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Abstract

Amid rapid technological advancements and significant changes due to the pandemic, the luxury sector has seen considerable
shifts, particularly in brand value and image due to mergers and acquisitions(M&A). Therefore, this study explores the impact of
parent company changes resulting from M&A on brand image especially in the luxury market from the perspective of the halo
effect. Specially, the case of Tiffany&Co., acquired by the LVMH Group in January 2021, is examined and analyzed by investigating
the social interest and keyword trends associated with Tiffany&Co. before and after the acquisition. Data was collected from 443
news articles through the Big Kinds news analysis service, and the frequency, Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency and
etc. of keywords were analyzed to understand the shifts in consumer perception. In pre-acquisition period, keywords about the
jewerly brand were mainly mentioned, indicating that Tiffany&Co. was positioning itself more as a jewerly brand and was known to
the public, but in post-acquisition, keywords related to the luxury brand and the parent brand were shown, including ‘Boucheron’
from the competing group Kering. Analysis revealed a shift from primarily being perceived as a jewelry brand to a more solidified
luxury brand, with stronger associations to LVMH and other luxury brands like Louis Vuitton and Bulgari. The halo effect was
evident, as the strong brand image of LVMH positively influenced the perception of Tiffany&Co., enhancing its brand value and
market positioning. This study contributes to understanding the complex impacts of M&A on brand image in the luxury market and
the implications of the study are as follows. First, M&As have profound impacts on brand value and image beyond mere financial

mergers.

Second, post-M&A integration strategies are crucial and strategically leveraging the halo effect can elevate brand value.
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