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Abstract. As organizations increasingly operate across multiple juris-
dictions, navigating diverse data protection frameworks has become a
critical challenge. This paper presents a systematic comparative analysis
of three major privacy regulations: the EU’s General Data Protection
Regulation (GDPR), Thailand’s Personal Data Protection Act (PDPA),
and Indonesia’s Personal Data Protection Law (UU-PDP). Using a stan-
dardized privacy objectives taxonomy encompassing transparency, in-
tervenability, manageability, confidentiality, and unlinkability, we map
and compare regulatory priorities and technical prescriptiveness across
these jurisdictions. Our analysis reveals a distinct spectrum of regulatory
approaches: the GDPR establishes a highly prescriptive baseline with de-
tailed technical specifications for data subject rights, breach notification
timelines, and security controls; Thailand’s PDPA demonstrates sub-
stantial GDPR alignment in principles while adopting a more flexible,
principle-based regulatory structure; and Indonesia’s UU-PDP empha-
sizes governance-oriented compliance with unique sovereignty-driven re-
quirements including mandatory data classification, explicit destruction
procedures, and accelerated breach notification timelines. Building on
these findings, we propose a novel Compliance Superset Model that en-
ables efficient tri-jurisdictional compliance through GDPR-baseline im-
plementation augmented with targeted Indonesia-specific enhancements.
This strategic framework transforms fragmented multi-framework com-
pliance from managing three parallel systems into a streamlined dual-
layer approach, reducing implementation complexity while ensuring com-
prehensive coverage across European and ASEAN regulatory landscapes.
Our work provides both theoretical insights into comparative privacy
regulation and practical guidance for organizations navigating cross-
jurisdictional compliance challenges.

1 Introduction

Following rising concerns about data collection and cross-border data flows, a
vast majority of countries have enacted comprehensive privacy legislation to
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ensure citizens maintain control of their personal data. The European Union’s
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) has come into force in 2018, es-
tablishing a baseline that has influenced privacy frameworks worldwide [9]. Fol-
lowing this trend, Thailand enacted its Personal Data Protection Act (PDPA)
in 2019 (effective 2022), applying to all organizations processing personal data
in Thailand and extending to foreign entities that offer services to or monitor
individuals in Thailand [6]. Indonesia ratified its Personal Data Protection Law
(UU-PDP) in 2022 (effective 2024), with a strong focus on organizational control
and explicit consent [5I8]. These regulations oblige organizations to tailor pri-
vacy aspects into their technical architectures. Failure to comply with the rules
on privacy could lead to a financial burden caused by penalties and fines and
result in the loss of sensitive data and reputation.

While these frameworks share conceptual foundations—emphasizing individ-
ual rights, transparency, and organizational accountability—their technical imple-
mentations exhibit significant variation. Organizations operating across jurisdic-
tions face a critical challenge in translating diverse and sometimes divergent legal
mandates into coherent technical implementations [L0[3]. This challenge is par-
ticularly acute for multinational enterprises and digital service providers whose
operations span European, Southeast Asian, and other markets.

Previous research has demonstrated methodologies for systematically ex-
tracting technical requirements from individual privacy regulations [49]. How-
ever, comparative analysis across jurisdictions remains limited. While studies
have compared high-level principles [7ITT], there exists a gap in understanding
how privacy objectives translate to different levels of technical specificity across
regulatory frameworks. For instance, while GDPR, PDPA, and UU-PDP all man-
date intervenability (enabling data subject control), they differ substantially in
prescribing specific implementation timelines, data formats, and technical mech-
anisms. Due to the nature of legal language and diverse regulatory approaches,
these differences can overwhelm organizations when having to digest them in the
compliance process.

In this paper, we aim to bridge the gap for cross-jurisdictional privacy com-
pliance by providing a systematic comparative analysis of GDPR, Thailand’s
PDPA, and Indonesia’s UU-PDP. We map legal requirements to a standardized
taxonomy of eight privacy objectives [I], enabling quantitative and qualitative
comparison of regulatory priorities and technical prescriptiveness across juris-
dictions. We address three key questions: (1) How do these regulations differ in
their emphasis on specific privacy objectives? (2) What is the spectrum of tech-
nical prescriptiveness versus principle-based regulation across these frameworks?
(3) Can organizations achieve efficient cross-jurisdictional compliance through a
unified technical approach?

We argue that a systematic, objective-based approach would support orga-
nizations in moving from fragmented, jurisdiction-specific compliance toward
coherent implementations that provide coverage across regulatory boundaries.
While prior research has analyzed individual frameworks in isolation—Ringmann
et al. [9] extracted 74 technical requirements from GDPR, Herwanto et al. [4]
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identified 183 legal criteria from Indonesia’s UU-PDP, and Bumpenboon [2] ex-
amined Thailand’s PDPA from a European privacy law perspective—no study
has systematically compared these frameworks using a unified privacy objec-
tives taxonomy. This paper addresses that gap by providing the first cross-
jurisdictional comparative analysis across European and Southeast Asian pri-
vacy frameworks, and proposes a novel Compliance Superset Model that trans-
forms fragmented multi-framework compliance into a streamlined dual-layer ap-
proach. Our findings demonstrate that organizations can achieve efficient multi-
jurisdictional compliance through GDPR-baseline implementations with selec-
tive jurisdiction-specific enhancements, providing practical implications for pri-
vacy engineering practice.

2 Methodology

This comparative study builds upon previous systematic analyses of Indonesia’s
UU-PDP [4] and the EU GDPR [9], which employed privacy-oriented adapta-
tions of the KORA (Konkretisierung Rechtlicher Anforderungen) methodology
to extract technical requirements from legal texts. For Thailand’s PDPA, we
rely on Bumpenboon’s [2] secondary legal analysis, which provides a structured
examination of PDPA provisions from a European privacy law perspective. This
analytical foundation, while not employing identical extraction methodologies,
enables meaningful cross-jurisdictional comparison through its systematic cov-
erage of PDPA’s core provisions, legal bases, and data subject rights.

Our comparative analysis proceeds through three methodological steps. First,
we identify regulatory requirements from each source: direct legal criteria from
GDPR [9] and UU-PDP [4] analyses, and structured legal observations from
the PDPA secondary analysis [2]. Second, we normalize these requirements by
mapping them to the eight privacy objectives taxonomy [1]: (1) Transparency—
clear visibility of privacy practices; (2) Intervenability—user control over personal
data; (3) Manageability—handling privacy risks and organizational obligations;
(4) Confidentiality—protection against unauthorized access; (5) Unlinkability—
preventing action correlation; (6) Anonymity, (7) Plausible Deniability, and (8)
Undetectability. Third, we synthesize findings through qualitative comparison of
regulatory emphases and technical prescriptiveness across jurisdictions.

We acknowledge a methodological limitation: while GDPR and UU-PDP
analyses derive from direct legal text extraction using consistent KORA-based
frameworks, the PDPA analysis relies on secondary scholarly interpretation. This
difference affects the granularity of quantitative comparison but does not pre-
clude meaningful qualitative insights regarding regulatory emphases and techni-
cal prescriptiveness.

Our comparative analysis examines three key dimensions: (1) Regulatory
Coverage-the breadth and depth of privacy objectives addressed in each frame-
work; (2) Technical Specificity—the level of prescriptiveness in regulatory lan-
guage, distinguishing between principle-based provisions (describing desired out-
comes) and rule-based provisions (specifying technical implementation details);
and (3) Implementation Requirements—the operational complexity implied
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by regulatory requirements, including timeline specifications, technical standards
referenced, and organizational control mechanisms mandated.

3 Results: Comparative Analysis of Privacy Objectives
Our systematic analysis reveals significant variation in how the three regula-
tory frameworks prioritize and operationalize privacy objectives. Indonesia’s
UU-PDP demonstrates notable emphasis on transparency, manageability, and
intervenability, with less emphasis on confidentiality and unlinkability [4]. The
GDPR employs a different categorization scheme [9], making direct quantitative
comparison challenging: however, comparative insights emerge from qualitative
analysis of regulatory emphases across specific privacy objectives.

3.1 Transparency: Disclosure and Notice Requirements
Transparency emerges as a critical objective across regulatory frameworks, though
with varying emphasis and technical prescriptiveness.

Indonesia. The UU-PDP places significant emphasis on transparency, with
Articles 5, 21, and 27 mandating clear communication about data processing
activities, controller identities, and processing purposes [4]. The law emphasizes
explicit notification requirements but provides limited technical specification for
implementation mechanisms.

GDPR. The GDPR demonstrates high prescriptiveness through Articles
5(1)(a), 12-14, and 30 [9], mandating concise privacy notices in plain language,
machine-readable standardized icons, comprehensive Records of Processing Ac-
tivities (ROPA), and Data Protection Impact Assessments (DPIA) for high-risk
processing (Art. 35).

Thailand. In Bumpenboon [2], Thailand’s PDPA embeds transparency as a
fundamental principle aligned with international data protection norms, requir-
ing data controllers to disclose clear and relevant information to data subjects
about personal data processing. Specifically, requires the provision of a privacy
notice that outlines the purpose of processing, categories of personal data, legal
basis, retention period, and rights of the data subject before or at the time of
collection (Section 23). For indirectly obtained data, controllers must provide
equivalent information without undue delay (Section 23). Additional provisions
governing lawful bases and limits on use further strengthen transparency by en-
suring that personal data processing remains consistent with disclosed purposes
and subject expectations (Sections 24-25). Bumpenboon highlights that while
the PDPA’s transparency obligations are influenced by GDPR principles, the
Thai law adopts a more principle-based framework that affords implementers
some flexibility in disclosure practices.

Comparative Insights. The GDPR provides the most detailed technical
specifications for transparency, including specific content requirements, format
expectations (e.g., machine-readable icons), and comprehensive documentation
obligations. Thailand’s PDPA focuses primarily on informing data subjects of
purposes and rights at the point of data collection, without consistently requiring
detailed disclosures such as retention criteria, profiling logic, or ongoing updates
throughout the data lifecycle. Indonesia’s emphasis on transparency exceeds typ-
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ical regulatory focus, potentially reflecting cultural values around explicit com-
munication and disclosure. Organizations implementing GDPR~compliant trans-
parency mechanisms (layered notices, standardized icons, comprehensive ROPA)
will substantially exceed baseline requirements in other jurisdictions.

3.2 Intervenability: Data Subject Rights and Control
Intervenability—enabling data subjects to exercise control over their personal
data—represents a critical compliance area with significant variation in technical
requirements.

Indonesia. The UU-PDP establishes a broad set of data subject rights
through Articles 6, 7, and 11, covering access, correction, deletion, and restric-
tion of processing [4]. Article 5(1)(d) requires controllers to ensure personal data
accuracy, mandating processes for identifying and rectifying erroneous data. The
law emphasizes availability of these rights but provides limited guidance on re-
sponse timeframes or technical implementation mechanisms.

GDPR. The GDPR mandates extensive technical infrastructure through
Articles 15-21 [9]. Required capabilities include direct data access with filter-
ing, automated rectification and erasure with propagation to processors, data
portability in machine-readable formats with direct transmission capability, pro-
cessing restriction mechanisms, and manual intervention for automated decision-
making. Article 12(3) establishes one-month response timelines, extendable to
three months with justification.

Thailand. Thailand’s PDPA establishes intervenability by granting data
subjects a set of enforceable rights that enable them to access, influence, and
control the processing of their personal data. The PDPA provides data subjects
with the right to access and obtain copies of personal data (Section 30), request
rectification of inaccurate or incomplete data (Section 31), and demand erasure
or anonymization when data are unlawfully processed or no longer necessary
(Section 33). In addition, data subjects may request restriction of processing
under specific conditions (Section 34) and object to certain processing activities,
particularly those based on legitimate interests (Section 32).

The Act further enhances user control through the right to data portability
(Section 36), allowing individuals to receive and transmit their personal data
in a usable format where technically feasible. Complementing these rights, the
PDPA ensures that consent can be withdrawn at any time without affecting the
lawfulness of prior processing, reinforcing continuous control over personal data
use (Section 19). Controllers are required to respond to rights requests within
statutory timeframes and may refuse requests only on legally defined grounds,
ensuring procedural enforceability (Sections 30-36).

Overall, the PDPA’s intervenability framework reflects a GDPR-aligned rights-
based approach, empowering data subjects with meaningful mechanisms to in-
tervene in data processing. However, compared to the GDPR, the PDPA adopts
a less granular and more principle-based structure, particularly with respect to
automated decision-making safeguards, resulting in a balanced but compara-
tively flexible model of individual data control.
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Gap Analysis. The GDPR imposes significantly more technical infrastruc-
ture requirements compared to Indonesia’s framework. Key GDPR specifica-
tions absent or implicit in UU-PDP include: machine-readable export formats,
API-based data portability, automated propagation of erasure requests to down-
stream processors, and explicit technical mechanisms for restriction of process-
ing. Organizations achieving GDPR compliance through thorough data subject
rights infrastructure will considerably exceed Indonesia’s baseline requirements.
While Thailand’s PDPA adopts a less granular, principle-based structure to allow
regulatory flexibility, it leaves notable gaps in specifying response timelines and
in requiring disclosure of automated decision-making and profiling. Compared
to the GDPR, the right to access under the PDPA remains largely conceptual,
with limited procedural detail regarding scope, timelines, formats, and process-
ing transparency, functioning more as a declaratory right than a fully operational
intervenability mechanism.

3.3 Manageability: Organizational Controls and Governance

Manageability—systematic governance and operational control over data processing—
is addressed through different regulatory mechanisms across jurisdictions.

Indonesia. The UU-PDP emphasizes organizational control structures [4],
requiring mandatory data classification into specific and general categories (Arti-
cle 4), DPO appointment for certain activities (Articles 49, 54), compliance doc-
umentation (Article 20), and systematic data governance frameworks (Articles
8, 20). The law provides flexibility in implementation approaches, particularly
for SMEs.

GDPR. The GDPR establishes comprehensive governance requirements [9):
Records of Processing Activities with detailed content specifications (Article 30),
Data Protection Impact Assessments for high-risk processing (Articles 35-36),
privacy by design and default mandates (Article 25), and DPO appointment with
specific independence requirements (Articles 37-39). The approach emphasizes
thorough documentation and risk-based assessments with exemptions for certain
organizational contexts.

Thailand. The PDPA assigns primary accountability to data controllers, re-
quiring appropriate organizational, administrative, technical, and physical safe-
guards (Sections 37, 40). Controllers must oversee processor activities and main-
tain confidentiality measures (Sections 37-39). DPO appointment is mandated
for public authorities and large-scale or sensitive data processing (Section 41).
The Personal Data Protection Committee provides external oversight through
regulations, complaint handling, and enforcement (Sections 8-18, 82-96).

Comparative Insights. Indonesia’s unique mandatory data classification
(Article 4) distinguishes its governance-oriented approach. The GDPR, provides
the most comprehensive coverage through detailed ROPA, DPIA, and privacy-
by-design obligations. Thailand’s PDPA requires ROPA and emphasizes risk
mitigation but lacks standardized procedures, making these function as flexi-
ble governance practices rather than strictly enforceable mechanisms. GDPR-
compliant organizations will substantially exceed baseline requirements in both
jurisdictions.
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3.4 Security: Confidentiality, Integrity, and Availability

Security requirements—encompassing confidentiality, integrity, and availability—
constitute a critical compliance dimension across all privacy frameworks, though
with varying levels of technical prescriptiveness.

Indonesia. The UU-PDP addresses confidentiality requirements through Ar-
ticle 36, which mandates maintenance of confidentiality to prevent unauthorized
access, use, or disclosure [4]. Articles 33, 35, 38, and 39 establish security obliga-
tions, including protection against unauthorized processing (Art. 38) and confi-
dentiality maintenance (Art. 36). The law mandates protection measures with-
out prescribing specific cryptographic standards or access control mechanisms,
adopting an outcome-based approach.

GDPR. The GDPR establishes comprehensive security requirements across
three dimensions [9]: Confidentiality mandates secure authentication, role-based
access control, and encryption at rest/in transit (Art. 5(1)(f), 32); Integrity re-
quires write limitations, verification mechanisms, and regular functionality test-
ing (Art. 32); Availability prescribes DoS protection, incident detection, disaster
recovery, and vulnerability management (Art. 32). Articles 33-34 establish 72-
hour breach notification timelines with documented remedial actions.

Thailand. From a confidentiality perspective, the PDPA obliges both con-
trollers and processors to maintain personal data security and to ensure that
personnel are bound by confidentiality obligations, including after the termi-
nation of duties (Sections 37, 40). Integrity is supported through requirements
to prevent unauthorized modification or misuse of personal data and to ensure
that processing activities remain consistent with lawful purposes and disclosed
conditions (Sections 37, 40, read together with Sections 24-25. The security
framework is principle-based and accountability-driven, resembling the GDPR’s
risk-oriented security model but offering greater flexibility in implementation.
Oversight and enforceability of security obligations are reinforced through the
supervisory powers of the Personal Data Protection Committee (PDPC) and the
availability of administrative, civil, and criminal sanctions in cases of security
failure (Sections 8-18, 82-96).

Data Lifecycle Management (Unlinkability). Indonesia’s UU-PDP ex-
plicitly regulates destruction after retention periods end through Article 16 [4].
The GDPR addresses unlinkability through purpose limitation (Art. 5(1)(b)),
storage limitation (Art. 5(1)(e)), and pseudonymization requirements (Art. 25(1),
32(1)(a), 89(1)) [9], with specific mandates for documented data lifecycle man-
agement and periodic review of retention necessity.

Comparative Insights. The GDPR provides the most comprehensive and
technically specific security framework, explicitly mandating encryption, access
controls, pseudonymization and breach notification procedures. In PDPA, se-
curity implementation relies more on organizational discretion and ex post as-
sessment than on standardized and enforceable security requirements. Indonesia
adopts a more principle-based approach, mandating security outcomes without
prescriptive technical mechanisms. Organizations implementing GDPR-compliant
security controls (encryption at rest/transit, role-based access control, auto-
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mated breach detection, comprehensive audit logging) will substantially exceed
Indonesia’s baseline requirements.

3.5 Comparative Summary

Table [1| synthesizes our findings across the five primary privacy objectives ex-
amined. The ordinal classifications (High, Medium, Low) reflect the relative pre-
scriptiveness and regulatory emphasis of each framework based on the analysis
presented in preceeding subsections.

Table 1. Comparative Summary of Privacy Objective Coverage

Privacy Objective EU GDPR Thailand PDPA Indonesia UU-PDP

Transparency High Medium High
Intervenability High Medium Medium
Manageability High Medium High
Confidentiality /Security High Medium Medium
Unlinkability High Low Low
Overall Prescriptiveness High Medium Medium

Our comparative analysis reveals three distinct regulatory approaches within
a shared conceptual foundation. The GDPR emerges as the most prescriptive
framework, establishing detailed technical specifications across all privacy objec-
tives with explicit requirements for documentation, timelines, and implementa-
tion mechanisms. Thailand’s PDPA demonstrates substantial alignment with
GDPR principles but adopts a less granular, more principle-based approach
that affords greater implementation flexibility. Indonesia’s UU-PDP exhibits a
governance-focused orientation with notable emphasis on transparency and man-
ageability, while introducing unique sovereignty-driven requirements including
mandatory data classification and accelerated breach notification timelines.

4 Discussion

4.1 The Compliance Superset Model: A Strategic Framework

Our analysis reveals that organizations can achieve efficient tri-jurisdictional
compliance through a GDPR+Indonesia enhancement strategy. Thailand’s sub-
stantial GDPR alignment enables a streamlined approach: implement GDPR
as the foundational baseline (covering EU and Thailand), then layer Indonesia-
specific enhancements as sovereign modules. This reduces complexity from man-
aging three parallel frameworks to maintaining a single baseline with targeted
augmentation.

Building on the insight that Thailand’s PDPA demonstrates substantial
alignment with GDPR principles, we propose a Compliance Superset model that
operationalizes ASEAN-wide compliance through GDPR+Indonesia integration.
This strategic framework recognizes that while the GDPR establishes a com-
prehensive technical baseline covering both European and Thai requirements,
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Indonesia’s UU PDP introduces sovereignty-driven procedural mandates specif-
ically regarding breach notification timelines and data destruction requirements
that necessitate explicit enhancement.

Operationalizing the GDPR+Indonesia Framework. Organizations
can achieve tri-jurisdictional compliance through the following layered imple-
mentation:

Layer 1: GDPR as Foundational Baseline (EU + Thailand Coverage). Im-
plement GDPR’s 74 technical requirements [9] covering transparency (layered
notices, ROPA, DPIA), intervenability (comprehensive data subject rights with
one-month response timelines), security (encryption, pseudonymization, role-
based access control), and manageability (documented governance structures,
DPO appointments). This implementation exceeds requirements in both Thai-
land and Indonesia across all privacy objectives.

Layer 2: Indonesian Enhancement Modules (Indonesia-Specific Requirements).
Augment GDPR baseline with jurisdiction-specific mandates:

— Mandatory Data Classification: Implement explicit classification system cat-
egorizing personal data as ”specific” or ”general” per Article 4, a prescriptive
organizational requirement absent from GDPR’s risk-based categorization

— Indonesian Speed—Accelerated Breach Notification: Enhance incident re-
sponse systems to accommodate Article 62’s 3x24 hour notification require-
ment to Ministry and data subjects, with configurable timelines for poten-
tially shorter regulatory specifications in high-risk contexts. This requires
simultaneous multi-stakeholder notification workflows beyond GDPR’s su-
pervisory authority notification (Article 33).

— Indonesian Sovereignty— Ezplicit Destruction Procedures: Implement docu-
mented destruction processes with audit trails and verification mechanisms
per Article 16, exceeding GDPR’s principle-based storage limitation (Article
5(1)(e)) which implies but does not mandate explicit destruction procedures

— FEnhanced Transparency Documentation: Strengthen disclosure obligations to
address Indonesia’s strong emphasis on transparency, ensuring explicit com-
munication of all processing activities, purposes, and organizational struc-
tures

Implementation Efficiency Through Unified Infrastructure. Rather
than maintaining three parallel compliance programs, the Compliance Superset
model enables organizations to deploy unified technical systems with jurisdiction-
specific parameterization. A single breach detection and notification system
can support GDPR’s 72-hour supervisory authority notification (covering EU
and Thailand) while simultaneously triggering Indonesia’s accelerated multi-
stakeholder workflows. Similarly, data lifecycle management systems implement-
ing GDPR’s storage limitation can incorporate Indonesia’s explicit destruction
verification as an enhanced module, maintaining coherent technical architecture
across jurisdictions.

Illustrative Scenario: Digital Health Platform. Consider a digital health
platform operating across the EU, Thailand, and Indonesia, processing sensitive
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health data including patient records, biometric information, and treatment his-
tories. The platform must address heightened privacy requirements given the
sensitive nature of health data under all three frameworks. Applying the Com-
pliance Superset Model, the organization implements GDPR as the foundational
baseline: encryption for health data at rest and in transit (Art. 32), explicit con-
sent mechanisms for sensitive data processing (Art. 9), comprehensive DPIA for
high-risk health data processing (Art. 35), and one-month response timelines for
patient access requests (Art. 12). This GDPR implementation provides cover-
age for both EU operations and Thailand, where the PDPA similarly requires
explicit consent for sensitive health data (Section 26) and appropriate secu-
rity measures (Section 37). For Indonesian operations, the platform augments
the GDPR baseline with targeted enhancements: classification of health data as
“specific personal data” per Article 4, accelerated 3x24 hour breach notification
to Indonesia’s Ministry and affected patients for health data incidents (Arti-
cle 62), and documented destruction procedures with verification for expired
patient records (Article 16). This layered approach demonstrates how the Com-
pliance Superset Model enables efficient tri-jurisdictional compliance through a
single technical architecture with jurisdiction-specific parameterization, rather
than maintaining three separate compliance programs.

Limitations. We acknowledge that the Compliance Superset Model remains
conceptual and derived from our comparative legal analysis rather than empir-
ical organizational implementation. Practical validation through sector-specific
case studies would strengthen the model’s applicability. Additionally, enforce-
ment practices and regulatory interpretations may diverge from statutory text,
potentially affecting compliance requirements in practice.

This approach transforms fragmented regulatory compliance from managing
divergent frameworks to systematic baseline establishment (GDPR) with tar-
geted sovereign enhancements (Indonesia), reducing implementation complexity
while ensuring coverage across the European and ASEAN regulatory landscape.

The Regional Convergence Opportunity. Despite differences in pre-
scriptiveness and sovereign-specific requirements, the three frameworks demon-
strate notable conceptual alignment on privacy objectives. All three emphasize
transparency, data subject control, organizational accountability, and data se-
curity. This convergence creates opportunities for:

— Development of regional privacy engineering standards based on shared ob-
jectives with accommodation for sovereign variations

— Creation of interoperable technical solutions serving multiple jurisdictions
through configurable compliance modules

— Potential future regulatory harmonization building on existing conceptual
alignment while respecting sovereign regulatory prerogatives

4.2 Privacy Engineering Implications

The variations identified in our analysis have direct implications for privacy
engineering practices and tool development.
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Pattern-Based Implementation. Building on previous work demonstrat-
ing that a core set of privacy patterns can address substantial regulatory re-
quirements [4], cross-jurisdictional compliance can leverage the same fundamen-
tal patterns with jurisdiction-specific parameterization. For example, the “Per-
sonal Data Table” pattern identified as highly versatile in UU-PDP analysis can
serve all three frameworks, with configuration parameters adjusted for GDPR’s
stricter retention and erasure requirements or Thailand’s more flexible timelines.

Adaptive Compliance Systems. The regulatory spectrum from prescrip-
tive to principle-based suggests value in developing adaptive privacy systems that
can scale compliance rigor based on jurisdictional requirements. Such systems
would implement GDPR-level technical capabilities but allow configuration for
less prescriptive frameworks, enabling organizations to right-size implementation
based on operational jurisdictions.

Documentation and Traceability. All three frameworks emphasize or-
ganizational accountability, though with varying documentation requirements.
Privacy engineering tools must support full traceability from regulatory re-
quirements through technical implementations to operational evidence, enabling
demonstration of compliance across different regulatory expectations.

5 Conclusion

This comparative analysis reveals that while the EU GDPR, Thailand’s PDPA,
and Indonesia’s UU-PDP share fundamental privacy objectives, they differ markedly
in technical prescriptiveness. The GDPR establishes a comprehensively prescrip-
tive baseline with detailed technical specifications [9]. Thailand’s PDPA adopts
GDPR-aligned principles [2], enabling GDPR-compliant organizations to achieve
substantial PDPA coverage. Indonesia’s UU-PDP emphasizes governance and
transparency [4] while introducing unique requirements: mandatory data clas-
sification (Article 4), explicit destruction mandates (Article 16), and acceler-
ated 3x24 hour breach notification (Article 62). Our novel Compliance Superset
Model transforms compliance strategy from managing three independent frame-
works to a dual-layer approach: GDPR baseline plus Indonesian sovereign en-
hancements.

The practical implications are substantial. Organizations operating across
these jurisdictions can achieve efficient tri-jurisdictional compliance through
GDPR implementation for EU and Thailand coverage, augmented with selec-
tive Indonesian enhancements for data classification, destruction procedures, and
accelerated breach notification. Future work should extend this analysis to addi-
tional jurisdictions (Brazil’s LGPD, Singapore’s PDPA, Japan’s APPI), conduct
empirical validation through sector-specific case studies, and develop automated
tools for cross-jurisdictional requirements mapping.
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