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M st wner- ccupied h using in multiunit structures takes n ne f tw legal f rms.
One is c nd minium wnership, in which the ccupant has title t a specific apartment and
a part interest in c mm n areas and facilities. The sec nd f rm, c perative, is a c rp rati n
that issues st ck representing an wnership stake in the pr ject and entitling ccupancy f a
specific dwelling. Initial share all cati ns are pr p rti nal t the size and amenities ffered
by the different units in the c - p pr ject.

Debt financing in c nd pr jects ccurs via m rtgages n individual units. C - ps use a
“blanket” m rtgage (als kn wn as a master m rtgage, a pr ject m rtgage, r an underlying
l an) n the entire pr ject, with the c - p c rp rati n as the b rr wer. In additi n, if the
pr ject has appreciated ver time, resales f individual shares are ften financed by “share
l ans” t the individual wners. These share l ans are c llateralized by the shares.

S me c - ps have limited equity status, a vehicle f r pr m ting preservati n f aff rdable
h using. In a limited equity c perative, the c perative c rp rati n, thr ugh its bylaws,
places a limit n the return all wed when shares are s ld, with the intent f keeping the unit
in the aff rdable h using st ck, regardless f current market values.

C nd s and c - ps thus differ in ways that might result in different market valuati ns f r
physically and l cati nally c mparable units. This article discusses th se differences and
estimates their market imp rtance.

C perative h using in the U.S. dates back t the 1870s. Pri r t the early 1960s, real
estate laws were such that the c perative f rm f wnership was the nly practical way f
all wing ccupant- wnership f units in multifamily structures. Many c - ps went bankrupt
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C perative and c nd minium h using differ in several ways that might be expected t influence their pricing.
M st but n t all f these differences argue f r a higher valuati n f r c nd miniums. Hed nic equati ns estimated
n a nati nal sample indicate that the price differential n the average c nd /c - p unit in 1987 was 12%. C nd s

maintain a price premium under a variety f specificati ns, alth ugh its magnitude depends n the bundle f
attributes being priced.

c perative h using, c nd minium, h use prices
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during the depressi n f the 1930s, tarnishing the image f this type f h using. H wever,
f ll wing W rld War II, the FHA intr duced an insurance pr gram f r the “blanket” m rt-
gages n c peratives. This insurance pr gram renewed lender c nfidence in c - ps, and it
is estimated that half f all c - ps in 1970 had FHA insurance c verage f their m rtgage.

Alth ugh there d es n t appear t have been any utright pr hibiti n f c nd minium
h using in 20th century U.S. markets, there was little devel pment f this wnership f rm
until the 1960s, when states began t enact enabling legislati n. By 1967, all but ne state
had enacted c nd minium legislati n. C nd minium devel pment expanded rapidly there-
after, especially during the 1970s, when the interacti n f inflati n and the tax c de dr ve
d wn the real c st f h me wnership. C - p gr wth lagged that f c nd s during this pe-
ri d, but accelerated during the 1980s, supp rted by new l an pr grams in the sec ndary
m rtgage market. N netheless, by 1991, c nd s utnumbered c - ps ab ut six t ne, with
c - ps c ncentrated in the N rtheast. T gether, c nd s and c - ps acc unt f r ab ut 5% f
the nati n’s h using st ck.

We argue later that several aspects f c - p wnership imp se ec n mic externalities
n wner- ccupants. By limiting these externalities, c nd miniums may ffer advantages
ver c peratives, and these advantages may cause c nd demand t exceed c - p demand.

In many jurisdicti ns, h wever, the regulati ns faced by devel pers seeking t c nvert an
existing rental pr ject were less ner us f r c - p c nversi n than f r c nd c nversi n
(HUD, 1980), and this supply c st advantage benefited the expansi n f c peratives.

N where was this supply c st advantage f c peratives m re apparent than in New
Y rk. New Y rk City and its surr undings have always had a dispr p rti nate share f the
nati n’s c perative h using and t day acc unt f r ab ut ne-third f the U.S. t tal. The ex-
pansi n fr m W rld War II t 1970 seems driven largely by landl rds’ desires t av id the
city’s rent-c ntr l c nstraints (Sahling and Stein, 1980). Even th ugh New Y rk State leg-
islati n in 1964 auth rized c nd miniums, the tax-driven b m t wner ccupancy in the
1970s in New Y rk City was channeled m stly int c peratives. Part f the reas n f r New
Y rk’s c ntinued emphasis n c - ps was the relative ease f c nversi n t c peratives,
c mbined with the absence f much devel pable residential land in the city. In additi n,
b th c nsumers and lenders in New Y rk were already familiar with the c perative f rm,
and the inf rmati n c sts and illiquidity enc untered elsewhere were less a fact r in New
Y rk.

An ther fact r fav ring c - ps in New Y rk was the state usury law that, until the early
1980s, permitted interest rates n c - p blanket l ans t exceed th se n c nd s by ne
percentage p int. Finally, perhaps in New Y rk m re than elsewhere, there was demand f r
the exclusivity m re readily available thr ugh c peratives than c nd s. We expand n this
p int later.

C - ps and c nd s differ in several ways that w uld be expected t lead t different market
valuati ns f physically and l cati nally c mparable units. The first f ur f these charac-
teristics tend t l wer the value f c - ps relative t c nd s, alth ugh the fifth c uld add t
the value f c - ps.

2. Sources of Different Market Valuations for Co-ops and Condos

GOODMAN AND GOODMAN, JR.
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A c - p inv lves m re financial risk sharing am ng wners than d es
a c nd building. In a c nd pr ject, if an wner defaults n his/her m rtgage, the lender
f recl ses n, and disp ses f, that unit, with n direct financial c nsequences f r wners f
ther units, alth ugh there may be indirect “neighb rh d” c nsequences f having empty

units nearby. A c - p share wner is subject t the same neighb rh d c nsequences f a
default, but als bears a direct financial risk. If a c - p share wner fails t make his/her
scheduled payments n the pr ject’s blanket m rtgage, the ther shareh lders must make
up the sh rtfall, r risk thr wing the l an, and the c - p c rp rati n, int default. This fi-
nancial externality f c - ps gives c nd s, which minimize the c mm n pr perty elements,
an advantage in “ rganizati nal efficiency” ver c - ps (Hansman, 1991).

Financing c sts differ f r wners f c nd s and c - ps. Blanket l ans have
rec urse nly t the c - p c rp rati n, whereas c nd m rtgages, at least in the ry, have
rec urse back t the individual b rr wer. Als , because c - ps are less c mm n than c nd s
in m st l cal markets, the substantial ec n mies f scale in m rtgage lending suggest that
c - p financing w uld be m re expensive—as measured by either interest rate r fees—
than c nd l ans. In additi n, if nly ne r tw lenders serve c - ps in s me markets, the
resulting market p wer c uld lead t higher rates. S me m rtgage lenders ffer nly blanket
l ans, thers nly share l ans, and s me lenders pr vide b th. And the sec ndary market
f r c - p l ans is n t nearly as fully devel ped as that f r c nd m rtgages, which in many
respects are treated by the market as single-family l ans.

C - ps may have their wn set f scale ec n mies, h wever. One large blanket l an n
a c - p is less expensive t riginate and t service than the sum f smaller c nd l ans.
This c uld result in s me c st savings f r c - ps.

While direct c mparis ns f interest rates and n nrate terms are difficult, it seems un-
likely that c - p financing is less expensive than c nd m rtgages, and c - p financing
may well be m re expensive. If this is s , the differences in financing sh uld be capitalized
int the market value f the units. In additi n, blanket m rtgages n c - p pr jects, typically
made in a pri r year, may carry interest rates either ab ve r bel w market. In a peri d f
stable r declining interest rates, ab ve-market interest rates are pr bably m re c mm n n
c - p blanket l ans than n c nd minium purchase l ans, because blanket l ans ccasi n-
ally inv lve prepayment “l ck ut” peri ds in which refinancing is c ntractually pr hibited.
These interest rates w uld be expected t be capitalized in buyers’ bid prices (Kelly, 1995).

The greater externalities inv lved with c - ps im-
ply that pr spective buyers must incur greater search c sts (time and m ney) learning ab ut
each c - p than f r a c mparable c nd unit. If buyers’ bidding strategies are set t min-
imize the t tal c sts—purchase price plus search c sts— f securing a bundle f h using
attributes, in equilibrium, buyers will bid less f r c - ps than f r therwise c mparable
c nd s.

Similarly, n the sell side, the idi syncratic nature f c - ps is such that c - p units can
expect t have a l nger marketing peri d than c nd s (Haurin, 1988). This l nger marketing
peri d inv lves c sts f r the seller, which sh uld be capitalized int the initial bid price at
the time f purchase.

2

n

1. Risk sharing.

2. Financing.

3. Information, search, and liquidity.

THE CO-OP DISCOUNT
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The federal tax treatment f wner- ccupied c - ps and c nd s is
similar. C nd wners can deduct b th pr perty taxes and interest n their m rtgage. C - p
wners can deduct their pr rata share f pr perty taxes n the pr ject and interest n the

blanket m rtgage. C - p wners can als typically deduct interest n their share l an.
But n the supply side, in c nversi ns f rental pr perties, c - ps have a tax advantage

ver c nd s. If a rental pr ject is c nverted t a c - p, any gain n the sale fr m the landl rd
t the c - p c rp rati n is taxed at the capital gains rate, because it is treated as a transfer
between c rp rati ns (as are sales f rental pr jects). In m st instances, pr fits fr m subdi-
viding a rental pr ject int c nd minium units are c nsidered regular inc me and taxed at a
higher rate (Marcus, 1985). This unfav rable tax treatment can be av ided nly at the c st
f bringing in a middleman by selling the pr ject t a real estate firm that then undertakes

the c nversi n (HUD, 1980). The supply c st f c - ps br ught t the market by c nversi n
theref re is l wer than that f c nd s, and all else equal, this c st advantage sh uld result
in greater prevalence and l wer market value f r c - ps relative t c nd s. The preferential
regulat ry treatment f c - p c nversi ns in New Y rk and s me ther jurisdicti ns has
similar effects n the supply f c - ps relative t c nd s.

C - p b ards review every pr spective purchaser and have the
p wer t restrict entry f r any reas n that d es n t vi late the applicant’s civil rights. C nd
ass ciati ns d n t have this right, and c nd s’ bylaws and restrictive c venants, which are
generally related t use f the pr perty rather than individual wner characteristics, are
less effective instruments f r influencing wnership and residency. C - ps’ greater ability
t restrict entry has an ambigu us effect n their relative market valuati n, with even the
directi n f effect depending n h w this p wer is exercised by the c - p b ard.

While the risk sharing inherent in c - ps causes a reducti n in demand ( r at least an
adverse selecti n pr blem) relative t c nd s, c - p b ards als ften deliberately restrict
demand. Part f the justificati n is t pr tect the financial interest f the ther c - p wners
because f the financial interdependence menti ned ab ve. Requirements can, h wever, be
severe, such as requiring that the unit be b ught with cash rather than with a share l an. This
requirement can be a maj r c nstraint if the pr ject has appreciated c nsiderably since it was
f rmed as a c perative. M re generally, the financial standards applied by c - p b ards
can be m re restrictive than th se typically applied by m rtgage lenders. But applicants
are rejected f r n nfinancial reas ns as well. R ck stars, f rmer U.S. presidents, and ther
public figures are ccasi nally denied wnership because f the anticipated l ss f peace
and quiet. As ne c nsumer guide t c - ps describes it: “The c perative l ks n t nly at
the financial stability f a pr spective member but als c nsiders the likelih d that ther
members w uld want t have this pers n as a new neighb r and business partner.”

N t nly d these entry restricti ns reduce demand directly, but they als have indirect
impacts since p tential buyers may feel that their resale pti ns are limited. The trade ff, f
c urse, is that ther pr spective buyers may be attracted t the pr ject by these restricti ns,
if the restricti ns are viewed as reducing the financial and life-style risk f wner- ccupancy
in the pr ject. F ll wing Cannaday (1994), c nsider a c - p in which each resident has the
f ll wing utility functi n:

( ) 1 . . . (1)

3

4

4 4i i iU f Z , Z , i , , n,

4. Tax considerations.

5. Demand restrictions.

2

GOODMAN AND GOODMAN, JR.
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where utility f the th resident. (scaled p sitively) is the th resident’s unit-specific
ease f marketing ne’s shares t wh mever he r he pleases. (als scaled p sitively)
is the ease f marketing shares f r residents ther than the th resident, and:

/ 0; / 0; and / 0 (2)

/ 0 implies that residents value freed m t sell t wh mever they want, but the
marginal utility f this freed m is diminishing and appr aches zer . C mplete freed m f r
each resident, ign ring the externality, all ws him r her t set such that (at the limit)

/ 0, which w uld be the equilibrium s luti n if residents acted aut n m usly.
H wever, increased is equivalent t increased f r every ne else. Since ne per-

s n’s freed m may impinge n s me ne else’s utility, / 0. Hence, individual ’s
freed m may decrease the utility f thers, if it increases the difficulty in marketing c - ps
f r all ther residents.

A g verning b ard f a multiunit structure may wish t rec gnize the interdependence f
the residents in maximizing the f the residents’ utilities. Maximizing
with respect t yields the first- rder c nditi n:

/ 0 f r each 1 . . . (3)

Fr m (3), it can be sh wn that

/ / (4)

Since each term n the right-hand side f (4) must be negative, the negative f the sum
must be p sitive. Hence, the ptimizing g verning b ard w uld set ptimum t be less
than the equilibrium in the absence f g vernance. Cannaday (1994) derives this result
in discussing the trade ff between a c nd /c - p wner’s desire t have a pet and that same
wner’s desire n t t live in a building with a l t f pets.
The utility functi ns f c - p wners may well differ depending n their wn m ving

plans. Owners with n plans t m ve presumably have little immediate c ncern ver resale
value and may theref re tend t be m re restrictive in admissi n criteria. (They will place a
small weight n and a big weight n .) Owners planning t sell in the near future may
be m re c ncerned ab ut br adening the market f r their shares and less c ncerned ab ut
the p ssible externalities fr m accepting an undesirable applicant. The restrictiveness f
entry f r these mixed buildings will depend n wh c ntr ls the c - p b ard.

Thus c - ps are able t restrict entry relative t c nd s, with the net impact n asset
values depending n the restrictiveness applied by the c - p b ard, and n l cal market
c nditi ns. C - ps in markets with exclusivity at a premium may be able t c mmand higher
purchase prices with restrictive entry p licies than w uld be p ssible with pen admissi n.
New Y rk might be an example. But if admissi ns exclusi ns are exercised inc nsistently,
s me high bidders are prevented fr m buying, while residents d n t gain the advantages
which they attached t exclusivity. If c - p b ards wanted t tune the exclusivity s as t
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maximize value, the l west p ssible value utc me w uld be that c - ps equal c nd s in
value, because c - ps’ b ards have this adjustment t l and c nd ass ciati ns d n t. But
it is n t necessarily the case that c - p b ards attempt t maximize value.

T summarize, if the c st f pr ducing the tw types f h using is the same, then, given
an upward-sl ping, l ng-run supply curve, the c nsumer demand arguments listed under
characteristics 1 thr ugh 3 ab ve w uld lead t the expectati n that prices w uld be less
f r c - ps than f r c nd miniums with the same physical characteristics and l cati n. The
effect f demand restricti ns (5) n valuati n is ambigu us. On the supply side (4), the
lighter regulat ry and tax burden n c - p c nversi ns means that the supply functi n f r
these units pr bably lies bel w that f r c nd s, and this t sh uld cause the price f c -
ps t be less than the price f c nd s. All t ld, there are m re reas ns f r expecting c - p

values t be less than c nd s’ than the pp site.

Data f r the study c me fr m the nati nal and New Y rk metr p litan samples f 1987
American H using Survey. The nati nal sample c nsists f 1,095 wner- ccupied units,

3. Data

Table 1.

Source
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Nati nal sample characteristics.

C nd C - p P led

Age f unit (years) 13 29 17
20 units in structure (%) 25 47 29
Elevat r building (%) 16 44 22
2–3 st ry building (%) 26 10 23
7 st ry building (%) 8 37 13
Garage included with unit (%) 60 37 54
R ms 4.9 4.7 4.9
Bathr ms 1.9 1.5 1.8
Balc ny (%) 85 62 81
Central air-c nditi ning (%) 76 38 68
Central heat is warm air (%) 65 46 61
Fireplace (%) 33 15 29
Structural pr blems (%) 2 30 8
Gas c king fuel (%) 24 64 32
Pr perty tax rate (%) 1.3 2.0 1.5
New Y rk metr (%) 5 41 12
Other N rtheast (%) 13 12 13
Midwest (%) 20 14 18
S uth (%) 34 24 33
West (%) 28 9 23
Expensive, n n-NY metr area (%) 27 9 23

(B st n, Wash., D.C., Chicag , L s Angeles,
San Francisc , Seattle, H n lulu)

Sample size 860 235 1095

: 1987 American H using Survey
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21% f which are in c perative pr jects and the remainder are in c nd minium devel-
pments. As sh wn in Table 1, a dispr p rti nate share f all c perative units are f und

in the New Y rk metr p litan area, f r the reas ns menti ned ab ve. Because f this c n-
centrati n, we replicated the nati nal analysis n the separate New Y rk MSA sample. We
present the full results fr m the nati nal survey and summarize the results fr m New Y rk.

Tw key variables in the analysis are the wner’s estimate f the market value f the unit
and the identificati n f a unit as either a c - p r c nd . Recent research has c ncluded
that wners’ estimates f value are biased upward, but that the extent f bias is generally
unc rrelated with characteristics f the resp ndent r the unit (G dman and Ittner, 1992).
C nsequently, ur estimates f the difference in values f c - ps and c nd s are n t likely
t be affected by this bias. Resp ndents are als relied up n f r the designati n f their
unit as either a c nd r a c - p. Analysis by the Census Bureau indicates that s me units,
especially c peratives, are misidentified. Presumably, many f these misrep rtings are by
renters (wh ccupy ab ut ne-third f all c - p/c nd units). In ur sample f wner c-
cupants, resp nse err rs t this questi n sh uld be m derate.

C - ps tend t be lder than c nd s, t have fewer r ms, and t be l cated in larger
buildings (Table 1). They are less likely t be centrally air- c nditi ned, and they generally
carry higher pr perty tax rates than d c nd s.

Our empirical appr ach is t c nsider hed nic price equati ns f r b th c nd miniums and
c - ps, and t calculate the differences in bundle prices. G dman (1978) established that
the stratificati n f samples, as well as the specificati n f the underlying hed nic regres-
si ns, may have maj r impacts n the magnitudes f the effects measured.

C nsider attribute bundle . . . . . . . The hed nic price functi n f r vect r
is:

( ) (5)

with the hed nic price f characteristic calculated as / . One applicati n f the he-
d nic price meth d is t respecify the m del as:

( ) (6)

in which represents the type f wnership (c nd minium r c - p). In this f rmulati n,
the c efficient n represents the differential effect f wnership type.

The f rmulati n in (6) is pr blematic f r tw reas ns. First, it assumes that the impact f
wnership regime is unrelated t the characteristics f the unit itself. Hence, represents a

shift variable. Sec nd, the f rmulati n restricts the underlying equati ns, and hence hed nic
price c efficients, t be c nstant acr ss b th wnership types.
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An alternative specificati n releases these c nstraints, by setting:

and:
(7)

where and are vect rs f attribute prices.
It is als appr priate t c nsider the functi nal f rm f the underlying hed nic. The B x–

C x transf rmati n in s me instances can pr vide a specificati n preferable t c nventi nal
linear and semi-l g transf rmati ns. Here, f r the c nd minium m del (and similarly f r
the c - p m del):

( ) ( 1)/

Searching n increments f 0.1, the likelih d functi n f r (6) and (7) maximize at a value
f 0 4. Using this , the p led estimati n, (6), has an adjusted f 0.38 (c lumn

1 f Table 2). All f the structural characteristics that are statistically significant have the
expected signs, as d the pr perty tax rate and the set f l cati nal identifiers. C - ps are
significantly disc unted; the shift term indicates that an therwise similar c nd unit is
valued 21% higher.

N t surprisingly, the data reject the specificati n f (6), that is, the null hyp thesis that
. Acc rdingly, the explanat ry p wer f the m del is impr ved when the parameters

are n t c nstrained t be the same f r c - ps and c nd s. C mparing the disaggregated
regressi ns (c lumns 2 and 3 f Table 2), m st f the independent variables maintain the
same signs in the tw subsample estimati ns, alth ugh fewer f the variables are significant
in the smaller c - p sample.

C nd s have a greater market value than c - ps f r a variety f attribute bundles. That
is, -tests indicate that

and

where is a weighted average f and . Results fr m the bundle c mpar-
is ns are given in Table 3. This functi nal specificati n results in the estimate that c nd
valuati ns exceed th se f c - ps by 8 t 30%, depending n the bundle being priced. On
the p led sample, perhaps the single m st representative ch ice, c nd s are valued 12%,
r $9,100, higher than c - ps, n average.
Finally, limited equity c - ps (LECs) might be expected t have l wer market valuati ns

than ther c - ps because f the restricti ns n resale prices in LECs. Whether a unit is in an
LEC is n t rec rded in the American H using Survey. But tests using pr xies f r LEC status
indicated that the effect n value is statistically insignificant; that is, LECs and ther c - ps
appear t be valued similarly, c nditi nal n their structural and l cati nal characteristics.
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Hed nic regressi n c efficients.

P led C nd C - p

Intercept 154.57 145.05 137.31
Age f unit (years) -0.39 -0.42 0.28
Age squared 0.01 0.01 0.00
20 units in structure 1.35 -1.35 24.03
Elevat r building 12.93 11.49 2.95
2–3 st ry building 3.67 2.99 13.99
7 st ry building 4.16 10.31 -16.76
Garage parking 15.41 22.39 3.63
R ms ( ) 5.04 6.09 2.39
Bathr ms ( ) 22.43 19.71 35.16
Balc ny 1.79 4.12 3.53
Central air-c nditi ning 4.85 1.18 8.91
Warm air heating -5.55 0.47 -18.03
Fireplace 17.03 12.92 40.84
Structural pr blems 9.18 11.79 3.35
Gas c king fuel -9.91 -11.78 4.55
Pr perty tax rate (%) -194.86 -170.04 -174.36
New Y rk metr 59.01 58.26 37.17
Other expensive metr 31.81 32.80 43.35
Other N rtheast 20.67 35.97 -33.99
Midwest -32.94 -31.44 -43.45
S uth -21.03 -13.85 -43.61
C - p (1=yes; 0=n ) -17.56 — —

Adj. -squared .38 .42 .34
sample size 1095 860 235

dependent variable: ( 1)/ 4, where wner’s estimate f the
market value f the h using unit; unless therwise indicated, independent
variables are dummies that take the value 1 if the unit p ssesses the charac-
teristic.

significant at 5% level.

Predicted bundle prices.

Bundle

C nd C - p P led

Prices ($)
C nd 89,072 83,012 87,362
C - p 82,599 63,784 78,262

C nd Premium
$ 6,474 19,228 9,100
% 7.8 30.2 11.6
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The nati nal analysis was repeated n the New Y rk MSA sample, deleting the inappli-
cable l cati nal variables fr m the right-hand side and but adding a city-suburb dummy
variable. On the p led (6) m del, the c nd premium was 14% alth ugh the -statistic f r
the c - p dummy was nly 0.95 (m st likely due t the relatively small sample size). Hence,
we cann t reject the null hyp thesis f n disc unting in New Y rk. The premium in the
c rresp nding nati nal m del was 21%. It appears, then, that c - p disc unting is less in
New Y rk than elsewhere, a finding which w uld f ll w fr m s me f the instituti nal and
market advantages that New Y rk c - ps enj y.

C perative and c nd minium h using differ in several ways that might be expected t
influence their pricing. M st but n t all f these differences argue r a higher valuati n f r
c nd miniums. Hed nic equati ns estimated n a nati nal sample indicate that the price
differential n the average c nd /c - p unit in 1987 was 12%. C nd s maintain a price
premium under a variety f specificati ns, alth ugh its magnitude depends n the bundle f
attributes being priced.

L king f rward, it is difficult t pr ject a resurgence f r c perative h using. Its mar-
ket disadvantages relative t c nd minium h using appear t exceed its advantages. The
relatively l w valuati ns f c - ps, and their declining market share, despite s me supply
c st advantages, suggest that demand f r this f rm f h using falls c nsiderably sh rt f
c nd demand. Absent a significant change in c nsumer preferences r the regulat ry/tax
treatment f c - ps r c nd s, c perative h using seems likely t diminish further in im-
p rtance.

This research was c nducted while the sec nd auth r was n the staff f the B ard f G ver-
n rs f the Federal Reserve System. Views expressed are n t necessarily th se f the B ard
f G vern rs r the staff f the Federal Reserve System. The auth rs are grateful t J seph

Nich ls f r his assistance n this pr ject, t the U.S. Bureau f the Census f r pr viding ac-
cess t unpublished data fr m the American H using Survey, and t Peter C lwell, Michael
Grupe, Austin Kelly, Le nard N rry, T m Thib deau, Daniel Weinberg, and a referee f r
their c mments n an earlier draft.
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1. The third f rm f wner- ccupancy in multiunit structures ccurs when the wners f the building ccupy ne
f its apartments.

2. C - p wners typically will differ in their balances n b th their blanket l ans and share l ans. Thus, the default
pti n will n t be in the m ney simultane usly f r all wners. Furtherm re, c - p wners are vulnerable t

“n nrati nal” defaults by their fell w wners.
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