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One of the fundamental insights of standard portfolio theory (Markowitz, 1952, 1959)
is to hold diversified portfolios. However, evidence from natural experiments (Huberman,
2001) and empirical work (Dimmock et al., 2014) shows households invest in underdiversi-
fied portfolios that are biased toward a few familiar assets.! Familiarity biases may be a
result of geographical proximity, employment relationships, language, social networks, and
culture (Grinblatt and Keloharju, 2001). Holding portfolios biased toward a few familiar
assets forces households to bear more financial risk than is optimal. Calvet, Campbell and
Sodini (2007) empirically study the importance of household portfolio return volatility for
welfare.? They find that, within a static mean-variance framework, welfare costs for indi-
vidual households arising from underdiversified portfolios are modest. We extend the static
framework to a dynamic, general-equilibrium, production-economy setting to examine how
underdiversification in household portfolios impacts the asset-allocation and intertemporal
consumption decisions of individual households, and upon aggregation, real investment,

aggregate growth, and social welfare.

In our paper, we address the following questions. How large are the welfare costs of
underdiversification for individual households?® Do the consequences of household-level
portfolio errors cancel out, or does aggregation amplify their effects, thereby distorting
growth and imposing significant social costs? How large are the negative macroeconomic
effects for the aggregate economy when households invest in underdiversified portfolios?
Are pathologies such as familiarity biases in financial markets merely a sideshow, or do

they impact the real economy?? In short, does household finance matter?

Our paper makes two contributions. First, we show that even if the welfare loss to a
household from investing in an underdiversified portfolio is modest, once we incorporate the
effect of familiarity biases on the household’s decision to allocate wealth between risky and

safe assets and on its consumption-savings decision, the welfare loss to the household is am-

'For surveys of the portfolio behavior of households, see Guiso, Haliassos and Jappelli (2002), Haliassos
(2002), Vissing-Jorgensen (2003), Campbell (2006), and Guiso and Sodini (2013).

2The analogous question at the macroeconomic level has been studied by Lucas (1987, 2003).

3These welfare costs for individual households are an example of what is often referred to as an “internal-
ity” in public economics literature. Herrnstein et al. (1993, p. 150) use internality to refer to a “within-person
externality,” which occurs when a person ignores a consequence of her own behavior for herself.

4For a review of the literature on the interaction between financial markets and the real economy, see
Bond, Edmans and Goldstein (2012).



plified by a factor of four. Thus, familiarity biases have three effects in partial equilibrium.
One, there is underdiversification, which leads to excessive risk taking. Two, to mitigate
this excessive risk taking, there is under-investment in the risky asset, which lowers the
expected portfolio return, a channel that has not been emphasized in the literature. Three,

the consumption-wealth ratio is distorted.

Our second contribution is to demonstrate that even if familiarity biases in portfolios
cancel out across households, their implications for consumption and investment choices do
not. Instead, household-level distortions to individual consumption are amplified further
by aggregation and have a substantial effect on aggregate growth and social welfare in gen-
eral equilibrium.’? Overall, combining the impact of underdiversification on intertemporal
consumption and aggregate growth amplifies social welfare losses by a factor of five. If
households have heterogeneous preferences, then the desire for risk sharing is even greater,
which further increases the welfare losses from underdiversification. Thus, financial markets
are not a sideshow—excessive risk taking at the micro level arising from underdiversified
household portfolios can create a macro-level general-equilibrium effect in the form of re-

duced economic growth.

To analyze the effects of underdiversification in household portfolios on the aggregate
economy, we construct a model of a production economy that builds on the framework
developed in Cox, Ingersoll and Ross (1985). As in Cox, Ingersoll and Ross, there are
a finite number of firms whose physical capital is subject to exogenous shocks. But, in
contrast with Cox, Ingersoll and Ross, we have heterogeneous households with Epstein
and Zin (1989) and Weil (1990) preferences with familiarity biases. Each household is more
familiar with a small subset of firms, with this subset varying across households. Familiarity
biases create a desire to concentrate investments in a few familiar firms rather than holding
a portfolio that is well diversified across all firms. Importantly, we specify the model so that
familiarity biases cancel out across households. This assumption is similar to that made in

Constantinides and Duffie (1996).

This also distinguishes our paper from recent work by Hassan and Mertens (2011), who find that when
households make small correlated errors in forming expectations, the errors are amplified with significant
distortive effects on growth and social welfare. In contrast, we show that such effects can arise even when
households’ errors in portfolio choices cancel out.



We conceptualize the idea of greater familiarity with particular assets, introduced in
Huberman (2001), via ambiguity in the sense of Knight (1921). The lower the level of
ambiguity about an asset, the more “familiar” is the asset. To allow for differences in
familiarity across assets, we start with the modeling approach in Uppal and Wang (2003) and
extend it along three dimensions: 1) we distinguish between risk across states of nature and
over time by giving households Epstein-Zin-Weil preferences, as opposed to time-separable
preferences; 2) we consider a production economy instead of an endowment economy; 3) we

consider a general-equilibrium rather than a partial-equilibrium framework.

We determine the optimal portfolio decision of each household in the presence of famil-
iarity biases. Because of the familiarity-induced tilt, the portfolio return is excessively risky
relative to the return of the optimally diversified portfolio without familiarity bias. The in-
efficient risk-return trade-off from the underdiversified portfolio reduces the mean-variance
utility of the individual household; calibrating the model to the empirical findings in Cal-
vet, Campbell and Sodini (2007) suggests that the resulting welfare loss to an individual
household is modest and equivalent to a reduction of about 1% per year in a household’s
portfolio return. However, when we allow for asset-allocation and intermediate consump-
tion, familiarity biases magnify the direct welfare loss from portfolio underdiversification
by a factor of four. Upon aggregation, the biased consumption-savings decisions of indi-
vidual households distort aggregate growth and lead to an even larger loss in social welfare
compared to the direct loss to individual households. The overall effect on social welfare of
allowing underdiversification to impact intertemporal consumption and aggregate growth is

to multiply by more than five the individual mean-variance welfare losses.

Our results suggest that financial literacy, financial regulation, and financial innovation
designed to mitigate familiarity biases could reduce investment mistakes by households and
hence have a substantial impact on social welfare. Our work thereby provides an example of
how improving the decisions made by households in financial markets can generate positive
benefits for society; Thaler and Sunstein (2003) provide other examples of how public policy

can be used to reduce the investment mistakes of households.

We now describe the related literature. There is a large literature documenting that

households make mistakes in their financial decisions that reduce their welfare. For in-



stance, failure to contribute to 401(k) plans with matching employer contributions with the
option to withdraw funds immediately for older employees (Choi, Laibson and Madrian,
2011), failure to locate taxable assets in nontaxable retirement savings accounts (Barber
and Odean, 2003, Bergstresser and Poterba, 2004), and the failure to refinance fixed-rate
mortgages when it is beneficial to do so (Campbell, 2006). Campbell (2016) provides a
detailed discussion of these kind of mistakes, which occur because households lack basic

financial literacy (Hastings, Madrian and Skimmyhorn, 2013, Lusardi and Mitchell, 2014).

In our study, we focus on the failure of households to hold diversified portfolios. There is
a great deal of evidence showing that households hold poorly diversified portfolios. Guiso,
Haliassos and Jappelli (2002), Haliassos (2002), Campbell (2006), and Guiso and Sodini
(2013) highlight underdiversification in their surveys of household portfolios. Polkovnichenko
(2005), using data from the Survey of Consumer Finances, finds that for households that
invest in individual stocks directly, the median number of stocks held was two from 1983
until 2001, when it increased to three, and that poor diversification is often attributable to
investments in employer stock, which is a significant part of equity portfolios. Barber and
Odean (2000) and Goetzman and Kumar (2008) report similar findings of underdiversifi-
cation based on data for individual households at a U.S. brokerage firm. In an influential
paper, Calvet, Campbell and Sodini (2007) examine detailed government records covering
the entire Swedish population. They find that of the households who participate in equity
markets, many are poorly diversified and bear significant idiosyncratic risk. Campbell, Ra-
madorai and Ranish (2012) report that for their data on Indian households, “the average
number of stocks held across all accounts and time periods is almost 7, but the median
account holds only 3.4 stocks on average over its life.” They also estimate that mutual
fund holdings are between 8% and 16% of household direct equity holdings over the sample

period.b

SLack of diversification is a phenomenon that is present not just in a few countries, but across the world.
Countries for which there is evidence of lack of diversification include: Australia (Worthington, 2009), France
(Arrondel and Lefebvre, 2001), Germany (Borsch-Supan and Eymann, 2002) and Barasinska, Schéfer and
Stephan (2008), India (Campbell, Ramadorai and Ranish, 2012), Italy (Guiso and Jappelli, 2002), the
Netherlands (Alessie, Hochguertel and Van Soest, 2002), Norway (Fagereng, Gottleib and Guiso, 2017), and
the United Kingdom (Banks and Smith, 2002).



Typically, the few risky assets that households hold are ones with which they are fa-
miliar. Huberman (2001) introduces the idea that households invest in familiar assets and
provides evidence of this in a multitude of contexts; for example, households in the United
States prefer to hold the stock of their local telephone company. Grinblatt and Keloharju
(2001), based on data on Finnish households, find that households are more likely to hold
stocks of Finnish firms that are located close to the household, communicate in the house-
hold’s native language, and have a chief executive of the same cultural background. Massa
and Simonov (2006) also find that households tilt their portfolios away from the market port-
folio and toward stocks that are geographically and professionally close to the household.
French and Poterba (1990) and Cooper and Kaplanis (1994) document that households bias
their portfolios toward “home equity” rather than diversifying internationally. Dimmock
et al. (2014) test the relation between familiarity bias and several household portfolio-choice
puzzles. Based on a survey of U.S. households, they find that familiarity bias is related to
stock-market participation, the fraction of financial assets in stocks, foreign-stock owner-
ship, own-company-stock ownership, and underdiversification.” They also show that these

results cannot be explained by risk aversion.

The most striking example of investing in familiar assets is the investment in “own-
company stock,” that is, stock of the company in which the person is employed. Haliassos
(2002) reports extensive evidence of limited diversification based on the tendency of house-
holds to hold stock in the employer’s firm. Mitchell and Utkus (2004) report that five million
Americans have over 60% of their retirement savings invested in own-company stock and
that about eleven million participants in 401(k) plans invest more than 20% of their re-

tirement savings in their employer’s stock. Benartzi et al. (2007) find that only 33% of

"The literature has proposed several other explanations for the tendency of households to hold only a small
number of stocks in their portfolios. These include: the presence of fixed transaction costs (Brennan, 1975),
awareness about only a subset of the available stocks (Merton, 1987), preference for skewness (Kraus and
Litzenberger, 1976, Mitton and Vorkink, 2007, Barberis and Huang, 2008), loyalty toward the company where
individual’s work (Cohen, 2009), rank-dependent preferences (Polkovnichenko, 2005), and increasing returns
to scale in information acquisition (Van Nieuwerburgh and Veldkamp, 2010). However, an information-based
explanation will work only if households believes that the expected return on familiar assets will always be
higher than that on other assets; but information about the familiar asset could also be negative, in which
case the information-based explanation would suggest a reduced position in the familiar asset. Second, our
model can generate a portfolio with investment in only a small number of assets, while in the information-
based explanation there is always a component of the Markowitz portfolio with investments in all the assets.
Third, our model can explain non-participation, which an information-based model cannot do.



the households who own company stock realize that it is riskier than a diversified fund
with many different stocks. Remarkably, a survey of 401(k) participants by the Boston
Research Group (2002) found that half of the respondents said that their company stock
had the same or less risk than a money-market fund, even though there was a high level
of awareness among the respondents about the experience of Enron’s employees, who lost

a substantial part of their retirement funds that were invested in Enron stock.®

Our paper is also related to the literature on risk sharing among heterogeneous agents
with Epstein and Zin (1989) preferences; see, for example, Backus, Routledge and Zin
(2007), Borovicka (2015), Colacito and Croce (2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014), Colacito et al.
(2014), Colacito et al. (2015), Collin-Dufresne, Johannes and Lochstoer (2015, 2016b), Koll-
mann (2016), and Lustig (2000). We contribute to this literature by developing a model with
multiple heterogeneous households and firms in which it is possible to obtain closed-form

solutions for optimal consumption-portfolio decisions and asset prices.”

Typically, macroeconomic models have a single representative household or a large num-
ber of identical households with power utility or Epstein-Zin-Weil utility—see, for example,
Lucas (1978) and Acemoglu (2009, Chapter 5). Our model differs in two respects. First,
households in our model have Epstein-Zin utility with familiarity biases. Second, the house-
holds in our model are heterogeneous in their familiarity biases and preferences. The im-
portance of studying models with heterogeneous agents rather than a representative agent
has been recognized by both policy makers and academics. For instance, see the Ely lecture
of Hansen (2007) and the presidential address to the American Economic Association by
Sargent (2008). In addition to these two aspects of household preferences, in many macroe-
conomic models, households may have only limited access to financial markets, often just to

the bond market; in our model, households can invest in both bonds and stocks. Finally, in

8 At the end of 2000, 62% of Enron employees’ 401(k) assets were invested in company stock; between
January 2001 and January 2002, the value of Enron stock fell from over $80 per share to less than $0.70 per
share.

°In contrast to our work, which focuses on risk sharing across agents and diversification across multiple
stocks, there is also literature studying the decision of an individual household on how to allocate wealth
between a single risky asset and a risk-free asset. For instance, Cocco (2005) examines how investment in
housing affects the proportion of household wealth invested in the stock market, while Cocco, Gomes and
Maenhout (2005) investigate the effect of labor income on the share of wealth invested in equities.



many macroeconomic models, households have labor income; while in our base-case model

labor income is absent, we allow for labor income in an extension of the base-case model.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We describe the main features of our
model in Section I. The choice problem of a household that exhibits a bias toward familiar
assets is solved in Section II, and the general-equilibrium implications of aggregating these
choices across all households are described in Section III. We evaluate the quantitative
implications of our stylized model in Section IV. We discuss the sensitivity of our results to
our modeling assumptions in Section V and conclude in Section VI. Proofs for all results are
collected in Appendix A and the extension of the baseline model to allow for labor income

is presented in Appendices B.

I. The Model

In this section, we develop a parsimonious model of a stochastic dynamic general equi-
librium economy with a finite number of production sectors and household types. Growth
occurs endogenously in this model via capital accumulation. When defining the decision
utility of households, we show how to extend Epstein and Zin (1989) and Weil (1990)
preferences to allow for familiarity biases, where the level of the bias differs across risky

assets.

A. Firms

There are N firms indexed by n € {1,..., N}. The value of the capital stock in each
firm at date t is denoted by K, ; and the output flow by

(1) Yn,t = aKn,t7

for some constant technology level & > 0 that is common across all firms. The level of
a firm’s capital stock can be increased by investment at the rate I,,;. We thus have the

following capital accumulation equation for an individual firm:

dKn,t = In,t dt + 0o Kn,t dth,



where o, the volatility of the exogenous shock to a firm’s capital stock, is constant over
time and across firms. The term dZ,, ; is the increment in a standard Brownian motion and
is firm-specific, which creates ex-post heterogeneity across firms. The correlation between
dZ, and dZy,; for n # m is denoted by p, which is assumed to be constant over time and
the same for all pairs n # m. For expositional ease, in the main text, we shall assume that
p = 0, although in the proofs for all our results and also in our numerical work, we do not

restrict p to be zero.
A firm’s output flow is divided between its investment flow and dividend flow:
Yot =1Int+ Dpy.
We can therefore rewrite the capital accumulation equation as

(2) dKn’t = (CtKn’t — Dn’t)dt + 0o Kn,t dZnyt.

B. The Investment Opportunities of Households

There are H households indexed by h € {1,..., H}. Households can invest their wealth
in two classes of assets. The first is a risk-free asset, which has an interest rate 7 that we
assume for now is constant over time—and we show below, in Section III.B, that this is
indeed the case in equilibrium. Let By, ; denote the stock of wealth invested by household

h in the risk-free asset at date ¢:

dBp

— = qdt.
By, 4

Additionally, households can invest in NV risky firms, or equivalently, the equity of these
N firms.'® We denote by K nn,t the stock of household h’s wealth invested in the n’th risky
firm. Given that the household’s wealth, W}, is held in the risk-free asset and the IV risky

firms, we have:

N
Wit =Bri+ > Knnyt.

n=1

0Back (2010, p. 440) explains that “One can interpret a model with costless adjustment and constant
returns to scale as one in which individuals invest in the equity of the firm, with the firm choosing the
amount to invest, or as a model in which individuals invest directly in the production technology.”



The proportion of a household’s wealth invested in risky firm n is denoted by wp,, and
Thit = ZnN:1 whn,t is the proportion of household h’s wealth allocated to all the risky assets

at date t. The wealth allocated to the risk-free asset is

N
(3) By = (1 - thn,t>Wh,t = (1 —mh) Whe
n=1

Denoting by Zpn+ = Whnt/7h+ the weight of risky asset n in the portfolio consisting of
only risky assets and by cp; = Cp+/Wh the propensity of household h to consume, the

dynamic budget constraint for household A is

N
dw,
(4) Wih,t = (]. - Wh,t) idt + Th,t Z LThn,t <O[ dt+o dth) - Ch7tdt.
hit n=1
Because the shocks to capital are firm-specific, there are benefits from diversifying invest-
ments across firms. Given our assumption that the expected rate of return, «, is the same

across the N firms, the diversification benefits manifest themselves solely through a reduc-

tion in risk—expected returns do not change with the level of diversification.

Thus, each household needs to choose three quantities, all of which appear in the dy-
namic budget constraint (4). One, the consumption-saving decision: what proportion of its
wealth to consume; i.e., the choice of cj; = Cp1/Wh . Two, the asset-allocation decision:
how to allocate its savings between the risky assets and the safe asset; i.e., the choice of
7n¢- Three, the portfolio-diversification decision: how much to invest in each of the N risky

assets; i.e., the choice of @y = (Th1y, - - ,th’t)T

C. Preferences and Familiarity Biases of Households

A household’s utility is modeled by standard Epstein-Zin preferences. In the absence
of familiarity biases, a household’s date-t utility level, Uy, 4, is defined as in Epstein and Zin
(1989) by an intertemporal aggregation of date-t consumption flow, Cj;, and the date-t
certainty-equivalent of date t + dt utility:

Uh,t = A(Ch,tv Kht [Uh,t—i-dt]);

10



where A(-, ) is the time aggregator, defined by

1
1 17T

(5) A(a, b) _ (1 N e—éhdt)al i e—dhdtbl wh] = ,

in which 6, > 0 is the rate of time preference of household h, v > 0 is its elasticity of in-
tertemporal substitution, and 5, +[Up 1+4:] is the date-t certainty equivalent of Uh7t+dt.11 We
can exploit our continuous-time formulation to write the certainty equivalent of household

utility an instant from now in the following intuitive fashion:

AU, ) ?

1
(6) Lt Ungrdt) = Et[Ungvat] — = v Unt B
2 Unt

The above expression'?

reveals that the certainty equivalent of utility an instant from now is
just the expected value of utility an instant from now adjusted downward for risk. Naturally,
the size of the risk adjustment depends on the relative risk aversion of the household, ~.
The risk adjustment also depends on the volatility of the proportional change in household

2
utility, given by E [(%) ] Additionally, the risk adjustment is scaled by the current

utility of the household, Uh7t.13

We now describe the motivation for the way we model the effect of familiarity biases on
the decisions and utility of households. Typically, standard models of asset allocation and
portfolio choice assume that households know the true expected return « on each capital
stock. Such perfect knowledge would make each household fully familiar with every firm and
the probability measure PP would then be the true objective probability measure.'* However,
in practice households do not know the true expected returns, so they do not view [P as the

true objective probability measure—they treat it merely as a common reference measure.

" The only difference with Epstein and Zin (1989) is that we work in continuous time, whereas they work
in discrete time. The continuous-time version of recursive preferences is known as Stochastic Differential
Utility (SDU), and is derived formally in Duffie and Epstein (1992). Schroder and Skiadas (1999) provide
a general proof of existence and uniqueness for the finite-horizon case. In our infinite-horizon setting, we
establish existence constructively by deriving an explicit closed-form solution.

12The derivation of this result, and all the other results that follow, is provided in Appendix A.

13The scaling ensures that if the expected proportional change in household utility and its volatility are
kept fixed, doubling current household utility also doubles the certainty equivalent. For a further discussion,
see Skiadas (2009, p. 213).

11 continuous time, when the source of uncertainty is a Brownian motion, one can always determine the
true volatility of the return on the capital stock by observing its value for a finite amount of time; therefore,
a household can be uncertain only about the expected return.

11



The name “reference probability measure” reflects the idea that even though households
do not observe true expected returns, they do observe the same data and use it to obtain

identical point estimates for expected returns.

We assume that households are averse to their lack of knowledge about the true ex-
pected returns and respond by adjusting their point estimates. For example, household h
will change the empirically estimated return for firm n from a to o+ vy, 1, thereby reducing
the magnitude of the firm’s expected risk premium (vp,; < 0 if a > ¢ and vp,; > 0 if
a < 1). The size of the reduction depends on each household’s familiarity with a particular
firm—the reduction is smaller for firms with which the household is more familiar. Dif-
ferences in familiarity across households lead them to use different estimates of expected
returns in their decision making, despite having observed the same data. We can see this
explicitly by observing that in the presence of familiarity, the contribution of risky portfolio
investment to a household’s expected return on wealth changes from 7, ¢ 271:7:1 Thn,t v dt to
Thit ZnN:1 Thnt(+Vpnt)dt. The adjustment to the expected return on a household’s wealth

stemming from familiarity biases is thus the difference between the above two expressions:

N

-
(7) Tht g Thn tVhn,tdl. = Th tVp 1 Tht-
n=1

Without familiarity biases, the decision of a household on how much to invest in a
particular firm depends solely on the certainty equivalent. Therefore, to allow for familiarity
biases it is natural to generalize the concept of the certainty equivalent. We extend Uppal

and Wang (2003) and define the familiarity-biased certainty equivalent by

Wi Uw 1 vy Uy ng
(8) i slUngrar] = mnelUngsar] + Ung x| =5 mmn 0y o + 5———5— | dt,
’ Un,t ’ 2vn o
where Uy, , = gv[{};i, Vht = (Unit, .- .,uhN’t)T, and I'y, = [T nm] is the N x N diagonal

matrix with (1 — fp,)/fan on the diagonal, where fp,,, € [0,1] is a measure of how familiar
the household is with firm, n. A larger value for fj,, indicates more familiarity, with fz, = 1
implying perfect familiarity, while f, = 0 indicating no familiarity at all. We denote the

mean (average) and variance of the familiarity biases across the N firms for household h

12



by, respectively:

N N
1 1
Hfh = Nz,fhn and 0%, = NZ(fhn_th)2-
n=1 n=1

We now explain the expression in (8). The first component, iy, +[Upt+4:], is the pure
certainty equivalent, which does not depend directly on the familiarity-bias adjustments.

The first term of the second component is the scaling factor Uy, which is explained in

Wy, U
footnote 13. The next term, %

— 7Th7t1/;tmh,t, is the adjustment to the expected change

in household utility. It is the product of the elasticity of household utility with respect to

Wi, U
wealth, %7 and the change in the expected return on household wealth arising from

the adjustment made to returns, which is given in (7).

The tendency to make adjustments to expected returns is tempered by a penalty term,
%@, which captures two distinct features of household decision making. The first
pertains to the idea that when a household has more accurate estimates of expected returns,
it will be less willing to adjust them. The accuracy of the household’s expected return
estimates is measured by the standard errors of these estimates, which are proportional to
o.15 With smaller standard errors, there is a stiffer penalty for adjusting returns away from
their empirical estimates. The second feature pertains to familiarity, reflected by I‘;l: when

a household is more familiar with a particular firm, the penalty for adjusting its return away

from its estimated value is again larger.

II. Portfolio Decision and Welfare of an Individual Household

We solve the model described above in two steps. First, we solve in partial equilibrium
for decisions of an individual household that suffers from familiarity biases. To solve the
individual household’s intertemporal decision problem, we show that the portfolio-choice
problem can be interpreted as the problem of a mean-variance household, where the famil-

iarity biases in the household’s utility are captured by adjusting expected returns. We then

15In our continuous-time framework, an infinite number of observations are possible in finite time, so
standard errors equal the volatility of proportional changes in the capital stock, o, divided by the square
root of the length of the observation window.

13



show how the mean-variance portfolio decision impacts the asset-allocation and intertem-
poral consumption decisions of the household. Then, in the next section, we aggregate over

all households to study the general-equilibrium effect of familiarity biases on social welfare.

A.  The Intertemporal Decision Problem of an Individual Household

If a household did not suffer from familiarity biases, it would choose its consumption rate
Ch,t, its asset-allocation policy 7, ¢, and its portfolio-diversification policy @ ; to maximize
its utility

(9) SUPA<Ch,t> sup ,U«h,t[Uh,t+dt])7

Cht Th,t,Lh,t
where A(-,-) is the time aggregator in (5).

In the presence of familiarity biases, the time aggregator in (5) is unchanged—and all
that one needs to do is to replace the maximization of the standard certainty-equivalent,
SUPr, , @y, Mh,t[Un,t+dt], With the combined maximization and minimization of the familiarity-

based certainty equivalent, sup,, , ,, . inf,, , Mﬁt[Uh,Hdt]a to obtain

(10) sup A(Che, sup inf i [Upsra]).

Cht Th,tsTh,t Vht

A household, because of its familiarity bias, chooses v, to minimize its familiarity-
biased certainty equivalent; that is, the household adjusts expected returns more for firms
with which it is less familiar, which acts to reduce the familiarity-biased certainty equiva-
lent.'6 By comparing (9) and (10), we can see that once a household has chosen the vector
vy to adjust the expected returns of each firm for familiarity bias, the household makes

consumption, asset-allocation, and portfolio decisions in the standard way.

Assuming a constant risk-free rate, our assumptions of homothetic preferences and
constant-returns-to-scale production lead to an investment opportunity set that is con-

stant over time, and hence, implies that for a given level of wealth the household’s decisions

1%Tn the language of decision theory, households are averse to ambiguity and so they minimize their
familiarity-biased certainty equivalents.
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are constant over time and maximized household utility is a constant multiple of household
wealth. In this case, (10) reduces to a Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation, which can be
decomposed into two parts: (i) an intertemporal consumption-choice problem and (ii) a
mean-variance asset-allocation and portfolio-diversification problem for a household with

familiarity biases:

(11) 0 = sup <5h Uy (C’h> — ﬁ + sup inf MVh(Trh,iBh,I/h)> .
Ch Uh Wh Th,Th Vh

In the above expression, MV}, (7, €p, vy) is the objective function of a mean-variance house-
hold with familiarity biases,
1 1 v/ Ty,

(12)  MVy(mp, @p,vp) = [i+ (o —i)m,] — 5%027&21"'3;9311 + TRy T+ o o

where the first component, [Z + (a - i)ﬂh], is the expected portfolio return; the second
component, —%’yhazﬂ}%w;wh, is the penalty for portfolio variance;!” the third component,

Whu,j xp, is the adjustment to the portfolio’s expected return arising from familiarity biases;

-1
1 V;Fh vy
9 2’Yh 0.2

18

and the last component , is the penalty for adjusting expected returns.

B. Portfolio Dwersification and Asset Allocation of a Household

In this section, we study the optimal portfolio-diversification and asset-allocation choices
of an individual household that suffers from familiarity biases. These optimal choices are

obtained by solving the first-order conditions for v, @, and 7, from (12).

The optimal adjustment to expected returns is

(13) Vin = —(a = 0)(1 = fan)-

In this case it is easy to see that the size of a household’s adjustment to a particular firm’s
return is smaller when the level of familiarity, fy,, is larger; if f, = 1, then the adjustment

vanishes altogether.

1"In the absence of the simplifying assumption that the return correlations are zero, i.e. p = 0 and hence
Q) = I, the penalty for portfolio variance would be —%fthQWfLm;Q xp.

8The familiarity-bias adjustment is obtained from a minimization problem, so the associated penalty is
positive, in contrast with the penalty for return variance.
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The optimal weights in the portfolio consisting of only risky assets are given by

B/ i V)
17fn Nopugy

(14) Thn

In the absence of a familiarity bias, i.e. if f, = 1 for all n, implying that ps, = 1, the
household’s optimal investment in each risky asset would be zp,, = % The intuition for
the optimality of the equally weighted portfolio is that the returns of all risky assets have
the same first and second moments. From (14), we see that familiarity biases, that is,
Jrnn # Wgn, tilt the portfolio weights away from %, creating an underdiversified portfolio
with higher variance, which will lead to welfare losses for the individual household. Denoting

by 0% N the return variance of the fully diversified portfolio (absent familiarity biases) with

each weight equal to 1/N, the return variance aih of the familiarity-biased portfolio of

o 2
1+ (fh) ,
KHfh

implying that in the presence of familiarity biases the return volatility of a household’s

household h can be expressed as

(15) O-ih = U%/N

portfolio will be higher than that of the unbiased portfolio: o4, > oy/N.

The familiarity biases in a household’s portfolio decision impact also its asset-allocation
decision; that is, the allocation of total wealth to all the risky assets, 7, and to the risk-free

asset, 1 — mp:

(16) Th = [1a2_ Z] [

In the absence of familiarity biases, i.e. fj, = 1 implying that uy, = 1, the unbiased

allocation of wealth to risky assets, ﬁ,({, would be

(17) ﬂ}[:[la_i].

W o7 /N

Comparing (16) and (17), we see that familiarity biases, i.e. fp, < 1 leading to psp, < 1,

reduce the allocation to risky assets relative to the unbiased case: 7, < 7r,%7.
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C.  Mean-Variance Welfare of an Individual Household

In a single-period mean-variance framework, the mean-variance utility achieved by an

individual household is given by!?

. , 1
(18) UMY (mp, n) = [i + (o — i)mp] — §7hW%Uih
11 (a—i)? )
(19) :H?%(Uw) [1—0%—(#%—1)}.

Equation (18) shows that the welfare of a mean-variance household will be influenced
through both the return volatility of the subportfolio of risky assets, og,, and by the
asset-allocation decision, 7. The second term of (18), —%yhﬂ%o’%h, shows that the increase
in 0, because of familiarity biases reduces mean-variance utility. The reduction in 7, be-
cause of familiarity biases has two consequences for a household’s welfare. One, as pointed
out by Calvet, Campbell and Sodini (2007), the welfare loss from underdiversification in
the second term of (18) is mitigated because less wealth is invested in the excessively risky
subportfolio of risky assets. Two, there will be a new source of welfare loss from a reduction
in the portfolio’s expected return, i + (o — i)y, caused by the reduction of wealth allocated
to risky assets. Equation (19) shows that the magnitude of the mean-variance utility loss
from under-diversification is driven by the variance of the familiarity biases, ‘7]2%7 and the
loss from under-allocation to risky assets is driven by the deviation of average familiarity

from one, purp — 1.

D.  Optimal Consumption of an Individual Household

When a household’s asset-allocation decision is subject to familiarity biases, this will
also impact her optimal propensity to consume, ¢, = Cj, /W . The first-order condition
for consumption obtained from the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation in (11) allows one
to show that the optimal consumption decision of a household with familiarity biases is the

weighted average of the rate of time preference and the optimized mean-variance objective

19This is the actual utility a household would experience under the objective beliefs.
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function given in (12) for a household that suffers from familiarity biases:

Chit

W, == Vron + (1 — ) MV (7, T, vp)
hit

(20) = Ypon + (1 —p)

which shows that familiarity biases (i.e. iy, < 1) distort the saving-consumption choice of
a household. If elasticity of substitution ¢, > 1, then a decrease in average familiarity sy,

will increase consumption, thereby reducing savings, with the opposite effect if vy, < 1.

E.  Lifetime Welfare of an Individual Household

In Section C, we considered welfare in a single-period mean-variance framework, which
depended only on the portfolio-diversification and asset-allocation decisions of a house-
hold. In a multiperiod framework with intermediation consumption, the lifetime utility of

a household per unit of current wealth, V[{,’;i, is given by

1
1=1/%
Un Ypop /¥n

Wh ¢ e Unon + (1 — ) [UMY (7p, 1) — cp)

(21) Chy

in which the mean-variance welfare, U, }le V7, x1,), given in (18), is only one component of
it. Lifetime welfare now depends also on the household’s consumption choice, ¢j, which
is given in (20). We have already discussed above how UMV (7, x),) and ¢, are affected
by familiarity biases. To understand the overall expression in (21), observe that increasing
current consumption is clearly beneficial but comes at the expense of reduced savings. The
benefit is represented by the last term in (21), the ¢, that appears outside the expression in
square brackets. The negative impact on savings is captured by the term [U }le V(ﬂ'h, xp)—cp)
in the denominator of the first component. The term [UMY (7, ) —cy] is the risk-adjusted
expected return on a household’s wealth, net of consumption. To obtain its impact on
lifetime welfare, this expected return needs to be capitalized, as shown in the first term
of (21). The capitalized value depends on the intertemporal aspects of the household’s
preferences, that is, the rate of time preference, Jj, and the elasticity of intertemporal

substitution, .
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In Section IV, we will evaluate quantitatively the magnitude of the gain in welfare of an
individual household in partial equilibrium for reasonable parameter values if the household
can eliminate the biases in its portfolio-diversification, asset-allocation, and consumption-

saving decisions.

ITI. Social Welfare and Growth

In contrast with Section II, in which we examined how familiarity biases impact an indi-
vidual household, in this section we investigate the general-equilibrium effects on aggregate
growth and social welfare of the distortions in the decisions of individual households when
we aggregate over all households and impose market clearing. To simplify the exposition,
we assume that each fp, is either 1 or 0; that is, each household is either fully familiar
with a firm or not familiar at all.? We also assume that all households have the same
preference parameters: subjective rate of time discount (d), relative risk aversion (), and
elasticity of intertemporal substitution (¢); in Section III.LE, we show that the insights from
the homogeneous-economy setting extend in a straightforward manner to the setting where

households are heterogeneous with respect to these preference parameters.?!

A.  Restricting Familiarity Biases

In this section, we explain the restrictions that we impose on the familiarity biases f

to ensure that our results are not driven simply by portfolio biases at the aggregate level.

To guarantee that our results are not driven by aggregate biases in the portfolio-
diversification decisions of households, xj, the first restriction we impose is that familiarity
biases in @y, cancel out in the aggregate. We express this formally by writing household h’s

risky portfolio weight for firm n in (14) as

hn Nﬂfh N hn»

20Tn case where each fnn is restricted to equal either 1 or 0, the I';, matrix and its inverse are obtained by
taking the limit as fnn, — 0 or fn, — 1; in the appendices, the results are derived without restricting fi,.

21For evidence on the heterogeneity in returns earned by households on their wealth, see Fagereng et al.
(2016).
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where % is the unbiased portfolio weight and ¢y, is the bias of household h’s portfolio when
investing in firm n. We can now see that the familiarity biases cancel out in aggregate if

and only if the following condition is true:

1
(22) i > e =0, Vn.
h=1
The above condition says that while it is possible for an individual household’s portfolio to
be biased, that is, to deviate from the unbiased % portfolio, this bias must cancel out when

forming the aggregate portfolio across all households.

To guarantee that our results are not driven by aggregate biases in the asset-allocation
decisions of households, 7, the second restriction we impose ensures that 7, is the same for
each household. The second restriction, which we label the “symmetry condition,” is that
the mean (average) of the familiarity biases across firms be the same for each household;

that is, for distinct households h and j:

(23) Pfh = [fj = Hf-

As a consequence of this restriction (and the assumption that all households have the same
risk aversion), we see from (16) that 7, is the same for all households.?? As shown below,
market clearing for the risk-free bond then implies that each household has a zero position

in the risk-free asset, implying that 7, = 1 for each household.

B. The Equilibrium Risk-Free Interest Rate

We now characterize the equilibrium in the economy by imposing market clearing for
the risk-free bond. The risk-free bond is in zero net-supply, which implies that the demand
for bonds aggregated across all households must be zero: ZhH:1 By = 0. The amount of

wealth held in the bond by an individual household A is given by the expression in (3).

22The actual restriction that one needs is that the ratio of relative risk aversion to fyn is the same across
all households; given our assumption that risk aversion is the same across all households, this restriction
reduces to Equation (23). In the extensions to the basic model discussed below, we show how to solve for
the quantities of interest when the preference parameters differ across households.

20



Summing this demand for bonds over all households gives

H H H .
la—1
0= E By = E 1— Whe = E 1—- Wht.
ht ( 7Th) ht 5 o2 Hfh ht
h=1 h=1 h=1 1/N

As a consequence of the symmetry condition in (23), the market-clearing condition for

the bond simplifies to

la—1 A
0= {1-="—pus|> W
h=1

T o1N
The equilibrium risk-free interest rate is thus given by the constant?
2
o
(24) i=a—y LY
Hf

where fiy is the average familiarity bias across assets for each household. We can see
immediately that the presence of familiarity biases (i.e. p1y < 1) amplifies the risk in the
economy, leading to a greater precautionary demand for the risk-free asset, and hence, a
decrease in the risk-free interest rate. Thus, in general equilibrium, the distortion in the
asset-allocation decision is reflected in the interest rate. Even though households invest in
different risky assets, the restriction in (23) implies that the demand for the risk-free asset

is the same across all households and also constant over time.
C. Aggregate Growth

Substituting the equilibrium interest rate in (24) into the expression for the partial-
equilibrium consumption-wealth ratio in (20) gives the consumption-wealth ratio in general

equilibrium, which is common across households and is denoted by c:

(29 it —c=ys+ (1= 0) (a- 5102

Z3If we did not impose the symmetry condition, the interest rate would not be constant over time. Then,
the effect on portfolio choice of changes in investment opportunities arising from a stochastic interest rate
would depend on the correlation between stock returns and the risk-free rate of interest. Over long-horizons,
this correlation is close to zero. For instance, when we calculate the correlation between returns on S&P 500
stocks and the U.S. 3-month Treasury bill over the period 1928 to 2017, it is —0.0298 and over the period
1968 to 2017 it is 0.0319. Because this correlation is small, the effect of changing investment opportunities
is small. Thus, we have constructed the model in a such a way that the interest rate is constant over time,
which allows us to get closed-form expressions for all quantities of interest.
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where the right-hand side of the above expression is the same across households and also

constant over time.

Exploiting the result that the consumption-wealth ratio is constant across households
and also over time allows us to obtain the ratio of aggregate consumption, C;#® = Zthl Cht,

to aggregate wealth, W8¢ = ST 1 .

agg

Ci
agg

W,

= C.

(26)

In equilibrium, the aggregate capital stock, K% = 27]1\[:1 K, t, equals the aggregate wealth
of households, because the bond is in zero net supply: K;®® = W8, Therefore, from (26),

the aggregate consumption-to-capital ratio is: C;*¢/K;®® = c.
We now derive the aggregate investment-capital ratio. The aggregate investment flow,
I8 is the sum of the investment flows into each firm, ;'8¢ = Zivzl I, ;. The aggregate

investment flow must be equal to aggregate output flow less the aggregate consumption

flow, i.e.,
agg _ agg agg
I = aK;*° — C/*°.

Firms all have constant returns to scale and differ only because of shocks to their capital

stocks. Therefore, the aggregate growth rate of the economy, g, defined by g dt = E} [d;éiagig} ,
t

is the aggregate investment-capital ratio, and so

Fi 1 )
(27) g = K88 :O‘_Czw(a_(s)_f(l/)_l)'ygsc'
t

Underdiversification by individual households amplifies the risk in the economy, that is,
increases 0. If the substitution effect dominates (¢ > 1), the increase in risk will reduce
the aggregate growth rate in (27) because, as we see from (25), households will choose to
consume more of their wealth. On the other hand, if the income effect dominates (¢ < 1),
the increase in portfolio risk will lead to an increase in the aggregate growth rate but, as

we show below, even in this case welfare shall fall.
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D. Social Welfare

We now study social welfare, that is, the aggregate welfare of all households. An in-
dividual household’s utility level is given by Up+ = kW, where kj is defined in (21).
Imposing market clearing and simplifying the resulting expression for kj, we obtain that

when households are intertemporal consumers, social welfare is given by

H H
(28) U =N Uy =Y Wiy = 5 K%,
h=1 h=1
where we obtain the last equality using the result that W, ®® = K;*® and where

1
5 _ MVUcc —
[w+(1 DU )}w W #£0

)

(29) K=
UMV(Um) w = 07
in which
(30) UMY (o ):(S—i—l g—l*yo'2 —a—1o2
* VY 2% 2%

with the endogenous aggregate growth rate g given in (27) and where UMY (0,,) denotes the
welfare of a mean-variance household after imposing market clearing, which is obtained by
substituting into (18) the equilibrium interest rate from (24) and the condition that 75, = 1

for each household.2*

We know that households benefit from their own individual financial education if it
allows them to overcome their familiarity biases.?> But how significant would be the gains
to society of widespread financial education, financial innovation, and financial regulation
that lead households to invest in better diversified portfolios? To answer this question, we
need to understand that the welfare gains take place via two different channels. One is a
micro-level effect, whereby a household’s welfare is increased purely from choosing a better

diversified set of investments—the return on a household’s financial wealth then becomes

24 Calvet, Campbell and Sodini (2007) study the mean-variance case in partial equilibrium.

Z5Bducation in finance theory is not widespread. Guiso and Viviano (2015) report that households lack
basic knowledge of the financial concepts that are required for making financial decisions; additional evidence
is presented in Lusardi and Mitchell (2011).
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less risky, which also reduces its consumption-growth volatility. The second is a macro-
level general-equilibrium effect, which raises the welfare of all households. From where does
this macroeconomic effect arise? Its source lies in the decline of risk in every household’s
portfolio. If the substitution effect dominates the income effect (¢ > 1), households prefer to
consume less today and invest more in risky firms; therefore, aggregate investment increases,
raising the trend growth rate of the economy, and increasing social welfare. If the income
effect dominates (1 < 1), households prefer to consume more today and invest less in risky

production, thereby reducing trend growth, but still increasing welfare.

We now show analytically how to disentangle the micro-level channel from the macro-
level general-equilibrium channel. In equilibrium, the level of social welfare is given by (28),
where k is the social welfare per unit of aggregate capital. The micro-level positive effect
stems from a reduction in household portfolio risk, brought about by financial education,
innovation, and regulation. The reduction in risk stems from improved diversification:

Ao2 = — (02 — U%/N) < 0.
———

diversification

The macro-level general-equilibrium effect manifests itself via a change in expected
aggregate consumption growth, g, which we can write as follows:

1 1
Ag = —§(¢ —1)yAgy = 5(1/) — 1)y (o - U%/N) :
N——

diversification

The micro-level positive effect and the macro-level general-equilibrium effect combine to

give the total impact on the welfare of a mean-variance household and hence social welfare

as follows
Utsocial
dln <7Ktagg ) _ 1 dUMV(Jm)
d(o2) i+ (1—y)UMV(0z) d(o2)

_ 1dUMY(0g)

¢ do2)
where
(31) dUMV (05)  OUMV(0g)  OUMV(0g) Og

d(oz) 9(oz) dg  9(o3)
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The first term on the right-hand side of (31) captures the micro-level effect and the second

term gives the macro-level general-equilibrium effect. Computing the relevant derivatives

gives
dl Utsocial
<32> e N T O
d(o3) 2¢\ ¢ i
i level level
effect | effect

We can see that a decline in the risk of household portfolios always increases social welfare.
The relative importance of the micro- and macro-level channels is determined by the elas-
ticity of intertemporal substitution, . If ¢ > 1, a reduction in risk at the microeconomic
level has a greater follow-on impact at the macroeconomic level, because households are
more willing to adjust their consumption intertemporally. For the special case of ¢ = 1,
the income and substitution effects offset each other exactly, and so the reduction in risk at

the microeconomic level does not have further macroeconomic effects.
E.  Social Welfare with Preference Heterogeneity

In our analysis above, we have assumed that all households have the same preference
parameters. In this section, we extend the model to allow for households who are hetero-
geneous not only with respect to their familiarity biases but also with respect to their rate

of time preference, elasticity of intertemporal substitution, and relative risk aversion.?6

When households are heterogeneous, then social welfare per unit of aggregate wealth at
date t is given by the wealth-weighted average of kj across all households, in contrast to
the case where households had identical preferences and social welfare per unit of aggregate
wealth was given by (the common) &:

Usocial H Wht
(33) L = Z Kh (H ;
Wy h=1 ijl Wi

26This is achieved by generalizing the condition in equation (23) so that even in the presence of hetero-
geneity each household has the same demand for the risk-free bond. In general equilibrium, where aggregate
demand for the risk-free asset needs to be zero, this then implies that each household has zero invested in
the risk-free bond, which then allows us to solve the model in closed form even when household preferences
are heterogeneous.
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where

1

5 1— UMV 1—vy,
|:1/’h h+(6w:f’h) ] Uy, # 0,
Kh = h

uMv Y, =0,

Y

and

R 1
UMY = a— oy, with == %,Vh e{1,...,H).

If we assume that all households have equal date-t wealth, equation (33) simplifies to

Utsocial 1 H
o Pt

where date-t aggregate wealth is given by W88 = Zle Whe=HWp.

In the next section, we will evaluate quantitatively the magnitude of the social wel-
fare gain if households can eliminate the effects of familiarity biases in their portfolio-
diversification, asset-allocation, and consumption-saving decisions. In this exercise, we will
study the magnitude of the microeconomic and macroeconomic effects on welfare and also

the consequences of preference heterogeneity across households.

IV. Implications of Financial Policy for Social Welfare

Our main goal in this section is to make statements about welfare, both in partial and
general equilibrium, for a plausibly parameterized version of our stylized model. Below,
we first explain our choice of parameter values, and then undertake a simple quantitative
exercise to calculate the implications for welfare and explain the economic intuition for
our findings. Recall our key modeling assumption in general equilibrium that the average
familiarity level, p sy, is the same across all households; this assumption then implies that
households have the same demand for the bond, which, with market clearing, leads to zero

bond holdings by each household in equilibrium.
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A.  Parameter values

In this section, we explain how we estimate the parameters needed to compute the gain

in welfare if a particular household were to switch to holding a more diversified portfolio.

To estimate the improvement in household welfare from holding a better diversified port-
folio, we need an estimate of the portfolio volatility for a household that is underdiversified
(04, ) and an estimate of portfolio volatility if the household were holding a well-diversified
portfolio (o / ~). For both parameters, we use the estimates in Calvet, Campbell and Sodini
(2007, Table 3), in which the portfolio volatility of the median underdiversified household
is 04, = 19.5% per year and the volatility of a household’s portfolio if it had invested in
a diversified portfolio would be o,y = 14.7% per year. Note that the estimate of 19.5%
per year accounts for the investment by the median household of about half its wealth in
well-diversified mutual funds. Then, using the result that pp, = (01/n/ 0, )? that is derived

in (A27), one can identify pp, = pp = 0.5682.

The next parameter we need is the expected rate of return on stocks, a. Calvet, Camp-
bell and Sodini (2007) estimate that the equity risk premium, « — ¢, is 6.7% per year and

they use an interest rate of i = 3.7% per year, which implies that o = 10.4% per year.?”

Finally, we need an estimate of relative risk aversion. For the partial-equilibrium setting,
we identify this using the finding in Calvet, Campbell and Sodini (2007, Table 1) that for
the typical household the proportion of wealth invested in risky assets is 7, = 53%,2® which

from the expression for 7, in (16) implies that

1l a—1
35 T = | — Hfh
%) [% "%/N] !
1 0.067
0.53 = | ————=1 0.5682
[’Yh 0.1472] ’

which gives us an estimate of v, = 3.3245 for the typical household. For the general-

equilibrium setting, we again use (35) but now, because of market clearing and the symmetry

2TThe interest rate of 3.7% is not reported in their paper but was obtained via private communication.

%The 53% is obtained from the last column of Table 1 in Calvet, Campbell and Sodini (2007), by
considering the ratio of investments in domestic stocks, international stocks, and mutual funds to the total
investment in financial assets, excluding capital insurance and bonds and derivatives: (0.2090 + 0.018 +
0.223)/(0.351 + 0.055 + 0.209 + .018 + 0.223) = 53%.
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condition, we specify 7, = 1 for all households, which leads to an estimate of v = 1.762 for

the economy-wide level of relative risk aversion.?”

These parameters allow us to compute the mean-variance utility of a household. How-
ever, to compute lifetime utility, we need to specify also the preference parameters for the
subjective rate of time preference, ¢, and the elasticity of intertemporal substitution, . In
the macroeconomics literature, the value used for § typically ranges from 2% to 4% per year
(see, for instance, Bansal and Yaron (2004) and Collin-Dufresne, Johannes and Lochstoer
(20164a)) so for our base case we use the value of 3% per year and report results for § ranging

around the base-case value.

For the parameter ¢ that governs the elasticity of intertemporal substitution (EIS),
there is less agreement in the literature. For instance, several papers estimate v and find
that it is well in excess of 1.5; see, for instance, Attanasio and Weber (1989), Beaudry and
van Wincoop (1996), Vissing-Jorgensen (2002), Attanasio and Vissing-Jorgensen (2003),
and Gruber (2013). However, Hall (1988) and Campbell (1999) estimate 1) to be below 1,
although their results are based on a model without fluctuating economic uncertainty and
Bansal and Yaron (2004) show that ignoring this biases the estimate downwards. In terms
of microeconomics, the assumption that 1) > 1 is more plausible. That is, if households
are to have an asset holding (or saving) function that is increasing in the perceived return
of the asset, then this requires ¢ > 1. Similarly, from an asset-pricing perspective, a
value of ¢y > 1 is more reasonable because if ¢ < 1 (and risk aversion v > 1), then an
increase in the volatility of output growth would lead to an increase in the value of assets—
a counterintuitive and counterfactual outcome (see Bansal and Yaron (2004) for a further
discussion of this point). Consequently, many papers in the recent literature, such as Barro
et al. (2013), Bansal, Kiku and Yaron (2013), Collin-Dufresne, Johannes and Lochstoer
(2013), Bansal et al. (2014), and Iachan, Nenov and Simsek (2016), use a value of EIS that
is greater than 1. Therefore, we adopt a base-case value of ¢y = 1.20 but report results for

a range of values around the base case, including values where ¢ < 1.

29This means that the partial-equilibrium and general-equilibrium results should not be compared because
the level of risk aversion used in the two settings is different; in the partial-equilibrium setting, the level of
risk aversion is chosen to match the allocation to the risky assets reported in Calvet, Campbell and Sodini
(2007) while in the general-equilibrium setting the level of risk aversion is chosen to match the interest rate
used in Calvet, Campbell and Sodini (2007).
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B. Partial Equilibrium

Using the above parameter values, we compute the increase in welfare for an individual
household in partial equilibrium from reducing the effect of familiarity biases on: portfolio

diversification (xy), asset allocation (), and consumption (cp).

We consider two cases when the household has mean-variance utility. In the first case,
we measure the gain from removing the bias in portfolio-diversification (x) but with asset-
allocation (7rp,) still biased. In the second case, we measure the gain from removing both

the bias in a;, and 7.

For the first case, in which a household shifts from an underdiversified portfolio x; with
a volatility of 19.5% per year to a diversified portfolio @,y with a volatility of only 14.7%
per year while keeping 7, fixed at 0.53, we see from (18) that the mean-variance welfare of

that household per unit of the household’s wealth would increase by:

Yh
UMY (mp, 1 n) — UR™Y (o, ) = _?W%(U%/N —02,)
11 fa—i\? ,
36 _ 1 5
(36) 2y <01/N> Ih
— 0.0077,

which can be interpreted as an increase of 0.77% in the annualized expected return on the

aggregate wealth of household h, which is only a modest increase.

A second way to measure welfare is in terms of the percentage increase in initial aggre-
gate wealth, A\, which is required to raise welfare with a familiarity-biased portfolio to that
under the fully diversified portfolio:

Wi, x Up™Y (. @1 yn) = Wa(1+ X)) x UMY (o, )

A U}]L‘/IV(’]Th7$1/N)
h p—
UMY (7, )

_1,

where W), is the level of initial wealth of household h. According to this measure, reported
in the second column of the first row of Table 1, a shift from a portfolio with a volatility of
19.5% to a portfolio with a volatility of only 14.7% is equivalent to a A\j, = 14% increase in
the initial wealth of household h.
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TABLE 1—INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLD WELFARE GAIN

in levels in % in % x (1/T)

Mean-variance welfare gain

@, unbiased, 7, biased 0.0077 14.00 0.77
x;, and 7y, unbiased 0.0135 24.63 1.35
Lifetime utility welfare gain

x; unbiased, 7, and cj, biased 0.0273 36.90 2.02
x;, and 7, unbiased, ¢; biased 0.0560 75.80 4.15
xyp, T, and cp, unbiased 0.0568 76.78 4.20

Notes: In this table, we report the increase in welfare of an individual household in partial equilibrium
from reducing the effect of familiarity biases on: portfolio-diversification (x,), asset-allocation (7,), and the
consumption rate (cx). The first panel measures welfare using mean-variance utility while the second panel
measures welfare using intertemporal lifetime utility. The parameter values used are: o1,n = 14.7% p.a.;
0z, = 19.5% p.a.; a =10.4% p.a.; i = 3.7% p.a.; v, = 3.3245; 6, = 0.03 p.a.; ¥, = 1.20.

A third way to measure welfare is to relate this increase in the initial capital stock to

an annualized return via the following simple expression: 11}% = 0.77%, implying that an

increase in the initial wealth of 14% is equivalent to an annualized return of 0.77% per year
over T = 18.2632 years.>® This is reported in the last column of the first row of numbers

in Table 1.

For the second case, we consider the welfare gain for a mean-variance household that
overcomes the effect of familiarity biases on its portfolio diversification (x;) and also its

asset allocation (7). That is, we compute

) O el ) - O () = 5 (5 ) o3+ Gapn = 177

Y \O1/N
where 77}({ is the optimal level of wealth allocated to risky assets in the absence of familiarity
biases. Comparing (37) to (36), we see that now there will be an additional improvement in
household welfare because of the improvement in asset allocation, which is reflected by the
last term in (37), (usn — 1)%. As a result of this, the welfare gain is 1.35% instead of 0.77%
for the first case where only the bias in portfolio diversification was eliminated. Measured

as the percentage increase in the initial wealth, the welfare gain is now 24.63% instead of

30For the details of this calculation, observe that 1 4+ A, = "7, where r is the annualized return over T
years for household h, and so r = % In(1+ Ap) =~ %)\h.
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14% for the first case. Thus, including the impact on asset allocation increases the welfare

gains from removing familiarity biases by about three quarters.

Next, we look at welfare when a household is not just a mean-variance optimizer but
also wishes to smooth consumption intertemporally. These results are reported in Panel B
of Table 1. For the case where we have “xj; unbiased, 7, and cp, biased,” the welfare gain
measured in levels is 0.0273, instead of 0.0077 for the mean-variance case when accounting
for only the effect on portfolio diversification. The welfare gain measured in percentage is
36.90% (instead of 14% when accounting only for portfolio diversification) and the welfare
gain scaled over T periods is 2.02% per year (instead of 0.77% per year from just portfolio
diversification). In contrast, for the case reported in the last row where x, 7, and ¢y, are
all unbiased, the welfare gain is even larger: in levels it is 0.0568, in percentage terms it is

76.78%, and scaled over T periods it is 4.20% per year.

In summary, the above results for the partial-equilibrium setting indicate that the mod-
est increase in the welfare of an individual household from holding a better diversified
portfolio is substantially larger once we allow for the possibility that households can ad-
just also their asset allocation and intertemporal consumption. The lifetime welfare gain
of 4.20% per year reported in the last column of Panel B of Table 1 from eliminating the
effect of familiarity biases in portfolio diversification, asset allocation, and intertemporal
consumption is more than five times the gain of 0.77% per year reported in the last column
of Panel A of Table 1 in mean-variance welfare from eliminating the effect of familiarity

biases on just portfolio diversification.

C. General Equilibrium

In this section, we consider the effects on aggregate social welfare from removing familiar-
ity biases of households. That is, in contrast to the partial-equilibrium analysis considered
in the previous section, we impose the market-clearing condition that aggregate borrowing
is zero and we consider the effects on macroeconomic growth arising from aggregating the

consumption-savings decisions of individual households.
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Using the parameter values described in Section A, we compute social welfare per unit
of aggregate capital stock for three cases in general equilibrium, as summarized in the three
rows of numbers in Table 2. In the first case, we consider mean-variance households; in our
general-equilibrium model we see from (29) that this corresponds to the special case in which
all households have zero elasticity of intertemporal substitution: 1 = 0. If households were
to shift from underdiversified portfolios with a volatility of 19.5% to diversified portfolios
with a volatility of only 14.7%, we see from (30) that social welfare per unit capital stock
would increase by:

UMY (o1n) — UMY (0g) = —%(a%m —02) =0.0145,

which can be interpreted as an increase of 1.45% in the annualized expected return on the

aggregate capital stock (i.e. aggregate wealth).

Just like for the partial-equilibrium setting, one could also compute the percentage
increase in the initial aggregate capital stock, A, which is required to raise social welfare

with poorly diversified portfolios to that under perfectly diversified portfolios:
K88 x UMV(al/N) = K*8(1+ \) x UMY (0,)

B UMV(U1/N)

A= —1
UMV(O'm) ’

where K288 is the initial level of the aggregate capital stock. According to this measure,
reported in the second column of the first row of numbers in Table 2, a shift from portfolios
with a volatility of 19.5% to portfolios with a volatility of only 14.7% is equivalent to a
A = 20.51% increase in the initial capital stock. This increase in the initial capital stock
can be related to an annualized return via the following simple expression: %1% = 1.45%,
implying that an increase in the aggregate capital stock of 20.51% is equivalent to an
annualized return over T' = 14.18 years of 1.45%, which is reported in the last column of

the first row of numbers in Table 2.3}

Next, we look at social welfare when households desire to smooth consumption intertem-
porally (1) > 0). These results are reported in the row titled “Intertemporal household: x, ¢
unbiased but growth exogenous” of Table 2. We find that if ¢ = 1.20, shifting from a port-

folio with a volatility 19.5% to a portfolio with a volatility of 14.7%, keeping the aggregate

31For the details of this calculation, see footnote 30.
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TABLE 2—SOCIAL WELFARE GAINS FROM HOUSEHOLD PORTFOLIO DIVERSIFICATION

in levels in % in % x (1/7T)

PANEL A: FULL REMOVAL OF FAMILIARITY BIASES

Mean-variance welfare gain
x unbiased 0.0145 20.51 1.45

Lifetime utility welfare gain
x, c unbiased but growth exogenous 0.1145 79.15 5.58
x, c unbiased and growth endogenous 0.1491 103.05 7.26

PANEL B: PARTIAL REMOVAL OF FAMILIARITY BIASES

Mean-variance welfare gain
x less biased 0.0070 9.92 0.70

Lifetime utility welfare gain
x, ¢ less biased but growth exogenous 0.0455 31.46 2.22
x, c less biased and growth endogenous 0.0566 39.11 2.76

Notes: In this table, we report the potential gains to social welfare if households diversify their portfolios.
There are two panels: in Panel A, we consider the welfare gains from the full removal of all familiarity biases
so that the volatility of each household’s portfolio decreases from oo = 19.5% per year to o1,y = 14.7% per
year, while in Panel B, we consider the welfare gains from the partial removal of familiarity biases so that the
volatility of each household’s portfolio decreases partially from o, = 19.5% to 17.3% per year. In each panel,
we report results for three cases. In the first case, households have mean-variance utility. In the second
case, households are intertemporal consumers, but growth is exogenous. In the third case, households
are intertemporal consumers and growth is endogenous. The parameter values are: o1,nv = 14.7% p.a.;
oz = 19.5% p.a.; a = 10.4% p.a.; vy = 1.762; § = 0.03 p.a.; 1» = 1.20.

growth rate fixed exogenously (at the level at which the portfolio volatility of each house-
hold is equal to 19.5%), raises social welfare per unit capital stock by 0.1145 rather than
the 0.0145 for the mean-variance case that ignores the effect on intertemporal consumption.
The social welfare gain is more than seven times larger now because the households benefit
not just from reducing the volatility of their portfolios, but also from the utility gain from
smoothing intertemporal consumption. This larger increase in social welfare is similar in
magnitude if one were to measure the gain in terms of the required increase in the initial
aggregate capital stock; that is, A\ = 79.15% instead of the 20.51% for the mean-variance
case. Similarly, the change in initial capital stock is equivalent to an annualized expected

return of 5.58% over T' = 14.18 years, compared to the 1.45% for the mean-variance case.
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Finally, we look at the case in which aggregate growth is endogenous, and hence, it
changes when all households shift to a portfolio with less risk. These results are reported in
Table 2, in the row titled “Intertemporal household: «,c unbiased and growth endogenous”
We find that if ¢ = 1.20, shifting from portfolios with a volatility 19.5% to portfolios with
a volatility of 14.7% raises social welfare per unit of capital stock by 0.1491 instead of the
0.1145 for the case with exogenous growth, and 0.0145 for the mean-variance case. The
social welfare gain is much larger now because households benefit not just from reducing
the volatility of their portfolio and the resulting smoothing of intertemporal consumption,

but also from the increase in aggregate growth.

The social welfare gain of 0.1491 compared to 0.1145 is of course similar in magnitude
to what one would obtain by measuring the gain in terms of the required increase in initial
capital stock: A = 103.05% compared to 79.15%, which is reported in the second column
of Table 2. Similarly, using the same scaling of 7' = 14.18 years as for the mean-variance
case, we find that the change in initial capital stock is equivalent to an annualized expected
return of 7.26% with endogenous growth, in comparison to 5.58% with exogenous growth,

and 1.45% for the mean-variance case.

Panel B of Table 2 reports the welfare gains for the case where, instead of removing
familiarity biases entirely, these biases are removed only partially. Specifically, instead of
the volatility of the households portfolio dropping all the way from 0.195 to 0.147, it drops
only halfway to about 0.173. The insights in this case are exactly the same as for Panel A,
where we removed familiarity biases completely: the welfare gain after incorporating the
effects of intertemporal consumption and endogenous growth is much larger than the direct

gain from just the reduction in portfolio volatility.

Thus, the above results suggest that the modest increase in social welfare for mean-
variance households from holding a better diversified portfolio is substantially larger once
we allow for the possibility that households can smooth consumption intertemporally and

that the aggregate effects of these changes could lead to an increase in growth.

We now examine the sensitivity of the above results to the impatience parameter, &,

and the elasticity of intertemporal substitution parameter, ¥. As in all dynamic models,
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the effect of the intertemporal allocation of capital becomes less pronounced as households
become more impatient. The effect of an increase in ¢ is illustrated in the first panel of
Figure 1 below, in which we plot the social welfare gain for the three settings examined in
the three rows of the table above as households’ impatience changes. The figure reports
the social welfare gain per unit capital stock in percentage terms based on an annualized
return over 7' = 14.18 years. The solid (black) line in the figure shows the welfare gains
from diversification for a mean-variance household: this line is flat because the mean-
variance utility does not depend on §. The dotted (blue) line shows the gains from portfolio
diversification for a household with intertemporal consumption when growth is exogenous:
this line shows that for patient households (low §) with a strong willingness to postpone
consumption to future dates, the welfare gains can be amplified by an order of magnitude
relative to the mean-variance case. The dashed (red) line shows the welfare gain to society
from portfolio diversification when growth is endogenous: this line shows that the social
welfare gains exceed the private gains to individual households, with the gap between the
two increasing as § decreases. These lines show that a large part of the amplification
stems not from the direct welfare gain arising from a reduction in micro-level volatility via
portfolio diversification, but instead from the smoothing of intertemporal consumption and

the macro-level effect on aggregate growth.

In the second panel of Figure 1, we plot the social welfare gain per unit of capital
stock for the three settings examined in the three rows of the table above as the household’s
elasticity of intertemporal substitution (¢) changes. The solid (black) line shows the welfare
gains from diversification for a mean-variance household: this line is flat because mean-
variance utility does not depend on . The dotted (blue) line shows the gains from portfolio
diversification for a household with intertemporal consumption when growth is exogenous:
this line shows that the welfare gain from portfolio diversification for an individual household
exceeds that of the mean-variance household. The dashed (red) line shows that the welfare
gain to society from portfolio diversification when growth is endogenous. This line intersects
the dotted (blue) line at the special case of 1y = 1 because at that point the income and
substitution effects offset each other exactly, so society chooses not to adjust aggregate

investment at all. For the region where 1) > 1, society is willing to consume less today and
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FIGURE 1. SOCIAL WELFARE WITH CHANGES IN § AND

Notes: In the panel on the left, we plot welfare as the impatience parameter, §, varies and in the panel on the
right, we plot welfare as the elasticity of intertemporal substitution, v, varies. In both panels, we report the
social welfare gain per unit capital stock in percentage terms based on an annualized return over 7' = 14.18
years. Each panel has three curves: the solid (black) line shows the welfare gains from diversification
for a mean-variance household; the dotted (blue) line shows the gains from portfolio diversification for a
household with intertemporal consumption but with growth being exogenous; and the dashed (red) line
shows the welfare gain from portfolio diversification when growth is endogenous.

invest more, leading to positive growth effects; thus, in this region the social gains, given by
the dashed (red) line, exceed the private gains, given by the dotted (blue) line. The reverse
is true for v < 1, with the social welfare gains coinciding with the gains for a mean-variance

household when 1 = 0.

We conclude this section by examining the effects of preference heterogeneity on the
results reported above. The results for the case where households differ in their preference
parameters are based on the expression in (34) and are given in Table 3, which has 4 panels.
Panel A gives the results for the base case, where there is no heterogeneity and familiarity is
reduced partially (exactly as in Panel B of Table 2). Panels B, C, and D of Table 3 are for the
cases where there is heterogeneity in subjective discount rates, elasticities of intertemporal
substitution, and relative risk aversion, respectively. Heterogeneity is modeled as a uniform

distribution centered on the parameter value for the base case of that parameter.

We see from this table that the social welfare gains increase with heterogeneity. For

example, in Panel A where all households have the same preference parameters, the social
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TABLE 3—WELFARE GAINS WHEN 0y, ¥), OR ¥, ARE HETEROGENEOUS

in levels in % in % x (1/T)

PANEL A: BASE CASE WITHOUT HETEROGENEITY
Mean-variance welfare gain
x less biased 0.0070 9.92 0.70

Lifetime utility welfare gain
x, ¢ less biased but growth exogenous 0.0455 31.46 2.22
x, ¢ less biased and growth endogenous 0.0566 39.11 2.76

PANEL B: HETEROGENEITY IN SUBJECTIVE DISCOUNT RATES

Mean-variance welfare gain
x unbiased 0.0070 9.92 0.70

Lifetime utility welfare gain
x, c unbiased but growth exogenous 0.0965 37.29 2.63
x, c unbiased and growth endogenous 0.1231 46.98 3.31

PANEL C: HETEROGENEITY IN ELASTICITY OF INTERTEMPORAL SUBSTITUTION

Mean-variance welfare gain
x unbiased 0.0070 9.92 0.70

Lifetime utility welfare gain
x, c unbiased but growth exogenous 0.0628 36.13 2.55
x, c unbiased and growth endogenous 0.0919 49.72 3.51

PANEL D: HETEROGENEITY IN RELATIVE RISK AVERSION
Mean-variance welfare gain
x unbiased 0.0090 12.80 0.90

Lifetime utility welfare gain
x, ¢ unbiased but growth exogenous 0.0618 42.71 3.01
x, c unbiased and growth endogenous 0.0777 53.71 3.79

Notes: In this table, we report the potential gains to social welfare from reducing households’ familiarity
biases partially. Our results are reported in four panels. Panel A gives the results for the case where there
is no heterogeneity. Panels B, C, and D are for the cases where there is heterogeneity in subjective discount
rates, elasticities of intertemporal substitution, and relative risk aversion levels, respectively. Heterogeneity
of 1001 households is modeled as a uniform distribution centered on the parameter value for the base case
of that parameter in Panel A, in which § = 0.03 p.a., ©» = 1.20, and v = 1.762. In Panel B, §, ranges from
0.02 to 0.04. In Panel C, 9 ranges from 0.90 to 1.50. In Panel D, v, ranges from 1.262 to 2.262. The
parameter values we have assumed are: oy/y = 14.7% p.a.; 0z = 19.5% p.a.; and a = 10.4% p.a..

welfare gain is 39.11%, but it is 46.98% in Panel B where all households have different
subjective time discount rates, it is 49.72% in Panel C where all households have different

EIS parameters, and it is 53.71% in Panel D where all households have different levels of
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risk aversion. The intuition for why the impact of household heterogeneity increases the
welfare gains is that when households have heterogeneous preference parameters, the desire
for risk sharing and consumption smoothing is even greater; thus, underdiversification is
even more costly in this setting. This intuition is evident also from Figure 1 where we plot
the level of welfare gain for different values of the preference parameters. These figures
show that the welfare gains are convex functions of the household preference parameters;
thus, when households have heterogeneous preferences, because of Jensen’s inequality, the
welfare gains for society (that is, the welfare gain averaged across households) are at least
as great as the welfare gains for the average household (that is, the welfare gain for the

average value of a preference parameter).

V. Discussion of Modeling Choices

In this section, we discuss how our results depend on the various modeling choices that
we have made. We start by making a general observation. Note that our main insight is
about the change in welfare from removing familiarity biases being larger than just the
gain from improving portfolio diversification if one accounted also for the asset-allocation
implications and intertemporal effects at the individual level and the growth effects at the
aggregate level. To make this point, we are comparing the change in the welfare levels when
accounting for these additional effects. That is, we are looking at the difference in difference
of welfare levels. Because we are looking at the difference in difference, variations in the

baseline model will largely wash out.

A. Labor Income

In our analysis of the effect of familiarity biases on the lifetime utility of a household,
we have ignored the presence of uninsurable background risks from sources such as labor
income, employer stock holdings, and restrictions on pension investments. In this section,
we discuss how the presence of such risks would affect our results, with a special focus on the
effect of labor income. A more comprehensive survey of both the theoretical and empirical

work on the effect of background risk on stock-market participation is presented in Curcuru
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et al. (2010), who find that “including background income risk can make it more difficult

to explain non-participation in the stock market, or low levels of stock holdings.”

We start by reporting the textbook solution for the optimal portfolio weight in the
presence of labor income:3? Campbell (2018, Equation (10.15), p. 311) shows that for the
case of CRRA utility and the choice between a single risky asset and the risk-free asset in
partial equilibrium, the share of wealth invested in the risky asset, using our notation and

for the setting in continuous time, can be written as:

1l a—1 Yh

(38) wh= ——— — |\=—-1)8 ,
Y O Yh

myopic component intertemporal component

where 43, = v, x p*4 can be interpreted as the risk-aversion of the household adjusted for
labor income, pY < 1 is the elasticity of consumption with respect to financial wealth,
and [ is the covariance of the household’s labor income with the return on the risky asset

divided by the variance of the risky asset return.

In our setting, where households have recursive utility with familiarity biases, and there
are multiple risky assets, one can derive an expression for the optimal portfolio policy that
is similar to (38). To simplify the derivation, we assume that each household works for a
single firm and that the labor income of this household is more highly correlated with the
stock returns of this particular firm, compared to the correlation with the stock returns for
all the other firms. Denoting by € the proportional increase in the correlation between the
labor income of a particular household and the stock return of the firm where this household
is employed, we show that the optimal portfolio vector is:

Aiaiil —(Zh— )B(1+eeh)],

A o2 Ah

myopic component intertemporal component

(39) wy=0;"

where Wy, is the correlation matrix for the returns of the N risky assets adjusted for famil-
iarity biases, 1 is the N x 1 vector of ones, and e, € R is the column vector with zeros in

all entries except entry h. The expression in (39) is derived in Appendix B.

32For an excellent summary of the key theoretical results about the effect of labor income on portfolio
choice, see Campbell (2018, Ch. 10) and Guiso and Sodini (2013). While most of the empirical results are
for U.S. data, the results are similar for other countries: Guiso, Jappelli and Terlizzese (1996) find that
background risk has only a small affect on portfolio choice for Italian households and Fagereng, Guiso and
Pistaferri (2018) find that the size of uninsurable wage risk is small in administrative data for Norway.
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To understand the effect of labor income on the effects of familiarity biases, note that
there are four possibilities for the stochastic nature of labor income. The first possibility
is that labor income is deterministic. Equation (39) shows that in this case, because § is
zero, the second component of the portfolio weight is zero. Therefore, the only effect of
labor income is to increase the share of wealth the household would like to invest in the
risky asset (because p®Y < 1), which would only exacerbate the effect of familiarity biases

in household portfolios.??

The second possibility is that labor income is risky but uncorrelated with stock returns,
which is what many studies find empirically.?* In this case again, 3 is zero, and therefore,
labor income has no impact on the portfolio composition of the household and its only
effect is to reduce the demand for the risk-free asset. For instance, Campbell (2018, p.
311) concludes that: “An investor with risky but uncorrelated labor income always invests
a larger share of his financial wealth in the risky asset than an investor with no labor
income.” The intuition is that because of the presence of labor income, a one percent
negative shock in financial wealth does not fully translate into a one percent decrease in

consumption growth; thus, households should hold riskier portfolios.

The third possibility is that labor income is risky but positively correlated with stock
returns. Thus, the returns on these stocks would be low when labor income was low, which
implies that it would be optimal for the household to hedge the risky labor income by

35

reducing the holding in the familiar firm.>® Thus, in this case a bias in portfolios toward

familiar assets has even more negative consequences for welfare.

The fourth possibility is that labor income is negatively correlated with stock returns. In
this case, it would be optimal for each household to hold a portfolio that is biased toward the
familiar firm; thus, only in this case will the welfare cost of the familiarity bias in portfolios

be smaller than for the case without labor income. However, the case of labor income being

33Bodie, Merton and Samuelson (1992) show that when future labor income is certain, it is optimal for
households to hold proportionally more stocks in their portfolios—because deterministic labor income is
similar to receiving interest from holding a risk-free bond.

31Gee, for example, Botazzi, Pesenti and van Wincoop (1996), Cocco, Gomes and Maenhout (2005,
page 529), and Davis and Willen (2000a).

35Gee Viceira (2001, Prop. 3) for a more detailed discussion.
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negatively related to stock returns is unlikely because this would imply that a household’s

labor income increases when the firm where the household is employed performs poorly.36

Overall, the size of the hedging-demand component is likely to be small. The reason
for this is that the g of the household’s labor income with respect to the return on a risky
asset is small because individual stock-return volatility is about 0.30 per year and much
higher than labor income volatility, which is only about 0.03 or 0.04 per year, and therefore,
even if the correlation between labor income and stock returns is assumed to be 0.10 or
0.20, it will be reduced substantially when it is multiplied by the ratio of the volatility
of labor income to the volatility of individual stock returns. Therefore, when we evaluate
numerically the expression in (39) for the portfolio weights, we find that in the absence
of familiarity biases, the intertemporal-hedging component of the portfolio is small—only
about 5% of the mean-variance component; moreover, in the presence of familiarity biases,

the size of the intertemporal-hedging component decreases further by about half.

B. Other Sources of Income

In our analysis, we have assumed that household portfolios consist of investments only
in financial assets. However, many households invest a major share of their wealth in real
estate (in fact, the investment in real estate is typically levered) and some households invest
also in entrepreneurial ventures. These investments would imply that household portfolios
are even less well diversified than we have assumed above. Consequently, the social welfare

gains from improved diversification would be even larger than the ones reported above.

C. Other Approaches to Modeling Production

In our analysis, we have used the Cox, Ingersoll and Ross (1985) production model
that has constant returns to scale. Instead, if one has a Cobb-Douglas production function,
growth is not endogenous and diversification impacts the steady-state level of aggregate

capital. One can show that even in this case diversification across production technologies

3Davis and Willen (20000, their Table 3) report R? values for regressions of earnings innovations on the
returns on the S&P 500 and find that the R? values are small for all groups, and always less than 10 percent.
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(that is, firms) is equivalent to a permanent increase in the level of technology, which

increases the steady-state level of aggregate capital.

On the other hand, in a model where technological progress is endogenous and depends
on innovation by entrepreneurs, familiarity biases will have the benefit of increasing the rate
of innovation, while still having all the costs that we have documented in our paper. But, as
we explained above, because we are looking at the difference in difference of welfare levels,
the insights we get in our model would be similar to the ones in a model with endogenous

technological progress.

Finally, consider an overlapping-generations (OLG) model. In such a model, because
each generation of households is short-lived, the long term growth of the economy would
matter less for their welfare than in our current set up. One way to see this in the context of
our model is to increase the subjective discount rate, d: the first panel of Figure 1 shows this.
However, in the OLG model, if instead of measuring the welfare of a particular generation
one were to consider a social planner who cares about the welfare of many generations, then

it would move the results of the OLG model closer to the ones that we report.

D. Speed of Capital Adjustment

We have assumed that firms can adjust their investment policies instantly and at no cost;
if the adjustment of physical capital takes time, then the magnitude of the macroeconomic-
level growth effect we have identified will be smaller. To study the impact of assuming that
investment levels can be adjusted instantaneously, one can use the approach in Obstfeld
(1994, p. 1325), in which it is assumed that the annual welfare gain converges toward the
long-run annual gain at an instantaneous rate of y percent. Barro, Mankiw and Sala-i-
Martin (1992) estimate that the convergence rate when adjusting physical capital across
countries is about 2.2% per year. Assuming that the rate of convergence when adjusting
physical capital across sectors within a country is double of 2.2%, then the actual capitalized

, is related to the reported social welfare

social welfare gain from the change in growth, )\;Ctual
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gain from the change in growth, which we label Ay, as follows:

)\gcwal = / idg(1—e Yh)e " tdt = \;- .

0 1ty
Using the per annum real interest rate of 0.56% for the U.S., % = 89%, suggesting that the
actual social welfare gain from a change in growth would be close to the one we computed.
Alternatively, using the Swedish interest rate of 3.7%, % = 54%, which suggests that the
actual social welfare gain from the macroeconomic-level change in growth would be about

half of the one we computed.

VI. Conclusion

Our results indicate that the impact on household and social welfare of financial policy,
through education, innovation, and regulation, can be substantial—the potential gains are
equivalent to an increase in the return on aggregate wealth of about 5%. Most of this
gain arises from a multiplier effect applied to the gains for a household with mean-variance
utility. This multiplier effect is driven by the impact of improved portfolio diversification on
intertemporal consumption smoothing at the microeconomic level and on aggregate growth
at the microeconomic level. The analysis in our paper suggests that the answer to the
question posed in the title is a resounding “yes.” Household finance matters a great deal
because small improvements in the financial decisions of individual households have the
potential to generate large economic gains for society: a small step for households can be a

giant leap for society.

Thaler and Sunstein (2003) recommend “nudges” that gently guide people in a direc-
tion that increases welfare. Similarly, one could consider a variety of policies that could
ameliorate the familiarity biases of households. One such policy measure is to introduce
default portfolios that are well diversified. There is substantial evidence that the choice
of a default option can be important (Samuelson and Zeckhauser, 1988), because when a
particular choice is designated as the default, it attracts a disproportionate market share.

For example, households could be offered a small number of portfolios to choose from, with
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the portfolios having different levels of risk, but all of them being well diversified.?” Carlin
and Robinson (2012) and Carlin and Davies (2015) analyze how the right menu of portfo-
lio options should be chosen based on the financial sophistication of households and their
behavioral biases. In the context of our model, the default fund would be one that was

diversified across the N risky assets.

A second policy measure is financial education. For example, households could be
educated about the benefits of diversification. Empirical evidence suggests that financial
literacy can play an important role in improving decisions made by households. For instance,
Bayer, Bernheim and Scholz (2008) find that both participation in and contributions to
voluntary savings plans are significantly higher when employers offer frequent seminars
about the benefits of planning for retirement. Dimmock et al. (2014) also find that, while
general education has only a small effect in reducing familiarity bias, an increase in financial
competence does reduce this bias. Carlin and Robinson (2012) also find that financial
education can have a strong positive effect on investment decisions. Financial education
could also inform households about the benefits of investing in broadly diversified funds,

such as mutual funds and ETFs, which do not require familiarity with particular assets.

A third alternative is to introduce financial regulation to limit the tendency of house-
holds to bias portfolios toward a few familiar assets. For example, financial regulation could
be introduced to prohibit companies from providing employees own-company stock when
matching the pension contributions of employees. Financial regulation could also prohibit
the use of own-company stock in 401(k) plans. Concurrently, one could require mutual
funds to simplify investment procedures in order to lower the barrier to entry and increase

investments in these diversified assets.

37Similar to the policy advocated by Benartzi and Thaler (2004), in which people commit in advance to
allocating a proportion of their future salary increases toward retirement savings, one could design sensible
default options that encourage households to invest in portfolios that are diversified across equities and asset
classes. Madrian and Shea (2001) study the impact of automatic enrollment on 401(k) savings behavior.
They find that participation is significantly higher under automatic enrollment and that a substantial fraction
of the participants retain the default contribution rate and fund allocation. Crongvist and Thaler (2004)
find similar results in Sweden, where the government introduced a private plan for social security savings,
with a “default” fund that was diversified internationally.
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A. Appendix

In this appendix, we provide full derivations for all the results in the main text. The title
of each subsection below indicates the particular equation(s) derived in that subsection. To
make it easier to read this appendix without having to go back and forth to the main text,
we reproduce the key equations to be derived as propositions and also rewrite any equations
from the main text that are needed; these equations are assigned the same numbers as in

the main text.

A.1. The certainty equivalent in (6)

Definition A.1.1 A certainty equivalent amount of a risky quantity is the equivalent risk-

free amount in static utility terms, i.e.

(A1) Uy, (Bt [Unttdt]) = Etltey, (Unttar)]s

where uy, (-) is the static utility index defined by the power utility function®

z' = 7h
(AQ) Uy, (.ZL') _ =, Yh >0, Y 7£ 1
Inz, ~v,=1,

and the conditional expectation E[-] is defined relative to a reference probability measure P.

Proposition A.1.1 The date-t certainty equivalent of household h’s date-t + dt utility is

<dUh7t ) 2
Unt

Proof: The definition of the certainty equivalent in (A1) implies that

given by

1
(6) Mh,t[Uh,t+dt] = Et[Uh,t+dt] 3 Y Un By

1 1

Mh,t[Uh,t+dt] =FE {U;;r&t] =7 _ E, [Ui;% + d(Ui;”h)} =
Applying Ito’s Lemma, we obtain

_ _ 1 Ly
AU = (1= ) Ui dUns — 5 (1= Uy g (U

38In continuous time the more usual representation for utility is given by Ju:, where Jn: = sy, (Unt),
with the function u,, defined in (A2).
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Therefore,

1+ (1 =)

-dUhﬂg 1 <dUh7t > 2

— 5'lh
Uit 27"\ Uy

1
] ) a
_1
(dUh’t ) 2 1—p
Un,t '

Hence, expanding the above expression, and using the notation g = o(dt) to denote that

1
Mh,t[Uh,t+dt] =k {Ui;lzt] = _ Unt (Et

[dUp 1

E =~ — =y, F
t_Uh,t] 2’Yht

= Upy (1 + (1 =n)

g/dt — 0 as dt — 0, one obtains:

dU 1 dUps \?
phtlUngvatl = Ung | 1+ Ey [ h’t} — -mE: < h’t> + o(dt),
Un,t 2 Un,t
which, in the continuous-time limit, leads to the expression in (6). |

A.2. The familiarity-biased certainty equivalent in (8)

While (8), giving the familiarity-biased certainty equivalent, is given as a definition
within the main text of the paper, we can derive it from more primitive assumptions. To

do so, we need additional definitions and lemmas.
We start by defining the measure Q"%.

Definition A.2.1 The probability measure Q¥ is defined by

Q" (A) = E[1aénr],

where E is the expectation under P, A is an event realized at date T, and &, is the expo-

nential martingale (under the reference probability measure P) given by

dght 1 T ~—1
St 2T 0z
£h7t O_Vh,t ts

where Q = [Q] is the N X N correlation matriz of returns on firms’ capital stocks

1, n=m
Q — ) b
o {p, n#m,
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and

Zi=(Z14, . Zna)"

Recall that when a household is less familiar with a particular firm, it adjusts its expected
return, which is equivalent to changing the reference measure to a new measure, denoted by
Q¥r. Applying Girsanov’s Theorem, we see that under the new measure Q¥*, the evolution

of firm n’s capital stock is given by

dKnt = [(a+ Vant)Knyt — Dpyldt + 0 Ky 1 dZ)

n,t’

where Z" is a standard Brownian motion under Q¥#, such that
)

dt, n=m.
az’ndzrn, = X
ntTmyt { pdt, n #m.
Before motivating the definition of the penalty function, we make the following addi-
tional definition, so we can measure information losses stemming from biases with respect

to a specific firm.

Definition A.2.2 The probability measure Q" is defined by

Q" (A) = E[Lahn,r);

where I is the expectation under P, A is an event realized at date T, and &, s the
exponential martingale (under the reference probability measure P) given by

dSppne 1
= *Vh,n,tdZn,t-
gh,n,t g

The probability measure Q"+~ is just the probability measure associated with familiarity
bias with respect to firm n. Familiarity bias along this factor is equivalent to using Q"»:n
instead of P, which leads to a loss in information. The rate of information loss stemming
from familiarity bias with respect to firm n can be quantified via the Kullback-Leibler

divergence (per unit time) between P and Q"», given by

2
1y
DELp|Q¥en] = 55

We can now think about how to measure the total rate of information loss from famil-

iarity biases with respect to all NV firms. We can form a simple weighted sum of the date-t
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conditional Kullback-Leibler divergences for familiarity bias with respect to each individual

firm, i.e.,

N
Lny =Y Wi D" [PIQ"n],

n=1

in which W, ,, is a household-specific weighting matrix. We can think of the matrix W, ,,
as a set of weights for information losses, analogous to the weights used in the generalized

method of moments.

The choice of weighting matrix depends on how a household weights information losses,

which we assume depends on the household’s level of familiarity bias. For illustration,

fh,n
1_fh,n

mutually orthogonal, and the household & is completely unfamiliar with all firms save firm

consider the simple case where Wy, ,, = , p = 0 so shocks to firm-level returns are

1. In this case,

f1 -1
W fd 1_f17 n=
o { 0, n#l

Our expression for total rate of information loss from familiarity biases with respect to all

N firms then reduces to

oo h

Lps = ——DXE[P|Q ).
A [P|Q¥1]

So, we can see that if a household is completely unfamiliar with a particular firm, the
information loss associated with deviating from the reference measure P is assigned a weight
of zero. The more familiar a household is with a firm, the greater the weight on the

information loss for that firm caused by deviating from the reference measure.

Motivated by the above discussion, we now define a penalty function for using the

measure Q" instead of P.

Definition A.2.3 The penalty function for household h associated with its familiarity bi-

ases is given by

- 1
Lht = 7VT F_lllh t-
) 20_2 h,t h )

We can see that information losses linked to the firms with which the household is totally

unfamiliar are not penalized in the penalty function. The household is penalized only for
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deviating from P with respect to a particular firm if it has some level of familiarity with
that firm. If it has full familiarity with a firm, the associated penalty becomes infinitely
large, so when making decisions involving this firm, the household will not deviate at all

from the reference probability measure P.

Theorem A.2.1 The date-t familiarity-biased certainty equivalent of date-t + dt household
utility is given by

(A3) th e[Untvar) = iy 4[Un,t+ae] + Un e Lngdt,

where ﬁz’t[Uh,t—i-dt] is defined by

(A4) wy (A [Unpvat]) = EX" [uy (Unerar)],

and

T -1
1 Vh,trh Vpt 1.
(A5) Lh,t = - 2 = 7Lh,t7
v oo g

T

where Vpy = (Vpig,- .., VhNt) 05 the column vector of adjustments to expected returns, and

L'y, = [Thnm) is the N x N diagonal matriz defined by

17fhn —
, n=1m,
I‘h,nm = { f6n n 7& m

and fpn € [0,1] is a measure of how familiar the household is with firm, n, with fr, = 1

implying perfect familiarity, and fr, = 0 indicating no familiarity at all.

Proof: Using the penalty function given in Definition A.2.3, the construction of the familiarity-
biased certainty equivalent of date-t+dt utility is straightforward—it is merely the certainty-
equivalent of date-t + dt utility computed using the probability measure Q“» plus a penalty.
The household will choose its adjustment to expected returns by minimizing the familiarity-
biased certainty equivalent of its date-t 4+ dt utility—the penalty stops the household from
making the adjustment arbitarily large by penalizing it for larger adjustments. The size
of the penalty is a measure of the information the household loses by deviating from the

common reference measure, adjusted by its familiarity biases, and so

i tlUnivar) = 1 1[Un el + Un e Lngdt,
where ﬁZ,t[Uh,tert] is defined by (A4) and Ly is given in (A5). |

Equation (8) follows from Theorem A.2.1, so we restate the equation formally as the

following corollary before giving a proof.
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Corollary A.2.1 The date-t familiarity-biased certainty equivalent of date-t+dt household
utility is given by

Vh tﬂ'h,tmh,t + —
Unt ’

-1
WhiUw,, + 1 ’/hT,ch Vpt it
29 02 ’

(8)  wh 1lUnrar] = pnt[Unrar] + Uny X <

where Uy, , = gg/’;i 1s the partial derivative of the utility of household h with respect to its

wealth.

Proof: The date-t familiarity-biased certainty equivalent of date-t + dt household utility is
given by (A3), (A4), and (A5). We can see that [} ,[Up 14a] is like a certainty equivalent,
but with the expectation taken under Q¥* in order to adjust for familiarity bias. From

Lemma A.1.1, we know that

- v [dU 1 dUp \
B ¢ [Un+at] = Ut <1 + B [ Uhh:] - ?tht ( U::) ) + o(dt).
We therefore obtain from (A3)
vn [dU 1 dUn
(A6) iy o[Ungvar]l = Ung [ 1+ EX" [ h’t} = 5l < h’t> + Lpdt | + o(dt).
Uh,t 2 Uh,t

Applying Ito’s Lemma, we see that under Q¥*,

AUp s = Why

OUng AWny 110 PUnys (dWhi\?
OWne Wiy 20 MOWE, \ Wiy )

where

dw, N N
Wh;t = (1 — thn,t> Zdt + ZUJhn”t ((a =+ Vh,t)dt + O.dzq(%th> . Chdt'

n=1 n=1

Hence, from Girsanov’s Theorem, we have

v [ AUy AU Wit OUp, 4
e f] 2] B
t Unt ! Unt Uni OWh 4 "

,tm;;tyh,tdt-
We can therefore rewrite (A6) as

dUp

1 Wi, OU,
thtlUnpvar) = Uny <1 + E, [ ] ] — —E, ht OUn

Uni OWh

<dUh7t ) 2
Un,t

+ Lhﬂgdt +

U, ) Wh,tx;t'/hidt) +o(dt).
it

20



Using (6) we obtain

Wit OUp 4
Unt OWh 4

T -1
1 v, vng
wh,tm;tuh’t + > hit 0}12 ) dt + o(dt),

e lUntvat] = ttnt[Untrae] + Ung (

and hence (8). (]

A.3. The Bellman Equation and Mean-Variance Choice in (11) and (12)

We state the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation as the following proposition.

Proposition A.3.1 The utility function of a household with familiarity biases is given by

the following Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation:

Cht) . 1 [dUh t:|
A7 0=-sup | dpu —= )+ sup inf —pu} . ,
(A7) sup ( h Uy, <Uht ﬂhmgm ol M | g

h,t ’

where the function

1—-L
r Yr—1
ul/lh(x) = 7171% > 07
¥n

and
i (U] = pp ¢ [Unrde — Unitl = w4 [Ungrde) — Ungs

with py [Uht+dt) given in (8).

Proof: Writing out (10) explicitly gives

1—-L _ 1—-L _ 1— L
Uhyt = (1-e 6hdt)0h7t Un 4 e Ondt (Nz,t[Uh,Hdt]) Yho,

where for ease of notation sup and inf have been suppressed. Now,

_ 1 _ 1
(1 [Unirar]) 70 = (Ung + i [dU ) o

1-L L [dUL T\
:Uh,twh <1+/’Lh,t |: Uh7 :|>

)

-t 1 v dUy,
= Uh,t Vh (1 + (1 - %> )U“h,t |: Uh::|> + O(dt)
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Hence,

~%n n = %n 1Y\ o [dUns 1~ %n
Uy, ™ = 0Cy, "t + U, , ™ 1+ L= ) i | — 0nU,, , M dt + o(dt),

from which we obtain (AT7). [

Equations (11) and (12) are obtained from the following proposition by setting p = 0.

Proposition A.3.2 The household’s optimization problem consists of two parts, a mean-

variance optimization

sup inf MV, (Tht, wht, Vnt),
Th,t,Wh,t Yht

and an intertemporal consumption choice problem

C C
(11) 0 = sup | 0p uy, <ht> Tt sup inf MVj(7p ¢, whit, Vnt) |
Cht Uh,t Wh,t Th,t, Wh,t Vhit
where
(12)

1 1 v Do tony
M . . 2 2 T T it h )
V(hts @ty Vi) = i+ (@ = i) mhy — o e Th T h Ut + Vg Th 1Tt + 2y o2
h

Proof: Assuming a constant risk-free rate, homotheticity of preferences combined with
constant returns to scale for production implies that we have Up; = kW, for some

constant kj,. Equations (11) and (12) are then direct consequences of (8) and (AT). [ |

A.4. Adjustment to expected returns and portfolio choice in (13)—(16)
Proposition A.4.1 For a given portfolio, wy; = 7 1p ¢, adjustments to firm n’s expected
return are given by

(A8) Vhnt = — - = 1)02 Yh ThiThnt, € {1,..., N}

Proof: From (8), we can see that
inf 1y 4[Un,t+at]
Vht

is equivalent to

. Wh,tUWh,t T 1 T -1
inf ————v), T @The + 5——5Vpil), Vit
vie Uy 2vn0
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The minimum exists and is given by the first-order condition,

9 [WhiUw,, +

T p—1
Vp Th tTht + v, ch vpt| = 0.
Ovp Un.t ’ ’

202

Carrying out the differentiation and exploiting the fact that F;l is symmetric, we obtain

Wi Uw, 1
0= 77h7tﬂ'h7til?h7t + QF}:ll/h,t.
Un,t Yho
Hence,
o WhitUw, ,
Vpt = —Yh0 ———— L Thi®pn.
Unt
Therefore, we obtain (AS). [ |

Proposition A.4.2 For a given portfolio decision, the optimal adjustment to firm-level

expected returns is given by
(A9) Ut = —h0" T T ey

Each household then faces the following mean-variance portfolio problem:
(A10)

. . 1 , 1
sup inf MV (74, @p s, Vpt) = <z + (a + 51/,;3:;1’,5 — 1)71'}17,5) — §7ha2wi7tm;t9mh7t.

Th,ts Th,t Vhot

Proof: Because household utility is a constant multiple of wealth, the expression for the
optimal adjustment to expected returns in (A8) simplifies to (A9). Substituting (A9) into

(12), we see that each household faces the mean-variance portfolio problem in (A10).

For the special case in which a household is fully familiar with all firms, I'j, is the
zero matrix, and from (A9) we can see the adjustment to expected returns is zero and
the portfolio weights are exactly the standard mean-variance portfolio weights. For the
special case in which the household is completely unfamiliar with all firms, each I'
becomes infinitely large and 7, = 0: complete unfamiliarity leads the household to avoid
any investment in risky firms, in which case we get non-participation in the stock market

in this partial-equilibrium setting. |

Proposition A.4.3 The optimal adjustment to expected returns made by a household with

familiarity biases is

(A11) v = —(a—1d) [T+ Q0,171
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where 1 is the N by 1 vector of ones. The optimal vector of optimal portfolio weights is

wyp, = mpxy, where

(A12) A ey
Th 01N
11

A13 Tp = —0qhn,

(A13) 3

a%/N 18 the variance of the fully diversified portfolio i.e.

2
o
7 = (e T2l = T[4 (V - 1),
and qy, is the following N by 1 vector,
(Al4) an = (1+ (N = 1)p)(Q+T5) "1,

the entries of which have the following arithmetic mean

1

=_—1"gqp,.
Kqh N 7

For the special case of p =0 used in the main text, we obtain equations (13), (14), and
(16) in the main text:

(13) vp = —(a—1i) (1 — frn),
fn 1

14 x, =~ —1,

(14) =y

(16) mp = PR
Th YN

where pyp = %1Tfh.

Proof: Minimizing (12) with respect to v, gives (A9). Substituting (A9) into (12) and

simplifying gives
. . 1 2 2. T
(A15) MV, =i+ (a—i)mp, — 3 VRO THT), (Q+4Th)xp.
We find x; by minimizing JQ:I:Z(Q + T'y)xp, so we can see that xj; is household h’s

minimum-variance portfolio adjusted for familiarity bias. The minimization we wish to

perform is

1
min —x; (Q +T'p,) xp,,
zp 2
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subject to the constraint
17z, = 1.
The Lagrangian for this problem is
Ly, = %mZ(Q + ) xn + Ap(1— leh),
where Ay, is the Lagrange multiplier. The first-order condition with respect to xj, is
(Q+Tp)xp = 1.
Hence

Ty = )\h(Q + Fh)_ll.

The first order condition with respect to Aj gives us the constraint
17z, =1,

which implies that

1
Ay = [ﬂ(ﬂ + )"

Therefore, we have

Q4T gy
S 1T(Q+Ty) 1 1Tgy’

Lh
where gy, is defined in (A14). Hence

1+ (N —1)p
an

Substituting the optimal choice of @), back into x| (2 + I';)xy, implies that

mZ(Q + Fh)mh = Ap-

Therefore, to find the optimal 7, we need to minimize

1
MVh =1+ (a — i)ﬂ'h — §’Yh0'277}21/\h‘
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Hence,

;
1 la—i 17q, a—i 1 a—i

Th

AbYn 02 Y 1+ (N=1p] 9 Z[1+(N-1)p]

which gives us the result in (A12). Substituting (A12) and (A13) into (A9) and simplifying

gives (All). Settinng p = 0 in these expressions gives us the results in the main text.

We can express wp = mpxp in terms of the familiarity-biased adjustment made to

expected returns:

wh:iQ_lal_‘_V;_il.
Th o

Substituting the expressions for the portfolio choices and the Lagrange multiplier Ay

into the mean-variance objective function with familiarity biases gives:

11 —i\?17T
MVh—z'—i—(a Z) S

2y \oyn N
Hence

11 [fa—i)?
A16 MVj, =i+ -— ( > L.
(A16) 29, \o1N Ha

A.5. Mean-Variance Welfare in (19)
The following proposition summarizes results on how familiarity biases impact a house-
hold’s mean-variance welfare.

Proposition A.5.1 Mean-variance welfare evaluated using the portfolio policy which is

optimal in the presence of familiarity biases is given by

1 fa—i\? s
(A17) Z+2%<01/N) (1= (g —1)° —0pp) -

The increase in mean-variance welfare from removing familiarity biases is given by

(Alg) m <01/N> ((:u’qh - 1) + o-qh,) )

o6



N2
where ﬁ <J°‘17;]) O'gh is the increase in mean-variance welfare obtained by first remov-

ing familiarity biases in the choice of composition of the subportfolio of risky assets, and

N2
ﬁ (f;;) (tgn — 1)? is the subsequent increase in mean-variance welfare obtained by re-
moving also familiarity biases in the capital allocation decision, i.e. the choice of which

proportion of wealth to invest in risky assets.

Proof: We start by giving both the mean-variance objective function in the presence of
familiarity biases and the mean-variance welfare function in terms of general, not necessarily

optimal, portfolio choices.

Mean-variance welfare is given as a function of the proportion of wealth invested in risky
assets, 7y, and the subportfolio of risky assets x;, by (A15). Substituting in the household’s

decisions, given in (A12) and (A13) into the above expression and simplifying gives

1 fa—i\? +q,! Qaqy,
UMY (7h, ) =Z+< > [2#qh— Noh =2

2y \ 01N ~1ro1 |’
where
1+
—1'0Q1=1 N —1)p.
N +( )p
Defining
1T
o2, = ~ 2, 2qn 2
gh — 71 qh
L1To1
we obtain

. 1 (a—i\?
U;]lwv(ﬂh,:ch):z+< > [1—(1—uqh)2—or§h].

Setting p = 0 gives expression (19) in the main text.

Without familiarity biases, mean-variance welfare is given by

1 —i\?
UMV (n¥ 2y =i+ — <a Z) )
O1/N

Hence, the increase in mean-variance welfare obtained from removing familiarity biases is

given by (A18).

We now study how mean-variance welfare changes when the biases in the subportfolio

of risky assets are eliminated, followed by eliminating the biases in the proportion of wealth
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invested in risky assets. Denote the biased portfolio choices by my,x; and the unbiased

portfolio choices by ﬂ,? =7 + Ay, :pg =xp + Axy, ie.

1l a—1
(Alg) Th = — 5 Hqh,
Yh 91N
1 1
A20 Ty = — —qhn,
(420) S o
Lo
(A21) ﬂgzﬂh—l—Aﬂh:—az Z,
Yh UI/N
1
A22 ¥ =z, + Az, = —1.
h N

Observe that
MVE(mp, + Ay, xp + A:I)h) — MVe(mp, :I:h)

1
= Lo [+ Aw) e + M) — ] 2]

1
+ (o = D)Amn = S0 [[(mn + Ama)? = 7] (@n + Awn) " Qn + Azn)]
where %'yhazwfl [(xh + Axy) T Q(xy + Axy) — w;Qwh] is the change in mean-variance wel-
fare when the biases in the subportfolio of risky assets are eliminated, and (o — i)Amy, —
o ? [[(m + Amp)? — m2)(zn + Awy) " Q(@y, + Azy)] is the change in mean-variance wel-
fare by then eliminating the biases in the proportion of wealth invested in risky assets.
Using the expressions in (A19), (A20), (A21), and (A22), it follows that
1

1 a—1 2
2 [ 2 2
—=YRO [T Tp + Ax Q(x + Axp) —x, :| = — < > O,hs
2'7]1 h[( h h) ( h h) h h] 29 N qh

and

1 1 (a—i\?
(0= i), = S0 [[(mn + Ama)? = 7l (@n + An) Uan + Aw)| = 5 ( > (Hn = 1)*.
Yh \O1/N
]

A.6. Optimal consumption in (20)

The following proposition summarizes results on optimal consumption choice.
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Proposition A.6.1 A household’s optimal consumption-to-wealth ratio is given by

J— ; 2
(20) Ot _ ch = Vrlp + (1 — p) <i+ 1L (a Z> uqh> :

Wh

Proof: Mean-variance utility subject to familiarity biases and with the household’s deci-

sions is given by (A16). Hence, we can rewrite (11) as

C
(A23) 0 =sup <5hU¢h <h’t> —cp + MVy(mh, xp, I/h)> .
Cht Uh,t

)

The first-order condition with respect to consumption is

1
C Y, 1 1
W(G) T,
Unt Unt Why

Hence, we obtain

cp, = 69" 7Uh’t o
h h Wht )

which implies that

C ch — WUpo
sup (5h U, <ht> —cp + MViy(7h, T, Vh)) = =¥ + MV,
Ch,t Uhvt wh - 1

where Cj,;/W}, ¢ is the consumption-wealth ratio chosen by household h and MV}, is her

resulting mean-variance utility subject to familiarity biases. It follows from (A23) that

_ 3 2
ch = Ypép + (1 —Pp) MV}, = pdp + (1 — 1) <i+ 11 <a Z) uqh>

29, \oyn

from which one can get the expression in the text by setting p =0. B

A.7. Welfare in (21)

Proposition A.7.1 Welfare is given by a function of the proportion of wealth invested
i risky assets, mwp,, the subportfolio of risky assets xp, and the consumption-wealth ratio,

Ch = Ch,t/Wh,t by

Unt = kn, (¢, Th, ) Wi,

29



where

1
Onn } -4

(21) K (Chy Thy Th) = Kp = [d}h% TO— o) O () )]

in which ¢, = Chy/Whyi. The impact of a one percent change in Ué”v(wh,a:h) on the
percentage change in welfare is given by the following elasticity
Oln kyp, 1

:U;lev(ﬂ'h,:l:h) > 0.
IO ) o (1= ) O (.2~

The size of the above elasticity beyond one captures the size of the additional intertemporal

effect of a change in mean-variance utility on lifetime welfare.

The tmpact of a one percent change in the consumption-wealth ratio on the percentage

change in welfare is given by the following elasticity

Olnky _ Pndn+ (1 — ) UMY (7, @h) — cn
ln(cn)  pdp + (L —op) (UMY (mp, ) — cp)

When removing familiarity biases the resulting percentage change in welfare is always pos-

itive, i.e. gllnn(f:) A(gff)b) > 0, where % s the percentage change in the consumption-wealth

ratio.

Proof: We start from the recursive equation for welfare
Unt = A(Cht, i [Un t4at])-

Hence

1-L _ - 1—L
(Ung) o0 = (1= C, " + e % (g [Ungrar)) o

_ 1 _ 1
— Shdt(Chy)' P + (1= 6pdt) (Uns + pns[dUp,]) ' %n

~%n —L AU, T\
= pdt(Chy)' 7 + (1 Opdt) (Unyg) '~ <1 + Hht [ WD h
h

1 1
= 5u(Ch)! 5+ (1 ) Th) 5 (
h 9
- _L 1 du, 1
= 5hCht h dt + (Uh,t)l Yh <1 + (1 — > Hht |: h7t:| — (Shdt> — (Uh’t)l Yh 4 O(dt)
’ Yp Ut
1--L _1 1 d
0= 5hChtwh dt + (Uhﬂg)l Yh <1 + (1 — > Hht |: Uh’t:| — 5hdt> + o(dt).
’ Yy, Unt
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Hence, in the continuous time limit, we obtain

1—-L _1 1 1 dU,
0=0nC, "t (Uh’t)l " [<1 N ¢h> Uni' ™ [ h7t] - 5h] .

Treating Uy, ; as a function of W, we have via Ito’s Lemma

2
dUns _ Wht gg/};tt AW ¢ N }W’%’thL}%L: (dWh,t>2
Un,t Uy Whe 2 Uy Whe )
Assuming that
Uh,t = /thh,u
where kj, is a constant, we obtain
dUpt — dWhy

Un,t Wht

Hence

[dUh,t:| B {dWh,t:|
Kht = HUht 7Wh,t

1
- [z + (o — i), — 5%02%2&8;9:10;1 — ch} dt,

where we assume that i, 7, x, and ¢, are constants. Therefore

1—-L 1
0= 5h0h,t Yh Uht [<1 ) < (o — i)y — ifyha ﬂhwh Qwh - ch> - 5h]
-1 M
0= (Ch) d’h + ( Iih Yh <1 > (Th, @h) — Ch) - 5h:|
1

0 = Yo (Ch) ¢h — (’ih) T [@bh(sh + (1 =) ( V(ﬂh,azh) — Ch)]

-k ndh (cn)'
Unon + (1 = n) (UMY (mh, Tn) — cn)

Yron 1‘@ c
Vrop + (1 — ) (UMY (mh, @h) — cp) &

Rp =

Therefore, we obtain (21).
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For a given consumption-wealth ratio, we now consider the impact of changes in xj, and

7, on percentage changes in the utility-wealth ratio and hence on kj, that is we compute

dln ky .
OlnUMY (7, xp)"

0lnkp, MV !
= U™ (mh, h) '
O UMY (my, @) on— (1= &) (UMY (7, n) — )

Observe that a necessary condition for xp to be well-defined is that

Op — (1 — ¢1h> (Uéwv(ﬂ'h,:lih) — Ch) > 0.

Hence, we can see that a percentage decrease in U}]L\/f V(mh, xp) is multiplied by the factor

UMV . €T 1
MV (1, h)ah_<1_ﬁ)(Ufbuv(ﬂ'h@h)_ch)

the size of the additional intertemporal effect of a change in mean-variance utility on lifetime

> 0. The size of this elasticity beyond one captures

welfare.

Now note that
Arj,  Olnkp Alcn) i}@%i Acy, 2
Kf, T dln(cy) e kS 2 Och
Vo + (1= p) UMY (@) — e Acy,
Updp + (1 — p) (UMY (7, ) — cp) cp

Ch

+un (- 3) (2o’
" " 2 [1/)h5h + (1 — wh)(UéMV(ﬂ'h, ash) — Ch)]2 Ch '

Hence, we can see that to first order, increasing ¢y increases utility if ¢, < ¥pdp + (1 —
o)UY (7, ). B

A.8. Condition for no-aggregate-biases across households in (22)

We start by formally stating the “no aggregate bias” condition.

Definition A.8.1 Suppose household h’s risky portfolio weight for firm n is given by

1
Thn = N + €hn,

where % is the unbiased portfolio weight and ey, is the bias of household h’s portfolio when

investing in firm n. The biases ey, “cancel out in aggregate” if

1
Vn, H;ehn =0.
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Proposition A.8.1 The following condition holds

H

1 1
vna I7 —qhn = ]-7
H hzl Haqh "

if and only if portfolio biases cancel out in aggregate.

Observe that the above condition reduces to (22) for the special case of p = 0.
Proof: The no aggregate bias condition is equivalent to
H Ho
= —1
> o=yl
h=1 h=1
which is equivalent to
H
1 1

Because the optimal risky portfolio with familiarity biases is given by (A13), the above
condition can be rewritten as

H
%Ziqh:]ﬂ

h—1 Hah
i.e.
11
VTLE {1,...,N}, EZthn_ 1
h=1
Now suppose that
141 )
—qp =
H 1 Ha
It follows that
1 I 1
J— €Ty =
i TN
h=1

which is equivalent to the no aggregate bias condition.

Therefore,
11
Vned{l,...,N}, = —qnn = 1.
{ b ; o
holds if and only if the no aggregate bias condition holds. |
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A.9. The symmetry condition in (23)

In order to derive a closed-form expression for the equilibrium interest rate, we impose

the following “symmetry condition”.

Definition A.9.1 The “symmetry condition” states that for distinct households, h and j,

we have

Hgh = Hqj = Hq-
Observe that for the special case of p = 0 used in the text, the symmetry condition reduces
to (23).

Proposition A.9.1 The following condition is equivalent to the combination of the sym-

metry condition and the no aggregate bias condition:

1 & 1
(A24) H hzl dhn = 57 Z:l dhn -
= n=

Proof: Because the LHS of (A24) is independent of h, it follows that pg, = % 271:7:1 Ghn 1S

independent of h, which is the symmetry condition. Hence,

Lz
77 D T = g,
h=1
which implies that the no aggregate bias condition holds.

Now suppose that both the symmetry condition and the no aggregate bias condition
hold. No aggregate bias implies that

H

1 1
Vne{l,...,N}, EZ—q,m =1.
hzlluqh

Using the symmetry condition, the above expression becomes

H

1 1
Vne{l,...,N}, EZ—q;mzl,
=1 Ha

which reduces to
1 H
Vn S {1,...,N}, H};qhn :Mq,

which is equivalant to (A24). W
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A.10. Equilibrium interest rate in (24)

The following proposition summarizes the equilibrium interest rate.
Proposition A.10.1 The equilibrium risk-free interest rate is given by the constant

2
91/N
Hq

(24) i=o—7

Proof: Market clearing in the bond market implies that

(A25) > Bui=0,

where the amount of wealth held in the bond by household A is given by
Bh,t = (1 - Wh,t)Wh,t-

Using the expression for 7, ; given in (A12), we can rewrite the market clearing condition
(A25) as

=l (0
Z( :Uth )Wht—o

h=1 v Ul/N

Hence,

H
Z hot Z HahWht
h=1

1/N h=1
. Zh:l Wht 2
i=a— = %N
which reduces to
2
. 91N
=0 =9,
Hq

if the symmetry condition holds, and upon setting p = 0 it gives the expression for the

interest rate in (24) in the main text. [ |

65



A.11. Equilibrium macroeconomic quantities in (26) and (27)

Proposition A.11.1 The general equilibrium economy-wide consumption-wealth ratio is

given by

cyr B 1,
(26) I/Vtagg—C—a—g—¢5+(1—¢)<0¢—270m),

where g, the aggregate growth rate of the economy, is equal to the aggregate investment-

capital ratio, which is given by

Itagg 1 9
g = K;ng :O‘_Czw(a_é)_i(w_l)fyaz'

Proof: Substituting the equilibrium interest rate in (24) into the expression in (20) for the
consumption-wealth ratio for each individual gives the general-equilibrium consumption-
wealth ratio:
2
1 03 /N)
)

(A26) ch:c:¢5+(1—w)(a—§’y 1

where 14 is constant across households because of the symmetry condition. Observe that

2

O'mh

= o’x) Quxy,

0
— g2 qp iqp

(17qp)?

Taq a4 Qap
2 T
Nuq N %

1 1701
_ 2 2 2
_UN@%N7@W+%)

For the case p = 0 and under the condition that each familiarity coefficient f3, can

be either 1 or 0, we have that up, = %25:1 fan = % Zgzl f2,, implying that O'chh =

+ PO 12, - ufch = lfh — ufch. Therefore, using (15), we get:

2
g
(A27) o2 = N
KLfh

Tp
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which under the symmetry condition that py, = py implies that J?ch = 02 is identical

across all households, leading to
L o
cp=c=v5+(1 —1/))(04— 5’7‘7:::)-
Observe that in the expression above, all the terms on the right-hand side of the second
equality are constants, implying that the consumption-wealth ratio is the same across house-
holds. Exploiting the fact that the consumption-wealth ratio is constant across households

allows us to obtain the ratio of aggregate consumption-to-wealth ratio, where aggregate
consumption is C;& = 25:1 Cht and aggregate wealth is W88 = Zthl Wit

agg
Ci

agg
W,

:C’

which is the second equality in (26).

Equation (1) implies

N N
5 Yn,t =« § Kn,ta
n=1 n=1

and Equation (2) implies

N N N N
d <Et > Knt]> =E|d) Kmt] =a) Kni— > Dyt
n=1 n=1 n=1 n=1

In equilibrium 27]1\[:1 Ky = W and Zﬁle D, = C/®8. Therefore,

thagg < C?gg )
Trragg  — O — — 555 dt
Wt g Wt g8

We also know that

thagg d}/;agg
ngg = Ytagg )

SO

gdt = B, [dytagg] B < B cse

Rearranging terms leads to the first equality in (26):

(26) c=a—g.

67



We now derive the aggregate investment-capital ratio. The aggregate investment flow

must be equal to aggregate output flow less the aggregate consumption flow:
1288 — K785 _ Coe8
It follows that the aggregate investment-capital ratio is given by

I?gg (jagg 1 9

:a—c:¢5—(w—1)§70$.

t
— = — —=—
agg agg
}K% l{i

Finally, we relate trend output growth to aggregate investment. Firms all have constant
returns to scale and differ only because of shocks to their capital stocks. Therefore, the

aggregate growth rate of the economy is the aggregate investment-capital ratio:

agg
]i

agg
}<¥

g:

which gives us the expression for g in (27). |

A.12. Social welfare per unit of aggregate capital in (29) and (30)

Proposition A.12.1 Welfare is given in terms of the endogenous growth rate of the econ-
omy, g, by

— g ’ (1 1 U%/N)}
A2 = - (1—%) (g—%wf/zv (1+@)) lé (1 ¢> (g 2 )]

Hyq
where
1 g %/N
(A29) g=1vla=0) -5 -1)y—=
Hq
Proof: We impose the symmetry condition. Because
1 a%/N
g=vla—29)— 5 -1 ;
(=) = 5 =1y =
and
. U%/N
o—1=7 5
Hq
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it follows that

ch = Yo+ (1 =)

1 fa—i\? ( 1) 1 %N
i+ — —s—(1-2)(g-2 .
27<01/N> Mqh] (0 (g 27 Liq

= (1= 3) 55 (50) (o= )

O1/N
2
= (- D58 0 )5 ) et

=0 (1 — ;) (g — %’ya%/N(l + C;%L))

q

Hence,

Hence, we obtain (A28). W

We now look at the special case where the familiarity coefficients fy,, are restricted to
be either 0 or 1.

Proposition A.12.2 If p =0, oy, is independent of h and the familiarity coefficients fuy,

are restricted to be either 0 or 1, then kp s independent of h and is given by

1
_ MV (e V] T-%
[WHI IZZs)wU (02) |17 g £ 0

)

(29) K=
UMV(Um) Y =0,

and

1 1
UMV(0g) =06+ " <g — 27093) =a-— %a;,

with the endogenous aggregate growth rate g given in (27) and where we use UMV (05) to
denote the utility of a mean-variance household after imposing market clearing, which is
obtained by substituting into (18) the equilibrium interest rate from (24) and the condition
that mp, = 1 for each household.

Proof: We assume that p = 0, oy, is independent of h and the familiarity coefficients fy,,
are restricted to be either 0 or 1. Consequently, (A26) reduces to

ch:c:¢5—|—(1—1/1)<a—%'yai).

69



Furthermore, substituting the equilibrium interest rate from (24) into (A17) and simplifying
gives
1

UMV (0g) =a — 57033.

Therefore (21) reduces to (29). B

A.13. Disentangling the micro- and macro-level effects in (32)

Proposition A.13.1 Suppose that og, is independent of h. A reduction in familiarity

biases changes social welfare per unit capital stock as follows:

dln (Utsocwl/Ktagg) =dlnk = dln ’%‘micm—level + dIn /i‘

macro-level ?

where dINK|, ;..o 10 Captures the effect of a reduction in familiarity biases at the micro-

2
q

AN K|, ero-tever 910ES the macro-level effect of a change in the equilibrium growth rate driven

level, that is, a reduction in o; and an increase in pg for individual households, whereas

by an increase in g for individual households.

The micro-level effect of a reduction in familiarity biases on social welfare is given by
L 2 2 1\ k.
AdINK|, o tevel = 379N v ki(—dInog, +2dnpg) — | 1 — o) dlnpg|,

where k; captures the intertemporal effects and k. captures the effects arising from current

consumption:
1
ki = 1 1
5 — (1 - w) (g - §*yaf/N(1 —|—v§)>
k’c == o2 ’
_ (1.1 _ 1. 7yN
0 (1 w> g 2’7 Hq )
where

o, \ 2
2 q
vi=|—] .
1 <Nq>

The macro-level effect of a reduction in familiarity biases on social welfare is given by

1
dlnk = |ki—|1——|k.|dg,
‘macro-level |: ( w) :| g
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where

2
O1/N

1
(A30) dg = 50— 1y d i,

Hq

If p = 0 and fr, € {0,1}, then the percentage change in social welfare per unit of

aggregate capital stock stemming from a change in familiarity biases is given by

dlnk ldUMV(Um)
do2 ¢ do

where

dUMV (o)  0UMY(0,) 0g UMV (0g)

do? - Jg do? * do?
BN
2" v 0 |
N——— ~~

macro-level effect  micro-level effect

Proof: Define the square of the coefficient of variation

From (A28), we can see that

1
— (0k;) % —.
o = Ok)F
Therefore
1
dlnkp, = rdInk; —dnk,,
1—1
P
and

R~ 1— =) ks,
Jln Ugh 2 ahTIN < ¢>

Olnk. 1~ 4 1
=22 (1= )k,
Onpg 2 pg o < ¢>
8lnk:l 1
=(1—-— kiv
dlng ( w)g

Oln k. 1
1—— .
Jng ( w)gk
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Hence

Olnky, 1 Olnk; 1 k
= = —57VVnO1/NFi
Glnvgh —ialnvgh 9 'TahT1/

Therefore
O0ln gy, Olnky,
dIn Kp | icro-tevel = mdln Vah + I, S0 Ha
1 1~ 1
= —§7U§ha%/Nkidlnv§h — 5;{]0%/]\[ <1 — 1/}) kcdln,uq
L 5 2 9 ke 1
= —= k;dl — (1=~ ]dl
591N {Uqh nvg + g 5 ) H
=1 v2 ki (dIno? — 2d1n )+@ 1_l dln
= 701N | Ygntii 9q Hq la " Hq
:1 o2 v2 k-(—dln02+2dln )—& 1—l dln
5 TO1/N | Ygn™i q Hq e " Hq| -
Also

dIn kp, |macro—level = Tngd Ing

Equation (A30) then follows from (A29).

If o4y, is independent of &, then kj, is independent of h and social welfare per unit wealth

L H U Usocial . . . .
is given by k = Kk = > 1, W’;tt = Ji==e. Hence, the increase in social welfare per unit
) t

wealth from infinitesimally small changes in familiarity biases is given by dx = dky,.

We now impose the assumptions that p = 0 and f3,, € {0, 1}, which implies that

1
1+/U]20h:;f'
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The above expression tells us that the independence of iy from h implies that v, and hence
oyp, is independent of h. We can thus see from that (A28) that xj becomes independent of
h and

)

1
gy 4o

R =
UMV(UJ:) =0,
in which
MV 1 I 5
U (O’w):(Sﬂ-@ g— =05 | =a— <oz,
where
2
o
2 /N 2
oL = =0 1+wv
Iy in(L+vg)
Therefore
dlnk 1 dUMV (04)
do2 6+ (1 —9)UMV(o,)  do2
B ldUMV(O'm)
¢ do?
where

dUMV(Um) . 8UMV(0'$) dg + aUMV(U:c)
do2 dg do? do?
oy,

¥
—~

macro-level effect  micro-level effect

A.14. Social welfare with preference heterogeneity in (33)

The proposition below shows that when households are heterogeneous, then social wel-
fare per unit of aggregate wealth is given by kj averaged across all households, in contrast to
the case where households had identical preferences and social welfare per unit of aggregate

wealth was given by (the common) k.
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Proposition A.14.1 We assume that the following symmetry condition holds

i Mqh

h 1,...,H}.
7 ,Vh € {1, }

Social welfare per unit of aggregate wealth at date t is given by the wealth-weighted

average of Kp:

)

. H H

Utsoczal B Zh:l Uh,t Z Wht
agg H

Wt thl Wh t h= ] 1 W

where
1
1) Fﬁ 1 1
Yrop + (1 — ) [gh - %’Yhff%/N (1 + u%h)]
qh
and

gh = Vn(ar = 0p) — %(d’h ~ DRai)y-

For the special case of p =0 and with the assumption that fp, € {0,1}, Ky is given by

1

_ MV | 1=vp

[M*%hw } Un #0,
Rp = h 5
UMV ¢h = 07
where
R
MV 2
U =a— Eal/N'

If we assume that all households have equal date-t wealth, we obtain
Usocml
agg = ( Z"WL)
where date-t aggregate wealth is given by

H
Wi = " Wiy = HWpy.
h=1
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Proof: If the investment opportunity set is constant, that is, the interest rate is constant
(below we will specify the condition that ensures this indeed is the case), then the vector

of optimal portfolio weights of household A is given by

a—1i gp
PYhO.%/N N’

WhH =

Furthermore, the date-t optimal consumption rate of household h is given by

Cht 1 <Oé—i>2
A31 “ht  dn (1 — ) [+ — .
(431) Wh,t Yrdn+ (1 =) < 29, \oyN ot

In equilibrium the bond market clears and so

H
Z 1 —7p) Wi =0.
h=1

Therefore,

H H

> wnWhi => Wiy

h=1 h=1
Hence,

h
Z S, = Z Wi,
1/N h=1

and so
(A32) i=a—-Roiy,
where

H -1
R = —Z" L5 .
Zh:l Wh,t

We now impose the symmetry condition that for distinct households h and j:

Hah _ Hgj
Yh Y3
We hence obtain
(A33) R=10
Kqh
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Substituting (A32) into (A31) and using (A33) gives

. Ch,t o 1 2
cp = W—ht = Ynop + (1 — ¢p) <a— 2R01/N> )

Observe that the symmetry condition implies that for every householdh:
7 = 1.

Household h’s experienced utility level is given by (A15). It follows that in equilibrium

with the symmetry condition, we have

MV Yh
Uh (Uwh) = Q- ?Uih’

where

U, . .
Therefore kj, = ﬁ is given by

Kh

_ U ] -
Undp + (1 —p) (UMY (0m),) — cn)

Now observe that

2
1 o
MV 2 h
U (U:ch)_ch:gh_QVh%/N (1—!-#3 ) ,

where

— @ — ) — ~(6n — DRo?y.

1 dW,
gh = E; [ h’t} 5

Wh dt

We also have

1 1
gn — 57?,0'%/]\[ = ?,Dh <Oé — (Sh - QRO-%/N> y

1 1

and so
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Therefore

= o A o= (1 5) (- 57t

Yndn + (1 — ) [gh - %’Yhff%/N <1 + g

(e
Han

For the special case of p = 0 and with the assumption that f, € {0,1}, we have

afc,h =ffp — ,u?c’h, and so
R
UMY = UMY (0m,) = o= S0ty
while UMV (54, ) — ¢j, simplifies to give

1

Therefore

Vndn _ O
Ynon + (1 — ) (UMY (0g,) —cn)  cn’

where
1
cp = ’l/}héh =+ (1 — wh) <a — 2730-%/]\7) .

Hence, we obtain

R w)vw} =
Rp = 5% )

where
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B. Labor Income

In this section, we first provide the details of the model with labor income and then

provide the proofs for all the propositions.

B.1. Labor Income: Details

A household’s dynamic budget constraint in the presence of labor income is given by

dwh N Yvh

t . t
— = (1—m ) dt + 7 E T (Ué dt +odZ ) — dt + . dt,
W, P ( ht | h,t s hn,t n,t Cht W 4

where ¢+ = Cht/Wht, Yi, is the date-t labor income flow of household h, and

tht < ”ht)
—= =0y |my —In—= | dt+ oydZy,
Vi Vit "

where Zy, is a standard Brownian motion under the reference measure P such that

dZy pdZy ¢ = py (1 + €dppy)dt,
dZthtdZy,h/,t = Opprdt.

We can define a new vector of Brownian motions, consisting of the Brownian motions

driving labor income shocks, i.e.

Zyvi=Zyiss- s Zyvas) '

The correlation matrix for the combined vector of Brownian shocks (dZ,, (dZy;)")" is

denoted by €4, that is

(A2, (dZy;)") " (dZ], (dZy,;)") = Qadt,

where

Oy = < Q py(JN + €ln) >
pyr(JN +€ln) In ’

and Jy is the N x N matrix in which every element is a one.

B.2. Labor Income: Propositions and Proofs

We start by extending the definition of the probability measure Q" to make clear that

the expected labor income flow to a household is unaffected by familiarity biases.
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Definition B.2.1 The probability measure Q¥ is defined by

Q" (A) = E[1a&nr],

where E is the expectation under P, A is an event, and &, is an exponential martingale

(under the reference probability measure P)

d€pe 1
fh,t o

(Vi—lz—,t’ OIE)QEl(dZ;’ (dZY,t)T)Tv

where Og is the H x 1 vector of zeros.

Proposition B.2.1 The stochastic optimal control problem for a household with familiarity
biases and exogenous labor income can be solved via the following Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
equation

C 6 — k
sup inf 6puy, <ﬁh’t> + h ih’t

ChtsThots Tht h,t UVn
(B1)
Wil = C 1
AU ne, W, T ) bt
— kont + mhi(a+xp vy — Yapy ooy (1 + exppye) — 1) — =— + =
Unt Whe Whe
2,0 Wiy
1 htY he, W, W, hot Y he, W,
) W Wh L ht, W, 2.2 T 2
+ By = —Yh G (0°mh 14 1 QTht — 2py KOy OTh (1 + €Tpne) + 0y )
Bt ht

T -1
1 vy Ly v
b

where ﬁh7t = Uh,t/Yh,t; /Wh,t = Wh,t/Yh,t; and

1 1 1
kiht = 0n + —pynt — 5 (1 + > YOy + VY — LY bty
(78 2 Pp

. 2
kont =i +Yhoy — Ly nt

Wh i
pynt = by | my —In % .
hit

Proof: We now define
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Hence, using Ito’s Lemma

AWy AW, . dY,)  dw,, A,

= 1 1
Wh.t Wht Y, Wh,t Y,

AWy N _Yh_fdyh,t + %QYh_,tg(th,t)Q N AW ¢ (_Yh_,tZ)th»t

Wht Yh_,tl Whi Yh_,tl
AWy dYy, N <th¢>2 AWis dYi,
Wh s Yt Yit Whi Yny
v, N
= idt + mp (a0 — 1)dt — cppdt + Mt g + omh Z Thn,t At
Wh =
— uyﬁ’tdt — Udey’h,t + O';%dt
N
— 00y T dZy p Z Thn,tdZn 4
n=1
v N
= Wh,t(a — Z)dt — Ch,tdt + .[/I/}vht dt + OTht Z Thn,t dth
ht

n=1

N
— pypidt — oy dZy ;s + oydt — ooy Ty (pYK Z Thnt + PYKﬁmhh,t> dt

n=1
dWh . . é\h 1
— = i mila — pyroyo(1+ expng) —i] — =25 + —=— — (uyne — o) | dt
Wh Whe  Why
N
+ O0Thy Z Thnt dZpt — oy dly py
n=1
[ G 1
= i+ mnela — pyroyo(l+eefan,) — i) — =25 + —=— — (uyps — o) | dt
i Whe  Why
+ (o iy, —ovey )(dZ) ,dZy,)"
-~ ~ . C\h 1
= |7+ 7Th7t(06 — epYKoyae;:Bh,t —i) — = 1 + = - (MY,h,t — 052/)] dt
i Whit  Why

+ (Jﬁh,tw;,ta _O—Ye;)(dzt—r7 dZ;/[,t)T
where

%% —~
Py ht = Oy <my —In Yht> = 0Oy (my —In Wh,t)
Rt

a=a— pykoyo.
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For algebraic simplicity, we define
T0 = Oymy

T = —(gy.

We now derive the dynamics of Wh,t under the probability measure Q** by using Girsanov’s

Theorem. Hence, we obtain

AW . ~ - Chs 1
— = |1+ Wh,t[a + ZIZZJ(V}M — EpYKO'yO'eh) — Z] -+ = — (,uy’h,t — 0'32/) dt
Wh.t Whe  Why

+ (ompaxyy —ovey)(dZY)T,dZy,)T,
where
dZy = dZ; — mp@), V.

The dynamics of Y}, ; remain the same under Q"*, because shocks to labor income are

orthogonal to shocks to the exponential martingale & ;.

We start from the recursive definition of the utility function
Unt = A(Ch.t, i, 1[Un t+atl)-

Defining

we obtain

Upt=A <Ch,t, szt [ 17/:‘ tUh,t+dt]> .
t

)

Observe that under both the reference probability measure P and Q¥»

dYn:
v = = pyptdl +oydZy .
Rt
and
1
Vi = Yhieftu uy,h,sdse*50%(u*t)JrUY(ZY,h,u*ZY,h,t)7
and so

1—
<Yhu> T A pveds— 3ot (1) = 5 (1=0)20% =0+ (1= [y (Zy- = Zy )]
Yht

)
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— e(lf'Yh)(ftu ;U'Y,sd57%’7h0%/(u7t)) M’
My p1

where

1 2 2
M- —5(1 oo t+(1 oy 4
Y,ht = € 5 (1=yn)?05t+(1—yn)oy Y,h,z7

is an exponential martingale with respect to both the reference probability measure P and

Q.

Therefore

J

Y t+dt>1_7h 51— s
— U + Up ¢ Ly, 1 dt
< Yh7t h,t+dt ’ )

1

v _ i o2 at) My httdt 51— =
B <E9 h {6(1 et ) i R, 1t + Un,t Lt
Y,h,t ’

1
1l g2 v | My ptydt 51— s
— e(uY,h,z QWhUy)dt <E9 h |:7’+U}1 t]-}cllt + Up i Lpdt
Mype ™

1
1. o YhoT~q_ =7 ~
= elinaymey <Ef€@ . [Uh,tl}étD + Un,tLn,dt,

where the probability measure Q" is defined by the martingale My j,. Now
Y b

1

1
Vot =, Yhoro~ A~ 1=
(55 0] )" = (B [@s+ ath ] )

Unt
o [ ao,, 1 a0 o
= O | B | (14— S — @ =) [ S || +olat)
Uh,t Uh,t
dU. 1 o, \’
~ h
= Ups 1+E§QY i i@y <Ah’t> + o(dt)
k) 2 U
Rt Rt
Therefore
~1--L ~1—-L
Uht Pp — (1 _ e—(Shdt)Cht’f’h
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~ ~ Py,
P _ly g2 vh | dU, 1 Yh dU,
+ eféhdtUht bh 6<1 wh>(l‘Y,h,t 27h Y)dt 1+ E;@Y A hit | _ = ;@Y — hit + O(dt)
' Un,t 2 Un,t

o~ ~ 2
1 v [ al, 1 v | (dOU
— kypadt + (1 _ ) fopa gl L) R o hit + Ly dt
wh Uhﬂg 2 h,t

+ o(dt),
where

king =00+ —pyne — 5 ( 1+ — | oy + w0y — py g
(o 2 Yp

Hence, in the continuous time limit, we obtain

0= dp <A’”>
Un,t

o~ AN 2
1\ 1 [ on[dO,,] 1 v | (dO,
— kipg + (1 - > — B | =—| — smE " ~— + Lpqdt |,
Yp ) dt hit 2 Unt

which can be rewritten as

. ~ N2
C o — k 1 vh | dU, 1 Yh dU,
OpUp It + h 11h’t + T E,(:@Y it *’YhE;@Y Zhit + Ljpdt
hit L=, t Ut 2 hit

It follows from Girsanov’s Theorem that under probability measure Q}”, we have

dw, . C 1
Rt kont + Thi(a + @) v — py Kooy (1 + expny) — i) — My | at
Wht Whie  Why

+ (omn 2y, —oven )((dZY) T, dZy.,)T,
where

. 2
kot =1+ Yhoy — Wy ht-
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Hence

~ 2
J dWh ¢
tht v ( . = 0'27['}2%513;.2159:1%’15 — 2pYKO'yO'7Th’tZB;’t(JN + GIN)eh + U%e;INeh

)

2.2 T 2
= 0T 1 Tp QT — 2py KOy OTh (1 4 €xpn ) + 0y

Also,
~ A == =5 o~ /\2 =3 o~
EQ?L dUpt| Wi tUp w, E@;h AW ¢ n L WiiiUn w,w, E@;h dWh, ¢
¢ = = = t = 5 = t =
Un,t Unt Wh 2 Uh Wht
o~ = - 2 —_~
g | (DUnt ) | _ WhiUp i, 5 | [ W
t = = = t = )
Un,t Un, hit
and so
d0 | .\
1% llh
E?Y ~ h,t 1 E;@Y ~ h,t
Un,t 2 Un,t
o~ /\2 s = - 2 o~
_ Wh tUht N Ei@;h d/V\Vh,t " 1 Wh,tth,Wh’VVh . Wh tAUht W E;@;h d/VYh,t
Uh,t Wh 2 Un, Un,t Wh i
Whvtﬁh W C\h 1
= # kght+7Tht(Oé+thh—’yhpYKaay(l—i-exhht)—Z) ot — dt
Unt Wh,t Wht
w20, WD, =\
1 hot" ht W, W htY e W,
o | W Wh w | —=L (027T;21,t$;—£tﬁmh7t — 2py K0y oTh (1 4 €xpp ) + ol )dt.
2 Uh,t Uh,t
|

Therefore, we obtain (B1).
Proposition B.2.2 The FOC’s of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation (B1) give the

following expressions for the optimal controls in terms of the normalized value function

Uh,t:
1. The optimal consumption-wealth ratio ¢y is given by
—~ ~ 1—1p, ~ —Yn
. Chy on [ Unt Wi tUht Wi,
Chﬂt = —= 5 P =
At Wh Un,
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2. The optimal portfolio policy is given by wy 1 = Th 1Tk, where

U
wht =y, [Awl —p (jh - 1> (1+ Geh)] ;

Yht O 2 Yhit
and
8= PYKOYO
0-2
=y A
/I/I7 ﬁ _ Wh,tUht,WhWh
5 ~ h,t ht,Wh Ut
ht = Yh = =— ;
Uh,t WhatUht W
Ut
WU
h U ht, W
Uy =Q+ AL = hT
Yhit Uh,t

3. The optimal adjustment to the vector of expected returns is given by vy, ¢, where

— -1 -1
WhUh W
Ut = — | T+ Fns | yh—ete or;,? (0 —9)1 — pyrook (Y — Yne) (1 + €ep)].
hit

Proof: The FOC for consumption can be solved to give

~ -~ 1—p 17 77 ~Vn
~ Chit on [ Unt Wh»tUht,Wh
Cht = =< =4 b —_—
bl h ?
Wht Wht Uh,

and so using the optimal consumption choice we obtain

~ 1; 7 ~ 1 1—
<Ch,t> Wi, Ce 50" Une,) " = 0

)

h
Ut Wi 1—

h

Hence

5¢h(ﬁht,Wh)l_¢h — ¥Yndn n Urop — Yrking
Yp —1 Yp — 1

W}%tﬁ T
— P gy T @ v — Wy OOy (14 ) — 1)) + =—
Unt Whst
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~ —~ o~ 2

—, o A
WiaUniw,w, _ WitUp w,

2_2 T 2
= Y (0 mh 4@ 1 Qxh s — 20y KOy 0T (1 4 €xpn ) + 0F)
Unt Unt

+

[
=
)

T -1
1 v L v
29 o2 '

The FOC for v, ; can be solved to give

_ 2 Wi Uhtywh
Vht = =0 —=—Thtlnhy,
hit

5wh(ﬁhtWh)1_wh —Undn Py — Yk

_l’_
wh -1 T/Jh —1
Wh,t Aht W,
+ —" kgh,t + Whyt(a — ’yhpYKO'yJ’/Thﬂg(l + Exh]%t) — 2) + =
Unt Wht
VW2 O
+ 5’[7—7M(02W}2L7t37}—|;t9$h,t — 2pykoyomp(l + €xpny) + 0%)
hit
Wil =\
1 htY pe W,
— 3 Th (o*mh @ (U +Th) @, — 20y Koy o (1 + expny) + 03).
hit

We now rewrite the above expression as

5¢h(ﬁht,wh)1_wh — Ynkin

Y — 1
Wh tﬁ Frrd 1
U ht W . ~
——=—" |kant + =— + (e — 1) — (Y — Vnt)Py KOy O (1 + €Thny)
Un,t hit
1. 2.2 T g 2
D) nt(o ThtTht¥YhtTht + oy)|
where
—
—~ o~ _Wh,tUht,WhWh
~ Wh?tUht,/W\h Ut
Yhit = Th =~ + = = )
Uh,t WitUni, ),
Uh,t
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—~ o~

WU, =
Uy = Qo L MW,

Yht Uh,t

If Uh7t is a concave function of /WM, then the optimal portfolio is given by the following

optimization problem:

) ~ 1.
sup(a — 1)1 why — (Y — An)py koY o (1T why + €wpnyg) — §7h,t02w}1—,t‘1’h,twh,t-
Wht

The FOC for the optimal portfolio policy wy, ¢ is therefore
At Wnawng = (o — 1)1 — (7, — Ane)py oy o (1 + eep),

and so

_ 1 aa—1 Yh
1
whpt =Y [,\ 1—6<A —1> 1—|—eeh],
‘ ot Yht o? Yh,t ( )

where

PYKOYO
B="""
g

It follows that

) - 1.
sup(a — )1 whpy — (Yn — Ane)py Koy o (1 why + ewpng) — i’Yh,tUQWfL\Ifh,twh,t
Wh,t

1
~ 2 T
= §’Yh,t0 wh,tq’h,twh,t-

Therefore at the optimum

3 (U, = )0 —pkine Wi, o 1 1
ht,W, ; Y bt W, ~
0= h — bl kopt + —=— + f'yh,t(agﬂ,%,t:vltq/hytxh,t —oy)
Y —1 Unz e o 2
Consequently,

Wil = Wiil, = 1 o—i
= —po? W | T 0 W g ! {Aa 221—5<]"— )(1+€eh)]
Uh,t Vhit Uh7t Tht O Yhit
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WiU,, w 1 o—
= po? [ g4 | R ) oppt {Aa 1-5 <]h - 1) 1+ eeh)]
Yh,t ht Tht O Yh,t
~ A -1 -1
~ WhU,, w, . ~
= — [T+ | m—=—"] or,'| [(a—i)1—pyxoox (yn—Fne) (1+ eep)] .
hit

Proposition B.2.3 If we look for an approzimate loglinear solution of the form
Unt = £nWyh,

then the optimal consumption-wealth ratio is given by

. C o (—an) (o
Ghg = ik = §Pn gl Vg Pn e ),
h.t

and the optimal portfolio policy by

Wht = Wh

(B2) (22 (2 1) ke

where

Vh = apyh + 1 —ap,

Uy, =0+ th-

Yh
Also the vector of adjustments to expected returns is given by

Vpt = Vp

~ -1
= (14 eant) o= 01 praovo (n - (1+ cen)].

Ynah
Furthermore,
] T
mh=[<sz) “1;] Wiy,
where
= ot ()
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and ayp, and /W,’L" can be determined in terms of exogenous variables by solving

-7 1 o 1 N
(Wi) ™t = = + k3,
Wy

ap, 1—ah

+Jn [UQﬁglmZth — pyroyorp(1+ exhh)] ,

a 7%\ — *
Tt 1 : (Wg) b= Unkiy,
—ap
* 7%\ — 1.
+ (1 - ¢h)ah {th + (Wh) ! + gfyh(W%LUQwZ\I'hcch — 0%/):| ,

where k}; = kihv”Wht:W}’;’ i€ {1,2}.

The ratio of utility to wealth when /Wh,t = /W;: s given by

1
Up _ (o) 1]
W;: ap, /C\;L '
Note that /W,’: is the level of the wealth-income ratio such that

o [ dw,
B [ ’”"t] =0,

t —

Wh

where for an event A realized at date T
v v JMYh,T
Yh(‘”J t) Et " |: : 1A:| ;

and

My, = e 2(1=m) o3 t+(0=m)oy Zyne.

Proof: If we look for an approximate loglinear solution of the form
Upt = th}[:;7

we see that the optimal consumption policy is given by

~

~ C by by (1= _
Chy = ~ht 5}1%%}11 T/’hahdjhw}g}t an)(¥n 1)’
h,t

and the optimal portfolio policy by

Wh,t = Wh
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=,! [10‘_2i1—5<’fl—1) (1—|—eeh)].

Y o Ah
where
An = apyh + 1 — ap,
Uy, =0+ th-
Th
If we define
by, =T, '1
Eh = \If}tleh,
then
1l a—1 h _
Wh==—5by,—f <Z —1> (by, + eby,).
Y O Th
Also
Vht = Vp
= —apyho Thwy
la—1
= —ah’yhojrh\lf}:l {,\ 2 1- 5 (:Y\h - 1> (1 + eeh)}
Yh O Yh
-1 .
1l a—1
= —fyhahag <Zhahf + QF;I) [A 1-0 <Zh — 1) 1+ eeh)}
Yh Y O Yh
1 1 Il a—i
S <AI+ QF}:l) [Aa 221—5<'I’1—1> (1+6€h)]
Yh YhGh, Y O Yh
~ —1 .
~ _ 1l a—1
= —Jp02 <I+ h QFh1> [A 51— <Zh - 1) (14 eeh)]
YhCh Yh O Th
~ -1
(14 art) e - 1= pyove (n — 3 (14 cen)].
Hence,

~ 1 1.
apch = Ypkipg + (1 —p)ap {k‘gh,t + =+ 5’7h(0'277}2L,t33;,t\ph$h,t — 0’32/)} .
h,t

The steady-state value of the wealth-labor income ratio, W,’{, is defined by

Vp
B

:0,

—
Wi, =W;

—

Wh

AW, ]
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so we see that at the steady-state, where variables are denoted by an *, we have
Ak (TA7% * . 1
& Wiy an) = k3p, + mn(an) (@ + @n(an) "wnlan) = oy kooy (1 + zpnlan)) — i) + =,
h

which using the expression for the optimal portfolio vector in (B2), can be rewritten as
(B3)

T 1 ~

(Wi ap) = ki, + ﬁ + An(ap) [azﬂh(a)2wh(ah)TQwh(ah) — pyroyomp(an) (1 + expp(an))
h

Note also that

¥ (TIT* 6*
(B4) ch(Wy,an) = =2 =
Wy

O g, g, U (Wi (ag)) e o)

ki (W) =i + 0% — (10 + 71 In W)

. Wit
Zhit = In = ’
Wy

we see that at the steady state zj; = 0. At the optimum, we have

Defining

(B5)

apép eI =gy ey 4 (1= n)an

1 1

=~ 2, _2 T 2

k’2h,t + =+ 5’)/}17,5(0 Wh,txh,tqlh,twh,t — JY) .
h,t

If we expand (B5) around Zzj; = 0, we obtain

ané (Wi, ap)[1+ (1 — ap)(n — 1)2n)

= Ynkine + (1 —p)an |:k2h,t + (W) M1 = Zh) + %:Y\h(W}%U2$h(ah)T‘thh(ah) - 032/)] +O(z}).
By comparing coefficients of z;,, we obtain

ané;, (Wi, an) = nkin (W)
(B6) 0= dn)an (B, 075) + (V) + (o anan) nen(an) - ).

(B7)
—(1 = ap)anéi (Wi, ap) = 11(1 — ap) — ap (W) ™!
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Rearranging (B7), we have

TS —T1 1
B8 Wy = —
(B8) ¢ (Wy, an) an T " an

(Wi~

Using (B8), we rewrite (B3) and (B6) as

—T1 1 *\—1 1 * (TLr*

o 1o ah(Wh) = + k3 (Wy)

(Bg) + :y\h(ah) {azﬂh(aywh(ah)Tth(ah) — pYKO'yo'ﬂ'h(ah)(l + exhh(ah))}
a 17\ — * (TIr*

—T1+ 1 (W)™ = ¢nki, (W)
—ay,

(B10) (U=t K507 + (7)) rfo?anan) Wnan(an) — o)

To summarize, we can find an approximate loglinear solution by solving (B9) and (B10)
numerically to obtain a and W*. We can then use (B8) to obtain ¢*, the steady-state

consumption-wealth ratio. We can rearrange (B4) to obtain

1
Yn Yh-1
oy — [(‘”*) 1] (W)=,

ar, c

It follows that
Uy _ U
Wi W

= ki (Wy)iman
C[fay ] m
-1(2)" % ,

Observe that Wf{ is a stochastic steady state level of household wealth, which accounts

for the long term pricing of risk as in Hansen and Scheinkman (2009), because the expected
rate of change of wealth is zero at /Wh,t = /W;L" under the probability measure Qy", as opposed
to under the reference probability measure P. That is, it is the probability measure Q;’,h

that adjusts for the long term pricing of risk.
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Proposition B.2.4 The utility of a household making biased consumption-portfolio choices

s given by
1
77 1—%
ot = e _ Ontn Py
e,h ’W* o+ 1_ 10" _ o e,h>
eh Vrk? 1, + (1 = Yn)aen Qe,h Ce,h
where

* ok
LQe,h - ke,2h

+ 7 n(o — ypyrooy (1 + exgnn) — 1)
Trx \—1 1 2_2 T 2
+Wen) ™ — 3 [ae.nvh + (1 = aen)] (0T g n2Tan — 2py KOy oTpn(1 + €xapnn) + 0y ).

The constant aep, is the solution of

Onnbe,n
= ¢hkz,1h

+ (1 — ¢n)aen {k;gh + wap(a — Ypykooy (L+ exqnn) — i) — Cop + (W) ™!

1
=5 [acnmm + (1= aep)] (T3 h g 1 W n — 20y KOy 0Ta (1 + €Tapn) + 0’52/)} ,

where be . The constant aqy together with mqpn, Tqpn define the biased decisions of the
household.

The asterisk x indicates that all values are computed at the steady state /Wh,t = /Wh,t
defined by

E}Y =0,

Weﬁh,t:We*,h

—

d/We,h,t]

We,h,t

where for an event A realized at date T

and

My, = e 2= o t+(0=m)oy Zynse.
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Proof: We start by computing welfare for a household without familiarity biases, using
the consumption and portfolio policy for the household with familiarity biases. The con-
sumption policy is of the form

Cent _ gincl=vn g ngpi=can)(n=1)

Ce,ht = == Ran Qan YWent )
e,h,t

where kg, and aqj, have subscripts d to make it clear that they pin down the approximate
optimal controls for a household with familiarity biases, but not for a household without
such biases. Furthermore, ¢, p ¢, CA’e7h7t, and W&h’t contain the subscript e to make it clear

that they apply to a household without familiarity biases. Hence,

_ C .
Ceht = /\e’h’t — 5wh,€; hd)hadh (We* )(1_ad,h)('¢h_1)e(l_ad,h)(wh_l)ze,h,t’
We,h,t

where /WS* ;, s the steady-state value of the wealth-labor income ratio for a household with-
out familiarity biases, but whose controls are taken from the optimal problem for a household

with familiarity biases, and also,

—

Weht

Zeht—ln
eh

Consequently, when W, 5, = W, , we have Z.,; = 0. Expanding around Z. ;; = 0, we see
that

Cent _ (1_ad,h)("/)h_1)2e,h,t7

/C\e,hﬂf = = = Ceyhe
e,h,t
where
(B11) = 0L R ag (W) A aan) (6n=1)

We assume the utility-labor income ratio is given by

Iy T17%e,h
Ue,h,t Re, hW it
where £, and a.j, are endogenous constants we need to determine. Therefore

~ o Ue,h,t
ue’hvt = =
We h,t

aeh 1

—/{ehW

— He’h(W;h)ae’h_le(ae’h_l)Ze’h’t
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o~ ae h—1)Zo.n,
— ue7h€( e, ) e, ,t’

where
~x  __ T17% \Ge p—1
Ue h = Kje,h(We,h) kT

Hence

~ -
et ek J[(1-agn)(¥n—1))—(ac,n—1)Ze,nt
— = .
Ue,h,t e,h

The evolution of the wealth-labor income ratio is determined by the consumption-
portfolio policies, which are biased. Consequently, the steady-state shall be as before,
that is, given by

R . 1
&y = ks + man(a+ g pvn — Wpy ooy (L+ zgpm) — i) + e

*

h

o~

The steady-state value of the wealth-labor income ratio, W: 5, is defined by

—

Py
Et
We,h,t

—~—

__Tar*
Wena=W;

dWe,h,t]

where for an event A realized at date T’

and

_ o= 3(1=n)202t+(1=m)oy Zy,ne
MYht e .

So we see that at the steady-state, we have

(T . 1

Cen(Wey) = k2o + Tan(a — ynpy kooy (1 + exann) — 1) + =
e,h

Therefore, using (B11), we obtain
1
W;h

Op kg ag (W) e n =) = x4 (@ — mpy o0y (1 + exapn) — 1) +

We can solve the above equation numerically to obtain W; ;, in terms of exogenous constants.
We can then use (B11) to obtain ¢, in terms of exogenous constants. From (B1), we can

see that

__1 =~
5 ()1 T (1) l0—ea ) D)= (@e Dl _p
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+ Ge,h [k%,t + (@ = Yoy ooy (14 €xgpne) — i) — el o) WnmZene 4 (W) )7 lem Zens

1
— 50eh [aenyn + (1= aep) (0°75 1@ g 1 Qant — 20y KOy 0Tgp (14 €Xannt) + 03),

which we can rewrite as

1—-L
Sntn (Qh> ! (12 ) [0=aa ) (o —1) (o =12 1
= Ypkint

+ (1 —¥n)acn {k‘zh,t + Tan(a — Yoy Koy (1 + exgpng) — i) — G e 0 am)Wn=D2ens 4 (Tr Lo Zens

1
=5 [acpm + (1= aep)] (TG pi®dp ans — 20y KOy 0Tane(l + €Xanng) + 03)}

For ease of notation, define

and so
Spitnbo e (1) [A—aan)@n=D)~(aen =1l
= Ypking

+ (1= tn)acn {th,t + i@ = Wy KOOy (1+ €Xapng) — i) — G el ) On=DZene 4 (Wr )= lemZen

1
=5 [aenmn + (1= acp)] (0273 h T p Qans — 20y KOy oTa (1 + €xgpn) + 012/)} :

Expanding the above equation around Z ;s = 0 up to first order and comparing coefficients

gives

(B12) dptnbe.p
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= @Z’hké,lh

+ (1 = Yn)aen {k;% + wan(a = ypykooy (1 + exapn) — i) =y + (W) ™!

1
— = [acnyn + (1= aep)] (0777 @0, Qan — 20y KOy oman(l + exann) + 0’;2/)} ,

2
and
(B13) st (1= ) (0= aan)(@ = 1)) = (acn— V]
RGRE
(1= ¥n)aen { =71 = (1 = aan)(n = 1) = (W) 7'}
where

1 — 1 1
k*,lh =0, + < — 1> (to+ 71 an;h) — = (1 + > ’}/hO'%/ +7h012/
' Yp 2 (07

kiop =i+ moy — (10 + 1 W)

We can make b, the subject of (B13) as follows:

nbep (Yn — 1) [(1 = agp)(¥n — 1)) = (aen — 1)]

=1 —n)n

(U= vn)acn {—m1 = @ a0 = aan)(n = 1) = (W) |

Onbenl(1 — aan) (b — 1)) — (aen — 1)]

= —7 —aep {—71 —Cep(l—agn) (¥ —1) — (A:,h)_l}
1 = e {1~ Ep(L = aan)Wn — 1) = (W) '}

On[(1 = agp)(bn — 1) = (aen — 1)]

Substituting (B14) into (B12) gives a nonlinear algebraic equation for a., which can be

(B14) e =

solved numerically.

It follows from (B12) that

A*
. eh Sntn h

Won Nkt + (= vnacs (LQL, —2,,)
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+ Tan(a — mpy Kooy (1 + €xapn) — i)
T \—1 1 2.2 T 2
+ W)™ — 3 [aenyn + (1 = aen)] (0775, g nQTan — 2py KOy oTan(1 + €xapn) + oy ).
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