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ABSTRACT
The risk and return trade-off, the cornerstone of modern asset pricing theory, is often of the wrong sign.
Our explanation is that high-beta assets are prone to speculative overpricing. When investors disagree
about the stock market’s prospects, high-beta assets are more sensitive to this aggregate disagreement,
experience greater divergence of opinion about their payoffs, and are overpriced due to short-sales con-
straints. When aggregate disagreement is low, the Security Market Line is upward-sloping due to risk-
sharing. When it is high, expected returns can actually decrease with beta. We confirm our theory using

a measure of disagreement about stock market earnings.
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There is compelling evidence that high-risk assets often deliver lower expected returns than low-risk
assets. This is contrary to the risk-return trade-off at the heart of neoclassical asset pricing theory. The
high-risk, low-return puzzle literature, which dates back to Black (1972) and Black et al. (1972), shows
that low-risk stocks, as measured by a stock’s co-movement with the stock market or Sharpe (1964)’s
Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) beta, have significantly outperformed high risk stocks over the last
30 years.! Baker et al. (2011) further show that since January 1968 the cumulative performance of stocks
has actually declined with beta. For instance, a dollar invested in a value-weighted portfolio of the lowest
quintile of beta stocks would have yielded $96.21 ($15.35 in real terms) at the end of December 2010,
while a dollar invested in the highest quintile of beta stocks would have yielded around $26.39 ($4.21 in
real terms). Related, Baker et al. (2011) and Frazzini and Pedersen (2014) both point out that a strategy
of shorting high-beta stocks and buying low-beta stocks generates excess profits as large as famous excess
stock return predictability patterns such as the value-growth or price momentum effects.?

In early work, Black (1972) originally tries to reconcile a flat Security Market Line by relaxing one
of the central CAPM assumptions of borrowing at the risk-free rate. He shows that in the presence
of borrowing constraints, risk-tolerant investors desiring more portfolio volatility will demand high-beta
stocks since they cannot simply lever up the tangency portfolio. However, borrowing constraints can only
deliver a flatter Security Market Line relative to the CAPM, not a downward-sloping one; investors would
not bid up high-beta stock prices to the point of having lower returns than low-beta stocks. Indeed, it is
difficult to get a downward-sloping line even if one introduces noise traders as in Delong et al. (1990) or
liquidity shocks as in Campbell et al. (1993), since noise traders or fundamental risk in these models lead
to higher expected returns.?

In contrast to Black (1972), we provide a theory for the high-risk and low-return puzzle even when
investors can borrow at the risk-free rate. We show that relaxing the other CAPM assumptions of
homogeneous expectations and costless short-selling can deliver rich patterns in the Security Market
Line, including an inverted-U shape or even a downward-sloping line. Our model starts from a CAPM
framework, in which firms’ cash flows follow a one-factor model and there are a finite number of securities
so that markets are incomplete. We allow investors to disagree about the market or common factor of
firms’ cash flows and prohibit some investors from short-selling. Investors only disagree about the mean

of the common factor of cash flows. There are two groups of investors, buyers such as retail mutual funds



that cannot short and arbitrageurs such as hedge funds that can short.

Substantial evidence supports both of these assumptions. First, there is time-varying disagreement
among professional forecasters’ and households’ expectations about many macroeconomic state variables
such as market earnings, industrial production growth, and inflation (Cukierman and Wachtel (1979),
Kandel and Pearson (1995), Mankiw et al. (2004), Lamont (2002)). Such aggregate disagreement might
emanate from many sources including heterogeneous priors or cognitive biases like overconfidence.* Sec-
ond, short-sales constraints bind for some investors for institutional reasons rather than due to the physical
cost of shorting.® For instance, many investors in the stock market such as retail mutual funds, which in
2010 had 20 trillion dollars of assets under management, are prohibited by charter from shorting either
directly (Almazan et al. (2004)) or indirectly through the use of derivatives (Koski and Pontiff (1999)).
Indeed, only a smaller subset of investors, such as hedge funds with 1.8 trillion dollars in assets under
management in 2010, can and do short.

Our main result is that high-beta assets are overpriced compared to low-beta assets when disagreement
about the common factor of firms’ cash flows is high. If investors disagree about the mean of the common
factor, then their forecasts for the payoffs of high-beta stocks will naturally diverge more than their
forecasts for low-beta ones. In other words, beta amplifies disagreement about the macroeconomy. Because
of short-sales constraints, high-beta stocks, which are more sensitive to aggregate disagreement than low-
beta stocks, are only held in equilibrium by optimists, as pessimists are sidelined. This greater divergence
of opinion creates overpricing of high-beta stocks compared to low-beta stocks (Miller (1977) and Chen
et al. (2002)).° Arbitrageurs attempt to correct this mispricing but their limited risk-bearing capacity
results in limited shorting, leading to equilibrium overpricing.”

That more disagreement on high-beta stocks leads to overpricing of these stocks is far from obvious
in an equilibrium model like ours. Optimistic investors can achieve large exposure to the common factor
by buying high-beta stocks or levering up low-beta ones. If high-beta stocks are overpriced, optimistic
investors should favor the levering up of low-beta assets, which could potentially undo the initial mispric-
ing. The key reason why this does not occur in our model is that when markets are incomplete (which is
implicit in all theories of limits of arbitrage, as in Delong et al. (1990) or Shleifer and Vishny (1997), and
most modern asset pricing models (Merton (1987)), idiosyncratic risk matters for investors’ portfolios.

In our context, while levering up low-beta stocks increases the exposure to the common factor, it also



magnifies the idiosyncratic risk that investors have to bear. This role of idiosyncratic volatility as a limit
of arbitrage is motivated by a number of empirical papers that show that idiosyncratic risk is the biggest
impediment to arbitrage (Pontiff (1996), Wurgler and Zhuravskaya (2002)). It leads, in equilibrium, to a
situation where levering up low-beta stocks ends up being less efficient than buying high-beta stocks when
speculating on the common factor of firms’ cash flows. In other words, higher beta assets are naturally
more speculative.

Our model yields the following key testable implications. When macro-disagreement is low, all investors
are long and short-sales constraints do not bind. The traditional risk-sharing motive leads high-beta
assets to attract a lower price or higher expected return. For high enough aggregate disagreement, the
relationship between risk and return takes on an inverted-U shape. For assets with a beta below a certain
cutoff, expected returns are increasing in beta as there is little disagreement about these stocks’ cash flows
and therefore short-selling constraints do not bind in equilibrium. But for assets with a beta above an
equilibrium cutoff, disagreement about dividends becomes sufficiently large that the pessimist investors
are sidelined. This speculative overpricing effect can dominate the risk-sharing effect and the expected
returns of high-beta assets can actually be lower than those of low-beta ones. As disagreement increases,
the cutoff level of beta below which all investors are long falls and the fraction of assets experiencing
binding short-sales constraints increases.?

We test these predictions using a monthly time series of disagreement about market earnings. Dis-
agreement about a stock’s cashflow is measured by the standard deviation of analysts’ forecasts of the
long-term growth of earnings per share (EPS), as in Diether et al. (2002). The aggregate disagreement
measure is a beta-weighted average of the stock-level disagreement measure for all stocks in our sample,
similar in spirit to Yu (2011). The weighting by beta in our proxy for aggregate disagreement is sug-
gested by our theory. Stocks with very low beta have by definition almost no sensitivity to aggregate
disagreement, and hence their disagreement should mostly reflect idiosyncratic disagreement. Aggregate
disagreement can be high during both down-markets, like the recessions of 1981 to 1982 and 2007 to
2008, and up-markets, like the dot-com boom of the late 1990s (Figure 1). Panel C of Figure 6 shows the
12-month excess returns on 20 S-sorted portfolios (see Section II.B. for details on the construction of these
portfolios). In months with low aggregate disagreement (defined as the bottom quartile of the aggregate

disagreement distribution and represented by triangles), we see that returns are in fact increasing with



beta. However, in months with high aggregate disagreement however (defined as the top quartile of the
disagreement distribution and represented by diamonds), the risk-return relationship has an inverted-U
shape. In these months, the two top and bottom portfolios have average excess returns net of the risk-free
rate of around 0%, while the portfolios around the median portfolio have average excess returns of around
8%. This inverted-U shape relationship is formally estimated in the context of a standard Fama and
Macbeth (1995) analysis where the excess return/beta relationship is shown to be strictly more concave

when aggregate disagreement is large.”
[ Insert Figure 1 here |

Our baseline analysis assumes that stocks’ cash-flow process is homoskedastic. When we allow for
heteroskedasticity, our main asset pricing equation is slightly modified. Intuitively, a large idiosyncratic
variance makes optimist investors reluctant to demand too much of a stock. Thus, a stock with a large
cashflow beta — and therefore whose expected cash-flow is high from the optimists’ point of view — may
nonetheless have little demand from the optimists if the stock has high idiosyncratic variance. In equi-
librium, this low demand from optimists will drive down the price and make pessimists long this asset.
As a result, such a stock may not experience the same speculative over-pricing as a stock with a similar
cashflow beta but lower idiosyncratic variance. In other words, stocks experience overpricing only when
the ratio of their cashflow beta to idiosyncratic variance is high enough. Below a certain cutoff in this
ratio, stocks are priced as in the CAPM and the partial Security Market Line (the relationship between
expected returns and S for stocks below this cutoff) is upward-sloping and independent of aggregate dis-
agreement. Above the cutoff, the partial Security Market Line has a slope that strictly decreases with
aggregate disagreement. We confirm this additional prediction in the data.

Our findings are consistent with Diether et al. (2002) and Yu (2011), who find that dispersion of
earnings forecasts predicts low returns in the cross-section and for the market return in the time series,
respectively, as predicted in models with disagreement and short-sales constraints. Our particular focus
is on the theory and the empirics of the Security Market Line as a function of aggregate disagreement.
Importantly, we show that the patterns observed in the data are not simply a function of high-beta
stocks performing badly during down markets nor are they a function of high-disagreement stocks under-

performing.



Finally, in an overlapping generations (OLG) extension of our static model, we show that these pre-
dictions also hold in a dynamic setting where disagreement follows a two-state Markov chain. Investors
anticipate that high-beta assets are more likely to experience binding short-sales constraints in the future
and hence have a potentially higher resale price than low-beta ones relative to fundamentals (Harrison
and Kreps (1978), Morris (1996), Scheinkman and Xiong (2003) and Hong et al. (2006)). Since disagree-
ment is persistent, this pushes up the price of high-beta assets in both the low and high disagreement
states. At the same time, since the price of high-beta assets varies more with aggregate disagreement,
these stocks carry an extra risk premium. We use this dynamic model to show that a basic simulation
of the model can yield economically significant flattenings of the Security Market Line using reasonable
levels of disagreement and risk-aversion among investors.

Our paper proceeds as follows. We present the model in Section I. We describe the data used in our
empirical analysis in Section II. We present the empirical analysis in Section III. We conclude in Section

IV. All proofs are in the Internet Appendix.

I. Model

A. Static Setting

We consider an economy populated with a continuum of investors of mass one. There are two periods,
t = 0,1. There are N risky assets and the risk-free rate is exogenously set at r. Risky asset i delivers a

dividend d; at date 1, which is given by

ViE{l,...,N}, d; =d+ bz + €.

The common factor in stock i’s dividend is Z, with E[Z] = 0 and Var[Z] = 2. The idiosyncratic component
in stock 4’s dividend is €, with E[¢;] = 0 and Var[§;] = o2. By definition, for all i € [1, N], Cov (2, &) = 0.
The cashflow beta of asset 7 is b; and assumed to be strictly positive. Each asset ¢ is in supply s; = %

and we assume w.l.o.g. that!?

0<by <by<---<by.



Assets in the economy are indexed by their cashflow betas, which are increasing in ¢. The share-weighted
average b in the economy is set to one (Zfil % =1).

Investors are divided into two groups. A fraction a of them hold heterogeneous beliefs and cannot
short. We call these buyers mutual funds (MF), which in practice are prohibited from shorting by charter.
These investors are divided in two groups of mass %, A and B, who disagree about the mean value of
the aggregate shock Z. Group A believes that E4[Z] = A, while group B believes that EF[Z] = —\. We
assume w.l.o.g. that A > 0 so that investors in group A are the optimists and investors in group B the
pessimists.

A fraction 1—« of investors hold homogeneous and correct beliefs and are not subject to the short-sales
constraint. We index these investors by a (for “arbitrageurs"). For concreteness, one might interpret these
buyers as hedge funds (HF), which can generally short at little cost. That these investors have homo-
geneous beliefs is simply assumed for expositional convenience. Heterogeneous priors for unconstrained
investors wash out in the aggregate and have thus no impact on equilibrium asset prices in our model.

Investors maximize their date-1 wealth and have mean-variance preferences:
. - 1 .
UWF) = EF[WH] - 2—Var(Wk),
Y

where k € {a, A, B} and 7 is investors’ risk tolerance. Investors in group A or B maximize under the

constraint that their holding of stocks has to be greater than zero.

B. Equilibrium

The following theorem characterizes the equilibrium.

I}

THEOREM 1: Let 0 = 2= and define (u;)icjo,n+1] such that uyi1 =0,

2 K
u; = ﬁ (062 + 02 (ZKZ- b?)) + %ﬁ <Zj2i bﬁ) for i € [1,N], and up = oco. w is a strictly decreasing
sequence. Let i = min{k € [0, N +1] | A > uy}. There exists a unique equilibrium, in which asset prices

are given by

1 o2 _
d— = (bo?+ =5 | <1
7<az—i- >f0rz<z
PO+ =4 1( 4 @\ 0( o . o\ 1)
d ,Y<szZ+N —1—7 biosw(N) N fori>1

mi=speculative premium



where w(\) = ” 23_:;5((;;5: ’;22))) .

Proof. See Internet Appendix Section [.A. |

The main intuition underlying the equilibrium is that there is more disagreement among investors about
the expected dividends of high-b; assets relative to low-b; assets. Above a certain level of b; (b; > b;),
investors sufficiently disagree that the pessimists, that is, investors in group B, would optimally short
these stocks. However, this is impossible because of the short-sales constraint. These high-b stocks thus
experience a speculative premium since their price reflects disproportionately the belief of the optimists,
that is, investors in group A. As aggregate disagreement grows, the cash-flow beta of the marginal asset
— the asset above which group B investors are sidelined — decreases and a larger fraction of assets
experiences overpricing.!!

We can derive a number of comparative static results regarding this equilibrium. The first relates to
overpricing. When short-sales constraints are binding, that is, for assets i > 4, the difference between
the equilibrium price and the price that would prevail in the absence of short-sales constraints (i.e., when

mutual funds can short without restriction or when o = 0) is given by
.0 o?
= ” <bi03w()\) - ]\?) : (2)

This term, which we call the speculative premium, captures the degree of overpricing due to the short-
sales constraints. The following corollary explores how this speculative premium varies with aggregate

disagreement, cash-flow betas, and the fraction of agents that face short-sales constraints.

COROLLARY 1: Assets with high cash-flow betas, that is, i > i, are overpriced (relative to the benchmark
with no short-sales constraints or when o = 0) and the amount of overpricing, defined as the difference
between the price and the benchmark price in the absence of short-sales constraints, is increasing with
disagreement A, with cash-flow betas b;, and with the fraction of investors that are short-sales constrained
a. Furthermore, an increase in aggregate disagreement A leads to a larger increase in mispricing for assets

with larger cash-flow betas.

Proof. See Internet Appendix Section 1.B. |



The second comparative static we consider relates to the holdings observed in equilibrium. Remember
that hedge funds (i.e. investors in group a) are not restricted in their ability to short. Intuitively, hedge
funds short assets with large mispricing, that is, high-b assets. As aggregate disagreement increases, mis-
pricing increases, so that hedge funds end up shorting more. Since an increase in aggregate disagreement
leads to a larger relative increase in mispricing for higher-b stocks, the corresponding increase in shorting
is also larger for high-b stocks. In other words, there is a weakly increasing relationship between shorting
by hedge funds and b. Provided that A is large enough, this relationship becomes strictly steeper as

aggregate disagreement increases. We summarize these comparative statics in the following corollary.

COROLLARY 2: Group A investors are long all assets. Group B investors are long assets i < i — 1 and
have zero holdings of assets i > i. There exists A > 0 such that, provided A > 5\, there exists i € [i, N]
such that (1) group a investors short high cash-flow beta assets, that is, assets i > 1 (2) the dollar amount
of stocks being shorted in equilibrium increases with aggregate disagreement X\, and (3) the sensitivity of

shorting to aggregate disagreement is higher for high cash-flow beta assets.

Proof. See Internet Appendix Section 1.C. |

C. Beta and Expected Return

We now restate the equilibrium in terms of expected excess returns and relate them to the familiar
market 8 from the CAPM. We denote by 7§ the excess return per share for asset < and by an the excess
return per share for the market portfolio. The market portfolio is defined as the portfolio of all assets in
the market. The value of the market portfolio is P, = Ejvzl sjP; = Z;V:1 % since we have normalized
the supply of stocks to 5. Then, by definition,

1—|—rP

N N N
3 5 - 1 ~ i
R{ =d+bZ+¢&— (1+r)P and anZE Sz‘RfZE NRf:d+Z E:N

~ o~ 2
Cov(R¢,Re, bio2+%¢ : it
Define 5; = ov( L ) — 2%+ X to be the stock market beta of stock 7. By definition, the expected
Var(Rg,) o2+% !

excess return per share of stock ¢ is simply given by

E[RS] =d— (14 71)P,



Using Theorem 1, we can express this expected excess return per share on stock i as follows:'2.

02+L§
B =0 e ) 3)
Bi%%(l—%(A)Hejfv (1+w\) fori>i

This representation follows directly from Theorem 1: we simply express the price of asset ¢ as a function
of the market beta of asset i, 5;. For a = 0 (and hence § = 0), investors have homogeneous beliefs and
thus A\ does not affect the expected returns of the assets. In fact, when a = 0, there are no binding
short-sales constraints, so i = N + 1 and we can simply rewrite for all i € [1, N]: E[RS] = BE[RS,], that
is, the standard CAPM formula. However, when a fraction o > 0 of investors are short-sales constrained
and aggregate disagreement is large enough, ¢ < N and the expected return per share for assets i > @
depend on aggregate disagreement A.

More precisely, the Security Market Line is then piecewise linear. For low-beta assets (5; < f;),
expected excess returns are solely driven by risk-sharing: higher-5 assets are more exposed to market
risk and thus command a higher expected return. When S crosses a certain threshold (8 > 3;), however,
expected excess returns are also driven by speculation, in the sense that pessimists are sidelined from these
high-beta stocks: over this part of the Security Market Line, higher-beta assets, which are more exposed
to aggregate disagreement, command a larger speculative premium and thus receive smaller expected
returns than what they would absent disagreement. Note that provided A is large enough, the Security
Market Line can even be downward-sloping over the interval [3;, 5], that is, for speculative assets.

We illustrate the role of aggregate disagreement on the shape of the Security Market Line in Figure
2, where the Security Market Line is plotted for three possible levels of \: A% < Al < A2. The Security
Market Line is simply the 45-degree line when A = A? = 0 as seen in Panel A of Figure 2). We assume that
Al is large enough that a strictly positive fraction of assets experience binding short-sales constraints and
hence speculative mispricing (assets above i): expected returns are increasing with beta but at a lower
pace for assets above the endogenous marginal asset 7 (Figure 2, Panel B). When A = A2 > A! (Figure 2,
Panel C), the slope of the Security Market Line for assets i > i is negative, that is, the Security Market

Line has an inverted-U shape.

[ Insert Figure 2 here |



In our empirical analysis below, we approach the relationship between expected excess returns and 3
by looking at the concavity of the Security Market Line and how this concavity is related to our empirical
proxy for aggregate disagreement. More precisely, for each month we estimate a cross-sectional regression
of realized excess returns of 20 B-sorted portfolios on the portfolio 4 and the portfolio 32. The time series
of the coefficient estimate on 32 represents a time series of returns that essentially goes long the low-
and high-beta portfolios and short the portfolios around the median-beta portfolio. In effect, the Security
Market Line described in Equation (3) predicts that this square portfolio should experience lower returns
when aggregate disagreement is high, or in other words, that the Security Market Line should be more

concave when aggregate disagreement is high. This is our first main empirical prediction.

PREDICTION 1: In low-disagreement months, the Security Market Line is upward-sloping. In high-disagreement
months, the Security Market Line has a kink, with its slope is strictly positive for low-5 assets but strictly
lower (and potentially negative) for high-f assets. The Security Market Line should be more concave fol-
lowing months with high aggregate disagreement; equivalently, a portfolio long low- and high-beta assets
and short medium-beta assets should experience lower performance following months of high aggregate

disagreement.

A consequence of the previous analysis is that the slope of the Security Market Line should also
decrease following a month of high aggregate disagreement. However, this is a weaker prediction of the
model since it does not exploit the specificity of our model, namely, the kink in the Security Market Line,

which, as we will see in Section III, is an important feature of the data.

COROLLARY 3: Let fi be the coefficient estimate of a cross-sectional regression of realized returns (Rf) )
1e|l,

on (Bi)ie[LN] and a constant. The coefficient i decreases with aggregate disagreement A and with the frac-
tion of short-sales-constrained agents in the economy a. Furthermore, the negative effect of aggregate

disagreement X on [i is larger when there are fewer arbitrageurs in the economy (i.e., when « increases).

Proof. See Internet Appendix Section L.E. |

D. Discussion of Assumptions

Our theory relies on two fundamental ingredients, disagreement and short-sales constraints. Both are

important. In the absence of disagreement, all investors share the same portfolio and, since there is a
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strictly positive supply of assets, this portfolio is long only. Thus, the short-sales constraint is irrelevant
— it never binds — and the standard CAPM results apply. In the absence of short-sales constraints, the
disagreement between group A and group B investors washes out in the market-clearing condition and
prices simply reflect the average belief, which we have assumed to be correct.

The model also relies on important simplifying assumptions. First is that, in our framework, investors
disagree only on the expectation of the aggregate factor, Z. A more general setting would allow investors
to also disagree on the idiosyncratic component of stock dividends €;. If the idiosyncratic disagreement
on a stock is not systematically related to the stock’s cash-flow beta, then our analysis is left unchanged
since whatever mispricing is created by idiosyncratic disagreement does not affect the shape of the Security
Market Line in a systematic fashion. If idiosyncratic disagreement is positively correlated with stocks’
cash-flow beta, then the impact of aggregate disagreement on the Security Market Line becomes even
stronger. This is because there are now two sources of overpricing linked systematically with b;, one
coming from aggregate disagreement, and the other from this additional idiosyncratic disagreement.

As we show in Section II.C below, the overall disagreement on the earnings growth of high-beta stocks
is much larger than the disagreement on low-beta stocks, even in months with low aggregate disagreement.
This finding suggests that idiosyncratic disagreement is in fact larger for high-beta stocks. This conforms
to standard intuition on the characteristics of high- and low-beta stocks.

The second key assumption in the model is that investors disagree only on the first moment of the
aggregate factor Z and not on the second moment o2. From a theoretical viewpoint, this is not so different.
In the same way that 3 scales disagreement regarding z, 3 scales disagreement about o2. In other words, if
we label the group that underestimates o2 as optimists and the group that overestimates o2 as pessimists,
then optimists are more optimistic about the utility derived from holding a high-5 asset than a low-3 asset
while pessimists are more pessimistic about the utility derived from holding a high-3 asset than a low-£
asset. Again, high-/ assets are more sensitive to disagreement about the variance of the aggregate factor
o2 than are low-3 assets. As in our model, this would naturally lead to high 3 stocks being overpriced
when the disagreement about o2 is large. However, while empirical proxies for disagreement about the
mean of the aggregate factor can be constructed, it is not clear how one would proxy for disagreement
about its variance.

The third key assumption imposed by the model is that the dividend process is homoskedastic. In

11



the next section, we relax this assumption and allow the dividend process of different assets to have

heterogeneous levels of idiosyncratic volatility.

E. Heteroskedastic Idiosyncratic Variance

Our results in Theorem 1 in the static case are derived under the assumption that idiosyncratic shocks

to the dividend process are homoskedastic, that is, Vi € [1,N], o2 o?

3 €

This assumption is easily
relaxed. When dividends are assumed to be heteroskedastic, assets need to be ranked in ascending order
of %, which is equivalent to ranking them in ascending order of % In Internet Appendix Section I.A we

k3

show that the unique equilibrium then features a marginal asset 7, such that

2
02 + N 25 - -
ﬁi—zj_l N? for % < %
E[R¢] = ! o (4)
% N 2 .
ol + il o? Bi . B
,8i+ (1= 6w(N) + 65 (1 +w(Y) for 2z o2

Intuitively, consider a stock with a high cash-flow beta. Relative to pessimists, optimistic investors
believe this stock is likely to have a high dividend. If the stock has low idiosyncratic variance (01'2 ), this will
lead to high demand from optimists for this stock. In equilibrium, this will sideline pessimists from the
stock and lead to speculative overpricing. However, if the stock has high idiosyncratic variance, optimists
will be reluctant to demand large quantities of the stock despite their optimistic valuation. As a result,
pessimists may be required to be long the stock in equilibrium, in which case the stock will be fairly
priced. Thus, the equilibrium features a cutoff in the ratio of cash-flow beta to idiosyncratic variance.

In particular, the pricing formula in Equation (4) says that for stocks i with 3;/0? below the cut-off
G/ 0% (i.e., nonspeculative stocks), the slope of the partial Security Market Line (the relationship between
expected returns and f for assets below the cutoff) does not depend on aggregate disagreement. For stocks
i with a ratio f3;/ 02-2 above this cutoff (i.e., speculative stocks), the partial Security Market Line is still
linear in 8 but its slope is strictly decreasing with aggregate disagreement. The asset pricing equation (4)
also predicts that for these mispriced assets, idiosyncratic variance is priced and the price of idiosyncratic
risk increases with aggregate disagreement. This is related to the previous intuition: all else equal, an
asset with high idiosyncratic variance will receive smaller demand by optimists, which in equilibrium will

drive down its price and drive up it expected return. This leads to our second main empirical prediction.
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PREDICTION 2: Define speculative assets as assets with a high ratio of Bi/af, Then the slope of the
relationship between expected returns and B for these assets decreases strictly with aggregate disagreement.
Conversely, for nonspeculative assets — assets with a low ratio of Bi/ag — the relationship between expected

returns and [ is independent of aggregate disagreement.

F. Infinite Number of Assets

We analyze the case in which markets become complete and N goes to infinity. To simplify the
discussion, we assume that for any NV, the number of assets, assets in the cross-section always have cash-
flow betas that are bounded in [b, b]. We adapt our previous notation to denote by biv the cash-flow beta
of asset ¢ when the cross-section has N assets, with ¢ < N. Our assumption is that for all N € N and
i<N, 0<b< bZN < b < 0o. Under this assumption, we show that in the limiting case, where N — oo,
asset returns always admit a linear CAPM representation. In particular, the slope of the Security Market
Line is independent of A as long as A < %3 and is strictly decreasing with A when A > 0—73

o bl c e e
Since ul¥ = wl\}bﬁv (062 + o2 (ZjQ. (bév)2>> + 73 (iji ]ﬂv> and the b; are bounded, it is direct to
N (b})2

2 2
see that when N — oo, u}' — 072 and u% — l%, where | = limpy_oo Zj<N oY and [ < 1 since for all

j <N, bj-v < by.

Our first result is that if A is small enough (i.e., Ay < lo? = v lim u%), then at the limit N — oo, no
asset will experience binding short-sales constraints, so that asset returns will be independent of A and
the standard CAPM formula will apply: E[R¢] = B;E[RS,], with E[RS,] independent of .

Our second result is that, provided A is large enough (i.e., Ay > 02 = ylimu{'), then at the limit, all
assets will experience binding short-sales constraints. In this case, expected returns at the limit are given
by

- o2 -
Bife] = 6 (1+0)% - 20) = BElfr, V)]

The Security Market Line is linear as in the previous case, but its slope is now strictly decreasing with

aggregate disagreement A. In particular, if Ay > %ﬂag, then the Security Market Line is strictly decreas-

ing.
2
The final case occurs when o2 > \y > lo2. For any finite i , we know that lim ufv = %Z Thus, at the
limit the marginal asset has to be such that lim ¥ = co. But, we know that w(A) — 0, so the speculative

premium at the limit is also zero. As a result, at the limit, asset returns will be independent of A and the
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standard CAPM formula will again apply: E[R¢] = B;E[RS,], with E[RS,] independent of \.

G. Dynamics
G.1. Set-up

We now consider a dynamic extension of the previous model, where we also allow for heteroskedasticity
in dividend shocks. This extension is done in the context of an overlapping generation framework. Time
is infinite, t = 0, 1,...00. Each period ¢, a new generation of investors of mass one is born and invests in
the stock market to consume the proceeds at date t + 1. Thus, at date ¢, the new generation is buying
assets from the current old generation (born at date t — 1), which has to sell its entire portfolio in order to
consume. Each generation consists of two groups of investors: arbitrageurs, or hedge funds, in proportion
1 — a, and mutual funds in proportion «. Investors have mean-variance preferences with risk tolerance

parameter . There are N assets, whose dividend process is given by
di=d+bz+ &,

where E[Z] = 0, Var[Z] = o2, E[f] = 0, Var[¢'] = 07, and + SN bi = 1. We normalize the assets to be

29

ranked in ascending order of %:

k3

b by b
0<72<72<"'<7]2V.
oi 05 o

The timeline of the model appears in Figure 3. Mutual funds born at date ¢ hold heterogeneous beliefs
about the expected value of Z;41. Specifically, there are two groups of mutual funds: investors in group A
— the optimists — whose expectations about Z;;1 are such that Ef [Zt41] = 5\,5, and investors in group B —
the pessimists — whose expectations about Z;y; are such that EB [Zi41] = —5\t.13 Finally, we assume that

At € {0,\ > 0} is a two-state Markov process with persistence p €]1/2,1[.
[ Insert Figure 3 here |

Call Pti(S\) the price of asset i at date ¢ when realized aggregate disagreement is \; € {0, A}, and define
AP} = P}(\) — Pi(0). Let ¥(\;) be the number of shares of asset 4 purchased by investors in group k
when realized aggregate disagreement is M € {0, A}, and let AF be the realized belief at date ¢ for investors

in group k € {a, A, B}.!* We first compute the date-t + 1 wealth of investors in group k € {a, A, B},
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born at date ¢t and with portfolio holdings (“f (:\t)> e[l N}:
ve|l,

Whiy = | S uE Qb | 2+ 30 nE Qo) + D ub ) (d+ Py (Gean) = (L4 1) P ()
i<N i<N i<N

Thus, for investors in group k, their own expected wealth at date ¢ + 1 and its associated variance are

given by
S E b | X+ D7 ik ) (d+ BIPL Qi) A = (14 7)PL) )
i<N i<N
2 2
VarWh = | 3" ufQobi | o2+ > (uF )07 +p(1—p) [ S uf () (AP
i<N i<N i<N

\

Relative to the static model, there are two notable changes. First, investors value the resale price of
their holding at date 1 (the E[P} +1(5\t+1)\5\t] term in expected wealth). Second, investors now bear the
corresponding risk that the resale prices move with aggregate disagreement A, (this is, in our binomial

- 2
setting, the p(1 — p) <Zi§N E () (APtH)) term in wealth variance).

G.2. Equilibrium

The following theorem characterizes the equilibrium of this economy.

THEOREM 2: Define (vi)icjo,n+1] such that vyi1 = 0, v; = %ﬁ (EkZZ bk) + 5 b’2 (1 + 023 J—) for
i € [1,N], and vo = co. The sequence v is strictly decreasing. Let i = min{k € [0, N +1] | A > v;.}.
There exists a unique equilibrium. In this equilibrium, short-sales constraints bind only for the group of
pessimist investors (i.e., group B) in the high disagreement states (S\t =X > 0) for assets i > i. The
speculative premium on these assets is given by

o2
G0, Mo T Eeibe 9]

J 2\ N
gl 1+ag(zidﬁ> N
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Finally, define

—(1+)+ 2= D+ (A +1) - 2o - 1P+ F2LD T

*
"= N > 0.
¥
In equilibrium, asset returns are given by
2
]E[RJ'(A)]:JE[RJ(O)}:l bio?+2L)  forj<i
v\ N
i 1 2 O"2 F* ; . -
E[R(0)] = = | bjo? + - +p(1 — ! >
R(O)] = - <]a %l p)uszleg,,gp)pw) forj >
. 1 o2 r* - 1+r—(2p—-1) - LT
E[R'(\)] = = [ bjor + =& 4+ p(1 — I - i >
)] v(ﬂ v T p)(1+7~)—(2p_1)+wr*7r (1+7)— (2p— 1) + 2C=elpe " Jorj =1
Proof. See Internet Appendix Section L.F. |

Our characterization of how disagreement affects the Security Market Line in our static model still
carries over to this dynamic model with heteroskedasticity. Low b/o? assets (i.e., j < i) are never shorted
since there is not enough disagreement among investors to make the pessimist investors willing to go short,
even in the high-disagreement states. Thus, the price of these assets is the same in both states of nature
and similar to the standard CAPM case. In the high-aggregate-disagreement state (5\ =\ > 0), pessimist
investors, that is, investors in group B, want to short high-b assets to the extent that these assets are not

by

too risky (i.e., assets j such that % > ?), but are prevented from doing so by the short-sale constrain

J

t.15

This leads to overpricing of these assets relative to the benchmark without disagreement.
A consequence of the previous analysis is that the price of assets j > 7 depends on the realization of ag-
gregate disagreement. There is an extra source of risk embedded in these assets: their resale price is more

exposed to aggregate disagreement. These assets are thus riskier and command an extra risk premium rel-

T*

7/, Relative
(14r)—(2p—1)+ 22=20r

ative to lower-b assets. This extra risk premium takes the form % p(1—p)

to a benchmark without disagreement (and where expected returns are always equal to % (bjag + 0—1\;)),
high-b assets have higher expected returns in low-disagreement states (because of the extra risk premium).
In high-disagreement states, holding o2 constant, the expected returns of high-b assets are strictly lower
than in low-disagreement states, since the large disagreement about next-period dividends leads to over-

pricing. Thus, in high-disagreement states, the slope of the relationship between expected returns and

cash-flow betas holding o2 constant is smaller for assets with a high ratio of cash-flow beta to idiosyn-
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cratic variance (i.e., assets j > i) than assets j <>> i. Whether the expected returns of high-b assets are
lower or higher than in the benchmark without disagreement depends on the relative size of the extra risk
premium and the speculative premium. In the data, however, aggregate disagreement is persistent, that

is, p is close to one. A first-order Taylor expansion of I'* around p = 1 gives I'* ~ > so that in

T
3> N
the vicinity of p = 1, E[R/()\)] < % (bjag + j{i) Intuitively, when aggregate disagreement is persistent,
the resale price risk is very limited, since there is only a small probability that the price of high-b assets
will change next period. Thus, the speculative premium term dominates and expected returns of high-b

assets are lower than under the no-disagreement benchmark. We summarize these findings in the following

proposition.

COROLLARY 4:

(i) In low-disagreement states (5\ = 0), conditional on o?, expected returns ERS are strictly increasing
with cash-flow beta b;. Because of resale price risk, the slope of the return/cash-flow beta relationship is

higher for assets j > i than for assets j < i.

(i) In high-disagreement states (A = X > 0), conditional on o2, expected returns ERS are strictly increasing
with cash-flow beta b; for assets j < i. For assets j > 14, the slope of the return/cash-flow beta relationship
can be either higher or lower than for assets j < i. There exists p* < 1 such that for p > p*, this slope is

strictly lower for b > b; than for b < b;.

(i1i) Conditional on Uf, expected returns ER; can decrease strictly with cash-flow beta b; for assets j > i

in high-disagreement states, provided p is close to one and X is large enough.

(iv) Conditional on o, the slope of the returns/cash-flow beta relationship for assets j > i is strictly lower

in high-disagreement states (\ = X > 0) than in low-disagreement states (A = 0).

Proof. See Internet Appendix Section I1.G. |

H. Calibration

In this section, we present a simple calibration of the dynamic model presented in the previous section.

The objective of this calibration is to see what magnitude of aggregate disagreement is required to obtain
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a significant distortion in the Security Market Line. We use the following parameters. First, p is set
to 0.95. This estimate is obtained by dividing our time series into high and low aggregate disagreement
months (i.e., above and below the median of aggregate disagreement) and computing the probability of
transitioning from high to low disagreement (P = 0.05) and from low to high disagreement (P = 0.05).
We set a to 0.66 (i.e., # = 0.5), which corresponds to the fraction of the stock market held by mutual
funds and retail investors, for which the cost of shorting is presumably nontrivial.

The most difficult parameter for us to set is N. We show in Section I.F that when N is large, the
Security Market Line can be upward- or downward-sloping but not inverted-U shaped. However, we argue
that a large N is not a good calibration for our model. In the presence of such fixed costs, investors
will trade a much smaller number of assets than the overall number of assets in the market. Of course,
introducing fixed costs of trading in our model complicates the analysis substantially. We defer a full
treatment of this more complex model to further research. In particular, with fixed trading costs, the
choice of which asset to trade becomes endogenous. We believe, however, that the main elements of our
analysis would remain unchanged and we highlight here how this endogenous asset selection affects our
analysis.

When investors face fixed trading costs, in equilibrium, there is a segmentation of the market. All else
equal, optimists would tend to buy the segment of high-cash-flow beta assets, as opposed to our current
model with no trading costs where they trade all assets. While pessimists would only trade on the segment
of low-beta assets, as in our model, one notable difference with our current setup is that the pessimists
would now be the only investors holding these low-beta assets. As a consequence, the low-beta assets
would be underpriced. This effect would reinforce our results as the underpriced low-beta securities would
make the Security Market Line “kinkier”.

With fixed trading costs, arbitrageurs also need to decide which assets to trade. First, in equilibrium,
they need to hold the segment of intermediate-cash-flow beta securities. To the extent that mispricing
on high- and low-beta assets is not large — that is, aggregate disagreement A is not too large — the
risk premium they receive for holding these intermediate-beta assets will be greater than the arbitrage
premium they would receive from shorting the high-beta securities. As disagreement ) increases, a fraction
of arbitrageurs will start shorting the high-beta assets. In this case, arbitrageurs engage in shorting in

an amount such that the utility they derive from shorting the high-beta stocks is equal to the utility of
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holding the intermediate-beta stocks. Thus, as A\ increases, the amount of arbitrage capital devoted to
shorting the high-beta stocks increases. At the same time, however, optimistic mutual funds increase their
leverage to bet on high-beta stocks. This increase in optimistic mutual funds’ demand may well dominate
the effect of increased shorting by arbitrageurs.'®

Beyond trading costs, there exist additional reasons why mutual fund managers invest among a re-
stricted set of stocks. Most mutual fund managers are benchmarked to indices, such as the Morningstar
Large Cap Growth Index or the Russell 1000 Growth Index. These indices typically have only a few hun-
dred stocks as constituent members. Hence, because of their index or tracking mandates, most mutual
fund managers form their portfolios based on a universe of only a few hundred stocks. Retail investors
also trade within a restricted universe of stocks, as it is well known that these investors typically consider
buying stocks that they are familiar with, such as stocks headquartered near where they live or stocks
with a high advertising presence (Huberman (2001) or Barber and Odean (2008)). To the extent that the
betas of the securities these investors consider are evenly distributed, our model can be directly applied
using the average number of stocks held by each investor as the N in our model.

Consistent with N being small for mutual fund investors, Griffin and Xu (2009) shows that from 1980
to 2004, which overlaps with our sample period, the average number of stocks held by mutual funds is
between 43 and 119. Consistent with N being even smaller for retail investors, Kumar and Lee (2006)
documents, using a dataset from a large U.S. retail broker in the 1990s, that the average retail investor
holds a four-stock portfolio. Fewer than 5% of retail investors hold more than 10 stocks.

As noted in Barber and Odean (2000), in 1996, approximately 47% of equity investments in the U.S.
were held directly by households and 14% by mutual funds, although these shares change quite a bit over
time. As such, N = 50 seems in the relevant range for the typical number of stocks held by long only
investors. The calibration we perform below is not very sensitive to small changes in N around N = 50.7
As expected, however, when N becomes very large, we get the result we derived theoretically in Section
L.F when solving the complete market case: the Security Market Line can be upward- or downward-sloping
but not inverted-U shaped as is the case when N is smaller and in the calibration we perform below.

2i

We set the values of b; such that b; = - Thus, cash-flow betas are bounded between zero and

two and have an average value of one. We implement our calibration as followings. We set a value for A.

We then find the values for 02, 02, and ~ such that the model matches the following empirical moments,
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computed over the 1981 to 2011 period: (i) the average volatility of the monthly market return (0.2%
monthly) (ii) the average idiosyncratic variance of monthly stock returns (3.5% monthly) and (iii) the
average expected excess return of the market (0.63% monthly).!® Finally, we borrow from Campbell et al.
(1993) and calibrate a CARA model using dollar returns by setting the dividend to have an asset price

equal to one. We report four calibrations in Figure 4:

1. A = 0.008, which implies 02 = 0.0305, 02 = 0.0014 and v = 0.32. In equilibrium, 38 of the 50 assets
are shorted. This level of disagreement corresponds to 20% of o,. Figure 4(a) plots the Security
Market Line for these parameter values. Figure 4(a) shows that for this level of disagreement, the
distortion in the Security Market Line is limited. Even in the high-aggregate-disagreement state,
the Security Market Line is upward-sloping with a slope close to its slope in the low-aggregate-

disagreement state.

2. A = 0.013, which implies 02 = 0.0305, 02 = 0.0013 and v = 0.31. In equilibrium, 45 of the 50
assets are shorted. This level of disagreement corresponds to 35% of o,. Figure 4(b) shows that for
this level of disagreement, the distortion in the Security Market Line becomes noticeable. In the
high-aggregate-disagreement state, the Security Market Line is still upward-sloping for all 5, but
with a much smaller slope for assets with b; > b;. The Security Market Line is kink-shaped in the

high-aggregate-disagreement state.

3. A = 0.022, which implies 02 = 0.0305, 02 = 0.0011 and v = 0.27. In equilibrium, 47 of the 50 assets
are shorted. This level of disagreement corresponds to 65% of o,. Figure 4(c) shows that for this
level of disagreement, in the high-aggregate-disagreement state, the Security Market Line has an

inverted-U shape.

4. X = 0.05, which implies 02 = 0.0305, 02 = 0.0005 and v = 0.16. In equilibrium, 48 of the 50
assets are shorted. This level of disagreement corresponds to 187% of o,. Figure 4(d) shows that
for this level of disagreement, in the high-aggregate-disagreement state, the Security Market Line is
downward-sloping. Moreover, we also see in Figure 4(d) that assets with beta greater than 0.9 have

a negative expected excess return in the high-aggregate-disagreement state.

Overall, these calibrations support the idea that for reasonable levels of disagreement, the Security
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Market Line in the high-aggregate-disagreement state will be significantly distorted relative to the low-

aggregate-disagreement state.

[ Insert Figure 4 here |

II. Data and Variables

A. Data Source

The data in this paper are collected from two main sources. U.S. stock return data come from the
CRSP tape, and analyst forecasts come from the I/B/E/S analyst forecast database. The I/B/E/S data
start in December 1981.

We begin with all available common stocks on CRSP between December 1981 and December 2014.
Then, for each month, we exclude penny stocks with a share price below $5 and microcaps, defined as stocks
in the bottom two deciles of the monthly market capitalization distribution using NYSE breakpoints. The
betas are computed with respect to the value-weighted market returns provided on Ken French’s website.
Excess returns are in excess of the U.S. Treasury bill rate, which we also download from Ken French’s
website. We use analyst forecasts of the EPS long-term growth rate (LT'G) as our main proxy for investors’
beliefs regarding the future prospects of individual stocks. These data come from the I/B/E/S database.
As explained in detail in Yu (2011), the long-term forecast has several advantages. First, it features
prominently in valuation models. Second, it is less affected by a firm’s earnings guidance than short-term
forecasts. Because the long-term forecast is an expected growth rate, it is directly comparable across firms

or over time.

B. [-sorted portfolios

We follow the literature in constructing beta portfolios as follows. Each month, we use the past 12
months of daily returns to estimate the market beta of each stock in that cross-section. This is done by
regressing a stock’s excess return on the contemporaneous excess market return as well as five lags of the
market return to account for the illiquidity of small stocks (Dimson (1979)). Our measure of 3 is then

the sum of the six OLS coeflicients.
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We next sort stocks each month into 20 § portfolios based on these pre-ranking betas, using only
stocks in the NYSE to define the § thresholds. We compute the daily returns on these portfolios, both
equal- and value-weighted. Post-ranking 3’s are then estimated using a similar market model — regressing
each portfolio’s daily return on the excess market return, as well as five lags of the market return, and
adding up these six OLS coefficients. The post-ranking 5’s are computed using the full sample period
(Fama and French (1992)). Table I presents descriptive statistics for the 20 -sorted portfolios. The 20
(B-sorted portfolios exhibit a significant spread in £, with the post-ranking full-sample 3 of the bottom

portfolio equal to 0.43 and that of the top portfolio equal to 1.78.

[ Insert Table I here |

C. Measuring Aggregate Disagreement

Our measure of aggregate disagreement is similar in spirit to Yu (2011). We first measure stock-
level disagreement is measured as the dispersion in analyst forecasts of the EPS long-term growth rate
(LTG). We then aggregate this stock-level disagreement measure, weighting each stock by its pre-ranking
B.1 Intuitively, our model suggests that there are two components to the overall disagreement on a
stock dividend process: a component coming from the disagreement about the aggregate factor Z — the
A in our model — and a component coming from disagreement about the idiosyncratic factor €. We are
interested in constructing an empirical proxy for the first component only. To that end, disagreement
about low-f3 stocks should only play a minor role since disagreement about a low-3 stock has to come
mostly from idiosyncratic disagreement — in the limit, disagreement about a § = 0 stock can only come
from idiosyncratic disagreement. Thus, we weight each stock’s disagreement by the stock’s pre-ranking
8.20

To assess the robustness of our analysis, we use two alternative proxies for aggregate disagreement.
The first of these alternative measures is the analyst forecast dispersion of Standard & Poor’s (S&P)
500 index annual EPS. The problem with this top-down measure is that far fewer analysts forecast this
quantity, making it less attractive compared to our bottom-up measure. While our preferred measure of
aggregate disagreement is constructed using thousands of individual stock forecasts, on average, only 20
or so analysts in the sample cover the S&P 500 EPS. Our second alternative proxy is an index of the

dispersion of macro-forecasts from the Survey of Professional Forecasters (SPF). More precisely, we use
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the first principal component of the cross-sectional standard deviation of forecasts on GDP, industrial
production (IP), corporate profit and unemployment from Li and Li (2014).

To simplify the reading of the tables in the paper, all of our time-series measures of aggregate disagree-
ment are standardized to have zero mean and a variance of one. Table II presents summary statistics
on the time-series variables used in the paper. Figure 1 plots the time series of our baseline disagreement
measure. It peaks during the 1981 to 1982 recession, the dot-com bubble of the late 1990s, and the recent
recession of 2008. When fundamentals are more uncertain, there is more scope for disagreement among
investors. In other words, the aggregate disagreement series is not the same as the business cycle, as we

see high disagreement in both growth and recessionary periods.
[ Insert Table IT here |

In Figure 5, we highlight the role played by aggregate disagreement on the relationship between
stock-level disagreement and 3. This figure is constructed as follows. We divide our time series into high-
aggregate-disagreement months (diamonds) and low-aggregate-disagreement months (triangles), where
high- (low-) aggregate disagreement months are defined as those in the top (bottom) quartiles of the
in-sample distribution of aggregate disagreement. Then, for each of our 20 S-sorted portfolios, we plot the
value-weighted average of the stock-level dispersion in analyst earnings forecasts against the post-ranking
full-sample B of the value-weighted portfolio. Stock-level disagreement increases with 8. Moreover, this
relation is steeper in months with high aggregate disagreement relative to months with low aggregate
disagreement. Thus, consistent with the premise of our model, we find that § does scale up aggregate

disagreement.

[ Insert Figure 5 here |

III. Empirical Analysis

A. Aggregate Disagreement and the Concavity of the Security Market Line
A.1. Main Analysis

Our empirical analysis examines how the Security Market Line is affected by aggregate disagreement.

To this end, in Figure 6 we first present the empirical relationship between 8 and excess returns. For each of
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the 20 8 portfolios in our sample, we compute the average excess forward return for high- (diamonds) and
low- (triangles) disagreement months (defined as top versus bottom quartile of aggregate disagreement).
Given the persistence in aggregate disagreement, we run this analysis using several horizons: 3 months
(Panel A), 6 months (Panel B), 12 months (Panel C), and 18 months (Panel D). The portfolio returns
Tgfz for k = 3,6,12, and 18 are value-weighted.

While the relationship between excess forward returns and [ is quite noisy at the 3- and 6-month
horizons, two striking facts emerge at the 12- and 18-month horizons. First, the average excess returns-
to-f relationship is mostly upward-sloping for months with low aggregate disagreement, except for the
top B portfolio which exhibits a somewhat lower average return. This result is generally consistent with
our theory, which holds that low aggregate disagreement means low or even no mispricing and hence a
strictly upward-sloping Security Market Line. Second, in months of high aggregate disagreement, the

excess returns-to- relationship appears to exhibit the inverted-U shape predicted by the theory.
[ Insert Figure 6 here |

To formally test our Prediction 1, we run the following two-stage Fama and MacBeth (1973) regressions
in Table III . Each month, we first estimate the following cross-sectional regression over our 20 S-sorted
portfolios:

rgj) = K¢ + T X Bp + ¢ X (Bp)2 +ept, where P=1,..,20,

(12)

where r py 18 the 12-month excess return of the P™ beta-sorted portfolio and Sp is the full-sample post-
ranking beta of the P™ beta-sorted portfolio.?! We retrieve from this analysis a time series of coefficient
estimates for k¢, 7, and ¢;. Note that our analysis focuses here on 12-month returns. Since our aggregate
disagreement variable is persistent, our results tend to be stronger over longer horizons (Summers (1986),
Campbell and Shiller (1988)). For robustness, in Table TAII we present the results from a similar analysis

using different horizons.
[ Insert Table IIT here |

The time series of coefficient estimates ¢, is the dependent variable of interest in our analysis. Given
the post-ranking 8 of our 8-sorted porftolios, this ¢; series corresponds to the excess returns on a portfolio

that goes long the two bottom /8 portfolios (P=1 to 2) as well as the two top 8 portfolios (P=19 and 20)
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and short the remaining portfolios. As we explain in Section I.C, this portfolio’s returns capture, each
month, the concavity of the Security Market Line. Prediction 1 states that when aggregate disagreement
is higher, this portfolio should have significantly lower returns.

To examine the evidence in support of Prediction 1, in a second stage, we regress the ¢; time series on
Agg.Disp.;—1 only (Column (1)), where Agg.Disp. stands for the monthly S-weighted average stock level
disagreement introduced in Section II.C and is measured in month ¢—1. Noxy-Marx (2014) shows that the
returns on defensive equity strategies load significantly on standard risk factors. Although our portfolio
of interest is not a slope portfolio but rather the square portfolio, in Column (2) we nonetheless follow
Noxy-Marx (2014) and control for the 12-month returns of the Fama and French (1992) factors and the
Jegadeesh and Titman (1993) momentum factor measured in month ¢.22 Column (3) adds the dividend-
to-price ratio D/P,—1 and the year-over-year inflation rate measured in month ¢ — 1, Inflation;_1, from
Cohen et al. (2005). Column (4) adds the T'edSpread measured in month ¢ —1 from Frazzini and Pedersen
(2014). Columns (5) to (8) and (9) to (12) rerun the above analysis after replacing the dependent variables
with, respectively the estimated x; and 7;. In these estimations, standard errors are Newey and West
(1987) adjusted and allow for 11 lags of serial correlation.

Panel A of Table III presents the results from the second-stage regressions using value-weighted
portfolios. A higher Agg.Disp..—1 is associated with a smaller ¢, that is, a more concave Security Market
Line, or equivalently, lower average returns of the square portfolio. The t-statistics are between -1.9 to -4
depending on the specification. Importantly, the estimate is significant by itself even without any controls,
although the inclusion of the D/P ratio and the year-over-year past inflation rate increases the effect of
aggregate disagreement on the concavity of the Security Market Line.

Interestingly, we see in Table III that a higher return on the high-minus-low portfolio (HM L) from t to
t+ 11 is correlated with a more negative ¢; — a more concave Security Market Line. We believe this result
is consistent with a simple extension of our model. Note first that, even in the absence of disagreement,
our model generates a value-growth effect through risk — high-risk stocks have lower prices and higher
expected returns (Berk (1995)). To abstract from this effect, one can simply define the fundamental
value of a stock as its expected dividend minus its risk premium — F' = d — % (biag + UWE) This is the
fundamental price an investor would expect to pay for the stock based purely on risk-based valuation.

As in Daniel et al. (2001), we then define the price-to-fundamental ratio as P — F' and the return on the
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high-minus-low HML portfolio as the return of the long-short portfolio that goes long the stock with the
lowest price-to-fundamental ratio and short the stock with the highest price-to-fundamental ratio. In our
static model, as long as byw(\) > %62, this ratio corresponds to the return on a portfolio short asset N and
long any asset k € [1,4 — 1]. The return on this portfolio is given by (by — by) %3 + % (wa()\)az - %)
In particular, the return on this HML portfolio is strictly increasing with A. Thus, a larger return on the
HML portfolio will be associated with a smaller slope of the Security Market Line. Empirically, to the
extent that our proxy for aggregate disagreement )\ is measured with noise, we should thus expect the
return to HML to have a significant and negative correlation with the concavity of the Security Market
Line. This is precisely what we observe in Columns (2), (3), and (4) of Table III . This result, although
not the main point of the paper, is novel in that it connects the failure of the CAPM to HM L through
time-variation in aggregate disagreement.

In contrast, we see that the a larger contemporaneous return on SM B corresponds to a more convex
Security Market Line. Inflation comes in with a negative sign — the higher is inflation, the more concave
or flatter the Security Market Line. The TedSpread is not significantly related to the concavity of the
Security Market Line. Panel B of Table III presents the results from a similar analysis using equal-
weighted S-sorted portfolios. The results in Panel B are quantitatively similar to those in Panel A, with a
higher level of statistical significance. Overall, consistent with Prediction 1, we find that a higher level of

aggregate disagreement is associated with a more concave Security Market Line in the following months.

A.2. Robustness Checks

In the Internet Appendix, we present results of a battery of robustness checks for the above results.?

In Table ITAI, we show analogous results to Table III but the pre-ranking (s are now estimated by
regressing monthly stock returns over the past three years the contemporaneous market returns. The
results are quantitatively very similar to those in Table III .

In Table ITAII, we use different horizons for the portfolio returns used in the first-stage regression —
namely 1, 3, 6, and 18 months. While the effect of disagreement on the concavity of the Security Market
Line is insignificant when using a 1- or 3-month horizon (but of the right sign), it is significant when
using a 6- or 18-month horizon. Note that once D/P,_; and Inflation;_; are included in the regression,

aggregate disagreement becomes significantly negatively correlated with the concavity of the Security
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Market Line at all horizons. The fact that the short-horizon results are weaker is to be expected given the
literature on long-horizon predictability associated with persistent predictor variables and the fact that
Agg.Disp. is persistent.

In Table ITAIII, we use the alternative measures of aggregate disagreement introduced in Section II.C.
In Panel A, aggregate disagreement is constructed using pre-ranking compressed (3 (i.e., f = 0.5 B +0.5)
to weight the stock-level disagreement measure. In Panel B, we use 8 x value-weights to define aggregate
disagreement. In Panel C, disagreement is the “top-down” measure of market disagreement used in Yu
(2011), which is calculated as the standard deviation of analyst forecasts of annual S&P 500 earnings,
scaled by the average forecast on S&P 500 earnings. In Panel D, disagreement is the first principal
component of the monthly cross-sectional standard deviation of forecasts on GDP, IP, corporate profit and
the unemployment rate in the SPF and is taken from Li and Li (2014). All these series are standardized
to have mean zero and variance one. In all specifications, especially those that include the additional
covariates, we get results that are quantitatively similar to our baseline results presented in Table III |
although all of the estimated coefficients are less significant than in our baseline specification.?*

A potential concern with our analysis is that the results are simply a recast of the results in Diether
et al. (2002): high-beta stocks experience more idiosyncratic disagreement, especially in high-aggregate-
disagreement months, so that the effect of aggregate disagreement on the Security Market Line works
entirely through idiosyncratic disagreement. In Table ITAIV, we show that this is not the case. Specifically,
we replicate the analysis of Table IIII , but in the first-stage regression we now control for the logarithm
of the average disagreement on the stocks in each of the 20 S-sorted portfolios. Again, our results are
virtually unchanged by inclusion of this additional control in the first-stage regression.

Additional empirical concerns with the analysis in Table III are that (1) high-beta stocks have higher
idiosyncratic volatility, (2) idiosyncratic stocks have lower returns (Ang et al. (2006)), and (3) perhaps
especially when aggregate disagreement is high. In Section III.B, we test the asset pricing equation
from our model when dividends are allowed to be heteroskedastic. However, we can also amend our
methodology to include, in the first-stage regression, a control for the median idiosyncratic volatility of
stocks in each of the 20 B-sorted portfolios.?> The results are presented in Table IIAV. The point estimates
are quantitatively similar to those obtained in Table III , although the statistical significance is slightly

lower (¢-statistics ranging from 1.6 to 2.4 in the value-weighted specification and from 2 to 2.6 in the
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equal-weighted specification). Our main finding is thus robust to controlling directly, in the first-stage

regressions, for the idiosyncratic volatility of the stocks included in the 20 S-sorted portfolios.

A.3. Disagreement and the Slope of the Security Market Line

Corollary 3 shows that the slope of the Security Market Line should decrease with aggregate disagree-
ment. Although we argue in Section I.C that this is a weaker test of our model — since it fails to account
for the kinks in the Security Market Line predicted in the model — in Table ITAVI we nonetheless present
a test for this prediction. This test is again a two-stage procedure. In the first stage, each month we

regress the excess return on the 20 S-sorted portfolios on their post-ranking full-sample 5:

7“5317?) =K+ X PBp+ €Dt P=1,..20.

Here, 7, the slope of the Security Market Line in month ¢, is the variable of interest. More specifically,
m represents the 12-month excess return of a “slope” portfolio in month ¢ — a portfolio that goes long
the portfolios with above-average § and short the portfolio with below-average f. Column (1) of Table
ITAVI shows that by itself, aggregate disagreement in month ¢ — 1 predicts a significantly flatter Security
Market Line in the following month. In Column (2), we see that introducing the contemporaneous four-
factor return in the regression absorbs most of the effect of disagreement on the slope of the Security
Market Line. However, we also see in this column, as well as in Columns (3) and (4) that a higher high-
minus-low 12-month return in month ¢ is associated with a significantly flatter Security Market Line at
t.25 As we explain above, this result is a natural prediction of our model, since aggregate disagreement
leads to the mispricing of high-beta securities, which then mean-revert. Interestingly, the inclusion of
D/P,_; and Inflation;—1 in Columns (3) and (4) makes the effect of aggregate disagreement on the
slope of the Security Market Line significant again. Consistent with Cohen et al. (2005), a higher level
of Inflation;—; leads to a flatter Security Market Line. As in Frazzini and Pedersen (2014), TedSpread

does not significantly explain the average excess return of the slope portfolio.

28



B. Heteroskedastic Idiosyncratic Variance

We now turn our attention to our main test for Prediction 2, which holds that the slope of the Security
Market Line is more sensitive to aggregate disagreement for stocks with a high f;/ O'Z-Z ratio relative to stocks

with a low 3;/0? ratio.

To test this prediction, we need to ascribe a value for the threshold % defining speculative and

nonspeculative stocks. Our strategy is to use as a baseline specification a threshold corresponding to the

median % ratio and then to assess the robustness of the results to this particular choice. More precisely,

our test for Prediction 2 is based on a three-stage approach. In the first stage, we rank stocks each month

based on their pre-ranking ratio of 3 to o2 and define as speculative (nonspeculative) stocks all stocks with

i > NYSE median 2

lok: 4

=
=3

a ratio above (below) the NYSE median ratio: (% < >NYSE median £3). This

)

0"-2

N

creates two groups of stocks for each month ¢: speculative and nonspeculative. Then, within each of these
two groups, we re-rank stocks in ascending order based on their estimated beta at the end of the previous
month and assign them to one of 20 beta-sorted portfolios again using NYSE breakpoints. We compute
the full-sample beta of these 40 value-weighted portfolios (20 beta-sorted portfolios for speculative stocks
and 20 beta-sorted portfolios for nonspeculative stocks) using the same market model. The resulting
full sample beta is given by Bps, where P = 1,...,20 and s € {speculative, nonspeculative}. Table IV
presents descriptive statistics for the resulting 40 portfolios. We see that (1) the constructed portfolios
generate significant spreads in the post-ranking full-sample s and ex post, (2) the 3/0? ratio of the
[B-sorted portfolios created from speculative stocks is much higher than that of the S-sorted portfolios
created from nonspeculative stocks: the average 3/0? ratio for speculative stocks is 0.61 while it is only

0.25 for nonspeculative stocks.?”
[ Insert Table IV here |

Next, for each of these two groups of portfolios (s € {speculative, nonspeculative}), each month we
estimate the following cross-sectional regressions, where P is one of the 20 -sorted portfolios, and ¢ is a
month:

(12)
Tpst = lst + Xs,t X 5P,s + 0s,t X In (UP,s,t—l) + €psit,
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where op;—1 is the median idiosyncratic volatility of stocks in portfolio (P, s) estimated at the end of
month ¢ — 1 and r%i?t is the value-weighted 12-month excess return of portfolio (P,s). In contrast to
Bp,s, 012;7 si—1 has a large skew, so we use the logarithm of op,;—1 in the cross-sectional regressions to
limit the effect of outliers on the regression estimates. We retrieve a time series of monthly estimated
coefficients: ¢4, x5 and gs¢. Finally, as we do for Table III , in a third stage we regress each of these
series on Agg.Disp.;—1, the contemporaneous four-factor alphas (R, +, HM L, SM By, and UM D;), and
a set of additional forecasting variables measured in month ¢ — 1, namely, D/P,_y, Inflation;_;, and
TedSpread;—q. Standard errors are Newey and West (1987) adjusted and allow for 11 lags of serial
correlation.

Figure 7 summarizes our findings graphically. In this figure, we compute for the 20 S-sorted portfolios
constructed from speculative stocks (Panel B) and the 20 S-sorted portfolios constructed from nonspecu-
lative stocks, the average excess 12-month return for high- (diamonds) and low- (triangles) disagreement
months (defined as top versus bottom quartile of aggregate disagreement). For nonspeculative stocks, we
see that the Security Market Line is not related in a clear way with aggregate disagreement. For specu-
lative stocks, however, Figure 7 suggests that when aggregate disagreement is high, the Security Market
Line exhibits an inverted-U shape while there is no such kink in months with low aggregate disagreement.

This first pass at the data is consistent with Prediction 2, which holds that aggregate disagreement makes

the Security Market Line flatter only for speculative stocks.
[ Insert Figure 7 here |

Table V reports results from the actual regression analysis. Panel A of this table reports the estimation
results of the third-stage regression when using portfolios constructed from speculative stocks. Panel B
presents results from portfolios constructed from nonspeculative stocks. The first four columns provide the
estimation results for our main coefficient of interest s, which measures the slope of the Security Market
Line conditional on the idiosyncratic variance of portfolios. Consistent with Prediction 2, an increase in
aggregate disagreement in month ¢ — 1 is associated with a significantly flatter Security Market Line —
holding portfolio variance constant — only in Panel A, that is, only for stocks with a 3/c? ratio above the
NYSE median ratio. In Panel B, where the portfolios are formed from stocks with a 3/0? ratio below the
NYSE median ratio, aggregate disagreement is not significantly related to the slope of the SML. Across

our four specifications, which add additional controls, including the contemporaneous four-factor returns,
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the results are similar: higher aggregate disagreement in month ¢ — 1 leads to a significantly flatter slope
of the Security Market Line (with ¢-statistics ranging from 2.1 to 2.9) when S-sorted portfolios are formed
using speculative stocks, while there is no significant relationship between aggregate disagreement and
the slope of the Security Market Line for these portfolios constructed using nonspeculative stocks. These
results are consistent with Prediction 2.

Columns (5) to (8) of Table V present the regression estimates when g, is the dependent variable,
where o5 represents the effect of (log) idiosyncratic variance on the returns of these S-sorted portfolios.
Our model predicts that for speculative stocks, stocks with high idiosyncratic variance should have higher
expected returns, especially when aggregate disagreement is high. In Panel A, Columns (5) to (8), we see
that both the constant and the coefficients on Agg.Disp.;_1 are positive, consistent with our model, but
they are not statistically significant. In some of the specifications below (most notably, the specification
using equal-weighted portfolios), we find that these coefficients are not only positive but also statistically
significant. However, Table V shows that our model does not fully capture how idiosyncratic variance is
priced in the cross-section of stock returns.

In Panel B, we find that (1) idiosyncratic variance has no significant effect on the returns of g-sorted
portfolios constructed from nonspeculative stocks (the constant is insignificant and small in magnitude),
and for these nonspeculative portfolios, (2) an increase in disagreement is associated with a lower effect
of idiosyncratic variance on the returns of these S-sorted portfolios (this effect is insignificant in all but
Column (6) where the ¢-statistic is 1.8). This negative sign is inconsistent with our model since, in
the model, nonspeculative stocks should have returns that are independent of aggregate disagreement.
However, in differential terms, these results could be reconciled with the model to the extent that they
show that the effect of aggregate disagreement on the price of idiosyncratic variance is significantly larger

for speculative stocks than for nonspeculative stocks.

[ Insert Table V here |

We confirm the robustness of this analysis by performing a battery of additional tests. In Table VI
, we use equal-weighted portfolios instead of value-weighted portfolios. We obtain even more supporting
evidence in that the coefficients of interest are both economically larger and statistically more significant.

As mentionned above, we even find some support with these equal-weighted portfolios for the prediction
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relating aggregate disagreement to the price of idiosyncratic variance.
[ Insert Table VI here |

In Table ITAVII, the pre-ranking s are estimated by regressing monthly stock returns over the past
three years on contemporaneous market returns. The results are essentially similar. In Table ITAVIII, we
rerun the analysis of Table V using portfolio returns over a horizon of 1, 3, 6, and 18 months. The results
are not statistically significant using the one-month horizon. However, for the three-month horizon and
above, the results are consistent with the baseline 12-month horizon result shown in Table V : overall,
the prediction that aggregate disagreement leads to a flatter Security Market Line for speculative stocks
is strongly supported in the data, while the prediction relating aggregate disagreement to the price of
idiosyncratic risk finds only mixed support.?®

Our analysis so far has used an arbitrary cutoff to define speculative stocks, namely, the median
NYSE 3/c? ratio. In Figure 8, we rerun the analysis to performed in Table V but we use different
cutoffs to define speculative versus nonspeculative stocks. For each of these cutoffs, we plot the coefficient
estimate of the regression of aggregate disagreement on the slope of the SML x,;, obtained from the
specification in Column (2), which includes only the realized four-factor returns as controls. We select
this specification as it typically yields the smallest point estimates. The left (right) panel displays the
results obtained for portfolios formed from speculative (nonspeculative) stocks. The cut-offs we use range
from the 30th percentile to the 70th percentile of the NYSE distribution of the 3;/ 0'7;2 ratio. Across all of
these specifications, we consistently find that aggregate disagreement leads to a flatter Security Market
line only for speculative stocks. The effect of disagreement on the slope of the Security Market Line for
speculative stocks becomes larger (in absolute value) as the threshold to define speculative stocks becomed

more conservative.

[ Insert Figure 8 here |

IV. Conclusion

We show that incorporating the speculative motive for trade into asset pricing models yields strikingly
different results from the risk-sharing or liquidity motives. High-beta assets are more speculative be-

cause they are more sensitive to disagreement about common cash flows. Hence, they experience greater
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divergence of opinion and, in the presence of short-sales constraints for some investors, end up being
overpriced relative to low-beta assets. When aggregate disagreement is low, the risk-return relationship
is upward-sloping. As aggregate disagreement rises, the slope of the Security Market Line is piecewise
constant, higher in the low-beta range and potentially negative for the high-beta range. Empirical tests
using measures of disagreement based on security analyst forecasts are consistent with these predictions.
We believe our simple and tractable model provides a plausible explanation for part of the high-risk,
low-return puzzle. The broader thrust of our analysis is to point out that one can construct a behav-
ioral macro-finance model in which aggregate sentiment can influence the cross-section of asset prices in

nontrivial ways.
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Figure 1. Time series of aggregate disagreement. Sample period: 12/1981 to 12/2014. Sample: CRSP stock file
excluding penny stocks (price < $5) and microcaps (stocks in bottom two deciles of the monthly size distribution using
NYSE breakpoints). Each month, we calculate for each stock the standard deviation of analyst forecasts of long-run growth
in EPS, our measure of stock-level disagreement. We also estimate for each stock @ Bi,tfl, the stock market beta of stock
i at the end of the previous month. These betas are estimated with a market model using daily returns over the past
calendar year and five lags of the market returns. Aggregate disagreement is the monthly Bivt_l—weighted average stock-level
disagreement.
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Figure 2. Security Market Line for different levels of aggregate disagreement.
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Figure 3. Timeline of the dynamic model of Section I.G.
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Figure 4. Calibration of the dynamic model. This figure plots the Security Market Line in the high-aggregate-
disagreement state (diamonds) and in the low-aggregate-disagreement state (stars) obtained from the simulation of the
dynamic model. Across simulations, we use the following parameters: § = 0.5, N = 50 and p = 0.95. Each of the four panels
set a value of A (0.008 in Panel A, 0.013 in Panel B, 0.022 in Panel C and 0.05 in Panel D) and then finds the values of 2,
o2, and v that match the empirical average idiosyncratic variance of monthly stock returns, the empirical variance of the
monthly market return, and the empirical average return on the market portfolio over the sample period.
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Figure 5. Stock-level disagreement and (. Sample period: 12/1981 to 12/2014. Sample: CRSP stock file excluding
penny stocks (price < $5) and microcaps (stocks in bottom two deciles of the monthly size distribution using NYSE
breakpoints). At the beginning of each calendar month, stocks are ranked in ascending order on the basis of their estimated
beta at the end of the previous month. Pre-formation betas are estimated with a market model using daily returns over
the past calendar year and five lags of the market returns. The ranked stocks are assigned to one of 20 portfolios based
on NYSE breakpoints. The graph plots the value-weighted average stock-level disagreement of stocks in the 20 [S-sorted
portfolios for months in the bottom quartile of aggregate disagreement (triangles) and months in the top quartile of aggregate
disagreement (diamonds). Stock-level disagreement is the standard deviation of analysts’ forecasts of long run EPS growth.
Aggregate disagreement is the monthly S-weighted average of this stock-level disagreement measure.
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Figure 6. Excess returns, § and aggregate disagreement. Sample Period: 12/1981 to 12/2014. Sample: CRSP
stock file excluding penny stocks (price < $5) and microcaps (stocks in bottom two deciles of the monthly size distribution
using NYSE breakpoints). At the beginning of each calendar month, stocks are ranked in ascending order on the basis
of their estimated beta at the end of the previous month. Pre-formation betas are estimated with a market model using
daily returns over the past calendar year and five lags of the market returns. The ranked stocks are assigned to one of 20
value-weighted portfolios based on NYSE breakpoints. The graph plots the average excess return over the next 3 months
(Panel A), 6 months (Panel B), 12 months (Panel C), and 18 months (Panel D) of the 20 S-sorted portfolios for months in the
bottom quartile of aggregate disagreement (triangles) and months in the top quartile of aggregate disagreement (diamonds).
Aggregate disagreement is the monthly S-weighted average of stock-level disagreement measured as the standard deviation
of analyst forecasts of long-run EPS growth.
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Figure 7. Excess returns, 5, and aggregate disagreement: speculative vs. nonspeculative stocks. Sample
period: 12/1981 to 12/2014. Sample: CRSP stock file excluding penny stocks (price < $5) and microcaps (stocks in bottom
two deciles of the monthly size distribution using NYSE breakpoints). At the beginning of each calendar month, stocks
are ranked in ascending order on the basis of the estimated ratio of beta to idiosyncratic variance (U‘%) at the end of the
previous month. Pre-formation betas and idiosyncratic variance are estimated with a market model using daily returns over
the past calendar year and five lags of the market return. The ranked stocks are assigned to two groups: speculative stocks
( f $ > NYSE median ;% in month ¢) and nonspeculative stocks. Within each of these two groups, stocks are then ranked
in 1ascending order of their estimated beta at the end of the previous month and are assigned to one of 20 value-weighted
beta-sorted portfolios based on NYSE breakpoints. The graph plots the average excess return over the next 12 months for
the 20 S-sorted portfolios for months in the bottom quartile of aggregate disagreement (triangles) and months in the top
quartile of aggregate disagreement (diamonds). Aggregate disagreement is the monthly S-weighted average of stock-level
disagreement measured as the standard deviation of analyst forecasts of long-run EPS growth. Panel A plots these excess

returns for nonspeculative stocks, Panel B for the speculative stocks.
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Table I1
Summary Statistics for Time-Series Variables
To construct Agg. Disp, we start from the CRSP stock file excluding penny stocks (price < $5) and
microcaps (stocks in bottom two deciles of the monthly size distribution using NYSE breakpoints). Each
month, for each stock we calculate the standard deviation of analysts’ forecasts of long-run EPS growth,
which is our measure of stock-level disagreement. We also estimate for each stock 4 B@t_l, the stock market
beta of stock ¢ at the end of the previous month. These betas are estimated with a market model using
daily returns over the past calendar year and five lags of the market return. Agg. Disp. is the monthly
ﬂAi,t_l—weighted average of stock-level disagreement. Agg. Disp. (compressed) uses O.5Bi+0.5 as the weight
for stock i instead of 3;. Agg. Disp (8x Value Weight) uses §;x (Market Value); as the weight for stock i
instead of BZ Top-down Disp. is the monthly standard deviation of analysts’ forecasts of annual S&P 500
earnings, scaled by the average forecast of S&P 500 earnings. SPF Disp. is the first principal component
of the standard deviation of forecasts for GDP, IP, corporate profit and the unemployment rate in the SPF
and is taken from Li and Li (2014). These measures of aggregate disagreement are standardized to have
an in-sample mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. D/P is the aggregate dividend-to-price ratio
from Robert Shiller’s website. Rgft), SMBEH), HMLEH), UMD§12) are the 12-month monthly returns on
the market, SMB, HML, and UMD portfolios from Ken French’s website and are expressed in %. TED is

the TED spread and Inflation is the yearly inflation rate. The sample period is from 12/1981 to 12/2014,
(12)
m,t

and summary statistics are displayed for months in which both Agg. Disp and R, ~/ are nonmissing.

Mean Std. Dev. pl0 p25 Median p75 p90  Obs.

Agg. Disp. 000  1.00  -0.96 -0.79 -0.21 042 128 385
Agg. Disp. (compressed) 000 100  -1.04 -079 -0.16 057 146 385
Agg. Disp. (8 x Value weight) 0.00  1.00  -1.00 -084 -0.33 0.67 147 385
Top-down Disp. 000  1.00  -043 -0.37 -027 -0.13 064 353
SPF Disp. 0.00  1.00  -1.00 -0.78 -0.14 044 1.06 361
R 882 1695  -1547 041 1053 19.73 27.93 385
SMB{'?) 1.23 991  -946 -532 018 693 1411 385
HML{*? 396 1332  -1045 -452 311  10.77 1750 385
UMD 715 1656 -9.29 -0.91 758 1692 2553 385
D/P 258  1.09 141 176 217 324 421 385
Tnflation 0.03 001 001 002 003 003 004 385
TED spread 0.72 057 020 032 056 091 134 385

46



"AToA1300ds0I ‘00uROYTUSIS
JO [oAS] 9T PUR %G ‘90T U} Je 0I9Z WOIJ JUSIdJIP A[[eI1)SIjR)S SojedIpul ,  pue ‘¢ ‘sosoyjuered Ul oIe SOIISIIRIS-7 T — 7 YIUOWL UL
peaxds (7T, 93 10J [013U0D A[[RUONIIPPE (8) pue () suwnjoy) ‘T — 7 Ul 9)RI UOTJRYUI [juow gJ-jsed o) pue [ — 7 Ul orjel 9ouid /puspIaIp

oyeSor83e o1y 10§ s[ou0D ppe (1) pue (g) swumpop (g a) ANA PUe ‘(, JdNS) NS (o[ TIWH) TINH ({541) 1ostrew oty jo

11+ 7 0} 7 WIOIJ WINYDI SSPOXD JUOW-g ] 1) I0] S[0IJU0D Ppe (9) pue (g) suwmio)) ‘SdH UnI-suof Jo s)sesalo] jSA[elr Jo UOTIRIASD pIepuR)s

9T} Se POINSeOU ST DIYM ‘JUSTISDISRSIP [0AJ[-}D0)S JO oSeIoar pajySom-g Aqjuowr oy ‘I~*dsiyq 83y 10 [o13u0d (¢) pue (1) sumwmo))

x>z
a1 MW + ANHWQED awi9t ﬁcwmxﬁw “ans® T AQWNEE e+ mum g0+ TThdsiq 88y - Ep 480 =ty
X3z
00410 B T AN g 50+ TINS - g0 G TINH - gy 50+ L - 1fo + Thdsiq 88y - G+ =
X3
D1 Lo T4 AN g 39+ G TINS - qud®+ @ TIVH - qpd@ + Gl - de + Thdsiq 88y - Tp+ o =19

:$3®] 1T 10 SUIMO[[® SIOLID
pIepue)s pajsnlpe (L8GT) 1S9A\-AomoN pue GrJ() SUISN SOLIOS OUWII) Y[} Ul SUOISSOIZ0I 9FR)S-PUODDS 9JRUINISO U} 9A\ "O1[0j310d polIos
<239 ,d 913 Jo vjoq Sunuer-jsod ordures-[[ny oy} st dg/ pue o1[0§310d PoI0s-eI0q ,J O} JO WINJOI S$S00XO [JUOW-ET O} ST AMWQ@ aIoYM

g T =d T (dg) x i+ dg x x4 Ty = mwg

UOISSOIZI [RUOIIIS-SSOID Y} YIUOW (OB 9JRUIISO USY} OA\ [OPOW jajIewl aures oy} Suisn sorjojprod pajios-e1aq (O,
9501} Jo ®3aq ojdures-[[ng oy ondurod opy ‘sjutodyealq HGAN U0 paseq sorjojiod (g [pued) poyysSom-Tenbo 10 (y [ourd) pojysom-onjea
0 JO 9UO 0} PouSTIsse oIt SYD03S PayueRl oY, "UWINJAI JOXILU 9} JO S3e[ oAl pue IeoA Iepuo[ed jsed oy} IoA0 suINjal A[rep Suisn [opowt
19) IR ® [[}IM PIJRUII)SO dIR SB1d( UOIJRULIOJ-21 IUOW Snoiaaid 1) JO PUL 91} B ©ID( POIRUWIIISS IO} JO SISR(] 91} U0 I9PIO SUIPUIISE
Ul poyURI oIk SYD0)s ‘U0 IepUaled [ora Jo Juruuidaq oy 1y “(sjutodyearq SAN Sulsn UOINGLIISIP 9ZIs A[JUOUW B[} JO SI[IDOP OM)
wojjoq Ut syojs) sdesorru pue (G§ > ooud) sypojs Auued Surpnoxe o[y ¥oojs QYD :Ppdureg F10z/¢T 03 1861/¢] :poled o[dureg

aulr jo3Ie]A AJ1INdag aY) JO A)IAeOUO)) pue juswIzaIdesi(q
IIT °I9®&L

47



cse cse cse cse cse cse cse ase gse gse cse ase N
(920)  (o01-) (68°1-) (9%°0-)  (8T'T) (8¢'1) (69°1) (L6'7) (022-) (vee)  (1ee) (629

16°T- e LT 26°0- 18°G €79 082  ssxlGT0  4xC8€F  sxIVT~ k19T xxsEL6" JuRISUO))
(eTT) (9¢'1) (e7°0-)
48T TT’s cL0- T™*peoadg por,
(¢z0)  (8%°07) (17'1) (L0°2) (0z'¢-) (09°¢-)

870 06°0- a7 **MHN ***ﬁﬂ.ﬂu ***ww.ﬂu HI“QOEQEGH
(see) (L0 (9271-) (9¢'1-) (L9°0) (19°0)
+4x90 L 4x08°F «F1°6- zr9- VLT Te'T a/a
(er0)  (¥e0) (820) (¥1°0) (L0°0-) (6£°0) (29°0-) (ecg0-)  (e117)

10°0 700 €00 200 10°0- 90°0 €0°0- €0°0- 80°0- (@ @NN
(180-)  (88°0) (6907 (18°71) (e8°1) (19°2) (98°0) (98°0) (20°0)

er0- 9T'0-  IT0- £85°0 £85°0 ++69°0 gro zro 10°0 (e dINS
(1e0)  (880) (6eT) (62°¢) (80°¢) (1272) (zeg) (10°g-) (177

80°0 ¢T1°0 ¢G0 ***@@.O ***Qw.o ***N@.O ***@@.Ou ***m@.cu ***@@.Ou ANHWQEE
(880) (g11) (29°1) (¥1°9) (19°9) (ge'9) (17°¢-) (ege-) (vee) ,
010 110 910 ***@N.H ***wm.ﬂ ***@O.H ***Om.cu ***Oﬂ.@u **NN.Ou Nmﬂwm
(er0) (zeo-) (8v'1-) (g6'1-)  (02°2) (ve2) (es) (eTT) (ere-) (ere) (9e)  (g¢2)

Gc'0 19°0- ore- *m.ﬂ.mu **ﬂo.m **NH.OH **ON.Oﬂ **Hw.a ***Nm..@: ***wﬂ.mn ***mw.wu **Ow.©| HIQ.QWMQ .wm<

mozo.wa.nom @@aﬂwm@gl—Mﬁdm nm ~®Qﬁm

(¢oo-)  (er0) (gz0-)  (FO°T) (22'0) (¥8°0) (62°0) (66°2) (0g'1-) (ze'1-) (0z°1-) (gez)

L0°0- 9¢°0-  86°0- 8€C AIR7 'y 0T sxnlOFT 69°¢- 19°¢- ere- #4609 JueISuO))
(L1 (06°0) (80°0)

68°C- 0g'e G1°0 T~ 7peaadg pag,
(€9°0-) (80°1-) (18°'1) (vz'e) (L9°¢”) (19°¢-)

L9'T- Ve- «61°8 ++97°6 #3%06°G"  4xx16°G- T—ruoryeyuy
(101) (090 (61°0-) (L1°0) (g8°0-) (26°0-)

80°'¢ 0LT Y0'1- 98°0 cee- 92°¢- a/a
(e00)  (e170) (90°0°) (ze0) (6£°0-) (z00) (L5°0) (95°0) (€0'0-)

000 200 10°0- L0°0- 60°0- 000 90°0 90°0 00°0- (@ ANN
(9v°0-)  (9v0-) (99°0-) (GL0) (e20-) (1207 (66'T) (00'2) (¥0'1)

ero- ero-  LT0- 6€°0- 8€°0- I1°0- #4870 #4870 820 (0 dINS
(er1)  (6T1) (1€7T) (80°1) (L6°0) (1°1) (11°2") (012-) (¥¥'e-)

12°0 iZ4) ¥20 70 LE°0 €c0 070" 4k0F0- 4 PG0" (o0 TINH
(o7'1)  (09°1) (007%) (007%) (607) (Lg°¢) (¥8'1-) (L81)  (8T°T°) ,
02°0 120 449270 wkkl0T 4xG0 T 4xxT6°0 ¥CT°0- *CT°0- ¢1°0- e |
(ee'1r) (671 (691-) (1€72) (6¢°2) (¢9°2) (60°2) (89°1) (80°¢-) (goer) (06°1-) (90°2)

€C'e- GL ¢~ *Nm.mu **wﬂ.ﬂu ***mﬂ.mﬁ ***ﬂﬂ.@ﬂ **ﬂw.oﬂ *@M.N ***O0.0H| ***N@.@u *ﬂm.mu **bm.wu le.Qme .ww<

mozo.wahom —U@Gﬂwmw\slwﬁ—ﬁ\/ n<. ~®QNAH
(1) (11) (01) (6) (8) (L) (9) (¢) ) (€) (@) (1)
Py 1 Lol :rep do(q

(penunuo)) [II AIqEL

48



06 89 99 9 99 c9 99 9 69 89 L9 89 L9 S9 F9 €9 09 8 8 LG SP0Is N
799  I8F SIS 10 89F 86F LTS 0SC PEG C€S 0SS €LS PG 88C L€G 61 S0C 86F 8FF 9TF  ded WIN %
169 €0% ¢y Igk  GLE  09E  6FE  I€E LIS €CE ¥TE 9T'E L0€ S6C 06T 9LT 99T €8T LI'C S6T  -dsiq ¥oosg
TOTI-  8€T-  ¢9I-  L8F  FE9  GSL  90°L I€L 06L TIVL 8%L 96°L €FL 6F9 OTL S§L VT8 IL'S L¥6 1S st
16'0- 000 ¥20- 6V0 990 €50 €0 9F0 SF0 €80 G0 €90 190 LF0 990 940 8.0 FSO IS0 290 L
6z0  6£0 FFO PO 990  6S0 290 G90 €90 890 890 690 0L0 €40 TLO 890 990 0L0 890 €90 g
092 V6T GLT  9ST  LFT 68T FET LT ¥ET LTT LTT €T'T 60T SOT ¢OT TOT 860 €60 980 8L0  [OA URIPSIN
LT LT 98T T€T TTT S¢I'T ITT S0T 20T S60 €60 060 ¥80 280 9.0 0L0 F90 190 TS0 SE0 g
S)001s aA1je[ndadg g [pued
6 I6T 92T  8IT  TIT 8T 10T 00T 86 .6 96 € 68 .8 ¥8 I8 S, 1. € 96 S0IS N
0,8 TS g9y 8S¥  I9F IS8T FLT  90°C 00 6T'S LGS L¥S S9G 06'¢ €9G 996 SIC 9LF g6 I€T  ded WIN %
66'L  FT9 909 96¢ 99G LTS G6F €8V E€LF WLT 9T L8E 08'€ PYE 9¢€  PEE 99°¢ 90'¢ 68T gr'e  dsig Yoois
8L7- SSTIT  TTTT 080T €21 GT'0T GE0T 062 FE8 €88 €06 L06 GL6 LLO L&L 888G 0LC €6€ T10¢ 6871 b
g00- 9.0 IS0 G40 060 €F0 €0 190 T90 T80 280 990 6G0 6.0 9¥0 LSO GE0 FEO IT0  S00 L
110 810 610 @¢0 ¢0 €0 S0 920 820 620 LZ0 8¢0 T€0 TEO0 €£0 €80 T€0 00 G20 ¢TI0 =
60% ¢6c 0LT €FC €T 9z SI'ET 10T €61 98T 08T ILT 29T PST 9T SET OFT 62T GET G8T  [OA UeIpOly
6T SST  €FT €8T Sl 0TT  LT'T 80T S0T 00T 060 €80 €80 LL0 TL0 F90 190 090 9F0 TF0 ol
S)0013s aAIje[nOadsuo) 1y [oued
(0z)  (61) (81) (1) (910 (c1) (1) (e1) (er) () (om) (6 (8 @ (@ (@ & (& (@ (@

‘orjoj1.10d [oRO Ul oFeIoA®R UO SHO0IS
JO IoquuInu oY} ST s)003s N o[dures oy} Ul s)}003s Jo uoljezie)ided joxreuw (2101 oY) Aq PapIAIp orfojjrod oy} Ul sy003s Jo uorjezifeirdes jos{Iewt Jo orjer aderoar oyl st "dep) "IN
% YIMOI3 SGJH UNI-3UO[ I0J $ISLISIO0J SISATRUR JO UOIIRIADD PIRPURIS 9} SB POUPep SI JUOUWISdISeSIP [0AS[-3003S 9I10Uym ‘O1[0J310d [orS Ul SYO0}S 10] JUOWSIFeSIP [9AQ[-}D09)S
o8eroar o) st ~dsi(] }0018 “IT + 2 01 7 WO ANHWm pue ‘T + 2 03 2 woy orjojrrod oY) JO WINJOI 9YY SI me.ﬁo\/ uRIPSJAl JO axenbs ay) 03 ¢ Jo o13el oY) SI N‘nb ‘orjojprod oty ut
S3009s Jo Ajf1re[oA Sunjuel-aid urIpaw oY) ST "[OA URIPS]N ‘g Sunjuet-aid o) 9)ndwiod 0} pasn Jey) se [opoul ysLI Je[iwis ® Juisn pajnduwod st pur ‘g sjduwres [[nj Suryjuei-jsod
oy} ST g °syo03s oaryenoads I0] ¢ [ouRJ puUR S3D0)S aAlje[noadsuou I0j y [oued ‘sorjojyiod osey) Ioj sorgsiye)s sypiodol o[qe) oy, ‘spurodyeaiq HSAN UO paseq sorjojjprod

Pa110s-e19q paSIom-an[eA ()g JO dUO 0} PaudIsse aIe pue YJUOW SNOIAdId ST} JO PUS 91} e ©1( PIJRUWI)Sd I19Y) JO I9PIO SUTPUAISE Ul Pas[uel aIe syo03s ‘sdnord omy asay) jo

ueTpaw HSAN < WM S3003s aa1gR[NOads :sdnoIS om) 0} pauSISse oIe SYD0)S PayUeRI S ], "UWINJDI JoIe ) JO STe[ oAl

pue 1eak repusfed jsed o1} I9A0 SUIN)SI A[rep SUISN [9POUT 93 IBW © )M PIIRUITISS ST 9DURLIBA DIJRIDUASOIPI PUE SB)9( UOIJeULIOj-21 ‘Yjuow snoiasid o) jo pus ay) e A%v

[ord UIYIIAN "S}O09s oArje[nOadsuou pue (7 yjuowr ut m%

90URLIRA D1JRIDUASOIPI 0} )9 JO OIYRI PIJRUI)SO YY) JO SISeq 9} UO IOPIO SUIPUSISE Ul POyjURI oI SHD0IS ‘YIUOW Iepualed yoes Jo Suruurdaq oy 1y -(sjurodyesaiq gSAN Suisn
UOIINQLIISIP 9ZIS A[YIUOW 9] JO SO[I09P OM) W0110q Ul s¥003s) sdesororr pue (g¢ > 2o11d) s3oogs Auuad Surpnioxe o[y }001s JSYD :o[dwres ‘F10g/¢T 03 1861/¢1 :potiad ojdureg
$30018 2AI1ye[noadsuop] snsiva aaryenoadg :sorjojyaiod palaos-g Qg JI0jJ so1IsIe)s Arewimung
Al °1qeL

49



"AToA1100ds01 ‘90URIYIUSIS JO [0AS] YT PUR %G ‘040 1@ 0I0Z WOoIJ

JUSIOJIP A[[ed1Is1ye)s sojeotput . pue ‘ ¢ -sesoyjuared Ul oIe so19s1ye)s-7 T — 7 Yauowt ul peards (5], oY) 10J [019U0D A[[euolyippe (8) pue () suwnio) T —7 ul

*

9)RI UOT)RJUI YjuowW-gT-)sed oY) pue [ — 7 Ul o1yel 9o11d /puspIATp 99eSe188e o) I0J S[0IU0d ppe (L) pPue (g) sumwnioy) .AAQWQEDV dINN pue AASWNEWV dINS
AANHWNEEV TINH Aﬁmcmv jo3[IeW oY} JO T + 7 O} 7 WOIJ WINJOI SS9OX0 YIUOW-g 91} I0] S[0IJU0d ppe (9) pue (g) suwnjo) ‘ymoid §4¢ uni-guof Jo sisedaIo]
(S)sATeur JO UOIYRIAOD PIRPUR)S O} SB POINSBOUL JUOUIEDISESIP [0A9[-3D0)S JO aSeloae pajyStom-g Aqyjuowt oty ‘' ~*dsiyq 88y 10] [o1u0o (g) pue () suwmio))

b L

T+ Hl&m,mm N + QHWQED ’ QEWMQ + Aﬁwmﬁﬁw ’ mwﬂ%@ + ANHW\NSEG S::% + Amcm& " wf T Thdsiq 98y - e e ="
b ELd

1w e N + ANHWQED 5\,5% + Q:QE% mEmm + ﬁé@ﬁ:& 5\,5@ + Amcm nGe+ TThdsiq S8y - e A e =0
b ELd

Tt mnmm N + ANHWQED Ebm + @:ME% mEmm + ANCQEE Ss:w% + Amcm " wd Thdsia By - T4 =X

:s8e[ 1T 10] SuImo[e
sI0110 plepue)s paisnlpe (L86T) 1S9\ -AomoN pue GO SUISN SOLIS-oWIl) OY) Ul SUOISSEISol o3r)S-pU0das 9)euII)se U} 9A\ (5 ‘g) o1j0j3Iod Jo UWINOI SSIOXO

JIUoOW-g ] pojySrom-onyea oy} S ﬁmrmg pue T — 7 [)UOUI JO PUS oY} e Pajeuisa (s ‘g) orjojprod Ul s¥009s Jo AI[IJR[OA DIJRIDUASOIPI WRIPAW oY) ST I—#+5'd0 aI1oym

“s'dy 4 (T :mbvﬁxﬁm.fmnﬁx:X._L&Iﬂﬁmﬂnwg

juow oY) sojousp 7 pue {earpenoadsuou ‘oaryenoads} 3 s ‘sorjojrrod palros-g (g oI JO OUO SI J 9I9YM ‘UOISSeISol

[RUO1109S-SS0ID SUTMO[[O] ST} YIUOW TDed 2)etIIse oAy “{earyenoadsuou ‘eatyernoads} S s pue (g ‘" " ‘T = J oIoym ‘ejaq o[dures-[[nj Surymsal a1y st S'dg ‘[opowr
Jos{Iet oures oY) uisn (sy009s aArye[noadsuou I0j sorjojriod palIos-elaq (g Pue s)009s aarye[noads 10] sorjojriod pelios-eyaq ()g) sorjojprod pejysem-on[es (g xg
9591} Jo ®ejoq o[dures [[nj o3 apndurod opy ‘syutodyealq HSA N 3uisn sorjojirod pajlios-e1aq ()F JO dUO 0) paudisse ale pue yjuow snoiaaid o1} Jo puo oﬁ 1% ©1aq
Nmb &) sposs

oA1ye[NOads :sdnoid om) 03 poulIsse oIe SYD0)S POYURI ST, "WINJOI J9XIRW o1} JO SSe] 0AT] PUR IedA Iepuo[ed jsed 91} I9A0 SWINDI AJIep wEm: [epowt a@vﬁwa ® )M

PoYeIIIsa I10Y} JO I9PI0 SUIPUSDISE UL POy URl oIk s3003s ‘sdnoIl omy 9soy) JO Yded UIYIIA\ "SH003s eAlpe[noadsuou pue (3 yjuour ut

POYeWI)So 918 9OURLIBA JIYeIOUASOIPI PUR S©19( UOIPRULIOJ-I ] Amuv 9OUBLIBA OT}RIDUASOIPI POJeUII)Se 1Y) pue yjuow snomaid oY) Jo pud oYy} Je ©loq POYewI}sd
II97[} JO OIYRI 9Y) JO SIseq 9} UO IOPIO JUIPUSISE Ul POyURI oIv SYD0IS ‘IUOW IepUs[ed [oes Jo Juruurdaq oy 1y "(sjutodyeaiq fSAN SUSn UOTINMLIISIP 9ZIS

A[Uyuoumt oY) JO SO[109p 0M) WOP)0q Ul s3[209s) sdeoorotr pue (Gg§ > 2o11d) sxypogs Auuad Jurpnpoxe o[y }001s JQY :Po[dwres F10¢/gT 01 1861/¢1 :poled ojdureg

S}001§ oAIjRINDIadSUON] SNSIBA aAIje[NOadg :oul] joxIe]\ £31INdag oY) Jo ado[g pue jusweardesi(]
A SIq&L

50



cse cse cge cse cge ase cge ase age ase ase ase N
(26°0) (L8°0) (Lv0) (sL2) (81°0-) (01°0-) (0s0-)  (¥0°0) (1£'1-) (8¢°1-) (¥¢°0-) (62°0)
AN €6'T 11 #4x0L'8  6€°0" 12°0- 80'T- zro 9¢°¢e- ere- Ak 180 JURISUOL)
(gL'0-) (99°0) (gg0)
LLT- VT 8.1 1~ 7peadg pag,
(92°1) (FL1) (g¢60-)  (£8°0°) (99°0-) (09°0-)
«€CV £99°€ 8.2~ 1€°2- 09°¢- €0°¢- T—Huoryeyuy
(FL1) (eL°1) (9%°'1) (¥g'1) (00'%) (eee-)
£3C°G «0CF 7 6€°G #3506 0T~ 4xxlV6- q/a
(1¢°0-) (e¥'0-) (90°0-) (ze'1-) (99'1-) (8217 (ge'1) (e¥'1) (zo'1)
90°0- c0'0- 10°0- Tro- +€1°0- £GT°0- 6T°0 8T°0 910 (@) ANN
(gev-) (0g'%-) (%9°2) (L29) (89°¢) (g6'7) (g€2) (ve'e) (¢8°0)
***Hw.on ***Hw.ou ***ﬂ@,@u ***mm.o ***m@.@ ***N@O **@ﬂ.o **@ﬂ.o Gz0 ﬁmﬂwmzm
(g87) (L97) (97'7) (Lre)  (o1v)  (g962) (08°0-) (16'0-) (19°1-)
#5kG8°0  wikl80 k10T wxkl V07 kb7 0" grex IT0- 61°0- 12°0- €70~ () TINH
(Lrp) (187)  (19°€) (881) (81  (292) (coe) (1T°e) (621) r
wkk880 k€90 40970 «€C°0 «€2°0 #0€°0 I ool U— 0 «0€°0 A
(zve) (zze) (81°1T) (88°0) (¥8°0-) (12°0°) (e8'1-) (ee1-)  (8¢9'TY) (Le'1-) (12°1) (¥0°0)
#xx99° L yxxLTL €8¢ 69°C 0%'¢- 88'1- +96°€- 697" £€8°¢- e Ge'e 200 7dsyq 88y
( N% uerpawt S AN > mcv s30019s a2A1e[NOads UON g [oued
(e6°c) @z (ove)  (6ve)  (e90)  (180)  (280) (100) (e82)  (99%)  (€92)  (¢€0)
***ﬂm.m ***Oﬁ.m **wm.ﬁ ***mm.m 0C'1 09°1T LT €00 ***@M.@u ***mo.wu ***@ﬂ.mu 0¢'1- ugﬁumﬂoo
(06'T-) (90°1) (g6'0)
+8L°€" geg 08°C T~ "peaadg pag,
(g6°¢) (L6°C) (or1-)  (67°07) (8¢2) (08'T-)
#5k08°G  wnxlST 61°C- IT1- I 70V~ 1—*uoryeguy
(g¥'1) (z0'1) (08'0-)  (0g0-) ¥6°0-) (€9'0-)
€9°G er'e 16°¢- L5°0- ey~ 69°C- 3/a
(8¢°0-) (g1°0-) (¥2°0) (L91-)  (0z) 3671 (62°0) (65°0) (L2°0)
¥0°0- 20°0- €00 £L1°0- 46100 40T°0- 010 80°0 700 (@ AN
(Lre-) (90°¢-) (8T2-) (og'1-)  (1€1-) (98T (88°2) (98°7) (¥¥°¢)
#4x89°07  5xx69°0" %4050 ze0- 1€°0- ce0- #4970 +%%92°0 ++19°0 (0 NS
(¢6°C) (e1°¢) (gee) (e7'1) (91°1) (10°1) (672 (L9T) (€6'2-)
***ﬂm.o ***@m.o ***ON.O ¥C'0 61°0 LT°0 **bm.@- ***O@.Ou ***NN.O- Amﬂw_‘Hzm
(vee) (e7°¢) (98°2) (g8e'0-)  (8v'0-)  (sv0)) (82%) (92'7) (e87) ,
w0070 ok TP'0 4k 9E0 90°0- L0°0- 90°0- w90 sa€9°0 4kl 90 s |
(17°¢) (0z'¢) (11°2) (69°1) (1€°0) (Lg0) (€0'1) (go'1) (98°2-) (12°2) (e1°2) (67°2)
***@H.HH ***ﬂm.OH **mw.m *mﬂ.m 680 9T 78'¢C ., LL'C ***@N.HHu ***@@.Oﬁu **@@.wu **Nh.mﬂu ﬂ\N.Qme .ww<
(% werpowt FSAN < %) $3003s oArye[noads 1y [pued
(e1) (11) (o1) (6) (8) (L) (9) (¢) ¥) (€) (2) (1)
¥sq ¥sg rsx arep do(g

:(ponurjuo)) A O[qelL

51



"AToA1100ds01 ‘90URIYIUSIS JO [0AS] YT PUR %G ‘040 1@ 0I0Z WOoIJ

JURIDYIP A[[BO1)SIYRIS S91eIIPUL pue ¢, ¢, ‘seserjjuored UT oIe SO1ISIIRIS-7 ‘] — 7 Yjpuow ut pealds (JHJ, oY) 10J [01u0d A[[euonyippe (g) pue () sumwnjoy) "1 —7 Ul

sk ok *

9)RI UOT)RJUI YuowW-gT-)sed oY) pue T — 7 Ul o11el 9o11d /puspIATp 99eSe188e o) I0J S[0IU0d ppe (L) pPue (g) suwnioy) .AAQWQEDV dNN pue AASWNEWV dINS
AANHWNEEV TINH Aﬁmcmv jo3[IeW o1} JO T + 7 O} 7 WOIJ WINJOI SSIOX0 YIUOW-g o1} I0] S[0IJU0d ppe (9) pue (g) suwnjo) ‘ymoid §J¢ uni-guof Jo sisedaIo]
(S)SATeur JO UOIYRIASD DIRPUR)S O} Se POINSLalll JUSUWIAISeSIP [9A] }209s Jo oSeioar pojydtom-g A[yjuowr oy ‘F~*dsiq 83y 10J [o1quoo (g) pue (1) suwmio))

b L

T+ Hl&m,mm N + QHWQED ’ QEWMQ + Aﬁwmﬁﬁw ’ mwﬂ%@ + ANHW\NSEG S::% + Amcm& " wf T Thdsiq 98y - e e =
b ELd

1w e N + ANHWQED 5\,5% + Q:QE% mEmm + ﬁé@ﬁ:& 5\,5@ + Amcm nGe+ TThdsiq S8y - e A e =10
b ELd

Tt mnmm N + ANHWQED QE\% + @:ME% mEmm + Amcuﬁ:& Ss:w% + Amcm " wd Thdsia BBy - T =X

:s8e[ 1T 10] SuImole
sI0110 plepue)s pajisnlpe (L861T) am@g-\mw\swz pue SO SUISN SOLIOS-OWIT) 1) Ul SUOISSOISOI 95e)s-pU0das ajeuInIso uat) 9p\ (5 ‘g) orfojarod Jo UINOI SS90Xo

syjuow-z | peyyStem-Tenbe oyy st *°du pue T — 7 yjuouw Jo pus oYy 8 pojewIlse (s ‘g) orojpiod Ul SY003S JO A[IFR[OA DIJRIOUASOIPI UBIPOW 8Y} ST I—+5'd0 a1oym

Am:

“s'dy 4 (T :mbvﬁxﬁm.fmnﬁx:X._L&Iﬂﬁmﬂnwg

juow oY) sojousp 7 pue {earpenoadsuou ‘oaryenoads} 3 s ‘sorjojrrod palros-g (g OI JO OUO SI J 9IoYM ‘UOISSeISol

[RUOT109S-SS0ID SUTMO[[O] B[} HUOW [ 2)eUITISe dA\ “{eAlye[noads uou ‘eatyenoads} > s pue (g ‘" ‘T = J 2Ioym ‘ejaq o[dures [[nj Surynsa1 a1y st *'dg ‘[opowt
o3[ Iet dures Ay} uisn (sy009s aArpe[noadsuou 10j sorjojiod palIos-elaq (g pPue s}o03s aarjemoads 10j sorjojrtod pajios-eiaq ()g) sorjojriod payySrom-renbo (g xg
9591} Jo ejoq o[dures-[[nj a3 apndurod opy ‘sjutodyeaiq HSA N Suisn sorjojiiod palios-e1aq ()F JO dUO 0) paudisse ale pue Yjuow snoiaaid o1} Jo puo oﬁ 1% ©1aq
Nmb &) sposs

oA1ye[NOads :sdnoid om) 03 poulIsse oIe SYD0)S POYURI ST, "WINJOI J9XIRW o1} JO SSe] 0AT] PUR IedA Iepuo[ed jsed 91} I9A0 SWINDI AJIep wEm: [epowt a@vﬁwe ® )M

PoYeIIIsa I10Y} JO I9PI0 SUIPUSDISE UL POy URl oIk s3003s ‘sdnoIl omy 9soy) JO Yded UIYIIA\ "SH003s eAlpe[noadsuou pue (3 yjuour ut

PoYRUITSe I8 9oURLIRA DIJRIDUASOIPI pPUR @) UOTIRULIOj-01] *( uv 9OUBLIBA OT}RIDUASOIPI POJeUII)Se 1Y) pue yjuow snomaid oY) Jo pud oYy} Je ©loq POYewI}sd
II97[} JO OIYRI 9Y) JO SIseq 9} UO IOPIO JUIPUSISE Ul POyURI oIv SYD0IS ‘IUOW IepUs[ed [oes Jo Juruurdaq oy 1y "(sjutodyeaiq fSAN SUSn UOTINMLIISIP 9ZIS

A[Uyuoumt oY) JO SO[109p 0M) WOP)0q Ul s3[209s) sdeoorotr pue (Gg§ > 2o11d) sxypogs Auuad Jurpnpoxe o[y }001s JQY :Po[dwres F10¢/gT 01 1861/¢1 :poled ojdureg

SO1[0J110d PoIYSIopA -[enby (s3001g aArjenNdadsuo)] snsiaa aAlje[noadg :oulg jodIe]y £31Indeg oYy} jo ado[g pue jusweaIdesi(I
IA °lqeL

52



ase ase ase ase age ase ase ase ase ase ase ase N
(L0T) (L2°0) (6L°0) (98°2) (06'0-)  (090-) (F11-)  (9¢°1) (L8°0) (28°0-) (e€0-) (Lz1)
2TT €9'1 LLT +4xVE 6 0Z°¢- 69'1- €0'e- ¥6°G 95°2- ae 10°T- oF - JuRISUO))
(20'2-) (6£T) (62°0)
#4867~ 60°G eT'T 1~*peoadg por,
(¥6°2) (85°2) (9¥2)  (GL°1°) (0z°0-) (01°0-)
***mD.Oﬂ **Mﬂ.w **Do.hu *m.m.m.u ¢l 0- ¢80~ H\QQOEGEQH
(Lz°0) (L 0-) (or'1)  (98°1) (12°2) (86'1-)
80 90°¢- iZ4’) «LT°6 ++88°8- AN a/a
(g€0) (15°0) (L8°0) (ez0)  (¥g0)  (010) (L£07) (17°0-) (z¥'0-)
70°0 90°0 cT0 60°0 90°0 100 90°0- 20°0- 80°0- (@@
(e1'g) (coz)  (e11) (vee)  (1ge)  (092) (go'1) (g0'1) (gg°0)
**mﬂ.ou **ww.ou 920~ ***m@.@ ***mm.o ***mm.o Geo ge0 ¢G0 ﬁmawm:\ém
(ggv) (zav) (1°%) (6z0)  (c00-)  (0g0) (96°1-) (L6'T-) (gez-)
***O@.O ***@@.O ***wo.ﬂ 900 10°0- 010 *@m.©| **H@.Ou **mu.@- ANAWQEE
(L6°€) (¥ev) (89°1) (gov)  (29¢)  (¥TW) (1£°0) (0€0) (v0'0-)
wrkVT0 k970 4TE0 #kk69°0  4xl90 sxxE8°0 90°0 500 10°0- st
(F1°€) (6v'2) (L17) (z8'1) (ggo-) (ozo0-) (9z1-) (19°1-) (L¥70-) (8¢°0-) (86°0) (Lz0)
£x19°0 44 EC°G Tr'e +89°F P8 1- vL0- PeE- 98¢ LLT- 0g'1- 29°¢ 19°0 '~hdsiq '88y
( M@ uerpaw JS AN > mmv S)0079s oA1je[NOads UON g [dued
(tre)  Gve)  (ee)  (9gv)  (¢90)  (90) (6900  (9g2)  (192)  (99e)  (6¥2) (671
***wm.w **ﬁw.m **ﬁm.m ***@N.mﬁ v¢'C 9¢€'C v¢'C **NO.N ***O@.wu **mm.wu **@b.bu *Oo.wu uﬂ@amﬂoo
(v0'z-) (L0°0) (80°'T)
++06°€- 020 co'e 1~ *peoxdg poT,
(L8°¢) (8z°¢) (9g'0)  (8€°0) (LT'T) (€0'2-)
***@%.@ ***mm.m 76°0 T0°T **mo‘wn **wo.mn H\wﬂo_\ﬂmﬁEH
(e7'1) (16°0) (g00-)  (10°0-) (80'T-) (99°0-)
€Ly Ve e1°0- €0°0- L6°¢- 18°1- a/a
(0z°0-) (10°0) (17°0) (6z°0-)  (0g0-) (€200 (8¢°0-) 70 (L9°0-)
20'0- 000 90°0 c0'0- G0°0- 70°0- 90°0- 80°0- e1°0- (@O
(8¢'1-) (191-)  F¥0) (co0-)  (g00-)  (L070) (e7'2) (0g'2) (6L°1)
82°0- 82°0- 60°0- 10°0- 10°0- 200 ++19°0 ++C9°0 £S7°0 ey dINS
(62°9) (¥1°9) (€6°2) (98¢)  (69¢)  (86°¢) (9¢'%-) (09°'7-) (¥8%-)
***O@.O ***ma.o ***wo.ﬂ ***MN.O ***MN.D ***ﬁk.o ***mo..mn ***NO.H: **%w._”.ﬂn Amﬂw\.:\/:,H
(o6¢)  (g6€)  (96C) (e (1) (91) (€6°2) (68°2) (80°€) F
#kx08°0  4xxBG0  xxGV0 v20 v20 €2°0 wkk09°0  sxb7'0 4xxGG°0 e |
(es°¢) (L9°¢) (09°2) (89°2) (eL1) (29'1) (66°T) (ztL2) (eve) (ezer) (€6°2) (80°¢)
***ﬁN.NH ***mm.ﬂﬁ ***OO.N ***@ﬁ.@ *Ob.@ 7.9 **ﬁm@ s***mm.w ***ﬂb.mﬁu ***wo.mH| ***bm.ﬁﬂu ***No.mﬂu H\Q.QWHQ .ww<
ANM uerpawt S AN < wmv S)201s aAIje[NOadg 1y [PuRd
(z1) (11) (01) (6) (8) (L) (9) (9) ) (e) (@) (1)
759 ¥sg rsx :rep do(g

:(penunuo)) JA °[qeL

53



Notes

! A non-exhaustive list of studies includes Blitz and Vliet (2007), Cohen et al. (2005), and Frazzini and Pedersen (2014).

2The value-growth effect (Fama and French (1992), Lakonishok et al. (1994)), buying stocks with low price-to-fundamental
ratios and shorting those with high ratios, generates a reward-to-risk or Sharpe (1964) ratio that is two-thirds of a zero-
beta-adjusted strategy of buying low-beta stocks and shorting high-beta stocks. The corresponding figure for the momentum
effect (Jegadeesh and Titman (1993)), buying the past year’s winning stocks and shorting the past year’s losing stocks, is
roughly three-fourths of the long low-beta, short high-beta strategy.

3Indeed, most behavioral models would not deliver such a pattern. In Barberis and Huang (2001), mental accounting by
investors still leads to a positive relationship between risk and return. The exception is the model of overconfident investors
and the cross-section of stock returns in Daniel et al. (2001), which might yield a negative relationship as well but not the
new patterns for beta that we document below.

“See Hong and Stein (2007) for a discussion of the various rationales. A large literature starting with Odean (1999) and
Barber and Odean (2001) argues that retail investors engage in excessive trading due to overconfidence.

®See Lamont (2004) for a discussion of the many rationales for the bias against shorting in financial markets, including
historical events such as the Great Depression in which short-sellers were blamed for the crash of 1929.

SA general disagreement structure about both means and covariances of asset returns with short-sales restrictions in a
CAPM setting is developed in Jarrow (1980). He shows that short-sales restrictions in one asset might increase the prices of
others. It turns out that a focus on a simpler one-factor disagreement structure about common cash flows yields closed-form
solutions and a host of testable implications for the cross-section of asset prices that would otherwise not be possible.

"High-beta stocks might also be more difficult to arbitrage because of incentives for benchmarking and other agency
issues (Brennan (1993), Baker et al. (2011)).

8When aggregate disagreement is so large that pessimists are sidelined on all assets, the relationship between risk and
return is downward-sloping as the entire market becomes overpriced. We assume that all assets in our model have a strictly
positive loading on the aggregate factor. Thus, it is always possible that pessimists want to be short an asset, provided
aggregate disagreement is large enough.

9The “square” portfolio, which corresponds to the monthly coefficient estimate of a regression of portfolio returns on
the portfolio’s 82, is a portfolio that goes long the top three and bottom six B-sorted portfolios and short the remaining
portfolios. It thus captures intuitively the inverted-U shape of the Security Market Line in our theoretical analysis.

10This normalization of supply to 1/N is without loss of generality. If asset 4 is in supply s;, then what matters is the
ranking of assets along the 2—: dimension. The rest of the analysis is then unchanged.

"'The condition defining the marginal asset 4, 7 = min {k € [0, N + 1] | A > ux}, corresponds to an N-asset generalization
of the condition defining the equilibrium with short-sales constraints in the one-asset model of Chen et al. (2002). The
intuition for this condition is that disagreement has to be larger than the risk premium for bearing the risk of an asset for
short-sales constraints to bind, as otherwise, even pessimists would like to be long the risky asset. The sequence (u;), which

plays a key role in this condition, corresponds to the pessimists’ equilibrium holding in asset i. Naturally, the u;’s depend
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on the risk tolerance ~, the supply of risky assets 1/N and the covariance of asset ¢ with other assets.

12The derivation of this formula can be found in Internet Appendix Section I.D.

13Most of the assumptions made in this model are discussed in Section I.A in the context of our static model.

YAE =0, A = A, and AP = —X\ when A\¢ = X or A = A\ = AP =0 when \; = 0 and A\{ = 0.

15Tn the low-disagreement state, X = 0 so there is no disagreement among investors and hence there cannot be any binding
short-sales constraint.

1611 a simple three-asset version of this model with trading costs, we can show that mispricing is in fact increasing with A.

1"We perform calibrations using N = 25 and N = 75 and find similar qualitative results.

8The volatility and average excess return on the market are computed directly from the monthly market return series
obtained from Ken French’s website. To compute the average idiosyncratic variance of stock returns, we first estimate a
CAPM equation for each stock in our sample using monthly excess returns, we then compute the variance of the residuals
from this equation for each stock. Finally, we define the average idiosyncratic variance as the average of these variances
across all stocks in our sample.

19The pre-ranking f’s are constructed as detailed in Section IL.B.

20Tn Table LIAIIIL, we show that our main results are robust to weighting using compressed betas and weighting using the
product of beta and size. These measures also use pre-ranking betas.

21'We also check hermite polynomials in this specification but the quadratic functional fits the best.

22Noxy-Marx (2014) also shows that a significant part of the returns on defensive equity strategies is driven by exposure
to a profitability factor. In unreported regressions, available from the authors upon request, we show that the inclusion of
this additional factor does not affect our results.

23The Internet Appendix is available in the online version of this article on the Journal of Finance website.

24In addition, Li (2014) tests our model using dispersion of macro-forecasts for each of these macro-variables separately.
But rather than using 20 S portfolios, he forms optimal tracking portfolios for each of these macro-variables and calculates
each stock’s macro-beta with respect to these macro-tracking portfolios and finds that when aggregate disagreement is high,
higher macro-beta stocks underperform lower macro-beta stocks.

25We use the logarithm of idiosyncratic volatility as a control variable in the first-stage regression to account for the
skewness in this variable

26This result is consistent with that in Noxy-Marx (2014). The novelty here is that our model proposes an explanation
for this correlation.

2TThis is true for all but the top 8 portfolio created from speculative stocks, which has a 8/0? ratio of 0.25 only. Excluding
this portfolio does not change our analysis qualitatively.

28 This is true except at the 3-month horizon, where the predictions relating aggregate disagreement to the price of 3 and

the price of idiosyncratic variance are verified.
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