible for this vote-based direct public funding for regular party and election campaign 

expenses, parties must pass a threshold of 2% vote share in any of the three regions: Peninsular 

Malaysia, Sabah, and Sarawak. A regional threshold is proposed because we should not 

discriminate against regional parties such as those only contesting in Sabah and Sarawak. 

Having a regional proposal is both fairer and respects the spirit of the Malaysia Agreement. 

Under a simulation we conducted based on the GE14 results, Barisan Nasional can expect to 

receive approximately RM 41.5 million, Pakatan Harapan to receive RM 56.1 million, PAS to 

receive RM 20.7 million, and Warisan to receive RM 2.9 million on an annual basis.   

We propose that 25% of the funds received by parties under this recommendation are 

earmarked for policy development research. Political parties must invest in policy 

development research so that their elected representatives have the necessary help, skills, and 

resources to conduct and develop research, hire research staff, or anything pertaining to policy 

development and debates. Our proposal supports a recent study by Institute for Research & 

Development of Policy (IRDP), which found that Members of Parliament in Malaysia are not 

sufficiently well-versed and engaged in public policy issues when taking part in parliamentary 

sessions. This would empower the elected representatives (especially backbenchers and 

opposition) and parties to participate more effectively in legislative issues and scrutinizing 
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government policy decisions. The public will also benefit from having a more informed pool 

of elected representatives and politicians. 

When a political party quits a coalition (or when elected representatives defect from one party 

to another), the allocation of public funding is not adversely affected. The funds are primarily 

allocated to parties (not to the candidates or the coalitions). Although a party may choose to 

qualify and receive under a coalition during Nomination Day, in the event that the party quits 

the coalition, public funding can be rechannelled to the party on the basis of their vote share. 

Our second recommendation is introducing seat-based direct public funding to promote 

women representation in Malaysian politics. We propose RM 10 million (out of the RM 133 

million annual allocation for direct public funding) to be set aside for this recommendation. 

The purpose of this recommendation is to encourage women representation. To be eligible, 

parties only need to have at least one elected woman Member of Parliament. The allocation is 

to be distributed proportionally across parties based on the number of women Members of 

Parliament that a party has. In addition, the usage of the amount is earmarked for the parties' 

programmes and staffing in promoting women's participation in politics. 

Under this recommendation, the more female Members of Parliament that a party has, the more 

public funding it receives on an annual basis. Small parties can also benefit by nominating 

female candidates in competitive seats. For example, a small party could be denied any share 

of the RM 123 million vote-based direct funding (the first recommendation) even if it wins a 

few parliamentary seats because the party fails to pass the 2% regional threshold for Peninsular 

Malaysia (207,187 votes). However, with this second recommendation, they may still get part 

of the RM 10 million for women representation if it can get at least one women MP elected. 

This provides an incentive to political parties to not only nominate more women candidates, 

but also treat them as serious candidates by putting them in winnable seats. 
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We call on female elected representatives and women’s wings in all the political parties, as 

well as women advocacy groups, to support this proposal for seat-based direct public funding 

to promote women representation in politics. The imperative for this recommendation is the 

low number and discouraging state of women representation in Malaysian politics. According 

to the ranking by Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), as of January 2021, Malaysia ranked 142 

out of 190 countries on women’s representation in national parliament. While a record number 

of women candidates were nominated in GE14, only a tiny 14.4% ended up as Members of 

Parliament. 

Our third recommendation is introducing indirect public funding through subsidies for 

broadcast, printing, postage, and free usage of public and government buildings at 

certain time. In addition to being less costly than direct public funding, indirect public funding 

can help to provide valuable assistance and resources to political parties. 

While we advocate that the federal government implements our three recommendations above, 

we encourage state governments to proactively introduce these reforms. Nothing is stopping 

state governments from implementing public funding at the state level. The same mechanisms 

can be applied e.g. allocating funds based on the proportion of vote share that a party gained in 

the most recent state assembly elections. Progressive and rich states such as Selangor, Penang, 

and Sarawak can lead the way. 

Since policymakers have a wide range of options to enact public funding of political parties, 

Bersih 2.0 calls on the Prime Minister, all political parties, and the Election Commission to 

bring about a multipartisan effort to initiate public funding to make our party politics more 

stable, institutionalised, policy-driven, gender-balanced and professionalised. 
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Chapter 1: Overview on Public Funding of Political Parties 

“For most people, party politics is a turnoff …[but] no modern democracy has been 

able to do without political parties” (Phillips, 2006)  

 “While it is no bad thing for them to be lean and hungry, political parties are too 

important to be left to starve.” (New Zealand Royal Commission on the Electoral 

System: Towards a Better Democracy, 1986) 

Public funding of political parties is one of the most important and contentious aspect of 

representative democracy. In all modern democracies, political parties are a necessary entity 

through which citizens organise to form, represented by, and vote for. Political parties need 

funds to operate, not only during electoral campaigns but also during regular non-campaign 

periods to serve their constituents, conduct research on policies, and hire adequate staff to 

provide effective services. Partly due to concerns over an influx of unregulated private funding 

into political parties and their debilitating effect on representative democracy’s ability to truly 

represent and defend public interests, there has been a growing awareness of the need to provide 

public funding for political parties. Since the 1970s, many countries have introduced and 

implemented both direct and indirect forms of public funding for political parties. Around two-

thirds of countries in the world provide some forms of public funding – some had greater 

success than others (Falguera et al., 2014). This study is undertaken to fulfil three objectives: 

to provide a general overview of the debates, research, and implications of public funding of 

political parties; to undertake an in-depth comparison of several parliamentary democracies 

which have attempted public funding of political parties; and finally to consider local political 

and financial context and propose recommendations and possibilities for public funding in 

Malaysia. 
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1.1 Pervasiveness of public funding 

Public funding is increasingly pervasive in both old and new democracies across the world. 

The Political Finance Database, compiled by the International Institute for Democracy and 

Electoral Assistance (International IDEA), provides the most comprehensive account of 

political financing in 174 countries. About two-thirds of countries have some forms of public 

funding, and only a minority of countries do not have any public funding. While there are some 

regional variations (e.g. Europe being the most generous on providing direct funds to political 

parties), the majority of countries surveyed in four continents – Africa, Asia, Americas and 

Europe – have public funding. 

Table 1: Number of countries in relation to public funding by continent  

Continent Number of countries 

that provide public 

funding of political 

parties 

Number of 

countries that 

do not provide 

public funding 

Unknown Countries 

researched 

Africa 30 14 3 47 

Americas 23 11 0 34 

Asia 25 10 1 36 

Europe 38 5 0 43 

Oceania 4 9 1 14 

Total 120 49 5 174 

Source: Political Finance Database, International IDEA 

Interestingly in Africa, more than two-thirds of countries surveyed have provision of direct 

public funding for political parties.(Falguera et al., 2014). The database illustrates that Muslim-
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majority countries like Indonesia, Tunisia, Morocco, Bahrain, Iraq, Jordan, Afghanistan, and 

Turkey also provide public funding (sometimes called state subsidies) to political parties in 

their countries. 

Figure 1: Public Funding of Political Parties Around the World 
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Figure 2: Purposes of public funding provision around the world 

 

According to another study covering 52 liberal democracies ranked ‘free’ by Freedom House, 
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There have been multiple attempts by Malaysian civil society and parliamentarians to enact 
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particular, the requirement to disclose donor’s identity is a controversial topic for politicians 

from both sides of the aisle in Dewan Rakyat.  

Nevertheless, there exists an opportunity to push for at least some political finance regulations 

through the provision of public funding. This is a matter which has not been seriously studied 

at length, and merit attention. How much funds are to be given to political parties can be 

negotiated by policymakers to suit domestic interests and circumstances. Parties’ dependence 

on public funding varies from very little to substantial portions. For example, in some Latin 

American countries, direct public funds account for around 35% of the parties’ reported income. 

But first, we will look into why some scholars and policymakers have advocated for the 

provision of public funding of political parties, and what the common objections are. 

1.2 Motivations for public funding of political parties 

There are five rationales which are frequently invoked to introduce public funding of political 

parties: distress over financial imperatives, compensation for reducing the influence of private 

money, desire for equal opportunity, assistance to effective performance of duties, and 

moderate partisanship. 

1.2.1 Curbing spending race in elections 

In brief, financial imperative basically means that elections are getting more expensive. 

Political parties become engulfed in a “spending race” resulting in record-breaking costs in 

every election. For instance, the recently concluded 2020 election campaigns in the United 

States set a new record of $14 billion dollars spent. (Goldmacher, 2020) 

As campaign expenditure increases in each election, parties have to fundraise ever more money. 

If there is no provision of public funding, and there is no cap on private donation, then these 

extra monies will inevitably come from rich donors. The influence of rich, private, and often 
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anonymous even foreign donors to set the political, economic and social agenda become even 

more disproportionate compared to the rest of the citizens. 

1.2.2 Reducing the influence of private funds 

When policymakers attempt to introduce regulations into private funding, there are often 

concerns that it will result in a steep decline of donations from private individuals, corporations, 

trade unions, or even foreign entities that may negatively impact the operations of political 

parties (in both government and opposition). In such a scenario, public funding is introduced 

to curb the ‘arms race’ and compensate for a shortfall, if any. The fear of unregulated private 

funding and its influence in politics became the catalyst for implementing public funding. (van 

Biezen, 2004) Public funding can either substitute or supplement private funding depending on 

the proposed allocation. 

As an illustration of private money acting as a potential veto player, one empirical study finds 

that donations to the governing party increased substantially during debates about alcohol tax 

and gambling law reform to influence particular policy and legislative decisions. (Kypri et al., 

2019) The authors suggest that a ban of (or a limit on) corporate donations and provision of 

public funding of political parties should be considered to safeguard the integrity of policy-

making that genuinely reflects public interests. 

Under Tony Blair’s Labour government, the United Kingdom tried to reform public funding in 

three areas: limiting donation to political parties by placing a cap limit; reducing expenditure 

on general election campaigns; and increasing the public funding of political parties as  the 

price of a fairer and more stable system. (Phillips, 2012) The recommendations for reform were 

largely unenacted due to the major parties’ disagreements e.g. the Conservative party were in 

favour of boosting indirect public funding by granting tax relief for donations, whereas the 

Labour party and Liberal Democrats were inclined towards direct public funding. 
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1.2.3 Promoting a more level playing field 

Another motivation to introduce public funding of political parties is to level the playing field 

between the advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Two recurring examples are smaller or 

opposition parties, and female candidates. Small parties and/or opposition parties that are not 

in power lack the access to resources and the ability to attract generous donors, thus public 

funding can be a life-line for smaller parties to survive, and a safeguard for any parties who 

may find themselves losing corporate and rich donors once they are out of power. The lack of 

funds in a competitive election can also entrench gender inequality in politics, where funds 

shortage can be a deterrence to women candidates. (Hillman, 2017) Female politicians are often 

required to navigate access to vast resources in male-dominated business and political networks. 

Public funding, then, can be used as an incentive to persuade parties to put up women and/or 

minority candidates by providing additional direct funding or indirect subsidies if they fulfil a 

certain threshold for nominating the target groups e.g. women candidates or minority 

candidates. Gender-targeted public funding, referring to systems where “either the eligibility 

of a political party to receive some or all of its public funding, or the amount of public funding 

that an eligible political party receives, is formally tied to provisions related to gender, or where 

some of the public funding is earmarked for gender-related purposes” can be found in over 30 

countries in the world. (Ohman, 2018) 

1.2.4 Shifting the focus away from fundraising to performing duties 

In addition, public funding is advocated as a means to enable political parties and candidates 

to perform more effectively in their roles and spend less time on fundraising. This need is more 

accentuated in Malaysia due to the proliferation of money politics. (Gomez, 2012) Instead of 

public interests and policy issues, fundraising become the priority for parties and candidates 

when they are faced with irregular source of finance. This is especially so in the last few 
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decades when election campaigns incur more costs. This position is best summed up by the 

Australian Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Reform in 1983,  

“Public funding will relieve all parties new and established from the constant round of 

fundraising and allow them to concentrate on discussions of issues of local and national 

concern and development for policy responses to these problems which is more 

appropriately the role of political parties.” 

1.2.5 Moderating partisan appeals 

Lastly, public funding has the potential to moderate partisanship by changing the incentives of 

electoral politics. Parties are less likely to campaign based on partisan policies when “the public 

funds depend on the vote share. A moderate policy gives more votes and, therefore, higher 

public funds…The parties’ trade-off between preferred policies and electoral success is 

changed, making moderation a more attractive option.” (Ortuno-Ortin & Schultz, 2005) 

1.3 Addressing common objections 

Despite its merits, public funding of political parties constantly face resistance to its 

implementation or continuation. Its critics ranged from elite politicians to some members of 

the citizenry and academic community. The following restates and addresses several common 

objections against public funding of political parties. 

1.3.1 Wastage of public funds 

The absence of public funding does not mean that the public or the state currently does not 

contribute to political party funds. On the contrary, the lack of explicit regulation on political 

funding usually imply that public funds and state benefits are monopolized by political parties 

that win elections and control the state’s resources. To make things worse, this often occurs 

through patronage, clientelist practices, discretionary handouts and appointments, and 
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corruption. (Dettman & Gomez, 2020; Gomez, 2012; Kopecky & Mair, 2003; Mietzner, 2008; 

van Biezen & Kopecký, 2007; Weiss, 2016, 2020) The resources are then channelled to sustain 

their activities, local branches and parachute organizations, staff, cybertroopers, and 

electioneering. This is especially so in Malaysia where parties in power are known for 

channelling state resources and institutions funded by the public into their political 

organizations. Skirting the issue of political financing in general – and public funding in 

particular – so that we do not waste taxpayer’s money is a justification that will end up eating 

itself. Thus, wastage is not a good argument against public funding; if anything, the 

introduction of public funding could reduce wastage by regulating the (currently unregulated) 

flow of money in and out of political parties, including money from public institutions and 

government-linked companies.   

1.3.2 Involuntary contribution by taxpayers  

Why should taxpayers fund political parties that they do not necessarily support? There are 

ways to overcome or at least minimize this objection e.g. by designing a fair mechanism to 

allocate public funds to reflect the choices of those who pay for their funding. This objection 

may be less acute in countries who have proportional representation as their electoral system. 

If their electoral system directly translates vote share into seat share, then the allocation of 

public funds based on the number of seats won seem equitable i.e. your money goes to the party 

that you voted for. On top of that, this creates an incentive for citizens to get involved in the 

political process and vote. Now that their vote literally has money, citizens may be compelled 

to pay attention to politics, gather information on parties and candidates, and vote ‘correctly’ 

to direct the money to go to a party that best represents their interests. (Lau & Redlawsk, 1997) 

Due to a lack of empirical research that covers cross-country or even nationwide elections with 

public funding, there is not enough evidence to conclusively support the claim that public 

funding boosts voter turnout. (Miller, 2014) There are mixed evidence on state and 
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gubernatorial elections in the United States; one found the presence of (a variety of partial or 

full) public funding increases turnout (Gross & Goidel, 2003) but another study shows that it 

does not spur turnout. (Milyo et al., 2011) Nonetheless, indirect public funding in the form of 

public broadcasting does seem to be effective in promoting higher levels of turnout. (Baek, 

2009)  

For countries with a majoritarian electoral system such as first-past-the-post (FPTP) in 

Malaysia, the situation is more complicated. If public funding under FPTP electoral system is 

allocated according to seat share (and under FPTP, the number of seats won by political parties 

is usually not proportional to their vote share), then this worsens the problem of representation. 

Not only citizens are penalised through wasted votes1 under FPTP, now they will have to fund 

and entrench the dominance of the political party they did not vote for. This is highly unfair 

and is likely to raise ire from taxpayers and disgruntled voters. If public funding under FPTP 

system is allocated according to vote share, it is somewhat fairer because public monies will 

go to the candidate or party that voters voted for, regardless of whether the candidate/party 

wins or loses. But this effect is however subject to the voters’ inclination for strategic voting. 

This means that voters are forced to choose whether to vote – and fund – the party which best 

represent their interest but has very little chance of winning, or another party that only 

somewhat represent their interest but has a realistic chance of winning. Under normal 

circumstances in a FPTP electoral system, voters will engage in tactical voting and opt for the 

latter. By introducing money into the process (e.g. one vote directly translates into a certain 

sum of money for a political party), this accentuates strategic voters’ dilemma. Looked 

positively, this encourages sincere voting, which may help smaller parties both in terms of 

votes and public funding. 

                                                 
1 Wasted votes refer to votes that are cast for losing candidates and not translated into representation.  
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1.3.3 Ineffectiveness in promoting equity 

Despite the noble intention to promote greater equity among parties and candidates, public 

funding is argued by critics to be ineffective in achieving the desired effects. For instance, a 

scholar claimed that public funding often privileged major parties at the expense of minor and 

new parties in Australia, Canada and the United States. (Gauja, 2010) Meanwhile, the Liberal 

Democratic Party (LDP) in Japan often received a higher than average share of subsidies 

despite (or rather, because of) them winning elections most of the time. However, this is 

contested by another group of scholars who showed that public funding provided significance 

assistance to minor parties, and that it does not adversely affect the permeability of the party 

system or deter new parties from entering the competition. (Orr, 2016b; van Biezen & 

Rashkova, 2014) Therefore, small or new parties – normally too new to attract endorsement 

and sponsorship - are likely to fare worse in the absence of public funding. In other words, the 

focus should not be marginally how much more major parties get, but marginally how much 

small and new parties get.2 

1.3.4 Centralization at the expense of accountability  

This line of argument asserts that by channelling public funding into political parties, it takes 

away the need for party leaders to rely on membership dues and appeal for donations among 

their base. It is also claimed that it will centralize money collection and concentrate power at 

the national level instead of local party branches and grassroots. But this argument is not 

necessarily an argument against public funding, but a mere caution to “specify what unit in the 

party it is that receives contributions.” (Mathisen & Svåsand, 2002) 

 

                                                 
2 This insight is kindly provided by Wong Chin Huat. 



17 

 

1.4 Forms of public funding  

Policymakers have a wide range of options to enact public funding of political parties. We 

should avoid discussing proposals in terms of a false dichotomy between provision of public 

funding and no public funding. Instead, there are many direct and indirect forms of public 

funding catering to different expenses and purposes such as (a) electioneering; (b) party 

operation; (c) constituency service by elected representatives. In Malaysia, there is none for the 

first two while the third (except Perak3) is heavily biased against the opposition. Parties mix 

up these funding actually – for example, constituency allocation may go to crony contractors 

who then give a kick back to the party or elected representative to fund their operation.4 The 

extent to which states support political parties’ activities through the provision of public 

funding greatly varies. Some allows public funding only for electoral activities, while others 

provide for regular, non-electoral funding such as policy development grants and even 

additional funds (called Short Money and Cranborne Money in the UK) for opposition 

parliamentarians. The different types of public funding are also marked by varying eligibility 

criteria, amount of allocation, level of distribution, timing of distribution, and earmarking (see 

table below). Policymakers also have to pay attention to balance between giving discretion to 

political parties to decide fund distribution (e.g. Sweden does not control how political parties 

disburse the allocated public funding to their branches and members) and regulating specific 

mechanism and earmarking to fit only specific purposes. (e.g. parties must use an allocated 

public funding for gender-targeted functions). 

                                                 
3 The new Menteri Besar of Perak, Saarani Mohammed, announced in December 2020 that all state 

assemblypersons would be given the same constituency allocation, RM 200,000, annually regardless of party 

affiliation. 
4 The author is grateful to Wong Chin Huat for making this insight. 
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Table 2: Direct and indirect public funding of political parties 

Direct public funding Indirect public funding 

 General election campaign purposes 

 Routine operations of the party 

 The work of the parliamentary 

group/caucus, which may include 

administrative staff, legislative 

research, and publications or other 

information needed. 

 Training of party members or 

candidates in everything from party 

ideology to membership recruitment 

and citizen outreach. 

 Research, including research staff, 

information material, and opinion 

polls. 

 Party solidarity work in other 

countries, often in the form of funds 

provided to a political party 

foundation to support sister parties in 

developing democracies. 

 Activities aimed to support the 

participation of under-represented 

groups such as information campaigns 

aimed at increasing the participation of 

 Media access, which in practical terms 

usually means free advertising slots in 

publicly owned media.5 

 Interest-free loans for paying 

registration fees or mounting a basic 

election campaign. 

 Free printing and distribution of ballot 

papers in multiple ballot systems 

where parties are responsible for 

providing their own ballots and in 

some cases basic campaign 

information. 

 Free or subsidized office space for 

political party headquarters or local 

branches. 

 Free or subsidized public 

transportation for candidates, key 

party activists, or in some cases even 

for supporters going to political rallies. 

 Use of government buildings like 

schools, administrative buildings, and 

sports arenas for meetings and rallies. 

                                                 
5 While International IDEA explained that publicly-owned media broadcasting multi-party election debates does 

not constitute indirect public funding, we are of the position that in Malaysia, having public debates actually 

reduces the advertising need for opposition and small parties. 
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national minorities, immigrant 

communities, young voters, or voters 

in areas where voter turnout is lower 

than in the rest of the country. 

 Electoral deposits in countries where 

political parties or candidates have to 

present a deposit to register for the 

elections. 

 Support for collecting signatures in 

countries where signatures are a 

requirement for registration. 

 Voter education. In societies where 

there have been major changes to 

electoral systems, processes, and 

procedures and in the case of the newly 

enfranchised and first-time voters, 

voter education may play an extra 

important role. 

 Civic education, which may also be a 

responsibility of the political parties 

and/or candidates.  

 Publishing of election manifesto, 

ideological publications, or party 

press. 

 Special taxation status for political 

parties, meaning that parties do not 

pay normal taxes on receipts and 

expenditures, that they are exempt 

from paying Value Added Tax (VAT), 

or that they are exempt from paying 

any taxes at all. 

 Tax-free donations is a form of 

indirect public funding that provides 

the donor with tax incentives for 

contributing to a political party. 

 Free or subsidized postage for 

disseminating informational material 

to voters or, in some cases, for any 

purpose. 

 Free or subsidized telephone lines and 

telephone calls. 

 

Source: International IDEA 

Direct public funding is more tangible and self-explanatory. But when developing allocation 

systems, policymakers must give careful consideration, as much as possible, to pre-election 

funding systems as opposed to post-election reimbursement which can often perpetuate the 
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inability of small, new, or poor parties to compete effectively. (Office for Democratic 

Institutions and Human Rights and Venice Commission, 2010) This is because smaller parties 

may not be able to afford the upfront cost to be able to participate and campaign effectively if 

the public funding is only reimbursed post-election. Thus, it is argued that “systems of 

allocating funds in the post-election period may negatively impact political pluralism.” Bearing 

this in mind, allocation should ideally be distributed early enough in the electoral process to 

ensure parties can make adequate preparation and have a more equal opportunity to compete 

during the campaigning season. Any delay in the distribution of public funding until late in the 

campaign or after election day is a disadvantage for the less affluent parties and defeat the 

purpose of levelling the playing field. (Falguera et al., 2014). 

Allocation of public funding should also be determined in a fair mechanism. If public funding 

is intended to lower the barrier for political participation, it is helpful to design a mechanism 

in such a way that the majority of the funds do not end up into ruling or big parties which are 

capable enough to win elections. As an illustration, critics in South Africa pointed out that a 

majority of direct public funding – which is allocated on the basis of seat share from the 

previous election result – goes to the African National Congress (ANC) and entrenches the rule 

of the dominant party. Nonetheless, some threshold is usually enacted for parties to be eligible 

for public funding (e.g. to prevent candidates or parties from running for the sake of getting the 

money and/or for ‘fun.’). The amount of public funding should not be too much to make parties 

totally dependent on the state for funding, and not too little that it does not have any impact. 
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Table 3: Eligibility for the allocation of direct public funding 

Category of countries Percentage 

Use a threshold as eligibility criteria on votes received 21% 

Limit funding to parties with representation in parliament 18% 

A combination of threshold and representation criteria 15% 

Very modest requirements (at most demanding that a party is registered 

and participates in elections) 

14% 

Various combinations of eligibility criteria, often with different criteria 

for different portions of the funding 

32% 

Total 100% 

Source: International IDEA  

It is estimated that about 7% of countries provide public funding equally, while 41% rely on a 

fully proportional allocation calculation whereas 29% use a mix of the two. (Falguera et al., 

2014) 

In the United Kingdom, direct public funding is available but less generous compared to 

European countries which tend to provide regular, annual sums for political parties’ activities. 

The provision in the U.K. is more narrowly defined to cater to specific functional reasons, such 

as a direct public funding provision for policy development grants. This is also the case in New 

Zealand, where the following argument was raised: 

“Our parties should be able to operate not just as electoral machines, but also as vehicles 

through which ideas may be discussed and sound policies developed…If the parties’ 

policies and programmes are inappropriate or poorly researched, either the quality of 
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Government will suffer or the people may be denied the implementation of policies for 

which they voted.”6 – New Zealand’s Report of the Royal Commission on the Electoral 

System in 1986 

Direct public funding is arguably much more useful and flexible to the parties’ needs, but also 

more contentious to implement. Therefore, we should not discount the provision of indirect 

public funding, which costs substantially less and allows policymakers to innovate and 

experiment with its various forms.  This perhaps is the explanation why indirect public funding 

is the more popular option in many countries (It faces a lower level of resistance). Some of its 

most common forms are free or subsidized access to public media for campaigning purposes, 

tax relief for political donations, access to public buildings for campaign events and subsidized 

postage. The advantage of indirect public funding over direct support is that it is “easier to 

control how the funds are used, and there is normally less of a burden on the taxpayer.” 

(Falguera et al., 2014). A number of Asian countries that provide tax relief for private donations 

to political parties includes Bhutan, India, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand and Timor-

Leste. In addition, 

 “…in Bhutan, the Election Commission also sponsors public debates, pamphlets and 

brochures, posters, advertisements and postage. In Timor-Leste, political parties are 

also exempt from legal charges and court costs. In India, parties are entitled to copies 

of the electoral register and other materials and items. Japan has provisions for 

producing posters and arranging public meeting places for candidates. In South Korea, 

citizens’ halls, gymnasiums or cultural centres (owned or managed by the state or local 

governments) are placed at the disposal of candidates and parties. In Thailand, the 

Political Parties Act of 2008 gives taxpayers the chance to deduct 100 Thai baht (THB) 

                                                 
6 Full report is accessible at https://elections.nz/democracy-in-nz/what-is-new-zealands-system-of-

government/report-of-the-royal-commission-on-the-electoral-system/.  

https://elections.nz/democracy-in-nz/what-is-new-zealands-system-of-government/report-of-the-royal-commission-on-the-electoral-system/
https://elections.nz/democracy-in-nz/what-is-new-zealands-system-of-government/report-of-the-royal-commission-on-the-electoral-system/
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(I$10) from their tax payments for supporting a political party. Although these 

donations are free, few taxpayers seize the opportunity.” (Falguera et al., 2014) 

Malaysia occupies a special position globally. It is one of the very few with almost no 

regulation on political finance. The extent of political donations made by private corporations, 

government entities, government-linked companies (GLCs), private individuals, and even 

foreign donors are virtually unknown. While there is a clear need for regulation on private 

funding, it is also a more thorny and divisive issue. Introducing public funding of political 

parties may be a more feasible way to reduce the influence and reliance on private funding in 

Malaysia.  
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Chapter 2: A comparative study of public funding of parties in 

selected parliamentary democracies 

To help draft public funding options for Malaysia, we examine the practice in several countries. 

There is a general trend toward expanding public funding in Asia. According to International 

IDEA’s database on political finance, eight Asian countries regularly provide state subsidies 

(Indonesia, Japan, the Maldives, Mongolia, South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand and Timor-Leste) 

while two others (Sri Lanka and Bhutan) provide them only to cover election campaign’s 

expenditure. Nonetheless, we look beyond the region for our country comparison. The 

following aspects of public funding are covered in the case studies:  

I. Form (in cash or in kind) and sources of public funding; 

II. Criteria for eligibility of public funding 

III. Restrictions on private funding for parties accepting public funding; 

IV. Restriction on expenses, internal distribution (to state and local branches) and auditing 

of public fund received by parties 

V. Implications on electoral and party politics since the introduction of or the last major 

reform in funding 

The selection criteria for our case studies are countries with a mix of similarities and variations. 

Ultimately, we decided on South Africa, Australia, United Kingdom, and Canada. Like 

Malaysia, all four are part of the Commonwealth and inherited parliamentary democracy. But 

they have varying degree and types of public funding of political parties, as well as different 

sets of electoral systems. And perhaps just as important, the introduction of public funding 

appears to have generated different implications in these countries. Thus, an examination into 



25 

 

each country’s unique experience with public funding may bode some lessons for Malaysia. 

Although they are not studied in depth in this paper, many Muslim-majority countries also 

provide public funding of political parties (see appendix). For instance, just three years ago, 

neighboring Indonesia increased state subsidies for political parties from Rp 108 to Rp 1,000 

per valid vote per year (Joko Panji Sasongko, 2017; Rezza Velayati Deviansyah, 2017). In 

addition, a study by the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES) on public 

funding in Muslim-majority countries in Middle East and North Africa found that “public 

funding should be considered a useful and effective instrument in the toolbox of political 

reformers…It can play a role in bringing about a cleaner and more transparent brand of politics. 

Equally crucial is the prospect that public funding, particularly when disbursed regularly and 

not just during the electoral season, can have a decisive effect on the level of institutionalization 

of political parties.” (Walecki et al, 2009) 

Each country has to find its own equilibrium of public and private funding that is suitable to its 

local political context and its own stage of democratization. Some scholars propose that 

countries pass through three structurally similar but overlapping stages of implementation. In 

the first stage of experimentation, governments make cautious steps towards introducing 

subsidies. In the second stage of enlargement, the amount and scope of subsidies is increased. 

This is typically followed by a stage of adjustment, which generally involves the 

institutionalization of the subsidy system and accounts for inflation. (Nassmacher, 2009; Pinto-

Duschinsky, 2002)  The table below provides a summary of public funding regimes from our 

case studies.
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Table 4: Case studies of public funding regimes 

 South Africa7 Australia United Kingdom Canada8 Malaysia 

Direct public funding  Yes, regularly 

provided funding 

Yes, in relation to 

campaigns 

Yes, regularly 

provided funding 

Used to be 

regularly 

provided funding 

but no longer 

No 

Elections covered National Assembly 

and provincial 

legislatures 

House of 

Representatives; 

Senate 

Not for election 

expenses 

Partial 

reimbursement 

for House Of 

Commons 

elections (Senate 

is appointed) 

N/A 

Eligibility criteria  Representation in 

elected body 

Share of votes in 

previous election 

•Representation in 

elected body •Share 

of votes in previous 

Used to be share 

of votes in 

previous election 

N/A 

                                                 
7 South Africa introduced a new political funding act and repealed the previous one. The new bill has been signed into law but some of its provisions are not executed yet 

pending further studies and preparation by their Election Commission. 
8 Stephen Harper’s Conservative government rolled back the provision of regular public funding after it was introduced by the previous Liberal government. 
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election •Share of 

seats in next election 

Allocation bases Equal; 

Proportional to 

seats received 

Flat rate by votes 

received 

Proportional to votes 

received; 

Proportional to seats 

received; Funding 

related to the House 

of Lords is 

determined by the 

House of Lords 

Used to be 

proportional to 

seats received and 

proportional to 

candidates fielded 

N/A 

Earmarking Campaign 

spending; Ongoing 

party activities; 

Intra-party 

institution 

No Yes, public funds are 

earmarked for the 

purpose to which 

they are allocated 

Campaign 

spending; 

Ongoing party 

activities 

N/A 

Provision for gender 

equality  

No No No No No 
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Free or subsidized access 

to media for 

parties/candidates 

No No Yes/No Yes/No No 

Political parties report their 

finances regularly/for 

election campaigns 

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/Sometimes Yes/No No, but candidates 

report on campaign 

finance 

Institution mandated to 

receive financial reports 

EMB EMB Special institution; 

Other 

Special institution EMB 

Institution responsible for 

examining financial reports 

and/or investigating 

violations  

Yes, auditing 

agency 

Yes, EMB •Yes, other •Yes, 

institution for this 

purpose 

Yes, institution 

for this purpose 

No 

Financial reports to be 

made public/must include 

identity of donors 

Yes/No Yes/ 

Sometimes 

Yes/ Sometimes No No, but candidates 

report on campaign 

finance to the 

Election Commission 

Donation limit for a 

candidate or party 

Yes No No Yes No 
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Ban on state resources 

given to party or candidate 

Unclear No data Yes Yes No 

Ban on corporate donations Unclear No No Yes No 

Ban on foreign donation Yes No Yes Yes No 

Ban on anonymous 

donation 

Unclear No, but specific limit No, but specific limit No, but specific 

limit 

No 

Spending limit for 

party/candidate 

No No Yes No No/Yes 

Electoral system Closed-list 

proportional 

representation 

(CLPR) 

Alternative Vote 

(House of 

Representatives); STV 

(Senate) 

First-past-the-post 

(FPTP) 

First-past-the-post 

(FPTP) 

First-past-the-post 

(FPTP) 

Region Africa Asia-pacific Europe North America Southeast Asia 

Commonwealth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Source: International IDEA, Ace Project; Note: EMB = electoral management body
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2.1 Public funding in South Africa 

South Africa had two phases of public funding of political parties. The first provision on public 

funding started from 1997 until its repeal in 2018. The country introduced public funding of 

political parties remarkably early in the post-apartheid era. Direct public funding was allocated 

based on seat share for parties which gained representation in their national legislature and 

provincial legislatures. This provision was hashed out as the country was still debating its 

constitutional design, which provided a window of opportunity to push for some reforms and 

experimentation. The constitutional backdrop informed the design of the Promotion of Multi-

Party Democracy Bill that was introduced in 1997. This Bill was later passed as the Public 

Funding of Represented Political Parties Act 103 of 1997.  

According to South Africa’s Independent Electoral Commission (IEC), a political party was 

entitled to an allocation from the Represented Political Parties’ Fund for any financial year that 

it was represented in the National Assembly or in any provincial legislature, or both in the 

National Assembly and in any provincial legislature. (Electoral Commission of South Africa,  

n.d.) Crucially, this meant there was no public funding for political parties which fail to win 

any seats in the national or provincial legislatures, or the parties which only have representation 

in municipal councils. On the other hand, the already well-endowed dominant party– the 

African National Congress (ANC) – was rewarded with more public monies based on their seat 

share. Therefore, some scholars argued that South Africa’s provision of public funding actually 

failed to promote the multi-party democracy that it was supposed to promote because of this 

distinction drawn on the basis of represented and non-represented parties. (EISA South Africa, 

2019) Critics contended that there should be no rational basis for the denial of allocating funds 

to unrepresented parties who want to participate in the multi-party democracy enshrined by the 

Constitution, but cannot campaign effectively due to the unequal funding opportunities. One 
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study showed the huge disparity between the amount of public money allocated to the ANC by 

comparison with the two largest opposition parties.  

"Of the R88 million that the IEC distributed to parties in 2009, R61 million went to the 

ANC, R10.5 million to the DA [Democratic Alliance] and R5.4 million to the Inkatha 

Freedom Party…in other words, the ANC received about 5½ times as much of the 

taxpayer's money in 2009 as the next two parties combined.” (S. Booysen & Masterson, 

2009; EISA South Africa, 2019) 

The law allowed a great deal of discretion for political parties on how they would like to use 

the allocated public funding so long as its purposes were “compatible with [the party’s] 

functioning as a political party in a modern democracy.” This included: the development of the 

political will of people, bringing the party’s influence to bear on the shaping of public opinion, 

inspiring and furthering political education, promoting active participation by individual 

citizens in political life, exercising an influence on political trends ensuring continuous links 

between the people and organs of the state.  

It further stated that the party must account for the money allocated to it under these 

classifications: personnel expenditure, accommodation, travel expenses, arrangement of 

meetings and rallies, administration, and promotions and publications. Only a few specific 

prohibitions were explicitly spelled out regarding how the parties cannot use the public funding. 

A political party might not: 

 pay any direct or indirect remuneration or other benefit of any kind to any elected 

representative of the party or to any public servant at any level of government finance 

or contribute directly or indirectly to any matter, cause, event or occasion if it 

contravened any code of ethics binding on members of parliament or any provincial 

legislature;  
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 use the money directly or indirectly to start any business or acquire or maintain a right 

or financial interest in any business;  

 use the money directly or indirectly to acquire or maintain a right or financial interest 

in any immovable property, unless if solely for ordinary party-political purposes; and  

 use the money for anything else that was incompatible with a political party’s 

functioning in a modern democracy. 

However, the 1997 law was silent on private funding. This eventually became a major concern 

and spurred the passage of a new law in 2018, which repealed the older law. In its place, the 

Political Party Funding Act (PPFA) seeks to “enhance multi-party democracy by providing for 

and regulating both public and private funding of political parties, and addresses a long-

standing gap in South Africa’s electoral legislation framework.” (Gwala, 2020; SA News, 

2019)  

The new law created two separate public funding: the Represented Political Parties Fund 

(RPPF) which functions similarly as the previous law (the Treasury will disburse funds to 

represented political parties based on their seats won) and the Multi-Party Democracy Fund 

(MPDF), which disburses funds from private sources to the political parties and requires the 

Electoral Commission to not only ensure that the private funds received by political parties are 

tracked and disclosed, but also receiving, aggregating, and disbursing those private funds based 

on a formula that is both proportional (66.6%) and equitable (33.3%).  This new law (PPFA) 

is unique in the world because it regulates, discloses, receives, and allocates funds from private 

donors to the political parties. This is ostensibly to reduce the extent to which companies can 
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freely make donations only to the parties they want to sponsor.9 As an observer pointed out, 

the new law is ambitious and faces significant obstacles to implementation: 

 “To the IEC, implementation of the PPFA requires it to go beyond ensuring that private 

funds received by political parties are disclosed, to actively regulating and disbursing 

private funds on a proportional basis. To political parties, the implementation of the 

PPFA means that political parties now need to disclose to the IEC all donations 

exceeding R100,000 from private sources, and support their disclosure with audited 

financial statements. In return, parties will now enjoy a more equitable formula for 

disbursement of both public and private funding where 66,6% is distributed 

proportionally, and 33,3% is distributed equitably for political parties represented in the 

national assembly and/or provincial councils. To private donors, the PPFA also requires 

disclosure of funds exceeding R100,000 to the IEC. As a benefit, private donors can 

now donate to the MPDF, which distributes money proportionally and equitably to 

avoid perceptions of bias. It is important to note, however, that the PPFA is highly 

ambitious and makes several key assumptions. It expects that private individuals and 

corporations can be neutral to the extent that they can accept that the money they have 

donated to their preferred parties should now be shared among all political parties for 

the sake of democracy. It further expects that the bigger political parties that are used 

to getting the bigger slice of the cake from private donors, should now share those 

benefits with smaller parties who stand to be in a better position. As the previous 

formula allocated only 10% to be shared equally, the proposed formula will allocate 

                                                 
9 The PPFA bill was passed in 2018, and signed into law by the president in January 2019, but its 

implementation was delayed due to the ruling party’s cautiousness and the new responsibilities that exceeded 

the Electoral Commission’s capacity. The commission has even taken trips to the United Kingdom to study 

regulations on private funding. The president announced on January 2021 that the law will be implemented from 

April 2021. 
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33,3% equitably and decrease the stake shared based on proportional representation 

from 90% to 66,6%.” (Gwala, 2020) 

South Africa’s political funding reforms were initiated by the ANC in 2017 in the run up to the 

May 2019 election. (Merten, 2021) Throughout the process, many parties resisted disclosure 

on donors’ information. Both segments from within ANC and the main opposition party, the 

Democratic Alliance (DA), initially did not support ‘intrusion’ into private funding. As a matter 

of fact, it was the opposition party which argued that parties were entitled to privacy, and that 

donors to smaller parties should be shielded from a possibly “vengeful” governing party. 

(Swart, 2018) By 2018 however, both ANC and DA agreed on the PPFA bill which 

incorporates regulations on both public and private funding. Less surprising was the objection 

by one small opposition party, which rightfully felt excluded from the public funding which 

only benefits parties with (more) seats. 

An unintended consequence occurred after the new bill was passed. The treasurer of the ruling 

ANC party complained of a decline in private funding, said the existing public funding does 

not cover up for the shortfall, and asked for more public funding. 

“The provision of funds through the IEC to political parties that participate in 

parliament is not adequate at the moment and that would require political party funding 

to be increased." "We have realised the funding we receive from government, at the 

moment, is just about 18 percent of the revenue that we raise annually. It is inadequate 

and that's the reason we have raised the matter with the minister of finance to say, it's 

important that party funding be increased by government because otherwise, political 

parties, including opposition tend to rely mainly on private corporates to fund their 

activities." (ENCA, 2020) 
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That this has come from a political party in power and not the opposition is a curiosity. The 

request temporarily infuriated certain segments of South African media and citizens. It does 

seem that donors for both government and opposition parties thrive on secrecy. Anonymity is 

highly prized by rich donors. Once disclosure of identity is mandatory, they are less inclined 

to donate. Fear of vengeance is not a factor in this context since the ANC has been ruling South 

Africa since the end of apartheid. The tricky issue of private political donations transparency 

was a factor in implementation delays amidst speculations of possible amendments to reduce 

transparency. (Merten, 2021; Pasensie, 2020) A transparency lobby group has threatened to go 

to court for an interdict to compel commencement on the new law if delays persist. (Merten, 

2021) 

The Represented Political Party Fund is reported annually, and its records should be available 

to public. The annual report should be submitted to Parliament and the Auditor-General. The 

accounting-related information that must be supplied with the report includes income, 

allocations, expenditures and the current record of the capital and liabilities of the Funds for 

that year. (EISA South Africa, 2019) 
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2.2 Public funding in Canada 

Canada experimented with direct public funding from 2004 to 2015. But under the 

Conservative government led by Stephen Harper, Canada gradually phased out direct public 

funding in favor of indirect public funding i.e. tax relief for political donations. 

Under the previous direct funding scheme, Canadian political parties received a direct subsidy 

for every vote they received in the most recent election. This created advantages and 

disadvantages for different political parties and changed their political behavior in at least one 

aspect. When direct public funding was based on vote share obtained in the election, parties 

must  

“take into account not only the imperative to maximize the number of seats they win 

but also the number of votes they receive, as that will affect their financial future…The 

players in the game have also changed, as businesses and unions have been replaced by 

individual donors as the revenue source to be courted. Within parties, the financial 

center of gravity is shifting, recasting the balance of power between national and local 

organizations.” (Young & Jansen, 2011) 

The scheme was removed but parties now receive partial – but sizable – reimbursements for 

their expenditure during electoral campaigns. These reimbursements are worth 50% eligible 

expenses for national parties that receive at least 2% of the vote, and 60% for individual 

candidates who obtain at least 10% of the vote in their constituency. (Grenier, 2020) For the 

2015 federal election, political parties received a total of $60.7 million reimbursements, with 

an additional $42.7 million paid to individual candidates. 

However, the primary form of public funding in Canada today is indirect public funding 

through tax credit that citizens receive for their political contributions to the parties of their 
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choice. Per the Treasury Department, the annual cost of tax credit is approximately $29 million, 

or $145 million from 2016 to 2020. The table below gives a breakdown of the tax credit rates. 

Table 5: Tax credit for political donations in Canada 

Donation to political parties Tax Credit 

$0.01 to $400 75 percent 

$400.01 to $750 
$300 plus 50 percent of the amount by which the contribution 

exceeds $400 

$750.01 and over 
The lesser of either i) $650 or ii) $475 plus 33.3% of the 

amount by which the total exceeds $750 

Source: Elections Canada10 

Harper’s Conservative government only succeeded to eliminate the direct public funding in 

their second attempt. In his first attempt, the Conservative party was a minority government 

and when the Prime Minister somewhat tacitly attempted to remove the annual public subsidy 

to political parties, he was almost removed as the Prime Minister.11 (Young & Jansen, 2011) 

Harper had opposed the introduction of direct public funding when he was in the opposition, 

and used the pretext of the 2008 economic crisis to justify the government’s attempt to cut the 

funding. All the other parties viciously opposed the elimination of direct public funding and 

accused Harper of trying to kill them off politically. 

                                                 
10 Per their website, Elections Canada is the independent, non-partisan agency responsible for conducting 

federal elections and referendums in Canada. It is an office of the Parliament of Canada, and reports directly to 

Parliament rather than to the Government of Canada. 
11 Harper survived the ad hoc, emergency cooperation among all the opposition parties to form coalition 

government by cutting short and postponing the parliamentary sitting. 
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To understand the political implications of Canada’s heated public funding debates, some 

historical context is necessary. When reforms to political financing were introduced in 2003, 

Canada’s major political parties agreed to accept the loss of revenue from corporate and union 

contributors and large individual contributions in exchange for a relatively predictable and 

secure stream of income from the state. (Katz & Mair, 1995) In other ways, parties arguably 

enact public funding based on their self-interest and survival instinct; they agreed to reduce 

private funding in return for state funding to fulfil their financial needs. By cutting off direct 

public funding while still enforcing the strict regulations on private funding, Harper’s decision 

adversely affected many political parties, especially those in the opposition. Critics argued that 

per-vote subsidy removal and reliance on tax relief for political donations (favoured by the 

Conservative government) strengthened those with memberships and supporters who were able 

to donate generously at the expense of those with membership and supporters from poor and 

working class communities who do not have money to make political contributions in order to 

qualify for the tax relief. 

Despite coming back to power in recent years, the Liberals have yet to overturn the 

Conservative government’s elimination of direct public funding. In fact, responding to a report 

from the parliamentary budget officer who calculated the potential cost of reintroducing direct 

public funding ($44 million per year), the Liberal government was not keen to reintroduce the 

scheme. (CTV News, 2018)12 

The Canada Elections Act is a comprehensive law governing the financing of the political 

system in Canada to make it transparent and fair. This includes requirements respecting 

                                                 
12 “Report says reviving political subsidies costs $44M per year, Liberals shut door,” CTV News. 30 January 

2018. Accessed 10 December 2020. https://www.ctvnews.ca/politics/report-says-reviving-political-subsidies-

costs-44m-per-year-liberals-shut-door-1.3781846  

https://www.ctvnews.ca/politics/report-says-reviving-political-subsidies-costs-44m-per-year-liberals-shut-door-1.3781846
https://www.ctvnews.ca/politics/report-says-reviving-political-subsidies-costs-44m-per-year-liberals-shut-door-1.3781846
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contributions to and spending by various entities involved in the federal electoral system. Per 

information from Elections Canada,  

 disclosure requirements have existed for candidates since the beginning of the 20th 

century, but the current regime was essentially laid out with the introduction of political 

party registration and the Election Expenses Act in 1974. The latter introduced limits 

on election expenses for both candidates and political parties, as well as the first forms 

of public funding through partial reimbursement of expenses and tax credits for 

contributions.  

 As of January 1, 2004, the scope of the legislation was extended to electoral district 

associations 13 , nomination contestants 14  and leadership contestants 15 . Limits on 

contributions adopted in 2003 became effective in January 2004. Further restrictions 

were imposed as of January 1, 2007; consequently, corporations and trade unions are 

no longer allowed to make political contributions. In 2021, the annual limit for 

Canadians to contribute to each registered party per year is $1,650. The limits increase 

by $25 on January 1 in each subsequent year. 

 Legislation passed in 2014 introduced a new set of rules on political financing. The 

legislation increased contribution limits and set matching limits on testamentary 

dispositions. It raised by 5 percent the spending limits for parties and candidates. For 

candidate spending limit, it varies according to electoral districts and the duration of 

the campaign. For party spending limits, it is calculated through a formula using the 

duration of campaign as well as the number of names on lists of electors for electoral 

                                                 
13 Local chapter of a registered political party. 
14 A nomination contestant is a person seeking endorsement from a registered political party as an official party 

candidate in an electoral district. 
15 A leadership contestant is an individual seeking the leadership of a registered political party. 
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districts. In the case of an election period longer than the statutory minimum of 36 days, 

the legislation provided for proportionate increases in spending limits for registered 

parties, candidates and third parties16.  

 The legislation modified and standardized rules for loans to registered parties, 

registered associations, candidates, and nomination and leadership contestants.  

 Transparency measures and limits are also imposed on election advertising by third 

parties – persons or groups other than candidates, registered parties or electoral district 

associations of a registered party. 

 A monetary contribution to a candidate is eligible for a credit only if it is received 

between the date that the candidate's nomination is confirmed by the returning officer 

and 30 days after election day. 

Elections Canada also provide details on reimbursements of electoral expenses which are 

publicly funded.17 The table below provides a breakdown of the reimbursement allocation and 

process. These direct and indirect public funding in Canada come with a string attached for 

transparency purposes. They must submit financial reports to the Chief Electoral Officer, which 

                                                 
16 Information from Elections Canada: A registered third party is a person or group that wants to participate in or 

influence elections other than as a political party, electoral district association, nomination contestant or 

candidate. As of June 13, 2019, Canadians spending $500 or more on regulated activities that take place during 

the pre-election period or election period will need to register as a third party. The Canada Elections Act 

imposes separate expense limits for regulated activities that take place during a pre-election period and during 

an election period. For a pre-election period starting on June 30, 2019, the total expense limit is $1,023,400. The 

pre-election period expense limit by electoral district is $10,234. For an election period of a general election 

held between April 1, 2019 and March 31, 2020, the total expense limit is $511,700, and the expense limit by 

electoral district is $4,386. This information is available at 

https://www.elections.ca/content.aspx?section=pol&dir=thi&document=index&lang=e  
17 Some additional information from Elections Canada: The Canada Elections Act (CEA) defines an election 

expense as any cost incurred, or non-monetary contribution received, by a registered party or a candidate that is 

used to directly promote or oppose a registered party, its leader or a candidate during an election period. Such 

expenses are subject to limits for candidates and registered political parties. These limits are calculated 

according to a formula based on the number of names on the preliminary or revised lists of electors for each 

electoral district. For a party, the electoral districts are those in which the party has endorsed confirmed 

candidates. 

https://www.elections.ca/content.aspx?section=pol&dir=thi&document=index&lang=e
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should incorporate the name and address of any donors contributing more than $200. All financial reports are published at www.elections.ca. The 

reporting schedule is shown in another table below. 

Table 6: Reimbursement mechanism for political parties and candidates in Canada 

Reimbursements for parties Reimbursements for candidates 

If they comply with the financial 

reporting provisions of 

the Canada Elections Act and 

receive at least 2 percent of the 

valid votes cast nationally or 

5 percent of the valid votes cast 

in electoral districts where they 

endorsed candidates, registered 

parties are eligible to: 

 

 a reimbursement of 50 

percent of their paid 

election expenses for a 

general election; and 

 a reimbursement of 90 

percent of their paid 

accessibility expenses 18 

for a general election, up 

to a maximum of 

$250,000.” 

 

A candidate who is elected or 

receives at least 10 percent of 

the valid votes cast in their 

electoral district and who 

complies with the financial 

reporting provisions of 

the Canada Elections Act is 

eligible to a reimbursement of 

 60 percent of their paid 

election expenses, paid travel 

and living expenses, and paid 

personal expenses (other than 

personal expenses detailed 

below); 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
18 Accessibility expenses are expenses to accommodate persons with disabilities. Details are spelled out on Elections Canada’s website: 

https://www.elections.ca/content.aspx?section=pol&dir=pol/man/ec20231&document=p9&lang=e .  

http://www.elections.ca/
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 90 percent of their paid 

childcare expenses and 

expenses relating to the 

provision of care for a person 

with a physical or mental 

incapacity for whom the 

candidate normally provides 

such care; and 

 90 percent of paid accessibility 

expenses, to a maximum of 

$5,000 

Source: Elections Canada 
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Table 7: Reporting political finance in Canada 

 

Entity Return Deadline Requirement 

Registered political 

party 

Statement of assets 

and liabilities 
Six months after registration Mandatory 

Quarterly return 
30 days after the end of the 

quarter 

Mandatory (if received 2% of votes cast nationally or 5% of votes 

cast in all electoral districts where it endorsed candidates in the last 

general election) 

Financial 

transactions return 
June 30 each year Mandatory 

General election 

expenses return 
Eight months after the election Mandatory 
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Registered 

electoral district 

association 

Statement of assets 

and liabilities 
Six months after registration Mandatory 

Financial 

transactions return 
May 31 each year 

Mandatory; include auditor's report if contributions or expenses 

equalled $5,000 or more in the year 

Candidate 
Electoral campaign 

return 
Four months after election day Mandatory 

Nomination 

contestant 

Nomination 

campaign return 

Four months after selection 

date (or election day in certain 

circumstances) 

Only when $1,000 or more received in contributions or incurred in 

nomination campaign expenses; include auditor's report if 

contributions or nomination contest expenses equalled $10,000 or 

more for the contest 

Leadership 

contestant 

Report on 

contributions 
On registration Mandatory 

Two interim reports 

on contributions 

Three weeks before and two 

days before end of contest 

Mandatory if $10,000 or more received in contributions or incurred 

in leadership campaign expenses 
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Leadership 

campaign return 
Six months after end of contest 

Mandatory; include auditor's report if $5,000 or more received in 

contributions or incurred in leadership campaign expenses 

Third party 

Third party interim 

expenses returns 
Various deadlines Mandatory, if certain conditions are met 

Third party 

electoral campaign 

return 

Four months after election day Mandatory 

Source: Elections Canada 
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2.3 Public funding in Australia 

Australian political parties are eligible to receive public funding under two conditions: if they 

are registered under the Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918 and if their state branches and 

candidates obtain at least 4% of the formal first preference vote in the division (House of 

Representatives) or the state or territory (Senate) in which they stand for election..19 In addition, 

certain states and territories in the country provide public funding at different rate for state 

elections. (The Joint Select Committee on Electoral Matters, 2011) The amount of public 

funding distributed to the parties is calculated by multiplying the total number of formal first 

preference votes received and a fixed funding rate, which is calculated every six months with 

reference to the Consumer Price Index. The current funding rate is $2.829 per (first preference) 

vote.  

At the federal level, there is also a fixed amount of $10,000 direct public funding for eligible 

candidates and parties. Eligibility is defined as obtaining 4% of the first preference votes. This 

direct public funding is paid automatically. For additional direct public funding which is 

depending on the number of first preference votes obtained, this requires a claim based on 

electoral expenditure. (Australian Election Commission, 2020; The Joint Select Committee on 

Electoral Matters, 2011) 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
19 Australia uses preferential voting in their electoral system. 
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Figure 3: Direct public funding of political parties in Australia 1984-2019 

  

Source: Young & Tham (2006) and author’s compilation from Australian Election 

Commission (AEC)  

After each federal election or by-election, the Australia Electoral Commission (AEC) 

distributes money to eligible political parties, candidates and Senate groups to reimburse them 

for electoral expenditure.20 A guidebook published by the Australian Electoral Commission 

(AEC) provides insights into the mechanisms and processes of direct public funding of political 

parties and candidate. A table below summarizes key information from the guidebook 

pertaining to the process to apply and receive public funding. 

                                                 
20 Payment of election funding is included in Division 3 of Part XX of the Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918 

(the Electoral Act). The Electoral Legislation Amendment (Electoral Funding and Disclosure Reform) Act 2018 

made changes to election funding which came into effect on 1 January 2019. 
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For private funding, the AEC annually publicised information on individual and corporation 

donation to political parties. The event usually receives wide media coverage and public 

attention, especially during an election year. (Belot et al., 2019) 

Interestingly in Australia, public funding was implemented at the state level first at New South 

Wales in 1981. Three years later, the federal government led by the Labor Party followed suit 

and introduced public funding for electoral campaigns at the federal level. Unlike in Canada 

where direct public funding was enacted by one government and overturned by the next one, 

subsequent governments in Australia have not repealed the system. In fact, five jurisdictions in 

the country now have their own public funding systems for the state elections (in addition to 

federal funding for federal elections). While they differ in amount and entitlement (either ‘as 

of right’ or capped by actual expenditure), public funding in the five jurisdictions have similar 

4% threshold and are all paid after the state elections (Young & Tham, 2006). Originally, the 

threshold was proposed at 10% but opposition parties successfully argued that the threshold 

was too high and risky for parties and candidates to qualify. 

When direct public funding was implemented, the amount of public funding is decided based 

on the annual primary postage rate at 30 cents at the time. (Young & Tham, 2006) Between 

1984 and 1993, the median annual cost for four federal elections was 11.5 million dollars. After 

the Labor government passed a legislation to raise public funding in 1995, the amount rose to 

32.2 million in the 1996 election. The figure above shows the trend on direct public funding in 

Australia (at the federal level) based on the data collected from the Australian Electoral 

Commission. 
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Table 8: Payment and claims under the federal public funding provision in Australia 

Payment Electoral expenses Claim Timing 

The AEC will pay $10,000 

(indexed to the CPI) to the agent 

of each eligible political party, 

candidate, or Senate group, as 

soon as practicable after 20 days 

after the polling day for an 

election. The $10,000 will be 

paid to the agent of the registered 

political party, unendorsed 

candidate or unendorsed Senate 

group. 

 

 

 

 

Electoral expenditure is generally 

expenditure incurred for the 

dominant purpose of creating or 

communicating electoral matter. 

Where expenditure is incurred to 

create or communicate electoral 

matter, in addition to other 

reasons, the dominant purpose of 

the expenditure must be 

considered. For a registered 

political party, a state branch of a 

registered political party, a 

candidate or a member of a 

Senate group, electoral 

expenditure is generally any 

expenditure incurred with its 

authority in relation to an 

A claim made by the agent of a 

registered political party must 

specify, in relation to all elections 

held on the same day, electoral 

expenditure for which election 

funding is sought by party or 

candidate endorsed by the party. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The AEC must decide whether to 

accept, in whole or in part, a 

claim for election funding within 

20 days of receiving the claim.  

 

To the extent that the AEC 

accepts the claim, the AEC will 

pay the claim within this time 

period.  
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In order to receive election 

funding of greater than $10,000 a 

claim setting out electoral 

expenditure incurred must be 

lodged with the AEC. An election 

funding claim must relate to all 

elections held on the same day. It 

is important to keep in mind that 

payments of election funding are 

limited to the lesser of either the 

calculated election funding 

entitlement or the amount of 

demonstrated electoral 

expenditure. 

 

 

 

 

election. There is no defined time 

period in which the expenditure 

must be incurred so long as it can 

be demonstrated to be in relation 

to an election. Claimed expenses 

must have been incurred and 

must be accurate and unique. 

Electoral expenditure may 

include broadcasting, advertising 

and other expenses related to the 

electoral campaign such as cost 

of insurance policies to cover for 

volunteer workers, expenditure 

on premises, equipment rentals, 

and postage. 

 

 

 

 

For claims made by the agent of a 

federal party in relation to state 

branches, the claimed electoral 

expenditure must have been 

incurred by  the state branch; a 

candidate endorsed by the state 

branch; a candidate endorsed by 

the federal party; or the federal 

party.  

 

Internal invoices (goods or 

services provided within the 

political party entity, for example 

between federal and state 

branches) must be supported by 

actual documentation or a 

detailed explanation of the 

services or goods provided.  

 

Payment of election funding will 

be made by direct credit or by 

cheque. The initial automatic 

payment of $10,000 will be paid 

directly to agents. 
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 For example, if a registered 

political party’s calculated 

election funding entitlement is 

$10,500, but the party has 

demonstrated electoral 

expenditure of $20,000, the 

maximum the party will receive 

is $10,500. 

 

However, there are many other 

costs which may be included. For 

instance, expenses associated 

with a political party’s financing 

structure, such as investment 

costs are not considered electoral 

expenditure.  

 

A claim made by the agent of a 

candidate in an election who is 

not endorsed by a registered 

political party must specify 

electoral expenditure incurred by 

the candidate in relation to the 

election.” 

Within 20 days of receiving an 

interim claim, accepted in whole 

or in part, the AEC must pay 95 

per cent of the amount, calculated 

as the lesser of either the 

calculated election funding 

entitlement, or the amount of 

demonstrated electoral 

expenditure. The payment will be 

reduced by any amount that has 

been paid as an automatic 

payment. 

Source: Parliament of Australia; Australian Electoral Commission; Election funding guide for political parties, candidates and Senate groups 

Note: If a candidate resigns or is dis-endorsed by a political party following the close of nominations, election funding in relation to that candidate 

is payable to the registered political party who endorsed the candidate as at the close of nominations.
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Figure 4: Allocation of public funding of political parties in 2019 Australian federal 

election 

 

Source: Author’s compilation from AEC 

 

 

 

 

 

$27,569,610 

$24,684,040 

$2,840,766 

$2,570,290 
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Pauline Hanson's One Nation National Party of Australia - N.S.W.

The Australian Greens - Victoria The Greens NSW

Queensland Greens Others
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Table 4: Highest and lowest recipients of public funding from 2019 Australian federal 

election 

Top three recipients Bottom three recipients 

Liberal Party $27,569,610  

 

Reason Australia $13,108 

Labor Party $24,684,040  

 

Animal Justice Party $12,107  

One Nation $2,840,766  

 

Australia First Party 

(NSW) Incorporated 
$10,080 

Source: AEC 

Despite the increasingly higher cost of public funding of political parties and candidates in 

Australia, critics argue that it is unclear whether it has achieved the desired effects i.e. to reduce 

private donations, and curb spending race in politics. They have also argued to reduce the 4% 

threshold as eligibility criteria and that if parties were to receive public funding up-front, they 

are more likely to be able to run a good enough campaign to achieve the threshold necessary 

for them to get public funding. (The Joint Select Committee on Electoral Matters, 2011)   
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2.4 Public funding in the United Kingdom 

Unlike other case studies, political parties in the United Kingdom does not receive large-scale 

funding based on either seat share, vote share, or tax relief. However, they receive various 

forms of direct and indirect public funding. (Phillips, 2012; Uberoi, 2016) Eligible parties in 

the House of Commons receive direct funding in the form of grants to support their 

Parliamentary activities and to support their development of policy. Among the devolved 

administrations, the Scottish Parliament provides financial assistance to opposition parties 

represented in it based on a fixed sum for each member represented, while the Northern Ireland 

Assembly makes payments to political parties based on the number of its members of the 

assembly and the Welsh Assembly does not provide funding to political parties (Nice, 2020). 

There are two forms of direct public funding which are unique in the United Kingdom. Unlike 

countries which use performance based on election result, these forms of direct public funding 

have specific functions and are not distributed to all parties.  

“Short money” is the primary form of public funding in the United Kingdom. Named after a 

former Leader of the House of Commons (Edward Short) who first proposed the payments, it 

is intended for opposition parties in the House of Commons only, and the party in government 

in a particular year does not receive any funding from this scheme. For example, when the 

Labour party was in government during the financial year 2005–2006, the Conservative Party 

received over £4 million in Short Money, while the Liberal Democrats received around £1.5 

million and other eligible parties with representation at Westminster received lesser amounts 

depending on votes cast and seats won. (Phillips, 2012; Uberoi, 2016) A similar scheme exists 

in the House of Lords - Cranborne money – which is named after former Leader of the House 

of Lords, Viscount Cranborne. 
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Another important form of public funding is the Policy Development Grants. They are created 

to enable political parties to research, prepare, and write policies. This form of direct public 

funding is geared towards capacity-building of parliamentarians so that they – from 

government and opposition – can adequately debate, critique, and draft alternative policy 

proposals. Given that one of the major roles of parliamentarians is legislating, this grant is an 

important funding for parties and politicians to increase their competence and familiarity with 

policy understanding so that they are better able to represent public interests. Provided since 

2002, the policy grants have a £ 2million fund distributed annually among political parties with 

two or more Members of Parliament. Per the Electoral Commission in the U.K., the first £1 

million of the Policy Development Grant are distributed equally between the eligible parties, 

then formula is used to calculate how much of the remaining £1 million will be distributed to 

the parties. The formula is based on the proportion of the registered electorate where the party 

contests elections (England, Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland) and their share of the votes 

received in each part of the UK. (Electoral Commission, 2019) 

Tellingly, independent Members of Parliament – those without a party affiliation – are not 

eligible for any public funds. Parties in government do not receive Short Money but still receive 

funds from the Policy Development Grants. Parties contesting in election may be eligible for 

indirect public funding i.e. support in kind.  The table below compiles the explanation on each 

form of public funding based on information from the U.K.’s Institute of Government and the 

House of Commons Library. 
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Table 5: Direct and indirect public funding in the United Kingdom 

Direct funding Indirect funding 

Short money. It is provided to opposition parties in the House of 

Commons to help them discharge their Parliamentary duties. It is not 

available to the government of the day, which can draw on the 

resources of the state, including the Civil Service, to meet its obligation 

to Parliament.  Recipients must be represented in the House of 

Commons by two or more sitting MPs (that is, MPs who have taken the 

Oath of Allegiance to HM The Queen), or one sitting MP and more 

than 150,000 votes at the previous general election.  

There are three components under the Short Money scheme: 

 General funding for Opposition Parties – the amount payable to 

qualifying parties from 1 April 2020 is £18,297.43 for every 

seat won at the last election plus £36.54 for every 200 votes 

gained by the party. 

 Travel Expenses for Opposition Parties – the total amount 

payable under this component of the scheme for the financial 

Party political broadcasts. Political parties do not have to pay for the 

airtime they obtain for party political broadcasts. As a general rule, 

party political broadcasts are available to all parties that put candidates 

forward in at least one-sixth of the contested seats across the UK or one 

of its constituent countries. The terrestrial commercial broadcasters are 

under a statutory obligation to carry party political broadcasts, while 

the BBC has a formal obligation to carry them under its Charter 

Agreement. It has been estimated that if the parties had to buy 

equivalent advertising time at commercial rates, their value would be 

in the region of £68 million for an election year, and £16 million in a 

non-election year. 
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year commencing on 1 April 2020 is £201,007.00 apportioned 

between each of the Opposition parties in the same proportion 

as the amount given to each of them under the basic funding 

scheme set out above. 

 Leader of the Opposition’s Office – under the third component 

of the scheme, £852,481.98 is available for the running costs of 

the Leader of the Opposition’s office for the financial year 

commencing on 1 April 2020. 

The total amount of Short Money allocated to each opposition party 

depends on the number of seats won at the most recent general election 

and its vote share. The total Short Money allocation in the 2019/20 

financial year is estimated at £10.3 million. 

 

Cranborne Money. It is a similar scheme like Short Money for 

opposition groups in the House of Lords. Introduced in 1996, it is to 

help opposition parties and crossbenchers to conduct Parliamentary 

business. Named after the then House of Lords leader Lord Cranborne, 

Cranborne Money is administered by the House of Lords authorities.  

Freepost at elections. Candidates are entitled to free postage for one 

election mailing to each elector in the constituency. This applies to 

elections to devolved bodies and the European Parliament as well as 

general elections. It is not available for local government elections in 

Great Britain although it is provided for local elections in Northern 
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Ireland. For general elections, the total cost of freepost is over £20 

million.  

Policy Development Grants. £2 million is specifically provided to 

enable parties to prepare policies for inclusion in their manifestos. It is 

administered by the Electoral Commission.  This amount is distributed 

annually among political parties with two or more Members of 

Parliament. The first £1 million of the Policy Development Grant are 

distributed equally between the eligible parties, then the remaining £1 

million is be distributed to the parties based on the proportion of the 

registered electorate where the party contests elections (England, 

Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland) and their share of the votes received 

in each part of the UK.  

Free use of meeting rooms. Candidates are also entitled to the free use 

of public meeting rooms, e.g. schools, town halls, for all elections in 

Great Britain.  

Source: Compilation from (Kelly, 2020; Nice, 2020; Uberoi, 2016) 



There has been multiple attempts to introduce more public funding in United Kingdom – at 

least since the 1976 Houghton Commission, which recommended public funding based on vote 

share from the previous election. (Gauja, 2010) To reduce centralization of money flowing into 

a party’s national level committee, public funding was recommended to be allocated to both 

national political organizations and to candidates at the constituency level. (Ghaleigh, 2006) 

However, there were objections which argued that the public and the state should not be 

responsible to fund political parties. They contended that parties are not public utilities and 

more akin to civil society, and that direct state aid would breach the belief that politics is a 

strictly voluntary activity. 

Another attempt to reform the electoral system and implement direct funding attempt occurred 

in 1994 but the major parties could not agree on a unanimous position – Conservatives prefer 

status quo while Labour party advocated state funding. In 2004, the Electoral Commission in 

the U.K. conducted a comprehensive review and recognised that while parties face funding 

challenges, there was no public appetite for large-scale state funding. The commission argued 

that political parties should concentrate their efforts at the local level, and recommended tax 

relief for small donations, and an equivalent scheme for non-taxpayers e.g. a voucher scheme 

for political donations. In the view of the Electoral Commission, this would have the desirable 

consequences of delivering broader streams of income, and of encouraging more effective 

engagement with the electorate. (Electoral Commission, 2004) 

Overall, public funding in the United Kingdom is very much based on a functional analysis of 

the perceived role of parties in parliamentary democracy. (Gauja, 2010) Policymakers in the 

U.K. tend to reject a system where the state is obliged to provide financial support to political 

parties for an indefinite future and instead, opted for limited public funding which increases 

policy capacity through the Policy Development Grant. This is borne out of a belief that parties 
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should be “one of the major source of ideas in politics” and that funding should be targeted to 

essential infrastructural purposes rather than electoral campaign activities.” (Ghaleigh, 2006)  
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Chapter 3: Recommendations for public funding of political 

parties in Malaysia 

3.1 Scenarios and factors to consider 

The introduction of public funding of political parties in Malaysia should be an open, frank, 

and informed discussion on its merits and demerits. Importantly, the discussion should not be 

confined into a false dichotomy between full public funding and no public funding. As shown 

in our comparative case studies, there is a wide range of policies available to policymakers, 

legislators and civil society to consider for public funding. The options comprise of direct and 

indirect forms of public funding, and they provide flexibility to meet different targets and 

purposes of public funding. The following table suggests the four scenarios of public funding 

feasibility depending on different level of fiscal commitment and political will. 

Table 6: Scenario of public funding possibilities in Malaysia 

 Low fiscal commitment High fiscal commitment 

Low political will No/minimal change Public funding supplementary 

to/on top of unregulated private 

funding 

High political will Tax relief for individual political 

donations; Regulation on private 

funding to increase transparency 

and limit spending 

Comprehensive public funding, 

a targeted subsidy to promote 

various objectives, regulation 

on private funding to increase 

transparency and limit spending 
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The Covid-19 pandemic has led to great disruptions – politically, economically, and socially – 

in everyday life. While the pandemic undoubtedly perishes many livelihoods and causes 

financial ruins, it can also be a catalyst for change. Particularly in Malaysia, there has also been 

a surge of political instability. Political parties and coalitions frequently challenge the 

legitimacy of the incumbent government. The small margin of parliamentary majority, as well 

as the fragmented landscape of Malay party politics, are plausible concerns that potentially 

threaten the financial security and funding of a number of political parties. This is because 

widespread patronage relies on state resources to distribute goodies and positions. This explains 

why many politicians are eager to immediately return to power at the expense of circumventing 

democracy (rather than being an effective opposition until the next election) in order to capture 

state resources (Wong, 2021). Because there is no provision of public funding of political 

parties, the exclusion from power can spell financial doom in Malaysia’s patronage-based party 

system.  

This period of pandemic and political uncertainty can provide a window of opportunity for 

policy innovation. Nevertheless, civil society groups pushing for reforms must take into 

account how to promote public appetite for large-scale public funding at a time when resource 

allocation should be prioritized on more urgent areas such as healthcare and social welfare. 

In addition, Pinto-Duschinsky (2002) recommends that reformers – both civil society actors 

and progressive politicians – who desire to regulate promote public funding for political parties 

to consider the following factors:  

1. the proposed scheme must provide enough money for competitive and energetic 

campaigns reaching the majority of voters; 

2. it does not exclude emerging political forces or lead to an exaggerated fragmentation 

of the opposition;  
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3. it protects citizens from being pressured into offering financial support to political 

organizations and candidates; 

4. it prevents corruption by limiting undesirable and disproportionate influence—

especially via financial contributions—over parties and candidates by foreign regimes 

and religious groups;  

5. it preserves a level playing field between ruling and opposition parties  

It is also instructive for reform-minded individuals to take lessons from why and how public 

funding was successfully introduced in some countries and failed (or overturned) in others. 

South Africa had a unique opportunity to introduce public funding when the country drafted a 

new constitution. In Australia, it was a subnational initiative that paved the way for the federal 

government to emulate public funding in New South Wales. A Royal Commission inquiry also 

proved useful to convince policymakers and citizens of the need to implement public funding 

in Australia’s Queensland. (Orr, 2016a) 

Scholars recommend that issues like public funding and subsidies for parliamentarians to 

effectively carry out their legislative duties should be treated in a non-partisan way, and that 

the initiative for change should pass from the government of the day to a senior cross-party 

committee. (Phillips, 2012) But first and foremost, public funding must obtain the buy-ins from 

political parties since they are the primary recipients and stakeholders. The table below 

provides some motivations – whether principles or self-interests – to persuade political parties, 

candidates, and citizens to adopt public funding. 
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Table 12: Public funding and self-interests of parties, candidates, and citizens 

Outcomes for Political parties Outcomes for Citizens 

Regular source of funding, regardless of 

whether they are in government or 

opposition 

Professionalised party politics 

Safety net for parties that traditionally rely on 

state resources (e.g. GLC appointments, state 

patronage, business contracts) in the event of 

electoral turnover 

Policy-centric politics and more effective 

parliamentarians 

Funds to conduct policy research Decreased risk of defections as resources are 

more evenly split between parties in 

government and opposition 

Funds to nominate female candidates Reduced private influence 
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3.2 Recommendation 1: Introducing vote-based direct public funding for 

regular party and campaign expenses 

We recommend that Malaysia joins the majority of democracies around the world to implement 

direct public funding of political parties. From neighboring Indonesia to countries in different 

continents such as South Africa, Canada, Germany, and Australia, public funding exists in 

different forms and scale. Based on our comparative case studies and considering the domestic 

context, Bersih 2.0 proposes the following pathway to implement direct public funding (to be 

administered by the Election Commission) of political parties in Malaysia. 

3.2.1 How much money should we set aside? 

We propose an annual allocation of all direct public funding, which should be no more than 

0.05% of the annual budget. This is similar to Germany where the Political Parties Act dictates 

that the maximum total amount of public funds which annually may be allocated among the 

political parties shall be 133 million euros (absolute upper limit). While the actual amount can 

be revised on annual or periodic basis, we propose an annual absolute upper limit of RM 

133 million, of which RM123 million is to be allocated based on parties’ vote share. This 

figure of RM 133 million is derived by taking the median of the last 10 years of federal budget 

and multiplied it by 0.05%. 
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Table 7: Federal budget, 2011-2020 

Year Amount  

2011 RM 212 billion 

2012  RM 233 billion 

2013 RM 252 billion 

2014 RM 264 billion 

2015 RM 274 billion 

2016 RM 267 billion 

2017 RM 261 billion 

2018 RM 280 billion 

2019 RM 315 billion 

2020 RM 297 billion 

Median RM 265 billion 

0.05% of median 

RM 133 million  

(rounded up to next million) 

  

3.2.2 How do we determine eligibility? 

Having a threshold is useful to rule out those who may simply take advantage of the scheme 

and run without serious intent. However, the threshold cannot be high because it will 

disadvantage smaller parties.  

According to International IDEA, the global average threshold for public funding is 3.5%.  

Since Malaysia practices first-past-the-post rather than proportional representation, Bersih 2.0 

proposes a lower and regional-based threshold to be set at 2% of the last federal general election. 

To qualify, parties should pass the threshold of 2% votes in any of the three regions: 

Peninsular Malaysia, Sabah, and Sarawak. A regional threshold is proposed because we 

should not discriminate against regional parties such as those only contesting in Sabah and 

Sarawak. For example, a party would need to get 241,660 votes to qualify for receiving public 

funding under a 2% national threshold (2% out of 12,082,979 total valid votes nationwide in 

GE14). This national threshold would have excluded all but two parties in Sarawak and Sabah. 

By contrast, under a 2% regional threshold, a party is eligible as long as they received 26,416 

votes in Sarawak (2% out of 880,528 total valid votes in Sarawak parliamentary constituencies), 

25,293 votes in Sabah (2% out of 843,101 total valid votes in Sabah parliamentary 
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constituencies), or 207,187 votes in Peninsular Malaysia.21 We believe this proposal is fair and 

respects the spirit of the Malaysia Agreement. 

3.2.3 How do we decide how much each party receive? 

The criteria for the distribution of these funds is the extent to which the parties are supported 

by the public. This is measured by how many votes a party gained in the most recent election. 

The direct public funding of RM 123 million would be allocated proportionately 

according to vote share obtained in the most recent general election. To provide a 

perspective on how this could work, the table below provides a simulation based on results 

from the 14th General Election. 

  

                                                 
21 For simplicity, votes in federal territories are counted towards the threshold for Peninsular Malaysia. 



68 

 

Table 8: Simulation of direct public funding based on GE14 scenario 

Parties 

Valid votes 

received 

Percentage of valid 

votes 

Amount received 

(RM) 

UMNO 2,519,051 20.8% 25,642,954 

MCA 653,612 5.4% 6,653,515 

PBB 220,479 1.8% 2,244,390 

MIC 167,061 1.4% 1,700,616 

Gerakan 128,973 1.1% 1,312,895 

SUPP 122,540 1.0% 1,247,409 

PDP 59,853 0.5% 609,280 

PRS 59,218 0.5% 602,816 

PBS 58,351 0.5% 593,990 

UPKO 57,062 0.5% 580,869 

PBRS22 11,783 0.1% 119,946 

LDP 8,996 0.1% 91,576 

PPP 7,422 0.1% 75,553 

BN (Subtotal) 4,074,401 33.7% 41,475,808 

DAP 2,098,336 17.4% 21,360,240 

PKR 2,047,963 16.9% 20,847,462 

BERSATU 723,741 6.0% 7,367,400 

Amanah 655,528 5.4% 6,673,019 

PH (Subtotal) 5,525,568 45.7% 56,248,121 

PAS 2,032,094 16.8% 20,685,922 

Warisan 280,520 2.3% 2,855,584 

HR23 37,708 0.3% 383,853 

Solidariti24 21,361 0.2% 217,447 

Other eligible parties (Subtotal) 2,371,683 19.6% 24,142,805 

Independent candidates25 71,153 0.6% N/A 

Ineligible parties26 40,174 0.3% N/A 

GRAND TOTAL 12,082,979 100.0% 121,866,735 

 

                                                 
22 Three parties affiliated to BN during GE14 (PBRS, LDP, and PPP) did not receive enough votes to cross the 

2% threshold. However, for this simulation, we assume BN gets public funding as a whole, then allocates to 

both qualified parties (above 2% threshold) and the remaining BN parties. This is an option that parties can 

indicate on Nomination Day whether they would like their votes and public funding to be counted or distributed 

as a coalition or as an individual party. 
23 Parti Harapan Rakyat Sabah, abbreviated as HR, is a Sabah-based party founded by Lajim Ukin. 
24 Parti Solidariti Tanah Airku Rakyat Sabah, abbreviated as Solidariti, is a Sabah-based party founded by 

Jeffrey Kitingan. 
25 Independent candidates do not receive public funding under our proposal, which is only targeted at political 

parties to promote a healthier, institutionalized and professional party politics. 
26 Ineligible parties are those who failed to receive enough votes to qualify above the 2% threshold. 
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Based on this simulation, BN can expect to receive approximately RM 41.5 million, PH to 

receive RM 56.1 million, PAS to receive RM 20.7 million, and Warisan to receive RM 2.9 

million on an annual basis.  

The total amount for both our recommendations pertaining to direct public funding shall be 

capped at RM 133 million (0.05% of the median budget from 2011-2020). To put the numbers 

into context, the RM 133 million annual allocation is only 0.04% of the 2021 budget – Perikatan 

Nasional’s first budget and the highest ever in Malaysian history –which is RM 323 billion. 

Introducing public funding will cost only a tiny amount of the budget. In fact, it is only slightly 

more expensive than RM 80 million, originally budgeted for the proposed revival of the Special 

Affairs Department (JASA) in 2021.  

The cost for public funding of political parties are low enough that state governments and 

assemblies can lead the way and experiment with it first. States with larger budgets such as 

Selangor, Penang, and Sarawak can afford to enact public funding using the model we 

described or a ‘lighter’ version with a small sum of funds per vote.   

While we hope that the federal government will implement public funding, nothing is stopping 

state governments from implementing public funding at the state level. The same mechanism 

can be applied i.e. allocating funds based on the number of votes a party gained in the most 

recent state assembly elections. The funds should not be distributed on the basis of 

representation or the number of seats won. This is an important distinction because under the 

first-past-the-post electoral system, distribution of public funds based on the number of seats 

won will result in many voters having to involuntarily fund political parties that they do not 

support. For example, in the Jerai parliamentary constituency, the PAS candidate won the seat 

in GE14 with only a vote share of 33.9%. If public funds were to be allocated based on 

representation (instead of votes), the entire constituents in Jerai – including the 66.1% of BN 
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and PH voters who did not support the PAS candidate – will be funding the winner. This will 

be neither fair nor popular. In the event that Malaysia changes to proportional representation, 

then it will be more defensible to allocate public funding based on the number of seats won 

(which will be proportional to the number of votes received).  

3.2.4 What is the purpose? 

The funds will aid political parties to operate more autonomously without having to exclusively 

rely on private funding. This will reduce the influence of rich private donors, help smaller 

parties which do not have resources or access to rich corporations, and slightly discharge 

political parties from excessive fund-raising. This will enable elected representatives to focus 

more on their parliamentary duties in service of public interests e.g. by researching about 

policies and monitoring corruption instead of fundraising dinners with corporate donors. In the 

long run, this makes political parties more financially sustainable and reduce corruption. As a 

matter of fact, President Joko Widodo signed a government regulation in 2018 to increase 

public funding by 10-fold precisely for this reason. It was the Corruption Eradication 

Commission in Indonesia that argued that an increase in public funding or state subsidies of 

political parties are necessary to curb endemic corruption in the country. Despite the increase, 

Corruption Eradication Commission (KPK) chairman Agus Rahardjo recently pushed for more, 

stating that, “When the state leaves [political parties] to seek financing on their own, this 

[corruption] happens.” (The Jakarta Post, 2019) 

3.2.5 How will the money be spent? 

Political parties need funding to operate and compete in elections, as well as carry out regular 

party activities between election cycles. Thus, the funds will be used as the parties see fit for 

campaign spending, regular party activities, research and policy, political education, etc. The 

figure below provides a glimpse of earmarked functions of public funding in other countries. 
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The absence of earmarking gives political parties more discretion on how to spend the 

allocation. However, while we understand that parties would like to use the funds primarily for 

campaign and party expenses, we propose that 25% of the funds received by parties under 

this recommendation are earmarked for policy development research.  

 

Table 9: Earmarking for public funding in countries around the world 

 

Source: Political Finance Database, International IDEA 

3.2.6 Why earmark 25% for policy research? 

Political parties must invest in policy development research so that their elected representatives 

have the necessary help, skills, and resources to conduct and develop research, hire research 

staff, or anything pertaining to policy development and debates. This follows a recent study by 

Institute for Research & Development of Policy (IRDP), which found that Members of 

Parliament in Malaysia are not sufficiently well-versed and engaged in public policy issues 

when taking part in parliamentary sessions. (IRDP Malaysia, 2020) We echo their suggestion 

that there needs to be a special allocation for parliamentarians to hire researchers, and thus 
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propose that 25% of the funds received by parties must be earmarked for policy research and 

development. This would prepare the elected representatives and parties to participate more 

effectively in substantive policy or legislative issues. Voters and the public at large will also 

benefit from having a more informed pool of elected representatives and politicians. When 

provided with public funding to conduct and develop research, parties are more able to offer 

well-designed policy proposals and give constructive policy feedback. Backbenchers and 

opposition are also given more help to scrutinize the information provided by the government 

of the day, thus increasing accountability in the process. 

3.2.7 How do we distribute the money to political parties? 

During Nomination Day, parties have the option to indicate whether they would like their votes 

to be counted as a coalition or as an individual party. Political parties shall submit an 

application in writing to the Election Commission for the assessment of the amount and 

disbursement of public funds for a particular year of entitlement. This application must be filed 

by a member of the party’s Executive Committee (at the national or state level) who, under the 

party constitution, is responsible for the party’s financial matters, and must contain the 

serviceable address and bank account details. We propose to make it mandatory for a certain 

percentage (40-50%) of the fund to be transferred to the state committees based on their vote 

share. For example, if a party gets 60% of its votes from Penang and 40% from Perak, then 

50% of its fund can be kept by the party’s headquarters or national-level central committee, 

while 30% and 20% is disbursed to the party’s state committees in Penang and Perak 

respectively.27 

Alternatively, applications submitted by either the party’s national-level or state-level branch 

can also allow for decentralization of resources and power on a voluntary basis. For example, 

                                                 
27 This insight is provided by Wong Chin Huat. 
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rather than disbursing the funds through a single application by a political party’s national 

leadership, the state branch of that party can file to receive public funding based on the number 

of votes obtained by the party in a particular state. 

3.2.8 What about coalitional politics and party hopping? 

We have to account for coalitional politics and party hopping since there may be concerns that 

‘Malaysian politics is too messy’ for public funding to be introduced. For instance, what 

happened when parties switched coalitions (e.g. Bersatu quit PH) or when elected 

representatives defect to other parties (e.g. Umno and PKR elected representatives defected to 

Bersatu)? 

Even when parties quit a coalition, this should not affect the distribution of public funding. 

Parties take precedence over coalition affiliation. For example, it is possible to determine the 

number of votes obtained by candidates belonging to Parti Pesaka Bumiputera Bersatu (PBB), 

which was a BN component party in GE14. PBB and other component parties quit BN and 

formed an all Sarawak-based coalition, Gabungan Parti Sarawak (GPS). The public funds 

received by PBB are not altered by them switching coalitions after GE14. The same logic 

applies to Bersatu leaving the PH coalition and creating the PN coalition. 

When elected representatives defect from one political party to another, this does not affect the 

distribution of public funding because funds are allocated by the number of votes received by 

the political party, not the candidate. Following this rule, this means that Bersatu will be 

entitled to the public funding based on their popular votes including in the constituencies where 

the Members of Parliament have quit the party and formed a new party. (The new party will 

not receive any funding until it contests in the next election.) Similarly, Parti Keadilan Rakyat 

(PKR) retains the right to public funding based on their vote share in the previous election 

despite several Members of Parliament defected to another party.  
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There are details to be ironed out but technical details are not a hindrance to the implementation 

of public funding in other countries. Australia has a complicated ‘Senate group’ where 

candidates from different parties can request to be on the same ballot paper, and they still can 

qualify for public funding (in addition to parties and candidates). 

3.3 Recommendation 2: Introducing seat-based direct public funding to 

promote women representation 

We propose that RM 10 million (out of the RM 133 million annual allocation) is set aside solely 

to encourage women representation in Malaysian politics. The RM 10 million is to be divided 

proportionately according to the number of female Members of Parliament that a party has. 

This provides an incentive to political parties to not only nominate more women candidates, 

but also treat them as serious candidates by putting them in winnable seats. By contrast, parties 

may be inclined to put women candidates in tough, sure-to-lose seats if we design a scheme 

that rewards parties on the basis of nominating a certain percentage of women candidates. 

To be eligible, parties only need to have at least one elected woman Member of Parliament. 

The allocation is to be distributed proportionally across parties based on the number of women 

Members of Parliament that a party has. In addition, the usage of the amount is earmarked for 

the parties' programmes and staffing in promoting women's participation in politics. 

Under this recommendation, the more female Members of Parliament that a party has, the more 

public funding it receives on an annual basis. Small parties can also benefit by nominating 

female candidates in competitive seats. For example, a small party could be denied any share 

of the RM 123 million vote-based direct funding (the first recommendation) even if it wins a 

few parliamentary seats because the party fails to pass the 2% regional threshold for Peninsular 

Malaysia (207,187 votes). However, with this second recommendation, they may still get part 

of the RM 10 million for women representation if it can get at least one women MP elected. 
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The imperative for this recommendation is the low number and discouraging state of women 

representation in Malaysian politics. According to the ranking by Inter-Parliamentary Union 

(IPU), as of January 2021, Malaysia ranked 142 out of 190 countries on women’s 

representation in national parliament. (IPU, 2021) From 1955 to 1995, female Members of 

Parliament never exceeded 10%, and progress in the past two decades has been excruciatingly 

slow. While a record number of women candidates were nominated in GE14, only a tiny 14.4% 

ended up as Members of Parliament. (Yeong, 2018) We call on female elected representatives 

and women’s wings in all the political parties, as well as women advocacy groups, to support 

the introduction of seat-based direct public funding to promote women representation in 

politics. 

3.4 Recommendation 3: Introduce indirect public funding for all eligible 

parties 

As supplementary to direct public funding, Bersih 2.0 recommends the implementation of 

indirect public funding through subsidies for broadcast, printing, postage, and free usage 

of public and government buildings at certain time. Indirect public funding are less costly 

than direct public funding, but they can help to provide assistance and resources to political 

parties, especially the smaller ones who do not have a big enough platform to reach out to 

voters, in order to level the playing field. We propose three forms of indirect public funding to 

be implemented: 

 Creates a bill that allows free postage for one election communication to every address 

or elector within the relevant electoral area. 

 Provides for the free use of public buildings – schools or any other building maintained 

by public money – for public meetings during campaigns for parliamentary elections, 

state elections, and by-elections. 
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 Subsidies for parties and candidates for the printing and distribution of a booklet 

featuring all the party/candidate 

Indirect public funding to provide free or subsidised access to eligible political parties to media 

are especially useful to level the playing and allow eligible political parties to make their 

messages heard. Countries such as Austria, Finland, France, Italy, Japan, and the United 

Kingdom also subsidize or make free the use of the postal service to contacting voters. 

For public broadcasting by state-owned media, we propose an equal allocation of time to the 

government and opposition representatives. Parties should be eligible as long as they have 

representation in Parliament, or they are formally registered and polled above a certain 

percentage point under a public opinion poll commissioned by an independent authority. 

Parties which are in coalition can divide the time between themselves as they see fit.  The 

Election Commission can also discuss with broadcasting agencies such as Bernama and RTM 

to determine criteria for any eligible small and new parties to access the free election broadcast 

time. 

We should grant flexibility for parties to be eligible for indirect public funding since they do 

not cost as much as direct public funding but can have a broad impact. Per database of the 

International IDEA, Danish network operators make available at least two minutes of 

broadcasting to every registered party. In Ethiopia, government organs and officials at all levels 

are obligated to prepare the ground to provide both for candidates and their supporters, equal 

access to such facilities as radio and television stations, meeting halls and newspapers under 

their respective managerial authority.  
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Chapter 4: Conclusion 

Political parties are a necessity in any representative democracy. They are the primary vehicle 

through which citizens organize, vote, and are represented by. Political parties need funds to 

operate during election period and regular (non-election) period. They require money to pay 

for campaign expenses, serve their constituents, conduct research on policies, and hire staff to 

provide effective services. Thus, it is no surprise that approximately two-thirds of countries 

around the world provide public funding (or state subsidies) for their political parties. This 

practice is common across multiple continents, including many Muslim-majority countries. 

Malaysia is an exception to this trend, and it is time that we join the world’s democracies to 

implement public funding. It will cost only less than 0.05% of half of the annual budgets for 

the last decade tabled in Parliament. With enough political will, a simple allocation from the 

treasury and reshuffling of personnel can reform party politics in Malaysia to be more 

sustainable and less completely dependent on private funding, as it is now. Bersih 2.0 calls on 

the Prime Minister, all political parties, and the Election Commission to initiate a multipartisan 

reform that will make our party politics more professionalized and institutionalized by 

implementing public funding of political parties.  
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Appendix: Provision of public funding around the world 
 

Country Presence of public funding 

Afghanistan Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Albania Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Algeria Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Andorra Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Angola Yes, regularly provided funding 

Antigua and Barbuda No 

Argentina Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Armenia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Australia Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Austria Yes, regularly provided funding 

Azerbaijan Yes, regularly provided funding 

Bahamas No 

Bahrain Yes, regularly provided funding 

Bangladesh No 

Barbados No 

Belarus No 

Belgium Yes, regularly provided funding 

Belize No 
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Benin Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Bhutan Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Bolivia Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

Yes, regularly provided funding 

Botswana No 

Brazil Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Bulgaria Yes, regularly provided funding 

Burkina Faso Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Burundi Yes, regularly provided funding 

Cabo Verde Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Cambodia Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Cameroon Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Canada Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Central African 

Republic 

No data 

Chad YES 

Chile Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Colombia Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Comoros No data 

Congo, Democratic 

Republic of 

Yes, regularly provided funding 



80 

 

Costa Rica Yes, regularly provided funding 

Cote d'Ivoire Yes, regularly provided funding 

Croatia Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Cyprus Yes, regularly provided funding 

Czech Republic Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Denmark Yes, regularly provided funding 

Djibouti Yes, regularly provided funding 

Dominica No 

Dominican Republic Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Ecuador Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Egypt No 

El Salvador Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Equatorial Guinea YES 

Estonia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Eswatini No data 

Ethiopia Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Fiji No 

Finland Yes, regularly provided funding 

France Yes, regularly provided funding 

Gabon YES 

Gambia No 
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Georgia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Germany Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Ghana No 

Greece Yes, regularly provided funding 

Grenada No 

Guatemala Yes, regularly provided funding 

Guinea No 

Guinea-Bissau No 

Guyana No 

Haiti Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Honduras Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Hungary Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Iceland Yes, regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns. 

India No 

Indonesia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Iran, Islamic 

Republic of 

No 

Iraq Yes, regularly provided funding 

Ireland Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Israel Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Italy No 
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Jamaica Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Japan Yes, regularly provided funding 

Jordan Yes, regularly provided funding 

Kazakhstan Yes, regularly provided funding 

Kenya Yes, regularly provided funding 

Kiribati No 

Korea, Republic of Yes, regularly provided funding 

Kyrgyzstan No 

Latvia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Lebanon No 

Lesotho Yes, regularly provided funding 

Liberia No 

Libya Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Liechtenstein Yes, regularly provided funding 

Lithuania Yes, regularly provided funding 

Luxembourg Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Madagascar Yes, regularly provided funding 

Malawi Yes, regularly provided funding 

Malaysia No 

Maldives Yes, regularly provided funding 

Mali Yes, regularly provided funding 
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Malta No 

Marshall Islands No 

Mauritania No 

Mauritius No 

Mexico Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Micronesia, 

Federated States of 

No 

Moldova, Republic 

of 

Yes, regularly provided funding 

Monaco No 

Mongolia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Montenegro Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Morocco Yes, regularly provided funding 

Mozambique Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Myanmar No 

Namibia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Nauru No 

Nepal Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Netherlands Yes, regularly provided funding 

New Zealand Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Nicaragua Yes, in relation to campaigns 
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Niger Yes, regularly provided funding 

Nigeria No 

North Macedonia, 

Republic of 

Yes, regularly provided funding 

Norway Yes, regularly provided funding 

Pakistan No 

Palau No 

Panama Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Papua New Guinea Yes, regularly provided funding 

Paraguay Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Peru Yes, regularly provided funding 

Philippines No 

Poland Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Portugal Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Republic of The 

Congo (Brazzaville) 

Yes, regularly provided funding 

Romania Yes, regularly provided funding 

Russian Federation Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Rwanda Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Saint Kitts and Nevis No 

Saint Lucia No 
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Saint Vincent and 

The Grenadines 

Yes, regularly provided funding 

Samoa No data 

San Marino Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Sao Tome and 

Principe 

Yes 

Senegal No 

Serbia Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Seychelles Yes, regularly provided funding 

Sierra Leone No 

Singapore No 

Slovakia Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Slovenia Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Solomon Islands Yes, regularly provided funding 

South Africa Yes, regularly provided funding 

Spain Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Sri Lanka Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Sudan No 

Suriname No 

Sweden Yes, regularly provided funding 

Switzerland No 
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Syrian Arab Republic No data 

Taiwan Yes, regularly provided funding 

Tajikistan Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Tanzania, United 

Republic of 

Yes, regularly provided funding 

Thailand Yes, regularly provided funding 

Timor-Leste Yes, regularly provided funding 

Togo Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Tonga No 

Trinidad and Tobago No 

Tunisia Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Turkey Yes, regularly provided funding 

Turkmenistan Election Code provides that all expenses related to the preparation 

and conduct of elections is covered by the state, but there are 

limited provisions regulating campaign finance.  

Tuvalu No 

Uganda Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

Ukraine Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 

United Kingdom Yes, regularly provided funding 

United States Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Uruguay Yes, regularly provided funding 

Uzbekistan Yes, both regularly provided funding and in relation to campaigns 
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Vanuatu No 

Venezuela Yes, in relation to campaigns 

Yemen Yes, regularly provided funding 

Zambia Yes, regularly provided funding 

Zimbabwe Yes, regularly provided funding 
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