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This report has been prepared as part of an internship application to RFD Global and advises Unilever, a large multinational fast-moving consumer goods company, on the risks and opportunities created by its rapid adoption of artificial intelligence in consumer-facing marketing. Applying PESTLE, the resource-based view, and stakeholder theory, the analysis compares the regulatory and economic environments facing Unilever in the United Kingdom and the European Union, and then examines data governance, algorithmic risk, ethical AI, and consumer trust. Unilever has stated its ambition to be ‘fit for the AI age' (Unilever PLC, 2026), and this is evident in its beauty and personal care brands through features such as BeautyHub PRO and the Beauty AI Studio (Unilever, 2024b; Unilever PLC, 2025a). The report highlights the two genuine compliance divergence scenarios a company may face in the EU due to the AI Act versus the UK approach, which is more principles based and sector led (Braidwood, 2026; Laux, Wachter and Mittelstadt, 2023), and the conditional nature of consumer trust in AI personalised marketing (Yuan et al., 2024; Rajavi, Kushwaha and Steenkamp, 2019). The report ends with a phased and costed implementation plan, both short, medium and long term, with indicative costs of between £60,000 and £400,000 per action (organisational ownership) and risk mitigations identified for each recommendation. The main idea is that the competitive edge Unilever is creating by leveraging AI personalisation will only be sustained if it is accompanied by a similar level of commitment to governance, transparency, and stakeholder trust.
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Unilever is among the world's largest fast moving consumer goods (FMCG) companies reporting a turnover of around €50.5 billion in 2025 and selling its brands in most countries around the world (Investegate, 2025; Unilever PLC, 2026). Since the demerger of its Ice Cream business, the company is structured into four business groups, and has publicly stated its ambition to be "fit for the AI age" (Unilever PLC, 2026). The report has been prepared for an internship application to a consultancy firm (RFD Global) that advises multinationals in economics, policy, and regulation. It has been created to provide Unilever with guidance on the risks and opportunities of using Artificial Intelligence, with a focus on marketing personalisation. The central question is how Unilever can sustain this advantage while managing the governance, regulatory and reputational risk it creates across two divergent regulatory regions.
Artificial intelligence is not a peripheral tool for Unilever. The company has introduced AI-based diagnostic systems like BeautyHub PRO that utilise computer vision to evaluate a consumer's skin and suggest products, finding that shoppers utilising this device spend about 39% more than those who don't (Unilever, 2024b). According to Unilever PLC (2025a), its Beauty AI Studio has now generated marketing materials as much as 30% faster than previously, and is said to have more than doubled engagement rates in priority markets. Unilever also claims to have achieved an eight per cent boost in overall equipment effectiveness (OEE) at one personal care factory by leveraging AI tools to improve manufacturing efficiency (Unilever PLC, 2025b). These are not small pilot schemes confined to a single market.
The role of AI in the broader rapidly evolving consumer goods industry is rapidly expanding. This trend towards personalisation is becoming commonplace and Thangavel (2025) calls the new era of hyper-personalisation a revolution in how these companies engage individual customers instead of targeting a specific demographic. However, evidence has shown that the benefits of well-executed personalisation can be significant in terms of engagement and purchase intention (Alipour, Gallegos and Sridhar, 2024; Teepapal, 2025), and that these benefits will be contingent on the quality of data, algorithmic fairness and the readiness of the organisation, with poor performance having a detrimental effect on the brand. (Kolesnik, 2025). The analysis that follows parallels this idea of tension between opportunity and exposure. The key findings are detailed in section two: Unilever's AI context; Porter's Five Forces; a PESTLE analysis (UK vs EU); data governance and regulatory compliance; ethical AI and consumer trust; and a critical assessment of PESTLE. The implementation plan is contained in section three and section four is the conclusion.

[bookmark: _Toc235421457][bookmark: _Toc235422129][bookmark: _Toc235700030]2. Main Findings
[bookmark: _Toc235700031]2.1 Company and AI Context
The application of AI in Unilever's personalisation efforts for consumers can be analyzed through the lens of the resource-based view of the firm, which suggests that a firm's sustainable competitive advantage is derived from resources that are valuable, rare and inimitable. While the benefit Unilever is gaining doesn't lie in artificial intelligence as a technology, as all its competitors could offer similar capabilities, it is leveraging the volumes of proprietary consumer data it's amassed across its portfolio of brands and its ability to act on that data to create personalised products, quickly (Kolesnik, 2025).  Whether this capability remains genuinely rareand public disclosure has not proved that its capability is being matched by rival FMCG groups, so this is another reason to regard the advantage as one that needs to be actively maintained.
This is reflected in practice. BeautyHub PRO captures around 30 visual data points from consumers' faces and correlates them with BeautyHub PRO’s algorithm, which uses their computer vision to provide recommendations from multiple Unilever brands at once, something that one brand competitor could not quickly replicate (Unilever, 2024b). The Beauty AI Studio has shortened the content lifecycle from ideation to personalisation, and has more than doubled KPIs in priority markets (Unilever PLC, 2025a). In 2025, the group's turnover was around €50.5 billion and the brand and marketing investment increased to more than sixteen per cent of turnover, highlighting the amount of resources invested in this change (Investegate, 2025).
Meanwhile, the broader literature advises that such benefits do not come without their risks or without conditions. Organisational and technological challenges, such as data quality, algorithmic bias, and organisational constraints, can constrain or offset the positive impact of personalisation in FMCG marketing (Kolesnik, 2025). Cillo and Rubera (2024) make a related point regarding generative AI: its utility relies not on being a stand-alone innovation tool, but rather on being embedded in the innovation process. Unilever needs to ensure this resource advantage is not given for granted, but rather is made possible through ongoing investment in governance mechanisms that ensure the underlying data is trustworthy and the outputs are fair. Unilever's dual presence in the UK and EU markets is another resource advantage, as experience gained in one market can be transferred to the other, although it is not clear whether this is happening in practice, nor whether the reverse transfer is also occurring.
[bookmark: _Toc235421458][bookmark: _Toc235422130][bookmark: _Toc235700032]2.2 Porter's Five Forces: Competitive Intensity in AI-Enabled Marketing
Porter's Five Forces complements PESTLE by studying competitive intensity of the industry rather than the macro environment, which is Unilever's industry ('A Theoretical, Diagnostic Review of SWOT, PESTLE, Porter's Five Forces Models', 2025). Table 1 provides a summary of each force as applied to every element of Unilever's beauty and personal care portfolio and for each, the impact on AI support for marketing.
Table 1: Porter's Five Forces Applied to Unilever's AI-Enabled Marketing (Author's own construction)
	Force
	Intensity
	Application to Unilever

	Rivalry among existing competitors
	High
	AI-enabled personalisation is now standard practice across Procter & Gamble, Nestlé and L'Oréal, forcing continuous investment merely to keep pace (Kolesnik, 2025).

	Threat of new entrants
	Moderate
	AI personalisation tools are increasingly accessible, but Unilever's proprietary consumer data and established distribution remain difficult for a new entrant to replicate quickly.

	Bargaining power of buyers
	Moderate
	Consumers switch brands easily but show conditional loyalty where AI-personalised experiences build genuine trust (Markou et al., 2025); privacy-conscious rejection of AI personalisation is itself a form of substitution risk.

	Bargaining power of suppliers
	Moderate and rising
	External AI technology vendors and data providers hold growing leverage, reflected in the third-party governance risk identified in Table 3.

	Threat of substitutes
	Low to moderate
	Non-AI, human-led personalisation remains a substitute, but so does outright consumer rejection of AI-driven recommendations on privacy grounds, a distinct and growing substitution route.


Complementors, like social media providers and third-party data vendors, are not part of Porter's five categories, but they have a significant influence on several factors, including the threat of new entrants and supplier power, as access to distribution and data infrastructure is as much a competitive variable as product quality.
[bookmark: _Toc235421459][bookmark: _Toc235422131][bookmark: _Toc235700033]2.3 PESTLE Analysis: United Kingdom and European Union Comparative Assessment
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Figure 1: PESTLE Framework Applied to Unilever's AI Environment (Author's own construction)
Here, the external environment of Unilever's AI-powered marketing in the United Kingdom and the European Union is compared using the PESTLE framework. Table 2 summarises the comparison before each factor is discussed below.
Table 2: PESTLE Comparative Analysis, Unilever United Kingdom vs European Union (Author's own construction)
	Factor
	United Kingdom
	European Union
	Strategic Implication for Unilever

	Political
	Principles based, sector led approach; no single AI statute (Department for Science, Innovation and Technology, 2023)
	Codified AI Act; direct transparency obligations on providers and deployers (Article 50, 2025b)
	Two distinct compliance postures required for a single AI tool deployed in both regions

	Economic
	AI market growth supported by financial services and retail demand; Unilever margin expanding, giving investment headroom (Investegate, 2025)
	EU AI market estimated at approximately €79 billion in 2025, growing above 30% CAGR (Market Data Forecast, 2024; IMARC Group, 2026)
	Strong commercial case for continued AI investment in both markets, but EU compliance cost is likely to rise as a share of that investment

	Social
	Consumer familiarity with AI growing but trust remains conditional (López Jiménez, Dittmar and Vargas Portillo, 2022)
	Consumer trust closely tied to perceived transparency (Markou et al., 2025)
	Brand-level trust does not automatically transfer to new AI tools; each application must earn trust independently

	Technological
	Rapid uptake of personalisation and generative AI tools (Alipour, Gallegos and Sridhar, 2024)
	EU AI Act imposes disclosure duties on generative and interactive AI systems (Article 50, 2025b)
	Generative AI content (e.g. Beauty AI Studio) carries added misrepresentation risk beyond standard recommendation engines (Kumar et al., 2024)

	Legal
	UK GDPR and existing data protection principles apply without AI-specific statute (ICO, 2023)
	GDPR plus AI Act; risk of conflating legal compliance with genuine trustworthiness (GDPR, 2018; Laux, Wachter and Mittelstadt, 2023)
	Legal compliance in one region does not guarantee reputational safety in the other

	Environmental
	Efficiency gains from AI-assisted R&D reduce physical trial volumes (Unilever, 2024a)
	Comparable sustainability expectations under wider EU policy
	Secondary factor; modest positive contribution rather than a primary risk driver


Politically, the United Kingdom has adopted a ‘principles-based' stance, refraining from proposing any new statute specifically designed for AI, instead encouraging regulators (such as the Information Commissioner's Office) to use their powers in their respective sectors (Department for Science, Innovation and Technology, 2023). The ICO also has other powers relevant to the sector, to support the Competition and Markets Authority and Ofcom, and the government's AI Safety Institute operates independently of consumer marketing. The EU has adopted a more formal approach to the AI Act, which categorizes systems by risk, ranging from unacceptable to high risk, limited and minimal risk (Article 50, 2025b). This is a proactive regulatory model, as it can't wait for harm to happen before it calls for disclosure, according to Adnan (2025). You might require two different compliance postures for the same tool (Beauty AI Studio), for instance.
The economic dimension has real consequences for AI investment capacity. According to Market Data Forecast (2024) and IMARC Group (2026), the European artificial intelligence market reached approximately €79 billion in 2025 and is projected to expand by more than thirty per cent per year until the early 2030s. European e-commerce sales value have reached around €353.5 billion over the five years to 2025 and increased by about four per cent per year, which is significant given the proportion of Unilever's personalisation strategy that is delivered via e-commerce (IBISWorld, 2025). Investment in brand and marketing accounted for more than sixteen per cent of group turnover in 2025 and the operating margin increased to twenty per cent, indicating room to invest more in AI in the future (Investegate, 2025). There are opportunities on both sides, but it's likely that the cost of the compliance will increase as a percentage of that investment in the EU.
Socially, consumer attitudes toward AI in marketing are changing but still skeptical. Despite its benefits, Markou et al. (2025) discover that consumers' trust and ethical confidence in AI technologies are enhanced when their understanding of what they do with their data is in alignment. López Jiménez, Dittmar and Vargas Portillo (2022) also state that trust is being earned incrementally over time based on trustworthy and transparent behavior. In the long run, for Unilever at least, the social aspect is more important than the legal aspect, as the damage to reputation spreads quicker than the enforcement of regulations.
Both sides of the Channel are technologically changing quickly. Convolutional neural network (CNN) based personalisation (CP) tools can create a meaningful impact on marketing outcomes if trained properly, as demonstrated by Alipour, Gallegos and Sridhar 2024, directly applicable to BeautyHub PRO. Both Teepapal (2025) and Turki (2025) agree that the use of AI tools for personalisation boosts engagement, while Turki (2025) notes that the quality of the governance framework of the underlying data pipeline can make the difference between a novelty effect and lasting levels of trust. Generative AI, as employed in the Beauty AI Studio, adds another layer of risk as content that is generated can be misleading and may misrepresent a product or endorsement in ways that are not predictable, Kumar et al. (2024) write.
Within the legal framework, the European Union's GDPR still applies directly to the processing of personal data for purposes of training or operating personalisation tools, and Article 22 provides for the right of the consumers not to be the subject of decisions based exclusively on automated processing which have a significant effect (GDPR, 2018). However, Laux, Wachter and Mittelstadt (2023) caution that the Act on Artificial Intelligence (AI Act) may fall into the trap of treating compliance with the law as being synonymous with trustworthiness. Also on the table is a new EU initiative to reduce the burden of proof on consumers who suffer harm from AI systems, which will pose a compliance challenge for Unilever. This has been seen in other parts of the EU: the comparative experience of platform regulation, as Aloisi (2022) discusses, shows how rapidly a sector's regulatory environment can shift when it is felt to require more attention.
Regarding the environment, Unilever's own reporting is centered on sustainability as a key commitment as part of its AI transformation: the use of AI to enhance efficiency in R&D will lead to a decrease in physical product trials (Unilever, 2024a). This factor is the least developed of the six; the energy use for AI training and inference also goes beyond Unilever's disclosures. For AI governance, the most obvious point that cannot be inferred from the other six is that the UK and EU should not be considered a single market, even if that is the case for other decisions. Political, legal and economic considerations suggest that the EU needs a more formal stance and the UK a more flexible one. There is no single-in-all-areas policy and this would either over-comply in the UK or under-comply in the EU.
[bookmark: _Toc235421460][bookmark: _Toc235422132][bookmark: _Toc235700034]2.4 AI Risk Management: Data Governance and Regulatory Compliance
The external environment has been set, and this section focuses on the specific risks arising from Unilever's use of AI in its data governance, regulatory compliance, and algorithmic decision-making. A risk register is provided in Table 3, summarising the main exposures identified, some of which are not evident through the PESTLE analysis alone.
Table 3: AI Risk Register, Data Governance and Regulatory Exposure (Author's own construction)
	Risk
	Description
	Likelihood
	Impact
	Recommended Control

	Data quality and bias
	Poor quality or unrepresentative training data undermines personalisation accuracy and fairness (Janssen et al., 2020)
	Medium
	High
	Formal data governance framework with defined stewardship roles

	Algorithmic transparency gap
	Consumer-facing AI tools do not clearly disclose AI involvement, contrary to Article 50 (Article 50, 2025b; Goncalves and Correia, 2026)
	Medium
	High
	Compliance by design transparency layer at point of interaction

	Cross-border regulatory divergence
	A single tool may be compliant in one region and not the other (Braidwood, 2026)
	High
	Medium
	Joint UK/EU governance review before wider rollout

	Generative AI misrepresentation
	Generated marketing content misrepresents a product, endorsement or claim (Kumar et al., 2024)
	Low
	High
	Human review checkpoint before publication of generative content

	Biometric data and cybersecurity exposure
	Tools such as BeautyHub PRO process facial image data, a special category of personal data under GDPR carrying a higher breach and compliance burden (GDPR, 2018; Janssen et al., 2020)
	Low
	High
	Enhanced security controls and breach response plan specific to biometric data

	Third-party and vendor AI risk
	External AI providers used within Unilever tools may not meet the same governance standard as internal systems (Janssen et al., 2020)
	Medium
	Medium
	Vendor governance clause and audit rights in AI procurement contracts

	Reporting depth gap
	AI risk is not disclosed as a distinct category in existing corporate reporting (Primec, Belak and Čufar, 2026)
	Medium
	Medium
	Separate AI risk category within annual risk disclosure


All other risks in this section are dependent on data governance. Janssen et al. (2020) define data governance as the organisational structures and processes that ensure data used in algorithmic systems is accurate, traceable and fit for purpose, and say that without data governance, even well-intentioned AI systems can lead to unreliable or unfair results. The ability to access continuous streams of consumer image data is fundamental to the products that rely on it, such as Unilever's BeautyHub PRO, and is biometric in nature, which makes it more demanding to comply with GDPR. Pahune et al. (2025) follow up on this work, demonstrating that the governance issues at the data level do not merely trickle up and down the LLM chain, but rather amplify.
This governance question is followed by regulatory compliance. The EU AI Act (2025b) also mandates transparency for AI systems in direct contact with consumers, such as by providing information at the time of interaction (Article 50). Goncalves and Correia (2026) suggest a compliance by design strategy that embeds explainability and audit trails from the ground-up of AI systems, instead of adding them on after a regulator has issues concerns. The requirements are more stringent than those in the UK, where the Information Commissioner's Office has stated that the principles of data protection currently in force also apply to AI, and that there is no requirement for disclosure (ICO, 2023). Braidwood (2026) notes that the UK approach is still based on sectoral guidance, rather than having a single AI law, which means that Unilever has more flexibility but also less legal certainty, as guidance can change without the need for primary legislation to be passed.
The broader concept of algorithmic risk is reflected in the emerging body of literature on responsible AI governance. Papagiannidis et al (2025) view responsible AI governance not as a single event, but as an ongoing capability that encompasses continual monitoring, incident response planning and accountability which include risks other than those in Table 3, such as model drift and adversarial vulnerabilities that need to be addressed technically. In a similar vein, Salamzadeh (2025) suggests that when issues arise, organisations that make AI governance a strategic function react faster. A risk framework developed based on ISO 31000 can be used to identify and systematically mitigate operational risks, which will form the basis for the implementation plan explained in section three, even though the ISO 31000 provides general principles and not specific to AI (International Organization for Standardization, 2021). The framework has been shown to be most effective when used in conjunction with continuous improvement in a related application published in the International Journal of Accounting and Information Management (2026).
However, there is a lack of uniformity in how AI risk is reported by different companies in the industry. Primec, Belak and Čufar (2026) discover that there has been a rise in the number of references to AI in sustainability reporting, but that they are not always substantive or well-integrated with the accountability mechanisms, including the new initiatives of the EU's Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive. While it is clear from Unilever's own annual reporting that there is risk in their supply chain and commodity risk can be broken down into detail, there is no distinct category specifically for AI risk (Unilever, 2024a). One of the biggest strategic challenges at Unilever is balancing speed to market with regulatory assurance – something Kolesnik (2025) has written about as a frequent pitfall in fast-moving consumer goods organizations when it comes to AI governance.
[bookmark: _Toc235421461][bookmark: _Toc235422133][bookmark: _Toc235700035]2.5 Ethical AI, Personalisation and Consumer Trust
In this context, stakeholder theory is a helpful way to consider consumer trust because it suggests that a company's value isn't just in the eyes of shareholders but in the hearts of a broad audience of stakeholders, from consumers to regulators to employees. In the case of Unilever's AI-powered marketing initiative, the personalisation tool, while technically compliant with data protection law, is nonetheless perceived as intrusive and poses a genuine strategic risk, even if no regulator intervenes. Table 3 outlines the key drivers of consumer trust risk reported in the literature and mitigation strategies available to Unilever.
Table 4: Consumer Trust Risk Drivers and Mitigation Actions (Author's own construction)
	Trust Driver
	Risk if Unaddressed
	Mitigation Action

	Perceived algorithmic fairness
	Consumers distrust the specific AI tool even where the wider brand is trusted (Yuan et al., 2024)
	Independent fairness testing prior to launch

	Transparency of AI involvement
	Consumers feel misled when AI-generated content is not disclosed (IAB, 2025)
	Clear point-of-interaction disclosure

	Country level variation in sensitivity
	A single global message under- or over-reassures consumers in a given market (Rajavi, Kushwaha and Steenkamp, 2019)
	Differentiated UK and EU communication of AI use

	Pricing fairness (forward looking)
	Algorithmic bias in future AI-enabled pricing erodes trust and invites regulatory scrutiny (de Lucas López et al., 2026)
	Pre-emptive fairness review before any move into AI-enabled pricing


In a large cross-country study of consumer packaged goods brands, including several categories in which Unilever has direct competition, Rajavi, Kushwaha and Steenkamp (2019) conclude that consumer trust in a brand is indeed sensitive to the marketing mix and that the differentiation in consumer trust across countries is meaningful and a case for a different approach in UK and EU. Yuan et al. (2024) specifically highlight algorithmic trust, revealing that the attitudes consumers have towards algorithms' fairness and the absence of bias directly influence their overall trust in the firm offering the AI-powered application, separate from their trust in the firm in general. This is important for Unilever, as trust built up over years of brand development does not magically spread to a new AI tool, like BeautyHub PRO.
Iyer and Bright (2026) address the steps that can be taken by marketers to regain consumer trust in AI, noting that companies that are proactive in complying with the law also have the option of voluntary self-regulation, with those that implement it as a minimum standard being able to establish more robust long-term brand equity. The IAB (2025) found that advertising executives are worried about the quality of AI-driven content, as well as consumers' skepticism about the authenticity of content they believe AI created. De Lucas López et al. (2026) do the same with AI-driven pricing, arguing that algorithmic bias in pricing can lead to regulatory exposure and loss of trust if the algorithm discriminates against a group of people in an unfair way, which is something to keep in mind as AI is incorporated into commercial decision-making.
Combined, these stakeholder theory framing and empirical findings are pointing to the same direction. Consumer trust in Unilever's AI tools can't be considered as a proxy for consumer trust in Unilever, and it cannot be assumed because a tool is technically compliant with the laws of data protection. It must be earned, that is, it must be demonstrated, and this demonstration requires significant visibility – a disclosure notice is usually not enough – and it must be done for each new application, and it must be a clear link between this section and the recommendations in section three.
[bookmark: _Toc235421462][bookmark: _Toc235422134][bookmark: _Toc235700036]2.6 Critical Evaluation of the PESTLE Framework
Recommendations should not be made without a critical assessment of the PESTLE model. PESTLE definitely has its strengths. It is comprehensive across six dimensions, it requires a systematic comparison, not an impressionistic one, between two jurisdictions, and it is well suited to supporting proactive risk management by surfacing external factors before they become live problems ('A Theoretical, Diagnostic Review of SWOT, PESTLE, Porter's Five Forces Models', 2025).
But there are also practical limitations to the framework. PESTLE provides a static view of the external environment, and in the rapidly evolving AI regulatory landscape, the UK/EU regulatory landscape may have changed by early 2026 before the report is implemented, warns Buye (2021). The framework also has qualitative and subjective nature with respect to the weighting accorded to each factor, which could lead to two analysts drawing different inferences from the same facts as outlined in 'A Theoretical, Diagnostic Review of SWOT, PESTLE, Porter's Five Forces Models' (2025). It focuses exclusively on the outside environment for that reason the resource-based view as well as Porter's Five Forces were included separately in parts 2.1 and 2.2. Any one framework is not enough: these limitations are best overcome by combining PESTLE with scenario planning and for a more comprehensive understanding of national competitiveness, Porter's Diamond.
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Figure 2: AI Risk Management Lifecycle Applied to Unilever (Author's own construction, adapted from International Organization for Standardization, 2021)
The following recommendations are based on the findings above and provide a phased, costed plan for implementation. There is a suggested cost range in pounds sterling for actions targeted at the UK and in euros for those targeted at the EU, an Unilever owner within the existing Unilever structure, and a note on mitigation of associated risk. For each time horizon, the first action is prioritised, as short-term accountability/audit activities are needed before medium-term transparency and data work.
Table 5: Costed Implementation Plan, Short, Medium and Long Term (Author's own construction)
	Timeframe
	Priority
	Action
	Owner
	Indicative Cost
	Risk Mitigation
	KPI / Outcome

	Short term
(0–6 months)
	1
	Establish joint UK/EU AI governance committee reporting to the Chief Data Officer
	Chief Data Officer
	£60,000–£90,000
	Establishes explicit accountability structures for AI governance, addressing Salamzadeh's (2025) finding that informal governance undermines responsible AI deployment
	Committee operational within Q1; AI risk register published

	Short term
(0–6 months)
	2
	Audit existing consumer facing tools (BeautyHub PRO, Beauty AI Studio) against UK and EU requirements
	Data Governance Lead, Beauty & Wellbeing
	£45,000–£70,000
	Applies compliance by design principles ahead of enforcement (Goncalves and Correia, 2026)
	Audit report with remediation actions within 6 months

	Medium term
(6–18 months)
	3
	Build consumer facing AI transparency layer into personalisation tools
	Head of Digital Marketing, EU region
	€150,000–€220,000
	Directly satisfies the Article 50 disclosure duty ahead of the compliance deadline (Article 50, 2025b)
	90% of AI interactions carry clear disclosure; EU compliance review passed

	Medium term
(6–18 months)
	4
	Implement formal data governance framework covering quality, stewardship and escalation
	Chief Data Officer
	£120,000–£180,000
	Reduces the data quality and biometric risks set out in Table 3, following Janssen et al. (2020) governance principles
	Governance framework live across four Business Groups

	Long term
(18–36 months)
	5
	Commission independent annual AI governance audit, published alongside sustainability reporting
	Group Risk and Sustainability Committee
	€200,000–€300,000 annually
	Closes the AI risk reporting depth gap identified by Primec, Belak and Čufar (2026)
	Audit published annually; AI risk treated as distinct disclosure category

	Long term
(18–36 months)
	6
	Sustained investment in data infrastructure underpinning AI personalisation
	Chief Data Officer / Chief Marketing Officer
	£250,000–£400,000 annually
	Addresses Kolesnik's (2025) finding that poor data quality is a primary barrier to sustained AI-driven marketing gains
	Measurable reduction in data quality incidents year on year


Unilever should immediately establish a joint UK and EU AI governance committee, reporting to the Chief Data Officer, to evaluate new AI tools for marketing before they are rolled out. This sets a clear accountability framework that Salamzadeh (2025) notes is frequently lacking in informal AI governance. In parallel with this, there should be an audit of existing consumer tools, such as BeautyHub PRO and the Beauty AI Studio, against UK and EU requirements, in accordance with the compliance-by-design principles outlined by Goncalves and Correia (2026).
Medium-term, Unilever should integrate a consumer-facing transparency layer into their personalisation tools, which would indicate when a recommendation or content has been produced or influenced by a tool designed to use AI to find their best interests, in line with the trust research outlined in section 2.5 (Article 50, 2025b; Yuan et al., 2024). This should be complemented by a formal data governance framework, modelled in the spirit of Janssen et al. (2020) and designed to data quality standards, data stewards' responsibilities and an escalation path for data issues.
Finally, Unilever should consider an independent annual audit that is published together with sustainability reporting, in line with Primec, Belak and Čufar (2026) who highlighted the reporting depth gap, examining Unilever's AI governance practices annually. This should be followed by ongoing investments in the data infrastructure underpinning the resource-based advantage presented in 2.1, as Kolesnik (2025) makes it clear that data quality is a leading constraint on continued AI-powered marketing benefits.
The costing of each recommendation has been indicative and based on the scale of the investment in marketing and technology already undertaken by Unilever, whose group brand and marketing spend is already over sixteen per cent of its turnover of €50.5 billion (Investegate, 2025). These actions should be integrated into the current annual budget cycle of Unilever and not be viewed as additional spending, and they will probably be resisted by some within Unilever, so change management, in addition to the technical work, will be required. Existing roles have been identified as the Chief Data Officer and as appropriate, the Business Group marketing team, with ownership having been assigned to these roles because as Salamzadeh (2025) states, responsible AI governance is more likely to be effective when integrated into existing accountability, not a stand-alone entity.
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This report aimed to recommend to Unilever the potential threats and opportunities of using AI in consumer marketing, highlighting a comparison between the UK and the European Union. The evidence presented indicates that, although the current strategy of AI is working for Unilever and is having real and measurable commercial results, this is based on a resource advantage namely, access to their own consumer data and organisational capabilities – which is not necessarily protected from eroding (Kolesnik, 2025; Unilever, 2024b; Unilever PLC, 2025a).
The PESTLE analysis highlighted the different approaches of the United Kingdom and the European Union to the regulation of AI, the former with existing regulators applying existing principles, while the EU was taking a more formalised approach through the adoption of the AI Act (Article 50, 2025b; Department for Science, Innovation and Technology, 2023). The difference in these costs and opportunities has economic implications, as compliance costs and market opportunity vary significantly across the two regions (Market Data Forecast, 2024; IBISWorld, 2025). The data governance and consumer trust analysis in sections 2.4 and 2.5 reiterated the same message: Technical compliance and real consumer trust go hand in hand but are not synonymous; Unilever cannot take the latter for granted if it is the former that is achieved.
The implementation plan in section three was intended to bridge the gap between analysis and action by assigning named ownership to each recommendation, and indicative costs and explicit risk mitigation to each proposal, not making them generic enough to be applicable to any company. The analysis is constrained by its reliance on public disclosure: Unilever's internal governance mechanisms, along with those of its direct competitors, are not publicly observable from outside the organisation. A more comprehensive analysis would require primary access to internal AI risk documentation, a logical next step for RFD Global's engagement.
The overall conclusion of this report is that the ability to make effective marketing decisions using AI algorithms will not be the sole determinant of Unilever's competitiveness, but rather the trust in the governance that surrounds them. A company that is consistently and transparently proving that its AI systems are fair, well governed and accountable in the UK market and in the EU market is going to turn a technological edge into a lasting one. It is simple to say, but not easy to do, and that's the advice that RFD Global has been given: governance must be done now, before a regulatory finding or a trust incident – when Unilever has the financial space and public goodwill to make it happen on its terms. Before the first governance committee, as outlined in section three, is held, RFD Global should aim to gain direct access to Unilever's internal AI governance documentation, which is slated for the Beauty and Wellbeing business group.
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Figure 1: PESTLE Framework Applied to Unilever's Al Environment (Author's own construction)
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