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a b s t r a c t
This paper examines the valuation effects of corporate name changes involving oil-related
terms in the U.S. and Canadian stock markets. We show that relatively more U.S. companies
add oil-related terms to their corporate names compared to Canadian ﬁrms. Investors in
the U.S. market react more positively towards ﬁrms experiencing oil-related name changes
during the recent oil price surge. On the other hand, the results indicate that the oil-related
name change effects appear to be transitory in the Canadian market. Name changes trigger positive returns surrounding the announcement day, but the negative post-event drift
largely cancels the effect. Moreover, investor reactions to oil-related name changes are
associated with the company’s actual involvement in the oil industry.
© 2015 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
This paper examines the impact of rising oil prices on corporate name change behavior and the wealth effects of corporate
name changes involving oil-related terms. The price of crude oil was stable and under $30 per barrel before 2004, yet a series
of economic and political events led the price to hit over $100 per barrel in February 2008. It remains to be seen if the rising
oil price has an impact on the stock markets. Kilian and Park (2007) provide evidence that the response of aggregate stock
returns may differ depending on whether the increase in the price of crude oil is driven by demand or supply shocks. They
show that negative stock returns are associated with higher oil prices when markets are affected by speciﬁc demand shocks
that reﬂect fears about the availability of future oil supplies. In contrast, positive shocks to the global aggregate demand for
industrial commodities can cause both higher oil prices and higher stock prices.
The adverse economic impacts of the 2007–2009 ﬁnancial crisis are well-documented. The ﬁnancial crisis triggered the
longest recession since the Great Depression in the U.S., with far reaching impacts around the world. As the ﬁnancial crisis
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intensiﬁed in mid-2007, the oil price continued its surge. We also examine if the ﬁnancial crisis impacted the way investors
respond to oil-related name changes even when the oil market is surging.
To the best of our knowledge, no empirical research has been conducted on the relationship between an oil price surge and
corporate name change behavior. We ask the following questions: Do companies tend to add the word “oil” or “petroleum” to
their names during a rising oil price? What are the wealth effects of name changes involving oil-related terms? Did investors
react differently to the related name changes during the recent ﬁnancial crisis? To answer these questions, we compare the
wealth effects of corporate name changes as measured by abnormal returns around their announcement date in the U.S. and
Canadian stock markets from January 2000 to June 2009.
The academic literature has found mixed evidence on the valuation effects of corporate name changes. Early evidence
ﬁnds no statistically signiﬁcant wealth effects associated with corporate name changes (Howe, 1982; Karpoff and Rankine,
1994), but the dot.com phenomenon provides contrasting results. Cooper et al. (2001) document signiﬁcant and positive
market reactions to the changes of internet-related dot.com names. They suggest that the effects of corporate name changes
are associated with investor mania driven by a price pressure-induced bubble in the stock markets. As the internet bubble
burst, the wealth effect of corporate name changes continued to exist, but operated in a reverse direction. Cooper et al.
(2005) note a positive market reaction to name changes for ﬁrms deleting “dot.com”, “dot.net”, and “internet” from their
names when the internet mania was over, concluding that investors are affected by cosmetic changes and managers try to
take advantage of investor sentiment by changing corporate names.
In this study we examine whether the wealth effects of corporate name changes are inﬂuenced by the changes of oil
prices and the outbreak of the recent ﬁnancial crisis. Our study contributes to the current literature in several ways. First,
the recent oil price surge provides us an opportunity to revisit the claim made by Cooper et al. (2005) that managers take
advantage of investors’ bias by changing corporate names conditional on market conditions. Second, most previous studies
on the effects of corporate name changes focus on sample ﬁrms from different industries1 , but lumping ﬁrms from different
industries may result in aggregation bias. Koku (1997) examines the impact of name changes with a focus on the service
industry and ﬁnds positive reactions to corporate name changes. As no study has yet to investigate the market effects of
corporate name changes in a single energy industry, we look to ﬁll this gap by examining the effects of corporate name
changes related to the oil industry. Third, we compare the wealth effects of corporate name changes between the U.S. and
Canadian stock markets. We show that the pattern of name changes and price reactions are both different between these
two countries. Fourth, our sampling period includes the recent ﬁnancial crisis, which allows us to examine the inﬂuence of
the crisis on the wealth effects of corporate name changes.
Our results show different relations between market condition and name change behavior in the U.S and Canadian
markets. In the U.S., most corporate name changes involving oil-related terms occurred when the oil price was surging,
whereas the market condition had less of an impact on the name change behavior of Canadian ﬁrms. This ﬁnding may
explain the difference in the wealth effects of corporate name change announcements between the U.S. and Canadian
markets.
Market condition plays an important role in determining the wealth effects of oil-related name changes in the U.S. markets.
During the normal market period, no signiﬁcant market response is found in both U.S. and Canadian markets. When the oil
price is surging, persistent and signiﬁcantly positive wealth effects exist in the U.S. markets. However, the positive wealth
effects vanished after including the portion of the ﬁnancial crisis period that saw a surging oil price. Canadian markets
show either insigniﬁcant or negatively signiﬁcant abnormal returns in limited cases. Compared to U.S. investors, Canadian
investors are less responsive to oil-related name changes. While the nature of name changes inﬂuences the wealth effects
of corporate name changes, the impacts vary across market conditions in the U.S. markets. Investors in the U.S. react more
positively to name changes that are adding oil-related terms, but only during the hot oil market period. On the other hand,
name changes that are deleting oil-related terms yield signiﬁcant and negative market reactions during the ﬁnancial crisis
period. Minor name changes are inconsequential, while major name changes result in positive wealth effects during the hot
market period and negative wealth effects during the ﬁnancial crisis period. Similarly, ﬁrms in oil-related sectors generate
positive wealth effects during the hot market period, and ﬁrms in oil-unrelated sectors generate negative wealth effects
during the ﬁnancial crisis period. For the Canadian markets, the nature of name changes has no inﬂuence on the wealth
effects across different sub-sample periods. Our ﬁndings for U.S. markets are consistent with the hypothesis that companies
try to capture investor bias by changing their corporate name, while the results for Canadian markets are more aligned with
the rational pricing hypothesis.
The remainder of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the literature. Section 3 describes our sample and
the event study methodology that we use. Section 4 presents and discusses the empirical results. Section 5 offers possible
explanations of the different wealth effects between the U.S. and Canadian markets. Section 6 contains robustness results.
Section 7 concludes.

1
Lee (2000) controls for industry effect by including dummy variables in the regression analysis. However, no details of the results are provided. It is
not clear how many different industries are included in the sample and whether the coefﬁcients of the industry dummies are signiﬁcant or not. Moreover,
an industry dummy is not likely to completely mitigate the impact of industry effects.
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2. Wealth effects of corporate name changes
Because corporate name changes are costly and ﬁrm names are related to certain qualities of ﬁrm performance, it is
natural to evaluate the price impact of corporate name changes. There are two different hypotheses in the literature on the
price effects of corporate name changes. The rational pricing hypothesis suggests that the announcement effect is transitory
and there is insigniﬁcant excess return around the announcement date (Howe (1982), and Karpoff and Rankine (1994)). The
investor mania hypothesis (Cooper et al., 2001) argues that investors are eager to be associated with the hot market at all
costs and price reaction to corporate name changes during the hot market is signiﬁcant and positive.
Howe (1982) argues that information asymmetries can explain why wealth effects of company name changes do
exist. He shows that in the situation of quality uncertainty, high quality ﬁrms’ stock prices can beneﬁt from name
changes. Using event study methods, he concludes that there is no statistically signiﬁcant wealth effect in the U.S. market. Karpoff and Rankine (1994) examine U.S. corporate name changes from 1979 to 1987 and ﬁnd similar results. On
the other hand, recent empirical evidence using data from the internet bubble period shows different results. Cooper
et al. (2001) document a positive stock price reaction to the changes of internet-related dot.com names. Cooper et al.
(2005) show that investors were deceived by companies seeking to be disassociated from the internet industry by
deleting “dot.com”, “dot.net” or “internet” from their corporate names during the period 1998–2001. These results suggest that corporate name change effects are associated with investor mania driven by a price pressure-induced bubble
in the stock markets, and managers take advantage of investor sentiment by changing corporate names to capture
gains.
Previous studies present conﬂicting results on the impacts of corporate name changes in different countries. For example,
Josev et al. (2004) examine 107 ﬁrms that underwent corporate name changes from 1995 to 1999 in Australia. They ﬁnd that
name changes are associated with a negative impact on stock prices in their event periods. Karbhari et al. (2004) analyze
the Kuala Lumpur Stock Exchange between 1984 and 1996 and show corporate name changes have no wealth effects on
shareholders. As previous evidence for international markets is mixed, more studies on the wealth effects of corporate name
changes across different markets are warranted.
Many people assume that the Canadian stock market is similar to the U.S. market due to geographic proximity and
economic integration between the two countries, but this assumption has rarely been examined. Previous studies on the U.S.
and Canadian markets mainly focus on the issues of integration or segmentation between the two countries. For example,
Foerster and Karolyi (1993) and Foerster and Karolyi (1998) examine the short-run cross market dependence in returns
and volatility between the U.S. and Canadian markets. They investigate stock price movements of Canadian ﬁrms before
and after they cross-listed in the U.S. Their results indicate that some degree of segmentation exists between the two
markets.
In this paper we compare the wealth effects of corporate name changes in the U.S. and Canadian markets
over different market conditions. If the presumption of investor irrationality is correct, then market responses to
corporate name changes should be asymmetric across different market conditions. The investor-mania hypothesis predicts a stronger market reaction to oil-related name changes in a hot market. If investors are rational, then their
responses to name changes should be less sensitive to changes in market conditions. Other non-market factors, such
as the nature of the name change, may be more important in explaining the market response to corporate name
changes.
Name change is a signal conveyed by ﬁrms to their investors. The nature and the strength of information content embedded in a name change vary across types of name changes. To address this issue, we investigate the wealth effects of the
following three categories of name changes: (1) adding versus deleting an oil-related word, like “oil” or “petroleum”; (2)
major versus minor name changes; and (3) name changes of ﬁrms in oil-related sectors versus name changes of ﬁrms in
oil-unrelated sectors.

3. Data and methodology
3.1. Data description
Our sample consists of companies that changed their corporate names in the U.S. and Canadian markets from January
2000 to June 2009. The U.S. companies are traded in the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE), American Stock Exchange
(AMEX), National Association of Securities Dealers Automated Quotation System (NASDAQ), or Over the Counter Bulletin
Board (OTCBB). The Canadian companies are traded in the Toronto Stock Exchange (TSX), Venture Exchange (TSX Venture),
or NEX Board (NEX). We search for corporate name changes that are associated with the word “oil” or “petroleum” and
cross check our sample ﬁrms with the Mergent Event Data. The initial sample consists of 330 announcements of relevant
name changes. Since the information of name changes may be released to the market before being ofﬁcially announced by
the stock exchanges, we also search news reports for announcement of corporate name changes. We consider two possible
choices of the announcement day (or the event day): (1) the day when the stock exchanges announced the corporate name
changes; and (2) the ﬁrst available day of news concerning the name changes in the Factiva database. We use the earlier day
between these two dates as the event day.
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Table 1
Data description. This table describes the sample companies that changed their names involving the word “oil” or “petroleum” from January 2000 to June
2009. Firms are divided into three subcategories. Category 1: ﬁrms adding “oil” and “petroleum” to their names versus ﬁrms deleting “oil” and “petroleum”
from their names. Category 2: major versus minor name changes. Category 3: ﬁrms in oil-related sectors versus ﬁrms in oil-unrelated sectors. The full
sample period is also divided into three sub-periods: normal market period (January 2000–December 2003), hot market period (January 2004–June 2007),
and ﬁnancial crisis period (July 2007–June 2009).

Initial number of ﬁrms in sample
Deleted due to merger and acquisition or other corporate events
Deleted due to lack of price or volume data
Deleted market value equals zero
Deleted new and old names both with “oil” or “petroleum”
Total number of remaining ﬁrms
Category 1
Category 2
Category 3
Sub-sample periods

Sub-categories

All

U.S.

Canada

Addition of oil-related term
Deletion of oil-related term
Major name changes
Minor name changes
Oil-related sector
Oil-unrelated sector
Normal market period
Hot market period
Financial crisis period

330
101
84
7
31
107
63
44
85
22
83
24
34
47
26

181
42
36
7
27
69
40
29
58
11
47
22
13
35
21

149
59
48
0
4
38
23
15
27
11
36
2
21
12
5

Daily stock returns, benchmark indices, and oil price are obtained from Datastream2 . We delete 84 name changes due to
insufﬁcient price data and 101 name changes due to concurrent announcements of mergers & acquisitions, divestiture, and
other major corporate events. The ﬁnal sample consists of 107 name changes involving the word “oil” or “petroleum.” Table 1
summarizes the information of our sample. We classify the sample into three categories based on the ﬁrm’s characteristics
and the nature of name changes. Category 1 separates name changes that add the word “oil” or “petroleum” from those
that delete oil-related terms. More than half of the 107 name changes add the word “oil” or “petroleum” to the corporate
name for the combined sample. There are more ﬁrms adding than deleting oil-related terms in both the U.S. and Canadian
samples.
Category 2 distinguishes between major and minor name changes following Bosch and Hirschey (1989). A major name
change refers to the case that the new corporate name is entirely different from the original name. A minor name change
allows investors to identify the association with the original name. For example, the change from Benton Oil & Gas Co. to
Harvest Natural Resource represents a major name change since the two names do not resemble one another in any way.
On the other hand, the change from Tesoro Petroleum Corporation to Tesoro Corporation represents a minor name change.
The majority of corporate name changes in our sample are major changes. The percentage of major name changes for the
combined sample, U.S. sample, and Canadian sample is 79%, 78%, and 81%, respectively.
Category 3 separates ﬁrms in oil-related sectors from those in oil-unrelated sectors. This classiﬁcation considers the core
business of companies based on the sector speciﬁcation in Datastream. If a ﬁrm’s core business is not oil/gas production or
oil equipment and service, then the ﬁrm is in an oil-unrelated sector. For example, Wilshire Oil Company of Texas changed
its name to Wilshire Enterprise, Inc. According to the sector classiﬁcation of Datastream, Wilshire Enterprise, Inc. is in the
real estate investment and services sector. Therefore, this name change is under the category of oil-unrelated sectors. We
hypothesize that if a company belongs to an oil-related sector, then investors are less likely to believe the name change
is artiﬁcial. There are more ﬁrms in oil-related sectors than those in oil-unrelated sectors in both the U.S. and Canadian
markets. The distribution is more skewed in the Canadian market, as 36 out of 38 name changes there are in oil-related
sectors.
To examine the wealth effects of name changes under different market conditions, we divide our sample into three subperiods: normal oil market, hot oil market, and the ﬁnancial crisis period. As shown in Fig. 1, the crude oil price shows a
sustainable upward trend that started from the ﬁrst quarter of 2004. Therefore, we choose January 2004 as the cutoff point
between normal and hot oil markets. As the oil price started surging in 2004 and reached its peak on July 2008, we expect
that the 2007–2009 ﬁnancial crisis did affect investor sentiments and thus inﬂuenced investors’ reaction to corporate name
changes. There is no consensus on exactly when the recent ﬁnancial crisis started, but most people agree that the crisis
exploded in mid-2007 when Bear Stearns halted redemptions for two of its hedge funds. As the recent recession triggered
by the ﬁnancial crisis ofﬁcially ended in June 2009, we deﬁne the ﬁnancial crisis period as July 2007–June 2009. To isolate
the potential impact of the ﬁnancial crisis on market reaction to corporate name changes involving oil-related terms, we
focus on the hot oil market period that does not overlap with the ﬁnancial crisis. Therefore, our hot oil market period starts
in January 2004 and ends in June 2007. For the combined sample, the number of name changes during the normal period is
less than that for the hot market period (34 versus 47). More U.S. ﬁrms changed their name during the hot oil market period

2
Market value in Datastream is the share price multiplied by the number of ordinary shares outstanding. We use the Datastream North America Oil &
Gas price index as the market index in the market-adjusted model.
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Fig. 1. Oil price trend and changes of corporate names with additions and deletions of oil from their names in the U.S. and Canadian markets (from January
2000 to June 2009).

than during the normal period (35 versus 13), while more Canadian ﬁrms changed their names during the normal period
than the hot market period (21 versus 12). It seems that U.S ﬁrms are more likely to capture investor sentiment by changing
their corporate names during the hot market. Timing the market for corporate name changes is not evident in the Canadian
market.
Fig. 1 shows the number of name changes adding and deleting the word “oil” or “petroleum” together with the trend of
crude oil price. Before the ﬁrst quarter of 2004, we ﬁnd no particular relation between the number of name changes adding
and deleting oil-related terms. However, in the hot market period, the number of name changes adding oil-related terms
increases substantially and outweighs the number of name changes deleting oil-related terms.
Table 2 reports the number of different types of name changes during our sample period. Panel A of Table 2 shows that
the largest number of ﬁrms with oil-related name changes occurred in 2005, which may be due to the fact that the oil price
hit a high in 2005 and then dropped from $77.03 per barrel in the beginning of 2006 to $56.27 per barrel by November 2006.
There are more name changes with an addition rather than a deletion of oil-related terms during 2003–2007. Panel B shows
that major name changes outnumber minor name changes in each year of our sample period. Panel C shows that the number
of oil-related name changes in the U.S. market increases sharply in 2004–2005, indicating that, compared to Canadian ﬁrms,
U.S. ﬁrms are more likely to signal their association with the oil industry when the oil price is surging, which is a sign for
capturing investor sentiment.
3.2. Methodology
This paper employs the standard event study methodology. We compute abnormal returns in the following ways. First,
for each security i, the market model used to calculate for day t is:
Ri,t = ˛i + ˇi Rm,t + εi,t ,

(1)

where Rit is the return for ﬁrm i on day t, and Rmt is the market return using the Datastream North America Oil & Gas stock
price index from (−120, −16). We compute abnormal returns (AR) for ﬁrm i on day t as follows:
ARit = Rit − ˛i − ˇi Rmt .

(2)

We then compute the cumulative abnormal return (CARi ) for ﬁrm i for various event windows from t = j to t = k as:
CARi =

k


ARit .

(3)

t=j

The mean cumulative abnormal return (CAR) of N ﬁrms is:

N
CAR =

i=1

CARi

N

.

(4)
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Table 2
Distribution of name changes by the characteristics of the changes. This table presents the distribution of name changes based on the three categories as
deﬁned in Table 1. Panel A shows the distribution of name changes adding and deleting the word “oil” or “petroleum”; Panel B shows the distribution of
major and minor name changes; and Panel C shows the distribution of name changes for ﬁrms in oil-related/oil-unrelated sectors.
Panel A: addition/deletion of oil-related term
Year

Addition

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009Q2

Deletion

All ﬁrms

U.S.

Canada

All ﬁrms

U.S.

Canada

2
2
4
8
11
12
7
9
6
2

0
0
2
3
7
9
6
6
5
2

2
2
2
5
4
3
1
3
1
0

6
3
4
5
3
8
1
4
8
2

3
2
1
2
2
7
1
3
6
2

3
1
3
3
1
1
0
1
2
0

Panel B: major name change/minor name change
Year

Major name change

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009 Q2

Minor name change

All ﬁrms

U.S.

Canada

All ﬁrms

U.S.

Canada

8
3
5
10
10
16
5
10
14
4

3
1
3
4
8
12
5
7
11
4

5
2
2
6
2
4
0
3
3
0

0
2
3
3
4
4
3
3
0
0

0
1
0
1
1
4
2
2
0
0

0
1
3
2
3
0
1
1
0
0

Panel C: oil-related sectors/oil-unrelated sectors
Year

Oil-related

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009 Q2

Oil-unrelated

All ﬁrms

U.S.

Canada

All ﬁrms

U.S.

Canada

6
4
8
11
12
15
7
11
8
1

1
2
3
3
8
11
6
7
5
1

5
2
5
8
4
4
1
4
3
0

2
1
0
2
2
5
1
2
6
3

2
0
0
2
1
5
1
2
6
3

0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0

The corresponding t-statistics measuring whether CAR is signiﬁcantly different from zero are:
t(CAR) =



CAR
Var(CARi )/N

,

(5)

where Var(CARi ) is the variance of CARi among N ﬁrms.
4. Empirical results
4.1. Wealth effects of corporate name changes involving oil-related terms
To avoid the impact of stale trading on the estimation of abnormal returns, we exclude ﬁrms that have no trading volume
from day −1 to day +1 relative to the event day. We calculate abnormal returns for seven event windows. As illustrated
in Fig. 1, there are more companies adding “oil” or “petroleum” to their names than deleting them during the hot market.
If investors are affected by cosmetic changes in corporate names and managers take advantage of investors’ irrationality,
then we expect that wealth effects of corporate name changes would vary across different market conditions. The recent
ﬁnancial crisis may also have an impact on investors’ responses to corporate name changes. Panels A, B, C, and D of Table 3
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Panel A: full sample (from January 2000 to June 2009)
Event period
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

Combined
U.S.
Canada

107
69
38

0.0782 (1.45)
0.1333* (1.69)
−0.0219 (−0.47)

0.0440 (1.31)
0.0644 (1.37)
0.0071 (0.17)

0.0134 (0.24)
0.0826 (1.04)
−0.1122* (−1.91)

−0.0216 (−0.29)
0.0273 (0.25)
−0.1103 (−1.49)

−0.2450** (−2.15)
−0.2875* (−1.73)
−0.1677 (−1.55)

0.1006 (0.92)
0.2250 (1.40)
−0.1251 (−1.36)

−0.1228 (−0.85)
−0.0899 (−0.42)
−0.1825 (−1.48)

Panel B: normal market period (from January 2000 to December 2003)
Event period
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Subcategory

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

Combined
U.S.
Canada

34
13
21

0.0172 (0.30)
0.1137 (1.02)
−0.0426 (−0.68)

0.0379 (0.41)
0.1322 (0.61)
−0.0205 (−0.28)

0.0798 (0.94)
0.2904 (1.78)
−0.0506 (−0.61)

0.0439 (0.38)
0.2320 (0.85)
−0.0725 (−0.85)

0.0235 (0.13)
0.1837 (0.43)
−0.0756 (−0.60)

0.0990 (0.60)
0.4780 (1.28)
−0.1356 (−1.18)

0.0786 (0.36)
0.4297 (0.85)
−0.1387 (−0.84)

Panel C: hot market period (from January 2004 to June 2007)
Event period
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Subcategory

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

Combined
U.S.
Canada

47
35
12

0.2050*** (2.77)
0.2470*** (2.55)
0.0826 (1.44)

0.0697** (2.04)
0.0792* (1.75)
0.0421 (1.77)

0.0635 (0.93)
0.1340 (1.65)
−0.1422 (−1.32)

0.1881** (2.07)
0.2718** (2.54)
−0.0562 (−0.36)

−0.0264 (−0.20)
0.0985 (0.62)
−0.3907* (−1.93)

0.4628*** (3.35)
0.5980*** (3.49)
0.0685 (0.40)

0.2484 (1.46)
0.4247* (2.02)
−0.2660 (−1.28)

Panel D: ﬁnancial crisis period (from July 2007 to June 2009)
Event period

Subcategory
Combined
U.S.
Canada

1

2

3

4

5

6

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

26
21
5

−0.0713 (−0.46)
−0.0441 (−0.23)
−0.1858 (−1.02)

0.0056 (0.21)
−0.0024 (−0.07)
0.0392 (0.93)

−0.1640 (−1.04)
−0.1319 (−0.68)
−0.2988** (−3.87)

−0.4862 (−2.60)
−0.5070** (−2.23)
−0.3987 (−1.91)

−0.9913 (−3.40)
−1.2227*** (−3.70)
−0.0193 (−0.05)

−0.5519 (−2.06)
−0.5534* (−1.68)
−0.5453* (−2.41)

−1.0570*** (−2.85)
−1.2691*** (−2.90)
−0.1659 (−0.38)

**

***

7

*
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Table 3
Analysis of CARs for the combined sample and two sub-samples. This table reports market-adjusted cumulative abnormal returns (CARs). The CARs are calculated for various event periods for corporate name
changes associated with the word “oil” or “petroleum” from January 2000 to June 2009. Each cell reports the average CAR for the respective event period. T statistics are reported in parentheses. *** , ** , and *
indicate that the coefﬁcient is signiﬁcant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively. Panel A shows the results for the full sample period; Panels B, C, and D show the results for the normal market period, hot
market period, and the ﬁnancial crisis period, respectively.
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report the abnormal returns during the full sample period, normal oil market, hot oil market, and the ﬁnancial crisis period,
respectively. For each time period, we present the results for the combined sample, U.S. sample, and the Canadian sample.
Panel A of Table 3 shows no evidence of a strong market reaction for the full sample period. Not one of the combined
sample, the U.S. sample, or the Canadian sample illustrates a signiﬁcant abnormal return on the event day. These results on
the event day are consistent with previous results in Howe (1982), Horsky and Swyngedouw (1987), Bosch and Hirschey
(1989)3 , and Karpoff and Rankine (1994), but are inconsistent with those in Lee (2000), Cooper et al. (2001), and Cooper
et al. (2005). Both the combined sample and the U.S. sample have signiﬁcant and negative CARs in the (+1, +120) window.
Most CARs for the Canadian sample are negative, but only the one in the (+1, +30) window is statistically signiﬁcant.
As shown in Panel B of Table 3, when oil prices were relatively stable, corporate name changes failed to generate signiﬁcant
abnormal returns. No CAR is signiﬁcantly different from zero across all event windows and all samples during the normal
market period.
Panel C of Table 3 shows totally different results for the hot oil market period. Investors responded positively to corporate
name changes involving oil-related terms when the oil price was surging in the pre-crisis period. For the combined sample
and the U.S. sample, the abnormal return on the event day is signiﬁcantly positive (6.97% and 7.92%, respectively). The
positive wealth effect carries over to post-announcement periods; CARs for the combined sample are signiﬁcantly positive
in four event windows. The U.S sample illustrates even stronger and more persistent positive wealth effects. CARs for the U.S.
sample are signiﬁcantly positive in ﬁve out of seven event windows. The positively signiﬁcant CARs in the (−15, −1) window
for both the combined sample and the U.S. sample indicate a possible leakage of information before the announcement day.
The ﬁndings for the combined sample and the U.S. sample during the hot market period are consistent with the investor
mania hypothesis.
The results for the Canadian sample during the hot market period are similar to those for the full sample period. No CAR
for the Canadian sample is signiﬁcantly positive, while a signiﬁcant and negative CAR is found in the (+1, +120) window.
This result is contrary to the conjecture of investor irrationality during an abnormal market condition. Canadian investors
do not respond to corporate name changes involving oil-related terms regardless of the market condition.
The above results illustrate that U.S. investors and Canadian investors react differently to corporate name changes involving oil-related terms. Investors in the U.S. react positively to corporate name changes when the oil price surges. However,
when the ﬁnancial crisis exploded, the anxiety toward overall ﬁnancial and economic stability seemed to outweigh the positive reaction to corporate name changes. Even as the oil price continued to surge between July 2009 and July 2008, positive
market responses in the U.S. markets vanished when this time period is added to the hot market period4 , highlighting the
adverse impacts of the ﬁnancial crisis.
To further assess the impact of the recent ﬁnancial crisis on the wealth effects of corporate name changes, we examine
the market reaction during the crisis period (July 2007 to June 2009). The results are shown in Panel D of Table 3.
Panel D shows negative and signiﬁcant CARs in relative long event windows for the combined sample and the U.S. sample,
with CARs signiﬁcantly negative in four event windows: (+1, +60), (+1, +120), (−15, +60), and (−15, +120). There are only
ﬁve name changes for the Canadian market, and so the sample size is not large enough to draw any meaningful conclusion.
As the oil price continued surging between July 2007 and July 2008, the presence of negative abnormal returns during the
ﬁnancial crisis period implies that overall market sentiment due to the ﬁnancial shock dominated the impact of the surging
oil price on the oil industry.
As the ﬁnancial crisis intensiﬁed, increasing volatility and uncertainty may have wiped out investors’ optimism that was
generated by surging oil prices. It is conceivable that investors expect any economic hardship caused by the ﬁnancial crisis
would in turn hurt the oil industry and a high oil price is not expected to be sustainable. The opposite effects of oil-related
name changes during the hot market period and the ﬁnancial crisis period explain the insigniﬁcant results for the full sample
period.
At the outset of the ﬁnancial crisis, the oil price was still surging. Thus, while the pessimistic economic outlook and future
uncertainty were likely to have driven the stock prices of oil companies down, investors’ behavior of “ﬂight to quality’ may
have contributed to surges in commodity prices, including oil. However, unlike other commodities such as gold, which can
be used as a storage of value and be invested in for diversiﬁcation purposes, demand for oil is ultimately determined by
economic activities. As the recession set in, the negative forces outweighed the positive impact of “ﬂight to quality” and
oil stock prices eventually fell during the second half of the ﬁnancial crisis. This may explain why oil price surged at the
beginning of the crisis period. We still document signiﬁcant negative abnormal returns around oil-related name changes
during the period of July 2007 to June 2009.
Figs. 2 and 3 compare CARs for the U.S. and Canadian ﬁrms during the hot market period and the ﬁnancial crisis period,
respectively. In Fig. 2, CARs for the U.S. sample continue rising after the name change announcement day. On the other hand,
CARs for the Canadian sample scatter around zero over a large portion of the event window. As shown in Fig. 3, during the
ﬁnancial crisis period, CARs for the U.S. sample are slightly above zero within a short window around the event date and

3

Bosch and Hirschey (1989) ﬁnd a positive pre-announcement effect followed by a negative post-announcement drift.
To save space, the results for the extended hot oil market period that includes a portion of the ﬁnancial crisis period are not reported. The results are
available upon request. Out of the 26 name changes during the ﬁnancial crisis period, 17 occurred between July 2007 and July 2008, during which the oil
price continued surging.
4
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Fig. 2. CAR charts from days −15 to +120 of corporate name change effects in the hot market period (from January 2004 to June 2007): U.S. versus Canada.

then show a signiﬁcant downward drift. For the Canadian sample, CARs never rise above zero and the downward trend is
more acute than that for the U.S. sample within two months after the announcement day.
4.2. Addition versus deletion of oil-related terms
We next explore the impact of the nature of corporate name changes. First, we compare the wealth effects between
corporate name changes adding and deleting oil-related terms. The results for various sub-periods are reported in Table 4.
Panel A of Table 4 shows that companies adding the word “oil” or “petroleum” to their names show signiﬁcant CARs of
13.5% and 36.7% in event windows (−15, −1) and (−15, +60), respectively, for the combined sample. In contrast, CARs for
companies deleting oil-related terms are signiﬁcantly negative in four event windows. Adding oil-related terms seems to
provide a positive signal while a deletion conveys negative information.
Market conditions have a great impact on the results. The signiﬁcant and positive CARs for ﬁrms adding oil-related terms
exist only during the hot market, in which CARs are signiﬁcant in four event windows including the event day. None of the
CARs during the normal market and the crisis period are signiﬁcantly different from zero. Similarly, the negative market

Fig. 3. CAR charts from days −15 to +120 of corporate name change effects in the crisis period (from July 2007 to June 2009): U.S. versus Canada.
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Event period

Subcategory

3

4

5

6

7

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

63
16
35
12

0.1350* (1.66)
−0.0196 (−0.61)
0.2413** (2.57)
0.0308 (0.09)

0.0681 (1.39)
0.0789 (0.45)
0.0844** (2.03)
0.0062 (0.35)

0.1641 (1.59)
0.2492 (1.38)
0.2482** (2.11)
−0.1945 (−0.57)

−0.0022 (−0.02)
0.3364 (1.33)
−0.0467 (−0.27)
−0.3241 (−0.85)

0.3672** (2.32)
0.3086 (0.99)
0.5739*** (3.26)
−0.1576 (−0.32)

0.2009 (1.07)
0.3958 (1.00)
0.2791 (1.27)
−0.2872 (−0.53)

44
18
12
14

−0.0031 (−0.05)
0.0499 (0.47)
0.0991 (1.05)
−0.1588 (−1.75)

0.0096 (0.23)
0.0014 (0.02)
0.0270 (0.46)
0.0051 (0.10)

−0.2875*** (−3.06)
−0.1386 (−0.97)
0.0127 (0.16)
−0.7362*** (−4.33)

−0.5926*** (−3.18)
−0.2546 (−1.08)
0.0327 (0.22)
−1.5631*** (−4.14)

−0.2810** (−2.34)
−0.0873 (−0.62)
0.1388 (0.97)
−0.8899*** (−3.69)

−0.5861*** (−2.79)
−0.2033 (−0.98)
0.1588 (0.83)
−1.7168*** (−3.75)

0.0990 (1.23)
0.1503 (1.01)
0.0683 (0.76)
0.1198 (0.43)
−0.1091 (−1.57)
0.0171 (0.19)
0.0495 (0.80)
−0.4072** (−2.68)

Panel B: U.S. sample
Event period

Subcategory
Additions
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Deletions
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

40
5
25
10

0.2150* (1.75)
−0.0658 (−1.91)
0.3059** (2.40)
0.1281 (0.34)

0.0901 (1.17)
0.2074 (0.35)
0.1031* (1.80)
−0.0011 (−0.06)

0.2361** (2.03)
0.7519* (2.30)
0.1493* (1.33)
0.1951 (0.59)

0.2898* (1.90)
0.9509* (2.22)
0.3550** (2.46)
−0.2036 (−0.49)

0.0418 (0.21)
1.0801 (1.61)
0.0724 (0.33)
−0.5536 (−1.33)

0.5949** (2.52)
1.0926 (1.15)
0.7640*** (3.38)
−0.0766 (−0.13)

0.3470 (1.23)
1.2217 (1.00)
0.4814 (1.68)
−0.4266 (−0.68)

29
8
10
11

0.0206 (0.26)
0.2259 (1.31)
0.0997 (0.90)
−0.2006 (−1.78)

0.0289 (0.81)
0.0852 (1.57)
0.0194 (0.28)
−0.0035 (−0.06)

−0.1291 (−1.46)
0.0021 (0.03)
0.0960 (1.58)
−0.4292** (−2.23)

−0.3348** (−2.68)
−0.2173 (−0.85)
0.0639 (0.82)
−0.7828*** (−3.86)

−0.7419*** (−2.77)
−0.3765 (−0.80)
0.1638 (1.24)
−1.8309*** (−4.12)

−0.2853* (−1.78)
0.0939 (0.73)
0.1830 (1.25)
−0.9869*** (−3.41)

−0.6924** (−2.32)
−0.0654 (−0.22)
0.2829 (1.50)
−2.0350*** (−3.77)

Panel C: Canada sample
Event period

Subcategory
Additions
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Deletions
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

23
11
10
2

−0.0042 (−0.08)
0.0014 (0.03)
0.0799 (1.23)
−0.4560 (−1.01)

0.0298* (1.86)
0.0205 (0.77)
0.0375 (1.66)
0.0427 (0.87)

−0.1395** (−2.19)
−0.1231 (−1.78)
−0.1340 (−1.04)
−0.2570 (−5.75)

−0.0545 (−0.64)
−0.0697 (−0.94)
−0.0188 (−0.10)
−0.1490 (−1.09)

−0.0788 (−0.55)
−0.0016 (−0.01)
−0.3443 (−1.45)
0.8235 (1.40)

−0.0289 (−0.30)
−0.0477 (−0.58)
0.0986 (0.52)
−0.5623 (−2.12)

−0.0532 (−0.37)
0.0203 (0.13)
−0.2269 (−0.97)
0.4102 (0.41)

15
10
2
3

−0.0490 (−0.57)
−0.0910 (−0.73)
0.0962 (0.58)
−0.0057 −0.15)

−0.0278 (−0.27)
−0.0657 (−0.43)
0.0652 (0.56)
0.0368 (0.51)

−0.0703 (−0.61)
0.0291 (0.18)
−0.1829 (−1.27)
−0.3267 −2.42)

−0.1959 (−1.45)
−0.0757 (−0.46)
−0.2435 (−0.81)
−0.5651 (−1.75)

−0.3039* (−1.86)
−0.1570 (−0.73)
−0.6227 (−1.91)
−0.5811 (−1.91)

−0.2726 (−1.56)
−0.2323 (−1.03)
−0.0821 (−0.14)
−0.5340 (−1.39)

−0.3807 (−1.75)
−0.3137 (−1.04)
−0.4613 (−0.76)
−0.5500 (−1.51)
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Table 4
Analysis of CARs of subcategory 1: addition versus deletion of oil-related terms. This table reports market-adjusted cumulative abnormal returns (CARs) for Category 1: ﬁrms adding “oil” and “petroleum” to their
names versus ﬁrms deleting “oil” and “petroleum” from their names. CARs are calculated for various event periods from January 2000 to June 2009. Each cell reports the average CAR across all ﬁrms for the
respective event period. T statistics are reported in parentheses. *** , ** , and * indicate that the coefﬁcient is signiﬁcant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively. Panel A reports the results for the combined
sample; Panel B reports the results for the U.S. sample; and Panel C reports the results for the Canadian sample.
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responses related to the deletion of oil-related terms occur only during the crisis period. CARs during the crisis period are
signiﬁcantly negative in the last ﬁve event windows.
As for the U.S. ﬁrms, Panel B of Table 4 shows that adding “oil” or “petroleum” to company names incurs more positive
wealth effects than the combined sample. Positive CARs are evident during all sampling periods, except for the ﬁnancial
crisis period. The strongest positive market reaction is found during the hot market period, in which CARs are signiﬁcantly
greater than zero in four event windows. As more than 71% of the 35 U.S. name changes during the hot market period add
oil-related terms, these results are consistent with the conjecture that managers try to beneﬁt from investor sentiment by
adding oil-related terms to their corporate names when the oil market is hot.
During the normal market, U.S. ﬁrms adding oil-related terms to their name also show a positive market reaction within
2 months after the event date. The results for ﬁrms deleting oil-related terms are parallel to those for the combined sample.
Deletions of oil-related terms are associated with a signiﬁcant and negative market reaction during the full sampling period
and the ﬁnancial crisis period.
The Canadian sample shows no evidence of any signiﬁcant market reaction regardless of adding of deleting an oil-related
term. As shown in Panel C of Table 4, for the full sample period, Canadian ﬁrms adding oil-related terms have a signiﬁcant
and positive abnormal return on the event day, but it quickly reverts and shows a signiﬁcant CAR of −13.95% in the (+1, +30)
window. Moreover, CARs for other periods are insigniﬁcant. Similar results are found for the deletion cases.
Results in Table 4 suggest that the U.S. market treats an addition of “oil” or “petroleum” to corporate names as a major
signal, while a deletion of “oil” or “petroleum” from company names conveys less important information during the hot
market period. However, the recent ﬁnancial crisis nulliﬁed the positive wealth effects of adding oil-related terms and
intensiﬁed the adverse wealth effects of deleting oil-related terms.

4.3. Major versus minor name changes
Table 5 presents the results for major and minor name changes. As Panel A of Table 5 shows for the combined sample,
major name changes yield positive wealth effects only during the hot market period. Signiﬁcant and positive abnormal
returns are found in the pre-announcement event window and on the event date; the positive wealth effect lasts up to 60
days after the event day. By contrast, CARs of major name changes are signiﬁcantly negative in four event windows during
the ﬁnancial crisis period. Investors do not respond to minor name changes across different time periods. The signiﬁcant
CARs during the hot market and the crisis periods support the claim that major name changes convey stronger information.
However, a major name change was received as a positive signal when the oil price surged, but a negative signal when the
ﬁnancial crisis exploded. This further indicates that the overall market sentiment caused by a forceful shock such as the
recent ﬁnancial crisis plays a dominant role in determining investors’ response to corporate name changes.
Panel B of Table 5 shows similar patterns of CARs for the U.S. sample as for the combined sample, except that minor name
changes in the U.S. market also generate positive CARs in four event windows during the hot market period. The results for
the combined sample are driven by the results of the U.S. sample. Panel C shows that during the full sample period, Canadian
ﬁrms announcing a major name change have a signiﬁcant and positive abnormal return on the event day, but the positive
reaction is not sustainable. The relative small sample size makes it hard to draw any conclusion for other sample periods.
Nevertheless, there is no sign of signiﬁcant and positive returns in most of the cases.

4.4. Oil-related sectors versus oil-unrelated sectors
Table 6 presents results for ﬁrms in the oil-related/oil-unrelated sectors. Panel A of Table 6 shows that for the combined
sample, investors respond positively to name changes of ﬁrms in oil-related sectors only during the hot market period in
which CARs are signiﬁcantly positive in 4 event windows. None of the coefﬁcients during the normal period and the ﬁnancial
crisis period are signiﬁcant. On the other hand, signiﬁcant and negative CARs are found for ﬁrms in oil-unrelated sectors
during the full sample period and the crisis period, with stronger evidence during the ﬁnancial crisis period. For ﬁrms in the
oil-unrelated sector, CARs are signiﬁcantly negative in ﬁve event windows during the crisis period.
As shown in Panel B, results for the U.S. sample are parallel to those of the combined sample. The positive wealth effects
for ﬁrms in oil-related sectors are strong and persistent during the hot market period. Similarly, name changes of ﬁrms in
oil-unrelated sectors lead to a negative market reaction, with the negative responses more acute during the crisis period.
Since only 2 Canadian ﬁrms that have oil-related name changes are in oil-unrelated sectors, the classiﬁcation of an oilrelated/oil-unrelated sector has no signiﬁcant inﬂuence on previous results for the Canadian sample. Panel C indicates that
investors in Canadian stocks are largely unresponsive to corporate name changes regardless of the natures of name changes.

4.5. Cross-sectional analysis of the determinant of corporate name change effects
The preceding analysis suggests that markets respond favorably to corporate name changes involving oil-related terms
during the hot market period for the combined sample and the U.S. sample. However, the above analyses examine the wealth
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Event period

Subcategory

3

4

5

6

7

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

85
26
35
24

0.0987 (1.49)
0.0124 (0.17)
0.2727*** (2.92)
−0.0617 (−0.37)

0.0654 (1.69)
0.0951 (0.88)
0.0902* (1.99)
−0.0030 (−0.11)

0.0093 (0.14)
0.0760 (0.75)
0.0749 (0.90)
−0.1586 (−0.93)

−0.0681 (−0.77)
0.0340 (0.22)
0.1600 (1.64)
−0.5114** (−2.54)

−0.3186 (−2.38)
0.0124 (0.05)
−0.1029 (−0.71)
−0.9916*** (−3.18)

0.0959 (0.73)
0.1415 (0.68)
0.5229*** (3.14)
−0.5761* (−1.99)

−0.1545 (−0.89)
0.1199 (0.43)
0.2599 (1.28)
−1.0562** (−2.66)

22
8
12
2

−0.0009 (−0.02)
0.0328 (0.39)
0.0076 (0.10)
−0.1871 (−1.44)

−0.0384 (−0.60)
−0.1482 (−0.85)
0.0102 (0.61)
0.1088 (1.55)

0.0293 (0.35)
0.0922 (0.60)
0.0304 (0.26)
−0.2289 (−1.35)

0.1582 (1.27)
0.0762 (0.92)
0.2698 (1.23)
−0.1831 (−1.45)

0.0394 (0.21)
0.0598 (0.43)
0.1969 (0.66)
−0.9876 (−1.13)

0.1189 (0.77)
−0.0392 (−0.20)
0.2876 (1.17)
−0.2614 (−0.80)

0.0000 (0.00)
−0.0556 (−0.22)
0.2147 (0.67)
−1.0659 (−0.99)

Panel B: U.S. sample
Event period

Subcategory
Major
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Minor
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

58
11
27
20

0.1573* (1.70)
0.1130 (0.85)
0.3144** (2.66)
−0.0304 (−0.15)

0.0741 (1.33)
0.1444 (0.56)
0.1037* (1.78)
−0.0044 (−0.13)

0.0746 (0.80)
0.3460* (1.84)
0.1071 (1.05)
−0.1186 (−0.58)

−0.0465 (−0.38)
0.2624 (0.81)
0.1762 (1.51)
−0.5169** (−2.16)

−0.3951** (−2.12)
0.2349 (0.47)
−0.0625 (−0.36)
−1.1905*** (−3.44)

0.1850 (1.00)
0.5197 (1.17)
0.5943*** (2.87)
−0.5517 (−1.59)

−0.1637 (−0.67)
0.4922 (0.82)
0.3556 (1.41)
−1.2254** (−2.67)

11
2
8
1

0.0068 (0.07)
0.1180 (4.85)
0.0195 (0.16)
−0.3170

0.0128 (0.91)
0.0653 (1.04)
−0.0035 (−0.35)
0.0386

0.1247 (1.41)
−0.0148 (−0.15)
0.2249** (2.53)
−0.3978

0.4161* (2.16)
0.0650** (20.84)
0.5946** (2.55)
−0.3096

0.2795 (0.86)
−0.0979 (−0.98)
0.6420* (2.01)
−1.8654

0.4358* (1.83)
0.2483 (2.96)
0.6106* (2.08)
−0.5880

0.2992 (0.81)
0.0855* (6.78)
0.6580 (1.75)
−2.1438

Panel C: Canada sample
Event period

Subcategory
Major
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Minor
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

27
15
8
4

−0.0273 (−0.45)
−0.0613 (−0.79)
0.1320 (1.69)
−0.2180 (−0.94)

0.0465* (2.01)
0.0590 (1.54)
0.0443 (1.53)
0.0042 (0.14)

−0.1309 (−2.17)
−0.1220 (−1.50)
−0.0338 (−0.28)
−0.3585** (−5.68)

−0.1146 (−1.24)
−0.1335 (−1.22)
0.1056 (0.59)
−0.4842 (−1.97)

−0.1542 (−1.14)
−0.1508 (−0.95)
−0.2393 (−0.93)
0.0034 (0.01)

−0.0954 (−0.84)
−0.1359 (−1.03)
0.2819 (1.41)
−0.6979** (−3.24)

−0.1349 (−0.90)
−0.1532 (−0.78)
−0.0630 (−0.24)
−0.2104 (−0.37)

11
6
4
1

−0.0087 (−0.14)
0.0044 (0.04)
−0.0161 (−0.30)
−0.0572

−0.0897 (−0.69)
−0.2194 (−0.96)
0.0376 (0.79)
0.1790

−0.0662 (−0.46)
0.1279 (0.62)
−0.3588 (−1.92)
−0.0599

−0.0997 (−0.80)
0.0799 (0.71)
−0.3799 (−1.48)
−0.0566

−0.2008 (−1.09)
0.1124 (0.61)
−0.6933 (−2.26)
−0.1099

−0.1981 (−1.28)
−0.1351 (−0.54)
−0.3584 (−1.62)
0.0653

−0.2992 (−1.37)
−0.1026 (−0.30)
−0.6718* (−2.54)
0.0120
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Table 5
Analysis of CARs of subcategory 2: major versus minor name changes. This table reports market-adjusted cumulative abnormal returns (CARs) for subcategory 2: major versus minor name changes. CARs are
calculated for various event periods from January 2000 to June 2009. Each cell reports the average CAR across all ﬁrms for the respective event period. T statistics are reported in parentheses. *** , ** , and * indicate
that the coefﬁcient is signiﬁcant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively. Panel A reports the results for the combined sample; Panel B reports the results for the U.S. sample; and Panel C reports the results for
the Canadian sample.

Event period

Subcategory

2

3

4

5

6

7

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

83
29
38
16

0.0529 (1.12)
−0.0155 (−0.34)
0.1779** (2.18)
−0.1200 (−1.10)

0.0421 (1.02)
0.0180 (0.17)
0.0716* (1.97)
0.0156 (0.81)

0.1035 (1.33)
0.0317 (0.29)
0.2548** (2.53)
−0.1256 (−0.50)

−0.0332 (−0.31)
0.1369 (0.85)
0.0006 (0.00)
−0.4215 (−1.44)

0.1985* (1.78)
0.0342 (0.18)
0.5043*** (3.44)
−0.2300 (−0.83)

0.0618 (0.44)
0.1393 (0.58)
0.2500 (1.28)
−0.5259 (−1.64)

24
5
9
10

0.1657 (0.93)
0.2071 (0.67)
0.3195 (1.79)
0.0066 (0.02)

0.0508 (1.06)
0.1531 (1.99)
0.0621 (0.64)
−0.0104 (−0.16)

−0.2425 (−1.62)
0.4555 (1.33)
−0.0967 (−0.65)
−0.7228*** (−3.67)

−0.4542** (−2.60)
0.1146 (0.22)
−0.0939 (−0.48)
−1.0630*** (−6.57)

−0.9776*** (−3.13)
−0.6340 (−0.83)
−0.1403 (−0.51)
−1.9029*** (−3.91)

−0.2377 (−0.81)
0.4749 (1.88)
0.2878 (0.74)
−1.0668* (−2.07)

−0.7610* (−1.87)
−0.2737 (−0.51)
0.2413 (0.67)
−1.9067** (−2.48)

0.0874 (1.58)
0.0150 (0.19)
0.1015 (1.33)
0.1853 (1.04)

Panel B: U.S. sample
Event period

Subcategory
Oil-related
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Oil-unrelated
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

47
9
27
11

0.1077 (1.45)
0.0165 (0.47)
0.2188* (1.95)
−0.0901 (−0.64)

0.0721 (1.11)
0.1052 (0.33)
0.0884* (1.76)
0.0049 (0.23)

0.2350*** (2.90)
0.1914 (1.29)
0.1801* (1.88)
0.4054 (1.77)

0.2653** (2.21)
0.3164 (1.09)
0.3570*** (2.92)
−0.0015 (0.00)

0.0239 (0.14)
0.4697 (1.04)
0.1312 (0.69)
−0.6043 (−1.60)

0.4451** (2.55)
0.4381 (0.82)
0.6641*** (3.58)
−0.0868 (−0.22)

0.2037 (0.90)
0.5914 (0.84)
0.4383* (1.74)
−0.6895 (−1.63)

22
4
8
10

0.1879 (0.97)
0.3326 (0.92)
0.3422 (1.70)
0.0066 (0.02)

0.0479 (0.92)
0.1929 (2.27)
0.0483 (0.44)
−0.0104 (−0.16)

−0.2430 (−1.51)
0.5134 (1.18)
−0.0215 (−0.15)
−0.7228*** (−3.67)

−0.4812** (−2.58)
0.0422 (0.06)
−0.0156 (−0.08)
−1.0630*** (−6.57)

−0.9529** (−2.79)
−0.4599 (−0.48)
−0.0118 (−0.04)
−1.9029*** (−3.91)

−0.2453 (−0.76)
0.5677 (1.87)
0.3750 (0.87)
−1.0668* (−2.07)

−0.7170 (−1.62)
0.0657 (0.12)
0.3787 (1.00)
−1.9067** (−2.48)

Panel C: Canada sample
Event period

Subcategory
Oil-related
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Oil-unrelated
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

36
20
11
5

−0.0187 (−0.39)
−0.0299 (−0.46)
0.0776 (1.24)
−0.1858 (−1.02)

0.0029 (0.07)
−0.0213 (−0.28)
0.0303 (1.34)
0.0392 (0.93)

−0.1053 (−1.78)
−0.0644 (−0.74)
−0.0916 (−0.88)
−0.2988** (−3.87)

−0.1077 (−1.44)
−0.0964 (−1.11)
0.0041 (0.03)
−0.3987 (−1.91)

−0.1076 (−1.02)
−0.0129 (−0.11)
−0.3200 (−1.54)
−0.0193 (−0.05)

−0.1235 (−1.28)
−0.1476 (−1.23)
0.1120 (0.61)
−0.5453* (−2.41)

−0.1235 (−1.02)
−0.0641 (−0.41)
−0.2121 (−0.96)
−0.1659 (−0.38)

2
1
1
0

−0.0785 (−0.36)
−0.2949
0.1380

0.0831 (0.93)
−0.0060
0.1721

−0.2370 (−0.51)
0.2241
−0.6981

−0.1580 (−0.28)
0.4043
−0.7202

−1.2492** (−15.39)
−1.3303
−1.1680

−0.1534 (−0.60)
0.1034
−0.4101

−1.2446 (−3.22)
−1.6312
−0.8579
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Table 6
Analysis of CARs of subcategory 3: oil-related sectors versus oil-unrelated sectors. This table reports market-adjusted cumulative abnormal returns (CARs) for subcategory 3: ﬁrms in oil-related sectors versus ﬁrms
in oil-unrelated sectors. CARs are calculated for various event periods from January 2000 to June 2010. Each cell reports the average CAR across all ﬁrms for the respective event period. T statistics are reported in
parentheses. *** , ** , and * indicate that the coefﬁcient is signiﬁcant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively. Panel A reports the results for the combined sample; Panel B reports the results for the U.S. sample;
and Panel C reports the results for the Canadian sample.
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effects of different types of name changes one at a time and do not control for other possible determining factors. To address
this, we run the following regressions to test the determinants of abnormal returns of various event periods:
CAR0 = ˇ0 + ˇ1 Dc + ˇ2 D1 + ˇ3 D2 + ˇ4 D3 + ˇ5 DP + ˇ6 AVR0 + ˇ7 LMV0 + ε0

(6A)

CAR(−15,+60) = ˇ0 + ˇ1 Dc + ˇ2 D1 + ˇ3 D2 + ˇ4 D3 + ˇ5 DP + ˇ6 AVR0 + ˇ7 LMV0 + ε0

(6B)

CAR(−15,+120) = ˇ0 + ˇ1 Dc + ˇ2 D1 + ˇ3 D2 + ˇ4 D3 + ˇ5 DP + ˇ6 AVR0 + ˇ7 LMV0 + ε0 .

(6C)

The dependent variables are the abnormal returns on the announcement day (CAR0 ) and cumulative abnormal returns
for the event windows (−15, +60) and (−15, +120). Here, Dc equals 1 for U.S. ﬁrms and 0 for Canadian ﬁrms. D1 equals 1
for name changes that add the word “oil” or “petroleum” and 0 for deleting oil-related terms. D2 equals 1 for major name
changes and 0 for minor name changes. D3 equals 1 for ﬁrms in oil-related sectors and 0 for ﬁrms in oil-unrelated sectors.
Dp equals 1 for name changes during the pre-crisis period and 0 for changes during the ﬁnancial crisis period. AVR0 is the
abnormal volume ratio on the event day. AVR0 equals the trading volume of a ﬁrm on the event day divided by the average
volume of the ﬁrm’s trading volume over the period from day −100 to day −16. LMV0 is the natural logarithm of the equity
market value on the event day. We also estimate the above regressions for the U.S. and Canadian markets separately without
the dummy variable, Dc . In total, nine regression models are estimated: three for the combined sample with Dc , three for
the U.S. sample, and three for the Canadian sample.
Table 7 lists the regression results. Models 1, 2, and 3 present the results for abnormal returns on the event date (CAR0 ).
Most of the coefﬁcients of the independent variables are insigniﬁcant with a few exceptions. For the combined sample and
the U.S. sample, abnormal trading volume (AVR0 ) is signiﬁcantly and negatively associated with CAR0 . However, none of
the dummy variables are able to explain the volatility of the abnormal returns on the announcement day. These results are
consistent with our previous ﬁnding in Table 3 in that abnormal returns on the event day for the combined sample are not
signiﬁcantly different from zero. The lack of signiﬁcant abnormal returns on the event date explains our insigniﬁcant results
of Model 1 through Model 3.
Model 4 shows a signiﬁcant and positive coefﬁcient on Dc , indicating that the announcement effects of relevant name
changes for the event window (−15, +60) in the U.S. are signiﬁcantly higher than those in Canada. This supports our previous
ﬁnding that investors in Canadian stocks are less responsive to oil-related name changes compared to those in the U.S. The
coefﬁcients of D1 of Models 4 and 5 indicate that adding an oil-related term to a corporate name has a positive impact
on CAR(−15,+60) . After controlling for other factors, we still ﬁnd that the addition of oil-related terms generates a larger
wealth effect than the deletion of oil-related terms for the combined sample and the U.S sample. However, the category of
major/minor and oil-related/oil-unrelated sectors cannot explain the variation of the wealth effects. For the Canadian sample
(Model 6), none of the coefﬁcients of the dummy variables for name changes characteristics are signiﬁcant. For Models 4, 5,
and 6, the coefﬁcients of Dp are all signiﬁcantly positive, reinforcing the previous ﬁnding that positive market reactions are
found only for the pre-crisis period. This ﬁnding is consistent with the results in Table 3. The coefﬁcients of AVR0 and LMV0
are insigniﬁcant.
Models 7, 8, and 9 present the results for CAR(−15 , +120) , which are similar to those for CAR(−15, +60) (Models 4–6). Signiﬁcant
and positive impacts of adding oil-related terms and for the pre-crisis period on CARs are found for the combined sample
and the U.S. sample. For the Canadian sample, most of the coefﬁcients of independent variables are insigniﬁcant. These
results are consistent with the ﬁndings in previous tables—that is, investors in Canadian stocks are largely unresponsive to
oil-related name changes regardless of the nature of name changes and the length of event windows.
5. Discussion
We ﬁnd different wealth effects of oil-related name changes for the U.S. and Canadian markets. This section discusses
possible reasons for the differences. Previous studies document three major differences between the U.S. and Canadian equity
markets: (1) Canadian equity markets are dominated by resource ﬁrms, especially oil and gas ﬁrms; (2) Canadian markets
are less liquid than U.S. markets; and (3) stock ownership is more concentrated in Canada than in the U.S. We believe these
characteristics may partially explain different market reactions to corporate name changes involving oil-related terms.
The oil and gas industry plays a dominant role in Canada’s economy and equity markets. Nicholls (2006) reports that oil
and gas companies account for 27% in total market capitalization and 11% in the number of ﬁrms listed on the Toronto Stock
Exchange (TSX). In the TSX Venture Exchange, oil and gas companies account for 25% in total market capitalization and 13%
in the number of ﬁrms listed. Investor familiarity and extensive media coverage about the oil and gas industry may explain
why investors do not react enthusiastically to cosmetic oil-related corporate name changes.
During 1980, infrequent trading was a major problem in the Canadian equity markets. It was reported that only 4.3%
of stocks listed on TSE traded on the last day of each month, and 58% had no trades for at least one month. We expect
investors in a relatively illiquid market will be less responsive to new information. An illiquid market is characterized by
higher transaction costs, which hinder prompt responses to new information. Therefore, it is not surprising to ﬁnd that
investors in Canadian stocks are less responsive to oil-related name changes compared to those in the U.S. markets, which
are highly liquid and investors trade actively on the arrival of new information.
Stock ownership also affects the wealth effects of corporate name changes. Previous studies (Rao and Lee-Sing, 1995;
Morck and Stangeland, 1994) report that stock ownership is highly concentrated in Canada. In particular, one or a small group
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Model 4 (Combined
sample) CAR(−15,+60)

Model 5 (U.S.)
CAR(−15,+60)

Model 6 (Canada)
CAR(−15,+60)

Model 7 (Combined
sample) CAR(−15,+120)

Model 8 (U.S.)
CAR(−15,+120

Model 9 (Canada)
CAR(−15,+120)

Intercept
Dc
D1
D2
D3
DP
AVR0
LMV0
Adj R2
N

−0.0503 (−0.44)
0.0992 (1.42)
0.0763 (1.08)
0.1315 (1.65)
−0.0172 (−0.19)
0.0840 (1.07)
−0.0003*** (−4.64)
−0.0139 (−1.14)
0.2304
93

−0.8540** (−2.37)
0.6006** (2.69)
0.5082** (2.33)
0.0187 (0.07)
0.2837 (1.05)
0.8442*** (3.45)
−0.0002 (−0.80)
0.0036 (0.10)
0.2252
99

−0.8700 (−1.63)

−1.1328** (−2.21)

−1.9260*** (−2.78)

−1.7722** (−2.57)

0.7165** (2.15)
−0.0767 (−0.18)
0.2168 (0.61)
0.9609*** (2.89)
−0.0002 (−0.86)
−0.0199 (−0.38)
0.2438
62

0.2279 (1.23)
0.1340 (0.64)
−0.0134 (−0.03)
0.7155** (2.43)
0.0032 (1.54)
0.0431 (1.09)
0.2294
31

−1.7689*** (−3.75)
0.4593 (1.57)
0.6156** (2.17)
−0.0045 (−0.01)
0.4376 (1.25)
1.1099*** (3.47)
−0.0001 (−0.46)
0.1077** (2.29)
0.2252
99

0.8823** (2.05)
−0.0289 (−0.05)
0.1895 (0.42)
1.4308*** (3.29)
−0.0002 (−0.55)
0.0979 (1.48)
0.2840
62

0.3196 (1.29)
0.0206 (0.07)
0.9937* (1.85)
0.2236 (0.56)
0.0012 (0.44)
0.0814 (1.52)
0.2242
31

−0.0546 (−0.35)

−0.0700 (−0.29)

0.0853 (0.82)
0.1155 (0.95)
−0.0163 (−0.15)
0.1468 (1.45)
−0.0003*** (−4.38)
−0.0276 (−1.61)
0.3010
56

0.0708 (0.81)
0.1714* (1.73)
−0.1397 (−0.74)
0.0311 (0.23)
0.0014 (1.48)
−0.0022 (−0.12)
0.1459
31
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Table 7
Cross-sectional regressions of CAR. This table reports results of following regression: CAR = ˇ0 + ˇ1 Dc + ˇ2 D1 + ˇ3 D2 + ˇ4 D3 + ˇ5 Dp + ˇ6 AVR0 + ˇ7 LMV0 + ε. The dependent variable is CAR0 , or CAR(−15.+60) or CAR(−15,+120)
for companies that undergo a name change involving an oil-related term. Dc equals 1 for the U.S. ﬁrms and 0 for Canadian ﬁrms. D1 equals 1 for name changes that add the word “oil” or “petroleum” and 0 for
deleting them. D2 equals 1 for major name changes and 0 for minor name changes. D3 equals 1 for ﬁrms in oil-related sectors and 0 for ﬁrms in oil-unrelated sectors. Dp equals 1 for changes from January 2000 to
June 2007 and 0 otherwise. AVR0 is the abnormal volume ratio on the event day, which is calculated in section D. LMV0 is the natural logarithm of the equity market value on the event day. Each cell reports the
average abnormal volume across all ﬁrms for the respective event windows. T statistics are reported in parentheses. *** , ** , and * indicate that the coefﬁcient is signiﬁcant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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of shareholders generally owns more than 50% of the voting rights directly and indirectly. In a recent survey, Gadhoum
(2006) also documents that most Canadian ﬁrms are family-owned and pyramidal-controlled. One possible explanation
of the concentrated ownership structure in Canada is small ﬁrm size. Nicholls (2006) notes that Canadian companies are
substantially smaller than U.S. companies in absolute dollar terms. The percentages of insider ownership and institutional
ownership are much higher in Canada than in the U.S. Insiders have proprietary information and are well aware of the
reason and process of a name change decision. Therefore, they will be less likely to be deceived by cosmetic corporate name
changes. It is expected that larger the insider ownership is, the less responsive stock prices will be to a corporate name
change. Similarly, institutional investors or large shareholders are expected to be informed and make investment decisions
based on a ﬁrm’s fundamentals, not noise information. As such, block ownership by institutional investors will lead to less
sentimental responses to pure corporate name changes.
Our ﬁndings also highlight the impact of the recent ﬁnancial crisis on the market reaction to corporate name changes.
While we expect an addition of oil-related terms during a hot oil-market would generate positive wealth effects, the evidence
shows that this expectation is valid only before the ﬁnancial crisis exploded. During the ﬁnancial crisis, the positive market
reaction to corporate name changes weakened even the oil price kept on rising. On the other hand, factors that are expected to
have less impact on abnormal returns, such as minor name changes and deletion of oil terms, are associated with signiﬁcant
and negative market responses during the ﬁnancial crisis period. The nature of name changes such as minor/major, oilrelated sector/oil-unrelated sectors, is less inﬂuential than the overall market condition. An implication of our ﬁndings is
that it is important to take account of the impact of a strong ﬁnancial/economic shock when examining the wealth effects
of corporate events, such as corporate name changes.
6. Robustness tests
Since our empirical ﬁndings indicate some degree of segmentation exists between the U.S. and Canadian markets, we
test the robustness of our results using a different market index for each market in estimating abnormal returns. We use
Dow Jones U.S. Oil & Gas Index (DJUSEN) for the U.S. market and iShares Oil Sands Index (CLO/A CN) for the Canadian market
to re-calculate CARs under different market conditions and with various aspects of name changes. Table 8 shows the results
for different market periods, and Table 9 summarizes the differences in the results with different types of name changes.
Tables 8 and 9 indicate that our previous ﬁndings are robust to the use of different market indices. The values of CARs
are similar and the levels of signiﬁcance are identical in most cases. The same conclusions are derived from our new results
as from Tables 3–6: (1) signiﬁcant and positive (negative) abnormal returns are found during the hot market (the ﬁnancial
crisis); (2) the market responds positively to additions of oil-related names during the hot market, but negatively to deletions
of oil-related names during the ﬁnancial crisis; (3) strong and positive market responses are documented for major name
changes during the hot market, while no signiﬁcant responses are evidenced for minor name changes regardless of market
conditions; (4) name changes for companies in oil-related sectors yield positive abnormal returns during the hot market,
while changes for companies in oil-unrelated sectors generate signiﬁcant negative abnormal returns during the ﬁnancial
crisis; (5) the above ﬁndings are mainly driven by the U.S. market, i.e., investors in U.S. stocks are more responsive to
corporate name changes than their counterparts in Canadian shares.
In the previous section we use a dummy variable Dp to capture the impact of the recent ﬁnancial crisis. To consider
potential differences during the normal market, the hot market, and the ﬁnancial crisis, we re-estimate the cross-sectional
regressions using two new dummy variables: DH = 1 for the hot market period and zero otherwise; and DFC = 1 for the ﬁnancial
crisis period and zero otherwise. In addition to DH and DFC , we also include their interaction terms with Dc , the dummy for
different markets, i.e., we estimate the following regression:
CAR = ˇ0 + ˇ1 Dc + ˇ2 D1 + ˇ3 D2 + ˇ4 D3 + ˇ5 Dc × DH + ˇ6 Dc × DFC + ˇ7 AVR0 + ˇ8 LMV0 + ε.

(7)

The results are presented in Table 10, in which CAR0 and CAR(−15,+12) are signiﬁcantly higher in the U.S. than in Canada. The
coefﬁcients of Dc are 0.2793 and 0.8905 for the combined sample (Models 1 and 4); both are signiﬁcant at the 5% level. None
of the coefﬁcients of the hot market dummy (DH ) and the interaction term Dc × DH are signiﬁcant, indicating that the wealth
effects of oil-related name changes are not signiﬁcantly different between the normal and hot market periods. However,
the coefﬁcient of the dummy variable for the ﬁnancial crisis period (DFC ) is negatively signiﬁcant in the regressions of CAR0 ,
CAR(−15, +60) , and CAR(−15,+120) for both the combined sample and the U.S. sample. The coefﬁcient is also signiﬁcantly negative
in CAR(−15,+120) for the U.S sample, and none of the coefﬁcients are signiﬁcant for the Canadian market. This is consistent
with the ﬁnding in Tables 3 that the market responded to oil-related name changes adversely during the ﬁnancial crisis.
The coefﬁcients of Dc × DFC , which are signiﬁcant at the 10% level, are −0.2857 and −1.5520 in Models 1 and 7. The ﬁnding
further supports the claim that the U.S. market experienced signiﬁcantly lower CAR0 and CAR(−15,+150) than the Canadian
market during the ﬁnancial crisis period5 .

5
In unreported results, we estimate if the holding period returns between our sample ﬁrms and a group of matched ﬁrms are signiﬁcantly different
under various market conditions. Holding return periods are estimated from the announcements of oil-related name changes up to the end of one of our
three market periods (December 2003 for the normal market; June 2007 for the hot market period, and June 2009 for the ﬁnancial crisis). We regress the
holding period returns on a name change dummy variable (1 for name changes, and 0 otherwise) and other control variables. Matched ﬁrms are selected
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Event period

Subcategory

2

3

4

5

6

7

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

83
29
38
16

0.0629 (1.32)
−0.0114 (−0.24)
0.1954** (2.39)
−0.1172 (−1.06)

0.0419 (1.02)
0.0178 (0.16)
0.0700* (1.94)
0.0189 (0.97)

0.1250 (1.59)
0.0464 (0.42)
0.3044*** (3.00)
−0.1585 (−0.63)

0.0114 (0.11)
0.1460 (0.90)
0.1029 (0.69)
−0.4499 (−1.46)

0.2298** (2.01)
0.0528 (0.28)
0.5697*** (3.83)
−0.2568 (−0.91)

0.1162 (0.81)
0.1524 (0.62)
0.3682*** (1.88)
−0.5482 (−1.63)

24
5
9
10

0.1605 (0.91)
0.2065 (0.69)
0.3165 (1.83)
−0.0028 (−0.01)

0.0523 (1.08)
0.1522 (1.99)
0.0645 (0.65)
−0.0087 (−0.13)

−0.2265 (−1.54)
0.4340 (1.27)
−0.0643 (−0.46)
−0.7027*** (−3.59)

−0.4321** (−2.49)
0.1000 (0.20)
−0.0469 (−0.24)
−1.0447*** (−6.80)

−0.9411*** (−2.98)
−0.6323 (−0.81)
−0.0481 (−0.18)
−1.8993*** (−3.95)

−0.2193 (−0.75)
0.4587 (1.72)
0.3341 (0.87)
−1.0563* (−2.07)

−0.7283* (−1.77)
−0.2737 (−0.48)
0.3330 (0.93)
−1.9108*** (−2.50)

0.1063* (1.91)
0.0333 (0.44)
0.1389* (1.83)
0.1612 (0.88)

Panel B: U.S. sample
Event period

Subcategory
Oil-related
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Oil-unrelated
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

N

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

47
9
27
11

0.1151 (1.54)
0.0285 (0.82)
0.2323** (2.08)
−0.1016 (−0.71)

0.0730 (1.13)
0.1074 (0.34)
0.0873* (1.75)
0.0100 (0.45)

0.2488*** (3.03)
0.1882 (1.18)
0.2127** (2.25)
0.3868 (1.64)

0.2753** (2.25)
0.3129 (1.03)
0.3978*** (3.25)
−0.0562 (−0.16)

0.0601 (0.34)
0.4555 (0.99)
0.2196 (1.15)
−0.6549 (−1.65)

0.4634** (2.58)
0.4488 (0.82)
0.7174*** (3.82)
−0.1478 (−0.37)

0.2483 (1.06)
0.5913 (0.83)
0.5392* (2.11)
−0.7465 (−1.69)

22
4
8
10

0.1822 (0.95)
0.3264 (0.91)
0.3414 (1.76)
−0.0028 (−0.01)

0.0487 (0.93)
0.1902 (2.23)
0.0498 (0.45)
−0.0087 (−0.13)

−0.2268 (−1.43)
0.5068 (1.18)
0.0011 (0.01)
−0.7027*** (−3.59)

−0.4577** (−2.46)
0.0531 (0.08)
0.0207 (0.10)
−1.0447*** (−6.80)

−0.9164** (−2.66)
−0.4198 (−0.43)
0.0640 (0.23)
−1.8993*** (−3.95)

−0.2268 (−0.71)
0.5697 (1.83)
0.4118 (0.96)
−1.0563* (−2.07)

−0.6855 (−1.53)
0.0968 (0.17)
0.4551 (1.19)
−1.9108** (−2.50)

Panel C: Canada sample
Event period

Subcategory

2

3

4

5

6

7

−15 to −1

0

+1 to +30

+1 to +60

+1 to +120

−15 to +60

−15 to +120

36
20
11
5

−0.0054 (−0.11)
−0.0293 (−0.44)
0.1046 (1.57)
−0.1514 (−0.80)

0.0012 (0.03)
−0.0226 (−0.29)
0.0274 (1.27)
0.0385 (0.93)

−0.0798 (−1.34)
−0.0364 (−0.44)
−0.0424 (−0.39)
−0.3352** (−3.45)

−0.0711 (−0.94)
−0.0735 (−0.93)
0.0753 (0.45)
−0.3836 (−1.72)

−0.0522 (−0.50)
0.0068 (0.06)
−0.1835 (−0.90)
0.0010 (0.00)

−0.0753 (−0.73)
−0.1254 (−1.01)
0.2074 (1.04)
−0.4965 (−1.99)

−0.0563 (−0.45)
−0.0451 (−0.28)
−0.0515 (−0.23)
−0.1119 (−0.24)

2
1
1
0

−0.0778 (−0.40)
−0.2733
0.1178

0.0912 (1.00)
0.0000
0.1823

−0.2223 (−0.61)
0.1431
−0.5878

−0.1501 (−0.34)
0.2876
−0.5878

−1.2133 (−4.51)
−1.4822
−0.9445

−0.1367 (−0.91)
0.0143
−0.2877

−1.1999 (−2.16)
−1.7555
−0.6444
17

Oil-related
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Oil-unrelated
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1
N

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Oil-related
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period
Oil-unrelated
Full sample
Normal market
Hot market
Crisis period

1
N

G Model
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Table 8
Analysis of CARs of subcategory 3: oil-related sectors versus oil-unrelated sectors using a different market index for the U.S. and Canada (DJUSENT for the U.S. and CLO/A CN for Canada).
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Table 9
A comparison of CARs using one single market index and a different market index for each market—a summary. This table summarizes the difference in the
number of signiﬁcant CARs when a single market index is used and when a different market index is used for U.S. ﬁrms and Canadian ﬁrms. Each cell shows
the number of signiﬁcant CARs out of 7 event periods; inside the parenthesis is the sign of the signiﬁcant CAR.
Panel A

Additions
Full period
Normal
Hot
Crisis
Deletions
Full period
Normal
Hot
Crisis
Panel B

Major
Full period
Normal
Hot
Crisis
Minor
Full period
Normal
Hot
Crisis
Panel C

Oil-related
Full period
Normal
Hot
Crisis
Oil-unrelated
Full period
Normal
Hot
Crisis

Combined sample

U.S. sample

Canada sample

Single index

Two indices

Single index

Two indices

Single index

Two indices

2 (+)
0
4 (+)
0

3 (+)
0
5 (+)
0

4 (+)
2(+)
4(+)
0

4 (+)
2 (+)
4 (+)
0

2 (−)
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

4 (−)
0
0
5 (−)

4 (−)
0
0
5 (−)

4 (−)
0
0
5 (−)

3 (−)
0
0
6 (−)

1 (−)
0
0
0

1 (−)
0
0
0

Combined sample

U.S. sample

Canada sample

Single Index

Two Indices

Single Index

Two Indices

Single Index

Two Indices

0
0
3 (+)
4 (−)

2 (+/−)
0
5 (+)
4 (−)

2 (±)
1 (+)
3 (+)
3 (−)

2 (±)
0
5 (+)
3 (−)

1 (+)
0
0
2 (−)

1 (+)
0
0
2 (−)

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

2 (±)
1 (+)
4 (+)
0

2 (+)
1 (+)
5 (+)
0

0
0
1 (−)
0

0
0
0
0

Combined sample

U.S. sample

Canada sample

Single index

Two indices

Single index

Two indices

Single index

Two indices

1 (+)
0
3 (+)
0

2 (+)
0
6 (+)
0

3 (+)
0
6 (+)
0

3 (+)
0
6 (+)
0

0
0
0
2 (−)

0
0
0
1 (−)

3 (−)
0
0
5 (−)

3 (−)
0
0
5 (−)

2 (−)
0
0
5 (−)

2 (−)
0
0
5 (−)

1 (−)
0
0
–

0
0
0
–

The results of no distinct wealth effect under the hot market seem to be inconsistent with the ﬁndings in Table 3. This
inconsistency may be caused by the presence of multicollinearity among independent variables. We calculate the Variance
Inﬂation Factor (VIF) of each independent variable to examine if multicollinearity causes any concern. DH , DFC , Dc × DH , and
Dc × Dfc * have the highest VIFs. For example, their values for the regression with CAR(−15,+120) as the dependent variables are
3.5996, 5.0449, 5.7636, and 6.8020, respectively; the values of the other dependent variables are close to 1. The values of VIFs
for the CAR(0) and CAR(−15,+60) regressions are similar. There is no consensus on the critical value of VIF for determining the
presence of multicollinearity. Some suggest that values exceeding 10 are a concern, while others claim a value of 5 should
be the benchmark. Therefore, it is inconclusive if multicollinearity results in the insigniﬁcant wealth effect during the hot
market as reported in Table 10.
It is possible that the negative wealth effect during the recent ﬁnancial crisis largely offsets the positive wealth effect
during the hot market, and therefore when we combine observations from different market conditions, the coefﬁcients of
DH and Dc × DH are insigniﬁcant. As shown in Table 3, for the combined sample, CAR(−15,+60) and CAR(−15,+120) are 46.38%
and 24.83% under the hot market, while the corresponding values for the ﬁnancial crisis period are −55.34% and −126.91%,
respectively. When we include only DH together with D1 , D2 , D3 , Dc , AVR0 , and LMV0 in the regression for CAR(−15,+60) and
CAR(−15,+120) , the coefﬁcients of DH are positively signiﬁcant at the 5% level. When both DH and DFC are included without the
interaction terms, the coefﬁcients of DH are insigniﬁcant while those of DFC are signiﬁcantly negative at the 5% level. These

based on price levels, market capitalization, industry, and country. We ﬁnd that in the U.S., ﬁrms with oil-related name changes have signiﬁcantly higher
holding period returns than matched ﬁrms only during the hot market, while there is no signiﬁcant association between oil-related name changes and
holding period returns for the combined sample and the Canadian market. Given that our holding returns do not control for risk, these results indicate that
market condition does matter in the U.S. market.
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Intercept
DC
D1
D2
D3
DH
DFC
DC × DH
DC × DFC
AVR0
LMV0
Adj R2
N

0.1817 (1.39)
0.2793** (2.36)
0.1005 (1.36)
0.1249 (1.57)
−0.0273 (−0.31)
−0.1704 (−1.53)
−0.2596 (−2.20)
−0.2116 (−1.33)
−0.3857** (−1.91)
−0.0004*** (−4.93)
−0.0178 (−1.45)
0.1838
93

Model 2 (U.S.)
CAR0
0.2291 (1.37)

Model 3 (Canada)
CAR0

Model 4 (Combined)
CAR(−15,+60)

Model 5 (U.S.)
CAR(−15,+60)

Model 6 (Canada)
CAR(−15,+60)

Model 7 (Combined)
CAR(−15,+120)

Model 8 (U.S.)
CAR(−15,+120

−0.0509 (−0.25)

0.1755 (0.41)
0.8095** (2.07)
0.5390** (2.31)
0.0162 (0.06)
0.2395 (0.86)
−0.1008 (−0.28)
−1.1281*** (−2.94)
−0.2281 (−0.44)
−0.8199 (−1.23)
−0.0002 (−0.82)
−0.0021 (−0.06)
0.1636
99

0.3281 (0.55)
.
0.7549** (2.14)
−0.1178 (−0.27)
0.2007 (0.56)
−0.2248 (−0.51)
−1.1835** (−2.61)
.
.
−0.0003 (−0.91)
−0.0244 (−0.46)
0.1683
62

−0.5335 (−1.22)
.
0.2417* (1.19)
0.1542 (0.70)
0.0391 (0.09)
0.2182 (1.01)
−0.6626 (−2.10)
.
.
0.0035 (1.63)
0.0464 (1.12)
0.1038
31

−0.2907 (−0.52)
0.7282 (1.44)
0.7255** (2.41)
−0.0215 (−0.06)
0.3333 (0.94)
−0.1632 (−0.35)
−1.6555*** (−3.33)
0.0335 (0.05)
−1.5520* (−1.80)
−0.0002 (−0.57)
0.0866* (1.78)
0.2077
99

−0.1697 (−0.22)
−1.5575 (−2.69)
.
.
0.9336** (2.04)
0.4602* (1.70)
−0.1090 (−0.19)
0.0630 (0.22)
0.1746 (0.38)
0.9722* (1.74)
−0.2407 (−0.42)
−0.0836 (−0.29)
−1.7036*** (−2.87) −0.2774 (−0.66)
.
.
.
.
−0.0002 (−0.59)
0.0019 (0.66)
0.0862 (1.28)
0.0823 (1.48)
0.2142
0.0828
62
31

0.1339 (1.25)
0.0558 (0.59)
0.0872 (0.72)
0.1819* (1.78)
−0.0194 (−0.18)
−0.1415 (−0.73)
−0.1962 (−1.58)
0.0523 (0.52)
−0.2728** (−2.11) −0.0121 (−0.08)
.
.
.
.
−0.0004*** (−4.70)
0.0015 (1.46)
−0.0280 (−1.66)
−0.0043 (−0.24)
0.245
0.1543
56
31

Model 9 (Canada)
CAR(−15,+120)
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G Model
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Table 10
Cross-sectional regressions of CAR CAR = ˇ0 + ˇ1 Dc + ˇ2 D1 + ˇ3 D2 + ˇ4 D3 + ˇ5 DC × DH + ˇ6 DC × DFC + ˇ7 AVR0 + ˇ8 LMV0 ++ ε. The dependent variable is CAR0 , or CAR(−15.+60) or CAR(−15,+120) for companies that undergo
a name change involving an oil-related term. Dc equals 1 for the U.S. ﬁrms and 0 for Canadian ﬁrms. D1 equals 1 for name changes that add the word “oil” or “petroleum” and 0 for deleting them. D2 equals 1 for
major name changes and 0 for minor name changes. D3 equals 1 for ﬁrms in oil-related sectors and 0 for ﬁrms in oil-unrelated sectors. Dh equals 1 for the hot market period and 0 otherwise, DFC equals 1 for the
ﬁnancial crisis period and 0 otherwise. AVR0 is the abnormal volume ratio on the event day, which is calculated in section D. LMV0 is the natural logarithm of the equity market value on the event day. T statistics
are reported in parentheses. *** , ** , and * indicate that the coefﬁcient is signiﬁcant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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results support our conjecture that the negative wealth effect during the ﬁnancial crisis outweighs the positive effect during
the hot market. A different approach to examine the impacts of market conditions is to estimate the regression for each
market condition separately. However, the sample size for each market condition may be too small to yield reliable results.
7. Conclusions
We analyze the wealth effects of corporate name changes for a sample of U.S. and Canadian ﬁrms from January 2000 to
June 2009. The results show that U.S. ﬁrms tend to change their company names and add oil-related terms when the oil price
surges. In contrast, the market upturn has no obvious impact on corporate name changes involving oil-related terms in the
Canadian market. Most of the relevant name changes for our Canadian sample occur during the normal market period.
With regards to the price reactions to oil-related name changes, we ﬁnd that market conditions do play a determining
role. No strong wealth effects are documented for the combined sample during the full sample period, probably due to the
offsetting effect between the positive wealth effects during the hot market period and the negative wealth effects during the
ﬁnancial crisis period. Investors in U.S. stocks are more responsive to oil-related name changes than investors in Canadian
stocks. In the U.S. markets, the nature of name changes such as addition/deletion of oil-related terms, major/minor name
changes, and oil-related/oil-unrelated sectors does have an impact on the wealth effects, but the impact varies across different
sub-periods. For the full sample period, U.S. ﬁrms that add “oil” or “petroleum” into their corporate names show positive
abnormal returns, while those that delete “oil” or “petroleum” from their names show signiﬁcant and negative abnormal
returns. However, these results are driven by the positive reaction to additions of oil-related terms during the hot market
period and the negative reaction to deletions of oil-related terms during the ﬁnancial crisis period. On the other hand, the
recent ﬁnancial crisis intensiﬁed the negative wealth effects of deleting oil-related terms and name changes in oil-unrelated
sectors for U.S. ﬁrms. The results of the U.S. markets support the investor mania hypothesis, which argues that investors are
eager to be associated with the hot market and price reaction to corporate name changes during the hot market is signiﬁcant
and positive.
For the Canadian market, no signiﬁcant and persistent wealth effects are found across different sub-periods. While
signiﬁcant abnormal returns occur on the event day for major name changes and changes adding an oil-related term for the
full sample period, the positive effects are not sustainable. The results for the Canadian market are consistent to the rational
pricing hypothesis, which suggests that the announcement effect is transitory and there is insigniﬁcant excess return around
the announcement date. The dominance of the oil and gas industry, a more concentrated stock ownership structure, and less
liquid markets may contribute to the lack of positive wealth effects in response to oil-related name changes that we ﬁnd for
Canada.
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