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Appendix
Figure 1a: Hypothesized model
Brand transaction decision
· Likelihood of brand acquisition (H1a: +)
· Likelihood of brand disposal (H1b: −)
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Target brand choice
· Acquire brands with high-brand-awareness (H2a: +)
· Dispose brands with high-brand-awareness (H2b: −)







Figure 1b: Hypothesized model
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Table A1 Examples of CEO narcissism and brand transactionsH4b: + 
H3b: +
H5b: −
Seller’s abnormal return
Seller CEO narcissism


	High narcissism CEO/higher-value brand acquisitions

	Steven Ballmer, the former CEO of Microsoft, was known for his flamboyant stage appearances. During his tenure, Microsoft acquired Nokia’s mobile device business in 2013, when Nokia was ranked as the 19th most valuable global brand (Cioban 2012). However, this deal turned into a $7.5 billion write-down in 2016 after Microsoft conceded that this acquisition did not turn it into a viable mobile phone competitor.

	Low narcissism CEO/ lower-value brands acquisitions

	Apple CEO Tim Cook was considered a self-aware and humble leader (McGregor 2012), and under his leadership, Apple’s acquisitions are actually far more restrained than those of many of its tech rivals; Apple’s 10 largest purchases put together would still be worth far less than one deal of some other tech companies (Harper 2021).

	Low narcissism CEO/ higher-value brand disposals

	Jeff Bewkes, described as a low-key (Hagey 2016) CEO of Time Warner (2008–2018), built his reputation on shrinking the media conglomerate down to focus on TV and film content. He sold Time Warner to AT&T in 2016 for $85 billion when Time Warner’s value was at its highest.

	High narcissism CEO/ lower-value brand disposals

	Under the leadership of Alex Gorsky, who has a higher narcissism score, Johnson & Johnson sold its troubled Rolaids antacid brand in 2013 to Sanofi. When the brand was divested at its lowest value in years, Rolaids products have not been available for sale for three years since its product recall, and its brand reputation was at the downturn. 




Table A2 Summary of brand transaction literature

	Authors
	Main construct
	Dependent Variables
	Predictor/Moderator

	
	Is brand disposal used?
	Other constructs
	Is stock return used?
	Other variables
	Is CEO characteristic used?
	Is brand attribute used?
	Other variables

	[bookmark: _Hlk64115813]Morgan and Rego (2009)
	No
	Brand Strategy
	No
	Tobin’s Q, market share
	No
	No
	Brand portfolio (e.g., number of brands, number of segments)

	Bahadir et al. (2008)
	No
	Brand Merger & Acquisition
	No
	Brand value
	No
	No
	Marketing capability, brand portfolio diversity, target sales growth

	Newmeyer et al. (2016)
	No
	Brand Acquisition
	Yes
	Abnormal returns
	No
	Reputation of acquired asset
	Acquisition type (brand focus = 1; product focus = 0)

	Mao et al. (2009)
	Yes
	Brand Elimination
	No
	Consumer attributions 
	No
	Brands’ strength
	Justification from CEO explanation vs. consumer speculation, consumers’ loyalty

	Varadarajan et al. (2006)
	Yes
	Brand Disposal
	No
	Conceptual
	No
	No
	Conceptual

	Hsu et al. (2016)
	No
	Brand Architecture 
	Yes
	Abnormal returns, financial risk
	No
	No
	Sub-branding, endorsed branding, and the branded house/house-of-brands hybrid

	Wiles et al. (2012)
	Yes
	Brand Acquisition & Disposal
	Yes
	Abnormal returns
	No
	No
	Marketing capabilities, channel relationships, brand portfolio

	Our study
	Yes
	Brand Acquisition & Disposal
	Yes
	Stock returns associated with brand acquisition/disposal and brand asset overvaluation
	CEO narcissism
	Brand awareness, perceived quality
	CEO narcissism,
Brand awareness and perceived quality







Table A3 CEO narcissism and firm-level outcomes (financial performance, firm strategies, and acquisitions)
	Authors
	Dependent Variables
	Divestiture 
	Brand
	Mediator/moderator
	Takeaway

	Primary Focus on Financial Performance

	Chatterjee and Hambrick 2007
	ROA
	No
	No
	No
	CEO narcissism positively affects performance extremes.

	Olsen et al. 2014
	EPS, stock price 
	No
	No
	No
	CEO narcissism positively affects a firm’s EPS and stock price.

	Petrenko et al. 2014
	ROA, Tobin’s Q
	No
	No
	No
	CEO narcissism will reduce the effect of CSR on performance.

	Wales et al. 2013
	Sales variance
	No
	No
	Entrepreneurial orientation
	Narcissistic CEOs exhibit higher levels of entrepreneurial orientation that positively affects sales variance.

	Buyl et al. 2019
	Drop and recovery in bank performance (ROA)
	No
	No
	No
	CEO narcissism increases the riskiness of bank policies and slows down the recovery of bank performance

	Ham et al. 2018
	ROA, cash flows
	No
	No
	No
	CEO narcissism decreases profitability and operating cash flows.

	Aabo and Eriksen 2018
	Return volatility
	No
	No
	No
	CEO narcissism has an inverse U-shape relationship with return volatility.

	Primary Focus on Firm Strategies

	Kashmiri et al. 2017
	New product introductions
	No
	No
	Competitive aggressiveness, customer orientation
	A firm’s competitive aggressiveness mediates the link between CEO narcissism and innovation. Customer orientation mediates the link between CEO narcissism and product-harm crisis.

	Gerstner et al. 2013
	Adopting technological discontinuities
	No
	No
	Managerial attention
	The positive association between CEO narcissism and a company’s degree of adoption of a discontinuous technology is mediated by managerial attention to biotech.

	Zhu and Chen 2015
	Acquisition emphasis, international diversification
	No
	No
	No
	Narcissistic CEOs spend more on acquisitions and international diversifications in their firms if they previously witnessed these strategies as directors.

	Chatterjee and Hambrick 2011
	R&D spending, capital spending
	No
	No
	Recent performance; social praise
	CEO narcissism weakens the positive relationship between recent performance and risk-taking spending but strengthens the positive relationship between social praise and risk-taking spending. 

	Zhu and Chen 2015
	R&D, capital, and acquisition spending
	No
	No
	No
	New directors favored by CEOs are more supportive of CEO decision making, strengthening the positive relationship between CEO narcissism and risk-taking spending.

	Primary Focus on Acquisitions

	[bookmark: _Hlk64790130]Aabo et al. 2020
	M&A expenditure, deal size and deal frequency, stock returns
	No
	No
	No
	CEO narcissism increases M&A expenditures and deal size but decreases deal frequency. The stock market reacts less favorably to acquisitions run by narcissistic CEOs.

	[bookmark: _Hlk64790097]Aktas et al. 2016
	Stock returns, takeover process length
	No
	No
	No
	Acquirer shareholders react less favorably to a takeover announcement when the target CEO is more narcissistic. CEO narcissism decreases the probability of deal completion.

	Our study
	Brand asset overvaluation; stock returns
	Both acquirer’s and seller’s stock returns
	Brand asset overvaluation as the mediator,
brand attributes (awareness and perceived quality) as the moderators)
	Narcissistic CEOs are less likely to dispose of brands but more likely to acquire brands than their less narcissistic counterparts. CEOs with higher narcissism levels are more likely to acquire brands with high brand awareness, and to dispose of brands with low brand awareness. We further reveal that CEO narcissism significantly influences a company’s stock returns associated with acquiring or disposing of brands through its impact on brand asset overvaluation. Furthermore, brand awareness and perceived quality weaken the association between brand asset overvaluation and stock returns.



The following leading journals’ cross disciplines of marketing, accounting, finance, and management were taken into account: Journal of Academy of Marketing Science, Review of Accounting Studies, Journal of Management Accounting Research, Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, Review of Behavioral Finance, Administrative Science Quarterly, Journal of Management, and Strategic Management Journal
Table A4a Correlation matrix of key variables: brand disposal decisions (Equations 1–2)

	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1. Brand_disposal
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Seller_narcissism
	−.194*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Brand_awareness
	.032
	−.174*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Perceived_quality
	.029
	−.118*
	.301*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Brand_performance
	−.035
	−.015
	.116*
	.121*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. CEO_compensation
	−.031
	.109*
	−.042
	.050
	.032
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. CEO_age
	−.093*
	.021
	.121*
	−.045
	.132*
	−.032
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	8. CEO_tenure
	−.021
	−.039
	.179*
	.147*
	.114*
	.022
	.471*
	1
	
	
	
	

	9. CEO_duality
	−.125
	.096*
	−.028
	.078
	.025
	−.132*
	.195*
	.257*
	1
	
	
	

	10. CEO_ownership
	.106*
	−.099*
	.093*
	.185*
	.019
	.007
	−.141*
	.112*
	−.048
	1
	
	

	11. CEO_insider 
	.095*
	−.014
	.116*
	−.057
	.034
	−.105*
	.054
	.158*
	−.106*
	.033
	1
	

	12. Transaction_trend
	.124*
	.034
	.112*
	.212*
	.123*
	.082
	−.126*
	−.026
	.014
	.128*
	−.046
	1



Table A4b Correlation matrix of key variables: brand acquisition decisions (Equations 1–2)
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1. Brand_acquisition
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Acquirer_narcissism
	.179*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Brand_awareness
	.115*
	.181*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Perceived_quality
	.159*
	−.022
	.267*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Brand_performance
	.034
	.021
	.136*
	.111*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. CEO_compensation
	.027
	.100*
	−.041
	.028
	.118*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. CEO_age
	.011
	.011
	.117*
	.070
	.116*
	−.035
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	8. CEO_tenure
	.094*
	−.054
	.170*
	.045
	.016
	.001
	.482*
	1
	
	
	
	

	9. CEO_duality
	.032
	.036
	−.018
	.104*
	.014
	−.149*
	.177*
	.245*
	1
	
	
	

	10. CEO_ownership
	.097*
	.127*
	−.002
	.036
	.015
	.004
	−.150*
	.189*
	−.035
	1
	
	

	11. CEO_insider 
	.016
	−.006
	.108*
	.096*
	.026
	−.100*
	.147*
	.152*
	−.110*
	.024
	1
	

	12. Transaction_trend
	.122*
	.048
	.121*
	.044
	.098*
	.067
	−.095*
	−.015
	.023  
	.141*
	−.047
	1





Table A4c Correlation matrix of key variables: brand transaction sample (Equations 3–5)
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19

	1. AR_acquisition
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. AR_disposal
	−.074
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Acquirer narcissism
	−.273*
	.008
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Seller narcissism
	−.156
	.228*
	.179*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Brand_asset_overvaluation
	−.208*
	.241* 
	.187*
	.196*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Brand awareness 
	−.185*
	−.248*
	−.046
	−.297*
	.331*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Perceived quality
	−.290*
	−.198*
	.237*
	−.436*
	.266*
	.356*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Deal_value (ln)
	−.025
	.007
	.135*
	−.258*
	.570*
	.283*
	.238*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Industry_relatedness
	.106
	.014
	−.201*
	−.064
	.188*
	.109
	.114
	.197*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Brand_media_coverage
	.056
	.066
	−.085
	.194*
	.213*
	.075
	.348*
	.103
	.069
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Entire_firm
	−.124
	.109
	.085
	−.185*
	.205*
	-.264*
	−.023
	.064
	.013
	−.043
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Cash
	−.129
	.195*
	.039
	−.085
	.186*
	.179*
	.036
	−.176*
	.036
	.045
	−.189*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Multiple_bidder
	−.104
	.135*
	.067
	.039
	.057
	.196*
	.218*
	.168*
	−.113
	.365*
	.076
	-.184*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. Seller_firm_size
	−.013
	.039
	−.369*
	−.179*
	.416*
	.527*
	.428*
	.457*
	.371*
	.396*
	.019
	-.123
	.093
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Seller_mktg_capability
	.156*
	.278*
	.068
	.097
	.208*
	.326*
	.184*
	.064
	.049
	.214*
	.039
	.027
	.016
	.098
	1
	
	
	
	

	16. Seller_brand_diversity
	.032
	.104
	.033
	.216*
	.067
	.225*
	.049
	.322*
	.009
	.123
	-.314*
	-.268*
	.087
	.305*
	.213*
	1
	
	
	

	17. Acquirer_firm size
	−.073
	.037
	.472*
	.448*
	−.206*
	.052
	−.072
	−.015
	−.095
	.024
	.257*
	.369*
	.005
	−.005
	.212*
	.068
	1
	
	

	18. Acquirer_mktg_capability
	.296*
	.097
	.086
	.034
	.107
	.089
	.118
	.178*
	.065
	.009
	.066
	.039
	.061
	.236*
	.116
	.053
	.326*
	1
	

	19. Acquirer_brand_diversity
	.046
	.025
	.178*
	.013
	.076
	.013
	.065
	.214*
	-.186*
	.045
	.013
	.027
	.097
	.021
	.078
	.261*
	.223*
	.315*
	1



* Significant at p < 0.05.


Table A5 Alternative abnormal returns measured with (−1, +1) window



	AR_acquisition

	Variable
	Coef.
	Std. Err.

	Brand_overvaluation
	−.017**  
	.007   

	Brand awareness 
	.017** 
	.008   

	Perceived quality
	.007**
	.003   

	Brand_awareness* Brand_overvaluation
	.005** 
	.002    

	Perceived_quality* Brand_overvaluation
	.002**       
	.001

	Acquirer_narcissism
	−.014**
	.007

	Seller_narcissism
	−.007
	.008

	Deal_value 
	.001   
	.007

	Industry_relatedness
	−.015**
	.007

	Brand_media_coverage
	6.78e-05*   
	3.62e-05     

	Brand_performance
	.015
	.008

	Entire_firm
	−.111**
	.056

	Cash
	.009
	.005

	Multiple_bidder
	−.008
	.009

	Acquirer_firm size
	−.011*  
	.006  

	Acquirer_leverage
	−.063**  
	.032     

	Acquirer_sales_growth
	.009  
	.014   

	Earnings_impact
	−.019  
	.016  

	Motive_growth
	-.004 
	.008    

	Motive_profit
	.023
	.016   

	Motive_strength
	.015 
	.014   

	λ
	−.065 
	.124 

	p Acquirer narcissism
	−.091**
	.045    

	p Seller narcissism
	.058
	.041

	κ
	−.092**
	.039  

	γ
	−.026 
	.032   

	δ
	−.024
	.035

	Adjusted R-square
	.359
	






	AR_disposal

	Variable
	Coef.
	Std. Err.

	Brand_overvaluation
	.051** 
	.021

	Brand awareness 
	−.032**   
	.016    

	Perceived quality
	−.003*    
	.002

	Brand_awareness* Brand_overvaluation
	−.006**   
	.003 

	Perceived_quality* Brand_overvaluation
	−.001  
	.001

	Acquirer_narcissism
	−.005
	.014

	Seller_narcissism
	−.008 
	.012   

	Deal_value
	.028**    
	.012    

	Industry_relatedness
	−.005   
	.007 

	Brand_media_coverage
	−3.60e-05   
	3.35e-05   

	Brand_performance
	.011
	.006

	Entire_firm
	.008
	.012

	Cash
	.006
	.013

	Multiple_bidder
	.018**
	.009

	Seller_firm size
	.007 
	.005    

	Seller_leverage
	.032**
	.016   

	Seller _sales_growth
	.011  
	.010

	Earnings_impact
	.017*   
	.009   

	Motive_debt
	−.156***
	.068 

	Motive_buyback
	−.086 
	.045

	λ
	.186 
	.127    

	p Acquirer narcissism
	.013
	.082

	p Seller narcissism
	.226**   
	.095

	κ 
	−.337***   
	.098  

	γ
	.111 
	.062

	δ
	.065 
	.112  

	Adjusted R-square
	.468
	



Note: firm and year dummies are included but not reported. 
*** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1.

Table A6 Summary of managerial implications for board members
	[bookmark: _Hlk94266504]Hypotheses
	Acquirer CEO’s narcissism
	Seller CEO’s narcissism
	Board members’ consideration

	Brand transaction decisions
	More likely to acquire brands
	Less likely to dispose of brand
	Recruit narcissistic CEOs when firms strategically focus on expanding rather than shrinking the brand portfolio 

	Brand choice
	More likely to acquire a target brand with high brand awareness
	More likely to dispose of a target brand with low brand awareness
	Recruit narcissistic CEOs when firms aim to, and have the resources to, grow brand awareness

	Brand asset valuation
	More likely to overvalue target brand assets

	More likely to overvalue target brand assets

	Establish objective brand asset evaluation procedures (cost accounting, sales forecasting, etc.), and disclose these procedures to public market investors to ensure a fair valuation of acquired brands

	[bookmark: _Hlk94266515]Deals’ abnormal return
	Negatively associated with the return through overvaluing brand assets
	Positively associated with the return through overvaluing brand assets
	





Note A7 Summary of abnormal stock returns measurement
The stock returns data are obtained from CRSP. The impact of the brand transaction on stock price is assessed by computing the difference between the observed return, Rit, on the event date and the expected returns, E(Rit), estimated on a benchmark model. We estimated the expected returns E(Rit), by using the Fama-French-Momentum model (Fama and French 1993, Carhart 1997):
		E(Rit)
where Rit is the return for stock i on time t, Rmt is the stock returns of the benchmark market portfolio at time t, SMBt is the difference between the rates of return of small and big stock firms (i.e., small-big), HMLt is the difference in returns between high and low book-to-market ratio stocks (i.e., high-low); UMDt is the momentum factor—defined as the difference in returns between firms with high and low past stock performance (i.e., winners-losers); and , , , , and are the parameter estimates obtained by regressing Rit on the four factors.
A firm’s abnormal returns (AR) are calculated in the equation below: 
	ARit = Rit –E(Rit)=  + eit
where the abnormal return ARit is the difference between the stock’s observed returns Rit and its expected returns E(Rit). eit, is the residual.



