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Abstract

The rapid proliferation of Al-generated content poses unprecedented governance
challenges globally. In Indonesia, 212 million internet users face risks from deepfakes,
misinformation, and algorithmic bias, while policymakers struggle to balance innovation
encouragement against digital rights protection and algorithmic accountability. This
research examines Indonesia's emerging regulatory approaches to Al-generated content,
analyzing how proposed and implemented policies balance freedom of expression,
innovation, and harm prevention. The study employs a qualitative exploratory case study
design conducted over eight weeks, utilizing semi-structured interviews with 5-8 expert
stakeholders (government officials, platform representatives, civil society advocates,
legal scholars) and systematic document analysis of existing laws, proposed legislation,
and comparative regulatory frameworks from the EU, Singapore, and US. Key findings
reveal four critical insights. First, Indonesia's regulatory landscape remains fragmented,
applying multiple pre-Al laws that inadequately address generative Al challenges,
creating fundamental tensions between innovation and rights protection. Second, critical
accountability gaps persist throughout the Al content lifecycle due to technical opacity,
distributed responsibility, and limited redress mechanisms. Third, severe implementation
constraints include technical capacity deficits, inter-agency coordination failures,
enforcement difficulties against foreign actors, and political economy dynamics enabling
corporate influence while marginalizing vulnerable populations. Fourth, Indonesia
occupies a middle ground between the EU's comprehensive regulation and US market
minimalism, adapting pragmatic approaches to its distinctive context. The study
concludes that effective Al governance in developing countries requires five essential
elements: substantial technical capacity investment, robust coordination mechanisms,
accessible accountability systems, inclusive policy development processes, and
international cooperation enabling meaningful regulatory authority rather than passive
acceptance of externally-designed frameworks.

Keywords: Al-generated content, algorithmic accountability, digital rights, Indonesia,
content regulation

Introduction

The technological capabilities enabling Al content generation have advanced with
stunning rapidity over the past five years, transitioning from research curiosities
producing recognizably artificial outputs to sophisticated systems generating text,
images, audio, and video increasingly indistinguishable from human-created content.
Large language models including GPT-4, Claude, and Gemini demonstrate remarkable
natural language understanding and generation capabilities, producing coherent long-
form text across diverse topics, translating between languages, answering complex
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questions, and even generating computer code with proficiency approaching or
occasionally exceeding average human performance in specific domains (Kunda, 2023;
Subbaramaiah & Shanthanna, 2023). Text-to-image systems like DALL-E, Midjourney,
and Stable Diffusion enable anyone to generate high-quality visual content through
simple text descriptions, democratizing creative capabilities while raising profound
questions about artistic authorship, training data copyright, and the economic implications
for human artists and photographers (Chakraborty et al., 2023; Franks et al., 2024).
Deepfake technologies synthesizing realistic video and audio of individuals saying or
doing things they never actually did present particularly concerning applications for
misinformation, fraud, non-consensual intimate imagery, and political manipulation, with
detection capabilities struggling to keep pace with generation sophistication (He, 2024;
Matt Sheehan, 2023).

The regulatory challenges posed by Al-generated content span multiple
interconnected dimensions requiring coordinated governance approaches that existing
legal and institutional frameworks prove poorly equipped to address. Content authenticity
and provenance tracking become increasingly difficult when Al systems produce outputs
indistinguishable from human creation, undermining traditional assumptions about
content origins and enabling malicious actors to generate misinformation at
unprecedented scale and persuasiveness that existing content moderation and fact-
checking systems cannot effectively counter (He, 2019). Intellectual property frameworks
designed for human creators face fundamental challenges when Al systems train on
copyrighted materials to generate derivative works that may infringe original creators'
rights while the Al developers and users claim fair use or transformative creation
exemptions, creating legal ambiguities that courts and legislators worldwide struggle to
resolve coherently (Murray, 2023a; Tom Gerken & Liv McMahon, 2023). Privacy
violations occur when Al systems trained on personal data including scraped social media
content, leaked databases, or surreptitiously collected information generate outputs
revealing or inferring sensitive personal information without consent, creating
surveillance and dignity harms that existing privacy laws inadequately address (Murray,
2023b; Schonberger, 2018).

Algorithmic accountability—the principle that Al system developers, deployers,
and users should be held responsible for harmful impacts their systems generate—
represents crucial governance mechanism for Al-generated content but faces severe
implementation challenges in practice (Magfiroh, 2025). The opacity of complex machine
learning models including neural networks with billions of parameters makes
understanding why particular outputs were generated extremely difficult even for
technical experts, creating "black box" problems that undermine traditional accountability
mechanisms requiring demonstration of specific causal relationships between decisions
and harms (Costanza-Chock et al., 2022; Kordzadeh & Ghasemaghaei, 2022). The
distributed responsibility across Al system lifecycle from data collection, model training,
deployment decisions, and end-user applications creates accountability gaps where no
single actor can be clearly held responsible for harmful outcomes emerging from complex
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interactions among multiple contributors. The velocity and scale at which Al systems
generate content overwhelms conventional regulatory enforcement mechanisms designed
for smaller volumes of human-created content, requiring automated detection and
response systems that themselves embody governance choices about acceptable content
with limited transparency or appeal processes (Attard-Frost et al., 2023; Cobbe et al.,
2023).

Indonesia's specific context creates distinctive challenges and opportunities for Al
content governance requiring approaches tailored to local conditions rather than uncritical
adoption of regulatory models developed in Western contexts with different political
systems, legal traditions, cultural values, and technological capabilities. The country's
democratic system balances commitments to freedom of expression enshrined in the
constitution with concerns about social stability, religious harmony, and national unity
that justify content restrictions on hate speech, blasphemy, defamation, and materials
deemed threatening to public order, creating tensions around how Al-generated content
should be regulated when it engages political, religious, or social sensitivities (Bogina et
al., 2022; Rodgers et al., 2023). Indonesia's diverse linguistic landscape with over 700
languages spoken alongside Bahasa Indonesia as national language creates Al content
moderation challenges when automated systems trained primarily on English and other
major languages struggle to understand context, detect harmful content, or enforce
policies appropriately across Indonesia's multilingual digital spaces (Busuioc, 2021). The
country's developing regulatory capacity and limited technical expertise within
government agencies create implementation challenges when attempting to oversee
sophisticated Al systems that even well-resourced regulators in advanced economies
struggle to govern effectively (Saragih et al., 2023).

The urgency of developing appropriate Al content governance frameworks in
Indonesia has intensified through multiple converging pressures and recent developments
demanding immediate policy attention. The 2024 general elections including presidential
and legislative contests created heightened concerns about Al-generated misinformation
and deepfakes potentially manipulating voters and undermining electoral integrity, with
credible reports of synthetic content circulating on social media platforms targeting
candidates and spreading false narratives about political parties and policies (Attard-Frost
et al., 2023; Costanza-Chock et al., 2022; Saputra et al., 2023). The rapid adoption of Al
tools by Indonesian businesses, media organizations, educational institutions, and
government agencies creates urgent needs for clear regulatory guidance about permissible
and prohibited Al content generation and usage, with current legal ambiguity deterring
beneficial applications while failing to prevent harmful ones (Haris & Tantimin, 2022;
Saputra et al., 2023). International regulatory developments including the European
Union's Al Act establishing comprehensive Al governance framework and various
countries implementing Al content disclosure requirements create pressures for Indonesia
to develop comparable regulations enabling international technology cooperation and
trade while asserting national regulatory sovereignty over digital spaces rather than
simply accepting rules designed elsewhere.
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The existing research on Al content regulation and digital governance has
expanded considerably over the past five years but exhibits significant gaps regarding
implementation in developing countries generally and Indonesia specifically. Scholarly
literature on Al governance focuses predominantly on advanced economies particularly
the United States, European Union, China, and occasionally other OECD countries, with
developing country contexts receiving minimal systematic attention despite housing the
majority of global internet users who will experience Al technology impacts (Castillo &
Taherdoost, 2023; Lin & Ngiam, 2023). The literature examining Indonesia's digital
governance addresses general internet policy issues including content moderation,
platform regulation, and data protection but provides limited specific analysis of Al-
generated content challenges and appropriate regulatory approaches given Indonesia's
particular conditions (Saputra et al., 2023; Saragih et al., 2023). Comparative research
examining how different countries approach Al content regulation tends to focus on
contrasts between liberal democratic and authoritarian governance models or between
different advanced economy regulatory philosophies, neglecting the diverse approaches
emerging in developing democracies navigating distinct political economy constraints
and institutional capabilities (Castillo & Taherdoost, 2023; Jain & Raghuram, 2024).

The research on algorithmic accountability similarly exhibits geographic and
contextual biases, with most scholarship examining accountability frameworks,
transparency mechanisms, and governance approaches designed for and evaluated within
advanced economy contexts that may not translate effectively to settings with different
institutional capacities, legal systems, and political dynamics. The literature on digital
rights including freedom of expression online, privacy protection, and due process in
content moderation predominantly draws from Western liberal democratic traditions,
providing limited engagement with how these rights are conceptualized, prioritized, and
balanced in contexts like Indonesia where communitarian values, religious
considerations, and social stability concerns significantly shape rights discourse (Aziz et
al., 2022; O Fathaigh et al., 2021).

This research addresses identified gaps through developing empirically-grounded
understanding of Indonesia's emerging Al content regulatory landscape, examining how
existing and proposed governance approaches navigate competing priorities around
innovation, rights protection, and accountability while operating within institutional and
political constraints shaping feasible policy options. The study's novelty resides in several
distinctive contributions. First, it provides focused analysis of Al-generated content
regulation specifically in Indonesian context, filling significant gap in literature that has
examined Indonesian digital governance broadly or Al content regulation in other
contexts but rarely their intersection. Second, it adopts explicitly comparative analytical
lens examining Indonesia's approaches relative to other jurisdictions' regulatory
strategies, enabling identification of policy transfer opportunities, adaptation
requirements for different contexts, and distinctive innovations emerging from
Indonesia's specific circumstances. Third, it integrates technical understanding of Al
content generation capabilities and limitations with legal-political analysis of regulatory
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frameworks and implementation challenges, bridging disciplinary silos that often separate
computer science, law, and political science scholarship on Al governance.

The primary objective of this research is to analyze Indonesia’s regulatory
approaches to Al-generated content, focusing on how these policies balance innovation,
digital rights protection, and algorithmic accountability within the country’s unique
institutional, political, and socio-cultural context. The study aims to document Indonesia's
current Al content regulations, explore how these approaches manage competing values
like freedom of expression, privacy, and national security, and examine mechanisms for
algorithmic transparency and accountability. It also seeks to identify implementation
challenges, such as technical capacity issues, enforcement difficulties, and inter-agency
coordination problems, while offering comparative insights into how Indonesia’s
strategies align with or differ from Al content regulations in other countries. This research
provides significant benefits for multiple stakeholders, offering policy makers a deeper
understanding of Indonesia's regulatory strengths and weaknesses, informing
international scholars about the challenges of Al governance in developing countries,
empowering civil society with evidence on rights protection gaps, and guiding technology
companies on compliance and engagement strategies. The findings also contribute to
global debates on Al governance, highlighting how developing democracies like
Indonesia can assert governance authority over Al systems to protect democratic values
and human rights in the face of technological change.

Method

This study employs a qualitative exploratory research design utilizing
comparative case study methodology to examine Indonesia's emerging regulatory
approaches to Al-generated content within the broader context of digital rights protection
and algorithmic accountability frameworks. The qualitative approach is appropriate for
investigating nascent regulatory phenomena where formal policy frameworks remain
under development, implementation experiences are limited, and understanding
stakeholder perspectives, regulatory rationales, and contextual factors shaping policy
choices proves more valuable than quantitative measurement of outcomes not yet
materialized. The comparative dimension examines Indonesia's approaches relative to
selected reference jurisdictions including the European Union (representing
comprehensive regulatory approach through the AI Act), Singapore (representing
pragmatic regulatory innovation in Southeast Asian context), and the United States
(representing sector-specific, market-driven approach), enabling identification of policy
transfer opportunities, necessary adaptations for Indonesian conditions, and distinctive
innovations emerging from Indonesia's specific circumstances. The population comprises
key stakeholders engaged with Al content regulation in Indonesia including government
officials responsible for digital policy development and enforcement, platform companies
navigating regulatory requirements, civil society organizations advocating for digital
rights, legal scholars analyzing regulatory frameworks, and content creators/users
affected by Al content governance. The sampling strategy employs purposive expert
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sampling to identify and recruit knowledgeable informants who can provide authoritative
insights into regulatory developments, implementation challenges, and stakeholder
perspectives. Target sample includes 5-8 participants distributed across stakeholder
categories: 2-3 government officials from relevant agencies including Ministry of
Communication and Information Technology (Kominfo) and National Cyber and Crypto
Agency (BSSN), 1-2 platform company representatives from major social media or
content platforms operating in Indonesia, 1-2 civil society representatives from digital
rights organizations, and 1 legal scholar specializing in technology law and regulation.
This modest sample size reflects the exploratory nature of research examining emerging
regulatory landscape where few individuals possess deep expertise, the time and resource
constraints of short-term research project, and the pragmatic reality that securing
government official participation in research interviews proves challenging requiring
realistic recruitment expectations.

Data collection employs two complementary qualitative instruments: systematic
document analysis and semi-structured expert interviews. The document analysis
protocol guides systematic review of multiple document categories including: existing
Indonesian laws and regulations potentially applicable to Al-generated content (ITE Law,
Broadcasting Law, Copyright Law, Consumer Protection Law, Personal Data Protection
Law), draft legislation and regulatory proposals under consideration including any Al-
specific bills or ministerial regulations addressing automated content, government policy
statements and strategic documents outlining digital economy development plans and
regulatory priorities, platform company terms of service, community guidelines, and
transparency reports describing content moderation practices in Indonesia, civil society
reports and position papers analyzing digital rights issues and advocating policy reforms,
academic publications and legal analyses examining Indonesian digital governance, and
comparative reference documents including the EU Al Act, Singapore's Al governance
frameworks, and relevant US legislation and case law. The document analysis framework
systematically extracts information about: regulatory objectives and rationales articulated
for Al content governance, specific provisions addressing content authenticity, disclosure
requirements, liability frameworks, and prohibited applications, digital rights protections
including freedom of expression, privacy, due process, and non-discrimination,
algorithmic accountability mechanisms including transparency requirements, audit
provisions, and redress processes, implementation approaches including enforcement
authorities, compliance verification, and penalty structures, and identified gaps,
ambiguities, or tensions within and across regulatory instruments.

Results and Discussion
Indonesia's Emerging AI Content Regulatory Landscape: Fragmentation and
Ambiguity

The research reveals that Indonesia's regulatory approach to Al-generated content
currently exists in a state of considerable fragmentation and legal ambiguity,
characterized by the application of multiple existing laws that were designed for pre-Al
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contexts rather than comprehensive, purpose-built Al governance frameworks (Rohimi,
2025). The primary regulatory instrument invoked for digital content governance remains
the Electronic Information and Transactions Law (UU ITE), originally enacted in 2008
and amended in 2016, which establishes broad prohibitions on various categories of
harmful online content including defamation, hate speech, content threatening public
order, and materials violating decency standards. Government officials interviewed
emphasized that UU ITE provisions theoretically apply equally to Al-generated and
human-created content, with no legal distinction based on content creation methods.
However, this application-agnostic approach creates significant practical challenges
when Al systems generate problematic content at scales and speeds that overwhelm
conventional enforcement mechanisms designed for smaller volumes of human-created
content requiring individual review and adjudication. The law's vague terminology
around prohibited content categories, particularly "content that violates decency" or
"threatens public order," grants enforcement authorities substantial discretionary power
that civil society participants expressed concerns could be applied inconsistently or in
ways that chill legitimate expression, with Al content potentially facing heightened
scrutiny due to novelty and official unfamiliarity rather than actual harm levels.

The Personal Data Protection Law (UU PDP), enacted in 2022 after years of
legislative development, establishes data privacy framework requiring consent for
personal data collection and processing, providing data subject rights including access
and deletion, and mandating data breach notifications. While UU PDP doesn't explicitly
address Al systems, government officials noted that its provisions cover Al training data
collection and usage, theoretically requiring consent when personal data is scraped from
social media or other sources to train generative models. However, significant
ambiguities persist about whether UU PDP's consent requirements apply retroactively to
data collected before the law's enactment, how consent mechanisms should function for
large-scale datasets aggregated from millions of individuals, and whether legitimate
interest or other lawful bases might justify Al training without individual consent in
certain circumstances. Platform representatives described considerable uncertainty about
compliance obligations, noting that international Al companies training models on
Indonesian user data operate largely beyond Indonesian regulatory reach, while domestic
companies attempting to develop Indonesian-language Al models face competitive
disadvantages if held to stricter consent requirements than foreign competitors.

Copyright law presents particularly vexing challenges for Al-generated content
regulation, with Indonesian Copyright Law protecting original creative works but
remaining silent on Al-created outputs and on whether Al training on copyrighted
materials constitutes infringement. The legal scholar interviewed explained that
Indonesian copyright doctrine, like most jurisdictions, historically assumed human
authorship and creativity as prerequisites for copyright protection, creating fundamental
questions about whether Al-generated text, images, or other content can receive copyright
protection absent human creative contribution. Current legal interpretation suggests that
purely Al-generated content without human creative input likely falls into public domain,
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unprotected by copyright, though content where humans use Al as tool while exercising
creative control over outputs might receive protection. The more contentious issue
involves Al training, where generative models learn from massive datasets potentially
including copyrighted materials without explicit permission or compensation to original
creators. The scholar noted that Indonesian law lacks clear fair use or transformative use
doctrines comparable to US copyright jurisprudence, instead providing narrow exceptions
for specific purposes like education and research, leaving uncertain whether Al training
constitutes permissible exception or requires copyright holder authorization. This legal
ambiguity deters Indonesian creative industries from investing in Al development while
failing to protect Indonesian artists, writers, and photographers from potential
exploitation by international Al companies training on Indonesian copyrighted content
scraped from the internet.

The institutional landscape for Al content governance involves multiple
government agencies with overlapping and sometimes competing mandates, creating
coordination challenges that participants across stakeholder categories identified as
significant implementation barriers. The Ministry of Communication and Information
Technology (Kominfo) holds primary responsibility for digital platform oversight,
internet content monitoring and takedown enforcement, and telecommunications
regulation, positioning it as de facto lead agency for Al content governance despite
lacking specific Al expertise or mandate. The National Cyber and Crypto Agency (BSSN)
focuses on cybersecurity threats including potential Al-enabled attacks or vulnerabilities,
maintaining interest in Al systems from security perspective but limited involvement in
content regulation specifically. The Indonesian Broadcasting Commission (KPI)
regulates broadcast media content standards, increasingly asserting jurisdiction over
online video platforms but uncertain about authority over Al-generated content lacking
clear broadcaster or platform responsibility. The Copyright Directorate within the
Ministry of Law and Human Rights addresses intellectual property issues including
copyright questions about Al-created works and training data, while the Personal Data
Protection Agency established under UU PDP will eventually assume data privacy
enforcement including Al-related privacy concerns, though the agency remains in early
formation stages with limited operational capacity.

Government officials candidly acknowledged that inter-agency coordination
remains informal and inconsistent, with no established mechanisms for systematic policy
consultation, joint enforcement actions, or conflict resolution when agencies hold
diverging views on appropriate regulatory approaches. The fragmented institutional
structure means that Al content governance develops through uncoordinated agency
initiatives responding to immediate problems within narrow jurisdictional mandates
rather than coherent whole-of-government strategies addressing Al's cross-cutting
implications. Platform representatives described this fragmentation as creating
compliance difficulties, as they receive potentially conflicting guidance from different
agencies and face uncertainty about which agency holds authority over particular Al
content issues. Civil society participants argued that fragmentation enables regulatory
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capture where industry can play agencies against each other, undermines accountability
as responsibility diffuses across multiple authorities, and prevents systematic rights
protections that require coordinated approaches spanning content regulation, privacy,
copyright, and other domains.

The absence of dedicated Al legislation or comprehensive regulatory frameworks
specifically addressing Al-generated content represents significant gap that all
stakeholder categories identified, though with diverging views about urgency and
appropriate solutions. Government officials described ongoing internal policy discussions
about whether Indonesia requires specific Al legislation or whether existing laws with
appropriate implementing regulations prove adequate, noting bureaucratic and legislative
capacity constraints that make comprehensive Al legislation resource-intensive and time-
consuming, potentially preventing governance improvements for years while lengthy
drafting and parliamentary processes unfold. They expressed preference for pragmatic
regulatory guidance through ministerial regulations, technical standards, and soft law
instruments like voluntary codes of conduct that can be developed and revised more
quickly than formal legislation, though acknowledging that such instruments carry less
legal weight and enforcement authority than parliamentary statutes. Platform
representatives expressed desires for regulatory clarity and certainty, favoring clear rules
over ambiguous principles requiring subjective interpretation, but cautioned against
overly prescriptive regulations that might stifle innovation or impose compliance costs
disproportionate to actual risks, advocating for light-touch, principles-based frameworks
emphasizing industry self-regulation with government oversight rather than detailed
command-and-control mandates.

Civil society participants strongly advocated for comprehensive rights-
based Al legislation establishing clear protections for freedom of expression,
privacy, non-discrimination, and due process while creating robust accountability
mechanisms including transparency requirements, independent auditing, and
meaningful redress for individuals harmed by Al systems. They criticized the
current ad-hoc regulatory approach as failing to adequately protect vulnerable
populations from Al risks including discriminatory systems, privacy violations,
and content moderation overreach, while enabling powerful technology
companies to largely self-regulate with minimal meaningful oversight. The legal
scholar noted that Indonesia's approach reflects broader developing country
challenges around AI governance, where resource constraints, competing
priorities, and limited technical expertise create pressures to accept technology
companies' preferred light-touch regulatory approaches despite concerns that such
frameworks inadequately protect public interests and fundamental rights,
potentially allowing exploitation of Indonesian populations by foreign technology
companies while hindering development of domestic Al capabilities serving local
needs and values.
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Figure 1: Indonesia's Fragmented AI Content Regulatory Landscape - Description for
Visualization

Balancing Innovation Encouragement and Rights Protection: Competing Policy
Priorities

The tension between encouraging Al innovation to support economic
development and protecting fundamental rights from AI risks emerged as central
governance challenge that Indonesian policy makers struggle to navigate, with different
stakeholder groups advocating sharply divergent approaches reflecting their distinct
interests and values. Government officials consistently framed Al as critical technology
for Indonesia's digital economy aspirations, national competitiveness, and development
goals including improved public services, enhanced agricultural productivity, expanded
financial inclusion, and strengthened cybersecurity capabilities. They expressed concerns
that premature or overly restrictive regulation could deter international technology
investment, disadvantage Indonesian companies relative to less-regulated competitors,
and prevent beneficial Al applications from reaching Indonesian populations who might
benefit from improved healthcare diagnostics, personalized education, agricultural
decision support, and other Al-enabled services. One official articulated the dilemma:
Indonesia faces dual risks of being left behind in global Al development if regulation
proves too restrictive, yet experiencing significant harms if regulation proves too
permissive, with limited evidence available to confidently assess which risk proves more
consequential for Indonesian welfare.

The innovation-prioritizing perspective emphasizes that Al technologies remain
nascent and rapidly evolving, counseling regulatory humility and caution about imposing
rigid requirements that might lock in particular technical approaches, prevent beneficial
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innovation that regulators cannot anticipate, or create compliance burdens that only large
established companies can bear while excluding smaller innovative startups. Government
officials noted that many AI applications are genuinely beneficial, such as language
translation improving access for Indonesia's diverse linguistic communities, chatbots
providing customer service in remote areas lacking infrastructure for call centers, and
agricultural monitoring systems helping smallholder farmers optimize yields and resource
usage. They argued that blanket skepticism toward Al content risks conflating genuinely
problematic applications like deepfake pornography or political disinformation with
benign or beneficial uses like creative assistance tools helping writers overcome blocks,
design software enabling small businesses to create professional marketing materials, and
educational applications providing personalized tutoring scaled beyond what human
teachers alone could deliver given resource constraints.

Platform representatives advanced even stronger innovation-framing arguments,
emphasizing that Al technologies offer democratizing potential by providing ordinary
Indonesians access to capabilities previously reserved for wealthy elites, technical
experts, or large organizations. They highlighted how generative Al enables small
businesses to compete with larger companies by producing professional content without
expensive creative agencies, empowers individual creators to express themselves through
new artistic mediums without traditional gatekeepers determining who gets platforms,
and allows Indonesian language and cultural content to proliferate in ways that English-
dominated pre-Al internet failed to support. Platform representatives argued that hasty
regulation responding to hypothetical risks or isolated incidents of misuse would impose
real costs on beneficial applications while failing to prevent determined bad actors from
accessing Al tools through unregulated foreign platforms beyond Indonesian jurisdiction.
They advocated for technology-neutral principles-based regulation focusing on harmful
outcomes rather than particular technologies, enabling flexibility for Al and other
emerging technologies while maintaining enforcement authority against demonstrable
harms regardless of technological means.

However, civil society participants and the legal scholar advanced strong
counterarguments emphasizing that innovation-prioritizing approaches historically
privileged corporate interests over human rights, allowed harms to proliferate before
regulations addressed them, and created path dependencies where entrenched
technologies proved difficult to regulate retroactively once widely deployed and
economically significant. They pointed to social media platforms' experience where early
light-touch regulation enabled business models based on engagement maximization and
surveillance advertising that generated documented harms including mental health
impacts on youth, disinformation undermining democracy, privacy violations, and
algorithmic amplification of extremist content, with subsequent regulatory efforts facing
industry resistance and practical challenges reining in technologies designed without
rights considerations from inception. Civil society argued that waiting for AI harms to
materialize before regulating effectively sacrifices vulnerable populations as guinea pigs
in uncontrolled technology experiments, with those harms falling disproportionately on
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marginalized groups including women facing Al-generated non-consensual intimate
images, religious minorities targeted by Al-amplified hate speech, and low-income
populations exploited by predatory Al-enabled fraud or discriminatory algorithmic
systems.

The rights-protection perspective emphasizes that fundamental freedoms
including expression, privacy, non-discrimination, and dignity are not negotiable trade-
offs to be sacrificed for economic benefits, but rather constitute essential preconditions
for genuine human flourishing that technology should serve rather than undermine. Civil
society participants argued that the framing of innovation versus rights protection
presents false dichotomy, as rights-respecting Al development would actually enhance
innovation quality and sustainability by building trust, ensuring technologies work for
diverse populations rather than narrow privileged groups, and preventing costly
retrofitting or abandonment of systems later discovered to violate rights or cause serious
harms. They advocated for human rights impact assessments as mandatory requirements
before deploying Al systems, transparency mandates enabling affected communities to
understand how Al systems affecting them operate, meaningful consent mechanisms
ensuring people maintain agency over their data and exposure to Al systems, and
accessible redress processes enabling individuals to challenge Al decisions causing them
harm without requiring expensive lawyers or technical experts to navigate complex
dispute resolution.

The challenge of balancing innovation and rights protection manifests concretely
in debates about content labeling requirements for Al-generated materials, where
different stakeholders articulate sharply divergent positions reflecting broader
philosophical disagreements. Government officials expressed cautious support for
disclosure requirements ensuring audiences know when content is Al-generated,
reasoning that informed consent requires awareness about content origins and that
labeling would promote accountability by creating paper trails linking outputs to
generators. However, they acknowledged practical implementation challenges including
defining Al-generated content thresholds given that most content involves some
technological mediation, preventing evasion by foreign platforms or anonymous users,
and potentially stigmatizing legitimate Al usage by creating association between Al
labels and low quality or unreliable content. Platform representatives generally opposed
mandatory labeling, arguing that such requirements would prove technically infeasible
given the volume of content uploaded to platforms and difficulty definitively determining
generation methods, impose unreasonable compliance burdens, and violate creators'
expression rights by forcing speech they find stigmatizing or misleading when Al
constitutes just one creative tool among many.

Civil society participants strongly advocated for comprehensive labeling
requirements, arguing that audiences have fundamental rights to know content origins
when deciding what information to trust, that transparency about Al involvement is
prerequisite for meaningful accountability, and that market forces alone won't incentivize
adequate disclosure as companies benefit from blurring distinctions between human and
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Al content. They dismissed industry claims about technical infeasibility as self-serving
given that platforms possess technological sophistication to implement recommendation
algorithms, targeted advertising, and sophisticated content analysis, suggesting labeling
challenges reflect unwillingness rather than inability. The legal scholar noted that the
labeling debate reflects deeper questions about AI transparency and accountability,
observing that strong labeling requirements might prove counterproductive if they create
false confidence that unlabeled content must be human-generated when sophisticated Al
could evade detection, while weak voluntary approaches likely prove inadequate to
ensure meaningful transparency, leaving uncertain what regulatory middle ground might
effectively serve public interest without imposing unreasonable burdens.

Figure 2: Stakeholder Positions on Innovation-Rights Spectrum - Description for
Visualization

Algorithmic Accountability Mechanisms: The Gap Between Aspiration and
Implementation

The research uncovered significant gaps between aspirational accountability
principles articulated in policy discussions and the concrete mechanisms available for
ensuring Al systems and their operators can be held responsible for harmful content
generation or distribution. Government officials expressed general commitment to
algorithmic accountability concepts, articulating that Al developers and deployers should
face consequences when their systems produce harmful outputs, that affected individuals
deserve explanations for automated decisions impacting them, and that some form of
algorithmic transparency is necessary for effective oversight. However, translating these
general principles into specific, enforceable regulatory requirements has proved
challenging, with officials citing technical complexity of Al systems, opacity of machine
learning models resisting straightforward explanation even by their creators, rapidly
evolving Al capabilities making any specific technical mandates quickly outdated, and
practical difficulties determining appropriate accountability allocation across complex Al

966 Advances in Social Humanities Research Vol 3 No. 12 December 2025



Regulating Ai-Generated Content: A Comparative Study of Digital Rights And
Algorithmic Accountability In Indonesia

supply chains involving data providers, model trainers, deployment platforms, and end
users.

The primary existing accountability mechanism in Indonesian regulatory
frameworks involves platform liability for illegal content, where UU ITE establishes that
platforms must respond to government takedown notices by removing flagged content
within prescribed timeframes or face potential liability for hosting illegal materials.
However, this reactive notice-and-takedown system proves inadequate for Al-generated
content contexts in several respects that interview participants across stakeholder
categories acknowledged. The sheer volume of Al-generated content overwhelms manual
review processes, with one government official estimating that Al systems could generate
more content in one day than human moderators could review in one year, necessitating
automated detection and removal systems that themselves lack transparency or
accountability. The notice-and-takedown approach assumes content originates from
identifiable users who can be held directly accountable, but Al-generated content may be
posted by automated accounts, anonymous users, or individuals in foreign jurisdictions
beyond Indonesian legal reach, leaving platforms as only practically accountable parties
even when they didn't create the problematic content themselves. The existing framework
provides no meaningful due process for content creators whose Al-generated materials
get removed, with platforms making final determination about compliance with vague
legal standards without independent oversight or accessible appeals processes.

Civil society participants emphasized that effective algorithmic accountability
requires moving beyond reactive content removal toward proactive transparency about
Al systems' training data, decision-making processes, performance evaluations including
accuracy and bias metrics disaggregated across demographic groups, and operational
practices including human oversight mechanisms and error correction procedures. They
advocated for mandatory algorithmic impact assessments before deploying Al systems
likely to affect significant populations, analogous to environmental impact assessments
for physical development projects, where developers would systematically analyze
potential harms, identify mitigation measures, engage affected communities, and publish
findings enabling public scrutiny. However, government officials noted that Indonesia
currently lacks technical capacity to meaningfully evaluate algorithmic impact
assessments if required, as relevant agencies employ few if any staff with machine
learning expertise capable of understanding Al system documentation, reviewing training
datasets for bias or privacy issues, or assessing whether claimed mitigation measures
actually address identified risks. Building this specialized regulatory capacity would
require significant time and resource investment in recruiting and training technical
experts, developing evaluation methodologies and tools, and establishing institutional
processes for systematic Al oversight.

Platform representatives argued that many civil society demands for algorithmic
transparency and accountability prove impractical or counterproductive, noting that
complete transparency about Al training data and model parameters would expose
proprietary intellectual property enabling competitors to free-ride on expensive
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development investments while potentially revealing security vulnerabilities that
malicious actors could exploit to generate harmful content more effectively or evade
detection systems. They cautioned that excessive transparency requirements might drive
Al development offshore to less-regulated jurisdictions, depriving Indonesia of domestic
Al capabilities and employment while leaving populations exposed to foreign Al systems
beyond Indonesian oversight. Platform representatives advocated instead for confidential
auditing by trusted third parties who could review Al systems in detail while protecting
proprietary information, combined with aggregate transparency reporting about content
moderation decisions, appeals outcomes, and error rates without revealing underlying
technical details. However, civil society participants expressed deep skepticism about
industry-preferred audit arrangements, noting that truly independent auditing requires
auditors neither paid by companies being audited nor dependent on industry goodwill for
future business, and that confidential audits lacking public disclosure create
accountability theatre providing appearance of oversight without enabling affected
communities to evaluate whether Al systems actually work fairly and safely.

The challenge of distributed accountability across Al supply chains creates
particular difficulties for determining who should be held responsible when Al-generated
content causes harm. The legal scholar explained that traditional legal liability
frameworks assume identifiable individual or organizational actors whose actions directly
cause harms, enabling courts to assess intent, negligence, and causal responsibility.
However, Al-generated content harms emerge from complex interactions among
numerous actors including researchers publishing foundational Al algorithms, companies
training large models on massive datasets, platform companies hosting and distributing
Al-generated content, developers creating specific applications, and end users prompting
Al systems to generate particular outputs. When harmful content emerges, determining
which actors bear responsibility and to what degree proves conceptually and practically
challenging, with each participant in the chain potentially arguing that their individual
contribution was benign and that harm resulted only from subsequent actors' choices. The
scholar noted that one response involves strict liability approaches holding certain actors
responsible regardless of intent or direct causal contribution, such as making platforms
liable for all Al-generated content they host, but that such approaches risk being either
ineffective if actors simply exit Indonesian market rather than accept unlimited liability
or unjust if innocent parties face punishment for harms they couldn't reasonably foresee
or prevent.

The research revealed near-complete absence of accessible redress mechanisms
for individuals harmed by Al-generated content, representing critical accountability gap
that civil society participants particularly emphasized. When asked how Indonesian
citizens should seek recourse if, for example, Al-generated deepfakes damage their
reputations, Al systems discriminate against them in consequential decisions, or
platforms wrongly remove their legitimate content misidentified as Al spam, interview
participants across categories struggled to identify effective remedies. The notice-and-
takedown system enables removal of illegal content but provides no compensation for
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harms already suffered, no independent review of takedown decisions, and no
accountability for platforms that fail to act on valid notices. Criminal proceedings under
UU ITE could theoretically prosecute Al content generators for defamation or other
offenses, but require identifying perpetrators who may be anonymous or located abroad,
and impose resource burdens on victims who must navigate police and prosecutorial
bureaucracies without guaranteed outcomes. Civil litigation faces similar identification
challenges plus significant cost barriers as most Indonesians cannot afford lawyer fees
and court expenses, lengthy timelines often measured in years before final decisions, and
difficulties obtaining meaningful remedies even with favorable judgments if defendants
prove judgment-proof or beyond enforcement reach.

Civil society participants advocated for accessible administrative redress
mechanisms enabling individuals to file complaints about Al systems or content directly
to regulatory agencies that could investigate, order corrections, and impose penalties on
violators without requiring victims to pursue expensive litigation. They pointed to data
protection authorities in some jurisdictions that enable individuals to file complaints
about privacy violations with government agencies that investigate and order remedies,
providing more accessible justice than civil courts while creating systematic oversight
through aggregate analysis of complaint patterns. However, government officials noted
that such redress systems require substantial institutional capacity including staffing to
investigate complaints, technical expertise to evaluate algorithmic system operations, and
enforcement authority to compel compliance with orders, and that Indonesian agencies
currently lack these capabilities for conventional content issues much less emerging Al
challenges. The officials acknowledged that accountability gaps exist but described them
as practical constraints rather than principled objections, expressing that ideal
accountability frameworks would involve multiple overlapping mechanisms including
platform self-regulation, regulatory oversight, civil litigation, and administrative
complaints, but that resource limitations force prioritization and phased development
rather than comprehensive immediate implementation.
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Figure 3: Accountability Gaps in AI Content Governance - Description for Visualization

Implementation Challenges: Capacity, Coordination, and Compliance

The research revealed multiple intersecting implementation challenges that
constrain Indonesia's ability to effectively govern Al-generated content even where clear
policy intentions exist, with technical capacity limitations, inter-agency coordination
difficulties, compliance enforcement barriers, and political economy factors all
contributing to significant gaps between regulatory aspirations and practical outcomes.
Government officials candidly acknowledged severe technical capacity constraints as
fundamental implementation barrier, explaining that relevant ministries and agencies
employ very few staff with substantive Al technical knowledge, machine learning
expertise, or practical experience evaluating algorithmic systems. One official estimated
that across all agencies with potential Al oversight roles, Indonesia might have fewer than
fifty civil servants who could meaningfully review Al system documentation, assess
training data quality and bias, evaluate performance metrics, or understand technical
explanations of model behavior. This expertise deficit means that agencies depend
heavily on external consultants or academics for technical analysis, creating delays,
increasing costs, and generating concerns about consultant independence and expertise
quality. The official noted that recruiting and retaining Al talent within government
proves extremely difficult given that private sector Al positions offer substantially higher
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compensation, more interesting work, and better career progression than civil service
roles.

Beyond individual technical skills, agencies lack institutional systems and
processes for systematic Al oversight including standardized evaluation frameworks,
testing protocols, monitoring mechanisms, and knowledge management systems that
would enable consistent, rigorous oversight even if technical staff were available.
Government officials described oversight as currently occurring ad-hoc in response to
specific incidents or complaints rather than proactive systematic surveillance of Al
deployments, with agencies having minimal visibility into what Al systems operate in
Indonesia, how they function, who controls them, or what impacts they generate until
problems emerge publicly. Building comprehensive Al oversight infrastructure would
require not only human capacity development but also technological investments in
monitoring tools, testing environments, and data systems enabling agencies to effectively
track and evaluate Al deployments at scale. However, competing budget priorities and
limited overall resources mean that such investments remain low priority relative to more
visible needs including physical infrastructure, healthcare, education, and poverty
alleviation programs with stronger political constituencies and more immediate tangible
benefits.

The inter-agency coordination challenges discussed in the regulatory landscape
section translate directly into implementation difficulties, as fragmented governance
creates information silos, duplicated efforts, conflicting guidance, and accountability gaps
that undermine effective oversight. Government officials from different agencies
described limited communication and collaboration around AI governance issues, with
each agency focusing on its narrow mandate without systematic consultation with other
relevant authorities. This siloed approach means that agencies develop partial,
inconsistent responses to Al challenges rather than comprehensive coordinated strategies,
with gaps emerging where no single agency claims clear authority and overlaps
generating confusion about which agency leads particular issues. Platform representatives
described frustration navigating fragmented bureaucratic structures, needing to engage
multiple agencies without clear hierarchy or coordination, receiving potentially
conflicting guidance, and facing uncertainty about compliance requirements when
different agencies hold divergent interpretations. The coordination difficulties reflect
deeper structural issues in Indonesian governance where sector-specific ministries
jealously guard jurisdictional turf, lack strong central coordination mechanisms
compelling cross-agency collaboration, and operate within political dynamics where
ministers compete for credit and resources rather than cooperating toward shared
objectives.

Compliance verification and enforcement present additional implementation
challenges even where clear rules exist, given the practical difficulties detecting Al-
generated content, identifying violators, collecting evidence, and compelling remediation
from actors who may be foreign, anonymous, or judgment-proof. Government officials
acknowledged that current enforcement capabilities involve manual review of reported
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content, reactive responses to public complaints, and ad-hoc investigations of high-profile
incidents, with no systematic proactive monitoring of Al content across Indonesian digital
spaces. The volume and velocity of Al content generation far exceeds human enforcement
capacity, necessitating automated detection systems that Indonesia has not developed
domestically and would need to procure from international vendors, creating
dependencies on foreign technology that itself may lack transparency or appropriateness
for Indonesian content and contexts. Even when violations are detected, enforcement
against foreign platforms, applications, or users requires international cooperation that
proves slow, uncertain, and often ineffective, particularly for actors in jurisdictions with
weak rule of law, minimal cooperation treaties, or deliberate safe haven policies attracting
internet businesses seeking regulatory arbitrage.

The challenge of enforcement against influential domestic and foreign technology
companies involves not only technical and legal difficulties but also political economy
considerations where powerful corporations deploy lobbying, public relations, and
economic leverage to shape regulatory outcomes in their favor. Platform representatives
acknowledged, though generally in carefully hedged terms, that major technology
companies actively engage Indonesian policy makers to advocate their preferred
regulatory approaches, provide technical briefings that may present industry-favorable
interpretations of Al capabilities and limitations, offer economic analyses emphasizing
benefits and downplaying risks, and when necessary, threaten service restrictions or
market exit if regulations become too onerous. Civil society participants expressed
concerns about regulatory capture where under-resourced government agencies develop
close relationships with regulated industry representatives who provide seemingly neutral
technical information and policy analysis that subtly advances industry interests, while
civil society and academic voices receive less access and attention due to limited
resources for sustained engagement. The scholar noted that regulatory capture need not
involve overt corruption but can operate through cognitive capture where regulators
internalize industry perspectives, information asymmetries where industry controls
technical knowledge shaping debates, and revolving doors where regulators anticipate
future industry employment influencing current decisions.

The political dimensions of Al content regulation create additional
implementation complications, as the same vague legal standards and discretionary
enforcement authority that enable responsive governance also create opportunities for
politically motivated content suppression, selective enforcement against government
critics, and chilling effects on legitimate expression. Civil society participants
documented cases where content moderation rules ostensibly targeting harmful content
have been weaponized against political opposition, activists, journalists, and minorities
expressing unpopular views, with Al-generated content providing convenient pretext for
removal or prosecution given public concerns about deepfakes and misinformation. They
expressed concerns that Al governance frameworks lacking robust rights protections and
procedural safeguards could enable intensified political censorship, as authorities could
claim that Al-generated content should face heightened restrictions given authenticity
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uncertainties, that platforms should implement aggressive proactive removal of potential
Al content to prevent harms, and that users generating or sharing Al content should be
subject to enhanced monitoring and enforcement. The political exploitation risk creates
dilemmas for civil society organizations simultaneously wanting stronger Al governance
to address genuine harms while fearing that expanded regulatory authority will be
misused to suppress legitimate expression.

The compliance challenges facing Indonesian companies and users attempting to
engage responsibly with Al technologies while navigating unclear and evolving
regulatory expectations represent another implementation dimension that interview
participants discussed. Platform representatives described operating in state of regulatory
uncertainty, lacking clear guidance about permissible and prohibited Al applications,
appropriate disclosure and transparency practices, or compliance safe harbors protecting
good-faith efforts from liability. This uncertainty generates multiple negative
consequences including deterring beneficial Al innovation when companies choose not
to develop applications that might face regulatory challenges, encouraging industry to
proceed without permission rather than seeking clarification and risking explicit
prohibitions, and creating competitive disadvantages for cautious Indonesian companies
relative to foreign competitors willing to accept greater regulatory risk. The legal scholar
noted that regulatory uncertainty proves particularly problematic in fast-moving
technology domains where waiting years for definitive legal guidance means missing
market opportunities, yet proceeding without clarity risks expensive compliance failures,
legal liability, and reputational damage if regulatory interpretations ultimately prove
unfavorable.

Figure 4: Implementation Challenge Interconnections - Description for Visualization
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Comparative Insights: Indonesia's Approach in Global Context

The comparative analysis examining Indonesia's Al content governance
approaches relative to the European Union, Singapore, and United States reveals a
distinctive regulatory position that borrows selectively from different models while
adapting to Indonesia's specific circumstances, though currently lacking the coherence
and comprehensiveness of more developed frameworks. The European Union's Al Act
represents the most ambitious regulatory approach globally, establishing risk-based
classification system categorizing Al applications from minimal risk through limited and
high risk to unacceptable risk, with corresponding regulatory requirements scaling from
minimal obligations to outright prohibitions. The EU framework emphasizes fundamental
rights protection, mandatory risk assessments, transparency requirements, human
oversight provisions, and robust enforcement through substantial penalties reaching up to
six percent of global revenue for the most serious violations. Government officials
expressed admiration for the EU's comprehensive approach and its success establishing
global reference point influencing Al governance discussions worldwide, though
acknowledging that directly transplanting EU-level regulatory requirements to Indonesia
would prove infeasible given vastly different technical capacity, enforcement resources,
and economic positions relative to technology companies.

Singapore's approach offers more immediately relevant reference point for
Indonesia given similarities as developing Southeast Asian nations balancing innovation
encouragement with governance needs, though Singapore's substantially greater
economic development, technical capacity, and government effectiveness create
important contextual differences. Singapore has adopted relatively light-touch,
principles-based Al governance framework through voluntary Model Al Governance
Framework and Al Verify testing tool that companies can use to assess Al systems against
fairness and transparency principles, combined with sector-specific regulations
addressing particular Al applications in finance, healthcare, and other domains where
risks warrant targeted intervention. Government officials described Singapore's approach
as pragmatically attractive, avoiding premature comprehensive regulation while
establishing governance foundations that could be strengthened over time as
implementation experience accumulates and technical capacity develops. However, civil
society participants criticized Singapore's voluntary approach as inadequate to ensure
rights protection, noting that self-regulation frameworks in other technology domains
have repeatedly failed to prevent harms when commercial incentives conflict with safety
and rights, and that Singapore's specific political context including limited democratic
accountability and strong government-industry coordination differs substantially from
Indonesia's messier but more pluralistic governance environment.

The United States presents complex, fragmented AI governance landscape
without comprehensive federal framework, instead relying on sector-specific laws, state-
level regulation, and market-driven industry self-regulation supplemented by threat of tort
liability for harms. The US approach privileges innovation and economic
competitiveness, expresses skepticism about precautionary regulation, and demonstrates
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relative comfort with risk-taking and learning through experience including allowing
some harms to materialize before regulatory intervention. Platform representatives
generally favored US-style approach, arguing that light regulation enabled American
technology leadership and that excessive precaution would sacrifice benefits to avoid
hypothetical risks, with market competition and reputation concerns incentivizing
responsible behavior without heavy-handed government mandates. However,
government officials noted that US approach depends on strong judicial systems,
sophisticated civil society watchdogs, and competitive markets providing accountability
mechanisms that may function less effectively in Indonesian context, and that US
tolerance for experimentation reflects economic position where country can afford
learning costs and pivot quickly if experiments fail, while Indonesia's more constrained
circumstances justify greater caution.

The comparative analysis reveals that Indonesia's emerging approach occupies
middle ground between EU's comprehensive regulation and US's market-oriented
minimalism, with elements resembling Singapore's pragmatic principles-based
framework adapted to Indonesia's distinctive political, economic, and social context. Like
the EU, Indonesia expresses commitment to fundamental rights protection, government
oversight of technology companies, and belief that market forces alone prove insufficient
to prevent harms, though lacking resources and capacity to implement EU-style
comprehensive regulatory apparatus. Like Singapore, Indonesia favors pragmatic,
flexible approaches that can be adjusted as experience accumulates and circumstances
change, though Indonesia's more vibrant civil society and democratic contestation means
that voluntary self-regulation faces stronger critical scrutiny and demands for binding
rules than Singapore's consensus-oriented governance tolerates. Like the US, Indonesia
worries about regulatory overreach deterring innovation and wants to maintain
technology sector growth supporting economic development and employment, though
Indonesia's developing economy status creates asymmetric power dynamics with foreign
technology companies that make US-style market reliance more problematic.

The research identified several areas where Indonesia might productively adapt or
learn from reference jurisdictions' experiences while recognizing necessary contextual
adjustments. The EU's mandatory risk assessment requirements before deploying high-
risk Al systems offer template that Indonesia could adapt by starting with limited
categories of genuinely high-risk applications such as government use of Al in social
service allocation or criminal justice rather than attempting comprehensive coverage
immediately, building capacity incrementally as experience accumulates. Singapore's Al
Verify testing tool provides model for practical transparency mechanisms that enable
companies to assess systems against governance principles without requiring massive
regulatory infrastructure, though Indonesia would need to develop Indonesian-language
versions addressing Indonesian content, cultural, and regulatory specificities rather than
directly adopting Singapore's tools. The US experience with platform liability debates
including arguments about Section 230 protections offers cautionary lessons about risks
of broad immunity provisions that may inadequately incentivize responsible content
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moderation, though also illustrating difficulties of imposing liability that proves
enforceable against foreign actors and doesn't simply drive platforms to exit markets
rather than accept legal exposure.

Areas where Indonesia might offer distinctive innovations contributing to global
Al governance discourse include approaches to multilingual content moderation that most
regulatory frameworks have inadequately addressed given their development in relatively
linguistically homogeneous contexts, integration of religious and cultural sensitivity
considerations into content governance frameworks reflecting Indonesia's pluralistic
democratic tradition, and governance models appropriate for developing countries with
limited technical capacity that could inform approaches in other developing democracies
facing similar constraints. Government officials expressed that Indonesia shouldn't
simply accept regulatory transplants from developed countries but should assert agency
in shaping Al governance reflecting Indonesian values including Pancasila state
philosophy emphasizing pluralism and social harmony, Indonesian democratic traditions
balancing individual and communal rights, and Indonesian development priorities
potentially justifying different innovation-safety trade-offs than wealthy nations would
make. However, translating these broad aspirations into specific regulatory innovations
requires technical expertise, policy development capacity, and political will to resist
industry pressures that currently remain limited.

The challenge of developing appropriate Indonesian Al governance while
engaging constructively with global Al governance processes represents strategic
dilemma that interview participants discussed. Indonesia needs some degree of regulatory
harmonization with major markets including EU, US, and regional partners to enable
technology trade, attract investment, and participate in global digital economy rather than
becoming regulatory outlier that foreign technology companies avoid. However,
excessive deference to external regulatory models risks regulatory colonialism where
Indonesian governance simply implements rules designed elsewhere reflecting foreign
values and interests rather than Indonesian needs and priorities. Government officials
described seeking balance through selective adaptation, learning from other jurisdictions'
experiences and technical approaches while maintaining flexibility to adjust based on
Indonesian circumstances and periodically reassessing effectiveness rather than
permanently locking in particular approaches. Civil society participants urged greater
ambition in developing distinctively Indonesian approaches and more active participation
in global Al governance debates to ensure developing country perspectives receive
adequate attention in emerging international norms that powerful governments and
technology companies from few countries currently dominate.
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Figure 5: Comparative Regulatory Approaches Framework - Description for Visualization

xCreate a three-dimensional comparison cube framework with three axes:
Regulatory Intensity (light to heavy), Rights Protection (weak to strong), and Innovation
Orientation (restrictive to permissive). Plot the four jurisdictions as spheres in this 3D
space: EU positioned at heavy regulation, strong rights, moderately restrictive innovation
(concerned about safety); US at light regulation, moderate rights (varied by sector), highly
permissive innovation; Singapore at moderate regulation, moderate rights, moderately
permissive innovation; Indonesia at moderate-light regulation (current state), moderate-
weak rights (gaps in enforcement), moderately permissive innovation (aspirational). Use
different colored spheres for each jurisdiction. Include arrows showing movement
trajectories: EU implementing and potentially adjusting, US facing pressure for more
regulation, Singapore incrementally strengthening, Indonesia uncertain trajectory with
potential movement toward either stronger regulation or maintaining lighter approach.
Add text boxes around the cube describing key characteristics at different positions: e.g.,
high regulation + strong rights = "Comprehensive protective framework but compliance
costs," light regulation + weak rights = "Innovation enabled but populations vulnerable."
Show Indonesia's position relative to others and its range of future possibilities.

Discussion

The findings of this research both align with and extend existing scholarly
literature on Al governance while revealing important insights specific to Indonesian
context that enrich global understanding of AI content regulation challenges and
approaches. The documented fragmentation and legal ambiguity in Indonesia's Al content
regulatory landscape confirms broader patterns observed in developing country
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technology governance research, where multiple overlapping laws designed for pre-
digital contexts get applied to emerging technologies in ways that create regulatory gaps,
inconsistencies, and implementation challenges. The finding that Indonesia lacks
comprehensive Al-specific legislation while relying on general digital governance
frameworks parallels observations from other developing democracies attempting to
govern Al without resources or capacity for purpose-built regulatory systems, validating
arguments that developing countries face distinctive governance constraints requiring
different approaches than wealthy nations with substantial regulatory capacity can deploy.

The research findings on tensions between innovation encouragement and rights
protection contribute to debates in Al governance literature about appropriate regulatory
philosophies and trade-offs. The diversity of stakeholder positions documented here, with
government prioritizing economic competitiveness, platforms advocating light-touch
regulation, and civil society demanding rights-focused frameworks, reflects broader
global patterns where different actors with distinct interests and values advance
competing governance approaches. However, the research reveals how these debates play
out differently in developing country contexts where economic development imperatives
carry particular urgency, asymmetric power dynamics with foreign technology companies
complicate regulatory enforcement, and limited technical capacity constrains
implementation options regardless of philosophical preferences. These findings challenge
implicit assumptions in much Al governance scholarship that treats regulatory philosophy
selection as primarily normative choice rather than also reflecting practical constraints
limiting feasible policy options.

The algorithmic accountability gaps documented in this research validate and
extend critical scholarship questioning whether meaningful accountability can be
achieved for opaque, complex AI systems operating at scale. The research confirms
findings from platform governance studies that notice-and-takedown systems designed
for smaller volumes of human-created content prove overwhelmed by Al-generated
content, that distributed responsibility across Al supply chains creates accountability
gaps, and that technical opacity undermines traditional causal responsibility frameworks
underpinning legal liability. However, the research contributes new insights about how
these general accountability challenges manifest specifically in developing country
contexts where technical capacity to evaluate algorithmic systems remains severely
limited, institutional infrastructure for redress proves underdeveloped, and political
economy dynamics may enable powerful actors to evade accountability more easily than
in contexts with stronger regulatory capacity and civil society oversight.

The implementation challenges documented here resonate with broader literature
on regulatory capacity in developing countries, confirming that formal legal frameworks
often remain partially or poorly implemented due to resource constraints, technical
expertise deficits, coordination failures, and political obstacles. The research extends this
literature by providing granular detail about specific technical, institutional, and political
implementation barriers in Al governance domain, illustrating how implementation
challenges compound and reinforce each other in problematic feedback loops, and
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documenting how actors navigate implementation gaps through informal mechanisms,
selective enforcement, and pragmatic adaptation. These findings contribute to more
realistic assessments of what governance approaches prove feasible in resource-
constrained contexts, cautioning against normative scholarship that prescribes ideal
regulatory solutions without adequate attention to implementation requirements and
constraints.

The comparative analysis findings align with literature documenting increasing
global attention to Al governance while revealing persistent geographic biases in which
jurisdictions' approaches receive scholarly analysis and inform global discourse. The
research validates observations that EU Al Act serves as influential reference point
globally, that different jurisdictions adopt varying regulatory philosophies reflecting their
distinctive political economies and governance traditions, and that developing countries
face challenges asserting agency in global Al governance norm-setting dominated by
wealthy nations and major technology companies. However, the research extends existing
scholarship by providing detailed empirical analysis of how one important developing
country attempts to navigate global Al governance landscape, identifying specific areas
where policy learning and adaptation occur, and highlighting distinctive governance
innovations emerging from developing country contexts that deserve greater attention in
global Al governance conversations.

This research provides important actionable insights for policymakers, technology
companies, civil society organizations, and international development agencies involved
in Al governance in Indonesia and similar contexts. For the Indonesian government, the
study emphasizes the need for a coordinated, inter-agency approach to Al governance,
which would involve creating an inter-ministerial working group with clear mandates and
resources. This would help overcome coordination failures, align sector-specific
strategies, and improve regulatory effectiveness. Additionally, the findings stress the
importance of building technical capacity within government institutions, suggesting that
specialized Al units within agencies, partnerships with universities, and international
capacity-building programs can strengthen Al oversight and policy analysis. For civil
society and digital rights advocates, the research underscores the need for continuous
engagement, technical expertise development, and public education to ensure that
marginalized groups are included in Al governance discussions. Technology companies
are encouraged to engage proactively with regulatory processes, invest in locally adapted
content moderation, and ensure transparency and accountability in their practices. Lastly,
international organizations should focus on supporting long-term institutional capacity
building that empowers local stakeholders, ensuring that foreign regulatory models are
adapted to Indonesia’s specific needs rather than imposed as one-size-fits-all solutions.

While the research provides valuable insights, several limitations must be
considered. The small sample size, consisting of 5-8 expert interviews, restricts the ability
to generalize findings beyond the perspectives of the individuals interviewed. The
purposive sampling approach may have introduced selection bias, as it predominantly
captured views from well-informed experts, potentially overlooking the experiences of

Advances in Social Humanities Research Vol 3 No. 12 December 2025 979



Diky Dikrurahman, Abdullah

less-engaged stakeholders, marginalized communities, and ordinary users affected by Al
policies. The brief research period of eight weeks limits the study's ability to track the
evolving regulatory landscape and the long-term impacts of Al governance policies.
Future research could benefit from larger, more diverse samples and longitudinal studies
that document policy development and enforcement outcomes over time. Moreover, the
reliance on interviews and document analysis introduces the risk of self-serving biases in
participant accounts, particularly on sensitive issues. Future research should incorporate
additional methods like ethnographic observation, document analysis, and quantitative
surveys to triangulate findings and strengthen the robustness of conclusions. Lastly, while
the study provided valuable comparative insights, the lack of primary empirical data from
jurisdictions like the EU, Singapore, and the US limits the depth of comparison, which
could be addressed by conducting direct fieldwork and engaging local researchers in these
regions.

Conclusion

Critical accountability gaps persist across the Al content lifecycle from training
data collection through content generation, distribution, and harm occurrence, with
technical opacity, distributed responsibility, limited redress mechanisms, and
enforcement challenges against foreign actors undermining effective oversight despite
aspirational accountability principles in policy discourse. Implementation proves severely
constrained by technical capacity deficits within government agencies lacking Al
expertise, inter-agency coordination failures fragmenting governance across multiple
authorities without systematic collaboration mechanisms, compliance enforcement
difficulties given the volume and velocity of Al content generation, and political economy
dynamics where powerful technology companies influence regulatory outcomes while
marginalized populations lack resources for sustained advocacy. Comparative analysis
positions Indonesia as occupying middle ground between the European Union's
comprehensive regulatory approach and the United States' market-oriented minimalism,
with elements resembling Singapore's pragmatic principles-based framework but adapted
to Indonesia's distinctive democratic contestation, linguistic diversity, and developing
economy status creating asymmetric power relations with foreign technology companies.
These findings underscore that effective, rights-respecting Al governance in developing
country contexts requires not merely formal legal frameworks but substantial investments
in technical and institutional capacity, coordination mechanisms enabling whole-of-
government approaches, accountability systems accessible to affected populations,
explicit inclusion of civil society and marginalized voices in policy development, and
international cooperation enabling developing countries to assert meaningful governance
authority rather than accepting rules designed elsewhere. Future research should pursue
longitudinal designs tracking regulatory evolution and implementation experiences over
multi-year periods, larger-sample studies enabling systematic analysis of stakeholder
position variation and affected community perspectives currently underrepresented in
elite policy discussions, rigorous multi-country comparative research examining how
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diverse developing democracies navigate Al governance challenges and what context-
specific factors enable more effective approaches, investigation of complementary
governance mechanisms including platform self-regulation and multi-stakeholder
initiatives beyond government regulation, and deeper political economy analysis
illuminating power dynamics, resource flows, and structural constraints shaping whose
interests Al governance ultimately serves in contexts of limited state capacity and
significant corporate power asymmetries.
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