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Abstract

Introduction to The Problem: Competition is necessary in the business world;
business actors are no stranger to competition between business actors in their
business activities. It is done solely for profit. Indonesia establishes the Business
Competition Supervisory Commission (KPPU) as a form of the state's presence in
protecting business actors who have been honest in carrying out their business
activities.

Purpose/Objective Study: This research aims to conduct comparative research
related to the duties and powers of the business competition supervisory institution
in Indonesia and Thailand to provide recommendations on issues related to
strengthening the role of KPPU in Indonesia.

Design/Methodology/Approach: This type of research is empirical legal research.
The study employed the primary data through interview with KPPU and data from a
literature review and analyzed it through the statue approach.

Findings: Based on studying Thai Competition Act and The Thai Fair-Trade
Commission (TFTC), the authors conclude that Indonesia Anti-Monopoly Act and
Komisi Pengawas Persaingan Usaha (KPPU) are more simply and comprehensive in
regulating business competition. Thailand has more than one institution who handle
the business competition, it is impressed more complicated and not integrated.
Paper Type: Research Article
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Introduction

Competition is necessary in the business world, business actors are no stranger to
competition between business actors in conducting their business activities (Suci,
2017). It is done solely for profit. This competition can have a positive impact on the
business world itself because this competition can encourage business actors to
innovate on the products of goods and services that will be produced, and for the
community/consumers from competition between business actors, they will benefit,
among others, in the form of getting more choice of goods with guaranteed quality
and reasonable price of goods (Permana, 2017).

Competition occurs when several business actors engage in the same/ similar line of
business, jointly running a company in operation (same marketing), each of whom
makes maximum efforts to exceed the other to obtain maximum profit (Effendi,
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2020). However, not all business actors respond positively to this competition, in
practice, there will be many business actors who choose fraudulent or inappropriate
methods to gain profits, such as engaging in monopolistic practices that can cause or
create an unfair business competition climate.

The negative/bad impact of monopolistic practices and unhealthy business
competition not only affects the business climate and actors but also can spread to the
detriment of society and the state (Mantili et al,, 2016). When business actors or
groups engage in monopolistic practices and unfair business competition, competing
business actors on a smaller scale will find it difficult to enter the market and cause
the products to be non-varied. It will impact society as consumers will lose the choice
of the goods needed (substitutes), and ultimately there will be no significant
competitors in the respective market (Sabrina, 2020). As a result, the competition's
goal, the efficiency of consumers and producers, is not achieved.

The negative impact of non-competition is monopolistic practices and unfair business
competition. Monopolistic practice occurs when only one or several business actors
can enter a market, thus obstructing other business actors from entering the same
market and creating unfair business competition (Thanitcul, 2020). Monopolistic
practice is the concentration of economic power by one or more business actors,
which results in the control of the production and or marketing of certain goods and
or services so that it creates unfair business competition and may harm the public
interest (Van Uytsel et al., 2020). Unfair business competition is competition between
business actors in carrying out activities for the production and/or marketing of
goods and or services carried out in a dishonest manner or against the law or
hindering business competition (Ningsih, 2019b).

In order to protect business actors, Indonesia promulgated Law Number 5 the Year
1999 concerning the Prohibition of Monopolistic Practices and Unfair Business
Competition as the embodiment of the 1945 Constitution Article 33 Paragraph (4).
The Business Competition Supervisory Commission (KPPU), which has the mandate
to supervise and enforce business competition law as regulated in Law Number 5 of
1999 concerning the Prohibition of Monopolistic Practices and Unfair Business
Competition, is a non-structural institution that is the organ for this state in
implementing development. Law No. 5 of 1999 has mandated the scope of duties and
powers of the Business Competition Supervisory Commission, or in Bahasa, it is called
Komisi Pengawas Persaingan Usaha (KPPU).

Komisi Pengawas Persaingan Usaha (KPPU), or the Commission, is the only institution
dealing with competition law in Indonesia. It introduces through Law No. 5/1999, and
the organization forms by Presidential Decree No. 75 in the Year 1999. The Law has
been formulated under Pancasila and the 1945 Constitution and is based on a
democratic economy by taking into account the balance between the interests of the
business actors and the public to maintain the public interest and public consumers
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and also create a conducive business climate through the creation of a fair business
competition (KPPU, 2021).

Competition Law becomes an oasis to regulate competition matters (Ningsih, 2019a).
Thailand as a member of ASEAN, in implementing business competition policies, of
course, must be in line with ASEAN policies (Andini, 2019). The mapping of
competition law and policy in the ASEAN region is divided into 3 (three) groups. First,
4 (four) member countries have national competition policies and competition
institutions (Indonesia since 1999, Singapore since 2004, Thailand since 1999, and
Vietnam since 2005). Second, Malaysia, which passed a law governing competition in
2012, and the Philippines, which established the Office for Competition under the
Department of Justice in July 2011, complete the group. The third group is other
ASEAN member countries, namely Laos, Myanmar, Brunei Darussalam, and
Cambodia, who are drafting or planning to introduce business competition laws
(Silalahi & Parluhutan, 2017). Five ASEAN member countries already have business
competition institutions: Indonesia, Vietnam, Thailand, the Philippines, and Malaysia,
while the others are tasked with developing the necessary policy and institutional
aspects. Harmonizing each ASEAN member's vision in terms of competition policy is
important to create economic justice (Porananond & Aung, 2019).

This research aims to conduct comparative research related to the duties and powers
of the business competition supervisory institution in Indonesia and Thailand in
order to provide recommendations on issues related to strengthening the role of
KPPU in Indonesia.

Methodology

This type of research is normative legal research. Normative legal research is a
scientific research procedure to find the truth based on scientific logic from the
normative side. The normative side here is not limited to laws and regulations. As
Peter Mahmud (Marzuki, 2014) stated, legal research is normative research, not only
positivist law research. Norms are not only interpreted as positive laws, namely rules
made by politicians who have a higher position, as stated by John Austin, or rules
made by rulers, as stated by Hans Kelsen. Normative legal research refers to the
concept of law as a rule with its doctrinal-nomological method based on the teaching
principles governing behavior (Benuf & Azhar, 2020).

Results and Discussion

Regulations Regarding the Duties and Authorities of the Commission for the
Supervision of Business Competition (KPPU) in Indonesia

The Business Competition Supervisory Commission (KPPU) is a law enforcement
agency in the field of business competition, and the status given to KPPU is as a
supervisor of the implementation of the Business Competition Law (KPPU, 2021).
KPPU is a manifestation of the implementation of the Business Competition Law,
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which mandates the establishment of an institution to enforce the Business
Competition Law as stated in Article 30 paragraph (1) which reads: "To supervise the
implementation of this Law, a Business Competition Supervisory Commission is
established which hereinafter referred to as the Commission (Yudiansah, 2020).

Looking back at Article 30 paragraph (1), the Business Competition Law provides a
mandate to establish a business competition supervisory agency, where this
institution has the status of overseeing the implementation of the Business
Competition Law and is a quasi-independent institution that is free from influence
government power and other parties and is responsible to the President. The duties
of the Commission and the authority of the Business Competition Supervisor in
handling legal violations in business competition need to be implemented in
accordance with the prevailing laws and regulations. The Business Competition
Supervisory Commission has the authority to supervise business competition and
impose sanctions in the form of administrative measures (Disemadi & Roisah, 2019).

Competition law regulates disputes between business actors in which a business
actor feels aggrieved by the actions of other business actors. Therefore, business
competition disputes are civil disputes. In fact, business competition disputes
between business actors can be carried out by associations established by business
actors if the disputed problem does not contain any public elements (Hasan et al,,
2020). However, the solution will meet with various obstacles if there is no
willingness to implement the decision of the defeated party. It is because an
association is not authorized to carry out confiscations or impose public sanctions.
The promulgation of Law Number 5 of 1999 not only brought new air to the
regulation of business competition in Indonesia which has been spread in various
laws and regulations but also gave birth to a new institution, namely the Business
Competition Supervisory Commission (KPPU).

KPPU is a law enforcer and an institution that is very appropriate to resolve business
competition issues with a multi-functional role that can resolve and accelerate the
handling of business competition cases (Usman, 2013). In reality, the business
opportunities created over the past three decades have not made all people capable
and able to participate in development in various economic sectors. The development
of private businesses during this period, on the one hand, was marked by various
forms of inaccurate Government policies that distorted the market (Mulyadi & Rusydi,
2017). On the other hand, private business development is largely a manifestation of
conditions of unfair business competition. The above phenomenon has developed and
is supported by the relationship between decision-makers and business actors,
directly or indirectly, so it further worsens the situation. The implementation of the
national economy does not refer to the mandate of Article 33 of the 1945 Constitution
and tends to show a very monopolistic style.
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Entrepreneurs who are close to the power elite get excessive facilities, so it has an
impact on social inequality. The emergence of conglomerates and a small group of
strong entrepreneurs who are not supported by a true entrepreneurial spirit is one of
the factors that cause economic resilience to become very fragile and unable to
compete (Simbolon, 2013). Taking into account the aforementioned situations and
conditions requires us to observe and restructure business activities in Indonesia so
that the business world can grow and develop in a healthy and correct manner, so as
to create a climate of healthy business competition, and to avoid concentration of
economic power in certain individuals or groups. Among others, monopolistic
practices and unfair business competition are detrimental to society and against the
ideals of social justice.

Therefore, it is necessary to formulate a Law concerning the Prohibition of
Monopolistic Practices and Unfair Competition, which is intended to uphold the rule
of law and provide equal protection for every business actor to create fair business
competition. At the beginning of its establishment, the Business Competition
Supervisory Commission (hereinafter referred to as KPPU) had a very heavy task in
facing the dynamic business world during the multidimensional crisis that enveloped
Indonesia at that time. At that time, the flow of conflict in the Indonesian business
world was very strong (Hidayat, 2017). Unfair business competition practices are
considered "normal,” coupled with conspiracies between business actors and power
holders. The law provides KPPU with ammunition in the form of extensive powers so
it can do its tasks properly. In addition, KPPU is also given a limited time frame to
handle a case; this aims to ensure certainty in doing business.

Law Number 5 of 1999 concerning Prohibition of Monopolistic Practices and Unfair
Business Competition (hereinafter as Anti-Monopoly Law), KPPU can handle cases
based on two working mechanisms, First, based on reports submitted to KPPU,
Second, on KPPU's initiative in observing phenomena occurring in the business world.
The decisions made by KPPU are binding but not final because it is still possible for
the reported party to submit objections to the KPPU's decision to the District Court
where the reported residence is domiciled as stipulated in Article 44 paragraph (2) of
the Anti-Monopoly Law, even this legal process can also take place up to the level of
the Supreme Court (MA). This process shows a balanced control function between
KPPU, District Court, and Supreme Court in implementing business competition law
enforcement. In carrying out its duties and authorities, KPPU requires a clear
direction of view so that its objectives can be carefully formulated and planned
accordingly.

The point of view of the KPPU as an independent institution that carries out the
mandate of Anti-Monopoly Law is: "To be an Effective, Credible Business Competition
Supervisory Agency to Improve People's Welfare". Article 30 paragraph (1) of Anti-
Monopoly Law determines that KPPU oversees the implementation of Anti-Monopoly
Law; (2) determines that KPPU is an independent institution that is independent of
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the influence of the power of the government and other parties; (3) determine that in
carrying out its duties, KPPU is accountable to the President. The President appoints
KPPU members after obtaining the approval of the House of Representatives. The
duties and powers of the Commission are regulated in Article 35 and Article 36 of
UULPM in detail, then reaffirmed in Article 4 of Presidential Decree Number 75 of
1999. In the context of implementing Article 34 paragraph (1) Anti-Monopoly Law,
the Presidential Decree of the Republic of Indonesia No. 75 of 1999 concerning the
Business Competition Supervisory Commission.

Presidential Decree No. 75 of 1999 Article 1 paragraph (1) established a Business
Competition Supervisory Commission (KPPU). Paragraph (2) Presidential Decree No
75 of 1999 states that the Commission, as referred to in paragraph (1), is a non-
structural institution independent of the influence of the government's and other
parties power. Article 1 number (18) Anti-Monopoly Law means that the Business
Competition Supervisory Commission is a commission established to supervise
business actors in carrying out their business activities so as not to engage in
monopolistic practices or unfair business competition. Presidential Decree No. 75 of
1999 concerning KPPU has been amended by Presidential Decree No. 80 of 2008
concerning Amendments to Presidential Decree No. 75 of 1999 concerning the
Commission for the Supervision of Business Competition.

Understanding that consumer protection questions legal protection provided to
consumers in their efforts to obtain goods and services from possible losses due to
their use, consumer protection law can be said to be a law that regulates the provision
of legal protection to consumers to fulfill their needs as consumers. The form of
consumer protection has many dimensions, one of which is: The form of legal
protection provided through a regulation. The legal protection referred to here is
legal protection provided by statutory regulations so that consumers' rights are not
harmed or to protect consumers from fraudulent acts of business actors or acts of
monopolistic practices and unfair business competition by business actors against
consumers.

Authority is the power of a person, group of people, an institution (in this case KPPU)
over a certain group of people or power over a certain field (in the field of business
competition law) (Chandra & Widiyastuti, 2017) while authority is the ability to act
by KPPU which is given by applicable laws to carry out relationship and legal action.
Law No. 5/1999, concerning the Prohibition of Monopolistic Practices and Unfair
Business Competition, regulates the authority of the Business Competition
Supervisory Commission, as stated in Article 36.

The provisions above actually divide the KPPU's authority into three categories. First,
the authority of investigation. Article 36 letters (a), (b), (c), and (d) authorize KPPU
to 1) receive reports from the public and/or from business actors concerning
allegations of monopolistic practice and or unfair business competition; 2) conduct

258 Ningsih



JURNAL HUKUM

NOVELTY
P-ISSN: 1412-6834

E-ISSN: 2550-0090 Volume 13, Issue 2, 2022, pp. 253-265

research on allegations of business activities and/or actions of business actors which
may result in monopolistic practices and/or unfair business competition, 3) conduct
investigations and or examining cases of suspected practice monopoly and or unfair
business competition reported by the public or by business actors or found by the
Commission as a result of its research; 4) conclude the results of investigations and
or examinations regarding the presence or absence of monopolistic practices and or
unfair business competition.

Second, the authority to sue business actors as in article 36 letters (&), (f), (g), (h), (i).
The article gives KPPU the authority to (e) summon business actors suspected of
having violated the provisions of this law, (f) summon and present witnesses, expert
witnesses, and any person who is deemed to have knowledge of violations of the
provisions of this law; (g) requesting assistance from investigators to present
business actors, witnesses, expert witnesses, or any person as referred to in letters e
and f, who are not willing to fulfill the summons of the Commission, (h) request
information from Government agencies in connection with investigations and or
examinations of business actors who violate the provisions of this law, (i) obtain,
examine, and or assess letters, documents, or other evidence for investigation and or
examination.

Third, judicial authority. Authority to impose sanctions on business actors. The
KPPU's authority is a super and special authority given by law to KPPU because KPPU
is given the authority to impose sanctions in the form of administrative actions
against business actors who violate the provisions of the business competition law.
What is interesting is the KPPU's authority to decide and impose sanctions on
business actors. The KPPU’s authority to judge and impose sanctions is specifically
given to KPPU that other independent institutions do not own.

The authority explanation above raises the question of whether KPPU is a judicial or
administrative institution. Regarding the institutional status of KPPU in the judicial
system in Indonesia, it is interesting to quote Jimly Assidiqgie's opinion. “... It is clear
that, in essence, KPPU is a judicial institution in a broad sense, or at least it can be
called a semi-judicial institution. As a judicial institution that is administrative in
nature, the functions of the KPPU can be classified under the environment of the state
administrative court; however, when viewed from the area of disputes over rights
that it resolves, this commission can also be categorized as being within the
environment of the general court (Risnain, 2018)”.

Article 46, paragraph (2) of Law Number 5 the Year 1999, states that the execution of
KPPU decisions must be through a District Court ruling. If the KPPU's remedy does
not have the authority to accept legal remedies, the defeated party has objections to
the KPPU's decision, according to Article 44 paragraph (2), can submit to the District
Court, further legal remedies can file an appeal to the Supreme Court (Article 45
paragraph 3). In an interview with KPPU, KPPU states that it will use its authority to
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obtain one or more pieces of evidence to handle cases of unfair business competition
and cartels. However, KPPU still feels that the authority given to Article 36 of Law
Number 5 the Year 1999 concerning the Prohibition of Monopolistic Practices and
Unfair Business Competition is still lacking in supporting KPPU's performance in
carrying out its duties.

KPPU, the commission assigned to enforce Law Number 5 of 1999 concerning the
Prohibition of Monopolistic Practices and Unfair Business Competition, has an
important role in enforcing business competition law, particularly the role of KPPU's
investigators and commissioners in assessing a business activity that may result in
monopolistic practices, and unfair business competition. The important authority
that KPPU does not have in carrying out its duties, especially in handling cases of
suspected cartels related to monopolistic practices and unfair business competition
is the authority to carry out searches and confiscation. KPPU assesses that without
the authority to carry out searches and confiscation, especially in handling cases of
suspected cartels related to monopolistic practices and unfair business competition,
the KPPU's performance has not been able to take place optimally, and its
implementation is ineffective. Ateng Syafrudin (2000) states there is a difference
between the notion of authorizationand authority. He stated that: "We have to
distinguish between authoritization and authority. Authoritization is ussually called
formal power, power that comes from law, whereas authority only concerns a certain
part of the authoritzation”.

According to Philipus M. Hadjon, every government action is required to be based on
legitimate authority (Nugraha, 2006). The authority is obtained through three
sources: attribution, delegation, and mandate. Law Number 30 of 2014 concerning
Government Administration, Article 1 point 22, states, attribution is the granting of
Authority to Government Agencies and/or Officials by the 1945 Constitution of the
Republic of Indonesia or the Law. Article 1 point 23 mentions delegation is the
delegation of authority from higher government agencies and/or officials to lower
government agencies and/or officials, with responsibility and accountability fully
transferred to the delegation recipient. Article 1 point 24 mentions mandate is the
delegation of authority from higher government agencies and/or officials to lower
government agencies and/or officials, with responsibility and accountability
remaining with the mandate giver. The duties and powers of the Business
Competition Supervisory Commission in handling violations of business competition
law are regulated in Law Number 5 of 1999 concerning the Prohibition of
Monopolistic Practices and Unfair Business Competition to provide legal certainty
regarding the duties and powers of the Business Competition Supervisory
Commission.
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The Supervisory Agency for Business Competition in Thailand

Until now, ASEAN countries do not have the same perception regarding business
competition, especially in the context of the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA)
(Poapongsakorn, 2002) of the 10 ASEAN member countries. It turns out that only
Indonesia, Thailand, and the Philippines have laws on business competition (Van
Uytsel et al., 2020). Even then, only Indonesia has an independent institution that
oversees the business competition through the Business Competition Supervisory
Commission (KPPU). Meanwhile, Thailand only has an inter-departmental institution
under the Director General of Domestic Trade. ASEAN does not yet have joint rules or
union rules regarding the business competition. On the other hand, since 2003,
Indonesia has pioneered holding the "ASEAN Conference on Fair Competition Law
and Policy” forum in March 2003 in Bali. The forum was then followed by "The 2nd
ASEAN Conference on Competition Policy and Law" in June 2006 in Bali. However,
these meetings were limited to "identifying and identifying problems in developing
the effectiveness of competition law and policy" at the ASEAN level.

Apart from Indonesia, two ASEAN countries already have competition laws. They are
Thailand and the Philippines. Thailand has the Trade Competition Act of 1999, while
the Philippines has had a law prohibiting monopolistic practices since 1925, which
was adopted from the US Sherman Act of 1840. However, until now, only Indonesia
has an independent institution that oversees the business competition through the
KPPU.

Law No. 5 of 1999 concerning the prohibition of monopolistic practices and unfair
business competition can also be enforced against foreign business actors conducting
business activities within the jurisdiction of the Indonesian state. Because article 1
Number 5 Law no. 5 of 1999 states, "A business actor is any individual or business
entity, whether in the form of a legal entity or not a legal entity that is established and
domiciled or carrying out activities within the jurisdiction of the Republic of
Indonesia, either individually or collectively through an agreement, organizing
various business activities in the economic sector.” In addition, Article 16 of Law No.
5 of 1999 stipulates that business actors are prohibited from entering into
agreements with other parties abroad, which contain provisions that may result in
monopolistic practices and/or unfair business competition. Violation of Article 16 of
Law no. 5 of 1999 can be subject to administrative action (article 35 letter a) as well
as criminal sanctions (article 48 paragraph [1]). Until now, there is no business
competition supervisory agency at the ASEAN level. Thus, the supervision of business
competition in ASEAN countries is regulated by the laws of each country.

The Thai Trade Competition Act (TCA), which was introduced in April 1999, aims to
promote fair and free trade in a competitive environment and control anti-
competitive practices. This is based on the idea that a competitive market is the best
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way to promote economic efficiency and thus maximize total economic welfare.
Finally, consumers will derive greater benefits through more efficient pricing, quality,
and increased choice in the products and services offered (Thaicharoen et al., 2015).

Like most competition acts worldwide, the TCA is structured to prevent and
prosecute four main kinds of anti-competitive practices. First, it prohibits business
operators with dominant position and their ability to abuse their market power. The
Act permits market power if they do not abuse their market power. Second, mergers
involving parties reaching a certain threshold must apply to the Trade Competition
Commission (The Commission) for approval. Third, the law, in principle, prohibits
concerted actions but allows for exceptions that require the Commission’s prior
approval. Fourth, the law also prohibits a business operator from any unfair and
restrictive act which would destroy, impair, obstruct, impede, or restrict the business
operation of other business operators, or prevent other persons from carrying out
business or cause their cessation of business (Van Uytsel et al., 2020).

The Thai Fair-Trade Commission (TFTC) is the only administrative agency in Thailand
with direct enforcement authority over the Thai Trade Competition Act (TCA)
(Thanitcul, 2002). The Public Prosecutor’s office also holds certain functions in the
enforcement scheme, but these functions are narrowly drawn. The TFTC comprises
the Minister of Commerce (who serves as Chairman), the Permanent Secretary for
Commerce (who serves as Vice Chairman), the Permanent Secretary for Finance, and
between eight and twelve experts appointed by the Cabinet to serve as committee
members. The Cabinet must appoint at least half of the experts from the private
sector, and they must have knowledge and experience in law, economics, commerce,
business management, or government administration (Poapongsakorn, 2002).

Currently, the TFTC comprises sixteen members, with three representing The
Federation of Thai Industries (FTI) and three representing the Thai Chamber of
Commerce. This gets to the heart of the TFTC’s serious flaws: (1) there are too many
TFTC members; (2) many of the members are not qualified competition law experts;
(3) the members only work on a part-time basis and convene only two meetings every
eight months; (4) there is a vast overrepresentation of the private sector; (5) TFTC
members receive an extremely low level of compensation; (6) there are no rules
regarding how proceedings are conducted; and (7) the TFTC has weak administrative
and secretariat support (Van Uytsel et al., 2020).

Conclusion

The duties of the KPPU in handling violations of business competition law such as
assessing agreements, business activities and/or actions of business actors, and abuse
of dominant positions, which may result in monopolistic practices and/or unfair
business competition. KPPU may act, suggest, and consider government policies
related to monopolistic practices and/or unfair business competition, prepare
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guidelines and/or publications, and provide regular reports on the Commission's
work to the President and the House of Representatives.

The authority of the KPPU in handling violations of business competition law, such as
receiving reports from the public, conducting research and/or assessing letters,
documents, or other evidence for investigation and examination, as well as concluding
the results of investigations and calling business actors, witnesses and expert
witnesses and requesting assistance to investigate and decide or determine whether
or not there are business actors who are suspected of having violated the provisions
of law.

Based on studying the Thai Competition Act and The Thai Fair-Trade Commission
(TFTC), the authors conclude that Indonesia Anti-Monopoly Act and Komisi Pengawas
Persaingan Usaha (KPPU) are simpler and more comprehensive in regulating
business competition. Thailand has more than one institution that handle the
business competition; it is impressed more complicated and not integrated.

Acknowledgment

The author would like to thank God Allah SWT and beloved parents for their love and
support in writing this article. The author also would like to thank respected fellows
in the Faculty of Law Universitas Negeri Semarang. Sincere gratitude also goes to
anonymous reviewers and editors who have provided constructive feedback so that
this manuscript looks worth reading and citing.

Declarations

Author contribution : Main Author initiated the research ideas, instrument
construction, data collection, analysis, and draft writing,
revised the research ideas, literature review, data
presentation and analysis, and the final draft.

Funding statement :-

Conflict of interest : The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Additional information : No additional information is available for this paper.

References

Andini, C. (2019). Problematika Hukum Pada Peer To Peer Lending di Indonesia
Dalam Perspektif Hukum Persaingan Usaha. Jurist-Diction, 2(6), 2025-2043.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.20473/jd.v2i6.15941

Benuf, K, & Azhar, M. (2020). Metodologi Penelitian Hukum sebagai Instrumen
Mengurai Permasalahan Hukum Kontemporer. Gema Keadilan, 7(1), 20-33.
https://doi.org/10.14710/gk.2020.7504

Chandra, A., & Widiyastuti, Y. S. M. (2017). Peran Komisi Pengawas Persaingan Usaha
(KPPU) dalam Mendorong Iklim Persaingan Usaha Yang Sehat di Sektor
Perunggasan. Justitia et Pax, 33(1). https://doi.org/10.24002 /jep.v33i1l.1416

Disemadi, H. S., & Roisah, K. (2019). The Enforcement of Business Competition Law
by the Police: An Indonesian Experience. Lentera Hukum, 6(2), 203.

Article History | 43
Submitted 2 May 2021 - Revision Required 11 October 2022 - Accepted 24 December 2022



JURNAL HUKUM

NOVELTY
P-ISSN: 1412-6834

Volume 13, Issue 2, 2022, pp. 253-265 E-ISSN: 2550-0090

https://doi.org/10.19184 /ejlh.v6i2.12013

Effendi, B. (2020). Pengawasan Dan Penegakan Hukum Terhadap Bisnis Digital (E-
Commerce) Oleh Komisi Pengawas Persaingan Usaha (KPPU) Dalam Praktek
Persaingan Usaha Tidak Sehat. Syiah Kuala Law Journal, 4(1), 21-32.
https://doi.org/10.24815/sklj.v4i1.16228

Hasan, F., Zubaedah, R., & Apriani, R. (2020). Penyelesaian Perkara Persaingan
Usaha Berdasarkan Sikap Inisiatif Komisi Pengawas Persaingan
Usaha.  Singaperbangsa  Law  Review  (SILREV), 1(1), 105-126.
https://doi.org/10.35706/silrev.v1i1.4251

Hidayat, M. F. (2017). Politik Hukum Persaingan Usaha di Indonesia. Jurnal Cahaya
Keadilan. https://doi.org/10.33884/jck.v5i1.913

KPPU. (2021). KPPU'’s Overview. Kppu.Go.ld. https://eng.kppu.go.id/overview/

Mantili, R, Kusmayanti, H., & Afriana, A. (2016). Problematika Penegakan Hukum
Persaingan Usaha di Indonesia dalam Rangka Menciptakan Kepastian Hukum.
PADJADJARAN Jurnal Ilmu Hukum (Journal of Law), 3(1), 116-132.
https://doi.org/10.22304 /pjih.v3nl.a7

Mulyadi, D., & Rusydi, I. (2017). Efektivitas Peran Komisi Pengawas Persaingan Usaha
(KPPU) Dalam Penanganan Kasus Persaingan Usaha Tidak Sehat. Jurnal llmiah
Galuh Justisi, 5(1), 81. https://doi.org/10.25157 /jigj.v5i1.235

Ningsih, A. S. (2019a). Hukum Persaingan Usaha dan Geliat UMKM. Fastindo.

Ningsih, A. S. (2019b). Implikasi Undang-Undang Nomor 5 Tahun 1999 tentang
Larangan Praktek Monopoli dan Persaingan Usaha Tidak Sehat pada Pelaku
Usaha Mikro Kecil dan Menengah (UMKM). Jurnal Penelitian Hukum De Jure,
19(2), 207. https://doi.org/10.30641/dejure.2019.v19.207-215

Nugraha, S. (2006). Hukum Administrasi Negara dan Good Governance. In Pidato
Pengukuhan Guru Besar Tetap Fakultas Hukum Universitas Indonesia.
https://www.hukumonline.com/berita/a/ui-tambah-guru-besar-ilmu-hukum-
hol154727page=2

Permana, S. H. (2017). Strategi Peningkatan Usaha Mikro, Kecil, Dan Menengah
(UMKM) di Indonesia. Aspirasi: Jurnal Masalah-Masalah Sosial, 8(1), 93-103.
https://jurnal.dpr.go.id/index.php/aspirasi/article/view/1257

Poapongsakorn, N. (2002). The new competition law in Thailand: Lessons for
institution building. Review of Industrial Organization, 21(2), 185-204.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1019681612535

Porananond, P., & Aung, P. M. M. (2019). Emerging trend in competition law in
southeast asia: Perspectives from Myanmar and Thailand. World Competition,
42(4),577-602. https://doi.org/10.54648 /woco02019030

Risnain, M. (2018). Eksistensi Lembaga Quasi Judisial Dalam Sistem
Kekuasaan Kehakiman di Indonesia: Kajian Terhadap Komisi Pengawas
Persaingan  Usaha. Jurnal @ Hukum  Dan  Peradilan, 3(1), 49.
https://doi.org/10.25216/jhp.3.1.2014.49-58

Sabrina, A. N. (2020). Penerapan Prinsip Ekstrateritorialitas terhadap Pengawasan
Pengambilalihan Saham dalam Hukum Persaingan Usaha. Jurist-Diction.
https://doi.org/10.20473/jd.v3i4.20207

Silalahi, U., & Parluhutan, D. (2017). The Necessity of Asean Competition
Law: Rethinking. Hasanuddin Law  Review,  3(3), 218-230.
https://doi.org/10.20956 /halrev.v3i3.1165

Simbolon, A. (2013). Pendekatan yang Dilakukan Komisi Pengawas Persaingan Usaha
Menentukan Pelanggaran dalam Hukum Persaingan Usaha. Jurnal Hukum lus

264 Ningsih



JURNAL HUKUM

NOVELTY
P-ISSN: 1412-6834

E-ISSN: 2550-0090 Volume 13, Issue 2, 2022, pp. 253-265

Quia lustum. https://doi.org/10.20885 /iustum.vol20.iss2.art2

Suci, Y. R. (2017). Perkembangan UMKM (Usaha Mikro Kecil dan Menengah)
di  Indonesia.  Jurnal Ilmiah  Cano  Ekonomos, 6(1), 51-58.
https://journal.upp.ac.id/index.php/cano/article/view /627

Syafrudin, A. (2000). Menuju Penyelenggaraan Pemerintahan Negara yang Bersih dan
Bertanggung Jawab. Jurnal Pro Justisia, 4, 22.

Thaicharoen, P., Kumar, A., Chinawong, N., & Kanchanapisoot, S. (2015). Antitrust

and Competition in Thailand. Global Compliance News.
https://www.globalcompliancenews.com/antitrust-and-competition-in-
thailand/

Thanitcul, S. (2002). Competition Law in Thailand: A Prelimary Analysis.
Washington University Global Studies Law Review, 1(1), 171-186.
https://journals.library.wustl.edu/globalstudies/article/36 /galley/16875/do
wnload/

Thanitcul, S. (2020). Competition law in Thailand: in transition to an
operational law. In Research Handbook on Asian Competition Law.
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781785361838.00019

Usman, R. (2013). Hukum Acara Persaingan Usaha di Indonesia (Tarmizi (ed.)). Sinar
Grafika.

Van Uytsel, S., Hayashi, S., & Haley, J. (2020). Asian Competition Laws at A Crossroad:
Indonesia, Thailand And Vietnam. In Research Handbook on Asian Competition
Law (pp. 99-99). https://doi.org/10.4337/9781785361838.00017

Yudiansah, B. (2020). Function of The Commission for the Supervision of Business
Competition and The Prohibition of Monopoly Practices. Indonesia Private Law
Review, 1(2), 77-86. https://doi.org/10.25041/iplr.v1i2.2055

Article History | g5
Submitted 2 May 2021 - Revision Required 11 October 2022 - Accepted 24 December 2022



