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Abstract

While scholars have documented feedback effects among a policy’s direct
winners and losers, less is known about whether such effects can occur
among the indirectly affected—*“the policy adjacent.” Using 458 geocoded
housing developments built between two nearly identical statewide ballot
propositions funding affordable housing in California, we show that pol-
icy generates feedback effects among neighboring residents in systematic
ways. New, nearby affordable housing causes majority-homeowner blocks to
increase their support for the housing bond, while majority-renter blocks
decrease or do not change their support. We attribute the positive effect
among majority-homeowner blocks to the housing’s replacement of blight.
In contrast, the lack of a positive effect among majority-renter blocks may be
driven by the threat of gentrification. Policy implementation can win support
for expansion among unexpected beneficiaries, while failing to do so even

Public policies create winners and losers. This can
generate policy feedback loops: The economic and
social impacts of a policy may shape the political
behavior of those who experience its costs or bene-
fits, reinforcing or undermining its political fortunes
(Pierson, 1993; Soss & Schram, 2007). Yet, the policy
ecosystem is composed of not just direct beneficia-
ries, but also those whose circumstances are shaped
by externalities. Even policies with very specific and
localized beneficiaries can generate broader social and
economic ripple effects through, for example, shared
markets. We show how such externalities can create
policy feedback loops among those only indirectly
affected.

We consider the case of the Low-Income Housing
Tax Credit (LIHTC, pronounced “lie-tech”), which has
accounted for the construction or rehabilitation of

among the policy’s presumed allies.

over 3.6 million affordable housing units nationwide
between 1987 and 2021. We show that voters change
their political behavior in systematic ways when new
LIHTC developments are built in their neighborhoods.
California provides a unique laboratory for this study.
Nearly identical bond measures appeared on the
state’s ballots in November 2002 and November 2006,
each allocating over $2 billion for affordable housing.
Using geolocated data on 458 LIHTC developments
built between these two elections, we find that the
construction of nearby affordable housing causes sup-
port for funding affordable housing to increase by 2 to
2.5 percentage points in Census blocks that comprise
mostly homeowners. Meanwhile, blocks that comprise
mostly renters do not show the same increase, and
may even decrease their support for funding more
affordable housing.
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Given that voters respond to changes in local hous-
ing markets (Larsen et al., 2019), we argue that these
dissimilar effects between homeowners and renters
are driven by two conditions.! First, LIHTC develop-
ments often replace blight, such as empty lots, dilap-
idated structures, or vacant buildings. Second, LIHTC
tends to be sited in disadvantaged areas, which stand
to benefit the most from vacant lot redevelopment
and neighborhood revitalization. As a result, there is
a well-established positive impact of LIHTC develop-
ments on property values in distressed neighborhoods
(Dillman, Horn, & Verrilli, 2017; Voith et al., 2022). At
least 10 published articles have studied the impact
of LIHTC developments on local property values.
Together they demonstrate unequivocally that LIHTC
increases property values in distressed neighborhoods
in the development’s immediate vicinity.”

We argue that both the visible changes in the charac-
ter of a neighborhood due to LIHTC and the resulting
increase in property values drive the positive feedback
effects among homeowners. Homeowners, especially
those residing in lower income neighborhoods, gen-
erally stand to benefit from both of these forces and
ultimately increase their support for affordable hous-
ing policy, even if they are unlikely to be its direct
beneficiaries. As evidence of this mechanism, we show
that homeowners living in areas where LIHTC devel-
opment increased property values showed greater pol-
icy feedback effects compared to areas where LIHTC
caused property values to decrease. Renters, mean-
while, have a more equivocal relationship with policies
like LIHTC. We suspect, but cannot directly test, that
support for policies that improve “blighted” neigh-
borhoods is muted or complicated by fears of rising
rents.

We integrate these findings into the broader policy
feedback literature by defining a new theoretical con-
cept: the policy adjacent. This category encompasses
the individuals who are affected by the spillovers of
the policy. Depending on their internal calculus, the
policy adjacent may be “winners” or “losers.” The
homeowners in our study context tend to be the
policy adjacent winners—indirect beneficiaries who
become more supportive of the policy. These home-
owners increase their support for affordable housing
once they experience positive localized externalities
of new LIHTC developments, potentially making them
an unexpected ally in building support for policy
expansion.

In contrast, though the evidence is more circum-
spect, renters tend to be the policy adjacent losers—
individuals who, despite generally fitting the profile

! Throughout the text, we use the terms “homeowners” and “renters” as
shorthand for “majority-homeowner blocks” and “majority-renter blocks,”
respectively.

2 See Dillman, Horn, and Verrilli (2017) for a review.

of those whom the policy is intended to help, do not
receive assistance. Instead, renters living near the new
LIHTC are left vulnerable to its negative or mixed
externalities. We might expect to observe a politi-
cal backlash or ambivalence toward the policy from
these policy adjacent losers. These individuals, who
are typically assumed to be a natural constituency for
expanding housing assistance, may in fact opt out of
a broad-based renter coalition around policy expan-
sion because they receive no direct benefits but suffer
negative or mixed externalities.

We test our theory in a way that addresses two
common challenges of the policy feedback literature.
First, prior studies of both direct and indirect policy
feedback have typically relied on self-reported attitu-
dinal outcomes (e.g., external efficacy) or behavioral
outcomes somewhat removed from the policy of inter-
est (e.g., turnout). As Campbell (2012, p. 347) writes,
“ImJany existing feedback studies show the feed but
not the back (or they just assume the back). Such
studies show that policies affect the public in some
way, altering attitudes or behaviors. But [...they] do
not demonstrate that those attitudinal or behavioral
patterns owing to program design affect subsequent
policy outcomes.” California’s statewide housing
bonds represent meaningful, policy-relevant pretreat-
ment and posttreatment behavioral outcomes: votes
dictating public funding for housing assistance.

Second, it is usually hard to identify both the
direct and indirect policy winners and losers because
individual-level data on eligibility, policy uptake, and
usage are typically restricted to protect privacy. By
their nature, the externalities of new LIHTC devel-
opments are spatially concentrated in the neighbor-
hoods in which they are sited. This allows us to easily
identify voters “treated” by these externalities. That
the siting of just one LIHTC development nearby
affects support for a $2+ billion bond suggests an
array of other possible attitudinal and behavioral out-
comes among the policy adjacent that have yet to be
investigated.

THE POLICY ADJACENT

We define the policy adjacent as those who experience
the externalities of policy implementation. Though
we are not the first to describe public policies as
having externalities, spillover effects, or unintended
consequences, little attention has been paid to artic-
ulating the political relevance of particular groups that
experience the indirect costs and benefits of a policy.
Understanding the political consequences of external-
ities requires identifying affected groups—for which
we introduce the concept of policy adjacency—and
analyzing how they express themselves in a coherent,
political way.
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Adjacency is often geographic—as in the case of a
LIHTC development’s neighbors—but it need not be.
Anyone who experiences indirect benefits or harms
from a policy can be considered a member of the
policy adjacent. Examples of these groups, and the
externalities that they endure, are present through-
out the policy feedback literature. For instance, wind
turbine subsidies directly benefit landholders, energy
developers, and consumers, but turbine construc-
tion can also negatively affect nearby residents, who
decrease their electoral support for the responsible
party (Stokes, 2016). Likewise, while incarceration has
been found to decrease an individual’s turnout and
trust in government (Weaver & Lerman, 2010; White,
2019), indirect or “proximal contact” with the crimi-
nal justice system by the family, friends, and neighbors
of those incarcerated is linked to an array of behav-
ioral changes, from distrust and alienation (Lerman
& Weaver, 2014) to mobilization for change (Walker,
2020).

The concept of the policy adjacent can be used to
better understand the local constituencies for and
against other familiar social welfare policy instru-
ments. First, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP formerly known as “The Food Stamps
Program”) provides electronic benefits to help low-
income families purchase food. Due to income
segregation, SNAP’s benefits tend to be a spatially
concentrated infusion of federal funds into low-
income neighborhoods. This localized boon affects
the local grocery economy;, as the use of SNAP benefits
increases local grocery prices (Leung & Seo, 2023).
Thus, while individuals receiving SNAP are the direct
policy beneficiaries, nearby grocers indirectly benefit
from the federal program’s steady stream of revenue.
These grocers are policy adjacent winners. Less com-
monly considered part of the coalition in favor of SNAP
expansion, retail grocers in low-income communities
are apt to increase their support for the program once
they have experienced its spillover benefits.

But the infusion of resources into the local grocery
economy has spillover costs. For low-income com-
munity members either just above the SNAP income
eligibility threshold or no longer qualifying for the
program due to time limits, an increase in local
food prices is a concentrated burden. If nonbene-
ficiaries connect the price increase to the influx of
SNAP benefits and believe they are unlikely to become
eligible themselves, they may see the expansion of
SNAP as increasingly harmful to their well-being.
These low-income shoppers are the policy adjacent
losers. While they are the natural constituency for
supporting SNAP expansion, their vulnerable posi-
tion combined with SNAP’s negative spillovers may
demobilize or persuade them that the program is not
worth expanding absent a guarantee that they will be
covered.

A second example comes from the Housing Choice
Voucher Program (formerly called “Section 8”), which
provides vouchers to low-income individuals covering
the difference between 30% of the voucher-holder’s
income and a calculated fair market rent for units
in low- to lower middle income neighborhoods. This
steady stream of benefits makes landlords—the policy
adjacent winners—a potential constituency in favor of
expanding voucher funds. Indeed, while many land-
lords refuse to rent to voucher holders, others actively
seek out this revenue stream, with some landlords
recruiting tenants right outside of the voucher office
(Rosen, 2014).

But far more individuals qualify for vouchers than
the federal government provides, meaning vouchers
are distributed via lottery. Consequently, only one in
four families eligible for voucher assistance eventu-
ally receives it (Ellen, 2020). This rationing of rental
assistance means that most low-income renters are
the policy adjacent losers, competing against voucher
holders for a limited supply of eligible housing units.
And like SNAP the infusion of steady funds into
the local housing economy may increase the cost of
market-rate rental units (Susin, 2002, but see Eriksen &
Ross, 2015). If a non—voucher holding renter connects
this rise in nearby housing costs to competition from
voucher holders, the renter may decide that expansion
of the voucher program is detrimental to their hous-
ing stability. Again, a natural constituency for policy
expansion is either demobilized or turned against it via
negative indirect policy feedback.

In these cases, the status of nonbeneficiaries as the
policy adjacent losers is not the same as opponents
in political conflict, such that a policy defeat may
serve as a mobilizing symbol (e.g., Lacombe, 2022).
Instead, their exclusion from the program’s benefits
is an “unanticipated policy loss” that risks under-
mining support among a key constituency (Jacobs &
Weaver, 2015). If program expansion were to guarantee
that they would receive the SNAP benefits or hous-
ing vouchers, then these constituencies may become
more supportive.

POLICY FEEDBACK AND THE
LOW-INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT

How Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) creates policy adjacent winners
and losers

First enacted in 1986, LIHTC subsidizes the construc-
tion and rehabilitation of affordable rental housing for
low- and moderate-income tenants. Although federal
guidelines allow for a mix of low-income and market-
rate housing in a given development, in practice the
overwhelming majority of units are earmarked for
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(@) Prior to LIHTC housing (2016)

oy

low-income residents. LIHTC credits are used to fund
90% of new project-based affordable housing units
and they have funded 25% of all new multifamily
housing units nationwide from 2000 to 2019, provid-
ing millions of affordable units (The New York Times,
2012; Freemark & Scally, 2023).

Like all public policies, LIHTC creates winners and
losers. Some of these are direct “winners”—the rela-
tively few people who are allocated affordable units
within the LIHTC housing—and direct “losers”—those
taxpayers who would prefer not to fund afford-
able housing. But affordable housing has impacts on
the local neighborhood and market for both owned
and rented homes, and so LIHTC also creates eco-
nomic and social externalities in the neighborhoods
in which new developments are built. To understand
these externalities requires a closer consideration of
what LIHTC-funded affordable housing looks like and
where it is sited.

Federally subsidized low-income housing tends to
be built in disadvantaged neighborhoods (Freeman,
2004). In our own data, LIHTC units tend to be
sited in lower income, higher minority Census blocks.
These sorts of places attract LIHTC developments
because of developers’ economic considerations (i.e.,
where building LIHTC units is financially viable due
to cheap land) and because there they are unlikely
to meet strong “Not In My Backyard” (NIMBY)-style
opposition.

This has important implications for how LIHTC is
received by neighboring residents and for its potential
to change local neighborhoods. New LIHTC hous-
ing tends to make neighborhoods more desirable by
replacing blight (see, e.g., Figure 1), reducing crime,
and bringing in financial and infrastructural invest-
ment, which is both reflected in residents’ qualitative
assessments of their local areas and capitalized into
higher property values (Diamond & McQuade, 2019;
Dillman, Horn, & Verrilli, 2017).

The nearby residents who experience these effects
of LIHTC constitute the policy adjacent, a group con-
taining winners and losers. For instance, homeowners

(b) With LIHTC housing (2019)

FIGURE 1 1036 Mission Street, San
Francisco, California. Notes: These images
were captured by Google Street View.

and renters will be differently impacted by housing
price fluctuations. Homeowners, on average, are the
policy adjacent winners, because they benefit from
improvements to theirimmediate neighborhood, both
in terms of increased property values and blight reduc-
tion.®> Meanwhile, renters face a more complicated
set of circumstances. They benefit from investment
in their neighborhoods, but rising property values
may contribute to higher rents and housing instabil-
ity. To the extent that renters perceive or experience
the policy as detrimental to their own well-being, we
may consider them LIHTC'’s policy adjacent losers.
Though they are often in principle eligible for hous-
ing assistance, it is highly unlikely that they will
receive newly constructed affordable housing units
themselves; instead, they are left vulnerable to the
externalities of the new LIHTC development on the
local housing market.*

From neighborhood change to behavioral
change among LIHTC’s policy adjacent

For LIHTC’s neighborhood effects to generate feed-
back to political behavior, these effects must be both
visible and traceable to the policy itself (Patash-
nik & Zelizer, 2013). We argue that nearby residents
notice the ways in which new LIHTC developments
reshape their neighborhoods, attribute these changes
directly to LIHTC, and in turn change their support for
building new affordable housing.

3 While homeownership provides more housing stability than renting, and
homeowners in our study have, on average, higher household incomes than
renters, they still tend to live in distressed or gentrifying areas and are not
affluent. In the context of LIHTC’s effects, we still consider them “winners”
because they experience a net benefit from new LIHTC construction. Home-
owners are unlikely to face the threat of displacement or foreclosure when
home values increase due to rising property taxes. In fact, property taxes are
unlikely to pose a major concern within our study because California’s Propo-
sition 13 limits the taxable assessed value to a maximum 2% increase each
year.

* Although individual LIHTC developments prioritize local residents in lot-
teries for a share of the units, “local” may be defined at the city or even
metropolitan level.
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Built by private developers, largely funded through
the tax system rather than more conspicuous pub-
lic budgets, and typically smaller in physical scale
than the massive public housing projects of the 1950s
and 1960s, LIHTC developments may not be imme-
diately recognizable as affordable housing to casual
observers. But local residents are keenly aware of the
nature of these developments, for several reasons.
First, LIHTC developments are almost always subject
to public hearings prior to approval. While attendance
at these hearings may be incomplete, developers are
typically required to notify residents within 300 feet
of the development site that the hearing is occurring.
Outside of these hearings, LIHTC developers com-
monly rely on informal public information sessions
to win local support for the projects (Scally & Tighe,
2015). Following approval, disruption from the gener-
ally year-long construction process is unavoidable for
nearby residents, raising their awareness of the devel-
opment and drawing attention to the site’s mandatory
signage. Finally, public officials often use local media
coverage of the housing’s opening to claim credit for
creating affordable housing.” These meetings, notifi-
cations, and media accounts almost without exception
highlight the affordable nature of these developments.

Evidence that residents associate LIHTC with
the improvement of their neighborhoods is found
throughout the academic literature as well as media
coverage. As Reid (2019) reports, “In the higher poverty
tracts in the sample, the LIHTC properties ... stood
out for their quality and upkeep in comparison with
the market-rate buildings nearby, something that
residents also pointed out frequently during the inter-
views” (p. 656). Reid goes on to document how LIHTC
developments in California were perceived as invest-
ments in neighborhoods and avoided the stigma of
more traditional forms of public housing, at least from
the perspective of residents (p. 656). One resident is
quoted as saying, “Every neighborhood should have
affordable housing. It helps change the neighborhood,
makes it better, cleaner and safer” (Reid, 2019, p. 657).

Similarly, Turbov (2006) describes how, “Over the
past decade [since the mid-1990s] public housing has
taken a radical departure, from causing neighborhood
decline to reversing it. ... New developments have
radically changed the urban landscape and rebuilt
neighborhood economies” (pp. 188-189). Local news
reports quote neighbors and supporters of LIHTC
proposals praising the developments for revitalizing
empty lots. A recent New York Times report covered
the court-ordered construction of a 102-unit LIHTC
development in New Berlin, WI (Eligon, 2020). Prior
to the development, one opponent of the project had
emailed the city’s mayor stating: “If I wanted to live by

5See SI Section A (p. A-2) for examples.

low-cost housing people, I would have stayed in Mil-
waukee County.” Following the LIHTC’s construction,
that resident regretted his opposition: “I just shot from
the hip on that and probably should have been more
wary. ... If they wanted to build another, more power
to them.”

Thus, the construction of new LIHTC is highly
visible and its positive effects on the surrounding
neighborhood are easily traceable. But our analysis
goes one step further: We also expect that LIHTC
will reshape the local community’s political behavior.
Specifically, our first hypothesis is that homeown-
ers will become more supportive of building further
affordable housing, both in their communities and in
general. The primary mechanism, we posit, is LIHTC’s
effect on their neighborhood conditions—from aes-
thetic improvements to crime reduction (Freedman &
Owens, 2011)—which are also capitalized into prop-
erty values. To use the language of the policy feedback
literature, this constitutes a “resource effect.”® Given
the well-documented absence of a strong partisan
dimension and the dominance of economic self-
interest in decision making in this context (Einstein,
Glick, & Palmer, 2019; Marble & Nall, 2021), we expect
homeowners—whose homes are not only their largest
asset, but also highly illiquid, making them particu-
larly sensitive to their value—to have a clear, positive
political response to nearby LIHTC.

For renters, the advantages of blight reduction may
be counterbalanced by the perception that rising
property values threaten their housing stability, result-
ing in mixed political effects. In 2019, New York City’s
Deputy Mayor for Housing noted renters’ perception
of even affordable housing as a gentrification threat:
“[TThe only way that we get a more integrated city is if
we have more affordable housing across a wider range
of neighborhoods. If people fear that theyre going to
be pushed out of their neighborhood, they will not
accept housing” (Goodman, 2019).

Given these countervailing forces, renters are
unlikely to behave like homeowners. How exactly
renters will be affected by new, nearby LIHTC depends
on the relative strength of these opposing forces: the
benefits of blight reduction versus the costs of housing
instability. In the context of an expensive housing
market like California’s, we expect the costs to out-
weigh the benefits. Thus, our second hypothesis is
that renters in our sample will decrease their support
for the housing bonds in response to the construction
of nearby LIHTC.

5 We consider the possibility of a non-material mechanism of policy feedback
(interpretive effects) in our “Conclusion.”
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DATA AND MEASUREMENT

To test our theory of the policy adjacent in the case
of LIHTC housing, we use the presence of two simi-
lar affordable housing bonds placed on the California
statewide general election ballot in 2002 and 2006. The
foundation of the data set is California election data
aggregated to the 2010 Census block level, which is
our unit of analysis throughout (McCue, 2011). Using
a series of crosswalks and spatial joins, we construct
a data set of 15,769 unique blocks near LIHTC devel-
opments. For each block we measure voting returns,
treatment status, and a bevy of block- and tract-level
characteristics, described below.

These 15,769 blocks are far fewer than the roughly
710,000 Census blocks in California, but they con-
tain 7% of the population of California as of 2000. Of
course, the residents living in these blocks are not rep-
resentative of California as a whole. They are poorer,
more racially diverse, and less likely to be homeown-
ers than the average Californian. We return to the
generalizability of our findings beyond this sample
below.

Dependent variable To measure voters’ support for
building new affordable housing, we use the pres-
ence of two $2+ billion housing bonds placed on
statewide ballots in California, the first in November
2002 (Proposition 46)” and the second in November
2006 (Proposition 1C).% Both bonds were placed on
the ballot by the Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust
Fund Acts of 2002 and 2006, and were very similar in
content and wording. In 2002, a $2.1 billion bond was
to provide:

shelters for battered women; clean and
safe housing for low-income senior
citizens; emergency shelters for home-
less families with children; housing
with social services for homeless and
mentally ill; repairs/accessibility improve-
ments to apartments for families and
handicapped citizens; military veteran
homeownership assistance; and secu-
rity improvements/repairs to existing
emergency shelters.

And in 2006, another $2.85 billion bond was to provide:
shelters for battered women and their

children; clean and safe housing for low-
income senior citizens; homeownership

7UC Law SF Scholarship Repository, CA Ballot Propositions & Initiatives
(2002).
8 (UC Law SF Scholarship Repository, 2002; UC Law SF Scholarship Repository,
2006).

assistance for the disabled, military veter-
ans, and working families; and repairs and
accessibility improvements to apartments
for families and disabled citizens.

The 2002 bond passed with 57.6% of the vote, the 2006
bond with 57.8% of the vote.

Our primary outcome of interest is the difference in
support for the 2002 and 2006 bonds, which provided
near-identical opportunities for voters to express sup-
port for major investments in building affordable
housing statewide. Although affordable housing was
only one of several components of the two bonds, it
was the main focus of the media coverage and mes-
saging around them: They were commonly referred
to simply as the “low-income housing bond” (e.g.,
Gledhill, 2002) or the “affordable housing bond” (e.g.,
de Sa, 2006). After the successful passage of the first
bond in 2002, local media reported on—and politi-
cians claimed credit for—the use of the funds to build
a large number of affordable units (Stewart, 2004);
these claims were reiterated in the run-up to the 2006
election (Coit, 2006).° We obtain block-level returns
for both ballot initiatives from the California Secretary
of State online repository'’ and compute the differ-
ence in average block-level support for the bonds
between 2002 and 2006.'!

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) develop-
ments We are interested in the presence of new
LIHTC-funded affordable housing developments dur-
ing the 4 years between the 2002 and 2006 elections.
LIHTC credits can be used both to construct new
affordable housing and to rehabilitate existing struc-
tures as affordable housing. We only use projects that
were new constructions and drop those dedicated
toward building rehabilitation. Rehabilitation of exist-
ing LIHTC is more likely to be an internal investment
in the existing building, which would be less likely to
reduce blight.

We obtain data for every LIHTC-funded project from
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD) National Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
Database. We focus on the 458 LIHTC developments
placed into service in California from 2003 to 2006,
inclusive, of which 446 have complete data.'> The
median dwelling had 79 units, of which 72 (92% of
units) were reserved for low-income residents.'® Along
with new development between the two elections, we

9 See SI Section A (p. A-2) for media coverage of the bonds.

10 California Secretary of State (n.d.).

11 See SI Section B.1 (p. A-3) for more details.

12We lack month-level data on when developments were placed in ser-
vice. Thus, we are possibly excluding usable LIHTC developments from late
November and December 2002 as well as inappropriately including develop-
ments from late November and December 2006. Either error would likely add
noise to our estimates, not bias.

13 See SI Section B.2 (p. A-3) for more detail.
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also geocode LIHTC developments built from 1999 to
2002 and developments placed into service from 2007
to 2010, which are deployed in various analyses. We
validate the accuracy of the geocodes by employing
best practices articulated by Wilson et al. (2024).

Homeownership and rentership We classify “renter
blocks” or “homeowner blocks” based on the ter-
cile cutpoints of homeownership among all unique
blocks. Blocks in the lowest tercile of homeowner-
ship (<21% homeowners) are “renter blocks,” or the
policy adjacent losers, while blocks in the highest
tercile of homeownership (>67% homeowners) are
“homeowner blocks,” or the policy adjacent winners.

Since our analysis is conducted at the block level,
we cannot directly observe whether the treatment
effects among homeowner blocks and renter blocks
are driven by individual homeowners and renters,
respectively. But because these blocks are overwhelm-
ingly dominated by one group or the other, we do not
think that ecological inference concerns are a major
threat. Renter blocks have a population-weighted
mean homeownership rate of only 6%; homeowner
blocks have a population-weighted mean homeown-
ership rate of 83%. We present our results across
a range of homeownership cutpoints in Supporting
Information (SI) Section E2 (p. A-15) to show their
robustness to alternative specifications.

We additionally collect data on a number of block-
level Census variables that are relevant to local hous-
ing politics, including race and ethnicity, vacancy
rates, and population density.'* All of these variables
are measured as of 2000, prior to the 2002 election and
subsequent construction of LIHTC developments. We
use these to assess balance on pretreatment covariates
to evaluate the validity of our research designs.

RESEARCH DESIGNS

To identify the causal effect of LIHTC development
on the policy adjacent, we need to address a central
endogeneity problem: LIHTC developments are not
sited at random. Rather, they may be disproportion-
ately located in areas with higher political support for
affordable housing, in residentially sparse or gentrify-
ing areas, or areas that are otherwise associated with
our political outcomes of interest. To circumvent this
problem, we use two analytical strategies. Both are
based on a difference-in-differences design where the
first of these differences is the change in voter sup-
port for the housing bond between 2002 and 2006. We

4 Income-related variables are unavailable at the Census block level. See SI
Section B.3 (p. A-5).

term these two designs the near-far and the near-near
design.'®

Near-far design

Our first approach, the near-far design, compares
blocks that are treated by new LIHTC developments to
nearby blocks that are just too far to be affected. The
key identification assumption of this approach is that
in the absence of new LIHTC construction, support for
affordable housing would have moved in parallel in
the treatment group—the ring of blocks closest to the
development—and the control group—an outer ring
of blocks just further away. This assumption is likely to
hold when adjacent blocks within a neighborhood are
similar to one another, but there is some exogenous,
hyper-local variation in the lots that are available for
development.

In properly defining the treatment and control rings
under this approach, the analyst faces a trade-off. The
identification assumption is more likely to hold the
smaller the treatment and control areas, but the rings
should be large enough to capture the entire group of
people substantially affected by the LIHTC develop-
ment as well as a large enough sample of control units
to precisely detect any treatment effects. We find that
the bandwidths that balance these competing consid-
erations are within a 350-m radius from the LIHTC
development for the treatment group, and between
350 and 600 m away for the controls.'® Figure 2
visualizes the near-far design in San Francisco, CA.

To empirically test the identification assumption,
we subset the data to homeowner blocks and renter
blocks as defined above. SI Section C.1 (p. A-6)
presents the pretreatment covariate balance between
treated and control units within each subset as well as
the sample as a whole. For both homeowner and renter
blocks, treated units are comparable to control units
on observable block-level covariates measured prior
to LIHTC construction. This suggests that within the
600-m radius, the exact location of the LIHTC devel-
opment is plausibly exogenous to some common
(observed) confounders.

We estimate the effect of nearby LIHTC on support
for affordable housing using ordinary least squares.
Our sample is constructed by taking every LIHTC
development sited in 2003-2006, indexed by [, and
gathering all blocks, indexed by b, within a 600-m
radius. Then, we estimate the equation:

Yy, = Bo + B1 Ty, + Borenter;, + Bs ( Tyxrenter,) + &+ ey, (1)

15 This approach is inspired by Asquith, Mast, and Reed (2023).
16See SI Section E1 (p. A-14) for a discussion of bandwidth choice, and
sensitivity analyses using other definitions.
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FIGURE 2 Visualization of the near-far design. Notes: Treated
blocks—those that are near Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) developments built in 2003—2006—are orange, and control
blocks—those that are just farther from LIHTC developments built
in 2003-2006—are black.

where T defines the block’s treatment status and
renter captures the degree of rentership as opposed
to homeownership in the block.!” Since our theory
predicts divergent effects among homeowners and
renters, we include an interaction term between T
and renter. We also include ¢, a LIHTC-level fixed
effect, to account for unobserved confounders com-
mon to all blocks associated with a development. We
use robust standard errors clustered at the LIHTC
level.

Since both a block’s exposure to LIHTC and its
rentership status are matters of degree, there is not
one unique approach to defining the T or renter vari-
ables. To ensure that our results are not sensitive to any
particular choice, we now present several alternative
definitions of these variables. In the “Results” section,
we report estimates under each approach, and they all
consistently agree with one another.

Defining the treatment.
1. Binary. Our first approach, illustrated in Figure 2, is

to create a treatment ring and a control ring around
each LIHTC development. Then, for the sample of

17Some blocks enter the analysis multiple times if they are within 600 m of
multiple LIHTC developments. Thus, we index Yand Tby both /and bin order
to uniquely identify every block-development pairing.

blocks within a 600-m radius of any /, we define:

1 if most of the area of block b is
< 350 m away from [

0 if most of the area of block b is °
> 350 m away from !/

Ty =

2. Continuous in distance. Alternatively, Ty, may be
constructed as a continuous variable based on a
block’s spatial proximity to the LIHTC develop-
ment. For each block within 600 m of each LIHTC
development, we compute dy, as the great circle
distance between the centroid of the block and the
development. For comparability across our differ-
ent approaches, we rescale dj;, to be between 0 and
1 by dividing by its maximum value in the data,
and then we invert it so that higher values represent
more intensive treatment:

d =1- _ Ay
b max;, (dp)

Finally, we compute Ty, as the standardized version
of d;b, subtracting its mean value and dividing by two
standard deviations (Gelman, 2008).

3. Continuous in size. Intensity of treatment may
also depend on the cumulative number of LIHTC
units to which a block is exposed. Thus, for each
block within 600 m of each LITHC development,
we compute Ty, as the total number of units over
all treatment rings (defined according to the Binary
approach above) to which block b belongs. Once
more, we standardize this variable.

Defining rentership. In addition to our binary cod-
ing of renter blocks according to the homeownership
tercile cutpoints (1 = bottom tercile, 0 = top tercile),
we compute a continuous version of renter;, as the
proportion of households in a block that are not home-
owners, ranging from 0 (100% homeowners) to 1 (100%
renters). The continuous approach increases our sam-
ple size compared to the binary approach, since it does
not require excluding the middle tercile.

Near-near design

Though our near-far design shows balance on observ-
able characteristics, unobserved confounders remain
a risk. For example, LIHTC developers may target
specific locations where new housing is most politi-
cally feasible to permit, thus confounding our causal
estimates.

Our near-near design accounts for this possibility
by comparing areas treated by LIHTC developments
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37.81°N development sited in 2003-2006 as well as 2007-2010.
= Then we gather all blocks within a 350-m radius of
3780°N }] each development.'® We estimate the equation:
s179°N Yipe = Bo + B1 Tipe + Barentery + B3 (Tipe * rentery,)
37.78°N “'m” ‘ +{e+ e (2)
BN where / indexes all LIHTC developments in this sam-

Latitude

SN ‘V!-_’ A =
37.73°N - I NN
122.46°W

~— [/

122.42°W  122.40°W  122.38°W

Longitude

FIGURE 3 Visualization of near-near design. Nofes: Treated
blocks—those that receive Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) developments in 2003-2006—are orange, and control
blocks—those that receive LIHTC developments in 2007-2010—are
black.

between 2003 and 2006 to areas that will be treated by
new LIHTC between 2007 and 2010. By defining these
later-treated units as controls, we compare areas that
are similarly prone to new LIHTC development, but
with different treatment timings. The key identifica-
tion assumption under this approach is that political
support for affordable housing would have moved in
parallel between the earlier-treated and later-treated
areas in the absence of LIHTC construction. This
assumption would hold if the two sets of areas shared
all the political and geographic characteristics that
make them attractive to developers, and if any differ-
ences in the timing of development were purely due to
the idiosyncratic nature of building and permitting.
The primary risk to this near-near design would be
if the timing of a LIHTC development were driven
by neighborhood-level political factors correlated with
our dependent variable. We believe this risk to be
small. The funding process in California is highly com-
petitive, with roughly 27%-58% of developer appli-
cations funded between 2007 and 2012 (Diamond &
McQuade, 2019). The high rejection rate of applica-
tions for LIHTC funding each year suggests a large
degree of variation in when a project is funded that
is unrelated to the preferences of nearby residents.
SI Section C.2 (p. A-7) shows the weighted mean
difference in our block-level covariates within home-
ownership terciles and the sample as a whole. As in
the near-far design, our treated and control units are
comparable on observable pretreatment covariates.
Figure 3 visualizes the near-near strategy. To con-
struct the sample for this design, we take every LIHTC

ple, b indexes blocks, and c indexes metro areas
(CBSAs in the Census). We can no longer include
a LIHTC-level fixed effect, since there is no within-
LIHTC variation in this design; instead, ¢ represents a
CBSA-level fixed effect. The renter variable may once
again be binary or continuous, as described in the
near-far design. Similarly, Tmay be defined in multiple
ways:

1. Binary. Let L3¢ represent the set of LIHTC devel-
opments sited in 2003-2006 and Lg;;¢ represent
the set of LIHTC developments sited in 2007-2010.
Then, for the sample of blocks within 350 m of any
le{Ly306, Lo710}, We compute:

1
Tipe = {0

Because of clustering in the location of LIHTC devel-
opments (An et al.,, 2023), some blocks that were
treated in 2003-2006 were treated again in 2007-2010;
these blocks are included in the treated group but
excluded from the controls.

if 1€ Ly3o6
if leLo7yo

1. Continuous in size.'” For the same sample as in the
Binary approach, we define Ty, as the sum of units
of LIHTC sited in 2003-2006 within 350 m of block
b. Thus, all control blocks—those treated in 2007-
2010 but not 2003-2006—receive a value of 0. This
variable is then standardized.

Table 1 summarizes our specifications.

RESULTS
Changes in policy support
Our near-far design measures the effect of new afford-

able housing when comparing blocks surrounding the
same LIHTC development using a LIHTC-level fixed

18 Blocks enter the analysis multiple times if they are within 350 m of multiple
LIHTC developments.

19 The “continuous in distance” specification from the near-far design cannot
be used for the near-near design because the control units are not spatially
proximate to their comparable treated units.
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10 THE POLICY ADJACENT
TABLE 1 Model specifications.

Model Treatment Rentership Sample size
Near-far design

Binary Binary Binary 6,000
Proximity Continuous (distance) Binary 6,000

Units Continuous (size) Binary 6,000
Continuous rentership Binary Continuous 9,292
Near-near design

Binary Binary Binary 4,038

Units Continuous (size) Binary 4,038
Continuous rentership Binary Continuous 6,144

Notes: This table summarizes the treatment and rentership subgroup definitions that constitute our main analysis, as detailed in the “Research Designs” section
above. The resulting sample sizes for each specification are reported in the rightmost column.

effect.”’ Figure 4 shows the effect of proximity to a
LIHTC development on the change in support for
the housing bonds across the four near-far specifica-
tions.?! For the “Continuous rentership” specification,
“Homeowners” can be interpreted as blocks with 100%
homeowners and “Renters” as blocks with 0% home-
owners. Additionally, we present Holm-Bonferroni
adjusted confidence intervals to account for our two
hypotheses.?”

The presence of nearby, new affordable housing
causes voters in homeowner blocks to increase their
support for funding affordable housing by 1.9 to 2.3
percentage points, an approximately .2 standard devi-
ation increase in the voter-weighted average change
in support for the housing bonds. Importantly, this
effect is positive, meaning homeowners—who as a
group are traditionally more averse to affordable hous-

20See SI Section G.4 (p. A-19) for a nonparametric difference in means
analysis.

21 See SI Section D (p. A-8) for results in tabular form.

22 See SI Section E (p. A-12) for a detailed discussion of this adjustment.

0.04
0.03
0.02
g
<
g 0.01
B R LR L ---
-0.01 }
-0.02
-0.03
Binary Proximity Units Continuous
rentership
€@ Homeowners ‘ Renters
FIGURE 4 Effect of new, nearby Low-Income Housing Tax

Credit developments on change in support for housing bonds,
near-far design. Notes: Error bars represent 95% confidence
intervals adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing. Sample size for
“Binary” (n=6,000), “Proximity” (rn = 6,000), “Units” (n = 6,000),
and “Continuous rentership” (n = 9,292).

ing than renters—increase their support for funding
affordable housing once exposed to its implementa-
tion. However, as expected, the effect of LIHTC on
predominantly renter blocks is substantially smaller.
The renter coefficients suggest that a new, nearby
LIHTC development causes these voters to decrease
their support by .8 to 1.5 percentage points.

Figure 5 shows estimated treatment effects under
the near-near design. A new, nearby LIHTC devel-
opment causes homeowner blocks to increase their
support for the housing bonds by 1.8 to 2.5 percentage
points. In contrast, renter blocks experience a 1.3 to
2.2 percentage point decrease in bond support. In two
of three models, the treatment effects among renter
blocks are not statistically significant at conventional
levels.

Together, the results of the near-far and near-
near models support our first hypothesis. Homeown-
ers show a clear increase in support for affordable

0.05
0.04
0.03
0.02
0.01
000--------7------

Estimate

-0.01
-0.02
-0.03
-0.04

Continuous
rentership

Binary Units

@ Homeowners 4k Renters

FIGURE 5 Effect of new, nearby Low-Income Housing Tax
Credit developments on change in support for housing bonds,
near-near design. Notes: Error bars represent 95% confidence
intervals adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing. Sample size for
“Binary” (n=4,038), “Units” (n=4,038), and “Continuous
rentership” (n=6,144).
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housing in response to new LIHTC. For our second
hypothesis—that LIHTC would decrease renter sup-
port for funding housing—we are more cautious. The
overall trend is negative, but is only statistically sig-
nificant in four of our seven models. This is at least
partially attributable to the fact that the sample of
the near-near approach is 50% smaller than that of
the near-far approach. Still, while the renter results on
their own are not consistently statistically significant,
the difference between the positive effects on home-
owner blocks and the mixed effects on renter blocks is
statistically significant across all specifications.

Validity

To probe the validity of our designs, we conduct
a placebo test replicating the near-far design using
LIHTC developments built between 2007 and 2010.
Because these LIHTC developments were opened after
the 2006 election, there should be no difference in
change in support for the housing bonds from 2002
to 2006 between the blocks “near” and “far” from
them. SI Table G-14 shows this to be true. Home-
owner and renter blocks treated between 2007 and
2010 show consistently null results, both in magnitude
and statistical significance.

To investigate our theoretical claim that homeown-
ership is the primary cleavage driving response to new,
nearby LIHTC development, we repeat our near-far
and near-near designs on our other block-level covari-
ates: racial demographics (% non-Hispanic White, %
Black, % Latinx), vacancy rate, and population den-
sity (SI Figures G-8 on p. A-17 and G-9 on p. A-18).
We do not find any statistically significant differences
between blocks with high and low values of these vari-
ables. Additionally, treatment effects are null for blocks
in the middle tercile of homeownership, reinforcing
the importance of this cleavage (Table G-15, p. A-18).

Because new LIHTC developments are constantly
being built, some blocks may have been treated by a
new LIHTC development just prior to the 2002 elec-
tion. Exposure to LIHTC developments just prior to
our period of study may mean that voters were already
treated when voting on the “pretreatment” housing
bond, or were desensitized to the effects of new LIHTC
developments. In SI Section D (p. A-8), we replicate
the same design excluding all cases of prior exposure.
Results are nearly identical.

We conduct additional sensitivity analyses to see
how our results respond to different distance bands.
SI Section E1 (p. A-14) replicates our near-far and
near-near designs with the binary treatment, mov-
ing the distance radius defining treated units from
300 m to 425 m in 25-m increments. Results are
consistent but grow noisier as the treatment radius
increases, as expected. Once the treatment radius

expands beyond a LIHTC development’s sphere of
influence, the “treated” group will begin to include
blocks that should be categorized as control units,
biasing downward the estimated effects.

We also repeat our analyses on the 350-m distance
band specification but move the cutpoints that define
our homeowner and renter blocks. Extreme cutpoints
may leave insufficient data to estimate an effect, while
moderate ones risk diluting the conditional effect
we are trying to estimate. SI Section E2 (p. A-15)
shows that our results are stable across cutpoints 5
percentage points higher or lower than the tercile cut-
points produced by the distribution of treated blocks.
Even cutpoints 10 percentage points above or below
the tercile-defined settings yield substantively similar
results.

An additional challenge comes from residential
churn. If new LIHTC developments cause those least
tolerant of affordable housing to move away, being
replaced by more tolerant residents, then the positive
effect of LIHTC on support for the housing bonds may
be an artifact of replacement rather than behavioral
change. We assess this possibility in SI Section H (p. A-
20), where we derive a decomposition of our depen-
dent variable—change in average support for the bond
between 2002 and 2006—into a weighted sum of opin-
ion change and replacement components. Although
we cannot compute these components directly since
we cannot observe the vote choice of people who
move in and out of a particular area, we can compute
bounds on opinion change based on residential churn
data and some assumptions about the replacement
process.

We find that the opinion change effect of interest
for homeowners under the near-far design is bounded
between -.09 and .16.?° The lower bound is computed
for the unlikely scenario that everyone who moves
away from a LIHTC-treated area between 2002 and
2006 opposes the bond and everyone who moves in
supports it; the upper bound is computed analogously
for the opposite scenario. Of course, both extremes are
unlikely. More informatively, we find that there must
be some positive opinion change effect up to the point
when 38% of voters who leave the block support the
bond compared to 62% of voters who move in, yielding
a 24 percentage point gap in support between the two
groups. If the gap is any larger, our overall treatment
effect must be driven by replacement. Given well-
documented barriers to politically driven residential
sorting (Mummolo & Nall, 2017), this is unlikely to
be the case, so we are confident in attributing our
treatment effect at least in part to opinion change.

To further investigate alternative mechanisms, in SI
Section H (p. A-20), we explore whether LIHTC devel-

23 Using the binary treatment specification. Results are similar for the near-
near design.
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opments affected turnout and ballot roll-off. We find
little consistent evidence that either of these depen-
dent variables is affected by LIHTC development.

Evidence that policy support is conditioned
by housing prices

We posit that changes in housing prices can help
explain divergent behavior between homeowners and
renters. The first part of this chain is uncontroversial:
There is ample evidence that LIHTC developments
increase housing prices on average in lower income
areas, an impact that we corroborate in our data.
Here we present suggestive evidence that this dynamic
drives our observed behavioral changes.

First, we determine where the LIHTC developments
in our sample changed property values by estimat-
ing the effects of each development on surrounding
home prices. To do so, we use geocoded CoreL-
ogic data to identify all residential transactions that
occurred within 600 m of every LIHTC development
sited between 2003 and 2010, inclusive—that is, all
developments that define both our near-far and near-
near samples. Aggregating these data to the block-year
level for the years 1996 to 2015, we estimate the model:

log (price) o = Bo + Butreaty, + By post; + Bs (treat;, post;)
+ B, lotsizey, + Bs lotsize,, + Bg livingareay, + B; livingarea;,
+ Bgbedroomsy, + Bybathroomsy,; + 51oSpringy,
+ Brisummery, + rofally + p; + ey,

3)
where treat; is the treatment status of block b as
defined by our near-far design (treated blocks are
within 350 m of the development, control blocks 350-
600 m away); post, is a binary indicator that takes
a value of 1 starting in the year the development
was placed in service, and 0 beforehand; lotsizey,,
livingareay,,, bedroomsy,, and bathrooms;, are block-
year average characteristics of the housing transac-
tions; spring,;, summery, and fall,, are block-year
averages of transaction-level seasonal dummies; and
p: is a year fixed effect. The coefficient 3 represents
an estimated price effect for that LIHTC development.

Next, we use these estimated price effects to test our
proposed mechanism: that LIHTC increased home-
owners support for affordable housing by raising
nearby home values. To do so, we divide our sam-
ple of LIHTC developments sited in 2003—-2006—those
that define our treated sample—into terciles according
to their estimated price effects. In the top tercile, the
LIHTC development increased nearby home prices by
at least 7%; in the bottom tercile, it decreased nearby
home prices by at least 5%.°* We drop the middle

24 Appendix Table H-18 (p. A-20) compares areas around the LIHTC devel-
opments from the top and bottom price effect terciles on pretreatment
characteristics.
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FIGURE 6 Effect of new, nearby Low-Income Housing Tax

Credit developments on change in support for housing bonds,
continuous rentership model. Effects are reported for bottom price
effects tercile (“Prices decreased”) and top price effects tercile
(“Prices increased”). Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals
adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing. Sample size for “Prices
decreased” near-far (n = 3,068) and near-near (n = 2,150), for
“Prices increased” near-far (n = 2,604) and near-near (n = 1,604).

tercile, where home prices are largely unchanged by
LIHTC, in order to better isolate places where prices
increased or decreased.

In Figure 6, we estimate Equations (1) (near-far anal-
ysis) and (2) (near-near analysis) separately on the
top and bottom price effect terciles. To reduce loss of
statistical power, we use the “Continuous rentership”
model specification from Figures 4 and 5. Note, how-
ever, the reduction in sample sizes to between about
a third and a quarter of the samples in the comparable
main analysis, leading us to expect noisier estimates.?
The effect of new, nearby LIHTC on support for fund-
ing affordable housing is about 3 percentage points in
homeowner blocks where prices increased. In blocks
where prices decreased, the effects are not statisti-
cally different from zero. Despite some imprecision in
the estimates due to drastically reduced sample sizes,
the overall picture suggests that homeowners respond
more positively where LIHTC development increased
nearby home values.

Meanwhile, majority-renter blocks never show pos-
itive treatment effects in response to LIHTC. Still,
we urge caution in assessing renter treatment effects
conditional on housing prices. The behavior of home-
owners in response to changes in housing prices has
clear expectations from previous research, whereas
the behavior of renters does not. While rent and
home transaction prices are likely connected, land-
lords rarely lower rent for current tenants when
property values decline, limiting renters’ benefit from
decreased housing prices. Instead, as we theorized
above, renters are likely more responsive to the local

% This is evident by the larger scale of the vertical axis, reflecting larger
confidence intervals.
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quality of life and their sense of housing instability. We
focus directly on the latter in the next section.

Gentrifying renter neighborhoods show
larger negative effects

The effect of new, nearby affordable housing on
homeowner blocks is straightforward. LIHTC replaces
blight, increasing nearby property values. We find evi-
dence of our proposed mechanism by demonstrating
stronger policy feedback effects on areas where LIHTC
increased surrounding property values. In contrast,
treated renters do not show the same positive response
to new LIHTC. Instead, our results suggest that renters
may become more likely to oppose affordable housing
bonds when exposed to new LIHTC developments.

One explanation for this divergence is that renters
may associate new LIHTC developments with gen-
trification and displacement. This is consistent with
research finding that renters in cities with high hous-
ing costs oppose nearby market-rate housing because
they believe that new development will make their
neighborhood more attractive, increasing their rent
and threatening their housing stability (Hankinson,
2018). This mechanism of blight reduction leading
to higher rents mirrors the concept of “green” gen-
trification where the replacement of derelict infras-
tructure with environmental amenities risks local
gentrification and displacement (e.g., Immergluck &
Balan, 2018). Given that new LIHTC development may
increase nearby property values, this could similarly
drive a backlash effect or at least hinder renters from
expressing positive policy feedback associated with
improved neighborhood conditions.

To assess these explanations, we identify blocks that
were gentrifying from 1990 to 2000, prior to the 2002
election. Following the gentrification literature, we
first identify blocks deemed eligible for gentrification
as of 1990. Hwang (2020) defines a Census tract as
eligible for gentrification if the tract’s median income
in 1990 is below its city’s median income.?® Based on
this definition, 83% of our renter blocks fell within
gentrification eligible tracts in 1990, which is unsur-
prising given the tendency of LIHTC developments
to be sited in lower income neighborhoods. We then
identify tracts, and thus blocks, that actually under-
went gentrification from 1990 to 2000. Hwang (2020)
specifies two conditions, both of which must be met
over a 10-year period for a tract to be considered

gentrifying:

%6 Existing literature defines “gentrification” using data available only at the
tract level, requiring us to assign block-level attributes based on tract-level
data.

(a) Near-far (b) Near-near
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FIGURE 7 Effect of new, nearby Low-Income Housing Tax
Credit developments on change in support for housing bonds
among renters, by neighborhood gentrification status. Error bars
represent 95% confidence intervals adjusted for multiple
hypothesis testing. Sample size for “Near-far” binary (n=2,187),
units (n = 2,187), and proximity (n = 2,187); for “near-near” binary
(n=1,820) and units (n = 1,820).

1. The tract’s median rent or home value increases
more quickly than the variable’s median increase
among all tracts in the city.

2. The tract’s % with at least a bachelor’s degree or
median household income increases more quickly
than the variable’s median increase among all tracts
in the city.

From 1990 to 2000, 22% of our renter blocks
met both criteria and qualify as gentrifying. To
assess whether gentrification matters for renter
response to LIHTC, we re-estimate our regressions
on gentrification-eligible renter blocks only, and
include a binary indicator for whether each block was
gentrifying prior to the 2002 election.

As shown in Figure 7, renter blocks in non-
gentrifying tracts show essentially no response to
LIHTC. In contrast, renter blocks in gentrifying tracts
decreased support for the housing bond by 1.8 to 2.9
percentage points when exposed to a LIHTC develop-
ment. These estimates are statistically significant in
four out of five specifications. Likewise, in both the
near-far and near-near designs, gentrification status
does not affect the change in support for the hous-
ing bonds among homeowner blocks (Figure H-16,
p- A-30). This evidence suggests that when LIHTC
developments are sited in neighborhoods already
experiencing rising rents and the perceived threat
of displacement, there may be a stronger negative
reaction among renters.

DISCUSSION

To date, the political science of affordable housing pol-
icy has tended to focus on two groups: the mass public
and the residents of affordable housing units. Absent
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has been consideration of the surrounding residents
once the housing has been built. But this group is
important. The new affordable housing is the physi-
cal manifestation of the policy. Thus, those affected by
these buildings each day may play an important role
in the long-term politics of housing policy.

That a single nearby LIHTC development changes
down-ballot voting behavior suggests that proponents
of affordable housing should consider policy imple-
mentation as they engage in strategic coalition build-
ing. But while treated homeowners may be mobilized
to increase funding for housing, it is no coincidence
that LIHTC springs up in places where it is less likely
to meet strong homeowner opposition (Trounstine,
2018). We suspect—though cannot directly test—that
attempts to build affordable housing in higher income
areas would not only meet greater homeowner resis-
tance, but would also fail to increase local property
values. Consequently, homeowners in these areas may
not show the same increased support for funding addi-
tional housing as observed by the homeowners in our
study.

Similarly, renters in gentrifying areas will likely be
less sanguine about local development. But efforts
to win the support of local renters—by, for exam-
ple, prioritizing adjacent residents for new units—may
generate repercussions. Prioritization of local resi-
dents below the municipality level in housing lotteries
is largely viewed as invalid under the US Fair Hous-
ing Act, as it may entrench existing patterns of racial
segregation. While historically designed to “exclude
non-Caucasians from ever establishing residency” in
all-White cites,?’ even local prioritization meant to
mitigate displacement via gentrification has been
heavily circumscribed by HUD or challenged in court
(Freund, 2018). Thus, there is a tension between build-
ing sustained local support for affordable housing and
pursuing regional goals of integration.

Alternatively, housing policies that increase the res-
idential stability of existing tenants may limit the
backlash of renters against new LIHTC development.
When we restrict our sample to cities without rent
control, the negative treatment effect found among
renters appears to increase.”® This exploratory analysis
supports the idea that renters’ backlash toward LIHTC
may be due to their concerns about gentrification
and displacement. At the very least, the analysis sug-
gests that theory generation about the policy adjacent
should be considered within the broader ecosystem
of that policy. For affordable housing, the ecosys-
tem includes local policies such as rent control, rent
stabilization, and property tax regulations.

27 United States v. Housing Authority of Chickasaw, 504 S.D. Ala. 716 (1980) at
731.
28 See SI Section H.6 (p. A-31) for additional details.

CONCLUSION

Across multiple designs and specifications, we show
that new, nearby affordable housing changes resi-
dents’ voting behavior when asked to fund afford-
able housing statewide. This policy feedback effect
is largely conditioned by the economic externalities
created by these developments. To the extent that
affordable housing represents an investment in the
local neighborhood, homeowners—the policy adja-
cent winners—stand to benefit from increasing prop-
erty values. At the same time, affordable housing units
can be perceived to harm market-rate renters through
rent inflation. This poses an uncomfortable quandary
for proponents of subsidized housing: While build-
ing affordable housing directly benefits recipients,
it may undermine support among the economically
precarious policy adjacent losers, who should be
natural political allies.

Beyond housing, our definition of the policy adja-
cent contributes to the literature on policy feedback.
First, in recognizing the possibility for winners and
losers among indirect policy recipients, we under-
score their potential as coherent political constituen-
cies. If we aim to understand the conditions under
which we observe policy stability versus expansionary
processes versus self-undermining policy processes
(Busemeyer, Abrassart, & Nezi, 2021), we need to rec-
ognize that policies can have heterogeneous effects
not just on those directly affected, but also those
indirectly affected.

Our study also reinforces the importance of consid-
ering both the self-reinforcing and self-undermining
forces of policy feedback effects, which “frequently
flow simultaneously from the same set of policies”
(Jacobs & Weaver, 2015, p. 454). We are constrained,
however, by the aggregate nature of election returns.
Future research could use targeted surveys to more
precisely gauge the attitudes toward and awareness
of nearby affordable housing among individual home-
owners and renters. Comprehensive data pertaining to
the latter—including information on rental costs over
time—are particularly difficult to come by, currently
limiting our ability to understand how neighborhood
change affects these households. Studies of what
LIHTC-induced neighborhood change actually looks
like on the ground, perhaps by leveraging street-view
imagery over time, would also help more directly illu-
minate the nature of local transformations due to new
affordable housing development.

More broadly, the concept of the policy adjacent
creates new avenues for theoretical development.
Because the mechanism of LIHTC is, primarily, a
physical upgrade to the surroundings, we categorize
our findings as a resource effect. However, policy
feedback can also occur through interpretive effects,
where a policy changes one’s political efficacy and
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perceived relationship to government. For example,
the recognition felt by direct beneficiaries of the G.I.
Bill helped spark their civic participation beyond that
purely related to the economic benefits offered by
the program (Mettler & Welch, 2004). In contrast, if
rising property values create instability for renters,
then the new housing may also affect renters’ sense
of self-efficacy. While we do not observe a decrease
in voter turnout in renter areas, gentrification has
been linked to decreased social capital and engage-
ment in low-income Black communities (Newman,
Velez, & Pearson-Merkowitz, 2016). Further research
is required to determine whether, in the case of the
policy adjacent, such interpretive effects are plausi-
ble, or if interpretive effects require receipt of direct
benefits.

Our results show how the implementation of poli-
cies with concentrated externalities can generate indi-
rect policy feedback in unforeseen ways. Positive
economic spillovers can convert unexpected support-
ers from the policy adjacent winners. At the same time,
those same spillovers may not be a universal boon
and instead lead to conflicted effects among the policy
adjacent losers. This framework—the policy adjacent
winners and losers—extends policy feedback effects to
indirect externalities, and should help to deepen our
understanding of the long-term viability of policies
with concentrated benefits and costs.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We appreciate the research assistance of Sara Born-
stein and Nicole Wilson as well as voter file data
provided by Ryan Enos and Marc Meredith. The paper
also benefited from generous feedback from Andrea
Campbell, Daniel de Kadt, Matthew Kim, Jackelyn
Hwang, Bob Stoker, and workshops at Columbia Uni-
versity and George Washington University, the Political
Science Departmental Research Seminar at University
College London, the American Politics Workshop at
the University of Wisconsin, the Political Behaviour
seminar at the London School of Economics, the
Spatial Dimension of Economic and Political Inequal-
ity Workshop at Princeton University, the Politics of
Housing Workshop at Aarhus University, and the NYU
Furman Center Speaker Series. Transaction data were
provided by CoreLogic.

REFERENCES

An, Brian, Andrew Jakabovics, Jing Liu, Anthony W. Orlando, Seva
Rodnyansky, Richard Voith, Sean Zielenbach, and Raphael W.
Bostic. 2023. “Factors Affecting Spillover Impacts of LIHTC Devel-
opments: An Analysis of Los Angeles.” Cityscape: A Journal of
Policy Development and Research 25(2): 309-63.

Asquith, Brian J., Evan Mast, and Davin Reed. 2023. “Local Effects
of Large New Apartment Buildings in Low-Income Areas.” The
Review of Economics and Statistics 105(2): 359-75.

Busemeyer, Marius R., Aurélien Abrassart, and Roula Nezi. 2021.
“Beyond Positive and Negative: New Perspectives on Feedback

Effects in Public Opinion on the Welfare State.” British Journal of
Political Science51(1): 137-62.

Campbell, Andrea Louise. 2012. “Policy Makes Mass Politics.”
Annual Review of Political Science 15: 333-51.

California Secretary of State. n.d. Statewide election results. Available
at: https://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/prior-elections/statewide-
election-results. (Accessed December 29, 2025).

Coit, Michael. 2006. “Burbank Housing Opens Larkfield Complex:
56-Unit Affordable Apartment Project Keeps Developer on Track
to Build 400 Residences This Year.” The Press Democrat, October
6.

de Sa, Karen. 2006. “Measure Would Fund More Affordable Hous-
ing.” San Jose Mercury News, October 3 .

Diamond, Rebecca, and Tim McQuade. 2019. “Who Wants Afford-
able Housing in Their Backyard? An Equilibrium Analysis of Low-
Income Property Development.” Journal of Political Economy
127(3): 1063-117.

Dillman, Keri-Nicole, Keren Mertens Horn, and Ann Verrilli. 2017.
“The What, Where, and When of Place-Based Housing Policy’s
Neighborhood Effects.” Housing Policy Debate 27(2): 282-305.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David M. Glick, and Maxwell Palmer.
2019. Neighborhood Defenders. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Eligon, John. 2020. “Residents Feared Low-Income Housing Would
Ruin Their Suburb. It Didn’t.” The New York Times, November 5.

Ellen, Ingrid Gould. 2020. “What Do We Know about Housing Choice
Vouchers?” Regional Science and Urban Economics 80: 103380.

Eriksen, Michael D., and Amanda Ross. 2015. “Housing Vouchers
and the Price of Rental Housing.” American Economic Journal:
Economic Policy 7(3): 154-76.

Freedman, Matthew, and Emily G. Owens. 2011. “Low-Income
Housing Development and Crime.” Journal of Urban Economics
70(2-3): 115-31.

Freeman, Lance. 2004. Siting Affordable Housing: Location and
Neighborhood Trends of Low Income Housing Tax Credit Devel-
opments in the 1990s. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution,
Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy.

Freemark, Yonah, and Corianne Payton Scally. 2023. “LIHTC Pro-
vides Much-Needed Affordable Housing, But Not Enough to
Address Today’s Market Demands.” Technical report, Urban
Institute.

Freund, Zachary C. 2018. “Perpetuating Segregation or Turning
Discrimination on Its Head: Affordable Housing Residency Pref-
erences as Anti-Displacement Measures.” Columbia Law Review
118(3): 833-74.

Gelman, Andrew. 2008. “Scaling Regression Inputs by Dividing by
Two Standard Deviations.” Statistics in Medicine 27(15): 2865-73.

Gledhill, Lydia. 2002. “Low-Income Housing Bond Approved/3.4 bil-
lion clean-water proposition winning by narrow margin.” San
Francisco Chronicle, November 6.

Goodman, David J. 2019. “What the City Didn’t Want the Public to
Know: Its Policy Deepens Segregation.” The New York Times, July
16.

Hankinson, Michael. 2018. “When Do Renters Behave Like Home-
owners? High Rent, Price Anxiety, and NIMBYism.” American
Political Science Review 112(3): 473-93.

Hwang, Jackelyn. 2020. “Gentrification without Segregation? Race,
Immigration, and Renewal in a Diversifying City.” City & Com-
munity 19(3): 538-72.

Immergluck, Dan, and Tharunya Balan. 2018. “Sustainable for
Whom? Green Urban Development, Environmental Gentrifica-
tion, and the Atlanta Beltline.” Urban Geography 39(4): 546-62.

Jacobs, Alan M., and R. Kent Weaver. 2015. “When Policies Undo
Themselves: Self-Undermining Feedback as a Source of Policy
Change.” Governance 28(4): 441-57.

Lacombe, Matthew J. 2022. “Post-Loss Power Building: The Feed-
back Effects of Policy Loss on Group Identity and Collective
Action.” Policy Studies Journal 50(3): 507-26.

35UB217 SUOWILLOD dA[1ea.D 8 (qeatdde sy Aq pautonoh afe sajofe YO ‘9sn Jo SajnJ Joy Arlqi7auliuQ A3 (1A UO (SUOIIPUOD-PUR-SWLIBII0D" AS| 1M Azeq [BU|UO//:SANY) SUOIIIPUOD pue SWi | 8U) 39S *[9202/60/ST] uo Ariqiauluo (1M ‘2200, 'sdle/TTTT 0T/I0p/wod A M ARid1puluo//:sdny woly pepeojumod ‘0 ‘206S0VST


https://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/prior-elections/statewide-election-results
https://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/prior-elections/statewide-election-results

16

THE POLICY ADJACENT

Larsen, Martin Vinaes, Frederik Hjorth, Peter Thisted Dinesen, and
Kim Mannemar Senderskov. 2019. “When Do Citizens Respond
Politically to the Local Economy? Evidence from Registry Data
on Local Housing Markets.” American Political Science Review
113(2): 499-516.

Lerman, Amy E., and Vesla M. Weaver. 2014. Arresting Citizen-
ship: The Democratic Consequences of American Crime Control.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Leung, Justin H., and Hee Kwon Seo. 2023. “How Do Government
Transfer Payments Affect Retail Prices and Welfare? Evidence
from SNAP.” Journal of Public Economics 217: 104760.

Marble, William, and Clayton Nall. 2021. “Where Self-Interest
Trumps Ideology: Liberal Homeowners and Local Opposition
to Housing Development.” The Journal of Politics 83(4): 1747-
63.

McCue, Kenneth E 2011. “Creating California’s Official Redis-
tricting Database.” Technical report, California Institute of
Technology.

Mettler, Suzanne, and Eric Welch. 2004. “Civic Generation: Policy
Feedback Effects of the GI Bill on Political Involvement over the
Life Course.” British Journal of Political Science 34(3): 497-518.

Mummolo, Jonathan, and Clayton Nall. 2017. “Why Partisans Do
Not Sort: The Constraints on Political Segregation.” The Journal
of Politics 79(1): 45-59.

Newman, Benjamin J., Yamil Velez, and Shanna Pearson-Merkowitz.
2016. “Diversity of a Different Kind: Gentrification and Its Impact
on Social Capital and Political Participation in Black Communi-
ties.” Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 1(2): 316-47.

Patashnik, Eric M., and Julian E. Zelizer. 2013. “The Struggle to
Remake Politics: Liberal Reform and the Limits of Policy Feedback
in the Contemporary American State.” Perspectives on Politics
11(4): 1071-87.

Pierson, Paul. 1993. “When Effect Becomes Cause: Policy Feedback
and Political Change.” World Politics 45(4): 595-628.

Reid, Carolina K. 2019. “Rethinking ‘Opportunity’ in the Siting of
Affordable Housing in California: Resident Perspectives on the
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit.” Housing Policy Debate 29(4):
645-69.

Rosen, Eva. 2014. “Rigging the Rules of the Game: How Landlords
Geographically Sort Low-Income Renters.” City & Community
13(4): 310-40.

Scally, Corianne Payton, and J. Rosie Tighe. 2015. “Democracy in
Action?: NIMBY as Impediment to Equitable Affordable Housing
Siting.” Housing Studies 30(5): 749-69.

Soss, Joe, and Sanford E Schram. 2007. “A Public Transformed?
Welfare Reform as Policy Feedback.” American Political Science
Review 101(1): 111-27.

Stewart, Jocelyn. 2004. “Los Angeles; City Awarded $36 Million
for Housing; State Funds Are Expected to Help Build About
807 Rental Units and Some Single-Family Homes Designed for
Low-Income Buyers.” Los Angeles Times, February 14, 2004.

Stokes, Leah C. 2016. “Electoral Backlash Against Climate Policy: A
Natural Experiment on Retrospective Voting and Local Resistance
to Public Policy.” American Journal of Political Science 60(4): 958—
74.

Susin, Scott. 2002. “Rent Vouchers and the Price of Low-Income
Housing.” Journal of Public Economics 83(1): 109-52.

The New York Times. 2012. “A Tax Credit Worth Preserving.” The
New York Times, December 20.

Trounstine, Jessica. 2018. Segregation by Design: Local Politics and
Inequality in American Cities. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Turbov, Mindy. 2006. “Public Housing Redevelopment as a Tool for
Revitalizing Neighborhoods: How and Why Did It Happen and
What Have We Learned?” Northwestern Journal of Law & Social
Policy1: 167-201.

UC Law SF Scholarship Repository, CA Ballot Propositions &
Initiatives. 2006. Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund
Act of 2002: California Proposition 46. Available at: https://
repository.uclawsf.edu/ca_ballot_props/1204. (Accessed Decem-
ber 29, 2025).

UC Law SF Scholarship Repository, CA Ballot Propositions &
Initiatives. 2006. Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund
Act of 2002: California Proposition 1lc. Available at: https://
repository.uclawsf.edu/ca_ballot_props/1261. (Accessed Decem-
ber 29, 2025).

Voith, Richard, Jing Liu, Sean Zielenbach, Andrew Jakabovics, Brian
An, Seva Rodnyansky, Anthony W. Orlando, and Raphael W.
Bostic. 2022. “Effects of Concentrated LIHTC Development on
Surrounding House Prices.” Journal of Housing Economics 56:
101838.

Walker, Hannah L. 2020. Mobilized by Injustice: Criminal Jus-
tice Contact, Political Participation, and Race. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Weaver, Vesla M., and Amy E. Lerman. 2010. “Political Consequences
of the Carceral State.” American Political Science Review 104(4):
817-33.

White, Ariel. 2019. “Misdemeanor Disenfranchisement? The Demo-
bilizing Effects of Brief Jail Spells on Potential Voters.” American
Political Science Review 113(2): 311-24.

Wilson, Nicole E., Michael Hankinson, Asya Magazinnik, and
Melissa Sands. 2024. “Inaccuracies in Low Income Housing
Geocodes: When and Why They Matter.” Urban Affairs Review
60(1): 217-31.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found
online in the Supporting Information section at the
end of this article.

How to cite this article: Hankinson, Michael,
Asya Magazinnik, and Melissa Sands. 2025. “The
policy adjacent: How affordable housing
generates policy feedback among neighboring
residents.” American Journal of Political Science
1-16. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.70022

35UB217 SUOWILLOD dA[1ea.D 8 (qeatdde sy Aq pautonoh afe sajofe YO ‘9sn Jo SajnJ Joy Arlqi7auliuQ A3 (1A UO (SUOIIPUOD-PUR-SWLIBII0D" AS| 1M Azeq [BU|UO//:SANY) SUOIIIPUOD pue SWi | 8U) 39S *[9202/60/ST] uo Ariqiauluo (1M ‘2200, 'sdle/TTTT 0T/I0p/wod A M ARid1puluo//:sdny woly pepeojumod ‘0 ‘206S0VST


https://repository.uclawsf.edu/ca_ballot_props/1204
https://repository.uclawsf.edu/ca_ballot_props/1204
https://repository.uclawsf.edu/ca_ballot_props/1261
https://repository.uclawsf.edu/ca_ballot_props/1261
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.70022

	The policy adjacent: How affordable housing generates policy feedback among neighboring residents
	Abstract
	THE POLICY ADJACENT
	POLICY FEEDBACK AND THE LOW-INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT
	How Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) creates policy adjacent winners and losers
	From neighborhood change to behavioral change among LIHTC’s policy adjacent

	DATA AND MEASUREMENT
	RESEARCH DESIGNS
	Near-far design
	Near-near design

	RESULTS
	Changes in policy support
	Validity
	Evidence that policy support is conditioned by housing prices
	Gentrifying renter neighborhoods show larger negative effects

	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION


