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Abstract: The study investigates attitude, perception, preparedness and aspiration towards the ASEAN
Community among Gen Y public in Malaysia and Thailand. It uses opinion survey method in soliciting
information from 734 Gen Y respondents 374 in Kuala Lumpur and 360 in Bangkolk between July and November
2015. The study showed that Gen Y in Malaysia and Thailand contended that of the ASEAN Community and
its three pillars as highly relevant and beneficial for them individually and their country. Consequently, they
exhibited great support for regional integration. Secondly, it reveals that Gen Y possesses strong sense of
regional identities but they also exhibited strong nationalism sentiments. Thirdly, they perceived lack of proper
understanding and preparation among people for regional integration, unequal education opportumties and
institutional weaknesses and lack of political will in executing regional integration policies as the top three
challenges for the establishment of ASEAN Community. Finally, majority respondents claimed to be prepared
for the ASEAN Community. Tn addition, they aspired for stronger regional integration as in European Union
but with some uniquely Southeast Asian characteristics.
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INTRODUCTION

Emulating the mitial success of European regionalism,
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)
has set its objective to forge further regional integration
among member countries and embarked upon the
ambitious project of creating the ASEAN Community to
be established effectively at the end of 2015. However, in
contrast to Buropean regionalism, the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 1s characterized by 1its
elitist and state-centric and lacked public involvement in
its formation (Acharya, 2003). Thus, there is a huge gap
between the public and the elite in terms of decision
making and the formation of ASEAN Community.

This study 1s intended to bridge the gap by examiming
public opinion in Malaysia and Thailand regarding
regional cooperation and the formation of ASEAN
Community. The ASEAN leaders have set the date for
umplementing the ASEAN Community by the end of 201 5.
As the time goes nearby, there is an wrgent need to know
the opinion of the public regarding national and regional
identities, support and perceived challenges for the
regional tegration at the time of and beyond its
implementation.

Theories of regional integration have shown that
opinions and participation among the public would
determine the success of such efforts (Benny ef al., 2014,
Benny, 2015; Abdullah and Benny, 2013; Moorthy and

Benny, 2012a, b, 2013; Collins, 2008; Lindberg and
Scheingold, 1970; Hewstone, 2011). However, there is no
comprehensive measurement on the support, opirmions, or
consensus of the public on the creation of the ASEAN
Commurnity. There 18 also an absence of studies that have
attempted to capture the voices of the public on an
ASEAN Commurty. This is not to mention the absence
of studies about public aspiration on the forms of each of
the three pillars of ASEAN Community in 2015 namely the
political security community, economic community and
soclo-cultural commurity.

This research investigated aftitudes, perception,
preparedness and aspiration of Gen Y m Malaysia and
Thailand towards the ASEAN Community. More
specifically, the research examined in detail aspects of
perceived relevancy, perceived benefit, perceived impacts
of the ASEAN Community mn the near future and support
for the ASEAN Community; sense of regional identities,
nationalism sentiments and perceived challenges for the
ASEAN Community and preparedness and aspiration for
the ASEAN Community.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In achieving those objectives, the research
employedquantitative opinion survey method in finding
information from respondents mn these target countries.
Before each survey, the UKM research team made some
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visits to our counterparts in Bangkok at Thamassat
University, Chulalongkom Umversity and the University
of Thai Chambers of Commerce for a few series of
discussions.

The study includes eight variables and uses
fourty-two indicators to achieve its objectives. The first
variable perceived relevancy was measured using three
6-scale Likert indicators adapted from the model of Guido
and Abdullah (2011). The second variable perceived
benefit was measured using seven 6-scale Likert
indicators adapted from the model of Benny et al. (201 5a,
b). The third variable support for the ASEAN Community
was measured using 3-6 scale Likert indicators adapted
from the model of Abdullah and Benny (2011). The fourth
variable regional identity sentiment was measured using
two 6-scale Likert ndicators adapted fromthe indicators of
the 2013 Furobarometer surveys (European Commission,
2013a, b) conducted by the TN'S opimon and social at the
request of the European Commission, Directorate-General
for Commumcation.The fifth variable nationalism
sentiment was measured using 5-6-scale Likert indicators
adapted from the model of Benny ef ai. (2015a, b). The
sixth variable challenges for the ASEAN Community was
measured using 9-6-scale Likert ndicators adapted from
the model of Moorthy and Benny (2012b). The seventh
variable preparedness for ASEAN Community was
measured using four6-scale Likert indicators developed
from a few series of Focus Group Discussion conducted
at the National University of Malaysia, Northern Malaysia
University and Thammasat Umversity. Finally, the eighth
variable aspiration for the future of ASEAN Community
was measured using nine 6-scale Likert indicators adapted
from the model of Benny et al. (2015a, b).

To collect survey respondents, enumerators directly
met respondents in public spaces in university’s
campuses (such as cafeterias, libraries or university
corridors) and asked them to fill in the self-administered
questionnaire. In each country, the respondents are
separated to two groups of 180 respondents each. In each
group, the purposive quota sampling design was
determined to include: Gender (male and female 50%) and
Professional education or working background (the
graduate programme that a working youth emrolled 1s
assumed to indicate his/her working background
business, banking and economics (30%); social science,
humanities and law (30%); engmeering, technology and
science (30%); others literature, education, ete. (10%).

Data acquired from the survey were analysed by
statistical techniques. Firstly, univariate statistics are
generated for each indicator. Secondly, statistical
procedures and tests for comparing means of data from
both countries are applied. The study used the univariate
statistics procedures to obtain the descriptive statistical

profile of the variables. Whenever relevant, univariate
data were analyzed by using the univariate analysis
methods such as frequency distribution, percentage,
mode, median and mean To ease the analysis, the
frequency distributions of 6-scale responses were
regrouped into two response-categories. In this sense,
those who disagree to the statement were combined with
those who completely disagree and somewhat disagree.
Additionally, those whoagree to the statement were
combined with those who completely agree and somewhat
agree.

Finally, the study compared the responses from the
two countries. For this purpose, the study used
Independent Sample T Comparative Test to compare
group for significant difference for each data distribution
1n each indicators of the study.

The survey drew samples in capital cities (Kuala
Lumpur in Malaysia and Bangkok in Thailand) in between
July and November 2015. The respondents mvolved
consists of the Gen Y who attend the universities in
leading public umiversities in each city, since it was
logistically impossible (given time and
constraints) to extend the sample to include the general

resource

public. The survey involved a total of 734 respondents,
consisting of 374 respondents in Malaysia and 360
respondents in Thailand. The respondents can be
described as follows:

»  (Gender. balanced between male (49: 48% Malaysia;
49% Thailand) and female (51: 52% Malaysia;
51 Thailand)

» Age of respondents, the study divides respondents
into two groups 18-25 and 26-30. Those between 18
and 25 years old form the majority of respondents in
the two countries (75% in general: 71% Malaysia and
79% Thailand)

» Formal education. In Malaysia, 51% respondents
are Bachelor student, 44% Master, 3% PhD and 2%
diploma. In Thailand, 49% are bachelor, 50% master,
1% PhD and 1% diploma

¢ Occupational background, half of respondents are
students, followed by those working in public sector
(28%), private sector employees (10%), self-employed
(8%0) and other occupation (4%)

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Relevancy, benefits and support for asean community:
The study assume that it 13 important to know of whether
the respondents think that ASEAN Community as
relevant as well as beneficial for them. In addition, it 1s
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also important to know the level of support among the
public for the ASEAN Community and its three
pillars. Perceived relevancy measures the umportance
of APSC, AEC and ASCC to the respondent
mdividually as well as to ther country and its
people.

Relevance of ASEAN Political Security Community
(APSC): Majority respondents (61% in general, 56%
Malaysia and 66% Thailand) stated that APSC is
important for them individually. A larger majority (73% in
general, 72% Malaysia and 74% Thailand) agreed that
APSC 1s mportant for their country and its people.
Independent Sample T Test, the study found that
perceived relevancy in Thailand is significantly higher
than that in Malaysia both for individual (Malaysia Mean
3.56; Thailand 75) or for the country context (Malaysia
Mean 3.86; Thailand 4.04).

Relevance of ASEAN Economic Community (AEC):
Nearly three quarters respondents (75% i general, 70%
in Malaysia and 81% in Thailand) stated that AEC is
important for them individually. A larger majority (83% in
general, 85% 1n Malaysia and 81% in Thailand) agreed
that AEC 1s important for their country and its people.
Independent sample t-test, the study found that perceived
relevancy in Thailand is significantly higher than that in
Malaysia for mdividual (Malaysia Mean 3.96; Thailand
4.23) but there 1s no sigmficant difference for the country
context (Malaysia Mean 4.37; Thailand 4.45).

Relevance of ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community
(ASCC): Majority respondents (60% in general, 56% in
Malaysia and 64% in Thailand) stated that ASCC is
umportant for them individually. A larger majority (71% in
general, 68% 1n Malaysia and 74% in Thailand) agreed
that ASCC 1s mmportant for their country and people.
Independent Sample t-test, the study found that
perceived relevancy in Thailand is significantly higher
than that in Malaysia both for individual (Malaysia Mean
3.54; Thailand 3.79) or for the country context (Malaysia
Mean 3.79; Thailand 4.07).

Perceived benefits Firstly, when asked whether they
perceived that the ASEAN Community (in this case, the
AFC) brings a positive development for the economies of
ASEAN countries, most of respondents (87% in two
countries: 91% in Malaysia and 83% in Thailand) tended
to agree to the statement. The study also revealed that,
tested by mdependent sample t-test, the perception of
benefit in Malaysia (mean = 4.52) is significantly higher
than that in Thailand (mean = 4.32). Further, most of the
respondents tended to agree that the benefits of the AEC
mnclude.

Promote ASEAN as a more compelling investment
destination: The 88% in average: $2% in Malaysia and
83% in Thailand no sigmificant difference m both
countries (mean in Malaysia = 4.55; Thailand = 4.45).

Enhancing the customer base through cross-border
sales: The 87% in average: 90% in Malaysia and 84% in
Thailand) no significant difference in both countries
{(mean in Malaysia = 4.44; Thailand = 4.34).

Contributing to the higher economic growth in their
country: The 84% in average; 90% in Malaysia, 78% in
Thailand perceived benefits is significantly higher in
Malaysia (mean = 4.51) than that Thailand (mean = 4.27).

Facilitating stronger business entities: In their country:
82% 1n average: 89% mn Malaysia and 75% in Thailand
perceived benefits 15 sigmficantly higher m Malaysia
(mean = 4.47)than that in Thailand (mean = 4.15).

Creating more jobs in their country: The 79% i average;
88% in Malaysia, 70% m Thailand-perceived benefits 1s
significantly higher in Malaysia (mean = 4.47) than
Thailand (mean = 4.03).

Encouraging more pan-ASEAN thinking solution on
common issues: Such as ageing population, financial
inclusion, consumer protection: 79% in average: 88% in
Malaysia and 69% i Thailand perceived benefits 1s
significantly higher in Malaysia (mean = 4.42) than that in
Thailand (mean = 3.90).

Narrowing development gap in ASEAN (74% in
average, 85% m Malaysia and 63% in Thailand) perceived
benefits is significantly higher in Malaysia (mean = 4.42)
than that in Thailand (mean = 3.81). Besides economic
benefit, the study also found that the respondents
perceived ASEAN Community (in this case the APSC) will
provide more security and peace to Southeast Asia (71%
in both country: 72% in Malaysia and 71% in Thailand).
Tested using Independent Sample T-Test, the study
found no sigmficant difference between perception in
both countries (mean i1 Malaysia = 3.92; Thailand = 3.97).

Support for the asean community. The study found that
the support for APSC, AEC and ASCC is very high:

Support for the APSC: Three-quarters of respondents in
both countries (75% agree; mean = 4.08) support. There
1sno significant difference in both countries (Malaysia,
75% agree; mean = 4.01; Thailand 75% agree; mean 4.16).

Support for the AEC: The 82% respondents in both
countries (mean = 4.40) support. The test showed
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that support in Malaysia (89% respondents agree;
mean = 4.53) is significantly higher than in Thailand
(74% agree; mean = 4.26).

Support for the ASCC: Nearly three-quarter respondents
in both countries (73% agree; mean = 3.97) support. There
1sno significant difference mn both countries (Malaysia,
73% agree, mean = 3.89; Thailand, 73% agree; mean =
4.04). In conclusion, majority of Gen Y in Malaysia and
Thailand viewed the ASEAN Community and its three
pillars as highly relevant and beneficial for them
mdividually and thewr country. Consequently, they
exhibited great support for ASEAN integration and its
three pillars. The study indicates government roles in
soclalizing the idea of ASEAN Community had influenced
the high level of perceived relevancy, perceived benefits
and support for ASEAN Community. During fieldwork, we
observed how Thailand government hadworked using
massive campaign for introducing the idea of ASEAN
Community to its public and, in fact, has played several
roles in preparing its people. Malaysian government also
has intensively introducing the idea of ASEAN
Commumnity as well as playing a role as the chawr of
ASEAN in the time of its declaration as effectively
established in 2015.

Identities: regional versus nationalism: This study
assumes that the opinion of Gen Y regarding regional
identity and nationalism sentiments need to be examined
because they may influence the attitudes towards ASEAN
Commumty. Regional identity sentiment this study argue
that 1t 1s important to know the extent of how the public
identify themselves with the region as it may indicate the
acceptance among the public on the concept of regional
integration. In specific, this variable reflects the extent of
how the public identify themselves with the region as it
may indicate the acceptance among the public on the
concept of regional integration. Tt examines the sense of
identification with ASEAN by using two indicators: self-
identification as an ASEAN citizen and pride as an
ASEAN citizen. The study found that:

Self-Identification as ASEAN Citizen: About <3-quarters
of respondents in both countries (76% agree; mean = 4.21)
ASEAN
citizen.Comparative test showed that the respondents in
Malaysia (77% agree; mean = 4.23) showed no
significantly different regional identity sense with those
in Thailand (76% agree; mean = 4.18).

agreed that they consider themselves as

Proud to be ASEAN Citizen: A great majority in both
countries (79% agree; mean = 4.20) tended to agree that

they are always proud to be ASEAN citizens. Comparative
test showed that the respondents in Malaysia (82% agree;
mean = 4.33) showed significantly higher sense of
regional identity than those i Thailand (76% agree; mean
= 4.06). Nationalism sentiment may influence attitudes on
regional integration. Most studies under the social
identity approach argue that national identity may go
against regional integration and contend that individuals
who have strong attachments to their national identity
might perceive the unification of member states as a threat
to national identity because it blurs the distinctions
between national communities (Hooghe and Marks, 2005,
Christin and Trechsel, 2002; McLaren, 2007; Shore,
1993; Smith, 1992). Furthermore, a study by Benny ef al.
(2015a, b) conducted in 2010 demonstrates the significant
influence of nationalist sentiments on the attitude to
prioritise ASEAN Economic Community and its three
pillars.

National identity should be more important than regional
identity: About >3-quarters respondents in both
countries (79%; mean = 4.40) agreed. Comparative test
showed that Malaysian respondents (85%; mean = 4.66)
are significantly agreeable than those in Thailand (74%;
mean = 4.13).

Cultural values of our country are better than those in
other ASEAN member states:More than three-quarters
respondents in both countries (76%; mean = 4.26) agreed
to the statement. Comparative test showed that the
agreement among respondents m Malaysia  (84%;
mean = 4.58) are significantly higher than those in
Thailand (69%; mean = 3.94).

Government should try its best not to purchase goods and
services from foreign companies/countries: Majority of
respondents in both countries (58%; mean = 3.63) agreed.
Comparative test showed that the agreement i Malaysia
(71%; mean = 4.18) are sigmficantly lgher than those in
Thailand (45%; mean = 3.07).

Government should protect domestic industries by
creating trade barriers for foreign products: About
two-thirds respondents i both countries (67%; mean
= 3.97) agreed. Comparative test showed that the
agreement in Malaysia (78%; mean = 4.36) are
significantly higher than those in Thailand (56%;
mean = 3.56).

Government should try to control the involvement of
foreign business in every sector of our economy: About
71% respondents in both countries (mean = 4.04)
agreed. Comparative test showed that agreement
among respondents in Malaysia (86%; mean =4.52) are
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Table 1: Ranks of perceived challenges in each country

Two countries (n = 734) Malaysia (n=374)

Thailand (n = 360)

Perceived challenges Mean Perceived challenges Mean Perceived challenges Mean
Lack of proper understanding and 4.54 Socioeconomic disparity 4.71 Lack of proper understanding 4.52
preparation among people for amongst ASEAN member and preparation among people
regional economic ntegration countries regional economic integration for
Unequal educational opportunities 4.54 Differences in legal and 4.65 Unequal educational opportunities 4.49
in ASEAN political systermns amongst in ASEAN

ASEAN member countries
Institutional weaknesses and lack of 4.48 Unequal educational 4.58 Institutional weaknesses and lack 4.43
political will in executing policies opportunitxies in ASEAN of political will in executings policies
in relation to ASEAN integration in relation to ASEAN integration
Differences in legal and political 4.44 Lack of proper understanding 4.57 Difterences in legal andpolitical systems 4.21
systems amongst ASEAN member and preparation among people amongst ASEAN member countries
cotmntries for regional economic integration
Socioeconomic disparity amongst 4.33 Institutional weaknesses and 4.52 Lack of innovation culture in science 4.15
ASEAN member countries lack of political will in executing and technology in most ASEAN

policies in relation to ASEAN member countries

integration
Lack of innovation culture in science 4.33 Lack of innovation culture in 4.50 Low education quality in the 4.11
and technology in most ASEAN member science and technology in most majority of ASEAN member

ASEAN member countries states

countriesS
Insufficient funds for implementing 4.30 Insufficient funds for 4.50 Insufficient funds for implementing 4.09
development plans in ASEAN implementing development development plans in ASEAN
countries plans in ASEAN countries countries
Low education quality in the 4.29 Low education quality in the 4.46 Socioeconomic disparity 3.93
majority of ASEAN member majority of ASEAN member amongst ASEAN member countries
states states
Lack of economic competitiveness 4.10 Lack of econormnic 4.45 Lack of economic competitiveness
in most ASEAN member countries competitiveness in most in most ASEAN member countries 3.73

ASEAN member countries

significantly higher than those in Thailand (56%; mean
3.53). In short, Gen Y respondents showed quite strong
sense of regional identities. However, the respondents
also exhibited quite strong nationalism sentiments. Strong
economic nationalism and the attitude of mamtaiing
economic protectionism among Malaysian public is a
worrying tendency that it go agaimnst and may be
detrimental to regional economic mtegration in ASEAN.

Challenges for asean community: This study argues that
the public perspectives on the perceived challenges for
the construction of regional mtegration need to be
understood from the public perspectives in order to
obtain measures supported by the public. This study,
thus, explored the respondents’ perceived challenges for
establishing the ASEAN Commumty nearing the time of
its establishment at the end of 2015. The indicators were
adapted from the study in ASEAN in 2010 by Moorthy
and Benny (2012b). Table 1 shows the responses of the
Gen Y ranked based on the mean value of their answers to
nine perceived challenges indicators. Table 1 Ranks of
Perceived Challenges in Each Country. Regarding
challenges to the establishment of ASEAN Community,
the study found that lack of proper understanding and
preparation among people for regional integration,
unequal education opportunities and mstitutional
weaknesses and lack of political will in executing regional

integration policies as the top three challenges for the
establishment of ASEAN Commumty. This finding
substantiates that government should play more concrete
steps n socializing and preparing the public as they saw
lack of political will among national government in
executing policies in relation to ASEAN integration.

Preparedness and aspiration for asean community: The
study argues that preparedness among the public should
be examined and their aspiration for the future should be
looked after because true regionalism initiative should be
supported by the public. The finding on preparedness
and aspiration for the ASEAN Community is as follow
preparedness for asean community. The study found that
the majority of Gen Y respondents were quite optimistic
for their preparedness for the ASEAN Commurity.

Preparedness to face more competition from other
ASEAN member countries: Two-thirds respondents in
two countries (66% agree; mean = 3.85) thought that they
are prepared. Comparative test showed that the
preparedness in Malaysia (69% agree;, mean = 3.92) is not
significantly different with that in Thailand (63% agree;
mean = 3.77).

Preparedness to work in other ASEAN countries: More
than two-thirds respondents in two countries (69% agree;
mean = 3.93) claimed that they have sufficient skaills.
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Table. 2: Ranks of aspirations in each country

Two countries (n = 734) Malaysia (n=374)

Thailand (n=360)

Agpiration Mean Aspiration Mean Aspiration Mean
ASEAN Secretariat should be 4.25 ASEAN Secretariat should 4.36 The abolition of passport 4.59
empowered to make decisions be empowered to make requirements when visiting
on certain urgent issues decisions on certain urgent other ASEAN countries

issues
The establishment of the 4.17 The establishment of the ASEAN 4.25 Freedom for ASEAN citizens 4.17
ASEAN Court of Justice to Court of Justice to solve legal to work within ASEAN without
solve legal disputes in ASEAN disputes in ASEAN a working pass or permit
The abolition of passport 4.15 The establishment of ASEAN 417 ASEAN Secretariat should be 4.15

requirements when visiting common time zone

other ASEAN countries

empowered to make decisions
on certain urgent issues

ASEAN Parliament elected 4.08 Each national language of ASEAN 411 ASEAN Parliament elected by 4.08
by the people should be countries is declared as the formal the people should be established
established language in ASEAN
The establishment of ASEAN 4.03 ASEAN Parliament elected by 4.09 The establishment of the ASEAN 4.07
Comimon time zone the people should be established court of justice to solve legal isputes
Each national language of 3.95 The coordination of monetary 4.03 The establishment of ASEAN in
3.88A8EAN countries is declared and fiscal policy ASEAN
as the formal language in ASEAN
commeon time zone
The coordination of monetary 3.81 The establishment of a single 3.90 Each national language of 3.78
and fiscal policy currency ASEAN countries is declared as

formal languages in ASEAN
Freedom for ASEAN citizens 3.74 The abolition of passport 3.73 The coordination of monetary 3.58
to work within ASEAN without requirements when visiting and fiscal policy
a working pass or permit other ASEAN countries
The establishment of a 3.58 Freedom for ASEAN citizens 3.534 The establishment of a single 3.25
single currency to work within ASEAN without currency

a working pass or permit

Comparative test showed that the preparedness among
respeondents in Malaysia (66% agree; mean = 3.90) 1s not
significantly different with that in Thailand (72% agree;
mean = 3.96).

Preparedness to do business in other ASEAN countries:
Majority respondents in two countries (61% agree; mean
= 3.72) claimed that they have sufficient skills and
knowledge. Comparative test showed that the
preparedness among respondents in Malaysia (60%
agree; mean = 3.72) 1s not significantly different with that
in Thailand (61 % agree; mean = 3.72).

Preparedness to communicate in other ASEAN
languages (besides English): Only 45% respondents
(mean = 3.16) are ready to communicate in other ASEAN
languages. Comparative test showed that the
preparedness i Malaysia (45% agree; mean = 3.23) 1s not
significantly different than that in Thailand (46% agree;
mean = 3.10).

Aspiration for the future of ASEAN community: This
variable examines the aspiration among the public for the
future of Southeast Asian regional regionalism. The
indicators were adapted from the study in ASEAN 1n 2010
by Benny et al. (201 5a, b).

A great majority of Gen Y respondents aspired that
ASEAN Commumty should be diected at stronger

integration as in the Furopean Union (77% agree;
mean = 4.16). Comparative test showed that the support
for this aspration in Malaysia (86%; mean = 4.41) 1s
significantly higher than that in Thailand (67%; mean =
3.91). Table 2 ranks of Aspirations in Each Country >Nine
issues were proposed and the agreement of the Gen Y
public on whether the 1ssues are among their aspiration
was sought to project aspiration among the Gen Y public
1in two countries for the AEC beyond 2015. In general, the
respondents showed their strong agreement on most of
the nine aspirations under study. Table 2 shows the
aspration of the Gen Y respondentsranked based on
the mean value of their answers to the indicators. In
brief, the study found that around two-thirds of
respondents claimed to be prepared for the ASEAN
Commumty but they are not ready to communicate in
other ASEAN languages beside English. The finding that
only two-thirds respondents were prepared for the
ASEAN regional mtegration show that govemment
should conduct a greater and more serious effort in
helping the public preparing for ASEAN regional
integration in acquiring the knowledge, skills and picking
up languages of other ASEAN countries. In addition, the
respondents aspired for stronger regional integration as
in European Union but with some unique characteristics
in terms of freedom to work everywhere in ASEAN and
the establishment of single ASEAN currency.

5493



The Soc. Sci., 11 (22): 5488-5495, 2016

CONCLUSION

This opimon study among the Gen Y
respondentsanalysed the data taken by surveying 734
Gen Y respondents (374 m Malaysia and 360 in Thailand).
Firstly, the study discovered that the majority of Gen Y
respondentsin Malaysia and Thailand viewed of the
ASEAN Community and its three pillars as lughly relevant
for them individually and also for their country. Moreover,
they were also able to see the benefits of the ASEAN
Community to them individually as well to their country
and people. Fmally, they exhibited great support for the
ASEAN Commumty and its three pillars APSC, AEC and
ASCC.

Secondly, the study reveals that the Gen Y public had
strong sense of regional identities but they also exhibit
strong nationalism  sentiments. Strong  econormic
nationalism and the attitude of maintaining economic
protectiomsm among Malaysian public 15 a worrying
tendency that it go against regional economic integration
in ASEAN. Regarding challenges to the establishment of
ASEAN Commumnity, the study found that lack of proper
understanding and preparation among people for regional
mtegration, wmequal education opportunities and
institutional weaknesses and lack of political will in
executing regional integration policies as the top three
challenges for the establishment of ASEAN Commurty.
This finding substantiates that government should play
more concrete steps in socializing and preparing the
public as they saw lack of political will among national
government in executing policies m relation to ASEAN
integration.

Finally, the study found that around two-thirds of
respondents claimed to be prepared for the ASEAN
Community but they are not ready to communicate in
other ASEAN languages beside English. In addition, the
respondents aspired for stronger regional integration as
in European Union but with some unique characteristics
i terms of freedom to work everywhere in ASEAN and
the establishment of single ASEAN currency.
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