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1 Introduction

The relationship between economic and political power has long been central to debates on democ-

racy and growth. Economic prosperity can expand political influence, and democratic institutions

can shape economic trajectories. But beyond the broad institutional level, how do these forces

interact at the level of ordinary citizens? While wealth and income have well-documented correla-

tions with voter turnout (Avery 2015; Schafer, Cantoni, Bellettini, and Berti Ceroni 2022; Leighley

and Nagler 2013; Franko, Kelly, and Witko 2016; Akee, Copeland, Costello, Holbein, and Sime-

onova 2018), this literature often assumes economic resources as a precursor to civic participation,

leaving aside the possibility that political and economic engagement may be interwoven within

the individual at a fundamental level, and that it is the politically-economically engaged that are

driving both democratic participation and wealth accumulation.

This paper examines the inherent link between political engagement and wealth accumulation.

We show that this relationship is not merely a reflection of income, wealth, or demographic factors

such as age, race, gender, or partisan affiliation. However, gender (but not race) does seem to

be correlated with factors driving this relationship. We also rule out explanations pertaining

to location, and show that neighborhood effects, across several measures of neighborhood, are

unable to explain the political-economic engagement relationship, suggesting that the connection

between economic and political engagement operates beyond local economic conditions or social

reinforcement mechanisms. Finally, we show that human capital factors appear to be important

and that the politically-economically engaged tend to purchase undervalued properties within a

neighborhood and time the housing market. However, both individual- and neighborhood-level

education, contrary to expectation play little role suggesting that deeper behavioral or psychological

mechanisms are at play.

To test this relationship empirically, we construct a unique voter-level dataset integrating multi-

ple administrative records across the whole U.S., including property transaction deeds, tax assess-

ments, credit histories (for one large U.S. state), and detailed voter registration and participation

records. Our final integrated dataset consists of four key components: voter registration and

participation records; property-level information on price, assessments, structural characteristics,

and location; individual income, individual measures of wealth, and balance sheet information

for a subset of voters; and tract-level socioeconomic characteristics. Using this integrated dataset,

we are able to measure the relationship between electoral participation and housing returns more

precisely than what is possible with other available data, and we are able to provide evidence in
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support or against the role of many ex-ante expected mechanisms.

Our main empirical analysis of the relationship between electoral participation and housing

returns reveals a monotonic pattern: Voters who have participated in more elections tend to

experience higher housing returns, with each additional election attended correlating with an

increase in property value appreciation. Specifically, in the baseline specification, individuals

participating in two of the past seven elections earn 18 basis points more than those participating

in only one; meanwhile, those participating in seven elections earn a premium of 1.62%.

We explore several channels that drive the relationship between electoral participation and

housing returns. The first channel we explore is spatial, concerning how political engagement

interacts with neighborhood characteristics. More engaged voters may reside in areas where local

governments are more attuned to constituent demands, resulting in policies that enhance property

values, such as better public services, zoning regulations, or infrastructure investments. Thus,

joint democratic participation may not be reflecting individual agency but instead broader spatial

conditions that can also influence housing markets. However, our estimates indicate that these

factors do not explain our documented pattern. Instead, the monotonic relationship between

electoral participation and housing returns remains virtually unchanged even after neighborhood

fixed effects, and broader market trends.

Because spatial factors fail to account for the relationship between political engagement and

housing returns, we then delve into evaluating the role of individual demographic factors. After

controlling for birth year, race, and political affiliation, the magnitudes of the premia remains

virtually identical. The relationship and its monotonic pattern persists after controlling for gender,

but it is stronger for men than it is for women. This would be consistent with the findings of a

gender gap in returns documented by Goldsmith-Pinkham and Shue (2023) if the drivers of the

gender gap in housing returns and the political-economic engagement relationship are similar –

and we will document they are.

The third set of analyses we provide is evaluating the role of individual resources (individual

income, individual wealth, credit history) in explaining our empirical pattern. Our estimates

indicate that neither income nor wealth alone account for our findings. While previous research has

documented correlations between these economic factors and political participation, our analysis

suggests that the mechanisms driving engagement operate beyond financial resources. Even after

controlling for income and wealth, the association between actions fostering wealth accumulation

and democratic participation remains robust and identical. This implies that the motivation to

engage civically is not solely a byproduct of financial status but may stem from deeper behavioral
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or psychological factors that simultaneously drive both economic agency and political involvement.

We next explore how individual decision-making relates to the relationship between electoral

participation and housing returns. More engaged voters tend to purchase smaller, undervalued

homes, a pattern that suggests they may be more adept at identifying properties with higher appre-

ciation potential. This aligns with broader research on financial literacy and market participation,

where individuals with greater political engagement often exhibit more strategic economic behav-

ior. Additionally, we find that these voters time the housing market more effectively, purchasing

homes during periods of relatively lower prices and selling when market conditions are more

favorable. Instead of individual income and wealth, our evidence indicates that human capital

factors and the decisions that follow from them – selecting underappreciated properties and opti-

mizing transaction timing – play a critical role in explaining the observed monotonic relationship

between electoral participation and housing returns. These findings not only suggest that politi-

cal engagement and economic engagement are interconnected at the individual level rather than

neighborhood level, but that even at the individual level the forces at play are less structural than

for many other economic relationships.

Lastly, we quantify that the politically-economically engaged subset of the population represents

around 30% of eligible voters, and that their political footprint accounts for 53% of all voter

registrations. They also account for 63% of the annual growth in aggregate housing wealth, which

for 2020, would have represented around $1.15 trillion or 5% of GDP.

1.1 Contributions

Determinants of Voting. Our findings contribute to the expansive literature exploring the deter-

minants of voting by demonstrating a previously underappreciated dimension: political engage-

ment’s intrinsic relationship with individual-level economic engagement, independent of tradi-

tional socioeconomic predictors of participation such as income, wealth, demographic traits, or

neighborhood contexts (Avery 2015; Leighley and Nagler 2013; Schafer et al. 2022). While existing

studies often focus on resources, logistical barriers, or social networks as key determinants of elec-

toral participation, our analysis highlights behavioral and decision-making characteristics – such

as skill in economic timing, market awareness, and strategic engagement – that independently

connect political participation and wealth accumulation. Thus, we shift the emphasis from exter-

nal resource constraints to internal motivations and behaviors, reframing political engagement as

potentially part of a broader set of individual attributes that concurrently shape both economic

and political behaviors.
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Homeownership and Political Participation. This individual-level connection between economic

behavior and political engagement complements a well-established body of political science re-

search documenting a strong relationship between homeownership and political participation in

the United States. A range of studies finds that homeowners are more likely to engage in demo-

cratic participation than renters, with homeownership frequently treated as a key predictor of

turnout and other forms of civic engagement (Leighley and Nagler 2013; Oliver, Ha, and Callen

2012; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980; Verba, Schlozman, Brady, and Nie 1993). However, much

of this literature focuses on correlations between homeownership status and political behavior.

Using property-voter level data for Ohio and North Carolina, Hall and Yoder (2022) find that voter

turnout increases following homeownership. In contrast to the relationship we find, they find

effects that increase with the price of the home purchased. All these studies leave unresolved

whether homeownership itself catalyzes greater engagement or whether both outcomes reflect

shared underlying economic, demographic, or behavioral factors. This distinction is critical, as a

parallel literature emphasizes that wealthier individuals are systematically more engaged in poli-

tics (Braconnier, Dormagen, and Pons 2017; Fowler et al. 2013), raising the possibility that observed

differences in participation by homeownership status are driven primarily by wealth-based selec-

tion rather than the causal effects of ownership. By focusing on individual-level housing returns

and active economic behaviors—rather than homeownership status alone—our analysis builds on

and extends this literature, providing new insight into how specific forms of economic engagement

shape political participation.

Democracy and Economic Growth. With respect to the literature linking democracy and national

wealth, this paper complements and extends prior research by shifting focus from country-level

analyses (e.g., Acemoglu et al. 2019; Acemoglu, Johnson, Robinson, and Yared 2008; Barro 1996)

to individual-level mechanisms underlying the relationship between political engagement and

economic outcomes. Earlier literature generally examines macro-level associations, investigating

how democratic transitions influence economic prosperity or how economic conditions influence

democratic transitions. Our contribution instead reveals a consistent, individual-level linkage be-

tween civic participation and wealth accumulation, suggesting a parallel, micro-level dynamic that

mirrors macro-level processes. By documenting that civic participation is robustly correlated with

wealth outcomes independently of conventional explanatory factors, we illustrate how individual

motivations or beliefs might jointly shape both democratic engagement and economic decision-

making, potentially providing microfoundations for the observed correlations between democracy
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and prosperity at the national scale.

2 Potential Explanations for the Relationship Between Political Engage-
ment and Accumulation of Housing Wealth

After documenting the relationship between relationship between housing returns and electoral

participation, this paper turns to exploring the underlying factors that help explain it. A range

of plausible factors – many ex-ante expected based on the existing literature – could produce this

relationship, each with distinct implications for how we understand the intersection of economic

and political engagement.

2.1 Spatial Factors

Spatial factors, such as neighborhood characteristics and proximity to political institutions, signif-

icantly influence electoral participation, housing returns, and economic engagement. In terms of

electoral participation, individuals living in areas with strong political networks, greater political

mobilization, or higher levels of civic infrastructure (like polling stations and local political orga-

nizations) are more likely to vote. The social dynamics of these neighborhoods can create a culture

of political engagement, where voting is normalized and supported by the collective behavior of

the community. Additionally, living in close proximity to political institutions or being part of

politically active areas can make it easier for individuals to participate, thereby increasing voter

turnout.

Spatial factors also affect housing returns and economic engagement. Areas with higher de-

mand for housing, often due to desirable amenities, access to employment, or good schools, typ-

ically experience higher housing returns. Proximity to economic hubs, transportation networks,

or educational institutions can drive property value appreciation and increase opportunities for

economic mobility. The relationship between electoral participation and housing returns is inter-

twined, as individuals in politically engaged neighborhoods may also experience better housing

outcomes. This connection can be due to greater political advocacy for local infrastructure, zoning

changes, or policies that increase property values.

2.2 Individual Demographics

Individual demographic characteristics, such as gender, race, and age, play a crucial role in shaping

electoral participation, housing returns, and economic engagement. In terms of voting behavior,

age is one of the strongest predictors of participation, with older individuals more likely to vote.
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Gender differences also emerge, as women have historically voted at higher rates than men in many

elections, often driven by policy preferences related to social welfare and education. Race, mean-

while, is deeply intertwined with structural barriers to participation, with historically marginalized

groups facing obstacles such as voter suppression, districting policies, and socioeconomic dispari-

ties that can lower turnout.

These same demographic characteristics also influence housing returns and economic engage-

ment. Age affects homeownership rates and investment strategies, with older individuals typically

having higher home equity and benefiting more from long-term property appreciation. Racial

disparities in housing returns persist due to historical redlining, lending discrimination, and

differences in access to high-opportunity neighborhoods, leading to lower appreciation rates in

predominantly minority communities. Gender can also play a role, as women – especially single

women – often purchase homes in different locations and at different price points than men, which

can influence long-term returns (Goldsmith-Pinkham and Shue 2023). The link between these fac-

tors and electoral participation is significant, as individuals who are more economically engaged

– through homeownership or business investment – tend to have stronger incentives to vote and

influence policies that protect their financial interests. However, disparities in housing markets

can also reinforce political inequalities, as those with lower returns on investment may have fewer

resources or incentives to engage in the political process.

2.3 Individual Socioeconomic Resources

Wealth and income may influence both electoral participation and economic engagement, par-

ticularly through resource availability, financial stability/access to credit, and policy interests.

Higher-income individuals and those with greater wealth are more likely to vote if they face fewer

logistical barriers, such as inflexible work schedules or transportation issues, and may be more

likely to see political engagement as a means of protecting their economic interests. Wealth can

also facilitate homeownership, business investments, and access to high-appreciation housing mar-

kets, all of which may contribute to greater economic returns. In contrast, lower-income individuals

often face economic precarity, which may make immediate financial concerns – such as job security

or rent payments – a higher priority than voting or long-term investment strategies. This disparity

may create a reinforcing cycle: those with higher wealth not only have greater opportunities to

accumulate economic gains through housing and investment returns but also may wield greater

political influence to shape policies that sustain their financial advantages, potentially widening

the economic and political gap between income groups.
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2.4 Individual Education and Beliefs

Education and beliefs may influence both electoral participation and economic engagement, par-

ticularly through knowledge access, cognitive skills, and ideological motivations. Individuals

with higher levels of education are more likely to vote, as they may possess greater awareness of

political processes, a stronger sense of civic duty, and the skills needed to navigate voter registra-

tion and policy debates. Education can also increase information about economic opportunities,

for example, by providing access to financial literacy, which may facilitate wealth accumulation

through homeownership and investments. Beliefs, including trust in institutions, political efficacy,

and cultural attitudes toward markets, may further shape both political and economic behavior.

Those who believe their participation matters may be more likely to engage in elections and make

long-term financial decisions, while those with greater skepticism toward government or economic

systems may disengage from both. These dynamics may contribute to a reinforcing cycle in which

education and belief systems shape not only individual socioeconomic outcomes but also collective

political and economic structures, potentially deepening disparities over time.

3 Data and Empirical Specification

3.1 Data

Our main data set comprises three components: voter records data, property-level transaction

deeds data, and tract-level characteristics. For a subsample of the data, we complement this main

dataset with credit bureau and HMDA information. The voter records are retrieved from L2, a

non-partisan data vendor widely used in political campaigns and academic research. The L2 data

provides information on all registered voters’ birth year, gender, and ethnicity while each voter

is assigned a unique ID for identification. It also contains year-by-year observation of registered

voter’s marital status and house ownership status. We pool the observations from 2014 to 2020,

aggregating the frequency of voter registration and actual voting eventually identifying the levels

of democratic participation.

L2 data additionally contains information on voters’ year-by-year partisanship. For 34 states

(and DC), such information is collected by voters’ self report while for the rest of the states, the

partisanship is inferred by multiple sources including primary elections, demographics,exit polls

etc. By aggregating voter’s partisanship history, we addtionally identify voter’s party affiliations.

The core data set for our analysis is property-level transaction deeds data gathered by CoreLogic.

Each observation of the data set reflects details of one housing transaction, including the date of
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transaction, the sale amount, the type of property, the buyer’s name, and the seller’s name. It also

contains indicators of whether the transaction is a foreclosure sale, interfamily related sale, new

construction, investor purchase, or a corporate purchase. With these indicators, we are able to

limit our observations to arms-length nonforeclosure secondary residential property transactions.

In addition to the transaction details, we also have property-specific static information including

property code, fipscode, zipcode and the year of built to better identify each property.

With the history of consecutive arms-length nonforeclosure transactions for each property, we

can compute the realized return earned during the holding period by first matching the buyer’s

name and seller’s name for each property 𝑖, identifying time of purchase 𝑡𝑏 , time of sale 𝑡𝑠 , purchase

amount 𝑃𝑏 and sale amount 𝑃𝑠 . The realized annual return for the property 𝑖 during the holding

period can be defined by: 𝑟𝑖 = (𝑃𝑠

𝑃𝑏
)

1
𝑡𝑠−𝑡𝑏 − 1. The buyer’s name and subsequent seller’s name are

limited to be an exact match to avoid potential errors of identifying property return. Moreover,

we require the holding length to be at least 6 months to rule out speculative investment behavior

and avoid extreme return due to compounding it to annual return. The outliers of return are

winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles. Finally, with the longitude and latitude merged from

property-level assessment records, we are able to identify the tracts of these properties and further

match the property return with tract-level features from tract-level American Consumer Survey

5-Year estimates to accommodate potential hedonic pricing effect.

By merging voter records data, which includes the voters’ voting propensity and partisanship

with property-level return data, we are able to associate property-level return with voters’ level

of political engagement and assess how democratic participation affects aggregation of wealth

through affecting housing returns. We dropped the erratic observations with voters purchasing

houses before turning 18 to finalize the construction of our data set, and the table of summary

statistics is presented in Table 1.

We merge this merged voting-property data with detailed individual-level financial history

from one of the three major U.S. credit bureaus. This dataset includes information on borrowers’

credit scores, liabilities (such as auto loans, installment loans, and credit card balances), and mea-

sure of performance (such as defaults, foreclosures, and bankruptcy events). In compliance with

strict federal privacy regulations, the credit bureau facilitated researcher access while preserving

anonymity.

To create a usable dataset at a feasible cost, we selected a large U.S. state, North Carolina, to

merge with our records. The credit bureau used name, date of birth, and address to perform the

initial matching of our voter-property records to individual credit files. After matching, the bureau
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removed all personally identifying information and provided us with an anonymized research

subsample.

We also link voting-property records to income at the time of the transaction using Home

Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data. HMDA requires financial institutions to report detailed

information on mortgage applications and originations at the individual loan level. Following

standard procedures in the literature (e.g., Bayer, Casey, Ferreira, and McMillan 2017; Bartlett,

Morse, Stanton, and Wallace 2022), we merge HMDA records based on year, census tract, lender

name, and loan amount (rounded to the nearest thousand).

3.2 Empirical Specification

To assess how democratic participation affects the aggregation of wealth through housing return,

we first identify the level of democratic participation by aggregating the panel of L2 data. Noting

that a voter will appear in the L2 data when the voter registers to vote in a specific year, by

aggregating the number of times appearing in the long panel, we can obtain the number of

times 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖 that a voter registers to vote, which proxies the democratic participation during the

observation period. Noting that if a person never registers to vote, then we would not observe that

person in the L2 data or merge with CoreLogic deeds data, the baseline level or the lowest level of

democratic participation identified is 1.

Our central estimating equation is:

𝑟𝑖 , 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑡1 ,𝑡2 = 𝛽1 + 𝛽𝑟𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖 + 𝜋𝑎𝑔𝑒 + 𝜋𝑡2−𝑡1 + 𝜋 𝑗 ,𝑡2 + 𝜀𝑘 (1)

for property 𝑘 owned by agent 𝑖 in geography 𝑗 ∈ {county, congressional district, tract, or census block},

purchased at time 𝑡1 and sold at time 𝑡2. 𝜋𝑎𝑔𝑒 captures age fixed effects as life-cycle considerations

are an important predictor an agent’s investment and political decisions. As is well understood

in the literature (e.g., Giacoletti 2021; Sagi 2021), real estate returns are holding period dependent

– to make an accurate comparison, we need include holding period fixed effects, 𝜋𝑡2−𝑡1 , in our

baseline model. The location-year fixed effect 𝜋 𝑗 ,𝑡2 captures time-varying changes in conditions at

the geographic level. As is common in the real estate literature, we also control for within-year

seasonality1 by including county-year-month fixed effects. The coefficients of interest capture the

average differences in returns among people who sold in the same location and time period, ac-

counting for seasonal fluctuations in the housing market. In our baseline result, the geography is at

county-level while the transaction timing is identified monthly. 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖 is a vector of indicator vari-
1Within-year seasonality is well establish in housing markets (e.g., Ngai and Tenreyro 2014).
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ables for different levels of democratic participation and the vector of coefficients 𝛽𝑟 captures how

housing return varies across investors at different levels of democratic participation. By observing

whether the coefficients are significant and the monotonicity of these coefficients, we can infer how

democratic participation affects housing return and whether the magnitude of effect increases or

decreases with the magnitude of participation. We measure participation as an individual that

either registers to vote (excluding automatic registration), votes, or makes a donation. We validate

this form of participation measurement against voting percentage and donor intensity in Table IA9.

Whenever an analysis needs to be performed on a subsample (e.g., credit analyses), we validate

our core finding within the subsample before proceeding to make further inquiries.

4 Results

4.1 Baseline Findings: The Political-Economic Engagement Relationship

Our core specification follows Equation 1. Table 2 shows a positive and monotonic relationship

between electoral participation and housing returns, with higher electoral participation associated

with greater property value appreciation. Individuals who voted only twice exhibit the smallest

estimated returns, while those who voted seven times experience the highest returns across all

political affiliations. This pattern holds for all voter groups, though the magnitude of the effect

varies. The premia for high electoral participation is also present across most states, with a few

exceptions, most notably North Dakota and Maine (Figure 1). The relationship is strongest among

voters who do not identify as either Republican or Democrat, followed closely by Republican voters,

while Democrat voters show relatively lower – but still large and positive – returns.

Buying vs. Selling. Table 4 Columns (1) and (2) present results linking electoral participation to

the purchase and selling price of properties. The results indicate a negative relationship between

electoral engagement and both purchase and sell prices, suggesting that individuals who vote more

frequently tend to engage in transactions at lower prices. Column (1) shows that higher electoral

participation is associated with lower purchase prices, while column (2) shows a similar trend for

sell prices. However, the difference between the two columns – representing the gains from these

transactions – becomes larger as political engagement increases. For example, those who voted

twice experienced a small difference between purchase and sell prices, whereas those who voted

seven times saw a much larger gap. That the effects are stronger on the purchase price than the

selling price is consistent with the returns from politically engaged individuals arising from the

choice of real estate transactions, or negotiation skills (e.g., Goldsmith-Pinkham and Shue (2023)).
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4.2 Is there Economic Engagement?

Are they making different decisions? We establish that the type of homes purchased by the

electorally engaged is different. Table 5 shows the relationship between electoral participation

and property characteristics. The results suggest that individuals who vote more often tend to

purchase smaller and less valuable homes. The estimates show a negative association between

electoral participation and key structural features such as living square feet, number of rooms

and bathrooms, and assessed value, with more frequent electoral participants owning homes with

fewer amenities. Specifically, participating in two elections is associated with a small reduction

in living space, while electorally participating seven times corresponds to a substantially larger

decrease. Other features such as fireplaces and pools do not show consistent increases. Despite

some variation across characteristics, the overall trend shows that higher electoral engagement is

linked to the purchase of smaller homes.

4.3 Other Measures of Political Engagement

Table IA9 examines the relationship between electoral participation and (i) donation intensity

(Panel A) and (ii) percentage of elections a vote was cast (Panel B). Panel A shows that donation

intensity increases progressively with each additional election participated in, following the same

monotonic pattern we had documented before. Individuals that participated in the most elections

made donations proportional to 12% of the elections they participated in. In the opposite end,

individuals that participated only twice did not donate more than single time participants. This

trend is consistent across political affiliations, with Republicans showing a steeper gradient across

participation levels. Panel B shows a similar relationship between electoral participation and

voting percentage. As before, individuals voting percentage monotonically increases with their

participation.

5 Spatial, Demographic, and Economic Factors can’t Explain the Link

In this section, we consider factors that find support in the literature as drivers of both housing

returns and electoral participation, and are natural candidates to drive the political-economic

engagement relationship. None finds support.
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5.1 The Political-Economic Engagement Relationship is Not Spatial

A large portion of the relationship between housing returns and political engagement could, in

principle, be driven by where individuals live rather than by their behavior. We address this pos-

sibility through a spatial decomposition that separates variation in housing returns within neigh-

borhoods from variation between neighborhoods. The ideal test would compare two neighboring

properties subject to the same local housing market dynamics and neighborhood-level shocks. If

location-based factors—such as neighborhood desirability or local policy changes—were driving

the relationship, we would expect both properties to exhibit similar returns. We approximate this

experiment by conditioning on successively smaller geographic units – from counties to census

tracts, congressional districts, and block groups – and show that our estimates remain stable.

This approach allows us to rule out spatial confounding as the primary driver of the observed

relationship between political engagement and housing market performance.

We present this exercise in Table 3. Our analysis finds no evidence that neighborhood effects

drive the relationship between electoral participation and housing returns, like it is the case with

many factors affecting housing returns, whereby a large portion of them is often attributed to

location. After conditioning on progressively smaller geographic units, the estimates remain stable,

indicating that differences in property appreciation are not primarily driven by neighborhood

characteristics such as local economic growth, school quality, or infrastructure investment.

Likewise, while voter turnout is frequently linked to neighborhood characteristics, our results

indicate that location does not explain the relationship between electoral participation and hous-

ing returns. Controlling for increasingly granular geographic units, we find that the connection

between electoral participation and housing returns remains unchanged, suggesting that social re-

inforcement mechanisms or differences in local election administration do not drive the observed

pattern.

These findings push us to consider that the observed relationship must be shaped by individual

factors or behaviors – such as selecting undervalued properties and timing the market effectively

– rather than external spatial factors.

5.2 Individual Socioeconomic and Demographic Factors do not Explain the Political-
Economic Engagement Link

Demographic Traits. We don’t find that partisan affiliation affects the political-economic engage-

ment relationship either (Table 6). Similarly, the comparison between Table 2 and Table 7 shows

that the estimates of housing returns associated with political participation are remarkably similar,
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even after accounting for race. Across both tables, greater electoral participation consistently corre-

lates with higher housing returns, and, despite the well documented relationship between housing

returns and race (e.g., Kermani and Wong 2024) the addition of race controls in Table 7 does little

to change these core estimates. This suggests that race does not explain the relationship between

political-economic engagement and housing returns. However, Table 7 does reveal that race plays

a role at lower levels of participation as Black voters see increased returns when participating in

two or three elections.

Table 8 shows that accounting for gender still preserves the core relationship between political

and economic engagement. However, accounting for gender does mitigates this relationship. Male

homeowners overall earn significantly higher annual returns than females, averaging 0.43%, with

particularly strong gains for Democratic males (0.38%) and males affiliated with other parties

(0.52%). Republican males, however, see much smaller and statistically insignificant returns of just

0.08. Male voters benefit significantly more from increased participation, with male-specific gains

especially apparent in higher participation levels. In Section 6, we will show that the politically

engaged take significantly different housing decisions with respect to purchase price of the property

and market timing, factors that were documented to affect the gender gap in housing returns by

Goldsmith-Pinkham and Shue (2023).

Economic Traits of the Politically Engaged. In Tables 10 and 11, we show results exploring

the relationship between electoral participation, income, and wealth. The relationship between

electoral participation and income, as presented in columns (1) to (4) of 10, suggests that voting

more often is associated with lower income, though the magnitude of the effect diminishes when

controls are added. In the first two columns, which do not account for the year the home was sold,

tract, or holding period, the estimates show a negative association between participation times and

income, with individuals who participate more frequently having lower incomes. Specifically, par-

ticipating on two elections is associated with a small reduction in income, while participating seven

times shows a significantly larger reduction. Expectedly, when year of transaction by tract, county

seasonality, holding period fixed effects are introduced in columns (3) and (4), the negative rela-

tionship persists but becomes slightly less pronounced. Columns (2) and (4) additionally control

for gender and race, and the introduction of these controls further seems to moderate the strength

of the negative association, indicating that other factors, such as demographic characteristics and

housing market conditions, play a role in this relationship. Despite this moderation, the pattern

remains consistent: more frequent electoral participants tend to have lower incomes, though the
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strength of this relationship is somewhat attenuated when additional controls are applied. Table

11 presents a similar story.

Income and the Political-Economic Engagement Relationship. Housing returns and electoral

participation could be explained by differences in individual income (Electoral Participation:

Schafer et al. 2022; Aneja and Avenancio-Leon 2019; Housing Returns: e.g. Gupta, Hansman,

and Mabille 2024). In Table 10, within the sample of voters with information about individual

income, columns (5) and (6) present estimates of the relationship between electoral participation

and housing returns and column (6) controls for income. A comparison of columns (5) and (6)

finds no evidence that income levels drive the relationship between electoral participation and

housing returns. By controlling for income at the individual level, we show that the estimates

remain stable, suggesting that differences in property appreciation are not primarily influenced by

household earnings or broader economic status. While higher-income individuals typically have

greater access to financial resources and investment opportunities, our findings indicate that the

observed relationship cannot be explained solely as a byproduct of income.

Wealth and the Political-Economic Engagement Relationship. Likewise, although wealth is

often considered a key factor in housing returns, our analysis finds no evidence that wealth levels

are driving the relationship between electoral participation and property appreciation. In Table

11, after controlling for wealth at the individual level, the results remain unchanged, indicating

that variations in housing returns are not primarily attributable to household wealth or financial

standing. While wealthier individuals generally have more access to investment opportunities

and financial resources, our findings suggest that the connection between electoral participation

and housing returns is not simply a consequence of wealth. In fact, when we assess the political-

economic engagement relationship by wealth quantile (Figure 3), it is the lowest quartiles of the

distribution that exhibit the strongest relationship.

Credit. In Table 13, we show individuals with higher levels of political engagement have better

credit outcomes. Specifically, more frequent electoral participants experience fewer bankruptcies

and foreclosures and have significantly higher credit scores. Those who voted seven times have

an average credit score increase of over 22 points. However, in columns (7) and (8) we observe

that including individual-level credit scores as a control does not affect the political-economic

engagement relationship. While credit score don’t seem to play a role in this relationship, we

explore the role of financial literacy and skills in the next section.
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5.3 Neither do Housing Returns Explain Political-Economic Engagement

Another possibility to consider is that having had higher returns than neighbors may lead these

homeowners to become more politically engaged. Furthermore, as we showed in Section SS:Spatial,

these differences in experienced returns most operate within the neighborhood. To address this

issue, we construct synthetic returns for each home based on the national trends in the value of

structural characteristics, excluding the county where the homeowner resides. To construct this

‘Bartik-style’ synthetic return, we associate the market transaction price with structural features,

and run a leave-one-out hedonic regression: for a specific year 𝑡 and specific county 𝑖, we leave the

county out and run the hedonic regression with the rest of the observations of the same year while

controlling for county-level fixed effects to absorb the effect of locations. Using the coefficients

for each structural characteristic and each year, we eventually predict the price of the properties

in year 𝑡 and county 𝑖. Defining the hedonic price of a property at time of buying 𝑃𝐻
𝑏

, and the

hedonic price of a property at the time of selling 𝑃𝐻
𝑠 , the ’synthetic return’ of property 𝑖 can then

be expressed as 𝑟𝑆
𝑖
= (𝑃

𝐻
𝑠

𝑃𝐻
𝑏

)
1

𝑡𝑠−𝑡𝑏 − 1.

In the context of our analysis, the synthetic returns function as a Bartik-style instrument,

combining national trends in the valuation of structural housing features (the "shift") with each

property’s fixed characteristics (the "share"). The ability of synthetic returns to capture returns

orthogonal to the individual relies on two key assumptions: that national trends are exogenous to

individual-level factors influencing political engagement, and that homeowners’ structural expo-

sure does not reflect political participation preferences. The first assumption is hard to violate in

our context, but the second can be violated if there is sorting into the structural characteristics of the

homes that are purchased by politically engaged individuals (which we show is indeed the case),

and that sorting explains the national level trends in the returns. While we believe the likelihood of

a potential violation is low, it is still positive, and as such, we do not interpret our the relationship

between synthetic returns and political engagement causally. What synthetic returns do allow us to

do, however, is remove idiosyncratic factors from the findings, such that the relationship between

synthetic-returns and political engagement can only be mechanically correlated with the individual

political-economic engagement relationship through systematic factors (e.g., sorting). A finding of

no correlation or negative correlation could then be interpreted as evidence that returns themselves

don’t cause the individual-level political-economic engagement relationship, even when a positive

correlation cannot be interpreted causally without further inquiry.

We present results from this analysis in Table 16. Our results show that synthetic returns

are generally uncorrelated or negatively correlated with political engagement across multiple
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measures. Specifically, we find no statistically significant relationship between synthetic returns

and voter registration or voting behavior, and only weak evidence of a negative relationship

with donation intensity for some groups. These patterns suggest that the observed relationship

between realized housing returns and political engagement is not driven by systematic market-

driven returns captured by synthetic returns, but more likely reflects idiosyncratic individual-level

factors.

6 Human Capital, Behavior, and Political-Economic Engagement

6.1 Education

Given the results in the previous subsection, it is natural to wonder whether individual levels of

education contribute to this relationship or if, instead, other individual traits are the ones that

are consistent with skillful decisions. As we did before with other factors, we look first at the

relationship between political engagement and education, and then we look at the relationship

between political engagement and housing returns controlling for education. Table 12 presents

our results. Columns (1) to (4) explore how education levels, measured in years of schooling,

differ across individuals with varying levels of voting intensity. The results show a clear positive

relationship: individuals who vote more frequently tend to have higher levels of education. As

electoral participation increases from two times to seven times, the years of education also increase

steadily and significantly. For example, participating seven times is associated with approximately

0.60 additional years of education compared to the baseline. These findings remain robust across

different model specifications that control for factors such as birth year, race, gender, geographic

location, and time effects. Overall, the results suggest that frequent electoral participants are

systematically more educated, highlighting a strong connection between political engagement

and educational attainment. Interestingly, this contrasts with our analysis of income and wealth,

where higher political engagement was associated with lower income levels and less wealth, after

controlling for neighborhood and housing market controls.

To see the role of education on the political-economic engagement relationships, in columns

(5) and (6), we examine the relationship between voting intensity and annual returns on property

investments, with column (5) as the benchmark and column (6) controlling for education. The

results show that accounting for education does not affect this relationship. Individuals who

vote more frequently tend to earn higher returns on their property, regardless of education levels.

For example, in both specifications, participating seven times is associated with an increase of
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approximately 1.5 percentage points in annual returns. Interestingly, once education is controlled

for, the direct effect of education on property returns is slightly negative and statistically significant,

though economically small. This suggests that the positive association between voting and property

returns is not simply driven by education levels. Instead, education might be correlated with

other human capital factors or behavioral traits that underlie the political-economic engagement

relationship and once electoral participation is accounted for, education loses predictive value.

6.2 Variance Decomposition of Factors

Why doesn’t level of education explain the political-economic engagement relationship? One

potential reason is that they never explained housing decisions to begin with. Using Understanding

America Study (UAS) survey data, we perform a variance decomposition to understand how much

education contributes to housing decisions and how much of that contribution is explained by

other personality traits. UAS survey data contains information on personality traits (openness,

conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism), financial literacy, numeracy, and risk

aversion measures (small and large stakes), in addition to homeownership, education, wealth,

income, and demographic characteristics (age, gender, race/ethnicity). We use lasso to choose

which variables explain homeownership after accounting for state of residence and demographic

characteristics and find financial literacy, large stakes risk aversion, openness, conscientiousness,

and neuroticism retain predictive value in addition to education, income, and wealth. Extraversion,

agreeableness, small stakes risk aversion, and numeracy have little predictive value and are dropped

by the lasso procedure. This pattern aligns with the idea that becoming a homeowner often

reflects long-term planning, risk tolerance in large financial decisions, and a willingness to navigate

complex processes – all traits linked to financial literacy, risk preferences, and certain personality

dimensions.

In Figure 4, we present variance decomposition results. The variance decomposition results

across the three figures highlight the shifting importance of education, wealth, income, and behav-

ioral traits in explaining homeownership decisions. When behavioral factors are excluded (Panel

A), education explains 23.6% of the explained variation, while wealth and income account for a

larger share at 51.2%. However, once behavioral traits are included (Panel B), the explanatory

power of education drops sharply to just 2.2%, while behavioral traits themselves explain 42.8%

of the variation – nearly double the contribution of wealth and income, which accounts for 16.6%.

This shift suggests that many of the effects we might attribute to education are actually captured

by underlying behavioral traits such as risk preferences or personality factors. Finally, when de-
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composing the variation remaining after controlling for wealth and income (Panel C), education

explains only 3.9% of the variation, while behavioral traits dominate, accounting for 76%. These

results underscore the substantial role behavioral characteristics play in shaping homeownership

outcomes, far exceeding the explanatory power of education alone.

6.3 Interpreting the Residual Variation

Financial Literacy. The importance of financial knowledge as a source of human capital is well

documented in the literature (see Lusardi and Mitchell 2014). The variance decomposition results

identify financial literacy as a key factor in predicting homeownership, which would be consistent

with better financial decision-making.

Behavioral Traits. Beyond financial literacy, other personal characteristics such as risk aversion

and personality traits play a critical role in decision making. In the context of shaping housing

decisions, we showed above that their ability to predict homeownership is not captured by educa-

tion, wealth, income, or demographic traits. In particular, large-stakes risk aversion influences a

buyer’s willingness to purchase undervalued properties or to enter the market during periods of

heightened uncertainty – behavior we previously documented in the timing and selection of home

purchases. Individuals with lower risk aversion are more likely to take advantage of these oppor-

tunities, capturing higher returns by purchasing when prices are depressed or when uncertainty

deters more cautious buyers. Meanwhile, personal traits like openness, as defined in psychology,

can contribute to understanding the complexity behind taking such decisions successfully. That

individual traits, such as risk tolerance and personality, can shape economic decisions and out-

comes is consistent with findings in other economic areas traditionally understood to contribute

to economic growth (e.g., Levine and Rubinstein (2017) on who becomes an entrepreneur). To

quantify the importance of these factors relative to financial literacy, we conduct an additional

variance decomposition. The results show that risk preferences and personality traits contribute

substantially to explaining differences in housing outcomes, underscoring that these behavioral

characteristics – beyond financial literacy – drive key investment decisions in the housing market.

Beliefs. Beyond personality traits, individual beliefs also play an important role in shaping the

political-economic engagement relationship. Beliefs such as trust in institutions can influence the

extent to which individuals engage politically and how they approach economic decisions that

affect housing returns. For example, individuals with higher institutional trust may feel more
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confident making investments that expose them to housing market risks, contributing to better

returns. Similarly, beliefs shaped by anticipatory utility – where individuals derive emotional

value from the expectation of future outcomes – may lead politically engaged individuals to take

positions based on optimistic views of future market conditions or personal financial prospects,

ultimately affecting their realized housing returns. At a broader level, shared subjective beliefs

linking economic and political outcomes could also reinforce the endogeneity of the relationship

between democratic participation and economic liberalism.

6.4 Better Decision Making

In Table 9, we assess whether electorally engaged voters tend to buy undervalued properties and sell

their homes above their assessed value. To do so, we compare market values to assessment values.

While assessment values may not be a perfect proxy for a home’s location value, they are reliable

within a neighborhood, as assessments typically reflect the value of structural characteristics with

reasonable accuracy (Avenancio-León and Howard 2022). To ensure our analysis provides a

meaningful benchmark, we restrict our comparison to the within-tract-year level. In addition,

to mitigate any distortions arising from infrequent assessments, we conduct a separate analysis on

homes assessed annually, finding no change in results.

Panel A presents the relationship between frequency of electoral participation and the market-

assessment value gap. The findings suggest that individuals who vote more frequently tend to

purchase homes below their assessed value and sell them at a premium. The first column shows that

the gap between market value and assessment value at the time of purchase becomes increasingly

negative as electoral participation increases, indicating that more engaged voters acquire properties

at a relative discount. For instance, those who voted twice experience a small negative gap, while

those who voted seven times see a significantly larger one, reinforcing the idea that they secure

better deals at the time of purchase. In contrast, the second column, which captures the gap at the

time of sale, reveals the opposite pattern – more engaged voters tend to sell their homes at prices

above their assessed value, with the positive gap increasing alongside electoral participation.

This pattern may suggest that politically engaged individuals possess stronger market aware-

ness, negotiation skills, or strategic decision-making abilities, allowing them to optimize financial

gains in real estate transactions. Alternatively, they may be making physical improvements to their

properties that increase their market value. While we cannot directly assess cosmetic changes or

renovations, we do examine whether substantial structural modifications have occurred by ana-

lyzing changes in assessment values. In Panel B, we conduct this analysis and find no increase in

19



assessment values between the time of purchase and sale.

Market timing. The results presented in Table 4 suggest that electoral engagement is associated

with favorable market timing in real estate transactions, both at the time of purchase and sale.

In the first column, which measures the deviation from area returns at the time of purchase,

more frequent electoral participants tend to buy properties at relatively lower prices compared

to market trends in the area. For instance, those who vote 2 times experience a modest negative

deviation, while those who vote 7 times experience a significantly larger negative gap, indicating

that they tend to purchase homes at a relative discount. In contrast, the second column, which

measures the deviation from area returns at the time of sale, shows that more engaged voters

tend to sell their properties at higher-than-market returns. The positive deviations increase with

electoral participation, with individuals who participate seven times seeing the highest positive

return relative to the area. This is consistent with politically engaged individuals better timing the

market.

7 Back-of-the-Envelop Impact

In this section, we briefly discuss the contribution of the politically-economically engaged to the

electorate at large and wealth aggregation.

Contribution to Aggregate Housing Wealth. To estimate the aggregate economic impact of polit-

ical engagement, we use the estimates of incremental annual housing returns associated with differ-

ent levels of electoral participation from our primary regression results. Specifically, we translated

these incremental returns into monetary values by multiplying them by average property prices

and the number of individuals at each political engagement level in our dataset. Subsequently,

recognizing that our analysis relied on subset of all U.S. homeowners, we extrapolated these mone-

tary estimates to the broader U.S. economy by proportionally scaling them using national housing

market statistics, including total homeownership and average home values. Politically engaged

individuals contribute 63% of the annual growth in aggregate housing wealth which, for a stock

of housing of approximately $24.2 trillion, represents an annual increase in wealth of around $1.15

trillion.

Contribution to Registered Voters. To obtain the number of high democratic participants who are

homeowners, we multiply the joint probability of being a high participation voter and appearing
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in the dataset by the ratio of total homeowners to the total number of adults of eligible voting age

in the population:

𝑃(High-Participation Homeowners) × 𝑃(Merged) = 𝑃(High ∩ Merged) × Total Homeowners
Total Voting-Age Adults

The joint probability 𝑃(High ∩ Merged) is expressed as the total probability of being merged into

the dataset multiplied by the conditional probability of being a high participation voter given that

the individual is observed in the dataset:

𝑃(High ∩ Merged) = 𝑃(Merged) × 𝑃(High|Merged)

This formulation reflects that the probability of being both highly engaged and in the dataset

depends on the overall chance of inclusion in the sample and the composition of that sample in

terms of political engagement. Im 2020, there were 239 million eligible voters. Making use the

information in Table 1 and these two relationships above, we obtain:

𝑃(High-Participation Homeowners) = 𝑃(High|Merged) × Total Homeowners
Total Voting-Age Adults

= 0.63 × 114
239 = 30%

That is, 30% of the voting-age population are high-participation homeowners. They account

for 77% of registrations from homeowners. Since they are more likely to be homeowners to begin

with, using the statistics in Table 1, this represents 53% of all total registrations.

8 Conclusion

This paper documents a robust and intrinsic link between political engagement and wealth ac-

cumulation. We demonstrated that political and economic participation are fundamentally inter-

connected at the individual level, independent of traditional explanations such as income, wealth,

demographic characteristics including gender, race, age, partisan affiliation, and neighborhood ef-

fects. The politically engaged exhibit higher levels of education; however, education itself does not

account for their housing market performance. Instead, we offer suggestive evidence that factors

commonly associated with education – such as financial literacy, large-stakes risk preferences, and

behavioral traits – may help explain this relationship.

Our findings contribute significantly to the literature on determinants of political engage-

ment by emphasizing the fundamental relationship between civic and economic behaviors beyond
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conventional resource-based or demographic explanations. Specifically, our results suggest that

shared motivations, beliefs, or decision-making traits – such as strategic market awareness, financial

literacy, and long-term planning – might underpin both civic and economic engagement simulta-

neously, but further research is needed to more precisely determine the nature of these traits. An

important implication of this relationship is that the building blocks of the democratic process can

be eroded or strengthened at the individual level. Recognizing this individual-level link provides

valuable insights into how economic and democratic institutions might mutually reinforce one an-

other, highlighting the importance of considering these intrinsic behavioral connections in policy

and institutional design.
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9 Figures
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Figure 1. Coefficients of Baseline Results by State

(a) Highest Electoral Participation (7 Times)

(b) Average Across All Participation Levels

Note: This figure reports return gain of high electoral participation by state. We run baseline regression in Table 2 for
each state and retrieve the result for highest electoral participation in panel (a). The state-average return is the inner
product of the vector of fractions of voters in different elecotral participation level ®𝑝 and the vector of coefficients of
return gains. ®𝛽 and the result is presented in panel (b).
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Figure 2. Coefficients of Baseline Results by County

(a) Highest Electoral Participation (7 Times)

(b) Average Across All Participation Levels

Note: This figure reports return gain of high electoral participation by state. We run baseline regression in Table 2
for each county. As our baseline regression involves multiple fixed effects, we only run it on counties with over 750
observations to avoid errors of insufficient observations. Panel (a) presents the result for highest electoral participation
(7 times) from 2014 to 2020. Panel (b) presents the county-average return gain, following the same specification as Figure
1.
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Figure 3. Coefficients of Regression by Wealth Quintiles

(a) Highest Electoral Participation (7 Times)

(b) Average Across All Participation Levels

Note: This figure reports the result of return differentials of different different intensity of election participations across
different levels of net wealth. We split the data into 5 quintiles and run the regression with the same specification as
column (5) of Table 11. Panel (a) reports the coefficient of highest electoral participation (7 times). Panel (b) reports the
group-average return, which is the inner product of the vector of fractions of voters in different electoral participation
level ®𝑝 and the vector of coefficients of return gains ®𝛽.
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Figure 4. Variance Decomposition of Homeownership

(a) Decomposition without Behavioral Traits (b) Decomposition with Behavioral Traits

(c) Decomposition Beyond Income & Wealth

Note: This figure reports the result of variance decomposition result of home ownership for three set of components:
behavioral factors, education, wealth & income. The charts below show how much variance in home ownership is
explained by each component by inferring the R-squared from each corresponding regressions. Panel (a) presents the
decomposition result without adding behavioral traits. Panel (b) presents the similar specification of panel (a) but adding
behavioral traits. Panel (c) presents the decomposition of variance over wealth.
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10 Tables

Table 1. Summary Statistics

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

Low ∈ {1, 2} Medium∈ {3, 4, 5} High ∈ {6, 7} Overall

Mean Mean Mean Mean
Panel A: Chracteristics of Voters
Age of Buyers 43.762 42.403 41.443 41.951
Male 0.688 0.682 0.704 0.696
White 0.632 0.642 0.650 0.646
Black 0.027 0.027 0.029 0.028
Hispanic 0.055 0.059 0.057 0.057
Democrat 0.264 0.233 0.261 0.254
Republican 0.312 0.284 0.316 0.307
Panel B: Chracteristics of Transaction Records
Log(Sale Price) 12.358 12.392 12.337 12.353
Log(Purchase Price) 12.075 12.091 11.980 12.019
Winsorized Annual Return 0.076 0.079 0.085 0.082
Holding Years 6.798 6.871 8.120 7.651
N 452,177 1,026,934 2,524,362 4,003,473

Note: This table presents the summary statistics for the sample used to estimate how demo-
cratic participation affects housing returns throughout the paper. Panel A reports the demo-
graphic features of the dataset, retrieved from the L2 data. Panel B reports the characteristics
of transaction records from CoreLogic. The minimum holding year is set as 0.5 year while
the annual return is winsorized at the 1% tail. Noting that we will observe 1-7 times of voter
registration during our observation period, we classify the levels of participation into low,
medium and high. If the participation times is 1 to 2, the agent will be identified as low
participation and if the participation times is 3 to 5, the agent will be classified as medium
participation. The rest of the voters are high participating voters.
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Table 2. Annual Return of Different Electoral Participation: Baseline Results

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Participating 2 Elections 0.00181∗∗∗ 0.00063 0.00090 0.00370∗∗∗

(0.00042) (0.00082) (0.00084) (0.00065)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00491∗∗∗ 0.00361∗∗∗ 0.00320∗∗∗ 0.00726∗∗∗

(0.00041) (0.00081) (0.00082) (0.00062)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00874∗∗∗ 0.00696∗∗∗ 0.00852∗∗∗ 0.01051∗∗∗

(0.00039) (0.00075) (0.00079) (0.00058)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00824∗∗∗ 0.00631∗∗∗ 0.00726∗∗∗ 0.01048∗∗∗

(0.00039) (0.00078) (0.00079) (0.00059)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01083∗∗∗ 0.00848∗∗∗ 0.01018∗∗∗ 0.01329∗∗∗

(0.00036) (0.00070) (0.00072) (0.00055)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01762∗∗∗ 0.01373∗∗∗ 0.01790∗∗∗ 0.01974∗∗∗

(0.00035) (0.00066) (0.00068) (0.00054)
N 3,569,497 848,888 1,039,031 1,549,416
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the baseline result of housing return for voters with different levels of democratic
participation, measured by the number of voter registrations. Column (1) reports the return differentials
for all voters, while in columns (2)–(4) there are results for different party affiliations. Democrat voters and
republican voters are identified by a voter’s party affiliation history: if a voter always votes for democratic
party (or republican party), then that voter’s affiliation will be identified a democrat (or republican). If a
voter votes for a third party or switches party, such voter will be identified as ’Other Voters’. To rule out
potential effect of geographic feature, transaction time and preference difference of investor of different
age group, we add fixed effects for the intersection of year-month of sale (when the return is realized)
and FIPS, birth year and length of holding. Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract.∗∗∗,∗∗
and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table 3. Annual Return of Different Electoral Participation Intensity: Different Spatial Levels

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Panel A: Regression Results with Tract-Level Fixed Effects
Participating 2 Elections 0.00171∗∗∗ 0.00136 0.00169∗ 0.00365∗∗∗

(0.00044) (0.00109) (0.00103) (0.00072)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00449∗∗∗ 0.00421∗∗∗ 0.00367∗∗∗ 0.00679∗∗∗

(0.00043) (0.00108) (0.00100) (0.00069)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00829∗∗∗ 0.00668∗∗∗ 0.00789∗∗∗ 0.01047∗∗∗

(0.00040) (0.00099) (0.00094) (0.00066)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00782∗∗∗ 0.00559∗∗∗ 0.00803∗∗∗ 0.01037∗∗∗

(0.00041) (0.00102) (0.00094) (0.00067)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01069∗∗∗ 0.00966∗∗∗ 0.01086∗∗∗ 0.01343∗∗∗

(0.00038) (0.00092) (0.00087) (0.00063)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01627∗∗∗ 0.01380∗∗∗ 0.01647∗∗∗ 0.01837∗∗∗

(0.00037) (0.00088) (0.00083) (0.00062)
N 3,231,474 552,068 738,211 1,223,904
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Panel B: Regression Results with Congressional District Level Fixed Effects
Participating 2 Elections 0.00172∗∗∗ 0.00042 0.00077 0.00350∗∗∗

(0.00043) (0.00084) (0.00086) (0.00066)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00476∗∗∗ 0.00313∗∗∗ 0.00309∗∗∗ 0.00707∗∗∗

(0.00042) (0.00082) (0.00084) (0.00063)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00858∗∗∗ 0.00661∗∗∗ 0.00833∗∗∗ 0.01036∗∗∗

(0.00040) (0.00076) (0.00081) (0.00060)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00815∗∗∗ 0.00603∗∗∗ 0.00713∗∗∗ 0.01030∗∗∗

(0.00040) (0.00079) (0.00081) (0.00060)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01061∗∗∗ 0.00789∗∗∗ 0.00991∗∗∗ 0.01305∗∗∗

(0.00037) (0.00071) (0.00073) (0.00056)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01719∗∗∗ 0.01313∗∗∗ 0.01744∗∗∗ 0.01927∗∗∗

(0.00036) (0.00066) (0.00070) (0.00055)
N 4,363,003 1,039,479 1,276,803 1,912,857
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sale Year × FIPS × Congressional District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Panel C: Regression Results with Block Group Level Fixed Effects
Participating 2 Elections 0.00155∗∗∗ 0.00064 0.00062 0.00320∗∗∗

(0.00042) (0.00084) (0.00085) (0.00064)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00466∗∗∗ 0.00297∗∗∗ 0.00313∗∗∗ 0.00672∗∗∗

(0.00041) (0.00083) (0.00083) (0.00062)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00843∗∗∗ 0.00682∗∗∗ 0.00783∗∗∗ 0.01004∗∗∗

(0.00038) (0.00076) (0.00078) (0.00059)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00791∗∗∗ 0.00569∗∗∗ 0.00677∗∗∗ 0.01004∗∗∗

(0.00039) (0.00079) (0.00079) (0.00059)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01060∗∗∗ 0.00832∗∗∗ 0.00993∗∗∗ 0.01276∗∗∗

(0.00036) (0.00071) (0.00072) (0.00055)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01693∗∗∗ 0.01304∗∗∗ 0.01696∗∗∗ 0.01885∗∗∗

(0.00035) (0.00067) (0.00068) (0.00054)
N 3,550,206 825,187 1,014,002 1,526,836
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sale Year × Block Group Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: This table reports the regression results of the same specification as the baseline, yet with higher spatial granularity
to better look at how the choice of neighborhood affects the return differential on democratic participation. Panel A adds
an extra sale year intersecting tract fixed effect, while Panel B looks as congressional district. Panel C adds block group-sale
year fixed effect. Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract.∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and
10% level respectively.
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Table 6. Party Affiliation and Electoral Participation Intensity

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

Voter Fraction Return

Democrat Republican Other All Voters Two-Party Voters

Voter Fraction Voter Fraction Voter Fraction Annual Return Annual Return
Participating 2 Elections -0.01702∗∗∗ -0.01940∗∗∗ 0.03642∗∗∗ 0.00213∗∗∗ 0.00110

(0.00144) (0.00152) (0.00161) (0.00052) (0.00091)
Participating 3 Elections -0.02678∗∗∗ -0.02513∗∗∗ 0.05191∗∗∗ 0.00495∗∗∗ 0.00363∗∗∗

(0.00138) (0.00146) (0.00157) (0.00050) (0.00088)
Participating 4 Elections -0.03348∗∗∗ -0.02439∗∗∗ 0.05787∗∗∗ 0.00884∗∗∗ 0.00792∗∗∗

(0.00128) (0.00136) (0.00146) (0.00047) (0.00084)
Participating 5 Elections -0.04401∗∗∗ -0.03654∗∗∗ 0.08055∗∗∗ 0.00862∗∗∗ 0.00751∗∗∗

(0.00132) (0.00139) (0.00152) (0.00048) (0.00084)
Participating 6 Elections -0.03607∗∗∗ -0.02051∗∗∗ 0.05658∗∗∗ 0.01144∗∗∗ 0.01066∗∗∗

(0.00123) (0.00131) (0.00143) (0.00044) (0.00077)
Participating 7 Elections -0.01714∗∗∗ -0.00161 0.01875∗∗∗ 0.01771∗∗∗ 0.01707∗∗∗

(0.00115) (0.00123) (0.00132) (0.00043) (0.00073)
Democrat -0.00055 -0.00353∗∗∗

(0.00073) (0.00096)
Participating 2 Elections and Democrat -0.00164∗ -0.00059

(0.00099) (0.00129)
Participating 3 Elections and Democrat -0.00192∗∗ -0.00001

(0.00095) (0.00124)
Participating 4 Elections and Democrat -0.00243∗∗∗ -0.00101

(0.00090) (0.00118)
Participating 5 Elections and Democrat -0.00367∗∗∗ -0.00185

(0.00092) (0.00120)
Participating 6 Elections and Democrat -0.00334∗∗∗ -0.00193∗

(0.00083) (0.00108)
Participating 7 Elections and Democrat -0.00576∗∗∗ -0.00409∗∗∗

(0.00077) (0.00101)
N 3,569,497 3,569,497 3,569,497 3,231,474 1,598,473
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents 1) how the distribution of political affiliation varies with democratic participation 2) the partisanship
effect on annual housing return. Table (1)–(3) shows the differential of the democratic voters, republican voters and other
voters’ fraction across different levels of democratic participation. Table (4)–(5) presents evidence on whether political party
affiliation affects housing return, where table (4) compares democratic voters with all voters and table (5) illustrates democratic
and republican voter comparison. The regression specification follows the specification of Table 3 Panel A to absorb effect of
tract-level feature. Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract.∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%
level respectively.
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Table 7. Annual Return of Different Holding Period: Different Races

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Black -0.00121 -0.00544∗∗ 0.00913 0.00246

(0.00179) (0.00225) (0.00932) (0.00354)
Participating 2 Elections 0.00196∗∗∗ 0.00062 0.00131 0.00348∗∗∗

(0.00052) (0.00109) (0.00096) (0.00082)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00537∗∗∗ 0.00275∗∗∗ 0.00386∗∗∗ 0.00824∗∗∗

(0.00050) (0.00106) (0.00093) (0.00078)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00884∗∗∗ 0.00534∗∗∗ 0.00966∗∗∗ 0.01007∗∗∗

(0.00048) (0.00100) (0.00089) (0.00074)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00855∗∗∗ 0.00522∗∗∗ 0.00851∗∗∗ 0.01053∗∗∗

(0.00048) (0.00103) (0.00090) (0.00074)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01127∗∗∗ 0.00682∗∗∗ 0.01136∗∗∗ 0.01383∗∗∗

(0.00044) (0.00091) (0.00081) (0.00069)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01793∗∗∗ 0.01227∗∗∗ 0.01870∗∗∗ 0.01955∗∗∗

(0.00042) (0.00086) (0.00076) (0.00068)
Participating 2 Elections and Black 0.00768∗∗∗ 0.00191 0.00987 0.01428∗∗∗

(0.00257) (0.00333) (0.01338) (0.00491)
Participating 3 Elections and Black 0.00849∗∗∗ 0.01182∗∗∗ 0.00860 0.00264

(0.00250) (0.00325) (0.01372) (0.00471)
Participating 4 Elections and Black 0.00330 0.00922∗∗∗ -0.01016 -0.00032

(0.00226) (0.00290) (0.01124) (0.00437)
Participating 5 Elections and Black -0.00054 0.00058 -0.01891∗ 0.00450

(0.00223) (0.00289) (0.01114) (0.00427)
Participating 6 Elections and Black 0.00151 0.00750∗∗∗ -0.01548 -0.00147

(0.00207) (0.00266) (0.01073) (0.00393)
Participating 7 Elections and Black 0.00171 0.00885∗∗∗ -0.01560 0.00173

(0.00191) (0.00240) (0.00968) (0.00378)
N 2,379,862 518,874 745,684 988,603
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the result of races’ effect on housing return across different levels of democratic
participation to check whether the result if driven by race. Noting that the race is missing for around 30% of the
observations in our return data, the number of observation is smaller than that of Table 2. Column (1) reports
the result for all voters while in columns (2)–(4) there are results for different party affiliations. Column (2)
reports the heterogeneity effect of race on return differentials for democrat voters. Column (3) reports the result
for republican voters and column (4) reports the result for other voters. Here, other voters mean the voter being
neither democrat voters nor republican voters. The Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract.
∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table 8. Annual Return of Different Holding Period: Different Genders

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Male 0.00425∗∗∗ 0.00384∗∗∗ 0.00075 0.00518∗∗∗

(0.00067) (0.00118) (0.00160) (0.00102)
Participating 2 Elections 0.00211∗∗∗ 0.00079 -0.00089 0.00416∗∗∗

(0.00073) (0.00117) (0.00184) (0.00110)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00440∗∗∗ 0.00386∗∗∗ 0.00161 0.00637∗∗∗

(0.00070) (0.00115) (0.00179) (0.00104)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00763∗∗∗ 0.00564∗∗∗ 0.00479∗∗∗ 0.01052∗∗∗

(0.00066) (0.00107) (0.00171) (0.00100)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00662∗∗∗ 0.00275∗∗ 0.00455∗∗∗ 0.01014∗∗∗

(0.00067) (0.00110) (0.00173) (0.00099)
Participating 6 Elections 0.00966∗∗∗ 0.00749∗∗∗ 0.00564∗∗∗ 0.01316∗∗∗

(0.00063) (0.00100) (0.00160) (0.00093)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01377∗∗∗ 0.01042∗∗∗ 0.01172∗∗∗ 0.01752∗∗∗

(0.00059) (0.00093) (0.00153) (0.00089)
Participating 2 Elections and Male -0.00043 -0.00010 0.00231 -0.00071

(0.00089) (0.00161) (0.00203) (0.00135)
Participating 3 Elections and Male 0.00086 -0.00018 0.00215 0.00132

(0.00085) (0.00157) (0.00198) (0.00129)
Participating 4 Elections and Male 0.00183∗∗ 0.00282∗ 0.00491∗∗∗ 0.00015

(0.00081) (0.00146) (0.00189) (0.00121)
Participating 5 Elections and Male 0.00259∗∗∗ 0.00701∗∗∗ 0.00361∗ 0.00065

(0.00082) (0.00154) (0.00191) (0.00122)
Participating 6 Elections and Male 0.00190∗∗ 0.00223 0.00601∗∗∗ 0.00033

(0.00076) (0.00136) (0.00175) (0.00114)
Participating 7 Elections and Male 0.00557∗∗∗ 0.00591∗∗∗ 0.00796∗∗∗ 0.00318∗∗∗

(0.00071) (0.00124) (0.00167) (0.00108)
N 3,544,772 841,999 1,034,138 1,536,575
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the result of the effect of gender on housing return across different levels of democratic
participation to check whether the observed return differential is driven by genders. Column (1) reports the
result for all voters while in columns (2)–(4) there are results for different party affiliations. Column (2) reports
the result for democrat voters. Column (3) reports the result for republican voters and column (4) reports
the result for other voters. The Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate
significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table 9. Assessment Value and Gap of Purchase and Selling across Groups

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

Purchase Sell

Assessed Every Year All States Assessed Every Year All States
Panel A: Market-Assessment Gap
Participating 2 Elections -0.00603 -0.00028 0.00867∗∗∗ 0.00329∗

(0.01011) (0.00614) (0.00311) (0.00173)
Participating 3 Elections -0.02127∗∗ -0.01405∗∗ 0.01636∗∗∗ 0.00694∗∗∗

(0.00918) (0.00562) (0.00296) (0.00169)
Participating 4 Elections -0.01185 -0.01353∗∗ 0.01555∗∗∗ 0.00728∗∗∗

(0.00866) (0.00538) (0.00278) (0.00157)
Participating 5 Elections -0.02008∗∗ -0.01284∗∗ 0.02520∗∗∗ 0.01094∗∗∗

(0.00856) (0.00527) (0.00281) (0.00163)
Participating 6 Elections -0.01772∗∗ -0.01179∗∗ 0.03166∗∗∗ 0.01637∗∗∗

(0.00833) (0.00501) (0.00269) (0.00153)
Participating 7 Elections -0.04311∗∗∗ -0.03747∗∗∗ 0.03371∗∗∗ 0.01808∗∗∗

(0.00793) (0.00485) (0.00266) (0.00153)
Panel B: Assessed Value
Participating 2 Elections -0.00653 -0.00087 -0.01266∗∗ -0.00455

(0.01102) (0.00658) (0.00622) (0.00329)
Participating 3 Elections -0.00490 -0.00250 -0.02111∗∗∗ -0.01414∗∗∗

(0.01022) (0.00602) (0.00602) (0.00316)
Participating 4 Elections -0.02035∗∗ -0.01344∗∗ -0.02870∗∗∗ -0.02409∗∗∗

(0.00948) (0.00568) (0.00568) (0.00299)
Participating 5 Elections -0.01226 -0.01396∗∗ -0.03415∗∗∗ -0.02673∗∗∗

(0.00947) (0.00560) (0.00580) (0.00303)
Participating 6 Elections -0.02266∗∗ -0.02426∗∗∗ -0.04271∗∗∗ -0.03536∗∗∗

(0.00918) (0.00535) (0.00558) (0.00291)
Participating 7 Elections -0.03941∗∗∗ -0.03861∗∗∗ -0.06741∗∗∗ -0.06307∗∗∗

(0.00873) (0.00515) (0.00545) (0.00286)
N 169,053 526,878 182,564 564,844
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents regression results on assessment gap and assessment value to check whether
the high-participating voters are able to purchase at lower price and sell at higher price conditional on
the same assessed value derived from CoreLogic assessment records. We further select a subsample
in which assessments are done annually to rule out the possibility of the frequency of assessment
affecting assessment value and eventually confounding the assessment value and assessment gaps.
Columns (1)–(2) present the result at the time of purchase, and column (1) reports the result for states
where assessments are done annually while column (2) reports the result of the full sample. Columns
(3)–(4) present the result at the time of sale, with column (3) reporting the result of the sample with
annual assessment and column (4) reporting the full sample. The Standard errors in the parentheses
are clustered by tract.∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table 15. More Specific Forms of Democratic Participation

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Panel A: Intensity of Donation to a Political Party
Donation Intensity 0.00572∗∗∗ 0.00481∗∗∗ 0.00456∗∗∗ 0.00631∗∗∗

(0.00021) (0.00051) (0.00045) (0.00035)
N 3,245,284 554,675 740,273 1,230,633
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Yes Yes
Panel B: Intensity of Voting in General Election
Voting Percent 0.00375∗∗∗ -0.00048 0.00814∗∗∗ 0.00202∗∗∗

(0.00041) (0.00110) (0.00100) (0.00072)
N 1,991,837 280,360 403,410 718,662
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: Our main result uses voter registration as a measure of democratic participation. The table
reports the result for the effect of democratic participation on housing return measured by other forms
of participation. Panel A reports the result of donation to a certain political party and Panel B reports
the result the result of voting in general election. Note that we can only observe whether a voter donates
or not when a voter registers to vote, the donation times can be confounded by the frequency of voter
registration. We establish the measure of donation intensity by letting 𝐷𝐼 =

∑
1(𝐷𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛=1)∑
1(𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑅𝑒𝑔=1) , which

measures the likelihood of additionally donating to a certain party conditional on registering to vote. For
voting in general election, the voting percentage is measured by 𝑉𝑃 =

∑
1(𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑑)∑

1(𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒) , where 1(𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑑) is
the indicator of the voter voted and 1(𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒) the indicator of a voter being eligible to vote. Column
(1) reports the result for all voters, while column (2)–(4) report the result for voters of different political
affiliations: column (2) report the result for democratic voters, column (3) reports the result for republican
voters and column (4) report the result for other voters.
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Table 16. The Effect of Synthetic Return on Democratic Participation: Realized Synthetic Return

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Participation Participation Participation Participation
Panel A: Democratic Participation measured by Voting Registrations
Synthetic Return -0.07469 -0.14934 0.11223 -0.07958

(0.09576) (0.31807) (0.27375) (0.20405)
N 509,704 67,424 95,115 131,743
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Yes Yes
Panel B: Democratic Participation Measured by Donation Intensity
Synthetic Return -0.03822∗ -0.09076 0.00310 -0.11608∗∗

(0.02239) (0.06980) (0.06384) (0.04744)
N 509,704 67,424 95,115 131,743
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Yes Yes
Panel C: Democratic Participation Measured by Voting Percent
Synthetic Return -0.00590 0.07584 -0.06253 -0.05020

(0.01674) (0.05670) (0.05101) (0.03577)
N 395,684 46,913 66,241 99,316
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table follows the same regression specification of Table 18 and reports the result of
synthetic return on democratic participation. The difference is that in Table 18, we use the data
from 1990 to 2020. Here, we use the data from 1990 to 2014 since we start to have our democratic
participation observation in 2014. Here, we look at the realized return in hedonic prices before 2014
to isolate the past return and present democratic participation, which can indicate whether realized
return leads to voters more actively engaging in democratic activities. Panel A reports the result in
voting registrations. Panel B reports the result for donation intensity and panel C reports the result
for percentage of voting in the past general elections. The Standard errors in the parentheses are
clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table IA1. The Tract-Level Feature Effect on Return

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

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Participating 2 Elections 0.00205∗∗∗ 0.01890 0.00200∗∗∗ 0.00797

(0.00047) (0.01304) (0.00047) (0.01665)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00500∗∗∗ 0.02766∗∗ 0.00496∗∗∗ 0.01910

(0.00046) (0.01269) (0.00045) (0.01656)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00850∗∗∗ 0.06098∗∗∗ 0.00843∗∗∗ 0.03031∗∗

(0.00043) (0.01191) (0.00043) (0.01528)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00819∗∗∗ 0.05675∗∗∗ 0.00807∗∗∗ 0.03238∗∗

(0.00043) (0.01214) (0.00043) (0.01559)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01069∗∗∗ 0.06260∗∗∗ 0.01060∗∗∗ 0.01088

(0.00040) (0.01118) (0.00040) (0.01440)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01711∗∗∗ 0.08550∗∗∗ 0.01690∗∗∗ 0.01620

(0.00038) (0.01064) (0.00038) (0.01350)
log(House Value) -0.02041∗∗∗

(0.00043)
log(Median Income) -0.02789∗∗∗

(0.00043)
Participating 2 Elections × log(House Value) -0.00139

(0.00104)
Participating 3 Elections × log(House Value) -0.00186∗

(0.00101)
Participating 4 Elections × log(House Value) -0.00425∗∗∗

(0.00095)
Participating 5 Elections × log(House Value) -0.00395∗∗∗

(0.00097)
Participating 6 Elections × log(House Value) -0.00419∗∗∗

(0.00089)
Participating 7 Elections × log(House Value) -0.00557∗∗∗

(0.00085)
Participating 2 Elections × log(Median Income) -0.00058

(0.00149)
Participating 3 Elections × log(Median Income) -0.00132

(0.00148)
Participating 4 Elections × log(Median Income) -0.00202

(0.00137)
Participating 5 Elections × log(Median Income) -0.00224

(0.00140)
Participating 6 Elections × log(Median Income) -0.00005

(0.00129)
Participating 7 Elections × log(Median Income) -0.00002

(0.00121)
N 2,934,939 2,590,381 2,934,939 2,590,381
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract No Yes No Yes
Race FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents evidence that tract-level house value and median income are not driving factors of the
phenomena that housing return increases with democratic participation, ruling out the spatial sorting scenario - higher
return is observed in neighborhood with higher house value or income. Column (1)–(2) presents the effect of house value
and column (3)–(4) presents the effect of median income. We present the effect of house value and income in general
(since house value and median income are tract-level statistics from ACS, tract-level fixed effects are not absorbed) in
column (1) and (3), while the heterogeneity of effects across groups is presented in column (2) and (4). Standard errors
in the parentheses are clustered by tract.∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table IA2. The Tract-Level Education Effect on Return

(1) (2) (3)

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Participating 2 Elections 0.00199∗∗∗ 0.01889∗∗∗ 0.00785

(0.00047) (0.00708) (0.00805)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00495∗∗∗ 0.02086∗∗∗ 0.00720

(0.00045) (0.00682) (0.00781)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00841∗∗∗ 0.03062∗∗∗ 0.02091∗∗∗

(0.00043) (0.00636) (0.00723)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00816∗∗∗ 0.01953∗∗∗ 0.01259∗

(0.00043) (0.00653) (0.00732)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01068∗∗∗ 0.00766 0.00839

(0.00040) (0.00600) (0.00686)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01704∗∗∗ 0.02464∗∗∗ 0.01742∗∗∗

(0.00038) (0.00560) (0.00645)
Tract Average Education Years -0.01070∗∗∗ -0.01009∗∗∗

(0.00015) (0.00040)
Participating 2 Elections × Tract Average Education Years -0.00122∗∗ -0.00045

(0.00050) (0.00057)
Participating 3 Elections × Tract Average Education Years -0.00115∗∗ -0.00020

(0.00048) (0.00055)
Participating 4 Elections × Tract Average Education Years -0.00161∗∗∗ -0.00093∗

(0.00045) (0.00051)
Participating 5 Elections × Tract Average Education Years -0.00082∗ -0.00036

(0.00046) (0.00052)
Participating 6 Elections × Tract Average Education Years 0.00022 0.00014

(0.00043) (0.00048)
Participating 7 Elections × Tract Average Education Years -0.00055 -0.00011

(0.00040) (0.00046)
N 2,935,537 2,935,537 2,590,682
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract No No Yes
Race FE Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the result of tract-level average education level’s effect on house return across different
participation time with the merged return data and American Consumer Survey data. Column (1) reports the
baseline result of return differential adding the average years of education of the tract as the additional control.
Noting that years old education is a tract-level statistics, the fixed effect of sale year intersecting tract is not
absorbed to avoid multicollinearity. Column (2) additional reports the heterogeneity in tract-level average years
of education’s effect on housing return. Column (3) reports the result adding the sale year intersecting tract fixed
effect and the coefficient of tract-level average years of education becomes omitted due to perfect collinearity,
yet the heterogeneity result remains. The Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract.∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗

indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table IA4. Annual Return by Neighborhood Partisanship

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return Annual Return
Republican Difference -0.06165∗∗∗ -0.08347∗∗∗ -0.04644∗∗∗ -0.07695∗∗∗

(0.00277) (0.00504) (0.00532) (0.00441)
Participating 2 Elections 0.00177∗∗∗ 0.00112 0.00113 0.00367∗∗∗

(0.00042) (0.00084) (0.00095) (0.00064)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00488∗∗∗ 0.00366∗∗∗ 0.00335∗∗∗ 0.00713∗∗∗

(0.00041) (0.00082) (0.00094) (0.00061)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00868∗∗∗ 0.00724∗∗∗ 0.00818∗∗∗ 0.01031∗∗∗

(0.00039) (0.00076) (0.00088) (0.00058)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00820∗∗∗ 0.00616∗∗∗ 0.00660∗∗∗ 0.01052∗∗∗

(0.00039) (0.00079) (0.00090) (0.00058)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01083∗∗∗ 0.00875∗∗∗ 0.00950∗∗∗ 0.01336∗∗∗

(0.00036) (0.00071) (0.00081) (0.00055)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01748∗∗∗ 0.01308∗∗∗ 0.01750∗∗∗ 0.01930∗∗∗

(0.00035) (0.00067) (0.00075) (0.00053)
Participating 2 Elections Rep Diff -0.00033 0.01516∗∗ -0.00404 -0.00211

(0.00327) (0.00656) (0.00674) (0.00547)
Participating 3 Elections Rep Diff -0.00644∗∗ 0.00423 -0.00170 -0.00783

(0.00315) (0.00629) (0.00669) (0.00522)
Participating 4 Elections Rep Diff 0.00079 0.01172∗∗ 0.00609 -0.00743

(0.00298) (0.00576) (0.00644) (0.00489)
Participating 5 Elections Rep Diff 0.00205 0.00208 0.01185∗ 0.00147

(0.00301) (0.00614) (0.00650) (0.00485)
Participating 6 Elections Rep Diff 0.00475∗ 0.01147∗∗ 0.01283∗∗ 0.00252

(0.00277) (0.00545) (0.00581) (0.00457)
Participating 7 Elections Rep Diff -0.00165 -0.00591 0.00645 -0.01111∗∗

(0.00261) (0.00504) (0.00534) (0.00435)
N 3,569,497 848,888 1,039,031 1,549,416
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the effect of the difference of tract-level Republican voter fraction from national average
on return differential. The difference is defined by the fraction of Republican voter of tract 𝑖 minus the fraction
of Republican voter of the whole nation. The objective of this table is to check whether the return differential
is driven by neighborhood-level partisanship. Column (1) reports the result for all voters. Column (2)–(4)
report the results of voters with different political affiliation. Column (2) reports the result for Democrat voters.
Column (3) reports the result for Republican voters and column (4) reports the result for other voters. The
Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%
level respectively.
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Table IA3. The Tract-Level Feature Effect on Return

(1) (2)

Annual Return Annual Return
Participating 2 Elections 0.00206∗∗∗ 0.00190∗∗∗

(0.00047) (0.00047)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00502∗∗∗ 0.00495∗∗∗

(0.00046) (0.00045)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00858∗∗∗ 0.00842∗∗∗

(0.00043) (0.00043)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00812∗∗∗ 0.00816∗∗∗

(0.00044) (0.00043)
Participating 6 Elections 0.01058∗∗∗ 0.01071∗∗∗

(0.00040) (0.00040)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01729∗∗∗ 0.01699∗∗∗

(0.00038) (0.00038)
Latino Fraction (0-100) 0.00021∗∗∗

(0.00001)
Black Fraction (0-100) 0.00032∗∗∗

(0.00002)
Unemployment Rate 0.00082∗∗∗

(0.00007)
Median Age 0.00025∗∗∗

(0.00003)
SNAP 0.00094∗∗∗

(0.00004)
House Owner Fraction 0.00025∗∗∗

(0.00001)
log(House Value) 0.00617∗∗∗

(0.00065)
log(Median Income) -0.02358∗∗∗

(0.00091)
N 2,934,939 2,934,939
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract No No
Race FE Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the result of tract-level features’ effect on house return differentials. The
data is the merge of our return data and American Consumer Survey and the properties without
tract are dropped. (This makes the result different from our benchmark estimation shown in
Table 2 and 3.) Column (1) presents the baseline result for this table, following the regression
specification in Table 2. Column (2) presents the result of return differential controlling for
tract-level features linearly. Sale Year × Tract fixed effect is omitted to avoid perfect collinearity.
The Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at
1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table IA5. Voting Intensity on Return: Before Voting Observation Period

(1) (2)

Return-to-Voting: Sell Before 2014 Voting-to-Return: Buy After 2014

Annual Return Annual Return
Participating 2 Elections 0.00072 0.00857∗∗∗

(0.00088) (0.00133)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00376∗∗∗ 0.01414∗∗∗

(0.00086) (0.00127)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00354∗∗∗ 0.02262∗∗∗

(0.00078) (0.00123)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00422∗∗∗ 0.02157∗∗∗

(0.00080) (0.00128)
Participating 6 Elections 0.00431∗∗∗ 0.02722∗∗∗

(0.00071) (0.00126)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01032∗∗∗ 0.05183∗∗∗

(0.00064) (0.00127)
N 1,305,777 420,540
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract Yes Yes
Race FE Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the result of house return differential in different period to discuss whether
the return differential is the result of active voters taking advantage of post Great Recession real estate
market decline and whether our observations of democratic participation 2014-2020 is a robust way
of reflecting a person’s level of democratic participation in general. Column (1) presents the result for
property sold before 2014. Column (2) presents the result for houses purchased in or after 2014, which
exactly aligns of our observation of democratic participation with the house return observations. The
Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5%
and 10% level respectively.
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Table IA6. Excess Return Across Groups

(1) (2) (3)

Excess Return Excess Return Excess Return
Participating 2 Elections -0.00159∗∗∗ -0.00110∗∗ 0.00184∗∗∗

(0.00039) (0.00044) (0.00044)
Participating 3 Elections -0.00117∗∗∗ -0.00052 0.00444∗∗∗

(0.00038) (0.00043) (0.00042)
Participating 4 Elections 0.00135∗∗∗ 0.00183∗∗∗ 0.00718∗∗∗

(0.00036) (0.00041) (0.00040)
Participating 5 Elections 0.00093∗∗ 0.00161∗∗∗ 0.00688∗∗∗

(0.00037) (0.00041) (0.00040)
Participating 6 Elections 0.00098∗∗∗ 0.00134∗∗∗ 0.00918∗∗∗

(0.00034) (0.00038) (0.00037)
Participating 7 Elections 0.01047∗∗∗ 0.00890∗∗∗ 0.01474∗∗∗

(0.00032) (0.00036) (0.00036)
N 3,444,512 2,782,052 2,424,373
Birth Year FE No Yes Yes
FIPS FE No Yes N/A
Race FE No Yes Yes
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE No No Yes
Sale Year × Tract No No Yes
Holding Period No No Yes

Note: The table presents the result of excess return, measured by individual an-
nual return net of the annual return suggested by tract-level house price index:

𝑟𝑒 = 𝑟−[(𝐻𝑃𝐼𝑆

𝐻𝑃𝐼𝐵
)

1
𝑡𝑆−𝑡𝐵 −1] under different fixed effect specifications. Column (1)

presents the result of not absorbing any fixed effect as the baseline. Column (2)
presents the results absorbing demographic fixed effects including birth year,
county and race. Column (3) presents the result with demographic fixed effects
and spatial fixed effects with higher granularity, including Sale Year-Month ×
FIPS, Sale Year × Tract and holding periods to control the neighborhood effects
and timing of purchase. The Standard errors in the parentheses are clustered
by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table IA7. Wealth Percentile Differences Across Groups

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

Net Wealth Pct Net Wealth Pct Net Wealth Pct Net Wealth Pct
Participating 2 Elections -1.22994 -0.82025 -0.58861 -0.83491

(0.89834) (0.97513) (1.22849) (1.41108)
Participating 3 Elections -2.21081∗∗∗ -1.51677 -0.69124 -1.00944

(0.84335) (0.93387) (1.23543) (1.43468)
Participating 4 Elections -2.27242∗∗∗ -2.04948∗∗ -1.52446 -2.47803∗

(0.84985) (0.91916) (1.18253) (1.33228)
Participating 5 Elections -2.12292∗∗ -1.88011∗∗ -1.26051 -1.84489

(0.82702) (0.89440) (1.14532) (1.29492)
Participating 6 Elections -0.47033 -0.08555 -0.65028 -0.93056

(0.79406) (0.86056) (1.17654) (1.34621)
Participating 7 Elections -2.50619∗∗∗ -2.38129∗∗∗ -0.86342 -1.41991

(0.72599) (0.78040) (1.03543) (1.15204)
N 21,665 18,939 15,831 13,355
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race FE No Yes No Yes
Gender FE No Yes No Yes
FIPS FE Yes Yes N/A N/A
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE No No Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract No No Yes Yes
Holding Month No No Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the result of net wealth percentiles differences across voters with different
levels of democratic participation as a balance test on net wealth, with the merge between return
data and North Carolina credit data and OLS regression. Column (1) presents the result with
baseline fixed effects: birth year and county and column (2) presents the result with extra gender
and race fixed effects. Column (3) presents the result of baseline fixed effects adding higher granular
spatial × time fixed effect to control the neighborhood effects and timing of purchase and column
(4) adds extra fixed effects on race and gender comparing with column (3). The Standard errors
in the parentheses are clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level
respectively.
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Table IA8. Wealth Percentile Differences Across Groups: Poisson Regression

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

Net Wealth Pct Net Wealth Pct Net Wealth Pct Net Wealth Pct
Participating 2 Elections -0.01680 -0.01146 -0.00942 -0.01097

(0.01201) (0.01306) (0.01590) (0.01822)
Participating 3 Elections -0.02993∗∗∗ -0.02075∗ -0.01096 -0.01317

(0.01130) (0.01252) (0.01598) (0.01853)
Participating 4 Elections -0.03002∗∗∗ -0.02743∗∗ -0.02138 -0.03313∗

(0.01138) (0.01233) (0.01521) (0.01710)
Participating 5 Elections -0.02898∗∗∗ -0.02594∗∗ -0.01835 -0.02571

(0.01105) (0.01194) (0.01487) (0.01688)
Participating 6 Elections -0.00569 -0.00071 -0.00920 -0.01209

(0.01051) (0.01139) (0.01510) (0.01718)
Participating 7 Elections -0.03365∗∗∗ -0.03190∗∗∗ -0.01267 -0.01842

(0.00968) (0.01040) (0.01331) (0.01479)
N 21,526 18,820 15,730 13,266
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race FE No Yes No Yes
Gender FE No Yes No Yes
FIPS FE Yes Yes N/A N/A
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE No No Yes Yes
Sale Year × Tract No No Yes Yes
Holding Month No No Yes Yes

Note: The table presents the result of net wealth percentiles differences across voters with different
levels of democratic participation as a balance test on net wealth, with the merge between return
data and North Carolina credit data. Noting that the percentiles are integers, we also run a Poisson
regression instead of OLS regression as reported in Table 22. Column (1) presents the result with
baseline fixed effects: birth year and county and column (2) presents the result with extra gender
and race fixed effects. Column (3) presents the result of baseline fixed effects adding higher granular
spatial × time fixed effect to control the neighborhood effects and timing of purchase and column
(4) adds extra fixed effects on race and gender comparing with column (3). The Standard errors
in the parentheses are clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level
respectively.
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Table IA9. Other Forms of Democratic Participation: Validity of Measure

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

All Voters Democrat Voters Republican Voters Other Voters

Participation Participation Participation Participation
Panel A: Democratic Participation Measured by Donation Intensity
Participating 2 Elections 0.00247 0.00304 0.00233 0.00999∗∗∗

(0.00171) (0.00474) (0.00424) (0.00281)
Participating 3 Elections 0.00690∗∗∗ 0.00881∗ 0.00942∗∗ 0.01279∗∗∗

(0.00163) (0.00457) (0.00401) (0.00267)
Participating 4 Elections 0.02707∗∗∗ 0.02226∗∗∗ 0.03362∗∗∗ 0.03247∗∗∗

(0.00153) (0.00423) (0.00376) (0.00254)
Participating 5 Elections 0.04307∗∗∗ 0.03761∗∗∗ 0.05661∗∗∗ 0.04764∗∗∗

(0.00156) (0.00434) (0.00395) (0.00254)
Participating 6 Elections 0.06829∗∗∗ 0.05679∗∗∗ 0.08641∗∗∗ 0.06996∗∗∗

(0.00146) (0.00402) (0.00362) (0.00244)
Participating 7 Elections 0.12364∗∗∗ 0.11153∗∗∗ 0.14225∗∗∗ 0.11538∗∗∗

(0.00141) (0.00378) (0.00341) (0.00238)
N 2,602,730 410,509 575,148 953,236
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Yes Yes
Panel B: Democratic Participation Measured by Voting Percentage
Participating 2 Elections 0.10733∗∗∗ 0.12999∗∗∗ 0.11119∗∗∗ 0.10002∗∗∗

(0.00154) (0.00534) (0.00434) (0.00225)
Participating 3 Elections 0.17114∗∗∗ 0.20215∗∗∗ 0.19345∗∗∗ 0.15450∗∗∗

(0.00144) (0.00483) (0.00403) (0.00214)
Participating 4 Elections 0.23127∗∗∗ 0.25789∗∗∗ 0.25972∗∗∗ 0.21218∗∗∗

(0.00134) (0.00446) (0.00369) (0.00198)
Participating 5 Elections 0.30360∗∗∗ 0.32850∗∗∗ 0.34215∗∗∗ 0.28060∗∗∗

(0.00138) (0.00455) (0.00378) (0.00203)
Participating 6 Elections 0.38003∗∗∗ 0.41010∗∗∗ 0.42732∗∗∗ 0.34168∗∗∗

(0.00133) (0.00431) (0.00356) (0.00195)
Participating 7 Elections 0.43357∗∗∗ 0.45267∗∗∗ 0.47989∗∗∗ 0.38893∗∗∗

(0.00129) (0.00413) (0.00343) (0.00191)
N 1,991,837 280,360 403,410 718,662
Sale Year-Month × FIPS FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Holding Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tract × Sale Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table reports the result for ’balance test’ of other forms of democratic participation across
different participation levels of voting registration. Column (1) reports the result for all voters.
Column (2) reports the result for democratic voters. Column (3) reports the result for republican
voters and column (4) reports the result for other voters. The Standard errors in the parentheses are
clustered by tract. ∗∗∗,∗∗ and ∗ indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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