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Five facts about beliefs and portfolios 
 
 

Abstract 
 
We administer a newly-designed survey to a large panel of retail investors who have substantial 
wealth invested in financial markets. The survey elicits beliefs that are crucial for 
macroeconomics and finance, and matches respondents with administrative data on their 
portfolio composition and their trading activity. We establish five facts in this data: (1) Beliefs 
are reflected in portfolio allocations. The sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs is small on average, 
but varies significantly with investor wealth, attention, trading frequency, and confidence. (2) It 
is hard to predict when investors trade, but conditional on trading, belief changes affect both the 
direction and the magnitude of trades. (3) Beliefs are mostly characterized by large and 
persistent individual heterogeneity; demographic characteristics explain only a small part of why 
some individuals are optimistic and some are pessimistic. (4) Investors who expect higher cash 
flow growth also expect higher returns and lower long-term price-dividend ratios. (5) Expected 
returns and the subjective probability of rare disasters are negatively related, both within and 
across investors. These five facts challenge the rational expectation framework for macro-
finance, and provide important guidance for the design of behavioral models. 
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Keywords: surveys, expectations, sentiment, behavioral finance, discount rates, rare disasters. 
 

 
Stefano Giglio 

Yale School of Management 
USA - New Haven, CT 06520 

stefano.giglio@yale.edu 

Matteo Maggiori 
Department of Economics 

Harvard University 
USA - Cambridge, MA 02138 
maggiori@fas.harvard.edu 

 
Johannes Stroebel 

Stern School of Business 
New York University 

USA - New York, NY 10012 
johannes.stroebel@stern.nyu.edu 

 
Stephen Utkus 

Vanguard 
USA - Malvern, PA 19355 

steve_utkus@vanguard.com 

 
March 2019 
Stephen Utkus is employed at Vanguard in a research capacity. Giglio, Maggiori, Stroebel are unpaid consultants at 
Vanguard in order to access the anonymized data. Vanguard provided anonymized portfolio and survey data as well 
as survey research services for this project. We thank David Laibson for advice, and for establishing the connection 
between the academic authors and Vanguard. We thank Klaus Adam, Isaiah Andrews, Nick Barberis, John 
Campbell, Ben Enke, Emmanuel Farhi, Xavier Gabaix, John Geanakoplos, Nicola Gennaioli, Gary Gorton, Camelia 
Kuhnen, Yueran Ma, Stefan Nagel, Frank Schilbach, Alexi Savov, Andrei Shleifer, and Jeremy Stein, as well as 
seminar participants at Yale, NYU Stern, Princeton, Wharton, Baruch, Michigan State, University of Miami, HEC 
Montreal, Georgetown, Georgia State, and various NBER meetings for useful comments. The authors would also 
like to thank Catherine Clinton and Sophia Bunyaraksh at Vanguard for their assistance with the survey. 



Researchers are increasingly turning to survey data to calibrate and test macro-finance mod-
els. The unique benefit of survey data is that it can provide direct evidence on the beliefs of differ-
ent agents about future economic outcomes such as returns and cash flows. These beliefs play a
central role in both rational expectation models and behavioral models of macro-finance. Despite
the potential for survey data to shed light on previously unobservable elements of macro-finance
theories, its use has been criticized on many fronts. Critics have variously argued that survey data
is often based on small and unrepresentative samples, that it is ridden with measurement error,
that it asks qualitative questions that are not informative for models, and that it may not reveal
those beliefs on which agents actually base their actions.

In this paper, we provide new evidence on the link between beliefs elicited through surveys
and real actions taken by survey respondents. To do this, we administer a newly-designed online
expectations survey to a large panel of individual retail investors with substantial wealth invested
in financial markets. The survey elicits the investors’ beliefs about future stock returns, GDP
growth, and bond returns, and was explicitly designed to address prevailing criticisms of existing
survey data. The survey design trades off asking quantitative questions about moments that are
crucial for macro-finance theory with keeping the questions sufficiently simple that they can be
answered by non-specialists. The survey is also short, in order to avoid discouraging investors
from taking it again over time. We elicit the most important beliefs in different ways, allowing
us to build on recent advances in instrumental variable techniques to tackle concerns related to
measurement error in the reported beliefs. For example, for subjective expectations of 1-year stock
returns, we elicit both point estimates as well as distributions about different possible realizations,
which allow us to construct an alternative measure of expected returns.

The survey was administered to a random sample of U.S.-based clients of Vanguard, one of
the world’s largest asset management firms; 80% of the investors we contact have retail trading
accounts at Vanguard, while the remaining 20% have employer-sponsored retirement accounts.
The respondents are individuals relevant for macro-finance models: they participate in stock and
bond markets and have substantial wealth, with the average respondent holding nearly half a
million dollars of assets at Vanguard. The survey has been conducted every two months since
February 2017. In this paper, we study the first ten survey waves, which generated more than
20,000 total responses. Many individuals responded to multiple survey waves, providing us with
a substantial panel component to our data. We link respondents’ survey answers to anonymized
administrative data on their investment holdings and transactions at Vanguard. This allows us to
explore the relationship between the elicited beliefs and real-world high-stakes investment behav-
ior. Even though the majority of investors in our sample hold retail accounts at Vanguard (rather
than retirement accounts), it is possible that Vanguard clients are generally more likely to be buy-
and-hold investors. Whenever possible, we therefore verify that the patterns in our survey data
line up with the corresponding patterns in other surveys covering different investor populations.

Our most general finding is that survey data is informative about individuals’ portfolio de-
cisions. We find a robust relationship between beliefs and portfolio allocations, both across indi-
viduals and within individuals over time. In this sense, we conclude that survey-based evidence
is “here to stay,” and that theoretical work has to continue to confront such evidence. We orga-
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nize our findings around five facts that highlight empirical patterns about beliefs as well as their
relationships with portfolios. For each fact, we discuss the implications for macro-finance theory.

Fact 1 summarizes our main findings on the relationship between beliefs and portfolios. We
first establish that there is a statistically strong relationship between beliefs and portfolio compo-
sition, but that the average sensitivity of an investor’s equity share to that investor’s perceived
risk and expected return of the stock market is substantially lower than predicted by benchmark
frictionless macro-finance models. Controlling for various measures of risk perception, a 1 per-
centage point increase in expected returns over the next year is associated with a 0.7 percentage
points higher equity share. We rule out that this relationship is primarily driven by measurement
error in beliefs and the associated attenuation bias. We find that the perceived variance of stock
returns has both an economically and statistically weak relationship with portfolios, and that a
better measure of risk is the probability of a large stock market drop (a rare disaster). However,
even this tail probability only has small effects on portfolios, with an increase of 1% in the proba-
bility of a stock market drop of more than 30% decreasing the portfolio equity share by 0.1%.

This relatively small response of equity shares to beliefs about stock returns is qualitatively
and quantitatively consistent with evidence documented across a number of other studies that
link retail investors’ equity market participation and equity shares to expected stock market re-
turns (e.g., Vissing-Jorgensen, 2003; Dominitz and Manski, 2007; Kézdi and Willis, 2011; Amromin
and Sharpe, 2013; Ameriks et al., 2016; Drerup, Enke and Von Gaudecker, 2017). Our contribu-
tion to this literature is twofold. First, we use administrative data to confirm this fact for a large
sample of wealthy investors, while accounting for key dimensions of measurement error. Second,
and importantly for the interpretation of this result, we also explore the empirical relevance of a
number of possible explanations for the low observed average sensitivity. The second part of Fact
1 summarizes our findings from this analysis: the sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs is increasing
in wealth; it is also higher in tax-advantaged accounts, and increasing in investors’ trading fre-
quency, investors’ attention to their portfolios, and investors’ confidence in their own beliefs. We
find that an idealized investor who pays attention to her portfolio, trades often, and is confident
in her beliefs has a sensitivity that is about five times larger than the average sensitivity, though it
still falls somewhat short of the sensitivities generated by frictionless benchmark models.

We next investigate the role that belief changes play in explaining trading activity. Fact 2 es-
tablishes that belief changes have minimal explanatory power for predicting when trading occurs
(the extensive margin), but help explain both the direction and magnitude of trading conditional
on a trade occurring (the intensive margin). This is complementary to the analysis of portfolio
shares across individuals, since trading focuses on active portfolio changes, while cross-sectional
portfolio shares are also affected by market movements. We find it natural that predicting whether
trading occurs over relatively short horizons is difficult, since it can often be caused by factors
other than beliefs about risk and returns, such as liquidity needs induced by life events. Our
findings are consistent with models of infrequent trading that generate a flat hazard function of
trading based on belief changes.

At a fundamental level, these first two facts challenge the notion, most forcefully articulated
by Cochrane (2011, 2017), that survey data and the associated critiques of rational-expectations
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models of macro-finance can be discarded because respondents do not understand the questions
or because their answers reveal beliefs that do not correspond to their investments.1 While all
belief surveys are imperfect and subject to valid concerns about multiple dimensions of mea-
surement error and sample selection, we document that survey answers are nevertheless relevant
to understanding investor behavior. As a result, our findings support the view, expressed most
prominently by Greenwood and Shleifer (2014) and Barberis et al. (2015), that the challenges and
opportunities that survey data provide for macro-finance theory should be taken seriously.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to provide a fully specified model that explores the im-
plications of Facts 1 and 2. Nevertheless, we find it useful to discuss how these facts might shape
macro-finance theory. Indeed, our analysis sheds light on the transmission from variation in be-
liefs into quantities and equilibrium prices for both rational models and behavioral models that
are designed explicitly to match survey evidence of beliefs. We show that, for Vanguard investors,
the average sensitivity of portfolio demand to beliefs is lower than that implied by common cal-
ibrations of these models. As a result, standard calibrations of frictionless models, whether ra-
tional or behavioral, are likely to overstate the power of expectation changes in explaining asset
price movements. To fully assess the quantitative implications of the observed low sensitivity for
macro-finance theory, it is important to note that the sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs of Vanguard
investors might not be representative of that sensitivity in the overall investor population. Indeed,
we found substantial heterogeneity of the sensitivity within our sample of investors, and expect
there to be a similar heterogeneity across different investor groups. We thus believe that an impor-
tant objective for research is to further explore this sensitivity in different investor samples, as well
as to better understand which investor characteristics are associated with different sensitivities.2

Our findings suggest several directions to extend frictionless macro-finance models to jointly
match expectations, portfolio dynamics, and asset prices. We find that trading occurs infrequently,
and that the timing of trades does not depend meaningfully on beliefs; however, conditional on
trading, beliefs matter for the size and direction of the trade. A possible model adjustment to
capture this feature would be to introduce infrequent random trading, á la Calvo, and portfolio
adjustment costs. It remains an open question whether a model in which agents are substantially
less reactive to their beliefs can quantitatively match asset prices. Within the class of behavioral
models, one possible avenue for the behavioral agents’ expectations to have a larger effect on
asset prices is to model that group as wealthier than other agents. Alternatively, one could make
the demand of non-behavioral agents even less elastic than the demand of behavioral agents, for
example by introducing noise traders. With this adjustments, the low sensitivity suggests that
prices have to adjust by more than in the frictionless case for the behavioral agents to absorb

1Greenwood and Shleifer (2014) and Adam, Matveev and Nagel (2018) provide evidence against the conjecture that
surveys simply reflect risk-neutral expectations.

2As discussed above, the existing work exploring the response of stock holdings to expected stock market returns
among retail investors finds similarly low elasticities. There is little work linking institutional investors’ expectations to
their portfolio allocations. A recent contributions along this line is by Andonov and Rauh (2018), who link the expected
risk premia reported by public pension funds to their target allocations to risky assets. The allocation to “all risky
assets” responds to the corresponding expected risk premium with a similar magnitude as our average retail investor.
The allocation to “public equity” responds to the expected risk premium for public equity with a similar magnitude
as a confident retail investor who trades frequently. As a result, it does not appear as if institutional investors have a
substantially larger elasticity than retail investors, though more work in this direction will clearly be very valuable.
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the noise trader supply. Our results on the heterogeneity of portfolio sensitivities along investor
characteristics can be useful in guiding the modeling of different investor classes as differentially
sensitive. A third option may be to introduce frictions that amplify the price effect of changes in
investors’ demand, as in Adam et al. (2015).

After analyzing the relationship between investors’ beliefs and their portfolio allocations and
trading behaviors, we next decompose the variation in beliefs across individuals and over time.
Fact 3 establishes that individual beliefs are mostly characterized by heterogeneous and persistent
individual fixed effects. Some individuals are optimistic and some are pessimistic, and their be-
liefs are persistent and far apart. While there is some co-movement in beliefs across individuals
over time, the time variation in average beliefs only accounts for about 1% of the total variation in
beliefs in the panel. Instead, between 50% and 60% of all belief variation in our panel is due to in-
dividual fixed effects, while the rest is due to idiosyncratic individual variation and measurement
error. We also find that the heterogeneity in beliefs is not well explained by observable respon-
dent characteristics such as gender, age, wealth, attention, confidence, and geographic location.
Indeed, these characteristics sometimes have strong statistical relationships with beliefs, but their
explanatory power is limited.3 We provide evidence that this is not the result of measurement er-
ror in eliciting beliefs. Instead, a likely explanation is that individual beliefs reflect a combination
of many demographic characteristics and experiences, without a single dominant explanation.

Fact 3 provides a powerful characterization of beliefs across agents, which can be compared to
the assumptions of macro-finance models. Consider two stylized descriptions of existing models.
At one extreme are models in which all individuals hold the same beliefs and the only variation
is in the time series. This first class of models generates variation in asset prices with swings in
individual beliefs over time, which directly translate into changes in the representative agent’s
beliefs. These models thus derive their aggregate implications from only a small component of
the total observed variation in beliefs, and are silent on a major feature of the data, namely the
heterogeneity across individuals. Our empirical results suggest that it might be important for
these models to explicitly consider the aggregation of the heterogeneity in individual beliefs.

At the other extreme are models in which agents have permanent and constant differences in
beliefs. This second class of models generates variation in asset prices by movements in wealth-
weighted aggregate beliefs. Intuitively, this requires several steps: individual heterogeneity in
beliefs induces heterogeneity in portfolios; given these differences in portfolios, shocks over time
redistribute wealth across individuals; this changes wealth-weighted beliefs and thus asset prices.
This class of models captures the individual persistent heterogeneity in the data, but relies on
having this belief heterogeneity strongly reflected in portfolios. Fact 1 highlights that the average
quantitative relation between beliefs and portfolios is limited. If individuals with different beliefs

3This finding is closely related to the literature linking expectations to demographic characteristics and personal
experiences. It is common in this literature to find strong statistical relationships but low explanatory power between
expectations and variables such as wealth, gender, IQ, place of birth, current location, own past experience, or friends’
past experiences (see, for example, Malmendier and Nagel, 2011; Kuchler and Zafar, 2015; Das, Kuhnen and Nagel,
2017; Bailey et al., 2017, 2018; Ben-David et al., 2018; Coibion, Gorodnichenko and Kamdar, 2018; D’Acunto et al.,
2019). Also see Armona, Fuster and Zafar (2016), Malmendier and Nagel (2015), Fuster, Perez-Truglia and Zafar (2018),
and Laudenbach, Malmendier and Niessen-Ruenzi (2019) for other recent contributions to the study of expectation
formation.
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do not have very different portfolios, then shocks do not substantially redistribute wealth between
optimists and pessimists, thus minimizing the variation in aggregate wealth-weighted beliefs.
Above, we discussed possible paths to align these models more closely with the data.

We next explore the correlation across beliefs about different objects. Fact 4 establishes that
investors disagree about both expected returns and expected cash flow growth, and that their be-
liefs are positively correlated across these objects: at each point in time, individuals who expect
higher cash flow growth also tend to expect higher returns in both the short run and the long run.
By applying a cross-sectional Campbell and Shiller (1988) decomposition that links the current
(observed) price to beliefs about cash flows and returns at different horizons, we show that the
survey responses also imply disagreement about the long-run value of the market. Specifically,
even though investors who expect higher cash flows going forward also disproportionately be-
lieve that prices will increase in the future (leading them to expect higher returns), the expected
increase in prices is not large enough to ensure that investors who disagree about cash flow growth
end up agreeing on long-run prices. Indeed, investors who expect higher cash flow growth (and
who therefore think assets are currently undervalued) continue to expect prices to be relatively
low ten years in the future. This has important implications for the design of macro-finance mod-
els, which usually focus on disagreement about either cash flows or expected returns (e.g., Cutler,
Poterba and Summers, 1990; De Long et al., 1990a,b; Barberis et al., 2015). Our results suggest
that it is important, at least for quantitative evaluations, to jointly model the disagreement about
both objects. Which terms in the decomposition co-move, and by how much, tells us, for exam-
ple, whether investors who believe an asset to be currently mispriced expect the mispricing to be
resolved in the short term or in the long term. Our empirical results suggest that disagreement
about the long run evolution of market prices is an important characteristic of investors’ beliefs.

Our final fact, Fact 5, establishes that when individuals expect large stock market declines to
occur with higher probability, they also expect stock market returns to be lower. This relation-
ship holds both across individuals and within individuals over time. This finding relates to an
important strand of the macro-finance literature, which has emphasized that expectations of rare
but potentially catastrophic events, referred to as rare disasters, can help explain portfolio hold-
ings and asset prices (Rietz, 1988; Barro, 2006; Gabaix, 2012). In standard rational expectations
equilibrium models with rare disasters, expected returns and the probability of disaster are posi-
tively related. The intuition is that a higher probability of disasters induces individuals to demand
higher compensation for holding stocks, and thereby increases equilibrium expected returns. The
relationship in the data appears with the opposite sign. Nevertheless, our results are not incon-
sistent with the importance of rare disasters for macro-finance theory, and we find that disaster
expectations are reflected in portfolio choices. In fact, it is likely that modifications to existing
models that match the observed negative correlation between expected disaster probability and
expected returns can even amplify some of the main forces in rare disaster models. While it is
beyond the scope of this paper to provide a full model of such extensions to the standard rare
disasters framework, we discuss possible approaches based on heterogeneous expectations and
"agreeing to disagree" that we think will prove to be interesting areas of future work.

We conclude this introduction by summarizing the desired characteristics of a behavioral
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model that would be consistent with our five facts. Since there is no canonical model that would
fit our data along all dimensions, this represents just one way we could write such a model, based
on our evidence, rather than the only possible model. The model would have three key ingredi-
ents: (i) large and persistent heterogeneity in beliefs about both expected returns and cash-flows,
(ii) infrequent trading and portfolio adjustment costs, (iii) overconfidence and a willingness to
“agree to disagree” (for example, as modeled in Scheinkman and Xiong, 2003). These would be
the salient features of the majority of investors; we would then add a small (in terms of wealth
share) competitive fringe of rational arbitrageurs. It is an open question how well such a model
would perform in quantitatively matching aggregate asset prices in addition to the main features
of beliefs and portfolios documented in this paper.

Further Related Literature. A growing literature focuses on exploring the role of beliefs in ex-
plaining a large number of economic outcomes (see DellaVigna, 2009; Benjamin, 2018; Gennaioli
and Shleifer, 2018, for a review of some of this literature). In this literature, Manski (2004) was
among the first and most prominent to argue for using survey data about expected equity returns
and risks to better understanding individuals’ investment behaviors. Over time, a series of papers
has connected survey expectations to the behavior of respondents. For example, the Vanguard Re-
search Initiative has provided substantial recent advances in linking survey evidence to retirement
choices (Ameriks et al., 2016, 2015a,b, 2017, 2018).4 As part of this agenda, Ameriks et al. (2016)
find a low sensitivity of retail investors’ equity investment to stock market expectations, a fact also
documented by Vissing-Jorgensen (2003), Dominitz and Manski (2007), Kézdi and Willis (2011),
Amromin and Sharpe (2013), Arrondel, Calvo Pardo and Tas (2014), Merkle and Weber (2014),
Choi and Robertson (2018) and Drerup, Enke and Von Gaudecker (2017).5 Our work builds on
this literature by exploring a quantitative survey of a large panel of wealthy investors, which is
matched to administrative data on these investors’ portfolios and trading behaviors. Our survey,
which was specifically designed to inform theoretical models, allows us to discover new facts, and
deepen our understanding of existing patterns both quantitatively and in terms of their variation
across people and time.

Our work also relates to a literature that has explored the role of beliefs in other settings. For
example, a number of papers have explored the role of individual expectations in the housing
market (e.g., Piazzesi and Schneider, 2009; Case, Shiller and Thompson, 2012; Cheng, Raina and
Xiong, 2014; Kuchler and Zafar, 2015; Burnside, Eichenbaum and Rebelo, 2016; Gao, Sockin and
Xiong, 2016; Bailey et al., 2017, 2018; Glaeser and Nathanson, 2017; Adelino, Schoar and Severino,
2018a,b) as well as the role of firm expectations (e.g., Cummins, Hassett and Oliner, 2006; Bac-
chetta, Mertens and Van Wincoop, 2009; Coibion and Gorodnichenko, 2012; Gennaioli, Ma and
Shleifer, 2016; Landier, Ma and Thesmar, 2017; Bachmann et al., 2018; Bordalo et al., 2018; Fuhrer,
2018).6 A further related literature has explored how individuals with different political convic-
tions respond differentially to political events, both in terms of their consumption (Mian, Sufi and
Khoshkhou, 2015) as well as in terms of their portfolio allocations (Meeuwis et al., 2018).

4The GMS-Vanguard project behind this paper is distinct and complementary to the Vanguard Research Initiative.
5See also Kézdi and Willis (2009), Hurd, Van Rooij and Winter (2011), and Hudomiet, Kézdi and Willis (2011).
6In part based on this evidence, there is growing interest in macroeconomic theory with a strong behavioral content

(e.g., Gabaix, 2016; Farhi and Werning, 2017; García-Schmidt and Woodford, 2019).
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I SURVEY DESCRIPTION

To explore the structure of investors’ beliefs and the relationship between those beliefs and in-
vestors’ portfolio allocations, we designed a new online survey of U.S.-based individual investors
who hold accounts at Vanguard, one of the world’s largest asset management firms with about
$5.1 trillion in assets under management. We first provide a high-level overview of the survey
questions. The exact phrasing and the survey interface are presented in the Appendix. We then
explore the survey sample, the response rates, and the demographics of respondents and non-
respondents, which allow us to analyze the dimensions of selection into responding.

I.A Survey Design

The survey includes questions on three broad topics: expected stock-market returns, expected
GDP growth rates, and expected bond returns. In the implementation of the survey, we random-
ized whether individuals were first asked about their expectations on stock returns or GDP growth
rates. The questions on bond returns were always asked last.

Expected Stock Market Returns. We asked respondents about their expectations for the return
of the U.S. stock market. We elicited point estimates for the expected annualized returns over the
coming year and the coming ten years, as well as subjective probabilities that the return over the
next year would fall into one of five buckets: less than -30%, between -30% and -10%, between -
10% and 30%, between 30% and 40%, and more than 40%.7 This set-up allows us to elicit investors’
beliefs about 1-year expected stock returns through both point predictions, the direct question,
and probabilistic assessments, the implied expectation from the elicited distribution of returns
(see Manski, 2018). For all distribution questions, we randomized the ordering of the buckets
(i.e., lowest to highest vs. highest to lowest) across survey respondents, and the survey enforced
that the assigned probabilities add up to 100%. As shown in the Appendix, the survey interface
also showed real-time histograms of the survey responses as they were entered in order to help
individuals visualize the probability distribution implied by their numerical answers.

Expected Real GDP Growth Rates. We asked respondents about their expectations for the annu-
alized growth rate of real GDP. We elicited point estimates for the expected growth rates over the
coming three years and the coming ten years. In addition, we asked about the probabilities that
individuals assigned to the annualized GDP growth rate over the coming three years falling into
one of five buckets: less than -3%, between -3% and 0%, between 0% and 3%, between 3% and 9%,
and more than 9%.8 We again randomized the ordering of buckets across respondents.

Expected Bond Returns. The final set of questions elicited respondents’ expectations about U.S.
government bond returns and interest rate changes. We first asked respondents for their expecta-

7These buckets were chosen such that the tails correspond to extreme events that still have substantial probability
mass based on historical frequency. Between 1927 and 2014, annualized stock market returns fell into the lowest bucket
3.7% of the time, the second bucket 11.6% of the time, the middle bucket 65.9% of the time, the fourth bucket 13.8% of
the time, and the highest bucket 5% of the time.

8As with the stock return questions, these thresholds were chosen to allow individuals to report their expectations
over relatively extreme positive and negative events. Between 1929 and 2015, annualized U.S. real three-year GDP
growth fell into the lowest bucket 4.2% of the time, the second bucket 5.4% of the time, the third bucket 33.3% of the
time, the fourth bucket 50.8% of the time, and the highest bucket 6.3% of the time.
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tions of the 1-year return of a 10-year U.S. government zero coupon bond. In addition, we elicited
individuals’ expectations about the yield curve in one year: in particular, we asked what respon-
dents expected the yields-to-maturity of 1-year, 5-year and 10-year zero coupon bonds to be one
year in the future. Prior to answering the question, individuals were shown the current yield
curve to familiarize them with the concept.

Difficulty and Confidence. At the end of every block of questions (stock, GDP, and bonds), the
survey asked individuals how confident they were about their answers (on a five-point scale from
“not at all confident” to “extremely confident”), and how difficult they found the questions (on a
five-point scale from “not at all difficult” to “extremely difficult”).

I.B Survey Sample and Response Rate

The online survey is conducted every two months among U.S.-based Vanguard investors. In this
paper, we explore the first ten waves of the survey, starting in February 2017 and going through
August 2018. In the first wave, 40, 000 Vanguard clients were invited by email to participate in the
survey. These clients were randomly selected such that 80% of the sample was drawn from clients
in Vanguard’s RIG division, which mostly includes retail brokerage accounts and individually-
managed tax-advantaged retirement accounts such as IRAs. The remaining 20% were clients from
Vanguard’s IIG division, which manages employer-sponsored retirement accounts such as defined
contribution plans. Additional requirements to be potentially invited to participate in the survey
are that clients: (i) had to have opted into receiving Vanguard statements via email, (ii) had to
be between the ages of 21 and 74, and (iii) had to have total Vanguard assets of at least $10,000.
Overall, the sample of individuals that are potentially contacted hold about $2 trillion in assets. If
individuals respond to the survey in any wave, they are recontacted in every subsequent wave.
Those individuals who do not respond to the first wave in which they are contacted are then
recontacted in two subsequent waves. If they respond in neither of these waves, they are dropped
from the sample. Individuals can at any point opt out of the study and are, in this case, never
contacted again. In the second wave, an additional 25, 000 clients were invited to participate (in
addition to those carried over from wave 1). Waves 3 to 5 invited 13, 000 new clients each; from
wave 6 onward, the number of new clients contacted in each wave was increased to 14, 500.

Response Rates. The left panel of Figure I shows the response rates for the first ten waves, where
we count only fully completed surveys as “responses.”9 The orange-circle line shows that the re-
sponse rate among individuals contacted for the first time was relatively stable at 3%-4% across
waves. The response rates among individuals who were previously contacted but had not yet
responded, given by the blue-diamond line, were between 1.5% and 2% across waves. The green-
square line shows the response rate among individuals who had responded to at least one pre-
vious survey. The steady-state re-response rate of these individuals is between 15% and 20%. It
declines somewhat over time, though much of this decline is driven by compositional effects: in
later survey waves, the average time since the last response of individuals who have previously
responded is higher. These response rates translate into about 2, 000 survey responses per wave;

9In the analysis below, we drop a number of partially completed surveys. Most of these answer at most one question
before exiting the survey. These are treated as non-responses in the statistics in this section.
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Figure I: Survey Responses
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Note: Figure shows the responses to the GMS-Vanguard Survey in each of the ten waves between February 2017 and
August 2018. The left panel shows response rates. The orange line (circles) shows the response rates for individuals
contacted for the first time. The blue line (diamonds) shows the response rates for individuals that were contacted in
previous waves, but who had not yet responded. The green line (squares) shows the response rate for individuals who
had previously responded. The right panel shows the number of responses per wave. It splits out responses that come
from individuals who only repond to one of the ten waves, from individuals who respond to two or three waves, and
from individuals who respond to at least four waves.

across the ten waves, we received 20, 207 total responses. The right panel of Figure I shows the
number of responses in each wave, split out by how many overall survey waves the respondents
took part in. Overall, about 35% of responses come from individuals who have responded to
one survey only (though some of these may end up responding to future surveys). Over 25% of
responses come from individuals who have responded to at least four survey waves, and 10%
come from individuals who have responded to at least six survey waves. Appendix A.1 provides
additional details on our response rates.

Demographics of Respondents. In addition to the information provided by survey respondents
directly, we observe data on demographic characteristics such as age, gender, and location for all
individuals that were invited to take the survey. We also observe administrative data on their port-
folios, including details on total portfolio values, portfolio allocations, portfolio returns, and trad-
ing behavior. We combine the CUSIP-level information on individual security holdings with infor-
mation from Morningstar for mutual funds to calculate the portfolio share held in equities, fixed
income instruments, cash, and other investments.10 Table I shows summary statistics on these
demographics and portfolio characteristics for the survey respondents and the non-respondents.
Like in all surveys, there is selection into the pool of respondents. We distinguish two differ-
ent types of selections: (i) selection into who is a Vanguard client, and (ii) selection into which
Vanguard clients answers the survey. From its inception, Vanguard’s business model as a mutual
investment management company that is owned by the investors in its funds has concentrated
on both passive and low-cost active low-fee investments. It is likely that individuals who become
Vanguard clients value this investment approach, that emphasizes a long-term view of invest-

10Investments in mutual funds are apportioned depending on the portfolio composition of each fund (e.g., 60%
equity and 40% fixed income). Cash includes cash-equivalent investments such as money-market funds. The category
"other investments" includes alternative investments such as commodities, real estate, and derivatives.
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Table I: Demographics - Survey Respondents and Non-Respondents

Non-

respondents
Difference

Mean SD P10 P25 P50 P75 P90 Mean

Age (years) 58.7 13.4 37 50 61 69 74 51.4 7.39***

Male 0.68 0.5 0 0 1 1 1 0.54 0.13***

Region 

    Northeast 0.23 0.42 0 0 0 0 1 0.24 -0.01***

    Midwest 0.21 0.41 0 0 0 0 1 0.19 0.02***

    South 0.31 0.46 0 0 0 1 1 0.31 0.00

    West 0.25 0.44 0 0 0 1 1 0.25 0.00

Total Vanguard Wealth ($) 467,139 778,740 26,294 67,618 201,577 545,689 1,144,906 249,010 218,130***

Length of Vanguard Relationship (Years) 15.07 8.82 3 7 15 21 27 12.83 2.24***

Active Trades / Month 1.44 3.86 0 0.10 0.44 1.51 3.46 0.88 0.57***

Monthly Portfolio Turnover (%) 2.25 6.47 0.00 0.10 0.62 2.15 5.00 1.95 0.30***

Days with Log-Ins / Month 4.40 6.08 0.05 0.38 1.43 5.86 14.76 0.88 3.52***

Total Time Spent / Month (Minutes) 32.3 77.3 0.50 3.46 11.17 31.36 76.66 4.9 27.34***

Portfolio Shares (%)

    Equity 68.5 26.4 31.3 53.6 72.3 90.0 100.0 71.3 -2.85***

    Fixed Income 21.3 21.9 0.0 1.5 15.7 33.8 51.0 17.8 3.54***

    Cash 8.7 18.9 0.0 0.0 1.1 6.7 26.2 9.0 -0.29

    Other/Unknown 1.5 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 1.9 -0.40***

Survey Respondents 

Note: Table shows summary statistics on both the survey respondents and non-respondents. Age, gender, location,
total wealth at Vanguard and length of Vanguard relationship are measured as of August 2018. Other variables are
presented as monthly averages between January 2017 and August 2018, covering the period of the ten survey waves.

ments in line with standard models of long-term portfolio choice. This is important to keep in
mind when considering which of our results are likely to generalize to a broader set of investors.
For example, clients at brokerage firms that target day-traders or professional hedge funds are
likely to have higher portfolio turnover and more leverage. This does not mean that our sample
is not interesting or quantitatively relevant. As of 2018, Vanguard manages more than $5.1trn in
investments (with the sample of potentially survey respondents holding around $2trn), so that the
investors targeted in our study hold a non-trivial fraction of global assets. With the rising popular-
ity of low-fee investment strategies both at Vanguard and more generally, we find that our sample
is one that is likely to become even more relevant to understand investments and asset prices. In
addition, as we show below, the patterns in our survey responses line up closely with those from
other surveys that target very different types of investors (for example, CFOs).

To better understand the selection of Vanguard clients on observable characteristics, we next
review research by Cogent Wealth Reports (2018), who compare the average Vanguard retail client
to a nationally representative sample of investors with $100k or more in investable assets. In 2018,
Vanguard clients were more likely to be older and more likely to be retired than the comparison
sample. In addition, average total investable assets of Vanguard’s clients (both inside and outside
of Vanguard) were about $1.5m, which far exceeds the $824k national average in the comparison
sample. The average Vanguard client held 73% of her portfolio in risky assets compared to 62%
for the comparison sample; in addition, 85% of an average client’s portfolio at Vanguard was in
passive-like instruments, compared to 66% in the comparison sample.

Among Vanguard clients, our survey respondents are a selected sample from the representa-
tive pool of individuals invited to take the survey. Since we observe administrative data on both
respondents and non-respondents, we can quantify the selection on a number of relevant dimen-
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sions. Our average respondent is about 59 years old, which is about 7.4 years older than the aver-
age non-respondent. Respondents are substantially wealthier than non-respondents, with average
wealth held at Vanguard of $467k for respondents relative to $249k for non-respondents. 68% of
respondents are male, while this number is 54% among non-respondents. The average respon-
dent has been a Vanguard client for over 15 years, relative to about 13 years for non-respondents.
Respondents are also likely to transact more frequently (an average of 1.4 trades vs. 0.9 trades
a month during our sample), and their monthly portfolio turnover is larger: respondents turn
over about 2.25% of their portfolio every month, while non-respondents have an average portfo-
lio turnover of 1.95% per month.11 Respondents are also more likely to log into their Vanguard
accounts (an average of 4.4 days with log-ins per month for respondents vs. 0.9 days with log-
ins per month for non-respondents).12 Portfolio allocations of respondents and non-respondents
are relatively similar, though respondents are somewhat more likely to hold fixed income assets
in their portfolios (21.3% vs. 17.8% fixed income share) and somewhat less likely to hold equity
(68.5% vs. 71.3% equity share). Overall, while the sample of respondents is not fully representative
of the Vanguard population, the direction of the selection is potentially helpful: since asset prices
are likely to be disproportionately affected by the beliefs of wealthier people who trade more of-
ten, the sample-skew towards wealthier and more likely to trade Vanguard clients over-represents
this particularly interesting group of individuals.

While there are differences between non-respondents and respondents, there is also large het-
erogeneity within the sample of respondents, who come from all over the United States. While
the average age is 59 years, this ranges from 37 years at the 10th percentile of the distribution to
74 years at the 90th percentile. The 10-90 percentile range of assets held at Vanguard is $26k to
$1.14m. Activity on the Vanguard site, both in terms of log-ins and in terms of trading activity,
also differs substantially across our survey respondents. At the 10th percentile of the distribution,
respondents spend about 0.5 minutes per month on the Vanguard site, while this number is 76.7
minutes at the 90th percentile of the distribution. There are also substantial cross-sectional differ-

11As highlighted above, variation in trading intensity across individuals is closely related to the sensitivity of their
portfolios to their beliefs. To understand how representative the average sensitivity in our sample is for a broader
sample of retail investors, it is therefore helpful to compare the trading intensity of our survey respondents to the
trading intensity observed in other investor samples studied in the literature. A recent paper by Meeuwis et al. (2018)
analyzes the trading behavior of a sample of retirement investors at a “large U.S. financial institution” that is not
Vanguard. They report that their data “contains the characteristics and individual portfolio holdings of millions of
anonymized households covering trillions of dollars in investable wealth;” their research focuses on a sub-sample
that is “representative of ‘typical’ American investors with retirement saving,” a group that holds 41% of household
investable wealth in the United States. Within this sample, Meeuwis et al. (2018) report that 29.5% of investors make
an active trade in the past year. When we calculate, for our sample, the share of investors with at least one active
trade in the year 2017, we get a number of 67% for non-respondents, and 78% for respondents (note that our sample is
comprised mostly of Vanguard retail, rather than pension, accounts). We conclude that, despite Vanguard’s particular
investment philosophy, individuals in our sample do not appear to trade less frequently than representative investors
at other firms. The trading volume of our sample is somewhat lower than in the sample studied by Barber and Odean
(2000). These authors document the trading behavior of about 80,000 investors at a “large discount brokerage firm” in
the United States, and find that the median person in their sample has a portfolio turnover of about 2.7% per month,
relative to 0.62% in our sample. However, the share of total wealth held by individuals in our sample or in the sample
studied by Meeuwis et al. (2018) vastly exceeds that of the sample studied by Barber and Odean (2000), suggesting
that the high trading frequency in the latter may be the outlier, and the lower trading frequency in ours and the other
samples more likely to be representative of the average U.S. investor.

12Responding to the survey does not involve respondents logging into their Vanguard accounts; the process of
answering the survey does therefore not lead to a mechanical increase in log-ins.
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ences in portfolio allocations among our respondents. At the 10th percentile of the distribution,
the equity share is 31.3%, while at the 90th percentile, it is 100%. Similarly, at the 10th percentile
of the distribution, respondents have none of their portfolios invested in fixed income securities,
while at the 90th percentile of the distribution, respondents have more than 50% invested in fixed
income assets. While the average cash allocation in respondents’ portfolios is 8.7%, this ranges
from 0% at the 10th percentile of the distribution to 26.2% at the 90th percentile of the distribution.

I.C Survey Responses: Summary Statistics

Table II shows summary statistics across the 20,208 survey responses.13 The average respondent
takes about 8.6 minutes (517 seconds) to answer all survey questions. The 10-90 percentile range
for the total time to respond is 7.2 minutes to 13.9 minutes. Therefore, all respondents spend a
significant amount of time answering the questions, rather than carelessly clicking through the
survey; this is consistent with the non-compensated nature of the survey requiring a certain in-
trinsic interest from participants.

The average expected 1-year stock market return is 5.23%, while the average annualized ex-
pected 10-year stock market return is 6.32%. These numbers are lower than the historical average
annual stock market return of 11.9% between 1927 and 2014. The fact that individuals’ expected
stock returns are often reported to be below the historical average is a common pattern across
surveys (e.g., Dominitz and Manski, 2007; Hurd and Rohwedder, 2012). There is substantial het-
erogeneity in the expected 1-year stock market return across responses. At the 10th percentile of
the distribution, individuals reported a 1-year expected stock return of 0.5%, while at the 90th
percentile they expected a return of 10%. The across-responses standard deviation of expecta-
tions of 1-year returns is 5.32%, nearly twice as large as the standard deviation of expectations of
annualized 10-year returns, which is 2.96%. This suggests that individuals expect some medium-
run mean reversion in stock returns. Panels A and B of Figure II show the distributions of re-
sponses to these two questions. When we ask individuals about their expectations of annualized
GDP growth, the means for the next three years and the next ten years are quite similar at 2.83%
and 2.95%, respectively. This is also close to the historical U.S. real average growth rate of 3.3%
between 1929 and 2015. The distributions of answers over the two horizons also have similar
standard deviations at about 1.9%. Panels C and D of Figure II show the full distributions of
expectations for annualized GDP growth over the next three and ten years, respectively.

Table II also shows that respondents put substantial probabilities on relatively large short-run
stock market declines and GDP declines. The average individual assigns a 5.1% chance to the 1-

13Even among the respondents who completed the entire survey flow, some respondents skipped a few questions.
We verified that restricting our analysis to the sample of respondents who provided answers to every question does
not affect our conclusions. We also explored the presence of extreme outlier responses, such as individuals reporting
that the expected return on the U.S. stock market over the coming year was 400% or -100%. Since such outliers have
extreme effects on the analysis, in our baseline analysis we set extreme outlier answers (below the bottom percentile,
and above the top percentile) for each unbounded expectation question equal to missing. It is often the case that the
same individuals report multiple answers outside the accepted ranges. Naturally, there are some critical judgment calls
involved in selecting these cutoffs, which involve trading-off retaining true extreme beliefs with excluding answers
from individuals who probably misunderstood the question or the units. We have done extensive sensitivity analysis
to confirm that our results are robust to a wide range of choices for the cutoff values. We also confirmed that the results
are robust to winsorizing extreme answers rather than setting them equal to missing, and to to dropping all answers of
individuals who report extreme answers to at least one question.
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Table II: Summary Statistics - Survey Responses

Mean SD P10 P25 P50 P75 P90

Expected Stock Returns

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 5.23 5.32 0.5 4 5 8 10

  Expected 10Y Stock Return (% p.a.) 6.32 2.96 3 5 6 8 10

  Probability 1Y Stock Return in Bucket  (%)

       Less than -30% 5.1 8.2 0 0 3 5 10

      -30% to -10% 13.6 13.1 0 5 10 20 30

      -10% to 30% 70.8 22.5 40 60 75 90 100

      30% to 40% 7.6 10.8 0 0 5 10 20

      More than 40% 2.9 6.5 0 0 0 5 10

Expected GDP Growth

  Expected 3Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 2.83 1.92 1.5 2 2.5 3 4

  Expected 10Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 2.95 1.94 1.5 2 2.5 3 5

  Probability p.a. 3Y GDP Growth in Bucket  (%)

       Less than -3% 4.5 7.7 0 0 2 5 10

      -3% to 0% 12.0 12.0 0 3 10 20 25

      0% to 3% 57.8 26.1 20 40 60 80 90

      3% to 9% 22.4 23.3 0 5 15 30 60

      More than 9% 3.3 8.7 0 0 0 5 10

Expected Bond Returns

   Expected 1Y Return of 10Y zero coupon bond (%) 1.38 3.13 -2 1 2 3 4

   Expected yield-to-maturity of zero coupon in 1Y (%)

       1Y zero coupon bond 1.83 0.96 1 1 2 2.2 3

       5Y zero coupon bond 2.59 1.08 1.5 2 2.5 3 4

       10Y zero coupon bond 3.30 1.42 2 2.5 3 4 5

Difficulty ("Not at all difficult", …, "Very difficult")

   Expected Stock Returns 2.31 0.97 1 2 2 3 3

   Expected GDP Growth 2.42 0.97 1 2 2 3 4

   Expected Bond Returns 2.85 0.99 2 2 3 3 4

Confidence ("Not at all confident", …, "Very confident")

   Expected Stock Returns 3.06 0.85 2 3 3 4 4

   Expected GDP Growth 3.00 0.84 2 3 3 3 4

   Expected Bond Returns 2.61 0.84 2 2 3 3 4

Time of responding to survey (seconds) 517 433 238 307 414 579 834

Note: Table shows summary statistics of the answers across all 20,208 responses to the first ten waves of the Vanguard-
GMS survey. The possible answers for "difficulty" are 1 = "Not at all difficult", 2 = Not very difficult", 3 - "Somewhat
difficult", 4 - "Very Difficult, 5 - "Extremely Difficult." The possible answers for confidence are 1 = "Not at all confident",
2 = "Not very confident", 3 = "Somewhat confident", 4 = "Very confident", and 5 = "Extremely Confident."
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Figure II: Distribution of Responses to Expectation Survey
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(B) 10-Year Expected Stock Returns (annualized)
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(C) 3-Year Expected GDP Growth (annualized)
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(D) 10-Year Expected GDP Growth (annualized)
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(E) Probability of Stock Market Disaster
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(F) 1-Year Expected Bond Returns
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year return of the stock market being less than -30%; the median respondent assigns a 3% chance
to such an event. These numbers are quite close to the fraction of years between 1927-2014 that had
such a drop, which was 3.7%.14 As with the the other answers, there is substantial across-answer
heterogeneity. Answers at the 25th percentile of the distribution correspond to a 0% chance of
returns lower than -30%, while those at the 90th percentile of the distribution correspond to a
10% probability of such events. Panel E of Figure II shows the full distribution of answers; the
bunching of reported probabilities at multiples of five is consistent with reporting behavior across
many surveys. Similarly, in the case of GDP growth, individuals assign an average probability of
an annualized decline in GDP of more than 3% over the coming three years of 4.5%. This is very
close to the historical frequency of such events at 4.2%.

Individuals were also asked about the expected 1-year return of 10-year U.S. Treasury zero-
coupon bonds. The average response was 1.38%, with a 10-90 percentile range of -2% to 4% (Panel
F of Figure II). Lastly, individuals were asked about their expectations for the yield curve in one
year. Table II provides summary statistics on these answers, though they are not the subject of this
paper. On average, individuals expected the yield curve to remain upward-sloping.

Most individuals report finding the survey questions relatively easy to understand, though
the questions on bond returns were perceived to be more difficult than the questions on expected
stock market returns and expected GDP growth. There also appears to be a relatively wide range
of confidence that individuals have in their answers. For each of the three survey blocks, individ-
uals at the 10th percentile of the distribution report being “not very confident” in their answers,
while individuals at the 90th percentile reported being “very confident.”

I.D Time-Series Dynamics: A Comparison with Other Surveys

We conclude our initial analysis by comparing the time-series variation of average beliefs in our
survey with similar measures obtained from existing surveys. Since these existing surveys often
cover longer time spans, this analysis allows us to determine whether the time-series variation
over our sample period is similar in magnitude to the variation in other periods. In addition, by
comparing patterns of average beliefs across different surveys over the same time horizon, we
can explore the extent to which the various surveys capture similar belief movements, despite
differences in their samples and survey designs.

Specifically, for each wave we aggregate our survey responses by averaging responses across
individuals, focusing on the question about expected 1-year stock returns. We then explore the
time-series dynamics of this average expected return. We compare this time-series to similar ones
from four existing surveys: Robert Shiller’s investor survey, the Duke (Graham-Harvey) CFO
survey, the American Association of Individual Investors survey (AAII), and the RAND American
Life Panel Survey (Financial Crisis).15 The Duke CFO survey asks explicitly about expected 1-

14Recall that we randomize the ordering whether the buckets are ordered, smallest-to-largest or largest-to-smallest.
We find that this ordering does have a small effect on the probabilities assigned to the smallest bucket. Among those
individuals to whom the most negative bucket was presented first, the average probability assigned to a return lower
than -30% is 5.8%, while it is 4.4% for those individuals to whom the most positive bucket is presented first. We verified
that the conclusions in this paper are independent of the order in which the buckets are presented.

15See Greenwood and Shleifer (2014) for a detailed description of these surveys, except the RAND survey, which
was not part of their study. Section III.A.1 provides details about the RAND survey.
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Figure III: Comparison with other surveys

(A) GMS-Vanguard vs. Duke CFO and RAND
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(B) GMS-Vanguard vs. Shiller
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(C) GMS-Vanguard vs. AAII
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Note: The figure compares average beliefs about the 1-year stock market return in the GMS-Vanguard survey with
questions from other surveys. Panel A reports the average 1-year expected stock returns from the Duke CFO survey,
and the average probability of a 1-year stock market increase from the Rand survey. Panel B reports the share of
investors expecting an increase in market values in one year, from Shiller’s investor survey. Panel C shows the bull-
bear spread from the AAII survey.
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year stock returns and is therefore directly comparable with our survey. All other surveys ask
questions that are related to expected returns, but cannot be directly mapped to them. In those
cases, we follow the approach of Greenwood and Shleifer (2014) and use the survey questions that
are most closely related to 1-year expected stock returns. For the Shiller survey, we use the share
of the respondents that report expecting an increase in stock market valuations over the next year;
for the RAND survey, we calculate the average (across respondents) probability of a stock market
increase over the next year; and for the AAII survey, we compute the difference between the
percentage of bullish and bearish investors. Figure III plots the time series of our survey together
with the other surveys. For readability, we separate the plots into different panels that focus on
comparisons between our GMS-Vanguard survey and at most two other surveys (Panel A: Duke
CFO and RAND; Panel B: Shiller; Panel C: AAII).

Since the beginning of our survey in February 2017, the average belief about 1-year expected
stock returns has experienced significant variation. It started at just above 5% in the first survey
wave, and reached above 6% by the end of 2017 (around the time President Trump signed the
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act), only to fall back to around 5% towards the end of our sample. These
patterns are shared across the other surveys. First, quantitatively, Panel A of Figure III shows that
both the level and the variation of average beliefs during our sample period is quite similar to
the one displayed by the Duke CFO survey. Second, from a qualitative perspective, the peak in
optimism our survey displays at the end of 2017 is shared by all other surveys, despite differences
in elicitation methods and target samples. Figure III highlights that the variability across other
surveys since 2017 is roughly similar to the variation in beliefs in these surveys since 2013, though
it is naturally lower than during the Great Recession.

Taken together, these results highlight that despite differences in the investors being surveyed
and in the survey design and methodology, the main time-series features of our survey align both
quantitatively and qualitatively with those of existing surveys. In addition, the average variability
of beliefs during our sample period is comparable to the one observed over the prior years.

II BELIEFS AND PORTFOLIOS

In this section, we explore the relationship between respondents’ beliefs and their portfolio allo-
cations. Our focus is on understanding the asset allocation, that is, the share of each respondent’s
portfolio that is invested in stocks, fixed income instruments, and cash. We first explore the role of
expectations about the 1-year stock return in determining portfolio equity shares. We then analyze
the role of other moments (like tail events) of the belief distribution, of stock market expectations
over different horizons, and of beliefs about bond returns and GDP growth. We also explore the
margins of substitution that drive our results, analyzing whether more optimistic individuals sub-
stitute towards equity from cash or from fixed income investments.

II.A Expected 1-Year Stock Returns and Portfolios

To estimate the sensitivity of portfolio shares to beliefs, we run the following regression:

(1) EquitySharei,t = α + β Ei,t[R1y] + γXi,t + ψt + εi,t
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The unit of observation is a survey response by individual i in wave t. The dependent variable
is the equity share in the individual’s Vanguard portfolio at time t. The variable of interest is β,
which captures the increase in an individual’s equity share for each percentage point increase in
the expected 1-year stock return.

Table III: Expected Returns and Portfolios

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.749*** 0.785*** 1.085*** 0.966*** 1.142*** 0.884***

(0.052) (0.051) (0.083) (0.103) (0.084) (0.075)

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.576***

       x (Assets < $100k) (0.105)

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.874***

       x (Assets >= $100k) (0.057)

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.120***

       x Above Median Time (0.138)

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.178***

       x Below Median Time (0.112)

Controls + Fixed Effects N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Specification OLS OLS OLS OLS IV ORIV ORIV ORIV

Sample E(Return)

0%‐15%

Interior

equity share

R‐Squared  0.022 0.107 0.101 0.105

N 19,486 19,478 17,671 19,301 19,301 19,301 19,301 16,343

Equity Share (%)

Note: Table shows results from regression 1. The unit of observation is a survey response, the dependent variable is
the equity share. Columns 2-8 also control for the respondents’ age, gender, region of residence, wealth, and the survey
wave. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level. Significance levels: ∗ (p<0.10), ∗∗ (p<0.05), ∗∗∗ (p<0.01).

Column 1 of Table III shows estimates from this OLS regression without controlling for any
additional covariates. An extra percentage point of expected 1-year stock return is associated with
a 0.75 percentage point increase in respondents’ equity shares. In Column 2 of Table III, we con-
trol for demographic characteristics such as age, gender, wealth, and region of residence, as well
as survey-wave fixed effects. Figure IV shows a binscatter plot of the resulting relationship. The
estimated sensitivity of portfolio shares to beliefs is similar to the one in Column 1: an extra per-
centage point of expected return is associated with a 0.79 percentage point increase in the equity
share.16 Consistent with this, in the Appendix we document that there is a weak relation between
beliefs and demographic characteristics. Despite the small magnitude of the average relationship
between beliefs and equity shares, the wide heterogeneity in beliefs across individuals still implies
substantial variation in their equity shares. A one-standard-deviation increase in expected 1-year

16While the estimates of β are the primary object of interest, the coefficients on some of the control variables are also
interesting. Males and females do not have significantly different equity shares. Equity shares are strongly declining
in age, with individuals above 70 years of age having about 20 percentage points lower equity share than individuals
below the age of 40. Equity shares also do not differ significantly across regions or across wealth quintiles. Despite the
statistically significant relationship between some of these demographics and portfolio shares, the increase in the R2

between columns 1 and 2 is modest, and mostly driven by the inclusion of age controls.
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stock returns is associated with a 0.785×5.32
26.2 = 0.16 standard deviation increase in equity shares.

Figure IV shows that the estimated relationship might be sensitive to beliefs at the two ex-
tremes. Therefore, we next run regression 1 on a sample of respondents that report expected
returns between 0% and 15%. This drops about 10% of our responses.17 Column 3 of Table III
shows the restricted specification. Indeed, the estimated elasticity within that range is higher, but
not dramatically so, suggesting that the relationship is primarily not driven by the outliers.

Figure IV: Expected 1-Year Stock Returns and Equity Share
50

60
70

80
E

qu
ity

 S
ha

re
 (%

)

-20 -10 0 10 20
Expected 1Y Stock Return (%)

Conditional on Age, Gender, Region, Wealth, Survey Wave

Expected Returns and Equity Share

Note: Figure shows a conditional binscatter plot of survey respondents’ expected 1-year stock returns and the equity
share in their portfolios, conditional on the respondents’ age, gender, region, wealth, and the survey wave.

While survey responses have a statistically strong relationship with individuals’ portfolios, the es-
timated average sensitivity of equity shares to beliefs is low compared to predictions from bench-
mark theory models such as Merton (1969), who provides that for a power-utility investor:

(2) EquitySharei,t =
1
γ

Ei[R]− R f

Vari[R]
.

Here, γ is the individual’s coefficient of relative risk aversion, Ei[R] is the individual’s expected
stock return, R f is the risk-free rate, and Vari[R] is the individual’s subjective variance of equity
returns. In the classic work of Merton (1969), individuals have rational expectations, while here
we allow individuals to have arbitrarily formed expectations as long as the variance is non-zero
and finite. We measure EquitySharei,t in the Vanguard data, and Ei[R] with the survey answer to
1-year expected stock returns. For a back of the envelope calculation, we assume that individuals
have a common measure of the variance Vari[R] = Var[R].18 Similarly, we assume a common

17One possibility is that extreme responses are more likely to be affected by measurement error, and that looking at
moderate responses may help filter out at least some of the measurement error. See below for a more formal treatment
of measurement error.

18We later relax this assumption and measure the variance of 1-year expected stock returns that is implied by the
distribution question. We find the simple calculation with a common variance across individuals parameterized to the
historical variance to be appealing for several reasons: (i) in many models, it is easy to learn the variance of returns
but hard to learn the mean; (ii) equation 2 is particularly sensitive to measurement errors in the denominator; and (iii)
model misspecification is likely and other moments (e.g., tail event probabilities) may also be important.
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and constant coefficient of relative risk aversion. We later relax both of these assumptions. In this
simplified setting, the β estimated in Table III corresponds to β = 1

γVar[R] . The historical standard
deviation of stock market returns is around 16% a year. The simple model thus implies that a β

of 0.785 requires a coefficient of relative risk aversion of γ = 50. This is considerably higher than
most estimates in the experimental literature, which usually find values of γ between 3 and 10.
To obtain a realistic coefficient of relative risk aversion, let us say around 4, we would need an
estimate of β of around 10. In other words, the estimated sensitivity is an order of magnitude too
small to align with the simplest frictionless model.19 This relatively small response of equity shares
to beliefs about stock returns is consistent with evidence documented across a number of other
studies that link equity market participation and equity shares to expected stock market returns
(e.g., Vissing-Jorgensen, 2003; Dominitz and Manski, 2007; Kézdi and Willis, 2011; Amromin and
Sharpe, 2013; Ameriks et al., 2016; Drerup, Enke and Von Gaudecker, 2017).

As we discuss below, the relatively low sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs provides a challenge
for a number of asset pricing models. However, in many of these models it is the wealth-weighted
beliefs that drive asset prices, rather than beliefs that are equally weighted across all investors. We
thus explore whether the sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs is different for wealthier individuals.
Column 4 of Table III shows that respondents with more than $100k in assets have a sensitivity
that is about 50% larger than that of individuals with lower wealth; in unreported results, we find
that the sensitivity does not increase substantially for even higher levels of wealth. This means
that the wealth-weighted sensitivity is higher than the equally-weighted sensitivity, but not by
nearly enough to generate the quantity movements required by frictionless asset pricing models.

There are a number of possible explanations for this relatively low estimated average sensi-
tivity, and our contribution in this section focuses on reconciling the estimates we obtain with the
theoretical predictions. The first set of explanations involves measurement error in the key mea-
sure of beliefs, Ei,t[R1y], and the associated attenuation bias that such measurement error would
entail. The second set of explanations centers around possible frictions in the transmission of be-
liefs to portfolios. Indeed, the Merton (1969) model is based on a number of strong assumptions,
including that investors continuously pay attention to their portfolios, that they continuously re-
balance their portfolios, that they are supremely confident in their beliefs, and that there are no
other frictions to trading, such as the tax implications from realizing capital gains. As a result, the
high sensitivity implied by the Merton (1969) model, while it is a useful benchmark, is likely to be
an upper bound for real world applications.

II.A.1 Possible Explanation I: Measurement Error

We next explore the extent to which measurement error of various types might account for the
relatively low estimated sensitivity of portfolio allocations to beliefs. A first possible explanation

19Note that, in this model, γ drives both the sensitivity of the portfolio share to changes in expected returns, and
the unconditional level of the equity share. In particular, for γ = 4, an average risk premium of 6%, and a standard
deviation of 16%, we obtain an average equity share of 58%, close to the average share we see in the data. When γ = 50,
the equity share drops to 4.7%. This means that high risk aversion can explain the low sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs,
but at the cost of missing the average level of the portfolio share.
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is that classical measurement error in beliefs may induce attenuation bias in our estimates of β.20

To explore the extent to which this can account for the low sensitivity, we exploit the fact that, for
each survey response, we obtain two separate estimates of the same explanatory variable, Ei,t[R1y].
The first is the expected return as reported directly by respondents in the survey. The second is
the implied mean of the distribution over possible returns reported by each respondent.21 Both
of these methods elicit the same belief using very different styles of question, and are therefore
likely to have independent measurement errors. This setting allows us to minimize attenuation
bias by instrumenting for the reported expected return with the implied expected return from
the distribution (the correlation across the two measures is 0.43). Consistent with this procedure
reducing attenuation bias, the results in Column 5 of Table III show that the estimated sensitivity
increases by about 20% when using this instrumental variables (IV) regression.

In principle, we could run two IV regressions, one in which we instrument for the stated
expectation with the implied mean as in Column 5, and one in which we instrument for the im-
plied mean with the stated expectation. Under standard assumptions, both IV strategies should
provide consistent estimates of β, though the point estimates will only be identical with infinite
data. To maximize the efficiency of our estimators in finite data, we next use the Obviously Related
Instrumental Variables (ORIV) strategy proposed by Gillen, Snowberg and Yariv (2015), which con-
solidates the information from these different formulations to provide an estimator that is more
efficient than either of the IV strategies alone.22 Column 6 of Table III shows that this approach
further increases the estimated sensitivity to β = 1.142, with lower standard errors than the IV
estimate in Column 5. Classical measurement error therefore accounts for a non-trivial compo-
nent of the low sensitivity, though the effect is not sufficiently strong to bridge the gap between
the measured sensitivity and the one implied by the benchmark Merton (1969) model. Given this
finding, it certainly seems like a good idea for future surveys to include various ways of elicit-
ing the same beliefs, thereby allowing researchers to use IV and ORIV techniques to reduce the
attenuation bias associated with measurement error.

A different type of measurement error, which we term Frame-of-Mind Measurement Error
(FRAME) can further complicate the estimation. This type of measurement error corresponds to a
common critique of quantitative surveys that suggests that “individuals do not truly understand
what they are responding.” Specifically, FRAME suggests that individuals have a true pessimistic
or optimistic “frame of mind,” and that their portfolios respond to that true belief, but that they
struggle to express this belief quantitatively in answering the survey. Two individuals who are
equally pessimistic might therefore provide different numerical answers to express this frame of
mind (e.g., one person maps “really negative” into a -5% expected return, and a second person

20We refer to classical measurement error as the concern that the reported belief is a noisy measure of individuals’
true beliefs, Ei,t[R1y] = Ei,t[R1y]

True + εi,t, where εi,t represents i.i.d. and mean zero measurement error.
21To construct the implied mean from the distribution, we first compute, for each bucket, the average historical

return conditional on the return being in that bucket, and then we weight these estimates by the subjective probabilities
of each bucket reported by the respondent. Our results are unchanged if we take the mid-points of the buckets, and
assign a value of -40% for the lowest open-ended bucket (≤ −30%) and a value of 50% for the highest open-ended
bucket (≥ 40%). Our findings are also robust to picking other values for the open-ended buckets.

22Intuitively this estimator averages the point estimates from the two orderings of the IV, with the standard error
further shrinking by observing two not-perfectly correlated draws. See original reference for a formal treatment.
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maps it into a -20% expected return). The challenge with FRAME is that it is likely correlated
across different elicitation methods, as well as across waves; it therefore cannot be solved through
ORIV techniques or by averaging responses across waves. In fact, FRAME is observationally
equivalent to true belief heterogeneity. While we acknowledge this possibility, we find it unlikely
to be the main explanation for the low estimated sensitivity. Indeed, the next section shows sub-
stantial heterogeneity in the sensitivity that has a meaningful economic interpretation.

One last approach to dealing with measurement error is to explore the hypothesis that the time
spent by individuals to answer the questions may allow us to identify individuals who are more or
less subject to measurement error. Column 7 of Table III shows that we obtain similar estimates for
the sensitivity among people in the top and bottom half of the time-spent distribution. Similarly, in
unreported results we find that cutting out the top and bottom 10% of the time-spent distribution
has little effect on the estimated sensitivity.

II.A.2 Possible Explanation II: Frictions

We next explore the extent to which deviations from the frictionless model can help us further
account for the differences between our estimates and the predictions from the benchmark model.

Corner Solutions. The preceding analysis uses all responses, including those from individuals
with portfolios that include either 0% or 100% in equity. Since Vanguard customers generally can-
not short stocks or take substantial leverage within the account, the boundaries of 0% and 100%
represent natural constraints on the investment set. One concern, therefore, could be that we
measure a low sensitivity because individuals who are extremely optimistic (pessimistic) cannot
express their view by taking positions in excess of 100% equity (taking negative equity positions).
Column 8 of Table III shows that this is not the case; to the contrary, excluding the extreme port-
folios lowers the measured sensitivity from 1.142 in the unrestricted Column 6 to 0.884 in Column
8. This occurs because, on average, very optimistic and very pessimistic agents do in fact hold
100% and 0% of their portfolios in equity, respectively. Contrary to the conjecture, and despite
the constraints, these individuals have portfolios that are more in line with their beliefs (i.e., more
sensitive to their beliefs) than those investors with interior portfolio allocations. For the remainder
of the paper, we include the extreme portfolios in the analysis, but treat them separately whenever
it is informative to do so (e.g., in the analysis of trading behavior).

Default Options and Automatic Enrollment in Defined Contribution Plans. As described in
Section I, our survey sample includes investors holding three different types of accounts: retail
accounts, individually managed tax-advantaged retirement accounts, and employer-sponsored
retirement accounts such as defined contribution plans. Investments in the first two types of
accounts usually represent an active decision of the investor. Within the defined contribution
plans, it has become increasingly common to automatically enroll eligible employees into retire-
ment accounts at prespecified contribution rates and into prespecified assets.23 Among retirement
investors, a robust empirical finding is that the default investment choices are very sticky (e.g.,

23Indeed, by the end of 2017, 46% of Vanguard plans had adopted automatic enrollment (about half of those enrolled
all eligible employees, and the other half enrolled newly eligible employees only). Across all Vanguard plans (including
those with and without automatic enrollment), Vanguard (2017) shows that 81% had selected a target-date fund as the
default investment option (7% had selected a balanced fund, the rest a money market or stable value fund).
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Madrian and Shea, 2001; Beshears et al., 2009). Among Vanguard investors, Clark, Utkus and
Young (2015) found that 89% of participants under automatic enrollment remain 100% invested in
the default option after 12 months; this number falls only slightly to 80% after 36 months. These
numbers suggest that many investors in defined contribution plans may never have made an
active portfolio allocation decision; we would thus not expect their portfolio allocations to vary
with their beliefs. Consistent with this, Column 1 of Table IV shows that the average sensitivity of
portfolios to beliefs is only about half the sample average among those investors in institutionally-
managed defined contribution plans than it is in individually-managed plans. This highlights a
first important deviation from the assumption of the benchmark model, namely that a substantial
amount of wealth is invested through sticky default options rather than through active allocations.

Tax Implications. A second friction that reduces the passthrough from changes in beliefs to port-
folios is the presence of capital gains taxes that would regularly arise in the rebalancing process.
To test for the importance of this friction, we exploit the fact that we observe both standard and
tax-advantaged individually-managed accounts. Columns 2 and 3 of Table IV highlight that we
find a higher elasticity of portfolios to beliefs in tax-advantaged accounts. This is even the case
when we limit the sample to clients who hold both types of accounts, thus controlling for poten-
tial differences in individual’s aversion to realize losses or gains. This evidence suggests that the
presence of capital gains taxes provides another important friction that inhibits the transmission
of beliefs to portfolios relative to the predictions from frictionless models.

Infrequent Trading. Another plausible contributor to the low estimated sensitivity of portfolios
to beliefs is that even those investors that actively choose their portfolios only adjust them infre-
quently (e.g., Duffie, Sun et al., 1990; Gabaix and Laibson, 2001; Agnew, Balduzzi and Sunden,
2003; Peng and Xiong, 2006; Abel, Eberly and Panageas, 2007; Alvarez, Guiso and Lippi, 2012;
Adam et al., 2015). To the extent that investors change their beliefs over time and report their
current belief in the survey, the contemporaneous portfolios may thus not be fully reflective of
current beliefs. Researchers have focused on several complementary explanations for infrequent
portfolio adjustments. The first is the cost of monitoring portfolio allocations, which can cause
investors to only infrequently pay attention to their portfolios. The second explanation is that
even after paying attention to their portfolios, a number of additional costs may prevent investors
from trading; these can include physical transaction costs coming from brokerage commissions
and capital gains taxes (see above), and mental costs coming from the need to determine optimal
behavior based on beliefs and current portfolios (see Gabaix, 2016).

We next explore whether infrequent trading can help us understand the low sensitivity of
portfolio allocations to beliefs. We first split individual respondents into three groups depending
on their trading behavior during the sample period. Specifically, we classify individuals by the
average monthly turnover in their portfolios, but our results are robust to other definitions of “in-
frequent trading”, such as the average monthly number of trades. Column 4 of Table IV shows
that individuals with a monthly portfolio turnover of at least 2.5% have a sensitivity of equity
shares to beliefs that is about three times as large as that of individuals with a monthly portfo-
lio turnover of less than 0.5%. However, even for those investors who have a sizable portfolio
turnover, the sensitivity remains at 2.07, and thus below the benchmark value of 10 from the fric-
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Table IV: Expected Returns and Portfolios – Heterogeneity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.736*** 1.140*** 1.356***

(0.223) (0.144) (0.100)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.731***

       x Monthly Turnover < 0.5% (0.159)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.338***

       x Monthly Turnover ∈ [0.5%,2.5%] (0.158)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 2.073***

       x Monthly Turnover > 2.5% (0.206)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.750***

       x Monthly Vanguard Visits ∈ (0,1) (0.167)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.144***

       x Monthly Vanguard Visits ∈ (1,6) (0.146)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.781***

       x Monthly Vanguard Visits ∈ (6,31) (0.185)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.469*

       x Low Confidence (0.202)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.242***

       x Medium Confidence (0.098)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.783***

       x High Confidence (0.413)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.133***

       x Not Idealized (0.084)

  Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 3.455***

       x Idealized (0.950)

Controls + Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Specification ORIV ORIV ORIV ORIV ORIV ORIV ORIV

Sample DC Plans Retail 

Account

Retail Account

Tax Adv.

N 1,921 11,343 14,898 17,904 19,301 19,301 19,301

Equity Share (%)

Note: Table shows results from regression 1. The dependent variable is the equity share. In column 1 it is the equity
share in institutionally-managed retirement plans (defined contribution plans); in column 2 it is the equity share in
individually-managed retail accounts; and in column 3 it is the equity share in individually-managed tax-advantaged
retail accounts. In columns 4-6, it is pooled across the three types of accounts. In column 6, “Low confidence” corre-
sponds to individuals who reported being “not at all confident” or “not very confident” in their answers about expected
stock returns; “medium confidence” corresponds to individuals who report being “somewhat confident” or “very con-
fident” about their answers; and “high confidence” corresponds to individuals who report being “extremely confident.”
“Idealized" respondents in column 7 are those whose behavior most closely corresponds to that of the assumptions in
the frictionless model: they have average monthly portfolio turnover of at least 2.5%, they have at least six log-ins a
month, and they report to be extremely confident in their beliefs. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level.
Significance levels: ∗ (p<0.10), ∗∗ (p<0.05), ∗∗∗ (p<0.01).
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tionless model discussed above. Nevertheless, these findings suggest that trading intensity is an
important determinant of how strongly (and quickly) beliefs are reflected in portfolio holdings.

We next explore the role that a specific motivation behind infrequent trading, namely investor
attention, plays in explaining this relationship (see DellaVigna and Pollet, 2009; Barber and Odean,
2013; Ouimet and Tate, 2017; Arnold, Pelster and Subrahmanyam, 2018, for recent contributions
studying the role of investor attention). We measure investor attention by the frequency with
which investors log into their Vanguard accounts. Logging into one’s Vanguard account is cor-
related with, but different from actual trading activity, as shown in the top-left panel of Figure
A.2. Column 5 of Table IV shows that individuals who log into their Vanguard accounts more
frequently also have a higher sensitivity of equity shares to beliefs. Indeed, individuals who log
in more than six times per month have an sensitivity that is about 2.4 times as large as that of
individuals who log in less than once per month.24 These results suggest that investor attention
to their portfolios is an important driver of infrequent trading, and therefore of the attenuated
relationship between beliefs and portfolio allocations.

Confidence. A further mechanism that is potentially important in understanding how differences
in beliefs translate into portfolio holdings is the confidence that individuals have in their own
beliefs. Indeed, a large literature suggests that individuals who are more confident in their own
beliefs are more likely to trade on them (e.g., De Long et al., 1990a; Kyle and Wang, 1997; Daniel,
Hirshleifer and Subrahmanyam, 1998; Odean, 1999; Gervais and Odean, 2001; Barber and Odean,
2001; Statman, Thorley and Vorkink, 2006; Glaser and Weber, 2007; Grinblatt and Keloharju, 2009;
Hoffmann and Post, 2016; Drerup, Enke and Von Gaudecker, 2017).25 To explore the role that in-
vestor confidence has on the extent to which beliefs are reflected in portfolios, we exploit the fact
that the survey directly elicits how confident individuals are about their answers. While individu-
als that are more confident log in or trade slightly more often, most of the variation in trading and
attention is within individuals with the same reported confidence (see Appendix Figure A.2). This
means that any variation in sensitivity by confidence is picking up a conceptually different object
than variation in sensitivity by trading frequency or attention. Column 6 of Table IV shows that
individuals who report being “extremely confident” in their stock market beliefs have an almost
four times higher sensitivity of portfolio shares to beliefs than individuals who report being “not
at all confident” or “not very confident.” However, even the sensitivity for the most confident
group is substantially below the benchmark of 10 described above.26

24Note that while the frequency of trading and log-ins strongly affects the relationship between beliefs and portfo-
lios, they are not correlated with the level of beliefs themselves. Indeed, the correlation between the average monthly
volume share and the expected 1-year stock market return is 0.02, and the correlation between the average monthly
number of Vanguard log-ins and the expected 1-year stock market return is 0.05.

25See DellaVigna and Malmendier (2006) and Malmendier and Tate (2005, 2008) for discussions of overconfidence
in other settings.

26Mapping confidence as reported in the survey to economic theory is not straightforward. One possibility is that
confidence captures the degree of certainty that individuals have about the entire distribution of outcomes. Individuals
who are less confident think that there is a higher probability that the outcomes will be drawn from a distribution
different from the one that they reported in the survey. One possibility that we ruled out is that confidence simply
reflects individuals’ uncertainty about the expected outcome. While confidence is inversely related to the standard
deviation of outcomes implied by the distribution questions, the relation is far from perfect, and the effect of confidence
on actions such as portfolio risk-taking goes well beyond the effect induced by the standard deviation.
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Unobservable Heterogeneity: Labor Income, Other Investments, Risk Aversion. There are a
number of other possible explanations for the relatively low sensitivity of equity shares to stock
market beliefs. One possible set of explanations falls under the category of “optimists take risks
outside of Vanguard portfolios.” For example, more optimistic respondents might have other
accounts, at a different firm, and predominantly take risks in those accounts. Note that to explain
our results it is not enough that all respondents choose a safer portfolios at Vanguard than in their
other accounts; it would have to be that pessimists are disproportionately likely to do so. Another
example would be that more optimistic respondents have occupations that are riskier; since their
labor income is riskier, then they tilt their portfolio investment toward safer assets.

Another possible explanation is that more optimistic respondents are substantially more risk
averse. This seems unlikely, since the implied variation in risk aversion across individuals would
have to be extraordinarily large. To address this issue, we modify the specification in equation 1,
and instead regress the logarithm of portfolio shares on the logarithm of expected excess returns
and the logarithm of the subjective variance (see Appendix A.4). The disadvantage of this log-log
specification is that we have to exclude observations in which either the portfolio share or the ex-
pected excess returns are zero or negative.27 The advantage is that, according to the Merton (1969)
model, the coefficient of relative risk aversion enters this specification in a linearly additive man-
ner, and therefore individual heterogeneity in risk aversion can be controlled for by individual
fixed effects. We find no evidence that heterogenous risk-aversion overturns the low sensitivity of
portfolios to beliefs that we have established thus far. In addition, Ameriks et al. (2016) observe
one cross-section of both expected returns and risk-aversion (elicited via lottery-type questions)
and conclude that risk-aversion heterogeneity is not sufficient to explain the low estimated aver-
age sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs.28

Summary. The evidence above has documented that investors’ portfolios systematically vary with
their beliefs. However, quantitatively, the average relationship is smaller than what would be
predicted by simple frictionless models. Some of the low estimated sensitivity can be attributed
to various forms of measurement error, but this cannot account for the entire gap. Instead, we
identified a number of deviations from the frictionless benchmark model that can help explain
the overall low sensitivity. For example, we find that the sensitivity is highest in actively man-
aged tax-advantaged accounts that do not offer default options for investments and do not incur
capital gains taxes upon transacting. We also find that individuals who trade more extensively,
individuals who pay more attention to their portfolios, and individuals who are more confident in
their beliefs all have a higher sensitivity of equity shares to stock market expectations. However,
the individuals who are most similar to the frictionless benchmark on each of these three dimen-

27Negative expected excess returns are not necessarily inconsistent with positive equity shares and rationality. As
Campbell and Viceira (1999) show, rational investor may hold stocks even at a negative expected excess return, if the
investor has a long horizon, risk aversion greater than one, and expects stock returns to mean revert. Consistent with
such an interpretation, the evidence in Figure VI documents that even those individuals who have negative expected
returns in the short run believe that the average annualized return over the next ten years will be positive.

28We also explored heterogeneity of the sensitivity of portfolio shares with respect to stock market beliefs along a
number of demographic characteristics of the respondents. We find that the equity shares of the portfolios of older
individuals are particularly sensitive to their 1-year expected returns. Similarly, the portfolios of male respondents are
substantially more sensitive to beliefs than the portfolios of female respondents. We did not find significant hetero-
geneity in the responsiveness of portfolios to beliefs based on the region where individuals are located.
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sions still do not have a sensitivity near that of the frictionless model. In column 7 of Table IV,
we explore the sensitivity of those respondents whose behavior comes closest to that described by
the frictionless model on all three dimensions: individuals who are extremely confident in their
beliefs, who pay substantial attention, and whose trading volume is significant. For respondents
in that group, we estimate a β of 3.5, though the standard error around this estimate is quite
large. This estimate is five times larger than the estimate obtained on the full sample, but still far
from the benchmark of 10 implied by the simple frictionless model described above. Importantly,
even these selected individuals still have frictions in their behaviors; for example, even in this
group, individuals do not log in more than 14 times a month on average. Overall, our findings
suggest that investor attention, adjustment costs, tax implications, and confidence are important
features that mediate the transmission from beliefs to portfolio allocations, and should therefore
play a more prominent role in the formulation of macro-finance models going forward. We sum
up these findings in the following fact on the relationship between investor beliefs and portfolios.

Fact 1. Portfolio shares vary systematically with individuals’ beliefs. However, the average sensitivity of an
investor’s portfolio share in equity to that investor’s expected stock market returns is lower than predicted
by frictionless asset pricing models. This sensitivity is higher in tax-advantaged accounts, and is increasing
in wealth, investor trading frequency, investor attention, and investor confidence.

II.B Other Beliefs and Portfolios

In the previous analyses, we explored the role that an individual’s expectations of 1-year stock
returns have on her portfolio allocation. We next explore how beliefs about other moments of stock
returns as well as beliefs about bond returns and GDP growth affect these portfolio allocations.
Since we are not able to instrument for most of these other beliefs, we return to OLS specifications.

In Column 1 of Table V, we control for the subjective standard deviation of 1-year stock re-
turns.29 This completes our analysis of the Merton (1969) model by allowing individual-level
variation in both the level and the standard deviation of expected returns. A higher standard de-
viation of returns has a statistically insignificant negative effect on the equity share. The estimated
sensitivity of portfolio shares to 1-year expected stock returns is unchanged when controlling for
the standard deviation. The low response of portfolios to the subjective standard deviation of
returns could be either due to measurement error in the standard deviation of returns, or due
to model misspecification, whereby it is actually the negative tail probability that matters, rather
than the standard deviation of returns.

Once we move away from the first and second moment of returns, or when consider beliefs
about long-run stock returns, we lose a simple asset pricing model that can be used to benchmark
the quantitative relationship between beliefs and portfolios. We therefore view the estimates pre-
sented in the rest of this section as providing guidance for future asset pricing theories wanting to
focus on the relevant moments of the belief distributions.

29To construct the implied standard devation from the distribution question, we first split each bucket into ranges
of 5 percentage points. For each of these ranges, we compute the historical probability of being in that range. We then
weight these probabilities by the subjective probability of each bucket reported by the respondent. We finally calculate
the standard deviation based on the mid-points of the narrower ranges, and their associated subjective probabilities.
This allows us to also calculate subjective standard deviations also for the (small minority) of individuals who put all
the probability mass in the middle bucket.
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Table V: Beliefs and Portfolios: Long-Run Returns, Variance, Tail Risk, and Bond Returns

Fixed Income
Share (%)

Cash Share (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.779*** 0.748*** 0.649*** 0.669*** 0.675*** -0.321*** -0.367***
(0.051) (0.052) (0.055) (0.056) (0.058) (0.046) (0.051)

Standard Deviation 1Y Stock Return (%) -0.077
(0.051)

Probability 1Y Stock Return < -30%  -0.108*** -0.171*** -0.095** -0.080** -0.083** 0.028 0.038
(0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.032) (0.026) (0.026)

Probability 1Y Stock Return∈ [-30%,-10%) -0.141***
(0.020)

Probability 1Y Stock Return∈ [30%,40%) 0.002
(0.023)

Probability 1Y Stock Return > 40% 0.030
(0.037)

Expected 10Y Stock Return (%) 0.366*** 0.375*** 0.414*** -0.322*** -0.109
(0.073) (0.075) (0.082) (0.067) (0.063)

Expected 1Y Return of 10Y bond (%) -0.193* -0.190* 0.521*** -0.331***
(0.087) (0.089) (0.073) (0.068)

Expected 3Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) -0.016 -0.210 0.133
(0.151) (0.126) (0.100)

Expected 10Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 0.070 0.078 -0.189*
(0.130) (0.110) (0.081)

Controls + Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Specification OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS

R-Squared 0.107 0.107 0.091 0.108 0.107 0.108 0.083 0.029

N 19,301 19,301 19,673 18,907 18,478 17,928 17,928 17,928

Equity Share (%)

Note: Table shows summary results from regression 1, where we also include other beliefs elicited by the survey. The
dependent variable in columns 1 to 6 is the equity share; in column 7 it is the fixed income share, and in column 8 it
is the cash share. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level. Significance levels: ∗ (p<0.10), ∗∗ (p<0.05), ∗∗∗
(p<0.01).

In Column 2 of Table V, we control for the probability that individuals assign to a stock mar-
ket decline of more than 30%. The probability of these rare disasters playes a prominent role in
many macro-finance theories of portfolio formation and, in general equilibrium, of asset returns
(Rietz, 1988; Barro, 2006; Gabaix, 2012). It is therefore ex-ante likely to be a major source of model
misspecification for equation 2 and the associated predictions for the sensitivity of portfolios to
stock market beliefs. Indeed, we find that a higher probability of a rare disaster is associated with
declines in the equity portfolio share. A one-standard deviation increase in the perceived stock
market disaster probability is associated with about a one percentage point lower equity share.

In Column 3, we separately include the probabilities that individuals assign to each of the five
buckets of possible realizations of equity returns. Since these probabilities add up to 100%, we
drop the middle bucket. Shifting subjective probability mass from the middle bucket to the low-
outcome buckets is associated with substantial declines in the equity share, while shifts to high-
outcome buckets lead to only small and statistically insignificant increases in the equity share.
This is consistent with concavity in the utility function, so that moving mass to negative states in
which marginal utility is high has disproportionately large effects on portfolio choice. It is also
reminiscent of models of loss aversion and downside-risk in which agents are disproportionally
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worried about returns below a certain cutoff point.
In Column 4, we include an individual’s beliefs about the average annualized stock return

over the coming ten years in addition to the beliefs about the expected stock returns over the
coming year. Short horizon and long horizon stock-market return expectations are positively cor-
related (see Section IV below), but long-run expectations matter for portfolio allocation even after
controlling for short-run expectations. Interestingly, the magnitude of the effects are similar for
long-run and short-run expectations. These results suggest that individuals choose their portfolio
for the long-run, particularly since they do not adjust it frequently, and do not behave myopically
by only focusing on their short-run expectations.30 In Column 5, we also include controls for a re-
spondent’s beliefs about the 1-year return of a 10-year risk-free bond. Holding fixed beliefs about
equity returns, increased optimism about bond returns is associated with a lower equity share.
Finally, column 6 also includes controls for GDP growth expectations, but these do not have an
effect on portfolio shares over and above the stock market and bond market expectations. This is
consistent with the vast majority of models in which expectations of cash flows contribute to the
level of asset prices, but only expectations about returns influence portfolio choice.

Overall, the findings in this section suggest that the relationship between beliefs and portfolio
allocations is more complex than suggested by the simple Merton (1969) model. First, the subjec-
tive risk of large stock market declines has larger effects on portfolio allocations than the subjective
variance. Second, long-run stock market beliefs matter in addition to short-run beliefs. Third, be-
liefs about other investments, including fixed income investments, also influence the optimal eq-
uity share. We hope that these findings can help guide the development of future macro-finance
models that explore the relationship between beliefs, portfolios, and ultimately asset prices.

II.C Substitution Patterns: Equity, Fixed Income, and Cash

The previous discussion explored the relationship between various beliefs (about stock returns,
bond returns, and GDP growth) and the equity share in investors’ portfolios. In Columns 7 and 8
of Table V, we instead use the fixed income share and the cash share as the dependent variables,
allowing us to explore the substitution between stocks, bonds, and cash. The majority of increase
in equity shares of individuals who expect higher stock market returns comes from individuals
substituting away from cash rather than individuals substituting away from fixed income secu-
rities. This is despite the fact that the average fixed income share is substantially larger than the
average cash share. Similarly, we find that increases in expected bond returns are associated with
increases in the fixed income share, with much of the adjustment coming from reductions in the
cash share instead of the equity share. The sensitivity of the bond portfolio shares to bond ex-
pected returns is even lower than the corresponding one for equities.31 We conclude that fixed
income offers a similar, even more extreme, picture as equities: portfolios co-move with beliefs,
but less so than implied by frictionless benchmark models.

30A large literature has studied the investment problem of a long-run investor; see for example Merton (1975);
Barberis (2000); Brennan, Schwartz and Lagnado (1997); Campbell and Viceira (1999, 2001); Campbell et al. (2002).

31A back-of-the-envelope calculation is again very illustrative. We can apply the Merton (1969) formula in equation
2 by replacing equities with bonds and using the historical standard deviation of long-term Treasury-bond returns
around 5%. The estimate of β = 0.521 from column 7 of Table V implies a coefficient of relative risk aversion of 860.
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II.D Trading and the Pass-Through of Beliefs To Portfolios

The previous sections have shown that infrequent trading contributes to the low measured sensi-
tivity of portfolios to beliefs in a cross-section of survey respondents. In this section, we inspect
this mechanism further, by looking at investors’ trading behavior over time. First, we explore
the extensive margin of trading: can we predict the incidence of trading with changes in beliefs
or other observables? Second, we inspect the intensive margin of trading: do changes in beliefs
affect the direction and magnitude of trading, conditional on a trade taking place? Third, we in-
spect whether the allocation of new funds that come into an account in the form of cash reflects
investors’ beliefs. Since our sample only includes a relatively limited time series, we will focus our
analysis on exploring the short-run passthrough of changes in beliefs to portfolio allocations.32

Before proceeding with the analysis, we provide a brief overview of how we measure trading;
the Appendix provides additional details. We observe administrative data on all transactions for
each client with a retail account.33 These include, among other things, money moving in and out
of the Vanguard accounts, purchases and sales of securities, and purchases, sales, and exchanges
of shares in mutual funds. Since we observe beliefs only when an investor answers the survey,
we aggregate all trades that occur between two survey responses. We can then relate trading
behavior to the beliefs at the time of each survey as well as changes in beliefs between surveys.
We also aggregate trades within each asset class: equity, fixed income, cash and cash-equivalents,
and other investments. For each time window between two surveys, we compute the changes in
portfolio shares across these asset classes that are induced by active trading during the window.34

This is different from the actual change in portfolio shares during each window, because changes
in market values also affect the final portfolio shares. The advantage of using trading data is
precisely that we can separately identify the component of the change in portfolio shares that can
be attributed to active trading decisions.35

We first explore how trading behavior varies with investors’ beliefs. For every investor, we
identify the time windows between each pair of consecutive survey responses. These windows
differ across investors who may respond to different survey waves. For each window, we compute
the total trading activity during that window, the beliefs at the beginning of the window, and the

32As the time series expands, it will be interesting to trace out the evolation of passthrough over longer horizons. It is
possible that this long-run passthrough of changes in beliefs will be larger. The cross-sectional analysis in the previous
section captures a stationary distribution of beliefs and portfolios that contains both individuals in their steady states,
and individuals who have recently received a shock to either their beliefs or their portfolio shares, and who may thus
be in the process of realigning these two objects.

33We are in the process of analyzing similar data for trading in institutionally managed retirement accounts.
34For example, if a respondent with 100 dollars in her account holds 60% of her portfolio in equity at the beginning

of the window, say January 15th 2018, and on January 20th she buys 10 more dollars of equity using cash already
available in the account, then we predict based on trading the end-of-window equity share to be 70%. Trades that occur
within an asset class, for example selling one stock to buy another, do not contribute to changes in asset class shares.

35In most periods, when trading has not taken place, the portfolio changes purely reflect market movements and
they are less likely to be aligned with belief changes. The decision of the agent not to trade to offset market movement
is only partially informative. For example, in the presence of fixed costs of trading, whether mental or physical, there is
an inaction band with respect to market movements in which lack of trading does not imply that beliefs and portfolio
shares are fully aligned. As a result, we view the analysis in this section to be substantially more informative than
a portfolio-share analysis as in the previous section that would include respondent fixed effects. Such a specification
yields a small positive but only marginally significant within-individual sensitivity, which is largely explained by the
limited trading of individuals between survey waves.
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change in beliefs during the window. We also track the investors’ beginning-of-window portfolio
allocations.36 We then regress the change in equity portfolio share due to trading for individual i
in window w, given as ∆EquitySharei,w, on the expected 1-year stock return as of the beginning
of the window, Ei,w−[R1y], the change in this expectation during the window, ∆Ei,w[R1y], and the
equity share at the beginning of the window, EquitySharei,w−:

(3) ∆EquitySharei,w = α + βEi,w−[R1y] + γ∆Ei,w[R1y] + δEquitySharei,w− + φXi,w + εi,w,

where Xi,w includes a set of window-length fixed effects, as well as controls for age, gender, region
of residence, wealth, wave fixed effects, and dummies for equity shares of 0% and 100%. Column
1 of Table VI reports the main coefficients; in the Appendix, we also report the coefficients on
the control variables. A one-percentage-point increase in expected returns at the beginning of
the window predicts a 0.1 percentage point increase in the equity share due to trading over the
following window; a one-percentage-point change in beliefs over the window predicts a 0.13 per-
centage point change in the equity share. While these sensitivities are statistically significant, they
are quantitatively small, and significantly smaller than what we obtained from the cross-sectional
analysis in Section II.37 Finally, Column 1 also shows that investors with high equity shares at the
beginning of the window tend to subsequently trade to reduce their equity exposures, potentially
a sign of rebalancing of their positions.

The low sensitivities in Column 1 could reflect two different mechanisms. First, they could
simply reflect the fact that individuals trade infrequently, so that the average sensitivity to beliefs
appears low (extensive margin). Alternatively, they could reflect a low sensitivity of trading to
beliefs even conditional on investors trading (intensive margin). Our trading data allows us to
disentangle the two explanations. We analyze them below.

The Extensive Margin of Trading. A large academic literature has aimed to explain trading vol-
ume in financial markets via a mix of changes in beliefs and overconfidence (e.g., Harrison and
Kreps, 1978; Hong and Stein, 1999; Scheinkman and Xiong, 2003; Hong and Stein, 2007). A re-
lated literature has studied models of the optimal frequency and size of trading in the presence
of limited information and transaction costs (e.g., Duffie, Sun et al., 1990; Gabaix and Laibson,
2001; Abel, Eberly and Panageas, 2007; Alvarez, Guiso and Lippi, 2012). A natural question in our
setup, therefore, is whether changes in beliefs are associated with trading.

Column 3 of Table VI reports the results of a regression similar to equation 3, except that the
dependent variable is an indicator of whether the investor has traded at all during the window,
and the change in expected returns over the window is replaced with the corresponding absolute
value. The predictive ability of belief changes for trading activity is statistically and economically
small. Beginning-of-window expected returns that are one percentage point higher only increase
the probability of trading during the subsequent window by 0.2 percentage points. Belief changes

36For example, if an investor has answered waves 1, 2 and 5 of the survey, we would identify two windows: the
2-month period between wave 1 and wave 2, and the 6-month period between wave 2 and wave 5. Each window
would appear as a separate observation in the analysis below.

37Since these regressions are analyzing changes over time in portfolio choice, rather than levels as in Section II, they
make use of a different source of variation; while one would expect these two approaches to produce similar results in
a frictionless world, this is not necessarily the case if trading frictions are present.
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Table VI: Trading Analysis

Δ Equity Share (%) Probability Trade Probability Trade Probability Buy Δ Equity Share (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Δ Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.131*** 1.095*** 0.408***
(0.020) (0.243) (0.070)

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.105*** 0.205* 1.253*** 0.401***
(0.020) (0.096) (0.253) (0.073)

Lagged Equity Share (%) -0.045*** -0.065** -0.369*** -0.156***
(0.005) (0.024) (0.054) (0.015)

|Δ Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) | 0.198
(0.126)

Extreme Equity Share Dummies Y Y Y Y Y

Time Betweeen Wave Dummies Y Y Y Y Y

Other Fixed Effects and Controls Y N Y Y Y

Specification
Conditional on 

Trading
Conditional on 

Trading

R-Squared 0.029 0.317 0.331 0.501 0.187
N 7,738 7,994 7,738 1,998 1,998

Note: Table shows results from regression 3. The unit of observation is a window between two consecutively survey
responses by the same individual. The dependent variable in columns 1 and 5 is the change in the equity share due
to trading between the two survey waves. The dependent variable in columns 2 and 3 is an indicator for whether
there was any active trading between the two survey waves. The dependent variable in column 4 is an indicator of
whether the individual increased her portfolio share in equity during the window as a result of trading between the
two survey waves. All columns control for the length of time between two consecutive answers, and for dummies
capturing extreme start-of-period equity shares of 0% or 100%. All other columns, except column 2, also control for the
respondents’ age, gender, region of residence, wealth, and the survey wave. Columns 4 and 5 conditional the sample
on windows with active trades.

over the window have an effect of similar magnitude, but the coefficient estimates are not sta-
tistically significant. While the R2 of the regression is high at 33%, Column 2 of Table VI, which
excludes the beliefs and portfolio shares entirely from the regression, displays a similarly high
R2 of 32%. This shows that the reason for the high R2 in Columns 2 and 3 is the inclusion of
window-length fixed effects: trading is mechanically more likely to occur the longer the length
of the window. The incremental explanatory power of beliefs and portfolios in predicting the
extensive margin of trading is just above 1%.

On the one hand, this difficulty with predicting who trades over a given time horizon might
not be surprising, since trading happens infrequently and is often driven by liquidity needs or life
events such as job transitions that we do not observe. On the other hand, these results support
models with a probability of trading that does not vary much with beliefs. Such models range
from imposing a flat hazard function exogenously (i.e., agents are selected at random to trade
with a constant probability per period), to deriving it as the optimal equilibrium choice.38

The Intensive Margin of Trading. In our next analysis, we condition on time windows during
which individuals trade actively, and ask whether the direction and the magnitude of the trade can

38We also explored the role of attention, as proxied by the frequency of log-ins to the Vanguard website, in predicting
trading. We find that people who pay more attention are more likely to trade based on beliefs and belief changes, but
the effect is small and concentrated among those investors who pay extremely close attention. This further reinforces
the conclusion that a constant hazard function of trading is a good approximation of the data.
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be explained by belief changes. We focus on trades that change the shares allocated to different
asset classes by at least one percentage point. We start by predicting the direction of trading.
Specifically, Column 4 of Table VI reports the results of a regression similar to equation 3, except
that the dependent variable is now an indicator of whether the investor has actively increased her
equity share by at least one percentage point during the window. Beliefs predict the direction of
trading conditional on a trade actually occurring: an investor who expects future returns to be
one percentage point higher is around 1.2 percentage points more likely to buy equities in a given
window. This coefficient is very similar for the beginning-of-period beliefs and for the change in
beliefs over the window. Since we do not know exactly at which point in the window the change in
beliefs occurred, we do not interpret these results strongly in light of a particular model of trading
behavior. Rather, it is likely that both the beginning-of-window beliefs and the change during
the window help capture the individuals’ true beliefs at the time of trade. Column 5 of Table VI
explores the magnitude of trading conditional on a trade occurring. The dependent variable is the
change in the equity share due to trading: that is, the regression is the same as for Column 1, but
the results are conditional on trading taking place (again, measured by the equity share changing
by at least 1% in any direction due to active trading). Conditional on trading, the sensitivity of
trading to beliefs increases by a factor of four compared to the unconditional results in Column
1: a one-percentage-point increase in investors’ beliefs about future returns corresponds to a 0.4
percentage point increase in the equity share due to trading. When we condition on larger trades
(at least a 5% change in equity share) the magnitudes double, with estimates around 0.8%.

These results show that, consistent with the analysis in previous sections, trading occurs in-
frequently, but when it does occur, it lines up with beliefs with economically and statistically
significant magnitudes.39 We summarize the results of this section in the following fact:

Fact 2. While belief changes have little to no explanatory power for predicting when trading occurs (ex-
tensive margin of trading), they explain both the direction and magnitude of trading conditional on a trade
occurring (intensive margin of trading).

The Allocation of New Funds. A final question we investigate is how respondents allocate “new
funds” across the different asset classes depending on their beliefs. We measure these new funds
as cash entering a Vanguard account from outside sources. Specifically, we look at all cases in
which, during a window, we see a net inflow of outside money into the account that is at least 20%
of the existing Vanguard assets. Of course, we do not observe whether these are new funds, such as
labor income, or proceeds from other asset sales outside of Vanguard. We exclude direct transfers
of securities, such as equities, bonds, or shares in mutual funds into Vanguard, since in those cases
we know that the investment already existed in the agent’s portfolio. Since investors devote some

39We have explored a variety of additional trading results, which we briefly summarize here. First, the results in
Table VI are robust to including subjective risk measures, like the probability of extremely negative returns, though
this probability itself does not appear to significantly affect trading behavior. Second, we have repeated the analysis by
looking at the 10-year expected return instead of (or in addition to) the 1-year expected return. When both the short-
term and long-term expectations are included in the regression, the 10-year expected return adds new information and
behaves similarly to short-term expected returns. Third, we have explored the allocation to other asset classes, where
the results are statistically weaker. For example, trading in bonds seems to have a statistically weak relation with beliefs
about bond returns, even after conditioning on trading.
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time to deciding an allocation for funds when they first transfer them to their trading account, this
represents a particularly informative window to observe how beliefs affect portfolio composition.
We repeat the regression of Column 5 of Table VI, but condition on a large inflow occurring during
the window. We find that when investors actually trade during that window (that is, they actively
allocate the new money), the sensitivity of equity shares to beliefs increases significantly, to 0.75,
for both levels and changes. In contrast, when little or no trading occurs during the window in
which new funds are brought in, we find that the sensitivity drops to around 0.002.

II.E Beliefs and Portfolios: Implication for Current Behavioral Models

Our results on the sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs speak to a large class of models that includes
both behavioral models and rational expectation models with information frictions.40 We focus
here on discussing the implications for the most advanced class of models that have made the most
progress in jointly matching survey expectations data and asset prices (e.g., Barberis et al., 2015).
More specifically, these models often build on a modification of Mertonian portfolio demand in
CARA-normal set ups, but rather than imposing rational expectations, they impose expectations
that are more consistent with survey evidence. These models’ predictions for asset prices rest
on two modeling blocks: (i) beliefs that are volatile and change over time, and (ii) individual
portfolios that react strongly to changes in these beliefs.41 Indeed, most behavioral models imply
the same sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs as the benchmark rational-expectations models.

Our results show that the sensitivity of portfolios to beliefs assumed in these models most
closely resembles the behavior of a group of investors who pay attention to their portfolios, who
trade regularly, and who are confident in their beliefs. For the majority of investors in our sam-
ple, infrequent trading and lack of confidence in beliefs reduces the passthrough from beliefs to
portfolios relative to the frictionless benchmark. If one maps our Vanguard investors into the be-
havioral agents in these models, then the models, in their current form, will overstate the power
of expectation changes in explaining asset price movements. Our research opens a new avenue
to improve the models: a successful model has to match both expectations and portfolio dynam-
ics jointly with asset prices. Of course, as discussed above, our Vanguard sample might not be
representative of other types of investors, and more research like ours but on different types of
investors might help to sharpen the mapping between real world investors and the models.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to fully specify such a model, but we find it useful to
describe some possible avenues arising from our work. First, one of the central facts we uncover
is that infrequent trading meaningfully reduces the passthrough of beliefs into asset demand. We
find that the timing of trading does not depend meaningfully on beliefs, but that, conditional on
trading, beliefs matter for the size and direction of the trade. A parsimonious way to model such

40Bhandari, Borovička and Ho (2016) is an example of a rational model that explicitly accounts for survey evidence.
41The first block is familiar from a long literature in finance going back to Shiller (1981) that has attempted to explain

the excess volatility of asset prices compared to fundamentals via the excess volatility of agents’ expectations (of either
fundamentals or returns) compared to rational expectations. The second block is more nuanced: for movements in
expectations to move asset prices in general equilibrium, these same movements of expectations have to move asset
demand in partial equilibrium. The intuition is that if expectations move asset demand, fixed asset supply implies
that prices have to adjust for markets to clear. Indeed, the smaller the response of quantities to beliefs, the larger the
movement in prices that is required to clear markets.
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behavior is to introduce infrequent random trading, whereby an agent is selected at random based
on a memory-less distribution to have the possibility of trading in a given period. This is reminis-
cent of the Calvo (1983) adjustment model for firm pricing decisions. In addition, it might prove
necessary to also introduce transaction costs (either physical or attention based) even conditional
on having the opportunity to trade to further mute the passthrough of beliefs to portfolios.

It is an open question whether a model in which behavioral agents have a lower sensitivity
of portfolio demand to beliefs can match asset prices. One further possibility for adjustments to
the basic models is thus to explore the relative wealth and demand sensitivities of different classes
of agents. For example, behavioral models such as those reviewed by Barberis (2018), often fea-
ture two types of investors (e.g., rational arbitrageurs and behavioral investors), each modeled
with its own demand for stocks similar to equation 2. Asset prices are then determined by the
dynamics of expectations of the behavioral agents, modulated by the relative wealth shares of the
two agents and their relative demand sensitivities. One possible avenue is thus to model the be-
havioral group to be substantially wealthier (in the aggregate) than the arbitrageurs. This would
induce the changes in demand by the behavioral agents, even with a relatively insensitive de-
mand, to be larger than the arbitrageurs’ capacity to absorb them, and thus generate larger asset
price movements. Alternatively, one could make the demand of the behavioral agents more sensi-
tive than that of the arbitrageurs. Belief surveys like ours could be used to explore the correlation
between deviations from rationality and the sensitivity of beliefs and portfolio allocations. A third
path to jointly matching prices and quantities in response to belief changes may be to introduce
frictions that amplify the price effect of changes in investors’ demand, as in Adam et al. (2015).

III VARIANCE DECOMPOSITION OF BELIEFS

Section I documented substantial heterogeneity in investors’ beliefs. In this section, we further
explore this heterogeneity by decomposing the variance of beliefs into three components: fixed
individual characteristics, common variation in individual beliefs over time, and a residual com-
ponent that captures both idiosyncratic individual time variation and measurement error.

To motivate this variance decomposition, we first explore a graphical representation of the
time-series and cross-sectional variation in our data. Panel A of Figure V shows the time-series of
average 1-year expected return in the GMS-Vanguard survey. As discussed in Section I.D, the av-
erage expected return in our sample displays meaningful time-series variation, with a maximum
increase of almost 2 percentage points and a subsequent decrease of similar magnitude. Panel B of
Figure V shows the same time series of average expected returns as in Panel A, but also includes
the 10th and 90th percentiles of the cross-sectional distribution of answers in each wave. The
cross-sectional variation in expected returns swamps the time-series variation. The bottom row of
Figure V highlights that this pattern is not unique to our survey. Indeed, the RAND survey dis-
cussed in Section I.D also displays substantially larger cross-sectional variation than time-series
variation in the probabilities that investors assign to a stock market increase.42

42Similar results also hold in the Duke CFO survey. Whereas we do not have access to the disaggregated data to
compute the percentiles month by month, we observe the cross-sectional standard deviation of the responses, which
is about 5 times larger than the time-series standard deviation of the average belief. Since the RAND survey was not
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Figure V: Time-Series and Cross-Sectional Variation: GMS-Vanguard and RAND
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(B) Time Series and Cross Section (GMS-Vanguard)
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(C) Time Series (RAND)
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(D) Time Series and Cross Section (RAND)
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Note: The figure reports the time series of the average beliefs from the GMS-Vanguard survey (top row, 1-year expected
return question) and from the RAND survey (bottom row, probability of a 1-year stock market increase). The right
panels in each row also plots the 10th and 90th percentiles of the survey answers in each wave.

There are two interpretations consistent with this finding. First, individual responses may
display substantial idiosyncratic variation both across individuals and over time: the same indi-
vidual might at different points in time report very different beliefs. This would generate, in each
survey wave, a large amount of cross-sectional variation in responses. Second, the observed cross-
sectional variation could be due to persistent heterogeneity in beliefs; that is, the same investors are
responsible for the dispersion in beliefs observed in different waves. Our survey contains a sub-
stantial panel element that allows us to disentangle the two alternative explanations. We find that
belief variation is mostly summarized by individual fixed effects, that is, individuals tend to have
very large and persistent differences in their views, which strongly dominate the time variation in

included in Greenwood and Shleifer (2014), which documents significant co-movement in the time series behavior of a
number of different surveys, it is useful to recall that Figure III shows the time series of RAND to be consistent with the
dynamics of other surveys. For the period in which they overlap, the correlation between the RAND time series and
the Shiller index is 0.29, and the correlation between the RAND time series and the Duke CFO survey is 0.49. These
correlations are in the same range of those reported by Greenwood and Shleifer (2014) for other survey measures.
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beliefs, at least during our sample period.43 We also find that this difference in beliefs is difficult
to explain with observable characteristics of the individuals.

III.A The Dominance of Individual Fixed Effects

We denote the belief expressed by individual i at time t as Bi,t. For example, for the question about
the 1-year expected stock market returns, we have Bi,t = Ei,t[R1y]. For the (unbalanced) panel of
these beliefs, we begin by running the following regressions:

Bi,t = χt + ε1,i,t,(4)

Bi,t = φi + ε2,i,t,(5)

Bi,t = φ3,i + χ3,t + ε3,i,t.(6)

Equation 4 estimates a set of time (i.e., survey wave) fixed effects, χt, that absorb the common
time-series variation of respondents’ beliefs. Equation 5 estimates a set of individual fixed effects,
φi, that absorb the average belief over time of each respondent. Equation 6 jointly estimates both
individual and time fixed effects. We estimate these regressions both unweighted and weighted
by respondent wealth, and only include individuals who responded to at least 3 waves.

Table VII: Decomposing the Variation in Beliefs: Individual and Time Fixed Effects

Reg (4) Reg (5) Reg (6) Reg (4) Reg (5) Reg (6) N

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 1.0 62.3 63.0 1.4 62.0 63.0 1,983

Expected 10Y Stock Return (% p.a.) 0.3 52.7 53.0 1.1 55.2 55.6 1,955

Probability 1Y Stock Return < ‐10%  0.2 56.7 56.8 0.4 56.9 57.1 2,023

St.d. Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.3 62.3 62.6 0.8 64.6 65.0 2,023

Confidence (Stock Qs) 0.2 66.1 66.2 0.4 68.5 68.6 2,004

Expected 3Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 0.6 53.8 54.2 1.5 53.9 54.9 1,985

Expected 10Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 0.4 49.3 49.6 1.8 49.7 50.0 1,971

Probability p.a. 3Y GDP Growth < 0% 0.3 54.2 54.4 0.7 57.3 57.7 2,015

St.d. Expected p.a. 3Y GDP Growth (%) 0.2 43.7 43.9 1.7 43.5 43.8 2,012

Confidence (GDP Qs) 0.1 67.8 67.8 0.3 68.2 68.5 1,997

Expected 1Y Return of 10Y bond (%) 0.4 57.3 57.7 2.7 59.5 60.2 1,951
Confidence (Bond Qs) 0.1 66.2 66.3 0.2 67.6 67.7 1,967

R2 (%) ‐ Unweighted R2 (%) ‐ Wealth‐Weighted

Note: Table reports the R2s corresponding to the three regressions 4, 5, and 6 (both unweighted and wealth-weighted),
and the number of individual respondents N. We only inlude respondents that have responded to at least three waves.
Each row corresponds to a different survey question that is used as the dependent variable.

Table VII reports the R2 of each of the three regressions (unweighted in the left panel and wealth-
weighted on the right panel), for a subset of questions from our survey. Most of the panel variation
in beliefs is absorbed by individual fixed effects. Consider for example the first row, correspond-
ing to the question on 1-year expected stock returns. Time fixed effects capture about 1% of the
total panel variation, whereas individual fixed effects capture more than 62% of the total varia-
tion.44 This large difference in explanatory power is common across all beliefs. The same is true

43As we add to the time-series variation in our data, it can also be used to test the rationality of the individuals, as
in Augenblick and Rabin (2018) and Augenblick and Lazarus (2018).

44These findings echo results in Dominitz and Manski (2011), who show that individuals’ responses for the prob-
ability of a positive equity return over the coming twelve months were correlated across two waves of the Michigan
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when we decompose the heterogeneity in individuals’ confidence in their beliefs: most of the vari-
ation is across individuals rather than over time. These conclusions change little when beliefs are
weighted by the wealth of the respondent.

One possible concern with this analysis is that the relatively short time period over which we
observe survey responses might make the fixed effects appear more important than they truly are,
for example if individuals’ beliefs followed a persistent autoregressive process. We investigated
this possibility in two ways. First, we added an autoregressive term to regression 6. This allows
us to distinguish whether the observed persistence of beliefs is due to a true "fixed effect" of each
individual (i.e., a long-run mean belief), as opposed to a temporary but persistent fluctuation of
individuals’ beliefs around their long-run means. For all the specifications reported above, the
autoregressive terms were small, statistically insignificant, and did not account for much of the
variation. Second, we increased the minimum number of waves that an individual has to answer
to be included in the analysis. This allows us to address concerns that the high explanatory power
of individual fixed effects arises mainly from in-sample fitting of noise. Table VIII shows how the
R2 changes for each question as we increase the minimum number of answers per individual.45

We find at most a modest deterioration in the importance of individual fixed effects (as measured
by the R2) as we increase the minimum number of answers. We conclude that in-sample fitting of
noise does not drive the explanatory power of the individual fixed effects.

While we cannot ultimately rule out that, as the survey continues in different economic en-
vironments, the relative importance of individual fixed effects will change, their overwhelming
importance compared to time fixed effects in our sample is striking. In particular, the persis-
tent cross-sectional variation is large even relative to time-series variation that other surveys have
displayed during periods like the Great Recession. We next confirm this result using the (now
discontinued) RAND survey, which also features a panel structure and a longer sample than ours.

III.A.1 The Dominance of Individual Fixed Effects in Other Surveys

The variance decomposition presented above can be performed on any survey with a panel struc-
ture. Among the existing surveys discussed in Section I, the RAND survey is the only one with a
substantial panel dimension. It covers the period from November 2008 to January 2016, and thus
includes part of the financial crisis and the following stock market recovery. The surveys were
generally run at a monthly frequency, though some months were skipped; overall, there are 61
survey waves. A total of 4,734 individuals participated in the survey, 3,166 of whom responded at
least 10 times, 1,780 at least 30 times, and 1,032 at least 50 times. Unfortunately, the RAND survey
does not directly elicit beliefs about expected returns; therefore, we focus on the closest available
substitute, namely beliefs about the probability of a stock market increase one year ahead.

As highlighted in Figure V, the time series variation of the average belief in the Rand survey is
swamped by the cross-sectional variation. We next explore whether the cross-sectional variation in
the RAND survey is also mostly explained by individual fixed effects. To do this, we perform the

Survey of Consumers. The authors also found substantial heterogeneity in this probability across individuals.
45The table also reports the number of individuals who respond a certain number of times. The number of observa-

tions is of course greater since each individual has answered multiple times. For example, 282 individuals repond to at
least six waves, but the total number of survey responses from these individuals is 1,692.
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Table VIII: Decomposing the Variation in Beliefs: Robustness

#Resp≥3 #Resp≥4 #Resp≥5 #Resp≥6 #Resp≥3 #Resp≥4 #Resp≥5 #Resp≥6

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 62.3 59.6 58.2 54.9 1,983 968 510 282

Expected 10Y Stock Return (% p.a.) 52.7 50.5 49.4 48.5 1,955 976 499 285

Probability 1Y Stock Return < ‐10%  56.7 55.9 56.1 55.5 2,023 1,001 521 287

St.d. Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 62.3 61.4 61.8 61.3 2,023 1,001 521 287

Confidence (Stock Qs) 66.1 64.4 63.2 64.3 2,004 984 510 284

Expected 3Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 53.8 51.5 46.6 46.5 1,985 984 512 283

Expected 10Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 49.3 45.1 46.2 44.2 1,971 969 504 282

Probability p.a. 3Y GDP Growth < 0% 54.2 52.4 50.9 50.8 2,015 1,001 521 289

St.d. Expected p.a. 3Y GDP Growth (%) 43.7 39.7 37.5 37.1 2,012 1,000 518 287

Confidence (GDP Qs) 67.8 65.4 63.4 63.4 1,997 985 508 286

Expected 1Y Return of 10Y bond (%) 57.3 53.9 52.7 52.9 1,951 974 507 284
Confidence (Bond Qs) 66.2 64.7 64.0 63.1 1,967 974 506 282

R2 (total, %) Number of Individuals

Note: The left panel reports the R2s corresponding to regression 5. The right panel reports the number of individuals
that respond the required number of times. Across columns, we increase the minimum number of responses for an
individual to be included in the sample from three to six. Each row corresponds to a different survey question that is
used as the dependent variable.

same variance decomposition for the RAND survey as the one we reported in Tables VII and VIII
for the GMS-Vanguard survey. The corresponding tables for the RAND survey are reported in the
Appendix, and the findings are both qualitatively and quantitatively consistent with those from
the GMS-Vanguard survey: across all questions, time fixed effects explain around 1% of the panel
variation, and the individual fixed effects explain about 50-60% of the variation. Interestingly, the
results are robust to increasing the minimum number of waves that an individual has to have
responded to in order to be included from 3 all the way to 50.46

III.B Beliefs and Demographics

Having established the overwhelming importance of individual fixed effects in explaining the
panel variation in beliefs, it is a natural question to ask which observable characteristics explain
why some individuals are optimistic and others are pessimistic. We find that observable individ-
ual characteristics have little or no explanatory power for beliefs. This is true despite including
measures such as gender, age, wealth, attention (days with visits to the Vanguard website), confi-
dence, and geographic location. To establish this finding, we run the following regression:

(7) φ3,i = α + ΓXi + εi,

where φ3,i are the individual fixed effects estimated in regression 6, and Xi are the following in-
dividual characteristics: dummy variables for age groups, wealth quintiles, region of residence,

46While the pattern of persistent and large belief differences across retail investors appears consistent across surveys
covering different time horizons and investor populations, it would be interesting to study the same relationship among
institutional investors or professional forcasters. However, such analyses need to carefully account for the various
incentives of the respondents, which is less of a concern in non-public surveys of retail investor beliefs. For example,
Ottaviani and Sørensen (2006) discuss various aspects of professional forecastersâĂŹ strategic behavior, highlighting
the presence of incentives to herd (see also Graham, 1999; Rangvid, Schmeling and Schrimpf, 2013).
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gender, confidence, and the number of days with Vanguard log-ins in an average month.47 Table
IX focuses on the R2s from these regressions, which capture the share of variation in the fixed
effects that is explained by the demographics. The observed characteristics have only minimal
explanatory power, with values for the R2 between 2% and 5%. Importantly, when we restrict the
analysis to explaining fixed effects that are estimated on more observations, and which should
therefore be more precise, there is only a modest increase in R2. We conclude that classic mea-
surement error in beliefs cannot explain the low predictive power of demographics for beliefs.
Despite the low overall explanatory power of demographics for beliefs, the Appendix shows that
demographic characteristics sometimes have a statistically significant relationship with beliefs.

Table IX: Beliefs Heterogeneity and Demographics

R2 #Resp≥1 #Resp≥2 #Resp≥3 #Resp≥4 #Resp≥5
Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 2.7 4.0 5.0 4.9 5.6
Expected 10Y Stock Return (% p.a.) 2.0 3.3 3.1 4.4 8.5
Probability 1Y Stock Return < -10% 3.1 5.0 7.1 9.2 11.9
St.d. Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 8.2 10.7 13.3 16.3 17.4
Expected 3Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 2.8 3.5 3.7 4.2 11.2
Expected 10Y GDP Growth (% p.a.) 3.8 4.4 4.0 6.1 10.8
Probability p.a. 3Y GDP Growth < 0% 6.1 8.7 9.4 12.3 10.8
St.d. Expected p.a. 3Y GDP Growth (%) 3.3 5.0 5.4 7.5 9.6
Expected 1Y Return of 10Y bond (%) 3.3 4.3 3.8 4.8 7.9

Note: The table reports the R2 statistics corresponding to regression 7. In each column, going from left to right, we
increase from 1 to 5 the minimum number of responses for an individual to be included in the sample. Each row
corresponds to a different question in the survey.

These results relate to the literature linking expectations to demographic characteristics and
personal experiences. It is common in this literature to find strong statistical relationships but
low explanatory power for expectations using variables such as wealth, gender, IQ, place of birth,
current location, own past experience, or friends’ past experiences (see, for example, Malmendier
and Nagel, 2011; Kuchler and Zafar, 2015; Das, Kuhnen and Nagel, 2017; Bailey et al., 2017, 2018;
Coibion, Gorodnichenko and Kamdar, 2018; D’Acunto et al., 2019).48 Our results above highlight
that the low R2s in these analyses is unlikely to be primarily due to classic measurement error in
beliefs. An exciting possibility is that these individual fixed effects therefore reflect combinations
of individual characteristics and experiences that economic research has yet to discover. Indeed,
we hope that this research effort will succeed in identifying additional characteristics that are both
statistically related to beliefs and can explain a substantial part of the cross-sectional variation.

We collect the findings from the variance decomposition of beliefs in the following fact, before
discussing its implications for macro-finance theory.

47For dynamic variables such as age and wealth, we take the average over the sample. For geographic location and
gender, we take the value of the most recent observation.

48We have thus far not included direct measures of personal experience, like own stock market performance, in
our regressions, though some elements of personal or cohort experience are captured by age and geographic location.
Choi et al. (2009) show that personal investment market performance in 401k plans leads to more savings, a form of
reinforcement learning.
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Fact 3. Variation in individual beliefs is mostly characterized by heterogeneous individual fixed effects:
between 50% and 60% of variation across responses is due to individual fixed effects and only 1% is due
to common time series variation. The remaining variation is accounted for by idiosyncratic individual
variation over time and measurement error. Only a small part of the persistent heterogeneity in individual
beliefs is explained by observable demographic characteristics.

III.C The Importance of Belief Heterogeneity for Macro-Finance Theory

Fact 3 highlights that the largest share of the total variation in beliefs in the GMS-Vanguard survey
is due to persistent heterogeneity across individuals, as opposed to aggregate or within-individual
variation in beliefs over time. These patterns have important consequences for the design of
macro-finance models. For this discussion, it is useful to consider two stylized classes of mod-
els used in the literature. At one extreme are models in which all individuals hold the same beliefs
and the only variation is in the time series (e.g., Barberis et al., 2015; Jin and Sui, 2018). At the
other extreme are models in which agents have permanent and constant differences in beliefs (e.g.,
Geanakoplos, 2009). The first class of models generates variation in asset prices by swings in in-
dividuals’ beliefs over time, which then translate into swings in the representative agent’s beliefs.
The second class of models generates variation in asset prices by movements in wealth-weighted
aggregate beliefs. Intuitively, this transmission requires several steps: first, individual heterogene-
ity in beliefs induces different portfolio shares; second, shocks over time redistribute wealth across
individuals given the differences in portfolios, which then affects equilibrium prices.49

Our research highlights that both of these stylized models miss central features of the data,
and suggests a path to enrich these models to better align with the empirical evidence. The first
class of models is silent on a major feature of the data, the cross-sectional individual heterogeneity,
and gets all its action from what appears to be a small component of the total variation in beliefs.
In light of our results, we believe that the literature would benefit from explicitly modeling the ag-
gregation of the heterogeneity in individual beliefs, and exploring the implications for equilibrium
prices and quantities. The second class of models captures the persistent individual heterogeneity,
but gets all its action by having this heterogeneity strongly reflected in portfolios. The findings
in Section II highlight the challenges with this second step. Beliefs differences are reflected in
portfolios in a statistically strong manner, but their average impact on portfolios is quantitatively
limited: in addition to the low estimated sensitivity, the R2 of the regression of portfolios on beliefs
is only about 2.2%, highlighting the limited sense in which optimists have riskier portfolios (see
column 1 in Table III above). If individuals with vastly different beliefs do not, on average, have
very different portfolios, then shocks do not substantially redistribute wealth between optimists
and pessimists, thus reducing the resulting variation in aggregate wealth-weighted beliefs. In Sec-
tion II we discussed a number of possible adjustments to the second class of models that might
help better fit the data, including taking explicit account of infrequent trading and confidence in
beliefs. Whether models with these adjustments can generate large swings in asset prices is an
interesting area of future research.

49For example, optimists have portfolios that load more than pessimists’ portfolios on good economic outcomes; if
these outcomes are realized, then the optimists’ wealth share increases compared to the pessimists’ share and the more
optimistic wealth-weighted beliefs are reflected in the new equilibrium prices.
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IV COVARIATION IN EXPECTED RETURNS AND CASH FLOWS

We next explore how beliefs about different objects relate to each other. While our survey sepa-
rately elicits beliefs about stock market returns and economic growth, these objects are naturally
linked. To relate these variables, we make the imperfect but useful abstraction to consider the
economy’s GDP to be the “dividend” paid to the holders of the stock market, so that we can proxy
for beliefs about dividend or cash-flow growth using beliefs about GDP growth.

Figure VI shows conditional binscatter plots of the relationship between short-run and long-
run expectations of stock returns and GDP growth. Panel A shows that expectations about short-
run and long-run stock returns are positively correlated, with an unconditional correlation coeffi-
cient of 0.32. Interestingly, even those respondents who expect negative returns over the next year
expect long-term returns to be positive. Similarly, short-term and long-term dividend growth are
positively correlated, with an unconditional correlation coeffiecient of 0.69 (see Panel B of Figure
VI). The patterns in Panels C and D of Figure VI are the main focus of this section. They show that
expectations of stock market returns and economic growth are positively correlated at all hori-
zons. Across individuals, those individuals that expect higher growth also expect higher returns.
The unconditional correlation between 1-year expected stock returns and 3-year expected GDP
growth is 0.22, while the unconditional correlation between 10-year expected stock returns and
10-year expected GDP growth is 0.26.50

To understand the implications of these correlations, we make use of the Campbell and Shiller
(1988) decomposition, which links prices, expected stock market returns, and expected cash-flow
growth via an identity (for any arbitrary horizon n):

(8) pdi,t =
1 − ρn

1 − ρ
k + Ei,t

n−1

∑
j=0

ρj(∆dt+1+j − rt+1+j) + ρnEi,t pdt+n,

where pdt is the logarithm of the price-dividend ratio, ∆dt+1 is the growth of dividends between
times t and t + 1, and rt+1 is the return of the stock market between between t and t + 1.51 This
identity has to hold individual by individual, so that we use the individual expectation operator
Ei,t[.] to stress that this reflects individual beliefs about future growth and returns. As noted by
Campbell (2017), the decomposition does not require that individuals have rational expectations,
but only that their expectations do not violate mathematical identities.52

It is important to note that while investors may disagree about expected cash flows and ex-
pected returns, the current price-dividend ratio is observable, so that all investors must agree on
its value: pdi,t = pdt. When investors are asked to report their expected returns over a certain
horizon, their answer takes into account this observed price. This does not imply that they think

50In unreported results, we confirm that these correlations are also present when we compare beliefs within individ-
uals over time: when individuals become more optimistic about short-run returns, they also become more optimistic
about long-run returns. The same holds for short-term and long-term cash flow expectations. In addition, when indi-
viduals become more optimistic about returns, they also become more optimistic about cash-flows.

51The parameters ρ and κ are log-linearization constants. For more details, see Campbell and Shiller (1988). Here it
suffices to think of ρ as a number close to 1, and κ as a positive constant.

52Indeed, since the formula is an identity, it holds for all possible future realizations. We require that expectations
satisfy the mild property that the formula must also then hold in expectation.
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Figure VI: Relationships Among Different Beliefs Within the Same Survey
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Note: Figure shows conditional binscatter plots across different answers from within the same survey response.

the asset is correctly priced (indeed, they might think the current price is different from the funda-
mental value), but just that they know the current market price, and understand that returns are
determined based on the difference between future prices and dividends and the current market
price. For example, optimistic investors that expect high cash flow growth in the future might
think that the market is currently undervalued. In that case, they might expect a future correction
that will cause prices to rise and therefore lead to high returns. Another way to think about this
is that the expected return we elicit corresponds to the discount rate based on the current price, as
opposed to a fundamental discount rate at which ideally future cash flows should be discounted
to obtain what the investor believes to be the fundamental value of the asset. So throughout the
paper, we test how investors react to the expected return they expect given the current market
price, not the expected return they would obtain if the price was equal to the fundamental value.

To understand the quantitative implication of the cross-sectional Campbell-Shiller decompo-
sition, we map the survey answers to the terms in equation 8 in the following way:
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Qi
3d,t = Ei,t∆dt+1 = Ei,t∆dt+2 = Ei,t∆dt+3,= Ei

t∆dS(9)

Qi
r1,t = Ei,trt+1 = Ei,trS,(10)

Qi
d10,t =

3
10

Ei,t∆dS +
7
10

Ei,t∆dL,(11)

Qi
r10,t =

1
10

Ei,t∆rS +
9
10

Ei,trL.(12)

Equation 9 imposes that the average annualized expected growth rate of GDP over the next three
years, i.e., the answer to the question about short-term growth, maps into the expected growth rate
of dividends in each of the next three years (Ei,t∆dS). Equation 10 sets up the notation for short-
term (i.e., one year) expected stock market returns (Ei,trS). Equation 11 maps the survey question
about long-run economic growth (Qi

d10,t) into long-run dividend growth (Ei,t∆dL), defined as div-
idend growth between years 3 and 10. Equation 12 similarly maps the survey question about
ten-year stock market returns (Qi

r10,t) into long-run stock market returns (Ei,t∆rL), defined as those
between years 1 and 10.53 For simplicity, we have introduced notation in this section assuming
that the time interval between t and t + 1 is one year. In bringing this decomposition to the data,
we maintain the assumption that the horizon of returns and cash-flow growth is expressed in
years, even if we measure the decomposition at a two-month frequency. Table X shows the corre-
lations of the variables Ei,t∆dS, Ei,t∆dL, Ei,trS, Ei,t∆rL and Ei,t pdt+10. Consistent with the analysis in
Figure VI, short-run and long-run expected returns are positively correlated, as are short-term and
long-term dividend growth. Finally, expectations of stock market returns and economic growth
are positively related at all horizons.

Table X: Within-Response Correlation Across Answers to Different Survey Questions

Corr/std Ei,trS Ei,trL Ei,t∆dS Ei,t∆dL Ei,t pdt+10

Ei,trS 1
Ei,trL 0.21 1
Ei,t∆dS 0.25 0.17 1
Ei,t∆dL 0.07 0.23 0.41 1
Ei,t pdt+10 0.34 0.76 -0.20 -0.36 1

Note: Table shows the correlation across answers given by the same individual in the same survey wave. Ei,t pdt+10 is
obtained by imposing equation 13 and the observed contemporaneous price-dividend ratio.

From the answers to the four survey questions about long-run and short-run economic growth and
stock market returns, we therefore obtain estimates of the terms: Ei,t∆dS, Ei,t∆dL, Ei,trS, Ei,t∆rL.

53The Campbell-Shiller decomposition requires that dividend growth and returns are either both nominal or both
real. In our survey, however, the stock returns questions are nominal and the GDP growth questions are real. Our
decision was driven by a desire to ask about objects that are salient to the respondents. In the general press, stock
market returns are almost always reported in nominal terms, while economic growth is reported in real terms. In
mapping the answers to this decomposition, we make the assumption that expected inflation is constant, in which case
equation 8 still applies with an adjustment to the constant.
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We rewrite equation 8 by grouping the terms of interest:

(13) pdt =
1 − ρ10

1 − ρ
k +

1 − ρ3

1 − ρ
Ei,t∆dS +

ρ3 − ρ10

1 − ρ
Ei,t∆dL − Ei,trS −

ρ − ρ10

1 − ρ
Ei,trL + ρ10Ei,t pdt+10.

This equation contains two elements that we cannot obtain directly from the survey. The first is
the parameter ρ, which relates to the long-term price-dividend ratio (see Campbell, 2017). The
second is the ten-year expected price-dividend ratio, Ei,t pdt+10. We calibrate ρ = 0.96, using the
average log price-earning ratio over the period 1881-2018, and then use this identity to back out the
expectation of each individual about the price-dividend ratio ten years into the future, Ei,t pdt+10.
Having obtained the "residual" term, Ei,t pdt+10, we can analyze equation 13 as an identity and
verify how the various terms balance out across people and over time.

This decomposition relies on the fact that all investors observe the current price-dividend ra-
tio pdt, but they can disagree about its determinants. Some investors, for example, might expect
higher short-term dividend growth ∆dS. To have expectations that are consistent with the current
price, however, they must also expect that the other terms in this equation balance out. For ex-
ample, these investors might expect the long-term dividend growth to be low (low ∆dL) or they
might expect the asset to have high returns. This decomposition holds also if investors think the
market is currently mispriced. For example, an optimistic investor who expects high short-term
dividend growth ∆dS might think that the asset is currently undervalued. When asked about
future returns, she takes into account that prices today are too low and that, given her expecta-
tions of high dividends, future prices and returns are going to be high.54 An optimistic investor
that thinks the market is currently undervalued might expect the mispricing to be resolved in the
short-run (generating high Ei,trS), in the long run (generating high Ei,trL), or even to persist longer
than ten years (resulting in a low Ei,t pdt+10). These examples illustrate the main intution behind
our appliction of the Campbell and Shiller (1988) decomposition. Indeed, this equation is an iden-
tity at the individual level even in the presence of behavioral biases in expectations, and it does
not require agents to think that the market is fairly priced. By applying this decomposition to our
data, we can therefore understand the sources of disagreement among investors.

Since equation 13 is an identity, the variance of any term can be decomposed into the fractions
explained by the covariation with the remaining terms. In our context, we can think of this vari-
ance decomposition as relating the disagreement about one variable (across people and in the time
series) to the disagreement about other variables. The contribution of each term to total variation
is not required to be positive, but the sum of all individual terms’ contributions is always 100%.55

We focus here on the variance decomposition for short-term cash flows Ei,t∆dS, and report the
alternative representations in the Appendix.

54For example, some behavioral models like Jin and Sui (2018) imply, consistent with our results, that investors with
high cash-flow growth expectations also expect high returns.

55Generally, if X + Y + Z = 0, then one can write −X = Y + Z, and Var(X) = Cov(−X,−X) = Cov(−X, Y) +
Cov(−X, Z). Scaling by the variance of X, we have: Var(X)

Var(X)
= Cov(−X,Y)

Var(X)
+ Cov(−X,Z)

Var(X)
= 100%. The total (100%) variance

of X can be decomposed into the sum of two components, a fraction due to the covariation of X with Y, the term(
Cov(−X,Y)

Var(X)

)
, and a fraction due to the covariation of X with Z, the term

(
Cov(−X,Z)

Var(X)

)
. The fractions sum up to 100% by

definition.
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In our sample, we find that 27% of the disagreement in short-term dividend growth is ex-
plained by its cross-sectional correlation with short-term expected returns. Like in the examples
above, investors who are optimistic about short-term cash flows also expect high future one-year
returns given the current price.56 We also find that investors who are optimistic about short-term
cash flow growth are optimistic about long-term dividend growth. All else equal, this would
amplify the disagreement about the valuation, and therefore must be associated with an even
stronger balancing effect from the other terms of the equation. In the variance decomposition
terms, disagreement about long-term dividend growth contributes negatively (more specifically,
-90%) to explaining the disagreement about short-term dividend growth. Just like short-term
returns, long-term returns help balance the disagreement in cash flows, contributing to explain
68% of the variation. These three terms (short-term expected returns, long-term expected returns,
and long-term dividend growth) do not add up to 100% of the variation in short-term divided
growth; in fact, they only add up to 5%. The residual term, the expectation of the price-dividend
ratio 10-years ahead, absorbs the slack. More specifically, investors that are more optimistic about
short-term cash flows also believe that the price dividend ratio will stay low even ten years from
now. This could occur, for example, if they believe that the current market is undervalued and
that some of the mispricing will persist over the next 10 years.

To sum up, we see positive cross-sectional correlation in beliefs between short-term and long-
term dividends, between short-term and long-term returns, and between dividends and returns.
These forces do not fully balance each other to match the current price-dividend ratio, implying
that investors disagree about the very long-term evolution of the market price. However, it is
important to note that, since we measure the expectations of the long-term price dividend ratio as
the residual in the Campbell and Shiller (1988) identity, this term also collects potential measure-
ment error in expected returns and expected dividend growth. In drawing implications below, we
are going to assume that expected returns and cash-flows are both well measured, but stress this
assumption here to the reader. Any measurement error could reduce the quantitative importance
of disagreements about long-run price-dividend ratios. However, given the evidence for limited
classical measurement error described above, we believe that the basic patterns described in this
section are not primarily by measurement error.

Implications for Macro-Finance Models. The behavioral finance literature usually either models
expectations and disagreement about cash-flows or about returns (Cutler, Poterba and Summers,
1990; De Long et al., 1990a,b; Barberis et al., 2015). The Campbell-Shiller identity states that, since
everyone observes the current price, disagreement about any term in equation 13 needs to be
matched by disagreement about the other terms of that equation. As a result, theoretical mod-
els that take disagreement about one term as a primitive have equilibrium implications about
disagreement on the remaining terms of the identity. For example, one might start the model
assuming disagreement about dividend growth, but the model then endogenously generates het-

56This correlation is quite natural. Consider, for example, a 1-period asset. Then, given its current price Pt, any
investor who expects a high dividend Et[Dt+1] has to expect also a high return since the expected return Et[Rt+1] is
given by the ratio of expected dividend (Et[Dt+1]) to current price: Et[Rt+1] = Et[Dt+1]/Pt. For a multi-period asset,
expectations of future capital gains also enter the formula thus making the analysis more interesting, but this basic force
survives fixing the capital gains expectations.
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erogeneity in expected returns over some horizon. It is interesting to confront these model impli-
cations with the data, for example, by applying a variance decomposition similar to the one above
to the model equilibrium. Which terms in the decomposition co-move and by how much is infor-
mative: it tells us, for example, whether investors who believe that the asset is mispriced believe
that the mispricing will be resolved in the short term or in the long term. Our empirical results
suggests that disagreement about the long run evolution of market prices plays an important role
in determining investor beliefs. We collect the results in the fact below.

Fact 4. Individuals who expect higher cash flows also expect higher returns. A cross-sectional Campbell-
Shiller variance decomposition implies that these individuals also expect market prices to remain low for an
extended period of time (10 years or more).

V A BEHAVIORAL APPROACH TO RARE DISASTERS

In the previous sections, we focused on exploring those moments of the belief distribution that
have been of most central interest to the asset pricing literature, such as the mean and variance of
expected returns and growth rates. However, an important strand of the macro-finance literature
has emphasized that expectations of rare but potentially catastrophic negative events, sometimes
called rare disasters, can help explain portfolio holdings and asset prices (Rietz, 1988; Barro, 2006;
Gabaix, 2012). This literature has stressed that the expected probability and size of rare disasters
are some of the most important moments for understanding risks and returns. In this section, we
explore a number of features of these disaster probabilities, and discuss their implications for the
theoretical literature.57

Indeed, our survey was specifically designed to elicit the expectations of disaster probabilities
for both stock returns (i.e., 1-year stock returns of less then -30%) and GDP growth (i.e., annualized
3-year GDP growth of less then -3%). Section II.B showed the importance of subjective disaster
probabilities for portfolio formation: holding fixed the mean, respondents with a higher perceived
probability of stock market disasters also had lower equity shares (see Column 2 of Table V).
We first explore the relationship between individuals’ expectations of the probabilities of stock
market disasters and GDP disasters. The left panel of Figure VII shows that expectations of the
two types of disasters are positively related at the individual level (the slope of the regression line
is 0.38); in unreported results, we find that this is also true within individuals and over time. These
findings suggest that expectations of rare stock market disasters come with expectations of lower
cash flows and are not just purely the result of expecting higher future returns (i.e., stock market
disasters are not purely due to discount rate variation).

We next analyze the relationship between expected returns and expected disaster probabili-
ties. The right panel of Figure VII shows that individuals who report a higher subjective probabil-
ity of stock-market rare disasters also report lower expected stock-market returns. To explore this
relationship more formally, we run the following regression:

(14) Ei,t[R1y] = α + β Probi,t[R1y < −30%] + γXi,t + ψt + εi,t,

57Recently, Goetzmann, Kim and Shiller (2018) have studied the determinants of beliefs about rare disasters using
the Shiller survey.
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Figure VII: Stock Disasters, GDP Disasters, and Expected Returns

0
5

10
15

20
P

ro
ba

bi
lit

y 
3Y

 G
D

P
 G

ro
w

th
 <

 3
%

 p
.a

.

0 10 20 30 40
Probability 1Y Stock Return < -30%

Conditional on Age, Gender, Region, Wealth, and Survey Wave

Disaster Probability in GDP and Stock Returns

0
2

4
6

E
xp

ec
te

d 
1Y

 S
to

ck
 R

et
ur

n 
(%

)

0 10 20 30 40
Probability 1Y Stock Return < -30%

Conditional on Age, Gender, Region, Wealth, and Survey Wave

Expected Return and Stock Market Disaster Beliefs

Note: The left panel shows a conditional binned scatter plot of survey respondents’ subjective probability that the 1-
year stock returns are below 30% and their expectation that annualized average GDP growth over the next three years
is below -3%. The right panel shows a conditional binned scatter plot of survey respondents’ subjective probability
that the 1-year stock returns are below 30% and their expected 1-year stock returns. Both panels condition on the
respondents’ age, gender, region, wealth, and the survey wave.

where the coefficient of interest is β. We additionally control for demographic characteristics such
as age, gender, wealth, and region of residence, as well as survey-wave fixed effects. The nega-
tive relationship between expected return and disaster probability is extremely robust. Column 1
of Table XI is equivalent to the regression line in the right panel of Figure VII. The estimate of β

implies that a 5 percentage point increase in individuals’ subjective probability of a stock market
disaster reduces their expected return by 0.8 percentage points. Column 2 shows that a similar
negative relationship occurs when we consider the probability of less extreme outcomes, returns
below −10%. Column 3 restricts the data to those answers that report a probability of a stock
market return less than −30% to be between 0.1% and 10%. Consistent with the FRAME effect
discussed in earlier sections, we find that excluding very extreme responses increases the sensi-
tivity from −0.16 to −0.25. Column 4 shows that the results are not meaningfully affected by the
order in which the buckets are presented to the respondent in the distribution question (high-to-
low vs. low-to-high). Column 5 includes individual fixed effects, and Column 6 does the same but
restricts the probabilities to be in the same range as those in Column 3. These latter columns show
that the negative relationship between subjective expected returns and disaster probabilities holds
also in the time series for each individual. We collect the findings in this section in the following
Fact.

Fact 5. Higher expectations of stock market disasters are associated with lower expected stock market re-
turns, both across and within individuals.

Connection to Rare Disaster Models. In standard rational-expectation equilibrium models with
rare disasters, expected returns and the probability of disasters are positively related. The intu-
ition is that a higher probability of disaster induces individuals to demand a higher compensation
for holding the stock market and this makes equilibrium expected returns higher. The closest
mapping between our empirical results and theoretical models is between Column 5 of Table XI,
the within-individual over-time analysis, and the time-varying rare-disaster framework of Gabaix
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Table XI: Expected Stock Returns and Rare Disasters Beliefs

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Probability 1Y Stock Return < -30%  -0.165*** -0.255*** -0.076*** -0.100***
(0.010) (0.018) (0.015) (0.026)

Probability 1Y Stock Return < -10%  -0.131***
(0.004)

Probability 1Y Stock Return < -30%  -0.155***
  x Low Bucket First (0.012)

Probability 1Y Stock Return < -30%  -0.180***
  x High Bucket First (0.016)

Controls + Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y

Individual Fixed Effects Y Y

Specification Prob ∈ [0.1%,10%] Prob ∈ [0.1%,10%]

R-Squared 0.069 0.192 0.036 0.527 0.810 0.845
N 18,049 18,049 10,396 18,049 18,057 9,606

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%)

Note: Table shows results from regression 14. The unit of observation is a survey response, the dependent variable is
the expected one year stock return. All columns control for the respondents’ age, gender, region of residence, wealth,
and the survey wave. Columns 5-6 include individual fixed effects, wave fixed effects, and a dummy for the random-
ization order of the buckets in the distribution question. Columns 3 and 6 restrict the sample to individuals who report
expected probabilities of a stock market disaster between 0.1% and 10%. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent
level. Significance levels: ∗ (p<0.10), ∗∗ (p<0.05), ∗∗∗ (p<0.01).

(2012). In that framework, a representative agent (a collection of many identical agents) with ra-
tional expectations prices assets in an economy affected by time-varying rare disasters.58 When
the representative agent expects a higher probability of a disaster she also expects returns to be
higher. The relationship in the data appears with an opposite sign relative to the theory. This
poses a challenge to rational expectations models of rare disasters.

However, we do not think that our results are inconsistent with the importance of rare disas-
ters for asset pricing more generally. In fact, it is likely that modifications to existing models that
incorporate at least some behavioral agents can more closely align model predictions and data
(see, for example, Jin, 2015). Our cross-sectional results are consistent with models of heteroge-
nous expectations and “agree to disagree”. Recall our discussion in the previous section on the
relation between expected returns and expected cash flows: suppose that agents differ in their
expectation of cash-flow disasters and that a higher probability of disaster results into a lower
expected cash-flow. Since the current stock price is observed by all agents, then those agents who
think that disasters are more likely also tend to expect lower returns. It is beyond the scope of
this paper to provide a full model of the behavioral approach to rare disasters, but we expect that
formulating and quantifying such a model will prove a fruitful area for future research. We sketch
below one possibility, with the full acknowledgement that other approaches are also possible.

In this approach, some agents are modeled as thinking in partial equilibrium. When these
agents believe that rare disasters have become more likely, they do not take into account that

58The model jointly specifies the dynamics of the probability and size of disaster, which we map for simplicity into
pure variation in probability. Comparing our estimates with the model of Barro (2006) is more indirect since, in that
model, the disaster probability and expected (rational) returns are both constant over time. A rough comparison can be
obtained by studying comparative statics of the model: again, a higher probability of disaster corresponds to a higher
expected return.
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other agents might think the same, and therefore do not incorporate the fact that stock prices
might already be lower to account for the increased risk. Instead, they think that prices are too
high, and expect returns to be lower going forward. They therefore sell stocks to reduce their
exposure by more than they would if they anticipated that the compensation for holding this risk
has increased in equilibrium. In turn, this force may induce more selling pressure (and therefore
a bigger price effect) in response to an increase in the disaster probability. Of course, there might
also be rational agents who take the opposite side of these trades; these rational agents require
higher returns to compensate for the risk and to absorb the stocks that the behavioral agents are
selling.

VI CONCLUSION

In this paper, we designed, administered and analyzed a new survey of investor beliefs, com-
bined with administrative data on their portfolio holdings and trading behaviors, to establish the
following five facts about the relationship between investor beliefs and portfolios.

Fact 1. Portfolio shares vary systematically with individuals’ beliefs. However, the average sensitivity of an
investor’s portfolio share in equity to that investor’s expected stock market returns is lower than predicted
by frictionless asset pricing models. This sensitivity is higher in tax-advantaged accounts, and is increasing
in wealth, investor trading frequency, investor attention, and investor confidence.

Fact 2. While belief changes have little to no explanatory power for predicting when trading occurs (ex-
tensive margin of trading), they explain both the direction and magnitude of trading conditional on a trade
occurring (intensive margin of trading).

Fact 3. Variation in individual beliefs is mostly characterized by heterogeneous individual fixed effects:
between 50% and 60% of variation across responses is due to individual fixed effects and only 1% is due
to common time series variation. The remaining variation is accounted for by idiosyncratic individual
variation over time and measurement error. Only a small part of the persistent heterogeneity in individual
beliefs is explained by observable demographic characteristics.

Fact 4. Individuals who expect higher cash flows also expect higher returns. A cross-sectional Campbell-
Shiller variance decomposition implies that these individuals also expect market prices to remain low for an
extended period of time (10 years or more).

Fact 5. Higher expectations of stock market disasters are associated with lower expected stock market re-
turns, both across and within individuals.

These facts provide guidance on the construction of macro-finance models. We highlight three
ingredients for new models: (i) large and persistent heterogeneity in beliefs about both expected
returns and cash flows, (ii) infrequent trading and portfolio adjustment costs, and (iii) overconfi-
dence and a willingness to “agree to disagree.” Many of these features are already components
of existing models, and we believe that the further development of such models is promising area
for future research, in particular with the increasing availability of survey data to allow for a more

50



rigorous calibration and quantifications of these forces. In addition, we believe that our find-
ings make a strong case for the usefulness of survey data in designing and testing these models.
It is strongly predictive of individual behavior, and can shine light on previously unobservable
elements of these theories. We hope that the research community will continue to embrace the
usefulness of survey data, while continuing to push for increasingly large and representative sur-
veys that are explicitly designed to inform theories and minimize the challenges associated with
measurement error.
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Bhandari, Anmol, Jaroslav Borovička, and Paul Ho. 2016. “Identifying ambiguity shocks in busi-
ness cycle models using survey data.” National Bureau of Economic Research.

Bordalo, Pedro, Nicola Gennaioli, Yueran Ma, and Andrei Shleifer. 2018. “Overreaction in
macroeconomic expectations.” Working Paper.

Brennan, Michael J, Eduardo S Schwartz, and Ronald Lagnado. 1997. “Strategic asset allocation.”
Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control, 21(8-9): 1377–1403.

Burnside, Craig, Martin Eichenbaum, and Sergio Rebelo. 2016. “Understanding booms and
busts in housing markets.” Journal of Political Economy, 124(4): 1088–1147.

Calvo, Guillermo A. 1983. “Staggered prices in a utility-maximizing framework.” Journal of mon-
etary Economics, 12(3): 383–398.

Campbell, John Y. 2017. Financial decisions and markets: a course in asset pricing. Princeton Univer-
sity Press.

Campbell, John Y, and Luis M Viceira. 1999. “Consumption and portfolio decisions when ex-
pected returns are time varying.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 114(2): 433–495.

Campbell, John Y, and LuisM Viceira. 2001. “Who should buy long-term bonds?” American Eco-
nomic Review, 91(1): 99–127.

Campbell, John Y, and Robert J Shiller. 1988. “The dividend-price ratio and expectations of future
dividends and discount factors.” The Review of Financial Studies, 1(3): 195–228.

Campbell, John Y, Luis M Viceira, Luis M Viceira, et al. 2002. Strategic asset allocation: portfolio
choice for long-term investors. Clarendon Lectures in Economic.

Case, Karl E, Robert J Shiller, and Anne Thompson. 2012. “What have they been thinking? Home
buyer behavior in hot and cold markets.” National Bureau of Economic Research.

Cheng, Ing-Haw, Sahil Raina, and Wei Xiong. 2014. “Wall Street and the housing bubble.” Amer-
ican Economic Review, 104(9): 2797–2829.

Choi, James J, and Adriana Z Robertson. 2018. “What matters to individual investors? Evidence
from the horse?s mouth.” National Bureau of Economic Research.

52



Choi, James J, David Laibson, Brigitte C Madrian, and Andrew Metrick. 2009. “Reinforcement
learning and savings behavior.” The Journal of finance, 64(6): 2515–2534.

Clark, Jeffrey W, Stephen P Utkus, and Jean A Young. 2015. “Automatic enrollment: The power
of the default.” Valley Forge, PA: Vanguard.

Cochrane, John H. 2011. “Presidential address: Discount rates.” The Journal of finance, 66(4): 1047–
1108.

Cochrane, John H. 2017. “Macro-finance.” Review of Finance, 21(3): 945–985.
Cogent Wealth Reports. 2018. “Investor Brand Builder 2018.”
Coibion, Olivier, and Yuriy Gorodnichenko. 2012. “What can survey forecasts tell us about in-

formation rigidities?” Journal of Political Economy, 120(1): 116–159.
Coibion, Olivier, Yuriy Gorodnichenko, and Rupal Kamdar. 2018. “The formation of expecta-

tions, inflation, and the phillips curve.” Journal of Economic Literature, 56(4): 1447–91.
Cummins, Jason G, Kevin A Hassett, and Stephen D Oliner. 2006. “Investment behavior, ob-

servable expectations, and internal funds.” American Economic Review, 96(3): 796–810.
Cutler, David M, James M Poterba, and Lawrence H Summers. 1990. “Speculative Dynamics and

the Role of Feedback Traders.” The American Economic Review, 80(2): 63–68.
D’Acunto, Francesco, Daniel Hoang, Maritta Paloviita, and Michael Weber. 2019. “IQ, expecta-

tions, and choice.” Bank of Finland Research Discussion Paper, , (2).
Daniel, Kent, David Hirshleifer, and Avanidhar Subrahmanyam. 1998. “Investor psychology

and security market under-and overreactions.” the Journal of Finance, 53(6): 1839–1885.
Das, Sreyoshi, Camelia M Kuhnen, and Stefan Nagel. 2017. “Socioeconomic status and macroe-

conomic expectations.” National Bureau of Economic Research.
De la O, Ricardo, and Sean Myers. 2017. “Subjective Cash Flow and Discount Rate Expectations.”
DellaVigna, Stefano. 2009. “Psychology and economics: Evidence from the field.” Journal of Eco-

nomic literature, 47(2): 315–72.
DellaVigna, Stefano, and Joshua M Pollet. 2009. “Investor inattention and Friday earnings an-

nouncements.” The Journal of Finance, 64(2): 709–749.
DellaVigna, Stefano, and Ulrike Malmendier. 2006. “Paying not to go to the gym.” american

economic Review, 96(3): 694–719.
De Long, J Bradford, Andrei Shleifer, Lawrence H Summers, and Robert J Waldmann. 1990a.

“Noise trader risk in financial markets.” Journal of political Economy, 98(4): 703–738.
De Long, J Bradford, Andrei Shleifer, Lawrence H Summers, and Robert J Waldmann. 1990b.

“Positive feedback investment strategies and destabilizing rational speculation.” the Journal of
Finance, 45(2): 379–395.

Dominitz, Jeff, and Charles F Manski. 2007. “Expected equity returns and portfolio choice: Evi-
dence from the Health and Retirement Study.” Journal of the European Economic Association, 5(2-
3): 369–379.

Dominitz, Jeff, and Charles F Manski. 2011. “Measuring and interpreting expectations of equity
returns.” Journal of Applied Econometrics, 26(3): 352–370.

Drerup, Tilman, Benjamin Enke, and Hans-Martin Von Gaudecker. 2017. “The precision of sub-
jective data and the explanatory power of economic models.” Journal of Econometrics, 200(2): 378–
389.

Duffie, Darrell, Tong-sheng Sun, et al. 1990. “Transactions costs and portfolio choice in a discrete-
continuous-time setting.” Journal of Economic dynamics and control, 14(1): 35–51.

Farhi, Emmanuel, and Iván Werning. 2017. “Monetary policy, bounded rationality, and incom-
plete markets.” National Bureau of Economic Research.

Fuhrer, Jeffrey C. 2018. “Intrinsic Expectations Persistence: Evidence from professional and
household survey expectations.”

Fuster, Andreas, Ricardo Perez-Truglia, and Basit Zafar. 2018. “Expectations with Endogenous
Information Acquisition: An Experimental Investigation.” National Bureau of Economic Re-
search.

Gabaix, Xavier. 2012. “Variable rare disasters: An exactly solved framework for ten puzzles in
macro-finance.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 127(2): 645–700.

Gabaix, Xavier. 2016. “A behavioral New Keynesian model.” National Bureau of Economic Re-
search.

Gabaix, Xavier, and David Laibson. 2001. “The 6D bias and the equity-premium puzzle.” NBER
macroeconomics annual, 16: 257–312.

Gao, Zhenyu, Michael Sockin, and Wei Xiong. 2016. “Economic consequences of housing specu-

53



lation.” Working paper.
García-Schmidt, Mariana, and Michael Woodford. 2019. “Are low interest rates deflationary? A

paradox of perfect-foresight analysis.” American Economic Review, 109(1): 86–120.
Geanakoplos, J. 2009. “The leverage cycle.” NBER Macroeconomics Annual.
Gennaioli, Nicola, and Andrei Shleifer. 2018. A crisis of beliefs: Investor psychology and financial

fragility. Princeton University Press.
Gennaioli, Nicola, Yueran Ma, and Andrei Shleifer. 2016. “Expectations and investment.” NBER

Macroeconomics Annual, 30(1): 379–431.
Gervais, Simon, and Terrance Odean. 2001. “Learning to Be Overconfident.” The Review of Finan-

cial Studies, 14(1): 1–27.
Gillen, Ben, Erik Snowberg, and Leeat Yariv. 2015. “Experimenting with measurement error:

Techniques with applications to the caltech cohort study.” National Bureau of Economic Re-
search.

Glaeser, Edward L, and Charles G Nathanson. 2017. “An extrapolative model of house price
dynamics.” Journal of Financial Economics, 126(1): 147–170.

Glaser, Markus, and Martin Weber. 2007. “Overconfidence and trading volume.” The Geneva Risk
and Insurance Review, 32(1): 1–36.

Goetzmann, William, Dasol Kim, and Robert Shiller. 2018. “Availability, Media, Earthquakes,
and Lottery Winners: Determinants of Crash Beliefs From Investor Surveys.” Working Paper.

Graham, John R. 1999. “Herding among investment newsletters: Theory and evidence.” The Jour-
nal of Finance, 54(1): 237–268.

Greenwood, Robin, and Andrei Shleifer. 2014. “Expectations of returns and expected returns.”
The Review of Financial Studies, 27(3): 714–746.

Grinblatt, Mark, and Matti Keloharju. 2009. “Sensation seeking, overconfidence, and trading
activity.” The Journal of Finance, 64(2): 549–578.

Harrison, J Michael, and David M Kreps. 1978. “Speculative investor behavior in a stock market
with heterogeneous expectations.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 92(2): 323–336.

Hoffmann, Arvid OI, and Thomas Post. 2016. “How does investor confidence lead to trading?
Linking investor return experiences, confidence, and investment beliefs.” Journal of Behavioral
and Experimental Finance, 12: 65–78.

Hong, Harrison, and Jeremy C Stein. 1999. “A unified theory of underreaction, momentum trad-
ing, and overreaction in asset markets.” The Journal of finance, 54(6): 2143–2184.

Hong, Harrison, and Jeremy C Stein. 2007. “Disagreement and the stock market.” Journal of Eco-
nomic perspectives, 21(2): 109–128.

Hudomiet, Peter, Gábor Kézdi, and Robert J Willis. 2011. “Stock market crash and expectations
of American households.” Journal of Applied Econometrics, 26(3): 393–415.

Hurd, Michael D, and Susann Rohwedder. 2012. “Stock price expectations and stock trading.”
National Bureau of Economic Research.

Hurd, Michael, Maarten Van Rooij, and Joachim Winter. 2011. “Stock market expectations of
Dutch households.” Journal of Applied Econometrics, 26(3): 416–436.

Jin, Lawrence. 2015. “A speculative asset pricing model of financial instability.”
Jin, Lawrence J, and Pengfei Sui. 2018. “Asset pricing with return extrapolation.” Finance Down

Under 2018 Building on the Best from the Cellars of Finance Paper.
Kézdi, Gábor, and Robert J Willis. 2009. “Stock market expectations and portfolio choice of Amer-

ican households.” Unpublished manuscript, University of Michigan.
Kézdi, Gábor, and Robert J Willis. 2011. “Household stock market beliefs and learning.” National

Bureau of Economic Research.
Kuchler, Theresa, and Basit Zafar. 2015. “Personal experiences and expectations about aggregate

outcomes.”
Kyle, Albert S, and F Albert Wang. 1997. “Speculation duopoly with agreement to disagree: Can

overconfidence survive the market test?” The Journal of Finance, 52(5): 2073–2090.
Landier, Augustin, Yueran Ma, and David Thesmar. 2017. “New experimental evidence on ex-

pectations formation.”
Laudenbach, Christine, Ulrike Malmendier, and Alexandra Niessen-Ruenzi. 2019. “Emotional

tagging and belief formation-The long-lasting effects of experiencing communism.” American
Economic Review: AER.

Madrian, Brigitte C, and Dennis F Shea. 2001. “The power of suggestion: Inertia in 401 (k) par-
ticipation and savings behavior.” The Quarterly journal of economics, 116(4): 1149–1187.

54



Malmendier, Ulrike, and Geoffrey Tate. 2005. “CEO overconfidence and corporate investment.”
The journal of finance, 60(6): 2661–2700.

Malmendier, Ulrike, and Geoffrey Tate. 2008. “Who makes acquisitions? CEO overconfidence
and the market’s reaction.” Journal of financial Economics, 89(1): 20–43.

Malmendier, Ulrike, and Stefan Nagel. 2011. “Depression babies: do macroeconomic experiences
affect risk taking?” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 126(1): 373–416.

Malmendier, Ulrike, and Stefan Nagel. 2015. “Learning from inflation experiences.” The Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 131(1): 53–87.

Manski, Charles F. 2004. “Measuring expectations.” Econometrica, 72(5): 1329–1376.
Manski, Charles F. 2018. “Survey measurement of probabilistic macroeconomic expectations:

progress and promise.” NBER Macroeconomics Annual, 32(1): 411–471.
Meeuwis, Maarten, Jonathan A Parker, Antoinette Schoar, and Duncan I Simester. 2018. “Belief

disagreement and portfolio choice.” National Bureau of Economic Research.
Merkle, Christoph, and Martin Weber. 2014. “Do investors put their money where their mouth

is? Stock market expectations and investing behavior.” Journal of Banking & Finance, 46: 372–386.
Merton, Robert C. 1969. “Lifetime portfolio selection under uncertainty: The continuous-time

case.” The review of Economics and Statistics, 247–257.
Merton, Robert C. 1975. “Optimum consumption and portfolio rules in a continuous-time

model.” In Stochastic Optimization Models in Finance. 621–661. Elsevier.
Mian, Atif, Amir Sufi, and Nasim Khoshkhou. 2015. “Government economic policy, sentiments,

and consumption.” National Bureau of Economic Research.
Odean, Terrance. 1999. “Do investors trade too much?” American economic review, 89(5): 1279–1298.
Ottaviani, Marco, and Peter Norman Sørensen. 2006. “The strategy of professional forecasting.”

Journal of Financial Economics, 81(2): 441–466.
Ouimet, Paige, and Geoffrey A Tate. 2017. “Attention for the Inattentive: Positive Effects of Neg-

ative Financial Shocks.” Available at SSRN 2760422.
Peng, Lin, and Wei Xiong. 2006. “Investor attention, overconfidence and category learning.” Jour-

nal of Financial Economics, 80(3): 563–602.
Piazzesi, Monika, and Martin Schneider. 2009. “Momentum traders in the housing market: sur-

vey evidence and a search model.” American Economic Review, 99(2): 406–11.
Rangvid, Jesper, Maik Schmeling, and Andreas Schrimpf. 2013. “What do professional forecast-

ers’ stock market expectations tell us about herding, information extraction and beauty con-
tests?” Journal of Empirical Finance, 20: 109–129.

Rietz, Thomas A. 1988. “The equity risk premium a solution.” Journal of monetary Economics,
22(1): 117–131.

Scheinkman, Jose A, and Wei Xiong. 2003. “Overconfidence and speculative bubbles.” Journal of
political Economy, 111(6): 1183–1220.

Shiller, Robert J. 1981. “Do Stock Prices Move Too Much to be Justified by Subsequent Changes
in Dividends?” The American Economic Review, 71(3): 421–436.

Statman, Meir, Steven Thorley, and Keith Vorkink. 2006. “Investor overconfidence and trading
volume.” The Review of Financial Studies, 19(4): 1531–1565.

Vanguard. 2017. “TDF Adoption in 2017.”
Vissing-Jorgensen, Annette. 2003. “Perspectives on behavioral finance: Does" irrationality" dis-

appear with wealth? Evidence from expectations and actions.” NBER macroeconomics annual,
18: 139–194.

55



APPENDIX FOR “FIVE FACTS ABOUT BELIEFS AND PORTFOLIOS”

Stefano Giglio Matteo Maggiori Johannes Stroebel Steve Utkus

A.1 RESPONSE RATES

We next provide more details on the response rates to the GMS-Vanguard Survey. The top panel
of Figure A.1 reports the number of responses in each wave, with different shades of gray tracking
the first wave in which an individual responded. Starting in wave 5, we receive more responses
from individuals who are re-respondents than from individuals who are responding for the first
time. The bottom panel shows that about 35% of responses come from individuals who have
responded to one survey only (though some of these may end up responding to future surveys).
Over 25% of responses come from individuals who have responded to at least four survey waves,
and 10% come from individuals who have responded to at least six survey waves.

Figure A.1: Number of Responses by Wave
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Note: Figure shows number of responses to the GMS-Vanguard Survey. The top panel shows the number of responses
per wave. The bottom panel shows the total number of responses separately by how many survey waves a person has
responded to. In both panels, the colors correspond to the waves in which these individuals first answered.
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A.2 CORRELATION ACROSS INVESTOR CHARACTERISTICS

In Section II of the paper, we show heterogeneities in the sensitivity of portfolio allocations to
beliefs along a number of observable investor characteristics: investor trading volume (measured
as the average monthly turnover as a share of portfolio value), investor attention (measured as
the average number of days per month on which investors log into the Vanguard website), and
investor confidence (expressed as the confidence in their beliefs about stock returns). Appendix
Figure A.2 shows that these characteristics are relatively uncorrelated across individuals, and, as
a result, that the various splits of the investor samples do capture economically and statistically
distinct characteristics.

Figure A.2: Trading Volume, Attention, and Confidence
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Note: Figure shows the distributions of the average monthly volume share by log ins (top left panel), the average
monthly volume share by confidence (top right panel) and the average number of monthly Vanguard visits by confi-
dence (bottom panel). The box plots show the 5th, 25th, 50th, 75th and 95th percentiles.

A.3 TRADING DATA

In this Appendix, provide more details on the data construction for our trading analysis. For
investors with retail accounts (which are 80% of the Vanguard investors we contacted), we have
obtained transaction-level data since we began administering our survey (beginning of 2017).
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For each trade by a Vanguard investor in our sample, we observe the anonymized id of the
investor (that can be linked to the survey), the day of the trade, the amount traded, and the CUSIP
and ticker of the security traded. We also observe the asset class composition of each security
(individual security or fund): percentage invested in equity, fixed-income, cash, other, and un-
known (we group other and unknown together). The classification is provided to us directly by
Vanguard. For individual securities, the classification is relatively obvious: equity securities are
classified as 100% equity, bonds as 100% fixed income, etc...For mutual funds and ETFs, Vanguard
relies on both internal data (for Vanguard operated funds) and external data (from Morningstar)
to divide the investment of the funds in the various asset classes. Finally, the data contains a code
that describes the type of transaction: whether it’s a purchase of an asset with cash, a sale, an
exchange of two different stocks, a purchase with cash from outside Vanguard, and so on.

We use this information to compute, for each trade, how the portfolio allocation into equity,
fixed income, cash and other investments (as well as outside money) changes as a result of the
trade. We do so by combining the information about the type of trade (buy, sell, etc) with the
dollar amount of the trade and with the allocation of the asset traded into asset classes (equity,
fixed income, etc).

We divide our sample period in two-week “intervals” (for each month, from the 1st to the
15th of the month, and from the 15th to the end of the month). We do this in two-week increments
because our survey is administered around the 15th of the month. Each trade is then assigned to
the corresponding interval, and all trades are aggregated by interval. This procedure yields, for
each interval, the total increase/decrease in equity, fixed income, cash, and other and unknown
in the portfolio during the interval, as well as the total inflow/outflow of money from Vanguard
and the total volume of trade during the interval.

We then merge this transaction data with the portfolio data, which are snapshots of the port-
folios held at the end of each month. We can then compute the change during the interval in the
fraction of portfolio allocated to equity, fixed income, cash and other due to trading. For intervals
starting on the 15th of the month (for which therefore we do not observe the snapshot of the mar-
ket value of the portfolio at that point in time), we use instead the imputed value of the portfolio
combining the beginning-of-month portfolio value and the change in value due to trading during
the first two weeks.

The analysis in the main body of the paper focuses on “windows" between any two consec-
utive surveys answered by each individual. An individual, for example, might have answered
wave 1 and 3 of the survey, so that a four-month window has passed between the two answers.
For the analysis in the paper, we aggregate all the 15-day intervals in each window to focus on
trading that occurred during the window.

A.4 BELIEFS AND PORTFOLIOS: A LOG-LOG SPECIFICATION

We report here a modification to the specification in Equation 1 in which we regress the logarithm
of portfolio shares on the logarithm of expected excess returns and the logarithm of the subjective
variance. We have to exclude observations in which either the portfolio share or the expected
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excess returns are too close to zero or negative.1

Table A.1: Beliefs and Portfolios: The Log-Log Specification

(1) (2) (3)

log(Expected 1Y Excess Stock Return (%)) 0.092*** 0.088*** 0.009

(0.010) (0.009) (0.008)

log(Standard Deviation 1Y Stock Return (%)) 0.046* ‐0.003 ‐0.004

(0.021) (0.020) (0.016)

Controls N Y Y

Individual Fixed Effects N N Y

R‐Squared  0.011 0.075 0.970

N 14,489 14,483 14,483

log(Equity Share (%))

Note: Table shows results from the Log-Log specification discussed in Section A.4. The unit
of observation is a survey response, the dependent variable is the logarithm of the equity
share. Column 2 also control for the respondents’ age, gender, region of residence, wealth,
and the survey wave. Column 3 includes individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clus-
tered at the respondent level. Significance levels: ∗ (p<0.10), ∗∗ (p<0.05), ∗∗∗ (p<0.01).

Table A.1 reports the results. The first two columns differ only in the inclusion of controls. Simi-
larly to our main specification, we find a robust and statistically significant relationship between
portfolio shares and expected (excess) returns, but a weak relationship with the subjective stan-
dard deviation. According to the Merton (1969) model, the coefficient predictions are: 1 on ex-
pected excess returns and −2 on subjective standard deviation. For expected returns, instead, we
find a coefficient of 0.09, approximately 10 times too small. This specification, therefore, further
confirms the result of a statistically robust but small sensitivity of portfolio shares to expected
returns. Under the Merton (1969) model, the coefficient of relative risk aversion enters this speci-
fication in a linearly additive manner, and therefore individual heterogeneity in risk aversion can
be controlled for by individual fixed effects. Column 3 of Table A.1 reports the corresponding re-
sults; the equity sensitivity is still positive but much smaller at 0.009. The estimate is also no longer
statistically significant. The lack of significance can be understood in the context of our trading
analysis in Section II.D. A regression with individual fixed effects is identifying off the time-series
variation within each individual of beliefs and portfolio shares. Since trading occurs very infre-
quently, this variation mostly reflects market changes to which the agent does not respond, thus
providing a noisy relationship between beliefs and portfolio changes.

A.5 BELIEFS AND DEMOGRAPHICS: FULL RESULTS

In the main body of the paper, we explored the relationships between beliefs and portfolios, con-
ditional on demographic characteristics of the individual survey respondents. In Table III, we
focused on presenting our main coefficients of interest. Column 1 of Table A.2 additionally shows
the coefficients on the control variables corresponding to Column 1 of Table III. Equity shares are

1We impose that portfolio equity share is between 1% and 100%, and expected excess return are between 1% and
13%. The upper bound of 13% is chosen to be comparable with the restriction of 15% expected returns used in the main
body of the paper given 1-year treasuries rates around 2% during this period.
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decreasing significantly across age groups. Relative to individuals below the age of 40, those aged
above 60 have an equity share that more than 20 percentage points lower. This relationship be-
tween age and equity shares is consistent with standard advice on asset allocation when saving
for retirement, where the implied risk aversion is increasing as individuals approach retirement
age. It is also consistent with the asset allocation in target retirement funds. Equity shares are not
systematically different across gender, region of location, and wealth quintiles.

Table A.2: Beliefs by Demographics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Equity Share (%)
Expected 1‐Year

Stock Returns

Standard Dev.

Expected 1‐Year

Stock Returns

Probability 

1‐Year Stock

Returns < ‐30%

Expected 10‐Year

Stock Returns

Expected 1‐Year

Bond Returns

Expected 3‐Year 

GDP Growth

Expected 10‐Year

GDP Growth

Difficulty of Stock

Question

Confidence in

Stock Answer

Expected 1Y Stock Return (%) 0.749***
(0.052)

Male ‐0.355 0.008 0.191 0.016 ‐0.159* ‐0.313*** ‐0.210*** ‐0.434*** ‐0.241*** 0.201***
(0.643) (0.108) (0.101) (0.159) (0.076) (0.060) (0.045) (0.053) (0.022) (0.018)

Age  ∈ [40, 50] ‐5.498*** 0.068 ‐0.504** 0.209 0.01 0.319** 0.109 ‐0.079 ‐0.071 0.148***
(0.920) (0.235) (0.184) (0.276) (0.139) (0.100) (0.081) (0.095) (0.037) (0.037)

Age  ∈ [50, 60] ‐13.978*** 0.656** ‐0.993*** ‐0.510* 0.053 0.149 0.340*** 0.109 ‐0.069* 0.207***

(0.865) (0.200) (0.161) (0.235) (0.125) (0.093) (0.076) (0.087) (0.033) (0.033)

Age  ∈ [60, 70] ‐21.657*** 0.432* ‐1.288*** ‐0.371 ‐0.281* 0.044 0.348*** 0.145 0.118*** 0.088**

(0.859) (0.187) (0.152) (0.230) (0.116) (0.088) (0.068) (0.082) (0.032) (0.031)

Age  > 70 ‐22.918*** 0.581** ‐1.702*** ‐0.666** ‐0.185 0.038 0.451*** 0.220** 0.270*** 0.045

(0.982) (0.204) (0.164) (0.247) (0.124) (0.097) (0.071) (0.083) (0.036) (0.033)

Region North ‐0.05 ‐0.178 ‐0.124 0.287 0.122 0.076 0.035 ‐0.029 ‐0.03 ‐0.005

(0.865) (0.145) (0.133) (0.222) (0.092) (0.084) (0.053) (0.064) (0.028) (0.024)

Region South 1.075 0.08 ‐0.103 0.145 0.254** 0.162* 0.062 0.001 ‐0.047 0.027

(0.802) (0.135) (0.123) (0.199) (0.087) (0.078) (0.047) (0.059) (0.026) (0.023)

Region West ‐0.757 ‐0.603*** 0.195 0.630** ‐0.01 0.014 ‐0.138** ‐0.148* ‐0.015 ‐0.046

(0.845) (0.151) (0.125) (0.209) (0.089) (0.080) (0.048) (0.060) (0.027) (0.024)

Wealth Quintile 2 ‐0.838 ‐0.489** ‐0.055 ‐0.077 ‐0.389*** ‐0.315*** ‐0.245*** ‐0.192* ‐0.036 ‐0.01
(1.008) (0.168) (0.143) (0.227) (0.112) (0.084) (0.066) (0.078) (0.029) (0.026)

Wealth Quntile 3 ‐0.231 ‐0.291 ‐0.125 ‐0.117 ‐0.459*** ‐0.550*** ‐0.351*** ‐0.401*** ‐0.094** 0.017
(1.004) (0.158) (0.144) (0.245) (0.114) (0.085) (0.063) (0.075) (0.030) (0.026)

Wealth Quintile 4 ‐1.243 ‐0.287 ‐0.352* ‐0.38 ‐0.436*** ‐0.692*** ‐0.373*** ‐0.451*** ‐0.097** 0.038
(1.041) (0.167) (0.147) (0.225) (0.115) (0.088) (0.064) (0.075) (0.031) (0.027)

Wealth Quintile 5 0.086 ‐0.662*** ‐0.306* ‐0.743*** ‐0.771*** ‐1.158*** ‐0.570*** ‐0.690*** ‐0.107*** 0.02
(1.004) (0.163) (0.144) (0.212) (0.109) (0.096) (0.059) (0.070) (0.031) (0.027)

Wave Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

R‐Squared 0.107 0.013 0.016 0.004 0.01 0.023 0.017 0.019 0.033 0.021

N 19,478 19,732 19,933 19,933 19,627 19,542 19,663 19,537 20,099 19,920

Note: Column 1 shows coefficients from a regression of portfolio equity shares on beliefs and demographic controls.
Columns 2-10 show coefficients of regressions of answers to the various survey questions on demographic controls.
Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level. Significance levels: ∗ (p<0.10), ∗∗ (p<0.05), ∗∗∗ (p<0.01).

Columns 2-10 of Table A.2 show the coefficients on the control variables from a regression of sur-
vey responses on these demographic controls. As highlighted in Section III, the overall predictive
power of these controls for beliefs is relatively low, and all regressions have a relatively low R2. A
few interesting and systematic patterns emerge nevertheless. First, in our sample, older individ-
uals are marginally more optimistic about expected stock returns and about 3-year GDP growth;
their subjective distribution over future stock returns also has a lower standard deviation. Confi-
dence in own beliefs about stock market returns by age has an inverse-U shape. Second, there is
no large difference between men and women in terms of their stock market expectations, but men
expect both GDP growth and bond returns to be lower. Men also find the questions less difficult,
and are more confidence in their answers. Wealthier individuals are more pessimistic across most
of their beliefs; this effect is smallest for the 1-year stock market expectations. In addition, wealth-
ier individuals find the questions easier, on average, though they are no more confident in their
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answers than less wealthy individuals. Across Census regions, there is some evidence that resi-
dents from the Western Region are somewhat more pessimistic, both in terms of expected stock
returns and expected GDP growth.
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A.6 VARIANCE DECOMPOSITION OF BELIEFS (RAND)

In this Appendix, we repeat the variance decomposition of beliefs from Section III using the RAND
survey. The RAND survey covers a smaller cross-section (4,734 individuals) but a longer time
series than the GMS-Vanguard survey, with 1,032 individuals responding at least 50 times.

Table A.3: Decomposing Variation in Beliefs: Individual and Time Fixed Effects (RAND)

Reg (4) Reg (5) Reg (6) N

Prob. Ret > 0% (1yr) 0.5 56.8 57.4 3,475

Prob. Ret > 20% (1yr) 1.4 47.1 48.2 3,358

Prob. Ret < ‐20% (1yr) 0.5 45.9 46.4 3,442

Prob. Ret > 0% (10yr, cumul.) 1.5 67.4 68.4 3,475

Prob. Ret > 20% (10yr, cumul.) 3.8 53.3 56.1 3,052

Prob. Ret < ‐20% (10yr, cumul.) 0.4 49.3 49.5 2,996

R2 (%) 

Note: Table shows R2s corresponding to the three regressions 4, 5, and 6, using the
RAND survey. Each row corresponds to a different question in the survey.

In Table A.3, we repeat the analysis from Table VII in the text, reporting the share of total vari-
ance that is explained by time fixed effects, individual fixed effects, and both. We require that
individuals have responded at least 3 times, consistent with Table VII in the text that uses the
GMS-Vanguard survey. We perform the analysis using six different questions asked in the RAND
survey: the probability that the 1-year return is above 0%, above 20% or below -20%, and the
probability that the cumulative 10-year return is above 0%, above 20%, or below -20%. Table A.4
repeats the robustness exercise from Table VIII, and increases the number of responses required
to be included in the analysis from 3 to 50. Both tables show results qualitatively and quantita-
tively similar to the ones in the GMS-Vanguard survey, with the individual fixed effects robustly
explaining 50-60% of the total variation, and the time fixed effects explaining 1-4%.

The RAND survey also includes several questions about individual portfolios. For example, it
asks about the composition (equity, government bonds, certificate of deposits) of household port-
folios both within and outside of retirement accounts. We have inspected the data but concluded
that, since most observations for portfolios are missing, it does not provide a reliable sample to
jointly analyze portfolios and answers about expected stock market performance.2

2Questions in the RAND survey about portfolios (question numbers: a008, a009, a010, st001, st003, ra001, ra002,
ra007) tend to have many missing answers, especially outside of retirement accounts.
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Table A.4: Decomposing Variation in Beliefs: Robustness (RAND)

Panel A: R2 (total, %) #Resp≥3 #Resp≥4 #Resp≥5 #Resp≥6 #Resp≥10 #Resp≥30 #Resp≥50
Prob. Ret > 0% (1yr) 56.8 56.8 56.8 56.8 56.9 57.9 58.1
Prob. Ret > 20% (1yr) 47.1 47.0 46.9 46.8 46.8 46.6 47.0
Prob. Ret < -20% (1yr) 45.9 45.9 45.8 45.8 45.9 45.5 49.1
Prob. Ret > 0% (10yr, cumul.) 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.6 68.7 70.2
Prob. Ret > 20% (10yr, cumul.) 53.3 53.2 53.1 53.0 52.7 - -
Prob. Ret < -20% (10yr, cumul.) 49.3 49.3 49.2 49.1 48.2 - -

Panel B: N. of obs. #Resp≥3 #Resp≥4 #Resp≥5 #Resp≥6 #Resp≥10 #Resp≥30 #Resp≥50
Prob. Ret > 0% (1yr) 3,475 3,349 3,211 3,135 2,737 977 552
Prob. Ret > 20% (1yr) 3,358 3,215 3,067 2,970 2,587 932 510
Prob. Ret < -20% (1yr) 3,442 3,305 3,163 3,077 2,667 954 520
Prob. Ret > 0% (10yr, cumul.) 3,475 3,345 3,205 3,123 2,728 973 555
Prob. Ret > 20% (10yr, cumul.) 3,052 2,836 2,654 2,425 1,156 - -
Prob. Ret < -20% (10yr, cumul.) 2,996 2,780 2,576 2,348 1,122 - -

Note: Panel A of the table reports the R2 statistics corresponding to regression 5. In each column, going from left to
right, we increase from 3 to 50 the minimum number of responses for an individual to be included in the sample. Panel
B reports the number of observations. Each row corresponds to a different question in the survey.
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A.7 CAMPBELL-SHILLER DECOMPOSITION

In Section IV, we presented the results of the cross-sectional Campbell-Shiller decomposition for
expectations of short-term dividend growth. But the disagreement about any term in equation 13
can be explained and matched by disagreement about the remaining terms in that equation. In
this Appendix, we repeat the analysis in the text, focusing on each term in turn.

Table A.5: A Behavioral Campbell-Shiller Variance Decomposition

−Ei,trS − ρ−ρ10

1−ρ Ei,trL
1−ρ3

1−ρ Ei,t∆dS
ρ3−ρ10

1−ρ Ei,t∆dL ρ10Ei,t pdt+10 −pdt

−Ei,trS 1 -0.06 0.27 0.04 0.08 -0.06
− ρ−ρ10

1−ρ Ei,trL -0.73 1 0.68 0.43 0.66 -0.03
1−ρ3

1−ρ Ei,t∆dS 0.22 0.04 1 -0.19 0.04 0.02
ρ3−ρ10

1−ρ Ei,t∆dL 0.14 0.13 -0.90 1 0.17 -0.16
ρ10Ei,t pdt+10 1.40 0.89 0.93 0.75 1 1.23
−pdt -0.04 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.04 1

Note: Variance decomposition of equation 13. In the columns we report the term the variance of which is being decom-
posed using the variation in each of the terms in the rows.

Table A.5 reports the variance decomposition of each of the terms, one per column, in terms of
all the remaining terms, reported in the rows. Excluding the diagonal, all number in the columns
must sum to 100%, since the remaining terms need to explain 100% of the total disagreement of
the variable on interest. For example, the case studied in the body of the text corresponds to
the third column, which explains the disagreement in short-term dividend growth. That column
shows the numbers reported in the text: disagreement in short-term expected returns contribute
to match 27% of the total disagreement in short-term dividend growth; disagreement about long-
term dividend growth contributes a negative 90% (because expectations of long-term dividend
growth are correlated with expectations of short-term dividend growth, making it harder to justify
the current price-dividend ratio), and so on. The expectations about the price-divided ration in 10
years picks up the slack, explaining 93% of the disagreement in short-term dividend growth.3

The rest of Table A.5 repeats the exercise for the other terms of equation 13, finding similar
results: the high correlation of long-term and short-term expected returns requires balancing from
dividend growth expectations to match prices, and in all cases expectations of price-dividend
ratios 10 years ahead play a major role in matching the current price dividend ratio.

Column 6 of Table A.5 decomposes the variance of the price dividend ratio, which reflects
only time-series variation. With only 10 survey waves (spaced two months apart), our tim- series
variation is limited. With that caveat in mind, the results suggest that higher price-dividend ratios
are associated with higher expected returns at all horizons. This effect is consistent with the return
extrapolation patterns documented by Greenwood and Shleifer (2014), and runs contrary to the
implications of rational asset pricing models, which usually explain higher price-dividend ratios

3Note that variation in the current pd ratio explains 2% of the total variation. This is because we don’t have only
a cross-sectional dimension, but also a time-series dimension. That 2% is due to the fact that the price-dividend ratio
changes across the ten survey waves.
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with lower expected returns. Similarly, higher price-dividend ratios are associated with lower
expected growth (in the long run). This runs contrary to the behavioral finance literature that
explains higher price-dividend ratios with higher expected cash flows.4

4De la O and Myers (2017) have applied this decomposition to survey data in a time-series context and found an
important role for expected short-run growth in cash-flows.
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B.1 INVITATION EMAIL AND SURVEY FLOW

In this Appendix, we present screenshots of one complete survey flow. In this iteration of the
flow, questions about expected stock returns were asked ahead of questions about expected GDP
growth; the survey implementation randomizes across these two blocks of questions. We begin
by reviewing the invitation email sent to individuals from Vanguard.

Print

https://mg.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.rand=81ld5n76u1qdc[2/13/2017 11:01:01 AM]

Print - Close Window

Subject: [TEST]We need your help, Jane Doe

From: Vanguard (vanguard@eonline.e-vanguard.com)

To: oea_test@yahoo.com;

Date: Monday, February 13, 2017 10:58 AM

 

Vanguard would like your input
 
Dear Jane Doe:

Vanguard is conducting a study to understand how investors are thinking about the future
of the stock market, the economy and interest rates.

We are inviting you to provide us with your thoughts by completing a short survey. This
survey should take less than ten minutes to complete.

This survey is not a test of your knowledge. Rather, it asks only about your beliefs and
expectations. Importantly, it does not ask for any personal financial information.

The results of the survey will be used for research purposes only. This survey is not
sales-related in any way. Your responses will be reported in aggregate with other
responses. We plan to publish the results in an article or research report on
vanguard.com.

To participate in the survey, please click here. 

 Take the survey

We'd also like to send you this survey up to six times in the coming year, to see if your
beliefs are changing. If you want to be removed from this study, you have the option to
click the unsubscribe link below.

If you have any questions about this survey, please call 800-662-2739 and refer to this
code: EXP.

Thank you for participating, and for sharing your thoughts with Vanguard.

Regards,

Stephen Utkus
Principal
Vanguard

Print

https://mg.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.rand=81ld5n76u1qdc[2/13/2017 11:01:01 AM]

Legal notices
Please click here to be removed from this study. 

© 2017 The Vanguard Group, Inc. All rights reserved. Privacy policy

455 Devon Park Drive | Wayne, PA 19087-1815 | vanguard.com
EXP
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