




Parallel strategy: reputation and 
SEO / search working together
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GEO only works when reputation and discoverability are treated as a single system. Credibility without visibility limits influence. 
Visibility without credibility increases risk.

The earned media-led public record must therefore be both trusted and findable.

This requires communications and digital teams to stop operating in parallel silos. GEO fails when reputation is treated as a 
qualitative concern and search as a technical one. In an AI-mediated environment, the distinction is artificial.

How responsibilities should align

Public relations is accountable for narrative clarity, message discipline and the integrity of the brand’s public claims, working in 
concert with digital, legal and commercial teams. It is responsible for spokesperson strategy, third-party validation, and the rapid 
correction of inaccuracies or ambiguity when they arise.

Digital and content teams own discoverability. Their role is to ensure that reference material can be found, interpreted and 
connected. This includes structuring content so that explanations are coherent rather than fragmented, and ensuring that core 
factual material is current, accessible and consistent across pages and platforms.

Legal, regulatory and risk functions provide the guardrails. They define substantiation standards, approval frameworks and disclosure 
requirements that protect accuracy without freezing updates or forcing excessive caution into public explanations.
The operating rule is simple. No function is permitted to optimise in a way that makes the brand easier to misrepresent. 
Discoverability without integrity amplifies risk. Integrity without discoverability limits relevance.

Reference content as institutional record

Reference pages, FAQs and explainers should not be treated as marketing assets. They function as an institutional record.
At board level, the design principles are straightforward. There should be a single canonical home for core facts – who the 
organisation is, what it does, its credentials, standards, ownership, leadership and footprint. Content should be organised around the 
questions stakeholders actually ask, not campaign themes. Material facts should carry visible update signals where appropriate, and 
scope and limitations should be explicit to reduce over-generalisation when content is summarised.

This is not about presentation polish. It is about creating a stable factual spine that others can rely on.
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Governing freshness, accuracy and consistency

Factual content should be governed with the same discipline as financial data. It needs ownership, controls and a review cadence.
At minimum, this means assigning a single accountable owner for public facts; maintaining a register of the organisation’s most 
repeated claims with approved wording and evidence; establishing change-control for material updates such as pricing models, 
leadership changes, eligibility criteria or safety guidance; and having a clear approach to retiring or correcting outdated material 
that continues to circulate.

Neglecting legacy content does not reduce its influence. In AI-mediated discovery, it often increases it.

Separating promotion from truth

Promotional messaging evolves by design. Factual explanation must not.
Brands should make an explicit internal distinction between the campaign layer and the truth layer. Campaign content can be 
expressive, persuasive and time-bound. The truth layer should be stable, plain and unambiguous.
The rule is uncomplicated. Campaigns may be bold. The truth layer should be boring – and correct.

“

“ Pages cited or referenced in AI-generated search 
answers receive between 1.5 and three times 
more engagement than pages appearing only as 
traditional organic results.

Search Engine Land, analysis of Google AI Overviews, 2024



Planning communications for  
AI-visible outcomes
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If you assume your communications will be summarised, paraphrased and recombined, you plan differently.
In an AI-mediated environment, content rarely travels intact. It is compressed into shorter explanations, blended with other 
sources and presented without the surrounding context that once softened ambiguity. Planning must therefore prioritise 
legibility under summarisation.

Designing for compression, not consumption

Communications should be written so that the compressed version remains accurate.
This favours sentences with a single, stable meaning over layered qualifiers. Core nouns should be defined early – what the 
product or service is, what category it sits in, and what problem it solves. Descriptors should be used consistently across 
spokespeople, releases, biographies and reference pages. Where explanation is required, causal logic tends to survive 
compression better than lists 
of attributes.

The aim is not simplification, but precision. Content that reads well only when taken as a whole is more likely to be 
distorted when reduced. A promotional product launch press release rarely survives compression. An independent explainer 
or analyst-led feature often does.

Narratives that survive recombination

Strong GEO narratives are resilient. They have a stable core – what the brand is known for – supported by proof points that 
can travel independently, such as figures, standards, outcomes or independent recognition. They also have boundaries. They 
are clear about where the brand is not the best fit, what it does not claim, and where its authority ends.
This restraint matters. Overly expansive narratives invite flattering but indefensible summaries, which can become 
reputational liabilities when repeated at scale.

Recommendation posture and responsible visibility

Not every brand should seek to be recommended in every context. In many sectors, indiscriminate recommendation creates 
risk rather than value.

Leadership teams should set a clear recommendation posture. This includes defining where the brand should be actively 
recommended, where it should function as a neutral reference, and where it should be cautious or explicit about limitations. 
Regulated advice, safety-critical use cases and eligibility constraints need particular care.

The truth layer should reflect this posture clearly. Responsible guidance reduces the risk of overgeneralisation when AI 
systems synthesise advice.
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Message discipline and evidence standards

Message discipline means fewer messages, repeated accurately, by credible voices.
The objective is not originality in claims, but clarity in storytelling built on stable facts. Evidence standards should be explicit and 
enforced. Teams should know what constitutes acceptable substantiation for performance, sustainability, safety, impact or leadership 
claims; which statements always require legal or regulatory sign-off; and which claims must be contextualised with benchmarks, 
timeframes or geography.

Competitive positioning should favour fairness over bravado. Comparisons should be verifiable. Ambiguous superiority claims are 
easily paraphrased into absolutes that cannot be defended. Where differentiation is complex, a plain-language explanation that a 
third party can cite is often more valuable than a headline claim.

Planning for accuracy, not flattery

The test of AI-visible communications is not whether the summary sounds impressive. It is whether it would still be defensible if 
repeated by someone unsympathetic.

Planning with that test in mind shifts communications towards durability rather than momentary impact, often making messages 
harder to approve, slower to launch and less flattering in the short term. It favours content that can be repeated safely, rather than 
content that depends on nuance, tone or intent to remain accurate.

That discipline is not a constraint. It is what allows brands to scale visibility without scaling risk.

“

“ Independent evaluations show that leading AI 
assistants still produce factually incorrect or 
misleading information in roughly one-third of 
responses when drawing from inconsistent or 
polluted online sources.

NewsGuard AI misinformation audits, 2024–2025



Governing AI-era brand risk
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The primary risk in a GEO context is not what an AI system says on a given day. It is whether the upstream public record contains 
gaps, contradictions or outdated material that make distortion likely.

AI systems tend to amplify whatever is most legible and persistent. Weak governance upstream therefore becomes visible at scale.
Treating public facts as a managed asset

Brands should maintain a living inventory of the facts the world routinely repeats about them. This typically includes corporate 
identity, ownership and leadership; clear definitions of products and services; eligibility and scope; trust-driving claims such as 
safety, security or sustainability; and relevant policies or standards.

This inventory needs a named owner and a review cadence. Responsibility cannot sit with a committee. When facts change, the 
public record must change with them.

Managing legacy content as a liability

Older content often carries disproportionate risk. Press releases, PDFs, interviews and microsites frequently outlive their relevance 
yet remain discoverable, citable and easy to summarise.

Legacy content should be treated as a strategic liability rather than a historical archive. High-impact pages need to be identified and 
assessed. Some should be updated, others annotated, redirected or retired. Where third-party content cannot be changed, clear and 
evidence-backed clarification should be published in places that can be found and cited.
Ignoring legacy material does not neutralise it. In AI-mediated discovery, it often increases its influence.

Prioritising risk by severity and persistence

Not all inaccuracies warrant the same response. Governance effort should focus on issues that create legal or regulatory exposure, 
affect safety or wellbeing, mislead on price, availability or eligibility, or erode trust through repeated factual error. Particular 
attention should be paid to inaccuracies that persist across credible third-party sources.

This prioritisation prevents teams from overreacting to trivial errors while missing structural weaknesses.
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Intervening at source, not at surface

When misleading narratives repeat, the corrective action should almost always be upstream. This may involve strengthening 
the canonical explanation, securing third-party clarification, publishing a correction with evidence, or aligning spokespeople and 
partners on consistent language.

Responding to individual AI outputs without changing the conditions that produced them is cosmetic. It addresses the symptom, not 
the cause.

Using AI visibility as an early warning system

Incorrect or unstable AI-mediated summaries should be treated as diagnostic signals. They prompt useful questions. Where is the 
public record unclear? Which authoritative sources disagree? What has changed in the organisation that has not yet been reflected 
publicly?

Handled properly, this turns AI visibility from a reputational threat into an assurance tool. It highlights weaknesses that already exist, 
rather than creating new ones.

The governing principle is restraint. Brands retain control only over what they can evidence, maintain and correct. GEO risk 
management succeeds when it focuses attention on those levers, rather than chasing every surface manifestation of error.

“

“ Once established, inaccurate or outdated 
narratives can persist across AI-generated 
answers for months, even after brands 
publish corrections, unless stronger and more 
authoritative signals are introduced.

Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, AI and news reliability 
research, 2025



Linking GEO to real  
business outcomes
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When communications are run with GEO discipline, several effects tend to follow.

Trust improves because the public record contains fewer contradictions, clearer evidence and fewer unexplained gaps. Consideration 
improves because the brand is easier to understand and assess, particularly in early-stage research. Preference improves because 
differentiation is expressed accurately rather than through vague or inflated claims. And intent improves because high-intent 
questions are answered clearly, reducing friction at the point of decision.

These are not new outcomes. GEO strengthens them by reducing noise and uncertainty in how the brand is described by others.
Interpreting AI-mediated visibility without over-claiming

Boards should resist the temptation to treat AI visibility as a standalone performance indicator. Many AI-mediated journeys are “zero 
click”. The audience may never visit a website, fill in a form or trigger a measurable interaction.

The appropriate approach is triangulation.

Web analytics can provide partial signals where AI interfaces link out, allowing teams to assess engagement quality and downstream 
behaviour. Search behaviour can offer supporting context through shifts in branded or category demand, though it should not be 
treated as proof. Research and tracking can identify changes in trust, understanding and consideration among audiences likely to 
use AI assistance. Commercial signals – pipeline quality, win rates, churn drivers, customer queries – can be interpreted alongside 
communications activity and market conditions.

No single view captures GEO. The value lies in the pattern across indicators.
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Briefing boards with credibility

A board-level discussion of GEO should focus on governance and assurance rather than visibility claims.
Directors should understand how the organisation is improving the integrity of its public information environment; where the 
upstream record is strong and where it remains weak; what risks exist from outdated claims, contested narratives or missing 
evidence; and what has been done to address those risks through better reference material, third-party validation and consistency 
controls.

Where commercial or reputational signals are moving, they should be reported with appropriate caution, making clear what can and 
cannot be claimed as causal.

The credibility test is straightforward. If the AI ecosystem changed materially tomorrow, would the organisation’s approach still make 
sense? If the answer is yes, GEO is being handled properly.

“

“ Despite widespread experimentation with AI, 
fewer than one-third of communications teams 
report having formal governance or evaluation 
frameworks in place for AI-mediated brand 
visibility.

PRWeek / Cision Global Comms Report, 2024



What not to do: strategic anti-
patterns that undermine GEO
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GEO fails when it is treated as something to game rather than something to govern. The following patterns consistently weaken 
credibility, increase risk and erode long-term value.

Chasing pseudo-metrics and league tables

Any measure that cannot be explained, reproduced and challenged does not belong in serious decision-making. “Share of 
model”, opaque scores and vendor-generated rankings create the appearance of control without accountability. They encourage 
optimisation theatre rather than reputational improvement.

If a board cannot interrogate how a number was produced, it should not be asked to trust it.
Treating AI outputs as truth rather than diagnostics

AI-generated summaries are not an authoritative record. They are reflections of what is most visible, persistent and legible in the 
upstream environment.

Used properly, they can highlight inconsistency, gaps or contested narratives. Treated as truth, they obscure the real work that 
needs to happen elsewhere. The mistake is responding to the output rather than fixing the conditions that produced it.
Over-optimising content for machines

When writing becomes unnatural, evasive or engineered to satisfy perceived machine preferences, human trust declines. Over 
time, so does authority.

GEO does not reward mechanical language or keyword density. It rewards clarity, evidence and consistency. Any optimisation that 
weakens those qualities is self-defeating.

Isolating GEO from core reputation management

Handled as a bolt-on initiative, GEO quickly devolves into reactive monitoring and firefighting. It becomes another surface to 
watch rather than a discipline that improves how communications is run.

GEO only works when it is embedded into the governance of facts, claims and narratives. Separate it from that core, and it loses 
its value.
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Allowing promotional language to contaminate the truth layer

Reference material that reads like advertising is difficult to cite and easy to contest. It increases the risk of misrepresentation when 
summarised and weakens trust with both human and machine audiences.

Campaign language has its place. The truth layer should remain plain, factual and unembellished.
Ignoring legacy content because it is old

Age does not reduce influence. In AI-mediated discovery, older material often remains highly visible and highly weighted.
Outdated claims, superseded explanations and abandoned pages continue to shape summaries long after they have been forgotten 
internally. Treating legacy content as harmless clutter is one of the most common and costly errors.

If a brand treats its upstream public record as a governed asset – prioritising clarity over volume, credibility over promotion, and 
durability over novelty – strong GEO performance should follow, even if short-term visibility, campaign velocity or rhetorical ambition 
must be sacrificed. When it does not, the shortfall is meaningful. It indicates that reputation, authority or evidence is weaker than 
assumed.

Where earned media strategy is weak, inconsistent or overly promotional, GEO will underperform. Where PR delivers authoritative, 
independent press coverage, AI-mediated visibility tends to follow.

“ AI-assisted discovery already shapes billions of 
searches and recommendations each day, but it 
overwhelmingly reflects the existing public record 
rather than replacing it.

BCG Global Consumer AI Survey, 2025

“
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Our award-winning work
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Over 80 industry awards including:

Independent agency of the year • Mid-sized agency of the year • European Agency of the Year
Awards in media relations, search, marketing and evaluation



Next steps...

Ready to get started? 
Speak to the PR experts today.

enquiries@pragencyone.co.uk
London 020 3092 1446

Manchester 0161 871 9140 


