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Previous chapters have considered the measures needed to deepen the Pacific
integration process to promote the first four goals of regional order successfully.
This chapter discusses the steps needed to widen the integration process to realise
the fifth goal—integration with the wider region.

This chapter first considers the Forum’s current efforts to establish wider relations,
suggesting that a more dynamic approach is needed to address the concerns of
Forum members about being isolated and excluded from other regional groupings
in the Asia Pacific region. A commitment to attracting new members to the Oceania
Community would win the benefits of a larger market and a more secure region, as
well as increasing the Community’s bargaining power within other international
organisations.

Three possible phases in the development of the Oceania Community are
proposed, as well as considering the impact the Community could have in
organisations such as APEC, the World Trade Organization and the United Nations.

The Forum and wider relations

The Forum’s main vehicle for managing relations with non-Forum members is the
Post-Forum Dialogue, created in 1989 to increase the Forum’s international standing
(Tarte 1998).  The Dialogue is held immediately after the Forum Leaders’ meeting,
and involves meetings with senior representatives from select non-Forum
governments. Canada, China, France, Japan, the United Kingdom and the United
States attended the first Dialogue. Since then, the European Union (1991), Korea
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(1995), Malaysia (1997), the Philippines (1999), Indonesia (2001) and India (2002)
have been admitted to the Dialogue process (Australian Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade 2003b). In 1992, the Forum decided to institute a dialogue process
with Taiwan, but these meetings are held in a different location, and participating
Forum countries do not represent ‘the Forum’ as such (Australian Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade 2003b).

A dynamic Community

During the PACER–PICTA negotiations, Forum island country representatives
expressed concern about their isolation and the risks of being left behind. Yet the
Forum’s current emphasis on limiting membership to small Pacific islands, rather
than seeking integration with large Pacific islands such as Indonesia, the Philippines
or Japan, is self-defeating. Tsakaloyannis argues that the European Union’s capacity
to enlarge ‘was the most irrefutable proof of its vitality, openness and dynamism’
(1992:184). Rather than limiting their external relations to dialogue and requests
for aid,1 the Forum should confidently seek out integration with the wider Pacific. A
proactive approach to integration would place current Forum members in the centre
of Pacific integration, addressing a key strategic challenge confronting Forum
members, that of isolation from the nascent Asian regionalism.

Wider integration would further promote sustainable economic development,
through secure access to larger markets. Further, it was argued in the European
context that enlargement was necessary to ensure ‘the lasting peace and stability of
the European continent and neighbouring regions’ (Hama 1996:91). This is equally
valid in the Pacific, because the security of the broader region clearly impacts on
current Forum members, as the operations of terrorists in Indonesia and the
Philippines and the movement for self-determination in West Papua demonstrates.

Thus, promoting the goals of sustainable economic development, security, the
rule of law and democracy in the wider Pacific is as important as promoting them in
the parts of the Pacific covered by the Forum. As well, all current Forum members
need the added negotiating weight that is only possible through regional integration
with bigger states. A larger organisation makes for a more powerful sovereignty:
bringing greater resources to solve the problems of members, as well as winning a
more prominent position in the world.

This, then, is why the Oceania Community needs to be a dynamic organisation,
actively pursuing new members. The European Union provides a useful template in
this regard, with its expansion from six to 25 and possibly more members. Table 12.1
lists the current population and gross domestic product (GDP) of the original six European
Union members. Table 12.2 lists the population and GDP of all current European
Union members, highlighting the difference that wider integration has made.
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Table 12.1 Current population and GDP of countries from the first phase of the
European Union

Population GDP
(‘000) (US$ billion)

Belgium 10,300 246.4
France 59,900 1,438.8
Germany 82,400 1,992.1
Italy 58,100 1,189.0
Luxembourg 500 21.1
Netherlands 16,100 419.6
Total 227,300 5,307.0

Source: Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2004a. Country Fact Sheets,
Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra. Figures are for 2002.

Table 12.2 Population and GDP of countries from phases one to six of the
European Union

Population GDP
(‘000) (US$ billion)

Belgium 10,300 246.4
France 59,900 1,438.8
Germany 82,400 1,992.1
Italy 58,100 1,189.0
Luxembourg 500 21.1
Netherlands 16,100 419.6
Denmark 5,400 172.9
Ireland 3,900 122.2
United Kingdom 60,100 1,564.1
Greece 10,600 132.8
Portugal 10,000 122.2
Spain 40,500 655.7
Austria 8,200 204.7
Finland 5,200 132.0
Sweden 8,900 240.7
Cyprus 700 10.1
Czech Republic 10,200 69.5
Estonia 1,400 6.4
Hungary 10,100 65.8
Latvia 2,400 8.4
Lithuania 3,500 13.9
Malta 400 3.9
Poland 38,200 189.3
Slovak Republic 5,400 24.0
Slovenia 2,000 22.0
Total 454,400 9,067.6

Source: Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2004a. Country Fact Sheets,
Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra. Figures are for 2002.
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Four times as many countries, twice the population and 70 per cent greater GDP
make for a formidable bloc, with considerably more potential to influence
international affairs. Table 12.2 suggests a further point. The combined population
and GDP of the original six members is still considerable. Yet if these countries
recognised the need to pursue a larger market, the security benefits of wider
integration and the advantages of increased bargaining power, how much more
imperative is the need for integration for current Forum members?

The next sections discuss possible phases in the development of the Oceania
Community.

Phase One

In the first phase, the focus would be on transforming the Forum into the Oceania
Community. The Australian Parliamentary Committee (2003), in its proposal for a
Pacific economic and political community, implied that such an organisation could
develop independently of the Pacific Islands Forum. This is always a possibility if a
minority of Forum members or the Forum’s bureaucrats wish to obstruct deeper
and wider integration, but it would be preferable for the Oceania Community to build
on existing Forum institutions and agreements. Any major new international
undertaking will involve vigorous negotiations, but I believe the benefits of integration
outlined in previous chapters should facilitate a constructive approach on the part
of Forum members and officials.

Thus, the Oceania Community should begin life with sixteen members. In addition,
Timor-Leste (East Timor) has already indicated its intention to pursue membership
of the Forum rather than ASEAN. Given its high profile, Timor-Leste would usefully
focus attention on the Oceania Community. Timor-Leste, along with New Caledonia,
has already been granted observer status at the Forum (Australian Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade 2003b).

This first phase should also include membership offers to the United States’ and
French territories in the region. Forum membership has been understood to be
limited to independent or self-governing small Pacific islands. However, the question
should not be whether a territory has full independence or not. Rather, the issue
should be whether potential new members can take on the obligations of Oceania
Community membership and make a meaningful contribution. For example, if a
territory can run an independent trade policy and accept the disciplines of the Oceania
common market then it should be permitted to do so (for this reason, I do not
propose Tokelau, because it is a non-self-governing territory under New Zealand
administration) (see Secretariat of the Pacific Community 2004). These territories
need to be encouraged to join region-building efforts, in preparation for their possible
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independence. The initial modelling for PACER demonstrated, too, that there would
be substantial benefits from including these territories in any regional trade
agreement (Scollay 1998).

Perhaps the most substantive test of the dynamism of the Oceania Community
would be whether, after this first phase, it could continue to expand. But a road map
of sorts is starting to form for phase two.

Phase Two

Former Indonesian President Wahid initiated the idea of a West Pacific Forum, or
Dialogue, in frustration at ASEAN intransigence (‘Forum offers progress for West
Pacific’, The Australian, 9 December 2000). Wahid’s vision was for a Forum covering
Australia, Brunei, Indonesia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines and
Timor-Leste (of course, more than half of these countries are already currently
members or are proposing to join the Pacific Islands Forum). According to Wahid,
Australia was to be Indonesia’s key partner in the Forum, assuming joint responsibility
for promoting development in the region (Callick 2001). Wahid also believed the
West Pacific Forum should complement the Pacific Islands Forum. Indonesian
Foreign Minister Alwi Shihab said the Forum would encompass economic, political,
cultural and social cooperation, and would be a good device for ‘face saving’ and
avoiding misunderstandings (‘A welcome thaw’, The Sydney Morning Herald,  9
December 2000; Garran 2000). The idea survived Wahid’s political demise and the
West Pacific Dialogue commenced in 2002, with a meeting of the relevant foreign
ministers (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 2004b).

Arguably, the members of the West Pacific Dialogue already have enough
mechanisms for dialogue, through APEC and the ASEAN Regional Forum and various
bilateral initiatives. However, a commitment to pursue meaningful integration beyond
what these existing bodies allow would prevent the West Pacific Dialogue from
falling into disuse. An agenda should be developed for regional integration between
the countries of the West Pacific Dialogue and the Oceania Community. Expanding
the Oceania Community to this degree may be a medium-term prospect, but it is a
worthy goal and would invest the West Pacific Dialogue with substance and energy.

Singapore should also be invited to join the Oceania Community during this second
phase. Singapore already has free trade agreements with Australia and New Zealand,
a general commitment to free trade, and has often expressed interest in deeper
integration than its ASEAN partners are willing to pursue (‘Minister says Asia needs its
own EU’, The Australian, 9 September 2001; James 2000). Singapore’s Senior Minister,
Lee Kuan Yew, has previously expressed support for including Australia and New
Zealand in wider regional groupings (Parkinson 2000; Sheridan 2000).
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Phase Three

Beyond Singapore and the countries participating in the West Pacific Dialogue, the
key remaining country is Japan. Ideally, Japan should join the Oceania Community at
the outset. This would reflect Japan’s constructive commitment to the Pacific since
the 1980s, its desire to be seen as a regional leader, and its aid partnership with
Forum island countries.

In 1987, then-Foreign Minister of Japan, Tadashi Kuranari, visited Fiji to announce
an evolution in the relationship between Japan and Forum island countries. Kuranari
declared

…Japan has sought a post-war new deal. It realises that it cannot be
indifferent to the problems facing the Pacific island nations in the region
it belongs to and therefore seeks…to work with them in contributing to
their development (Tarte 1998:1).

Thus, Japan, along with Australia, is now the leading donor to the region (AusAID
2002). Japan has attended the Post-Forum Dialogue since its inception in 1989,
(Tarte 1998) and has previously expressed interest in membership of the Pacific
Community (Tarte 1998) (the Pacific regional organisation, which is focused primarily
on development assistance: it includes all of the smaller Pacific islands, as well as
former and current colonial powers). It has established a Pacific Islands Centre in
Tokyo, to promote trade, investment and tourism between Japan and Forum island
countries, and hosts regular summits of leaders from Japan and Forum members.2 At
the 2003 summit, leaders signed the Okinawa Initiative committing Japan to deeper
engagements in the areas of security, the environment, education, health and trade.3

Since the 1960s, ‘Japanese scholars and business leaders have led debates
about and proposals for a pan Pacific community’ (Tarte 1998:151). Former Japanese
Prime Minister Masayoshi Ohira promoted a ‘Pacific Basin Cooperation Concept’,
because it would

• promote a wider Pacific view
• promote the well-being of the wider region for the prosperity and peace of

participants, but it would also defuse and prevent future political and economic
problems

• prevent sub-regionalism, and the forming of closed shops among South Pacific
and ASEAN countries (Moore 1982).

The key stumbling block to Japan’s initial participation in the Oceania Community,
however, is its reluctance to embrace completely free trade, particularly in its
agricultural sector (see de Brouwer and Warren 2001; Mulgan 2000). Ensuring
more liberal trade in agriculture with Japan would be of interest to most Forum
members, and any free trade agreement with Japan must include a timetable for
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agricultural liberalisation to comply with WTO rules on free trade agreements. Thus,
Japan could not participate in the Oceania common market from the outset. This
situation should change over time, though, through a succession of WTO rounds and
internal pressures within Japan.

Even if full membership for Japan is a longer-term prospect, commencing
discussions with Japan now would inject greater dynamism into Japan–Forum
relations, and to the prospects for the Oceania Community as a whole. A Japanese
report in 2001 on the Australia–Japan relationship, for example, warned that
‘relations between the two countries may be stable, but there is a possibility the
relationship will become one where both are satisfied with maintaining the status
quo, while having no real interest in each other’ (‘Growth with Japan’, The Sydney
Morning Herald, 1 May 2001). Fukui believes that ‘the last time Japan got excited
about Australia was during the formative years of APEC…Japanese politicians and
academics took great interest in Australia’s role in promoting the new regional body’
(Fukui 2001).4 New proposals for integration would ensure ongoing Japanese
interest and engagement in the region. The prospect of Japan joining may also lead
to heightened Forum island country interest in the Oceania Community proposals,
as they would enjoy greater economic benefits from a larger, developed country
participating alongside Australia and New Zealand.

Some countries, such as Japan, may be interested in joining the Oceania
Community, but be unable to make the necessary commitments from the outset. In
these cases, the Oceania Community should develop a form of associate membership
until such countries join the Oceania Community as full members. This would be
similar to the relationship between the European Union and the Central and Eastern
European countries before these countries became full members of the European
Union. Such associate members could sign ‘Closer Economic Partnerships’ with the
Oceania Community to facilitate trade in goods, services and investment.5 Associate
members would not be represented in the Parliament or the Oceania Forum of Heads
of Government, but could participate in a more substantive form of the Post-Forum
Dialogue: discussions with potential Oceania Community members would obviously
be more dynamic and advanced than discussions with those countries whose role is
limited to donating aid. Associate membership would be a vital first step towards fully
integrating Japan and other potential members into the Oceania common market
and Community in the future.

Table 12.3 provides an overview of the countries proposed for phases one to
three of the Oceania Community, while Table 12.4 lists the population and GDP of the
countries proposed for the first phase of the Oceania Community. The combined
population of the Community in its first phase is over 32 million, and its combined
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Table 12.3 Possible phases in the development of the Oceania Community

Phase
1 Australia New Zealand Vanuatu

Cook Islands Niue American Samoa
Timor-Leste Palau French Polynesia
Fed. States of Micronesia Papua New Guinea Guam
Fiji Samoa New Caledonia
Kiribati Solomon Islands Northern Mariana Islands
Marshall Islands Tonga Wallis and Futuna
Nauru Tuvalu

2 Brunei Philippines
Indonesia Singapore

3 Japan

Table 12.4 Current population and GDP of countries proposed for phase one of
the Oceania Community

Population GDP
(‘000) (US$ billion)

Australia 19,800.0 398.69
Cook Islands 17.8 0.08
Timor-Leste 800.0 0.37
Federated States of Micronesia 112.6 0.23
Fiji 800.0 1.60
Kiribati 88.1 0.05
Marshall Islands 54.0 0.01
Nauru 12.1 ..
New Zealand 3,900.0 58.20
Niue 1.7 ..
Palau 20.3 0.12
Papua New Guinea 5,100.0 2.90
Samoa 180.0 0.28
Solomon Islands 500.0 0.24
Tonga 100.0 0.14
Tuvalu 10.2 0.01
Vanuatu 200.0 0.21
American Samoa* 70.3 0.50
French Polynesia 245.4 3.90
Guam* 163.9 3.20
New Caledonia 200.0 2.70
Northern Mariana Islands* 80.0 0.90
Wallis and Futuna* 15.7 0.03

Total 32,473.0 474.36

Source: Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2004a. Country Fact Sheets,
Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra. Figures are for 2002, or nearest year.  The source for
figures for countries marked with an asterisk is Central Intelligence Agency, 2004. The World
Factbook, Central Intelligence Agency, Washington, DC.
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GDP is US$474 billion. Table 12.5 lists the same criteria for the countries that have
been proposed for phases one to three of the Community.

Thus, if all these countries became members, the potential population of the
Community (based on today’s figures) is 461 million, and its combined GDP is over
US$4,800 billion. In population, the Oceania Community would be similar to the
European Union, though its GDP is only a little over half that of the European Union.
Nonetheless, such a Community would have considerable negotiating weight.

Table 12.5 Current population and GDP of countries proposed for phases one
to three of the Oceania Community

Population GDP
(‘000) (US$billion)

Australia 19,800.0 398.69
Cook Islands 17.8 0.08
Timor-Leste 800.0 0.37
Federated States of Micronesia 112.6 0.23
Fiji 800.0 1.60
Kiribati  88.1 0.05
Marshall Islands 54.0 0.01
Nauru 12.1 ..
New Zealand 3,900.0 58.20
Niue 1.7 ..
Palau 20.3 0.12
Papua New Guinea 5,100.0 2.90
Samoa 180.0 0.28
Solomon Islands 500.0 0.24
Tonga 100.0 0.14
Tuvalu 10.2 0.01
Vanuatu 200.0 0.21
American Samoa* 70.3 0.50
French Polynesia 245.4 3.90
Guam* 163.9 3.20
New Caledonia 200.0 2.70
Northern Mariana Islands* 80.0 0.90
Wallis and Futuna* 15.7 0.03
Brunei 340.8 4.00
Indonesia 214,200.0 173.30
Philippines 83,000.0 77.90
Singapore 4,200.0 87.00
Japan 126,900.0 3,986.30

Total 461,112.9 4,802.86

Source: Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2004a. Country Fact Sheets,
Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra. Figures are for 2002, or nearest year.  The source for
figures for countries marked with an asterisk is Central Intelligence Agency, 2004. The World
Factbook, Central Intelligence Agency, Washington, DC.
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These are, of course, long-term plans. Yet the European Union, with its expansion
from six to 25 to possibly more members, demonstrates what can be achieved
when guided by a clear strategic vision from the outset. Baldwin, for example, has
advanced a domino theory of regional integration, arguing the initial formation of a
bloc will increase the willingness of outsiders to join (Andriamananjara and Schiff
1998; Baldwin 1993).6 What is needed in the Pacific context is the initial strategic
vision, and the ongoing commitment to realising it.

The Community and APEC

APEC was created in 1989, following a proposal from Australian Prime Minister Bob
Hawke (Evans and Grant 1995). It involves meetings of heads of government,
ministers and senior officials. APEC’s main goals are to promote business facilitation,
technical cooperation and trade liberalisation (Australian Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade 2004c). Its headline achievement in this third area is the Bogor
Declaration (1994), a non-binding commitment by members to work towards free
and open trade and investment in the Asia Pacific by 2010 for developed economies,
and by 2020 for developing economies.7

Having the leaders of all the APEC countries meet annually is useful for international
diplomacy, as the APEC Leaders’ Meeting in 1999 demonstrated when the great
powers of the region settled on an approach to Timor-Leste (Ravenhill 2000). On
current indications, APEC is an effective mechanism for dialogue and trade facilitation,
and for maintaining some normative pressure for trade liberalisation.8

However, initial hopes that APEC would develop into a European Union-type body
were misplaced (see Watson 2002).9 European Union-style integration depends on
legally binding commitments. Yet the APEC Secretariat states that ‘APEC is the only
intergovernmental grouping in the world operating on the basis of non-binding
commitments’ (APEC 2004:1), a curious boast. Further, ‘unlike the WTO or other
multilateral trade bodies, APEC has no treaty obligations required of its
participants…commitments are undertaken on a voluntary basis’ (APEC 2004). The
inclusion of the United States, important for security reasons, meant that APEC
would always be limited to shallow integration. APEC’s initial membership—Australia,
Brunei, Canada, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand, the Philippines,
the United States, Singapore and Thailand—already made it too large and diverse for
deep integration. Since then, Chile, China, Hong Kong, Mexico, Papua New Guinea,
Peru, Russia, Taiwan and Vietnam have also joined.10

The problem for Forum members is that they are currently not engaged in, nor
creating, an organisation that answers the question of ‘what next?’ after APEC’s
shallow integration. The contrast with other APEC members, and their efforts to
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pursue deeper integration in addition to the APEC process, is marked. ASEAN is
pursuing the ASEAN Free Trade Area, as well as attempting to develop more
substantive cooperation with China, Japan and Korea through the ‘ASEAN Plus Three’
initiative; the United States, Mexico, Chile and Peru are pursuing their Free Trade
Area of the Americas; Russia pursues its Commonwealth of Independent States
with former Soviet republics.11 While others are moving forward, it seems naïve for
Forum members to be relying solely on APEC for integration with the region.

I suggest Forum members view APEC as a feeder organisation for those states
that wish to pursue deeper integration through the Oceania Community. This would
be analogous to the relationship between the Council of Europe and the European
Union. The Council of Europe is a wider body, covering some 45 countries. Its chief
achievement is its human rights jurisprudence, but it is also a mechanism for dialogue
on other issues, such as social cohesion, education, culture and the environment.
Its role continues to be important because it covers a wider membership than the
European Union—in the same way, arguably, that APEC is currently important for
involving most Asia Pacific countries in dialogue. Both the Council of Europe and
APEC are useful organisations for states to establish the initial processes of dialogue
and cooperation before committing to greater integration.

Forum members need to create and promote the Oceania Community to other
APEC members as a dynamic, attractive organisation, with sufficient sovereignty to
deliver substantive outcomes for aspiring members. The Community needs to position
itself as the logical next step countries can take when they wish for more than APEC
can provide. Such a situation would bring greater focus to APEC, but would also
increase the chances of the Community integrating with the wider region.

The Community and the world

From its first phase on, members of the Oceania Community should use the organisation
to achieve benefits in global institutions. This is important as a means of addressing
the power imbalances that Forum members, particularly Forum island countries, suffer
in their international relations. Andriamananjara and Schiff argue that

…because of their weak bargaining power and high fixed costs of negotiation,

microstates are at a severe disadvantage in dealing with the rest of the
world. They do not have the human and physical resources to unilaterally

conduct the various bilateral and multilateral negotiations a developing

nation typically conducts (Andriamananjara and Schiff 1998:i).

They suggest two key advantages of regional integration to address these issues—
reduced negotiating costs and increased bargaining power in dealing with the rest of
the world, in part through increased market power. They further suggest that
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integration between developing countries may also attract more aid, because the
donor community can ‘deal with the group as one entity rather than deal individually
with each single country’ (Andriamananjara and Schiff 1998:4).

CARICOM again provides a useful model in this regard. Integration was ‘intended
to equip the region, an English-speaking enclave in a largely Spanish-speaking area,
with a more powerful voice and presence to defend its interests in international
affairs’ (a situation not dissimilar to the position of the Forum in the wider Asia Pacific)
(Andriamananjara and Schiff 1998:28). Andriamananjara and Schiff believe that by
pursuing regional integration, CARICOM countries have ‘succeeded in making their
voices heard on a variety of issues in a way none of them could have done alone’
(Andriamananjara and Schiff 1998:i). CARICOM has been particularly active in

• negotiating preferential access to the European and North American markets
• obtaining more aid
• winning a heightened profile for the Caribbean in multilateral institutions, to

voice the concerns of CARICOM members on economic, environmental and
security issues (Andriamananjara and Schiff 1998; Byron 1994).

By trading support, CARICOM countries have also succeeded in having their nationals
elected to leadership positions such as the Commonwealth Secretary-General and
ACP Secretary-General (the group of developing countries that negotiates with the
European Union on trade access and aid) (Andriamananjara and Schiff 1998).

Other regional organisations have also found benefit in developing common
positions. The Nordic Council, for example, has found regional cooperation assists in
‘achieving influence at the international level while at the same time safeguarding
national interests’ (Nordic Council of Ministers 2001:8). In the European Union context,
the Single European Act of 1986 emphasises the ‘responsibility upon Europe to aim
at speaking ever increasingly with one voice and to act with consistency and solidarity
in order more effectively to protect its common interests and independence’ (Single
European Act, Preamble; see also Article 30.2d). The European Union’s common
commercial policy makes it the world’s largest trade bloc (see European Commission
1999; Fontaine 1995). Thus, along with the United States, it is one of the two major
players in the WTO. Its bargaining power gives it the ability to demand new liberalisation
of other WTO members whilst maintaining protection of its own market, in a way that
would be unachievable for any individual European Union member.12  Although
individual European Union members maintain their own aid programs, the size of the
European Union’s common aid program gives it considerable scope to exercise soft
power among the world’s developing countries. 13  Notwithstanding the
encouragements in the Maastricht Treaty, the European Union does not yet have a
common foreign policy, as its divisions over the 2003 war in Iraq demonstrated.14
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This, however, should not disguise the fact that European Union members work to
develop common positions on many UN issues (see Brückner 1990).

Thus, the Oceania Community should develop joint positions in international
fora, and support each other in having representatives elected to international
bodies.15 This has advantages for Forum island countries. As is apparent from the
CARICOM experience, Forum island countries would collectively have a more
powerful voice in international settings through the Oceania Community than any
individual member would enjoy. In 1999, the Deputy Prime Minister of Vanuatu,
Willie Jimmy Tapaga Rarua, said

[t]here is a growing conviction among Forum island countries that regional
economic integration will form a sounder basis for the negotiation and
promotion of regional interests in multilateral trade fora. This is not to
mention that such a collective grouping would simultaneously act as a
vehicle, which ensures that our voices are heard clearly and in a more
acceptable fashion at international meetings (Rarua 1999:3).

This would avoid the situation that occurred at the first APEC meeting—the Pacific
Islands Forum was invited to send an observer, but no individual Forum island
countries were invited (South Pacific Policy Review Group 1990).

Yet larger members such as Australia and New Zealand would also enjoy
advantages through the exercise of a wider sovereignty. New Zealand’s Ministry of
Foreign Affairs states

[t]he total number of Pacific states in the UN (including Australia and New
Zealand) now numbers 14...their support in multilateral organisations is
often of key importance in achieving our objectives. We cannot take this
support for granted, but we can continue to develop a tradition of partnership
and of shared interests which are likely to be conducive to securing this
support when it is required (New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Trade 2001).

Thus, all Forum members would benefit from developing common positions in the
United Nations. However, Australia and New Zealand are currently hamstrung in the
United Nations by their membership of the Western European and Others electoral
group. Appendix 4 suggests various UN reforms to address this situation and further
promote the interests of the Oceania Community.

The Oceania Community could also work to develop common positions among
members in the WTO. Even if the Oceania Community does not have the weight of
the European Union in its first phase, the Uruguay Round of global trade negotiations
presents a good example of coalition-building among less powerful nations. Australia
established the Cairns Group of 17 agricultural trading nations, which became the
third force in the trade negotiations behind the European Union and the United
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States (Keating 2000; Evans and Grant 1995). The group succeeded in having
agriculture included in GATT negotiations for the first time, resulting in a significant
reduction in the barriers to trade in agricultural products (Keating 2000; Evans and
Grant 1995). Since the WTO operates on a consensus-basis, a committed bloc of
countries can do a great deal to advance their mutual interests.

Conclusion

This chapter has considered the steps that should be taken to widen the Pacific
integration process, suggesting that ultimately the South Pacific, West Pacific and
North Pacific integration processes should be merged. Widening the integration
process would signal the dynamism and confidence of the Oceania Community, as
well as winning the benefits of larger markets, a more secure region, and a greater
presence in international fora such as APEC, the WTO and the United Nations. If fully
realised, the Oceania Community would be promoting a secure and prosperous
region for some 460 million people.

In terms of the impact of these proposals on the single undertaking treaty, there
should be a provision stating that a majority of Community members can approve
the accession of a new member, provided the new member can meet the terms of
the treaty. The treaty would also express the desirability of members working together
in other international fora.

It may be that the Oceania Community does not evolve in the way proposed
here; or that some other Asia Pacific structure evolves where members finally
embrace binding legal commitments, and the Oceania Community becomes a sub-
set of this wider structure. The Oceania Community would still be a worthwhile
initiative if it successfully promoted the first four goals of sustainable economic
development, security, the rule of law and democracy among the current 16 members
of the Pacific Islands Forum. The Nordic Council, for example, is a vibrant, active
regional grouping, even though three of its members belong to the wider European
Union.

Yet, for as long as other regional groupings in the Asia Pacific exclude Forum
members, the Oceania Community should pursue a dynamic agenda designed to
attract new members, so that the Community comes to cover more and more of the
Pacific. Thus, the fifth goal of Pacific regional order—integration with the wider region—
will remain a vital one for the foreseeable future.
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Notes
1 See the Sixteenth to Eighteenth Forum Communiqués (South Pacific Forum 1986–

88), where the emphasis is on establishing ‘a dialogue with Japan with a view to
obtaining further assistance’. See also Tarte (1998).

2 This is the Pacific Islands Leaders Summit (PALM), held every three years.
3 The security initiatives, for example, will include efforts to reduce regional tensions,

combat terrorism and address internal instability, through the collection of small arms,
infrastructure rebuilding, vocational training for ex-combatants and involuntarily
displaced people, and law enforcement programs (Australian Parliamentary Committee
2003).

4 Shanahan suggests that ‘Japan wants Australia to be more active in the region, less
hesitant and to take a longer-term view. Specifically, the Japanese want Australia to put
more effort into making existing groups, particularly APEC, more effective and to
enliven the Australian-Japanese relationship’ (Shanahan 2002).

5 To comply with the WTO rules on free trade agreements, such partnership agreements
could not contain schedules for liberalisation.

6 In addition to the European Union, Baldwin cites the example of integration between
Argentine and Brazil, which Uruguay and Paraguay then wanted to join; and integration
between the United States and Canada, which Mexico joined (and this latter arrangement
may yet become the Free Trade Area of the Americas). Dent refers to ‘the magnetic pull’
of the European Union. He believes countries are motivated to join the European Union
to win: improved access to European Union markets; membership of the world’s largest
trading bloc; the opportunity to directly influence European Union policy and law; and
economic assistance. This latter factor is further discussed in Dent (1997).

7 Beeson questions how politically realistic this scenario is: ‘for ten years—and two US
electoral cycles—the “developing nations” [particularly China] will have free access to
the markets of the US without the necessity or the guarantee of immediate or even
eventual reciprocity…in the event of this fairly unlikely scenario being realised, there is
no guarantee that such exemplary conduct will be repaid as none of the APEC
commitments are binding or subject to sanctions in the event of non-compliance’
(Beeson 1995:11).

8 Even APEC proponents have noted that reductions in trade barriers by APEC members
‘are principally a result of individual APEC member economies choosing, through both
multilateral trade negotiations and unilateral action, to liberalise their trade and
investment regimes’ (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 2000:14). A
former chair of the APEC Eminent Persons Group admitted that there was ‘no hard
evidence to date that any APEC country has taken additional liberalisation steps solely
due to APEC’ (Ravenhill 2000:323).

9 ASEAN and other participants made it clear that APEC was not to develop into a
negotiating forum, and that any agreements would be informal: there would be no
legally binding commitments. Further, APEC’s ideal of ‘open regionalism’, whereby
reductions in trade barriers by APEC members are passed on to all WTO members, is a
distinct contrast to European Union-style integration (Elek 1996b; Rudner 1995).
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10 Notwithstanding this membership, the APEC Ministerial Statement on Membership
(1997) suggests that APEC ‘will remain limited in size both on account of its Asia
Pacific character and because of the need for the group to remain manageable and
effective’.

11 Given such developments, Ravenhill’s description of APEC ‘as a trans-regional rather
than a regional body’ seems apt (Ravenhill 2000:329).

12 Through much of the Doha Round, for example, the European Union demanded the
negotiation of new rules on competition and investment, whilst resisting the reduction
of its agricultural subsidies.

13 As discussed in Chapter Three, the impetus for a free trade agreement among Forum
island countries came about because of the dictate of the distant but powerful European
Union.

14 Article I(B) of the Maastricht Treaty encourages ‘the implementation of a common
foreign and security policy including the eventual framing of a common defence policy’.
Available at http://europa.eu.int [accessed 29 May 2002].

15 Already, Forum Communiqués do occasionally note support for Forum nationals’
campaigns in efforts to win, for example, a place on the UN Security Council, or the
position of President of UN General Assembly.


