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 What Drives the Diffusion of

 Inclusionary Zoning?

 Rachel Meltzer
 Jenny Schuetz

 Abstract

 Social scientists offer competing theories on what explains the policymaking
 process. These typically include economic rationalism, political competition or
 power struggles, and policy imitation of the kind that diffuses across spatially prox-
 imate neighbors. In this paper, we examine the factors that have influenced a recent
 local policy trend in California: inclusionary zoning (IZ). IZ programs require
 developers to make a certain percentage of the units within their market-rate resi-
 dential developments affordable to low- or moderate-income households. By 2007,
 68 percent of jurisdictions in the San Francisco Bay Area had adopted some type
 of IZ policy. We test the relative importance of economic, political, and spatial fac-
 tors in explaining the rapid diffusion oflZ, across 100 cities and towns in the Bay
 Area. Consistent with an economic efficiency argument, results of hazard models
 provide some evidence that IZ is adopted in places with less affordable housing.
 However, political factors, such as partisan affiliation and the strength of afford-
 able housing nonprofits, are even more robust predictors of whether or not a local
 government adopts IZ. There is no evidence of spatial diffusion in the case of IZ
 adoption; jurisdictions are not, on average, responding to the behavior of their
 neighbors. © 2010 by the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management.

 INTRODUCTION

 Social scientists have long attempted to unpack the black box of policymaking. Are
 policies devised by benevolent social planners to improve economic efficiency, as in
 the stylized models of economists? Do they represent the results of power struggles
 between competing political and social factions? To what extent does one jurisdic-
 tions policy reflect imitation or a strategic response to neighboring jurisdictions?
 In this paper, we test various hypotheses that could explain the growing popularity
 of one particular local policy: inclusionary zoning (IZ). Over the past 20 years, IZ
 has been widely adopted by localities in the San Francisco Bay Area. IZ programs
 either require or offer incentives for developers to set aside a certain percentage of
 the units within their market-rate residential developments at prices or rents afford-
 able to specified income groups. Over the past 2 decades, IZ programs have emerged
 in high-housing cost regions across the country, and particularly in California.1 By
 2007, 68 percent of jurisdictions in the San Francisco Bay Area had adopted some

 1 IZ has also been adopted by numerous local governments, with particular concentrations in the areas
 around Boston, New York/New Jersey, Southern California, and Washington, D.C. An inventory of national
 IZ programs is provided by Rusk (2003). For recent studies of the impacts of IZ on local housing markets,
 see Schuetz, Meltzer, and Been (in press) and Knaap et al. (2008).
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 form of IZ. Although there is limited empirical evidence on the effects of these pro-
 grams, they have generated considerable controversy. Critics warn that IZ may con-
 strain production and raise prices, but advocates believe that any negative effects
 can be mitigated through cost offsets and are justified by the potential for afford-
 able housing production in a time of scarce subsidies. Given the uncertainty over
 the impacts of IZ, it is curious that so many local governments have chosen to adopt
 similar policies within a short period of time. What factors have led to the popular-
 ity of IZ?

 In this paper we examine the relative importance of economic, political, and spatial
 factors in explaining the adoption of IZ policies by jurisdictions in the San Francisco
 Bay Area, between 1980 and 2003. We have assembled a unique data set that
 includes information on IZ program adoption dates and characteristics, as well as
 a variety of economic, demographic, and political characteristics for 100 cities and
 towns in the San Francisco Bay Area. We use hazard models to test several hypothe-
 ses about why jurisdictions adopt IZ. As an illustration of the political circum-
 stances surrounding IZ, we provide a brief summary of the recent successful
 campaign to adopt IZ in San Jose.

 Results suggest that within the Bay Area, local housing costs and political factors
 have been important in driving the diffusion of IZ. Somewhat surprisingly, there is
 no systematic relationship between the socioeconomic characteristics of a jurisdic-
 tion and IZ adoption. Housing affordability, however, is a moderately good predic-
 tor: In several specifications, jurisdictions with a higher share of households paying
 rents above the areas fair market rent are more likely to adopt IZ. The results
 strongly indicate that communities that vote more heavily for Democratic Party
 candidates are more likely to adopt IZ. This suggests that IZ adoption may reflect
 some communities' higher preferences for an active government role in economic
 regulation and redistribution. Finally, communities with older, more established
 affordable housing nonprofits are more likely to adopt IZ, suggesting that places
 choosing to adopt IZ are already sensitive to their affordable housing needs and
 have a nonprofit infrastructure in place to carry out the programs. We find no evi-
 dence to support a story of spatial diffusion: Jurisdictions are generally not
 responding to the behavior of their neighbors in their choice to adopt IZ.

 The paper begins by reviewing the relevant existing literature and presenting our
 research hypotheses. In the sections that follow we provide some background on the
 San Francisco Bay Area, describe the spread and characteristics of inclusionary zoning
 programs, present our empirical strategy and describe the data sources. We then pres-
 ent results of regression analyses and include a qualitative discussion of a recent cam-
 paign for IZ in San Jose. The last section concludes and offers some policy implications.

 REVIEW OF EXISTING LITERATURE

 The reasons behind policy adoption and economic regulation have long been a
 topic of interest for social scientists in various disciplines, including public policy
 and administration, political science, and economics. Within the broad literature
 on this topic, our paper contributes to the relatively small number of empirical
 studies that focus on local (within-state) policy adoption and diffusion. We follow
 in the traditions of Walker (1969) and Berry and Berry (1990), and look at the rela-
 tive importance of "internal" political and economic factors and "external" regional
 influences in determining policy adoption. However, unlike most studies to date, we
 focus on the diffusion of a land-use regulation policy across local municipalities.

 Economic Determinants of Local Policies

 A relatively small number of empirical studies have examined the relationship
 between economic and demographic characteristics of a community and its land

 Journal of Policy Analysis and Management DOI: 10.1002/pam
 Published on behalf of the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management

This content downloaded from 149.31.238.197 on Mon, 19 Jun 2017 17:19:06 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 580 / What Drives the Diffusion of Inclusionary Zoning?

 use regulations, particularly growth controls. Several studies have found that
 larger, more dense communities are more likely to adopt growth control policies
 (McDonald & McMillen, 2004; Brueckner, 1998), amend their land use regulations
 more frequently (Feiock, Lubell, & Jeong, 2003), and have more public housing
 (Aiken & Alford, 1970). Rate of population growth has also been shown to be asso-
 ciated with various growth control policies (McDonald & McMillen, 2004) and rev-
 enues from impact fees (Feiock, 2004). A community's economic status plays an
 important role as well. Higher income suburbs have been found to implement more
 development controls (McDonald & McMillen, 2004), and lower income cities have
 been found to participate more in public housing programs. Schuetz (2008) finds
 that pre-existing housing patterns played an important role in zoning during the
 first half of the 20th century, but that beginning in the 1970s, more affluent com-
 munities became more restrictive of lower-value, high-density housing.

 A wider literature has looked at the effects of economic and demographic charac-
 teristics on local policies in general. A number of studies have found a strong rela-
 tionship between population size and policy innovation. Feiock and West (1993)
 show that larger municipalities are significantly more likely to adopt waste recy-
 cling programs. Local population growth rates have also been linked to policy out-
 comes such as government structure (Kessel, 1962) and tax rates (Brueckner &
 Saavedra, 2001). Characteristics of the local government, such as resource avail-
 ability, local revenues, and financial assistance from state or federal programs, have
 also been shown to stimulate adoption of innovative policies (Bingham, 1978;
 Feiock & West, 1993). In general, the importance of economic factors in explaining
 policy adoption at the state level has been modest (Mooney & Lee, 1995), especially
 those policies perceived as redistributive (Hwang & Gray, 1991).

 Political Determinants of Local Policies

 A number of studies have found that political determinants are equally or more
 important than economic ones in explaining the policy adoption process. Empiri-
 cal evidence suggests that political participation by citizens and interest groups is
 influential in the adoption of social policies (such as regulation of abortion or the
 death penalty), administrative, and redistributive policies (Hwang & Gray, 1991;
 Beny & Berry, 1992; Mooney & Lee, 1995, 1999; McNeal et al., 2003).

 In the case of land-use regulation and other local policies, there is considerable
 evidence that the political landscape of a community influences adoption patterns.
 Clingermayer (1993) finds that cities where local legislators are elected from geo-
 graphically concentrated constituencies are more likely to have comprehensive zon-
 ing. Brueckner (1998) demonstrates that more politically liberal California cities
 have a greater preference for growth control. Feiock, Lubell, and Jeong (2003)
 emphasize the importance of certain pro-growth interests (such as the construction
 industry) on political actors. Feiock (2004) concludes that land use regulations may
 be driven in large part by the political incentives of local officials, and emphasizes
 the integral role that political institutions play in local growth policy. Schuetz
 (2008) finds that in Massachusetts, city councils tend to adopt more lenient regula-
 tions toward multifamily housing than town meetings, which are dominated by the
 interests of homeowners.

 The relative strength of political parties and local political conditions could
 potentially influence local policy outcomes as well. Pettersson-Lidbom (2006)
 demonstrates a significant political party effect on economic outcomes among local
 governments in Sweden, providing evidence that left-wing governments engage in
 higher spending and taxing, and achieve lower unemployment rates. By contrast,
 Ferreira and Gyourko (2007) find no significant relationship between partisan affil-
 iation of U.S. mayors and various policy outcomes, including size of government,
 allocation of spending, and crime rates. Goetz (1994) highlights the importance of
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 local political culture, arguing that "moralistic" cultures are more likely to engage
 in nontraditional development policies.

 The role of interest groups, including not-for-profit organizations, in economic reg-
 ulation has been thoroughly explored in both the political science and economics lit-
 eratures (although a full review of this literature is beyond the scope of this paper,
 seminal papers on the economic theory of regulation include Becker, 1983; Oates &
 Schwab, 1988; Peltzman, 1976; and Stigler, 1971). Most studies have focused on
 national groups and policies, although some political scientists have explored local
 organizations within the "urban growth machine" (see, for instance, Molotch, 1976;
 Mollenkopf, 1983; and Peterson, 1981). Among more recent studies of local policy-
 making, Martin (2001) argues that the influence of local advocacy groups best
 explains the emergence and success of the living wage movement across certain
 municipalities. Goetz (1993, 1994) focuses on the evolution of local housing policy,
 and demonstrates that the adoption of progressive policies is significantly explained
 by the existence of an organized housing movement and coalition. Further, this rela-
 tionship is stronger at the city level than the state. Freeman (2006) points out that
 community-based organizations in Harlem interceded on behalf of neighborhood
 residents in an ongoing dispute with city agencies and Columbia University over the
 university's expansion. Marwell (2004) suggests that through delivery of social serv-
 ices, community development corporations can develop a formidable political con-
 stituency and become players in traditional "machine-style" urban politics.

 The Effect of Neighboring Jurisdictions

 A relatively small number of studies focus on the role of neighboring jurisdictions
 in the policy adoption process. Brueckner (1998) and Brueckner and Saavedra
 (2001) represent the only empirical papers that estimate the importance of neigh-
 boring jurisdictions in policy adoption for local municipalities. They focus on local
 growth control and tax policies, and in both papers they find evidence of policy
 interdependence among jurisdictions. Other papers have tended to look at the dif-
 fusion of policies across states, and the results are mixed. In two important studies
 that look at the adoption of tax policies and lottery programs, Berry and Berry
 (1990, 1992) find patterns suggesting that states adopt similar public policies as
 their neighbors. Mooney (2001), however, later employs a more flexible event his-
 tory model and finds evidence that challenges this finding. He examines state lot-
 tery program adoptions between 1964 and 1993 and finds that regional diffusion
 actually decreases as more neighbors adopt the policy.

 WHAT DRIVES THE DEMAND FOR IZ IN THE DAY AREA?

 In this section, we provide some background on the context of the housing market in
 the San Francisco Bay Area, describe the characteristics and spread of IZ programs
 in the region, and present specific research hypotheses on why demand for IZ might
 vary across communities.

 Economic ond Political Conditions in the Boy Area

 The Bay Area provides an excellent setting to examine the factors influencing the
 local adoption of IZ; it has a relatively high prevalence of IZ programs, which were
 adopted gradually over the past 20 years, and sufficient intra-regional variation in
 the characteristics that we might expect to lead to IZ adoption.2 The region is

 2 This pattern is in contrast to the Washington, D.C. metro area, which includes the pioneer of IZ (Mont-
 gomery County), but much less diffusion of IZ policies across jurisdictions, and the Boston metro area,
 which has only recently experienced a surge in IZ programs.
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 Table 1. Economic and political characteristics of the Bay Area: 1980 to 2000.

 Year

 1980 1990 2000
 Variable Mean Mean Mean

 Population 44,662 52,736 59,821
 % College degree or higher 27.7 34.8 41.5
 % Homeowners 64.2 64.4 65.6
 % Black 4.9 4.9 4.5

 % Hispanic 10.1 12.4 16.2
 % Asian 5.9 10.3 13.4

 % Under 18 years 25.3 22.9 23.9
 Housing density (units per acre) 0.0005 0.0006 0.0006
 Median housing value $255,462 $378,843 $425,965
 Median gross rent $705 $1,001 $1,130
 Share rent over FMR 0.18 0.23 0.34

 # Affordable housing nonprofits 1.2 1.8 2.0
 % Voting Democratic U.S. Senator* - 70.3 66.9

 Notes: Statistics based on sample of 100 incorporated jurisdictions to be consistent with the sample
 used in the regression analysis; all dollar amounts reported in 2000$.
 Source: Census; Statewide Database at UC Berkeley; Furman Center.

 *Voting data for 1980 is unavailable and 1990 data is as of 1992.

 known for having expensive housing, compared with much of the United States. As
 shown in Table 1, in 2000 the median monthly rent in the San Francisco Metropol-
 itan Statistical Area (MSA) was $1,130, nearly double the nationwide median
 ($602), while the median price for owner-occupied housing was $426,000 - more than
 three times the national median of $1 1 1,800. In addition, just over one-third of the
 units have rents that are greater than the MSA Fair Market Rent (FMR), a measure
 of affordability defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
 ment.3 During the 1990s, the decade that saw the most rapid growth in IZ, housing
 prices in the Bay Area rose by about 35 percent, as shown in Figure 1. As many
 researchers have noted, the Bay Area s housing market is also characterized by a rel-
 atively high level of land use regulation, including various growth control tools
 (Gyourko, Saiz, & Summers, 2006; Quigley & Raphael, 2004). As of 1988, 77 juris-
 dictions in the Bay Area had adopted at least one type of growth control, with a
 median number of 2.4

 A few other population characteristics are worth noting. The MSA experienced
 healthy population growth during this time, expanding by over 30 percent between
 1980 and 2000, which would likely put upward pressure on housing prices. Demo-
 graphically, the Bay Area is home to fairly large Hispanic and Asian populations,
 both of which have increased over time, but has a relatively small share of African
 Americans. The adult population is quite well educated, with over 40 percent hold-
 ing college or graduate degrees in 2000, compared to 24 percent nationally.

 The Bay Area in general, and several jurisdictions in particular (notably the
 cities of San Francisco and Berkeley), have a reputation for their liberal politics.
 For instance, two-thirds of voters in the metro area chose the Democratic candidate

 3 HUD defines the FMR annually for each metropolitan area as the 40th percentile of rent for standard-
 quality rental housing units in that area. More detail about HUD's methodology is available at
 Vittrv//ww'A7 Vii iHn«prnrír/rlfita«íf»t«s/fmr html.

 4 For example, types of growth control policies include limits on population growth, limits on residen-
 tial permits issued, urban growth boundaries, height limits, and "adequate" service levels prior to devel-
 opment approval (Glickfeld & Levine, 1992).
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 Source: OFHEO Housing Price Index. The graph shows first quarter values for the U.S.
 as a whole and for the San Francisco-San Mateo-Redwood City Division, which includes
 Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties. The index is set to a base value of 100 in
 the first quarter of 1995.

 Figure 1. Housing Price Appreciation in San Francisco MSA and U.S. (1980 to 2005).

 for the U.S. Senate in 2000. The Bay Area is also home to a number of well-established
 and influential nonprofit organizations whose primary purposes are affordable
 housing development, management, or policy advocacy. As we discuss later in this
 section, the political preferences of residents and presence of nonprofits may con-
 tribute to the adoption of IZ policies.
 As these statistics indicate, the Bay Area is somewhat of an outlier compared to

 the nation as a whole. However, along several key dimensions - the relatively high
 cost of housing, an extensive system of land use regulations, and liberal partisan
 politics - the Bay Area resembles several other large metropolitan areas in which IZ
 has spread widely during the past few decades, including the Washington, D.C.,
 Boston, and New York/New Jersey regions.5 In the last section of the paper, we dis-
 cuss the extent to which the conclusions from this study may be extrapolated to
 other parts of the country.

 Characteristics and Diffusion of Bay Area IZ Programs

 Inclusionary zoning programs (sometimes called inclusionary housing or incentive
 zoning) either require developers to make a certain percentage of the units within
 their market-rate residential developments available at prices or rents that are
 affordable to specified income groups, or offer incentives to encourage them to do
 so. IZ ordinances are fairly complex policies that can be structured in an almost
 infinite number of ways, although programs in the Bay Area are relatively homog-
 enous compared to some other regions of the country. Table 2 displays summary
 descriptive statistics on the IZ programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.6 Nearly all

 5 For a more detailed comparison of IZ programs across these regions, please see Schuetz et al. (2009).
 6 For more information on the structure of IZ programs in the San Francisco MSA and other regions,
 see Schuetz, Meltzer, and Been (2009).
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 Table 2. Structure of Bay Area IZ programs.

 Characteristic Description

 Prevalence of IZ 7/10 counties, 48/104 cities/towns
 Year adopted:
 Median 1992

 Range 1973-2006
 Mandatory 93%
 Exempt small projects (fewer than 5 units) 45%
 Density bonus 67%
 Alternative to on-site construction 86%

 % affordable required
 Median 15%

 Range 5-25%
 Income targets* Very low, low, & moderate income

 Low & moderate income

 Length of affordability Median 45 yrs

 Source: Schuetz, Meltzer, and Been (2009). Characteristics are presented for programs adopted prior to
 2005.

 *Actual definition of very low, low, and moderate income varies by jurisdiction.

 programs are mandatory and apply broadly to most residential developments,
 exempting only very small developments (under 5 to 10 units). Most programs
 require developers to set aside 10 to 15 percent of units as affordable, and the
 income groups targeted (very low-, low-, and moderate-income households) imply
 the need for quite deep subsidies. There is less consistency on the length of afford-
 ability requirements; common lengths include 30-year, 45-year, 55-year, and perma-
 nent terms. As potential offsets for the cost of providing the IZ units, most ordinances
 offer some type of density bonus or subsidy, although the size of the bonus and
 requirements to obtain it vary considerably. Alternatives to building affordable
 units on-site are widely available, with in-lieu fees and off-site development the
 most frequent options. Among jurisdictions for which data are available, nearly all
 report that some affordable units have been produced under IZ, although the num-
 ber of units produced varies widely.

 Although some jurisdictions both nationwide and in California have had inclu-
 sionary zoning since the 1970s, the pace of adoption in the Bay Area has increased
 considerably since 1990. As shown in Figure 2, nearly twice as many jurisdictions
 adopted IZ during the 1990s as during any other decade, although growth seems to
 have slowed somewhat since 2000. As Figure 3 shows, by 2003 four counties and 43
 cities and towns, representing 33.5 percent of the total land area in the San Francisco
 Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA), had adopted IZ programs. Sim-
 ilar proliferation has occurred in the Washington, D.C. metro area and the Boston
 suburbs. IZ has a long history in Washington, D.C, but like California, it experi-
 enced a surge in IZ adoption during the 1990s. IZ in the Boston area, on the other
 hand, has gained widespread popularity more recently (mostly since 2000).

 Research Hypotheses: What Drives Adoption of IZ?

 Economic Factors

 The most straightforward economic hypothesis is that local governments, acting as
 benevolent social planners, adopt IZ in response to a failure in the market for housing
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 Figure 2. Number of Bay Area Jurisdictions with IZ (1973 to 2006).

 Figure 3. Bay Area Jurisdictions with IZ, by Decade of Adoption.
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 that is affordable to low-income households.7 This suggests that jurisdictions with
 particularly high housing prices or rents are more likely to adopt IZ, as are those with
 economic or demographic characteristics that imply a substantial local need for
 affordable housing. On the supply side, communities with relatively little undeveloped
 land (high housing density) may also be more likely to adopt IZ, in response to or in
 anticipation of a shortage of new housing development and subsequent high prices.

 Political Factors

 Because IZ (like other local ordinances) must be adopted through the regular leg-
 islative process, requiring a positive vote by the city/town council or county board
 of supervisors, it seems reasonable to assume that political considerations will also
 play a role in which communities adopt IZ. We suggest that the preferences of at
 least three constituencies may influence the likelihood of IZ adoption: local resi-
 dents, nonprofit housing advocates, and private housing developers.8

 First, local residents have distinct preferences over both the size and nature of
 government intervention in the economy and redistributive policies in particular.
 Communities with more politically liberal residents are likely to favor more eco-
 nomic regulation and policies that target low-income households, both of which
 may increase the probability of adopting IZ. And residents' preferences for local
 policies will also be correlated with their socioeconomic characteristics. For exam-
 ple, homeowners may prefer IZ to direct subsidies funded by an increase in prop-
 erty taxes because IZ has the potential to increase local housing values and does not
 directly harm them. Homeowners may also have more political power than renters,
 who are more likely to be harmed by supply constraints and increased prices. In
 addition, local residents constitute the pool from which local governance is drawn,
 such as in the case of planning commissions. Thus political preferences of resi-
 dents, either in favor of or against IZ, will provide a useful indicator for the prefer-
 ences of local government officials.9

 The literature on policy adoption suggests a second constituency that may be influ-
 ential in their support of IZ: local interest groups, particularly affordable housing
 nonprofits.10 The Bay Area has quite a few large, well-established, and well-financed
 housing advocacy groups and community-based organizations, several of which pub-
 licly espouse the benefits of inclusionary zoning. For instance, the Web site of Policy-
 Link, an advocacy group headquartered in Oakland, maintains an "Inclusionary

 7 Some researchers have posited such a market failure, perhaps due to restricted credit for developing
 low-income housing, while other studies suggest that the limited supply of low-cost housing reflects local
 governments' previous policy choices, including the zoning and building codes (Quigley & Rafael, 2004).
 8 There are also potential sources of political demand for IZ that initiate from outside of the jurisdic-
 tions. Local governments may adopt IZ in response to mandates or incentives from the state government
 or courts. California state laws, for example, require all municipalities to include a housing element in
 their comprehensive plan, estimating the need for affordable housing and outlining a strategy to provide
 that housing, and in 1979 the state adopted a policy that requires localities to give developers a density
 bonus in exchange for voluntarily providing affordable housing. State courts have ruled that traditional
 zoning requiring new housing to be built on large lots or with high quality standards to be economically
 "exclusionary," and have required local governments to rectify this exclusion by providing more afford-
 able housing. We do not expect that external pressures from the state government or courts create differ-
 ential incentives for jurisdictions within the state, and so do not test for these in our empirical analysis.
 9 Because local government positions in California are legally nonpartisan, we do not have data on the
 partisan affiliation or other political preferences of local government members, so cannot directly test
 this, but council members' political leanings are likely to be highly correlated with voter preferences. We
 also know from interviews that there are at least some cases where the adoption of or opposition to IZ
 policies reflected the efforts of a small number of council members (for example, Oakland and San Jose).
 10 There are a few national organizations that promote IZ adoption, as well as regional organizations in
 other parts of the country, but we focus here on organizations with a local presence, because those are
 more relevant to our empirical analysis.
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 Zoning Toolkit" that highlights the benefits of IZ and offers recommendations on how
 to build political support for (and counter arguments against) the policy.11 As we
 describe in the data description section that follows, much of our data on IZ was orig-
 inally collected by two Bay Area nonprofits, the California Coalition for Rural Hous-
 ing and Non-Profit Housing of California, both of which list inclusionary housing
 advocacy as part of their organizational missions.12 Anecdotal evidence suggests that
 these groups have been active in placing IZ on the local policy agenda in various juris-
 dictions, have lobbied city councils, provided information about the programs, and
 generally helped build political support in the campaign leading up to council votes.
 While not politically active, BRIDGE Housing, a California-based nonprofit housing
 developer, has been instrumental in building IZ units; BRIDGE Housing has some
 share of inclusionary units in each of its developments.13 In general, we would expect
 nonprofits' influence to vary not only by the concentration and extent of their efforts,
 but by the longevity of their organization. Specifically, more established nonprofits
 may have more experience and more political clout in advocating for IZ.

 Conversely, opposition from developers or landowners might constrain the ability
 of lawmakers to adopt such policies.14 However, interviews with affordable housing
 advocates and developer organizations suggest that, in general, the developer com-
 munity has had little success in preventing the adoption of IZ policies in the Bay
 Area (M. Spriggs, personal communication, December 12, 2008). Rather, develop-
 ers and homebuilders have been most effective at negotiating elements of program
 design to increase flexibility, such as offsite alternatives and as-of-right cost offsets
 or buy-out options. One of the most common negotiations in the adoption process
 is establishing a delay in the start-date of the program requirements, so that devel-
 opers have time to plan for the new conditions in the next development cycle.

 Spatial Policy Diffusion

 Finally, adoption of IZ may reflect strategic decisions based on the policy choices of
 neighboring jurisdictions. To the extent that IZ produces more workforce housing
 or generates positive externalities, jurisdictions may believe that it creates a com-
 petitive advantage in attracting employers. Alternatively, if IZ is perceived as a tax
 on development, jurisdictions may choose not to adopt the policy (especially if they
 believe that the "burden" of providing affordable housing in the region has been
 assumed by neighboring jurisdictions). Local governments with fewer staff mem-
 bers and less resources may not have the capacity to develop new policies, but may
 learn about policy options by observing the choices of their larger neighbors. These
 hypotheses suggest that adoption of IZ may display spatial patterns, whereby adop-
 tion by physically proximate jurisdictions influences the likelihood and timing of
 adoption by other jurisdictions.

 EMPIRICAL STRATEGY AND DATA DESCRIPTION

 To test how economic, political, and spatial factors affect the demand by local gov-
 ernments for IZ programs, we have assembled a unique database of information on

 1 1 http://www.policylink.org/Projects/IZ/default.html
 1 ¿ http://www.calruralhousing.org/about-ccrh, http://www.nonprohthousing.org/about/whoweare/
 programs/default. aspx
 13 These reports, among others, were obtained through four interviews with affordable housing advocacy
 groups, developers, and homebuilder organizations in the Bay Area, and through local media searches.
 14 We do not have data that would allow us to test for political opposition from these groups. However,
 because most developers operate in multiple jurisdictions within the region, and the Northern Califor-
 nia Homebuilders Association tends to lobby at the regional rather than local level, it seems unlikely that
 there will be systematic differences across communities in the level of opposition or influence that might
 confound our estimates.
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 the characteristics of all jurisdictions with zoning authority in the San Francisco
 CMSA (based on 2000 OMB definitions). Our sample consists of 100 jurisdictions,
 including 86 cities and 14 towns that were incorporated as of 2000. 15 Our primary
 research objective is to determine which characteristics predict whether or not each
 jurisdiction adopted IZ during the 1980s, 1990s, or early 2000s, conditional on not
 having adopted it previously. Next we describe the data used in the analysis and the
 empirical strategy. A full list of variable descriptions and sources can be found in
 Table 3; summary statistics are shown in Table 4.

 Table 3. Variable descriptions and data sources.

 Variable Definition/source

 IZ variables Source: Furman Center IZ Inventory
 IZ = 1 if jurisdiction has adopted IZ by 2003.
 Share juris, with IZ % jurisdictions with IZ in county (weighted by

 population of jurisdiction)

 Economic variables Source: Census (1970, 1980, 1990, 2000)
 Population Population
 Pet BA, post-grad % of population with college, graduate degrees.
 Pet Asian % population Asian, non-Hispanic
 Pet Hispanic % population Hispanic
 Pet < 18 yrs % of population < 18 years.
 Housing density Housing units/acre of land area
 Housing density (Low) = 1 if housing density <= 30th percentile
 Housing density (Moderate) = 1 if 30th percentile < housing density <= 60th

 percentile
 Housing density (High) = 1 if housing density => 60th percentile
 Share rent over FMR % rental units with gross rent above MSA fair

 market rent

 Owner-occupied Percent of housing that is owner-occupied
 Housing value Median housing value (2000$)
 Rent Median gross rent (2000$)
 Land area Land area (sq. miles)
 Distance to San Francisco Distance in miles to San Francisco

 Political variables
 Number of nonprofits Number of affordable housing nonprofits (Source:

 Furman Center, 1980, 1990, 2000)
 Age of nonprofits Average age of affordable housing nonprofits

 (Source: Furman Center, 1980, 1990, 2000)
 Pet Democratic, U.S. Senator Percent of vote cast for Democratic candidate,

 U.S. Senate race (Source: Statewide Database at
 the University of California-Berkeley, 1992, 2000)

 Growth management index = 1 if jurisdiction practices more than 2 growth
 management measures (Source: Glickfeld &
 Levine, 1992)

 15 There are actually 1 14 political jurisdictions in the San Francisco CMSA. We exclude from the analy-
 sis jurisdictions that adopted IZ prior to 1980 because we include 10-year lagged explanatory lagged vari-
 ables and the earliest data available were from 1970. In addition, we exclude all counties (totaling 9) so
 that the analysis is consistent in its treatment of local governments. Specifically, because local towns and
 cities are located in counties and regulate land use autonomously from the county, the interpretation of
 policy diffusion is less intuitive with the counties included in the analysis. San Francisco County is
 co-terminous with the City of San Francisco, and so is included. As a robustness check, all of the regres-
 sions were run with the counties included, and the results remain unchanged. The results of this analy-
 sis are available from the authors upon request.
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 590 / What Drives the Diffusion of Inclusionary Zoning?

 Data Description

 To determine which jurisdictions have IZ and in what year it was adopted, we com-
 bine several different data sources on the presence and characteristics of inclusionary
 zoning in California, including five surveys administered at various times by differ-
 ent organizations. Most of the data are drawn from a survey conducted in 2002 by
 the California Coalition for Rural Housing (CCRH) and Nonprofit Housing Associ-
 ation of California (NPH). Because that survey did not obtain complete data on sev-
 eral key variables, notably the year IZ was adopted, in June 2007, the Furman Center
 conducted a supplementary telephone survey with municipal officials in approxi-
 mately 35 jurisdictions. We then compared our data set against several additional
 sources: a 1994 survey conducted by Calavita and Grimes; a list of IZ programs
 reported by Vandell (2003), originally compiled by Rusk (2003); a new Inclusionary
 Housing Policy database released in the summer of 2007 by CCRH,16 and a 2007
 report by NPH, CCRH, and several other organizations. Data from the various
 sources reveal a number of discrepancies; some may result from changes in pro-
 gram characteristics over time, and others reflect differences in the survey instru-
 ments and respondents or simply reporting errors, which raise concerns over the
 reliability of the data. We have attempted to reconcile the discrepancies for at least
 two critical pieces of data: the list of jurisdictions that have IZ and the dates when
 those programs were first adopted. In the analysis that follows, we only consider IZ
 adoption as of 2003, because we were not able to fully verify later adoption dates.17

 Demographic, economic, and geographical variables that proxy for housing
 demand and supply were obtained from the decennial U.S. Census for the years
 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000. These variables include percent of rental housing units
 with gross rent higher than the MSA fair market rent (as determined by the U.S.
 Department of Housing and Urban Development); population size; percent with at
 least a college degree; percent non-Hispanic Asian; percent Hispanic; homeowner-
 ship rate; percent under 18 years of age; housing density (units per acre); distance
 to San Francisco; and total land area.18 We include level and change variables in our
 analysis. All monetary variables are adjusted to constant 2000 dollars.

 Data on residents' political preferences are obtained from the Statewide Data-
 base, housed at the University of California at Berkeley.19 This database provides
 tract- and precinct-level data on voting outcomes and voter registration for general
 and primary statewide elections. We obtained tract-level data on elections taking
 place in 1992 and 2000, and aggregated the information up to the place level for all
 jurisdictions in our sample.20 From the 1992 and 2000 general elections, we use the

 16 The database can be found online at http://calruralhousing.org/housing-toolbox/inclusionary-housing-
 policy-search.
 17 The sources for the IZ data will be collectively referred to as "Furman IZ inventory." According to the
 most recent survey, 77 jurisdictions in the Bay Area had adopted IZ as of 2006. We use the 47 of the 55
 jurisdictions identified in the earlier survey for our analysis. The table in Appendix A shows the recon-
 ciled year of IZ adoption for all jurisdictions in our sample. All appendices are available at the end of
 this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publishers Web site and use the search engine to
 locate the article at http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/jhome/34787.
 18 Distance to San Francisco is calculated by the authors using longitudes and latitudes provided by the
 Census and GIS tabulations. We replicated the analyses with average household income instead of edu-
 cation, and because the two are highly correlated and produce identical results, we chose to include only
 the education variable. We also ran regressions with the share of households living in same house or
 county (to measure new versus old residents); this variable was not included in the final specification,
 because it did not help to explain the likelihood of adopting IZ.
 19 A-iroil oVvlo of VfH-r''//c'VTr'V' Vl/a-i-L-ial £vt 7 £*r'i i/

 20 The earliest year for which election data is available at the tract level is 1992; we wanted to be sure to
 capture political preferences prior to IZ adoption for as many jurisdictions as possible.
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 What Drives the Diffusion of Inclusionary Zoning? I 591

 proportion of voters who voted Democratic for U.S. Senator. We hypothesize that,
 out of the available voting data, this office would most accurately reflect local pref-
 erences (compared to, for example, the President, which implies more federal pol-
 icy concerns and less of a tie to local outcomes).

 Data on growth control regulations are obtained from a survey on California land
 use regulations and growth control policies conducted by Glickfeld and Levine
 (1992) in 1988. In order to get a sense of overall growth control regimes, we con-
 struct a composite measure of growth control measures based on the jurisdictions'
 responses to the Glickfeld and Levine survey. The survey coded responses for 15
 questions regarding growth control measures, and nearly 70 percent of the respon-
 dents indicated that they practiced 2 or fewer of these measures. Therefore, we
 constructed a binary variable that indicates whether the jurisdiction practices
 more than 2 growth control measures - reporting more than 2 measures indicates more
 stringent growth control practices.

 Data on the location and age of nonprofit affordable housing managers and devel-
 opers were collected by the Furman Center via Internet and document searches in
 the summer of 2008. Key variables include the age and number of nonprofit organ-
 izations that have built and managed low-income housing throughout the Bay Area.
 We include both measures to better identify the nature of the nonprofits' influence
 on IZ adoption; specifically, the number of nonprofits measures their concentra-
 tion, and age measures their longevity. A nonprofit organization was counted as
 having a presence in a jurisdiction if it had built or managed units there.21

 We construct a measure of spatial diffusion that captures the share of jurisdic-
 tions with IZ in the county at any point in time. For any jurisdiction, this identifies
 the average IZ status for its neighboring jurisdictions.

 We supplement the data on political preferences and stakeholders with 4 semi-
 structured key informant interviews. We conducted interviews with representatives
 from affordable housing advocacy groups and developer organizations, all of whom
 have been involved with IZ campaigns in the region and are knowledgeable of the
 history of the program.

 Empirical Strategy

 We use variation in the presence and timing of adoption of IZ across jurisdictions
 within the San Francisco Bay Area to explore the economic, political, and spatial
 determinants of IZ adoption. Specifically, we use hazard models to estimate the
 likelihood that a jurisdiction adopts IZ, given that it has not yet adopted the policy.

 There are three aspects of the data that require special treatment in the analysis.
 First, once a jurisdiction adopts IZ, it is no longer "eligible" for adoption again, and
 therefore over time, as more places adopt IZ, the pool of eligible adopters decreases.
 Second, there are a number of jurisdictions that, as of the end of the study period
 in 2003, had not yet adopted IZ, but may adopt IZ at some point in time after 2003
 (these are "censored" observations).22 Third, since the study period spans more than
 2 decades, we want to be able to vary the covariates over time, because, for exam-
 ple, it is unlikely that characteristics of a jurisdiction in 1980 will accurately predict
 the likelihood of IZ adoption in the 1990s. Therefore the estimation approach,
 where indicated, takes jurisdiction characteristics at three points in time: 1980,
 1990, and 2000.23 Due to the unique nature of this data, the likelihood of IZ adop-
 tion will be estimated using survival analysis methods. Specifically, we use a Cox
 model with nonproportional hazards to estimate the likelihood of a jurisdiction i

 21 Ideally we would like to also include measures of the nonprofits' budgets, sizes, or housing portfolios.
 Unfortunately, we are unable to obtain reliable data on these variables over time.
 22 In fact, we know that at least 20 jurisdictions have adopted IZ since 2003.
 23 Certain characteristics are not time-variant and are indicated in the model.
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 592 / What Drives the Diffusion of Inclusionary Zoning?

 adopting IZ between t and At, given that it has not yet adopted IZ by time t (this is
 also known as the hazard rate, hi(t)).24 The hazard rate at time t is understood as
 the unobserved rate at which an event occurs, in this case, IZ adoption. And 'lhi(f)
 is the expected duration of time (using the origin of the study period, 1980, as a
 starting point) until the event occurs. The partial likelihood of the Cox model is
 a flexible estimation option, because it allows for an unspecified form for the under-
 lying survivor function as well as time-varying explanatory variables.25 The equa-
 tion to be estimated is:

 hi(t) = Ao (t) exp(Ecomt,t-u Polit_Redist;,r, Polit_Reg¿, NFP^-i, IZ_Diffusion¿,,, Geoi).26

 In this regression, Ao(i) is the baseline hazard function, that is, the hazard function
 for a jurisdiction with all covariates set to 0. Econ^t-i is a vector of housing market, eco-
 nomic and demographic characteristics, including percent of units with rent higher than
 MSA FMR, population, percent change population, percent with college education or
 higher, percent change in college education or higher, percent homeowners, percent
 Hispanic, percent Asian, percent under 18 years of age, and housing density for juris-
 diction i at time t - 1 and between t and t - 1; Polit _Redistribi,t measures redistrib-
 utive preferences, specifically percent voting Democratic for U.S. Senator for jurisdic-
 tion i at time t] PolitJRegi measures preferences for regulation, specifically the
 stringency of growth management policies for jurisdiction i; NFPi,t-i measures the
 extent and longevity of local nonprofits, including the number and average age of
 affordable housing nonprofits in jurisdiction / at time t - 1; IZ_Diffusionift includes
 the percent of jurisdictions in the county, weighted by population, that have already
 adopted IZ at time t; and Geoi is a vector of geographic and location controls, includ-
 ing land area and distance to San Francisco for jurisdiction iP

 24 We extend the Cox proportional hazards model to include time-varying covariates; other than additional
 computational complexity, the partial likelihood estimation is robust to this specification (see Grambsch &
 Therneau, 1994; Allison, 1995). The presence (and significance) of time-varying covariates by definition
 violates the proportionality assumption of the proportional Cox model, but is also the choice method to
 address variation in the hazard over time (see Allison, 1995). Time-weighted scaled Schoenfeld residuals
 plotted against time indicate that proportionality is upheld in most cases (see Grambsch & Therneau,
 1994) and supports linear nonproportionaliry in the cases where time-varying covariates are used.
 25 See Allison (1984, 1995) for a detailed description of using Cox regressions models in survival analysis.
 26 We also run this model stratified by region to allow for different hazards across regions. We define two
 regions, coastal and noncoastal, because they are characterized by different housing markets and natu-
 ral topography that are not fully addressed by the time-varying covariates. The hazard function for the
 ith jurisdiction in the rth region is expressed as:

 hi,r (t) =Af,o (t) exp(Econi,r,t,t.i, Polit.Redisti,*, Polit_Regi,r NFTVi, IZJDiffusionut, Geoi,r).

 27 Note that all economic right-hand side variables are taken at a point in time prior to IZ adoption at
 time t, as to temper any simultaneity bias. Specifically, if a jurisdiction adopted IZ between 1991 and
 2000, the covariates for that jurisdiction at the time of adoption are taken as of 1990. The same logic is
 applied to IZ adoption in the 1980s and post-2000. The voting variable varies across time, but is not avail-
 able prior to 1992; therefore for jurisdictions that adopted IZ prior to 1992, these covariates are as of
 1992 and do not control for endogeneity. The results are robust to identical regressions excluding the
 jurisdictions that adopted IZ prior to 1992 (see Appendix D). It is true that the estimates would be more
 precise were we to use more frequently measured covariates, but unfortunately, the census data is only
 available every 10 years. It is reasonable to assume, however, that the values of the covariates change
 slowly over time. In addition, the length of the decade interval and the average time until IZ adoption
 are long relative to the annual time unit on which adoption is based; together these will minimize any
 bias (Petersen, 1986, 1991). Petersen (1991) and Petersen and Koput (1992) suggest using mid-interval
 values for the covariates as a way to minimize bias in their estimates, and so we also run identical spec-
 ifications on data where the values for inter-centennial years are interpolated, and the results are robust
 to the current specification. In addition, we run logit and OLS models to check for spurious relation-
 ships due to time dependencies in the hazard specification (again, see Petersen, 1991, 1992). The results
 from these regressions are available from the authors upon request. All appendices are available at the
 end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publishers Web site and use the search engine
 to locate the article at http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/jhome/34787.
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 RESULTS

 The results from the hazard model (displayed in Tables 5 and 6) indicate that polit-
 ical factors are consistently strong predictors of IZ adoption. Housing costs, on the
 other hand, are more sensitive to changes in the specification and are important
 in explaining the likelihood of IZ adoption only when controlling for differences in
 coastal and noncoastal housing markets.28 Regressions were run on economic fac-
 tors alone, political factors alone, spatial factors alone, and a full set of economic,
 political, and spatial factors. All models include county dummy variables to control
 for unobserved heterogeneity across counties not accounted for by the other covari-
 ates. The final specification stratifies the model by coastal and noncoastal regions,
 to control for variation in IZ adoption due to less tangible differences in the housing
 markets. Table 5 displays the separate models, which show that political factors are
 the only significant predictors of IZ adoption. The first column of coefficients dis-
 plays the estimated effects of economic determinants on IZ adoption. In this speci-
 fication, none of the economic variables is significant in explaining IZ adoption.29
 Surprisingly, the variable that should be most directly correlated with need for
 affordable housing - percent of units paying rent higher than FMR - does not appear
 to be a significant determinant of whether a jurisdiction actually adopts IZ.30

 The second column displays the coefficients for the political factors. Several of
 these coefficients are at least weakly significant. Politically more liberal jurisdictions,
 indicated by the percent of votes cast for the Democratic Senate candidate, are more
 likely to adopt IZ. The Bay Area is predominantly Democratic (the median percent-
 age of residents voting Democratic for U.S. Senator was 65 percent in 2000), but even
 within the region jurisdictions with the highest concentrations of Democratic-voting
 residents were more likely to adopt IZ. Jurisdictions with relatively more stringent
 growth control policies are also more likely to adopt IZ, as indicated by the signifi-
 cant coefficient and relatively large hazard rate (see column 4 of Table 5). One possi-
 ble interpretation of this is that jurisdictions with growth controls (and possibly other
 restrictive land use regulations) have higher housing costs, leading them to adopt IZ
 in reaction to those costs. Even without inferring this causal relationship, however, it
 appears that IZ is more likely to be adopted by places favoring a higher level of land
 use regulation in general. Interviews with local housing advocates also suggest that,
 historically, participants in IZ campaigns have tended to overlap with those from ear-
 lier growth control initiatives; therefore it is not surprising that jurisdictions have on
 average adopted both policies (K. Lee, personal communication, September 24,

 28 The results described in this section are robust to a number of specifications, including OLS and logit
 regressions using 1980 baseline characteristics (which are displayed in Appendix B). All appendices are
 available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publishers Web site and use
 the search engine to locate the article at http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/jhome/34787.
 2y In order to address concerns with multicollineanty across covariates, we also ran a more parsimo-
 nious model, eliminating highly or moderately correlated variables (see Appendix C). The results are
 robust to this more parsimonious specification; the only exception is share of units with rent higher than
 FMR, which is positive and significant. All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears
 in JPAM online. Go to the publishers Web site and use the search engine to locate the article at
 http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/jhome/34787.
 30 This variable, however, is significant in more parsimonious regressions (see for example, Appendix C),
 suggesting that some of its explanatory power is absorbed by other moderately correlated variables. Our
 measure of housing affordability is most strongly correlated with homeownership rate and level of edu-
 cation, both of which are excluded from the parsimonious model. We choose to focus on the fully spec-
 ified model, because some (if not most) of the significance of the housing affordability variable in the
 parsimonious model is driven by these other variables. The magnitude of the coefficient changes mar-
 ginally, and we believe the fully specified model provides a more conservative estimate of the effect due
 to housing affordability alone. All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM
 online. Go to the publishers Web site and use the search engine to locate the article at http ://www3. inter
 science.wiley.com/cgi-bin/jhome/34787.
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 594 / What Drives the Diffusion of Inclusionary Zoning?

 Table 5. Hazard regression results, economic, political and spatial variables.

 Economic Political Spatial

 Haz. Haz. Haz.
 Param. Rate Param. Rate Param. Rate

 Dependent variable: Hazard rate (likelihood of IZ adoption given jurisdiction is without IZ)

 Share HH Rent over FMR 0.010 1 .024
 (0.018)

 Log pop 0.242 1.273
 (0.508)

 % Change pop 0.076 1 .079
 (0.249)

 %BA+ 0.011 1.011

 (0.022)
 % Change BA+ -0.0396 0.961

 (0.041)
 % Homeowners -0.014 0.986

 (0.026)
 % Hispanic 0.0109 1.011

 (0.027)
 % Asian -0.004 0.996

 (0.033)
 % Under 18 years -0.055 0.947

 (0.052)
 Housing density (moderate) -0.004 0.996

 (0.593)
 Housing density (high) -0.190 0.827

 (0.815)
 Log (land area) 0.065 1.067

 (0.508)
 Distance to San Francisco 0.00 1 1 .00 1

 (0.024)
 Avg. age of nonprofits 0.021 1.021*

 (0.012)
 Log (number nonprofits) 0.080 1 .084

 (0.344)
 % voting Democratic 0.043 1 .044*
 (U.S. Senator) (0.024)

 Growth Management 0.641 1.898*
 (0.337)

 Share juris, with IZ -0.1 14 0.892
 (0.203)

 Log-likelihood -366.88 -361.135 -375.161
 AIC 410.88 387.135 395.161

 County dummies Y Y Y
 Region strata N N N
 N 100 100 100

 Note: Robust standard errors shown in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the
 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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 What Drives the Diffusion of Inclusionary Zoning? I 595

 2008). Finally, jurisdictions with more established nonprofits are more likely to adopt
 IZ. Specifically if affordable housing nonprofits in a jurisdiction are on average 1
 year older, the probability of IZ adoption increases by 2 percent. While the number
 of nonprofits is not statistically significant, it is also positively associated with the
 likelihood of IZ adoption. Together, these results are consistent with the hypothesis
 that affordable housing nonprofits with local market knowledge, political clout, and
 an established infrastructure may be more effective at lobbying for IZ. Alternatively,
 these results may simply indicate that IZ is more likely adopted by places that are
 more supportive of affordable housing development in general (ultimately, these two
 explanations need not be mutually exclusive).

 As for the spatial diffusion regression (shown in the final two columns of Table 5),
 the coefficient on the share of jurisdictions with IZ indicates that jurisdictions are
 less likely to adopt IZ if they reside in a county with a relatively higher share of
 existing IZ policies. This coefficient, however, is not significantly different from
 zero.31

 Table 6 displays results for the full specification, first pooled, and then stratified
 by region. When economic, political, and spatial factors are jointly regressed on the
 likelihood of IZ adoption and the hazard rate is not allowed to vary across coastal
 and noncoastal regions, the results remain largely unchanged. As before, none of
 the demographic or housing market determinants are significant. The magnitudes
 and signs change, however, for several variables - most notably, the magnitude on
 the housing affordability measure (the share of units with rents higher than FMR)
 more than doubles in magnitude (but it is still not significant). The coefficients of
 the political indicators generally increase in magnitude and remain significant
 when added to the economic variables. The hazard rate for percent voting Democ-
 ratic indicates that a 1 percentage point increase in favor of a Democratic U.S. Sena-
 tor increases the probability of IZ adoption by 10 percent. In addition, for affordable
 housing nonprofits that are on average 1 year older, the probability of IZ adoption
 increases by 3.2 percent. The stringency of the jurisdictions growth control policies,
 however, is no longer significant in explaining the likelihood of IZ adoption.

 The second regression results in Table 6 are stratified by region, so that the haz-
 ard rate of IZ adoption can vary across the coastal and noncoastal areas of the San
 Francisco MSA.32 The results are largely unchanged, with one exception. The coef-
 ficient on the share of units with rent higher than FMR has increased in magnitude
 and is now significant. Jurisdictions with less affordable housing markets (as meas-
 ured by a higher share of units paying rents above the MSA FMR) are more likely
 to adopt IZ. Specifically, the hazard rate for this variable suggests that a 1 percent-
 age point increase in the share of units paying more than FMR is associated with a
 0.037 higher probability of adopting IZ. Without region stratification, the effect of
 housing affordability on IZ adoption was obscured by unobserved differences
 across coastal and noncoastal jurisdictions. Indeed, a closer look at the data reveals
 that the likelihood of IZ adoption is lower for coastal jurisdictions (which also tend
 to have less affordable housing). Therefore, without the stratification, the effect of
 housing affordability was attenuated by the fact that, for unobserved reasons, the
 coastal jurisdictions are less likely to adopt IZ.

 In sum, the results from the hazard analysis suggest that both housing costs and
 political factors are important in explaining the likelihood of IZ adoption, although
 we do not observe consistent patterns of spatial diffusion. First, housing affordability

 31 Identical regressions were run using a nonweighted diffusion variable, and the results were unchanged.
 ■" The coastal region includes Mann, San Mateo, and Santa Cruz counties and the cities or San Francisco
 and Oakland. Stratification is preferred to including a time-varying covariate to control for regional dif-
 ferences that may be correlated with IZ adoption, as it does not require us to choose a specific form for
 the change in the region effect over time.
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 Table 6. Hazard regression results, full model.

 Param. Haz. Rate Param. Haz. Rate

 Dependent variable: Hazard rate (likelihood of IZ adoption given jurisdiction is without IZ)

 Share HH rent over FMR 0.02327 1 .024 0.03608 1 .037**

 (0.017) (0.018)
 Log pop 0.12185 1.130 0.01537 1.015

 (0.499) (0.460)
 % Change pop 0.19945 1.221 0.20435 1.227

 (0.251) (0.255)
 %BA+ 0.02333 1.024 0.01389 1.014

 (0.027) (0.025)
 % Change BA+ -0.00171 0.998 -0.01753 0.983

 (0.027) (0.035)
 % Homeowners 0.01139 1.011 0.00491 1.005

 (0.029) (0.029)
 % Hispanic 0.00309 1.003 -0.01185 0.988

 (0.046) (0.044)
 % Asian -0.01110 0.989 -0.02792 0.972

 (0.028) (0.029)
 % Under 18 years -0.06414 0.938 -0.06536 0.937

 (0.050) (0.047)
 Housing density (moderate) -0.28455 0.752 -0.29746 0.743

 (0.602) (0.631)
 Housing density (high) -0.24797 0.780 -0.21660 0.805

 (0.753) (0.767)
 Log (land area) 0.10816 1.114 0.23161 1.261

 (0.504) (0.451)
 Distance to San Francisco 0.03267 1.033 0.03001 1.030

 (0.026) (0.024)
 Share juris, with IZ -0.12591 0.882 -0.08000 0.923

 (0.225) (0.211)
 Avg. age of nonprofits 0.03126 1.032* 0.02423 1.025*

 (0.013) (0.013)
 Log (number nonprofits) 0. 1 3986 1.150 0.49268 1 .637

 (0.489) (0.478)
 % voting Democratic 0.09884 1.104*** 0.11571 1.123***
 (U.S. Senator) (0.035) (0.033)

 Growth management 0.59542 1.814 0.48988 1.632
 (0.411) (0.422)

 Log-likelihood -349.324 -283.528
 AIC 403.324 337.528

 County dummies Y Y
 Region strata N Y
 N 100 100

 Note: Robust standard errors shown in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the
 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

 is important in explaining the likelihood of IZ adoption when we control for coastal
 and noncoastal housing markets. However, we are unable to make the same con-
 clusion in more parsimonious models. Second, even when controlling for differ-
 ences in affordability, the presence of affordable housing nonprofits and political
 leanings of local residents are consistently strong predictors of IZ adoption. Inter-
 estingly, nonprofits seem to be more influential when they are more established
 (rather than just large in numbers). This may indicate stronger political pull from

 Journal of Policy Analysis and Management DOI: 10.1002/pam
 Published on behalf of the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management

This content downloaded from 149.31.238.197 on Mon, 19 Jun 2017 17:19:06 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 What Drives the Diffusion of Inclusionary Zoning? I 597

 organizations that have extended experience in the affordable housing market and
 more developed connections. And, even within a relatively liberal region of the
 country, we find that jurisdictions with more Democratic constituencies are more
 likely to opt for IZ programs.

 CASE STUDY: THIRD TIME'S THE CHARM FOR SAN JOSE

 The recent successful campaign for inclusionary zoning in the city of San Jose, in the
 heart of Silicon Valley, highlights several of the themes that emerge from the regres-
 sion analysis.33 IZ was first brought up for discussion by the city council in 1988, and
 then again in 2001, but on neither occasion did it reach a final vote by the council. In
 the fall of 2007, the issue was reintroduced at the request of Councilmember Sam Lic-
 cardo. Following a year of research and debate, the council finally adopted an IZ ordi-
 nance on December 9, 2008, passing by a vote of 9 to 2 (Sherbert, 2007; Krutko, 2007;
 Theriault, 2008; Woolfolk, 2008). We offer the following summary as an illustration
 of some of the political complexities that cannot be systematically identified through
 large-scale data analysis. We do not claim, however, that this example is typical of the
 region and caution against extrapolating from a single example.

 Although regression results indicate that high housing costs play a role in IZ
 adoption, the timing of IZ in San Jose suggests that adoption is not sensitive to
 short-run changes in prices. Quite the contrary, the vote followed months of media
 attention to the deteriorating economy in general and the collapsing housing mar-
 ket in particular, with California being notably hard hit by the foreclosure crisis
 (see, for instance, Bajaj, 2008; Lohr, 2008; Nocera, 2008a, 2008b). It is unclear whether
 the current housing conditions were outside of the debate or whether the council
 perhaps viewed IZ as a response to the economic downturn.34

 However, IZ adoption in San Jose fits well with the hypothesis that IZ adoption is
 strongly influenced by political circumstances, and possibly prompted by changes
 in those circumstances. All but two of the current city council members have been
 elected since the previous discussion of IZ in 2001 (the council is restricted by law
 to two terms). The current effort to pass IZ was initiated in late 2007 at the request
 of a newly elected member, Councilmember Sam Liccardo (Sherbert, 2007), a reg-
 istered Democrat with particular interest in and knowledge of affordable housing.35
 It appears that the council vote divided as might be expected along party lines: The
 councils only registered Republican, Pete Constant, publicly expressed reservations
 about IZ and voted against it (political party affiliation for the other council oppo-
 nent, Pierluigi Oliverio, is not available).36 The mayor, Chuck Reed, who actively
 supported the proposal, is a registered Democrat and states on his Web site that he
 lived in public housing as a child, presumably indicating a sympathetic view toward
 affordable housing. The biographical information on the council members' Web
 sites suggest that several of them who supported IZ are not merely Democrats but
 on the liberal side of the political spectrum.37

 33 We are grateful to our local interviewees, particularly Paul Campos (January 6, 2009) and Evelyn
 Stivers (Januarv 5. 2009). for drawing our attention to this examnle.

 34 However, it is important to note that in 2000 San Jose was relatively less affordable than the average
 jurisdiction in the San Francisco MSA: 37 percent of units had rents above the area's FMR, while the
 average for the MSA overall was 34 percent.
 35 His biographical sketch on the council's Web site states that he sits on the board of several affordable
 housing organizations, and his partner is the assistant director of the Housing Trust of Santa Clara
 County. Unless otherwise noted, all information about the council members was obtained from their
 individual Web sites at http ¡//www.sanjoseca.gov/council. htm.
 36 Local government positions in California are officially non-partisan, and many council members
 choose not to include their affiliation in their biographical information.
 37 Mayor Reed and Councilors Kanson Chu and Nora Campos have aggressively worked to establish city-
 wide green building standards, and Nora Campos' Web site mentions having "marched side-by-side with
 Cesar E. Chavez" in her early years.
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 Beyond the elected leaders, a review of the organizations and individuals who pub-
 licly supported and opposed IZ also reveals predicted patterns. Among the groups
 that spoke out in support of IZ were several affordable housing advocates, including
 Neighborhood Housing Services of Silicon Valley and Habitat for Humanity of Sili-
 con Valley, environmental advocates such as the Sierra Club, organized labor groups,
 Catholic and interfaith religious groups, and a variety of other nonprofit organiza-
 tions. Opponents of the proposal included the Santa Clara County Association of
 Realtors, Home Builders Association of Northern California, Silicon Valley Chamber
 of Commerce, and representatives of several large developers.38

 The experience of San Jose thus reinforces the conclusions of the quantitative
 analysis: Support for inclusionary zoning reflects partisan affiliation by elected offi-
 cials and residents, as well as the presence of affordable housing (and other liberally-
 leaning) nonprofit organizations. On the other hand, while concerns over housing
 affordability provided the backdrop for the debate over IZ, on this occasion as on
 previous ones, the latest success of IZ adoption is not obviously linked to changes
 in housing market conditions.

 CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

 During the 1990s and early 2000s, IZ became an increasingly popular policy among
 local governments in regions with high housing costs, despite some concern over its
 potential negative effects on housing markets. IZ has been especially pervasive in
 California and the Bay Area in particular. One possible explanation for the rapid dif-
 fusion of IZ during this time period is that governments made an economically
 rational decision to adopt the policy in response to increasingly high housing costs.
 We do find some evidence that within the Bay Area, jurisdictions in which a larger
 percent of units face rents above the region s Fair Market Rent are more likely to
 adopt IZ. However, this is only part of the story. The decision to adopt IZ reflects
 the political environment of the local jurisdiction: Communities with politically
 more liberal residents and older, more established affordable housing nonprofits
 are consistently more likely to adopt IZ.

 The results have implications for both local governments and affordable housing
 advocates. The analysis suggests that the role of nonprofits in the IZ adoption
 process is critical. Nonprofits are influential in providing both political support for
 affordable housing and their expertise on local affordable housing needs. Certain
 broad-based nonprofits are instrumental in campaigning for IZ across multiple
 jurisdictions, and management and production oriented nonprofits have played a
 role in voicing support for and implementing the IZ program once it is adopted.
 Therefore, adoption of IZ is more likely to occur if there is already a presence of
 well-established affordable housing nonprofits. In addition, the probability of IZ
 adoption will depend on local preferences and community characteristics. Local
 policymakers or affordable housing advocates may want to consider alternative
 policies to IZ in places with less redistributive leanings or more affordable housing
 markets.

 While our analysis focuses on the probability of local IZ adoption within a single
 metropolitan area, our findings cast some light on other regions across the country
 that have also seen growth in IZ during the past few decades. Besides the Bay Area,
 three areas of the country that have developed a comparable IZ presence are also
 characterized by predominantly liberal political affiliation, a robust nonprofit hous-
 ing community, and persistently high housing costs: the Washington, D.C. and

 38 The groups listed here either submitted correspondence or offered public comments in support of city-
 wide inclusionary zoning at the City Council's December 1 1 , 2007 study session according to the January
 29, 2008 City Council Agenda (Agenda Item 2.1(c)).
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 Boston metropolitan areas, and much of suburban New Jersey. In addition, Califor-
 nia IZ regulations have historically served as models (see for example the model
 ordinance published by the Institute for Local Government), and the state is a
 leader in documenting and tracking such programs.39 The empirical results from
 the Bay Area are most likely to find parallels in similar metro areas, but we would
 caution against extrapolating to regions with different housing markets, political
 conditions, or without the infrastructure of nonprofit organizations.

 The current analysis suggests that IZ is adopted as a way to meet affordable hous-
 ing needs, but also that it is more likely to emerge from a propitious set of political
 pressures and circumstances. IZ is only one of a range of tools that can be used to
 provide low-income housing, including direct subsidies to households or develop-
 ers, or policies that reduce the costs of constructing housing (for instance, reducing
 development fees or increasing allowable densities). Ideally, to determine whether
 IZ is the most economically efficient policy choice or simply the most politically
 expedient one, we would need to observe whether IZ adoption followed a debate
 among the range of affordable housing policies. However, it is not possible to
 assemble systematic data on the topics of debate or whether other policies were
 adopted in conjunction with or instead of IZ. A case study approach examining the
 political debate in jurisdictions that successfully adopted IZ and those that did not
 would greatly inform this question.

 One possible explanation for the popularity of IZ is that, within the realm of
 affordable housing remedies, IZ is a flexible policy tool and can be tailored in many
 ways to fit the specific needs of the jurisdiction (see Schuetz et al., 2009). Moreover,
 in a time of declining housing subsidies from federal and state governments, and
 given localities' limited ability to raise local revenues, the option of producing
 affordable housing without direct public expenditures is likely to have strong polit-
 ical appeal.

 RACHEL MELTZER is an Assistant Professor of Urban Policy Analysis and Manage-
 ment at Milano The New School for Management & Urban Policy.

 JENNY SCHUETZ is an Assistant Professor at the School of Policy, Planning, and
 Development at the University of Southern California.
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