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Abstract: Problem statement: The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEANYisioned an
integrated regional community by the year 2015lofeing the European Union model. However,
unlike the European Community which was formedrajtears of discussion at different levels of
society, institutions and government, ASEAN waseatjuick to conceptualize this initiative, without
seeking the feedbacks for the public. ConsequeABEAN Community initiative has been criticized
for being elitist in its policy formulation processd for the lack of public opinions regarding this
policy. The study examines how people in three AREAountries (Indonesia, Malaysia and
Singapore) view the concept of community buildiegpecially from the perspective of the obstacles
that this initiative is perceived to encounter t& formation.Approach: The study employs public
opinion surveys to gather feedback from respondegarding their opinion of the obstacles towards
the establishment of the ASEAN community by thery@@l5. The surveys conducted in eleven cities
in three ASEAN countries, namely Indonesia (Jakdvtakassar, Medan, Surabaya and Pontianak),
Malaysia (Kuala Lumpur, Penang, Melaka, Johor Badind Kota Kinabalu) and Singapore. The
surveys involved 1256 respondents- 551 from Indiend$1 from Malaysia and 294 from Singapore.
Results: The study reveals several findings; firstly thevltevels of education in several ASEAN
countries have been cited as the main factor thdehs regional integration; secondly there hasitzee
lack of initiative to engage the public regardifgeit opinions on regional integration and thirdly,
issues such as lack of economic competitivenegserikency on develop countries, socio-economic
disparity, differences in legal and political syste and technological divide have scored high
agreements among respondents-as contributory fadt@at would possibly slow down regional
integration initiativesConclusion: The study concludes that ASEAN has remained glitigh least
amount of public participation. As such, it regsirkegitimization from the population which the
regional integration wishes to serve.

Key words: Public perception survey, ASEAN community, ASEANteigration, regionalization,
regionalism, surveys conducted, European Community

INTRODUCTION pillars-the ASEAN Security Community, the ASEAN
Economic Community and the ASEAN Socio-cultural
In 2003, the Bali Concord Il has initiated thetpat Community. It is hoped that these three pillars| wil
for the Association of Southeast Asian Nationsstrengthen regional integration initiatives in tmédst
(ASEAN) to engage in efforts to forge regional of regional and global challenges. It has been gdige
integration among its members and undertake thaoted that the ASEAN Community initiative has been
project to build an integrated regional community b based on the European Union (EU) model of
the year 2015 Declaration of Bali Concord Il, 2003.establishing the European Community. Nevertheless,
ASEAN envisaged to build a community which is ASEAN’s initiative towards regional integration se®
broad minded; living peacefully, steady and prospsy to have taken a different direction, as comparethéo
bounded together in a partnership and in a dynami€U. The EU started off as a political and economic
development in a caring community. The communityunion of 27 European countries. Its roots can aeeil
building initiative is to be supported by ASEANI&ée  from the European Coal and Steel Community and the
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European Economic Community as early as 1958. Thepen-ended questions in three languages (Bahasa
EU came into being after years of consultation atndonesia, Bahasa Malaysia and English), involéng
different levels of society, institutions and gawerent, total of 1256 respondents; 551 from Indonesia, 451
where public opinion surveys were (and still aregdi  from Malaysia and 294 from Singapore. The surveys
to judge public reaction on a variety of issuessolicit feedbacks from respondents residing in ¢hes
concerning this regional organization. cities on their opinion regarding the obstaclesanls

In contrast, ASEAN Community initiative was the establishment of the ASEAN community by 2015.
conceptualized drafted and began to operationalize
within limited time frame. In fact, compared to tBé&, RESULTS
the 2015 target for ASEAN integration appearedéo b
too ambitious. ASEAN policy makers and diplomats  The survey posted 10 suggested obstacles for the
have been accused for hastily pushing through thigstablishment of the ASEAN Community by the year
initiative, especially when a majority of its oveB4  2015. From this list, the respondents were asked to
million population remained almost oblivious of Buc evaluate the items based on three options-defypitel
an initiative. To this date, there were no struetur possibly or definitely not. The feedback from the
public opinion surveys conducted by ASEAN countriessurvey is shown in Table 1.
to gauge the level of acceptance of ASEAN  The definately and possibly options (in Table 1)
Community. ASEAN policy makers have beenpaye peen grouped together to show the total
criticized for their elitist high-handedness and percentage of agreements solicited from the

lackadaisical attitude in soliciting public opingn respondents. Based on the ranking order, item 1
Compared to the EU, ASEAN lacks one of the most%

fund tal is that h b ht about th disparity in levels of education) registered 92%
undamental components that have brought abou greement. Iltems 2-6, also registered high agretenaen
success of other similar regional integration- vahis

. . ._in the range between 82-88%. Iltems 7 and 8 register
the involvement of the general pL.’bI'C' The public 7% agreement, while items 9 and 10 registeredn@4 a
fgg;gfalb?ntggfat?;nth:n(lj(e}pgo(lailglor;;ﬂeizesﬁgiﬁgsis:é()% respectively. There were no items that regidter
o )
public opinions and feedbacks in policy formulagon elow 50% agreement responses. These figures sugges

Failure to do so, some have argued, will render théhat there have been overwhelming agre?me”t.a.‘."““*.' gt
whole initiative futile. In fact major theories of respondents that ASEAN community building initiatv

regional integration, namely the transactionalistp- will face the listed obstacles.
functionalist and democratic theories have mutually
advocated public opinions as integral part of the
regional integration process-the success of such
initiative may very well depend on the public sugpo
(Chong, 2008). The main objective of this artideto
examine the obstacles for the establishment of th
ASEAN community as perceived by the public in three ) i .
ASEAN countries. This study shows that public -€vels of education: A substantial majority of
opinions have not been given enough attention durinf€Spondents have pointed out that low level of
the conceptualizing process of the ASEAN community ducation, unequally access and distribution oéeinal
The study argues that regional integration camdai  OPportunities (Item I, Table 1) in many ASEAN caiex
legitimacy only through public feedbacks and suppor Will pose major challenge to the ASEAN community
Without it, the initiative may possibly run the kief  building initiative. Some 91% of Malaysians, 92% of

DISCUSSION

Eight items that have scored significant agreement
from respondents (as showned in Table 1) will be
gnalyzed and discussed.

being redundant in future. Indonesians and 92% of Singaporeans shared similar
perception-that the lack of education is the mdfitalt
MATERIALSAND METHODS obstacle for ASEAN integration. The high percentage

agreement for this item is perhaps due to the

The study uses public opinion surveys conducted ifknowledge that several ASEAN countries, namely
11 cities in three ASEAN countries, namely Indoaesi Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and Vietnam (the CLVM
(Jakarta, Makassar, Medan, Surabaya and Pontianalpuntries) have high level of illiteracy. For exdmp
Malaysia (Kuala Lumpur, Penang, Melaka, Johor Bahruhe literacy rate in Cambodia and Laos are amogg th
and Kota Kinabalu) and Singapore. Empirical dateewe lowest in the region, with only 76.32 and 72.70% in
solicited through several structured close-ended aneach respective country Education Statistics, 2010.
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Table 1: Perceived Obstacles to the EstablishnighedASEAN Community

Malaysian Indonesian Singaporean The three
Ranks Obstacles Respondents Respondents Respondents countries
1 Low level of education & unequally Definitely: %4 Definitely: 52% Definitely: 46% Definitely: 47%
access and distribution of educational opportesiti Possibly: 47% Possibly: 40% Possibly: 46% Possid%
Total: 91% Total: 92% Total: 92% Total: 92%
2 Lack of competitiveness in economy Definitely%2 Definitely: 31% Definitely: 29% Definitely: 29%
Possibly: 63% Possibly: 54% Possibly: 61% Possit®n
Total: 90% Total: 85% Total: 90% Total: 88%
3 Dependency on the developed Definitely: 42% Diefiyr 40% Definitely: 34% Definitely: 39%
countries, especially for the financing Possidig% Possibly: 44% Possibly: 54% Possibly: 49%
Total: 90% Total: 84% Total: 88% Total: 88%
4 Socio-economic disparity and wide income gap efy: 37% Definitely: 37% Definitely: 35% Defirgty: 36%
between member countries Possibly: 52% Possidi 4 Possibly: 58% Possibly: 51%
Total: 89% Total: 80% Total: 92% Total: 87%
5 Differences in legal and political systems Digdily: 35% Definitely: 36% Definitely: 50% Definitg 40%
Possibly: 52% Possibly: 44% Possibly: 45% Possibyo
Total: 87% Total: 80% Total: 96% Total: 87%
6 Limitation of mastery and creation of technology Definitely: 43% Definitely: 47% Definitely: 33% Digfitely: 41%
Possibly: 46% Possibly: 38% Possibly: 54% Possibbo
Total: 89% Total: 84% Total: 86% Total: 87%
7 High levels of poverty in many member countries Definitely: 31% Definitely: 32% Definitely: 29% Digfitely: 31%
Possibly: 44% Possibly: 38% Possibly: 57% Possibbpo
Total: 75% Total: 70% Total: 87% Total: 77%
8 Internal conflicts, terrorism and insurgencyhe tegion. Definitely: 33% Definitely: 19% Definiye 36% Definitely: 29%
Possibly: 52% Possibly: 42% Possibly: 49% Possitdo
Total: 85% Total: 61% Total: 85% Total: 77%
9 ASEAN economy is dominated by the ethnic Chirgrseip Definitely: 22% Definitely: 22% Definitely:4%6 Definitely: 19%
Possibly: 53% Possibly: 39% Possibly: 44% Possithpo
Total: 75% Total: 61% Total: 58% Total: 64%
10 Ethnics and religious pluralism make it Defilyite22% Definitely: 12% Definitely: 36% Definitely23%
difficult for the region to integrate Possibly:%4 Possibly: 27% Possibly: 39% Possibly: 37%
Total: 66% Total: 39% Total: 75% Total: 60%

The average years of schooling in Cambodia is 5.8ompetitiveness. The World Economic Forum’s 'global
years, Vietham-5.5 years, Loas-4.6 years and 4aBsye competitiveness index’, which compares 121 cousitrie
in Myanmar Human Development Report, 2010 Inin the world Global Competitiveness Report, 2010-
terms of education level of adults, in general only2011, only five out of the ten ASEAN countries had
47.27% of the adult population in the region haveperformed well in this ranking-namely Singaporetia
attended secondary education-out of which Vietnan8rd world rank, Malaysia in the 26th, Brunei
and Cambodia registered the lowest with 31.22 andarussalam in the 28th, Thailand in the 38th and
25.44% respectively. Similarly, tertiary educatibas Indonesia in the 44th world rank. Other ASEAN
not been accesible for many people in the regiomes countries were ranked more than 50-Vietham was at
countries have registered higher figures compaced t59th position, the Philippines at 85th position and
lesser developed countries-for example in Singapor€ambodia was at 109th position. As such, the digpar
and the Philippines more than 24% of the people hath the levels of development among ASEAN countries
attended tertiary school, as compared to only 8.89% and the level of competitiveness of their economies
Indonesia, 4.96% in Vietnam and even 1.40% inmay hamper regional integration initiative, esplgia
Cambodia Education Statistics, 2010. In this regionwhen different member states aspire for different
tertiary education is still a luxury that many abulot  benefits. Shortage of skilled labour, low qualitgda
afford. Understanding ‘regional integration’ invely product standards, undeveloped consumer markets,
some level of abstraction and would require sormaelle inadequate physical and institutional infrastruetand
of intelligence to decipher the conceptions. Ashstice  inadequate intellectual property rights protectjmse
lack of education may hinder a majority the pedple serious challenges in some ASEAN countries.
the region from grasping the benefit of integration

Dependency on the developed countries:
Lack of competitiveness in ASEAN economies. The  'Dependency on the developed countries’ received th
'lack of competitiveness in the economies of mostthird highest agreement among respondents as an
ASEAN countries’ has scored second highest rankingobstacle for regional integration. Some 90% of
with some 90% of Malaysians, 85% of Indonesians andalaysians, 84% of Indonesians and 88% of
90% of Singaporeans agreeing that this factor nesgp Singaporeans agree that dependency on developed
an obstacle for the acheivement of regional intémma  countries, especially for financing the developnemd
ASEAN countries are at different levels of economicbusiness activities will hamper regional integratio
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ambition. The figures from World Development Differences in legal and the political systems:
Indicators and Global Development Finance showedifferences in the legal (including the degree aifvl
that except Brunei Darussalam and Singapore, othenforcement) and political systems (including the
ASEAN countries depended heavily on foreign sourceslegree of democratic practices) received the fifth
for financing-only Singapore and Brunei do not gsss highest agreement among respondents-with 87% of
external long term debts. Five out of ten ASEAN Malaysians, 80% of Indonesians and 96% of
countries relied heavily on foreign financing for Singaporeans agree that the differences in the sagh
development and business (WB, 2010). The long-ternpolitical systems may hamper ASEAN integration.
external debt stocks of Indonesia exceeded USD 12Apart from Thailand, all other countries in Soutstea
billion in 2008, the Philippines US$ 57 billion, Asia were former colonies of one or several Western
Malaysia USD 43 billion, Thailand USD 40 billionéan powers in their recent history. With colonialism,
Vietham USD 22 billion. The condition of the three Western systems of administration and governance
least developed countries of the region (Cambodiawere introduced in the colonies. Since there were
Laos and Myanmar) was even worse as their long-terreeveral colonial powers competing for influencehis
debts exceeded their domestic credit provided lgy thregion, the systems that were eventually adoptethéy
banking sector (WB, 2010). As such, it is fearedtth Southeast Asian countries also differed during {post
over dependency of external economic and financiatolonial period. For example the legal system in
assistance will pose major challenges to regionaMalaysia has an Anglo-Saxon origin and the Indanesi
integration initiatives ASEAN Economic Community legal system originated from the Dutch. As suclg th
Blueprint, 2007. differences in legal traditions will make it diffitt to
harmonize the legislations of the various countries
Socio-economic disparity: ‘Low levels of socio- the region. Attempt towards this direction may esén

ccoromic progress and the we gep between SR, Ses anor ASEN Mo
countries' received the fourth highest agreemerdregn and deeply entrenched in Western colonialism. Many

~Wi 0 1 0,
respondents -with some 89% Malaysians, 80/OASEAN countries have experienced long and

Indonesians and 92% Singaporeans agree that S‘C)Cigc')metimes violent struggle for freedom, while osher

economic  disparity is an obstacle 10 ASEAN go0\req their independence through regional foomati

integration. Except for Singapore and Brunei, otherg,ch as Singapore, which obtained independencegiro
ASEAN countries were still in the lower-medium I&/e  the formation of Malaysia. Due to different originad

of economy and there were wide gaps between tise legistory, the political systems in these countries rather
devoloped and more developed ASEAN countries. Thearied-from limited democracies to military juntass
disparity in terms of socio-economic status wassuch, it would be difficult to harmonize the hetgnous
noticeable between the more developed members amlitical systems to embrace regional integration,at
the less developed countries. For example, the USIDP least to embrace a set of common principles (Seveti
Human Development Index (HDI) for the year 2008,d., 2010; Roberts, 2002; 2004; Collins, 2008; Mopeh
2009 and 2010 had consistently placed most ASEAN» 2011).

countries in the medium level of HDI. With the

. . X . L
exception of.Slngapo.re, Brune! and MalayS|a,- WhIChThe limitation of mastery and creation of technglog
were placed in very high and high HDI categoriés, t received the sixth highest agreement among

other ASEAN countries were positioned in the mediumrespondents—with 89% of Malaysians, 84% of
HDI, with Myanmar in the low HDI. In terms of |ndonesians and 86% of Singaporeans agree that
income per-capita, there was a clear gap in incomémitation in technology is an obstacle to ASEAN
between the top three HDI ASEAN countries and thentegration. Other than Singapore, many countries i
rest- for example in 2008 the per-capita Grossdvali  the region are still backward in technology. Imterof
Income (GNI) for Singaporean and Bruneian were mor&nowledge acquisition and access to technologyethe
than US$ 48,000, a vast different from US$ 2,995 idg’xgrﬁ:ﬁ:r ?r:zp%ri'%gigtr‘]"’e;n gﬁg;](ta”elisn:ansthaenae%ﬁgrnet
Vietnam, US$ 2’.321 in Lao PDR, US$ 2,172 in Caméodi technology are still very low in CLMV countries- in
and US$ 1,596 in Myanmar Human Development Reporbong in Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar less than
2010. However, the disparities in levels of ecomomi 3504 of the people had access to telephone seraius
development were much more pronounced than thRess than 9% used the internet Human Development
disparities in levels of human development. Report, 2010. In terms of export of high-technology
560
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products (as the percentage of total exports),Gi®82 Internal conflicts, terrorism and insurgency: Internal
only Singapore, the Philippines and Malaysia regest  conflicts, terrorism and insurgency in ASEAN coiggr
more than 30% export of such products. The higlrég have been cited as one of the reasons that mayetamp
is because the high-tech industries were mMOre\SEAN regional integration. This factor is ranked a
developed in these countries as a result of foreign per eight out of the list of ten possible obiséor

{/r\‘/\;]eesrte”;im Inggges;upgr?(;tiv\e/iet?\g\r/r?mrrgg;;]tterepdmi(r:]ii(z]&regional integration. The survey showed that 85% of
’ i\ i 0 i 0
technology exports of less than 6% of the totaloete) Malaysians, 85% of Singaporean respondents and 61%

while the Cambodian, Laotian and Burmese economiegf Indonesians con§|d§r the issue to be a pos_S|bIe
registered below 1% (UN, 2008; 2010). While theobstacle for_establlshmg the AS_EAN Community.
diffusion and mastery of technology in the regi@vé Violent conflicts as a result of internal problems,
been weak, the technology creation was even weakefommunal strifes, ethnic conflicts, terorrist aetsd
For example, in the last 10 years, in terms of qtate insurgent activities have proliferated in the regio the
granted to residents annually (per million peoptelly  past two decades. All countries in the region, apsh
Singapore tops the chart in this region with 14@pis. with the exception of Singapore and Brunei have
Indonesia and Vietnam registered only one patent pexperienced some level of violent conflict situatio
million people and none in Brunei Darussalam,According to the Conflict Barometer 2009, there aver
Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar. In addition, for thezg internal conflicts in the region in that yearr@ist
receipts of royalties and license fees (US$) pesq®e  garometer, 2009. Among those were conflicts that

annually in the last 10 years, again Singapore thes ;. olved Muslim extremists in some :
; > parts of Indaages
rank with USD 26.60. The other ASEAN economiesg, vhern  Thailand,  Southern Philippines  and

fared quite badly with Malaysia (region’s secondtpe Myanmar. These complicated conflicts involved

faring at USD 1.67 per person, while the other EIghsystemic ideology issue of primordialism (natiosali

ASEAN countries were below USD1 or even zero (UN, D . o .
2009). and religious issues) and secessionism which was

almost impossible to resolve. Unresolved border
disputes, ethno-religious conflicts and secessionis

Poverty in the region: Poverty ranks number seven in activities in the archipelago may cause seriouseiss
the list of possible obstacles for the formationtloé {5 the regional integration initiative.

ASEAN community. The opinion survey shows that
75% of Malaysians, 70% of Indonesians and 87% of CONCLUSION
Singaporeans agree that poverty is an obstacle to

ASEAN integration. With the exception of Singapore  The public opinion survey revealed that despite th
and BrUnei, in all other ASEAN countries there Wereeuphoria of the po||cy makers regarding the ASEAN
certain level of poverty in their society-marginal  Community, the people the three countries have
some countries and more adverse in others. Incomgdicated that this initiative will face numerous
poverty has been used widely as an reliable indicét  challenges and obstacles. The high agreementsytin ei
ASEAN, whether measured by the national poverty lin gyt of ten obstacles strongly suggests that people
or the international standards of USD1.25 dailpime,  three countries are less likely to support thigaitiive.
some 21.5% of the regional populace were under thasgaN's elitist approach and the lack of considierat
poverty line in 2008. Poverty even exceeded 25% ifq, public opinion has rendered its regional inteigm

five ASEAN countries (Laos 33.5%;_ the Philippines policy unpopular among its people. ASEAN should
32.90%; Myanmar 32%; Cambodia 30.14% andgngage in serious initiative to explain this idead a

Vietham 28.90%). However, if the international g4)icit feedback for the populace.
standard of USD 2 daily income is used, the nunalber
poor population jumped into 42.37% of the whole REFERENCES
population in the region. Based on $2 a day, thegiy
level in five out of ten ASEAN countries exceedbe t Chong, T., 2008. Globalization and Its Counter-ésrc
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48.42% and the Philippines 45.04% (WB, 2010). It is  pp: 416.
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