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Supreme Court’s decision cannot change the fact that network sharing has
not been a very good business model. On the other hand, the decision
perpetuates that model and encourages companies to continue to petition
the regulators to rig the rules in favor of generously discounted access to
existing and future communications networks and technologies. One can-
not help but shudder at the thought of years of additional regulatory pro-
ceedings on this matter and wonder what the implications will be for
long-term investment and innovation in the U.S. telecommunication sec-
tor.

But all hope is not lost. Led by the deregulatory-minded chairman
Michael Powell, the FCC is currently pursuing several proceedings that
question the wisdom of some of these rules. With any luck, Powell will
receive the support of his superiors in the Bush Administration in this en-
deavor and begin to roll back the destructive regime of price controls and
infrastructure-sharing mandates that threaten the new investment and in-
novation in communications infrastructure that America so desperately
needs.
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Introduction

The Netherlands is a country physically structured by water. In addition
to many minor rivers and canals, three large European rivers—the Meuse,
the Scheldt and the Rhine—meander their way through the country to-
wards the North Sea. A flat topography mostly at or below sea level is
combined with a relatively high population density and wealth. It is hardly
surprising, then, that the Netherlands have long been prominent in the
development of water-related technologies, ranging from massively ap-
plied land reclamation (starting in the Middle Ages) and the adaptation of
windmill technology for drainage (since the 15% century) to the develop-
ment of the world’s largest seaport in Rotterdam and several large scale
damming projects (the Zuiderzee; the Rhine, Meuse and Scheldt estuar-
ies) in the 20 century.

In this paper, however, we will not focus on isolated feats in the interna-
tional history of technology. What makes the history of Dutch water man-
agement truly interesting is the complex adjudication of very different and
potentially conflicting social interests in water flows. For in this intensively
cultivated country, the same bodies of water might be subject to flood pro-
tection measures, land reclamation, inland navigation, fresh water supply
for agriculture, industry and cities, waste water disposal, recreation, fish-
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ing and even military defense (the last“water defense line”was constructed
during the Cold War).

We shall focus upon the accommodation of these different social inter-
ests in the practice of water management as well as in technical design. For
this purpose we shall draw from the analytical framework of large technical
systems that has been developed in the sociology and history of technology
over the last two decades. For a general introduction to this framework we
refer to the introduction to this volume.! Here we shall only observe that it
suits our research interests because it is explicitly designed to study the
messy sociotechnical complexity of infrastructural technologies. As a re-
search topic, it inspires the analysis of the shaping of individual hydraulic
artifacts not as a goal in itself, but as related to the performance of large
and possibly nation-wide or even transnational infrastructural systems—
for navigation, drainage, water supply or defense. And as a research meth-
odology, its lead concept of“system building”draws attention to the process
in which certain historical actors (the”system builders”) manipulate and
juxtapose heterogeneous (technical as well as non-technical) elements into
one sociotechnical whole. This concept combines several important vir-
tues. Its immanently multidisciplinary character (system builders constantly
cross disciplinary borders), exposing the multiple interrelations between
the social and the technital, makes it a welcome addition to existing stud-
ies of Dutch water management from technological, economical and insti-
tutional perspectives.? Furthermore, it opens the analysis for actors and
actor processes that are so often lacking in studies of systems and struc-
tures: Most of all, a focus upon system building as an actor-process may
show how different social interests were balanced and eventually accom-
modated in the actual design.

This last issue, however, demands a slight adjustment of the research
focus. LTS-studies originally studied the perceptions, problems and actions
of individual system builders, providing new insights into the construction
and management of systems® but—inasmuch as they were concerned with
great men pursuing their projects—less sensitive to uncovering conflicts
between actors and their impacts on technical design.* LTS scholars who
have extended the notion of system building from individuals to large or-
ganizations or even “institutional frameworks,”“institutional regimes” or
“governance structures” (involving actors, institutional structures, and rules
of system building) have, in our opinion, paid insufficient attention to this
miatter.’ Even Kaijser’s study of the institutional frameworks of early
water control systems, to which this study is much indebted, largely
ignores other uses of water which might interfere with water control,
and therefore pays insufficient attention to the high conflict potential
that makes wet system building so complex.® In this paper, we shall
use the concept of‘regime of wet system building’to denote a historically
specific constellation of actors representing different uses of water. In other
words, these regimes reflect and define how and which social interests in
water are accommodated into the system-building process and ultimately
into the technical designs.
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The first section of this paper distinguishes four regimes of wet system
building from the Middle Ages to the present, which accommodated po-
tentially conflicting social interests in water flows in radically different ways.
The second section zooms in on the regime that dominated most of the
20" century, and studies the delicate politics of technical design at the mi-
cro level of two selected cases: the canalization of the river Meuse in the
1920s (a”link”in the wet network) and the construction of the Haringvliet
locks in the Southwestern delta after the Second World War (a crucial”net-
work-node”). Both cases bring out the complex interplay between the va-
riety of social interests and the design process, which is a particular feature
of the construction of water-based large technical systems as compared to
other types of infrastructural technologies.

Balancing interests in regimes for wet system building:
A long term view

The settler-village regime and the origins of Dutch water management

Prior to 800 A.D. in the region that was later to become the Netherlands,
humans had primarily adapted”passively”to the water situation. They simply
chose to live on higher ground. If they colonized swampy areas, they situ-
ated their farms or villages on grounds that were gradually heightened
with clay and manure (so-called terpen).” The first institution to actively
embark on wet system building was the settler village, which developed
and flourished between the 9% to the 13% centuries. Groups of settlers
drained peat bogs, which constituted a very large part of the territory, by
digging systems of parallel ditches, creating fertile agricultural land that
provided the basis for villages. Historians distinguish two types of recla-
mation settlements. In the 9™ and 10" centuries and primarily in the North-
ern regions, reclamation initiatives were framed by the councils of the
egalitarian Frisian villages. By contrast, in the Western and Central regions
a feudal structure developed, and in the 11% and 12% centuries the feudal
lords founded new settler villages in a successful attempt to imitate the
Frisian reclamation projects. Reclaimers were offered a degree of personal
freedom in return for paying taxes and serving as soldiers in times of war.
But even here the village council, in addition to other tasks, bore the brunt
of coordinating the building of canal systems for drainage.

The impact on landscapes was enormous. Extensive tracts of peat bog
were transformed into fertile agricultural land. On the other hand, an un-
intended effect of reclamation was the lowering of ground level (by several
meters within a couple of centuries) due to oxidation and decomposition
of the peat after drainage. Much of the land became vulnerable to floods,
which caused a perforation of the coastal line and the shaping of large
inner seas and lakes, in short a large loss of of land. As a response to in-
creasing flood threats, humans developed a range of water control tech-
nologies. The capacity of drainage canals was increased, and villages took
on the construction of dikes. Originally erected around individual villages,































