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Abstract
27% of Finnish individuals hold stocks or mutual funds in 2016. This participation has increased 
from 21% in 2004 mostly due to new investors entering the market through mutual funds. In 
2016, the mean individual portfolio equals 35,149 EUR and includes 1.7 stocks and 1.5 mutual 
funds. The participation rate, the portfolio value, and the number of securities are higher when 
aggregated at the household level. Balanced mutual funds comprise 40% of the average indi-
vidual portfolio, followed by direct equity holdings at 32%. Wealthy, male, Swedish-speaking, 
urban, university and business educated, and high-IQ investors hold a higher portfolio share 
in equities. Differences in portfolio composition generate large differences from the average 
9% annual investor realized return. The wealthiest 1% of the population own 62% of financial 
assets in 2016. The concentration of wealth has remained similar compared to 2004, except for 
the top 0.01% whose wealth share has decreased.
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1. Introduction
This paper documents pa#erns and trends in the ownership of stocks and mutual funds in 
the entire Finnish population over the period 2004-2016. We update the results in Keloharju, 
Knüpfer, and Rantapuska (2012) by using a longer sample period and a more comprehensive 
data set, and also provide new analyses on entries and exits and the risk and return of different 
types of investors. For the first time, we also report statistics at the household level. Our paper 
complements Ilmanen and Keloharju (1999), Karhunen and Keloharju (2001), and Keloharju 
and Lehtinen (2015, 2021) by including mutual funds. 

We document the following trends and cross-sectional pa#erns: (1) aggregate participa-
tion rates; (2) aggregate portfolio statistics; (3) differences in portfolio composition across 
investors; (4) life-cycle pa#erns; (5) risk and return of different types of investors; and (6) 
concentration of financial wealth. We focus on pa#erns at the end of 2004 and 2016, but also 
report trends between these years.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section describes the data.  
Section 3 presents the results. Section 4 summarizes our findings.

2. Data 
We study investments in directly held stocks and mutual funds of the entire population of Fin-
land. Our panel data on ownership in 2004-2016 come from the Finnish Tax Administration 
(FTA). Mutual fund management companies are required by law to report their clients’ end-of-
year fund holdings to FTA. Euroclear Finland delivers the information on end-of-year holdings 
in directly held stocks to FTA. Holdings in listed companies not featuring in the shareholder 
registry of Euroclear Finland and mutual funds not required to report to FTA are not included 
in the data. These holdings in foreign companies and funds likely comprise a small fraction of 
total financial wealth.

Our ownership data tags each holding in a stock or mutual fund with the personal identi-
fication number for the investor and the ISIN code for the security. Our data on socioeconomic 
characteristics from Statistics Finland are matched to the asset ownership data using the per-
sonal identification number. We complement these data with IQ test scores from the Finnish 
Defence Forces. These data are available for a subset of males who took the IQ test during mili-
tary enlistment (see Grinbla#, Ikäheimo, Keloharju, and Knüpfer, 2016 for details). 

We supplement the microdata with additional sources. We match the mutual funds to the 
Mutual Fund Report compiled by Suomen Sijoitustutkimus Oy to extract information on funds’ 
asset class (money market, bond, equity, balanced, other) and monthly returns. Stock prices and 
returns come from NASDAQ Nordic and Datastream. All information allowing the identification 
of statistical units such as individuals has been anonymized in the data we use for analysis.

Fama-French four-factor USD returns for Europe originate from Kenneth French’s website 
and our proxy for the risk-free rate is 12-month EURIBOR. We convert these returns into EUR re-
turns. We use the factor returns to estimate security-level factor loadings at the end of each year 
by regressing 24 months of prior excess returns on the factor returns. We estimate the loadings 
for each security in our sample and aggregate them at the level of investor portfolios by using 
beginning-of-year weights of each security in the portfolio. Expected investor portfolio returns 
multiply the estimated factor loadings with the historical averages of the Fama-French factor 
premia in 1999-2017 and investor portfolio weights. Realized investor portfolio returns multi-
ply the beginning-of-year portfolio weights in each security by their returns in the subsequent 
twelve months. 



NJB Vol. 70, No. 4 (Winter 2021) Mutual Fund and Share Ownership in Finland: Trends and Pa!erns in 2004-2016

289

3. Results
3.1. Aggregate participation rates 
We begin by reporting aggregate participation rates at the individual level in Panel A of Table 1. 
In 2016, there are 1.5 million investors holding at least one security in the entire population 
of 5.5 million individuals. These numbers translate into a financial asset market participation 
rate of 27%. This rate has increased by 6 percentage points from 2004, which mostly reflects 
the fraction holding mutual funds having increased from 12% to 20%. In the same period, the 
fraction of individuals holding stocks directly has decreased from 13% to 12%. 

Table 1
Participation rates in stocks and mutual funds
This table reports the number of investors of Finnish individuals, in absolute terms and relative to the population, 
investing in stocks and mutual funds in 2004, 2008, 2012, and 2016. Panel A calculates the statistics at the indivi-
dual level whereas Panel B aggregates the participation rates at the household level.

Panel B of Table 1 reports the participation rates by aggregating the individuals at the house-
hold level. This calculation makes the statistics comparable with studies using survey data 
(e.g., Badarinza, Campbell, and Ramadoradai, 2016). This household aggregation produces 1.1 
million households with some holdings in stocks or mutual funds in 2016 whereas the popu-
lation has 2.7 million households. These numbers suggest a participation rate of 40%, which 
is much higher than the individual-level rate of 27% in Panel A. This increase reflects the fact 
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that all members of one household do not typically hold securities. Figure 1 reports the annual 
numbers for individuals and households in Panels A and B, respectively.

Figure 1. Participation rates in stocks and mutual funds over time
7KLV�¿JXUH�VKRZV�WKH�HYROXWLRQ�RI�WKH�IUDFWLRQ�RI�WKH�SRSXODWLRQ�LQYHVWLQJ�LQ�VWRFNV�DQG�PXWXDO�IXQGV�LQ������������
Panel A reports the statistics for individuals whereas Panel B aggregates individuals at the household level.

Panel A: Individuals

Panel B: Households
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The year-to-year changes in participation rates combine the effects of new individuals entering 
and existing investors exiting the market (Fagereng et al., 2017). Table 2 reports the number of 
entering and exiting investors. It also scales these numbers by the number of investors at the 
beginning of each year. The difference between entries and exits amounts to net entry. It is 
positive when more investors enter than exit and negative in the opposite case.

Table 2
Yearly change in number of investors
This table reports the absolute number and fraction of investors entering and exiting stocks and mutual funds each 
year. Investors are regarded as entering if they hold stocks or mutual funds at the end of the current year but did 
not hold any stocks or mutual funds at the end of the previous year. Conversely, investors are regarded as exiting 
if they owned stocks or mutual funds at the end of the previous year but do not own stocks or mutual funds at the 
end of the current year. Net entry�LV�WKH�GLႇHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�HQWHULQJ�DQG�H[LWLQJ�LQYHVWRUV�DQG�FDQ�
EH�HTXLYDOHQWO\�H[SUHVVHG�DV�WKH�\HDUO\�FKDQJH�LQ�WKH�WRWDO�QXPEHU�RI�LQYHVWRUV��3HUFHQWDJH�¿JXUHV�DUH�FDOFXODWHG�
relative to the total number of investors at the end of the previous year. Turnover is the average of the number of 
entering and exiting investors divided by the total number of investors. Market return is the annual return of the 
OMX Helsinki All-Shares Index.

The net entry rate is positive for all years except for 2008, in which net entry equaled -5.3%. 
The largest increase of 5.9% occurred in 2005. These percentages amount to 68,000 individ-
uals exiting in 2008 and 65,000 individuals entering the market in 2005. These net numbers 
mask the fact that every year sees many more investors enter or exit the market. For example, 
129,000 investors exit and 62,000 individuals enter in 2008. An alternative metric evaluates the 
fraction of investors in a year that changes because of either entry or exit. This turnover equals 
the absolute number of entries and exits divided by two, which is further divided by the total 
number of investors. The average turnover over our sample period suggests 7.2% of the investor 
population changes every year.

Why does the entry rate vary over time? Market returns during the year appear to play a 
large role. For example, OMX Helsinki All-Shares posted a large negative market return in 2008 
(-51.3%), which is the only year that witnessed a negative net entry rate. Figure 2 displays this 
pa#ern, which is consistent with individuals extrapolating from recent market returns (Kaus-
tia and Knüpfer, 2012; Greenwood and Shleifer, 2014).
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Figure 2. Fraction of investors entering and exiting stocks and mutual funds 
7KLV�¿JXUH�VKRZV�WKH�\HDUO\�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�HQWHULQJ�DQG�H[LWLQJ�LQYHVWRUV�LQ������������,QYHVWRUV�DUH�UHJDUGHG�
as entering if they own securities at the end of the current year but did not own any securities at the end of the 
previous year. Conversely, investors are regarded as exiting if they owned securities at the end of the previous 
year but do not own securities at the end of the current year. The percentages are calculated relative to the total 
number of investors at the end of the previous year. Market return on the secondary vertical axis is the annual 
return of the OMX Helsinki All-Shares Index.

Do people exiting the market ever come back? Table 3 reports that about 12% of investors re-en-
ter after one year of exit and this cumulative re-entry rate grows to about 30% after five years 
following the exit. The re-entry rates are lowest for investors who left the market in 2008, which 
saw the worst return during our sample period. This pa#ern is consistent with personal return 
experiences leaving permanent marks on the individual’s willingness to participate in finan-
cial markets (Knüpfer et al., 2017; Malmendier and Nagel, 2011). 

Table 3
Fraction of investors re-entering stocks and mutual funds
This table reports the propensity of exiting investors to re-enter the market in subsequent years. Investors are 
regarded as exiting if they owned securities at the end of the previous year but do not own securities at the end 
of the current year. The fraction of re-entering investors is the fraction of investors who exited stocks and mutual 
funds in a year but return to the market at some point during the next n years after exit. Investors who are not alive 
¿YH�\HDUV�DIWHU�WKH�H[LW�DUH�H[FOXGHG�IURP�WKH�GHQRPLQDWRU�RI�WKH�IUDFWLRQ�RI�UH�HQWHULQJ�LQYHVWRUV��
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3.2. Aggregate portfolio statistics
Panel A in Table 4 reports the mean and median portfolio value and the number of securities at 
the investor level. The mean portfolio value increases from 21,526 EUR in 2004 to 35,149 EUR in 
2016, representing a value increase of 63%. This figure includes both capital flows and appreci-
ation. Median portfolio value increases from 2,627 EUR to 4,640 EUR, respectively. This median 
corresponds to about 1.5 months of median gross salary in Finland (as reported in Statistics Fin-
land’s Structure of Earnings statistics for 2016). Panel B shows that portfolio value is higher when 
aggregated at the household level; the mean and median are 48,456 EUR and 5,969 EUR in 2016, 
respectively. This increase can emanate from members of the same household being more likely 
to share their participation status than two randomly chosen individuals. Figure 3 displays the 
annual variation for investors in Panel A and households in Panel B. Years 2008 and 2011 saw a 
decline in portfolio value, likely due to low market returns in those years.

Table 4
Mean and median holdings of stocks and mutual funds
This table reports the means and medians of the holdings of the Finnish investors holding stocks and mutual 
funds. The statistics for portfolio value and number of securities are calculated for investors who hold either stocks 
or mutual funds, only stocks, only mutual funds, directly held stocks or equity mutual funds, and both stocks and 
mutual funds. Panel A calculates the statistics at the investor level whereas Panel B aggregates investors at the 
household level.
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Panel A: Investors

Panel B: Households

Figure 3. Mean and median portfolio value 
7KLV�¿JXUH�VKRZV�WKH�\HDUO\�PHDQ��SULPDU\�YHUWLFDO�D[LV��DQG�PHGLDQ��VHFRQGDU\�YHUWLFDO�D[LV��SRUWIROLR�YDOXHV�
across all investors in 2004-2016. Panel A reports the statistics for individuals whereas Panel B aggregates indi-
viduals at the household level.

Portfolios are be#er diversified in 2016 than in 2004. Panel A in Table 4 shows the median 
number of stocks increases from one to two for investors directly holding equity. The median 
number of mutual funds remains unchanged at one. Considering all investors, the means in-
crease from 1.6 to 1.7 stocks and from 1.1 to 1.5 mutual funds, which translates into an average of 
3.2 securities in 2016. Panel B shows the aggregation of investors to the household level yields 
on average 2.1 stocks and 1.9 mutual funds, which amounts to a total of 4.0 securities in 2016. 
Figure 4 visualizes the development of portfolio diversification in 2004-2016. While the mean 
number of stocks has increased steadily since 2008, the mean number of mutual funds has 
remained fla#er. 
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Panel A: Investors

Panel B: Households

Figure 4. Mean number of stocks and mutual funds 
7KLV�¿JXUH�VKRZV�WKH�PHDQ�QXPEHU�RI�VWRFNV�FRQGLWLRQDO�RQ�KROGLQJ�DQ\�VWRFNV�DQG�WKH�PHDQ�QXPEHU�RI�PXWXDO�
funds conditional on holding any mutual funds across all investors in 2004-2016. Panel A reports the statistics for 
individuals whereas Panel B aggregates individuals at the household level.
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Table 5
Portfolio composition by investor characteristics 
7KLV�WDEOH�UHSRUWV�WKH�DYHUDJH�IUDFWLRQ�RI�LQYHVWPHQW�ZHDOWK�DOORFDWHG�WR�VWRFNV�DQG�GLႇHUHQW�W\SHV�RI�PXWXDO�IXQGV�
by Finnish individuals in 2016. The statistics are calculated across all investors (top panel) and broken down into 
groups of investors formed by socioeconomic characteristics (bottom panels). The fraction allocated to each type 
RI�VHFXULW\�LV�¿UVW�FDOFXODWHG�DW�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�LQYHVWRU�OHYHO�DQG�WKHQ�HTXDOO\�ZHLJKWHG�DFURVV�LQYHVWRUV��7KH�WDEOH�
also reports the median portfolio value, mean number of stocks, mean number of mutual funds, and the number of 
investors. The sample is restricted to individuals who held stocks or mutual funds in 2016 and it excludes a stock 
with the highest number of individual shareholders who only hold that one stock. Top 5 city refers to individuals 
UHVLGLQJ�LQ�RQH�RI�WKH�WRS�¿YH�PRVW�SRSXODWHG�PXQLFLSDOLWLHV�LQ�)LQODQG��5HVXOWV�E\�IQ stanine are based on the 
subsample of men who took the IQ test during military enlistment.

Table 5 reports on portfolio composition in 2016.1 By far the largest asset classes are balanced 
mutual funds (combining stocks and bonds in one investment vehicle) at 40% and direct eq-
uity at 32% of total portfolio value. These asset classes are followed by equity mutual funds at 
21% and fixed income funds (money market and bonds) at 6%. Assuming a 60:40 allocation 
into bonds and stocks for balanced funds, about 30% of the mean portfolio is invested in fixed 
income securities. Figure 5 displays the development of portfolio composition in 2004-2016. 
Balanced mutual funds have grown in importance whereas stocks have become a smaller frac-
tion of the average portfolio.

1 Tables 5 to 10 exclude a stock with the highest number of individual shareholders who only hold that one stock. 
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Figure 5. Portfolio composition over time
7KLV�¿JXUH�VKRZV�WKH�HTXDOO\�ZHLJKWHG�DYHUDJH�IUDFWLRQ�RI� LQYHVWPHQW�ZHDOWK�DOORFDWHG�WR�VWRFNV�DQG�GLႇHUHQW�
types of mutual funds by Finnish individuals in 2004-2016. The width of the colored bands corresponds to the 
average percentage allocated in each type of security each year.

3.3. Differences in portfolio composition across investor characteristics
The aggregate statistics mask a substantial degree of portfolio heterogeneity. Table 5 reports 
that males, Swedish-speaking, urban, university and business educated, and high-IQ individ-
uals allocate more wealth to direct equity investments. The higher equity allocations by these 
types of investors are consistent with earlier work highlighting the role of financial literacy and 
cognitive abilities (Van Rooij, Lusardi, and Alessie, 2011; Grinbla#, Keloharju, and Linnainmaa, 
2011) in explaining stock market participation. However, the differences in holdings of equity 
mutual funds are much less pronounced, suggesting one of the main margins that makes some 
investors systematically differ is their tendency to invest in directly held stock.

Table 6
Portfolio composition by wealth 
7KLV� WDEOH�UHSRUWV� WKH�HTXDOO\�ZHLJKWHG�DYHUDJH�IUDFWLRQ�RI� LQYHVWPHQW�ZHDOWK�DOORFDWHG� WR�VWRFNV�DQG�GLႇHUHQW�
types of mutual funds by Finnish individuals in 2016, grouped by wealth decile. The wealth deciles are based on 
the distribution of individual investment wealth in 2016. The table also reports, for each decile, the median portfolio 
value, the mean number of stocks, the mean number of mutual funds, and the number of investors. The sample is 
restricted to individuals who held stocks or mutual funds in 2016 and it excludes a stock with the highest number 
of individual shareholders who only hold that one stock.
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Table 6 reports portfolio composition by breaking down market participants into deciles by 
their total portfolio value. Financial wealth is positively associated with direct equity invest-
ment. The top decile has 55% invested in stocks whereas the bo#om decile has only 16%. These 
numbers are 68% and 39%, respectively, when equity mutual funds are included. Wealth also 
associates positively with the fraction invested in the other funds that fall outside the main-
stream asset classes (e.g., hedge funds, commodities, and real estate). Balanced funds absorb 
most of these increases by showing a substantial decline by wealth. Only 22% of the top decile 
is invested in balanced funds. 

3.4. Life-cycle pa#erns of investor holdings 
Figure 6 reports mean and median portfolio value by birth year. Older investors have larger 
portfolios. For example, investors born in 1940 on average own 62,647 EUR worth of stocks and 
mutual funds in 2016 whereas the corresponding value is 14,487 EUR for investors born in 1980. 
The inequality in portfolio value related to birth year has increased in 2004-2016. For example, 
the median value for investors born in 1940 has increased by 130%, whereas the corresponding 
number for investors born in 1980 equals 61%. The earlier generations have thus captured a 
disproportionate fraction of the gains in investment wealth.  

Figure 6. Mean and median portfolio value by birth year
7KLV�¿JXUH�VKRZV�WKH�PHDQ��OHIW�SDQHO��DQG�PHGLDQ��ULJKW�SDQHO��SRUWIROLR�YDOXHV�RI�)LQQLVK�LQYHVWRUV�LQ������DQG�
2016 as a function of birth year.

Age has also to do with portfolio composition. Table 7 reports older investors hold relatively 
more fixed income mutual funds. They also have a more diversified portfolio when judged by 
the number of securities they hold. However, the fraction of directly held stocks is higher in the 
older investor’s portfolios. This perhaps reflects the relatively young age of the Finnish mutual 
fund industry. Mutual funds were first recognized in law in 1987 and the mutual fund industry 
did not proliferate until the mid-1990s. 
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Table 7
Portfolio composition by age
7KLV�WDEOH�UHSRUWV�WKH�DYHUDJH�IUDFWLRQ�RI�LQYHVWPHQW�ZHDOWK�DOORFDWHG�WR�VWRFNV�DQG�GLႇHUHQW�W\SHV�RI�PXWXDO�IXQGV�
by Finnish individuals in 2016, grouped by investor age. The table also reports, for each age group, the median 
portfolio value, the mean number of stocks, the mean number of mutual funds, and the number of investors. The 
sample is restricted to individuals who held stocks or mutual funds in 2016 and it excludes a stock with the highest 
number of individual shareholders who only hold that one stock.

3.5. Risk and return of different types of investors
What are the consequences of the great degree of portfolio heterogeneity? We evaluate this 
question by documenting realized returns, realized volatility, and expected returns as a func-
tion of individual characteristics. Figure 7 reports the portfolio returns of the average investor 
and the cumulative return on the OMX Helsinki All-Shares index in 2005-2017 (here the years 
shift by one because the end-of-year holdings of a year enter the calculation of returns in the 
next year). The average portfolio return closely tracks that of the stock market. In all the years 
except for 2008 and 2011, the average return was positive. Table 8 shows the average investor 
made 9% per year on her holdings of stocks and mutual funds. Cumulated over the 13 years in 
our sample, this return amounts to 153%. During the same period, the Finnish stock market 
returned 163%.
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Figure 7. Realized investor returns and OMX Helsinki All-Shares index
7KH�JUH\�EDUV�LQ�WKLV�¿JXUH�GHSLFW�WKH�DYHUDJH�UHDOL]HG�DQQXDO�UHWXUQV�DFURVV�DOO�LQYHVWRUV�LQ�HDFK�\HDU��EDVHG�RQ�
their portfolio holdings at the beginning of the year and the returns on those holdings during the year. The solid line 
depicts the monthly time series of the total return index of the OMX Helsinki All-Shares index (secondary vertical 
axis) rescaled at 100 in 2005.

Table 8 further shows the average investor has a market beta of 0.8 relative to the Fama-French 
value-weighted market portfolio of European countries. The loadings on the three other fac-
tors reveal the average investor prefers small growth firms (positive loading on the size factor 
and negative on the value factor) and securities that have declined in value recently (negative 
loading on the momentum factor). These findings are consistent with Grinbla# and Keloharju 
(2000) and Betermier, Calvet, and Sodini (2017).
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Table 8
Performance and factor loadings 
This table reports equally weighted averages of portfolio performance and factor loadings in 2005-2017 (using 
end-of-year holdings of the previous year to calculate returns for the next year). The statistics are calculated 
across all investors (top panel) and broken down into groups of investors based on socioeconomic characteristics 
(bottom panels). The sample excludes a stock with the highest number of individual shareholders who only hold 
that one stock. Factor loadings and the expected excess return are estimated using the Fama-French four-factor 
returns for Europe and the twelve-month EURIBOR as a proxy for the risk-free rate. Returns and volatility are 
expressed in annual terms. Expected exc. return is the arithmetic equally weighted average expected annual 
UHWXUQ�HVWLPDWHG�IURP�WKH�IRXU�IDFWRU�PRGHO�LQ�H[FHVV�RI�WKH�ULVN�IUHH�UDWH��ȕRMRF�UHIHUV�WR�WKH�PDUNHW�IDFWRU��ȕSMB 
UHIHUV�WR�WKH�VL]H�IDFWRU��ȕHML�UHIHUV�WR�WKH�YDOXH�IDFWRU��DQG�ȕMOM refers to the momentum factor. Top 5 city refers 
WR�LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�UHVLGH�LQ�RQH�RI�WKH�WRS�¿YH�PRVW�SRSXODWHG�PXQLFLSDOLWLHV�LQ�)LQODQG��5HVXOWV�E\�,4�VWDQLQH�DUH�
based on the subsample of men who took the IQ test during military enlistment.

Table 8 also shows males, Swedish-speaking, urban, university and business educated, and 
high-IQ individuals generally have higher returns (both realized and expected) and higher 
volatility. For example, the top IQ stanine earns almost 2% more in annualized realized returns 
than the lowest four stanines. 

Table 9 shows the returns are highest for the top wealth decile. The volatility the wealthy as-
sume to earn their higher returns is lower than that of the investors below the median wealth. 
This finding likely reflects be#er diversification and suggests a be#er risk-return trade-off for 
the wealthy. Table 9 also shows the larger returns enjoyed by wealthier individuals partly ema-
nate from differences in exposures to factors. Cumulated over long investment horizons, these 
pa#erns ma#er for wealth inequality (e.g., Pike#y, 2014, Bach et al., 2020, and Fagereng et al., 
2020). 
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Table 9
Performance and factor loadings by wealth 
This table reports equally weighted averages of portfolio performance and factor loadings in 2005-2017 (using 
end-of-year holdings of the previous year to calculate returns for the next year), grouped by wealth deciles. The 
wealth deciles are based on the cross-sectional distribution of individual investment wealth in each year. See 
Table 8 for details.

Table 10 reports the returns by age. Consistent with Betermier, Calvet, and Sodini (2017), inves-
tors’ exposure to the value factor increases with age. Older investors, in general, have higher 
realized returns, likely driven by their greater exposure to direct equity investments reported 
earlier. 

Table 10
Performance and factor loadings by age
This table reports equally weighted averages of portfolio performance and factor loadings in 2005-2017 (using 
end-of-year holdings of the previous year to calculate returns for the next year), grouped by investors’ age. See 
Table 8 for details.
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3.6. Concentration of wealth
How concentrated are holdings of stocks and mutual funds? Has this concentration changed 
over time? We report Lorenz curves in Figure 8. A straight line from the bo#om-left to the top-
right corner would indicate an equal distribution of wealth. The further the curve bends to the 
bo#om-right corner, the more unequal the distribution. Among investors with some holdings 
of stocks or mutual funds, the Lorenz curve indicates wealth concentration has increased from 
2004 to 2016. If the analysis includes individuals with no asset holdings, wealth concentration 
has decreased. This discrepancy likely reflects the increase in market participation and new 
investors typically holding small portfolios. However, these changes are small in magnitude 
and only visually detectable in the magnified versions of the Lorenz curves in Figure 8. 

Figure 8. Lorenz curves in 2004 and 2016
7KLV�¿JXUH�GHSLFWV�/RUHQ]�FXUYHV�RI�WKH�KROGLQJV�RI�VWRFNV�DQG�PXWXDO�IXQGV�LQ������DQG�������UHSRUWHG�IRU�LQYHV-
tors who hold stocks or mutual funds (left panel) and the entire population (right panel).

Figure 9. Top wealth shares over time
7KLV�¿JXUH�GHFRPSRVHV�WKH�IUDFWLRQ�RI�WRWDO�VWRFN�DQG�PXWXDO�IXQG�KROGLQJV�KHOG�E\�JURXSV�RI�LQGLYLGXDOV�ZLWKLQ�
the wealthiest 1% of the population. Circles show the top 0.01% of the population whereas crosses depict the top 
0.1% individuals, excluding the top 0.01% individuals. Squares report the top 0.5% individuals excluding the top 
0.1% individuals whereas diamonds depict the top 1% individuals excluding the top 0.5% individuals. The vertical 
D[LV�LV�WKH�IUDFWLRQ�RI�WRWDO�¿QDQFLDO�ZHDOWK�KHOG�E\�HDFK�VXEJURXS�RI�LQGLYLGXDOV��
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Figure 9 depicts the wealth shares owned by the wealthiest in the population. The fraction 
held by the top 0.01% has declined from 20% in 2004 to 16% in 2016.2 Below this top group, no 
material changes emerge. For example, the group consisting of investors between the top 0.5% 
and the top 1% holds about 11% of wealth in both years. 

Table 11
Wealth shares in 2004 and 2016
7KLV�WDEOH�UHSRUWV�WKH�FXPXODWLYH�ZHDOWK�DQG�ZHDOWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�DW�GLႇHUHQW�SRLQWV�RI�WKH�ZHDOWK�GLVWULEXWLRQ�LQ������
and 2016. The left panel shows the proportion of individuals’ investment wealth owned by the richest n% of indivi-
dual investors and by the richest n% of the population. The right panel reports the corresponding portfolio values 
at each reported percentage point of the wealth distribution. Columns labeled Investors refer to the investment 
ZHDOWK�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�KROG�DQ\�¿QDQFLDO�DVVHWV��&ROXPQV�ODEHOHG�Population refer to the investment 
wealth distribution of the entire population.

Table 11 reports the cutoff points for an individual to enter the richest percentiles. In 2016, the 
top 10% cutoff is at 56,374 EUR for individuals holding some stocks or mutual funds whereas the 
corresponding numbers for the top 1% and 0.1% are at 438,659 EUR and 2,376,316 EUR, respec-
tively. Because most individuals hold no stocks or mutual funds, the corresponding numbers 
are much lower for the whole population. For example, the top 10% cutoff equals 8,481 EUR in 
2016. 

Table 12 reports wealth concentration for each year. Consistent with the small changes 
documented above, the wealth share of the top 1% varies from 62% to 66% during our sample 
period. The corresponding range is 42% to 46% if we exclude individuals without holdings. An-
other metric to judge wealth concentration is the Gini coefficient, which takes the value of one 
if all wealth is held by one individual. This statistic equals 0.86 for investors and 0.96 for the 
entire population in 2016. Changes in the Gini coefficient over the sample period are small.

2 We cannot investigate whether this decrease reflects transfers into holding companies or investment vehicles 
structured as insurance policies. Our data only includes assets held in the individual’s own name.
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Table 12
7RS����ZHDOWK�VKDUHV�DQG�*LQL�FRHႈFLHQWV�
7KLV�WDEOH�UHSRUWV�WKH�*LQL�FRHႈFLHQWV�LQ������������FRQVWUXFWHG�IURP�WKH�/RUHQ]�FXUYHV�RI�LQYHVWPHQW�ZHDOWK��
The table also reports the investment wealth of the wealthiest 1% of individuals and the corresponding fraction 
relative to the total investment wealth of the population. Total holding value is the aggregate EUR market value of 
stocks and mutual funds held by Finnish individuals at the end of a year. Columns labeled Investors refer to the 
investment wealth held by individuals who hold stocks or mutual funds. Columns labeled Population refer to the 
investment wealth of the entire population.

 
4. Conclusion
We use a unique combination of data to document pa#erns in the ownership of stocks and 
mutual funds in the Finnish population during the period 2004-2016. Our principal findings 
are the following:

• The Finnish population owned stocks and mutual funds worth 23.9 billion EUR in 2004 
and 52.0 billion EUR in 2016. 

• The participation rate in stocks and mutual funds was 21% in 2004 and 27% in 2016. The 
rates are 13% and 12% for directly held stock whereas they are 12% and 20% for mutual 
funds.

• Participation rates vary over time. Fewer individuals enter and more investors exit stocks 
and mutual funds after low stock market returns. About one-third of the exiting investors 
re-enter within 5 years of their exit.

• Median portfolio values were 2,627 EUR in 2004 and 4,640 EUR in 2016. The average inves-
tor held 3.2 securities in 2016.

• Participation rates, portfolio values, and the number of securities are higher when indi-
viduals are aggregated to households. 40% of households have stocks or mutual funds 
with a median portfolio value of 5,969 EUR in 2016. The average investing household 
owns 4.0 securities.

• The largest asset classes are balanced mutual funds at 40% and direct stock holdings at 
32% of total investments.

• Wealthy, male, Swedish-speaking, urban, university and business educated, and high-IQ 
individuals take more financial risk by investing more in directly held stocks and equity 
mutual funds. 
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• The average investor earns 9% per year on stocks and mutual funds. This return amounts 
to a cumulative return of 153% in 2004-2016.

• Socioeconomic differences in equity exposure and other dimensions of portfolio compo-
sition generate sizable return differentials that often exceed 1% per year. 

• Older investors hold portfolios larger than those of younger investors. Inequality in finan-
cial wealth related to birth year has increased in 2004-2016. 

• Holdings in stocks and mutual funds are highly concentrated. The top 1% of the popu-
lation holds 62% and the top 1% of investors holds 44% of the total wealth. Changes in 
wealth concentration in 2004-2016 are small.
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