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Abstract 

In the contemporary digital economy, personal data has evolved into a strategic economic asset that underpins 

digital trade, platform-based business models, and the rapid advancement of Artificial Intelligence (AI). As 

governments seek to harness the economic benefits of data-driven innovation, data protection law has emerged 

not merely as a mechanism for safeguarding privacy but as a critical determinant of digital market governance, 

consumer trust, and international economic competitiveness. This article critically examines whether data 

protection frameworks can function as catalysts for digital economic growth and how different regulatory 

approaches shape the development of AI-driven economies. 

Employing a doctrinal and comparative legal methodology, the study analyses the European Union’s General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR) and India’s Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (DPDP Act). Rather than 

treating these frameworks as competing models of privacy regulation, the article evaluates the underlying 

regulatory trade-offs between rights protection, innovation, compliance burdens, and economic development. The 

analysis focuses on consent architecture, data subject rights, accountability obligations, cross-border data 

transfers, enforcement mechanisms, and the governance of emerging AI technologies. 

The article argues that effective data protection regulation contributes to digital economic growth not through 

deregulation, but by creating trustworthy digital ecosystems that encourage consumer participation, investment, 

and responsible innovation. However, the comparative analysis demonstrates that the relationship between privacy 

regulation and economic growth is neither linear nor uniform. The GDPR’s rights-centric and precautionary 

approach strengthens legal certainty, international data governance, and accountability for high-risk AI systems, 

including foundation models and generative AI applications, but may impose substantial compliance costs that 

disproportionately affect smaller enterprises. In contrast, India’s DPDP Act adopts a more flexible and growth-

oriented framework designed to facilitate digital inclusion, innovation, and ease of doing business, although 

concerns remain regarding institutional independence, enforcement capacity, algorithmic accountability, and 

safeguards against emerging harms such as AI bias, automated decision-making, and deepfakes. 

The study further examines the interaction between data protection law and contemporary AI governance 

developments, particularly the European Union’s AI Act, highlighting the increasing convergence between 

privacy regulation and risk-based AI oversight. It concludes that data protection can serve as a catalyst for 

sustainable digital economic growth when regulatory frameworks balance individual rights with innovation 

incentives and provide effective mechanisms for addressing AI-related risks. The article contends that neither 

regulatory rigidity nor excessive flexibility alone is sufficient; instead, adaptive and accountable governance 

models are required to ensure that economic growth in the age of AI remains both innovative and rights-respecting. 

I. Introduction 

A. Background 

The twenty-first century digital economy is increasingly structured around the generation, aggregation, 

processing, and commercialization of data as a strategic economic resource. Frequently characterized as the “new 

oil” of the information age, data has emerged as a critical factor of production capable of driving innovation, 

enhancing market efficiency, facilitating cross-border trade, and enabling the development of novel digital 
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business models.1 The exponential growth of e-commerce platforms, cloud computing infrastructures, financial 

technology services, Internet of Things (IoT) ecosystems, and data-driven enterprises has transformed personal 

data into a valuable economic asset with significant implications for both economic governance and regulatory 

policy.2 Consequently, contemporary states are confronted with the dual challenge of harnessing the economic 

value of data while simultaneously safeguarding the fundamental rights and freedoms of individuals. 

The economic significance of data has become even more pronounced with the rapid advancement of Artificial 

Intelligence (AI). Contemporary AI systems, particularly machine learning models, foundation models, and 

generative AI applications, rely upon the large-scale collection and processing of data for training, validation, 

optimization, and continuous deployment.3 The emergence of advanced AI systems such as large language models, 

automated decision-making tools, predictive analytics, biometric identification technologies, and synthetic 

content generators has fundamentally altered the relationship between data, innovation, and economic growth.4 

While these technologies promise substantial gains in productivity, competitiveness, and digital transformation, 

they simultaneously generate complex legal and ethical challenges relating to informational privacy, algorithmic 

opacity, discriminatory outcomes, cybersecurity risks, and democratic accountability. 

In particular, the increasing deployment of generative AI systems has intensified concerns regarding the lawful 

acquisition and processing of personal data, the use of copyrighted and sensitive information for model training, 

and the creation of deepfakes capable of undermining informational integrity and public trust. Similarly, the 

operation of foundation models trained on vast and often opaque datasets raises significant questions concerning 

purpose limitation, data minimization, transparency obligations, and the effective exercise of data subject rights.5 

These developments illustrate that contemporary debates on data protection can no longer be confined to 

conventional privacy concerns; rather, they must be situated within the broader context of AI governance and the 

regulation of digital markets. 

In response to these challenges, jurisdictions across the world have increasingly adopted comprehensive data 

protection frameworks designed to regulate the collection, processing, storage, and transfer of personal data. Such 

frameworks seek not only to protect individual privacy but also to establish legal certainty, promote consumer 

trust, and facilitate responsible innovation within the digital economy. Data protection law has therefore evolved 

from a purely rights-based regulatory instrument into an essential component of digital economic governance. 

The effectiveness of a data protection regime increasingly depends upon its ability to reconcile competing 

objectives, namely the protection of individual autonomy, the promotion of technological innovation, the 

facilitation of cross-border data flows, and the maintenance of economic competitiveness.6 

Within this evolving regulatory landscape, the European Union's General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) has 

emerged as the most influential and comprehensive model of data protection governance. Grounded in a rights-

centric approach, the GDPR establishes extensive obligations upon data controllers and processors, reinforces 

individual rights, and extends its regulatory reach through the principle of extraterritoriality. The Regulation has 

significantly shaped global data governance standards and has become a benchmark against which emerging data 

protection laws are frequently assessed. However, its stringent compliance requirements have also attracted 

criticism for imposing substantial regulatory and financial burdens, particularly upon small and medium-sized 

enterprises and AI innovators.7 

 
“1 Viktor Mayer-Schönberger & Kenneth Cukier, Big Data: A Revolution That Will Transform How We Live, Work 

and Think (John Murray, London, 2013) 15. 
2 OECD, Data-Driven Innovation: Big Data for Growth and Well-Being (OECD Publishing, Paris, 2015) 23. 
3 OECD, Artificial Intelligence in Society (OECD Publishing, Paris, 2019) 45. 
4 World Economic Forum, The Future of Jobs Report 2025 (WEF, Geneva, 2025) 38. 
5 European Data Protection Board, Opinion 28/2024 on Certain Data Protection Aspects Related to AI Models 

(EDPB, Brussels, 2024) 12. 
6 Christopher Kuner, Transborder Data Flows and Data Privacy Law (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013) 

56. 
7 Dragos Tudorache and Paul Nemitz, The EU AI Act and the Future of Digital Regulation (2024) 15 European 

Law Journal 122, 130. 
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India's Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (DPDP Act) represents a distinct regulatory approach that seeks 

to balance privacy protection with the imperatives of economic growth, digital inclusion, and technological 

innovation. Enacted in the aftermath of the constitutional recognition of privacy as a fundamental right in Justice 

K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India, the DPDP Act reflects India's attempt to construct a data governance 

framework suited to the needs of a rapidly expanding digital economy.8 Unlike the GDPR's predominantly rights-

oriented model, the DPDP Act adopts a comparatively flexible and state-centric approach that prioritizes ease of 

compliance, regulatory adaptability, and economic development. Nevertheless, concerns persist regarding the 

breadth of governmental exemptions, the scope of delegated rule-making powers, the institutional independence 

of enforcement mechanisms, and the adequacy of safeguards against emerging AI-related harms.9 

Against this backdrop, the present study proceeds from the premise that data protection regulation should not be 

viewed solely as a compliance obligation or a constraint upon innovation. Rather, it argues that effective data 

protection frameworks can function as catalysts for sustainable digital economic growth by fostering public trust, 

reducing information asymmetries, enabling responsible AI development, and facilitating participation in the 

global data economy. However, the extent to which such objectives are achieved depends upon the regulatory 

choices embedded within different legal frameworks and their capacity to address emerging challenges posed by 

generative AI, algorithmic bias, automated decision-making systems, foundation models, and cross-border data 

governance. A critical comparative examination of the GDPR and the DPDP Act is therefore necessary to assess 

whether contemporary data protection regimes can successfully balance the competing demands of privacy, 

innovation, and economic development in the age of artificial intelligence. 

B. Research Problem 

The relationship between data protection regulation and digital economic growth remains a contested issue in 

contemporary legal scholarship. While robust data protection laws seek to safeguard privacy, autonomy, and 

accountability, critics argue that stringent compliance requirements may increase regulatory costs, restrict data-

driven innovation, and impede the development of emerging technologies such as Artificial Intelligence (AI). 

Conversely, proponents contend that effective data governance enhances consumer trust, legal certainty, and cross-

border digital trade, thereby fostering sustainable economic growth. 

The challenge is particularly significant in the AI era, where generative AI, foundation models, automated 

decision-making systems, and deepfake technologies rely upon extensive data processing while simultaneously 

generating risks of privacy violations, algorithmic bias, and misuse of personal information. The divergent 

approaches adopted by the European Union’s GDPR and India’s Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 

(DPDP Act) provide an important framework for examining how legal systems balance innovation, economic 

competitiveness, and fundamental rights protection. This study therefore investigates whether data protection 

regulation functions as a constraint on, or a catalyst for, digital economic growth in the age of AI. 

C. Research Questions 

This article seeks to address the following research questions: 

1. How do the GDPR and the DPDP Act regulate the collection, processing, and transfer of personal data 

in the age of Artificial Intelligence? 

2. To what extent do these regulatory frameworks contribute to digital economic growth by fostering trust, 

innovation, and investment? 

3. Which regulatory model better balances privacy protection with the need for technological innovation 

and AI-driven development? 

D. Research Methodology 

 
8 Justice K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of India, (2017) 10 SCC 1. 
9 Graham Greenleaf, “India's Digital Personal Data Protection Act 2023: A Critical Assessment” (2024) 183 

Privacy Laws & Business International Report 6, 9. 
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This study adopts a doctrinal legal research methodology based on the critical examination of primary and 

secondary legal sources, including statutory instruments, judicial pronouncements, policy documents, regulatory 

guidelines, governmental reports, and contemporary academic literature. A comparative analytical framework is 

employed to evaluate the European Union's General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and India's Digital 

Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (DPDP Act), focusing on their normative foundations, regulatory architecture, 

enforcement mechanisms, and implications for Artificial Intelligence (AI) governance. 

Rather than merely describing legislative provisions, the study critically assesses the strengths, limitations, and 

regulatory trade-offs inherent in both frameworks. Particular attention is devoted to issues of compliance burdens, 

cross-border data flows, enforcement challenges, generative AI, algorithmic bias, deepfakes, foundation models, 

and the evolving relationship between data protection law and the EU AI Act. The methodology seeks to determine 

whether robust data governance serves as a catalyst for digital economic growth by balancing innovation, 

accountability, and fundamental rights protection. 

II. Conceptual Framework: Data Protection and Digital Economic Growth 

A. Data as an Economic Asset 

The contemporary digital economy is fundamentally predicated upon the collection, processing, and monetization 

of data, which has emerged as a critical economic resource and a key driver of innovation.10 Although the oft-

cited characterization of data as the “new oil” underscores its economic value, data differs from traditional 

resources in that it is non-rivalrous, reusable, and capable of generating value through aggregation, analysis, and 

technological application. Consequently, data has become an essential component of digital markets, influencing 

productivity, competitiveness, and economic growth across jurisdictions. 

The economic significance of data is particularly evident in sectors such as Artificial Intelligence (AI), cloud 

computing, financial technology (fintech), e-commerce, and digital public infrastructure. AI systems, especially 

generative AI and foundation models, depend upon vast datasets to train algorithms, improve predictive accuracy, 

and facilitate automated decision-making.11 However, the increasing dependence on data-intensive technologies 

has generated significant legal concerns relating to privacy, algorithmic bias, data ownership, transparency, and 

accountability. The proliferation of deepfakes and synthetic content further demonstrates how data can 

simultaneously create economic opportunities and regulatory risks. 

From a legal perspective, data should not merely be viewed as an economic commodity but as a resource whose 

exploitation must be balanced against fundamental rights and public interests.12 Excessively restrictive regulation 

may impede innovation and cross-border data flows, whereas inadequate safeguards may undermine consumer 

trust and market participation. Therefore, effective data governance frameworks such as the GDPR and the DPDP 

Act seek to reconcile economic development with privacy protection by establishing legal certainty, promoting 

responsible innovation, and fostering trust-based digital ecosystems. 

B. Economic Benefits of Data Protection 

1. Consumer Trust 

Data protection frameworks generate economic value by fostering consumer trust, which is an indispensable 

prerequisite for participation in digital markets. Where individuals are assured that their personal information is 

processed lawfully, transparently, and securely, they are more likely to engage with digital platforms, e-commerce 

services, fintech applications, and AI-enabled technologies.13 Trust functions as a form of regulatory capital, 

reducing information asymmetries and encouraging greater adoption of digital services. However, excessive 

 
10 Viktor Mayer-Schönberger & Kenneth Cukier, Big Data: A Revolution That Will Transform How We Live, Work 

and Think (John Murray, London, 2013) 15. 
11 OECD, Artificial Intelligence, Machine Learning and Data Governance (OECD Publishing, Paris, 2024) 19. 
12 Julie E. Cohen, Between Truth and Power: The Legal Constructions of Informational Capitalism (Oxford 

University Press, Oxford, 2019) 121. 
13 OECD, Enhancing Access to and Sharing of Data: Reconciling Risks and Benefits for Data Re-use Across 

Societies (OECD Publishing, Paris, 2019) 41. 
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regulatory complexity may increase compliance costs and limit innovation, illustrating the need for a balanced 

approach between privacy protection and economic efficiency. 

2. Foreign Investment 

Robust data protection regimes also enhance a jurisdiction’s attractiveness to foreign investors by providing legal 

certainty and predictable regulatory standards. Multinational corporations increasingly prefer jurisdictions with 

coherent data governance frameworks that minimize legal risks associated with data processing and cross-border 

operations. Effective privacy regulation can therefore stimulate investment in digital infrastructure, research and 

development, cloud services, and AI innovation. Nevertheless, overly stringent compliance obligations may deter 

smaller enterprises and startups, creating a trade-off between regulatory accountability and market 

competitiveness.14 

3. Cross-Border Trade 

In the global digital economy, cross-border data flows constitute a critical enabler of international trade, cloud 

computing, and AI development. Data protection laws that establish reliable transfer mechanisms enhance legal 

certainty and facilitate international digital commerce. Instruments such as adequacy decisions, standard 

contractual clauses, and trusted transfer frameworks promote interoperability while safeguarding privacy rights. 

Consequently, effective data governance not only protects individuals but also strengthens economic integration, 

digital trade, and participation in global data ecosystems.15 

C. Risks of Weak Data Governance 

While data-driven innovation generates significant economic benefits, weak data governance frameworks can 

produce substantial legal, economic, and societal harms. Data breaches, unauthorized processing, and inadequate 

cybersecurity safeguards expose individuals to identity theft, financial fraud, and intrusive surveillance, while 

simultaneously imposing reputational and regulatory costs on organizations.16 Such failures erode public trust, 

discourage participation in digital markets, and undermine the legitimacy of data-driven business models. From a 

macroeconomic perspective, regulatory uncertainty and inadequate privacy protections may reduce investor 

confidence and impede the development of sustainable digital ecosystems.17 

The risks are further amplified in the context of Artificial Intelligence (AI). AI systems trained on unlawfully 

obtained, inaccurate, or biased datasets may perpetuate discriminatory outcomes, generate opaque automated 

decisions, and reinforce existing social inequalities. The emergence of generative AI and deepfake technologies 

has intensified concerns regarding misinformation, manipulation of public discourse, and unauthorized use of 

personal data. These challenges demonstrate that weak governance not only threatens individual rights but may 

also distort market efficiency and innovation. 

D. AI and Data Governance 

The increasing integration of AI into economic activities has transformed data governance into a central pillar of 

digital regulation. Contemporary AI systems, particularly foundation models and generative AI applications, 

require access to vast quantities of personal and non-personal data for training, testing, and deployment.18 

Consequently, principles such as lawfulness, fairness, transparency, purpose limitation, and accountability have 

assumed greater significance in ensuring trustworthy AI development. The adoption of the EU AI Act further 

reflects a regulatory shift toward risk-based AI governance that complements traditional data protection 

frameworks. Effective governance mechanisms therefore facilitate innovation while mitigating AI-related risks, 

 
14 Paul Voigt and Axel von dem Bussche, The EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR): A Practical Guide 

(2nd edn., Springer, Cham, 2023) 34. 
15 World Bank, World Development Report 2021: Data for Better Lives (World Bank, Washington D.C., 2021) 

112. 
16 Daniel J. Solove and Paul M. Schwartz, Information Privacy Law (7th edn., Wolters Kluwer, New York, 2021) 

45. 
17 World Bank, World Development Report 2021: Data for Better Lives (World Bank, Washington D.C., 2021) 

117. 
18 OECD, Artificial Intelligence, Machine Learning and Data Governance (OECD Publishing, Paris, 2024) 21. 
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demonstrating that data protection is not merely a compliance obligation but a prerequisite for sustainable digital 

economic growth. 

III. The European Union GDPR: Regulatory Framework and Economic Implications 

A. Historical Evolution 

The European Union's General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) represents the most influential and 

comprehensive data protection regime in contemporary digital governance. Its origins lie in the Data Protection 

Directive 95/46/EC, which sought to harmonize privacy standards across Member States while facilitating the 

free movement of personal data within the internal market.19 However, the Directive's reliance on national 

implementation resulted in regulatory fragmentation, inconsistent enforcement practices, and varying levels of 

protection across the European Union. The rapid expansion of cloud computing, social media platforms, big data 

analytics, and artificial intelligence (AI) further exposed the inadequacies of the Directive-based framework.20 

To address these challenges, the European Union enacted the GDPR in 2016, which became fully applicable on 

25 May 2018. Unlike its predecessor, the GDPR is directly applicable across Member States, thereby promoting 

legal uniformity and reducing regulatory inconsistencies. More significantly, the GDPR reflects a paradigm shift 

from reactive privacy protection to proactive data governance through its emphasis on accountability, risk 

management, and demonstrable compliance. Its extraterritorial scope under Article 3 extends obligations beyond 

EU borders, effectively transforming the GDPR into a global regulatory benchmark that has influenced legislative 

reforms in jurisdictions including India, Brazil, Japan, and South Korea.21 

From an economic perspective, the GDPR embodies a regulatory philosophy that treats privacy not merely as an 

individual right but as an institutional prerequisite for trust-based digital markets. Nevertheless, its stringent 

compliance obligations have generated debate regarding whether extensive regulation promotes sustainable 

innovation or imposes disproportionate costs upon businesses, particularly start-ups and small enterprises.22 

B. Core Principles of the GDPR 

The GDPR is founded upon a set of normative principles that collectively establish a rights-based framework for 

data governance. These principles not only regulate data processing activities but also shape the relationship 

between innovation, accountability, and economic development. 

1. Lawfulness, Fairness and Transparency 

Article 5(1)(a) requires personal data to be processed lawfully, fairly, and transparently.23 Controllers must identify 

a valid legal basis under Article 6, such as consent, contractual necessity, legal obligation, public task, or legitimate 

interests. This principle enhances individual autonomy and strengthens consumer trust in digital services. 

However, critics argue that excessive reliance on consent mechanisms may produce “consent fatigue,” 

undermining meaningful user choice in complex digital environments. 

2. Purpose Limitation 

The principle of purpose limitation mandates that personal data be collected for specified, explicit, and legitimate 

purposes and not subsequently processed in a manner incompatible with those purposes. While this principle 

prevents function creep and unauthorized exploitation of personal information, it may create challenges for AI 

 
19 Directive 95/46/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 October 1995 on the Protection of 

Individuals with Regard to the Processing of Personal Data and on the Free Movement of Such Data. 
20 Christopher Kuner, Transborder Data Flows and Data Privacy Law (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013) 

52. 
21 Anu Bradford, Digital Empires: The Global Battle to Regulate Technology (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 

2023) 102 
22 Daniel Castro and Michael McLaughlin, The Economic Impact of the European Union's GDPR (Information 

Technology and Innovation Foundation, Washington D.C., 2019) 8. 
23 GDPR, art. 5(1)(a). 
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systems that frequently rely upon secondary uses of data and evolving machine-learning applications. 

Consequently, tensions arise between privacy protection and the adaptive nature of AI-driven innovation.24 

3. Data Minimization 

Article 5(1)(c) requires that data processing be limited to what is necessary for a legitimate purpose.25 This 

principle seeks to reduce privacy risks and encourage responsible data stewardship. Yet, in the context of 

foundation models and generative AI systems, which often depend upon massive datasets for training and 

optimization, strict adherence to data minimization may constrain technological development and reduce model 

performance. 

4. Accuracy 

The GDPR obliges controllers to ensure that personal data remains accurate and up to date. This requirement 

assumes particular significance in AI-driven decision-making, where inaccurate or outdated data can generate 

discriminatory outcomes, flawed predictions, and adverse legal consequences for affected individuals. Accuracy 

therefore functions as both a privacy safeguard and a mechanism for promoting algorithmic fairness.26 

5. Storage Limitation 

The principle of storage limitation requires that personal data be retained only for as long as necessary to fulfil 

the purposes for which it was collected. This reduces the risk of unauthorized access, data breaches, and 

unnecessary surveillance. However, AI developers frequently rely upon long-term data retention for model 

refinement and validation, thereby creating a regulatory tension between innovation and privacy protection.27 

6. Integrity and Confidentiality 

Article 5(1)(f) requires controllers to implement appropriate technical and organizational measures to ensure data 

security. Encryption, access controls, cybersecurity protocols, and incident-response mechanisms are central to 

this obligation. In an era characterized by increasing cyber threats and AI-enabled attacks, this principle 

strengthens market confidence and reduces the economic costs associated with data breaches and cybercrime.28 

7. Accountability 

The accountability principle constitutes one of the GDPR's most significant innovations. Article 5(2) requires 

organizations not only to comply with data protection obligations but also to demonstrate compliance through 

documentation, audits, Data Protection Impact Assessments (DPIAs), and, where necessary, the appointment of 

Data Protection Officers (DPOs).29 This shift from reactive enforcement to proactive governance has enhanced 

organizational responsibility and strengthened consumer confidence. 

However, accountability also illustrates the central trade-off within the GDPR framework. While extensive 

compliance mechanisms promote transparency and responsible innovation, they may impose substantial financial 

and administrative burdens, particularly on smaller enterprises and AI start-ups. Thus, the GDPR reflects a 

deliberate regulatory choice that prioritizes fundamental rights and long-term trust over short-term economic 

flexibility. 

Collectively, these principles reveal that the GDPR is not merely a privacy statute but a comprehensive governance 

framework that seeks to balance economic growth, technological innovation, and the protection of fundamental 

rights. Its strengths lie in legal certainty, accountability, and global interoperability, whereas its limitations arise 

 
24 Orla Lynskey, “Data Protection, Artificial Intelligence and Regulatory Governance” (2024) 49 European Law 

Review 215, 226. 
25 GDPR, art. 5(1)(c). 
26 Solon Barocas, Moritz Hardt & Arvind Narayanan, Fairness and Machine Learning (MIT Press, Cambridge, 

2023) 72. 
27 European Data Protection Board, Opinion 28/2024 on Certain Data Protection Aspects Related to AI Models 

(2024) 14. 
28 World Economic Forum, Global Cybersecurity Outlook 2025 (WEF, Geneva, 2025) 31. 
29 GDPR, arts. 24, 30, 35 and 37. 
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from compliance complexity and potential constraints on data-intensive AI development. This tension is central 

to assessing whether stringent data protection regulation functions as a catalyst for, or a constraint upon, digital 

economic growth. 

C. Rights of Data Subjects 

The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) establishes a robust, rights-based framework that empowers data 

subjects with enforceable legal entitlements over their personal data, thereby reinforcing informational self-

determination as a core principle of digital governance.30 The right of access enables individuals to obtain 

confirmation regarding processing activities and access relevant personal data, ensuring transparency and 

procedural accountability. The right to rectification ensures that inaccurate or incomplete data is corrected, thereby 

reducing the risk of adverse automated or human decision-making outcomes. 

The right to erasure, commonly referred to as the “right to be forgotten,” allows data subjects to request deletion 

of personal data where continued processing lacks legal justification, a principle crystallized in Google Spain SL 

v. Agencia Española de Protección de Datos, where the Court of Justice of the European Union emphasized the 

balance between privacy and public interest in data visibility.31 The right to data portability enhances user 

autonomy by enabling structured transfer of personal data between service providers, thereby reducing market 

lock-in effects and promoting competition in digital markets. Additionally, the right to object empowers 

individuals to resist processing based on legitimate interests or direct marketing, reinforcing control over personal 

information. Collectively, these rights enhance trust in digital ecosystems and contribute to the economic 

legitimacy of data-driven innovation. 

D. GDPR and Artificial Intelligence 

The rise of Artificial Intelligence (AI) has significantly complicated traditional data protection paradigms due to 

its reliance on large-scale datasets and automated decision-making systems. The GDPR addresses these challenges 

through a combination of substantive rights and governance obligations aimed at ensuring accountability in 

algorithmic processing. Article 22 provides safeguards against decisions based solely on automated processing 

that produce legal or similarly significant effects, particularly relevant in contexts such as credit scoring, 

employment selection, insurance underwriting, and predictive policing.32 

Furthermore, the GDPR embeds algorithmic accountability through Data Protection Impact Assessments (DPIAs), 

which require ex ante evaluation of high-risk processing activities. These mechanisms encourage organizations to 

identify and mitigate risks associated with AI deployment, including bias, discrimination, and lack of transparency. 

Although the GDPR does not explicitly codify a comprehensive “right to explanation,” its transparency 

requirements mandate meaningful information regarding logic, significance, and consequences of automated 

decision-making, thereby partially addressing concerns of algorithmic opacity. 

The emergence of generative AI systems, foundation models, and deepfake technologies has further intensified 

regulatory challenges. These technologies raise complex questions regarding lawful data processing, consent 

validity, and downstream misuse of synthetic outputs. Consequently, the GDPR increasingly interacts with the 

European Union’s AI Act, which adopts a complementary risk-based framework for governing high-risk AI 

systems, thereby extending regulatory oversight beyond traditional data protection concerns.33 

E. Economic Impact of GDPR 

Positive Effects 

The GDPR has generated significant positive externalities for the digital economy by strengthening consumer 

trust, which functions as a critical enabler of digital market participation. Enhanced privacy protections increase 

user willingness to engage in e-commerce, digital banking, cloud computing, and AI-enabled services, thereby 

 
30 Regulation (EU) 2016/679 (General Data Protection Regulation), arts. 12–15. 
31 Google Spain SL v. Agencia Española de Protección de Datos, Case C-131/12, EU:C:2014:317. 
32 GDPR, art. 22. 
33 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 Laying Down Harmonised Rules on Artificial Intelligence (AI Act), arts. 6, 9 and 

50. 
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expanding the scope of digital economic activity.34 Moreover, the regulation has incentivized organizations to 

adopt stronger cybersecurity measures, reducing the incidence and economic cost of data breaches and reinforcing 

systemic resilience in digital ecosystems. 

A particularly notable economic consequence of the GDPR is the “Brussels Effect,” whereby its regulatory 

standards have been voluntarily adopted by multinational corporations operating globally to ensure market access 

within the European Union. This phenomenon has contributed to the diffusion of GDPR-like standards across 

jurisdictions such as India, Brazil, and South Korea, thereby fostering partial global convergence in data 

governance norms and enhancing regulatory predictability in international digital trade. 

Negative Effects 

Despite these advantages, the GDPR imposes significant compliance burdens on organizations, particularly small 

and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and startups. Costs associated with legal compliance, data protection 

officers, cybersecurity infrastructure, and regulatory reporting can be substantial, thereby increasing barriers to 

market entry and innovation in data-intensive sectors.35 Critics also argue that stringent data minimization and 

purpose limitation principles may constrain the development of AI systems that rely on large-scale, diverse 

datasets for training and optimization. 

However, these costs must be interpreted in light of the broader regulatory objective of creating trustworthy digital 

ecosystems. While short-term compliance expenditures may affect competitiveness, the long-term benefits of 

legal certainty, enhanced consumer trust, and reduced systemic risk arguably outweigh these constraints. The 

GDPR thus reflects a regulatory trade-off between innovation flexibility and rights-based governance, positioning 

data protection not as a barrier to economic growth but as an institutional framework that structures sustainable 

digital development in the age of AI. 

IV. India’s Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023: Framework and Economic Objectives 

A. Evolution of India’s Data Protection Regime 

India’s data protection architecture has evolved through a gradual doctrinal and constitutional trajectory shaped 

by judicial interpretation, technological transformation, and policy experimentation. Prior to the enactment of a 

comprehensive statute, data governance was fragmented, primarily regulated through the Information Technology 

Act, 2000 and associated rules, which proved inadequate in addressing the complexities of large-scale digital 

ecosystems, platform economies, and AI-driven data processing.36 

A decisive constitutional turning point emerged in Justice K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of India, wherein the 

Supreme Court of India unequivocally recognized privacy as a fundamental right under Article 21 of the 

Constitution.37 The Court conceptualized informational privacy as integral to dignity and autonomy, thereby 

constitutionalizing data protection and compelling the State to develop a robust legislative framework. This 

judgment not only elevated privacy to a fundamental constitutional value but also repositioned data governance 

within the broader discourse of rights-based digital constitutionalism. 

In response, the Government of India constituted the Committee of Experts under Justice B.N. Srikrishna, which 

recommended a comprehensive data protection regime through its report A Free and Fair Digital Economy: 

Protecting Privacy, Empowering Indians (2018). The subsequent legislative trajectory—including the Personal 

Data Protection Bill, 2018 and 2019—reflected strong GDPR influence, particularly in relation to consent 

architecture and fiduciary obligations, while simultaneously revealing tensions between regulatory control and 

economic flexibility. After extensive revision, Parliament enacted the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 

 
34 OECD, Enhancing Access to and Sharing of Data: Reconciling Risks and Benefits for Data Re-use Across 

Societies (OECD Publishing, Paris, 2019) 41. 
35 Daniel Castro and Michael McLaughlin, The Economic Impact of the European Union's GDPR (ITIF, 

Washington D.C., 2019) 9. 
36 Information Technology Act, 2000 (India). 
37 Justice K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of India, (2017) 10 SCC 1. 
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(DPDP Act), which represents India’s shift toward a growth-oriented, principles-based, and administratively 

streamlined model of data governance.38 

From a comparative perspective, the DPDP Act reflects a deliberate regulatory calibration between privacy 

protection and economic development, particularly in the context of India’s rapidly expanding digital economy 

and AI ecosystem. 

B. Key Features of the DPDP Act 

1. Notice and Consent Framework 

The DPDP Act adopts a structured consent-centric regime requiring data fiduciaries to provide clear, accessible, 

and purpose-specific notices prior to processing personal data. Consent must be free, informed, specific, and 

unambiguous, obtained through affirmative action. This model seeks to operationalize informational self-

determination while ensuring procedural transparency in digital transactions.39 However, compared to the GDPR, 

the DPDP Act adopts a simplified consent architecture, reflecting a policy preference for regulatory efficiency 

over granular rights-based control. 

2. Legitimate Uses and Regulatory Flexibility 

A defining feature of the Act is the introduction of “legitimate uses,” permitting data processing without explicit 

consent in specified circumstances such as State functions, legal compliance, employment needs, and emergency 

situations. This provision reflects a functionalist approach to data governance, prioritizing administrative 

efficiency and economic facilitation. Nonetheless, the breadth of discretionary exemptions raises doctrinal 

concerns regarding potential dilution of consent principles and expansion of State processing powers. 

3. Rights of Data Principals 

The Act confers limited but significant rights upon data principals, including access to information, correction and 

erasure of personal data, grievance redressal, and nomination rights. While these rights establish a baseline 

framework for user empowerment, they are comparatively narrower than the GDPR’s extensive rights regime, 

particularly in relation to data portability, objection, and automated decision-making safeguards. This reflects 

India’s calibrated approach to avoid excessive compliance burdens while ensuring minimum enforceable 

protections. 

4. Duties of Data Principals 

A distinctive normative innovation of the DPDP Act is the imposition of statutory duties on data principals, 

including obligations not to provide false information or file frivolous complaints. This reverses the traditional 

asymmetry of data protection law by introducing reciprocal responsibilities, thereby promoting regulatory 

discipline and reducing potential abuse of rights-based claims. However, this also raises concerns regarding 

potential chilling effects on legitimate grievances if not applied cautiously. 

5. Significant Data Fiduciaries 

The Act introduces a risk-based regulatory classification system by empowering the Central Government to 

designate “Significant Data Fiduciaries” based on data volume, sensitivity, systemic impact, and risks to national 

interests.40 Such entities are subject to enhanced obligations including Data Protection Officers, independent 

audits, and periodic compliance assessments. This approach aligns with global trends toward risk-based regulation 

but grants substantial discretionary power to the executive, raising questions about regulatory predictability. 

6. Data Protection Board of India 

The DPDP Act establishes the Data Protection Board of India as the primary enforcement authority responsible 

for adjudication of breaches, imposition of penalties, and issuance of directions. While the Board enhances 

 
38 Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (Act No. 22 of 2023). 
39 DPDP Act, s. 6. 
40 DPDP Act, s. 10. 
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institutional specialization and enforcement efficiency, its independence and operational autonomy remain critical 

doctrinal considerations for ensuring effective regulatory oversight. 

Analytical Assessment: Trade-Offs in the DPDP Framework 

From a comparative doctrinal standpoint, the DPDP Act reflects a regulatory philosophy distinct from the GDPR. 

It prioritizes administrative simplicity, innovation facilitation, and economic scalability over extensive rights 

proliferation. This makes it potentially more conducive to rapid digital expansion and AI development in emerging 

markets. However, this flexibility comes at the cost of reduced granularity in rights protection, limited safeguards 

against automated decision-making, and broader executive discretion in data governance. 

In the age of Artificial Intelligence—particularly generative AI, foundation models, and algorithmic systems—

the DPDP Act’s simplified structure may facilitate data availability for innovation but simultaneously risks under-

regulating complex harms such as algorithmic bias, deepfakes, and opaque machine learning systems. 

Consequently, the DPDP Act represents a calibrated regulatory model that seeks to position India within the global 

digital economy while preserving policy space for innovation-led growth, albeit with evolving challenges in rights 

enforcement and AI governance. 

C. Cross-Border Data Transfers 

Cross-border data flows constitute a foundational element of the contemporary digital economy, particularly in 

relation to cloud computing, AI training pipelines, and global platform operations. Earlier iterations of India’s data 

protection regime had proposed stringent data localization mandates, requiring certain categories of personal data 

to be stored exclusively within India. Such proposals were widely critiqued on the grounds that they could 

fragment the global internet architecture, increase compliance costs, and impede participation in international 

digital trade networks.41 

In contrast, the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (DPDP Act) adopts a significantly more flexible 

“negative list” model. Under this framework, cross-border transfers of personal data are permitted by default 

unless restricted by the Central Government through specific notification. This regulatory design reflects a 

calibrated attempt to balance economic integration with sovereign interests in data security, national security, and 

strategic autonomy.42 From a doctrinal perspective, this shift signals India’s movement away from data 

nationalism towards a more facilitative model of global digital participation. However, the broad discretion vested 

in the executive to determine restricted jurisdictions raises concerns regarding legal certainty and predictability in 

international data governance. 

D. DPDP Act and Artificial Intelligence 

The DPDP Act operates within a rapidly evolving technological landscape where Artificial Intelligence (AI) 

increasingly functions as both an economic driver and a regulatory challenge. AI systems—including machine 

learning models, generative AI tools, and foundation models—depend upon large-scale datasets for training, fine-

tuning, and deployment. Consequently, the availability and governance of data directly shape the trajectory of AI 

innovation and competitiveness. 

Compared to the European Union’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the DPDP Act adopts a 

comparatively permissive and innovation-oriented regulatory posture. It does not impose detailed obligations 

regarding automated decision-making, algorithmic explainability, or AI-specific impact assessments. This 

regulatory minimalism may reduce compliance costs and enhance operational flexibility for startups, small and 

medium enterprises, and emerging AI firms operating in resource-constrained environments.43 

From a policy perspective, this approach aligns with India’s broader objective of positioning itself as a global hub 

for AI innovation. The absence of stringent ex ante algorithmic governance requirements may facilitate faster 

 
41 World Bank, World Development Report 2021: Data for Better Lives (World Bank, Washington D.C., 2021) 
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42 Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (Act No. 22 of 2023), s. 16. 
43 Anu Bradford, Digital Empires: The Global Battle to Regulate Technology (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 
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deployment of AI systems and encourage foreign direct investment in data-driven sectors. However, doctrinal 

concerns arise regarding the adequacy of safeguards against algorithmic harms, particularly in relation to bias, 

discrimination, and opacity in automated decision-making systems. 

Emerging AI risks such as deepfakes, synthetic media manipulation, and discriminatory outputs generated by 

biased training datasets further underscore the limitations of a minimally prescriptive regulatory framework. In 

the absence of explicit statutory obligations on transparency, explainability, and fairness in AI systems, regulatory 

reliance may shift excessively toward ex post enforcement mechanisms, which are often less effective in 

addressing systemic technological harms.44 

Comparative Analytical Matrix: GDPR vs DPDP Act 

Aspect GDPR DPDP Act, 2023 

Legal Basis 
Rights-centric framework grounded in 

fundamental rights and human dignity 

Hybrid model balancing privacy protection 

with economic growth and innovation 

Territorial Scope 
Extensive extraterritorial application under 

Article 3 

Targeted application linked to digital 

processing of personal data of individuals in 

India 

Consent 
Multi-layered lawful bases with detailed 

transparency obligations 

Simplified consent model based on notice and 

affirmative action 

Penalties Up to €20 million or 4% of global turnover 
Statutory monetary penalties subject to 

scheduled limits 

Cross-Border 

Transfers 

Adequacy framework and Standard Contractual 

Clauses 

Negative list model with government-

notified restrictions 

AI Governance 
Implicit safeguards through accountability and 

Article 22 automated decision-making limits 

Limited explicit AI-specific regulatory 

provisions 

The comparative matrix demonstrates a fundamental divergence in regulatory philosophy. The GDPR reflects a 

rights-structured, precautionary regulatory model that prioritizes individual autonomy, accountability, and 

systemic risk mitigation. In contrast, the DPDP Act adopts a facilitative governance model aimed at reducing 

regulatory friction and enabling rapid digital expansion. While both regimes converge on the objective of ensuring 

responsible data processing, they diverge significantly in their treatment of innovation risk, compliance intensity, 

and algorithmic governance. 

From a doctrinal standpoint, this divergence is not merely technical but reflects two competing theories of digital 

constitutionalism: one grounded in rights-maximization (EU model), and the other in developmental pragmatism 

(Indian model). The GDPR’s strength lies in its robust enforcement architecture and global normative influence, 

whereas its limitation lies in compliance complexity. Conversely, the DPDP Act’s strength lies in regulatory 

simplicity and economic adaptability, but its weakness emerges in the relative under-regulation of advanced AI 

systems and algorithmic accountability mechanisms. 

Concluding Analytical Assessment 

The comparative analysis of GDPR and the DPDP Act reveals that data protection law operates as a double-edged 

regulatory instrument in the digital economy. It simultaneously constrains and enables innovation depending on 

its doctrinal design. The GDPR demonstrates that stringent data protection can generate global trust and regulatory 

convergence, thereby indirectly supporting digital economic growth. The DPDP Act illustrates that regulatory 

 
44 Solon Barocas, Moritz Hardt & Arvind Narayanan, Fairness and Machine Learning (MIT Press, Cambridge, 
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flexibility can reduce compliance burdens and accelerate technological adoption, particularly in AI-driven 

markets. 

However, in the age of Artificial Intelligence—characterized by generative systems, foundation models, and 

algorithmic opacity—neither model is sufficient in isolation. The GDPR may over-regulate data-intensive 

innovation, while the DPDP Act may under-regulate systemic AI risks. The doctrinal challenge, therefore, is not 

to choose between privacy and innovation, but to construct adaptive governance frameworks that integrate data 

protection with emerging AI regulation to ensure sustainable and equitable digital economic development.45 

VI. Challenges and Future Directions 

Despite their normative sophistication and global influence, both the European Union’s General Data Protection 

Regulation (GDPR) and India’s Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (DPDP Act) face substantial doctrinal 

and operational challenges that may constrain their effectiveness as instruments of digital economic governance. 

These challenges are particularly pronounced in the context of Artificial Intelligence (AI), where data protection 

regimes increasingly intersect with algorithmic decision-making, platform economies, and cross-border digital 

infrastructures. 

A. Implementation and Enforcement Challenges under the GDPR 

Although the GDPR is widely regarded as the global gold standard for data protection, its enforcement architecture 

reveals structural tensions between harmonization and regulatory discretion. The decentralized enforcement 

model, which vests supervisory authorities across Member States with significant interpretative autonomy, has 

occasionally resulted in fragmented enforcement outcomes and inconsistent penalty regimes.46 This variability 

may undermine legal certainty for multinational enterprises operating across the European single market. 

Moreover, the GDPR’s emphasis on ex ante compliance obligations—such as Data Protection Impact Assessments 

(DPIAs), detailed documentation requirements, and accountability audits—has generated concerns regarding 

“compliance overreach.” In practice, organizations often adopt defensive compliance strategies, leading to 

regulatory formalism rather than substantive privacy protection. Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), in 

particular, face disproportionate compliance costs, which may indirectly inhibit innovation in data-intensive 

sectors such as AI development and advanced analytics.47 

B. Implementation and Institutional Challenges under the DPDP Act 

The DPDP Act, while structurally streamlined, faces distinct challenges arising from its relatively nascent 

institutional architecture. As enforcement depends upon the operational effectiveness of the Data Protection Board 

of India, questions persist regarding its functional independence, resource adequacy, and regulatory autonomy, 

given its composition and executive linkage.48 Such concerns may affect institutional credibility and enforcement 

predictability in the long term. 

Additionally, the Act’s broad exemptions for State authorities under specified grounds introduce a doctrinal 

tension between national security imperatives and informational privacy safeguards. The absence of granular 

procedural safeguards for governmental access to data may raise concerns regarding proportionality and necessity 

standards in data processing by public authorities.49 Furthermore, the limited articulation of obligations 

concerning automated decision-making, generative AI systems, and algorithmic transparency creates regulatory 

gaps in addressing emerging technological risks. 

C. AI Governance as a Shared Regulatory Challenge 

 
45 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 Laying Down Harmonised Rules on Artificial Intelligence (AI Act), recitals 1–6. 
46 Paul Voigt and Axel von dem Bussche, The EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR): A Practical Guide 

(2nd edn., Springer, Cham, 2023) 42. 
47 Daniel Castro and Michael McLaughlin, The Economic Impact of the GDPR (ITIF, Washington D.C., 2019) 10. 
48 Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (Act No. 22 of 2023), ss. 18–21. 
49 Anu Bradford, Digital Empires: The Global Battle to Regulate Technology (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 

2023) 165. 
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Both regimes are increasingly tested by the rapid evolution of Artificial Intelligence systems, including foundation 

models, generative AI tools, and deepfake technologies. These systems rely on massive datasets, often derived 

from unstructured or publicly available sources, raising complex questions regarding lawful processing, consent 

validity, and downstream accountability. Algorithmic bias, opacity in machine learning models, and synthetic 

media manipulation further complicate traditional conceptions of data protection law.50 

The European Union has responded through regulatory layering by complementing the GDPR with the EU AI 

Act, which introduces a risk-based framework governing high-risk AI systems, general-purpose AI models, and 

systemic risk mitigation obligations.51 In contrast, India’s DPDP Act currently lacks an integrated AI governance 

framework, thereby creating a potential regulatory asymmetry in addressing algorithmic harms. 

VII. Recommendations 

In light of the foregoing analysis, both jurisdictions must recalibrate their regulatory frameworks to ensure that 

data protection functions effectively as a catalyst for digital economic growth while addressing emerging AI-

driven risks. 

A. Recommendations for the European Union 

First, the EU should streamline GDPR compliance obligations for SMEs without diluting core rights-based 

protections. Regulatory sandboxes, simplified DPIA templates, and sector-specific compliance guidance could 

reduce administrative burdens while preserving accountability standards.52 Second, greater institutional 

convergence between the GDPR and the EU AI Act is necessary to avoid normative fragmentation and overlapping 

compliance obligations, particularly for AI developers operating across regulatory regimes. 

B. Recommendations for India 

India should strengthen the institutional independence, financial autonomy, and technical capacity of the Data 

Protection Board to ensure credible enforcement. Additionally, detailed subordinate legislation or sectoral 

guidelines should be introduced to address AI-specific risks, including automated decision-making, algorithmic 

fairness, and transparency in generative AI systems.53 Furthermore, adopting sector-specific regulatory 

frameworks for high-impact domains such as fintech, healthcare, and digital public infrastructure would enhance 

legal certainty while preserving innovation flexibility. 

C. Shared and Forward-Looking Recommendations 

At a structural level, both regimes should progressively converge toward a risk-based model of AI governance 

that calibrates regulatory intensity based on the likelihood and severity of harm. High-risk AI applications—such 

as biometric surveillance, credit scoring, and deepfake generation—should be subject to enhanced compliance 

obligations, whereas low-risk innovation environments should retain regulatory flexibility. 

Finally, enhanced international interoperability between the GDPR and DPDP Act frameworks is essential to 

facilitate cross-border data flows, reduce compliance fragmentation, and strengthen global digital trade 

governance. The development of harmonized standards for AI governance and data protection would not only 

enhance legal certainty but also reinforce the normative foundation for trustworthy, innovation-driven, and rights-

respecting digital economies in an increasingly interconnected global order.54 

VIII. Conclusion 

The expansion of the digital economy, coupled with the accelerating integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into 

socio-economic systems, has fundamentally reconfigured the role of data protection law in contemporary 

 
50 Solon Barocas, Moritz Hardt & Arvind Narayanan, Fairness and Machine Learning (MIT Press, Cambridge, 
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governance. This study demonstrates that data protection frameworks, rather than constituting impediments to 

innovation, operate as enabling legal infrastructures that shape trust, regulate data flows, and provide the 

normative foundation for sustainable digital economic growth. The comparative analysis of the European Union’s 

General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and India’s Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (DPDP Act) 

reveals that both regimes, despite their divergent regulatory philosophies, converge on the broader objective of 

facilitating a secure and accountable data ecosystem in which innovation can flourish. The GDPR embodies a 

rights-centric and precautionary model rooted in fundamental rights jurisprudence, prioritising transparency, 

accountability, and individual autonomy, whereas the DPDP Act reflects a development-oriented and regulatory-

light framework that seeks to balance privacy protection with economic scalability and innovation-driven growth. 

These structural differences illustrate a deeper normative divergence between a rights-maximisation paradigm and 

a developmental pragmatism model, each generating distinct economic and technological implications. 

In the context of Artificial Intelligence, this divergence becomes more pronounced, as AI systems—particularly 

generative models, foundation models, and deepfake technologies—depend heavily on large-scale data processing 

while simultaneously raising complex concerns relating to bias, opacity, and automated decision-making. The 

GDPR addresses these challenges through robust accountability mechanisms such as Data Protection Impact 

Assessments and safeguards against purely automated decisions, whereas the DPDP Act remains comparatively 

restrained in its explicit engagement with algorithmic governance, thereby creating both regulatory flexibility and 

normative gaps. Nevertheless, neither framework can be considered complete in isolation, as the GDPR’s 

regulatory intensity may impose compliance burdens that affect innovation efficiency, while the DPDP Act’s 

streamlined structure may under-address emerging AI risks. This comparative tension underscores that the 

regulatory challenge is not to privilege either privacy or innovation, but to construct adaptive governance 

mechanisms capable of balancing both imperatives in a rapidly evolving technological environment. 

Ultimately, the findings affirm that data protection law functions as a catalyst for digital economic growth when 

it is designed to generate legal certainty, enhance consumer trust, and ensure responsible innovation within AI-

driven ecosystems. The future trajectory of data governance will therefore depend on the ability of jurisdictions 

to evolve toward interoperable, risk-sensitive, and technologically responsive regulatory frameworks that 

integrate privacy protection with AI governance. In this sense, both the GDPR and the DPDP Act represent not 

competing endpoints but complementary experiments in structuring the legal architecture of the digital economy, 

offering critical insights into how law can simultaneously discipline and enable technological transformation in 

the age of Artificial Intelligence. 
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