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Regional Integration in the Pacific

The Pacific region comprises 15 small island states spread over an ocean area the size of Africa. 
As a region it has unique characteristics found nowhere else in the world: small population (9.55 
million, the same as Belgium), a land area of only 560,000 km², spread over 29 million km², an 
extremely wide degree of dispersion. In fact 80% of the land area is accounted for by Papua 
New Guinea and many of the smaller island states have the surface area of small cities in 
Europe. The concept of regional integration is therefore fraught with challenges.

Overall, the Pacific ACP nations are diverse in terms of economic development and natural 
resources but share many human and cultural characteristics, including sport, in particular rugby 
union. Many of the countries share the same ocean resources, such as fisheries and tourism 
potential, but are also exposed to rising sea-levels which impact coastal areas. Regional trade 
remains to be developed due to inadequate transport infrastructure and the distances involved. In 
economic and social terms most Pacific states are highly dependent on their larger neighbours 
Australia and New Zealand.

It is in this context that regional cooperation takes place, with the overarching Pacific Islands 
Forum (PIF) in which the 15 states meet with Australia and New Zealand once a year. The PIF 
Secretariat, which also chairs the Council of Regional Organisations in the Pacific (fourteen 
other regional intergovernmental organisations), implements the RIP on behalf of the Pacific 
ACP States. The PIF was also behind the adoption of the Pacific Plan (2006-2015) which 
defines regional cooperation and integration as

 setting up dialogues or processes between governments
 pooling national services (such as customs, health, education and sport) at regional level
 lowering market barriers

The Pacific Plan contains initiatives to promote development in the region centred round the 
four pillars of economic growth, sustainable development, governance and security. Overall 
there has been some progress in aviation and maritime services, security and 
telecommunications infrastructure, but differences between Pacific ACP economies have made 
it difficult to implement trade agreements and to establish a sound economic infrastructure. 
Many challenges remain.

As regards the EU, it adopted its first "EU Strategy for the Pacific" in 2006 which aims to 
complement the Pacific Plan and focus on enhancing political dialogue, placing greater 
emphasis on regional cooperation and improving aid effectiveness. This strategy underpins the 
terms of the current RSP/RIP.



Overview of the Pacific RSP/RIP

The first RSP/RIP for the Pacific region for 2002-2007 provided €29 million broken down as 
follows:

 Regional integration and trade €9 million
 Human resources development €8 million
 Fisheries €5 million
 Non-focal (existing projects/technical assistance) €7 million

The current RSP/RIP for the 10th EDF is much more ambitious, with €95 million allocated for 
2008-2013 broken down as follows:

 Focal Sector 1 (Regional economic integration) €45 million
 Focal Sector 2 (Sustainable Management of Natural Resources and the Environment)

€40 million
 Non-Focal (non state actors, technical cooperation etc) €10 million

The first two pillars of the Pacific Plan therefore receive 90% of the funding. The other two 
pillars, governance and security, will receive support from structured EU-Pacific ACP dialogue 
and mechanisms such as the Stability Instrument.

Analysis of the Pacific RSP/RIP

The RSP/RIP focal areas are clear priorities set by the region itself and reflect the major needs 
for the region to develop further in a sustainable way. Both focal areas continue the momentum 
achieved through the first RIP in the crucial sectors of economic integration and support for the 
fisheries sector, although human resources development is no longer a specific focal area.

Focal area 1 is spread over four main areas of intervention:
 Economic Integration and Trade (the EPA and other regional trade agreements)
 Support for the private sector (private sector mechanisms, key sectors such as tourism 

and fisheries, promoting entrepreneurship)
 Mechanisms for economic growth (fair trading, competition, consumer protection, 

customs and international standards)
 Human Resources (integrated education programmes and access to technical and 

vocational training).

Many of these sectors are focussed on the implementation of the EPA, despite the fact that only 
Fiji and Papua New Guinea have so far signed up to it.

Focal Area 2 has the following areas of intervention:
 Climate Change and disaster risk reduction
 Sustainable management of marine resources (including fisheries)
 Sustainable management of land resources
 Ecosystems and biodiversity
 Waste and pollution
 Environmental monitoring and information management

These areas are a constructive extension of the scope of the RIP and fully reflect the needs of the 
Pacific ACP states as well as sustainable development priorities.

Finally, the non-focal area provides for technical support for the Pacific Islands Forum as 
regional authorising officer (€3 million) and €4 million for non-state actor activities. The level 
of development of the non-state actor sector in the Pacific region varies enormously and there is 
a clear need for assistance in capacity-building in this area.



Conclusions 

Overall the JPA welcomes the RSP/RIP under the 10th EDF as a positive contribution to the 
economic and social development of the Pacific ACP States. It draws the following conclusions 
for consideration under the mid-term review.

1. The fact that the Pacific EPA has so far only been signed by Papua New Guinea and Fiji calls 
into question the focus in the RIP Focal Area 1 on EPA implementation, since many of the 
States in the region are not yet concerned. There needs to be a clear analysis of the impact of 
this delay in terms of how resources under Focal Area 1 are spent.

2. While there are positive measures in the RIP to promote education and training in the region, 
one of the major concerns is the migration of skilled labour to the USA, Australia and New 
Zealand. Although their remittances are important, most of these professionals are trained at 
high cost to local economies. There needs to be a greater focus in the RIP Focal Area 1 not only 
on providing these skills but on establishing measures to ensure that the Pacific ACP States 
benefit themselves from having their own skilled workforce. The same argument applies to 
Pacific Island sportsmen and women who are recruited by clubs in Australia and New Zealand 
and are then given nationality of those countries in order for them to play for the national side, 
which has a negative impact on Pacific national sides such as Fiji, Samoa and Tonga in the field 
of rugby.

3. The JPA welcomes to detailed focus on developing the fisheries sector but calls for more 
emphasis to be placed on the issue of illegal fishing which has hugely damaging effects on fish 
stocks and the livelihood of local fishermen. Illegal fishing is carried out by vessels from 
countries outside the region that show scant regard or respect for international regulations 
governing exclusive zones or stocks.

4. The JPA is concerned at the lack of parliamentary consultation in the preparations of the 
RSP/RIP, and hopes to encourage this process through its enhanced role of scrutiny over CSPs 
and RSPs. Not only is there a need for greater consultation of national ACP parliaments in the 
creation and implementation of the RIP, but also for capacity-building of parliamentarians and 
their staff in this area.

5. While welcoming the non-focal emphasis on non-state actors the JPA is concerned over 
which recipients will benefit from funding and hopes that proper care will be taken to verify the 
credentials and reputation of those concerned. It also calls for NGOs to be more involved in the 
consultation procedure for the RSP/RIP.

6. The emphasis on climate change and its impact on small island states is welcomed, as is the 
funding to assist in protection against this growing problem. It is important, though, for funding 
not to be diverted to support the growing lobby which pins overall responsibility for climate 
change on industrialised nations and their activities. There is a marked difference between 
combating climate change and using the phenomenon for political ends.

7. Transport infrastructure needs to be a top priority in any regional development activities for 
the Pacific region, since the distances between member states and poor infrastructure hampers 
any progress towards regional trade or the development of tourism and other sectors which 
would enhance growth of benefit to the local population.


