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Abstract

Firms host quarterly earnings calls and field analysts’ unscripted questions, and the language
a CEO uses in answering is increasingly read as a window into what managers know but have
not yet disclosed. Yet when a firm is privately committed to an acquisition it has not announced,
the executive holds the routine call unable to confirm or deny the one development that matters.
Whether the spoken record tracks that withholding has not been characterized. We study the
earnings-call transcripts and acquisition records of United States public firms from 2002 to
2018, covering 88,205 calls from 1,884 firms. From this language we construct a residual
measure of CEO question-and-answer uncertainty—the part that remains once each executive’s
persistent speaking style is removed—and we track it around firms’ cash acquisitions, with stock
acquisitions as a comparison. We find that this residual uncertainty is elevated in the quarter
before a cash acquisition, relative to the firm’s own other quarters, with no comparable rise
before stock acquisitions. Moreover, it becomes indistinguishable from zero in the first observed
announced-but-not-closed call window, even before completion, while the cash that funds the
purchase stays on the balance sheet until the deal closes. Furthermore, the elevation concentrates
in cash acquisitions rather than stock acquisitions, a difference that survives a formal pooled test.
This pattern is not accounted for by the analyst cash-scrutiny we can measure; we read it as call
language that tracks the deal’s passage from private to public, a within-firm correlational regularity
rather than a tested mechanism. Finally, the residual is also unrelated to the firm’s post-call
bid-ask spread, a standard gauge of information asymmetry, while the scripted presentation is,
contemporaneously and on one-tailed within-firm tests, positively associated with it, consistent
with the two parts of the call relating to the outside information environment in different ways.
Overall, a constrained executive’s unscripted answers appear to carry a readable, anticipatory trace
of an acquisition the firm has not yet disclosed.

Keywords: earnings conference calls; CEO speech uncertainty; mergers and acquisitions;
information asymmetry; corporate cash holdings.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Earnings calls, and especially the unscripted question-and-answer session, are a setting in which
managers’ language carries information beyond the scripted presentation (Matsumoto et al., 2011).
Disclosure theory holds that an informed manager may rationally withhold private information
when disclosure is costly (Verrecchia, 1983), and that non-disclosure can persist in equilibrium
because outside investors cannot distinguish an uninformed manager from one who is informed
but silent (Dye, 1985), so a withholding state is itself informative. A firm privately committed to
an acquisition it has not announced sits in a concrete such state: information about preliminary
merger negotiations can be material well before any definitive agreement (Basic Inc. v. Levinson,
1988), and although the firm may stay silent it may not mislead once it speaks (Rule 10b-5, 2014;
Basic Inc. v. Levinson, 1988), so the executive can neither confirm nor deny the pending deal and
is left to answer around it. When a manager cannot answer directly, the constraint can surface in
the words themselves, for non-answers are common and not informationally empty: in a large share
of calls managers leave requested information undisclosed, and, in the words of that literature,
silence speaks (Hollander et al., 2010).

Reading this language matters because the information in an undisclosed acquisition is exactly
what securities law keeps off the call, yet the unscripted question-and-answer session is one of the
few recurring venues in which a constrained executive must keep speaking and fielding questions.
If the bind leaves a trace in the words, that trace would mark a deal’s passage from private to
public in the firm’s own voice, in a channel separate from the price run-up already documented
around mergers (Keown and Pinkerton, 1981).

The nearest prior work reads deal-related language along other dimensions. Thewissen et al.
(2024) show that acquirers manage the tone of their disclosure before stock-for-stock deals, and
Ragozzino and Reuer (2024) find that the volume of corporate-strategy vocabulary rises on the
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calls of acquisitive firms; both concern tone or subject matter rather than expressed uncertainty.
Separately, Keown and Pinkerton (1981) document that much of a merger’s price reaction
precedes its public announcement, an anticipatory signal that nonetheless lives in prices rather
than in language. To our knowledge no prior work reads uncertainty language in the unscripted
question-and-answer session in the anticipatory window before a withheld deal; we offer this as a
positioning claim about where the contribution sits, not as a tested mechanism.

The purpose of this study is to ask whether chief-executive question-and-answer uncertainty
tracks a deal’s passage from private to public: whether it is elevated while an acquisition is
withheld and recedes once it is announced. We construct a residual measure of chief-executive
question-and-answer uncertainty, UncResCEO, the call-varying component that remains once
each executive’s persistent speaking style is netted out, following a decomposition developed in
the earnings-call language literature, and we defer its construction and the estimating equations to
Section 2. We study how this measure behaves around cash acquisitions, using cash deals against
a stock-acquisition comparison that shares the same withholding setting, on United States public,
non-financial, non-utility firms’ earnings calls from 2002 to 2018.

Our main findings can be previewed as follows. First, residual chief-executive uncertainty is
elevated in the quarter before a cash acquisition, relative to the same firm’s other quarters, with
no comparable rise before stock acquisitions. Second, this elevation is anticipatory: it becomes
indistinguishable from zero in the first observed announced-but-not-closed call window, even
before the deal closes, whereas the cash that funds the purchase persists on the balance sheet until
completion, two paths running on different clocks. This round-trip contrast is the study’s strongest
result.

Finally, the run-up concentrates in cash acquisitions rather than stock acquisitions, a difference
that survives a formal pooled cash-versus-stock test, though we read it as concentration rather than
strict specificity, and the cash-accumulation mechanism behind it is left open. We also assess the
most immediate alternative. The run-up is not accounted for by analysts devoting more of the
call to cash questions: with a direct measure of analyst cash scrutiny and its interaction entered
alongside the pre-announcement indicator, the elevation survives and scrutiny does not strengthen
it. This means that scrutiny does not account for this particular run-up, not that scrutiny never
matters. A further analysis turns to the firm’s post-call information environment, measured by
the bid-ask spread: the residual is unrelated to it, while the scripted presentation is positively
associated with it, a pattern consistent with the scripted and unscripted segments reaching the
outside environment in different ways.

This study makes four contributions, each descriptive. First, it reads a residual measure of
chief-executive question-and-answer uncertainty, the call-varying component that remains once
each executive’s persistent speaking style is netted out, in the anticipatory window before an
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acquisition is public, where the nearest prior work has read managed tone, the volume of strategy
vocabulary, and prices rather than uncertainty language. Second, it documents that this language
pattern concentrates in cash acquisitions rather than stock, a contrast that survives a formal pooled
test. Third, it reads the unscripted question-and-answer session as tracking a deal’s passage from
private to public, connecting the literature on when managers withhold private information with
the evidence that markets anticipate corporate transactions, while claiming no causal channel.
Fourth, it documents that this residual uncertainty is unrelated to the firm’s post-call bid-ask spread
while the scripted presentation is positively associated with it, consistent with a difference between
the scripted and unscripted segments in how they relate to the outside information environment.

Throughout, we read these patterns as correlational and within-firm: the design supports
no causal identification and establishes no mechanism. The cash-versus-stock direction is not
theoretically unique: stock acquirers’ incentive to manage their pre-deal narrative can mute visible
uncertainty, while stock-side valuation and disclosure pressures can instead make their unscripted
answers more guarded. Chapter 2 therefore states competing directional hypotheses rather than
treating the cash-sided result as settled theory. The source of the uncertainty, a compliance-
constrained inability to speak versus a strategically chosen reticence, remains observationally
equivalent.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Chapter 2 develops the conceptual framework
and empirical strategy; Chapter 3 presents the three main analyses, the pre-announcement run-up,
the differential timing around announcement, and the cash-versus-stock comparison; Chapter 4
reports additional analyses, assessing analyst scrutiny, examining outsider reactions through
the bid-ask spread, and a set of robustness checks—treating a withdrawal as a resolution event,
dropping the cash equation’s dynamic term, and re-running the main findings without the first-deal
restriction; and Chapter 5 concludes.
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Chapter 2

Conceptual Framework and Empirical
Strategy

2.1 Conceptual Framework

Consider a firm that has privately committed to an acquisition but has not yet announced it. Such
a firm sits in a particular disclosure state: the pending deal is material information that the public
does not yet hold, while the firm still faces its customary quarterly earnings call. Disclosure
theory gives this bind its shape. Verrecchia (1983) shows that a manager who knows something
may rationally choose not to reveal it when disclosure is costly; there is a threshold below which
the informed manager simply withholds. Dye (1985) shows why such silence can survive in
equilibrium: outside investors cannot always tell a manager who knows nothing from one who
knows something and is keeping quiet, so withholding is not, by itself, a giveaway.

The pending deal can matter to investors well before any contract is signed. In Basic Inc.
v. Levinson (1988), the Court held that information about preliminary, still-pending merger
negotiations can be material, and that materiality turns on weighing how likely the deal is against
how large it would be—a probability-times-magnitude assessment rather than a bright line. Yet
the same law that makes the deal material also limits what the manager may say about it. A firm
has no general duty to disclose confidential merger talks, so staying silent is permitted; but once
it speaks, it may not mislead, because an untrue or half-true statement is unlawful (Basic Inc.
v. Levinson, 1988; Rule 10b-5, 2014). Hence a flat denial is not a lawful option, which leaves
deflection. The result is a tight bind: the chief executive still faces analysts’ questions on the call,
cannot address the one material thing, and cannot deny it either. That bind—a state of informed
withholding, which the theory treats as itself informative—is the organizing primitive of this paper.
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The earnings call is where this bind becomes visible. It is a recurring, semi-spontaneous
event, and its question-and-answer (Q&A) session is far less scripted than the prepared remarks
that open it. A growing body of work reads the language of these calls, not only their numbers.
Matsumoto et al. (2011) find that the analyst-discussion session carries information beyond the
managers’ prepared presentation—the unscripted exchange adds something the script does not.
Reading that language quantitatively is, by now, an established method, and it is the method this
paper adopts rather than invents. Off-the-shelf word lists built for ordinary English misclassify
financial text; Loughran and McDonald (2011) build finance-specific word lists—among them the
uncertainty list our measure uses—to classify tone and uncertainty in financial disclosures. We
take this apparatus as given. Our contribution is not the measurement but the use we put it to,
which we set out below.

Now place a constrained chief executive in that Q&A. If the one pressing question is the one he
may not answer, his unscripted replies have nowhere clean to go: they may turn hedged, qualified,
and non-committal, and the share of uncertainty words in his answers may rise. This is not a
claim that managers speak at random. Hollander et al. (2010) show that managers make deliberate
disclosure-and-silence choices during conference calls, and that a non-answer or a silence is itself
informative to the market—saying little is a choice the market reads. To the extent that such a
signal is keyed to the undisclosed deal, it should be present while the deal is still secret and should
resolve once the announcement makes the deal public. The undisclosed state, in other words,
supplies a clock: the language moves with the information and settles when the information comes
out.

One caution is needed before going further. Some of the uncertainty in how a manager
speaks is simply persistent personal style. Bertrand and Schoar (2003) show that managers carry
durable, individual styles that show up as manager fixed effects in firm policies and outcomes—a
measurable component that stays with the person, not the moment. Call language is no exception.
Dzielinski et al. (2021) separate a manager’s uncertainty and clarity language in earnings calls
into two pieces: a persistent, manager-specific component—a chief-executive fixed effect—and a
time-varying, call-level residual that changes from one call to the next. This paper follows that
split. The distinction matters here for one reason. An anticipatory signal that tracks a particular
pending deal cannot be a fixed trait, because it must appear and then disappear within a single
executive’s tenure. Hence, to the extent that such a signal exists at all, it can only live in the
call-varying part, once persistent style has been netted out. It is worth adding what that residual
does not do elsewhere: Dzielinski et al. (2021) find that the time-varying, residual component of
call uncertainty is largely unrelated to market and stock-price reactions, so on its own it explains
little for prices. An anticipatory, deal-tracking reading of the residual is therefore a claim about
where a signal would have to sit, not a claim that the residual is already known to carry one.

Cash deals and stock deals share the same disclosure bind, but they differ in two ways that
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matter for the design. The first difference is on the balance sheet: a cash purchase draws on an
accumulated, visible cash position that a stock deal need not assemble. Harford (1999) documents
that cash-rich firms are more acquisitive, so a cash bid reflects an accumulated balance-sheet
position.

The second difference is about incentives to manage the story beforehand. A stock bidder
pays in its own equity—its acquisition currency—and so has reason to care what that equity is
worth. Shleifer and Vishny (2003) argue that an overvalued bidder has a powerful incentive to
keep its equity overvalued so that it can buy with stock, a valuation-and-currency motive that a
cash bidder does not share. Bidders act on that motive before the deal: Louis (2004) finds that
stock-for-stock bidders overstate reported earnings—positive abnormal accruals—in the quarter
just before the announcement, whereas cash acquirers do not. The same pre-deal management
reaches disclosure tone as well, since Thewissen et al. (2024) report that stock bidders inflate the
tone of their earnings press releases before a stock-for-stock acquisition.

Two clarifications keep this in its proper place. First, on what the comparison buys us: a
cash bidder has no equity currency to protect, while a stock bidder faces the same disclosure
bind overlaid with an extra reason to manage the message. That extra motive does not sign
unscripted uncertainty unambiguously. Successful pre-deal narrative management could mute
visible uncertainty for stock bidders and leave the run-up greater for cash bidders; alternatively,
protecting the value of the equity currency while staying within disclosure constraints could make
stock bidders’ unscripted answers more guarded. We therefore treat the stock deal as a comparison
that permits competing directions rather than one that dictates a cash-sided prediction. Second, a
firewall between channels: the management documented above operates on scripted, prepared
artifacts—the tone of an earnings press release, the accruals in a reported number—whereas our
dependent variable is uncertainty in the unscripted Q&A, the call segment managers cannot fully
prepare in advance. Because we read the venue that is hardest to stage-manage, the scripted-
channel management those papers describe does not mechanically carry into our measure; our
signal is therefore not an artifact of the very tone-management the citations describe, and the
scripted-channel evidence therefore does not settle what happens in unscripted answers. The
two differences then come apart in time: uncertainty tracks the information and resolves at the
announcement, while the cash position serves the purchase and, mechanically, persists until the
deal completes.

A balanced interpretation also requires an opposing force. The legal disclosure bind described
above applies equally to cash and stock acquirers. Neither the rule against misleading statements
nor the absence of a general duty to disclose merger talks changes with the payment method.
Regulation FD also requires public disclosure when an issuer selectively discloses material
non-public information, and it draws no distinction between cash and stock deals (U.S. Securities
and Exchange Commission, 2000). The legal rules therefore cannot by themselves explain a
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difference between the two groups.

Stock payment, however, brings a valuation and adverse-selection problem—one side may
know more than the other about the shares being offered. A theoretical model shows that the
cash-and-stock mix can convey private information, although its empirical restrictions are not
supported in that paper (Eckbo et al., 1990). Another model shows how market misvaluation can
generate waves of stock mergers (Rhodes-Kropf and Viswanathan, 2004). Empirically, acquirer
overvaluation predicts greater use of stock (Chemmanur et al., 2009), and greater uncertainty
about acquirer or target value is associated with using at least some stock (Boone et al., 2014).
Stock deals may therefore be selected from settings in which valuation is harder, which could
make their chief executives equally or more careful in speech.

None of these studies measures uncertainty words in unscripted chief-executive answers. The
net prediction for our measure is therefore ambiguous. We therefore state the cash-sided and
stock-sided directions as competing hypotheses H2a and H2b below. The supported-but-fragile
cash-minus-stock result is a pattern in the data used to evaluate those hypotheses, not a theoretical
result.

We can now place our paper relative to the nearest work. The closest study reads how
deal-related language is managed. Thewissen et al. (2024) is nearest to us in setting—stock-deal
acquirers, before the announcement—but its object is different: managed tone in scripted press
releases, whereas ours is relatively unmanaged uncertainty in the unscripted Q&A. That difference
places our signal in a distinct cell of the deal-language space and forecloses reading it as merely
managed deal tone. Adjacent work reads other features of the same talk; Ragozzino and Reuer
(2024) study the volume of strategy vocabulary on calls around deal activity. A separate literature
documents leakage on the price side: Keown and Pinkerton (1981) show abnormal stock-price
run-up before public merger announcements, so that pre-announcement information leaks into
prices. What none of this reads is unmanaged language along an uncertainty dimension, before a
cash deal, in the anticipatory window. To our knowledge, no prior work occupies that cell, and
that empty cell is where this paper sits.

One last boundary. The prediction admits two readings, and we do not choose between them.
On one reading the disclosure is compliance-constrained: the chief executive legally cannot speak
to the deal. On the other it is strategic silence: the chief executive chooses not to. In our data
these two are observationally equivalent—the same pattern is consistent with either—and the
framework does not require us to separate them. We therefore document a pattern keyed to the
disclosure state, claim no identification, and leave the underlying mechanism open.
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2.2 Hypothesis Development

We now turn the framework into predictions we can test. The framework speaks to three dimensions:
the cash-acquirer pre-announcement run-up, the ambiguous direction of the cash-versus-stock
comparison, and the timing of resolution after announcement. To fix the timing for H1, let event
time 𝑒 be the call quarter minus the announcement quarter, so that 𝑒 = −1 is the call held in
the quarter immediately before the firm’s first acquisition that is at least 50% cash. We then set
PreAnnounceQtr = 1[𝑒 = −1], an indicator equal to one for that single pre-announcement call
and zero otherwise; the parallel cash and stock indicators used for the comparison are defined with
MA3 below. We state the predictions as falsifiable hypotheses—H1, the competing H2a and H2b,
and H3—and test them with the designs that follow. Throughout, we read the results in descriptive,
correlational terms: they describe where and when the signal sits, and we make no causal claim.

Our first prediction concerns the timing of the signal for cash acquirers.

H1. Residual chief-executive Q&A uncertainty (UncResCEO) is elevated in the
pre-announcement quarter of cash acquirers, relative to those same firms’ other
quarters.

Here UncResCEO is the call-level residual uncertainty defined in the framework—the part of a
manager’s answer-uncertainty that is left once persistent personal style is removed. H1 is not the
obvious prediction, because prior work documents a different register. Thewissen et al. (2024)
show that stock bidders deliberately manage their disclosure tone before stock-for-stock deals,
dressing the message up on purpose. H1 predicts something different in kind: uncertainty in
unscripted Q&A before cash deals, rather than managed tone in scripted disclosure before stock
deals. What makes H1 non-obvious is exactly this contrast—the literature describes deliberate,
strategic tone management, whereas H1 predicts that uncertainty language surfaces under the
disclosure bind. Consistent with the boundary drawn above, H1 takes no stance on whether that
surfacing is strategic or compliance-constrained; it predicts that the language appears, not why.

Our second set of predictions compares cash deals with stock deals. The framework does not
determine the sign of that comparison unambiguously, so we state competing hypotheses.

H2a. The pre-announcement uncertainty run-up is greater for cash acquirers than for
stock acquirers.

H2b. The pre-announcement uncertainty run-up is greater for stock acquirers than for
cash acquirers.

The two directions follow from the opposing forces already developed in the framework.
The balance-sheet distinction remains: Harford (1999) documents that cash-rich firms are more
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acquisitive, so a cash bid reflects an accumulated balance-sheet position, but that distinction does
not itself sign the uncertainty comparison. H2a follows if stock bidders’ currency-protection
motive encourages pre-deal narrative management that mutes visible uncertainty, leaving the
disclosure bind more exposed in cash deals. H2b follows if stock-side valuation and adverse-
selection uncertainty, together with the need to protect equity currency while avoiding disclosure
or misleading statements, makes stock-bidder chief executives more guarded in unscripted answers.
Cash and stock bidders share the same legal disclosure constraints, so those common rules do not
resolve the direction. Both hypotheses concern the observed cash-versus-stock difference, not the
cash position itself, and neither asserts a causal mechanism. The signed pooled comparison in
MA3 evaluates which direction the data favour.

Our final prediction is about timing after the announcement, and it turns on two different
clocks.

H3. Residual Q&A uncertainty is lower in the announced-but-not-closed gap window,
while the acquirer’s cash persists until it is paid at completion.

Uncertainty runs on an information clock: once the announcement makes the deal public, the
residual should be lower in the gap window—the stretch when the deal is announced but not yet
completed. Cash runs on a transaction clock: it stays on the balance sheet until it physically leaves
at closing. Two cautions attach to H3. The cash-persistence leg is partly mechanical, since the
cash does not leave until the deal closes. And the post-announcement undershoot in uncertainty
should not be over-read; we flag the timing contrast, not a precise magnitude.

One alternative reading deserves to be flagged here, though we develop and test it later. The
alternative explanation is analyst scrutiny: perhaps the pre-announcement rise in uncertainty
reflects analysts asking more cash-related questions, which mechanically draws out hedged answers,
rather than the disclosure bind doing the work. This is an identification threat. We motivate
and develop it where we set out our construct measures, and we test it as a side analysis with
the results, where the run-up survives it—though we read that as an underpowered failure to
find, not a powered equivalence test. Two points keep this in proportion. It is distinct from the
two observationally-equivalent readings drawn earlier—compliance-constrained versus strategic
silence—which concern why the manager is quiet, not whether scrutiny is doing the work. And
ruling this channel out does not establish a mechanism; it removes one rival story, nothing more.
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2.3 Estimation of the Main Variable

We measure uncertainty with the finance-specific apparatus introduced earlier. Following Loughran
and McDonald (2011), we take their ‘uncertainty’ word list—a list built for financial text—and
apply it as a word-share, the fraction of words that fall on the list. This is the established tool, not
a new one. On top of it we build the raw measure that the decomposition operates on. Following
Dzielinski et al. (2021), we define

UncAnsCEO =
UnctWordsAnsCEO

WordsAnsCEO
, (2.1)

that is, the number of uncertainty words the chief executive uses when answering analysts divided
by the total number of words spoken in those answers (their equation (2)). In words, it is the share
of the chief executive’s answer that is uncertainty language. This raw share is the input to the
decomposition and the left-hand side of the decomposition equation below. We compute the same
word-share on the two parts of the call separately: UncPreCEO is the share in the chief executive’s
prepared presentation (their equation (1)), and UncQue is the share in the analysts’ questions (their
equation (3)). Both take the same form as UncAnsCEO, but they enter the decomposition as
controls rather than as the dependent variable.

The residual is necessary for the reason established earlier: an anticipatory signal that tracks
a particular pending deal must vary from one call to the next within a single chief executive’s
tenure, so it cannot live in the persistent, manager-specific style; it can only live in the call-varying
residual. The decomposition isolates exactly that residual. We use the specification of Dzielinski
et al. (2021), estimated on our own data:

UncAnsCEO𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛾𝑖 CEO𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽𝑠 Speech𝑠𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽𝑘 FirmChars𝑘𝑖𝑡 + Year𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡 , (2.2)

where 𝛼 is a constant; CEO𝑖𝑡 picks out the chief executive, so that 𝛾𝑖 is that manager’s persistent style
and ClarityCEO𝑖 = −𝛾𝑖; Speech𝑠𝑖𝑡 collects the other call-language controls {UncPreCEO,UncQue,
NegCall}; FirmChars𝑘𝑖𝑡 collects the firm controls {SurpDec,EPSgrowth, StockRet,MarketRet};
and Year𝑡 is a set of year fixed effects. The object we carry forward is the residual, UncResCEO = 𝜀𝑖𝑡 ,
the part of answer-uncertainty left unexplained by all of these. One point about ownership is worth
stating plainly: this is the specification of Dzielinski et al. (2021), re-estimated on our sample,
so the residual is our own, not their published residual. This equation is the precise version of
the ‘call-level residual’ described earlier. It nets out two things at once: the persistent style 𝛾𝑖,
and observable call-level factors—the prepared-presentation uncertainty, the analysts’ question
uncertainty, call negativity, contemporaneous performance, and the year. Because it removes
more, UncResCEO is narrower than a style-only residual would be; it is a refinement of the earlier
description, not a different object.

10



The measure itself is not new to us: Dzielinski et al. (2021) construct UncResCEO and use
it as an explanatory variable in their own model of market responses (their equation (5)). Our
contribution is not the measure but the reading we give it—an anticipatory, disclosure-state reading
of UncResCEO around deals that have not yet been disclosed. Following Dzielinski et al. (2021),
the residual is answer-uncertainty net of the scripted presentation (UncPreCEO): it isolates the
unscripted, call-specific component, which is where the anticipation of an undisclosed deal would
surface. If some of that anticipation also leaks into the scripted, vetted remarks, then the residual
understates it, which makes the measure a conservative floor rather than an upper bound. By the
same construction the residual is also net of the analysts’ own question-uncertainty (UncQue) and
of call negativity (NegCall), and we rely on this when we reconcile the measure with the scrutiny
and tone alternatives later.

One property of this construction deserves a note, offered as a caution rather than a complaint.
UncResCEO is a generated regressand—a residual estimated in a first step that we then use
as the dependent variable in a second step. Pagan (1984) sets out the issue for such two-step
settings. This is a standard arrangement, not a flaw peculiar to us; indeed Dzielinski et al. (2021)
themselves use the residual as a regressor in their own second step. The practical implication is
that conventional standard errors may be understated unless a two-step correction is applied. We
flag the concern, together with the bootstrap that would address it, but we do not implement that
correction here. The standard errors we report are therefore uncorrected, and the significance
levels that accompany them should be read as approximate. The reassurance we rely on instead is
that the same pattern recurs across our several designs. A second property we do not assume away:
whether the residual truly captures uncertainty, rather than merely reflecting how hard analysts
are pressing, is an empirical question. We treat it as one and take it up where we examine the
construct’s validity, rather than asserting it here.
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2.4 Methodology and Empirical Design

We estimate three related designs on a common panel. The first and main one, which we label
MA1, is

𝑌𝑖𝑡 = 𝛽 PreAnnounceQtr𝑖𝑡 + 𝛾′𝑋𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝜏𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡 , (2.3)
where 𝑌𝑖𝑡 is the outcome for firm 𝑖 in quarter 𝑡; 𝑋𝑖𝑡 is a vector of firm controls {Leverage, lnAssets,
TobinsQ,ROA,Capex,DivDummy, sCFO}; 𝛼𝑖 is a firm fixed effect, which absorbs everything that
stays fixed about the firm; and 𝜏𝑡 is a calendar year-quarter fixed effect, which absorbs whatever is
common to all firms in that quarter. We cluster standard errors by firm. The treatment indicator
is PreAnnounceQtr𝑖𝑡 = 1[𝑒 = −1], where event time 𝑒 is the call quarter minus the quarter of
the firm’s first acquisition that is at least 50% cash. We drop the post-announcement quarters
(𝑒 ≥ 0) from the sample, and firms that never acquire (for which 𝑒 is undefined) serve as the
fixed-effects baseline. The coefficient 𝛽 is the estimand: it measures a within-firm shift in the
outcome in the pre-announcement quarter—the anticipation quarter—read against the same firm’s
own earlier, normal quarters. The never-acquirers mainly pin down the calendar-time effects rather
than serving as the within-firm contrast. We read 𝛽 as a descriptive contrast, not a causal effect.

The second design, which we label MA2, replaces the single indicator with a small set of
event-time bins, so that we can see the shape over time:

𝑌𝑖𝑡 =
∑︁
𝑏

𝛽𝑏 Bin𝑏,𝑖𝑡 + 𝛾′𝑋𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝜏𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡 . (2.4)

There are four bins. PRE2 is two quarters before (𝑒 = −2); PRE1 is the pre-announcement quarter
(𝑒 = −1); GAP covers the quarters after the announcement when the deal is announced but not yet
closed; and POST covers the quarters after the deal has completed. The omitted baseline is the set
of quarters three or more before the announcement (𝑒 ≤ −3) together with the never-acquirers.
We cap the post-window at four quarters, truncate it at a firm’s second announcement, and drop
the post rows of deals that are later withdrawn. The discriminating contrast is a Wald test on
𝛽PRE1 − 𝛽GAP: if uncertainty drops at the GAP—announced but not yet completed—that favours
a reading in which the constraint lifts at announcement over one in which the outcome only
resolves at completion. PRE2 is the validity check; with no anticipation that early, its coefficient is
expected to be about zero, which is what a clean pre-trend would show. We run the event study
for cash acquirers and, as a benchmark for comparison, for stock acquirers, and we report all bin
coefficients and Wald drops two-tailed.

The third design, which we label MA3, puts both treatments in one model so that we can
compare them directly:

𝑌𝑖𝑡 = 𝛽𝑐 PreAnncash
𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽𝑠 PreAnnstock

𝑖𝑡 + 𝛾′𝑋𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝜏𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡 , (2.5)
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where PreAnncash
𝑖𝑡 = 1[𝑐𝑞 = 𝑑𝑞cash−1] marks the quarter just before a cash deal and PreAnnstock

𝑖𝑡 =

1[𝑐𝑞 = 𝑑𝑞stock − 1] marks the quarter just before a stock deal, with 𝑐𝑞 the call quarter and 𝑑𝑞 the
deal quarter. The sample keeps only the quarters before a firm’s first deal of either type, plus firms
that do neither; those never-either firms are the fixed-effects baseline. The formal comparison is a
two-sided Wald test of 𝛽𝑐 − 𝛽𝑠 = 0. A positive estimated difference favours H2a, while a negative
estimated difference favours H2b. This is a single signed test of the difference, not the weaker
move of comparing one significant coefficient against one that is not. One specification detail
applies only to the cash-position outcome: for the CashRatio outcome—the regression in which
the firm’s cash-to-assets position is itself the dependent variable—we add that variable’s own
one-quarter within-firm lag, a partial-adjustment term using consecutive quarters only, so that the
pre-announcement coefficient tracks the change in cash. The residual UncResCEO outcome takes
no lagged dependent variable.

Three assumptions are common to all three designs, and we state them descriptively. Iden-
tification is within-firm, through the firm fixed effects, and within calendar-time, through the
year-quarter fixed effects. The estimand is the pre-announcement mean shift, read against the
firm’s own normal quarters and against non-acquirers. The PRE2 bin is the validity device
that lets a reader judge the pre-trend. We make no parallel-trends assumption and no causal
claim. The designs map onto the final hypothesis structure as follows: MA1, with its single
pre-announcement indicator, tests H1; MA2, with its event-time bins, tests H3; and MA3, with its
pooled cash-versus-stock specification and signed Wald difference, evaluates the competing H2a
and H2b. Two distinct control sets are also at work, and it helps to keep them apart. The first-stage
residualization controls—the call-language and performance variables, with chief-executive and
year fixed effects—are the ones that build UncResCEO. The second-stage design controls—the
firm financials, with firm and year-quarter fixed effects—are the ones in the equations above.
Because the outcome UncResCEO is already net of the first-stage set, the second-stage designs
simply add the firm-financial controls and a finer time fixed effect on top.

Several threats do not belong to any single equation, and we disclose them together. First,
inference: we cluster standard errors by firm in the three designs, and some validity tables use
two-way clustering, by firm and by calendar quarter. In places we report the focal treatment tests
one-tailed; for honesty these should be read two-tailed, and the load-bearing results survive that
stricter standard—in particular, the pre-announcement run-up remains significant at 𝑝 = .0074
two-tailed. Second, the endogeneity of timing: firms choose when to do deals, and only the first
deal sets our event clock, so later deals can contaminate the baseline; we mitigate this by truncating
each firm’s post-window at its second announcement, but the never-acquirer baseline and the focus
on the first deal remain assumptions, not identification. Third, functional form: the outcomes are
levels and word-shares, not counts; the CashRatio regressions use a partial-adjustment lag, because
cash is sticky—its quarter-to-quarter persistence is about 𝜌 ≈ 0.78—while the residual outcomes
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use no such lag; and because UncResCEO is a generated regressand, the two-step standard-error
caveat noted earlier applies to every design here. Fourth, the choice of controls: the firm-financial
controls—Leverage, lnAssets, TobinsQ, ROA, Capex, DivDummy, and sCFO—follow the standard
cash-determinants regression (Opler et al., 1999; Bates et al., 2009), and we ground the cash
equation in that literature and read it mechanically, as cash accumulating as a by-product of retained
free cash flow rather than as purposeful saving toward a war chest. Fifth, sample selection. The
residual outcome UncResCEO exists only for chief executives with at least five conference calls in
the main, non-financial and non-utility, industry sample—the universe in which the first-stage
residual is estimated. Because every design drops observations that lack the dependent variable,
all of the focal uncertainty regressions for H1, H2a, H2b, and H3 run on this subsample of firms
with at least five calls in the main industries, which skews toward larger, better-covered firms.
The CashRatio outcomes, by contrast, use the full panel. We disclose this as a selection threat to
external validity.

Reverse causality remains a separate threat that this design cannot remove: uncertain language
may push or accompany a firm toward an acquisition, rather than the pending acquisition causing
the language. Same-direction alternatives may also produce the pattern, including rumor-driven
analyst questioning, unresolved pre-signing doubts, and unsettled payment choices. We discuss
these possibilities among the limitations in Chapter 5.
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2.5 Specification and Measurement of Key Constructs

Having defined the residual, we now check whether it measures what we claim, and we treat that
validity as an empirical question to answer here, not as an assumption. We ask three things of
UncResCEO. First, does rebuilding it on our own data reproduce the published estimates the
method rests on? Second, is it convergent: does it move together with measures of uncertainty
that are already established? Those first two are the checks we run in this section. Third, could a
plausible rival account for the pre-announcement pattern instead of the disclosure bind, namely
analyst scrutiny, how much of a call analysts spend asking about cash? That rival is a plausible
alternative driver, and we put it to the data as a side analysis in Section 4.1. By construction,
the residual is already net of the scripted presentation and of the wording of the analysts’ own
questions, as set out in Section 2.3, so these checks ask how it behaves once that wording has been
removed.

The first check is construction. Before we lean on the residual, we confirm that building it our
own way, on our own data, reproduces the estimates the method was validated on. We re-estimate
the Dzielinski et al. (2021) decomposition on our sample and place our numbers beside their
published ones, line by line, in Table 5.21, which reports two of our specifications: a Baseline
that matches the Section 2.3 equation exactly and supplies the residual we carry forward, and an
Extended one that adds a broader set of standard firm-financial controls as a robustness check. The
largest piece lines up almost exactly: the loading on the CEO’s own prepared-remarks uncertainty
is 0.089 in our Baseline against 0.093 in theirs, and the other two speech controls keep the same
sign and significance.

The fit lines up too, once the two are put on the same footing: their published figure is
the controls’ added explanatory power, about 0.05 on top of a 0.31 base, so roughly 0.36 in
total, against our total 𝑅2 of 0.369. The samples are not identical, ours covering non-financial,
non-utility United States firms over 2002 to 2018 and theirs 2003 to 2015; the firm-performance
controls, standardized here for numerical stability, are not comparable in raw size; they agree in
sign for the earnings controls, while the two market-return controls differ—StockRet flips sign, and
MarketRet matches in sign but is significant in the original only—an expected divergence across
the different samples that does not bear on the residual. The point is narrow but enough: because
we build the residual the same way Dzielinski et al. do, the construct validity they establish for the
measure carries over to our setting, which leaves how it behaves in our own data as the question
for the checks below.

We begin with convergent validity. The residual is positively associated with three established
measures of uncertainty. It rises with firm-level political risk (PRisk), the call-based measure of
Hassan et al. (2020), with a coefficient of 0.0001, 𝑝 < .01 (Table 5.6); with US economic policy
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uncertainty (US-EPU), the newspaper-based index of Baker et al. (2016), at 0.0124 (𝑝 < .05)
and 0.0123 (𝑝 < .10) (Table 5.7), the second estimate only marginally significant once firm fixed
effects are included; and with global economic policy uncertainty (GEPU), the index of Davis
(2016), at 0.0181 (𝑝 < .05) and 0.0187 (𝑝 < .05) (Table 5.8). We read these as consistent with
established measures, not as establishing the construct, and three cautions keep that reading
honest. First, the tests are one-tailed. Second, although political risk is measured for each firm
each quarter, exactly the same unit as the residual and so the cleanest match of the three, its
association is economically trivial, with an 𝑅2 ≈ 0.003. Third, US-EPU and GEPU are macro,
monthly indices: in any given period every firm shares the same value. Because these enter under
calendar-year fixed effects, they are identified only by within-year aggregate co-movement, that is,
only by whether the residual and these economy-wide indices move together within a year. That is
an aggregate co-movement check, not a firm-level one. In short, the convergent leg is supportive
but weak.

We now turn to that rival, and we build our own measure to confront it. We define CashScrutiny
as the share, in percent, of analyst question-and-answer turns devoted to cash and liquidity, and
HighCashScrutiny as an indicator equal to one when CashScrutiny is above its median. The
median is zero: only about 11% of calls draw any cash scrutiny at all. This is a measure of volume,
or topic: how much of the conversation is about cash. It is therefore distinct from the uncertainty
wording of the questions (UncQue). We motivate the side-test on two grounds. First, the measure is
valid: the firm’s cash ratio predicts it, with coefficients of 0.7530 (𝑝 < .01) and 0.8519 (𝑝 < .01),
the same class of validity check as the established measures above. Second, it is a plausible
alternative driver: cash scrutiny itself rises around cash-deal announcements, so it co-moves with
both the firm’s cash and the event, and it could therefore generate the pre-announcement run-up
mechanically, which is a textbook identification threat. We therefore test, as a side analysis in
Section 4.1, whether scrutiny rather than the disclosure bind accounts for the run-up. We do not
preview the magnitudes of that test or its verdict here; the formal side-test, its hedged verdict, and
the underpowered caveat are all reported in Section 4.1.

One might object that this test merely repeats the controls already inside the residual. It
does not. CashScrutiny measures the volume and topic of cash questions, whereas the residual
already removes the uncertainty wording of those questions, UncQue, by construction, through
the decomposition of Section 2.3. So the test targets the question-volume path that the residual
does not absorb, and it is not redundant with the controls already built into the residual.

Finally, we collect the remaining key constructs used in the designs. CashRatio is the firm’s
cash-to-assets position, the cash it holds relative to its assets. PreAnnounceQtr = 1[𝑒 = −1] is the
pre-announcement-quarter indicator defined in Section 2.2 and used in Section 2.4. CashScrutiny
and HighCashScrutiny are the analyst-attention measures defined just above. The remaining
controls, Leverage, lnAssets, TobinsQ, ROA, Capex, DivDummy, sCFO, and the controls from
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the Section 2.3 decomposition that builds the residual, are catalogued in the Appendix.
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Chapter 3

Main Empirical Analyses

3.1 Data, Sample, and Variable Construction

We combine five data sources. First, we download Capital IQ earnings-call transcripts for U.S.
public firms over 2002–2018, parsed so that we know each speaker’s role and whether a turn falls
in the scripted presentation or in the back-and-forth question-and-answer (Q&A) segment. Second,
we retrieve quarterly Compustat North America fundamentals, taking the most recent fiscal quarter
that ends on or before the call. Third, we pull CRSP daily records and IBES earnings records,
which supply the stock-return, market-return, and earnings-surprise controls that the Section 2.3
decomposition requires. Fourth, we collect SDC merger-and-acquisition records—announcement
date, completion or withdrawal date, and the cash-versus-stock split of how each deal is paid
for—keeping only deals with a transaction value of at least $1 million. Fifth, we take Execucomp
annual CEO records and aggregate them into a monthly tenure panel that identifies which executive
holds the CEO role in each quarter; this identity is the input to the Section 2.3 manager fixed effect.
These five sources do not all use the same firm identifier. SDC keys each deal by the acquirer’s
six-digit CUSIP, while our call panel is keyed by the Compustat firm identifier (gvkey), so we join
deals to calls through the acquirer’s six-digit CUSIP, using the CRSP–Compustat link table that
anchors the master-sample manifest.

We build the language measures in-house. We first tokenize each call—that is, we break it
into individual words—and then compute the Loughran–McDonald uncertainty-word share, the
fraction of words drawn from a fixed list of uncertainty terms, separately for each speaker and each
segment. The CEO’s uncertainty share in the Q&A, UncAnsCEO, is the input that the Section 2.3
first stage (the Dzielinski et al. (2021) decomposition, estimated on our own sample) turns into
the residual measure UncResCEO—the part of the CEO’s answer uncertainty that is left after its
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predictable component is removed. This is the construction step only; the equation itself, and the
definition and justification of UncResCEO, live in Section 2.3, and we do not re-derive them here.

The remaining key variables are constructed here but defined in full elsewhere, and we point
to each home rather than re-derive it. The residual uncertainty measure UncResCEO is defined in
Section 2.3. The pre-announcement indicator PreAnnounceQtr equals one in the single quarter
just before a firm’s first qualifying deal (𝑒 = −1) and zero otherwise; it is defined in Sections 2.2
and 2.4. The cash ratio, CashRatio, is cash and equivalents divided by total assets (cheq/atq),
defined in Section 2.5 and the Appendix. Cash scrutiny, CashScrutiny, is the share of analyst Q&A
turns that touch on cash or liquidity, counted from the locked word list in Appendix I; because the
median call draws none at all (median 0.0000), we also use a simple indicator, HighCashScrutiny,
that flags any call with cash scrutiny present—only about 11% of calls clear that bar (mean
0.1127). Both are defined in Section 2.5. Finally, the firm-financial controls—leverage, log assets,
Tobin’s Q, return on assets, capital expenditure, a dividend indicator, and cash-flow volatility—are
catalogued in the Appendix.

The estimation samples are built in three layers, which is why the number of observations
changes from one table to the next. The first layer is the base call panel. We keep every matched
Capital IQ call of a U.S. public firm that is neither a financial nor a utility company over 2002–2018.
We drop any CEO with fewer than five calls, because with so few calls we cannot estimate a
speaking style and therefore cannot form the residual. We also restrict the panel to firms that
Execucomp covers—roughly the S&P 1500—because the CEO’s identity feeds the Section 2.3
manager fixed effect. The second layer is the SDC deal universe. We keep U.S. public-acquirer
deals over 2002–2018 whose status is completed, pending, or withdrawn and whose payment
composition is known. Deals that are at least 50% cash form the cash arm; deals that are at least
50% stock form the stock comparison arm; and each firm’s first qualifying deal sets its event clock.
The third layer is a set of design-specific trims. The run-up test drops the post-announcement
quarters of treated firms. The event studies cap the post-window at four quarters and truncate it at
the firm’s next announcement. The scrutiny validity and channel tests require at least three analyst
Q&A turns per call. We state the five-call filter here purely as a construction mechanic; we take
up its implications for sample selection in Section 2.4.

Table 5.1 reports summary statistics over 2002–2018. Our earnings-call (language) sample
comprises 88,205 earnings-call observations across 1,884 firms; the cash-ratio regressions draw on
a broader panel spanning 2,232 firms, because the cash ratio does not require a CEO speaking-style
residual and so is not limited to the calls that can form one. The count 𝑁 varies from row to row,
because each variable is summarized only on the calls for which it is available (its complete cases).
The residual uncertainty measure UncResCEO is centered near zero, with mean −0.0000 and a
standard deviation of 0.3010 (44,900 observations, Panel B), while the cash ratio averages 0.1708
with a standard deviation of 0.1806 (Panel C). Because the residual can be computed only for
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CEOs with at least five calls at non-financial and non-utility firms, the uncertainty regressions tend
to describe a better-covered set of firms, one that skews toward larger firms, than the cash-ratio
regressions do. For that reason every table reports its own firm and observation counts, and we
are cautious about reading too much into these summary statistics on their own.
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3.2 Main Analysis 1: The Pre-Announcement Run-Up

This analysis tests hypothesis H1: that residual chief-executive Q&A uncertainty (UncResCEO) is
elevated in the pre-announcement quarter of cash acquirers, relative to those same firms’ other
quarters. We find H1 supported: the run-up is present and statistically significant, though its
magnitude is modest and the reading is correlational. Our first main analysis (MA1) estimates
the single-indicator two-way fixed-effects regression of Section 2.4 four times. The regression
carries firm fixed effects and calendar year-quarter fixed effects—in plain terms, it compares a
firm against itself and against the same calendar quarter at other firms—and clusters standard
errors by firm. We run it once for each outcome—the cash ratio (CashRatio) and the residual
uncertainty in the CEO’s Q&A answers (UncResCEO)—in each arm: the cash arm, deals that are
at least half cash, and the stock comparison arm, deals that are at least half stock. For treated firms
we drop the quarters after the announcement, so the design sees only the run-up into the deal.
Identification is within-firm: it sets a treated firm’s pre-announcement quarter against that same
firm’s ordinary quarters. This is a correlational design and does not by itself identify a causal
effect; the estimating equation is given in Section 2.4, and we do not restate it here.

Table 5.2 shows that in the cash arm both measures move in the final quarter before the
announcement. Column 2 reports that residual Q&A uncertainty is elevated, with a coefficient
of 0.0461 (standard error 0.0172, 𝑝 < .01)—the CEO’s answers carry more uncertainty in that
pre-deal quarter. Column 1 reports that the cash ratio is rising, with a coefficient of 0.0051
(standard error 0.0017, 𝑝 < .01); this coefficient should be read as a change in cash, not a
level, because the cash equation carries a partial-adjustment lag of 0.7990 (standard error 0.0070,
𝑝 < .01)—that is, most of this quarter’s cash is already explained by last quarter’s, so the coefficient
picks up only the increment added on top. The residual coefficient is significant on the two-tailed
test that Table 5.2 reports (𝑝 = .0074).

The two cash-arm columns are not run on the same set of firms. Because the residual can
be formed only for CEOs with at least five calls, the uncertainty test in column 2 uses 27,622
firm-quarters from 1,248 firms, while the cash-ratio test in column 1 uses 67,590 firm-quarters
from 2,232 firms. The cash-ratio panel therefore spans more firms (2,232) than the 1,884-firm
residual-feasible call sample, because the cash ratio is available for firms whose CEOs lack the
five calls the residual requires. The uncertainty test is therefore the more demanding one, run on
the smaller universe.

These effects are material but modest. The uncertainty coefficient of 0.0461 is about fifteen
percent of a residual standard deviation—roughly 15.3%, taking 0.0461 against the all-universe
standard deviation of 0.3010 reported in Table 5.1—and it appears in a measure from which
everything persistent has already been removed, concentrated in a single quarter that makes up only
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about one percent of the sample (the pre-announcement indicator has a mean of 0.0094). The cash
coefficient of 0.0051 adds roughly half a percentage point of assets to the cash stock—about three
percent of the mean cash ratio (0.0051 against 0.1708)—in just one quarter. These magnitudes
are supportive but not definitive.

The stock arm is our comparison. It faces the same disclosure constraint, and its model is
almost identical to the cash arm’s—the stock partial-adjustment lag of 0.8013 (standard error
0.0057, 𝑝 < .01) is nearly the same as the cash arm’s 0.7990. Yet neither outcome shows a
comparable positive run-up. In column 6 residual uncertainty carries a coefficient of −0.0429
(standard error 0.0307), which is not statistically significant; in column 5 the cash ratio carries
−0.0036, also not significant. We read these as flat, noisy nulls, not as movements in any direction.
What differs at 𝑒 = −1, the final quarter before the announcement, is therefore the response, not
the model. We should be careful here: reading the two arms side by side is not yet a formal test of
the difference between them. That formal cash-versus-stock test is supplied in Section 3.4, our
third main analysis.
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3.3 Main Analysis 2: Differential Timing Around the An-
nouncement

This analysis tests hypothesis H3: that residual uncertainty is lower in the announced-but-not-
closed gap window while the acquirer’s cash persists until completion. We find H3 supported:
the two paths separate as predicted, with the uncertainty round trip the load-bearing pattern,
read as supportive rather than definitive. Our second main analysis (MA2) replaces the single
pre-announcement indicator with a four-bin event study. The bins trace the deal through time:
PRE2 marks the quarter two before the announcement (𝑒 = −2), PRE1 the quarter just before
it (𝑒 = −1), GAP the window in which the deal is announced but not yet closed, and POST
the quarters after completion. The baseline against which these are measured is the firm’s own
ordinary quarters (𝑒 ≤ −3) together with firms that never acquire. We estimate the specification
on the matched universe—the set of firm-quarters where both the residual and the cash ratio are
defined, 28,102 firm-quarters across 1,320 firms—and we run both outcomes on exactly these
same rows. Because we impose no ordering across the bins, every coefficient is read two-tailed.
Putting both outcomes on the identical sample guards the differential-timing reading against the
worry that the two paths merely reflect different samples. The design is otherwise that of MA1,
and it remains correlational: it does not identify a cause.

Table 5.3 first lets us check for a pre-trend—a drift in the outcomes that is already under
way before the deal. There is none on either clock. The PRE2 coefficient is 0.0068 (standard
error 0.0178) for the residual and 0.0008 (standard error 0.0024) for the cash ratio, neither
significant. So the PRE1 estimates that follow are not simply the tail end of a trend that predates
the announcement. We treat this as a validity check, not as a proof of identification.

The same table delivers the discriminating contrast: what happens once the deal becomes
public, in the gap window between announcement and closing. On the information clock—the
path traced by residual uncertainty, in column 1 of Table 5.3—the residual spikes at PRE1 to
0.0473 (standard error 0.0178, 𝑝 < .01) and then is indistinguishable from zero in the announced-
but-not-closed GAP window, with a coefficient of 0.0018 (standard error 0.0187), not significant.
The drop from PRE1 to GAP is itself significant, 0.0455 (standard error 0.0225, 𝑝 < .05), and
the full swing from the pre-announcement peak to completion is large and significant, 0.0723
(standard error 0.0190, 𝑝 < .01). On the transaction clock—the path traced by the cash ratio, in
column 2—the picture differs. Cash is elevated at PRE1, 0.0061 (standard error 0.0024, 𝑝 < .05),
but it does not show a PRE1-to-GAP fall—the drop is just 0.0006, not significant—and it declines
only once the cash actually leaves the firm at completion, a GAP-to-POST drop of 0.0210 (standard
error 0.0042, 𝑝 < .01) and a POST level of −0.0155 (standard error 0.0022, 𝑝 < .01). One
caution is in order: the GAP cash coefficient itself is 0.0055 (standard error 0.0034), positive but
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not significant, so the persistence of cash through the gap rests on the absence of a PRE1-to-GAP
decline, not on a significantly elevated gap level. Throughout, firms are compared with themselves.

The entry spike is, in economic terms, the same event we saw in MA1: 0.0473 here against
0.0461 in Table 5.2, about fifteen percent of a residual standard deviation (roughly 15.7% on
the 0.3010 basis). What MA2 adds is the round trip. The swing from the pre-announcement
peak to the post-completion quarters, 0.0723, says that the uncertainty raised in the run-up is
fully unwound once the information becomes public. The cash leg, meanwhile, uses the same
well-behaved partial-adjustment specification as MA1, with a lagged-cash coefficient of 0.7547
(standard error 0.0108, 𝑝 < .01).

Column 1 of Table 5.4 corroborates the round trip on a second sample. On its own complete-
case cash universe of 29,535 firm-quarters from 1,326 firms, the cash arm of the comparison
event study reproduces the same pattern: the residual again spikes at PRE1 (0.0486, standard error
0.0174, 𝑝 < .01) and again collapses to insignificance at the gap (0.0058, standard error 0.0181,
not significant); the PRE1-to-GAP drop is significant (0.0428, standard error 0.0221, 𝑝 < .10)
and the peak-to-post swing is significant (0.0681, standard error 0.0187, 𝑝 < .01). For now we
use only the cash column of this comparison table; its cash-versus-stock contrast is reserved for
Section 3.4.

Taken together, the claim rests on the contrast between the two paths, not on the size or sign of
any single coefficient. Uncertainty tracks the flow of information and is indistinguishable from
zero in the observed announced-but-not-closed GAP window; cash tracks the transaction and falls
only at completion—a persistence that is partly mechanical, since the cash does not leave the firm
until the deal closes. We do not over-read the one coefficient that dips below baseline, the POST
uncertainty estimate of −0.0250 (standard error 0.0130, 𝑝 < .10). The reading is correlational and
supportive, not definitive; it does not identify a cause, and the mechanism behind it remains open.
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3.4 Main Analysis 3: Cash-versus-Stock Comparison

This analysis evaluates the competing hypotheses H2a and H2b: H2a predicts a greater pre-
announcement uncertainty run-up for cash acquirers, whereas H2b predicts a greater run-up for
stock acquirers. The evidence favours H2a, but it is fragile: one formal cash-minus-stock test
clears the five-percent level, while its magnitude and significance ride in part on an imprecise
stock estimate. H2b is not supported by these results, but the noisy stock estimate does not warrant
describing it as definitively refuted. We therefore read the result as concentration in cash deals
rather than strict specificity. We begin descriptively, rerunning the event study side by side on the
stock comparison arm, using the stock column of Table 5.4 that we held back from Section 3.3.
Neither arm trends into the event: the PRE2 coefficient is flat in both (0.0105 in the cash arm and
−0.0056 in the stock arm, neither significant). Only the cash arm then moves. It reproduces the
run-up (PRE1 0.0486, standard error 0.0174, 𝑝 < .01; peak-to-post drop 0.0681, standard error
0.0187, 𝑝 < .01), while the stock arm shows none of it (PRE1 −0.0404, standard error 0.0299,
not significant) and, if anything, its PRE1-to-GAP change is a marginal −0.0756 (standard error
0.0405, 𝑝 < .10), a noisy across-announcement change we do not read as a directional run-up.
This is a descriptive side-by-side, not yet the test.

A side-by-side display implies a comparison it never actually runs. So our third main analysis
(MA3) puts both treatments into one pooled, interacted model — the model of Section 2.4 — and
tests the cash-minus-stock difference directly with a two-sided Wald restriction, 𝛽𝑐 − 𝛽𝑠 = 0. The
sign of the estimated difference distinguishes the competing predictions: a positive difference
favours H2a, and a negative difference favours H2b. This signed difference, and not a comparison
of one significant coefficient against one insignificant one, is the formal test. The pooled baseline
is the set of firms that make neither a cash nor a stock deal. The design remains correlational and
identifies no causal effect, and it speaks to concentration in cash deals rather than strict specificity.

On the effect itself, column 1 of Table 5.5 delivers the formal cash-versus-stock result. The
cash arm’s pre-announcement uncertainty coefficient is significant (0.0459, standard error 0.0185,
𝑝 < .05), while the stock arm’s is insignificant and negative (−0.0524, standard error 0.0436).
The formal cash-minus-stock difference, the Wald restriction, is 0.0983 (standard error 0.0476;
𝑧 ≈ 2.07, 𝑝 = .039), significant at the five-percent level two-tailed. Its positive sign favours
H2a over H2b. Because the cash arm is positive while the stock arm is negative and statistically
imprecise, the gap between them is larger than either coefficient on its own — roughly a third
of a residual standard deviation (about 32.7% of 0.3010); the gap therefore rides in part on the
imprecise negative stock estimate. We emphasize that this formal linear-restriction test, and not a
comparison of one significant against one insignificant coefficient, is the evidence favouring H2a.
We read that evidence as supportive rather than definitive and do not treat the imprecise stock
coefficient alone as a rejection of H2b.
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On the proposed cause, the picture is weaker. The cash build-up itself is only faintly cash-sided:
the cash-minus-stock difference in the cash ratio is insignificant on the matched universe (column 2,
0.0064, standard error 0.0071) and reaches only marginal significance on the full panel (column 3,
0.0092, standard error 0.0055, 𝑝 < .10). So while the effect concentrates in cash deals, the
proposed war-chest mechanism — that firms deliberately build cash ahead of these deals — is not
established by these tests. We leave that mechanism open.

Overall, the signed formal test favours H2a, while H2b receives no support in this sample.
The result remains fragile: its significance rides in part on the imprecise negative stock estimate
(−0.0524, standard error 0.0436), and the cause’s own cash-sidedness is weaker still (marginal,
and only on the full panel). For that reason we keep our wording at concentrated rather than
specific, we do not claim that the imprecise stock estimate definitively refutes H2b, we do not treat
the difference between a significant and an insignificant coefficient as the test, and we assert no
cause.
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Chapter 4

Additional Analyses

4.1 Assessing the Analyst-Scrutiny Alternative

The most immediate rival to our reading is analyst scrutiny. The idea is that the quarters just
before a deal draw harder analyst questions about cash, and that it is the hard questions, not the
deal itself, that produce the hedged answers we measure. This confound is genuine, not a straw
man. Column 4 of Table 5.2 shows that the incidence of cash scrutiny — whether a call draws
heavy cash questioning at all — does itself rise in the quarter before a cash acquisition: the
coefficient on HighCashScrutiny is 0.0408 (standard error 0.0194, 𝑝 < .05). Scrutiny therefore
moves together with both the firm’s cash position and the event, and could in principle generate
the run-up mechanically.

We assess it in three steps. First, we confirm that the scrutiny measure is real — that it actually
moves with how much cash a firm holds. Table 5.9 shows that it does. The share of analyst
question-and-answer turns spent on cash and liquidity rises strongly with the firm’s cash-to-assets
ratio: 0.7530 (standard error 0.0949, 𝑝 < .01, one-tailed) without controls, and 0.8519 (standard
error 0.0967, 𝑝 < .01) once the full control set is added. It also rises with a high-cash indicator,
a simple flag for cash-rich firms, 0.1754 (standard error 0.0237, 𝑝 < .01). The measure clearly
registers how cash-rich a firm is, so the nulls that follow are not the artifact of a dead variable that
fails to pick anything up.

Second, scrutiny on its own does not move the residual — our measure of how hedged a CEO’s
answers are, taken net of that CEO’s persistent speaking style (UncResCEO). In Table 5.10, the
direct effect of scrutiny on that residual is zero to four decimal places (Panel A, −0.0000, standard
error 0.0013, across 41,512 calls), and the same null holds when we run a logit on a dichotomized
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version of the residual — a simple high-versus-low split (Panel B, −0.0003, standard error 0.0074)
— as well as on the raw uncertainty measure and on coarser scrutiny proxies. This test is not
circular — it is not merely the residual predicting itself — because CashScrutiny counts the
volume of cash questions, whereas the uncertainty wording of those questions (UncQue) is already
netted out of the residual when it is built, in the decomposition of Section 2.3.

Third, and most directly, we put scrutiny and the pre-announcement indicator into the
same model, estimated on the cash-acquirer pre-announcement quarters. In Table 5.11, the
pre-announcement indicator stays significant — 0.0413 (standard error 0.0177, 𝑝 < .01) with
scrutiny entered alongside it, and 0.0439 (standard error 0.0189, 𝑝 < .05) once the interaction is
added — while scrutiny’s own effect is null (0.0000 and 0.0001 across the two columns) and the
scrutiny-by-pre-announcement interaction is insignificant (−0.0056, standard error 0.0111). Put
plainly: the pre-announcement quarter is associated with higher uncertainty, the questioning is
not, and the questioning does not interact with it either. The comparison is within firm — each
treated firm measured against its own ordinary quarters — and correlational.

We keep the register honest about what this does and does not show. What we have is
a failure to find an effect, paired with a dissociation inside a single model — not a powered
equivalence test that could formally rule an effect out. The interaction’s confidence interval
(roughly [−0.027, +0.016]) does not exclude effects that would still matter against a run-up near
0.04; about 89% of calls draw no cash scrutiny at all; and a contrast between a significant and an
insignificant coefficient is not, by itself, a test. So our claim is the narrow one: analyst scrutiny
does not account for this run-up. We do not claim that scrutiny never matters anywhere. The
reading is supportive, not definitive; it identifies no cause, and the mechanism remains open.
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4.2 Outsider Reactions: The Bid-Ask Spread

We now ask whether the speech-uncertainty signal moves the post-call information environment —
how large the information gap is between the firm and outside traders. We proxy that environment
with the firm’s bid-ask spread, the gap between the price to buy and the price to sell, measured over
the 25 trading days that begin on the call date. This is a standard measure of how much outside
traders fear trading against better-informed insiders, following Bushee et al. (2018), whose post-call
window we adopt, and we decompose the spread by the three speech components of Section 2.3.
Two priors frame the test. Dzielinski et al. (2021) found that the residual uncertainty is unrelated
to stock-price or trading-volume responses and explains little of the market reaction, which loads
instead on the chief executive’s persistent clarity — but they never examined a liquidity outcome.
Bushee et al. (2018), by contrast, found that call language relates to information asymmetry
with opposite signs across the call’s two segments: complexity in the scripted presentation is
positively associated with information asymmetry (an obfuscation reading), while complexity in
the spontaneous response is negatively associated with it (an information reading).

First, the residual is inert. Across all twelve specifications in Table 5.12, UncResCEO carries
no association with the post-call spread. In the six contemporaneous columns the coefficients are
imprecisely estimated and insignificant, ranging from −0.0594 to −0.1021 (42,625 calls); one
quarter ahead they remain insignificant, ranging from 0.0545 to 0.0984 (43,049 calls). Because
Dzielinski et al. (2021) show this residual has no detected link to stock price or trading volume,
and never test a liquidity outcome, this extends that finding to the bid-ask spread; the absence of
an association here is not evidence of a precisely estimated zero, but it is what we find, and it sits
comfortably with Bushee et al.’s result that the spontaneous response segment does not widen
information asymmetry.

Second, the scripted presentation is the segment outsiders appear to react to. UncPreCEO
is positively associated with the contemporaneous spread, and significantly so in four of the six
contemporaneous columns (0.1664, standard error 0.0946, 𝑝 < .05, column 1; 0.3496, standard
error 0.1253, 𝑝 < .01, column 2; 0.2945, standard error 0.1229, 𝑝 < .01, column 4; and 0.1644,
standard error 0.1184, 𝑝 < .10, column 6; one-tailed). These four significant columns include
all three firm-fixed-effect specifications (comparisons made within each firm). UncPreCEO is
insignificant in the two industry-fixed-effect specifications with extended controls (columns 3
and 5, 0.0814 and 0.0108) and in all six one-quarter-ahead columns, and ClarityCEO is null
throughout all twelve. The pattern is consistent with Bushee et al.’s positive relation between
scripted-presentation language and information asymmetry (the obfuscation component), and our
own bid-ask result locates the contemporaneous spread with the scripted presentation rather than
the residual. It does not contradict Dzielinski et al.’s finding that the residual is unrelated to stock
price and volume, because Dzielinski et al. (2021) never test the presentation and the bid-ask
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spread is an information-asymmetry outcome, not a price or volume reaction. We note that this
association is contemporaneous only.

Taken together, the contemporaneous spread is associated with the scripted presentation but
not with the residual; we do not test the between-segment difference directly. This pattern sits
within Dzielinski et al.’s own scripted-versus-spontaneous framing and matches Bushee et al.’s
presentation-versus-response split. The payoff for our main analysis is one of interpretation rather
than identification: because outsiders do not react to the residual, the pre-announcement run-up
documented in Chapter 3 is unlikely to be an artifact of outsider reaction, and is more readily read
as a private, insider-side signal. We offer this as a supportive reading, not as proof.
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4.3 Robustness: Withdrawal as a Resolution Event

One feature of the Section 3.3 event study deserves a closer look. The post bin is dated to
completion: a deal’s quarters enter the post bin only once it has closed, and the quarters following
a withdrawal are dropped from the event clock. Two of the three round-trip contrasts, peak-to-
completion and gap-to-completion, are therefore estimated only over deals that go on to complete.
Because completing and withdrawn deals need not be alike, part of the post-completion decline
could in principle reflect which deals complete rather than the resolution of the disclosure state
itself. This is a correlational concern, and we do not claim to identify it away. The peak-to-gap
contrast, however, is exempt. It is measured at the public announcement — a point every announced
deal reaches whatever its eventual outcome — so it conditions on nothing that follows.

The check itself is straightforward. A withdrawal ends the disclosure state as surely as a
completion does: once a pending deal is called off and disclosed, the executive is no longer
answering around it. So we redefine the post bin to let the quarters at and after a withdrawal
enter it alongside the completed quarters, and we re-estimate the Section 2.4 event study on this
resolution-inclusive sample, reported in Table 5.13. Folding in the withdrawn deals asks a simple
question: is the post-resolution decline particular to the deals that complete, or does it appear
whenever the disclosure state resolves? We keep the framing modest. We do not claim that a
weaker decline here would prove the main result an artifact; the power of this check is limited, as
we discuss below. The reading is supportive rather than definitive.

Table 5.13 shows that the round trip survives. On the resolution-inclusive sample the residual
still falls from its pre-announcement peak to the resolved quarters by 0.0687 (𝑝 < .01), against
0.0723 (𝑝 < .01) in the main specification. The announcement-quarter leg, from peak to gap,
is 0.0457 (𝑝 < .05), almost exactly the 0.0455 (𝑝 < .05) of the main result. And the cash leg
declines from its pre-announcement level to resolution by 0.0204 (𝑝 < .01). The sample here
covers 28,191 firm-quarters over 1,321 firms. Treating a withdrawn deal as a resolution leaves the
round trip in place.

We bound the check honestly. Few first deals are withdrawn and then observed for complete-
case quarters inside the post window, so the resolution-inclusive sample adds only 89 firm-quarters
and one firm to the 28,102 firm-quarters over 1,320 firms of the main analysis. With so little
new data, the post-completion decline can barely move, so what this shows is that the handful of
withdrawn deals behave like the completed ones — not that a completion-driven reading is ruled out
on its own. The firmer reassurance is structural: the peak-to-gap leg is measured at announcement
and conditions on nothing that follows, so the resolution of the residual at announcement never
depended on which deals complete. We therefore read the resolution-inclusive estimates as
consistent with the main specification, not as an independent test.
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4.4 Robustness: The Cash Result Without the Dynamic Term

The cash-ratio regressions carry the cash ratio’s own one-quarter lag alongside firm fixed effects —
a partial-adjustment form, well suited to a sticky stock like cash that moves toward its target only
gradually. A dynamic fixed-effects panel of this kind is subject to the Nickell bias, a small-sample
bias that the within-firm transformation induces. That bias is not confined to the lag coefficient;
it also reaches regressors correlated with lagged cash, so simply declining to interpret the lag
does not immunize the event-time bins. The clean guard is therefore to remove the dynamic
term altogether, rather than to reason about the size of the bias. The residual takes no lag and is
untouched by this, so it serves as our anchor. This is a specification concern, not a claim of causal
identification.

So we re-estimate the cash column with static fixed effects, dropping the lagged dependent
variable (Table 5.14). Removing the lag changes what the coefficients describe. With the lag,
each coefficient is a change in the cash ratio around its own recent level — a partial adjustment.
Without it, the coefficients describe the level of the cash ratio relative to the baseline. The two
specifications are on different scales, so the comparison that carries over is the timing pattern —
the sign and significance of the bins across event time — not the size of any single coefficient.
This is a correlational robustness check, supportive rather than definitive.

Table 5.14 shows that the timing pattern carries over. Without the lag, the cash ratio still does
not show a pre-announcement-to-gap fall: the pre-announcement-to-gap change is 0.0012 below
zero and insignificant, much like the 0.0006 of the with-lag specification. It falls only once the cash
leaves the firm at completion, with a gap-to-completion drop of 0.0318 (𝑝 < .01) and a completion
coefficient of 0.0189 below zero (𝑝 < .01). The pre-announcement-to-completion decline is
0.0305 (𝑝 < .01), larger than the 0.0216 (𝑝 < .01) of the partial-adjustment specification, exactly
as expected when the coefficients describe a level rather than a change. The residual column is
unchanged, since it never carried the lag, and is identical to Table 5.3.

The two specifications should be read together. The lag belongs in the main specification,
because cash is sticky and partial adjustment is the right description of how it moves; the static
specification is not a better model but a check that removes the dynamic term entirely. And because
the static specification carries no lagged dependent variable, it carries no dynamic-panel bias —
so the cash timing conclusion (no fall at announcement, a fall at completion) holds whether or not
that term is present. The timing of the cash path, on which the differential-timing result rests, does
not ride on the dynamic specification.
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4.5 Robustness: The Main Findings Without the First-Deal
Restriction

Our last robustness check drops the first-deal restriction and stacks every deal a firm makes. The
pre-announcement run-up survives. On the all-deals-stacked panel of Table 5.15, the cash-arm
residual-uncertainty coefficient is 0.0391 (standard error 0.0140, 𝑝 < .01) and the cash-ratio
coefficient is 0.0033 (standard error 0.0015, 𝑝 < .05), while the stock-arm residual coefficient is
−0.0348 (standard error 0.0272), a flat null. It also reappears in a binary forward form. Among all
firm-quarters, higher CEO Q&A residual uncertainty is associated with a deal being announced
the next quarter, of any payment type: a linear-probability coefficient of 0.0086 (standard error
0.0026, 𝑝 = .0011) and a logit coefficient of 0.3233 (standard error 0.0967, 𝑝 = .0008) in this
forward specification (Logit A, Table 5.19), estimated on 40,004 firm-quarters from 1,422 firms
with a deal rate of 2.84% (pseudo-𝑅2 0.026). It survives firm and year-quarter fixed effects, with
a linear-probability coefficient of 0.0078 (standard error 0.0027, 𝑝 < .01; 39,557 firm-quarters,
1,422 firms; within-𝑅2 0.003).

The differential-timing round trip survives all-deals as well. On the matched universe,
Table 5.16 shows residual uncertainty spiking at PRE1 (0.0352, standard error 0.0148, 𝑝 < .05)
and then unwinding: the PRE1-to-GAP drop is 0.0363 (standard error 0.0156, 𝑝 < .05) and the
PRE1-to-POST drop is 0.0544 (standard error 0.0139, 𝑝 < .01). Split by payment type, Table 5.17
shows the round trip holding in the cash arm (PRE1 0.0401, standard error 0.0145, 𝑝 < .01;
PRE1-to-POST drop 0.0543, standard error 0.0137, 𝑝 < .01) and not in the stock arm (PRE1
−0.0272, standard error 0.0266, not significant), where the stock arm’s PRE1-to-GAP change is
−0.0585 (standard error 0.0355, 𝑝 < .10) — marginally significant and negative, which we do not
over-read given the noisy stock null.

The formal cash-concentration result also survives, and in fact strengthens. On the all-deals-
stacked panel of Table 5.18, the pooled cash-minus-stock Wald difference is 0.1056 (standard
error 0.0423; 𝑧 ≈ 2.50, 𝑝 ≈ .013) — the cash arm at 0.0447 (standard error 0.0180, 𝑝 < .05)
against the stock arm’s insignificant −0.0609 (standard error 0.0385) — larger than the first-deal
difference of 0.0983 (𝑝 = .039) reported in Table 5.5. Its positive sign again favours H2a over H2b.
The proposed cause remains the weak leg: the matched cash-ratio cash-minus-stock difference
is 0.0071 (standard error 0.0062), not significant. So the run-up still concentrates in cash deals
— concentration, not strict specificity, and with no cause asserted — while the build-up of cash
itself is not differentially cash-sided here. In binary form, among deals at 𝑒 = −1, higher residual
uncertainty is associated with the deal being a cash deal (coded one) rather than a stock deal
(coded zero): a linear-probability coefficient of 0.0613 (standard error 0.0283, 𝑝 = .030) and
a logit coefficient of 0.7478 (standard error 0.3399, 𝑝 = .028) in this specification (Logit B,
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Table 5.20), on 1,105 deal observations from 563 firms (982 cash, 123 stock; cash base rate 88.9%;
pseudo-𝑅2 0.078). Under firm and year-quarter fixed effects the coefficient keeps its sign but is no
longer significant: a linear-probability coefficient of 0.0644 (standard error 0.0508, not significant;
𝑝 = .205; 1,063 deal observations, 563 firms; within-𝑅2 0.059). The design stays correlational.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

In this study we examine whether the language a chief executive uses in the unscripted question-
and-answer session of an earnings call tracks the disclosure state of an acquisition the firm is still
withholding, using a residual measure of chief-executive question-and-answer uncertainty that
nets out each executive’s persistent speaking style.

We find that residual uncertainty is elevated in the quarter before a cash acquisition, with no
comparable rise before stock acquisitions; that it becomes indistinguishable from zero in the first
observed announced-but-not-closed call window, even before the deal closes, while the cash that
funds it persists to completion; and that the elevation concentrates in cash acquisitions rather than
stock on a formal pooled test.

The pattern is not accounted for by analysts devoting more of the call to cash questions; the
pre-announcement elevation survives a direct measure of analyst cash scrutiny and its interaction
with the pre-announcement window. A further analysis finds the residual unrelated to the firm’s
post-call bid-ask spread, while the scripted presentation is contemporaneously positively associated
with it, consistent with the scripted and unscripted segments relating to the outside information
environment differently. The differential-timing result is consistent with treating a withdrawal as a
resolution of the deal, and it holds when the cash specification is estimated without its dynamic
term; and the run-up and cash-concentration hold when every deal a firm makes is stacked.

Taken together, these patterns suggest that the unscripted language of earnings calls carries a
readable, anticipatory trace of a deal’s passage from private to public, a signature researchers can
in principle observe before the announcement. For the academic literature, the pattern connects
two strands usually studied apart: the theory of when an informed manager withholds private
information, and the evidence that markets anticipate corporate transactions before they are
announced. The within-firm language signature we characterize sits in the window between them.
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We draw no prescription for investors, managers, or regulators from a correlational pattern that
identifies no causal channel; the contribution is to characterize a regularity, not to recommend
acting on it.

These findings carry clear limitations. The evidence is correlational and within-firm, and
the design supports no causal identification and establishes no mechanism. Chapter 2 develops
competing cash-versus-stock predictions; the evidence favours the cash-sided prediction, but
why the observed run-up concentrates in cash deals is not identified, and the war-chest channel
behind cash accumulation in particular remains unestablished. Separately, the source of the
uncertainty, a compliance-constrained inability to speak versus a strategically chosen reticence,
remains observationally equivalent.

Reverse causality remains possible. Uncertain language may push or accompany a firm toward
an acquisition, rather than the pending acquisition causing the language. In the literature examined
here, we do not find a factor shown to do all three things needed for that reverse arrow: raise
executive uncertainty language, predict an acquisition in the next quarter, and end when the deal
is announced. Political uncertainty illustrates the difficulty. It makes conference-call disclosure
more obfuscated (Mekhaimer et al., 2024), but it is associated with less, not more, merger activity
(Bonaime et al., 2018), and it operates over a longer horizon than the announcement window.

Three same-direction alternatives also remain. First, information can leak before an acquisition
is announced, and its measured price effect disappears at the announcement (Hasan et al., 2025).
Such leaks may prompt analysts to probe the firm. Harder questions are more likely to draw
non-answers (Gow et al., 2021), which could make the chief executive’s replies appear guarded.
Second, the pre-deal process includes target selection, valuation, and due diligence (Welch et al.,
2020), and target information uncertainty affects valuation (Li and Tong, 2018). Doubt about the
target, price, or whether terms can be signed could therefore raise caution before the announcement.
This explanation fits only if that doubt ends when the terms are signed and announced. Doubt about
closing or integration does not fit the observed timing and is excluded. Third, the payment method
responds to financing capacity and control concerns (Faccio and Masulis, 2005). An unsettled
choice between cash and stock could therefore accompany guarded speech before the terms are
public. Only uncertainty about selecting the method fits the timing. A financing constraint that
persists after the announcement does not.

The design reduces some other concerns but does not remove these quarter-varying states.
Firm fixed effects remove traits that do not change within a firm. Year-quarter fixed effects remove
shocks shared by all firms in a quarter. The speaking-style residual removes a chief executive’s
persistent personal style. None removes a state that changes as a deal approaches. The estimates
therefore remain within-firm associations, not causal effects.

Two further boundaries qualify the evidence. The residual is estimated only for chief executives
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with enough calls to fix a speaking style, which skews the language sample toward larger, more
heavily covered firms, and the scrutiny rule-out is a failure to find rather than a powered test of
equivalence, since most calls draw no cash scrutiny at all. The measure itself bounds the inference
further. Uncertainty is captured by applying a finance-specific word list to the transcripts, a count
of words that abstracts from their context, and the residual is one operationalization of call-specific
uncertainty rather than a direct reading of what a chief executive knows. The stock-financed
comparison shares the disclosure bind but is an imperfect counterfactual; the cash and stock arms
turn on a fifty-percent-of-consideration cutoff whose sensitivity we do not test; and the sample,
United States public firms from 2002 to 2018, approximately the S&P 1500, may not extend to
other periods, other markets, or the smaller firms outside it.

Future work could ask whether the same anticipatory language signature appears around
other classes of withheld material events, and could pursue designs able to separate compliance-
constrained from strategic silence, which our setting cannot distinguish. Several extensions follow.
The same residual-uncertainty reading could be applied to other corporate transactions, such as
divestitures, joint ventures, and strategic alliances, and to settings outside the United States; richer
measures of spoken uncertainty could replace the word-list count; and identifying the mechanism
behind the observed cash concentration, whose direction Chapter 2 treats through competing
hypotheses, including the cash-accumulation channel this study leaves open, would require a
design the present setting does not provide.

This thesis estimates an average pattern for cash deals, but M&A research shows that chief
executives differ systematically, so the average may hide which executives drive it. Future research
could examine three characteristics. First, overconfidence is associated with more acquisitions,
especially when internal financing is available (Malmendier and Tate, 2008). An overconfident
chief executive might express less caution, or more caution when deal uncertainty breaks through
that confidence. Second, acquisition propensity falls with chief-executive age (Yim, 2013).
Younger executives and executives near the end of their careers may therefore speak differently
about a pending deal, without a clear prediction about which group will sound more uncertain.
Third, prior work in the target’s industry helps chief executives negotiate better outcomes (Custódio
and Metzger, 2013). This target-industry expertise might reduce verbal caution, or it might
produce more precise caveats. These are possibilities for future research, not findings of this
thesis.
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Table 5.1: Summary Statistics

Variable Unit N Mean SD Min P25 Median P75 Max

A. Independent Variables

CashScrutiny C 76,570 0.4250 1.7576 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 100.0000
GEPU log C 88,205 4.6872 0.3672 3.8626 4.3797 4.7238 4.9666 5.5106
HighCashScrutiny C 76,570 0.1127 0.3162 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000
PRisk C 85,995 99.6187 146.5189 0.0000 17.0778 53.3729 120.1973 1192.4308
PreAnnounceQtr C 88,205 0.0094 0.0963 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000
US EPU log C 88,205 4.7123 0.3661 3.8018 4.4805 4.6891 4.9625 5.6478

B. Dependent Variables

BGTLevel Spread C 87,018 0.0017 0.0026 0.0001 0.0004 0.0009 0.0017 0.0164
UncAnsCEO C 71,748 0.7806 0.3925 0.0000 0.5147 0.7415 1.0018 2.5874
UncPreCEO C 71,727 0.6602 0.3917 0.0000 0.3810 0.6001 0.8723 2.2432
UncResCEO C 44,900 -0.0000 0.3010 -1.5108 -0.1846 -0.0180 0.1650 1.7794

C. Firm Controls

Capex C 87,627 0.0487 0.0536 0.0000 0.0176 0.0324 0.0592 0.5203
CashRatio C 87,990 0.1708 0.1806 0.0000 0.0368 0.1047 0.2435 0.9938
CashRatio lag C 79,131 0.1709 0.1804 0.0000 0.0367 0.1048 0.2443 0.9938
DivDummy C 88,134 0.4755 0.4994 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 1.0000
EarnVol C 87,440 0.0701 0.1907 0.0006 0.0163 0.0315 0.0695 19.5101
FirmMat C 87,571 -0.0432 2.1826 -317.5714 -0.0078 0.2191 0.4195 0.9252
HighCash C 87,990 0.3333 0.4714 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Leverage C 87,994 0.2330 0.2240 0.0000 0.0470 0.2065 0.3455 3.9453
NegCall C 86,858 0.9210 0.3024 0.0000 0.7038 0.8798 1.0943 2.3901
ROA C 87,552 0.0386 0.1330 -3.9826 0.0146 0.0525 0.0925 0.5490
TobinsQ C 87,363 2.1363 1.5197 0.3847 1.2681 1.6791 2.4362 35.6144
UncQue C 81,031 1.4398 0.4831 0.0000 1.1216 1.4108 1.7268 3.5945
lnAssets C 87,994 7.4710 1.6607 -0.5692 6.3008 7.3763 8.5436 12.4592
sCFO C 83,662 0.0619 0.2233 0.0014 0.0236 0.0395 0.0664 32.4035

Notes: Summary statistics for the main estimation sample (United States public, non-financial, non-utility firms,
2002–2018). Each variable is summarized on the complete cases of its own estimation universe, so the number of
observations varies by row; never-acquirer firm-quarters are included as the fixed-effects baseline and treated firms’
post-announcement quarters are excluded. All variables are defined in the main text and in Appendices I and II.
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Table 5.2: Pre-Announcement Run-Up Test: Cash versus Stock Acquirers

Cash acquirers Stock acquirers (comparison)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
CashRatio UncResCEO CashScrutiny HighCashScrutiny CashRatio UncResCEO CashScrutiny HighCashScrutiny

PreAnnounceQtr 0.0051∗∗∗ 0.0461∗∗∗ 0.0854 0.0408∗∗ -0.0036 -0.0429 -0.3222 -0.0303
(0.0017) (0.0172) (0.0749) (0.0194) (0.0035) (0.0307) (0.2024) (0.0313)

CashRatio𝑡−1 (partial adj.) 0.7990∗∗∗ — — — 0.8013∗∗∗ — — —
(0.0070) (0.0057)

Leverage -0.0146∗∗∗ -0.0338 -0.1521 -0.0179 -0.0213∗∗∗ -0.0292 -0.1056 -0.0428
(0.0039) (0.0217) (0.1470) (0.0308) (0.0034) (0.0196) (0.1358) (0.0262)

lnAssets -0.0072∗∗∗ -0.0037 -0.0391 0.0190∗∗ -0.0079∗∗∗ -0.0043 -0.0733∗∗ 0.0077
(0.0011) (0.0082) (0.0482) (0.0096) (0.0008) (0.0063) (0.0369) (0.0078)

TobinsQ 0.0013∗∗ -0.0031 -0.0208 0.0006 0.0015∗∗∗ -0.0017 -0.0113 0.0030
(0.0006) (0.0030) (0.0144) (0.0027) (0.0004) (0.0025) (0.0123) (0.0024)

ROA 0.0053 0.0499 -0.5659∗∗ -0.1006∗∗ 0.0075∗ 0.0530∗ -0.5350∗∗∗ -0.0869∗∗
(0.0042) (0.0321) (0.2254) (0.0405) (0.0041) (0.0296) (0.1982) (0.0366)

Capex -0.1057∗∗∗ 0.0842 -1.2215∗∗∗ -0.3646∗∗∗ -0.1067∗∗∗ 0.1256 -1.4479∗∗∗ -0.4470∗∗∗
(0.0126) (0.0986) (0.3534) (0.0880) (0.0113) (0.1006) (0.3000) (0.0793)

DivDummy -0.0011 -0.0030 -0.0561 -0.0111 -0.0017∗∗ -0.0137∗ -0.0564 -0.0146∗
(0.0009) (0.0106) (0.0537) (0.0107) (0.0008) (0.0080) (0.0384) (0.0087)

sCFO 0.0008 0.0052 0.1180∗∗∗ 0.0235∗∗∗ 0.0007 -0.0009 0.0906∗∗∗ 0.0169∗∗∗
(0.0006) (0.0085) (0.0140) (0.0028) (0.0007) (0.0110) (0.0337) (0.0057)

Firm FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cal. Year-Quarter FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Firms 2,232 1,248 1,237 1,237 2,281 1,338 1,325 1,325
N (firm-quarters) 67,590 27,622 26,216 26,216 84,979 39,377 37,065 37,065
𝑅2 0.665 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.672 0.001 0.002 0.002

Notes: Pre-announcement run-up test. PreAnnounceQtr marks the quarter before a firm’s first qualifying acquisition; post-announcement quarters are dropped and
never-acquirers form the baseline. The cash arm is acquisitions at least half in cash; the stock arm is the at-least-half-in-stock comparison. Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed
effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.3: Uncertainty and Cash Around the Announcement (Matched Sample)

(1) UncResCEO (2) CashRatio

PRE2 (𝑒=−2, pre-trend) 0.0068 0.0008
(0.0178) (0.0024)

PRE1 (𝑒=−1, pre-announce) 0.0473∗∗∗ 0.0061∗∗
(0.0178) (0.0024)

GAP (announced, pre-close) 0.0018 0.0055
(0.0187) (0.0034)

POST (completed) -0.0250∗ -0.0155∗∗∗
(0.0130) (0.0022)

Drop: PRE1 − GAP 0.0455∗∗ 0.0006
(0.0225) (0.0039)

Drop: GAP − POST 0.0268 0.0210∗∗∗
(0.0199) (0.0042)

Drop: PRE1 − POST 0.0723∗∗∗ 0.0216∗∗∗
(0.0190) (0.0031)

Controls
Leverage -0.0415∗ -0.0215∗∗∗

(0.0213) (0.0054)
lnAssets -0.0060 -0.0074∗∗∗

(0.0084) (0.0020)
TobinsQ -0.0045 0.0013∗∗

(0.0029) (0.0006)
ROA 0.0572∗ 0.0067

(0.0325) (0.0061)
Capex 0.1073 -0.1434∗∗∗

(0.1054) (0.0141)
DivDummy -0.0099 -0.0016

(0.0104) (0.0014)
sCFO 0.0096∗∗ -0.0011

(0.0043) (0.0007)
CashRatio𝑡−1 (partial adj.) — 0.7547∗∗∗

(0.0108)

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE / Controls Yes Yes
N (firm-quarters) 28,102 28,102
Firms 1,320 1,320

Notes: Disclosure-window event study on the matched universe, where UncResCEO and CashRatio are defined on the identical firm-quarters. Bins:
PRE2 (𝑒=−2), PRE1 (𝑒=−1), GAP (announced, not yet closed), POST (completed); the omitted baseline is 𝑒 ≤ −3 with never-acquirers. Firm
and calendar year-quarter fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05,
∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.4: Event Study by Payment Type: Cash versus Stock Acquirers

DV: UncResCEO

(1) Cash acquirers (2) Stock acquirers

PRE2 (𝑒=−2, pre-trend) 0.0105 -0.0056
(0.0174) (0.0368)

PRE1 (𝑒=−1, pre-announce) 0.0486∗∗∗ -0.0404
(0.0174) (0.0299)

GAP (announced, pre-close) 0.0058 0.0353
(0.0181) (0.0318)

POST (completed) -0.0195 -0.0048
(0.0127) (0.0246)

Drop: PRE1 − GAP 0.0428∗ -0.0756∗
(0.0221) (0.0405)

Drop: GAP − POST 0.0253 0.0401
(0.0194) (0.0382)

Drop: PRE1 − POST 0.0681∗∗∗ -0.0355
(0.0187) (0.0358)

Controls
Leverage -0.0372∗ -0.0286

(0.0211) (0.0194)
lnAssets -0.0063 -0.0041

(0.0080) (0.0062)
TobinsQ -0.0034 -0.0018

(0.0029) (0.0025)
ROA 0.0534∗ 0.0543∗

(0.0315) (0.0293)
Capex 0.0816 0.1297

(0.0993) (0.0987)
DivDummy -0.0065 -0.0132∗

(0.0100) (0.0080)
sCFO 0.0049 -0.0008

(0.0084) (0.0110)

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE / Controls Yes Yes
N (firm-quarters) 29,535 39,819
Firms 1,326 1,363

Notes: Disclosure-window event study estimated separately for cash acquirers and stock acquirers, each on its own complete-case universe. Bins
and baseline as in the matched event study. Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses;
significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.5: Competing Hypotheses Test: Cash versus Stock Acquirers

EFFECT PROPOSED CAUSE

(1) UncResCEO (2) CashRatio (3) CashRatio
(matched) (matched, +lag) (full panel, +lag)

Pre-announce qtr, Cash acquirer 0.0459∗∗ 0.0056∗∗ 0.0049∗∗∗
(0.0185) (0.0025) (0.0019)

Pre-announce qtr, Stock acquirer -0.0524 -0.0008 -0.0043
(0.0436) (0.0066) (0.0051)

Cash − Stock (formal test) 0.0983∗∗ 0.0064 0.0092∗
(0.0476) (0.0071) (0.0055)

Controls
Leverage -0.0411∗ -0.0236∗∗∗ -0.0194∗∗∗

(0.0230) (0.0056) (0.0043)
lnAssets -0.0034 -0.0033 -0.0065∗∗∗

(0.0092) (0.0021) (0.0011)
TobinsQ -0.0025 0.0007 0.0012∗∗

(0.0031) (0.0006) (0.0005)
ROA 0.0556 0.0046 0.0054

(0.0355) (0.0065) (0.0046)
Capex 0.0487 -0.1437∗∗∗ -0.1095∗∗∗

(0.1065) (0.0148) (0.0139)
DivDummy -0.0068 -0.0026∗ -0.0015

(0.0109) (0.0014) (0.0010)
sCFO 0.0040 -0.0008 0.0009

(0.0088) (0.0007) (0.0006)
CashRatio𝑡−1 (partial adj.) — 0.7778∗∗∗ 0.7957∗∗∗

(0.0113) (0.0073)

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE / Controls Yes Yes Yes
UncResCEO-present restriction Yes Yes No
N (firm-quarters) 25,600 24,347 61,876
Firms 1,191 1,176 2,141

Notes: Pooled cash-versus-stock test: both treatments enter one regression and the signed cash-minus-stock difference is evaluated by a two-sided
Wald test; a positive difference favours H2a and a negative difference favours H2b; the baseline is firms making neither a cash nor a stock acquisition.
The pooled sample includes 837 firms making a first cash acquisition and 282 making a first stock acquisition. Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed
effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.6: Convergent Validity: Firm Political Risk

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Industry FE Firm FE

UncResCEO UncPreCEO UncResCEO UncPreCEO

PRisk 0.0001∗∗∗ 0.0003∗∗∗ 0.0001∗∗∗ 0.0002∗∗∗
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

UncQue -0.0022 0.0204∗∗∗ -0.0014 0.0081∗∗∗
(0.0032) (0.0045) (0.0037) (0.0029)

NegCall -0.0025 0.1874∗∗∗ -0.0036 0.1477∗∗∗
(0.0051) (0.0141) (0.0073) (0.0082)

lnAssets -0.0002 -0.0296∗∗∗ -0.0054 0.0048
(0.0004) (0.0039) (0.0058) (0.0078)

TobinsQ -0.0005 -0.0007 -0.0008 0.0001
(0.0009) (0.0036) (0.0022) (0.0023)

ROA 0.0291∗∗ 0.0477 0.0540∗∗ 0.0346
(0.0145) (0.0318) (0.0264) (0.0230)

CashRatio 0.0019 -0.0354 0.0206 0.0265
(0.0077) (0.0357) (0.0240) (0.0287)

DivDummy -0.0031 -0.0139 -0.0108 -0.0229∗∗
(0.0021) (0.0118) (0.0074) (0.0103)

FirmMat 0.0012 0.0021∗∗ 0.0027 0.0006
(0.0013) (0.0010) (0.0041) (0.0007)

EarnVol 0.0078 -0.0072 0.0056 -0.0104
(0.0077) (0.0157) (0.0117) (0.0132)

UncPreCEO -0.0051 -0.0054
(0.0034) (0.0054)

Industry FE Yes Yes
Firm FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 44,497 65,760 44,497 65,760
𝑅2 0.003 0.043 0.003 0.023
Adj. 𝑅2 0.002 0.043 -0.030 -0.004

Notes: Convergent-validity check: residual CEO uncertainty regressed on firm-level political risk. Columns (1)–(2) use industry (FF12) and
calendar-year fixed effects; columns (3)–(4) use firm and calendar-year fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant
coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (one-tailed for the independent variable, 𝛽 > 0; two-tailed for controls).

46



Table 5.7: Convergent Validity: US Policy Uncertainty

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Industry + Cal. Year FE Firm + Cal. Year FE

UncResCEO UncPreCEO UncResCEO UncPreCEO

US EPU log 0.0124∗∗ 0.0211∗∗∗ 0.0123∗ 0.0239∗∗∗
(0.0075) (0.0074) (0.0075) (0.0076)

UncQue 0.0011 0.0164∗∗∗ 0.0024 0.0095∗∗∗
(0.0035) (0.0032) (0.0040) (0.0028)

NegCall 0.0006 0.1247∗∗∗ 0.0021 0.1385∗∗∗
(0.0056) (0.0089) (0.0073) (0.0079)

lnAssets 0.0009 -0.0143∗∗∗ 0.0013 0.0038
(0.0007) (0.0020) (0.0067) (0.0063)

TobinsQ -0.0001 0.0007 -0.0000 0.0007
(0.0011) (0.0019) (0.0027) (0.0018)

ROA 0.0281∗ 0.0367∗∗ 0.0677∗∗ 0.0467∗∗
(0.0149) (0.0168) (0.0268) (0.0191)

CashRatio 0.0051 -0.0079 0.0345 0.0305
(0.0087) (0.0187) (0.0256) (0.0231)

DivDummy -0.0046∗∗∗ -0.0074 -0.0142∗∗ -0.0157∗
(0.0009) (0.0061) (0.0072) (0.0083)

FirmMat 0.0023∗ 0.0009 0.0005 -0.0011
(0.0012) (0.0008) (0.0047) (0.0012)

EarnVol 0.0268∗ -0.0074 0.0353∗∗ -0.0083
(0.0157) (0.0086) (0.0176) (0.0119)

UncPreCEO -0.0026 -0.0011
(0.0032) (0.0045)

Lagged DV 0.0202∗∗∗ 0.5176∗∗∗ 0.0187∗∗∗ 0.2626∗∗∗
(0.0054) (0.0131) (0.0056) (0.0089)

Industry FE Yes Yes
Firm FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 39,063 60,503 39,063 60,503
𝑅2 0.001 0.292 0.001 0.084
Adj. 𝑅2 -0.000 0.291 -0.035 0.057

Notes: Convergent-validity check: residual CEO uncertainty regressed on United States economic policy uncertainty. Columns (1)–(2) use industry
(FF12) and calendar-year fixed effects; columns (3)–(4) use firm and calendar-year fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses;
significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (one-tailed for the independent variable, 𝛽 > 0; two-tailed for controls).
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Table 5.8: Convergent Validity: Global Policy Uncertainty

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Industry + Cal. Year FE Firm + Cal. Year FE

UncResCEO UncPreCEO UncResCEO UncPreCEO

GEPU log 0.0181∗∗ 0.0271∗∗∗ 0.0187∗∗ 0.0309∗∗∗
(0.0100) (0.0107) (0.0101) (0.0108)

UncQue 0.0011 0.0164∗∗∗ 0.0024 0.0095∗∗∗
(0.0035) (0.0032) (0.0039) (0.0028)

NegCall 0.0006 0.1247∗∗∗ 0.0020 0.1385∗∗∗
(0.0056) (0.0089) (0.0072) (0.0079)

lnAssets 0.0009 -0.0143∗∗∗ 0.0012 0.0037
(0.0007) (0.0020) (0.0067) (0.0063)

TobinsQ -0.0001 0.0008 0.0000 0.0007
(0.0011) (0.0019) (0.0027) (0.0018)

ROA 0.0280∗ 0.0367∗∗ 0.0673∗∗ 0.0462∗∗
(0.0149) (0.0168) (0.0267) (0.0191)

CashRatio 0.0051 -0.0080 0.0345 0.0304
(0.0087) (0.0188) (0.0256) (0.0231)

DivDummy -0.0047∗∗∗ -0.0074 -0.0142∗∗ -0.0156∗
(0.0009) (0.0061) (0.0072) (0.0083)

FirmMat 0.0023∗ 0.0009 0.0006 -0.0011
(0.0012) (0.0008) (0.0047) (0.0012)

EarnVol 0.0269∗ -0.0074 0.0354∗∗ -0.0082
(0.0157) (0.0086) (0.0176) (0.0119)

UncPreCEO -0.0026 -0.0011
(0.0032) (0.0045)

Lagged DV 0.0202∗∗∗ 0.5176∗∗∗ 0.0187∗∗∗ 0.2626∗∗∗
(0.0054) (0.0131) (0.0056) (0.0089)

Industry FE Yes Yes
Firm FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 39,063 60,503 39,063 60,503
𝑅2 0.001 0.292 0.001 0.084
Adj. 𝑅2 -0.000 0.291 -0.035 0.057

Notes: Convergent-validity check: residual CEO uncertainty regressed on global economic policy uncertainty. Columns (1)–(2) use industry
(FF12) and calendar-year fixed effects; columns (3)–(4) use firm and calendar-year fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses;
significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (one-tailed for the independent variable, 𝛽 > 0; two-tailed for controls).
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Table 5.9: Analyst Cash Scrutiny: Construct Validity

DV: CashScrutiny (% of analyst Q&A turns on cash/liquidity)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

CashRatio 0.7530∗∗∗ 0.8519∗∗∗
(0.0949) (0.0967)

HighCash 0.1754∗∗∗ 0.1921∗∗∗
(0.0237) (0.0236)

Leverage — 0.2180∗∗ — 0.2030∗∗
(0.0978) (0.0987)

lnAssets — -0.0562∗∗∗ — -0.0744∗∗∗
(0.0213) (0.0212)

TobinsQ — -0.0272∗∗∗ — -0.0218∗∗
(0.0089) (0.0085)

ROA — -0.5012∗∗∗ — -0.5002∗∗∗
(0.1339) (0.1335)

Capex — -1.2348∗∗∗ — -1.3259∗∗∗
(0.2890) (0.2900)

DivDummy — -0.0674∗∗ — -0.0678∗∗
(0.0331) (0.0331)

sCFO — 0.0244 — 0.0291
(0.0274) (0.0277)

Firm FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cal. Year-Quarter FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes

Firms 1,868 1,853 1,868 1,853
N (calls) 75,087 72,670 75,087 72,670
𝑅2 0.002 0.005 0.001 0.004

Notes: Validity check that a firm’s cash position predicts analyst cash scrutiny. Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed effects. Standard errors
clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (one-tailed for the cash coefficient, 𝛽 > 0;
two-tailed for controls).
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Table 5.10: Analyst Cash Scrutiny as a Driver of CEO Uncertainty

UncResCEO UncAnsCEO
(DWZ residual) (raw Q&A)

Panel A. OLS — DV in continuous level
CashScrutiny -0.0000 0.0001

(0.0013) (0.0013)
𝑁 (calls) 41,512 41,512
Within 𝑅2 0.000 0.000

Panel B. Logit — DV = 1[measure ≥ median]
CashScrutiny (log-odds) -0.0003 0.0080

(0.0074) (0.0085)
𝑁 (calls) 41,512 41,512
Pseudo 𝑅2 0.002 0.019

Firm FE (A) / Industry FE (B) Yes Yes
Cal. Year-Quarter FE Yes Yes

Notes: Analyst cash scrutiny as a candidate driver of residual CEO uncertainty. Panel A is OLS on the continuous measure; Panel B is a logit on an
above-median indicator. Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in
bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.11: Analyst Cash Scrutiny: Interaction with the Run-Up

UncResCEO

(1) (2)

CashScrutiny 0.0000 0.0001
(0.0018) (0.0018)

PreAnnounceQtr 0.0413∗∗∗ 0.0439∗∗
(0.0177) (0.0189)

CashScrutiny × PreAnnounceQtr -0.0056
(0.0111)

Controls Yes Yes
Firm FE Yes Yes
Cal. Year-Quarter FE Yes Yes

N (firm-quarters) 26,216 26,216
Firms 1,237 1,237
𝑅2 0.001 0.001

Notes: The pre-announcement run-up estimated with analyst cash scrutiny and its interaction with the pre-announcement window, on the matched
universe (calls with both CashScrutiny and UncResCEO). Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by firm, in
parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (one-tailed for the directional terms, 𝛽 > 0; two-tailed otherwise).
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Table 5.12: CEO Uncertainty and the Bid-Ask Spread
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

BGTLevel Spread BGTLevel Spread lead1

ClarityCEO -0.0477 1.0617 0.2122 1.1056 0.1644 1.0547 -0.1886 0.5998 -0.0922 0.6828 -0.0431 0.5722
(0.2145) (0.4277) (0.2227) (0.4260) (0.2103) (0.4174) (0.2370) (0.4004) (0.2399) (0.4055) (0.2206) (0.3729)

UncResCEO -0.0594 -0.0687 -0.0882 -0.1021 -0.0757 -0.0893 0.0825 0.0696 0.0742 0.0545 0.0984 0.0751
(0.1068) (0.1057) (0.1023) (0.1007) (0.0994) (0.0981) (0.1416) (0.1437) (0.1407) (0.1426) (0.1339) (0.1357)

UncPreCEO 0.1664∗∗ 0.3496∗∗∗ 0.0814 0.2945∗∗∗ 0.0108 0.1644∗ -0.0817 -0.0288 -0.1072 -0.0360 0.0170 0.1124
(0.0946) (0.1253) (0.0956) (0.1229) (0.0919) (0.1184) (0.0926) (0.1229) (0.0926) (0.1233) (0.0872) (0.1186)

lnAssets -0.8039∗∗∗ -1.9098∗∗∗ -0.6339∗∗∗ -1.6825∗∗∗ -0.6352∗∗∗ -1.8277∗∗∗ -0.8218∗∗∗ -1.5191∗∗∗ -0.7857∗∗∗ -1.7292∗∗∗ -0.6568∗∗∗ -1.4181∗∗∗
(0.0490) (0.2000) (0.0472) (0.2156) (0.0473) (0.2158) (0.0513) (0.1951) (0.0505) (0.2130) (0.0474) (0.2017)

TobinsQ -0.2861∗∗∗ -0.4785∗∗∗ -0.2633∗∗∗ -0.5518∗∗∗ -0.2654∗∗∗ -0.5883∗∗∗ -0.2305∗∗∗ -0.3215∗∗∗ -0.2285∗∗∗ -0.4803∗∗∗ -0.2035∗∗∗ -0.4289∗∗∗
(0.0457) (0.0900) (0.0470) (0.0963) (0.0451) (0.0956) (0.0467) (0.0850) (0.0478) (0.1002) (0.0433) (0.0935)

ROA -9.4469∗∗∗ -11.6430∗∗∗ -5.7059∗∗∗ -7.6844∗∗∗ -5.7511∗∗∗ -7.8517∗∗∗ -9.9256∗∗∗ -12.8443∗∗∗ -8.8744∗∗∗ -11.9197∗∗∗ -7.6375∗∗∗ -10.5867∗∗∗
(1.0201) (1.3867) (0.9822) (1.2654) (0.9633) (1.2490) (1.0798) (1.2992) (1.0722) (1.2732) (0.9869) (1.1921)

Leverage 0.3875∗ 1.8330∗∗∗ -0.1126 0.6850 -0.0542 0.8026 0.2924 0.5282 0.1338 0.2221 0.0592 0.1928
(0.2088) (0.5143) (0.2434) (0.5013) (0.2264) (0.4954) (0.2224) (0.5516) (0.2248) (0.5596) (0.2111) (0.5258)

Capex -0.8001 0.9540 -2.3622∗∗ -1.5271 -2.0790∗ -1.2897 -1.6463∗ -3.2121 -2.1561∗∗ -4.3379∗ -1.4770 -2.4356
(1.1109) (2.9126) (1.1044) (2.8061) (1.0845) (2.7998) (0.9620) (2.2020) (0.9823) (2.2446) (0.9011) (2.1565)

DivDummy 0.1043 0.1429 0.3329∗∗∗ 0.2549 0.3156∗∗∗ 0.2723 0.0240 0.1007 0.1012 0.1454 0.1145 0.1739
(0.0893) (0.2020) (0.0896) (0.1888) (0.0855) (0.1867) (0.0887) (0.2095) (0.0889) (0.2074) (0.0825) (0.1975)

sCFO 0.6700∗∗ 0.8405∗∗ 0.4045 0.6825∗ 0.4084 0.6882∗∗ 0.0871 0.3644∗ 0.0040 0.3165 -0.0840 0.2479
(0.3405) (0.3472) (0.4604) (0.3789) (0.4126) (0.3375) (0.1759) (0.1877) (0.2174) (0.2055) (0.1937) (0.1738)

Lagged DV 0.7547∗∗∗ 0.6569∗∗∗ 0.7140∗∗∗ 0.6180∗∗∗ 0.7310∗∗∗ 0.6318∗∗∗ 0.7540∗∗∗ 0.6361∗∗∗ 0.7360∗∗∗ 0.6135∗∗∗ 0.7676∗∗∗ 0.6518∗∗∗
(0.0150) (0.0186) (0.0167) (0.0199) (0.0168) (0.0208) (0.0156) (0.0185) (0.0173) (0.0205) (0.0162) (0.0197)

StockPrice -0.0011 -0.0033 0.0002 0.0019 -0.0001 0.0101∗∗∗ -0.0016 0.0047∗∗
(0.0014) (0.0024) (0.0013) (0.0024) (0.0013) (0.0024) (0.0012) (0.0022)

Turnover -24.1012∗∗∗ -23.8647∗∗∗ -20.7840∗∗∗ -20.3411∗∗∗ -7.9396∗∗∗ -5.5050∗∗∗ -7.1303∗∗∗ -4.7073∗∗
(1.7508) (2.2119) (1.7290) (2.1791) (1.5411) (2.0904) (1.4699) (1.9633)

DailyVola 0.1229∗∗∗ 0.1393∗∗∗ 0.1075∗∗∗ 0.1257∗∗∗ 0.0404∗∗∗ 0.0520∗∗∗ 0.0396∗∗∗ 0.0441∗∗∗
(0.0072) (0.0081) (0.0082) (0.0099) (0.0062) (0.0068) (0.0069) (0.0081)

AbsSurpDec -0.0919∗∗∗ -0.0241 -0.0756∗∗∗ -0.0093 -0.0050 0.0119 -0.0174 -0.0012
(0.0265) (0.0300) (0.0253) (0.0286) (0.0278) (0.0304) (0.0261) (0.0285)

Extended Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year-Quarter FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 42,625 42,625 42,625 42,625 42,625 42,625 43,049 43,049 43,049 43,049 43,049 43,049
𝑅2 0.703 0.517 0.721 0.551 0.730 0.548 0.700 0.499 0.702 0.504 0.723 0.523
Adj. 𝑅2 0.703 0.501 0.721 0.535 0.730 0.532 0.700 0.482 0.702 0.487 0.723 0.506

Notes: Post-call bid-ask spread regressed on the three speech components across twelve specifications; the fixed-effect grid (industry or firm, by
year or year-quarter) and the contemporaneous-versus-one-quarter-ahead window vary by column as indicated, and a lagged dependent variable
is included. The dependent variable (the bid-ask spread) is rescaled by 104 (basis points) for readability. Standard errors clustered by firm, in
parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (one-tailed for the speech components, 𝛽 > 0; two-tailed for
controls).
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Table 5.13: Robustness: Withdrawal as a Resolution Event

(1) UncResCEO (2) CashRatio

PRE2 (𝑒=−2, pre-trend) 0.0069 0.0008
(0.0179) (0.0024)

PRE1 (𝑒=−1, pre-announce) 0.0479∗∗∗ 0.0061∗∗
(0.0178) (0.0024)

GAP (announced, pre-close) 0.0022 0.0056
(0.0187) (0.0034)

POST (completed) -0.0208 -0.0143∗∗∗
(0.0127) (0.0022)

Drop: PRE1 − GAP 0.0457∗∗ 0.0006
(0.0224) (0.0039)

Drop: GAP − POST 0.0230 0.0199∗∗∗
(0.0196) (0.0041)

Drop: PRE1 − POST 0.0687∗∗∗ 0.0204∗∗∗
(0.0188) (0.0030)

Controls
Leverage -0.0430∗∗ -0.0215∗∗∗

(0.0212) (0.0054)
lnAssets -0.0063 -0.0075∗∗∗

(0.0084) (0.0020)
TobinsQ -0.0046 0.0013∗∗

(0.0029) (0.0006)
ROA 0.0578∗ 0.0068

(0.0325) (0.0061)
Capex 0.1131 -0.1419∗∗∗

(0.1051) (0.0140)
DivDummy -0.0110 -0.0017

(0.0104) (0.0014)
sCFO 0.0094∗∗ -0.0011

(0.0043) (0.0007)
CashRatio𝑡−1 (partial adj.) — 0.7554∗∗∗

(0.0107)

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE / Controls Yes Yes
N (firm-quarters) 28,191 28,191
Firms 1,321 1,321

Notes: Robustness for the matched event study with the post bin redefined to count any resolution, completion or withdrawal (quarters at and after a
withdrawal enter POST). Bins, baseline, and estimator as in the matched event study. Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed effects. Standard errors
clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.14: Robustness: Static Fixed Effects without the Lagged Dependent Variable

(1) UncResCEO (2) CashRatio

PRE2 (𝑒=−2, pre-trend) 0.0068 0.0052
(0.0178) (0.0041)

PRE1 (𝑒=−1, pre-announce) 0.0473∗∗∗ 0.0116∗∗
(0.0178) (0.0046)

GAP (announced, pre-close) 0.0018 0.0128∗∗
(0.0187) (0.0057)

POST (completed) -0.0250∗ -0.0189∗∗∗
(0.0130) (0.0053)

Drop: PRE1 − GAP 0.0455∗∗ -0.0012
(0.0225) (0.0051)

Drop: GAP − POST 0.0268 0.0318∗∗∗
(0.0199) (0.0061)

Drop: PRE1 − POST 0.0723∗∗∗ 0.0305∗∗∗
(0.0190) (0.0044)

Controls
Leverage -0.0415∗ -0.0529∗∗∗

(0.0213) (0.0189)
lnAssets -0.0060 -0.0244∗∗∗

(0.0084) (0.0066)
TobinsQ -0.0045 0.0101∗∗∗

(0.0029) (0.0019)
ROA 0.0572∗ 0.0195

(0.0325) (0.0179)
Capex 0.1073 -0.2534∗∗∗

(0.1054) (0.0396)
DivDummy -0.0099 -0.0004

(0.0104) (0.0045)
sCFO 0.0096∗∗ 0.0004

(0.0043) (0.0027)
CashRatio𝑡−1 (partial adj.) — —

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE / Controls Yes Yes
N (firm-quarters) 28,102 28,102
Firms 1,320 1,320

Notes: Robustness for the cash column with static fixed effects, dropping the lagged dependent variable; the residual column is unchanged, since it
carries no lag, and without the lag the coefficients describe the cash-ratio level rather than its change. Firm and calendar year-quarter fixed effects.
Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.15: Pre-Announcement Run-Up (All Deals, Stacked)

All deals (stacked)

Cash Stock

CshR UncR CshSc HiSc CshR UncR CshSc HiSc

PreAnnounceQtr 0.0033∗∗ 0.0391∗∗∗ 0.0082 0.0184 -0.0059∗ -0.0348 -0.2332 -0.0006
(0.0015) (0.0140) (0.0582) (0.0155) (0.0032) (0.0272) (0.1867) (0.0337)

Leverage -0.0142∗∗∗ -0.0331 -0.1254 -0.0194 -0.0219∗∗∗ -0.0279 -0.1159 -0.0432∗
(0.0037) (0.0221) (0.1384) (0.0293) (0.0034) (0.0193) (0.1345) (0.0259)

lnAssets -0.0072∗∗∗ -0.0024 -0.0327 0.0200∗∗ -0.0079∗∗∗ -0.0034 -0.0632∗ 0.0089
(0.0011) (0.0079) (0.0455) (0.0092) (0.0008) (0.0062) (0.0368) (0.0077)

TobinsQ 0.0012∗∗ -0.0028 -0.0196 0.0011 0.0015∗∗∗ -0.0018 -0.0133 0.0031
(0.0005) (0.0029) (0.0138) (0.0026) (0.0004) (0.0025) (0.0127) (0.0024)

ROA 0.0062 0.0529∗ -0.5633∗∗ -0.1053∗∗∗ 0.0067∗ 0.0579∗∗ -0.5386∗∗∗ -0.0892∗∗
(0.0042) (0.0319) (0.2190) (0.0397) (0.0040) (0.0293) (0.1952) (0.0362)

Capex -0.1044∗∗∗ 0.1487 -1.1021∗∗∗ -0.3503∗∗∗ -0.1078∗∗∗ 0.1291 -1.4815∗∗∗ -0.4413∗∗∗
(0.0119) (0.1061) (0.3375) (0.0848) (0.0112) (0.0995) (0.3046) (0.0791)

DivDummy -0.0009 -0.0058 -0.0593 -0.0128 -0.0017∗∗ -0.0141∗ -0.0541 -0.0141
(0.0009) (0.0101) (0.0518) (0.0104) (0.0008) (0.0079) (0.0380) (0.0086)

sCFO 0.0008 0.0046 0.1004∗∗∗ 0.0197∗∗∗ 0.0007 -0.0006 0.0911∗∗∗ 0.0171∗∗∗
(0.0006) (0.0088) (0.0313) (0.0056) (0.0007) (0.0109) (0.0334) (0.0057)

Firms 2,336 1,346 1,332 1,332 2,351 1,362 1,348 1,348
N 70,820 29,325 27,825 27,825 86,372 39,965 37,599 37,599

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: All-deals pre-announcement run-up: the first-deal restriction is dropped and every deal a firm makes is stacked. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses;
significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed). CshR=CashRatio(+lag), UncR=UncResCEO, CshSc=CashScrutiny, HiSc=HighCashScrutiny.
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Table 5.16: Matched Universe Event Study (All Deals, Stacked)

All deals (stacked)

UncRes CashR

PRE2 0.0052 0.0003
(0.0135) (0.0019)

PRE1 0.0352∗∗ 0.0026
(0.0148) (0.0021)

GAP -0.0011 0.0059∗∗
(0.0129) (0.0026)

POST -0.0192∗ -0.0150∗∗∗
(0.0105) (0.0018)

Drop: PRE1 − GAP 0.0363∗∗ -0.0033
(0.0156) (0.0029)

Drop: GAP − POST 0.0181 0.0210∗∗∗
(0.0123) (0.0027)

Drop: PRE1 − POST 0.0544∗∗∗ 0.0176∗∗∗
(0.0139) (0.0021)

Controls
Leverage -0.0302 -0.0204∗∗∗

(0.0212) (0.0049)
lnAssets -0.0005 -0.0089∗∗∗

(0.0075) (0.0018)
TobinsQ -0.0029 0.0013∗∗

(0.0027) (0.0006)
ROA 0.0507 0.0101∗

(0.0311) (0.0060)
Capex 0.1504 -0.1420∗∗∗

(0.1104) (0.0134)
DivDummy -0.0128 -0.0016

(0.0097) (0.0014)
sCFO 0.0063 -0.0010

(0.0061) (0.0007)
CashRatio𝑡−1 (partial adj.) — 0.7596∗∗∗

(0.0102)

N 31,199 31,199
Firms 1,377 1,377

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE Yes Yes

Notes: All-deals differential-timing event study on the matched universe. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients
in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.17: Event Study by Payment Type (All Deals, Stacked)

All deals (stacked)

Cash Stock

PRE2 0.0100 0.0061
(0.0131) (0.0316)

PRE1 0.0401∗∗∗ -0.0272
(0.0145) (0.0266)

GAP 0.0006 0.0312
(0.0129) (0.0281)

POST -0.0142 -0.0198
(0.0102) (0.0233)

Drop: PRE1 − GAP 0.0395∗∗ -0.0585∗
(0.0158) (0.0355)

Drop: GAP − POST 0.0148 0.0510
(0.0123) (0.0338)

Drop: PRE1 − POST 0.0543∗∗∗ -0.0075
(0.0137) (0.0314)

Controls
Leverage -0.0269 -0.0270

(0.0209) (0.0191)
lnAssets -0.0011 -0.0036

(0.0072) (0.0061)
TobinsQ -0.0022 -0.0015

(0.0027) (0.0024)
ROA 0.0471 0.0557∗

(0.0301) (0.0291)
Capex 0.1243 0.1266

(0.1044) (0.0981)
DivDummy -0.0093 -0.0134∗

(0.0093) (0.0079)
sCFO 0.0022 -0.0005

(0.0096) (0.0109)

N 32,732 40,384
Firms 1,379 1,383

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE Yes Yes

Notes: All-deals differential-timing event study, split by payment type (cash arm and stock comparison). Standard errors clustered by firm, in
parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.18: Competing Hypotheses Test (Pooled Wald; All Deals, Stacked)

All deals (stacked)

UncRes CashR(m) CashR(f)

Pre-announce qtr, Cash 0.0447∗∗ 0.0061∗∗∗ 0.0046∗∗∗
(0.0180) (0.0023) (0.0017)

Pre-announce qtr, Stock -0.0609 -0.0010 -0.0042
(0.0385) (0.0058) (0.0046)

Cash − Stock (Wald) 0.1056∗∗ 0.0071 0.0088∗
(0.0423) (0.0062) (0.0049)

Controls
Leverage -0.0403∗ -0.0211∗∗∗ -0.0193∗∗∗

(0.0237) (0.0053) (0.0041)
lnAssets -0.0010 -0.0037∗ -0.0064∗∗∗

(0.0090) (0.0021) (0.0011)
TobinsQ -0.0022 0.0007 0.0013∗∗

(0.0030) (0.0006) (0.0005)
ROA 0.0562 0.0061 0.0048

(0.0350) (0.0064) (0.0045)
Capex 0.1126 -0.1404∗∗∗ -0.1101∗∗∗

(0.1150) (0.0139) (0.0133)
DivDummy -0.0075 -0.0024∗ -0.0015

(0.0105) (0.0014) (0.0010)
sCFO 0.0044 -0.0007 0.0009

(0.0090) (0.0007) (0.0006)
CashRatio𝑡−1 (partial adj.) — 0.7825∗∗∗ 0.7981∗∗∗

(0.0110) (0.0070)

N 27,095 25,782 64,928
Firms 1,220 1,207 2,180

Firm FE / Year-Qtr FE Yes Yes Yes

Notes: All-deals pooled cash-versus-stock test: both treatments enter one regression and the signed cash-minus-stock difference is evaluated
by a two-sided Wald restriction; a positive difference favours H2a and a negative difference favours H2b. Standard errors clustered by firm, in
parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.19: Logit A — CEO Q&A Uncertainty Predicts a Deal Next Quarter

Deal next quarter
= 1 if a deal (any payment type) is announced in the next quarter

(1) LPM (2) Logit (3) LPM + FE

UncResCEO 0.0086∗∗∗ 0.3233∗∗∗ 0.0078∗∗∗
(0.0026) (0.0967) (0.0027)

Leverage -0.0191∗∗∗ -0.7816∗∗∗ -0.0397∗∗∗
(0.0057) (0.2552) (0.0113)

lnAssets 0.0080∗∗∗ 0.2772∗∗∗ -0.0136∗∗∗
(0.0015) (0.0435) (0.0040)

TobinsQ 0.0025∗∗∗ 0.0703∗∗∗ 0.0050∗∗∗
(0.0009) (0.0249) (0.0015)

ROA 0.0114 0.6546 0.0111
(0.0086) (0.4291) (0.0145)

Capex -0.1467∗∗∗ -8.1674∗∗∗ -0.1176∗∗∗
(0.0223) (1.6401) (0.0327)

DivDummy -0.0105∗∗∗ -0.3728∗∗∗ -0.0017
(0.0026) (0.0926) (0.0052)

sCFO 0.0000 -0.0074 -0.0006
(0.0029) (0.1257) (0.0020)

Firm + Year-Qtr FE No No Yes
𝑁 40,004 40,004 39,557
Firms 1,422 1,422 1,422
𝑅2 / Pseudo-𝑅2 0.006 0.026 0.003

Notes: Forward specification on all firm-quarters: residual CEO Q&A uncertainty (UncResCEO) predicting whether a deal of any payment type is
announced the next quarter. Col. (1) linear probability model; (2) logit (raw log-odds); (3) LPM adding firm and year-quarter fixed effects. A
firm-fixed-effects logit is infeasible here (perfect separation: the deal/cash base rate leaves most firms with no within-firm outcome variation). All
controls shown. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.20: Logit B — Among Deals, CEO Q&A Uncertainty Predicts Cash vs. Stock

Cash deal
= 1 if cash-financed, 0 if stock-financed (deals only)

(1) LPM (2) Logit (3) LPM + FE

UncResCEO 0.0613∗∗ 0.7478∗∗ 0.0644
(0.0283) (0.3399) (0.0508)

Leverage -0.0397 -0.5117 0.1038
(0.0549) (0.5594) (0.2229)

lnAssets 0.0033 0.0372 0.0653
(0.0068) (0.0794) (0.0630)

TobinsQ -0.0424∗∗∗ -0.3002∗∗∗ -0.0452
(0.0135) (0.0932) (0.0419)

ROA 0.8612∗∗∗ 5.5995∗∗∗ 0.0557
(0.1895) (1.4060) (0.3590)

Capex -1.0620∗∗∗ -7.2199∗∗∗ 0.6389
(0.3251) (2.2851) (1.1997)

DivDummy -0.0023 0.0135 -0.0315
(0.0210) (0.2375) (0.0725)

sCFO -0.0327 -0.2268 -0.0316
(0.0540) (0.3054) (0.0784)

Firm + Year-Qtr FE No No Yes
𝑁 1,105 1,105 1,063
Firms 563 563 563
𝑅2 / Pseudo-𝑅2 0.075 0.078 0.059

Notes: Among deals at the pre-announcement quarter: residual CEO Q&A uncertainty (UncResCEO) predicting whether the deal is cash-financed
rather than stock-financed. Col. (1) linear probability model; (2) logit (raw log-odds); (3) LPM adding firm and year-quarter fixed effects. A
firm-fixed-effects logit is infeasible here (perfect separation: the deal/cash base rate leaves most firms with no within-firm outcome variation). All
controls shown. Standard errors clustered by firm, in parentheses; significant coefficients in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 5.21: Construct Validity: Replication of Dzielinski et al. (2021)

DWZ (2021) This study

Table 3 (2) Baseline Extended

Speech controls (raw frequency units; directly comparable)

CEO presentation uncertainty (UncPreCEO) 0.093∗∗∗ 0.089∗∗∗ 0.090∗∗∗
(24.47) (14.94) (14.86)

Analyst-question uncertainty (UncQue) 0.049∗∗∗ 0.034∗∗∗ 0.034∗∗∗
(18.18) (8.60) (8.63)

Call negativity (NegCall) 0.046∗∗∗ 0.068∗∗∗ 0.072∗∗∗
(9.18) (8.35) (8.52)

Firm characteristics (standardized in this study†; signs comparable)

Earnings-surprise decile (SurpDec) 0.001∗ 0.003∗ 0.003∗
(1.73) (1.76) (1.65)

Stock return (StockRet) −0.000 0.001 0.002
(−1.59) (0.49) (0.76)

EPS growth (EPSgrowth) 0.000 0.001 0.001
(0.14) (0.86) (0.33)

Market return (MarketRet) -0.038∗∗ −0.003 −0.002
(−2.52) (−1.24) (−0.89)

Extended financial controls (this study only; standardized†)

Size, B/M, leverage, ROA, current ratio, R&D, volatility — — included

Fixed effects and fit

CEO fixed effects Yes Yes Yes
Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes
Observations 95,296 44,900 43,638
Distinct CEOs 5,985 2,197 2,151
𝑅2 0.0537‡ 0.369 0.368

Notes: The specification is Equation 4 of Dzielinski, Wagner, and Zeckhauser (2021), reproduced variable
for variable, with ClarityCEO the negative of the CEO fixed effect and UncResCEO the retained residual.
𝑡-statistics (in parentheses) are clustered by CEO; CEOs with fewer than five calls are excluded; significant
coefficients are shown in bold. ∗𝑝 < .10, ∗∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .01 (two-tailed). The samples differ: the original
covers United States calls from 2003 to 2015, this study non-financial, non-utility United States calls from 2002
to 2018. †Firm-characteristic controls are standardized here, so their magnitudes are not comparable to the
original’s raw-unit coefficients; signs agree for the earnings-surprise and EPS-growth controls, while among the
market-return controls StockRet flips sign and MarketRet matches in sign but is significant in the original only.
‡The original reports 𝑅2 as the incremental power of the controls over a CEO-fixed-effects benchmark of 0.31
(about 0.364 in total); this study reports total 𝑅2 inclusive of the absorbed fixed effects.
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Appendix I Cash-Scrutiny Measure: Definition and Word
Lists

Variable definitions.

• CashScrutiny𝑖,𝑡 — the share of call 𝑖’s analyst question-and-answer turns whose text contains
at least one cash-level or liquidity term (listed below); a turn-level indicator averaged over
the call’s analyst Q&A turns.

• HighCashScrutiny𝑖,𝑡 — an indicator equal to one when CashScrutiny𝑖,𝑡 exceeds its sample
median; because the median call draws no cash scrutiny, it flags calls with any cash scrutiny
at all.

Search terms. An analyst Q&A turn is flagged if, after the excluded phrases are blanked out,
its lower-cased text contains any phrase below, matched on a word boundary (case-insensitive).
Every literal spelling actually searched is listed: where a phrase has a singular/plural or hyphen-
ated/closed variant (e.g. ’noncash’ and ’non-cash’), both forms appear. Disposition/payout
terms (dividends, buybacks) are deliberately not used here: they load on firm size and maturity
and would correlate with the cash position spuriously rather than through cash attention.

• Cash level (20 forms) — why: they name the firm’s cash stockpile or balance itself, the
direct object of attention to how much cash the firm holds.
’cash holding’, ’cash holdings’, ’cash balance’, ’cash balances’, ’cash
position’, ’cash on hand’, ’cash on the balance sheet’, ’cash reserve’,
’cash reserves’, ’cash and cash equivalents’, ’cash and equivalents’,
’cash and shortterm investments’, ’cash and short-term investments’,
’net cash’, ’cash pile’, ’cash hoard’, ’cash stockpile’, ’excess cash’,
’idle cash’, ’surplus cash’

• Liquidity (5 forms) — why: standard analyst synonyms for the same liquid-asset buffer.
’liquidity’, ’liquid assets’, ’shortterm investments’, ’short-term

investments’, ’marketable securities’

• Excluded (17 forms) — why: they contain “cash” but denote cash flow, earnings, an
accounting basis, or an idiom rather than the cash holdings, so they are blanked out before
matching to prevent false positives.
’free cash flow’, ’operating cash flow’, ’cash flow statement’, ’cash
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flow’, ’cash flows’, ’cash conversion cycle’, ’cash conversion’, ’cash
basis’, ’cash cow’, ’cash compensation’, ’noncash’, ’non-cash’, ’cash
register’, ’cash crop’, ’cash taxes’, ’cash earnings’, ’cash in on’
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Appendix II Variable Definitions

The cash ratio and the firm-financial controls 𝑋𝑖,𝑡 are constructed from quarterly Compustat North
America fundamentals as follows.

Variable Definition Interpretation

CashRatio cheq/atq cash and equivalents over total assets

Firm-financial controls 𝑋𝑖,𝑡

Leverage (dlcq + dlttq)/atq interest-bearing debt over assets
lnAssets ln(atq) firm size
Tobin’s 𝑄 (atq + cshoq · prccq − ceqq)/atq market-to-book
ROA iby/assets profitability
Capex capxy/atq investment intensity
DivDummy 1[dvy > 0] dividend payer
sCFO five-year rolling standard deviation of oancfy/atq𝑡−1 cash-flow volatility

Convergent-validity controls (Tables 5.6–5.8)
FirmMat firm lifecycle stage from age, sales growth, and capital structure firm maturity
EarnVol rolling standard deviation of quarterly earnings over assets earnings volatility

Cash-position indicator (Table 5.9)
HighCash 1[CashRatio ≥ 𝑝67] cash-rich (top tercile of CashRatio)

Bid-ask extended controls (Table 5.12)
StockPrice CRSP share price (winsorized) price level
Turnover trading volume over shares outstanding (CRSP) share turnover
DailyVola daily return volatility (CRSP) return volatility
AbsSurpDec |SurpDec|, absolute earnings-surprise decile surprise magnitude
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