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n’s dualistic impact during a crisis, 

data breach crisis. We used Twitter (rebranded as <X=) to gather a



unwavering support throughout my master’s degree journey in Marketing. Dr. Lim's expertise, 
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Chauhan, 2020). Companies’ customer engagement initiatives and greenwashing could also have 

is not in synergy with the firm’s marketing strategy (Luo & 
Bhattacharya, 2009). There is a need for research to show when a brand’s reputation can be a 



<Brand reputation is the positive associations with the brand that increase the 
appeal of a firm’s products so that customers are more loyal to and willing t

= 

customers’ perspective
based brand equity concept defines brand equity in terms of the individual consumer’s brand 

consumer’s trust (Afzal et al, 2010)



However, we don’t know how it 
happens, what is the mechanism, and when it doesn’t happen.

firms’ brand reputation.

none of it) will stick to the firm’s long shape the brand’s 

by their brand’s vision or not. In another view, TBR can be observed as the overall stakeholders’ 



The paper of Rust et al. (2021) showed that we can measure a brand’s 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 



after a crisis can lead to different consumers’ reactions.  Choi et al. (2016) focus on the effects of 

the interplay of the firm’s data management practices, 
customers’ data vulnerability, and firm value.

orporate’s IT capability (Kashmiri



–

e prior expectation are in the same line, there won’t be any 

Without any further information, we can’t predict 

customers’ expectations. A high brand reputation increases customer satisfaction, and loyalty 



breach is not observed as a catastrophic crisis that the firm can’t recover 

firm’s reputation is the result of so many years of hard work and dedication, 

reputed brands don’t 
their crisis to have less damage and don’t need to have proactive strategies (Eilert et al, 2017); 

–

they don’t have sticky brand attractions. 

don’t have this positivity 



it increases the expectations of the stakeholders such that they don’t expect a negative incident 

positive news, they don’t expect it and react more harshly (Gao et al., 2015)

’t 



and can’t 

and decrease firm value, however based on two reasons it won’t happen. The first reason is that 

 

–

in our research since the causality doesn’t go in the reverse direction for all variables and there 



We have used the reputation rating data from Fortune’s annual survey of <America’s Most 
Admired Companies= to measure Brand reputation (Woodroof et al

þ�� =    ∑ 0.8���4�=0 5

explained in their paper’s appendix. They have used the bag of words approach to analyze the 

Fortune’s ranking 



ÿ�āÿÿ ÿ�þāþÿ��āĀÿ�ĀāĀ

��� =  ÿ� +  Ā�āÿÿÿ�āÿÿ + Ā�þāþÿ�þāþ +  Ā��āĀÿ��āĀ +  Ā�ĀāĀÿ�ĀāĀ +  ������ Ā�ÿ�  ���

ý��� =  ��� 2 ( ÿ� +  Ā�āÿÿÿ�āÿÿ + Ā�þāþÿ�þāþ +  Ā��āĀÿ��āĀ + Ā�ĀāĀÿ�ĀāĀ )ÿ� Ā�  ÿ� Ā�   



ÿý�� = ∑ ý����1�=0  ā1
ÿý�� =  ÿ1þ�� +  ÿ2�þ�� + ÿĀÿāÿĀ� �ÿÿÿÿĀ��Ā +  ��

ε ÿ1 and ÿ2
–

firms’ announcements would 

years. Their establishment years were obtained using the company’s official website or online 





the guideline threshold which is 10 (O’Brien



ÿýý� % =  ∑ ÿýý���=1Ă  × 100

(-2,-2) –.08 –.75 -1.10 0.56 

(–1,–1) –.24 –2.84*** –2.60*** –1,81* 

(0,0) –.10 –1.20 –.59 –1.49 

(1,1) –.30 –2.72*** -4.55*** –3.21*** 

(2,2) –.13 –1.13 –1.22 –1.12 

(3,3) .000 .68 –.92 1.20 

   
 

(–1,1) –.64 –4.16*** –4.49*** –3.77*** 

– Cowan Test and Patell test’s null distribution



(β = 0.00
(β = –

(β = –
(β = 0.00
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β = 0.0055
β = – 49

ÿ(ā) = 
ÿ ∑ ÿ(ÿ�(þ))

–
and brand reputation has a positive impact on firm value (β = 0.0041, SE=0.001, p<0.01). 

β = – 9

β = 0.00 9
β = – 67

22

23

ā22       , |ā|  ≤ āā|ā|3 ā22   , �ā/�ÿýÿĀ�



��� =  ÿ� +  Ā���� + ���ý��� =  ��� 2 ( ÿ� +  Ā����)ÿý�� = ∑ ý����1�=0  ā1
positive impact on firm value (β = 0.00

negative effect on firm value (β = –
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–.0066*** .002

–.0016 .002

.0002 .002

.0002 .001 

–.0024** .001 

Yes

0.388 

service firms we didn’t find any significant relationship. However, 

(β =–

–



 

for stakeholders’ opinions in a period. A brand’s overall reputation is

have been also some negative pieces of information about Z that are forgotten and didn’t have 

crisis positive TBR doesn’t have the 



The paradox of transitory resources is completely aligned with gambler’s fallacy which posits that 

reputed brands gambler’s fallacy of investors after a crisis is mild due 
to the company’s solid and powerful resources and the history of high profitability and 

doesn’t improve the brand’s reputation.
foreseeable, firms can’t have pre



implemented so that it doesn’t excite the investors to react and spread the negative EWOM 

we didn’t have the computing capabilities to be able to have some samples of all stakeholder

ication. However, we don’t know the mechanism of this transformation. We 
don’t know when a TBR becomes part of the brand reputation and when it is forgotten. Future 

talked about the paradox of transitory resources and don’t demonstrate whether this paradox is 
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