
7 Mistakes Brands Make When Fighting
Counterfeits
17.03.2026

Counterfeit products cost brands billions every year, but most companies fighting fakes repeat the same
preventable errors. These mistakes burn budget, damage relationships with marketplace platforms, and leave brands
exposed despite significant enforcement spending. Over $2 trillion in counterfeit goods moves through global supply
chains annually. Most brands don’t fail because they ignore the problem. They fail because they fight it the wrong way.
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Why does waiting too long make counterfeits harder to
stop?
This is the first mistake brands make, and it’s the most expensive one. Most companies don’t invest in counterfeit
protection until they stumble on a visible problem. A customer complaint. A suspicious listing a sales rep notices. A
distributor raising alarms about pricing pressure. By then, the damage is already deep.

Counterfeiters don’t sit still while you’re not watching. In the months (sometimes years) before a brand notices, they’ve
built distribution networks, accumulated seller ratings, captured organic search positions on marketplaces, and started
pulling real revenue from your customers. That head start matters.

The costs stack up fast: revenue lost before anyone noticed, brand damage from customers who received fakes and
blamed you, and the search ranking advantages counterfeiters gained on platforms like Amazon, where seller history
and review count influence visibility. Clawing back those positions takes far longer than preventing them.

Proactive monitoring catches counterfeits during their startup phase. New counterfeit operations are vulnerable early –
low review counts, thin seller history, small inventory. That’s when they’re easiest to eliminate permanently. Wait six
months and the same operation becomes entrenched and much harder to remove.

The math is simple:
Implementing monitoring before you launch products in high-risk categories costs a fraction of what you’ll spend
cleaning up an established counterfeit network after the fact. Prevention isn’t just cheaper. It’s easier.

Why does pure automation backfire at scale?
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Automated detection systems can scan thousands of marketplace listings in minutes. That sounds great until you look at
accuracy. Industry-standard automated tools produce false positive rates between 15-25%. At scale, this means your
system flags hundreds of legitimate sellers for every batch of genuine counterfeits it catches.

The downstream effects are brutal. Your team wastes hours reviewing questionable automated flags instead of
investigating real threats. Authorized sellers get caught in the crossfire, damaging relationships you’ve spent years
building. Worse, marketplace platform teams start treating your reports with skepticism.

That last point is the real killer. Platforms like Amazon, eBay, and Walmart track the accuracy of brand enforcement
reports. Submit too many false positives and your future reports get deprioritized. Response times slow down. Success
rates drop. You’ve essentially burned your credibility with the people you need most.

The fix isn’t abandoning automation – it’s using it correctly. Automation handles detection breadth. It scans listings, flags
suspicious activity, and surfaces potential violations. But every enforcement action should involve a trained analyst who
can distinguish genuine threats from legitimate sellers. Human review maintains accuracy above 95% and keeps
platform relationships intact.

Important:
False positive damage compounds over time. Each incorrect takedown attempt hurts your platform credibility score.
Rebuilding that credibility can take months, during which real counterfeits get slower enforcement responses. The short-
term efficiency of full automation creates long-term enforcement problems.

Why doesn’t removing individual listings work?
Standard enforcement follows a simple pattern: find a counterfeit listing, report it, get it removed. Move to the next one.
This approach treats each listing as an isolated problem. It isn’t.

Most counterfeits come from organized operations running multiple accounts across multiple platforms. A single
counterfeit ring might operate twenty seller accounts on Amazon, ten on eBay, five on Walmart, and a handful of
standalone websites. Removing one listing from this operation barely makes a dent. It’s like pulling a single weed from a
garden that’s overgrown with them.

This creates what I’d call the whack-a-mole trap. You remove a listing on Monday. The same counterfeiter relists under a
different account on Tuesday. You spend your entire enforcement budget removing the same operation’s listings over
and over, never achieving a lasting result. Budget consumed. Impact close to zero.

Effective enforcement maps the full network first. Which accounts are connected? What inventory sources do they
share? Where else do they operate? Then you coordinate simultaneous removal across all accounts and platforms.
Network-level disruption raises the cost of counterfeiting dramatically, making it unprofitable to continue targeting your
brand.

Why is single-platform enforcement a losing strategy?
Most brands concentrate enforcement on their primary sales channel. Usually Amazon. Makes sense on paper – that’s
where the revenue is, so that’s where the counterfeits hurt most. But counterfeiters aren’t limited to one platform. They
operate across eBay, Walmart, social media marketplaces, standalone websites, and regional platforms simultaneously.



Remove a counterfeiter from Amazon and they move inventory to eBay. Shut them down on eBay and they pop up on
Facebook Marketplace or a Shopify site. Your enforcement creates the illusion of progress on one channel while
counterfeits flow freely through every other one. Worse, you build false confidence that the problem’s handled.

Cross-platform enforcement isn’t just about coverage. It’s about economics. When you remove a counterfeiter from a
single platform, their cost of continuing business is low. They shift channels and keep selling. Simultaneous removal
across all platforms raises their operational costs significantly. New accounts, new listings, new payment processing, new
logistics – on every channel at once. That’s what makes counterfeiting your brand unprofitable rather than just
temporarily inconvenient.

Brands serious about protection monitor and enforce everywhere their products appear, not just their primary channel.
Anything less is leaving the back door open while locking the front.

Why is measuring takedown volume misleading?
Here’s a number that looks good in a quarterly report: “We removed 10,000 counterfeit listings this quarter.” Impressive.
Except it tells you almost nothing about whether your brand is actually better protected.

Removing 10,000 low-impact listings from small sellers who move a handful of units each delivers far less value than
removing 100 listings from organized operations supplying significant counterfeit volume. Volume metrics drive the
wrong behavior. Teams chase easy removals to hit numbers rather than targeting the operations doing real damage.

The metrics that actually matter are different. Track reduction in counterfeit availability over time – not listings removed,
but listings present at any given moment. Monitor customer complaint trends about receiving counterfeits. Watch
authorized channel sales performance. Measure how long it takes for new counterfeits to appear after removal.

These outcome metrics reveal whether your enforcement actually works. A program that removes 500 listings but
reduces overall counterfeit availability by 40% is outperforming one that removes 10,000 listings while availability stays
flat. I’d take the first program every time.

Why does sporadic enforcement fail?
Some brands enforce aggressively for a quarter or two, then pull back when budgets tighten or internal priorities shift.
They run a big enforcement push, see counterfeit listings drop, declare victory, and reduce spending. Within weeks,
counterfeiters are back. All that progress evaporates.

Counterfeiters are patient and observant. They notice when enforcement pressure drops. Sporadic enforcement actually
teaches them your patterns. They learn when you’re active, when you’re quiet, and how to time their operations around
your enforcement cycles.

Continuous monitoring and rapid removal creates a consistent economic reality: counterfeiting your brand is reliably
unprofitable. That’s the only message that makes counterfeiters abandon your brand permanently and move to easier
targets. Intermittent pressure just tells them to wait you out.

Think of it like pest control. Treating once and stopping lets the problem come back worse. Consistent treatment keeps it
under control. The same principle applies to counterfeit enforcement – steady pressure over time produces results that
periodic bursts never achieve.
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Why shouldn’t you handle counterfeits internally?
Many brands assign counterfeit enforcement to their legal team, marketing staff, or customer service personnel as an
added responsibility. These are capable people, but they’re handling brand protection on top of their actual jobs. That’s a
recipe for mediocre results.

Effective counterfeit fighting requires specialized knowledge: marketplace enforcement policies (which differ by platform
and change frequently), authentication techniques for your specific product category, network mapping to connect
related seller accounts, and legal escalation pathways that vary by jurisdiction. Internal teams rarely have this depth of
expertise because it’s not their primary function.

The results speak for themselves. Internal teams typically see lower enforcement success rates, slower response times,
higher false positive rates, and missed connections between related counterfeit operations. A seller account that looks
isolated to a generalist might be obviously connected to a broader network for someone who fights counterfeits full-time.

Specialists who handle enforcement daily know the platform-specific details that make or break a takedown request.
They recognize network patterns that internal teams miss. They maintain relationships with marketplace enforcement
teams. This expertise gap isn’t a criticism of internal staff. It’s just what happens when something requires dedicated,
specialized attention and gets handled part-time instead.

How do common mistakes compare to best practices?
Each mistake has a direct counterpart that works better. Here’s a side-by-side comparison of what brands typically do
wrong versus what effective enforcement looks like in practice.

Mistake What brands do wrong What works better Why it matters

Waiting too long
React only after a visible
problem appears

Monitor proactively before
product launches

Early-stage counterfeits are 5-10x
cheaper to remove than established
ones

Full automation
Let bots handle detection
and enforcement end-to-end

Automate detection, require
human review before action

Cuts false positives from 15-25% to
under 2%, preserving platform
credibility

Listing-by-listing
removal

Remove individual listings
without tracing the network

Map full seller networks and
coordinate simultaneous
removal

Network disruption stops 20+
accounts vs. removing 1 that
regenerates

Single-platform
focus

Enforce on Amazon only
while ignoring other
channels

Monitor and enforce across all
platforms simultaneously

Prevents counterfeiters from
shifting to unmonitored channels

Counting
takedowns

Measure success by number
of listings removed

Track counterfeit availability
trends, complaints, and channel
sales

10,000 removals mean nothing if
availability stays flat

Sporadic
enforcement

Enforce in bursts, then
reduce when budgets shift

Maintain continuous monitoring
and rapid response

Consistent pressure makes
counterfeiting unprofitable long-
term
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Internal handling
Assign to legal/marketing as
a side responsibility

Delegate to specialists with daily
enforcement expertise

Specialists catch network patterns
and maintain 90%+ success rates

The pattern is clear. Every common mistake trades short-term convenience for long-term damage. The brands that get
this right invest in the harder approach upfront and save significantly on wasted effort, burned credibility, and lost
revenue over time.

How does Axencis help brands avoid these mistakes?
Axencis built its enforcement approach specifically around the mistakes covered in this article. Each one represents a
lesson the industry learned the hard way.

Early detection catches threats fast. Monitoring systems identify new counterfeits within hours of appearance –
during the startup phase when they’re easiest to eliminate permanently, before sellers build ratings or establish
distribution.

Human review keeps accuracy above 98%. Every enforcement decision involves analyst review, maintaining a false
positive rate below 2% compared to the 15-25% industry average for automated systems. Platform teams trust Axencis
reports because they’re consistently accurate.

Network-level targeting ends the whack-a-mole cycle. Analysts identify related seller accounts across platforms
and coordinate simultaneous removal to disrupt entire operations, not just individual listings. One coordinated action
replaces dozens of repetitive, ineffective removals.

Cross-platform enforcement closes every channel. Monitoring and enforcement runs simultaneously across all
major marketplaces, social media, and standalone websites. Counterfeiters can’t simply shift to an unmonitored channel
when pressure hits.

Continuous operations maintain pressure year-round. Enforcement doesn’t fluctuate with budget cycles or
internal priority shifts. Steady, consistent pressure makes counterfeiting your brand reliably unprofitable.

Specialized expertise fills the gap internal teams can’t. The team includes former marketplace enforcement
personnel and authentication specialists who understand platform-specific details that generalist staff miss while
juggling other responsibilities.

Key takeaways
Start monitoring before you have a visible problem – Early-stage counterfeits are far cheaper and easier to
eliminate than established operations with built-up seller ratings and distribution networks.
Automate detection, not enforcement – Let machines scan at scale, but require human review before every
takedown to keep false positives below 2% and platform credibility intact.
Target networks, not individual listings – Coordinated removal of entire counterfeit operations achieves
lasting results where listing-by-listing enforcement just creates an endless cycle.
Enforce across all channels simultaneously – Single-platform enforcement pushes counterfeiters to
unmonitored channels. Cross-platform pressure raises their costs enough to make your brand unprofitable to
target.



Measure outcomes, not activity – Track counterfeit availability trends, customer complaints, and authorized
channel sales instead of takedown volume. Those metrics reveal whether enforcement actually works.
Stay consistent – Sporadic enforcement teaches counterfeiters your patterns. Continuous pressure is the only
way to make counterfeiting reliably unprofitable.
Use specialists, not generalists – Counterfeit fighting requires daily, dedicated expertise in platform policies,
network mapping, and enforcement procedures that internal teams can’t develop part-time.

Frequently asked questions

What’s the biggest mistake brands make when fighting
counterfeits?
Waiting until the problem is already visible. By the time a brand discovers counterfeits, sellers have established
distribution networks, accumulated ratings, and captured market share. Proactive monitoring catches counterfeits during
their vulnerable startup phase when removal is cheap and permanent.

Why are false positives so damaging to brand protection?
False positives – incorrectly targeting legitimate sellers – damage your credibility with marketplace platforms. Platforms
track the accuracy of enforcement reports. High false positive rates lead to deprioritized reports, slower processing, and
lower success rates on future takedowns. Automated systems average 15-25% false positive rates, while human-verified
enforcement keeps rates below 2%.

How do counterfeit networks operate across multiple platforms?
Organized counterfeit operations run multiple seller accounts across Amazon, eBay, Walmart, social media
marketplaces, and standalone websites simultaneously. Removing one account or listing barely impacts their business.
They simply shift inventory to other accounts and channels. Effective enforcement maps the full network and coordinates
simultaneous removal across all platforms.

Why don’t takedown numbers indicate real protection?
Takedown volume measures activity, not outcomes. A program removing 10,000 low-impact listings delivers less value
than one removing 100 listings from major organized operations. The metrics that matter are counterfeit availability
trends over time, customer complaint rates, and authorized channel sales performance – not how many listings you
pulled down.

How quickly should a brand protection program detect new
counterfeits?
Effective programs detect new counterfeits within 24-48 hours of appearance. This rapid detection prevents
counterfeiters from building seller ratings, accumulating reviews, and establishing marketplace positions. Every day of



delayed detection makes the eventual removal harder and more expensive.

Can internal teams handle counterfeit enforcement effectively?
Internal teams handling enforcement as a secondary responsibility typically see lower success rates, higher false
positives, slower response times, and missed network connections. Counterfeit fighting requires specialized expertise in
platform-specific policies, authentication techniques, and network disruption that generalist staff can’t develop while
managing other duties.

What happens when enforcement is inconsistent?
Sporadic enforcement teaches counterfeiters your patterns. They notice when pressure drops and time their operations
around your enforcement cycles. The problem returns – often worse – when you pull back. Only continuous, consistent
pressure makes counterfeiting reliably unprofitable enough to deter sellers permanently.

How does a Performance Partnership model work for brand
protection?
Under a Performance Partnership, enforcement costs are covered by assets recovered from counterfeiters through legal
action, seizures, and settlements. The brand doesn’t pay upfront fees for protection. Recovered funds cover service costs
first, with any surplus returned to the client. This aligns incentives – the protection provider only succeeds when
enforcement produces real financial results.

Sources
OECD/EUIPO – Trade in Counterfeit and Pirated Goods: Mapping the Economic Impact
Amazon Brand Protection Report 2024 – 15 million counterfeit goods seized
Business Research Insights – Brand Protection Software Market Report (2024-2033)
Straits Research – Global Brand Protection Market Size ($2.67B in 2024)
Trustpilot – Red Points reviews (1.5 stars, false positive complaints)
Trustpilot – Brandshield reviews (1.9 stars, aggressive tactics complaints)

Making any of these enforcement mistakes right now?
Most brands don’t realize their enforcement approach is working against them until they’ve wasted
months of budget on tactics that don’t produce results. Axencis can assess your current strategy
and show you where the gaps are – with human-verified enforcement that keeps false positives
below 2%.

Get a Counterfeit Risk Assessment
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Alex Zaika is part of the team at Axencis, specializing in brand protection strategy and anti-counterfeiting enforcement
for enterprise brands. Alex’s analysis draws on direct experience helping organizations build enforcement programs that
target organized counterfeit networks rather than individual listings. For questions about protecting your brand from
counterfeits, get in touch.
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