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Democracy has proven a consistent force for security and sustainable, equitable
development. Democracy should be an integral part, then, of Pacific regional order.
An institution is needed that engages Oceania citizens in their regional polity,
demonstrating the benefits of collective political action in tackling the challenges
confronting the Pacific. Ensuring democratic values are embedded in the Oceania
political order from the outset would produce a transparent, sustainable regional
order (World Bank 1994; Iqbal and Jong-Li You 2001; Gradstein and Milanovic
2002; Dethier and Hafez Coli 1999; Garton-Ash 1998; Dettke 1994; Elman 2000).

This chapter outlines the issues surrounding the creation of an Oceania
Parliament. After considering the rationale for an Oceania Parliament, the European,
Nordic and Caribbean models for a regional parliament are considered, as well as
two previous proposals for a Pacific Parliament. The proposal for the Oceania
Parliament is then put forward, and consideration given to the issues of powers,
voting rights, the level of representation from each country and topics for deliberation.

Oceania democracy

An Oceania Parliament, and the creation of a democratic regional polity, would offer
a number of advantages.

First, if Pacific regional order is to work, Pacific citizens have to feel directly
engaged in their polity, even if that polity is beyond the nation-state. Citizens have to
feel they can influence the Oceania Community’s direction. Supranational
organisations need to have a direct connection with ‘the person on the street’, but
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many citizens currently regard international bodies and their representatives as
overly distant (Kerr 2001; Nordic Council of Ministers 2000). In contrast, a regional
parliament would ensure that the various Oceania Community institutions are publicly
accountable for their actions.

Second, there is the need to address the challenges to democracy in various
Pacific states. Huntington predicted in 1968 that ‘if the social conflicts and problems
facing a society grow but their political institutions prove unable to adapt, the result
may be political instability and even degeneration’ (Huntington 1968; Berman
1997). One of the key problems in the Pacific, especially in Forum island countries,
is that national political institutions are often seen as weak and unresponsive
(Berman 1997). This may be due to a lack of national cohesion (Henningham 1995),
the effects of economic globalisation,1 or the inherent limitations of size. The Pacific
needs new structures, then, to overcome scepticism about the capacity of the
democratic process to produce solutions (Latham 1998). New forms of citizenship
are needed and a vote in a supranational organisation may be part of the answer.

Third, the Oceania Parliament should also play a vital part in ensuring the Oceania
Community successfully reflects the concerns of civil society (Carrington 2000).
Strong democratic political institutions are important for a viable civil society—they
channel conflict, and provide a forum for the oppressed and their representatives
from non-government organisations (Berman 1997). In 2004, Forum Leaders noted
the need to ‘strengthen Forum engagement with civil society…One option could be
for civil society to organise a forum just prior to the Leaders’ meeting’ (Pacific Islands
Forum 2004a: para 12). A regional parliament would be a better mechanism for
increasing engagement.

Some non-government organisations, such as trade unions and business
organisations, have a considerable impact in the domestic sphere. Some, such as
Amnesty International and the World Economic Forum, have a considerable impact
at the global level. The Oceania political order would create a ‘shared space’ where
domestic and international non-government organisations could operate,
simultaneously taking a broader view than is possible at the national level, and a
more intimate view than is possible at the global level. The Oceania Parliament
would give these organisations a forum to channel their concerns, or to seek direct
representation. The environmental movement, for example, has made effective
use of the European Parliament to voice its concerns (Smith 1999). Former New
Zealand Prime Minister and WTO Director-General Mike Moore has compared the
movement toward regional structures to the creation of trade unions in the nineteenth
century: ‘[j]ust as citizens get together on a national basis to elect governments,
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form trade unions, establish consumer and civil rights, we must now move forward
in a quantum jump and think regionally’ (Moore 1982:60).

Fourth, the links between Australia and Forum island countries are currently
largely centred on aid and economic issues. To establish an Oceania community,
this needs to broaden out into social issues and the sharing and merging of cultures.
The Oceania Parliament, as a voice for local concerns and interests, would be a
mechanism to promote substantive cross-cultural dialogue. Perceptions of neo-
colonialism in the Oceania Community would be avoided, too, if Forum island country
representatives shared authority with representatives from richer countries in a
democratically governed regional institution.

Fifth, the Oceania Parliament would have an important role to play in explaining
how some of the Oceania Community’s other mechanisms—such as the common
market, monetary integration and security mechanisms—would affect citizens. As
Edwin Carrington, the CARICOM Secretary-General, exhorted representatives of the
Caribbean Assembly

…you are a vital conduit to the people of this region in whose name we
make decisions. You understand their concerns, you reflect their views
and you take back to your constituencies an understanding of the main
workings and issues of CARICOM and how these affect the daily lives of
people (Carrington 2000).

Finally, the Oceania Parliament would provide a mechanism for constructively
managing frustrations and conflicting points of view. It may be that the Parliament

produces reactionaries who are not in favour of the Oceania Community and will
actively campaign against it. Likewise, Indo-Fijians and Australian Aborigines might
be elected and voice concerns about their respective national governments. Such
input is vital. The Oceania Community must be able to demonstrate the institutional
morality and maturity to deal with difficult issues in non-violent ways.

These potential advantages are beyond what the Pacific Islands Forum is capable
of providing at the present, with its low profile and ministerial delegates. As it currently
functions, the Forum does not provide the political guidance necessary to ensure
the success of the Oceania Community. Nor does it provide a political space for its
citizens. Its meetings take place behind closed doors; it issues Communiqués rather
than resolutions; and it excites little interest among Pacific citizens. Few Pacific
citizens would be aware of the Forum. In contrast, 91 per cent of Nordic citizens are
aware of the Nordic regional parliament (Nordic Council of Ministers 2000). If the
Oceania Community is to promote democracy and win the support of its citizens, a
new structure is needed.
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The European model

The father of European regionalism, Jéan Monnet, was not concerned about popular
opinion. Indeed, he sought to avoid it, and to instead establish and maintain an élite
consensus around the need for economic integration (Holland 1993; Ball 1996).
Democratic participation was not a consideration, and so began the seeds of Europe’s
current democratic deficit.

Even if creating a democratic regional polity has never been at the forefront of
the European integration effort, the European Parliament has nonetheless continued
to evolve. The initial treaty created a Consultative Assembly, with membership drawn
from national parliaments. The first direct elections for the Assembly occurred in
1979, and the Single European Act of 1986 renamed the Assembly the European
Parliament. European citizens have also been granted the right to petition their
Parliament directly, giving them a stake in their governing body.

The Maastricht Treaty granted the European Parliament the power of co-decision
with the Council of Ministers over many of the issues involved in the integration
process (Mancini and Keeling 1994). Two readings of legislation occur, by both the
Parliament and the Council, with the effect being that the ‘assent’ of Parliament is
required to pass new legislation (Cussick 1989). Yet co-decision does not give
Parliament the final say in the legislative process—all legislation must still be approved
by the Council (Raworth 1994). Perhaps the Parliament’s greatest current power is
to refuse to endorse a new European Commission (those who head the European
Union bureaucracy). In mid 1999, the Parliament was able to force the Commission’s
resignation, demonstrating it had at least one powerful mechanism for protest (The
Economist, 27 March 1999; Graff 1999). Thus, the co-decision and endorsement
procedures ensure the European Parliament can make a more substantive
contribution to the European debate.

There has been a healthy tension between the Council of Ministers, the Council
of Heads of Government and the European Assembly-Parliament throughout the
European integration effort. This is understandable—members of the Councils are
responsible to democratically elected national governments, and their constituents
have not always been in favour of transferring more sovereignty to regional
institutions. Nonetheless, the Council of Ministers has arguably been overly zealous
in limiting the powers of the European Parliament through much of its history.

Introducing direct elections from the outset of the integration effort and calling
the Assembly a ‘Parliament’, might have done much to involve the peoples of Europe
in the integration process, and assured them of a voice in their regional polity. Since
this did not occur, the turn-out for elections in many countries has been low (Smith
1995), and election results largely reflect how individual national governments are
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tracking in the political cycle rather than a concern to establish a regional polity
(Smith 1999).

The European model demonstrates that the powers of a regional parliament can
evolve (or not) over time, but it is important to allow citizens a direct role in choosing
their regional representation to ensure their engagement and participation.

The Nordic model

The current powers and functions of the European Parliament are representative of
an advanced model of regional order. The Nordic Council provides an alternative
precedent. The Nordic Council is the apex of cooperation between the Scandinavian
countries. The Council was created in 1952 and was the successor to the more
informal Interparliamentary Union. Perhaps similarly to Pacific countries, ‘the
Scandinavians were not interested in setting up a political union as envisaged by the
early federalist members of the Council of Europe’ (Solem 1977:41). The main
purposes of the Council are to further Nordic unity, by facilitating a regional approach
to problem solving; to ensure Nordic integration has parliamentary oversight; and to
promote political cooperation with ‘strong popular anchorage’ (Nordic Council of
Ministers 2001:8).

In many respects, the Nordic Council has the functions and form of a national
parliament, but not the powers, because its motions perform a normative, but not a
binding, function (Solem 1977). The Council has 87 members, drawn from members
elected by the parliaments of member states, following nomination by their respective
political parties (Nordic Council of Ministers 2001). Delegates from national
parliaments serve a one-year term, and can be re-nominated.

The Council meets annually for 7–10 days, and also arranges theme sessions
for a comprehensive treatment of selected issues (Nordic Council of Ministers 2001).
The Council has five standing committees: the Culture and Education and Training
Committee (specifically designed to promote Nordic community), the Welfare
Committee, the Citizens’ and Consumer Rights Committee, the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee, and the Business and Industry Committee (Nordic
Council of Ministers 2001). These meet several times each year, and are designed
to relate to the committees in members’ domestic parliaments (Nordic Council of
Ministers 2001). The prime ministers of the member states meet frequently
throughout the year to plan the main sessions and to coordinate foreign and security
policy.

A motion at a session of the Nordic Council passes through the familiar legislative
stages: first reading, consideration by a committee, and second reading. Sessions
are open to the public, in contrast with those of the Pacific Islands Forum. The
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Council has extensive follow-up procedures once a motion has been passed—
governments report to the next session on the action they have taken on the motion,
and the Council may continue to raise a matter until satisfied that it has been
resolved. The Nordic Council’s inability to pass binding legislation has not
undermined its effectiveness. Regardless of their status in law, there is considerable
media interest in the Council’s resolutions, and governments are potentially exposed
to parliamentary and interparliamentary criticism (Solem 1977). In a comment with
resonance for the Oceania political order, Solem suggests that

…it could well be that the positive spirit with which the Nordic Council generally
operates is partly caused by the fact that the organisation is not equipped
with what would seem to be the needed supranational authority…the present
careful, step-by-step functional method of cooperation and coordination has
added to its positive spirit (Solem 1977:49).

This coincides with my vision for the Oceania Parliament—its strengths would be in
its profile, powers of persuasion and normative value, but it would not be invested
with the power to override democratically elected national governments.

The CARICOM model

The Assembly of Caribbean Community Parliamentarians was created in 1994, to
ensure the achievement of a viable Caribbean Community (Carrington 2000). Its
goals are ‘to provide a forum for people of the Community to make their views
known through their representatives’ (CARICOM 1989: Article 4b) in order to
stimulate greater public awareness in the regional integration process (Carrington
2000); and to encourage common policies on foreign affairs, and economic, social,
cultural, scientific and legal matters (CARICOM 1989: Article 4).

Each member state has four representatives, and representatives are drawn
from government and opposition members of national parliaments (CARICOM 1989:
Article 3). The Assembly can make recommendations to any CARICOM institution and
adopt resolutions on any matter related to CARICOM’s key treaty (CARICOM 1989:
Article 5). The Assembly may not consider matters that are exclusively within the
domestic jurisdiction of members (CARICOM 1989: Article 5.4). The Assembly’s
resolutions are not legally binding; but its deliberations follow the form of a domestic
parliament (CARICOM 1989: Articles 5.3, 6 and 7) and its resolutions have normative
force. Assembly meetings are meant to occur at least annually, and the Assembly can
establish various committees to advance its work (CARICOM 1989: Article 6, 5).

The Caribbean model usefully demonstrates the commitment of a group of small,
developing states to the ‘democratisation of the regional integration movement’
(CARICOM 2000)—a vital precedent for Pacific states.
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Previous Pacific models

The New Zealand Labour Party first proposed a Pacific Parliament as part of its election
platform in 1969 and 1972 (Moore 1982). In 1979, Jack Ridley, a New Zealand
parliamentarian, developed the first detailed proposals for a South Pacific federation

and parliament; these were further refined in 1989. Ridley argued a federation was
needed ‘to resist a likely economic takeover by Australia, to protect New Zealand’s
national identity, to unify and protect the South Pacific area and to ensure its orderly
development’ (Ridley 1989:13–14). Ridley believed there was ‘a need for executive
authority at the highest level’ and this would not come about ‘without bringing together
the South Pacific nations in an orderly manner’ (Ridley 1989:26). New Zealand was
being ‘swamped’ by Australia, so new structures were needed to enhance New
Zealand’s sovereignty in a wider structure (Ridley 1989:14). It is easy to imagine
Forum island countries empathising with this fear of being swamped.

Mike Moore advocated a Pacific Parliament in 1982, taking up Ridley’s theme:
‘it will be to New Zealand’s advantage to politically dilute what could be economic
dominance from Australia’ (Moore 1982:26). Moore’s model was for a parliament
that would consider any issue of economic, social and political significance to the
region. He believed it would be an improvement, too, on the Pacific Islands Forum,
which represents governments, not parliaments (Moore 1982). Such a parliament
would be ‘an investment in closer economic, political and social relations between
the Pacific Islands, Australia and New Zealand’ and would facilitate better use of
scarce resources (Haas 1982:5).

Moore largely followed the Nordic Council precedent in producing his model for
a Pacific Parliament. He believed that membership of a national parliament should
be a prerequisite for Pacific Parliament membership because it committed each
parliament and each political party. Moore argued that the ‘commitment of the
various political forces to this regional entity is fundamental, otherwise the Pacific
parliament would stay, as far as the people were concerned, a remote club without
accountability to the people, and then not directly accountable to each Parliament’
(Moore 1982:43). Although concerned about accountability to the people, Moore
did not propose direct elections.

Ridley and Moore worked from different assumptions in deciding on the number
of representatives each member of the regional polity should enjoy. Ridley’s 1979
proposal consisted of a federation made up of 62 representatives: five from each
state of Australia and the North and South Islands of New Zealand; three from
Papua New Guinea; two from Fiji, Solomon Islands, Samoa, French Polynesia and
New Caledonia, and one from Vanuatu, Tonga and the Cook Islands (Ridley 1989).
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His 1989 proposal consisted of 49 representatives: 24 from Australia; seven from
New Zealand; five from Papua New Guinea; two from Fiji, Solomon Islands, Samoa
and New Caledonia; and one from Vanuatu, French Polynesia, Tonga, Kiribati and
Cook Islands.

Ridley’s models lead to inconsistencies. If his first proposal were implemented
today, Papua New Guinea, with a similar population to New Zealand, would have
only one-third of the representatives of New Zealand. His second proposal involves
calculations about representation based in part on economic weight (including aid
levels). Ridley’s models basically involve various contortions to justify giving New
Zealand as many seats as possible. In both models, he did not consider the very
smallest nation-states worthy of representation—a precedent unlikely to gain
widespread support among Forum island countries. In contrast, Moore proposed a
model with numbers of representatives for each country based on population size
(Moore 1982:45).

The Oceania Parliament

Voting

The Oceania Parliament should combine features from the European Parliament
and the Nordic Council. Perhaps the most critical question is the method of selection
for the Oceania Parliament’s representatives. There are many possible options for
selecting members. Members could be chosen, for example, by national
governments, or as a delegation of parliamentarians.

The most appropriate course for the Oceania Parliament, however, would be for
citizens of Pacific states to elect their representatives directly. In terms of offering
democratic legitimacy, the European Parliament model currently represents the
best example. Direct election would provide the sense of legitimacy needed to
promote democracy and engage Oceania citizens in the Oceania political order.
Pacific citizens are more likely to trust the institutional integrity of the Oceania
Community if they have a direct influence on its direction.

Direct elections would engage citizens in a way that appointment of delegates by
national governments would not. Unlike Europe, the Pacific obviously consists of a
series of islands. One effect of this, from the largest island to the smallest, is that
citizens have not had to think overly much about their neighbours, a luxury not
enjoyed by the many neighbouring countries in Europe. Direct elections for the Oceania
Parliament would help to change this, increasing media interest and engaging citizens
far more deeply in regional issues.2

This focus on a bigger picture is especially important for Forum island countries.
This is because voting in the Oceania Parliament may, conversely, reinforce national
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identity in the more fragmented Forum island countries. For example, Liloqula has
argued in relation to Solomon Islands that, ‘[i]f our nation is to remain intact, it must
work hard at uniting people for a common cause…At present, this aspect of nation
building is missing’ (Liloqula 2000:14). In countries where national identity and
cohesion are weak (Henningham 1995), participating in a larger body may force
citizens to think about where their interests lie as a country. This may encourage
citizens to greater identification with their home states, and perhaps also encourage
democratic tendencies at the national level.

One problem with the European political order is that each member state
determines different voting rules for electing representatives to the European
Parliament. This is not a useful precedent for the Pacific, since Pacific states have
many different electoral systems, not all of them appropriate. Consider Fiji. Prior to
independence, a European vote was worth considerably more than an indigenous
Fijian vote (Lawson 1991). Under the 1990 Constitution, an indigenous Fijian vote
was worth considerably more than an Indo-Fijian vote, and the vote of a rural, Eastern
indigenous Fijian considerably more than an urban Fijian or rural Western Fijian
(Lawson 1993).

The Oceania political order should therefore improve on the European model by
having uniform electoral procedures across the region for elections to the Oceania
Parliament. The method for electing national representatives to the Oceania
Parliament should be based on the principle ‘one vote, one value’.3 There should be
no discrimination on the basis of gender, ethnicity, race, social status, wealth or
location. To allow such discrimination would be to betray the principles on which the
Oceania Community, and the Oceania Parliament, should be founded. Although
voting procedures for national elections would remain the business of national
governments, these regional standards (combined with the work of the Oceania
Human Rights Commission) may help, over time, to address the Pacific’s current
challenges to democracy.

It follows from these suggested principles that, unlike some Forum island
parliaments, seats would not be set aside for chiefs in the Oceania Parliament.
Chiefs may run for election along with other Pacific citizens, though, and the
Parliament may over time establish various consultative mechanisms with chiefs.

Voting for the Oceania Parliament should be compulsory. The right to vote should
come with the responsibility to engage in the electoral process and the regional
polity. Compulsory voting would also put the pressure on the Oceania Community
and national governments to ensure that citizens have the opportunity to participate
in the regional elections.

To contain costs, the elections for regional candidates could be held concurrently
with national elections, with the successful regional candidates ‘held over’ until the
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relevant term of the Oceania Parliament commences. Over time, too, the cost of
elections should come down with advances in technology.4

Oceania citizenship

A critical issue in holding elections is deciding who is eligible to vote. In Europe, only
those who are citizens of the member states are entitled to vote.  One problem in
Oceania is that Forum island countries often have stringent and complicated means
of determining citizenship. In Vanuatu, for example, applications for citizenship are
considered by a Citizenship Commission. The applicant needs the testimony of two
chiefs and citizenship may be refused on character grounds, if a member of the
commission knows the applicant’s private affairs are not in order (Hassal 1999).
This means that there may be many people who reside in Pacific states but do not
have national citizenship.

 Oceania citizenship should be simpler, and seek to establish a direct relationship
between the Oceania Community and as many citizens within its sphere as possible.
Anyone with the status of a permanent resident in a member state, even if not a
citizen there, would be entitled to vote. National electoral rolls do not list all residents,
but permanent residents could register on a regional roll.

Representation

In the initial phase of the Oceania Parliament, the system of electing national
representatives is to be preferred, so Oceania member states feel a sense of
ownership of the process (the fact that the European Union and the Nordic Council
consist of national representatives has not stopped members forming regional
coalitions along social democrat and conservative party lines) (Nordic Council of
Ministers 2001).

Any method to work out appropriate representation among countries of such
different population sizes will have an element of arbitrariness. I propose

• each member of the Oceania Community, no matter how small, is entitled to
representation in the Oceania Parliament

• a member’s population should guide the amount of representation they enjoy
• members with larger populations should not be granted so many

representatives as to make the size of the Oceania Parliament unworkable.
This means, of course, that representation cannot be in direct proportion to
population. The formula used is as shown in Table 11.1. Thus, in the first phase of
the Oceania Community, representation would be allocated as shown in Table 11.2.

This leads into the issue of length of terms. Nordic Council representatives,
appointed by their respective parliaments, have a term of one year; European
Parliament representatives, directly elected, have a five-year term. The cost of annual
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Table 11.2 Levels of representation in the Oceania Parliament in the first phase
of the Oceania Community

Member Population Representation
(‘000)

Niue 1.65 1
Tuvalu 10.20 1
Nauru 12.10 1
Cook Islands 17.80 1
Palau 20.30 2
Marshall Islands 54.00 2
Kiribati 88.10 2
Tonga 100.00 3
Federated States of Micronesia 112.60 3
Samoa 180.00 3
Vanuatu 200.00 3
Solomon Islands 500.00 4
Fiji 800.00 4
New Zealand 3,900.00 5
Papua New Guinea 5,100.00 6
Australia 19,800.00 10 (soon 15)
Total 51 (soon 56)

Source: Population figures are from Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2004a.
Country Fact Sheets, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra. Figures are for 2002, or nearest
available year.

Table 11.1 Formula for representation in the Oceania Parliament

Population Representation

1–20,000 1
20,001–100,000 2
100,001–500,000 3
500,001–1,000,000 4
1,000,001–5,000,000 5
5,000,001–10,000,000 6
10,000,001–20,000,000 10
20,000,001–50,000,000 15
50,000,001–100,000,000 20
Over 100,000,000 25
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direct elections throughout the Oceania Community cannot be justified, but five
years between elections is too long a period to sustain the necessary sense of direct
involvement and accountability the Oceania Parliament should inspire. A fixed term
of three to four years would be appropriate.

Deliberation

The European Parliament model of year-round deliberations is beyond what is initially
needed for the Oceania Community. The Nordic Council, bearing an element of the
Pacific Way that should resonate with Forum island countries, is the more useful
model, at least in the early stages.

Thus the Oceania Parliament would have an advisory and supervisory role initially—
its value would be normative, coming from publicity and discussion, rather than an
ability to overrule national parliaments or the decisions made by national government
ministers. In the European context, centralists seek binding powers; but, in the
Pacific context, a regional parliament chosen by direct election is a sufficient
beginning, and may evolve over time.

The Nordic Council’s work is grouped around five main areas: culture, education
and training; welfare; citizens’ and consumer rights; the environment; and business
and industry development (Nordic Council of Ministers 2001). At times, the Council
has also considered questions of foreign and security policy and aid assistance. A
similar indicative list for the Oceania Parliament could include trade, particularly
tourism; development, particularly the place of women in traditional societies;
monetary management; the environment; fisheries; legal issues; communications
and technology; regional services (including airlines); and human rights.

Initially, the Oceania Parliament might meet three times a year, for a week or two
at a time, with other work continued in the interim. The Parliament, at least in its
early years, could sit in Australia’s Old Parliament House. Parliamentary committees
and inquiries could be established reflecting each facet of the Oceania Community.
Such select committees could provide a model for sharing regional experience on,
for example, managing public accounts. The Parliament could establish mechanisms
to ensure the proper involvement of civil society in its deliberations, and citizens
could petition the Parliament with their concerns.

The Oceania Parliament would elect a President, who would be a key figure for
promoting the Oceania Parliament within and without the region, and for assisting
with dispute resolution. The Parliament would elect the President with the
understanding that the Presidency would be held by a Forum island country member
of the Parliament at least once every three terms.

The combined effect of these measures would be to establish a viable, dynamic
regional polity, with the potential to promote democracy throughout the Pacific.
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Conclusion

The Maastricht Treaty reaffirms ‘the principles of liberty, democracy and respect for
human rights and fundamental freedoms and the rule of law’.5 To promote these
same values, Pacific states might need to look to establishing political institutions
and structures beyond their borders. An internal focus will not reinvigorate the
faith of citizens in democratic governance and will not forge the social consensus
necessary to preserve the benefits of regional economic integration.

Further, Monnet’s approach to European integration would not work today.
Supranational institutions need to demonstrate institutional integrity from the
outset, and mechanisms for participation. A regional order lacking democratic
legitimacy is less likely to be sustainable, and is certainly more likely to be
controversial. Democratic legitimacy must be a manifest part of a responsive
integration process from the outset. There is a need to increase ‘stakeholdership’,
to involve the public, and not just perceived élites. The Oceania Parliament would
ensure that the Community is seen as having legitimacy and integrity by those it is
meant to serve.

To give effect to these principles, I have proposed that the Oceania Parliament
follow the European Parliament’s system of direct elections, but that its
deliberations should follow the Nordic Council model, where the emphasis is on
normative authority rather than binding legal authority. This will preserve the
legislative powers of democratically elected national governments and ministers.

In terms of representation, I have been guided by Mike Moore’s proposals for a
Pacific Parliament, where the consideration was on population numbers alone,
rather than Jack Ridley’s proposals, which also took into account economic factors.

The Oceania Parliament, particularly if it has direct elections, would engage
the hearts and minds of Oceania citizens and the media, and raise interest in
Oceania issues. It would promote regional democracy and would have the potential
to encourage change in those Pacific states where democracy is challenged.

As absolutely free trade will not commence from year one of the Oceania
Community, so the Oceania Parliament will not be the pinnacle of democracy from
year one. The allocation of legislative power between national and regional bodies
will be a necessary and continuing debate. But the creation of the Oceania
Parliament would signal a commitment to the combined evolution of political and
economic regionalism. The Oceania trade, monetary and political orders would
mutually reinforce each other. With the Oceania Court, the Oceania Parliament
would provide an important normative building block for the Community’s direction.

Deepening the Pacific integration process through the agreements and
institutions needed to promote sustainable economic development, security, the
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rule of law and democracy is vital if the Pacific is to address its challenges. Yet
widening the integration process will also have a critical role in securing prosperity in
the Pacific, and promoting the Community’s dynamism. The Community’s evolution
is the subject of the next chapter.

Notes

1 Reinicke (1997) believes that as globalisation impacts more and more on the internal
sovereignty of nation-states, citizens may feel that the value of their domestic vote is
declining. The power of a domestic vote to shape public policy declines with
globalisation’s impact on internal sovereignty.

2 See Moore (1982) for a discussion of the European Parliament’s influence in this
regard.

3 It is not possible to be strictly faithful to the standard of ‘one vote, one value’ across the
region: vastly different population sizes mean that there is necessarily an element of
arbitrariness in determining the sizes of national delegations to the Oceania Parliament.
But this standard must be applied in each national election for the Oceania Parliament.

4 In twenty years’ time internet or text messaging voting could be a feature of the
Oceania political order, as the rate of internet and mobile telephone penetration in
Forum island countries increases.

5 Preamble, Maastricht Treaty. Available at http://europa.eu.int [accessed 29 May 2002].


