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Abstract 

Cyberturfing, a form of deceptive practice that involves manipulation of public perception by means of 

systematic disinformation campaigns, has become an international problem. It compromises democratic 

institutions, distorts market competition, and undermines public trust in digital communication. This study 

offers an integrated analysis of cyberturfing by discussing its development, central methodologies, and socio-

political implications. Utilizing a comparative law perspective, it examines how various jurisdictions across 

the globe, such as the United States, European Union, and some Asian jurisdictions, have enacted against, 

regulated, or reacted to cyberturfing by way of judicial precedent. It places special emphasis on the enforcement 

challenge, limits of jurisdiction, and technology's twofold enabling/frustration effect. Additionally, it reflects on 

how consumer rights, freedom of expression, and cybercrime legislation play roles in crafting regulatory 

interventions. On that basis, the paper makes recommendations for a harmonious international order where 

effectiveness of regulation is matched with safeguarding digital rights. The study adds to existing literature on 

digital governance and provides policy directions to regulators, legal academics, and tech interests interested 

in mitigating the ubiquitous scope of cyberturfing.. 

Keywords: Cyberturfing; Cybersecurity Law; Comparative Law Digital Disinformation; Consumer 

Protection; Digital Governance; Online Deception; Regulatory Frameworks 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Cyberturfing refers to the online extension of “astroturfing”, where fabricated reviews, 

endorsements, or digital interactions are created to give the illusion of genuine public support. 

This practice misleads consumers, weakens trust in digital platforms, distorts fair market 

competition, and ultimately threatens the integrity of online commerce. Cyberturfing is the 

staged orchestration of artificial online operations designed to resemble spontaneous grassroots 

action. Organic social movements are unplanned, while cyberturfing is scripted by corporations, 

political parties, or government agencies through programmed bots, fake personas, and 

compensated influencers in order to shape public opinion. Cyberturfing occurs in various arenas, 

such as consumer product ratings, political debate, and online reputation management. The 
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growing advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) and big data analysis has also grown the 

efficiency and scope of cyberturfing, and thus it is a perilous threat in the virtual world. 

Importance of Studying Cyberturfing Regulations 

The pervasive nature of online platforms in modern discourse has led to a significant 

increase in cyberturfing, a practice with serious ethical, legal, and economic repercussions. The 

manipulation of digital spaces through deceptive means poses a direct threat to core societal 

values. A primary concern is the potential for cyberturfing to undermine democratic processes. 

Coordinated disinformation campaigns during election periods can deliberately mislead voters, 

influence public opinion and devalue the integrity of democratic standards. For instance, creating 

fake personas to spread false narratives can erode trust in political candidates and institutions.  

Furthermore, cyberturfing distorts market competition and erodes consumer rights. 

Businesses that employ these deceptive strategies, such as fabricating positive product reviews 

or orchestrating negative campaigns against rivals, gain an unfair competitive advantage. This 

not only misleads potential customers but also penalizes honest businesses. Consumers are left 

unable to make informed decisions, as the information they rely on is corrupted by these 

manipulative tactics. Given these grave risks, the establishment of robust regulatory frameworks 

is essential. These systems are needed to counter the threats posed by cyberturfing, thereby 

fostering transparency, accountability, and integrity within the digital sphere. Studying and 

comparing the legal strategies adopted by different jurisdictions is vital for identifying effective 

enforcement methods and developing global best practices to combat this evolving challenge. 

 
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  

This study aims to: 

a. Examine legal frameworks governing cyberturfing in key jurisdictions. 

b. Analyse enforcement challenges and jurisdictional constraints in regulatory responses. 

c. Provide comparative case studies to illustrate the effectiveness of various legal approaches. 

d. Recommend strategies for international legal harmonization to mitigate the risks posed by 

cyberturfing. 
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DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS 

The Nature and Impact of Cyberturfing 

1. Political Influence and Disinformation 

One of the most concerning aspects of cyberturfing is its power to manipulate political 

landscapes. By spreading misinformation and polarizing public opinion, it can have a profound 

effect on political outcomes. 

State-sponsored entities and political organizations frequently use cyberturfing to interfere 

with democratic processes. They employ these tactics to influence voters and undermine the 

legitimacy of elections. For example, they might create fake profiles to sow discord or promote 

specific political agendas. Social media platforms, with their algorithm-based content delivery 

systems, are particularly vulnerable to these operations. Their very design can be exploited to 

amplify manipulative content, making them a primary target for those looking to sway public 

opinion on a large scale. The core danger of this practice lies in its ability to distort reality and 

erode the very foundations of trust necessary for a functioning democracy. 

Case Study: Russian Interference in the 2016 U.S. Elections 

The U.S. Senate Intelligence Committee's investigation into Russian interference in the 

2016 presidential elections revealed an extensive cyberturfing campaign orchestrated by the 

Internet Research Agency (IRA), a Russian organization linked to the Kremlin1. The IRA 

deployed thousands of fake social media accounts to infiltrate American online spaces, 

disseminating politically charged content that exploited social and racial divisions (Howard, P. 

N., & Woolley, S. C. 2018). The campaign targeted key voter demographics, leveraging 

disinformation to influence public opinion and voter behaviour. This case underscores the 

vulnerabilities of digital platforms in democratic processes and the urgent need for 

international regulatory collaboration to combat foreign cyber interference in elections( 

Bradshaw, S., & Howard, P. N. 2019). 

Beyond this specific case, the methods used by the IRA have become a blueprint for other 

state and non-state actors seeking to covertly influence public discourse. The success of their 

operation in reaching millions of Americans demonstrated a new frontier in information 

warfare, where the battlefield is social media and the weapon is propaganda. This type of 

manipulation challenges not only the integrity of elections but also the fundamental principles 

of free and open communication. As digital platforms have become central to our daily lives 

and political conversations, the line between authentic grassroots expression and coordinated 

deception has blurred. The continued threat of cyberturfing has pushed governments and 
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technology companies alike to confront the reality that they are ill-equipped to handle these 

sophisticated attacks, making international cooperation and stronger regulation more critical 

than ever before. 

2. Corporate Cyberturfing and Market Manipulation 

Cyberturfing goes beyond political circles; corporations also utilize mispresenting virtual 

tactics to sway consumer sentiment and market trends. Corporations utilize such unethical 

practices by creating false customer reviews, artificially boosting social media popularity, or 

discrediting rivals through staged smear campaigns. Such actions warp market competition as 

well as erode consumer trust, ultimately compromising the integrity of virtual commerce. 

Corporate cyberturfing is a problem of increasing concern in the internet age, far beyond that 

of political campaigns and spilling over into the corporate sector. Most corporations resort to 

underhanded tactics in order to manipulate consumer opinion, manipulate market forces, and 

obtain an unfair advantage in competition. These dubious activities take many different forms 

and have far-reaching consequences for corporations and consumers alike. Most popular 

method used by companies is writing artificial customer reviews. By filling websites with 

positive reviews of their own products or services, companies attempt to become credible and 

reliable. These kinds of reviews tend to deceive customers to a delusional idea of quality that 

does not exist. Conversely, they can write deliberately negative reviews to discredit other 

people, destroying their reputation and discouraging customers from doing business with them. 

One form of cyberturfing includes the inflation of social media interaction. Businesses 

stage their online visibility by buying followers, likes, and shares, generating the illusion of 

popularity and interest. The artificial increase has a profound effect on consumer behaviour, as 

people are inclined toward what seems to be popular or well-liked. This technique sacrifices 

authenticity, and consumers must make choices on the basis of skewed metrics. 

Aside from promoting themselves, corporations at times initiate smear campaigns against 

their competitors. Such campaigns consist of disseminating misinformation or untruths about 

rival businesses, products, or services to harm their reputation. Through the generation of doubt 

in customers, these tactics can severely hurt a competitor's sales and market share. The effects 

of corporate cyberturfing ripple outward. These unethical practices not only skew fair 

competition in the market but also destroy consumer confidence. When customers finally 

discover the trickery, their faith in electronic commerce is shaken, and they are cautious of 

online transactions and reviews. In addition, honest businesses are placed at an unfair 

disadvantage, as their truthful endeavours are overshadowed by the trickery of rivals. In the 
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end, corporate cyberturfing erodes the integrity of online commerce and highlights the 

necessity for more stringent regulations to promote fair play. Companies need to be held 

responsible for upholding ethical standards, and consumers are entitled to transparency when 

interacting with products and services on the internet. 

Case Study: FTC vs. Devumi LLC (2019) 

In 2019, the U.S. Federal Trade Commission (FTC) took legal action against Devumi LLC, 

a company that sold fake social media engagement, including likes, followers, and comments, 

to influencers and businesses. The FTC found that Devumi misled consumers by creating an 

illusion of credibility and popularity that did not reflect actual user engagement. The case 

resulted in Devumi being fined and marked a significant step toward regulating fraudulent 

online engagement practices (Vincent, J. 2019). This enforcement action highlights the role of 

regulatory bodies in addressing deceptive digital marketing strategies and underscores the 

necessity for more comprehensive international regulations to prevent similar abuses. 

3. Social and Psychological Effects 

In addition to economic and political impacts, cyberturfing also possesses harsh 

psychological and social impacts. Widespread dissemination of disinformation feeds wider 

societal polarization, inducing hatred between ideologically contrasting groups. Cyberturfing 

also fuels wider propagation of conspiracy theories, producing a culture in which 

disinformation circulates widely without any restriction against it. 

Psychological studies have shown that individuals exposed to repeated misinformation are 

more likely to develop confirmation biases, reinforcing their pre-existing beliefs regardless of 

factual accuracy (Lewandowsky, S., Ecker, U. K. H., & Cook, J. 2017). This phenomenon 

diminishes critical thinking and civic engagement, as individuals become disillusioned with 

digital discourse, perceiving it as inherently unreliable. Moreover, persistent exposure to 

manipulated online narratives can lead to increased anxiety and distrust in institutions, further 

destabilizing social cohesion. Addressing these challenges requires not only regulatory 

intervention but also enhanced digital literacy programs to equip users with the skills necessary 

to identify and counteract cyberturfing tactics. 

At a deeper level, the social harm of cyberturfing lies in its ability to erode the shared 

foundations of truth that hold communities together. When people can no longer agree on what 

information is authentic, constructive dialogue becomes nearly impossible. This creates echo 

chambers where individuals interact only with like-minded voices, reinforcing division rather 

than fostering understanding. Over time, such dynamics weaken democratic participation, as 
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citizens disengage from debates they perceive as manipulated or meaningless. Combating these 

effects therefore demands not just top-down enforcement, but a cultural shift towards valuing 

transparency, accountability, and responsible digital behaviour at every level of society. 

Global Legal Frameworks for Cyberturfing 

As cyberturfing has become a ubiquitous threat to all online discussion platforms, different 

jurisdictions have adopted legal tools to check its impact. The following section conducts a 

comparative analysis of the trailblazing legal regimes in powerful jurisdictions, evaluating their 

effectiveness and enforcement issues. 

1. United States 

The United States has adopted a series of regulatory tools to counter cyberturfing, mainly 

through consumer protection legislation and election transparency law. 

a. Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. § 45): This act bans deceptive advertising, 

and thus enables the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) to pursue businesses and 

individuals who practice cyberturfing. FTC has been actively pursuing fraudulent online 

endorsements and misleading ads. 

b. Honest Ads Act: This act seeks to promote transparency in online political advertising by 

mandating disclosure of sources of money and targeting requirements in political online 

advertisements. 

Case Study: FTC v. Sunday Riley Modern Skincare 

In 2019, the FTC charged Sunday Riley Modern Skincare with encouraging workers to 

write fake positive reviews of its products on Sephora's website. This case established a crucial 

precedent by showing that regulatory agencies were serious about enforcing penalties for 

misleading online endorsements2. The enforcement action underscored the importance of 

corporate accountability in digital marketing. 

2. European Union 

The European Union (EU) has taken a general legal approach to counter cyberturfing, 

mainly via data protection and regulation of internet platforms. 

a. General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR): The GDPR makes sure personal data is 

not put to use by deceptive cyberturfing efforts. It requires openness and accountability 

from organizations that have user data. 
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b. Digital Services Act (DSA): Since 2022, the DSA requires online platforms to monitor, 

detect, identify, and delete illegal content, including disinformation spread by 

cyberturfing. 

Case Study: EU Investigations into Foreign Disinformation Networks 

The EU has carried out several investigations into foreign disinformation operations, most 

prominently those originating from Russia and China. These investigations have revealed 

challenges in enforcing cross-border regulations, prompting stricter content moderation 

requirements for digital platforms operating in the region3. 

3. China 

China has imposed stringent regulations to manage online information and reverse the tide 

of false digital reports. State-sponsored misinformation remains an issue, though. 

a. Cybersecurity Law (2017): The law criminalizes the spread of false information and bans 

the operation of fake accounts in shaping public opinion. 

b. Measures for Internet Information Services: These regulations oblige online platforms 

to proactively clean up and delete malicious content. 

In spite of these tight legislations, transparency in enforcement has been questioned by state-

promoted cyberturfing, where actors leaning toward the government participate in influencing 

opinion within the country and elsewhere. 

4. United Kingdom 

The United Kingdom has employed many regulatory approaches to combat cyberturfing, 

mostly in the case of online safety as well as election integrity. 

a. Online Safety Act: This act mandates online platforms to halt the dissemination of harmful 

content, such as misleading campaigns that are a hallmark of cyberturfing. 

b. Electoral Commission Regulations: The regulations call for political advertising 

openness on the internet and insist on disclosures regarding campaign finance sources. 

 

 

 

Case Study: Post-Brexit Investigations 



◼ P.C. Abirami, Prof Dr. Ishita Chatterjee ◼ 

Cyberturfing and Global Legal Frameworks: Comparative Analysis of Regulatory Responses 

 

 

146  
 

Sriwijaya Journal of Private Law ◼ Vol. 2, No. 2, Oktober 2025. 

After the Brexit referendum, British authorities found coordinated disinformation 

campaigns against voters. The discovery raised concerns regarding digital political campaigns 

integrity and demands for tighter enforcement of online transparency measures. 

5. Australia 

Australia has made considerable progress in regulating deceptive online conduct, 

especially under consumer protection such an Australian Consumer Law (ACL) that bans false 

online reviews and misleading digital marketing practices. 

Case Study: Meriton Property Services Pty Ltd v ACCC (2017) 

Meriton was penalized for ghost-writing guest reviews to artificially inflate ratings for its 

property. This case reinforced the role of the ACL in protecting consumers from misleading 

online content and deceptive marketing4. 

Challenges in Regulating Cyberturfing 

One of the foremost difficulties in regulating cyberturfing is its cross-border dimension. 

Unlike traditional deceptive practices that occur within a single legal jurisdiction, cyberturfing 

is inherently global in nature. The individuals or organizations responsible for orchestrating fake 

reviews, fabricated public sentiment, or coordinated disinformation campaigns are often located 

far away from the country where the harm is felt. Regulators in one state may identify the 

wrongdoing, but their jurisdiction does not extend to foreign actors. This makes it nearly 

impossible to launch investigations or impose penalties without extensive cooperation from 

other governments. The absence of consistent and binding international agreements on digital 

fraud compounds the challenge, leaving regulators with limited tools. Offenders exploit this 

enforcement gap by operating from countries with weaker digital regulations or from 

jurisdictions that lack the political will to clamp down on such practices. Consequently, even 

when regulators are determined, the global, borderless nature of the Internet creates a safe haven 

for cyberturfers. 

Adding to this complexity is the absence of a uniform legal definition of cyberturfing. At 

present, different countries conceptualize and regulate it in very different ways. In some 

jurisdictions, the emphasis is on consumer protection, so cyberturfing is seen primarily as the 

practice of generating fake online reviews to mislead potential buyers. In other jurisdictions, the 

concern is more political, with cyberturfing framed as a form of online manipulation used to 

sway public opinion or distort democratic debate. These varying interpretations create a 

patchwork of regulatory approaches, each targeting different dimensions of the same 
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phenomenon. Without a standard global definition, there is no baseline against which 

international cooperation can be built. This definitional inconsistency also makes it harder for 

multinational corporations and platforms to adopt standardized compliance measures. A review 

that would be classified as unlawful manipulation in one country may not even trigger scrutiny 

in another, creating uneven enforcement that cyberturfers can easily exploit. 

The role of technology platforms further complicates the regulatory landscape. Social 

media networks, e-commerce websites, and digital marketplaces are the primary channels 

through which cyberturfing spreads. These platforms therefore play a critical role in either 

curbing or enabling the practice. However, their business models often prioritize user 

engagement, advertising revenue, and market growth over strict content moderation. Platforms 

have invested in AI-driven detection tools to identify fake accounts, suspicious posting patterns, 

and coordinated manipulation campaigns. Yet, these technological solutions are far from 

foolproof. Cyberturfers are adaptive; they constantly refine their methods to bypass automated 

systems, using tactics like creating authentic-looking fake accounts, mixing genuine and 

fabricated content, or spreading activity across multiple platforms to avoid detection. As a result, 

even well-resourced companies struggle to stay ahead of these campaigns. 

Furthermore, platforms face a conflict of interest. Stricter moderation could reduce 

harmful activities, but it may also slow down user interaction, affect growth, and potentially 

spark debates about censorship and free speech. Smaller platforms, which often lack the 

resources of larger tech firms, may not even have the capacity to deploy advanced monitoring 

systems, leaving vast spaces on the Internet vulnerable to manipulation. Regulatory expectations 

that platforms should self-police also raise difficult questions: to what extent should private 

companies be responsible for defining and enforcing rules of digital discourse? Without clear 

guidelines and oversight, platform accountability remains weak, allowing cyberturfing networks 

to flourish under the guise of organic online activity. 

In sum, the fight against cyberturfing is hindered by three interconnected challenges: the 

difficulty of cross-border enforcement, the lack of uniform legal definitions, and the limited 

accountability of technology platforms. Together, these create an environment where 

cyberturfing thrives in the shadows of global legal fragmentation and technological limitations. 

Unless stronger international frameworks are developed and platforms are held to higher 

accountability standards, efforts to combat this phenomenon will remain fragmented and 

reactive rather than comprehensive and preventative. 
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Technological Evasion Techniques: Advancements in AI-generated content, deepfake 

technology, and automated bot networks complicate detection efforts. Cyberturfing actors 

continually refine their tactics to evade platform regulations and enforcement actions5. 

Cyberturfing actors continuously refine their methods to stay ahead of detection technologies. 

They leverage advanced tools such as AI-generated content, deepfake videos, and automated bot 

networks to manipulate online discussions while remaining under the radar. These advancements 

make it challenging for platforms and regulators to identify and address disinformation 

campaigns in real-time. The rapid evolution of technology allows cyberturfing actors to adapt 

quickly, creating a constant game of cat and mouse between those spreading disinformation and 

those trying to combat it. 

Comparative Case Studies 

1. Russian Disinformation Networks 

Russian efforts have been aimed at various elections outside of the U.S., including European 

Union parliamentary elections. The campaigns use algorithmic loopholes on social media to 

sway public opinion. Russia has led in the disinformation efforts, not only focusing on the United 

States but also targeting other key elections, such as the European Union parliamentary election. 

These activities are crafted strategically to manipulate loopholes within social media platforms, 

spreading divisive messages and setting public opinion on a grand scale. Employing bots, 

disinformation, and fake accounts, these activities attempt to subvert democratic institutions and 

create discord amongst populations. The international community has come to understand the 

necessity for firm action in response to such advanced cyber warfare. 

2. Facebook-Cambridge Analytica Scandal 

The unauthorized data harvesting of millions of Facebook users allowed Cambridge 

Analytica to create highly targeted cyberturfing campaigns. This scandal prompted global 

regulatory scrutiny and underscored the need for stricter data protection laws6. The Cambridge 

Analytica-Facebook debacle exposed the horrific degree to which personal information had been 

exploited for agenda-driven manipulation. Personal information from millions of Facebook 

users was extracted in secret and repurposed to allow Cambridge Analytica to craft supremely 

targeted and successful cyberturfing campaigns. These campaigns shaped the behaviour of 

voters during historic moments such as the 2016 U.S. presidential election. The scandal opened 

the eyes of governments and regulators globally to the need for tighter data protection legislation 

and more accountability from tech companies. 
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3. China’s State-Sponsored Cyberturfing 

China has been implicated in state-sponsored cyberturfing operations to shape international 

narratives7. These efforts raise concerns about digital sovereignty and the suppression of 

dissenting voices online. China has been accused of carrying out state-sponsored cyberturfing 

exercises meant to push international narratives consistent with its geopolitical ambitions. The 

means usually involve suppressing the opposition views and pushing China-friendly propaganda 

in all its forms on the internet. By way of using huge armies of artificially manufactured accounts 

as well as strategically coordinated campaigns, China targets manipulating global impressions 

while having the ability to control national narratives. These attempts raise significant concerns 

regarding digital sovereignty, freedom of expression, and the moral implications of state-backed 

online manipulation. 

Policy Recommendations for Global Regulation 

International Collaboration 

a. Global Regulatory Framework: To effectively combat cyberturfing, international 

organizations like the United Nations (UN) and the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) should create a globally binding framework8. This 

framework could provide a set of standardized guidelines to monitor online activities, 

facilitate cross-border data sharing, and outline enforcement measures for cyber 

manipulation. By setting universal norms, nations could jointly address the complexities 

of cyberturfing, which often transcends national borders. 

b. Bilateral and Multilateral Agreements: To facilitate global cooperation, nations should 

forge bilateral and multilateral agreements to facilitate the exchange of data and 

information about ongoing cyber threats¹9. Such agreements can streamline investigations, 

address jurisdictional challenges, and promote cooperation through mutual legal 

assistance. This approach would enable countries to respond more rapidly and cohesively 

to cross-border cyber incidents. 

Legal Harmonization and Definitions 

a. Standardized Definitions: One of the significant challenges in tackling cyberturfing is the 

lack of a consistent definition across jurisdictions. By developing an internationally 

recognized definition that encompasses activities like posting fake reviews, influencing 

public opinion through fraudulent means, and using synthetic identities, stakeholders can 
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achieve clarity. This will make it easier for governments, regulators, and platforms to 

identify and address these activities uniformly10. 

b. Unified Cybersecurity Standards: Harmonizing national laws with international 

cybersecurity standards, such as those outlined in the ISO/IEC 27000 series, can help 

establish consistent benchmarks for addressing cyber issues11. These standards would 

provide clear guidelines to regulators and reduce discrepancies in how different countries 

approach cyber threats. This alignment can foster a more robust global response to 

emerging cybersecurity challenges. 

Enhancing Platform Responsibilities 

a. Stricter Identity Verification: Governments should mandate social media and online 

platforms to implement robust identity verification processes, such as biometric checks or 

document authentication, to deter the creation of fake accounts commonly used in 

cyberturfing campaigns12. These measures can create a safer and more authentic online 

environment. 

b. Algorithm Transparency: Social media platforms and digital marketplaces should 

disclose how their content recommendation algorithm’s function13. This increased 

transparency can prevent the manipulation of user engagement and reduce the propagation 

of disinformation. 

Technological Innovations 

a. AI for Detection: Investing in artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning can 

significantly enhance the ability to detect and prevent cyberturfing14. These tools can 

analyse patterns in user behaviour, flag suspicious activities, and identify coordinated 

disinformation campaigns in real time. Advanced AI-driven detection systems can be 

game-changers in pre-empting and countering such threats. 

b. Public-Private Partnerships: Collaboration between governments, academic institutions, 

and private technology firms can lead to the development of advanced detection tools15. 

These partnerships can share insights, pool resources, and create scalable solutions for 

combating cyberturfing. 

Public Education Initiatives 

a. Digital Literacy Programs: Comprehensive digital literacy programs should be integrated 

into educational curriculums to teach individuals how to identify fake news, bots, and 



◼ P.C. Abirami, Prof Dr. Ishita Chatterjee ◼ 

Cyberturfing and Global Legal Frameworks: Comparative Analysis of Regulatory Responses 

 

 

151  
 

Sriwijaya Journal of Private Law ◼ Vol. 2, No. 2, Oktober 2025. 

manipulated content16. Such initiatives will empower users to critically evaluate online 

information. 

b. Global Awareness Campaigns: Through social media, advertisements, and community 

events, international organizations and governments can highlight the dangers of 

cyberturfing and promote best practices for online engagement. A globally coordinated 

effort will ensure the message reaches diverse audiences. 

 

SUGGESTION AND CONCLUSION 

 

Cyberturfing is no longer a peripheral or isolated issue; it has become a core threat to 

digital ecosystems worldwide. Its impact stretches far beyond misleading a few consumers 

with fake reviews it corrodes trust in democratic debate, destabilizes market competition, and 

weakens public faith in online interactions. The very design of cyberturfing, with its reliance 

on cross-border anonymity, makes it particularly resistant to conventional legal responses. 

National laws, though necessary, are insufficient on their own, because malicious actors can 

simply relocate operations to jurisdictions with weak enforcement or no regulatory capacity 

at all. This mismatch between a borderless problem and territorially bound laws explains why 

cyberturfing continues to flourish despite decades of legal innovation. 

At the same time, cyberturfing thrives on legal ambiguity. Without a universally agreed 

definition, regulators and courts are left to interpret the practice in fragmented ways. Some 

legal systems treat it primarily as a consumer protection problem, focusing on misleading 

reviews in e-commerce, while others frame it as a democratic integrity issue, targeting 

disinformation campaigns. These competing understandings, while individually valid, prevent 

the formation of a unified global strategy. As a result, enforcement is inconsistent and easily 

manipulated by those who exploit loopholes across jurisdictions. 

Technology platforms sit at the centre of this challenge. They are both hosts of 

cyberturfing activity and potential gatekeepers for preventing its spread. Yet their incentives 

are conflicted. Platforms profit from higher user engagement, and strict moderation may 

reduce activity or raise accusations of censorship. Even when platforms deploy artificial 

intelligence to detect fraudulent accounts and suspicious behaviour, cyberturfers adapt 

quickly, using sophisticated methods to evade detection. This technological arms race means 

that regulation cannot rely solely on platform self-policing. It requires external oversight, 

transparency obligations, and accountability structures that compel platforms to prioritize the 

integrity of their ecosystems alongside profitability. 
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Ultimately, the regulation of cyberturfing calls for a balanced and multi-dimensional 

response. Policymakers must preserve freedom of speech while curbing deliberate 

disinformation. They must protect consumer rights without stifling innovation. They must also 

build resilience into democratic processes so that malicious online manipulation does not 

distort decision-making. The way forward lies in an integrated approach that combines 

international cooperation, legal harmonization, technological innovation, and public 

education. Such a response not only addresses the immediate harms caused by cyberturfing 

but also fosters a healthier digital culture, where transparency and accountability are seen as 

essential to trust. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The first and most urgent recommendation is the creation of a global regulatory 

framework. Organizations such as the United Nations (UN), the Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development (OECD), or even specialized digital governance bodies could 

take the lead in establishing a system that brings coherence to global efforts. Such a framework 

should start with a common definition of cyberturfing, so that all countries are speaking the 

same legal language. It should also include clear enforcement mechanisms, such as shared 

investigative protocols, standardized penalties, and systems for cross-border evidence 

gathering. Importantly, it should establish a permanent forum for cooperation where 

governments, platforms, and civil society can regularly exchange strategies and track 

emerging threats. 

Second, platform accountability must be significantly strengthened. Platforms should 

not only be encouraged but legally required to take proactive steps against cyberturfing. This 

could involve mandatory transparency reports detailing how many fraudulent accounts or 

manipulative campaigns were detected and removed, the publication of their algorithmic 

moderation policies, and independent audits to verify compliance. By creating enforceable 

obligations, regulators can help shift platforms from a reactive to a proactive posture in 

combating manipulation. 

Third, technological innovation must be harnessed more effectively. Advanced tools 

such as artificial intelligence, blockchain verification of reviews, and cross-platform 

monitoring systems can significantly improve detection and prevention. However, technology 

should not be left entirely in the hands of private companies. Public–private partnerships can 

ensure that innovations serve the public interest and remain accessible across jurisdictions, 

including in developing countries that may lack advanced regulatory capacity. 
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Fourth, public education and awareness are essential. Cyberturfing thrives not only on 

technological loopholes but also on human vulnerability our tendency to trust what appears 

authentic online. By investing in digital literacy programs, governments and civil society can 

equip citizens to recognize suspicious patterns, question dubious content, and resist 

manipulation. A more informed digital public reduces the effectiveness of cyberturfing 

campaigns and strengthens democratic resilience. 

Finally, legal harmonization at the regional level such as through the European Union’s 

Digital Services Act or regional trade blocs can create stepping stones toward global 

standards. If regional frameworks prove effective, they can be replicated and scaled 

internationally. Similarly, domestic consumer protection agencies and competition authorities 

should integrate cyberturfing into their enforcement priorities, treating it not as a marginal 

issue but as a central threat to fair markets and honest communication. 

In conclusion, cyberturfing cannot be defeated by any single actor be it states, platforms, 

or individuals. The problem is systemic, and so the solution must also be systemic. A global 

regulatory system, combined with platform accountability, technological innovation, legal 

harmonization, and public education, offers the most realistic path forward. These measures, 

taken together, will not only counter the direct harms of cyberturfing but also promote a safer, 

more transparent, and trustworthy digital environment for future generations. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

 

The authors have no acknowledgements to make. 

 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION 

 

The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest in relation to this article. 

 
1 U.S. Senate Intelligence Committee. Report on Russian Active Measures Campaigns and Interference in the 2016 

U.S. Election. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Publishing Office, 2019. 
2 Federal Trade Commission (FTC). Sunday Riley Modern Skincare Case Report. 2019. 
3 European Commission. Digital Services Act Implementation Report. 2023. 
4 Australian Competition & Consumer Commission (ACCC). Meriton Property Services Pty Ltd Case Summary. 

2017. 
5 United Kingdom Electoral Commission. Post-Brexit Digital Campaign Integrity Report. 2021. 
6 Facebook. Cambridge Analytica Data Privacy Investigation Report. 2018. 
7 Chinese Cybersecurity Administration. Regulations on Internet Information Services. 2017. 
8 United Nations. (n.d.). Cybersecurity and international cooperation. UNODC. Retrieved from [UNODC website] 
9 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). (n.d.). Framework for international 

cybercrime regulation. OECD iLibrary. Retrieved from [OECD iLibrary] 
10 International Organization for Standardization (ISO). (n.d.). Cybersecurity vocabulary and standards: ISO/IEC 

27000 series. Retrieved from [ISO Standards] 
11 World Economic Forum. (n.d.). Cybersecurity frameworks and global standards. World Economic Forum 

Publications. Retrieved from [WEF website] 



◼ P.C. Abirami, Prof Dr. Ishita Chatterjee ◼ 

Cyberturfing and Global Legal Frameworks: Comparative Analysis of Regulatory Responses 

 

 

154  
 

Sriwijaya Journal of Private Law ◼ Vol. 2, No. 2, Oktober 2025. 

 
12 European Union. (n.d.). Online platform regulation and Digital Services Act. European Union Parliament. 

Retrieved from [EU Parliament website] 
13 Transparency International. (n.d.). Algorithmic accountability in digital media platforms. Global reports. 

Retrieved from [Transparency International website] 
14 Massachusetts Institute of Technology. (n.d.). AI innovations in tackling online manipulation. MIT Technology 

Review. Retrieved from [MIT Press] 
15 Partnership on AI. (n.d.). Collaborative efforts to address disinformation. PAI Research Reports. Retrieved from 

[Partnership on AI website] 
16 United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). (n.d.). Digital literacy and online 

safety education. UNESCO Initiatives. Retrieved from [UNESCO website] 

 

 

REFERENCES 

Bradshaw, Samantha, and Philip N. Howard. The Global Disinformation Order. New York: 

Oxford University Press, 2019. 

Cambridge Analytica and The Future of Data Regulation (in press). 

Chinese State-Sponsored Disinformation Campaigns (in press). 

Council of Scientific & Industrial Research (CSIR). “NISCAIR.” Accessed September 24, 2010. 

www.niscair.res.in. 

Dingle, P. J. G. Dual Mode Combustion Apparatus and Method. US Patent 7,685,990, issued 

March 30, 2010, to Delphi Technologies Inc. 

EU Disinformation Task Force Report (in press). 

Howard, Philip N., and Samuel C. Woolley. Computational Propaganda. New York: Oxford 

University Press, 2018. 

International Cooperation on Cybersecurity. Proceedings of the Conference on Digital Policy, 

2020, 45–50. 

International Organization for Standardization. ISO/IEC 27000 Series of Standards. Geneva: ISO. 

International Telecommunication Union. Global Cybersecurity Index (GCI) 2020. Geneva: ITU, 

2020. 

Lewandowsky, Stephan, Ullrich K. H. Ecker, and John Cook. “Misinformation and Its Correction: 

Continued Influence and Successful Debiasing.” Psychological Science in the Public 

Interest 18, no. 3 (2017): 106–26. 

Meriton Property Services Pty Ltd v. ACCC, (2017) FCA 119. 

Rastogi, T. “IP Audit: Way to a Healthy Organization.” Journal of Intellectual Property Rights 

15, no. 4 (2010): 302–09. 

Sreedharan Sunita K. An Introduction to Intellectual Asset Management. New Delhi: Wolters 

Kluwer India Pvt Ltd, 2008, 214–16. 

United Nations and OECD. Reports on Digital Governance (in press). 

Vincent, James. “FTC Takes Action Against Devumi.” The Verge, 2019. 

Vranjilal Manilal & Co v. Bansal Tobacco Co, (2001) PTC 99 (Del). 

http://www.niscair.res.in/

