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David Zuchowski!

Pro-immigrant Legislation and Financial
Inclusion: The Effects of Sanctuary Policies
on the Mortgage Market

Abstract

Does pro-immigrant legislation improve financial inclusion? This paper examines how granting
safe havens for immigrants impacts Hispanics’ financial behavior and discrimination against
them in the U.S. mortgage market. To identify the effect, I take advantage of the staggered
implementation of sanctuary policies across counties between 2010 and 2021. Using an event
study approach, I find that sanctuary policies increase the demand for mortgages among
Hispanics. I also find evidence of a decrease in the rejection rates of mortgage loans requested
by Hispanics in counties that implemented sanctuary policies. Politically volatile and Republican-
leaning states are the main drivers of the reduction in this potential discriminatory behavior.
Taken together, the findings underscore the importance of inclusive public policies in promoting
financial inclusion of immigrants.

JEL-Codes: G21, 15, ]68, K37, R21
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1 Introduction

Policies aimed at deporting irregular immigrants are on the rise. Amid the globally
increasing number of refugees, policymakers are intensifying their focus on strengthening
immigration enforcement. For instance, the United States has recently resumed depor-
tations to Venezuela under the Biden administration (U.S. Department of Homeland

Security, 2023) and similar patterns are emerging globally.! Overall, in the United States,

which is estimated to be home to more than 11 million unauthorized immigrants, nearly 5
million deportations have been carried out since 2008 (Migration Policy Institute, 2023).

Against this background, a counteractive movement has emerged advocating the
introduction of local sanctuary policies. These policies comprise pro-immigrant laws
and regulations that limit local cooperation with the U.S. Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE), the federal immigration enforcement authority.? This has triggered
a heated political debate. Opponents of the sanctuary policy argue that such measures
make it more difficult for federal agents to apprehend undocumented immigrants, and
therefore potentially jeopardize public safety. Proponents argue that providing safe havens
for immigrants helps to maintain trust among immigrant communities and local law
enforcement.

This paper examines the impact of sanctuary policies on the financial inclusion of
Hispanics.® In particular, I use the staggered implementation of sanctuary policies across
the U.S. counties to analyze their impact on the financial behavior of Hispanics and
discriminatory behavior against them in the mortgage market. The analysis in this

paper focuses on the financial inclusion of Hispanics in the mortgage market for several

1For instance, the United Kingdom may soon detain and deport unauthorized arrivals without the
chance to seek asylum (UK Parliament, 2023), while Germany aims to ensure faster deportations of
individuals who have not been granted refugee status (Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2023), and Peru
recently enacted a new law to facilitate the expulsion of irregular immigrants (Estado Peruano, 2023).

2For example, in Middlesex County (New Jersey), ICE detainers are only honored if an individual is
charged with a severe crime, identified as a known gang member, or has received a final order of removal
from ICE, whereas Hall County (Nebraska) does not honor ICE detainers without a warrant in general
(ICE, 2017).

3In this paper, I consider as “Hispanics” all individuals that during the mortgage application process
were assigned the ethnicity “Hispanic or Latino”, irrespective of their native language, nationality, or
country of origin.




reasons. Homeownership remains one of the most important ways for households, especially
low-income households, to accumulate wealth (Wainer and Zabel, 2020) and serves as

an indicator of financial security (Goodman and Mayer, 2018). An examination of the

behavior of mortgage lenders and minority borrowers is therefore necessary to understand
this potential tool for promoting financial inclusion.* Furthermore, the focus on Hispanics
in the United States offers insights from a significant and growing minority group that
encounters challenges in achieving financial inclusion.

The Hispanic population is the largest racial or ethnic minority in the United States,
accounting for around 19 percent of the total population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2023).
Notably, Hispanics account for around 80 percent of the estimated over 11 million undoc-

umented immigrant population in the United States (Migration Policy Institute, 2023),

making them and their families the most likely to be affected by sanctuary policies. Further-
more, approximately 30 percent of Hispanics either do not use or use only limited banking
services, compared to 13 percent among non-Hispanic whites. Hispanics have almost two
times higher credit rejection rates, and the homeownership rate among individuals between
30 to 59 is around 20 percentage points lower among Hispanics than non-Hispanic whites
(Federal Reserve Board, 2022).

There are several reasons one might expect a relationship between the introduction
of sanctuary policies and the outcomes of Hispanics in the local mortgage markets. By
limiting local cooperation with federal immigration authorities, such pro-immigrant laws
signal strong local acceptance of irregular immigrants and their families. This increase in
perceived security, in turn, could increase the demand for mortgages among Hispanics who
now feel safer and more welcomed in such communities. However, if counties introducing
sanctuary laws are already well-known to be pro-immigrant, this signaling effect may

be negligible. Furthermore, the implementation of sanctuary policies could potentially

4The importance of financial inclusion has been highlighted in several academic studies. For empirical
evidence, see, for example, Burgess and Pande (2005), Beck et al. (2007), and Bruhn and Love (2014) on
income inequality and poverty reduction, Aguila et al. (2016) and Ajefu et al. (2020) on mental health,
Mani et al. (2013) on decision making, Garg et al. (2023) on entrepreneurship, Banerjee et al. (2015) on
firm creation, as well as Ahamed and Mallick (2019) and Ahamed et al. (2021) on bank stability and
efficiency.




decrease the demand for mortgages if Hispanics are hesitant to settle in communities that
might attract (further) irregular immigrants.

Similar reasoning applies to the rejection rates of mortgage loan applications requested
by Hispanics. The local signal of a pro-immigrant attitude might lead to a decrease
in rejection rates, for example, through perceived social pressure or a decrease in the
perceived default probability. However, if counties introducing sanctuary laws are already
known to be pro-immigrant, the signaling effect might again be negligible. Furthermore, it
might also lead to an increase in rejection rates as a result of a backlash from inhabitants
with anti-immigrant sentiments, potentially intensifying their discriminatory practices in
local financial markets. Moreover, changes in the composition of applicants could also
influence rejection rates. Consequently, the direction of the potential impact of sanctuary
policies on outcomes for Hispanics in the mortgage market is not clear.

To empirically examine the impact of sanctuary policies on the outcomes of Hispanics
in the local mortgage markets, I take advantage of loan-level data from the Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act available for the period 2010 to 2021. I merge it with further administrative
data on the county level and employ an event study approach. For identification, I exploit
plausibly exogenous variation in the timing of the introduction of sanctuary policies
across counties. To overcome concerns arising from staggered treatment implementation

(Goodman-Bacon, 2021), I employ the dynamic difference-in-differences approach developed

by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021).

The results indicate that the implementation of sanctuary policies increases the local
demand for mortgages among Hispanics. Notably, although imprecisely estimated, the long-
term impact is particularly pronounced in counties in Republican-leaning states. There is
also evidence of a decrease in the rejection rates of mortgage loan applications from Hispanic
applicants. This reduction in potentially discriminatory practices is particularly pronounced
in Republican-leaning states and in so-called swing states, which are characterized by their
lack of a clear political leaning. Overall, the results show a clear pattern: providing safe
havens for immigrants can contribute to the financial inclusion of immigrants in the local

mortgage markets.



By providing evidence on the impact of pro-immigrant laws that establish safe havens
for immigrants, this paper contributes to the research on the effects of immigration policies

and immigration enforcement. Asad (2020) finds that although the majority of Hispanics

living in the United States are not directly in fear of being deported themselves, deportation
fears have increased substantially since the 2016 presidential elections due to concerns for
their families and other members of their communities. Recent studies show, for example,
that the intensification of interior immigration enforcement increases the probability of

school dropout and grade repetition among Hispanic youth (Amuedo-Dorantes and Lopez,

2015, 2017a) and decreases the electoral participation of U.S. citizens in households with
at least one irregular migrant as a family member (Amuedo-Dorantes and Lopez, 2017b).
Conversely, programs such as the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA), which
offers (temporal) protection from deportation, improve the mental health of children whose

parents are irregular immigrants (Hainmueller et al., 2017). Further studies show that

DACA increases insurance coverage (Giuntella and Lonsky, 2020), enhances immigrants’

sleep patterns (Giuntella et al., 2021), and leads to more independent housing arrangements

for DACA-eligible immigrants (Gihleb et al., 2023). However, we know little about the

impact of pro-immigrant laws on financial inclusion.

This paper further contributes to the growing literature evaluating the impact of
sanctuary policies by providing first evidence from the mortgage market. Previous studies
have focused mainly on the impact of sanctuary policies on crime and have found either no

or negative effects.> Hausman (2020), for instance, finds no impact of sanctuary policies

on crime. Moreover, when focusing on deportations, the study reveals that providing safe
havens in the form of local sanctuary policies decreases the deportations of people with
no criminal background by half, while having no impact on deportations of people with
violent convictions. In line with these results, Amuedo-Dorantes et al. (2022) find that
sanctuary policies do not impede immigration enforcement in securing custody of convicted

criminals. Consistent with those studies, Otsu (2021) finds no evidence of an increase in

5See Martinez et al. (2018) for an extensive literature review. Most recent studies include O’Brien
et al. (2019), Hausman (2020), Otsu (2021), and Manning and Burkhardt (2022).
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crime. However, he finds evidence of a decrease in property crime, pointing out an increase
in trust between the residents and police as a potential mechanism behind this result.
Interestingly, he finds no evidence of an increase in migrant inflows after the introduction of
sanctuary policies. Corral (2021) also finds no supporting evidence that sanctuary policies
lead to improved educational outcomes for Hispanic undocumented youth. The author
emphasizes that the reduction in uncertainty resulting from the counteracted immigration
enforcement is insufficient to improve educational outcomes.

Overall, the literature finds rather positive effects of pro-immigrant laws and the
restriction of interior immigration enforcement. However, several studies report either no
or only negligible effects of sanctuary policies. This study adds to this growing body of
literature by providing the first evidence on the impact of sanctuary policies on financial
inclusion in the mortgage markets.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the empirical
strategy and potential identification issues. Section 3 introduces the underlying data.
In Section 4, I present and discuss the empirical results, examining their robustness in

Section 4.2 and exploring the heterogeneity of effects in Section 4.3. Section 5 concludes.

2 Empirical strategy

To investigate the impact of sanctuary policies on the outcomes of Hispanics in the local
mortgage markets, I employ a dynamic difference-in-differences approach. The baseline

analysis uses the following specification:
Yot = Z B, 1(t =t — EnactmentY ear.) + 6. + V¢ + - (1)

Depending on the specification, the outcome variable y,; is either defined as the share of
mortgage applications by Hispanics in all mortgage applications in year ¢ in county ¢, or
as the rejection rate of mortgage applications submitted by Hispanics standardized by the

rejection rate of mortgage applications submitted by non-Hispanics in year ¢ in county



c.5 EnactmentYear, is the year in which the county ¢ adopts sanctuary policies. 3, is the
coefficient of interest that provides event study estimates of the effect of sanctuary policy
introduction on the outcomes of Hispanics on the mortgage market. ¢, and ~, represent
county and year fixed effects, respectively. . is the error term.

For identification, similarly to Otsu (2021), I exploit variation in the timing of the
introduction of sanctuary policy. Figure 1 illustrates the rollout of sanctuary policies at the
county level in the time frame of the analysis. In the presence of effect heterogeneity, this
staggered treatment implementation of sanctuary policies makes a conventional (dynamic)
difference-in-differences approach unreliable (Goodman-Bacon, 2021). To address this
concern, I employ the (dynamic) difference-in-differences approach developed by Callaway

and Sant’Anna (2021).

The (dynamic) difference-in-differences approach requires that the treated and the
comparison groups would have followed parallel trends over time in the absence of the
treatment. However, counties that decide to implement sanctuary policies are likely to
differ from those that do not adopt such policies. Table A1 provides descriptive statistics for
both non-sanctuary and sanctuary counties. On average, sanctuary counties, have a higher
share of Hispanics, lower homicide rates, and lower unemployment. Most importantly,
sanctuary counties are more likely to be governed by the Democratic Party and are
more often located in states also governed by Democrats. These differences suggest that
sanctuary and non-sanctuary counties are likely to have different development paths.

To address this issue, I use not-yet-treated units, so counties that have not yet been
treated but will eventually adopt sanctuary policies, as a comparison group. Early-
treated counties are still different from late-treated counties in various socio-economic
characteristics, as shown in Table A2. However, they are more similar in terms of their
political leanings, which makes the timing of the introduction of sanctuary policies more
plausibly exogenous. Importantly, using the event study approach, I find no evidence of

parallel trend violation between early and later treated groups. Lastly, the results are

6This definition of outcomes allows me to isolate the effect of sanctuary policy introduction on
Hispanics from other potential factors that impact both outcomes of Hispanics and non-Hispanics in the
local mortgage markets.



(c) 2021

Figure 1: ROLLOUT OF SANCTUARY POLICIES ACROSS COUNTIES OVER TIME
Notes: The shading highlights counties that have implemented sanctuary policies at the county level.
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robust even when controlling for the observable socio-economic characteristics, thus relying

on conditional parallel trends only.

3 Data

This paper relies on panel data that covers the period from 2010 to 2021 on counties
within the mainland United States and draws on data from the following data sources.”

Mortgage market data is constructed using the information on mortgage applications
and loans originated under the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act.® This legislation obligates
most mortgage lending institutions to disclose information on mortgage loans they originate
or purchase on an annual basis. To construct a yearly panel of U.S. counties, I aggregate
individual mortgage-level data on mortgage applications and mortgage loans originated in
the primary mortgage market.

The introduction of sanctuary policies implies reduced cooperation with ICE, for
example, by impending the information exchange between the local authorities and the
federal immigration officers. However, there is no unilateral definition of sanctuary policies

in general. For the analysis in this paper, I draw on data on sanctuary policies at the county

level, derived from information provided by the Center for Immigration Studies (2023),

FAIR (2017), and public reports from local governments and ICE. Thus, the definition of
sanctuary policies in this paper comprises pro-immigrant laws and regulations that limit
local cooperation with federal immigration enforcement authorities on the county level.
For robustness checks, I use data on county-specific demographic characteristics, as
the share of Hispanics, the share of Black Americans, the share of the elderly population,
and the unemployment rate. This data is based on the American Community Survey and

is obtained from U.S. Census Bureau (2023). Additionally, data on homicides is gathered

"The only exceptions are counties in the state of Oregon, which was excluded from the analysis due to
its introduction of sanctuary policy as early as 1987. Thus, the final data set includes 3,067 U.S. counties.
The availability of the outcome variables limits the span of the analysis. This results in a final sample size
of 36,804 observations.

8Most recent data from 2018 to 2021 is obtained from the Federal Financial Institutions Examination
Council (FFIEC, 2023), while earlier records are collected from the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau
(CFPB, 2023).



from the National Archive of Criminal Justice Data (NACJD, 2023). Furthermore, I use

data on local elections at the county level as a control variable and data on federal elections

for heterogeneity analysis. This data is retrieved from the MIT Election Lab (2023) and

the Federal Election Commission (2023), respectively.

4 Results

4.1 Baseline results

Figure 2 presents the baseline results using dynamic difference-in-differences. I employ

the estimation approach developed by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) and use not-yet-

treated units as comparison groups. Both panels report event study coefficients and their
corresponding 95 percent confidence intervals from separate regressions using two different
dependent variables.

Figure 2a shows the results with the dependent variable defined as the share of mortgage
applications by Hispanics among all mortgage applications, as defined in Section 2. The
pre-treatment coefficients are not statistically significant at any conventional level, and
there is no observable trend before the adoption of sanctuary policies.” While not always
statistically significant at the 5 percent level, the post-treatment coefficients consistently
exhibit positive values, indicating a clear pattern of sanctuary policies positively impacting
the relative demand for mortgages among Hispanics. This effect seems to intensify over
time, starting with an increase of approximately 0.5 percentage points in the initial years
and reaching around 1 percentage point in the fifth year after the policy introduction.
This substantial rise in the mortgage demand among Hispanics relative to the overall
local demand for mortgages (the mean of the outcome variable is 6.6 percent), shows
that providing safe havens for immigrants stimulates the demand for mortgages among

Hispanics.

9However, the point estimate of one pre-treatment coefficient is noticeably high. This can be attributed
to an outlier value in Nobles Country, Minnesota. Figure Ala shows the results when excluding this
outlier from the analysis.
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Figure 2b shows the results with the dependent variable measuring the mortgage
rejection rate of Hispanics relative to the rejection rate of non-Hispanics, as defined
in Section 2. Again, pre-treatment coefficients are not statistically significant at any
conventional level, and there is no observable trend before the adoption of sanctuary
policies. While almost no point estimate is statistically significantly different from zero at
the 5 percent level, the post-treatment coefficients consistently exhibit negative values.
The lack of statistical significance may be caused by effects going in opposite directions. On
one side, the adoption of sanctuary policies may provide a local signal of a pro-immigrant
attitude that could lead to a decrease in rejection rates due to perceived social pressure or
a decrease in the perceived default probability for Hispanics. However, it may also lead to
an increase in anti-immigrant sentiment among inhabitants who disagree with the new
policies, resulting in higher rejection rates due to an increase in discriminatory practices
in local financial markets. Additionally, changes in the composition of Hispanic applicants
could also influence their average rejection rates. As the previous results have shown, the
number of Hispanic applicants has increased, which may have led to a higher share of
lower-quality applications, potentially driving up the share of rejections. However, the
consistently positive point estimate suggests that the positive effect of this pro-immigrant
signaling outweighs the potential negative effect resulting from changes in composition or
an increase in discriminatory behavior.

Overall, the baseline results show that sanctuary policies have a positive impact on the
financial inclusion of Hispanics in the local mortgage markets. In the next two sections, I

check the robustness of the baseline results and examine the heterogeneity of the results.

4.2 Sensitivity analyses

I first examine if the results are sensitive to using an alternative comparison group. In the
baseline approach, I use the not-yet-treated units as a comparison group, relying on the
parallel trends assumption between the treated and not-yet-treated units. Figure A2 in

the Appendix shows that the results are robust to the alternative use of the never-treated

11



units as a comparison group, thus relying on an alternative assumption of parallel trends
between treated and never-treated counties.

As a next step, I test if the results are robust to controlling for several pre-treatment
controls potentially related to the local introduction of sanctuary policies and both outcome
variables. Specifically, I include controls for the share of Hispanics, the share of Black
Americans, the share of the elderly population, the homicide rate, the unemployment rate,
and the political party winning the local election. By doing so, I examine if the results
hold under the condition that the parallel trends assumption holds only conditionally,
rather than unconditionally. Figure A3 shows that the inclusion of several pre-treatment
covariates has no impact on the overall patterns and only a small impact on the size of
the point estimates. However, due to lower statistical power, the confidence intervals are
larger for the measure of mortgage demand.

To ensure sufficiently high statistical power, the baseline specification does not include
state fixed effects. Now, I examine if the results are sensitive to focusing the analysis on
the within-state variation. Figure A4 shows that, although less precisely estimated, the
overall patterns from the baseline results are robust to the inclusion of state fixed effects.
However, the negative point estimates for mortgage rejection are smaller when utilizing
the within-state variation, suggesting that this result should be interpreted with more

caution.

4.3 Heterogeneous effects by political leanings

To provide further evidence on the impact of sanctuary policies on outcomes of Hispanics
in the mortgage market, I examine the heterogeneity of the results by political leanings.
Examining the heterogeneity of the effects in states with different political leanings is
crucial, as there are profound differences in approaches toward immigration policy between
Republicans and Democrats. While Republicans focus on strengthening border security
and deporting undocumented immigrants, Democrats prioritize creating pathways to legal

status for irregular immigrants (Pew Research Center, 2022). This could influence the

12



magnitude of the effect. If a region is governed by a pro-immigrant party, the signaling
effect of introducing sanctuary policies might be negligible. Conversely, if a county in a
Republican state implements sanctuary policies, such a signaling effect could be substantial.

To distinguish between Republican-leaning and Democrat-leaning states and to account
for political stability in the period considered in this paper, I classify states based on
the results of the presidential elections that took place in 2008, 2012, 2016, and 2020. I
label a state as a Blue or Red state if, in all four elections, the Democratic or Republican
candidate, respectively, gained the most votes in the state. If, in at least one of the
elections, a candidate of another party gained the most votes, I label such a state as a
swing state. Table A3 presents the final categorization of states.

Panels (a) to (c) in Figure 3 show the results, using the measure of mortgage demand
among Hispanics as the dependent variable, for blue, swing, and red states, respectively.
The results reveal that the increase in the demand for mortgages among Hispanics after
the introduction of sanctuary policies is driven by counties located in Red and Blue
states.!? Notably, the magnitude of the long-term impact is particularly pronounced in
Republican-leaning states but its estimation is highly imprecise. The broader confidence
intervals, however, are likely a result of limited statistical power, given that only six
counties in red states ever introduced sanctuary policies.!!

Similarly, Panels (d) to (f) in Figure 3 show the results, using the measure of mortgage
rejections as the dependent variable, for blue, swing, and red states, respectively. While
almost no point estimate is statistically significantly different from zero at the 5 percent
level, in line with the baseline results, there is a clear pattern of a decrease in the rejection
rates of mortgage loans requested by Hispanics. Politically volatile swing states and
Republican-leaning states are the drivers of the reduction in this potential discriminatory

behavior.

10Gimilarly to the baseline results, there is no evidence of pre-treatment trends and the point estimate
of one pre-treatment coefficient in the results, here for blue states, is noticeably high. This is caused again
by the outlier value in Nobles County, Minnesota. Figure A5 shows the results when excluding this outlier
from the analysis.

Tn comparison, there are 65 counties in Blue states and 38 in swing states.
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5 Summary and Concluding Remarks

This paper investigates the impact of policies designed to create safe havens for immigrants
on financial inclusion. Specifically, taking advantage of the staggered implementation
of the sanctuary policies, I employ an event study approach to examine how the local
introduction of sanctuary policies affects the financial inclusion of Hispanics in the local
mortgage markets in the United States.

The findings reveal that the local adoption of sanctuary policies has a positive impact
on the financial inclusion of Hispanics. In particular, the results show an increase in the
local demand for mortgages among Hispanics after the local introduction of sanctuary
policies. I also find evidence of a local decrease in the rejection rates of mortgage loans
requested by Hispanics. Politically volatile and Republican-leaning states are the main
drivers of the reduction in this potentially discriminatory behavior.

This paper has important policy implications, particularly given the challenges in
fostering the financial inclusion of immigrants and the increasing attention of policymakers
on measures to strengthen internal immigration enforcement. In line with the existing
literature, that highlights the local increase in trust following the introduction of sanctuary
policies, this paper shows that implementing pro-immigrant policies can play an important
role in promoting financial inclusion in the mortgage market. Particularly in regions
commonly perceived as less supportive of immigrants, implementing local inclusive pro-
immigrant legislation, such as sanctuary policies, can impact the financial behavior of the

immigrant population and serve as a tool to enhance financial inclusion.
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Appendix

Table A1l: NON-SANCTUARY VERSUS SANCTUARY COUNTIES

non-sanctuary sanctuary

Mean StD Mean StD

Loan demand® 0.065 (0.113) 0.094 (0.092)
Loan demand size® 0.057  (0.102) 0.075 (0.074)
Rejection rate® 1.376  (1.262) 1.479 (0.754)
Share of Hispanics 0.087 (0.136) 0.145 (0.133)
Share of Black Americans 0.090 (0.146) 0.086 (0.127)
Share of old age population 0.448 (0.299) 0.435 (0.314)
Homicide rate 0.297  (0.705) 0.265 (0.265)
Unemployment rate 0.062  (0.028) 0.059 (0.025)
Democrats win election, county 0.182  (0.386) 0.680 (0.467)
Democrats win election, state 0.316  (0.465) 0.769 (0.422)
Observations 35568 1236

Notes: “as defined in Section 2; bas defined in Section 2, but using the
volume of mortgage demand instead of mortgage demand.

Table A2: EARLY VERSUS LATE TREATED

before 2015 2015 or later
Mean StD Mean StD

Loan demand® 0.100 (0.100) 0.071 (0.048)
Loan demand size® 0.080 (0.080) 0.057 (0.045)
Rejection rate” 1.433 (0.763) 1.643 (0.698)
Share of Hispanics 0.154 (0.145) 0.112 (0.062)
Share of Black Americans 0.075 (0.131) 0.124 (0.104)
Share of old age population 0.436 (0.312) 0.431 (0.322)
Homicide rate 0.266 (0.265) 0.262 (0.264)
Unemployment rate 0.060 (0.025) 0.056 (0.023)
Democrats win election, county 0.642 (0.480) 0.818 (0.386)
Democrats win election, state 0.802 (0.398) 0.644 (0.480)
Observations 972 264

Notes: %as defined in Section 2; ?as defined in Section 2, but using the
volume of mortgage demand instead of mortgage demand.
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Table A3: POLITICAL LEANINGS OF STATES

New Jersey
New Mexico

South Carolina
South Dakota

New York Tennessee
Rhode Island Texas
Vermont Utah
Virginia West Virginia
Washington Wyoming

Blue states Red states Swing states
California Alabama Arizona
Colorado Arkansas Georgia
Connecticut Idaho Indiana
Delaware Kansas North Carolina
District of Columbia Kentucky Florida

Illinois Louisiana Towa

Maine Mississippi Ohio
Maryland Missouri Michigan
Massachusetts Montana Pennsylvania
Minnesota Nebraska Wisconsin
Nevada North Dakota

New Hampshire Oklahoma

Notes: I classify states based on the results of the presidential
elections that took place in 2008, 2012, 2016, and 2020. I label a
state as a Blue or Red state if, in all four elections, the Democratic
or Republican candidate, respectively, gained the most votes in
the state. If, in at least one of the elections, a candidate of
another party gained the most votes, I label such a state as a
swing state. Alaska, Oregon, and Hawaii are excluded from the
analysis and are thus not listed here.
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and Sant’Anna (2021) using not-yet-treated units as control groups. Coefficients are depicted with 95%
confidence intervals.
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