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ABSTRACT 
 

The goal of the ASEAN economies to deepen and widen economic integration 
continues, from the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) to the ASEAN Economic 
Community (AEC).  Recently, the ASEAN has embarked on yet another level of 
integration, this time encompassing the larger East Asia through the Regional 
Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP).  However, the ASEAN continue 
to face challenges that if not addressed, may endanger achieving the goal.  
This paper discussed some of these issues such as the global economic 
slowdown, increasing non-tariff protectionism, trade facilitation becoming a 
barrier to trade, and the need to rationalize and consolidate the various FTAs 
the ASEAN is a member of. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Association of Southeast Asian Nation (ASEAN) has gone a long way since 
its establishment in 1967.  From a simple socio-political-security cooperation, 
it has transformed and grown over the years into an economic cooperation, 
beginning with the establishment of the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) in 
1992  with  the  goal  to  increase  the  region’s  competitive edge as a production 
base for the world market.  Ten years later, the ASEAN embarked to deepen 
and broaden economic integration through the establishment of the ASEAN 
Economic Community (AEC) by 201514.  The AEC is characterized by four 
pillars: single market and production base, highly competitive economic 
region, a region of equitable economic development, and a region fully 

                                                        
13 Paper presented at the 2013International Winter Conference on Business and Economics 
Research organized by the Graduate School of Management, Ritsumeikan Asia Pacific University 
in Beppu, Oita, Japan on January 18-20, 2013.  The author would like to thank Ms. Rosemin 
Laguerta for her assistance in preparing the paper. 
14The AEC is one of the three pillars of an ASEAN Community.  The other pillars include the ASEAN 
Security Community and ASEAN Socio-cultural Community. 
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integrated   into   the   global   economy”   (ASEAN   Blueprint, 2009).  In the last 
ASEAN Summit in November 2012, the ASEAN is yet again aiming for a higher 
level of economic integration but this time, encompassing the larger East Asia 
through the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) involving 
the ASEAN+6 countries. 

Despite the shortcomings and criticisms against the ASEAN, the region 
is considered today the most successful regional trading arrangement among 
developing economies.  Likewise, the ASEAN has played a central role in the 
Asian region starting with the ASEAN+3 initiatives in the aftermath of the 
financial crisis in 1997-1998.  Since then, the ASEAN-based processes 
(ASEAN+1, ASEAN+3, ASEAN+6, ASEAN Regional Forum, etc.) defined the 
evolving architecture of regional cooperation in East Asia (Austria, 2012).  
Through these processes, the ASEAN has drawn increasing attention from the 
US, EU, and other partner dialogues, with the annual ASEAN Summits 
providing a forum for these dialogue partners to also hold their annual 
meetings 

While recognizing the achievements of the ASEAN to date, issues and 
challenges continue to confront the region with the global economy still 
reeling from the after-effects of the 2008 financial crisis and the prospects of 
full recovery still uncertain.  These challenges if not addressed, may endanger 
the goal of achieving the AEC.  The primary objective of this short paper is to 
identify these issues and challenges and offer some suggestions on how best 
the ASEAN could address them.   

The paper is organized as follows.  The various initiatives towards 
achieving the AEC and the milestones and accomplishments are discussed in 
Section 2.  This is followed by a discussion of the challenges facing the region 
in   Section   3   and   the   ASEAN’s   economic   performance   in   Section   4.      The  
summary and conclusion are presented in Section 5. 
 

INITIATIVES AND MILESTONES TOWARDS ACHIEVING AEC 
 
The initiatives towards achieving the AEC build upon earlier initiatives on 
economic integration of the ASEAN region.  These initiatives are listed in the 
AEC Blueprint and the progress of their implementation is monitored through 
the AEC Scorecard. 

The single market and production base is characterized by free flow of 
goods, services, investment, capital and skilled labor.  The major initiative in 
pursuing the free flow of goods is the ASEAN Trade in Goods Agreement 
(ATIGA), which came into effect in 2010.  ATIGA consolidates and streamlines 
all provisions in CEPT-AFTA (Common Effective Preferential Tariff – ASEAN 
Free Trade Area) and other protocols related to trade goods into one single 
legal instrument.  It focuses on tariff, non-tariff barriers, rules of origin, and 
trade facilitation. 

ATIGA calls for zero tariffs on substantially all trade and full elimination 
of non-tariff barriers by 2015 for all member economies.  Intra-ASEAN tariff 
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rate is now 0 percent on 99 percent of tariff lines of the ASEAN-6 and 0-5 
percent on 98.6 percent of tariff lines of the CLMV (Das, 2012). 

On the other hand, achievements to date on NTBs have not matched 
the commitments in the AEC Blueprint (Austria, 2012).  NTBs at the border 
include, among others, import ban, import subsidy, non-automatic licensing, 
new procedures for importation, and technical barriers to trade. On the other 
hand, NTBs beyond the border include, among others, investment measures, 
state-aid measures, and trade-related facilitation measures. 

Trade facilitation is promoted by establishing one-stop online trade 
system through the ASEAN National Single Window (ANSW) and the ASEAN 
Trade Repository (ATR), both targeted to be operational by 2015.  The ANSW, 
which will be a network of NSWs of member economies, aims to facilitate the 
seamless movement of goods across borders through the sharing of pre-
arrival information.  The NSW will allow exporters, importers and traders to 
transact with government agencies through a single internet-based window.  
The ANSW is expected to increase trade efficiency and competitiveness as it 
will expedite customs clearance and reduce transaction time and costs.  To 
date, only Indonesia, Philippines, Singapore and Thailand have implemented 
their NSWs and are now gearing up for interconnection with the ANSW (Das, 
2012). 

On the other hand, the ASEAN Trade Repository (ATR) is an online 
system for accessing trade laws and procedures for all member economies.  
Like the ANSW, it requires the establishment of National Trade Repository 
(NTR).  The ATR and NTR are expected facilitate access to and better 
compliance with regulations; thus, cutting time and cost of trading. 

To   enhance   the   region’s   attractiveness   as   a   single   investment  
destination, the ASEAN Comprehensive Investment Agreement (ACIA) was 
signed in 2009 but came into effect only in March 2012.  The agreement 
builds upon and improves on precursor agreements, the ASEAN Investment 
Area (AIA) and the ASEAN Investment Agreement.  The agreement is expected 
to increase intra-ASEAN investment and encourage greater industrial 
complementation and specialization among the member economies.   
  

THE ASEAN AMIDST THE GLOBAL ECONOMIC SLOWDOWN 
 

The ASEAN member economies have not been spared of the effects of the 
2008 global economic crisis and the 2009 great collapse in international trade.  
This is shown in the decline of the annual real GDP growth rates (Figure 1) and 
the growth rate of exports (Figure 2) and imports (Figure 3).  The recovery in 
2010 was short lived as this was immediately followed by another decline in 
2011.  Nonetheless, the growth of exports and imports to the region by 
individual member economies fared better than their exports to and imports 
from the world (Figure 2 and Figure 3).   

The less developed member economies (Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar 
and Vietnam) depend largely on the region for their exports and imports as 
shown by the large percentage share of the region in their total exports and 
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imports (Figure 4 and Figure 5).  For the ASEAN-5 (Indonesia, Malaysia, 
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand), the region has increasingly become a 
market for their exports and a source of their imports, with the region 
accounting for 15-30 percent of trade and increasing over the years. 

Regional economic integration is shown by the value of intra-ASEAN 
trade, which went up from US$181 billion in 2000 to US$581.5 billion in 2011 
(Figure 6).  Despite the big increase, intra-ASEAN trade represents only an 
average   of   a   quarter   of   the   member   economies’   total   trade   to   the   region  
during the period (Figure 6). While this has been increasing since the early 
years of CEPT-AFTA, intra-ASEAN trade is largely driven by only one product, 
i.e. electrical and electronic equipment and for only one reason, i.e. the role 
of the region in the global production network (GPN) of multinational 
companies from the developed countries (See Austria, 2004 for detailed 
discussion of GPN in the ASEAN).  With inputs sourced from developed 
countries, these are further processed and assembled in developing 
economies where wages are low and the final product is exported back to 
developed  economies.     The  supply  chain  process   is  also  reflected  in  ASEAN’s  
trade with Japan, South Korea, China and recently India (Figure 7).  Exports to 
and imports from these countries together accounted for an average of 30% 
and  35%,  respectively,  of  ASEAN’s  trade. 

FDI inflows to the region registered a sharp fall in 2008 and 2009 due 
to the financial crisis but bounced back in 2010 and 2011 exceeding the pre-
crisis   level  (Table  1).     Nonetheless,  the  region’s  share   in  total   inflows  to  East  
Asia is small compared to China (Figure 8).  Intra-ASEAN FDI accounts for 15% 
of total FDI in the region and mostly coming from the ASEAN-5.  While the 
percentage is small, this has been increasing since the 1990s due to economic 
integration.  Japan (15%) and the European Union (25%) accounted for the 
bulk of FDI while South Korea, Hong Kong and China are increasingly investing 
in the region as well (Austria, 2012).   

The   pattern   of   trade   and   FDI   reflects   the   region’s   role   in   the   global  
supply chain.  But herein lies the risk in this GPN-dependent model of 
economic integration.  As will be discussed in Section 4 of the paper, as the 
developed   countries   suffer   from  economic   slowdown,   indicators   of   ASEAN’s  
economic integration also show a decline. 

 
THE ROAD AHEAD: ISSUES & CHALLENGES 

 
From  AFTA  in  1992  to  AEC  in  2003  and  now  to  RCEP  in  2012,  the  region’s  goal  
to deepen and widen economic integration continues.  Each of these 
landmarks   in  the  region’s  economic  history and development was influenced 
and shaped by the challenges of the time.  AFTA was established initially as a 
cover for political cooperation given the then mounting political-security 
issues of the region.  AEC came in the aftermath of the 1997-1998 financial 
crisis; and now, the RCEP with the 2008-2009 global financial crisis and more.  
This section of the paper discusses the emerging issues and challenges 
confronting economic integration of the region. 
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Global economic slowdown. Economic uncertainties in the US and EU 
threatens the prospects of global economic recovery (UNESCAP 2012; Sala-I-
Martin, et. al., 2012).  The possibility of the USA falling from   a   “fiscal   cliff”  
compounds the global risks. The fiscal cliff refers to the termination of tax cuts 
and reductions in government spending which would have taken effect last 
January 1, 2013 but were delayed for another two months.  Both measures 
are expected to have similar effects as the severe austerity measures in EU 
that eventually led to recession in  the  European  region.    As  the  world’s  largest  
economy, the repercussions of a recession in the US are expected to be 
global. 

The impact of global economic slowdown would be channeled to the 
ASEAN through the global supply chain. Real GDP and the demand for exports 
and  imports  by  ASEAN’s  major  trading  partners  and  sources  of  FDI  continue  to  
be on the downswing (Figure 9, Figure 10 and Figure 11).  And as indicators 
would show, this puts the economic integration of the ASEAN at risk (Table 2).  
The share of electrical and electronic equipment in intra-regional trade has 
been going down.  Intra-regional trade intensity index is also declining15.   

Competition among countries will become fierce as world demand 
goes down.  The challenge facing the region now is how to strengthen its 
position and remain competitive in the international production chain.  The 
Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) 2012-2013, which measures the 
microeconomic and macroeconomic foundations of national competitiveness, 
bears important lessons for the ASEAN16.  Singapore remained second place 
from last year; Malaysia and Indonesia dropped four places; Vietnam dropped 
10 places; Thailand improved one place while the Philippines advanced by 10 
places, one of the countries that registered the most improvements in 2012 
(Table 3).  In general, the biggest shortcomings of the ASEAN economies, 
except of course for Singapore, are in the areas of institutions, infrastructure, 
technological readiness and innovations (Figure 12).  

Achieving AEC by 2015, thus, necessitates improvements on the 
competitiveness of the ASEAN, especially the weaker member economies. 
There is a need to continue with domestic reforms especially with institutions 
and regulatory framework for managing incoming investments and capital and 
channeling them into projects that contribute towards sustainable and 
inclusive economic growth. Likewise, product and market diversification 

                                                        
15The index is the ratio of intra-regional trade share to the share of the region in world trade. An 
index of more than 1 indicates that trade flow within the region is larger than expected given the 
importance of the region in world trade. 
16The Global Competitiveness Index (GCI), prepared annually by the World Economic Forum since 
2005,   is   a   “comprehensive   tool   that   measures   the   microeconomic and macroeconomic 
foundations  of  national  competitiveness”  rated  on  a  scale  between  1  (worst)  and  7  (best)  (Sala-I-
Martin,  et.al.,  2012).    Competitiveness  is  defined  as  “the  set  of  institutions,  policies,  and  factors  
that determine the level of productivity  of  a  country”  (Martin,  et.al,  2012).    GCI  is  composed  of  12  
pillars namely: institutions, infrastructure, macroeconomic environment, health & primary 
education, higher education & training, goods market efficiency, labor market efficiency, financial 
market development, technological readiness, market size, business sophistication and 
innovation.   
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should be pursued aggressively, particularly in non-traditional export markets 
(UNESCAP, 2012). 

Increasing non-tariff protectionism.  While intra-ASEAN tariff rates 
have been progressively reduced over the past two decades, non-tariff 
barriers (NTBs) in the ASEAN region have become a major concern for the 
realization of the AEC by 2015.  The study by Austria (2013) points to a 
number of factors that contributed to the slow progress in the 
implementation of the initiatives to address the NTBs.  These include the 
difficulty in identifying the NTBs from among the non-tariff measures (NTMs) 
as some of the government regulations have evolved over time in response to 
political economy developments in the member economies; development 
divide among the members, thus achieving a consensus to identifying and 
eliminating the NTBs can be a long drawn out process; and supply-side 
capacity constraints. 

Behind-the-border interventions have increasingly emerged as the new 
form of protectionism since the recent global economic crisis (Wermelinger, 
2011). The shifting of growth potentials away from developed countries and 
towards developing countries has generated trade policy measures that are 
discriminatory in nature.  The Global Trade Alert also shows that the ASEAN 
themselves have implemented discriminatory measure during the crisis17.  
Among the member economies, these discriminatory measures are most 
prevalent in Indonesia with 86 measures affecting 492 tariff lines and Vietnam 
with 38 measures affecting 940 tariff lines (Table 4 and Table 5).  At the same 
time, discriminatory measures against exports of the ASEAN economies also 
abound (Table 6). 

Trade facilitation becoming a barrier to trade.  The sustained growth 
and participation of the ASEAN-5 to the regional/global production sharing 
would hinge largely on trade facilitation measures that would make easy and 
less costly the vertical and horizontal operations of these networks in the 
region.  Such measures may include anything from institutional and regulatory 
reform to transport and telecommunication infrastructures, trade procedures, 
logistics services and customs and port efficiency that would allow goods to 
move freely and less costly from the border to the consumers in the domestic 
market (which may include household, firms, and government). Costs 
associated with poor or inadequate trade facilitation measures have been 
found to be substantially higher than those associated with tariffs (WB, 2008; 
Duval and Utoktham, 2011).  Thus, they have become significant barriers to 
trade. 

                                                        
17 The Global Trade Alert is an online database (www.globaltradealert.org) that provides 
information in real time on state measures that are likely to discriminate against commercial 
interests of countries during the current global economic downturn.  The initiative was inspired 
by the pledge of the G20 countries not to initiate any measure that would raise new barriers to 
trade and investment.  While the commitment was done by the G20, the database includes a 
broader set of countries.  State measures include not only tariffs but other trade policy 
instruments and domestic regulations as long as there is discrimination against foreign 
commercial interests. 

http://www.globaltradealert.org/
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The Logistic Performance Index (LPI) shows a wide gap in the trade 
facilitation measures and logistics infrastructure among the ASEAN member 
economies18 (Table 7and Figure 13).  Singapore ranked first among 155 
countries in 2012, one step higher from its second position in 2011.  Except 
for the Philippines and Thailand, all member economies registered 
improvements on their ranks from 2010. 

Nonetheless, while all member economies registered substantial 
improvements in the time and cost for completing trade procedures, the 
logistics gap persists (Table 8).  The performance of individual economies 
pales in comparison with Singapore, which is consistently a logistics top 
performer.  The time for completing trade procedures in Singapore is only 
28% of the average of the region; and the cost of completing trade procedures 
is only 57% of the average of the region. 

Rationalization and consolidation of FTAs. In November 2012, the 
ASEAN+6 (China, Japan, South Korea, India, Australia and New Zealand) 
agreed to launch the negotiations for the Regional Comprehensive Economic 
Partnership (RCEP). The RCEP may serve as a strategy to gain access into the 
bigger intra-regional market, given the uncertainty in world demand for 
exports.  If it succeeds, it will be one of the largest trading blocs in the world.  
The bloc accounts for almost 50 percent of the world population and 28 
percent of the global trade and global GDP (Table 9).  If it succeeds, it would 
deepen and widen regional economic integration in East Asia. 

However, RCEP may pose new challenges for the region.  Each of the 
six economies has bilateral FTAs with the ASEAN and each of these FTAs 
differs in rules and characteristics.  Thus, how to consolidate these complex 
overlapping bilateral FTAs is a great challenge by itself (Menon, 2013).  Will 
the consolidation result to the harmonization of the different FTAs and hence, 
solve   the   “noodle   bowl”   effects?      The   negotiations   may   involve   complex  
processes and consensus may be difficult to arrive at given the different 
stages of economic development of parties involved. 
 

CONCLUSION AND THE WAY FORWARD 
 

The global economic slowdown may pose some risk to the GPN-dependent 
model of economic integration of the ASEAN.  With global demand for exports 
of manufacturing goods declining, intra-ASEAN trade on these same goods is 
also going down.  The recent launch for the negotiation of RCEP may be 
looked at as a strategy to enter the intra-regional market of the bigger region 

                                                        
18 The Logistics Performance Index (LPI) is a multi-dimensional assessment of logistics 
performance, rated on a scale between 1 (worst) and five (best).  The index consists of both 
qualitative and quantitative measures  that  indicate  the  logistics  “friendliness”  of  the  countries  in  
which these global operators operate and with which they trade.  It has six (6) components: (i) 
efficiency of the customs clearance process; (ii) quality of trade and transport-related 
infrastructures; (iii) ease of arranging competitively priced shipments; (iv) competence and quality 
of logistics services; (v) ability to track and trace consignments; and (v) frequency with which 
shipments reach the consignee within the scheduled or expected time. 
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comprising the ASEAN+6.  But unless the AEC is achieved by 2015, it may be 
hard to imagine the negotiation for RCEP moving. 

To sustain economic integration, the ASEAN member economies 
should continue addressing domestic policy reforms that promote efficiency 
and innovation.  Each member economy needs to examine its performance in 
the various pillars of global competitiveness index and logistics performance 
index and address them accordingly.  Unless the supply-side capacity 
constraints (institutions, infrastructures, logistics, regulatory environment, 
etc.) are addressed to meet the requirements of global production sharing, 
full regional economic integration may be at risk. 
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APPENDIX 
 
Figure 1. Annual real GDP growth rates, ASEAN, 2005-2011(%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:  Growth rates are based on GDP at constant 2005 prices  
Source: UNCTADstat (Downloaded 6 January 2013) 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Growth of Exports to the ASEAN and World, by Country, ASEAN, 
2005-2011 (%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  ADB-ARIC Database (Downloaded 22 December 2012 
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Figure 3. Growth of Imports to the ASEAN and World, by Country, ASEAN, 
2005-2011 (%) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  ADB-ARIC Database (Downloaded 22 December 2012) 
 
Figure 4. Share of ASEAN in Country's Total Exports, By Country, 2000-2011 (%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: ADB-ARIC Database (Downloaded 22 December 2012) 
 
Figure 5. Share  of  ASEAN  in  Country’s  Total  Imports,  By  Country,  2000-2011 (%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: ADB-ARIC Database (Downloaded 22 December 2012) 
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Figure 6. Intra-ASEAN trade, 2000-2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: ADB-ARIC Database (Downloaded 22 December 2012) 
 
Figure 7. ASEAN Trade with China, Japan, South Korea and India, 2005-2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\ 
Source: ASB-ARIC Database (Downloaded 22 December 2012) 
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Figure 8. Percentage Share in FDI Inflows in East Asia, 2005-2011 (%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  Author’s  estimates  using  data  from  UNCTADSTAT,  UNCTADSTAT  
(Downloaded 22 December 2012)  

 
Figure 9. Volume growth rates of merchandise exports, quarterly, Q1 2007-Q2 2012 

 

     
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Note: (1) Volume growth rate over corresponding period of previous year; (2) 
The  countries  are  ASEAN’s  major          trading  partners  &  sources  of  FDI. 
Source: UNCTADSTAT (Downloaded 6 January 2013) 
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Figure 10. Volume growth rates of merchandise imports, quarterly, Q1 2005-
Q2 2012

 
Note: (1) Volume growth rate over corresponding period of previous year; (2) 
The  countries  are  ASEAN’s  major          trading  partners  &  sources  of  FDI. 
Source: UNCTADSTAT (Downloaded 6 January 2013) 
 
Figure 11. Annual real GDP growth rates, Selected Countries, 2005-2011 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:  (1) Growth rates are based on GDP at constant 2005 prices; (2) The 
countries  are  ASEAN’s  major  trading  partners  &  sources  of  fDI.  
Source: UNCTADstat (Downloaded 6 January 2013) 
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Figure 12. Global Competitiveness Index, 2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: The Global Competitiveness Report 2012-2013 (World Economic 
Forum) 
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Figure 13. Scorecard, Logistics Performance Index, 2012 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Trade Logistics in the Global Economy 2012 
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Table 1. Amount of FDI Inflows, East Asia, 2005-2011 (million US$) 
  

         Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
 

Indonesia        8,336.0         4,914.0          6,928.0         9,318.0         4,877.4       13,771.0        18,906.0  

 Malaysia        4,065.3         6,060.3          8,594.7         7,172.0         1,453.0         9,103.0        11,966.0  

 Philippines        1,854.0         2,921.0          2,916.0         1,544.0         1,963.0         1,298.0          1,262.0  

 Singapore      18,090.3        36,700.2         46,929.9       11,797.8       24,417.6       48,636.7        64,003.2  

 Thailand        8,066.6         9,501.3         11,359.4         8,454.7         4,854.4         9,733.3          9,572.0  

 ASEAN-6     40,412.2      60,096.7       76,728.0      38,286.5     37,565.4     82,542.0     105,709 

 

         Brunei Darrusalam           289.5            434.0             260.2            330.1           371.4           625.7          1,208.3  

 Cambodia           381.2            483.2             867.3            815.2           539.1           782.6             891.7  

 Laos            27.7            187.4             323.5            227.8           318.6           332.6             450.0  

 Myrnmar           235.8            427.8             714.8            975.6           963.3           450.2             850.0  

 Viet Nam        1,954.0         2,400.0          6,700.0         9,579.0         7,600.0         8,000.0          7,430.0  

 BCLMV       2,888.2        3,932.4         8,865.8      11,927.6       9,792.4     10,191.1       10,830.0  

 

         Total ASEAN     43,300.3      64,029.2       85,593.8      50,214.0     47,357.8     92,733.0     116,539 

 

         China      72,406.0        72,715.0         83,521.0      108,312.0       95,000.0     114,734      123,985 

 South Korea        7,055.4         4,881.2          2,628.4         8,408.9         7,501.0         8,511.2          4,660.9  

 Hong Kong      33,624.7        45,060.3         54,341.1       59,620.5       52,394.0       71,069.5        83,155.6  

 Taiwan        1,625.0         7,424.0          7,769.0         5,432.0         2,805.0         2,492.0         (1,962.0) 

 India        7,621.8        20,327.8         25,505.6       43,406.3       35,595.9       24,159.2        31,554.0  

 

         East Asia   165,633   214,438    259,359   275,393.7   240,654  313,699    357,933 

 
         

 Source: UNCTADStat (Downloaded 22 December 2012) 
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Table 2.  Intra-regional trade indicators, ASEAN, 2005-2011 

Year Intra-ASEAN 
Trade Share (%) 

Intra-regional trade share, 
electrical, electronic equipment 

(%) 

Intra-regional trade 
intensity index 

2005 27.20 52.65 4.652 

2006 27.09 51.96 4.610 

2007 26.93 52.10 4.640 

2008 26.72 48.91 4.549 

2009 25.90 46.60 4.170 

2010 26.34 48.72 3.950 

2011 25.94 46.47 3.881 
Sources:  ADB-ARIC Database; UN UNCOMTrade Database (Downloaded 6 January 
2013) 
 
Table 3. Global Competitiveness Index Ranking, ASEAN Countries, China, South Korea 
and India, 2012-2013 & 2011-2012 

Countries 2011-2012 
(out of 140 countries 

2012-2013 
(out of 144 countries 

Brunei 28 28 
Cambodia 97 85 
Indonesia 46 50 
Malaysia 21 25 
Philippines 75 65 
Singapore 2 2 
Thailand 39 38 
Vietnam 65 75 
   
China 26 29 
South Korea 24 19 
India 56 59 

Source: Global Competitiveness Index, World Economic Forum 
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Table 4. Implemented State Measures by Type, ASEAN-6. 
 Indonesia Malaysia Philippines Singapore Thailand Vietnam 
Total number of 
measures 

86 11 14 10 24 38 

Number of measures 
classified green 

11 3 8 1 10 6 

Number of measures 
classified amber 

24 4 1 2 8 3 

Number of measures 
classified  red 

51 4 5 7 6 29 

Number of tariff lines 
affected by red 
measures  

492 30 5 0 32 940 

Number of sectors 
affected by red 
measures 

40 12 4 1 12 39 

Number of trading 
partners affected by 
red measures 

161 105 11 14 104 149 

Notes:  
Green – indicates the measure is either:  

a. Announced and involves liberalization on a non-discriminatory (i.e. MFN) 
basis; or 

b. The measure has been implemented and is found (upon investigation) not to 
be discriminatory; or 

c. The measure has been implemented, involves no further discrimination, and 
improves  the  transparency  of  a  jurisdiction’s  trade-related policies. 

Red – indicates the measure is implemented and almost certainly discriminates against 
commercial interests 
Amber- indicates the measure is either: 

a. Implemented and may involved discrimination against foreign commercial 
interests; OR 

b. Announced or under consideration and would (if implemented) almost 
certainly involve discrimination against foreign interests. 

Source: www.globaltradealeert.org (Downloaded December 31, 2012) 
 
Table 5. Type of Measures (red and amber), ASEAN Economies  
Measures Indonesia Malaysia Philippines Singapore Thailand Vietnam 
Bail out/state aid 
measure 

/     / 

Competitive 
devaluation 

     / 

Export subsidy  /   / / 
Export taxes or 
restrictions 

/ /   / / 

Import ban / / /    

Import subsidy / /   /  
Investment measure  / / / / / 

Local content 
requirement 

/      

Migration measure / /  /  / 

NTB (not otherwise 
classified) 

/ /   / / 

http://www.globaltradealeert.org(downloaded/
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Other service sector 
measures 

/      

Public procurement /      
Quota /      
SPS /      
State-controlled 
company 

/      

Tariff measure / / /  / / 
TBT /      
Trade defense 
measure 

/  /  /  

Trade finance / /     
Source: Global Trade Alert (Downloaded as of December 31, 2012). 
 
Table 6. No. of  discriminatory measures affecting the ASEAN economies 

Economies Number of red 
measures 

Number of amber 
measures 

Brunei 16 16 
Indonesia 249 111 
Malaysia 260 110 
Philippines 183 86 
Singapore 223 105 
Thailand 338 140 
Cambodia 29 34 
Laos 17 17 
Myanmar 34 20 
Viet Nam 172 97 

Source: Global Trade Alert (Downloaded as of December 31, 2012). 
 
Table 7. Logistic Performance Index Ranking, ASEAN Countries, China, South Korea and 
India, 2010 & 2012. 

 
Countries 

2010 2012 
Rank % of highest performer Rank % of highest performer 

Brunei   - - 
Cambodia 129 44.0 101 50 
Indonesia 75 56.5 59 62.2 
Lao PDR 118 47 109 48 
Malaysia 29 78.4 29 79.8 
Myanmar 133 42.7 129 43.8 
Philippines 44 68.8 52 64.8 
Singapore 2 99.2 1 100.0 
Thailand 35 73.6 38 69.6 
Vietnam 53 63.1 53 64.1 
     
China   26 80.5 
South Korea 23 84.7 21 86.2 

India 47 67.9 46 66.4 

Note: Rank out of 155 countries 
Source: Trade Logistics in the Global Economy 2012. 
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Table 8. Trade facilitation indicators, ASEAN & North-East Asia, 2008 & 2012 

Countries 

Time for completing 
trade 

Procedures(days) 

Cost of completing 
trade procedures 

(2000 constant United 
States dollar) 

Import-
export 

Facilitation 
bias 2010 

 2008 2012 % 
Change 

2008 2012 % 
Change 

Time 
basis 

Cost 
basis 

South East Asia 22 18 -21.1 656 619 -5.5 1 1 
Brunei Darussalam 23 17   562  0.8 1.1 
Cambodia 41 24 -41.5 685 653 -4.7 1.2 1.2 
Indonesia 23 20 -11.1 535 515 -3.9 1.4 1 
Lao PDR 38 26 -31.6 1601 1683 5.1 1 1 
Malaysia 12 10 -17.1 356 337 -5.1 0.7 1 
Myanmar         
Philippines 18 15 -17.1 667 491 -27.4 0.9 1.1 
Singapore 5 5 0.0 341 353 3.7 0.8 1 
Thailand 16 14 -12.9 610 527 -13.6 0.9 1.3 
Vietnam 24 21 -10.6 459 477 4.1 1 1 
 
North-East Asia 

        

China 23 23 0.0 357 472 32.1 1.1 1.1 
Hong Kong, China 6 5 -9.1 457 450 -1.5 1 1 
Republic of Korea 11 7 -33.3 648 537 -17.2 1 1 
Source: APTIR 2012 

Table 9. GDP, Trade and Population, RCEP, 2011 
 

Reporter Total Trade GDP Population 

(million US$) (million US$) (in thousands) 

ASEAN      2,402,042.14          2,161,001.11  598879.638 

Australia         531,204.00          1,521,812.26          22,605.73  

New Zealand           74,400.55             160,322.19            4,414.51  

China      3,642,930.00          7,062,847.93     1,347,565.32  

India         769,763.00          1,944,068.19     1,241,491.96  

Japan      1,679,166.00          5,832,183.50        126,497.24  

South Korea      1,086,898.00          1,115,669.77          48,391.34  

        

Total RCEP    10,186,403.69        19,797,904.95     3,389,845.75  

        

% share in World                  28.10                      28.45                 48.61  

Sources: Author's calculations using the following sources: 

              Population - UNCTADSTAT (downloaded 6 January 2013) 

             GDP - UNCTADSTAT (downloaded 6 January 2013) 

             Total trade - ADB-ARIC (downloaded 6 January 2013) 
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