
 

1 
 

ARE NARCISSISTIC CEOS GOOD OR BAD FOR FAMILY FIRM INNOVATION? 

 

Paola Rovelli, Alfredo De Massis, Luis R. Gomez-Mejia 

 

Accepted for publication in Human Relations 

 

Uncorrected proof – If you need to cite, please cite as: 

Rovelli P., De Massis A., Gomez-Mejia L.R. (2022). Are narcissistic CEOs good or bad for 

family firm innovation? Human Relations, in press.  

 

Abstract. Despite anecdotal evidence showing that some CEOs possess narcissistic 

personality traits, research on this individual characteristic is still lagging behind. While the 

literature has established that narcissistic CEO traits may affect firm performance, it is not 

clear whether they act as constructive or destructing forces in family firms. This is 

particularly important given family firms’ attention towards the preservation of 

socioemotional wealth. A question thus arises: Can family firms benefit from narcissistic 

CEOs or should they avoid appointing individuals with this personality trait? Our analysis of 

unique data from Italian CEOs – collected through a survey and a psychometric test – reveals 

that CEO narcissism is lower in family firms, and among family CEOs. Nevertheless, in 

family firms, more narcissistic CEOs tend to exploit greater innovation opportunities by 

fostering higher TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness. Our findings advance our 

understanding of narcissism in leadership positions, highlighting its importance for family 

firms’ innovation and providing meaningful contributions for research on CEO personality, 

family business and innovation, as well as for practitioners. 
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Introduction 

Narcissism consists of “the degree to which an individual has an inflated sense of self and 

is preoccupied with having that self-view continually reinforced” (Chatterjee and Hambrick, 

2011: 204). This personality trait entails “an exaggerated sense of self-importance, fantasies 

of unlimited success or power, need for admiration, entitlement, lack of empathy, and 

exploitation of others” (Blair et al., 2008). The increasing prevalence of narcissistic 

individuals in top management positions has made this personality trait a relevant and timely 

topic in both academic and practitioner literatures (Campbell and Campbell, 2009; Chatterjee 

and Pollock, 2017; Maccoby, 2012; Rovelli and Curnis, 2021; Tang et al., 2018). Anecdotal 

evidence suggests that, generally, CEOs tend to display a high level of narcissism (Chatterjee 

and Hambrick, 2007, 2011; Vogel, 2006). In fact, narcissism may be considered a desirable 

characteristic favoring those who wish to reach the apex of most firms (Kets de Vries, 2004; 

Rovelli and Curnis, 2021). But are there situations where narcissism becomes an impediment 

rather than an asset for individuals trying to reach the top of the managerial ladder? This 

question is still unanswered (Braun, 2017), and we address it by analyzing how the firm’s 

ownership structure influences the role and consequences of narcissism. Specifically, we 

propose that conflicting forces may be at play in family firms. On the one hand, these 

organizations would tend to repudiate an overly narcissistic CEO as the behaviors associated 

with this personality trait might clash with the family’s desire to preserve socioemotional 

weath (SEW), which is an important utility of family owners (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2021a; 

Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2018). On the 

other hand, recent literature suggests that greater CEO narcissism might be associated with 

the choice of more innovative strategies (Kashmiri et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2017). This 
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means that, in an attempt to avoid SEW losses, the selection of CEOs who are low on 

narcissism translates into family firms potentially giving up opportunities for innovation, 

thereby lagging behind their nonfamily counterparts. Using primary survey data we confirm 

that narcissism is seen as a negative personality trait among family firms and thus one is less 

likely to find narcissistic CEOs in these organizations. Furthermore, among family firms, 

CEOs with family ties are less narcissistic than those without such ties. Nevertheless, our 

analysis within family firms reveals an interesting, contrasting pattern, namely that CEO 

narcissism tends to offer some benefits to family firms in terms of innovation, thanks to the 

more comprehensive strategic decision-making process that these individuals set in their top 

management teams (TMTs). 

Our study offers a number of contributions. Consistent with prior literature, we find that 

narcissism is a key personality trait that determines strategic choices made by CEOs, with 

narcissistic CEOs showing a tendency to make riskier strategic choices and to downplay the 

hazards associated with those choices (Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2011). Yet, from a 

corporate governance perspective, little is known about the extent to which CEO narcissism 

is more or less prevalent across different ownership forms and the consequence this has for 

organizations. The present study addresses this question by focusing on family firms, defined 

as “organizations in which families exercise substantial influence on the firm’s affairs” 

(Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011: 660). This ownership form represents the majority of the 

organizational landscape (Chua et al., 2015). While estimates are sensitive to the definition 

used, there are very few countries where family firms represent less than 80 percent of all 

firms (La Porta et al., 1999; Sacristán-Navarro et al., 2011). Amit and Villalonga (2014: 159) 

conclude that “92 percent of all US businesses can be considered family businesses…[and] 

37 percent of Fortune 500 firms have founders or their families as key officers, directors or 

owners.” Given that families constitute society’s most intimate social group, with long 
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histories and often strong identities and bonds, family owners tend to impart a distinctive 

flavor to organizations. Indeed, in family businesses the boundaries between family and firm 

often become quite blurred. Practically all published research on CEO narcissism has been 

conducted among the largest publicly traded firms with dispersed atomistic ownership and 

thus an important question remains to be addressed: How does family ownership determine 

the narcissistic profile of those chosen for the top executive job?. To our best knowledge, we 

are the first ones to directly address this important issue. Lastly, while most research using 

nonfamily firm samples tends to focus on the negative implications of CEO narcissism (such 

as hubris and recklessness; Blair et al., 2008), we highlight the positive value of CEO 

narcissism for the special case of family firms. We report that CEO narcissism, while less 

prevalent in family firms, actually helps these organizations become more innovative and 

allows them to enjoy a more comprehensive TMT strategic decision-making process. Thus, 

contrary to most prior research focused on the negative consequences of CEO narcissism 

among publicly traded nonfamily firms, we demonstrate that CEO narcissism as a personality 

trait offers the family firm some important business advantages.  

Theory and hypotheses 

CEO narcissism 

Originating in the Greek mythology, the concept of narcissism was introduced for the first 

time to the literature by Freud (1914). This personality trait is rather stable over time (e.g., 

Campbell et al., 2011; Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007; Del Rosario and White, 2005; Tracy 

et al., 2009). That is, it is an enduring and unchanging trait (Campbell et al., 2002; Cramer, 

1998), which develops during the infancy of an individual and then never disappears or 

changes in adulthood (e.g., Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2011). Individuals with this personality 

trait experience a condition of self-love and self-admiration that leads them to see others as 

an extension of themselves (Ellis, 1898). Narcissistic individuals typically express a 
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grandiose conception of the self, fantasies of power and success, superficial emotional bonds, 

envy of others, manipulative behaviors and a charming appearance that often masks 

maliciousness and little empathy (American Psychiatric Association, 1994; Campbell and 

Foster, 2007; Kernberg, 1967; Kohut, 1966). In the literature, two sides of narcissism have 

been highlighted. The bright and positive side pertains to traits such as self-confidence, and 

self-esteem, as well as the ability to maintain commitment to their own values and inspire 

other individuals (e.g.,Kets de Vries and Miller, 1985; Lubit, 2002; Maccoby, 2000); the dark 

and negative side entails instead a demand for constant recognition, amorality, lack of 

empathy, anger, arrogance, superiority, and irrationality (e.g., Glad, 2002; Morf and 

Rhodewalt, 2001). Considering both positives and negatives, an important question is when 

narcissistic individuals are more likely to be placed in leadership positions and the conditions 

under which they are good or bad for the firms they lead (Braun, 2017).  

Indeed, narcissism is among the most recurrent personality traits recognized in CEOs 

(Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007, 2011; Vogel, 2006), to the point that CEO narcissism has 

become a regular discussion topic in both academic and practitioner literatures (Chatterjee 

and Pollock, 2017; Maccoby, 2012). Research has investigated CEO narcissism from two 

alternative perspectives. On the one hand, some literature has recently started to adopt an ex-

ante approach to understand the career advancement of narcissistic individuals towards the 

top, showing that individuals who score higher on this personality trait become CEOs for the 

first time in their career more quickly (Rovelli and Curnis, 2021). 

On the other hand, the majority of the literature has instead adopted an ex-post approach 

by investigating the consequences – both at the individual and firm level – of having a 

narcissistic CEO at the top of the firm (Braun, 2017). At the individual level, compensation 

research suggests that narcissism is valued and rewarded: firms typically provide better 

remuneration to narcissistic CEOs, entailing a greater pay gap between them and other 
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executives working for the firm (O'Reilly et al., 2014). At the firm level, the scholarly debate 

has highlighted that narcissistic CEOs typically lead higher valued firms (Olsen et al., 2013) 

and firms experiencing extreme, as well as fluctuating, performance (Chatterjee and 

Hambrick, 2007; Wales et al., 2013), being also willing to commit crimes in order to show 

off and make their firm’s performance look better (Olsen and Stekelberg, 2015; Rijsenbilt, 

2011). Moreover, narcissistic CEOs make their firms undergo frequent strategic changes 

(Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007), they more frequently undertake mergers and acquisitions 

with higher bids for target firms (Aktas et al., 2016), and they tend to pursue growth through 

internationalization and high-risk foreign sales (Oesterle et al., 2016), while they seem to 

diversify less (e.g., Hautz et al., 2020). Finally, some studies have started investigating the 

role of narcissistic CEOs in innovation even if they focused on a few specific aspects, namely 

the proportion of radical innovation and new product introduction (Kashmiri et al., 2017), or 

studied narcissism only in combination with other personality traits (Zhang et al., 2017).  

Family firms’ socioemotional wealth 

Socioemotional wealth is one of the defining characteristics of family firms, capturing the 

essence of these firms and distinguishing them from their nonfamily counterparts (e.g., 

Alessandri et al., 2018; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011; Rovelli et al., 2021; Vandekerkhof et al., 

2015). It consists of “the non-financial aspects of the firm that meet the family’s affective 

needs, such as identity, the ability to exercise family influence, and the perpetuation of family 

dynasty” (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007: 106). In other words, it refers to the endowment of non-

financial wealth embedded in the firm (current SEW) and the intentional pursuit of 

noneconomic goals (prospective SEW) (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2018). Along this line, Berrone 

et al. (2012) argue that family owners strive to build and preserve SEW by exerting influence 

over the firm in ways to (a) maintain control over the firm, (b) enhance family image, (c) 

reinforce owner identification with the firm, (d) create strong social bonds inside and outside 
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the firm, (e) derive positive emotions from family’s attachment to the business, and (f) build 

a positive family legacy into the future. A large and growing literature indicates that the 

constant attention towards SEW preservation extensively affects the management of family 

firms. Indeed, SEW purportedly influences a wide range of firm decisions, behaviors and 

strategic outcomes, which end up differentiating family from nonfamily firms at a 

fundamental level (c.f., Berrone et al., 2012; Chrisman et al., 2010; Gomez-Mejia et al., 

2011). For instance, the SEW construct has been used to explain differences between family 

and nonfamily firms on board composition (e.g., Jones et al., 2008), corporate governance 

processes (e.g., Minichilli et al., 2016), TMT dynamics (e.g., Cruz et al., 2010), executive 

compensation (e.g., Gomez-Mejia et al., 2019), corporate social responsibility (e.g., Block 

and Wagner, 2014), environmental policies (e.g., Berrone et al., 2010), diversification (e.g., 

Schmid et al., 2015), internationalization (e.g., Liang et al., 2014), mergers and acquisitions 

(e.g., King et al., 2021), human resource practices (e.g., Christensen-Salem et al., 2021), and 

R&D investments (e.g., Gomez‐Mejia et al., 2014), among others. 

SEW and the presence of narcissistic CEOs in family firms 

For a variety of reasons we expect that the desire for SEW preservation among family 

owners likely impedes the appointment of narcissistic individuals to their firms’ leadership 

positions. First, narcissistic CEOs may show self-serving and self-aggrandizement behaviors 

that diminish the stature of other family members and thus hurt their ego. This is likely to 

provoke hard feelings among family members who feel relegated to a subservient position 

and who are overshadowed by the CEO. Thus, family image as reflected in the firm and the 

family’s close identification with the firm are likely to suffer. Second, by exercising strong 

protagonism within the firm a narcissistic CEO is less likely to foster family unity and 

magnify any family cleavages that may already be present (for instance, among jealous 

siblings). Hence binding social ties within the firm, another pivotal SEW dimension 
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according to Berrone et al. (2012), are prone to suffer. Third, a narcissistic CEO is likely to 

grab control from the family, taking away another key SEW utility – the enjoyment of 

influence and authority. The preservation of SEW demands keeping control in the hands of 

the family and a collective rather than a personalistic perspective. This guides the 

development of those with management potential within family firms, in turn mitigating the 

probability that an ego-centered personality reaches the top, who might concentrate power 

into her/his own hands and rob discretion from the family as a group.1 Fourth, narcissistic 

CEOs tend to be strongly associated with the firm in the public eye given their need for 

constant attention in the media, industry circles, and the community (Chatterjee and 

Hambrick, 2007, 2011). In addition, CEOs with a narcissistic personality see themselves as 

core to the definition of the firm for which they work, with the result of perceiving the family 

firm’s character as being secondary and subsumed within their ego (i.e., narcissistic 

organizational identification, Galvin et al., 2015). This is likely to infringe upon the family 

owners close emotional attachment to the firm who may see the narcissistic CEO as usurping 

the family’s primary affective claims to the firm, and its public persona. Lastly, and more 

broadly, the effects of having a narcissistic CEO are compounded by the personalism that 

characterizes family firms (Carney, 2005). In these organizations managerial authority is 

typically concentrated at the top (e.g., De Massis et al., 2020). Therefore, firm strategy, 

decisions, functioning, and outcomes largely depend on the CEO’s choices. Because 

narcissistic CEOs tend to undertake extreme behaviors and to overcentralize the organization 

(Kets de Vries and Carlock, 2010), CEO decisions may have severe consequences for the 

dynastic future of family owners. The duality of power concentration with CEO narcissism 

tends to be particularly hazardous to family firms whose owners face a high downside risk 

both financially (as most of their wealth is tied to one organization) and in terms of SEW (as 

all SEW is lost if the firm fails and hence the dynasty cannot be preserved).  
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Thus, we posit that, compared to those in nonfamily firms, family firms’ CEOs tend to 

have on average a less narcissistic personality. 

Hypothesis 1. Family firms’ CEOs are less narcissistic than nonfamily firms’ CEOs. 

While we hypothesize that overall family firms’ CEOs are less narcissistic than those in 

nonfamily firms, family and nonfamily CEOs within family firms may present different 

degrees of narcissistic personality. To preserve the family’s SEW, family owners may select 

and appoint as CEO individuals with a low degree of narcissistic personality – because, as 

explained above, the characteristics and behaviors associated with this personality trait might 

be detrimental to the preservation of SEW. Moreover, according to the SEW perspective, 

family firms’ priority is to keep control within the family (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007), which 

would lead family owners to give priority to qualified family members, if present, when it 

comes to appointing a new CEO (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2003; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2001). 

Assuming that more than one qualified individual for the CEO position is available within the 

family ranks, family owners may select a viable candidate who happens to be the least 

narcissistic one. This tendency is reinforced by the fact that the pressure towards keeping 

control within the family is likely to be felt and shared by family members: a narcissistic 

family member is likely to engender conflict and jealousy within the family and thus may be 

stigmatized by family peers as untrustworthy and a hazard to the family’s binding social ties; 

a self-effacing offspring is instead more likely to be seen as a consensus builder and capable 

of energizing the collective efforts of the family. In this setting, preference may thus be given 

to the less narcissistic family candidate who is perceived to be less prone to stir negative 

family emotions (Morgan and Gomez-Mejia, 2014). When, instead, qualified family 

candidates do not exist, family owners are forced to look at external candidates. However, in 

this case, individuals who typically succeed in getting noticed by firms when it comes to 

CEO appointment are those with a narcissistic personality (Rovelli and Curnis, 2021). 
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Following the same reasoning, even when there is (only) one qualified CEO family 

candidate, this individual would be preferred to an external one, who is likely to be more 

narcissistic. Accordingly, we posit: 

Hypothesis 2. In family firms, family CEOs are less narcissistic than nonfamily CEOs. 

Narcissistic CEOs in family firms and the exploitation of innovation opportunities 

Family firms are typically conservative and resistant to engage in innovation (Gomez‐

Mejia et al., 2014); for this reason Chrisman and Patel (2012) refer to them as “myopic” 

organizations. As the degree of CEO narcissism increases this may help family firms reverse 

some of this tendency. Narcissistic individuals are more inclined to adopt risk seeking 

behaviors (e.g., Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007; Harrison et al., 2019), which may induce 

them to search for and take advantage of new opportunities. Indeed, we already know from 

prior literature that narcissism “is a spur to risk taking and innovation” (Gerstner et al., 2013: 

281) and that narcissistic individuals act with supreme confidence and crave for applause 

(Gerstner et al., 2013). Also, they may be the best choice when dealing with renewing or 

saving an organization as they are prone to bold and unconventional actions (Gerstner et al., 

2013). Moreover, in their theoretical paper, Navis and Ozbek (2016) propose that “in familiar 

venture contexts, higher levels of narcissism will provide a behavioral enabler that facilitates 

first-order learning and, in turn, increases the likelihood of successful opportunity 

realization” (Navis and Ozbek, 2016: 120). By “swinging for the fences” narcissistic CEOs 

are more likely than others to “rock the boat” in order to garner personal attention (Kets de 

Vries and Miller, 1985). They prefer dramatic choices that bring attention to their self-image 

and ego (Buss and Chiodo, 1991), even if they might face greater performance volatility. This 

view is supported by Kashmiri et al. (2017) that found narcissistic CEOs as associated with 

higher rates of radical innovation and new product introduction; moreover, when CEOs 

complement narcissism with humility, they seem to be more likely to cultivate an 
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entrepreneurial culture and deliver innovative performance (Zhang et al., 2017). Accordingly, 

narcissistic CEOs are expected to favor innovation (e.g., Smith and Webster, 2018; Wales et 

al., 2013) and thus greater CEO narcissism may assist family firms to engage in exploitation 

of new business opportunities. 

Hypothesis 3. In family firms, more narcissistic CEOs tend to pursue greater exploitation 

of innovation opportunities. 

CEO narcissism is likely to affect innovation endeavors by influencing the strategic 

decision-making process of the TMT, specifically its strategic decision comprehensiveness 

defined as “the extent to which an organization’s executives systematically gather and 

process information from the external environment in making strategic decisions” (Souitaris 

and Maestro, 2010: 658). There are several reasons for this prediction as explained below.  

First, we expect that higher CEO narcissism is associated with greater TMT strategic 

decision comprehensiveness. Research on prospect theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979) 

and behavioral agency theory or BAM (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2021b; Gomez-Mejia et al., 

2000; Wiseman and Gomez-Mejia, 1998) indicates that agents are loss averse rather than risk 

averse (Larraza‐Kintana et al., 2007; Wiseman and Gomez-Mejia, 1998). This may 

specifically hold for more narcissistic CEOs, who may be prone to make strategic decisions – 

such as those concerning the exploitation of innovation opportunities – that entail a certain 

degree of risk, while at the same time aiming (and trying) to reduce the potential losses that 

might be associated with strategic decisions. Indeed, narcissists are typically just anxious 

individuals (e.g., Brown, 1997; Mannor et al., 2016) and not, per se, destructive or evil 

(Raskin, 1980). As self-interested individuals, they are likely to be less concerned with 

maximizing future personal wealth than minimizing losses to present wealth. According to 

the BAM, risk bearing, which consists in the “perceived risk to agent wealth that can result 

from employment risk or other threats to agent wealth” (Wiseman and Gomez-Mejia, 1998: 
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136), may affect the propensity of narcissistic CEOs to take these risks. The risks associated 

with strategic decisions, such as innovation ones, may translate into greater risk bearing in 

terms of their personal wealth. Indeed, we know from prior research that prospects of future 

firm performance impact the perceived wealth of executives (Wiseman and Gomez-Mejia, 

1998) or what Martin et al. (2013) refer to as “prospective wealth.” In this specific case, the 

CEO may fear a loss of reputation, as well as lower compensation and higher employment 

risk when contemplating possible negative outcomes resulting from the strategic decisions 

that are made. To prevent this, and hence reduce risk bearing, narcissistic individuals may 

foster more systematic and collective assessments by TMT members of the pros and cons of a 

given strategic decision, or what is generally known as “strategic decision 

comprehensiveness” (Sniezek, 1992). In so doing, the TMT increases the amount of 

information at CEO disposal, based on which s/he can decide.  

Second, we argue that a greater TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness is positively 

associated with opportunity exploitation. The collection and analysis of a larger amount of 

information and their careful study (i.e., TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness) favors 

the judicious evaluation and selection of strategic alternatives (e.g., Foss et al., 2013; 

Meissner and Wulf, 2014; Miller and Friesen, 1982). This is in line with previous finding by 

Souitaris and Maestro (2010), who demonstrated a positive relation between strategic 

decision comprehensiveness and financial performance. Following BAM (Gomez-Mejia et 

al., 2021b; Wiseman and Gomez-Mejia, 1998), improvement of the TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness reduces CEO’s risk bearing, including the perceived risks to personal 

reputation, which is particularly important for narcissistic individuals. The reduction of risk 

bearing and thus of prospective losses will likely lead more narcissistic CEOs to exploit a 

greater amount of innovation opportunities, thus mediating the positive relation between CEO 

narcissism, which affects the problem framing, and risk taking. In sum, more narcissistic 



 

13 
 

CEOs should promote higher TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness, which in turn 

positively relates to the exploitation of innovation opportunities. Formally stated: 

Hypothesis 4. In family firms, TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness mediates the 

positive relation between CEO narcissism and exploitation of innovation opportunities. 

Figure 1 provides a synthesis of the hypothesized relations. 

------------------------------------------------- 
INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------- 

Methods 

Data collection and sample 

To investigate the differences in CEO narcissism between family and nonfamily firms and 

among family firms, together with the implications for family firms’ innovation opportunity 

exploitation, we developed a unique database with information on Italian firms and their 

CEOs. Since information on the characteristics of the decision-making process, the 

exploitation of opportunities, and the narcissistic personality of individuals are not publicly 

available from secondary sources, we constructed this primary database by means of a survey 

and the administration of a psychometric questionnaire, that is the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory (Raskin and Terry, 1988). Secondary sources were then used to gather data to 

control for possible confounding factors. The data collection procedure was as follows. 

First, a structured questionnaire was administered to Italian CEOs. While the general 

purpose of this questionnaire was to study the organization of Italian firms’ TMTs, in our 

case we took advantage of the questions specifically designed for collecting information on 

the amount of innovation opportunities exploited by the firm and the TMT decision-making 

process. We created the questionnaire based on constructs that have been validated in 

previous research. According to established practices, we first translated these questions to 

Italian and then we back-translated them to English. This allowed us to guarantee the 
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preservation of their original meaning (Dillman, 2000; Kriauciunas et al., 2011). After a pilot 

test with six CEOs and a pre-test involving 31 CEOs (c.f., Andrews et al., 2003; Collins, 

2003; Kriauciunas et al., 2011) , we administered the final version of the questionnaire by 

email to a sample of 3,899 CEOs of Italian firms, which was derived from the target 

population of 50,341 Italian firms (please refer to Appendix A in the Supplementary 

document for detailed information on the sampling procedure). 363 CEOs replied to our 

questionnaire, corresponding to a 9.31 percent response rate. This response rate is consistent 

with that of other survey data collections conducted in similar studies (e.g., Cruz et al., 2010; 

De Massis et al., 2020; Garcés-Galdeano et al., 2017; Graham et al., 2013; Poterba and 

Summers, 1995; Simsek, 2007; van Doorn et al., 2017). Nevertheless, only in 241 cases we 

retrieved complete information on the exploitation of innovation opportunities. A series of 

tests assured the representativeness and absence of non-response biases in the sample, as well 

as the reliability of CEOs’ answers (please refer to Appendix B in the Supplementary 

document for details about these tests). 

An important element of our study is the measuring of CEO narcissism. To this end, we 

relied on the most commonly used instrument to measure narcissism through a psychometric 

questionnaire (Andreassen et al., 2012) that is the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin 

and Terry, 1988). We thus administered the NPI to the 241 CEOs in the survey sample who 

shared information on the exploitation of innovation opportunities. The English version of the 

NPI is reported in Appendix C in the Supplementary document. However, in line with our 

target sample, we administered its Italian version, whose validation and translation from 

English was carried out by clinical psychologists (Fossati et al., 2008). To prevent biases, 

CEOs were not explicitly informed about the topic of the test. A total of 202 complete NPIs 

were returned, corresponding to an 83.81 percent response rate. Such a high response rate 
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guarantees by nature a good representativeness against the full sample, which was confirmed 

by chi-squared tests and t-tests. The sample is also devoid of non-response bias.  

Finally, general firm characteristics were collected from balance sheets obtained from the 

Aida database managed by Bureau van Dijk. Depending on missing data, the usable sample 

for this study consisted of 198 firms. As noted later, 102 (51.52%) are family firms while 96 

are nonfamily firms (48.48%), and these two groups are used to test our comparative 

family/nonfamily hypothesis dealing with CEO narcissism (H1). The 102 family firms are 

used to test those hypotheses pertaining to heterogeneity within the population of family 

firms (H2-4). 

Measures 

Main variables. The main variables used in this study are those concerning (i) the extent to 

which the CEO has a narcissistic personality, (ii) the family nature of the firm and the CEO’s 

family membership, (iii) the firm’s exploitation of innovation opportunities, and (iv) the 

comprehensiveness of the TMT decision-making process. 

We measured CEO narcissism by means of the NPI psychometric questionnaire (Raskin 

and Terry, 1988), which is the most popular instrument to measure this personality trait 

(Andreassen et al., 2012). Data collected through the NPI go beyond the unobtrusive 

indicators of personality used so far by management scholars (e.g., Chatterjee and Hambrick, 

2007; Ham et al., 2018) and offer a unique opportunity to test our hypotheses. Specifically, 

the validity of this instrument, which is typically used to measure narcissistic traits in non-

clinical samples (Andreassen et al., 2012; Bianchi, 2014; O'Reilly et al., 2014; Petrenko et al., 

2015), is supported by a number of studies (see for instance: Campbell and Miller, 2001; 

Kubarych et al., 2004; Raskin and Hall, 1981; Raskin and Terry, 1988; Watson et al., 1984). 

Also, this instrument allows to overcome the limits of the unobtrusive measures that are more 

frequently used in the management literature. The most notable example of such alternative 
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measures is the one developed by Chatterjee and Hambrick (2007) who brought forward six 

unobtrusive indicators: the prominence of the CEO’s photograph in the company’s annual 

report; the CEO’s prominence in the company’s press releases; the length of the CEO’s 

Who’s Who entry; the CEO’s use of first person singular pronouns in interviews; the CEO’s 

cash compensation divided by that of the second-highest paid executive in the firm; and the 

CEO’s non-cash compensation divided by that of the second-highest paid executive in the 

firm. While these measures have yielded robust results in their study, the most notable 

limitation to their work, as they claim, is that these convenience indicators are far from being 

fully validated and somewhat arbitray (Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007). Therefore, the NPI 

remains the most reliable instrument to measure narcissism. In detail, the NPI measures 

narcissism over a scale from zero to 40. The questionnaire indeed consists in 40 paired 

statements that CEOs had to evaluate. To compute CEO narcissism, for each pair of 

statements we coded as one the narcissistic self-view and as zero the non-narcissistic self-

view, and then we summed all 40 items selected by the respondent. 

We identified family controlled firms (or family firms for short) through a dummy 

variable, which equals one in case of this type of firm. Specifically, we first resorted to the 

self-identification criterion (e.g., Cruz et al., 2010; Harveston et al., 1997; Mahto et al., 

2010), directly inquiring CEOs on their firm’s nature. Then, we checked these answers by 

means of ownership data retrieved from Aida. In so doing, we considered as family firms 

those where the same family controls more than 50 percent of the shares (Minichilli et al., 

2010). Using the two alternative approaches (i.e., the self-identification criterion and the 

ownership analysis) we identified the same sample of family firms. In line with previous 

literature (e.g., Harveston et al., 1997; Ling and Kellermanns, 2010; Mahto et al., 2010; 

Miller et al., 2013), we thus singled out the family firms in our sample through both the 

involvement and essence criteria (Chrisman et al., 2012). More specifically, both the self-
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identification as a family firm and the participation of the family in a major ownership 

position assure the presence of an influential force (i.e., the family) that pushes the firm to 

lean towards SEW preservation instead of pursuing merely financial goals. By only 

considering the family firms in our sample, we also created the variable family CEO, which is 

equal to one in case the family firm is led by a member of the family. 

To measure a firm’s exploitation of innovation opportunities we used data gathered 

through the survey. Following Foss et al. (2013, 2015), we asked CEOs to assess the amount 

of opportunities exploited by their firm and that favored the improvement of financial 

performance. In so doing, CEOs used a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from “no 

opportunities” (1) to “many opportunities” (7). Moreover, we provided seven types of 

opportunities: (i) new products and services (with the exception of marginal changes); (ii) 

new production technologies; (iii) entry into new markets; (iv) changes in the organization; 

(v) new ways to mange the human resources; (vi) new ways to manage the research and 

development (R&D); and (vii) new ways to manage the accounting and finance. Taking 

inspiration from Foss et al. (2013), we selected the four items that precisely point to 

innovation as intended in terms of product innovation (instead of changes in the organization 

of processes, structures and functions, which the remaining items represent): new products 

and services, new technologies, new markets, and new ways of managing R&D. This focus 

on a more “traditional” type of innovation considers opportunities that are visible from 

outside the firm and for which the family firm, and thus the CEO, might receive feedback. 

Therefore, these are the types of opportunities a narcissistic CEO might be interested in, so as 

to get recognition when being successful. A higher average of the four selected items 

indicates a higher number of opportunities exploited. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

validated this classification, and we used the corresponding factor as a measure of innovation 

opportunity exploitation.2  
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Finally, we used survey data also to measure the TMT strategic decision 

comprehensivenesss. Following prior studies by Miller et al. (1998) and Souitaris and 

Maestro (2010), in the questionnaire CEOs were asked to think about situations in which they 

faced an immediate, important, non-routine threat or opportunity and evaluate via a seven-

point Likert-type scale how frequently TMT members: (i) develop many alternative 

responses; (ii) consider many different criteria and issues when deciding the course of action 

to take; (iii) thoroughly examine multiple explanations for the problem or opportunity; (iv) 

conduct multiple examinations for the suggested course of action; (v) search extensively for 

possible responses. One single factor emerged applying a Principal Component Analysis to 

these five items (alpha = 0.907), which we used as a measure of TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness. 

Control variables. We considered several control variables when testing our hypotheses. 

First, we took into account firm level aspects that might affect the presence of narcissistic 

individuals leading the firm as well as the exploitation of innovation opportunities. 

Specifically, we considered firm size, which is the logarithm of firm’s employees, and firm 

hierarchical levels, which is the number of levels between the CEO and the last level with 

budget or expenses responsibility. Then, we also controlled for the logarithm of firm age and 

for the number of executives in the TMT (TMT size). We further considered the industry in 

which the firm operates (industry dummy equal to one in case it is in the manufacturing 

industry instead of the services one) and its geographical location (geographical dummy 

equal to one in case the firm is located in the north of Italy). Finally, we controlled for the 

characteristics of the market in which the firm operates, measuring market competition and 

market evolution. In this respect, in the questionnaire we asked CEOs to evaluate, using a 

five-point Likert-type scale, whether in the market there are few (1) or many (5) competitors; 

the competitive intensity within the industry is very low (1) or very high (5); the market size 
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is rapidly shrinking (1) or rapidly growing (5); and the technological change is very slow (1) 

or very rapid (5). A Principal Component Analysis applied to these items revealed two 

factors: market competition including the first two, and market evolution including the last 

two. 

Second, in the models aimed at investigating the exploitation of innovation opportunities, 

we added some individual-level control variables that might play a role in this regard. 

Specifically, we considered a dummy equal to one in case there is a female CEO, and another 

dummy variable equal to one if the CEO possesses a bachelor or master degree (CEO 

degree). We also controlled for the fact that the CEO is the founder of the firm – founder 

CEO is a dummy variable equal to 1 in this case –, CEO tenure, measured as the number of 

years since the individual was appointed CEO in the current firm, transformed in logarithm 

given its skewness, and for the extent to which the CEO delegates decision authority over 

strategic decisions to the managers forming the team (CEO delegation). Adapting the 

measure of Colombo and Delmastro (2008), we computed CEO delegation as the average 

level of delegation of 21 strategic decisions that CEOs assessed in the questionnaire. 

Specifically, we asked CEOs to provide the lowest hierarchical level responsible for making 

each strategic decision: 1 = the CEO’s corporate superior (e.g., the board of directors); 2 = 

the CEO; 3 = the first line managers, but with the formal authorization of the CEO; 4 = the 

first line managers, who decide autonomously; 5 = the middle managers. To compute CEO 

delegation, we excluded decisions made directly by the CEO’s corporate superior (i.e., 

decisions associated with a value of one in the scale above), computing the average level of 

delegation considering only those made either by the CEO, the TMT or the middle managers 

(i.e., decisions associated with values from two to five in the scale above).  

Methods of analysis 
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We tested our hypotheses by means of a series of ordinary least squares (OLS) models. 

First, to study CEO narcissistic personality in relation to the firm nature (i.e., family vs 

nonfamily firms) and the status of family firms’ CEOs, we ran three models. Model 1 is the 

baseline with only control variables. Model 2 adds the family firm nature to the baseline. 

Model 3 considers only family firms and includes the measure of whether the CEO is a 

family member. These models served thus to test Hypotheses 1 and 2. 

To study instead the relation between family firms’ CEO narcissism and their exploitation 

of innovation opportunities, and the alleged mediating effect of the TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness, we resorted to both the four-steps approach of Baron and Kenny (1986) 

and the bootstrapping approach (Bollen and Stine, 1990; Shrout and Bolger, 2002). The 

former consists in testing four models. After a model with only controls (Model 4), in the first 

model (Model 5) we regressed the innovation opportunity exploitation against CEO 

narcissism (i.e., the treatment ). In Model 6 we instead estimated the mediator (TMT strategic 

decision comprehensiveness) given the treatment. In Model 7, we regressed the outcome 

(innovation opportunity exploitation) against the mediator, while in Model 8 we regressed the 

outcome against both the mediator and the treatment. As said, we also used the more modern 

approaches to test the robustness of the findings. In so doing, we computed the Average 

Causal Mediate Effect (Hicks and Tingley, 2011), we did the Sobel (1982) test, and we used 

the bootstrapping method (Bollen and Stine, 1990; Shrout and Bolger, 2002); to so do, we 

used the Stata commands medeff, sgmediation and bootstrap, respectively. Taken together, 

with these models we tested Hypotheses 3 and 4. 

Please note that the possibility of common method variance is not a problem for 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 (since family ownership, CEO being a member of the family, and the 

founder being present are all objective data), while for Hypotheses 3 and 4 we ran tests to 

rule out common method variance for the self-reported survey data on the exploitation of 
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innovation opportunities and the TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness (see below for 

more details). 

Results 

Table I reports descriptive statistics and correlations. 102 of the 198 firms in the sample 

(51.52 %) are family firms. 38 of these family firms are led by a nonfamily CEO, whereas 64 

are lead by a family CEO. The average size of firms is 681.08 employees when considering 

all firms and 568.37 employees when focusing on family firms. The majority of the firms 

operate in the manufacturing sector (46.46% overall, 58.82% family firms) and are located in 

northern Italy (67.68% overall, 70.59% family firms). The average level of narcissism of the 

CEOs in the sample is 15.515 (over a range that goes from zero to 40, see above for further 

details). As expected, however, in nonfamily firms CEOs are more narcissistic than those 

working in family firms (16.656 vs 14.441) and the difference is statistically significant at p < 

0.01. Indeed, CEO narcissism is negatively and significantly correlated with family firm 

(corr. = -0.185, p = 0.009). Considering family firms, CEO narcissism is negatively and 

significantly correlated with family CEO (corr. = -0.170, p = 0.087). Also, CEO narcissism 

positively correlates to innovation opportunity exploitation (all firms: corr. = 0.127, p = 

0.075; family firms: corr. = 0.148, p = 0.137) and with TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness (all firms: corr. = 0.177, p = 0.013; family firms: corr. = 0.195, p = 

0.050). Finally, innovation opportunity exploitation and TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness are positively and significantly correlated (all firms: corr. = 0.219, p = 

0.002; family firms: corr. = 0.289, p = 0.004).  

------------------------------------------------- 
INSERT TABLE I ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------- 

Tests of variance inflation factors and condition indexes confirmed the absence of 

multicollinearity; indeed, such values were both lower than the thresholds that are typically 
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related to multicollinearity problems (Belsley et al., 1980). During the data collection, we 

first implemented some remedies to minimize the possible problems of common method 

variance (although this is not a concern in the comparative Hypothesis 1 given that the 

family/nonfamily distinction was confirmed with archival ownership data collected 

independently from the survey). Following Podsakoff et al. (2012), we worked to vary scale 

properties among questions (e.g., adopting different scale types and number of scale points or 

including reverse-worded items), and to alternate perceptive and non-perceptive questions. 

Once the survey concluded, we did additional formal tests to control whether results are 

affected by common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff et al., 2012). The 

Harman (1967) single factor test resulted in six factors with eigenvalues greater than one, 

accounting for the 63.14 percent of the total variance. As the first factor explains only the 

22.28 percent of the variance, this analysis excluded the presence of common method bias 

(Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). To confirm this result, we also took advantage of a structural 

equation model with common latent factor, as suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003). In this 

model, we considered all the items included in the main constructs of this study and we 

controlled for the effect of an unmeasured common latent factor (CLF); this CLF should 

capture the items’ common variance. We thus ran a confirmatory factor analysis including the 

CLF and relating all items to this factor. In so doing, the paths were constrained to be equal 

and the common variance of the CLF to one. We computed the common variance as the 

square of the common factor of each path before standardization. The structural equation 

model unveiled that the items share a common variance of 12 percent, which means that 

common method bias is not a significant problem. 

------------------------------------------------- 
INSERT TABLE II ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------- 
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Table II reports the OLS models testing Hypotheses 1 and 2. Interestingly, from the 

baseline Model 1 it appears that the level of narcissism does not significantly depend on 

general firm characteristics. Differently, a negative and significant relation between being a 

family firm and CEO narcissism emerged (Model 2, γ = -2.073, SE = 0.917, p = 0.025). In 

detail, moving from a nonfamily firm to a family one there is a 12.624 percent decrease of 

CEO narcissism (from 16.426 to 14.352).3 This result is in line with Hypothesis 1, which 

argues that family firm CEOs are less narcissistic than those working in their nonfamily 

counterparts. Results also reveal that, within family firms, CEO’s family membership 

matters. In Model 3, which considers only family firms, family CEO negatively and 

significantly relates to CEO narcissism (γ = -2.463, SE = 1.289, p = 0.059), such as moving 

from a family firm with a nonfamily CEO to one with a family CEO, CEO narcissism 

decreases by 14.472 percent (from 17.025 to 14.561). This moderately supports Hypothesis 2 

(because the relationship is significant at p < 0.10) claiming that, in family firms, family 

CEOs are less narcissistic than nonfamily ones. 

------------------------------------------------- 
INSERT TABLE III ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------- 

The models used to test Hypotheses 3 and 4 are presented in Table III; these consist of the 

four-steps suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) to test whether TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness mediates the direct relation between CEO narcissism and innovation 

opportunity exploitation. Looking at the baseline model (Model 4), we see that the 

exploitation of innovation opportunities increases in case the CEO possesses a degree (γ = 

0.484, SE =0.263, p = 0.069) and with the increase of CEO delegation (γ = 0.529, SE = 0.258, 

p = 0.043). Confirming Hypothesis 3, Model 5 shows that CEO narcissism positively relates 

to innovation opportunity exploitation (γ = 0.040, SE = 0.018, p = 0.033). Specifically, one 

standard deviation increase of CEO narcissism is associated with a 54.935 percent increase in 
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innovation opportunity exploitation (from 0.422 to 0.654). CEO narcissism also positively 

and (marginally) significantly relates to TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness (Model 6, 

γ = 0.046, SE = 0.024, p = 0.056), thus confirming the notion that narcissistic CEOs tend to 

favor a greater comprehensiveness of the assessment carried out by TMT members. In this 

case, one standard deviation increase of CEO narcissism leads to a 97.513 percent increase in 

TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness (from -0.277 to -0.007). Model 7 confirms the 

positive effect of TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness on innovation opportunity 

exploitation (γ = 0.289, SE = 0.086, p = 0.001). Specifically, one standard deviation increase 

of TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness is associated to a 64.548 percent increase in the 

extent of exploitation of innovation opportunities (from 0.483 to 0.795). Finally, Model 8 

tests whether TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness mediates the direct positive relation 

between CEO narcissism and innovation opportunity exploitation. While the coefficient of 

TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness is still positive and highly significant (γ = 0.258, 

SE = 0.091, p = 0.006), CEO narcissism loses its significance (γ = 0.028, SE = 0.018, p = 

0.119). This result supports Hypothesis 4 and the presence of a full mediation. The result is 

confirmed by a positive and significant Average Causal Mediation Effect (coef. = 0.012). 

Also the indirect effect (p = 0.087) and the total effect (p = 0.041) are statistically significant, 

while the direct effect of CEO narcissism is not significant (p = 0.150). The percentage of 

total effect mediated by TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness is 0.199. Also the Sobel’s 

and Goodman’s tests confirm the mediation (p = 0.087 and 0.074, respectively) and the 

bootstrapping approach leads to coherent results (Bollen and Stine, 1990; Shrout and Bolger, 

2002); in this case, the indirect effect is positive and significant (p = 0.080) and the direct one 

is positive but not significant (p = 0.134). Hypothesis 4 is thus confirmed by the results. 

Robustness check 
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We ran further analyses to check whether our results were robust; the results are reported 

in Appendix D in the Supplementary document. First, we tested Hypothesis 1 by substituting 

the dummy variable family firm with a continuous variable measuring the percentage of 

shares owned by the family, when present. Estimates confirm the main results. 

Second, we used an alternative measure of innovation opportunity exploitation, which was 

computed as the average of the related items, instead of considering the standardized factor 

obtained through the Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Results are totally in line with those 

presented above. This means that the TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness still fully 

mediates the positive and significant relation between CEO narcissism and the exploitation of 

innovation opportunities. 

Third, we considered a wider measure of innovation opportunity exploitation by including 

the opportunities that we excluded in the previous analyses (i.e., changes in the organization, 

and new ways to manage human resources and accounting and finance). We thus created a 

new variable (opportunity exploitation) by computing the average over all types of 

opportunities, and then we ran again estimates using it in place of innovation opportunity 

exploitation. Also in this case results fully confirm the main estimations. 

Lastly, we tested our mediation hypothesis extending the analysis to the whole sample 

instead of considering only family firms. Results are again confirmed.  

Discussion and conclusion 

 CEO narcissism has generated much interest among practitioners, as well as in the 

academic literature (e.g., Campbell and Campbell, 2009; Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007, 

2011; Chatterjee and Pollock, 2017; Maccoby, 2012; Rovelli and Curnis, 2021; Tang et al., 

2018; Vogel, 2006). Yet research on why some organizations are attracted to this CEO 

personality trait while others are repelled by it largely remains as an empty set. In this paper, 

we have advanced knowledge on CEO narcissism by investigating this personality trait as 
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being reflective of ownership structure. Our results reveal a controversial behavior of family 

firms. Indeed, on one side, family firms tend to limit the presence of narcissistic individuals 

at their apex, as it is revealed by our results showing that CEOs leading family firms have a 

less pronounced narcissistic personality compared to those leading nonfamily firms; these 

firms are also less likely to hire external CEOs who are high on narcissism. While family 

firms are led by less narcissistic CEOs, heterogeneity exists among these firms. Specifically, 

in family firms family CEOs are less narcissistic than nonfamily CEOs.  

On the other side, consistent with some prior evidence from recent literature (Kashmiri et 

al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2017), our results also demonstrate that family firms managed by a 

more narcissistic CEO get benefits in term of innovation opportunities: the greater the CEO 

narcissism, the greater the amount of innovation opportunities exploited by the family firm. 

This is made possible as more narcissistic CEOs shape the TMT strategic decision-making 

process in a way that it becomes more comprehensive. This allows taking the risk of 

innovating while reducing the potential losses that might be associated with the exploitation 

of the selected innovation opportunities. Thus, we inform family firms that, while avoiding 

the appointment of a narcissistic CEO potentially protects them from SEW losses, this choice 

could lead them to suffer in their competition with nonfamily firms – who are more likely to 

appoint narcissistic CEOs – for what concern innovation. CEO narcissism indeed turns out to 

be beneficial if family firms aim to exploit innovation opportunities. In that case, a more 

narcissistic CEO frames the TMT strategic decision-making in a way that is more 

comprehensive, so s/he has at her/his disposal all the information needed to allow taking the 

risk of exploiting innovation opportunities but at the same time reducing the potential losses 

(i.e., negative implications on her/his wealth and reputation) that might be associated with the 

innovation opportunities. This means that having this kind of personality might be positive 

for family firms. For instance, self-confidence, risk-taking behavior, and locus of control or 
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ambition that are typically associated with narcissism (Buss and Chiodo, 1991; Chatterjee 

and Hambrick, 2007; Kets de Vries, 1994; Lubit, 2002) may foster innovation in family firms 

that are typically reluctant to do so (Chrisman and Patel, 2012). Hence, while they may 

potentially damage SEW, narcissistic CEOs might also be beneficial for family firms. Our 

study therefore brings light to the debate in the family business literature as to when the 

pursuit of socioemotional wealth and financial wealth might be mutually reinforcing or 

counterbalance each other (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2021a; Kotlar et al., 2018; Martin and 

Gomez-Mejia, 2016).  

Our paper adds to the literature also in other ways. First, we contribute to the literature on 

CEO personality, in general, and CEO narcissism, in specific, as well as to the stream of 

literature that investigates narcissism in leadership (e.g., Higgs, 2009; Judge et al., 2002; Kets 

de Vries and Miller, 1985). Adding to the literature interested in the characteristics leading to 

the emergence and appointment of leaders (e.g., Cappelli and Hamori, 2005; Rovelli and 

Curnis, 2021; Tedlow et al., 2003), we enhance our understanding of why and how 

narcissistic individuals are more likely to be present in leadership positions of some firms 

than others. In so doing, we rely on the NPI as a direct measure of narcissism, departing from 

unobtrusive measures that exploit secondary sources of information (e.g., Butticè and 

Rovelli, 2020; Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2011; Engelen et al., 2016; Raskin and Shaw, 1988). 

Second, by investigating the presence and consequences of narcissistic CEOs, we add to the 

family business literature. On the one hand, we answer the call for more research on the 

psychological foundations of management in this organizational setting (e.g., Humphrey et 

al., 2021; Picone et al., 2021). In so doing, we contribute to the stream of research on CEO 

personality in the specific context of family firms (e.g., Kelleci et al., 2018).  

 To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that investigates CEO narcissism with 

a specific look at family firms. Even though this personality trait might be particularly 
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worrisome in this type of firm due to the need of preserving SEW, we find that it has a 

salutary impact on their innovation activities. We thus offer a theoretical perspective to 

understand and explain why, in family firms, narcissistic CEOs exploit more innovation 

opportunities – which we argue is because they pursue a greater TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness to reduce risk bearing and the perceived risks to their reputation. In so 

doing, we throw light also on the debate concerning the extent to which family firms refrain 

from innovation (e.g., Calabrò et al., 2019; Chrisman et al., 2015; Kellermanns and 

Eddleston, 2006; McKelvie et al., 2014) by revealing the influential role of narcissistic CEOs 

in the exploitation of recognized innovation opportunities, a topic that has been largely 

neglected in the family business literature, as well as in the general management one. CEO 

narcissism thus offers a piece of puzzle to understand why family firms are heterogeneous in 

the exploitation of innovation opportunities. Moreover, we extend the mainstream literature 

on CEO narcissism by uncovering new antecedents – i.e., family nature and CEO status – and 

adding to the debate on the consequences of being managed by CEOs with this type of 

personality – i.e., favoring innovation opportunity exploitation by means of a better TMT 

strategic decision comprehensiveness. 

Apart from its contributions, our study has limitations that provide opportunities for future 

research. First, our sample includes only firms located in one country and it is possible that 

different institutional and cultural environments may influence the effect of CEO narcissism 

in family firms (Berrone et al., 2021). Therefore, the generalizability of results may be 

questioned and we welcome further tests conducted in different empirical settings. Likewise, 

it might be worthy to test whether our results are robust to alternative definitions of family 

firms (e.g., considering voting rights); indeed, while we adopted both an involvement and 

essence criteria to identify family firms in our sample, the definition of family firm is still a 

debated topic. Moreover, future investigations could further corroborate the robustness of our 
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results testing Hypotheses 1 and 2, whose corresponding models have a relatively weak 

absolute R2.  

Second, we drew on a unique cross-sectional database that we created using a 

psychometric instrument. While the narcissistic personality trait is developed in infancy and 

then remains stable across life (Freud, 1914), it would be interesting to have longitudinal data 

on firms’ CEO, organization and innovation opportunity exploitation to understand whether 

changes may happen in the relation between CEO narcissism and innovation opportunity 

exploitation and, if it is the case, what factors intervene triggering these changes over time. 

Similarly, complementing our study with a qualitative approach might help to fully grasp the 

motivation of family firms’ owners to having a narcissistic individual leading their firm and 

the way in which narcissistic CEOs frame their TMT activities and search of information to 

make their innovation decisions.  

Third, while we argue that family firms might decide not to have a narcissistic CEO due to 

the potential consequences of this personality on the preservation of SEW, our data did not 

allow us to directly explore this aspect. This is a common aspect in the SEW literature, where 

scholars have inferred the presence of SEW in firms with family involvement without 

directly measuring it (for related discussion see Gomez-Mejia and Herrero, 2021). Future 

research might thus make efforts to directly measure SEW preservation so as to test 

empirically the underlying mechanism in the theorized relationship between CEO narcissism 

and SEW preservation.  

Fourth, while investigating the exploitation of innovation opportunities and the mediating 

effect of TMT strategic decision-making comprehensiveness adds new knowledge to 

understand the consequences of CEO narcissism in the context of family firms, other aspects 

might be affected by this CEO personality trait and worthy of investigation. For instance, 

future research might assess whether the level of CEO narcissism affects the firm’s goals, 
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organizational structure, and performance, as well as the family’s involvement in the firm. 

Also, not only the personality of the CEO may matter in innovation opportunity exploitation, 

but also that of other family members involved in the firm or of other top executives. We thus 

invite scholars to investigate the interaction between CEOs’ and other family members’ or 

top executives’ narcissistic personality, which might determine the extent to which the family 

firm exploits innovation opportunities. Finally, given the positive relation that we show 

between CEO narcissism and the exploitation of innovation opportunities, it would be 

interesting to investigate how family firms could minimize the threats in terms of SEW 

preservation when appointing a narcissistics individual as CEO (e.g., HRM practices, 

investments in socializing outsider narcissistic CEOs, career and succession planning 

practices). 

Despite limitations, our work informs practitioners dealing with family firms. From an 

individual perspective, narcissistic individuals should be aware that it might be more difficult 

to be hired as CEO in a family firm compared to a nonfamily firm. Therefore, they should be 

ready to either revise their career goals or make the family firms’ owners aware of the 

contribution they can bring in terms of innovation. From a family firm perspective, these 

organizations should be aware of the controversial result emerging from our study – that is, 

while they might be tempted not to have narcissistic individuals as CEO, for instance to 

preserve SEW, this could further condemn them not to keep up with their nonfamily 

counterparts when it comes to innovation. Preferring less narcissistic individuals for their 

leadership roles, and specifically to cover the CEO position, is in fact not per se the best 

strategy. Indeed, although the characteristics typically associated with this personality trait 

may lead family firms to believe that a narcissistic CEO might be a threat to the preservation 

of the family’s SEW, a narcissisic leader – either family or nonfamily member – can instead 

be an opportunity in terms of innovation. Family firms’ owners interested in innovating more 
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could thus plan to hire a narcissistic CEO, who will likely lead the firm to exploit a greater 

number of innovation opportunities, while also trying to keep the risks associated wth this 

action limited. Narcissistic CEOs can indeed be a spur to family firm’s innovation. 

Nevertheless, family firms could put some actions into play to limit the potential negative 

effects that these individuals might have in terms of SEW preservation. Finally, our work also 

has implications in terms of HRM practices. Specifically, family firms’ owners and HR 

managers might be stimulated to develop HRM practices aimed at taking advantage of the 

benefits that narcissistic CEOs can bring to the family firm.These might include the 

development of selection procedures to measure narcissistic traits, setting up career and 

succession planning practices to potentially consider a narcissistic successor or some 

socialization strategies for outsider narcissistic CEOs to allow them to interiorize the 

importance of SEW and its preservation.

 
1 It is worth noting that narcissism is not developed in adulthood, but rather during infancy 

and never disappears (Freud, 1914). 

2 It is worth noting that we reviewed the literature to search for alternative proxies for this 

construct. In the end, innovation opportunity exploitation was measured with a multi-

construct item following the Strategic Management Journal and Strategic Organization 

studies by Foss et al. (2013, 2015), which offer our adopted measure as the only one to proxy 

this construct. In fact, after speaking with some experts in the field, we came to realize that 

this is, to our best knowledge, the only available proxy in the opportunity exploitation 

literature. 

3 The effect on CEO narcissism is computed by setting all continuous variables at their mean 

and dummy variables at their median value. 
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Figure 1 
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Tables 

Table I 
Descriptive statistics and correlations 

    Mean SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 
(1) CEO narcissism 15.52 5.98 1.00 - -0.17 0.15 0.20 -0.06 -0.05 0.15 -0.06 -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 0.03 0.05 -0.03 -0.07 

    
 - (0.09) (0.14) (0.05) (0.58) (0.61) (0.13) (0.54) (0.29) (0.33) (0.27) (0.80) (0.59) (0.77) (0.48) 

(2) Family firm 0.52 0.50 -0.19 1.00 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
    

(0.01)  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
(3) Family CEO - - -0.21 0.67 1.00 0.00 -0.02 -0.28 -0.15 -0.07 -0.20 0.02 -0.13 0.15 -0.20 0.25 0.34 0.02 

 
   

(0.00) (0.00) 
 

(0.98) (0.85) (0.00) (0.13) (0.46) (0.04) (0.84) (0.20) (0.13) (0.04) (0.01) (0.00) (0.87) 
(4) Innovation opportunity exploitation -0.06 1.00 0.13 -0.01 -0.01 1.00 0.29 0.10 0.03 0.06 0.16 0.15 0.03 0.03 0.12 -0.02 0.07 0.23 

 
  

(0.08) (0.93) (0.93) 
 

(0.00) (0.31) (0.79) (0.57) (0.11) (0.13) (0.79) (0.77) (0.22) (0.82) (0.50) (0.02) 
(5) Strategic decision comprehensiveness -0.05 1.03 0.18 -0.20 -0.15 0.22 1.00 0.21 0.24 0.05 0.11 0.03 0.03 -0.08 -0.10 0.05 0.11 0.13 

   
(0.01) (0.00) (0.04) (0.00) 

 
(0.04) (0.02) (0.61) (0.26) (0.76) (0.79) (0.41) (0.32) (0.59) (0.26) (0.21) 

(6) Firm size  681.08 1800.81 -0.01 -0.06 -0.17 0.02 0.13 1.00 0.21 0.13 0.21 0.16 0.13 -0.08 0.03 -0.07 -0.12 0.04 
   

(0.91) (0.37) (0.02) (0.79) (0.07) 
 

(0.04) (0.19) (0.03) (0.11) (0.19) (0.45) (0.75) (0.51) (0.23) (0.72) 
(7) Firm hierarchical levels 2.58 1.22 -0.05 -0.08 -0.13 -0.05 0.15 0.21 1.00 0.05 0.26 0.10 0.12 -0.09 0.12 -0.05 -0.02 -0.03 

 
   

(0.48) (0.26) (0.06) (0.51) (0.03) (0.00) 
 

(0.65) (0.01) (0.32) (0.22) (0.38) (0.24) (0.61) (0.81) (0.75) 
(8) Firm age 28.11 19.36 -0.07 0.20 0.10 0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.06 1.00 0.13 -0.21 -0.02 -0.02 0.22 -0.29 -0.08 0.08 

 
   

(0.40) (0.00) (0.16) (0.66) (0.55) (0.74) (0.37) 
 

(0.18) (0.03) (0.83) (0.87) (0.02) (0.00) (0.41) (0.41) 
(9) TMT size 6.38 2.96 0.01 0.01 -0.11 0.07 0.06 0.25 0.12 0.12 1.00 -0.07 0.12 -0.17 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.16 

    
(0.91) (0.86) (0.12) (0.33) (0.36) (0.00) (0.08) (0.10) 

 
(0.49) (0.22) (0.08) (0.72) (0.70) (0.88) (0.11) 

(10) Market competition 0.02 0.95 -0.02 -0.10 -0.05 0.21 0.05 0.09 0.01 -0.23 -0.04 1.00 -0.10 0.16 -0.15 0.10 0.10 0.14 
    

(0.73) (0.18) (0.45) (0.00) (0.51) (0.19) (0.89) (0.00) (0.57) 
 

(0.32) (0.11) (0.14) (0.33) (0.30) (0.15) 
(11) Market evolution -0.01 0.99 -0.07 0.12 0.01 0.10 0.05 -0.09 -0.05 0.09 0.02 -0.01 1.00 0.07 0.09 0.03 0.05 -0.05 

 
   

(0.36) (0.10) (0.86) (0.17) (0.49) (0.22) (0.44) (0.23) (0.78) (0.90) 
 

(0.48) (0.39) (0.73) (0.62) (0.65) 
(12) Female CEO 0.09 0.28 -0.06 -0.03 0.06 -0.03 -0.06 -0.08 0.00 -0.07 -0.19 0.06 0.08 1.00 0.14 0.03 -0.02 0.00 

 
   

(0.43) (0.70) (0.42) (0.70) (0.41) (0.25) (0.96) (0.31) (0.01) (0.40) (0.25) 
 

(0.15) (0.79) (0.87) (1.00) 
(13) CEO degree 0.72 0.45 0.08 -0.20 -0.25 0.13 0.02 0.10 0.12 0.07 0.12 -0.03 -0.01 0.03 1.00 -0.30 -0.32 -0.25 

    
(0.24) (0.01) (0.00) (0.08) (0.83) (0.18) (0.10) (0.31) (0.10) (0.68) (0.85) (0.68) 

 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) 

(14) Founder CEO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1.00 0.45 0.05 
    - - - - - - - - - - - - -  (0.00) (0.59) 

(15) CEO tenure 8.39 9.04 -0.10 0.35 0.44 0.08 0.01 -0.09 -0.11 0.05 0.00 0.02 0.12 0.00 -0.30 - 1.00 0.13 
 

   
(0.16) (0.00) (0.00) (0.28) (0.88) (0.20) (0.14) (0.50) (0.98) (0.77) (0.09) (0.99) (0.00) - 

 
(0.21) 

(16) CEO delegation 2.68 0.46 -0.08 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.07 0.10 -0.01 0.06 0.22 0.14 0.00 -0.01 -0.12 - 0.10 1.00 
        (0.27) (0.15) (0.28) (0.03) (0.31) (0.14) (0.93) (0.39) (0.00) (0.05) (0.98) (0.91) (0.10) - (0.15) 

 

P-values are in parentheses.  
Below the diagonal we report correlations considering all firms, above the diagonal correlations considering only family firms. Sample size: all firms = 198, only family firms = 102. 
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Table II 
Models on the relationship of family firm nature and CEO’s family membership with CEO narcissism 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 All firms All firms Only family firms 

  coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value 
Family firm - 

 
-2.07 0.025 - 

 

   
(0.9167) 

   

Family CEO - 
 

- 
 

-2.46 0.059 
     

(1.29) 
 

Firm size 0.58 0.111 0.43 0.225 0.29 0.598 
 (0.36) 

 
(0.35) 

 
(0.55) 

 

Firm hierarchical levels -0.51 0.165 -0.50 0.171 -0.20 0.633 
 (0.36) 

 
(0.36) 

 
(0.42) 

 

Firm age -1.12 0.117 -0.78 0.273 0.18 0.865 
 (0.71) 

 
(0.71) 

 
(1.04) 

 

TMT size -0.09 0.612 -0.06 0.723 -0.28 0.208 
 (0.18) 

 
(0.18) 

 
(0.22) 

 

Market competition -0.35 0.481 -0.35 0.465 -0.73 0.237 
 (0.49) 

 
(0.48) 

 
(0.62) 

 

Market evolution -0.44 0.315 -0.34 0.435 -0.89 0.175 
 (0.43) 

 
(0.44) 

 
(0.65) 

 

Industry dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Geographical dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Constant 17.31 0.000 17.67 0.000 14.41 0.000 
  (2.69) 

 
(2.63) 

 
(3.27) 

 

Observations 198 
 

198 
 

102 
 

R-squared 0.034 
 

0.060 
 

0.101 
 

Log-likelihood -631.2 
 

-628.5 
 

-319.3 
 

Robust standard errors in parentheses.   
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Table III 
Models on the relationship between CEO narcissism and innovation opportunity exploitation in family firms, 

and the mediating effect of TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness (sample: only family firms) 
 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

 

Innovation 
opportunity 
exploitation 

Innovation 
opportunity 
exploitation 

TMT strategic 
decision 

comprehensiven
ess 

Innovation 
opportunity 
exploitation 

Innovation 
opportunity 
exploitation 

  coef. p-
value coef. p-

value coef. p-
value coef. p-

value coef. p-
value 

CEO narcissism - 
 

0.04 0.033 0.05 0.056 - 
 

0.03 0.119 
 

  
(0.02

) 

 
(0.02) 

   
(0.02

) 

 

TMT strategic decision 
comprehensiveness 

- 
 

- 
 

- 
 

0.29 0.001 0.26 0.006       
(0.09

) 

 
(0.09

) 

 

Firm size 0.13 0.226 0.12 0.266 0.04 0.702 0.11 0.248 0.11 0.277 
 (0.10

) 

 
(0.10

) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.09

) 

 
(0.10

) 

 

Firm hierarchical levels -0.04 0.672 -0.03 0.729 0.24 0.021 -0.11 0.252 -0.10 0.307 
 (0.10

) 

 
(0.10

) 

 
(0.10) 

 
(0.09

) 

 
(0.09

) 

 

Firm age -0.31 0.141 -0.35 0.092 0.00 0.987 -0.33 0.096 -0.35 0.072 
 (0.21

) 

 
(0.21

) 

 
(0.20) 

 
(0.19

) 

 
(0.19

) 

 

TMT size 0.04 0.418 0.05 0.288 0.00 0.968 0.04 0.367 0.05 0.281 
 (0.05

) 

 
(0.04

) 

 
(0.05) 

 
(0.05

) 

 
(0.05

) 

 

Market competition 0.18 0.161 0.21 0.106 -0.03 0.830 0.20 0.103 0.21 0.079 
 (0.13

) 

 
(0.12

) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.12

) 

 
(0.12

) 

 

Market evolution -0.02 0.895 0.02 0.888 0.01 0.954 -0.01 0.950 0.02 0.898 
 (0.13

) 

 
(0.13

) 

 
(0.15) 

 
(0.12

) 

 
(0.12

) 

 

Female CEO -0.03 0.947 0.04 0.929 -0.02 0.980 0.00 0.999 0.05 0.902 
 (0.42

) 

 
(0.46

) 

 
(0.67) 

 
(0.34

) 

 
(0.37

) 

 

CEO degree 0.48 0.069 0.49 0.057 -0.18 0.514 0.54 0.035 0.53 0.034 

 (0.26
) 

 (0.25
) 

 (0.28)  (0.25
) 

 (0.25
) 

 

Founder CEO -0.32 0.501 -0.48 0.288 -0.03 0.942 -0.37 0.451 -0.47 0.311 

 (0.48
) 

 (0.45
) 

 (0.48)  (0.48
) 

 (0.46
) 

 

Family CEO 0.16 0.556 0.27 0.283 0.09 0.755 0.17 0.499 0.25 0.308 

 (0.27
) 

 (0.25
) 

 (0.29)  (0.25
) 

 (0.24
) 

 

CEO tenure 0.04 0.737 0.04 0.715 0.12 0.350 0.01 0.961 0.01 0.916 
 (0.12

) 

 
(0.12

) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.11

) 

 
(0.11

) 

 

CEO delegation 0.53 0.043 0.57 0.020 0.28 0.462 0.46 0.041 0.50 0.025 
 (0.26

) 

 
(0.24

) 

 
(0.38) 

 
(0.22

) 

 
(0.22

) 

 

Industry dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Geographical dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Constant -1.94 0.049 -2.55 0.013 -2.74 0.018 -1.36 0.147 -1.85 0.064 

  (0.97
) 

 
(1.00

) 

 
(1.13) 

 
(0.93

) 

 
(0.98

) 

 

Observations 102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

R-squared 0.21
1 

 
0.24

7 

 
0.153 

 
0.29

0 

 
0.30

7 

 

Log-likelihood 
-

144.
5 

 
-

142.
1 

 
-

151.4 

 
-

139.
1 

 
-

137.
9 

 

Robust standard errors in parentheses.        
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SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENT TO 
 
“Socioemotional Wealth and CEO Narcissism: Are Narcissistic CEOs Good or Bad for 

Family Firm Innovation?” 

(for online-only publication) 

 

This supplementary document contains additional information related to the article titled 

“Socioemotional Wealth and CEO Narcissism: Are Narcissistic CEOs Good or Bad for 

Family Firm Innovation?,” which was not included in the published manuscript because of 

space constraints. The appendix is composed of four parts:  

• Appendix A offers details on the survey’s sampling procedure.  

• Appendix B reports on the representativeness, non-response bias, and reliability of the 

survey sample.  

• Appendix C provides a detailed description of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory 

questionnaire (Table C.I).  

• Appendix D provides the results of further robustness cheks that we performed 

(Tables D.I-D.IV). 
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Appendix A – Survey’s sampling procedure 

As explained in the paper, to test the hypotheses we developed a unique database with 

information on Italian firms and their CEOs. The starting point of the data collection was a 

survey, then complemented with the administration of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory 

(see Appendix C) and information gathered from secondary sources. In the following, we 

explain how we defined the target population, the target sample, the contacted sample and the 

final sample derived from the survey. 

We started with the target population of 50,341 firms provided by the Italian Chamber of 

Commerce, which tracks all the firms operating in Italy, thus being the most accurate source 

to gather the data for this study. The target population included all firms operating in the 

manufacturing and service industries, except those with less than 20 employees and with a 

legal status that does not require them to complete the balance sheet. The rationale for these 

two constraints was the following: first, given the overall aim of the project (i.e., studying 

TMT organization), having firms with at least 20 employees ensured to have in our sample 

firms with a stable and structured TMT, at the same time not excluding small and medium 

size enterprises, which are the backbone of Italy’s economy; second, having firms required to 

complete the balance sheet was of key importance in order to gather performance data (e.g., 

return on assets, return on equity, return on sales) to eventually study the consequences of 

TMTs’ organization. 

From this population, a target sample was randomly extracted. In so doing, the population 

and sample were stratified along three dimensions: size, industry, and geographical location. 

The sample size was defined by considering a confidence interval of 5% and a confidence 

level of 95% for each stratum. Once identified the target sample, the researchers involved in 

the data collection made a huge effort to identify the CEO’s name and surname, which were 

not provided by the Italian Chamber of Commerce, and then a contact information (email or 
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phone). Many secondary sources of information were used, for instance, Aida, InsideView, 

LexisNexis, yellow page, firm’s website, and the web in general. Despite the substantial 

effort put in this activity, it was not possible to retrieve the email address for all the CEOs in 

the target sample (mainly due to privacy policies). As an attempt to overcome this problem, 

missing emails were generated starting from the email address of another manager or 

employee in the same firm and replicating its structure. However, also this strategy was not 

always successful (for instance, because it was impossible to retrieve other email addresses in 

the firm or because the CEOs’ email generated by analogy turned out to be incorrect), and 

some CEOs in the target sample remained without an email address. In these cases, to 

increase the size of the contacted sample, the researchers searched for the CEOs’ telephone 

number (or the telephone number of the firm’s contact center) and tried to contact them by 

phone. In the event that they obtained the email address of the CEO by phone, they updated 

the contacted sample accordingly. From this procedure, we ended up with a contacted sample 

of 3,999 CEOs, to whom  the questionnaire was sent by email. 

363 CEOs replied to the questionnaire, corresponding to a 9.31 percent response rate, 

which is consistent with that of other survey data collections conducted in similar studies 

(e.g., Garcés-Galdeano et al., 2017; Poterba and Summers, 1995; van Doorn et al., 2017; 

Graham et al., 2013; Simsek, 2007; Cruz et al., 2010; De Massis et al., 2020). Nevertheless, 

only in 241 cases we retrieved complete information on the exploitation of innovation 

opportunities – the main dependent variable of our study. 
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Appendix B – Representativeness, non-response bias, and reliability of the survey 

sample 

To test the quality of the data, we performed tests regarding the representativeness, the 

absence of non-response bias, and the reliability of CEOs’ answers. First, a series of chi-

squared tests revealed the absence of problems of representativeness with respect to the 

population. Specifically, considering the three dimensions that we used to stratify the target 

sample (i.e., size, industry, and geographical location – see Appendix A), chi-tests revealed 

that the sample is representative of the population with respect to the distribution of firms by 

industry (χ
2
(1) = 2.058; p-value = 0.151) and geographical location (χ

2
(2) = 0.910; p-value = 

0.634). However, statistical differences emerged considering the size classes in terms of 

number of employees (χ
2
(3) = 659.3848; p-value = 0.000): firms with at least 250 employees 

were over-represented. This probably depends on the difficulty experienced in finding contact 

information for the CEOs of the smallest firms. Nevertheless, the proportion of firms is quite 

similar when comparing the usable and the contacted sample. This suggests that the sample is 

representative based on the number of employees. 

Second, the sample is devoid of non-response biases. In this regard, we first compared 

respondents vs. non-respondents along the dimensions used to stratify the target sample, and 

we did not find differences in terms of size (t statistic = -0.856, p = 0.392) and industry (χ2(1) 

= 0.004, p = 0.952). Then, we compared full vs. dropped-out respondents (i.e., the CEOs who 

partially filled the questionnaire) and early vs. late respondents by adding to these three 

dimensions two CEO’s characteristics that we had at our disposal – i.e., gender and age. No 

differences emerged considering full vs. dropped out respondents (size: t statistic = -0.341, p 

= 0.774; industry: χ2(1) = 0.028, p = 0.868; geographic location: χ2(2) = 2.498, p = 0.287; 

CEO gender: χ2(1) = 0.109, p = 0.741; CEO age: t statistic = -1.559, p = 0.120). Between 

early vs. late respondents, differences emerged only in their geographical location (χ2(2) = 
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15.127, p = 0.001 – i.e., the CEOs who responded faster were those located closer to the 

university administering the survey data collection), while we found no differences on the 

remaining dimensions (size: t statistic = 0.280, p = 0.774; industry: χ2(1) = 0.004, p = 0.948; 

CEO gender: χ2(1) = 0.315, p = 0.547; CEO age: t statistic = 0.864, p = 0.389).  

Lastly, we assessed CEOs’ answers reliability by crosschecking them with both secondary 

sources, if applicable, and answers retrieved from a questionnaire administered to 114 Chief 

Human Resource Officers for whom CEOs provided their contact information. 43 CHROs 

filled in the questionnaire (response rate = 37.72%); we matched their answers with those of 

the corresponding CEOs and we evaluated their interrater reliability. Specifically, following 

Danneels (2015), CEO and CHRO data were compared computing the Average Deviation 

Index (ADI, Burke and Dunlap, 2002) for each item and for the 13 constructs in the 

questionnaire, which included all of the constructs used to test the hypotheses. The interrater 

agreement was acceptable for all items and constructs (i.e., lower of 0.80 in the case of 5-

point scales and of 1.20 for 7-point scales, Burke and Dunlap, 2002). Moreover, in the case of 

constructs, the ADI was always lower than 1, meaning that the responses of CEOs and 

CHROs differed by an average of less than 1 scale point (Danneels, 2015). Also, for the 

majority of items that did not comprise constructs (30 of 43 items, 69.77%), the ADI was 

lower than 0.05, meaning the average difference was lower than 0.50 scale points. 
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Appendix C – The Narcissistic Personality Inventory 

Instructions for the respondent: There are forty paired statements (Table A.I), for each the 

respondent has to choose which one is closest to her/his feelings. 

Table C.I 
The Narcissistic Personality Inventory questionnaire 

1 A. I have a natural talent for influencing people. B. I am not good at influencing people. 
2 A. Modesty doesn't become me. B. I am essentially a modest person. 
3 A. I would do almost anything on a dare. B. I tend to be a fairly cautious person. 
4 A. When people compliment me I sometimes get 

embarrassed. 
B. I know that I am good because everybody 
keeps telling me so. 

5 A. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell 
out of me. 

B. If I ruled the world it would be a better place. 

6 A. I can usually talk my way out of anything. B. I try to accept the consequences of my 
behavior. 

7 A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd. B. I like to be the center of attention. 
8 A. I will be a success.  B. I am not too concerned about success. 
9 A. I am no better or worse than most people.  B. I think I am a special person. 
10 A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader.  B. I see myself as a good leader. 
11 A. I am assertive.  B. I wish I were more assertive. 
12 A. I like to have authority over other people.  B. I don't mind following orders. 
13 A. I find it easy to manipulate people.  B. I don't like it when I find myself manipulating 

people. 
14 A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me.  B. I usually get the respect that I deserve. 
15 A. I don't particularly like to show off my body.  B. I like to show off my body. 
16 A. I can read people like a book.  B. People are sometimes hard to understand. 
17 A. If I feel competent I am willing to take 

responsibility for making decisions.  
B. I like to take responsibility for making 
decisions. 

18 A. I just want to be reasonably happy.  B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of 
the world. 

19 A. My body is nothing special.  B. I like to look at my body. 
20 A. I try not to be a show off.  B. I will usually show off if I get the chance. 
21 A. I always know what I am doing.  B. Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing. 
22 A. I sometimes depend on people to get things done.  B. I rarely depend on anyone else to get things 

done. 
23 A. Sometimes I tell good stories.  B. Everybody likes to hear my stories. 
24 A. I expect a great deal from other people.  B. I like to do things for other people. 
25 A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve.  B. I take my satisfactions as they come. 
26 A. Compliments embarrass me.  B. I like to be complimented. 
27 A. I have a strong will to power.  B. Power for its own sake doesn't interest me. 
28 A. I don't care about new fads and fashions.  B. I like to start new fads and fashions. 
29 A. I like to look at myself in the mirror.  B. I am not particularly interested in looking at 

myself in the mirror. 
30 A. I really like to be the center of attention.  B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of 

attention. 
31 A. I can live my life in any way I want to.  B. People can't always live their lives in terms of 

what they want. 
32 A. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me.  B. People always seem to recognize my 

authority. 
33 A. I would prefer to be a leader.  B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a 

leader or not. 
34 A. I am going to be a great person.  B. I hope I am going to be successful. 
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35 A. People sometimes believe what I tell them.  B. I can make anybody believe anything I want 
them to. 

36 A. I am a born leader.  B. Leadership is a quality that takes a long time 
to develop. 

37 A. I wish somebody would someday write my 
biography.  

B. I don't like people to pry into my life for any 
reason. 

38 A. I get upset when people don't notice how I look 
when I go out in public.  

B. I don't mind blending into the crowd when I 
go out in public. 

39 A. I am more capable than other people.  B. There is a lot that I can learn from other 
people. 

40 A. I am much like everybody else.  B. I am an extraordinary person. 
 

Instructions for the evaluator: one point (i.e., narcissistic self-view) is given where the 

respondent answers A for each of the following: 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 21, 24, 25, 

27, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39; and where s/he answers B for each of the following: 4, 

5, 7, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 26, 28, 32, 35, 40. 
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Appendix D – Robustness checks 

Table D.I 
Robustness check: models on the relationship between family firm nature (measured as percentage of 

ownership) and CEO narcissism (sample: all firms) 
  Model 9 
  coef. p-value 
Family firm -0.02 0.026 
 (0.01) 

 

Firm size 0.41 0.262 
 (0.36) 

 

Firm hierarchical levels -0.51 0.158 
 (0.36) 

 

Firm age -0.79 0.276 
 (0.72) 

 

TMT size -0.06 0.726 
 (0.18) 

 

Market competition -0.29 0.548 
 (0.48) 

 

Market evolution -0.38 0.388 
 (0.44) 

 

Industry dummy YES 
 

Geographical dummy YES 
 

Constant 17.78 0.000 
  (2.63) 

 

Observations 198 
 

R-squared 0.061 
 

Log-likelihood -628.4 
 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
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Table D.II 
Robustness check: models on the relationship between CEO narcissism and innovation opportunity exploitation in family firms, and the mediating effect of TMT strategic 

decision comprehensiveness, measuring Innovation opportunity exploitation as average of its items (sample: only family firms) 
 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 Model 13 Model 14 

 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
  coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value 
CEO narcissism - 

 
0.05 0.035 0.05 0.056 - 

 
0.04 0.127 

 
  

(0.02) 
 

(0.02) 
   

(0.02) 
 

TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness - 
 

- 
 

- 
 

0.38 0.001 0.34 0.004 
 

      
(0.11) 

 
(0.11) 

 

Firm size 0.23 0.080 0.22 0.095 0.04 0.702 0.21 0.083 0.21 0.094 
 (0.13) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.12) 

 

Firm hierarchical levels 0.02 0.907 0.03 0.834 0.24 0.021 -0.07 0.552 -0.05 0.640 
 (0.13) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.10) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.12) 

 

Firm age -0.36 0.197 -0.41 0.132 0.00 0.987 -0.38 0.137 -0.41 0.104 
 (0.28) 

 
(0.27) 

 
(0.20) 

 
(0.25) 

 
(0.25) 

 

TMT size 0.05 0.409 0.06 0.271 0.00 0.968 0.05 0.355 0.06 0.265 
 (0.06) 

 
(0.06) 

 
(0.05) 

 
(0.05) 

 
(0.05) 

 

Market competition 0.23 0.179 0.26 0.117 -0.03 0.830 0.25 0.114 0.27 0.088 
 (0.17) 

 
(0.16) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.16) 

 
(0.16) 

 

Market evolution -0.02 0.924 0.03 0.860 0.01 0.954 0.00 0.982 0.03 0.866 
 (0.16) 

 
(0.16) 

 
(0.15) 

 
(0.15) 

 
(0.15) 

 

Female CEO 0.13 0.806 0.22 0.704 -0.02 0.980 0.17 0.698 0.22 0.626 
 (0.52) 

 
(0.57) 

 
(0.67) 

 
(0.42) 

 
(0.46) 

 

CEO degree 0.47 0.167 0.47 0.145 -0.18 0.514 0.54 0.092 0.53 0.090 
 (0.34)  (0.32)  (0.28)  (0.32)  (0.31)  
Founder CEO -0.19 0.737 -0.40 0.463 -0.03 0.942 -0.25 0.674 -0.38 0.499 
 (0.57)  (0.54)  (0.48)  (0.59)  (0.56)  
Family CEO 0.06 0.861 0.21 0.521 0.09 0.755 0.08 0.812 0.18 0.574 
 (0.34)  (0.33)  (0.29)  (0.32)  (0.32)  
CEO tenure -0.01 0.967 0.00 0.992 0.12 0.350 -0.05 0.704 -0.04 0.748 
 (0.15) 

 
(0.15) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.14) 

 
(0.14) 

 

CEO delegation 0.48 0.128 0.54 0.071 0.28 0.462 0.39 0.146 0.44 0.098 
 (0.31) 

 
(0.29) 

 
(0.38) 

 
(0.27) 

 
(0.26) 

 

Industry dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Geographical dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Constant 1.82 0.143 1.03 0.427 -2.74 0.018 2.59 0.025 1.97 0.112 
  (1.23) 

 
(1.29) 

 
(1.13) 

 
(1.14) 

 
(1.23) 

 

Observations 102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

R-squared 0.202 
 

0.240 
 

0.153 
 

0.290 
 

0.307 
 

Log-likelihood -168.8 
 

-166.3 
 

-151.4 
 

-162.8 
 

-161.6 
 

Robust standard errors in parentheses.        
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Table D.III 

Robustness check: models on the relationship between CEO narcissism and opportunity exploitation in family firms, and the mediating effect of TMT strategic decision 
comprehensiveness (sample: only family firms) 

 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17 Model 18 Model 19 

 
Opportunity exploitation Opportunity exploitation TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness Opportunity exploitation Opportunity exploitation 

  coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value 
CEO narcissism - 

 
0.04 0.033 0.05 0.056 - 

 
0.03 0.133 

 
  

(0.02) 
 

(0.02) 
   

(0.02) 
 

TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness - 
 

- 
 

- 
 

0.34 0.000 0.31 0.000 
 

      
(0.08) 

 
(0.08) 

 

Firm size 0.23 0.022 0.22 0.023 0.04 0.702 0.21 0.025 0.20 0.026 
 (0.10) 

 
(0.09) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.09) 

 
(0.09) 

 

Firm hierarchical levels 0.13 0.163 0.14 0.122 0.24 0.021 0.06 0.496 0.07 0.395 
 (0.10) 

 
(0.09) 

 
(0.10) 

 
(0.08) 

 
(0.08) 

 

Firm age -0.11 0.625 -0.15 0.491 0.00 0.987 -0.13 0.528 -0.15 0.444 
 (0.23) 

 
(0.22) 

 
(0.20) 

 
(0.20) 

 
(0.20) 

 

TMT size 0.03 0.470 0.04 0.293 0.00 0.968 0.03 0.379 0.04 0.277 
 (0.04) 

 
(0.04) 

 
(0.05) 

 
(0.04) 

 
(0.04) 

 

Market competition 0.10 0.449 0.13 0.325 -0.03 0.830 0.12 0.328 0.14 0.266 
 (0.13) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.12) 

 

Market evolution -0.03 0.839 0.01 0.946 0.01 0.954 -0.02 0.896 0.01 0.959 
 (0.13) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.15) 

 
(0.12) 

 
(0.12) 

 

Female CEO 0.44 0.215 0.52 0.208 -0.02 0.980 0.48 0.090 0.52 0.096 
 (0.36) 

 
(0.41) 

 
(0.67) 

 
(0.28) 

 
(0.31) 

 

CEO degree 0.14 0.603 0.14 0.575 -0.18 0.514 0.20 0.403 0.20 0.403 
 (0.26)  (0.25)  (0.28)  (0.24)  (0.23)  
Founder CEO 0.50 0.171 0.33 0.347 -0.03 0.942 0.45 0.251 0.34 0.367 
 (0.36)  (0.35)  (0.48)  (0.39)  (0.38)  
Family CEO -0.25 0.374 -0.13 0.636 0.09 0.755 -0.23 0.380 -0.16 0.555 
 (0.28)  (0.27)  (0.29)  (0.27)  (0.26)  
CEO tenure -0.12 0.289 -0.12 0.309 0.12 0.350 -0.16 0.111 -0.15 0.132 
 (0.11) 

 
(0.11) 

 
(0.13) 

 
(0.10) 

 
(0.10) 

 

CEO delegation -0.02 0.935 0.03 0.904 0.28 0.462 -0.10 0.628 -0.06 0.763 
 (0.23) 

 
(0.22) 

 
(0.38) 

 
(0.20) 

 
(0.20) 

 

Industry dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Geographical dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Constant 2.91 0.004 2.27 0.032 -2.74 0.018 3.60 0.000 3.12 0.001 
  (0.98) 

 
(1.04) 

 
(1.13) 

 
(0.86) 

 
(0.94) 

 

Observations 102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

102 
 

R-squared 0.216 
 

0.255 
 

0.153 
 

0.325 
 

0.340 
 

Log-likelihood -145.2 
 

-142.6 
 

-151.4 
 

-137.6 
 

-136.4 
 

Robust standard errors in parentheses.        
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Table D.IV 
Robustness check: models on the relationship between CEO narcissism and innovation opportunity exploitation in family firms, and the mediating effect of TMT strategic 

decision comprehensiveness, considering all firms (sample: all firms) 
 Model 20 Model 21 Model 22 Model 23 Model 24 

 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
Innovation opportunity 

exploitation 
  coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value coef. p-value 
CEO narcissism - 

 
0.02 0.060 0.03 0.033 - 

 
0.02 0.143 

 
  

(0.01) 
 

(0.01) 
   

(0.01) 
 

TMT strategic decision comprehensiveness - 
 

- 
 

- 
 

0.20 0.005 0.18 0.010 
 

      
(0.07) 

 
(0.07) 

 

Family firm -0.08 0.690 -0.06 0.759 -0.48 0.012 0.02 0.903 0.03 0.886 
 (0.19)  (0.19)  (0.19)  (0.20)  (0.20)  
Firm size 0.08 0.223 0.07 0.279 0.00 0.953 0.08 0.213 0.07 0.257 
 (0.06) 

 
(0.06) 

 
(0.07) 

 
(0.06) 

 
(0.06) 

 

Firm hierarchical levels -0.05 0.369 -0.04 0.484 0.14 0.037 -0.08 0.165 -0.06 0.235 
 (0.06) 

 
(0.06) 

 
(0.06) 

 
(0.05) 

 
(0.05) 

 

Firm age -0.15 0.152 -0.14 0.191 0.01 0.937 -0.15 0.151 -0.14 0.181 
 (0.10) 

 
(0.11) 

 
(0.11) 

 
(0.10) 

 
(0.10) 

 

TMT size 0.00 0.935 0.00 0.987 0.01 0.851 0.00 0.919 0.00 0.959 
 (0.03) 

 
(0.03) 

 
(0.03) 

 
(0.03) 

 
(0.03) 

 

Market competition 0.23 0.003 0.24 0.003 0.02 0.794 0.23 0.003 0.24 0.003 
 (0.08) 

 
(0.08) 

 
(0.08) 

 
(0.08) 

 
(0.08) 

 

Market evolution 0.08 0.265 0.09 0.207 0.07 0.393 0.07 0.349 0.08 0.293 
 (0.07) 

 
(0.07) 

 
(0.08) 

 
(0.07) 

 
(0.07) 

 

Female CEO -0.04 0.880 -0.02 0.929 -0.15 0.650 0.00 0.990 0.01 0.981 
 (0.24) 

 
(0.24) 

 
(0.33) 

 
(0.22) 

 
(0.23) 

 

CEO degree 0.31 0.067 0.30 0.077 -0.03 0.889 0.32 0.062 0.31 0.070 
 (0.17)  (0.17)  (0.19)  (0.17)  (0.17)  
Founder CEO -0.29 0.486 -0.34 0.398 0.04 0.931 -0.31 0.460 -0.34 0.396 
 (0.41)  (0.40)  (0.41)  (0.41)  (0.40)  
Family CEO 0.02 0.935 0.07 0.765 0.01 0.984 0.03 0.891 0.07 0.760 
 (0.24)  (0.23)  (0.26)  (0.23)  (0.22)  
CEO tenure 0.09 0.230 0.09 0.233 0.13 0.100 0.06 0.388 0.06 0.374 
 (0.07) 

 
(0.07) 

 
(0.08) 

 
(0.07) 

 
(0.07) 

 

CEO delegation 0.28 0.091 0.29 0.070 0.19 0.383 0.24 0.109 0.26 0.090 
 (0.16) 

 
(0.16) 

 
(0.22) 

 
(0.15) 

 
(0.15) 

 

Industry dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Geographical dummy YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

YES 
 

Constant -1.10 0.054 -1.52 0.017 -1.42 0.036 -0.93 0.092 -1.26 0.041 
  (0.57) 

 
(0.63) 

 
(0.67) 

 
(0.55) 

 
(0.61) 

 

Observations 198 
 

198 
 

198 
 

198 
 

198 
 

R-squared 0.191 
 

0.206 
 

0.125 
 

0.229 
 

0.237 
 

Log-likelihood -260.1 
 

-258.2 
 

-273.9 
 

-255.4 
 

-254.3 
 

Robust standard errors in parentheses.        
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