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Executive

Summary

South Korea’s largest enterprises operate at the core of the global digital economy making their
cybersecurity of paramount importance. From semiconductor fabrication and automotive manufacturing
to telecommunications infrastructure and fi nancial platforms, these organizations are deeply embedded in
international supply chains and digital ecosystems.

To understand the risk landscape at this level and to provide greater understanding of South Korean
cybersecurity regulation, SecurityScorecard analyzed the cybersecurity posture of South Korea’s top 100
publicly traded companies by market capitalization in the last year. The assessment is based on externally
observabile risk signals, including network security, patching cadence, DNS health, endpoint exposure,
application security, malware telemetry, breach history, and third- and fourth-party dependencies.

The fi ndings show that while many South Korean organizations demonstrate strong technical maturity,
systemic supply chain exposure is still nearly universal. The average security score across the top

100 companies is 71 out of 100, notably lower than peer developed markets assessed in comparable
SecurityScorecard research.

In contrast, leading companies in Japan and Hong Kong have generally exhibited stronger score
distributions, with a higher concentration of A and B ratings and fewer organizations falling into the
D/F range.

In South Korea, 46% of organizations received a D or F rating, indicating materially elevated breach
probability under SecurityScorecard’s breach correlation model, and 14% experienced a publicly reported
direct breach to their own environment. This places South Korea below the typical performance profile
observed across other advanced Asian financial and commercial hubs, where stronger average cyber
hygiene has coincided with lower concentrations of statistically high-risk grades.

The result is a market where technical capability exists, but aggregate cyber hygiene and ecosystem
exposure indicators suggest comparatively higher structural risk.




SECURITYSCORECARD DATA INSIGHTS

e 94% of South Korean organizations are exposed through at least one breached
third-party vendor in the last year

o 1,597 third-party breach instances identified across 169 unique vendors

* 94% of South Korean organizations are exposed at the fourth-party level, totaling
2,474 breach instances

o Vendor concentration risk is high: Google serves 82% of the portfolio, Amazon 77%,
and Microsoft 70%

o 46% of organizations received a D or F rating

o Automotive (40%), shipping/logistics (33%), and aerospace/defense (25%) face
elevated breach exposure due to complex supply chains and strategic targeting

e Pharma/biotech, retail, and heavy industry show 92-100% of companies rated C or
below, indicating systemic cyber maturity and third-party risk gaps

SecurityScorecard’s breach correlation model shows that organizations rated F are 13.8 times more likely to
experience a breach than those rated A.

CYBERRISK IN SOUTH KOREA IS STRUCTURAL, NOT ISOLATED

The dominant exposure vector for South Korea's top organizations is shared infrastructure and
interconnected vendors, rather than internal failure.

South Korea’s leading companies rely heavily on hyperscalers, Software-as-a-Service (SaaS) platforms,
open-source components, and globally distributed suppliers. This creates efficiency and scale. It also creates
concentration risk. When a small number

of providers support the majority of critical enterprises, a vulnerability at that layer has the potential to
propagate widely.

Fourth-party exposure reinforces this dynamic. Organizations may manage direct vendors effectively,
yet still inherit risk from their vendors’ dependencies. Without continuous visibility into those extended
relationships, risk accumulates outside the traditional perimeter.

SOUTH KOREA'S CYBERSECURITY FRAMEWORK: CENTRALIZED ENFORCEMENT AND
EXPANDING ACCOUNTABILITY

South Korea's regulatory framework is entering a period of stronger enforcement and heightened
governance expectations. The Personal Information Protection Act (PIPA) sits at the center of this shift.
First enacted in 2011 and strengthened through amendments in 2020 and 2023, the law now carries
expanded enforcement authority and revenue-based penalties. Administrative fines can reach up to 3% of
revenue related to the violation, with escalation possible in cases involving serious or repeated offenses.
Breach notifi cation expectations have tightened, cross-border data transfers face greater scrutiny, and the
Personal Information Protection Commission (PIPC) now holds enhanced inspection and corrective powers.



These developments elevate cybersecurity from a technical or operational concern to a material financial
and governance issue. Board-level oversight expectations are rising as regulators place greater emphasis
on governance structures, third-party risk management, and transparency around incidents. Recent
amendments have intensified discussions around ransomware reporting and formalized third-party
accountability, signaling that regulators are focused not only on breach response but also on
ecosystem-wide governance.

In parallel, the Act on the Protection of Information and Communications Infrastructure imposes mandatory
security controls on designated Critical Information Infrastructure operators across sectors such as
energy, telecommunications, finance, transportation, healthcare, defense, and advanced manufacturing.
Organizations in these sectors must conduct regular vulnerability assessments, implement prescribed
safeguards, report incidents, and submit to regulatory inspections. Non-compliance can lead to
administrative penalties and operational consequences.

The convergence of systemic exposure and regulatory acceleration is reshaping the operating environment.
Cyber risk now carries financial, operational, and executive consequences that extend beyond the security
function. Policy signals indicate continued tightening ahead, with increasing focus on continuous supply
chain monitoring, structured incident reporting, and clearer downstream accountability for vendors

and partners.

As geopolitical and supply chain pressures intensify, South Korea’s approach is beginning to converge

with enforcement trends seen in the United States and Europe, while remaining distinct in its centralized
regulatory authority and revenue-based penalty structure. The direction is clear: cybersecurity governance
in South Korea is becoming more rigorous, financially consequential, and closely aligned with national
resilience priorities.

WHY CYBER RESILIENCE NOW DEPENDS ON SUPPLY CHAIN VISIBILITY, NOT JUST
INTERNAL SECURITY

The data does not suggest that South Korea’s largest enterprises lack sophistication, many demonstrate
strong controls. However, nearly universal third-and fourth-party exposure shows that resilience now
depends on managing shared digital infrastructure, not just internal security programs.

Organizations that adopt continuous supply chain monitoring, concentration risk analysis, and board-level
oversight mechanisms will be better positioned to reduce breach likelihood and regulatory exposure.

In highly interconnected ecosystems, visibility separates prepared organizations from exposed ones.




Key Findings from

South Korea

* 46.0% of organizations received a D or F rating, indicating signifi cant cybersecurity
risk and elevated breach probability.

o 27.0% received an A or B rating, demonstrating strong security posture.
o 14% of organizations (14 companies) suffered publicly reported data breaches.

e 94% (94 of 100) are exposed through breaches in their third-party vendor
ecosystem, with 1,597 vendor-breach instances across 169 unique vendors.

e 94% (94 of 100) have fourth-party supply chain exposure, with 2,474 fourth-party
vendor breaches detected.

« Critical single points of failure: Google (82%), Amazon (77%), Microsoft
Corporation (70%).

Organizations rated F are 13.8 times more likely to experience a breach than those rated A. The data confirms
a measurable relationship between observable cyber hygiene and real world breach likelihood.

The central challenge in South Korea is not isolated technical failure. It is systemic supply chain exposure
combined with rapid regulatory acceleration and increasing executive accountability.



SECURITY RATINGS

The average security score across the portfolio is 71/100 (median: 70). 46.0% of organizations fall
below the C threshold.

12 (12.0%) 15 (15.0%) 25 (25.0%) 22 (22.0%) 24 (24.0%)
BREACH LIKELIHOOD BY GRADE BREACH LIKELIHOOD
A X
B 2.9x
C 5.4x
D 9.2x
F 13.8x

—fh ~

“South Korea's leading enterprises are deeply embedded in global digital supply
chains, and our analysis shows that nearly every organization is connected to a
breached third party. This is not a reflection of weak security teams. It reflects the
reality of modern interconnected ecosystems.

At the same time, regulatory expectations in South Korea are escalating rapidly.
Revenue-based penalties, expanded inspection authority, and growing executive
accountability mean that cybersecurity is no longer confined to IT departments. It is
an enterprise-wide governance issue.

Organizations that move from static vendor assessments to continuous, ecosystem
wide visibility will materially reduce breach likelihood and position themselves for
regulatory compliance. Our findings show that unmanaged blind spots amplify risk
across interconnected partners. In South Korea'’s evolving regulatory environment,
sustained visibility is the only reliable way to interrupt that compounding effect and
anchor true resilience.”

Michael Centrella,

Head of Public Policy at SecurityScorecard




The Cyber Threat Landscape of

South Korea’s Largest Enterprises

A HYPERCONNECTED INDUSTRIAL POWER

South Korea’s top enterprises operate in some of the most digitally intensive sectors in the world:

e Semiconductors e Energy and utilities

* Automotive manufacturing » Financial services

e Telecommunications « Digital platforms and gaming

o Aerospace and defense e Shipbuilding and heavy industry

These sectors rely on globally distributed supplier networks, cloud platforms, embedded software, and
industrial control systems. As digital transformation has accelerated, operational technology and information
technology have converged, expanding attack surfaces.

The result is a layered and interconnected risk profile that extends well beyond enterprise boundaries.




DIRECT BREACHES REFLECT ACTIVE TARGETING

14% of the portfolio experienced publicly reported direct breaches in the last year, concentrated in continu-
ity-critical sectors such as Automotive (40% direct breach rate), Shipping & Logistics (33%), Aerospace &
Defense (25%), and Technology (21%). These incidents spanned multiple intrusion patterns, including ran-
somware-driven disruption, credential compromise, malware activity, and exploitation of web-facing applica-
tions. More on this follows in our

sector-by-sector breakdown.

At the same time, exposure through the wider ecosystem was nearly universal: 94% of companies were
connected to at least one breached third party (1,597 breach instances across 169 vendors) and 94% were
exposed at the fourth-party level (2,474 breach instances).

These patterns reflect a broader global shift: attackers now prioritize operational disruption in industries
where downtime carries systemic consequences. In such environments, the urgency to restore service
becomes the leverage that drives ransom payments and accelerates decision-making under pressure, rather
than threat actors simply trying to steal data.

These industries are continuity-critical and so when production lines, telecom networks, or financial systems
go down, the impact is immediate and widespread. That's why cybersecurity must go beyond the perimeter
to focus on operational resilience: hardened identities, ransomware readiness, strong segmentation, and
continuous supply chain visibility. In these sectors, rapid response and tight credential governance are now
business necessities.
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Supply Chain Risk:

The Dominant Exposure Vector

THIRD PARTY EXPOSURE AT SCALE

The most significant finding is systemic third-party exposure in South Korea. Of the top 100 companies, 94%
are connected to at least one vendor that has experienced a confirmed breach. In total, 1,597 third party
breach instances were detected across 169 unique vendors.

This aligns with findings in other advanced economies. In the United Kingdom, by comparison, 97% of top
companies were exposed to breached third parties. In Europe’s leading financial institutions, 96% had third-
party exposure.

The implication is clear: third-party exposure is no longer a rare disruption to be managed after the fact;

it is a predictable condition of operating in a digitally connected economy. The real advantage belongs

to organizations that assume exposure will occur through third parties or suppliers, and build systems,
contracts, and oversight designed to manage it continuously. Companies that treat third-party exposure as
structural, and manage it accordingly, will be more resilient than those that continue to approach it as an
isolated event.

FOURTH PARTY EXPOSURE: CASCADING RISK

The data on fourth-party exposure in South Korea reveals just how carefully organizations need
to continuously assess their vendors as well as their vendors’ vendors. 94% of companies are
connected to breached fourth party vendors, with 2,474 fourth party breach instances identified.

This layer often includes:

e Cloud infrastructure providers e Shared SaaS platforms
o File transfer software o DevOps and security tooling

» Open source components

Recent global supply chain incidents, such as the 2023 MOVEit transfer, have demonstrated how a single
shared platform vulnerability can cascade across thousands of organizations simultaneously. In 2025, file
transfer software became the number one most-exploited breach vector, according to the SecurityScorecard
Global Third-Party Breach Report.

Without visibility into fourth party dependencies, enterprises operate with partial awareness of their true
risk surface.
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VENDOR CONCENTRATION RISK

The portfolio demonstrates significant vendor concentration around global hyperscalers and
technology providers:

o Google serves 82% of the e Microsoft 70%

portfolio
e Facebook 66%

e Amazon77%
e Adobe 62%

In this portfolio, three vendors each support more than 70% of enterprises. At that level of concentration,
a disruption would not be contained to individual firms but would have market-wide implications. A breach
affecting just one of these providers would be nationally consequential. South Korean enterprises should
treat hyperscaler dependency as a strategic risk factor, incorporating vendor concentration stress testing,
diversification planning, and continuous upstream monitoring into board-level cyber governance.

12



Single Points of Failure

When a single third-party vendor serves a large percentage of the portfolio, a breach at that vendor creates
cascading risk. Five vendors each serve more than 50% of the portfolio.

COMPANIES % OF BLAST
VENDOR SERVED PORTFOLIO RADIUS
Google 82 82% CRITICAL
Amazon 77 77% CRITICAL
Microsoft Corporation 70 70% CRITICAL
Facebook 66 66% HIGH
Adobe 62 62% HIGH
Apache 44
Autodesk Media & Entertainment 40
Oracle 37
FS Networks 37
Cloudflare, Inc. 32
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Supply Chain Risk

Supply chain vulnerabilities provide an asymmetric advantage for adversaries. 94% (94 of 100 organizations)
have a breached third-party vendor, with 169 unique compromised vendors and 1,597 total vendor-breach
instances identified.

Fourth-party exposure reaches 94% (94 of 100), with 2,474 fourth-party vendor breaches detected.

1,597 2,474 169

3rd Party Vendor 4th Party Vendor Unique Breached
Breaches Detected Breaches Detected 3rd Party Vendor
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Sector Analysis

AUTOMOTIVE
40 percent direct breach rate | 80 percent rated C or below

In South Korea, automotive is the most exposed sector in the dataset. 40% of companies experienced

a direct breach, and the vast majority are rated C or below. As South Korean automakers and suppliers
accelerate connected vehicle development, smart manufacturing, and global exports, the digital footprint has
expanded faster than cyber maturity.

Compared to broader European benchmarks, where 18% of top automotive companies reported direct
breaches, South Korea's automotive breach rate is more than double. The data suggests structural exposure
tied to digital supply chain complexity rather than isolated incidents.

What this means for South Korean automotive firms:

South Korean automotive organizations need deeper visibility beyond tier one suppliers, tighter IT and OT

segmentation inside manufacturing plants, and continuous monitoring of telematics and software vendors
that support connected vehicle ecosystems.

SHIPPING AND LOGISTICS

33 percent direct breach rate | High operational sensitivity

South Korea'’s shipping and logistics sector shows a 33% direct breach rate. Given the country’s role as a
global export hub, operational disruption carries immediate economic consequences. Attackers understand
this pressure.

While some global regions report lower direct breach rates overall, the South Korean data reflects how
heavily interconnected logistics networks increase exposure. Ports, freight systems, and digital customs
platforms all introduce third and fourth party dependencies.

What this means for South Korean logistics operators:

Business continuity plans should assume ransomware driven shutdowns. Shared logistics platforms and file

transfer systems require continuous monitoring. Supply chain risk cannot be assessed annually, it must be
tracked in real time.
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AEROSPACE AND DEFENSE

25 percent direct breach rate | Strategic targeting

A quarter of aerospace and defense companies in the South Korea dataset experienced a direct breach.
These firms are high value targets due to the role they play in national security, advanced manufacturing, and
geopolitical tensions in the region.

While global averages may show lower direct breach rates across broader company samples, strategic
industries consistently face higher targeting intensity. The South Korean data reinforces that strong ratings
alone do not eliminate risk in sectors of national importance.

What this means for South Korean defense and aerospace firms:

Supplier access should follow strict zero trust principles. Vendor breach history should weigh heavily in

procurement decisions. Cyber monitoring should be aligned with regional threat intelligence, not just internal
vulnerability scanning.

PHARMA AND BIOTECH

Average score 54 | 100 percent rated C or below

Pharma and biotech companies in South Korea recorded the weakest overall security posture in the dataset,
with every company rated C or below. Even without recorded direct breaches, the low baseline maturity

suggests latent exposure.

Given South Korea'’s growing investment in biotech, clinical research, and international pharmaceutical
partnerships, reliance on external platforms and research collaborators increases ecosystem risk.

What this means for South Korean life sciences firms:
Foundational controls need strengthening, especially application security and patch cadence. Research

platforms and cloud collaboration tools should be continuously assessed. Intellectual property protection
must extend across the supply chain.

CONSUMER AND RETAIL
92 percent rated C or below | Vendor concentration risk

Retail in South Korea shows widespread security weakness, with 92 percent rated C or below. The sector is
heavily dependent on shared logistics providers, payment systems, and digital platforms.

By comparison, markets like the UK report far lower concentrations of low ratings. The South Korean data
indicates that baseline cyber hygiene in retail needs improvement alongside better supplier oversight.

What this means for South Korean retailers:
Critical vendors such as POS providers and payment processors must be continuously monitored.

Supplier tiering should reflect operational impact and cyber risk data should feed directly into daily
security operations.
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HEAVY INDUSTRY
92 percent rated C or below | Legacy and operational technology exposure

Heavy industry in South Korea reflects similar challenges. Complex operational environments and legacy
industrial systems create patching delays and visibility gaps.

Given South Korea's strong manufacturing base, including shipbuilding, steel, and electronics components,
operational disruption can have cascading economic effects.

What this means for South Korean industrial firms:

Operational technology networks need dedicated monitoring. Patch management in legacy systems must
improve. Fourth party dependencies within industrial control vendors should be mapped and assessed.

SOUTH KOREA'S RISK IS STRUCTURAL

The South Korea dataset reveals a clear pattern as sectors with the highest direct breach rates
are deeply interconnected and operationally critical. The sectors with the weakest ratings show
foundational cyber maturity gaps.

As South Korea continues to lead in advanced manufacturing, automotive technology, logistics, and
biotech innovation, the rapid digital expansion is increasing cyber exposure.

South Korean organizations that treat third party risk as a periodic compliance exercise will continue
to face cascading disruptions. Those that adopt continuous monitoring across suppliers, fourth
parties, and operational technology environments will be far better positioned to reduce breach
likelihood and respond quickly when incidents occur.

Cyber resilience in South Korea must now extend beyond the perimeter to the entire digital
landscape.
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Analysis of South Korea
Cybersecurity in 2026 by Sector

A

Security posture varies significantly across industry sectors. Organizations in critical infrastructure and heavy
industry face greater challenges due to legacy systems and complex operational technology environments.

SECTOR COUNT CeoRE . BREACHED
Energy & Chemicals 16 70 69% 6%
Technology 14 71 64% 21%
Heavy Industry 13 65 92% 8%
Consumer & Retail 13 62 92% 8%
Financial Services 9 83 44% 1%
Entertainment & Media 9 73 78% 0%
Shipping & Logistics 9 78 17% 33%
Automotive 6 72 80% 40%
Aerospace & Defense 5 84 25% 25%
Pharma & Biotech 3 54 100% 0%
Conglomerates 3 82 67% 0%
Other 3 64 100% 0%

18



South Korea's Evolving

Cybersecurity Regulatory Framework

A

South Korea’s cybersecurity regulation is entering a new phase. The emphasis is shifting from enterprise

compliance to ecosystem accountability.

Some of its key legislative pillars include:

PERSONAL INFORMATION PROTECTION ACT (PIPA)

PIPA is South Korea’s central data protection framework. Recent amendments have strengthened
enforcement authority, expanded penalties, and increased regulatory scrutiny over how

organizations protect and manage personal data.

Under amended provisions:

e Administrative fines can reach up
to 3% of relevant annual revenue
related to the violation

e Organizations must implement
technical, administrative, and
physical security

e Breach notification requirements
have tightened, requiring
organizations to notify affected
individuals without delay and report
significant incidents to regulators

e Large-scale incidents, particularly
those affecting 1,000 or more
individuals, must be promptly
reported to authorities such as the
Personal Information Protection
Commission (PIPC) or Korea
Internet & Security Agency (KISA)

Organizations must investigate
incidents and implement
corrective measures immediately
after discovery

Third-party processors and vendors
handling personal data remain under
the responsibility of the primary
organization, requiring oversight

of external service providers

Cross-border data transfers

face increased oversight and
require safeguards to ensure
adequate protection

The Personal Information Protection
Commission (PIPC) now holds
enhanced inspection, corrective,
and enforcement authority

Revenue-based penalties and expanded enforcement powers elevate cyber risk from an operational issue to

a board-level financial and governance concern.
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ACT ON THE PROTECTION OF INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATIONS INFRASTRUCTURE

This law governs designated Critical Information Infrastructure (Cll) operators, with affected
sectors including energy, telecommunications, finance, transportation, healthcare, defense, and
advanced manufacturing.

Organizations designated as Cll operators must implement mandatory cybersecurity
protections, including:

e Regular vulnerability assessments e Incident detection, response, and
and security reviews reporting obligations

e Implementation of prescribed e Submission to government
technical and operational inspections and regulatory oversight

security controls

Failure to comply can result in administrative penalties, corrective orders, and potential operational
consequences.

NETWORK ACT

The Network Act remains relevant for ICT/network operators and certain security obligations, but many
personal-data compliance provisions for online services have been consolidated into PIPA following
major reforms.

UPCOMING POLICY DIRECTION

South Korea is signaling continued acceleration in cybersecurity governance, with a clear shift from reactive
enforcement toward structured, forward-looking regulatory architecture. The policy trajectory suggests
tighter integration between privacy, national security, and supply chain resilience frameworks. Rather than
incremental refinement, regulators appear to be building a more assertive compliance environment designed
to address systemic digital risk across strategically important sectors.

EXPANDED THIRD-PARTY ACCOUNTABILITY

Regulators are expected to formalize more explicit requirements around vendor tiering, continuous risk
monitoring, and disclosure of downstream dependencies. Organizations will need to shift third-party risk

management beyond periodic assessments and evolve programs toward ongoing, evidence-based oversight.

The likely direction mirrors global developments in supply chain governance, particularly in critical
infrastructure and nationally strategic industries. Enhanced requirements may include clearer accountability
for fourth-party exposure, expectations for real-time risk visibility, and structured reporting of material
vendor incidents. The underlying policy theme is ecosystem responsibility: organizations will increasingly
be expected to understand, monitor, and demonstrate control over their extended digital supply chains, not
merely their internal networks.

20



ENHANCED RANSOMWARE TRANSPARENCY

South Korea is signaling movement toward more mandatory cyber transparency, including broader security
disclosures and potential reporting obligations tied specifically to ransomware incidents and ransom
payments. While policy details are still evolving, the direction is clear. Regulators are shifting from reactive
breach notification toward structured, enforceable incident transparency that strengthens
ecosystem-wide accountability.

This approach aligns with global regulatory momentum. In the United States, parallel disclosure pressure

is already being operationalized. The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) now requires public
companies to report material cybersecurity incidents within four business days, elevating executive-level
responsibility. At the same time, the Cyber Incident Reporting for Critical Infrastructure Act (CIRCIA) is
advancing through rulemaking and is explicitly designed to require covered critical infrastructure entities to
report substantial cyber incidents and ransom payments to the Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security
Agency (CISA) within defined timelines. CIRCIA effectively federalizes baseline incident reporting for critical
infrastructure, layering a national framework on top of existing sector regulations.

Japan, by contrast, implemented mandatory breach reporting under the amended APPI (Act on the
Protection of Personal Information):, effective April 1, 2022, in defined circumstances involving personal
data risk. However, Japan’s framework remains more privacy-centered and procedural rather than explicitly
focused on ransomware payment disclosure or broader national cyber transparency. South Korea’s policy
signals suggest a move beyond traditional breach notification toward a more security-forward reporting
regime that treats ransomware as a systemic resilience issue rather than solely a data protection matter.

EXECUTIVE ACCOUNTABILITY

Regulatory signals indicate increased scrutiny of executive oversight in cases involving material negligence,
repeat violations, or systemic risk management failures in South Korea. Enforcement trends suggest that
cybersecurity governance is no longer being treated as a purely technical function but as a board-level
responsibility tied directly to fiduciary duty and corporate resilience.

This reflects broader global movement as well. In the United States, SEC disclosure rules require boards
to describe their cyber oversight processes, and enforcement actions increasingly examine executive
accountability following major incidents. South Korea appears to be reinforcing similar expectations:
executives may be required not only to demonstrate compliance but to provide evidence of active
supervision of third-party risk, incident response preparedness, and supply chain security controls.

The emphasis is shifting from “Did an incident occur?” to “Was governance sufficient to prevent
foreseeable harm?”

ALIGNMENT WITH GLOBAL STANDARDS

As semiconductor export controls and geopolitical technology competition intensify, cybersecurity and
supply-chain resilience are becoming core requirements for participation in trusted technology ecosystems.
In response, South Korea is aligning cyber resilience expectations more closely with those emerging in the
United States and Europe, particularly around supply chain security and protection of critical infrastructure.

Given South Korea's central role in semiconductors, energy, telecommunications, and advanced
manufacturing, maintaining alignment with allied regulatory frameworks helps ensure continued integration
with global technology supply chains. In this context, regulatory convergence is driven not only by
compliance considerations but also by the need to preserve economic competitiveness and supply

chain trust.

This alignment may result in converging standards around incident reporting, third-party oversight, executive
accountability, and resilience benchmarking. For multinational organizations operating across Asia, Europe,
and North America, South Korea'’s direction suggests reduced tolerance for fragmented compliance models.
Instead, regulators are positioning cybersecurity governance as a strategic, internationally integrated
discipline that supports both national resilience and global market participation.



Structural Differences: South Korea

Compared to Japan, Hong Kong, the

United

DIMENSION

Enforcement
Model

Primary
Data Law

Cyber / Critical
Infrastructure
Regulation

Kingdom, and the United States

SOUTH
KOREA

Highly
centralized
under the
Personal
Information
Protection
Commission
(PIPC);
increasingly
enforcement-
driven

Personal
Information
Protection
Act (PIPA)

Act on the
Protection of
Information and
Communications
Infrastructure

JAPAN

Central
regulator (PPC)
with guidance-
oriented and
administrative
approach

Act on the
Protection
of Personal
Information
(APPI)

Cybersecurity
Basic Act and
national
cybersecurity
strategy
overseen by
NISC

HONG
KONG

Independent
Privacy
Commissioner;
complaint-
driven with
stronger sector
focus in finance

Personal Data
(Privacy)
Ordinance
(PDPO)

Sector-based
oversight,
particularly
through
financial
regulators
(HKMA, SFC)
and critical
infrastructure
guidance

UNITED
KINGDOM

Multiple
regulators

(ICO, FCA,
PRA, NCSC);
coordinated
but functionally
distributed

UK GDPR and
Data Protection
Act 2018

NIS Regulations
and the
proposed Cyber
Security and
Resilience Bill
expanding
supply chain
and resilience
oversight

UNITED
STATES

Fragmented
across federal
agencies

(FTC, SEC,
DOJ), state
AGs, and sector
regulators

No omnibus
federal law;
patchwork of
state laws
(e.g., CCPA/
CPRA) and
sector laws
(HIPAA, GLBA)

Sectoral
framework
including
CIRCIA, NERC
CIP standards,
TSA security
directives, and
federal critical
infrastructure
programs
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DIMENSION

Maximum
Administrative
Fines

Third-Party
Mandates

Fourth-Party
Focus

Executive
Accountability

Regulatory
Culture

SOUTH
KOREA

Up to 3% of
relevant annual
revenue (not
total global
turnover; tied to
violation-related
revenue)

Formal
processor
obligations
and strong
accountability
requirements

Growing
supervisory
attention in
supply chain risk

Expanding
exposure
including
potential
criminal liability

Directive,
centralized,
and rapidly
strengthening

JAPAN

Administrative
fines increased
in 2022
amendments
but remain
modest
compared to EU
(not broad % of
global turnover)

Required
contractual
controls; less
prescriptive
than GDPR

Limited formal
legal mandate;
addressed
through
guidance

Limited
personal
liability; more
corporate-
focused

Consensus
-driven,
administratively
pragmatic

HONG
KONG

Primarily fixed
fines; criminal
penalties

for certain
offenses;

not revenue
-scaled

Strong
expectations in
regulated
sectors
(especially
banking)

Emerging
through
financial sector
oversight

Personal
liability possible
in certain
offenses

Supervisory,
complaint
-based, sector-
influenced

UNITED
KINGDOM

Up to 4% of
global annual
turnover or
£17.5M
(whichever
higher)

Strong
controller/
processor
obligations;
reinforced
under financial
resilience and
outsourcing
rules

Recognized

in operational
resilience and
NIS Regulations

Formalized
under Senior
Managers &
Certification
Regime (SMCR)

Risk-based,
legally
structured,
moderately
fragmented

UNITED
STATES

Varies widely;
civil penalties
via FTC, SEC,
DOJ; state laws
(e.g., CPRA)
include
statutory fines

Increasingly
formalized via
SECcyber rules,
NYDFS, federal
procurement
requirements

Growing focus
in critical
infrastructure
and federal
contractor
oversight, but
inconsistent

Increasing
exposure via
SEC disclosure
liability and DOJ
enforcement
trends

Enforcement-
heavy but
structurally
fragmented
and politically
variable
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SOUTH KOREA: CENTRALIZATION AND ESCALATION

South Korea's regulatory architecture is becoming increasingly centralized under the Personal Information
Protection Commission (PIPC), with clearer authority to:

e Impose revenue-based fines
e Conduct inspections
e Mandate corrective action

e Publicly disclose non-compliance

The 3% revenue-based administrative fine structure under PIPA signals a serious escalation in South Korea’s
enforcement posture. While not as high as the UK’s theoretical 4% GDPR maximum, the comparison is
becoming less straightforward. Recent regulatory guidance and reporting indicate a ceiling. But in cases
involving serious violations, repeat offenses, or gross negligence, regulators may seek higher penalties such
as additional administrative penalties, criminal prosecution in severe cases, civil damages and statutory
damages, and operational corrective orders.

This materially changes the risk calculus. What appears on paper as a moderate fine regime now carries the
potential for far more severe financial exposure, particularly for organizations operating in high-impact or
nationally strategic sectors.

In Japan, regulators often encourage compliance through consultation and guidance, giving organizations
time to adjust their practices. In South Korea, regulators are more likely to set clear requirements and impose
financial penalties when those requirements are not met.

Unlike Hong Kong, where supervisory intensity is strongest in the financial sector, South Korea’s
enforcement lens extends across nationally strategic industries such as semiconductors, energy,
telecommunications, and heavy manufacturing, sectors where cyber resilience is inseparable from national
competitiveness and security.

JAPAN: CONSENSUS-DRIVEN, SLOWER ESCALATION

Japan’s regulatory environment, governed primarily by APPI and coordinated by the Personal Information
Protection Commission of Japan, reflects a cultural preference for:

e Industry consultation
e Guidance documents

e Progressive enforcement escalation

While penalties have increased in recent years, Japan's system historically emphasizes remediation before
punitive action. Japan’s cybersecurity posture is strongly supported by national coordination through
National Center of Incident Readiness and Strategy for Cybersecurity (NISC). However, unlike South Korea,
Japan does not impose fines tied directly to a company’s revenue. This means that organizations in Japan
face less immediate financial exposure from cybersecurity incidents which can reduce the level of direct
financial pressure on corporate boards to prioritize cyber risk at the highest strategic level.

The result is a regulatory model that encourages compliance but generates less financial penalty pressure.
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HONG KONG: SECTOR-FOCUSED SUPERVISION

Hong Kong's Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance (PDPO) governs data protection, but enforcement intensity
varies by sector. In financial services, the Hong Kong Monetary Authority (HKMA) exerts significant
supervisory pressure on:

e Operational resilience
o Third-party outsourcing

¢ Vendor risk governance

SecurityScorecard’s analysis of Europe’s top financial institutions in 2025 showed 96% third-party exposure
and a 25% surge in third-party breaches, a pattern mirrored in Hong Kong's highly interconnected financial
ecosystem. However, outside the financial sector, Hong Kong's enforcement environment is generally less
revenue-scaled than South Korea’s. Hong Kong emphasizes supervisory compliance rather than aggressive
percentage-of-turnover penalties.

UNITED KINGDOM: DISTRIBUTED BUT SEVERE

The UK represents one of the most financially punitive regulatory models globally due to:

o UK General Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) — penalties of up to 4% of global annual turnover or
£17.5 million, whichever is higher

e Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) Operational Resilience Rules governing financial institutions

e Network and Information Systems Regulations (NIS Regulations) for operators of essential services and
digital infrastructure

e Senior Managers and Certification Regime (SMCR), which establishes individual accountability for senior
executives in financial services

o The proposed Cyber Security and Resilience Bill, expected to expand supply-chain oversight and
strengthen protections for critical infrastructure

SecurityScorecard’s UK Top 100 analysis in 2024 revealed 97% third-party exposure, reinforcing that even
mature regulatory markets face systemic supply chain risk. However, the UK model differs from South Korea
in structure:

o Enforcement authority is distributed across multiple regulators, including the Information Commissioner’s
Office (ICO), Financial Conduct Authority (FCA), Prudential Regulation Authority (PRA), and the National
Cyber Security Centre (NCSC)

o Oversight varies significantly by sector

o Operational resilience frameworks are highly prescriptive in financial services

South Korea's approach, by contrast, is more centralized and increasingly aligned with national strategic
industry protection.
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UNITED STATES: AGGRESSIVE ENFORCEMENT, FRAGMENTED AUTHORITY

The United States represents one of the most active enforcement environments, while sustaining structural
fragmentation. There is no single federal data protection law equivalent to GDPR or PIPA. Instead, the
regulatory framework consists of:

e FTC enforcement actions for unfair or deceptive practices

e SEC cybersecurity disclosure rules for public companies

o DOJ prosecution in cases of fraud or negligence

» State level laws such as the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA)

e Sector specific rules such as Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA),
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (GLBA), and New York State Department of Financial Services Cybersecurity
Regulation (NYDFS) cybersecurity regulations

e Federal contractor cybersecurity requirements under CMMC (Cybersecurity Maturity Model Certification)

The United States has recently intensified enforcement through SEC cyber incident disclosure requirements
and DOJ civil cyber fraud initiatives. While fines are not typically structured as fixed revenue percentages
across all sectors, enforcement actions can reach tens or hundreds of millions of dollars depending

on severity.

Unlike South Korea’s centralized framework, the U.S. model is decentralized and litigation heavy.
Organizations face regulatory risk not only from government agencies but also from shareholder or class
action lawsuits.

Supply chain oversight is increasing, particularly for federal contractors and critical infrastructure operators,
but it is not uniformly codified across all sectors.
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What These Findings Mean for

Cybersecurity Governance in
South Korea

94% third party exposure

94% fourth party exposure
Concentrated vendor dependencies
Revenue-based fines

Strengthened inspection authority

Expanding executive accountability

This means that cybersecurity governance must evolve and that organizations should prioritize:

1.
2
3
4.
5

6.

Continuous supply chain monitoring rather than periodic vendor questionnaires
Mapping of fourth party dependencies

Vendor concentration stress testing

Board level cyber risk reporting

Incident response planning that includes supplier compromise scenarios

Security score improvement initiatives to reduce statistical breach likelihood

With 46% of organizations in South Korea rated D or F, targeted improvement programs are critical for
the future.
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From Visibility

to Accountability

South Korea’s largest enterprises demonstrate meaningful cybersecurity maturity. Many maintain strong
internal controls and solid technical foundations. Yet the data reveals a more structural challenge: risk is no
longer primarily internal, it is propagating in supply chains.

With 94% of top enterprises exposed to breached third parties and 94% exposed at the fourth-party layer,
supply chain risk is effectively universal. The issue is not whether security programs exist, but whether they
extend far enough into the digital ecosystem to meaningfully reduce inherited exposure.

At the same time, regulatory pressure is accelerating. Under PIPA, administrative fines can reach up to 3%
of total revenue and the inspection authority is expanding. Breach notification standards are tightening.
Executive oversight expectations are increasing. South Korea's model combines centralized authority with
financially material penalties, elevating cyber risk from operational concern to board-level liability.
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Five key takeaways for

South Korean Companies

1. SHARED DIGITAL INFRASTRUCTURE CREATES SYSTEMIC SUPPLY CHAIN RISK.

Shared infrastructure creates systemic nodes. Vendor concentration: Google (82%), Amazon (77%),
Microsoft (70%) means upstream failure could produce national-scale disruption. Resilience now requires
continuous visibility across shared digital infrastructure.

2. SECURITY RATINGS CORRELATE WITH REAL-WORLD BREACH LIKELIHOOD.

Organizations rated F are 13.8 times more likely to experience a breach than those rated A. With 46% of
companies rated D or F, statistical risk is measurable and actionable. Improving observable cyber hygiene
directly reduces breach probability and regulators increasingly expect evidence of it.

3. FOURTH-PARTY RISK MUST BE ACTIVELY MONITORED.

2,474 fourth-party breach instances highlight cascading dependency risk. Static questionnaires cannot
capture dynamic supplier ecosystems. CISOs must move toward continuous supply chain intelligence,
downstream dependency mapping, concentration risk modeling, and vendor breach history weighting.

4. EXECUTIVE ACCOUNTABILITY IS RISING.

Regulators are shifting focus from “Did a breach occur?” to “Was governance sufficient?” Cyber oversight
is becoming inseparable from fiduciary duty and demonstrable supervision of third- and fourth-party risk is
increasingly table stakes for security leaders in South Korea.

5. RESILIENCE IS A COMPETITIVE DIFFERENTIATOR.

Organizations that implement continuous ecosystem monitoring, integrate security ratings into procurement
decisions, stress-test vendor concentration, elevate board reporting, and remediate D/F performance will
materially reduce both breach likelihood and regulatory exposure. Internal maturity alone is insufficient.

South Korea’s leading enterprises sit at the center of globally critical industries, semiconductors, automotive,
telecommunications, energy, and finance. Their cyber resilience carries national and geopolitical significance.
Disruptions to their operations could harm public safety. But in 2026, resilience is not defined by perimeter
defense. It is defined by ecosystem governance.

In an environment of revenue-based penalties, expanded inspection authority, and nearly universal

supply chain exposure, continuous visibility across the digital supply chain is foundational to resilience.
Organizations that treat third- and fourth-partycybersecurity as a strategic capability, rather than a
compliance task, will shape the next phase of South Korea's digital leadership. Organizations that do not will
discover their blind spots through incidents, regulatory scrutiny, or both.
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THE PATH FORWARD: MANAGING CYBER RISK ACROSS THE DIGITAL SUPPLY CHAIN

South Korea's largest enterprises face a cybersecurity problem shaped less by internal weakness and more
by shared digital infrastructure and inherited vendor dependencies. With third- and fourth-party exposure
nearly universal and enforcement accelerating under PIPA, cyber risk has become a measurable governance
issue with financial and executive consequences. Organizations that build continuous visibility into supplier
ecosystems, test concentration risk, and tie remediation to breach likelihood will reduce disruption risk

and strengthen regulatory readiness. In a hyperconnected economy, resilience is defined by how well an
enterprise manages the ecosystem it depends on.
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