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The article investigates the policies of the judiciary on defamation and counter-

feiting of textile brand owners through IT service platforms, namely social network 

services in the United States, the European Union (EU), Asia and Other Regions. 

The rise of user-generated content and influencer marketing creates novel reputa-

tional risks for brands, including in the fashion and textile industries. Drawing on 

75 judicial decisions from between 2018 and 2024, this study adopts a mixed-method 

legal-empirical perspective. The methodology combines quantitative coding of the 

litigation data, including judicial outcomes, damage awards, and timelines with 

qualitative analysis of judicial reasoning and interpretations of platform accounta-

bility. Split outcomes and jurisdictional differences in outcome patterns, award 

magnitudes, and assessments of liability for platform players are shown. Judge-

ments have a tendency to favor the brand in the US and the EU jurisdictions, and 

demonstrate faster conclusions and higher monetary compensation, whereas Asian 

and emerging jurisdictions shows greater procedural delays and lower thresholds of 

awards. The conclusions also reflect an emerging judicial attitude on platform ac-

countability, especially in areas of the world where legal tests are adjusting for the 

21st-century manner in which content is delivered. These differences raise the need 
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for more harmonized legal approaches and better regulation frameworks for plat-

forms.  

 

В статье исследуется практика судебных органов в отношении клеветы 

и подделки известных текстильных брендов в социальных сетях в США, Ев-

ропейском союзе (ЕС), Азии и других регионах. Рост пользовательского кон-

тента и маркетинга инфлюэнсеров создает новые репутационные риски для 

брендов, в том числе в индустрии моды и текстиля. Опираясь на 75 судеб-

ных решений, вынесенных в период с 2018 по 2024 год, это исследование ис-

пользует смешанный метод правовой и эмпирической перспективы. Мето-

дология сочетает количественное кодирование данных судебных разбира-

тельств, включая результаты дел, размер компенсации ущерба и сроки су-

допроизводства, с качественным анализом судебных обоснований и толко-

ваний ответственности платформы. Показаны как раздельные резуль-

таты, так и юрисдикционные различия в моделях результатов, величинах 

компенсаций и оценках ответственности для игроков платформы. Судеб-

ные решения имеют тенденцию благоприятствовать бренду в юрисдикциях 

США и ЕС и демонстрируют большую скорость принятия решений и высо-

кую денежную компенсацию, тогда как азиатские и развивающиеся юрис-

дикции демонстрируют длительные процессуальные задержки и низкие по-

роги присуждений. Выводы отражают формирующееся отношение суда к 

ответственности платформы, особенно в регионах мира, где правовые 

нормы приспосабливаются к способу доставки контента в 21 веке. Эти раз-

личия повышают потребность в согласовании правовых подходов и улучше-

нии процессов регулирования.  

 

Keywords: social media defamation; counterfeit branding; textile industry 

law; platform liability; digital content regulation; comparative legal analysis. 
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Introduction 
As the interconnected digital landscape 

continues to rapidly evolve, social media has 
emerged as a powerful tool for brands to en-
gage with consumers and stakeholders, driving 

public perception and brand reputation in un-
precedented ways. In an era where brand loy-

alty and consumer trust dictate the success of 
an industry, the textile industry now stands at 
high risk owing such an evolution towards the 

digital landscape. Users of social media sites 
are capable of posting information in an in-

stant, and globally, without the careful over-
sights of fact checking or accountability. As a 
result, brands become more vulnerable to false 

or misleading allegations, especially those re-
lated to facts about defamation and counterfeit-

ing that can spread quickly and lead to long-
lasting reputational damage [1]. 

Unlike traditional media channels, where 
brands historically had a much tighter grip 
over messaging and commentary, social media 

platforms stirred the pot and decentralized 
messaging, enabling allegations, true or not so 

much, to spread and spread fast. The lack of 
restrictions and control makes it difficult for 
brand reputation management where textile 

companies are highly vulnerable to serious 
reputation and economic risks. Defamation via 

the internet can damage brand credibility, con-
sumer confidence and market position, inflict-
ing significant financial impact and long-term 

consumer trust injury. With the immediacy and 
reach of social media, this threat is magnified, 
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and requires initiatives that are proactive and 

legally sound from affected brands [2]. 
Defamation claims originating from social 

media raise unique legal challenges because 
online communications are inherently global 
and borderless. Jurisdictions challenge brands 

often because defamation on even one plat-
form can impact various jurisdictions at once, 

each of which may have different laws and 
standards, and all of which may need to be sat-
isfied to prove defamation. Moreover, the 

stakes are particularly high when it comes to 
counterfeiting in the textile field; the field is 

saturated by brands with perceived quality, 
originality and authenticity, rendering the 
damage of counterfeiting detrimental when it 

engulfs the brand. Conspicuously false attribu-
tions to a brand of counterfeit practices can 

quickly destroy goodwill towards the brand 
held by consumers, undermine customer loy-
alty and seriously damage commercial rela-

tions, giving rise to sudden financial loss and 
longer-term strategic damage [3]. 

Moreover, there are significant challenges 

for textile brands to efficiently address their le-
gal strategies against online defamation. The 

traditional legal remedies of lawsuits or injunc-
tions are slow, costly and do not fully remedy 
the immediate impact of defamatory social me-

dia content. The jurisprudence between all the 
jurisdictions is responsive in different ways to 

the concept of digital defamation, with differ-
ent theories of harm, and different responses to 
responsibility and accountability, specifically 

as it pertains to platform providers and third-
party users. This lack of uniform standards re-

lating to online defamation can lead torrents 
of uncertainty and make it more challenging to 
enforce court decisions or pursue effective 

cross-border legal action [4]. 
Furthermore, textile firms are under esca-

lating pressure to craft robust digital strategies 
to counteract reputational threats posed by de-
famatory or counterfeit claims on social me-

dia. Such approaches have to involve the con-
tinual monitoring of information, including the 

ability to respond quickly and embed legal 
mechanisms to respond in real-time to false al-
legations. As organizations grapple with the 

challenges presented in the new digital social 
media landscape, they need to find a balance 

between being self-aggressive to protect their 

own intellectual property or reputation and the 
potential for legal mechanisms to backfire cre-

ating negative perceptions or backlash result-
ing in virality of the damaging narrative [5, 6]. 

Research shows that even baseless accusa-

tions can have long-term detrimental effects 
[7], due to the virality of the information and 

the emotional nature of user-generated re-
sponses [8]. 

With numerous top-tier brands recently 

coming under scrutiny for potentially counter-
feiting, the above issues make it important for 

brands in the luxury sector to ensure that they 
safeguard themselves against counterfeiting or 
fraudulent behavior. However, much of the 

contemporary scholarship continues to be ex-
plorative of the effects of reputational damage 

without offering scalable solutions for textile 
companies to identify, evaluate, and counter 
any act of online defamation in real time. The 

paper [9] suggests that, specifically in the tex-
tiles industry, the clashes between brand iden-
tity, product legitimacy, and ethical alienation 

creates a unique gap between the tools of rep-
utation and defamation employed in the re-

spective industry, as these areas have still yet 
to undergo any serious development or empir-
ical application. 

Social media defamation poses even more 
challenges in the legal realm. Unlike tradi-

tional defamation cases, Pungkasari Narun-
dana [10] argues that traditional legal remedies 
are often unsuitable to resolve online defama-

tion due to jurisdiction differences, lack of pre-
cision in language in statutory provisions, and 

lack of legal enforcement means. It is not un-
common for judicial results to be fragmented 
in digital communications given their cross-

border nature, with content being initiated in 
one legal regime while having a negative im-

pact on businesses operating under others. And 
potential for digital harm has become harder 
to define using traditional principles of defa-

mation, especially in cases of anonymous or 
pseudonymous users.  

Another under explored question is: how 
do social media platforms moderate defama-
tory and counterfeiting-related content? Peter-

son-Salahuddin [11] discusses moderation to-
day, where algorithmic bias, unclear content 
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policies and limited transparency over ac-

countability allow harmful content to thrive. 
Platforms are usually reactive to verified brand 

attacks, due to fears of censorship and the dan-
gers of proactive removal. Although previous 
research has proposed approaches to freedom 

of expression and hate speech moderation, lit-
tle attention has been paid to the commercial 

implications of harmful content specifically in 
the context of brand-heavy sectors such as 
fashion and textiles. 

Furthermore, Shepherd et al. [9] address 
the impact of deviant social media influencers 

in propagating counterfeits, but do not extend 
it to how this kind of mal-behavior drives def-
amation trends or magnifies brand vulnerabili-

ties. That, in turn, reveals another accountabil-
ity gap in which influencers were in the posi-

tion of influencing public conversations on the 
validity of getting brands in bed with them. 
Technological solutions colloquially framed as 

legal and brand protection strategies have also 
not received much attention. For instance, 
new metrics for evaluating machine learning 

data and feedback loops for legal data analytics 
show some promise of automating content 

monitoring and supporting legal case prepara-
tion but are seldom used in defamation re-
sponse strategies [12, 13]. 

All of these require legal reform on digital 
defamation, algorithmic improvements on 

content moderation, and real-time brand mon-
itoring systems that are built primarily for the 
textile industry. And clearer regulatory obliga-

tions for platforms and influencer governance 
frameworks, in turn, could create a paradigm 

shift in brand resilience in the digital era. 
The article aims to investigate the legal as-

pects of defamation and counterfeit cases re-

lated to textile brand names in social media. 

Dealing with these threats is fundamental for 

allowing textile firms to effectively protect 
their brand reputation, maintain the competi-

tion, and keep consumer trust in our fast-
changing digital world. 

Methodology 

The study utilizes an integrated empirical 
legal methodology, in order to investigate how 

the judiciary responded to the defamation and 
counterfeit allegations made against textile 
brands in social media platforms. The study is 

based on a mixed-method legal-empirical de-
sign, which features multi-jurisdictional judi-

cial analysis. The chosen jurisdictions are the 
US, the European Union and Asia, which rep-
resent divergent statutory interpretations and 

judicial thresholds of defamation and invali-
date social media contextual rulings under the 

law [10, 14]. 
The study period was January 2018 to De-

cember 2023, during which 75 judicial deci-

sions were systematically sampled. The com-
parative scope is situated in both common law 
and civil law systems, which acknowledge 

doctrinal variability in respect of defamation 
thresholds as well as platform liability. The de-

sign is in keeping with hybrid analytical tradi-
tions that exist both in law and data science, 
merging empirical court data with legal inter-

pretive methods [12, 15, 16]. 
The judicial dataset was constructed 

through stratified retrieval from national court 
databases, verified legal repositories, and re-
gional legal archives. The initial identification 

yielded 150 cases. Cases were filtered using a 
four-tiered inclusion model, applying categor-

ical decision filters and measuring inter-rater 
reliability using Fleiss’ Kappa (κ) to account 
for more than two raters, extending beyond 

Cohen’s pairwise estimation [12]. 
 

𝐷𝑖𝑗 = {
1, 𝑖𝑓 𝐶𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖 𝑚𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑠 𝐶𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑗
0,                                  𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒

     𝑓𝑜𝑟  𝑖 = 1, … , 𝑛,   𝑗 = 1,… , 𝑘.                 (1) 

 

This matrix identifies inclusion con-
sistency per criterion across all candidate 
cases. 

 

𝜅 =
𝑃−𝑃𝑒

1−𝑃𝑒
 .               (2) 

 

This equation quantifies inter-rater agree-

ment where 𝑃̅ is observed agreement and 𝑃̅𝑒 is 
expected agreement by chance. 

Final κ reliability of 0.89 confirmed strong 

methodological consistency in inclusion as-
sessments. 
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T a b l e   1  

Screening Step Cases Identified Cases Included κ Score 

Textile Brand Involvement 130 130 0.92 

Social Media Linkage 110 110 0.88 

Judicial Documentation Clarity 85 85 0.90 

Final Inclusion – 75 0.89 

 

 
Structured judicial data extraction was im-

plemented using a uniform coding framework. 
For each case, variables were captured under 
five operational categories: jurisdiction, alle-

gation type, judicial outcome, monetary dam-
ages (USD), and litigation duration (months). 

Coded data were normalized and aggregated 
following cross-verification protocols [12, 17]. 

 

𝐷𝑈𝑆𝐷

(𝑖)
= 𝐷

𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙

(𝑖)
  𝐸𝑅̅̅ ̅̅

𝑡           (3) 

 
 
This formula standardizes damages to USD 

using the average exchange rate 𝐸𝑅̅̅ ̅̅
𝑡 during the 

litigation period. 

 

𝐿 = 𝑇𝑗 − 𝑇𝑓 .                 (4) 

 
This computes litigation duration 𝐿 as the 

time between filing 𝑇𝑓  and judgment 𝑇𝑗. 

The data were coded independently by two 
legal analysts, and discrepancies were recon-

ciled using arbitration. 
 

𝛿𝑖𝑗 = =
|𝑅1

(𝑖𝑗)
−𝑅1

(𝑖𝑗)
|

max (𝑅)
 .            (5) 

 
This metric quantifies disagreement sever-

ity between coders normalized to rating scale 

maximum

 
T a b l e  2 

Case 

ID 
Jurisdiction 

Allegation 

Type 
Outcome 

Damages Awarded 

(USD) 

Litigation Duration 

(months) 

C-001 United States Defamation Favorable 750,000 13 

C-014 
European 

Union 
Counterfeit Mixed 64,800 12 

C-033 Asia Both Unfavorable 0 9 

 

To prepare the dataset for further inferen-
tial use, structured statistical transformations 
were applied to categorical, continuous, and 

ordinal variables. 
 

𝑃(𝑌𝑖 = 𝑘) =  
𝑒𝛽𝑘

⊤𝑋𝑖

1+∑ 𝑒𝛽𝑘
⊤ 𝑋𝑖𝐾−1

𝑗=1

 .       (6) 

This multinomial logistic equation esti-

mates the probability of outcome 𝑌𝑖 given case 
characteristics𝑋𝑖. 

 

𝑌𝑖
′ =  {

𝑌𝑖
𝜆 −1

𝜆
,     𝜆 ≠ 0

𝐼𝑛(𝑌𝑖),   𝜆 = 0 
.            (7) 

 

This Box-Cox transformation normalizes 

heteroscedastic financial variables before re-
gression analysis. 

 

𝑃𝐴𝐼𝑖 = =
𝑤1  𝐿𝑖+𝑤2  𝑆𝑖 +𝑤3  𝑇𝑖

𝑤1+𝑤2+𝑤3
 .         (8) 

 
This equation calculates the Platform Ac-

countability Index (PAI) for case iii using 

weighted components of judicial interpreta-
tion. 

All transformations ensured readiness for 
future hypothesis testing without altering pri-
mary classification attributes [6, 13, 18]. 

Judicial texts were analyzed thematically 
using structured coding matrices in NVivo, 

isolating recurrent judicial language, rationale, 
and thematic co-occurrence. 

 

𝐶𝑜𝑖𝑗 = =
 𝑛𝑖𝑗

√𝑛𝑖  ∙ 𝑛𝑗
               (9) 

 
This cosine-normalized co-occurrence 

score 𝐶𝑜𝑖𝑗 identifies relationships between 

themes 𝑖 and 𝑗 across all coded cases. 
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Themes were defined inductively and refined 

through iterative coding sessions, focusing on 
economic harm, platform liability, evidentiary 

burden, content removal, and cross-jurisdiction 
enforcement difficulties [2, 8, 18, 19]. 

Results 

The data in Table 3 details how the courts 
ruled on defamation and counterfactual claims, 

alone or together, in cases and across jurisdic-

tions. Judicial outcomes are classified as favor-
able, mixed, or adverse depending on whether 

the court fully upheld, partially upheld, or dis-
missed the claims of the plaintiff textile brand. 
This segmentation provides a perspective on 

the interpretation of reputation-related disputes 
in the context of social media informed by re-

gional legal cultures. 
T a b l e  3 

Jurisdiction Allegation Type 
Favorable 

Judgments 

Mixed 

Judgments 

Unfavorable 

Judgments 

Total 

Cases 

United States 

Defamation 6 2 2 10 

Counterfeit 5 1 2 8 

Defamation + 

Counterfeit 
7 1 2 10 

European 

Union 

Defamation 5 2 1 8 

Counterfeit 6 1 2 9 

Defamation + 

Counterfeit 
6 1 1 8 

Asia 

Defamation 4 2 2 8 

Counterfeit 3 1 4 8 

Defamation + 

Counterfeit 
4 1 3 8 

Other Regions 

Defamation 2 1 1 4 

Counterfeit 1 0 1 2 

Defamation + 

Counterfeit 
1 1 1 3 

 
The data in Table 3 reveal significant juris-

dictional disparities in outcomes regarding 

defamation and counterfeit allegations against 
textile companies. The European Union rec-

orded the highest proportion of favorable rul-
ings across all types of allegations and espe-
cially for cases against counterfeit products, 

where courts ruled for brands in 66.7% of 
cases. The U.S. was next with slightly lower 

positives in every category, but striking, rela-
tive consistency. In Asia, on the other hand, 
courts are judicially more reluctant to grant fa-

vorable decisions in favor of plaintiffs in cases 
related to counterfeit goods, with only 37.5% 

success in this region. Mixed verdicts were 
fairly equitably distributed by regions, with a 

slight increase in Asia. Adverse results were 
significantly more common in Asia and in 
emerging jurisdictions, where there may be a 

higher legal standard or different expectations 
around evidence. This indicates a disparity in 

judicial brand protection depending on the ju-
risdiction and the type of challenge. 

 

 
Fig. 1 
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Figure 1 examines the role of jurisdiction 

in judicial decision-making. This cross-tabu-
lated frequencies analysis assesses differences 

in how courts across jurisdictions rule regard-
ing brand defamation and counterfeit claims 
regardless of allegation type. This enables bet-

ter evaluation of whether the legal culture and 
procedural doctrine lead to more or less favor-

able outcomes for claimants. 
Favorable rulings in one of the jurisdictions 

of the European Union territories were also 

leading at 68%, while mixed and unfavorable 
rulings saw very little difference. The United 

States was next, with 64.3% of decisions fa-
vorable to plaintiffs but with a larger share of 
unfavorable rulings. Asia had the highest unfa-

vorable outcome rate, perhaps indicating 
more rigorous evidentiary or procedural stand-

ards before relief is granted to brands. Like-
wise, Other Regions (including Middle-East-
ern or hybrid legal systems) revealed similarly 

low favorable rulings and comparatively high 

ratios of unfavorable decisions, suggesting 
possible gaps in digital defamation frame-

works in such contexts. These insights high-
light the extent to which jurisdictional context 
determines whether a social media-related rep-

utational harm case against a textile brand is 
winnable. 

Figure 2 explores how courts in different 
jurisdictions assessed the financial effects of 
defamation and counterfeit allegations made 

against textile brands on social media plat-
forms. Damages awarded are an important ba-

rometer not just of judicial understanding of 
reputational harm, but also of the extent to 
which the justice system accepts the idea of fi-

nancial injury given the digital nature of 21st-
century lives. It includes minimum, maximum, 

mean, median, and standard deviation for mon-
etary compensation, all denominated in USD 
to ensure comparability.  

 

 
Fig. 2 

 

The EU had the highest average damages 
awards among the regions at $580,000, and the 

highest award at $1.45 million, indicative of a 
strong recognition of the value of a brand and 
potential for damage to a digital reputation. 

The United States came in second, with an av-
erage of $535,500 — slightly lower, but still an 

extremely high maximum threshold. Asian ju-
risdictions gave out less damages, $345,750 
on average, and handed down judgments that 

were more in line with the median of $300,000. 
Emerging jurisdictions grouped under Other 

Regions also trended towards lower awards. 
Such, the relatively high standard deviation 

values suggest a lower concentration of dam-
age amounts in all jurisdictions, and a greater 

spread of data on the damages, especially for 
Europe and the US. These findings indicate 
that despite brands’ expectations of financial 

recognition in winning suits, the scale of dam-
ages awarded varies greatly by jurisdiction, 

heavily shaped by local legal principles gov-
erning how harm is evaluated and the thresh-
olds for proof. 

Length of litigation (Table 4) is a proxy for 
judicial efficiency and procedural how compli-

cated. Time is unitized in months from each 
date the formal complaint is filed to the issu-
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ance of the final judgment. Litigation duration 

hence offers insight into the systemic respon-
siveness of courts to time-sensitive issues per-

taining to online defamation and counterfeit 

activity in the textile sector. 

 
T a b l e  4 

Jurisdiction 
Mean 

Duration 

Median 

Duration 

Minimum 

Duration 

Maximum 

Duration 

Standard 

Deviation 

United States 14.2 months 14 months 9 months 23 months 4.5 months 

European 

Union 
13.1 months 13 months 7 months 24 months 3.8 months 

Asia 16.8 months 16 months 9 months 28 months 5.1 months 

Other Regions 13.5 months 13 months 8 months 20 months 3.9 months 

 
As shows Table 4, Asian courts had the 

longest timelines of litigation, with an average 

of 16.8 months (with a maximum of 28 months 
and wider standard deviation, indicating 

greater procedural delay or evidentiary bottle-
necks). The United States averaged 14.2 
months, compared with 13.1 months in the Eu-

ropean Union. In addition, all the EU jurisdic-
tions including Romania had much less vari-

ance in the number of decisions leading to a 
stage than in Ukraine, in other words, the case 
was more predictable. Courts in Other Regions 

were similar in timing to those in the EU, but 
deviated somewhat more. These patterns re-

flect systemic and procedural differences re 

lated to case management across jurisdictions. 
Image-based threats are rampant with the 

growing Social Media use but long litigation 
timelines especially with Asia may dissuade 

brands these days from pursuing digital defa-
mation and counterfeiting cases both for time-
to-relief and cost exposure. 

Economic Impact of Allegations on Brand 
Revenue quantifies the economic detriment 

experienced by textile brands in the wake of 
defamation or counterfeit claims through so-
cial media. The measure is the annual revenue 

of the brand relative to the revenue from previ-
ous years (pre- and post-litigation) that de-

creased as a result of the allegation (Figure 3).  
 

 
Fig. 3 

 

The United States showed the greatest re-
duction in mean revenue loss at 23.4%, indi-

cating high sensitivity of consumers to reputa-
tional damage online. The European Union 

was near the top, at 21.6 percent, with the 
broadest loss range — up to 40 percent. Asia 
and Other Regions showed smaller average re-

treats of 18.4% and 16.0%, respectively, sug-
gesting milder financial implications or 

smaller movability of the market. Median val-
ues closely shadowed mean losses, illustrating 

the extent of potential reputational and com-
mercial harm is not restricted to outlying in-

stances. These results underscore the stakes for 
textile brands in a digital ecosystem in which a 

single defamatory or counterfeit post can lead 
to steep declines in revenue and to long-term 
erosion of brand. 

Judicial interpretations of Platform Ac-
countability (Figure 4) were coded for three 

levels: High (platform found to be directly re-
sponsible or partially liable); Moderate (re-
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sponsibility conditional on sharing the bur-

den); and Low (platform protected from re-
sponsibility by intermediary liability protec-

tions). These designations indicate how proac-
tively courts expect platforms to monitor, re-

move, and respond to illegal content with an 

impact on brand reputation. Platform account-
ability is at the heart of digital governance, af-

fecting not just the outcome of cases but the 
future of regulation as well. 

 

 
Fig. 4 

 
Figure 4 represent that 72% of cases in 

which courts held platforms particularly ac-
countable for content obligations were EU 

courts, with rulings frequently invoking duties 
for active monitoring, derived partially from 
the GDPR. US courts came in a close second 

at 67.8 percent, however with considerably 
more frequent invocation of Section 230 of the 

Communications Decency Act to delineate li-
ability limits. However, in Asia, high account-
ability was established in less than half of the 

cases, with a higher percentage designated to 
moderate, indicating developing jurisprudence 

to weigh concerns about state censorship with 
platform independence. Other Regions showed 
equal division between moderate and high as-

sessments. These trends indicate an increasing 
judicial readiness, particularly in Western ju-

risdictions to place an onus of active responsi-
bility upon platforms to mitigate digital harm 
to commercial actors16. 

Discussion 
By examining 75 judicial decisions across 

the United States, the European Union, Asia, 
and Other Regions, this research provides em-
pirical evidence of jurisdictional variability in 

outcomes, monetary awards, litigation effi-
ciency, economic harm, and platform account-

ability.  

One of the most striking outcomes con-

cerns the favorable ruling patterns observed in 
the European Union and the United States, 

where over 64% of court decisions were in fa-
vor of the plaintiff brands. These results reflect 
a stronger inclination in these jurisdictions to 

protect commercial reputation and intellectual 
property in the digital domain. The relatively 

higher damages awarded in these regions fur-
ther support this judicial tendency. These find-
ings align with prior literature that highlights 

the legal infrastructure in developed jurisdic-
tions as more robust in adjudicating digital 

harm claims, particularly in commercial con-
texts [14]. In comparison, court outcomes in 
Asia and Other Regions were more diverse, 

with larger shares of adverse outcomes and 
less sizable monetary redress, consistent with 

studies of emerging economies that identified 
procedural and statutory inadequacies in digi-
tal content regulation [17]. 

The insights in this article regarding plat-
form accountability also corroborate that the 

legal interpretation is rapidly reforming in re-
action to the growing role of the social media 
as a dissemination channel for defamatory and 

counterfeit content. European courts led the 
pack as platforms faced high accountability, 

thanks to regulatory tools like the Digital Ser-
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vices Act and the GDPR, as platforms were re-

quired to remove illegal content in a timely 
manner and were under heightened due dili-

gence obligations. This finding gives empirical 
support to the regulatory conversations identi-
fied by Machado and Aguiar [21] suggest that 

intermediary liability frameworks are being 
reconciled towards more affirmative platform 

obligations, particularly in the business and 
human rights context. American courts also fa-
vored high accountability, even if judicial lan-

guage frequently referred to Section 230 of 
the Communications Decency Act, highlight-

ing the conflicting logics of immunity of plat-
forms and reputational justice. 

The length of time required to resolve dis-

putes also varied dramatically by jurisdiction, 
with Asian courts taking the longest. These re-

sults are consistent with recent studies by Huang 
et al. [17] attributed the influence of political and 
institutional uncertainty on judicial efficiency in 

some areas. Prolonged litigation not only im-
poses additional economic burdens on brands 
but may also erode the deterrent effect of litiga-

tion against defamation and counterfeiting. Con-
versely, European courts demonstrated more ef-

ficient case processing, which aligns with efforts 
to improve judicial timeliness through data-
driven reform initiatives [13]. 

The economic dimension of reputational 
harm—measured by percentage revenue 

loss—demonstrated a tangible commercial im-
pact for textile brands targeted through social 
media. On average, brands experienced a 20% 

drop in revenue following defamatory or coun-
terfeit allegations. This aligns with findings 

from marketing research showing that brand 
equity and consumer trust are severely affected 
by negative online content [20]. The amplifi-

cation of harm through user-generated content 
on platforms such as Instagram and TikTok, as 

explored by Vladimirova et al. [21], under-
scores the urgency of more agile judicial 
mechanisms for brand protection in the fast-

paced digital ecosystem. These platforms ac-
celerate the spread of false narratives, making 

the role of timely judicial intervention even 
more vital. 

Despite the robust findings presented, this 

study is not without limitations. First, although 
the mixed-method approach captures both the 

quantitative and qualitative dimensions of ju-

dicial reasoning, it remains constrained by the 
availability and accessibility of full judicial 

texts, particularly in non-Western jurisdictions 
[12]. Furthermore, the dataset includes only fi-
nalized judgments, omitting settlements or dis-

missed cases that might offer additional per-
spectives on litigation behavior and risk per-

ception. There is also the inherent limitation of 
coding legal texts, which, although subjected 
to inter-rater reliability protocols, cannot fully 

eliminate interpretive subjectivity. These is-
sues are common in empirical legal research 

and underscore the need for expanded access 
to court records and open legal data initiatives 
[12, 13]. 

From a theoretical standpoint, the study re-
affirms Arbel and Mungan’s [18] argument 

that reputational harm in the age of digital au-
diences requires Bayesian sensitivity to infor-
mation cascades and content virality. Courts 

are increasingly being asked not just to adjudi-
cate the legality of content but to evaluate its 
probabilistic reputational effects, often in com-

plex and evolving social contexts. The grow-
ing need for forensic digital literacy among 

judges and the development of legal standards 
for online evidence also warrant further explo-
ration in future research. 

Future research should explore longitudi-
nal patterns of judicial interpretation as digital 

harm doctrines evolve, particularly in relation 
to emerging laws on algorithmic amplification 
and deepfakes. Integrating machine learning 

models for automated legal text classification 
could further enhance the scalability of judicial 

pattern analysis, as suggested by Mathis [22]. 
Also, research should not be limited to just the 
textile industry but rather other industries that 

are similarly affected by digital branding, like 
cosmetics and electronics, to see if parallels 

exist. 
Conclusion 
One of the central findings is that judicial 

protection for brands is not consistent across 
jurisdictions. Differing legal infrastructure, 

procedural efficiency and statutory interpreta-
tion lead to divergent judicial behavior. The 
analysis shows that some jurisdictions take a 

more brand-protective approach, while others 
exercise a more measured or restrictive thresh-
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old in considering reputational harm and de-

termining platform liability. These regional 
differences illustrate the piecemeal nature of 

legal responses to online defamation and coun-
terfeit activity and underscore the strategic cal-
culations brands are forced to make when 

choosing litigation venues. 
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