


Conclusion
AI washing is basically when companies dress up ordinary tech or human work as something much smarter than it really is. As the slide deck puts it, “AI washing is a strategic misleading behaviour.” That short description gets to the heart of the problem: it is not just sloppy marketing, it is a deliberate choice to shape how customers, investors and employees see a product or decision.
The consequences are real. When firms overstate what their systems can do, people end up with the wrong expectations, and trust gets chipped away. Markets notice too as the presentation notes, “AI washing provokes negative market reactions.” Over time that can mean damaged reputations, tougher regulatory scrutiny and even financial penalties. It also makes it harder to tell which companies are genuinely investing in useful AI and which are just chasing headlines.
From the examples and the analysis, the root causes are clear: the word “AI” sells, teams are under pressure to show innovation, and there are no firm, shared rules about what counts as AI. Add in poor internal checks between engineering, legal and marketing, and you get a lot of hype that outpaces reality.
The fix is straight and practical. Companies should be honest in their communications: say plainly what is automated, what is human-assisted and what third‑party models are used. For high‑impact systems, get independent technical reviews and publish short summaries. Make cross‑team sign‑off mandatory before any public AI claim and include a short “known limit” note wherever you advertise AI features. These steps do not stop innovation; they just make it sustainable by protecting users and preserving long‑term trust.
In short, AI washing is a governance and communication problem. If firms choose clarity over hype, they will avoid many of the reputational and legal risks and help real AI progress get the recognition it deserves.
AI washing means overstating or mislabelling what a system does so it sounds more advanced than it is. Companies do this by tagging simple automation, rule‑based tools, or human‑assisted work as “AI” to attract customers, investors and media attention. This practice is like greenwashing and has been flagged by journalists, academics and regulators as a growing problem. 
Why this matters now: the word “AI” carries big commercial value, so firms rush to use it in product pages, press releases and investor calls. When claims do not match reality, users lose trust, employees face unclear job risks, and regulators step in sometimes with fines or enforcement actions. 


	Indicator
	About 10 years ago (≈2016)
	Today (≈2026)

	Amazon
	Low public AI claims beyond logistics; pilots and internal projects (BBC, 2023).
	High‑profile AI branding for stores, logistics and services; more marketing than clear autonomy in some deployments (BBC, 2023)

	Meta / Facebook
	Research‑led talk (AI for ranking, ads, research labs); cautious public claims (House of Commons Library, 2021).
	Heavy productization and hype around generative features and metaverse AI; frequent marketing claims and experimental demos (The Guardian, 2023; Alan Turing Institute, 2024).

	Google
	AI framed as research and product improvement (search, ads, voice); careful messaging (The Guardian, 2016–2018 reporting).
	Aggressive AI product launches and branding across Search, Workspace and Cloud; demos often set high expectations (DCMS, 2023; The Guardian, 2023).

	Microsoft
	Enterprise AI tools and research (Cortana, Azure ML) but limited consumer hype (Nesta, 2016–2018).
	Broad Copilot branding across Office and cloud; strong marketing push tying many features to “AI” (The Guardian, 2023; ICO, 2024).

	Overall media scrutiny
	Sporadic tech coverage; few deep investigations into claims (House of Commons Library, 2021).
	Constant coverage and investigations into gaps between demos and real deployments (BBC, 2023; The Guardian, 2023).

	Regulatory attention
	Early signals; limited enforcement on misleading tech claims (House of Commons Library, 2021).
	Active guidance and rising enforcement risk for misleading AI claims (CMA, 2024; ICO, 2024; DCMS, 2023).

	Use of “AI” to justify business moves
	Rare; usually technical explanations given (House of Commons Library, 2021).
	Increasingly used in PR and investor messaging to explain products or cost moves (Nesta, 2022).

	Risk for firms
	Lower reputational/legal risk from AI claims (House of Commons Library, 2021).
	Higher reputational and legal risk; public and regulator scepticism growing 






Table conclusion
AI washing is when companies slap the “AI” label on ordinary tech or human work to make it sound smarter than it is. Big firms used to talk about AI mostly in research terms, but now it’s everywhere in product pages, demos and investor messages which inflates expectations. That gap between marketing and reality chips away at trust, invites media scrutiny, and draws regulatory attention. The fix is simple: be clear about what’s automated, what’s human‑assisted, and what the limits are; get cross‑team sign‑off; and publish short, independent checks for high‑impact systems. Do that and companies protect their reputation while letting real AI progress stand on its own.
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Conclusion 
Before starting my research, I tested the AI to see how honest it is when placed in a situation that doesn’t benefit it, so that made me think that we often receive manipulated information without realising it, and that can often affect research for work or everyday life, as at university we’re restricted from using it, but in daily life many people—myself included—use it to look for information and simply trust that what it tells us is true. But I realised that AI itself, like ChatGPT, engages in AI washing, and that blew my mind, as I’d never would have imagined that the AI itself would do AI washing; that was the downside I found with the AI, although it wasn’t my research method, but I did put it to the test and it gave me information that suited it. On the plus side, it always tries to provide me with authoritative and prestigious articles from the UK, which helped me find the information I needed for my research and saved me time in my investigation to find good references
So, in conclusion, AI has been both a blessing and a curse in my research, as I’ve also used it to translate articles and have them explained to me in my own language, Spanish. This is a huge help in fully understanding the articles and the topic I’m researching, but at the same time it’s a problem because AI can quickly manipulate any topic, we search for without us even realising it.
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