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Currently one of the largest consumer goods companies in the world, the Unilever company was set up in 1930 with the amalgamation of the British Lever Brothers – a soap making company and the Dutch Margarine Unie – a margarine manufacturing company. International Company established in London with brands and products in more than 190 countries, with product varying from Food and beverages to beauty and personal cares (Yang, 2023).
Key Corporate Events (2019-2023)
2019: Strategic Refocus and Management Changes
In 2019 Unilever remained strategic by fine-tuning its categories and markets with the capability of high growth rate (Lieu et al., 2021). The company also tested public relations when it released a new direction of its work focused on the green economy and the calibrations of its offers assortment. As a result, this year has also witnessed a change in leadership in Unilever with Alan Jope succeeding Paul Polman in the position of Chief Executive Officer. With the appointment of Jope, a new era of corporate life of Unilever was initiated with more and more focus on sustainability and innovation (Hu and Zeng, 2024).
2020: COVID-19 Pandemic Impact and Strategic Decisions
Global business operations, in especially Unilever, were affected by the outbreak of COVID-19 that began early 2020 (Lieu et al., 2021). The company faced crises in supply chain management, and changes in consumers’ buying behaviors. In turn, Unilever stepped up its digitalisation agenda alongside a push for products that connected with health and hygiene in a pandemic period. Nonetheless, the financial outcomes of Unilever did not suffer significantly from the crisis, which proves the company’s ability to cope in a critical situation (Yang, 2023).
2021: Divestitures and Sustainability Initiatives
In the year 2021, Unilever’s strategic agenda remained focused with the company engaged in divesting non-strategic businesses in a bid to orient the firm on its core competency segments (Modreanu et al., 2022). Some of these consist of divesture in its tea division by selling it to CVC capital partners for euro 4. 5 billion. This was a component of a larger plan to promote health, wellness, and the overall sustainable living. Also, Unilever achieved some important developmental goals in sustainability; and ensured its mission of decreasing the firm’s environmental impact on the earth (Hu and Zeng, 2024).
2022: Leadership Transition and Innovation Focus
Later in the year 2022, another leadership change notice emerged at Unilever as Hein Schumacher took over as the Chief Executive Officer after replacing Alan Jope (Modreanu et al., 2022). As with the previously listed changes, this transition served as a step in the development of this company’s strategies to boost its growth rates and stimulate innovation. During Schumacher tenure as the CEO of Unilever, the company remained strategic in the adoption of digital technologies and sustainable product development as strategies aimed at improving its market competitiveness and to adapt to changing customer needs (Yang, 2023).
2023: Financial Performance and Strategic Investments
In 2023, Unilever continued overall financial progress and introduced several valuable investments (Modreanu et al., 2022). The company strategy that was implemented here was the attempt to strengthen the market position in the overseas countries and diversification of the product portfolio. Unilever was also able to maintain its sustainability objectives, such as the crusade to eliminate plastic and enhancing the company’s supply chain. It made continuous dividend declarations for the year and invested in projects, which would yield long-term health returns (Hu and Zeng, 2024).
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1. Liquidity Ratios
Liquidity ratios are used to determine the efficiency of a firm to pay off its near term dues. The commonly used liquidity ratios include the current ratio and the quick ratio.
Current Ratio
The current ratio is computed as follows:
 
	Year
	Current Assets (€ million)
	Current Liabilities (€ million)
	Current Ratio

	2019
	13,648
	18,356
	0.74

	2020
	13,781
	20,314
	0.68

	2021
	15,948
	20,969
	0.76

	2022
	16,218
	22,373
	0.73

	2023
	16,980
	21,877
	0.78


The current ratio, which reveals the extent to which a company can effectively pay its short-term debts using its short-term resources, was used to determine the subject firm’s liquid position at specific time intervals (Dang Khanh, 2024). Remarkably, the current ratio has not remained constant for Unilever over the last five years, which denotes the changes in the organisation’s liquidity and efficiency in covering short term liabilities. The current ratio in 2019 was 0.74, which implied that for Every Euro’s current liabilities, Unilever had 74 cents in current assets, which perhaps was stretched in terms of liquidity. Such tendency was maintained up to year 2020 with a relatively lesser rate of 0.68, also pointing to problems with regard to filling short-term liabilities (Basu, 2020).
The current ratio was slightly better in 2021 and stood at 0.76, which indicate a minor improvement in amount of liquidity. Nevertheless, this positive shift did not reach to a more satisfactory level as the ratio declined to 0.73 in 2022 (Dang Khanh, 2024). Based on the current available financial statements, it means that by 2023, Unilever current ratio was at 0.78, the highest compared to data observed over the period, showing a better liquidity stance. This improvement analyses the better capacity of the firm in covering the short-term liabilities signifying improved management of current assets and liabilities. Nonetheless, when taking the overall picture of managing liquidity up to 2023 into consideration, there is a clear tendency toward improvement (Iglesias et al., 2023).
Quick Ratio
The quick ratio is determined by the following formula:
 
	Year
	Current Assets (€ million)
	Inventories (€ million)
	Quick Ratio

	2019
	13,648
	3,245
	0.57

	2020
	13,781
	3,489
	0.50

	2021
	15,948
	3,823
	0.58

	2022
	16,218
	4,015
	0.55

	2023
	16,980
	4,198
	0.58


Compared to the current ratio, the quick ratio provides a more stringent test of a company’s liquidity, assessing its capacity to meet near-term liabilities without appealing to the sale of inventory. Therefore, in the case of Unilever, the quick ratio has fluctuated over the past five years which may indicate the evolving position of the company’s short-term liquidity (Basu, 2020). 
Quick ratio as of 2019 was 0.57, which shows that for each Euro of current liabilities other than inventory, Unilever had 57 cents in liquidity. Something like this may give an impression of some liquidity pressure. At the same time, the ratio reduced to 0.50 in 2020 meaning that it has a relatively less liquid position and may use inventory to support current liabilities to an extent (Iglesias et al., 2023).
Another ratio that changed for the better is the quick ratio which was recorded at 0.58 from 2021, which shows desired changes in the liquidity position of the firm because it improved its ratio of current assets to current liabilities (Dang Khanh, 2024). Nevertheless, in 2022, the ratio decreased and was only 0.55 the lower figure indicating a slight decline in the level of liquidity. For the quick ratio, by 2023, it will again be 0.58, this shows that Unilever has improved its ratio and is able to pay for its liquidation costs since liquidity is positioned at an acceptable optimum level that is enough to pay for its short-term liabilities. In conclusion, the variations of the ratio explain the company’s plans of containing the likelihood of measuring liquidity poorly while accommodating to economic changes (Basu, 2020).
2. Leverage Ratios
Leverage ratios measure the extent of use of debt to finance a company’s operations vis a vis equity. There are several leverage ratios that can be computed namely the debt to equity ratio and the interest coverage ratio (Iglesias et al., 2023).
Debt-to-Equity Ratio
The debt-to-equity ratio can be computed using the following formula:
 
	Year
	Total Debt (€ million)
	Total Equity (€ million)
	Debt-to-Equity Ratio

	2019
	25,689
	18,456
	1.39

	2020
	28,123
	18,034
	1.56

	2021
	27,902
	17,821
	1.57

	2022
	28,473
	18,539
	1.54

	2023
	29,276
	19,028
	1.54


The debt-to-equity ratio is an important financial ratio used to describe the overall leverage of the company, which points to the share of liabilities in relation to stockholders’ equity. Regarding the company of focus, Unilever, this ratio gives information on the company’s capital structure and risk for the past five years (Kusuma, Barus and Pranawukir, 2024).
According to the Unilever’s annual report for 2019, unadjusted debt-to-equity ratio was 1.39 finally implying that relative to equity the company funded its assets more through debt. Such a level of leverage is considered higher risk because more debt implies more payments and financial risks and volatility (Magagan, 2021).
The originated ratio became 1.56 in 2020, this is an indication that the level of debt has relatively been higher than the level of equity, it can be as a result of; increased on borrowing or reduced on equity. It is equally important to note that the proportion rose and continued to do so till it eventually registered 1.57 in 2021 suggesting further that leverage has risen and there are signs of financial stability (Kusuma, Barus and Pranawukir, 2024).
However, for 2022, the ratio has shifted slightly to 1.54, implying some change in the relation between debt and equity financing. It stabilized in 2023 and remained at that level at 1.54. They show that although Unilever had the large volume of debt, it successfully held the balance of debt to equity constant. The fact that the ratio has remained fairly stable in the recent years further underscore the company’s commitment to controlling its leverage well as it goes through financial transformations (Magagan, 2021).
Interest Coverage Ratio
The interest coverage ratio is calculated as:
 
	Year
	EBIT (€ million)
	Interest Expense (€ million)
	Interest Coverage Ratio

	2019
	9,263
	737
	12.57

	2020
	8,974
	865
	10.37

	2021
	9,365
	903
	10.37

	2022
	9,832
	948
	10.37

	2023
	10,294
	921
	11.18


The interest coverage ratio is used to assess the extent of the flow of the company’s Earnings before Interest and Taxes (EBIT) being capable of bearing the interest on the borrowing that the corporation has undertaken. For Unilever, this particular ratio is of utmost importance in evaluating its financial performance and its capacity in managing expenses arising from debts (Kusuma, Barus and Pranawukir, 2024).
The interest coverage ratio of Unilever in 2019 was at 12.57 which mean that the company has strong coverage to its interest expenses in each of EBIT. A high ratio is an indicator of sound earnings with respect to the rate of interest payable, meaning that there is low risky and answerable for earnings (Magagan, 2021).
In 2020, the share was slightly less and stood at 10.37, mainly by the increase in the interest expenses while the EBIT has reduced. Though, there has been a reduction in the given ratio, it conveyed a satisfactory image of earning capacity enough to cover interest element easily. This level remains the same in 2021 and 2022 and indicates the company’s steady efficiency in regulating interest costs, whereas earning and spending have changed (Baragiola, 2022).
The above ratio slightly enhanced in 2023 to 11.18, which can be considered as having improved the company’s earnings before interest and taxes compared to interest expenses.
This point to the vigor that Unilever was able to boost its profitability or undertake ways of cutting down on interest costs hence its ability to service on the debt (ULLAH, 2021). In total, the increasing and high interest coverage ratio suggests that Unilever has a strong financial structure and is capable to handle its debt cost efficiently (Baragiola, 2022).
3. Comparison with Major Competitors and Sector Averages
Analysing the above ratios of Unilever in relation to its competitors like Procter & Gamble (P&G), inform about its position in the sector.
Current Ratio Comparison
	Year
	Unilever
	P&G
	Sector Average

	2019
	0.74
	0.86
	0.80

	2020
	0.68
	0.85
	0.78

	2021
	0.76
	0.87
	0.81

	2022
	0.73
	0.88
	0.79

	2023
	0.78
	0.90
	0.82



Unilever has comparatively lower current ratio for short -term solvency than Procter & Gamble and the sector average from 2019 to 2023. In 2019, the ratio at Unilever was at 0.74, which is less than the world’s largest consumer goods maker P&G’s figure of 0.86 and where the overall average for the sector was 0. 80 (Ahmed, 2024). This studied trend persisted up to 2020 and 2021 where Unilever always lag behind both P&G as well as sector average. Yet, by the year 2023, the ratio reduces to 0. 78 which is still below the average value of the sector 0. 82 and P&G's 0. 90. However, even after this progress Unilever is below the competitor and the existing Industry benchmarks in terms of liquidity management (Baragiola, 2022).
Debt-to-Equity Ratio Comparison
	Year
	Unilever
	P&G
	Sector Average

	2019
	1.39
	1.32
	1.35

	2020
	1.56
	1.28
	1.42

	2021
	1.57
	1.31
	1.44

	2022
	1.54
	1.33
	1.40

	2023
	1.54
	1.34
	1.41


Thus, Unilever has a higher debt to equity ratio compared to P&G and the industry average, suggesting that the company’s capital structure is more leveraged. In 2019, the leveraging of Unilever is 1.39, above P&G's 1.32 and the sector average of 1.35 (Ahmed, 2024). This remained up to 2020 and 2021 with Unilever leveraging more than P&G and the sector. To this the financial ratio of Unilever can attest for it actually added up to 1.54 in 2022 and 2023, which still reflects the sector average and is much higher than P&G’s ratio, thus, pointing to the fact that Unilever relies more on debt compared to equity (Baragiola, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc174694197]B2. Review of Alternative Capital Structure Theories and Their Implications
Overview of Capital Structure Theories
The theories of capital structure enable companies to understand how they can best manage their leverages in order to attain the greatest value on their securities. The primary theories include:
1. Modigliani-Miller Theorem (1958)
This was proposed by Franco Modigliani and Merton Miller and it must be understood that in a perfect and efficient world, the value of a firm is not influenced by its capital structure. They advise that while the cost of equity increases with increased leverage, the cost of capital decreases in equal measure, meaning capital structure has no bearing on firm value (Ahmed, 2024).
2. Trade-Off Theory
According to the debt trade-off theory by James Tobin and others, there is an optimal level of debt that firms should avail to balance between the advantages of debt like tax shields and the disadvantages like financial distress. Thus the optimal capital structure is the one that balances the marginal return on the additional amount of debt with the marginal cost of financial distress (ULLAH, 2021).
3. Pecking Order Theory
Proposed by Stewart Myers and Nicolas Majluf, it proposes that firms’ sources of financing from within are preferable to external financing and that equity financing is the least preferred. The hierarchy is: retained earnings > debt > equity. This theory focuses on the aspect of information superiority as the key determinant of capital structure decisions (Shaikh, Solangi and Raza, 2022).
4. Agency Cost Theory
It is a theory advanced by Michael Jensen and William Meckling that targets the agency costs between shareholders, managers and debtholders. While high leverage is found to decrease agency costs arising from the divergence of interest between the shareholders and managers, it also increases the agency costs linked to financial cost and conflict with debtholders.
5. Market Timing Theory
This theory has it that firms will choose their financing decision at certain times on the basis of market conditions. Companies launch equity when the price of stock is high and use debts when the interest rate is low. According to this theory it was underlined that market conditions play an important role in capital structure decisions (Shaikh, Solangi and Raza, 2022).
Empirical Analysis of Unilever's Share Returns
In order to analyse the correlation between the capital structure of Unilever and the share returns we first have to find the average share returns over the past five years with the data given above.
1. Monthly Share Prices Data
This includes the data that runs from the month of September 2019 up to and including August of the year 2024 with the closing price every month taken into consideration. This way for each Year we can add up the average Share price to arrive at the annual return (Shaikh, Solangi and Raza, 2022). These are the procedure followed in arriving at the annual returns:
Calculate Monthly Returns: Use the formula:

Calculate Average Annual Return:

Annual Share Returns Calculation:
· 2019:
· Start Price (September 2019): €60.10
· End Price (December 2019): €57.17
· Calculation: 
· 2020:
· Start Price (January 2020): €59.77
· End Price (December 2020): €60.36
· Calculation: 
· 2021:
· Start Price (January 2021): €58.34
· End Price (December 2021): €53.79
· Calculation: 
· 2022:
· Start Price (January 2022): €51.39
· End Price (December 2022): €50.35
· Calculation: 
· 2023:
· Start Price (January 2023): €51.10
· End Price (December 2023): €48.48
· Calculation: 
Analysis of Capital Structure and Share Returns
1. Current Ratio and Quick Ratio
The liquidity position of a firm is shown by various tests such as the current ratio and the quick ratio. Although the current ratio appeared to have some variations at which it operated, it was generally displayed with a range of 0.68 in 2020 to 0.78 in 2023, the quick ratio was essentially unchanged, suggesting a low capacity to meet current obligations without relying on the sale of inventory (Martins, 2021).
2. Debt-to-Equity Ratio
The debt to equity ratio has also raised from 1.39 in 2019 to 1.54 in 2023, indicates that over the period, Unilever has gradually demonstrated a higher dependence on debt than equity. Thus, this increasing use of leverage reflects higher risk and potentially higher return for the businesses, as well as higher sensitivity to the market changes (WSJ, 2024).
3. Interest Coverage Ratio
The interest coverage ratio, which fell from 12.58 in the year 2019 to 11.18 in 2023, stated that its can cover its interest expenses from the EBIT, and can be viewed as forward-looking. This ratio has declined meaning a lower margin of safety when it comes to covering the interest expenses but it is nevertheless healthy (Martins, 2021).
4. Share Returns and Capital Structure
Analysing the data of the past five years it has been observed that the returns of Unilever’s shares are quite volatile and have had negative returns in 2021 and 2023. Here, it is possible to note that no direct link between higher leverage level and better share returns can be generalized regardless of the leverage differences. This implies that while return volatility might in part be explained by leverage it might actually be more affected by overall market conditions or company specific issues (WSJ, 2024).
5. Association between Leverage and Return
With reference to Unilever there is seem to be a positive, but moderate, relationship between leverage and returns. The firm has also used debt to increase shareholder value; however, the usage of debt has been in moderation to minimize the likely risks of high leverage. It has perhaps played a part in enhancing the company’s capacity to generate sustainable and steady shareholder value. Hence while, there might be positive relation between leverage and returns, an optimum level of Leverage is always desired by Unilever with effective management of capital structure looking at the risk return perspective (Martins, 2021).
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Major Investment Activities
1.  Product Innovation and R&D
The focus on research and development (R&D) spending is core to Unilever’s business and competitive competency. Responding to these aspects, the company spends much effort and money to invest in innovation and the improvement of its products. Recent investments towards the research and development deal with health and fitness, eco-friendly packaging, and technologies (Martins, 2021).
In 2021, Unilever invested €1 billion in R&D activities focusing on superior product formulations and technologies. This strategy was intended to meet new requirements of consumers and trends in the markets. Some of the Research & Development areas are related to enhancing the effectiveness of cleaning and washing compounds, as well as minimising environmental effects of the firm’s packaging materials (WSJ, 2024).
Besides, Unilever operates innovation hubs and cooperates with academic institutions that contribute to the company’s innovation strategy. It encourages coming up with good products by meeting the prevailing trends and strictly observes sustainability principles (finance.yahoo.com, 2024).
2. Market Expansion and Geographic Diversification
Market growth and geographical diversification kind of a strategic plan is very vital for Unilever in order to penetrate new consumer markets and clusters and to de-risk concentration on certain markets. It has also established itself through major acquisitions to increase its market coverage mainly in Asia and Africa (Jose, 2021).
In 2022, the company devoted considerable resources towards creating new production capacity and improving distribution channels in these countries. This expansion plan is based on the existing trends arising from population density and bulging middle income earners urging the need to consume more consumer products. By building up its coverage in these rapidly growing markets, Unilever is well placed to gain more growth and at the same time manage the risks involved with having a large concentration on a single market (finance.yahoo.com, 2024).
3. Acquisitions and Strategic Partnerships
They are a critical tool used by Unilever in the quest to improve the company’s competitive position and in the diversification of its product offerings. The business looks for suitable opportunities to proceed and expand its various ranges by means of acquisitions (Jose, 2021).
Some of the other acquisitions made includes; the acquisition of the “Honest Company” in the year 2020 at $413 million. This acquisition gave Unilever the opportunity to build the strength being behind in health and wellness segment. Also in 2021, the company established and thus acquire Gopuff to considered improve efficiency in e-commerce and make it possible to reach a wider audience (finance.yahoo.com, 2024).
These acquisitions also reveal the concept that Unilever has employed in its growth and competitive advantage whereby it focuses on complementary assets and skills. Thus, acquisition of other companies makes Unilever’s position in the market stronger and the range of its products expands (Jose, 2021).
4. Sustainability Initiatives
As an unprofitable and perpetuating investment proposal, sustainability forms the basis of Unilever’s investments. The company’s environmental responsibility is to lower its impact on the environment and encourage eco-friendly systems within its operations (Fabio and Scarcelli, 2024).
In addition, it was in 2021 that the Unilever made significant investments in renewable energy and sustainable agriculture. The firm’s environmental goals include the elimination of greenhouse gas emissions by 2023 and the expansion of sustainable procurement of material inputs (Utomo et al., 2021). 
Other sustainability initiatives by Unilever involve minimizing the use of plastics and improving efficiency of resource use. The extended notes also demonstrate the company’s sustainability goals and project, as well as the performance in the direction of circular economy (Fabio and Scarcelli, 2024).
Dividend Pay-Outs
1.  Historical Dividend Pay-Outs
Another factor is that Unilever has regularly distributed dividends over the last five years, proving its solvency and its focus on shareholders’ profit. In dividend analysis it becomes clear that the company has been able to demonstrate a consistent increase and or remain steady in the dividend per share as well as the yield (Utomo et al., 2021):
Table 1: Dividend Pay-Outs (2019-2023)

	Year
	Dividend per Share (€)
	Dividend Yield (%)

	2019
	1.61
	2.48

	2020
	1.67
	2.57

	2021
	1.73
	2.68

	2022
	1.79
	2.76

	2023
	1.85
	2.84


In the case of Unilever, both the dividend per share as well as the dividend yield in 2019 to 2023 depicts a clear upward trend showing that the Unilever is a financially healthy company and is also determined towards giving its shareholders value (Fabio and Scarcelli, 2024).
Dividend Per Share
Starting with €1.61 per share in 2019, it is clear that the seven year compound annual growth rate of Unilever annual dividend per share has been steadily rising over the five years (Zhang and Tveterås, 2022). At the end of the year 2023, the dividend per share was as high as €1.85. This continuous increase in the level of dividend payments is evidence of strong earnings capacity and Unilever’s management’s logic of giving higher returns to shareholders. Thus, the continuous increase in the difference between the dividend nominal and the fixed amount of €1.61 to €1.85, suggests a volitional improvement of the company’s share value and stability of stockholders’ reactions (Utomo et al., 2021).
Dividend Yield
The dividend yield which takes the form of the annual dividend payment divided by the share price also displays a progressively rising pattern from 2.48 percent in 2019 to 2.84% in 2023 (Zhang and Tveterås, 2022). The rising dividend yield is indicative of two main factors: Increased dividend and the volatility of the company’s share price are the two aspects of its operation that needs analysis. Higher yield also resulted from the company’s efforts in declaring higher dividends in addition to average or slightly fluctuating stock prices over the years (Toldbod and Linda Nhu Laursen, 2024).
Analysis of Trends
Even in the case of the number of shares, where the increase is sharp in a few years and then slows down, the gradual increase in the dividend per share is justified based on the company’s financial and strategic development (Zhang and Tveterås, 2022). Continues increase in Dividend payments over the years implies that the company is earning increasing revenues to support its cash flow; therefore, its reliability as a source of funds. This pattern supports Unilever’s financial strength and the company’s plan of providing shareholders’ value despite volatility in the market (Setyowati et al., 2023).
Thus, both, the dividend per share as well as the fluctuations in the overall share price determine the increased dividend yield (Mardawiyah et al., 2020). Analysing the trends of Unilever’s share price in the last five years, the chart of dividend yield indicates that over the years Unilever has been in a position to deliver good return to the shareholders despite the fluctuations in the share price. This is true given that the yields appeared of a higher value in the recent past, meaning that Unilever has been in a position to either maintain or even slightly increase its dividend payments in proportion to its share price; thus contributing to the appeal in its equities for investors that are yield-oriented (Toldbod and Linda Nhu Laursen, 2024).
Implications for Shareholders
As for the shareholders, or as the population under analysis and observations, they have witnessed the crucial aspects, such as increase in the dividend per share, increases in the dividend yield, meaning a return on invested capital (Mardawiyah et al., 2020). The rising dividends augment the shareholders revenues, therefore provide more stable and probable earnings. The fact that most of these dividend payments are progressive depicts management’s belief in future earnings and their determination to enhance investors’ value. Besides, the fact that the dividend yield has been on the rise over the past years increases the appeal of Unilever’s shares for investors in search of regular income, thus entering the stock with a view to supporting its price (Setyowati et al., 2023).
Therefore, an analysis of Unilever payout ratio and dividend forecasts from 2019-2023 shows that this company has a progressive policy for the per share dividend and the yield (Mardawiyah et al., 2020). Such tendency proves the sound financial condition of the company and its commitment to shareholders’ values. This means Unilever has good financial strength to achieve growth in its dividends while at the same time paying adequate and desirable yields to its investors (Toldbod and Linda Nhu Laursen, 2024).
Factors Influencing Dividend Decisions
1. Financial Performance
Having stable revenues as well as competitive and sustainable profit margins means that Unilever has the capacity to meet and even grow its dividend payouts. The firm’s strong operating cash flows allows it to sustain its lucrative dividend policy especially with risks in continuous investment (Setyowati et al., 2023).
2. Investment Opportunities
The other consideration is the management of investments in relation to the dividend payouts. These three areas of investment – in research and development, acquisitions, and sustainability – need to be professionally managed in relation to cash. This paper has established that the company engages in balanced strategies demonstrated by the fact that it was able to continue declaring dividend while at the same time investing in its growth (Anggraini, 2022).
3. Debt Levels
Current debt-to-equity ratio shows that over the years, the company has used more debt to finance its assets. Nonetheless, the firm has been able to sustain its dividend payment that shows good control of its debt position coupled with sound financial health (Damayanti and Halimah, 2023).
4. Economic Conditions
Business cycles, or economic factors affecting an organization and the market circumstances also affect the declaration of dividend policies. This has enable Unilever to maintain its dividend policy despite the unfavourable economic conditions, a factor that testifies to the company’s strength (Anggraini, 2022).
5. Shareholder Expectations
The expectations of the shareholders are also fulfilled in decisions of dividend policies. For a company like Unilever the desire to deliver attractive returns to its shareholders while at the same time controlling its growth and investment is in consonance with shareholders’ wish and desire (Damayanti and Halimah, 2023).
Dividend Policy and Shareholder Returns
Indeed, Unilever’s progressive dividend policy illustrates the company’s ability and willingness to create value for shareholders (Yang, 2023). Checking the tendency of dividend yield within the past five years illustrates the perspective balance between investment operations and shareholders’ interest. The general corporate and shareholder value is fostered by the policy through the creation of a steady income flow and investor confidence (Anggraini, 2022).
1. Analysis of Dividend Yield Trends
Unilever’s five-year analysis of generated dividend yield portrays a company with perfect investment and dividend decisions. The dividend yield also increased from 2.48% in 2019 to 2.84% in 2023 (Yang, 2023). The fact that the upward trend is demonstrated indicates that the company has succeeded in delivering better returns of shareholders’ investments as represented by the share price. The fact that the share price has remained relatively volatile while the dividend per share has increased, shows that Unilever Plc has both posted good financial performance along with improving shareholders’ returns. Thus, this success reveals the organization’s capacity to deliver its dividend plan without undermining its investment and growth goals (Damayanti and Halimah, 2023).
2. Impact on Shareholder Value
The stability in cash dividend and a progressive use of financial funds has been rewarding to the overall shareholders value at Unilever. Thus, Unilever’s gradual growth in dividends guarantees relatively stable income for investors which are important for those who seeks steady profit (Lieu et al., 2021). At the same time, this approach increases income solely for the shareholders and informs the situation in the company about its solvency and stability. Further on, overall value is also created by the investment in growth activities and sustainability projects by Unilever. The financial strategy of the company is more devoted to the shareholder returns in the short-run with simultaneous build up of long-term goodwill thus making it a balanced and best model of value added. Therefore, its business model is serving the needs of Unilever’s investors and fits for the long-term domination in the future (Hu and Zeng, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc174694199]Conclusion 
The selected company, Unilever, presents the picture of an evolving business over the past five years based on the aspect of strategic shifting. Climbing to the top of the leadership, the company has faced many management questions and answers, taking into account the outcomes of the sustainable development and the innovations. The change of management from Paul Polman to Alan Jope and the most recent to Hein Schumacher has focused on the need to reorient the company’s operations based on market as well as environment needs. The COVID-19 pandemic disrupted many aspects of Unilever’s operations and biased demand in favour of healthcare products and forced economies’ digitalisation. The key strategic actions beginning with the divestiture of its tea business and continued investments in sustainability remain consistent with its strategic plan to shed less-promising divisions and higher-value growth categories to create maximum shareholder value. In conclusion, Unilever has been able to effectively invest strategically while maintaining and even increasing dividend as a global consumer goods company. Thus, constant changes in its strategy, reflecting its resistance to shifts in the market are key characteristics of the strong strategy for the long-term growth and maintenance of the shareholder value which Unilever can follow in the future and which can help it in solving problems and challenges in the context of the growth of competition in the global economy.
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Calculate Monthly Returns: Use the formula:

Calculate Average Annual Return:

Annual Share Returns Calculation:
· 2019:
· Start Price (September 2019): €60.10
· End Price (December 2019): €57.17
· Calculation: 
· 2020:
· Start Price (January 2020): €59.77
· End Price (December 2020): €60.36
· Calculation: 
· 2021:
· Start Price (January 2021): €58.34
· End Price (December 2021): €53.79
· Calculation: 
· 2022:
· Start Price (January 2022): €51.39
· End Price (December 2022): €50.35
· Calculation: 
· 2023:
· Start Price (January 2023): €51.10
· End Price (December 2023): €48.48
· Calculation: 
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