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The Entrepreneurial Community in
Light of Advancing Business Practices
and Technologies

Spencer Heath MacCallum

It is generally assumed that local government must be a tax-funded au-
thority. The argument is that so-called market failure necessitates the gov-
ernment’s oversight and regulation of community resources. In subdi-
vided areas, which is the traditional settlement pattern in American towns
and cities and their suburbs, this may be the case. However, in some areas,
land is parceled into its various uses not by selling off lots to form a subdi-
vision but by leasing them.

Such areas, in which the underlying land is owned in one title and the
parts are leased, are called, in British terminology, estates, and in Ameri-
can, multiple-tenant income properties (MTIPs). In these areas, manage-
ment of the common areas and amenities in the United States is almost
invariably private. It may be argued that this is all right as long as the areas
are small but that if they were to approach the size and texture of a com-
munity, then private management should give way to governmental man-
agement. This chapter shows that such areas are indeed approaching the
size and texture of communities and that the argument that they ought
not be managed privately is being progressively undercut by advancing
technology.

The discussion has significant policy implications. Land-lease areas—
MTIPs—were once insignificant in the United States, but that is no longer
the case. Over the past century, they have grown greatly in number and
size. Common examples are hotels, office buildings, apartment complexes,
marinas, professional parks, shopping centers, combinations of all these,
and more. But as the examples suggest, this explosive growth has taken
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place almost exclusively in commercial rather than residential real estate.
Residential housing is dominated instead by the planned subdivision,
which enjoys a virtual monopoly by reason of discriminatory tax policy
and federal subsidy. The MTIP has shown great viability in commercial
areas, there competing easily with subdivisions. With equal treatment
under the law, it might be expected to do the same in the housing field. In
doing so, it would offer consumers attractive housing choices beyond the
planned subdivision with homeowners’ association.

Beyond these policy questions, however, the matter of MTIPs has
broader sociological implications that have not been adequately explored.
MTIPs are a part of our daily experience, exemplified in familiar forms
that resemble local communities in important respects. But because they
are relatively prosaic, nonheroic developments of the marketplace, not
ideologically inspired as intentional or utopian communities are, they
have received little scholarly attention. Nonetheless they have thrived,
springing up with the hardiness of weeds. Their success is partly due to
their unique organizational strengths. To understand these strengths, we
must look at the fundamental difference between subdivision and land
lease,

A necessary first step toward forming a community of any kind is to
parcel a tract of land into exclusive occupancies while retaining common
areas such as parks and access ways. Such parceling can be accomplished
in either of two ways. One is to subdivide the landownership into separate
fees. The other is to let out the parcels as leaseholds, keeping the land title
intact. These two logical possibilities do not have equal merit. The first al-
ternative, subdivision, destroys the locus of authority and certain incen-
tives that are requisite for effective social organization.

Shortcomings of Subdivision

Land subdivision, the familiar pattern of real estate development in the
United States, has a robust and profitable business record. When carried
out on a large scale, it is frequently called community development. But the
phrase is misleading. The entrepreneurial interest that gives birth to the
subdivision development is not sustained; it dries up as the project pro-
gresses and vanishes completely when the last parcel is sold. The “commu-
nity builders” who practice subdivision are builders, as their name implies,
but they are builders of houses—glorified framers, carpenters, bricklayers,
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plumbers, electricians. To sell their houses, they put in streets and curbing,
drainage, utility lines, and the like and landscape the areas. But they do
not build communities. They have no commitment to organize, operate,
and administer the community assets enjoyed in common. When their in-
ventory of improved lots is sold, these “community builders” move on,
leaving the management of the community to the residents, who most
likely have no preparation for or expertise in managing and sustaining
community resources and have no decisive authority to do so. The resi-
dents’ continuing community needs, social and physical, are of little con-
cern to the subdivider, to whom it is sufficient that he create a salable
product. He may set up a homeowners’ association, which is largely boil-
erplate mandated by the government to qualify the homes for federal
mortgage insurance.! Thus the entrepreneur who constructs the physical
artifacts abandons his customers as they are about to become a commu-
nity, leaving them to fill the gap as best they can with political devices and
institutions.

Because the ownership of the land is fragmented, there can be no con-
centrated entrepreneurial interest in the management or improvement of
“the commons.” It follows that as consumers of community services, the
residents must provide for themselves the community services they re-
quire. The entrepreneurial vacuum leaves just two options. Management
must be political or volunteer, and usually it is some combination of the
two. Either approach can hire managers, but there is no entrepreneurial
interest or effective equity oversight.

Virtually every American city, town, and neighborhood is a subdivision
and, as such, exhibits this weakness. The resulting political institutions,
whether they are called municipal governments or homeowners’ associa-
tions, do not differ substantially. Some writers extol homeowners’ associa-
tions as “privatized” local government.? But as David Friedman pointed
out, the difference between traditional government and homeowners’ as-
sociations is largely illusory.® Already, as the novelty of homeowners’ asso-
clations wears off, this is becoming apparent.*

Politics and volunteerism, the two options subdivision residents have
for obtaining their common services, lack the profit incentive that makes
the market an ever evolving process of serving customers competitively in
new and different ways. Not only is the vigor of ownership lacking, but the
political or bureaucratic administration that attempts to fill the vacuum is
irresponsible. Who, for example, in the traditional public-works estab-
lishment is liable for injuries caused by water contamination? Democracy
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affords no answer to this problem; voting, far from being an adequate sub-
stitute for responsible proprietary interest, is beset with problems of pub-
lic ignorance. Moreover, citizens free-ride on the job of holding govern-
ment accountable—if such a thing as government accountability exists.’
For all of these reasons, the subdivided community represents, evolution-
arily speaking, a dead end.

Multiple-Tenant Income Properties (MTIPs)

The obvious need is for some means of introducing proprietary authority,
responsibility, and incentive into community management, including the
production and administration of those amenities that traditionally have
been provided by politically created monopolies. Such a means is not un-
known. It has been discovered, empirically and independently, not once
but many times during the past 200 years. It is the application, in an urban
setting, of a formula of land tenure that for millennia characterized agrar-
ian societies in many parts of the world. The method, familiar to commer-
cial property managers, is to retain the land title intact, parceling sites
among land users by leasing.

Multiple-tenant income properties are relative newcomers in the evolv-
ing world of business.® From the second quarter of the nineteenth century,
and accelerating after World War 1II in the twentieth, multiple-tenant in-
come properties grew in number, kind, complexity, and size as entrepre-
neurs in this new kind of business created myriad environments reflecting
the specialized needs of a seemingly endless variety of clientele—mer-
chants, travelers, manufacturers, residents, and professionals of every vari-
ety. Each specialized type of environment that met with success in the
market and so persisted defined an economic niche. In succession, we saw
the rise of hotels, apartment buildings, office buildings (“skyscrapers”),
luxury liners, commercial airports, shopping centers, RV/camp grounds,
mobile home parks, marinas, research parks, professional parks, medical
clinics, theme parks, and land-lease manufactured-home communities, as
well as, increasingly, integrations and combinations of these and others to
form properties more complex and, overall, less specialized. Such an adap-
tive response to new conditions and opportunities stands out sharply
against the stasis of subdivision.

The rapidity of this growth and development of MTIPs is striking. The
shopping center at the close of World War II was experimental; fewer than
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a dozen existed in the United States, and the name had yet to be coined.
But by the end of the century, the number of shopping centers in the
United States alone exceeded 45,000 and accommodated more than half of
the nonautomotive retail activity of the nation.”

Each specialized type of MTIP has its characteristic management re-
quirements, differing in emphasis from all others, arising out of and re-
flecting the needs of the clientele to which it uniquely caters. The shop-
ping center, for example, emphasizes the leadership required to forge a
collection of merchant tenants into an effective retailing team. Teams need
a coach, which in the shopping mall is the manager. His coaching role in-
cludes maintaining peace among highly competitive merchants.® The mer-
chants recognize that the manager is uniquely positioned for such a role;
he represents the concentrated proprietary interest in the land and conse-
quently has two qualities to be found nowhere else in the center: he is dis-
interested and at the same time vitally interested in the success of the center
as a whole. Unlike the tenants whom he serves, who inevitably are partisan
and to that extent have an incentive to exploit the center as a commons,
his direct and personal business interest is the success of the center and
every tenant’s enterprise in it.

MTIPs resemble a community, and the dividing line is not always clear.
Although they have grown larger and more complex over the past century,
becoming more like a community as the term is commonly understood,
the popular notion of a community implies both a more heterogeneous
population and land subdivision. Even so, MTIPs have many of the same
features as a community, and when the full range of types is considered,
neither the rate of turnover of population nor the degree of social interac-
tion among members sets them apart consistently from what we are ac-
customed to think of as communities.

Among other notable features of MTIPs is the fact that parceling by
leaseholds obviates any need for eminent domain. Whereas subdivision
rigidifies the layout of a neighborhood so that it cannot easily be redevel-
oped short of invoking public powers (or waiting until increasing obsoles-
cence brings down land values to a point that it can be economically re-
assembled), leasehold permits gradual and continuous change as leases
run out and come up for renewal. It preserves for the neighborhood a
quality of organic flexibility and growth.

Before discussing their business rationale, I should emphasize that
MTIPs are defined by the leasing of sites, without regard for improve-
ments on them. The latter may be constructed and owned independently
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by either the lessor or the lessee (if the lessee, then the lease generally is for
a longer term). This holds true even in the case of an apartment or office
building, where the sites are the bare spaces leased or rented: artificially
created land stacked up vertically. Furnishing or installing fixtures in such a
space, like constructing improvements on a lot, is a separate consideration.

The MTIP’s Rationale

However they may be provided, common services and amenities like
streets, utilities, parks, and public safety pertain to sites rather than to in-
dividuals as such, and individuals enjoy their benefit by occupying those
sites. Thus when those who own land sell or lease sites in exchange for
price or rent, they are acting as the market purveyor of not only the public
services and amenities in that place but of all the locational advantages of
that site with respect to things beyond it such as significant natural fea-
tures and human activities or enterprise.

What landowners actually sell is location with respect to a specific envi-
ronment. Apart from its context, a site has no ascertainable land value; it
comes into demand only if its environs have relevance for the activity that
is to take place on the site. A prospective home site for a young family
gains in desirability if there is a school nearby; or a mine site if there is a
railroad accessible to transport its ores; or a retail site if there are resi-
dences nearby, not to mention parking spaces, utility grids, and many
other things. A given site is thus valued or disvalued according to its loca-
tion relative to other things. Although it may have much in common with
neighboring sites, each site is the locus of an environment uniquely its
own. When a site is sold or leased, what is transferred is exclusive enjoy-
ment of that location and the unique environment defining it. For that
reason when we buy or sell land, we are buying or selling what might be
called placement rights, the rights to place or position ourselves in relation
to specific other people and things. It is a cliché among realtors to say that
the land’s three main factors in land value are location, location, and loca-
tion. Yet location has no meaning except by reference to environment; the
two are correlative terms. Consequently, an aware landowner is closely at-
tuned to and concerned about environment.

An entrepreneurially inclined landowner can create value where before
there was little or none, by customizing the environment for its occupants
or users, that is, by improving the location of a site or sites for specific
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uses. The majority of landowners have been traditional and conservative,
doing little in the way of creating or modifying the environments they
lease or sell. But in a growing sector of the economy this is decidedly
changing, as private landowners undertake not only the distribution but
also the production of common goods and services and into the bargain
bring about the spatial integration of complementary land uses. Instead of
continuing in the old, atomistic pattern of subdivided lots on Main Street
devoid of any unifying proprietary interest, a major portion of retail shops
and stores in the United States have moved into arrangements where land
is managed under single ownership. Here the landowners (of whom there
may be unlimited numbers by virtue of owning stock or other undivided
interests) provide many of the services such as streets and parking, sewer-
age, storm drainage, power distribution, policing, landscaped parks, and
public areas that they once would have looked to governments to provide.
Nor has retailing been alone in adopting this formula.

The MTIP formula is for the owners of a tract of land intended for
multiple tenancy to enhance the value of the sites into which it is parceled
by improving the environs of each site from the standpoint of its intended
use. The possibilities of upgrading the environment of a site are endless,
extending (albeit with diminishing effect) indefinitely beyond the imme-
diate neighborhood of the site itself and even the MTIP of which it is a
parcel. That is the overriding reason that entrepreneurial landowners will
often cooperate in joint projects.

Having made environmental upgrades, either singly within their own
property or jointly over a wider area, a field of competing owners or man-
agers then bid down the rents they ask while a field of prospective tenants,
similarly competing among themselves, bid up the rents they are willing to
pay. If an owner has succeeded in creating a desirable environment for the
sites he offers the public—both social and physical environment which,
among other things, will motivate people to be more productive in that
place—then the rents will finance the common services and amenities and
also return a profit to him.

Thus MTIPs are self-supporting. Because they yield a market revenue,
their owners need not resort to taxation, which indeed would destroy the
very values they are in business to build. Market revenue not only finances
the administration of the MTIP. It also enables the accumulation of re-
serve funds from which to renovate it as required, even completely re-
building it to the same or another use, to stay competitive with other loca-
tions in the market. This illustrates the immortality of productive capital.
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Outgrowing Government As We Know It: Entrepreneurial Com-
munities (Entrecomms)

Sixty-five years ago my grandfather, Spencer Heath, reasoned that if a new
town were developed under a unified land title by parceling its land
among the occupants by means of long-term ground leasing while main-
taining suitable common areas and amenities, it would be a wholly con-
tractual community resembling in principle a hotel carried out of doors
on an enlarged plan. Indeed, he perceived hotels as prototypes of the cities
of the future.® The very scale and complexity of today’s larger hotels add
plausibility to that novel view. The MGM Grand in Las Vegas is one of
many hotels that promote themselves as a “self-contained city.” The Grand
accommodates not just one or several land uses such as retailing or bed-
rooms or medical services—following the usual pattern of MTIPs—but
also shopping malls, professional offices, convention facilities, restaurants
and cafés, chapels, theaters and art galleries, medical services, a security
force, a monorail station, and the list goes on. Residents could, if they
wished, satisfy nearly all their daily needs without ever leaving the com-
plex. In terms of population size alone, it is interesting to note that the
MGM Grand is larger than the city of Boston was at the time the United
States became independent of England.

Today it would not seem an altogether radical departure, even though it
has never been done, if an enterprising real estate firm developed a stand-
alone town on a land-lease basis and operated it as an investment property
for income, in other words, developed a wholly nonpolitical, proprietary
community, as distinguished from one that was in any way dependent on
taxation. The developers of such an enterprise would avail themselves of a
new income opportunity, one alien to current “community development”
practice: they would offer the residents a full spectrum of on-site utility
services. Rather than plugging into political grids for a relatively undiffer-
entiated, generic product, they would instead provide by means of an on-
site, integrated, energy management system a selection of highly cus-
tomized, consumer-driven utilities.

The present reliance on the traditional practice of “plugging into the
grid,” connecting to whatever utility umbilicals might be extended to their
property by local governments, entails a significant loss of flexibility and
opportunity for the owners of MTIPs. A substantial part of the cost of
land development today is for the escalating list of compliance require-
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ments imposed by municipal authorities. Typically this includes such ob-
stacles as permitting, architectural review, zoning, environmental impact
studies, citizens’ meetings, and allocation of land to various “public pur-
poses.” Most costly of all are the delays and uncertainties at each step of
the process. The result of these imposed costs has been to price much land
out of the market, resulting in less developable land and inflated land costs
for what remains.

The hold of local governments over land developers in this unequal
contest, and their main justification for taxing the public, is their monop-
oly of essential utilities that they have the power to grant or withhold. A
generalized MTIP that provided its own utilities on-site with zero dis-
charge into the environment, thereby freeing itself altogether from the
grid, might appropriately be called an entrecomm—shortened from “en-
trepreneurial community”—to distinguish it from traditional, tax-depen-
dent communities.

A further defining step, then, in the development of MTIPs in the di-
rection of entrecomms is for their owners to expand the complement of
services they now offer their customers by developing an integrated, on-
site utility system. Such a step should enable them, with greater depend-
ability and at significant cost savings, to provide utilities tailored to the
needs of the users. The requisite technology for the construction and op-
eration of such systems has been progressing steadily for decades in par-
tially self-contained or isolated “community” applications like oil rigs,
ships at sea, space vehicles, and arctic workstations, and today no longer
presents an insurmountable engineering, economic or financial challenge
(see chapters 9 and 10 in this book).

Theoretical Implications

The notion of entrepreneurial communities has relevance for the theoret-
ical discussion of “perfect competition” of “clubs,” or private communi-
ties, in the technical literature of economics.'” In the pure competition
models, private communities optimally provide local services, thereby
achieving efficiency in every sense. However, some of the assumptions of
such an arrangement might be challenged. People do not shop for com-
munities in the same way they shop for clothing. A location is not
portable. Unlike other goods that can be carried about, a place can be en-
joyed only by attaching oneself to it. People make commitments that tie
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them to a community, and exit is not costless, especially when alternatives
are limited or information about how well existing alternatives would sat-
isfy is not readily available.

The concept of entrecomms has relevance in another discussion area.
In 1970 Albert Hirschman made the seminal distinction between exit and
voice as two kinds of response to unsatisfactory conditions in firms, orga-
nizations, and states.!! While advancing technology clearly strengthens the
option of exit, it might also increase the effectiveness of voice and thereby
the level of resident participation in a community. An unhappy resident
who felt a grievance or, to reverse the coin, a visionary resident who had a
constructive suggestion to make about the community, could speedily re-
search, generate, transmit, store, and retrieve information by electronic
means. This capability is equally available to residents of subdivisions, in-
cluding traditional town settings, but residents of an entrecomm would
have the advantage of being able to specify a responsible individual, the
community entrepreneur, to whom he could direct his voice with the rea-
sonable expectation of a response. Unlike an elected official, who has none
of his own property at risk and is in the comfortable position of spending
public funds, the landlord of an entrecomm would be a private busi-
nessperson dependent on making a profit. He could not let his competi-
tive edge become dull. Finally, it is likely that the entrecomm setting would
be conducive to building social capital more effectively than would a sub-
division setting. Combined with the benefits of technology, this could also
translate into more effective voice and participation,

The Argument against Entrecomms

Because entrecomms are still only a theoretical possibility, no one has
either advocated or denigrated them. But we do have something closely
resembling them in some respects, namely, company towns. Moreover,
company towns have been the target of social criticism in a long spate of
popular books, music, and art.'? They serve very well, therefore, as a straw
man for the purpose of argument.

Company towns still exist, but they had their heyday a century ago.
These were entire towns often built in remote and unsettled areas by min-
ing, timbering, and other kinds of businesses to provide housing for work-
ers. Frequently they were well built and well managed as an inducement
for workers to stay in such areas. As portrayed in the popular literature,
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however, the interests of the company and its workers were opposed, as
the relationship was exploitative. The company store, often lacking com-
petition from independent stores, supposedly gouged the workers by
charging high prices while the company charged high rents for substan-
dard housing. But if a company built a model town and manifestly did not
exploit the worker/residents, it might be charged with paternalism. The
company had to tread a narrow line. Sometimes the charge of paternalism
had some basis, as companies have been known to limit drinking or re-
quire church attendance with the idea of making the town more attractive
to families and the families more stable. Hershey, Pennsylvania, was a
model company town attractively laid out with parks, gardens, public li-
brary, zoo, amusement park, sports stadium, and well-designed homes. It
is said that the elder Milton Hershey could not understand their disloyalty
when the workers struck in 1937, seeming to show no appreciation for his
efforts on their behalf.!?

The usual argument against a single ownership town is that the land-
lord enjoys a monopoly position with a captive clientele and so has an op-
portunity to be exploitive, patronizing, or neglectful. Having invested in
moving to such a town, putting down roots, and making it their home, a
family finds it costly to leave. Knowing this, the landlord can exploit them
by cutting costs and/or raising the rent at lease-renewal time. Writing
long-term contracts to protect against opportunism is costly.'* In regard
to shopping, the family may find it less than satisfactory to buy from an
encompassing monopolist. But short of moving elsewhere and establish-
ing roots all over again, they cannot readily know what conditions might
be like in another place. Moreover, if the family has built and owns its
home, it might be difficult to sell. Hence the argument that community
ties, illiquidity of real estate, ignorance of employment and living condi-
tions elsewhere, and difficulties of physically moving conspire to keep a
family immobile, making it possible for an opportunistic landlord to raise
the rent above what it would be in a more competitive market.

Employee housing is never a company’s main product. It is always a
sideline activity, a part of its employee benefits package. The fact that the
company town, submerged in a larger enterprise, is not an independent
profit center constitutes an inherent weakness with two important effects.
It makes its manager less sensitive to competition, and it blurs his business
role as a community provider. To the extent that this happens, it raises the
likelihood that he will indulge any personal idiosyncrasies, ranging from
petty tyranny to paternalism.
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Changing business practices and advances in technology have all but
nullified these traditional arguments against land-lease communities,
which today are chiefly found not in company towns but in the myriad va-
rieties of specialized MTIPs in commercial real estate.

Changing Business Practices Favor Entrecomms

MTIPs offer a sharp contrast with company towns. Not only are they op-
erated for profit and stand or fall accordingly, but they compete directly in
the market with other MTIPs, Therefore consumer satisfaction becomes a
primary rather than a secondary consideration. The desire and need to
make a profit allow less room for eccentricity, exploitation, or neglect and
create incentives to consistently maintain and upgrade the common ser-
vices in order to stay competitive.

The contrast with the company towns of a century ago has been further
heightened by changing business practices. Corporate organization has
widely displaced sole proprietorships throughout the economy, especially
in regard to heavily capitalized projects. A corporate firm is more able to
pursue a single objective than is a family, which necessarily has a mixed
bag of priorities, and it has greater assurance of continuity of policy, being
less affected by individual death or inheritance. It is also subject to the dis-
cipline of the equities market, where new investors can acquire a control-
ling interest in a failing or suboptimal venture and restore its profitability.
The liquidity of share ownership facilitates this process, since assets can be
capitalized in the market. Conversely, certain immaturities in the stock
market work against MTIPs, such as the valuation of equities on a quar-
terly basis, which is too short for most income properties in real estate.

Unlike the company town, the MTIP’s dedicated business is building
land value as measured by its capitalized revenue stream. Whatever success
it has in this direction will of course benefit the owners of improvements
as well, since the demand for land readily translates into a demand for im-
provements on the land. This takes some of the speculation out of home
ownership, as the promise of protected value and greater liquidity in one’s
home makes the prospect of moving less daunting.

The twin goals of profitability and competitiveness have improved the
design of MTIPs over that of company towns and have led to better man-
agement practices, resulting in a greater liquidity of real estate with re-
spect to both land and improvements. These same goals have also led to
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better and longer-term leases, offering greater security and satisfactions
for both tenants and owners. The writing of leases in itself has opened a
whole new area for innovation and competition among MTIPs."®

Advancing Technology Favors Entrecomms

Revolutionary advances during the past century in mobility, information,
and communications have combined to enhance competition among
MTIPs to an altogether unanticipated degree. Improved mobility technol-
ogy, represented most dramatically by the automobile, has simplified the
physical task of moving and dramatically lowered its cost. Nor do families
need to live close to work or school if their automobiles can carry them
rapidly to and from these destinations. In 1990, vehicle access was nearly
universal in the United States, even among the poorest households. '

Meanwhile, technological advances in information handling and com-
munication have lessened the psychological costs of moving. It is daily be-
coming easier to relocate without disrupting established relationships, and
soon we all may have the option of virtual travel without leaving home.
Some 83 percent of American workers who vacationed for seven or more
days during the summer of 2000 remained in contact with their office."”
The ability to keep in touch while traveling, and the growing option of
working at home, which is a second reason why home need no longer be
within easy commuting distance of work, have further loosened people’s
ties to a location. With more freedom and more information about alter-
natives, a dissatisfied tenant in an MTIP can more readily relocate to a
place more to his liking. The costs of moving, both economic and psychic,
are incalculably less today than a century ago, and the technological trend
shows no signs of abatement.

By lowering the cost of gathering and evaluating information about al-
ternatives and thereby making the market far more transparent than it was
a century or even a decade ago, communications technology has increased
tenant mobility. Advances in gathering, storing, retrieving, and dissemi-
nating information have enormously facilitated comparison shopping.
With a minimal investment of time and expense, it is possible from home
via the Internet to become informed about not only work opportunities in
different places but also lifestyles over a wide range of MTIPs. It is possible
to read general posted information, query managers, or interview tenants
in cyberspace. An opportunistic landlord creates dissatisfied tenants, and
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it is they in turn who create his reputation—a reputation ever easier to ac-
cess and transmit to others. Advances in communications make landlords
more accountable than ever before.

The flip side of the technology coin is that the same ease and economy
of mobility, information, and communication that enable tenants to com-
parison shop also enable managers of MTIPs to better customize an in-
ventory of sites for a targeted clientele. Not only can managers, with in-
creasing ease and diminishing cost, discover the needs and preferences of
their market, but they can keep apprised of their competition. Further-
more, they can improve their competitive position by a more discriminat-
ing selection of tenants. Compatibility and synergy among tenants are sig-
nificant competitive factors among all classes of MTIPs, from residential
apartments to shopping centers. So essential, indeed, is “tenant mix” to the
success of shopping centers that it ranks with location. The same tech-
nologies of mobility, information, and communication that enable a ten-
ant to comparison shop and then relocate if he chooses also enable a man-
ager to shop the field for tenants who will make compatible, even syner-
gistic, neighbors. This leads to more refined specializations among MTIPs,
more options for residents, and hence more competition.

Conclusion

Advancing mobility, information, and communication technology have
made MTIPs incomparably more competitive than their country cousin,
the company town. This same competitiveness will surely characterize the
still hypothetical field of entrepreneurial communities, since these will be
but an extension of and a more generalized form of MTIP. Beyond this,
technological advancement in a wholly different direction, that of inte-
grated, on-site utilities, promises to make it possible for MTIPs to take the
remaining step toward becoming fully self-sustaining local communities
administered not politically but voluntarily as other goods and services
are, responsive to the pricing system of the marketplace.

Changing business practices and technological advancement have
largely dissolved the traditional arguments against single-owner commu-
nities. They have done this by lessening the distinction between common
goods attaching to sites and other kinds of goods in the market. This trend
is significant because it suggests that the way may be opening to an attrac-
tive and profitable, exclusively market technique of providing common
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goods and services. Should this promise materialize, public administration
at the local level will be viewed no longer as a paralyzing social problem
but as a virgin field of opportunity.
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